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BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. 

REBUlTAL TESTIMONY OF RONALD M. PATE 

BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

DOCKET NO. 000731 -TP 

JANUARY 3,2001 

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. ("BellSouth") as a Director, Interconnection 

Services. In this position, t handle certain issues related to local 

interconnection matters, primarily operations support systems (I10SS''). 

My business address is 675 West Peachtree Street, Atlanta, Georgia 

30375. 

HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY FILED TESTIMONY IN THIS PROCEEDING? 

Yes. I filed direct testimony - with exhibits - on November 15, 2000. 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 

The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to address various concerns and 

issues raised in the direct testimony filed by AT&T - specifically that of 
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AT&T Witness Jay M. Bradbury - in areas related to Operations Support 

Systems (“OSS’’). I will respond to Mr. Bradbury’s allegations made 

against BellSouth in the following: 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 ordering interfaces 

9 

10 repair interfaces 

Issue 25 - Operator SemiceslDirectory Assistance (“OS/DA) 

Issue 30 - BellSouth’s Change Control Process (“CCP”) 

Issue 31 - Specific changes to BellSouth’s ordering and pre- 

Issue 32 - Specific improvements to BellSouth’s maintenance and 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 of an ever-evolving industry. 

I will show that, for each area listed above, BellSouth has taken positive 

steps to respond to AT&Ts formal requests, if doable and reasonable - 
the same as BellSouth would do for any ALEC. Very simply, it is 

BellSouth’s position that it is in compliance with current FCC and state 

commission orders and rulings with regard to its dealings with ALECs, and 

that BeltSouth continues to monitor itself for such compliance in the face 

\ 

19 

20 

21 

22 Specific Provisioning? 

lssue 25: What procedures should be established for AT&T to obtain loop 

port combinations (UNE-P) using both infrastructure and Customer- 

23 

24 Q. 

25 

MR. BRADBURY CONTENDS ON PAGE 22 OF HIS TESTIMONY THAT 

BELLSOUTH HAS NOT SUPPLIED AT&T WITH ALL OF THE DETAILED 
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TECHNICAL METHODS AND PROCEDURES THAT IT NEEDS TO 

IMPLEMENT 0 PERATOR S ERVICES/D I RECTORY ASS ISTANC E 

(“OWDA) ROUTING. WHAT HAS BELLSOUTH PROVIDED TO AT&T IN 

REGARD TO OSIDA? 

As I stated in my direct testimony, BellSouth provided AT&T with proposed 

contractual language for the three types of routings for its OS/DA calls 

(unbranded, branded and third-party platform). AT&T was given the 

unbranded contractual language in August, 2000, and both the branded 

and third-party platform contractual language in October, 2000. Each 

document provides the process for establishing the AT&T “footprint order” 

for that particular option, and these three documents are provided together 

as Exhibit RMP-19. 

Additionally, Mr. Bradbury states in a footnote on Page 35 that “AT&T has 

yet to receive footprint ordering instructions from AT&T. While it is likely 

that he meant to refer to BellSouth in that footnote, BellSouth, in fact, 

provided the user requirements for the unbranded OS/DA option - with 

ordering instructions - to AT&T mid-November, 2000 in response to their 

actual request for that option for a specific project - the so-called “friendly 

test” to which he refers on Page 36. In fact, that test is the only request 

that AT&T has made of BellSouth for the actual provisioning of OWDA 

routing. The User Requirements document is provided as Exhibit 

RM P -20. 

25 
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Mr. Bradbury also claims that BellSouth “has not produced detailed 

technical methods and procedures sufficient to inform AT&T of 

requirements for ordering customized routing”. The aforementioned User 

Requirements document provides that information for the only firm request 

that AT&T has made to BellSouth for the provisioning of OS/DA routing. 

WHAT OTHER INFORMATION DOES BELLSOUTH THINK THAT AT&T 

NEEDS TO ESTABLISH THE “FOOTPRINT ORDER AND CUSTOMER- 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONING FOR UNBRANDED OSIDA? 

None. 

MR. BRADBURY STATES ON PAGE 32 OF A S TESTlh ONY THAT 

BELLSOUTH PROVIDES NO PROCESSES FOR ELECTRONIC 

ORDERING OF CUSTOMER-SPECIFIC OWDA. IS THAT TRULY THE 

CASE? 

Definitely not. Mr. Bradbury also cites on Page 32 AT&lIs formal change 

request (ED1020900~001 - Electronic Order Routing to OS/DA) submitted 

in February, 2000, and this is the same change request for which 

BellSouth implemented the OS/DA unbranded option as part of Release 

8.0 on November 18, 2000. Because of this implementation, orders 

issued by AT&T for its specified project can be submitted electronically by 

simply following the BellSouth business rules for ordering port/loop 
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A. 

Q. 

A. 

combinations. No special or additional entries are required on the Local 

Service Requests (“ LSRs”). 

IN HIS TESTIMONY, MR. BRADBURY MAKES REFERENCES ON 

PAGES 32 THROUGH 36 REGARDING BELLSOUTH’S “UNILATERAL 

DECISION” TO REMOVE THIS FEATURE FROM RELEASE 8.0. SINCE 

THE FEATURE HAS BEEN IMPLEMENTED, WHY DOES HE ALLEGE 

SUCH A DECISION? 

It is unclear why Mr. Bradbury continues to make an issue of a decision 

that occurred through some miscommunication, but that was never 

implemented. BellSouth has acknowledged that it mistakenly decided and 

communicated that the feature would be removed from Release 8.0. More 

importantly, however, immediate action was taken when the situation was 

brought to Mr. Keith Milner’s and my attention. The release occurred as 

scheduled with all of the parts necessary to allow electronic ordering as 

requested by AT&T. 

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR COMMENTS ON THE OS/DA ISSUE. 

This issue continues to be a problem for which there seems to be no 

viable solution that will satisfy AT&T. Mr. Milner once again discusses the 

issue in his testimony, but the bottom line is that we have furnished AT&T 

the information necessary to do electronic ordering in the one case where 

AT&T has indicated a desire to do so. AT&T seems to want something 

5 
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more, which, as Mr. Milner describes, is beyond the pale. Based upon 

AT&Ts requests for documentation and availability of all OS/DA options in 

all locations, it is clear that AT&T would like for BellSouth to equip all 

central offices in BellSouth’s nine-state region with all of the OS/DA 

options in the unlikely event that an ALEC (more precisely, AT&T) might 

want to place orders at any time and at any place. That simply isn’t 

feasible based upon an overall lack of ALEC demand for OWDA options, 

nor is it viable from a financial standpoint. While providing OSIDA options 
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24 ROUTING METHODS. DO YOU HAVE COMMENTS ON THAT 

25 RE Q U EST? 

IN HIS SUMMARY ON PAGE 36, MR. BRADBURY ASKS THE 

COMMISSION TO PROVIDE AT&T WITH SPECIFIC DOCUMENTED 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES FOR EACH OF THE CUSTOMIZED 

on an as-requested basis may not suit all of AT&T’s requirements, 

BellSouth nonetheless has a reasonable process for providing OS/DA. 

AT&T’s opinion of what is reasonable for BellSouth to do on a region-wide 

basis is simply that - its opinion. 

I’d like to add that BellSouth has made that process available to all 

ALECs, and posted that information on BellSouth’s Interconnection 

Services website via Carrier Notification SN91082004 on November 22, 

2000 (Provided as Exhibit RMP-21). Per the instructions in the Carrier 

Notification, inquiries for this feature may be made to the ALECs’ account 

team representative. 
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6 specificity of A T W s  request. 

Yes. As BellSouth provided AT&T with the appropriate methods and 

procedures for the unbranded option at such time as they made an actual 

request for BellSouth to provide that option, so, too, would BellSouth 

provide the same for either of the other two options based upon the 

7 

8 Q. 

9 RESPONSE TO AT&T'S ALLEGATIONS? 

WHAT WOULD YOU LIKE FOR THE COMMISSION TO DO IN 

10 
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Find that BellSouth has responded to AT&T's change request to 

implement electronic ordering for OS/DA capability based upon the 

parameters of its specified project, and the process doesn't require AT&T 

to place any special indicators on its LSRs. In addition to documentation 

given to AT&T for this project, BellSouth has also provided instructions on 

how to obtain other options of OS/DA routing for future requests, and has 

made that same information available to the general ALEC community. 

BellSouth believes it has satisfied what Mr. Bradbury outlines in his 

summary request of this Commission. 

\ 

20 

21 

22 

23 minimum the following sifuations: 

24 a) introduction of new interfaces 

25 6) retirement of existing interfaces 

Issue 30: Should the Change Control Process be sufficiently 

comprehensive to ensure that there are pmcesses to handle at a 
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exceptions to the process 

documentation, including training 

defect Correction 

emergen cy changes (defect correction) 

an eight-step cycle, repeated monthly 

a firm schedule for notifications associated with changes 

initiated by BellSouth 

a process for dispute resolution including referral to state 

utility commissions or courts 

a process for escalation of changes in process 

Q. ON PAGE 49 OF MR. BRADBURY’S TESTIMONY REGARDING 

BELLSOUTH’S CHANGE CONTROL PROCESS (“CCP”), HE CLAIMS 

THAT BELLSOUTH’S CCP IS INADEQUATE. WOULD YOU PLEASE 

RESPOND TO THAT CLAIM? 

A. Yes. I will start by reiterating BellSouth’s position from my direct testimony 

that the Change Control Process is not a proper issue for arbitration with 

an individual ALEC before an individual state commission. The CCP 

covers BellSouth’s regional interfaces and processes, and affects a CCP 

membership of what has grown to approximately 100 ALECs. 

Collaborative decisions that come from issues submitted to the CCP 

ultimately affect over 300 ALECs and CLECs that are currently actively 

operating in BellSouth’s nine-slate region (Note: There are over 1,600 

commission-approved ALECs and CLECs around the region). As I stated 
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in my direct testimony on Page 22, our position is supported by the North 

Carolina Public Sewice Commission’s Staff proposed recommended order 

from similar arbitration proceedings which states that “this arbitration 

docket is an inappropriate forum for consideration of wholesale 

modifications to the CCP or the CCP document, as proposed by AT&T.” 

Moving beyond this, however, the issue of the adequacy of BelfSouth‘s 

CCP also is being addressed by KPMG, the company approved by the 

Florida and Georgia Public Service Commissions to perform Third Party 

Testing per the orders of those Commissions. BellSouth believes that 

determination of adequacy of the CCP for Florida can be properly 

assessed and documented as part of the Third Party Testing process. 

MR. BRADBURY FURTHER STATES ON PAGE 55 OF HIS TESTIMONY 

THAT BELLSOUTH’S CCP IS “NOT COLLABORATIVE”. WHAT IS 

BELLSOUTH’S VIEW OF THE CQLUBORATIVE NATURE OF THE 

CCP? 

The process is clearly “collaborative.” It is just not subject to the control of 

AT&T, which is Mr. Bradbury’s real issue. Mr. Bradbury insists that the 

CCP document Version 2.0 is the appropriate document to discuss in this 

arbitration, as he states on Page 58 of his testimony. However, while 

explaining how the Commission should order adoption of AT&T’s 

proposed “red line” Version 2.0, he fails to mention that AT&T’s document 

also has been submitted to the CCP as a change request and that a 

I 
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decision was made within the CCP (and not just at 

as Mr. Sradbury alleges in his footnote on Page 51 

Bel I South’ s i nsi s ten ce , 

of his testimony) to 

develop a sub-team of ALECs to collectively build upon AT&Ts original 

proposed changes, and to present a joint ALEC proposal to the total CCP 

membership. AT&T’s regular representative to the CCP agreed to the 

suggestion, and also agreed to head the effort. It is not clear how 

BellSouth and the other ALEC’s could be acting more “collaboratively”. 

We just aren’t doing precisely what AT&T wants, which evidently makes 

us “non-cooperative.” 

Also missing from his discussion is the fact that BellSouth has made its 

own proposal to the CCP in response to the joint ALEC proposal. On 

December 5, 2000, BellSouth submitted its proposed changes to CCP 

document Version 2.0 to the sub-team, and that document - which 

includes both the ALEC-proposed changes and BellSouth‘s agreement, 

disagreement or compromise proposal to those changes - is the 

document that is currently under review by the sub-team. It is provided as 

Exhibit RMP-22. I will refer to it later in this testimony to show the 

Commission that AT&Ts various claims of inadequacy and non- 

collaborative process cannot be supported. 

In addition to KPMG’s Third Party Testing assessment and documentation 

of BellSouth’s CCP, the current sub-team activity suggests that the ALECs 

and BellSouth are interested in working toward solutions and 

compromises that improve the current process and are acceptable to the 

10 
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industry as a whole. The point is that the CCP is an evolving process, and 

BellSouth feels it is more appropriate to look at the current and future 

direction of the CCP rather than simply acceding to AT&T's demands, 

which is evidently all that will satisfy AT&T in this regard. 

MR. BRADBURY ALSO CLAIMS ON PAGE 55 THAT BELLSOUTH HAS 

TOTAL CONTROL AND VETO POWER OVER THE CCP, AND "MAY 

SIMPLY IGNORE THE BUSINESS NEEDS AND WISHES OF THE ALEC 

COMMUNITY'. HOW DO YOU RESPOND TO THIS CLAIM? 

What he really means is that there isn't a line in the CCP that indicates 

that whateverAT&T wants, it gets, irrespective of whether the request is 

reasonable or even concurred in by the rest of the affected ALECs. As 

part of the CCP's collaborative effort - where consensus is required to 

make decisions - BellSouth and the ALECs have made a concerted effort 

to incorporate all reasonable and doable requests for changes. That is 

reflected in BellSouth's CCP document Version 2.0. AT&T apparently 

feels that BellSouth has no rights as a stakeholder in this process, and 

should automatically acquiesce to ALEC requests even if those requests 

fall outside of BellSouth's obligations under FCC orders, are not doable 

under BellSouth's current processes, or require BellSouth to make 

substantial financial investment for a limited potential utilization by the 

ALEC community as a whole. 

11 
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BellSouth follows the review process as stated in the CCP guidelines for 

all change requests submitted by ALECs, and responds via the CCP in 

what it feels is the appropriate manner, and gives appropriate 

consideration to each such request. The idea that BellSouth has final veto 

power is addressed by the CCP guidelines for dispute resolution as I 

explained fully in my direct testimony (See Pages 64-65 of Exhibit RMP-22 

for BellSouth’s proposed wording changes to the existing Dispute 

Resolution section). Suffice it to say here that the option exists for AT&T 

or any other ALEC to take a dispute to a higher authority for resolution, if 

necessary. 

MR. BRADBURY CONTENDS ON PAGE 56 OF HIS TESTIMONY THAT 

BELLSOUTH DID NOT COMPLY WITH A CCP REQUIREMENT THAT 

“SIZING AND SEQUENCING OF PRIORITIZED CHANGE REQUESTS 

WILL BEGIN WITH THE TOP PRIORITY ITEMS AND CONTINUE DOWN 

THROUGH THE LIST UNTIL THE CAPACITY CONSTRAINTS HAVE 

BEEN REACHED”. ARE YOU FAMILIAR WITH THIS SITUATION? 

Yes. Mr. Bradbury is referring to Release 8.0, which was implemented on 

November 18, 2000, and contained several low-priority items, along with 

several high-priority items. Although some “low-priority items” were 

included in the release, this in no way impacted whether other high-priority 

items could have been included. In many instances during major 

releases, there are changes that can be made with very little expenditure 

of time and/or money, or without extensive software development. Since 

12 
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the low-priority items are on the list to be worked at some point anyway, it 

makes perfect sense to include all that can be included without 

jeopardizing implementation milestones, which would have been the case 

had BellSouth tried to include too many of the high-priority items. Filling 

out a release with “easy-to-accomplish” items, even if they are low priority, 

only makes sense. Release 8.0 could have been implemented without the 

“low-priority items” but no additional “high priority” items would have been 

included as a result. That doesn’t make much sense, but is typical of the 

sort of complaint that AT&T seems intent on making until it finally just gets 

its own way. 

Mr. Bradbury would have this Commission believe that BellSouth does this 

in an attempt to delay or harm the ALECs’ ability to compete, and that 

simply isn’t the case. I will further add that it has long been the procedure 

to rely on the use of “point” releases (e.g., 8.1, 8.2, etc.) to pick up 

additional high- and low-priority items without waiting for the next major 

release (e.g., 9.0, 10.0, etc,). 

MR. BRADBURY FURTHER ASSERTS ON PAGE 56 THAT 

BELLSOUTH “ROUTINELY ELECTS NOT TO COMPLY” WITH THE 

CCP’S REQUIREMENTS, USING AS AN EXAMPLE THE RELEASE OF 

ISSUE 9G OF BELLSOUTH’S BUSINESS RULES FOR LOCAL 

ORDERING, WHICH HE CLAIMS WAS DONE WITH LllTLE ADVANCE 

NOTICE TO ALECs, THAT BELLSOUTH REFUSED TO WITHDRAW 

THE CHANGES, AND THAT THE RELEASE CONTAINED 

13 
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PROGRAMMING DEFECTS THAT COULD HAVE BEEN AVOIDED HAD 

BELLSOUTH MADE THE RELEASE AVAILABLE TO ALECS FOR PRE- 

TESTING. WHAT IS YOUR RESPONSE? 

First, let me say that BellSouth does not “routinely” elect not to comply 

with the CCP’s requirements. With that said, it appears that AT&T has 

managed to identify one situation where BellSouth should have run a 

release through the CCP and failed to do so. This was Issue 9G of the 

BellSouth Business Rules for Local Ordering (“BBR-LO”). We posted the 

notice on August 31 , 2000, to be effective October 2, 2000, thus providing 

the requisite notice. We did not, however, properly process the matter 

through the CCP. That is, the release was intended to correct defects in 

documentation that had previously been identified. In addition, there was 

one minor software change that was also included in the release. 

Unfortunately, and as AT&T knows, there was a problem with the software 

change which was corrected soon thereafter. Our rationale for going 

forward with the release of the documentation changes, which is no 

excuse for not following the process, was that the documentation changes 

were corrections to existing documentation, which should not have been 

anything other than a ministerial task, and was for the purpose of 

benefiting the ALECs who rely on the documentation that was being 

corrected. This is not, however, a systemic problem that I am aware of. 

Given AT&T’s penchant for documenting alleged problems, one would 

assume that if this were a regular and constant problem, they would have 

reams of examples. I do not believe this is the case. Our company is 

14 
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committed to following the CCP. We have agreed to language that 

requires us to do so. I wish I could guarantee that we would never make a 

mistake, but that would simply be unreasonable. We are committed to 

using our best efforts to make this process work, and we believe that on 

the whole it does. 

ON PAGE 51 OF MR. BRADBURY’S TESTIMONY, HE STATES THAT 

THE CURRENT CCP “FAILS TO COVER ALL AREAS THAT SHOULD 

8E INCtUDED IN A ROBUST CHANGE CONTROL PROCESS” PER 

THE FCC’S GUIDANCE. WHAT IS BELLSOUTH’S OPINION OF 

COVERAGE OF THE AREAS SPECIFIED BY MR. BRADBURY? 

BellSouth cannot find one area listed by Mr. Bradbury that isn’t covered by 

BellSouth’s CCP document Version 2.0, or any proposed version. He also 

inexplicably refers to the I-CCP, and regardless of whether he means the 

original interim CCP or an earlier version of the CCP document, the 

reference has no relevance in a discussion of the current Version 2.0. Mr. 

Bradbury also uses the phrases ‘does not adequately cover‘ or ‘does not 

provide an adequate process for‘ as he delineates the areas that he 

purports are deficient. Those phrases certainly represent AT&Ts highly 

subjective opinions of those areas of the CCP. However, in spite of 

AT&T’s opinions about the current CCP document, BellSouth firmly 

believes that the CCP document with both ALEC- and BellSouth-proposed 

changes (Exhibit RMP-22) that is currently under review by the CCP sub- 

team will ultimately become the document that best serves the interest of 
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the ALEC community as a whole, as well as 8ellSouth. The consensus 

acceptance of the proposed dowment as the new baseline document 

should render AT&T’s complaints and allegations moot. Moreover, 

consider this additional point. There are dozens of arbitrations going on 

around the BellSouth region at this point. AT&T is the only ALEC that is 

making the CCP an issue in the detail that is being presented here today. 

The CCP may not meet AT&Ts subjective standards (more of the “not 

invented here” syndrome, probably), but clearly any number of ALECs are 

using the system, without the incessant complaining that seems to have 

become AT&T’s hallmark. 

BEGINNING ON PAGE 59 OF MR. BRADBURY’S TESTIMONYl HE 

MAKES ALLEGATIONS REGARDING EACH OF THE SUB-ISSUES 

OUTLINED AT THE HEAD OF THIS ISSUE SECTION. HOW WILL YOU 

RESPOND TO EACH SUB-ISSUE? 

In the preceding answer, I addressed Mr. Bradbury’s general statements 

regarding these sub-issues. As Mr. Bradbury has done beginning on 

Page 59, I will address each sub-issue in order and with more specificity. 

Although CCP document Version 2.0 (dated August 23, 2000) is the 

current operational document, BellSouth believes that it is more instructive 

and forward-looking to consider the document with both the ALEC- and 

BellSouth-proposed changes (Exhibit RMP-22). As I mentioned above, 

this is the document currently under review by the sub-team, and, once 

concurrence is reached by the CCP on the changes to be adopted, it will 
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become the new operational document. No doubt AT&T would prefer to 

continue looking only at the August 23, 2000 document and the ALEC- 

proposed changes in an effort to minimize the amount of collaborative 

effort put forth by BeilSouth in an attempt to better respond to the ALEC 

community as a whole, but if the Commission is going to look at this 

document, it ought to look at the most current version or at least at the 

language that has been agreed to by the majority of the participating 

ALECS. a 

I would also like to point out that, although the joint issues matrix agreed 

upon by AT&T and BellSouth prior to the arbitration contains sub-issues 

(a) through (j) for Issue 30, Mr. Bradbury has chosen to use his direct 

testimony to introduce and address additional sub-issues (k) through (0) 

which were not included in the matrix. I will not offer rebuttal to these 

inappropriate inclusions, and request that the Commission disregard them. 

a) Introduction of new interfaces 

MR. BRADWRY STATES THAT LANGUAGE PROPOSED BY 

BELLSOUTH WOULD ALLOW ONLY BELLSOUTH TO DETERMINE 

WHETHER CHANGES TO NEW INTERFACES SHOULD BE MANAGED 

UNDER THE CCP DOCUMENT. PLEASE RESPOND. 

BellSouth's proposed language actually states on Page 56 of Exhibit 

RMP-22 that changes to new interfaces would, in fact, be managed by the 

I 
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Q. 

A. 

process. Further, any new interfaces deployed by BellSouth will be 

introduced to the ALEC community as part of the CCP. This is consistent 

with my statements on Page 48 of my direct testimony. 

retirement of existing interfaces 

OF. PAGE 60 OF MR. BRADBURYS TESTIMONY HE INDICATES THAT 

BELLSOUTH AND AT&T HAVE REACHED AGREEMENT ON A 

PORTION OF THIS ISSUE. DOES BELLSOUTH AGREE WITH HIS 

ASS E SS M E NT? 

Mr. Bradbury is correct in his assessment of the issue as it relates to 

BellSouth and AT&T. However, it must be stressed that the CCP Version 

2.0 document being presented for discussion as part of this proceeding is 

a document being used in the collaborative effort of the CCP 

subcommittee. Thus, the proposed language is an issue for the CCP to 

render final approval for this ALEC-wide issue. 

1 would like to point out that BellSouth has proposed language regarding 

advanced notification of 120 days for the retirement of old versions of 

interfaces on Page 57 of Exhibit RMP-22. Previousiy, there had been no 

stated advance notification interval. 

c) exceptions to the process 
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MR. BRADBURY STATES ON PAGE 61 OF HIS TESTIMONY THAT 

AT&T WANJS A DOCUMENTED “EXCEPTION” PROCESS FOR 

HANDLING TYPE 2-5 CHANGES UNDER UNUSUAL SITUATIONS, AND 

THAT BELLSOUTH’S PROPOSAL IS UNACCEPTABLE. PLEASE 

RESPOND. 

AT&T’s desire to have an “exceptions” process is understandable - it 
would give AT&T an avenue to circumvent the process for all of the . 

special “needs” it devises. In its proposal, AT&T offers no substantive 

information about what an “exception” might be, and BellSouth strongly 

believes that all of the situations that may come before the CCP are 

covered by one of the categories already defined in the process. The 

process does not need to add terms and/or categories that have no 

objective criteria to define them, thereby leaving their meaning open to 

interpretation. 

d) documeniation, including training 

MR. BRADBURY STATES ON PAGE 61 OF HIS TESTIMONY THAT 

CHANGES WHICH WILL RESULT IN REVISIONS TO THE TRAINING 

MATERIALS AND JOB AIDS BELLSOUTH PRODUCES FOR ALECS 

ARE INCLUDED WITHIN THE SCOPE OF THE PROCESS. PLEASE 

RESPOND. 
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I disagree. As I stated on Page 53 of my direct testimony, documentation 

defects related to business rules for manual and electronic processes for 

pre-ordering, ordering and maintenance are part of the CCP, and requests 

for remedy for such defects can be submitted through the change request 

process, either by the ALECs or by BellSouth. The development of 

training materials and job aids for changes to these processes are 

handled by the appropriate BellSouth training development organization 

as the interfaces are enhanced through the CCP. 

e) defect correction, and 

4 emergency changes 

IN HIS TESTIMONY ON PAGE 62, MR. BRADBURY GROUPED THESE 

TWO CATEGORIES TOGETHER - STATING THAT IT IS 

APPROPRIATE TO DO SO - AND THAT ADOPTION OF AT&T’S 

PROPOSED CHANGES WILL PROVIDE A DOCUMENTED DEFECT 

CORRECTION AND EMERGENCY CHANGE PROCESS THAT MEETS 

THEIR NEEDS. DO YOU AGREE WITH THAT? 

Not entirely. As I stated in my direct testimony on Page 53, it was 

BellSouth’s understanding that the issue regarding the definition of a 

defect had been resolved after the addition of language which addressed 

AT&T concerns. Evidently AT&T’s concerns continue to “evolve” as 

BellSouth responds to AT&T’s comments. In fact, BellSouth continues to 
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work to incorporate more of AT&T’s suggested additions to the defect 

definition regarding requirement defects. 

BellSouth believes a process currently exists within the CCP to deal with 

true emergencies, which are defined as system outages (Type-I System 

Outage). For the type of “emergency” to which AT&T refers - a high- 

impact defect - BellSouth has proposed an interval of two (2) business 

days to develop and validate a workaround to remedy those situations 

(See Exhibit RMP-22, Page 47, under Type4 process flow). This 

represents an improvement from the current four- (4) day interval. From 

the point of development of a workaround, implementation of a true fix for 

the validated high-impact defect would occur within a 4-to-25-business- 

day range, with BellSouth committing to provide its best effort to minimize 

the interval. 

Mr. Bradbury further states on Page 62 that the “Draft Expedited Feature 

Process” proposed by BellSouth is applicable neither to defect correction 

nor emergency changes. That would be appropriate, since the latest 

BellSouth-proposed expedited feature process (Pages 37-41 of Exhibit 

RMP-22) is in response to the ALECs’ request that the expedited feature 

process be separated from the defect correction (Type-6) process. 

g) an eight-step cycle, repeated monthly 
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Q. MR. BRADBURY STATES IN HIS TESTIMONY ON PAGE 63 THAT 

AT&T CONCURS WITH THE NUMBER AND SEQUENCE OF STEPS 

CONTAINED IN BELLSOUTH’S PROPOSED CCP DOCUMENT 

VERSION 2.0, FOR TYPES 2-5 CHANGE REQUESTS, BUT SAYS THAT 

AT&T STILL CONTINUES TO REQUEST REDUCED CYCLE TIMES. 

HOW DO YOU RESPOND? 

A. BellSouth understands that AT&T has concurred in the number and 

sequence of steps now before the CCP for consideration. BellSouth has 

also made its own proposals in regard to the cycle times requested by- 

AT&T in Mr. Bradbury’s testimony on Page 64, and, as is the case with the 

CCP document as a whole, BellSouth’s proposals are being reviewed 

within the CCP. 

’ 

8 

While AT&T requests a reduction from 20 days to 10 days in the cycle 

time to review change requests for acceptance, BellSouth has responded 

that it feels that 20 days continues to be a reasonable and appropriate 

cycle time in order to review the potential impact on other systems, 

manuai processes, documentation and training. Other steps include 

determining if a change request already exists, determining if it is an 

ALEC training issue, or determining if the request meets the criteria for an 

expedited feature. BellSouth wants to ensure that appropriate front-end 

planning occurs in order to minimize the possibility of defects later 
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The second cycle time Mr. Bradbury addresses involves a reduction from 

30 to 25 days for the internal change management process step - the step 

where BellSouth and the ALECs analyze impacts, sizing efforts, etc., for 

change requests that have passed the CCP change request review 

process and have been designated as candidates for implementation. 

BellSouth has proposed a more workable solution (as outlined on Pages 

54-55 of Exhibit RMP-22), since experience has shown that release 

schedules may not coincide with the 30- or 25-day interval. BellSouth has 

proposed that this step occur three-to-four months prior to a release - at 

the Release Package Meeting - in an effort to allow consideration and- re- 

prioritization of new andlor non-scheduled change requests, without 

jeopardizing release milestones. 

h) a firm schedule for notifications associated with changes initiated 

by BellSouth 

MR BRADBURY STATES ON PAGE 65 OF HIS TESTIMONY THAT 

BELLSOUTH HAS REFUSED TO PROVIDE ALECS WITH DRAFT 

SPECIFICATIONS RELATED TO BELLSOUTH-INITIATED CHANGES. 

IS THAT TRUE? 

Definitely not. It is more likely that AT&T didn’t receive specifications as 

early as it would have liked. However, in BellSouth’s proposed changes to 

CCP document Version 2.0 (Exhibit RMP-22, Page 22) still under review, 

BellSouth has addressed the notification schedule. BellSouth’s proposed 
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changes are as follows: user requirements for software releases (90 and 

45 days advance notification for draft and final requirements, respectively); 

new Telecommunications Industry Forum (“TCIF”) mapping ( A  80 days 

advance notification for implementation release date, and I20 and 60 

days advance notification for draft and final requirements, respectively); 

and retirement of interfaces (t 20 days advance notification for the 

retirement of old versions of interfaces). 

In addition to these software- and system-related notifications, BellSouth 

has also proposed to provide all documentation 30 days in advance of the 

implementation of a change, whether system-affecting or non-system- 

affecting. Previously, non-system-affecting documentation changes were 

provided five (5) days in advance. 

i )  a process for dispute resolution including referral to state utility 

commissions or courts 

ACCORDING TO MR. BRADBURY’S TESTIMONY ON PAGE 66, THIS 

SUB-ISSUE SEEMS TO BE SATISFIED BETWEEN AT&T AND 

BELLSOUTH. DO YOU AGREE? 

Yes, but it would appear that Mr. Bradbury’s statement negates his own 

claim that BellSouth has total control and veto power over the CCP, as he 

claimed on Page 55 of his testimony, and as discussed earlier in this 

rebuttal. 
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Q. 

A. 

1 

j )  a process for escalation of changes in process 

IN HIS TESTIMONY ON PAGE 66, MR. BRADBURY REFERS TO 

SPECIFIC INTERVALS THAT AT&T HAS ADDED FOR VARIOUS 

STEPS OF THE ESCALATION PROCESS. DO YOU OFFER ANY 

REBUlTAL FOR THIS SUB-ISSUE? 

Not per se, but I would like to inform the Commission that BellSouth has 

made its own proposal for reasonable and doable intervals for the 

escalation process as outlined in Exhibit RMP-22, Pages 58 and 62, for 

consideration by the CCP sub-team. In summary, BellSouth has 

proposed the following: 

Type-I issues: I -day turnaround 

Types 2-5 issues: 6-day turnaround 

Type-6 High Impact issues: 2-day turnaround 

Type4 Medium and Low Impact issues: 5-day turnaround 

Types 4-5 Expedite Process issues: 3-day turnaround 

Q. IN LIGHT OF MR. BRADBURY’S OVERALL ALLEGATIONS OF 

INADEQUACY AND THE NON-COLLABORATIVE NATURE OF 

BELLSOUTH’S CCP, WHAT WOULD BELLSOUTH LIKE FOR THE 

COMMISSION TO RULE REGARDING THE CCP? 
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First, BellSouth would like the Commission to conclude that this matter should be 

left to the collaborative process that BellSouth has shown to exist. Second, as 

this Commission has ordered Third Party Testing, BellSouth proposes that the 

Commission allow that process to determine the adequacy of the CCP, if it has 

any concerns about simply leaving the matter to the existing CCP process. . 

Finally, if the Commission wants to go further, BeltSouth requests that the 

Commission view BellSouth's proposed changes to the CCP document Version 

2.0 as the appropriate changes that should be made to the existing CCP 

process. 

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

current/y pending in the change control process but not yet 

provided? 

Q. IN HIS TESTIMONY ON PAGES 71-74, MR. 8RADBURY CLAIMS THAT 

BELLSOUTH HAS YET TO PROVIDE AT&T WITH OSS 

FUNCTIONALITY TO SUPPORT THE QUALIW OF SERVICE ENJOYED 

BY BELLSOUTH'S RETAIL CUSTOMERS, SPECIFICALLY AS IT 

REGARDS: A) PARSED CUSTOMER SERVICE RECORDS; B) THE 

ABILITY TO SUBMIT ORDERS ELECTRONICALLY FOR ALL SERVICES 

AND ELEMENTS; AND, C) ELECTRONIC PROCESSING AFTER 

ELECTRONIC ORDERING, WITHOUT SUBSEQUENT MANUAL 

PROCESSING BY BELLSOUTH PERSONNEL. HOW DO YOU 

PROPOSE TO RESPOND TO THESE CLAlMS FOR EACH SUB-PART? 
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Even though BellSouth continues to believe that this whole issue is 

inappropriate for this arbitration because it is being addressed within the 

CCP, I will address each of the sub-parts in the same order as Mr. 

Bradbury has. 

Sub-part A) Parsed Customer Service Records 

ON PAGES 73 AND 74 OF HIS TESTIMONY, MR. BFWDBURY CLAIMS 

THAT BELLSOUTH SHOULD PROVIDE PARSED CUSTOMER 

SERVICE RECORDS FOR PRE-ORDERING PURSUANT TO INDUSTRY 

STANDARDS, AND THAT AT&T MUST RE-ENTER THE SAME DATA 

WHEN ORDERING, WHICH TAKES TIME AND COSTS EXTRA MONEY. 

DO YOU AGREE? 

No, I do not. As I presented in great detail in my direct testimony on 

Pages 61-67, AT&T has the ability to parse customer service records 

(“CSRs”) to the sub-line level that it wants by doing the parsing on its side 

of the interface. BellSouth provides the same data stream of CSR 

information to ALECs -via the machine-to-machine Telecommunications 

Access Gateway (“TAG”) pre-ordering interface - which BellSouth 

provides to its retail units. As detailed in my direct testimony, TAG is 

based on the Common Object Request Broker Architecture (“CORBA) 

industry standard. Further, as stated on Page 62 of my direct testimony, 

the FCC has contradicted AT&Ts interpretation of the  Bell Atlantic New 

York order by saying that “we have not previously stated that a BOC [“Bell 
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Operating Company”] must perform parsing on its side of the interface.’’ 

(AT&T Texas I Oalton/DeYoung Decl. at Para. 95) If AT&T feels that it 

takes time and costs extra money for its service representatives to re- 

enter data, perhaps that time and money should be invested in developing 

the parsing capability on its side of the interface, as it is capable of doing. 
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Wth that said, and even though BellSouth’s current position has been 

supported by the FCC., an AT&T change request (TAG081 2990OO3) for 
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parsed CSRs is currently being processed within the CCP, which is the 

appropriate avenue and process for such a request. Because AT&T is 

trying to use this arbitration proceeding to gain a Commission ruling 

(thereby circumventing the CCP), mention of this change request has 

been conveniently avoided by Mr. Bradbury. 

However, as 1 mentioned in my direct testimony on Page 65, there is a 

CCP sub-team devoted to processing this change request. The tatest 

sub-team meeting was November 16, 2000, and I have provided the 

minutes of that meeting as Exhibit RMP-23. On December 12, 2000, an 

e-mail was sent by the CCP to participating CCP ALECs asking for 

comments on the work that had been done since the November 16,2000 

meeting, and attached to that e-mail were the following documents: an 

updated Change Request, the November 16 Sub-Team Meeting minutes, 

the Parsed CSR Action Item Log, ALEC User Requirements, and a 

tentative Parsed CSR Implementation Timeline. Comments from the 

ALECs are due by January I O ,  2001 , and a conference call has been 
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scheduled for midJanuary 2001 to review the project and the 

implementation timeline. 

Sub-Parf B) Electronic Ordering of All Services and Elements 

ON PAGES 74 & 75 OF HIS TESTIMONY, MR. BRADBURY CLAIMS 

THAT BELLSOUTH RETAIL UNITS CAN PLACE ELECTRONIC 

ORDERS FOR EVERY SERVICE AND PRODUCT THAT IT PROVIDES 

ITS CUSTOMERS. PLEASE COMMENT. 

It is inappropriate to compare BellSouth’s retail interfaces for submitting 

service requests for complex orders - which utilize a legacy system that is 

not compatible with the industry-standard LSR format - to that of an ALEC 

issuing a complex order via the LSR industry-standard format. The issue 

is one of transiations of an LSR-formatted request to a format that can be 

accepted by BellSouth’s Service Order Communications System (“SOCS”) 

for provisioning by further downstream BellSouth OSS legacy systems. 

The interfaces utilized by BeilSouth’s retail units do not have to deal with 

this translations issue because the service requests are built in a SOCS- 

compatible format. 

Mr. Bradbury’s testimony also suggests that it is a simple matter for 

BellSouth to electronically input any order for a 8ellSouth retail customer, 

and that is not the case. While the ultimate electronic input for a BellSouth 

retail complex order may be the result of a “single employee” typing it, as 
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he states on Page 77, requests for complex services are actually the 

result of a team of employees working to develop the information 

necessary for that “single employee” to input the service request. That 

team might include the account team, system designers, network 

specialists and other subject matter experts required for input of 

information to the order. Once that team has done its collective work, and 

the BellSouth service representative has “gathered and arranged all of the 

information” (to quote Mr. hadbury), it is then typically written on a paper 

service order form. It is from that form that a “single employee” inputs the 

order utilizing the Regional Ordering System (“ROS”) interface, for 

example, for a business transaction. ROS then transmits the SOCS- 

compatible formatted order and distributes it to the downstream 

provisioning systems. 

For ALECs placing a complex services request, the process is 

substantially similar. It is still a team effort, but involves ALEC personnel 

along with BeltSouth account team representatives, system designers or 

other BellSouth subject matter experts. Once the order information has 

been “gathered and arranged“ by the ALEC, it is then handed off via the 

LSR process to BellSouth’s Local Carrier Service Center (“LCSC”). This 

process requires the ALEC to fill out an LSR for the requested service. It 

is from this LSR that the BellSouth LCSC representative inputs the 

request to the Direct Order Entry (“DOE”) system. In other words, at that 

point, a “single employee” types the order into DOE, which in turn puts the 

information into a SOCS-compatible format, and distributes the order to 
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the same downstream service order and provisioning systems as does the 

BellSouth retail order process. This process provides ordering for ALECs 

in substantially the same time and manner as does the process for 

BellSouth retail units. 

MR. BMDBURY ALSO CLAIMS ON PAGE 75 THAT BELLSOUTH HAS 

CONTINUALLY REFUSED TO PROVIDE FULLY ELECTRONIC 

ORDERING CAPABILITY TO ALECS, THUS REDUCING THE ALECS’ 

ABILITY TO COMPETE. HOW DO YOU RESPOND? 

AT&T has not issued a change request asking for the electronic 

submission of all Local Service Requests (“LSRs”), so it is unclear to 

BellSouth how AT&T can say that BellSouth has continually refused that 

capability. Because BellSouth adheres to the guidelines of the CCP, 

BellSouth doesn’t recognize a request for change to its OSS unless the 

formal request comes through the CCP. 

I would also like to reiterate my statement from my direct testimony that 

nondiscriminatory access does not require that all LSRs be submitted 

electronically, and that BellSouth’s processes are in compliance with the 

Telecommunications Act and the FCC rulings in that regard. AT&T’s 

contention that the competitive ability of ALECs is compromised because 

all LSRs cannot be submitted electronically is unfounded and 

unsubstantiated. 
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Q. 

A. 

- .  

CAN YOU HELP PUT THIS ISSUE IN PERSPECTIVE BY DISCUSSING 

THE PERCENTAGE OF ORDERS THAT ARE SUBMITTED 

ELECTRONICALLY BY ALECS AS OPPOSED TO MANUAL 

S U BM I SS IO N S? 

Yes. As a point of reference, in October 1999, a total of 214,641 Local 

Service Requests (LSRs) were processed by BellSouth. Of that total, 

103,123 (48%) were submitted manually and 1 I 1,518 (52%) were 

submitted electronically. As of October 2000, one year later, LSR total 

submissions had grown by 84% to 393,795. However, in October 2000, 

only 12% (47,961 LSRs) were submitted manually and 88% (345,834 

LSRs) were submitted electronically. The facts speak for themselves. 

The ALEC community as a whole has found the deployment of the 

electronic interfaces to be effective and the vast, vast majority of all orders 

are submitted electronically at this time. While everyone would like 100% 

of orders to be submitted electronically, because BellSouth’s personnel 

have to be involved when an order is submitted manually, as well as the 

ALEC personnel, it is unreasonable to expect that every order will be 

electronically submitted anytime in the immediate future. Such a 

requirement would make no sense and should not be imposed on 

Be I i South . 

Sub-Fatt C’ Electronic Processing after Electronic Ordering without 

Subsequent Manual Processing by BellSouth Personnel 
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WHAT IS BELLSOUTH'S UNDERSTANDING OF AT&T'S POSITION ON 

SUB PART C? 

As I understand this issue, AT&T is requesting that all complete and 

correct LSRs submitted electronically flow through BellSouth systems 

without manual intervention. 

WHAT IS 8ELLSOUTH'S POSlTfON ON SUB PART C? 

Nondiscriminatory access does not require that all LSRs be submitted 

electronically and flow through BellSouth's systems without manual 

intervention. 

WHAT IS FLOW-THROUGH? 

Flow-through for an ALEC LSR occurs when the complete and correct 

electronically-submitted LSR is sent via one of the ALEC ordering 

interfaces (EDI, TAG, RoboTAG, 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") without any human intervention. 

HAS ANY ALEC SUBMITTED A CHANGE REQUEST REGARDING THIS 

ISSUE TO THE CCP? 
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submitted to the CCP. As, I have discussed previously, BellSouth's 

position is that OSS issues subject to the CCP are not appropriate for this 

arbitration. AT&T is attempting to avoid the CCP. All requests for 
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enhancements to BellSouth's electronic and manual interfaces should be 

submitted via the CCP. 

. -  
IS IT FEASIBLE FOR LSRS FOR ALL COMPLEX SERVICES TO 8E 

SUBMIITED ELECTRONICALLY AND FLOW THROUGH THE 

BE LLSO UTH SYSTEMS? 

No. As I discussed in sub-part (6) of my direct testimony, many of 

BellSouth's retail services, primarily complex services, involve substantial 

manual handling by BellSouth account teams for BellSouth's own retail 

customers. The orders at issue here are those that the ALEC may submit 

electronically, but fall out by design. In most cases these orders are 

complex orders. For certain orders, BellSouth has, for the ease of the 

ALEC, allowed them to be submitted electronically even though BellSouth 

then manually processes such orders. The specialized and complicated 

nature of complex services, together with their relatively low volume of 

orders as compared to basic exchange services, renders them less 

suitable for mechanization, whether for retail or resale applications. 

Complex, variable processes are difficult to mechanize, and BellSouth has 

34 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 Q. 

9 

10 

1 1  A. 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

13 

19 

20 

21 

22 

concluded that mechanizing many lower-volume complex retail services 

would be imprudent for its own retail operations, in that the benefits of 

mechanization would not justify the cost. Because the same manual 

processes are in place for both ALEC and BellSouth retail orders, the 

processes are competitively neutral, which is exactly what both the Act 

and the FCC require. 

DO COMPLEX ORDERS PROCESSED ON BEHALF OF BELLSOUTH 

REQUIRE MANUAL INTERVENTION? 

Yes. As previously described in the case of service requests for complex 

services by ALEC or BellSouth end users, there are systems designers 

and consultants involved in the work flow between the ALEC or BellSouth 

representative who take the service request and the person who inputs 

the service order into the system. These designers and consultants clarify 

and expand on the information from the end user customer as necessary 

to prepare the order for input. Therefore, complex orders, even those that 

can be submitted electronically, do not flow through because there is 

significant manual intervention, the amount of which varies from order to 

order, between the time order information is taken by the ALEC or 

BellSouth representative and before the order is input. 
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ARE THERE OTHER REASONS FOR ORDERS TO FALLOUT BY 

DESIGN THAN BEING A COMPLEX SERVICE? 

Yes. There are appropriate categories other than complex services for an 

LSR to fallout by design for manual handling. All of these categories have 

been identified in the Service Quality Measurements Performance Reports 

document for the Percent Flow-Through Service Requests (Summary). 

The document can be found at the password-protected BellSouth 

Performance Measurements Report website 

(https://omap.bellsouth.com/clec specific rewrts.cfm1. 

One situation for which it makes sense for LSRs to fall out by design is the 

result of the decision not to program the Local Exchange Service Order 

Generator (“LESOG”) to handle Vrtain capability in advance of standards, 

such as partial migrations for other than conversion as-is. It could also 

include order types of very low volume. Because special pricing pians are 

unique to each ALEC, no automatic service order generation is possible 

for such orders. Another example is when an ALEC (or BellSouth) 

submits a service request before the new telephone number for the end 

user has been posted to the billing system; in those situations, the request 

will appropriately fall out for manual handling. 
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Q. ON PAGES 81-87 MR. BFWDBURY DISCUSSES THE ALLEGED 

IMPACT OF DESIGNED MANUAL FALL OUT AND BELLSOUTH- 

CAUSED SYSTEM FAILURES. DO YOU AGREE WITH HIS 

ASSESSMENT? 

A. No. This is the part of his testimony where Mr. Bradbury purports to use 

numbers and figures to show the problems he asserts are raised by this 

issue. Unfortunately for him, Mr. Bradbury has presented an elaborate, 

but inconclusive approach utilizing regional flow-through data and it has 

led him to the wrong conclusion. More importantly, Mr. Bradbury has tried 

this in earlier versions of his testimony and I have previously pointed out 

that he does not have sufficient information to be able to reach the 

conclusions he wants to reach. Nevertheless, he continues to insist on 

including what can only charitably be called misleading information 

regarding this topic 

. 

To better understand BellSouth’s performance one must “peel the onion” 

back and look at detail into the numbers and actual LSRs submitted. Mr. 

Bradbury’s process does not do so. In all fairness, and 1 have said this in 

each jurisdiction where Mr. Bradbury insists on bringing his misleading 

and incomplete analysis up, I have to say that in order to be thorough, 

which Mr. Bradbury was not, one has to look at the actual data underlying 

the results that are reported. Mr. Bradbury obviously does not have 
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access to this data and it is appropriate that he does not since it involves 

information germane to other ALECs. Nevertheless, his conclusions 

based on incomplete data are wrong and misleading and that is why he 

should speak only to AT&T’s experiences and supporting data if he wants 

to make comments in this area. 

DO YOU AGREE WITH MR. BRADBURY’S PRESENTATION OF THE 

DATA IN HIS ANALYSIS? 

No. Mr. Bradbury has intentionally misrepresented the data for the month 

of September 2000 to more favorably reflect his point of view in what is 

atready a faulty analysis process. Specifically, Mr. Bradbury has taken the 

data reflected in the report column for “Pending Supps” and added this to 

the data reflected in the report column for “Total Manual Fallout” and used 

this sum as the amount for Total Manual Fallout. Attached as Exhibit 

RMP-24 is the PERCENT FLOW-THROUGH SERVICE REQUESTS 

report for September 2000. This is commonly referred to as the ‘flow- 

through’ report and is made available publicly via BellSouth’s performance 

measures website. Please refer to page 22 of this report. On this page 

you will note the summary information which as noted at the top of the 

page is for the ‘BUSINESS DETAIL’. Now please compare this to Exhibit 

JMB-20 filed in Mr. Bradbury’s direct testimony. On page 3 of Mr. 

Bradbury’s exhibit the last 3 columns represents a snapshot of some of 

I 
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1 

2 

the summary data from page 22 of the flow-through report. A comparison 

of the data is noted below. 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Exhibit JMB-20 Flow-throuah Report Manual Fall Out 

LENS 2,207 1,856 

TAG 442 41 1 

ED1 727 657 

9 

10 

11 

The difference in the amounts can be found in the ‘Pending Supps’ 

column of the flow-through report. That column reflects the following: 

12 Pendina SUPPS 

13 LENS 351 

14 TAG 31 

15 ED1 70 

16 

17 Q. 

18 

19 A. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

WHAT ARE ‘PENDING SUPPS’? 

Pending Supps is short for Pending Supplements. A Pending Supplement 

is the result of a LSR that has been submitted by an ALEC being changed 

(supplemented) by the ALEC prior to acceptance by BellSouth. It results 

in the initially submitted LSR going into a pending status as the 

mechanical systems have recognized the subsequent LSR submittal. The 

LSR in the pending status will eventually be mechanically deleted by the 

I 
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9 Q. 
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12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21  Q. 

22 

23 

system. These deleted LSRs are being categorized for purposes of flow- 

through as Pending Supps. 

HAS BELLSOUTH ALWAYS HAD THE CATEGORY ‘PENDING SUPPS’ 

ON THE FLOW-THROUGH REPORT? 

No. This was a new category added with the September 2000 report. 

WHAT PROMPTED THIS CHANGE TO THE REPORT? 

This is the result of an exception as part of the Third Party Testing being 

conducted in Georgia. KPMG’ identified this as an exception during their 

reconciliation of the flow-through report. Initially these pending LSRs were 

being identified as an ALEC error. As a result of the KPMG Third Party 

Testing exception, BellSouth re-categorized these LSRs as a BellSouth 

caused error. However, KPMG did not agree with that categorization as it 

was felt these LSRs were not an error on the part of the ALEC or 

BellSouth. Instead, these LSRs are just a part of the process. So a new 

category (Pending Supps) was created to properly categorize the LSRs. 

SO THESE ‘PENDING SUPPS’ LSRS HAVE NEVER BEEN COUNTED 

AS PART OF ‘TOTAL MANUAL FALLOUT’ FOR FLOW-THROUGH? 

~- __ 

KPMG Consulting, LLC provides oversight of Third Party ordered by the Georgia Public Service 
Commission to determine whether BellSouth’s provision of access to OSS functionality enables and 
supports CLEC entry into the local market 
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A. 

Q. 

A. 

h. 

A. 

Q. 

That is correct. As I just described, these LSRs at one time were ALEC 

errors and then were re-categorized as BellSouth errors, but they have 

never been categorized as ‘Manual Fallout’. 

WAS THiS CHANGE TO THE FLOW-THROUGH REPORT 

COMMUNICATED TO THE ALECS? 

Yes. AS previously stated, the monthly flow-through report is made 

avai table publicly to the ALECs via BellSouth’s performance measures 

website. With the posting of this report in September, a notice of this 

change was also posted to the performance measures website. 

ARE THERE OTHER ISSUES WITH MR. BRADBURY’S ANALYSIS OF 

THE FLOW-THROUGH REPORT DATA? 

Yes. Using September 2000 as an example, there were 256,381 LSRs 

submitted electronically to BellSouth. To understand this data and the 

impact it has on flow-through, one must have a thorough understanding of 

the individual ALEC data comprising the total. 

CAN YOU ILLUSTRATE WHY LOOKING AT INDIVIDUAL ALEC DATA IS 

NECESSARY FOR A THOROUGH ANALYSIS AND UNDERSTANDING 

OF MR. BRADBURY’S EXAMPLE? 

PERCENT FLOW THROUGH SERVICE REQUESTS (DETAIL), September 2000 report at page 10, 
total reflected for “TOTAL INTERFACES” row in “Total Mech LSRs” column, Exhlbit RMP-24. 
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A. Yes. For sake of illustration let us use the PERCENT FLOW-THROUGH 

SERVICE REQUESTS (BUSINESS DETAIL) report for September 2000. 

The specific report used for this discussion is attached as exhibit RMP-24. 

Pages 18 - 22 are the pages specific to the business flow-through report. 

By conducting a detailed review of the report one can identify 136 u s e d  

of the LENS electronic interface based on the number of individual 

horizontal lines of data presented. There are also 6 users of the ED1 

interface and 12 users of the TAG interface. From further review it can be 

determined that there were 5 users of LENS that submitted 500 or more 

LSRs. t will refer to these as the five dominant users of LENS. For ED1 

there is only one dominant LSR volume user of EDI, and for TAG, there 

are three dominant LSR volume users. For LENS, the five dominant users 

submitted 3,990 LSRs. That accounted for 35% of the total business 

resale LSRs submitted and 44% of the volume for the LENS interface 

alone. For EDI, the one user submitted 1,191 LSRs. That accounted for 

10% of the total business resale LSRs submitted and 98% of the volume 

for the ED1 interface. For TAG, the dominant users submitted 955 LSRs. 

That accounted for 8% of the total resale business LSRs submitted and 

90% of the volume for the TAG interface. The combination of these nine 

users represents 54% of the overall business resale LSR volume 

submitted via the electronic interfaces. This is over one-half of the 

. 

electronic LSR business resale submissions. 

I have used the term ‘user’ instead of ‘ALEC’ when malung reference to a horizontal line of data 
represented on the flow-through report. T h i s  is because each line of data represents an Operating Company 
Number (“OCN”) and some ALECs have multiple OCNs. Thus, on the flow-through report two or more 
users may represent an ALEC’ s total data. 
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Total LSRs Total 
Electronically Number of 

Submitted Users 

LENS 9,168 136 
ED1 1,221 6 
TAG 1,056 12 

Total I 1,445 154 

The data presented above is summarized in the following table. 

Number 01 
Dominant 

Users 

5 
1 
3 

9 

Q. 
% 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Users 

35% 
1,191 98% 10% 

6,1361 N/A 54%1 

WHAT IS THE SIGNIFICANCE OF NINE USERS COMBINING FOR 

OVER ONE-HALF OF THE LSR BUSINESS RESALE VOLUME? 

Obviously when such a large percentage of the volume comes from such 

a small number of the users, then the overall results for that area will be 

skewed by the performance of those few users. That is specifically the 

case for this situation. 

ARETHEREOTHERDATAWITHRESPECTTOTHESEUSERSTHAT 

HAVE IMPACT ON THE OVERALL RESULTS? 

Yes. These same nine users combine for 1,848 LSRs that fall out by 

design for manual processing. That represents 63% of the total manual 

fall out. For their respective electronic interfaces, the five users of LENS 
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account for 44% of the manual fall out for the LENS interface, the user of 

ED1 accounts for 98% of the manual fall out for the ED1 interface, and the 

three users of TAG account for 93% of the manual fall out for the TAG 

i n t e rface . 

IS THERE A SPECIFIC REASON THESE CERTAIN USERS ARE 

EXPERIENCING SUCH A HIGH MANUAL FALL OUT? 

Yes. Once again the data is private and proprietary, but this fact goes to 

demonstrate how incomplete knowledge can lead to incorrect conclusions. 

Without identifying the users or providing any identifying or proprietary 

information, I can state that the majority of the manual fall out for two of 

the nine dominant users is the result of one particular service which they 

resell to their end users. I know this as I personally reviewed their 

situation for this analysis. 

HAS BELLSOUTH DONE ANYTHING TO THE FUNCTIONALIPr' OF 

THE ELECTRONIC INTERFACES SPECiFlC TO THE SERVICE 1N 

QUESTION? 

Yes. With the January 14, 2000 implementation of Release 6.0 of ED1 

and Releases 3.0 and 3.1 of TAG (available for System Readiness 

Testing on December 18, 1999), functionality was made available for this 

particular service to flow through BellSouth's systems. In other words, the 

service in question no longer falls out by design for manual handling. 
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SINCE THESE RELEASES WERE IMPLEMENTED IN JANUARY 2000, 

WHY ARE THESE USERS STILL EXPERIENCING SUCH A RATE OF 

MANUAL FALL OUT? 

This result is because these users have yet to implement these releases. 

The timing of release implementation is controlled by the ALEC based on 

its individual business needs and decisions. Obviously anyone reviewing 

the public data would not know this and therefore could draw the wrong 

conclusions from the public data, as Mr. Bradbury did, something I have 

pointed out to Mr. Bradbury previously. This points, of course, to the need 

to be careful what conclusions you draw from incomplete information. 

WOULD THERE BE ANY DIFFERENCE IN THE RESULTS 8ASED ON 

MR. BRADBURY'S PROCESS HAD THESE USERS IMPLEMENTED 

THE RELEASES? 

Yes. The results would reflect a difference. To illustrate I have used a 

conservative figure of 50% of the manual fallout reflected in the flow- 

through just for these two users being able to flow through the systems. 

This is based on the assumption that these users implemented the 

Release 6.0 of €Dl and Releases 3.0 and 3.1 of TAG. It also applies the 

assumption just as Mt. Bradbury did in his assessment that the users 

submitted service requests with absolutely no input errors. The results for 

the business resale for the EDt and TAG interfaces would change as 

I 

45 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

noted below. Note that I have changed the AT&T results for ‘Manual Fall 

Out’ to properly represent the numbers by subtracting the ‘Pending Supps’ 

LSRs for the reasons described earlier in my direct testimony. 

Assessment by 

AT&T 

TAG ED1 

Total Mechanized LSRs 1056 1221 

Manual Fall Out 411 657 

Validated LSRs 463 403 

BellSouth-Caused System Failure 138 122 

Flow-through/lssued SOs 299 240 

Assessment by 

BellSouth 

TAG ED1 

1056 1221 

290 335 

585 725 

138 122 

421 562 

% Manual Fallout - LSRs 39% 54% 27% 27% 

% BellSouth System Failure - LSRs 13% 10% 13% 10% 

% BellSouth System Failure-VLSRs 30% 30% 24% 17% 

% Total BellSouth Fallout + Failure 52% 64% 41% 37% 

tSRs 

% Max. One-Touch ALEC Orders 45% 30% 57% 57% 

Once again, this chart is for illustrative purposes onh to show the impact 

of a failure to properly analyze the relevant data. As I stated above, this 

chart represents the impact of LSRs submitted by only two ALECs. This 

46 



1 

2 resu I ts. 

chart is in no way indicative of the actual September 2000 flow-through 

3 

4 Q. WHAT IMPACT WOULD THE ABOVE ILLUSTRATION HAVE ON THE 

5 BUSINESS RESALE FLOW-THROUGH RESULTS AS REPORTED BY 

6 BELLSOUTH FOR SEPTEMBER 2000? 

7 

8 A. For ED1 business resale, the results would have improved to 82.2% from 

9 

10 

11 

12 Q. 
b 

13 

14 

15 

16 A. 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

the currently reported result of 66.3%. For TAG, the result would have 

improved to 75.3% from the currently reported 68.4%. 

ARE THERE OTHER DATA THAT INFLUENCES THE FLOW-THROUGH 

RESULTS THAT MR. BRADBURY DID NOT CONSIDER FOR HIS 

ANALYSIS? 

Yes. The above reflects the impact on only one area - business resale 

flow-through. Even for this one area in my analysis, I gave no 

consideration to the few ALECs that dominate the LSR volume submitted 

via the LENS interface. As previously stated, there are five (5) users of 

the LENS interface that contribute to 35% of the total LSR submissions for 

business resale and another 28% of the total manual fallout. These five 

users represent 44% of the LENS business resale volume and 44% of the 

LENS manual fallout. One can combine these five with the one dominant 

user of ED1 and the three dominant users of TAG discussed earlier and 

easily conclude that 9 of 154 users (6% of the users) of electronic 
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interfaces drive the flow-through results. Once again, these 9 combined 

for business resale LSRs that accounted for one half (54%) of the volume 

submitted during the month of September 2000. If further analysis of 

these five LENS users and the other two users of TAG were conducted, it 

would obviously impact the results further from what I have previously 

presented. Similar correlation can be made to the UNE and LNP flow- 

through reports, as there were forty-nine (49) users of the electronic 

interfaces for UNE LSRs and nineteen (1 9) for LNP in September 2000. 

One user accounted for 71% of the UNE LSR submissions and two users 

accounted for 77% of the LNP LSR submissions. 

PLEASE SUMMARIZE CONCLUSIONS FROM YOUR ASSESSMENT. 

A small number of ALECs are the dominant volume users of the electronic 

interfaces. Therefore, the flow-through results of these few ALECs skew 

the overall results. If these ALECs do not implement the latest software in 

which BellSouth has implemented the ALEC-requested features, the 

overall results will not properly represent the current state of functionality 

capabilities existing for the electronic interfaces. That is the situation that 

exists today. 

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR CONCLUSIONS FOR ISSUE 31. 

I will summarize Issue 31 as follows: 

I ) Issue 31 is not appropriate for this arbitration. 
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10 systems without manuat intervention. 

2) A Change Request is pending in the CCP for a sub-parsed CSR. 

This is an active element before the CCP and will be resolved 

Nondiscriminatory access does not require that all LSRs be 

submitted electronically. Some of BellSouth’s services, primarily 

complex services, require involve manual handling. 

BellSouth is providing nondiscriminatory access for ALECs to its 

OSS functions. Nondiscriminatory access does not require that all 

LSRs be submitted electronically and flow through BellSouth’s 

4) 

11 

12 

13 

14 WFA? 

Issue 32: Should BellSouth provide AT&T wifh the ability to access, via 

EWECTA, the full functionality available to BellSouth from TAFI and 

15 

16 Q. 

17 

18 

19 

ON PAGE 94, MR. BRADBURY STATED THAT “FOR MANY (BUT NOT 

ALL) SERVICES ASSOCIATED WITH A TELEPHONE NUMBER, 

BELLSOUTH OFFERS ACCESS TO ITS PROPRIETARY TROUBLE 

ANALYSIS FACILITATION INTERFACE (TAFI)”. DO YOU AGREE? 
20 

21 A. 

22 

23 

24 

25 

No. The ALEC can use TAFI to enter a trouble report for ALL telephone 

number- (TN) based services. The objective of TAFI is to ‘screen’ (test, 

analyze, repair or route) each trouble report before entering the report into 

the LMOS. As pointed out in Section 3.2 (Limitations) of the CLEC-TAFI 

User Guide (Issue 5), there are a few TN-based services that TAFI does 
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not screen. However, the user can still enter the report and manually 

route it to a Maintenance Administrator for screening. This functionality is 

exactly the same for the version of TAFI used by SellSouth’s retail units. 

(Note: Section 3.2.1 of the Guide indicates that stand-alone UNE ports are 

not supported in TAFI. This item is now inventoried in LMOS and 

supported by TAW, and the next issue of the Guide will remove this 

statement . ) 

ON PAGE 95, MR. BRADBURY PRESENTS HIS ARGUMENT THAT 

NEITHER TAFI NOR ECTA PROVIDES NONDISCRIMINATORY 

ACCESS TO BELLSOUTH’S OSS FOR MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR. 

DO YOU AGREE WITH HIS ASSESSMENT? 

No. The Telecommunications Act requires ILECs to provide ALECs with 

the ability to enter trouble reports into the ILECs’ OSS in substantially the 

same time and manner as is enjoyed by the ILECs’ personnel entering 

trouble reports into the OSS. Thus, ‘same time’ equates to response time, 

and ‘same manner‘ equates to access to the same functionality. The 

response time and functionality of CLEC-TAFI is the same as the version 

of TAFI used by BellSouth’s retail units. (Actually the CLEC-TAFI 

functionality is superior to BellSouth’s TAFI since it can process both 

Residence and Business trouble reports on the same processor.) 
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Therefore, C LE C -TAF I provi des n ond i scr i m i na t o ry access to B el I South s 

osss. 

BellSouth also supports interfaces built to National standards and for 

Maintenance and Repair functions, this interface is ECTA. The 

functionality of ECTA is limited bv the National standards to providing the 

ALEC the ability to: (1) enter a trouble report; (2) modify an existing 

trouble report; (3) close an existing trouble report; (4) obtain trouble report 

status information; and, (5) obtain mechanized loop test (“MLr’) data on a 

line without entering a trouble report. BellSouth does not use ECTA 

internally to submit trouble reports to its OSSs so there is not an 

analogous BellSouth retail process for comparison of the response time 

and functionality. However, the response time and functionality of ECTA 

are clearly defined in the ECTA Joint Implementation Agreement (JIA) 

which is agreed to by each ALEC using ECTA. (AT&T agreed to and 

signed an ECPA JIA in 1997.) The current “boiler plate” JIA is available 

on the web at 

http://www. interconnection. bellsouth.com/auides/clec ar. html. 

Mr. Bradbury contends that “when an ALEC submits a trouble report via 

TAFI, that order must be manually entered into the ALEC’s own internal 

OSS”. Please note that the Telecommunications Act does not require the 

ALEC to enter a report into its own OSS. It only addresses the ILECs’ 
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responsibility of providing nondiscriminatory access to its OSS. Therefore, 

performing “costly and error-prone double entry” (for trouble reports) is a 

business decision of the ALEC and is not a requirement of the 

Telecommunications Act. Hence, this does not impact the definition of 

n on di scrim i na tory access. 

IN YOUR PREVIOUS ANSWER, YOU INDICATED THAT ECTA IS BUILT 

TO NATIONAL STANDARDS. WHO DEFINES THESE NATIONAL 

STANDARDS TO INSURE THAT THE NEEDS OF THE ALECS ARE 

ADDRESSED? 

ECTA is built to the American National Standards Institute’s (ANSI) 

standards. The Electronic Communications Implementation Committee 

(ECIC) developed these standards. The EClC is a subcommittee of the 

Telecommunications Industry Forum (“TC I F” ), which was established to 

foster the implementation of electronic communications, particularly with 

regard to trouble administration. AT&T and BellSouth (along with most 

ItECs and interested ALECs) have active participation in EClC activities 

including the establishment of new standards. Therefore, through ECIC, 

ALECs have the ability to define ECTA functionality. 
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ON PAGE 96, MR. BRADBURY INDICATED THAT “ALEC’S CANNOT 

INTEGRATE TAFl WITH THEIR OWN ‘BACK OFFICE’ SYSTEMS AS 

BELLSOUTH DOES”. IS HE CORRECT? 

No. TAFl cannot be integrated for either user community. TAFI is a front- 

end human-to-machine user interface that obtains data from various OSSs 

in order to test, analyze, repair or route a given trouble report. BellSouth’s 

OSSs are not dependent upon TAFI for their operation. If TAFI were ~ 

pulled from the infrastructure, the remaining systems (i.e., LMOS, CRIS, 

Predictor, MARCH) would work fine. Therefore, TAFt is not integrated 

with these systems - it only accesses these systems. 

Once the proper determination is made, TAFI enters the trouble report into 

LMOS for subsequent processing. (If the trouble condition was resolved, 

TAFl would enter, and then close, the LMOS report.) This is true 

regardless of the party that generated the trouble report - the ALEC or 

BellSouth. Although LMOS is BellSouth’s maintenance OSS, ALECs 

using TAFl have the ability to view LMOS trouble status and LMOS trouble 

history data for specific end-users just like BellSouth users can. The 

argument for double-entry was addressed earlier and remains moot. 

The statement made by BellSouth in the Louisiana 271 application before 

the FCC was misinterpreted by AT&T. The statement “BellSouth 
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concedes that it derives superior integration capabilities from TAFI” means 

that TAFI obtains data from various OSSs for a given trouble condition 

and then mechanically integrates this information to form the analysis 

determining the correct course of action to effect a repair. TAFI’s 

capability of “automatically interacting with other systems as appropriate’’ 

is correct for both CLEC-TAFI and the version of TAFI used by BellSouth’s 

retail units. This statement just means that TAFI obtains data from the 

appropriate OSSs for a given trouble condition. For example, if the 

customer were reporting no dial tone, TAFI would execute an MLT to 

check the line. For this report, TAFl would 

in the central office switch. On the other hand, if the customer indicated 

that their Call Waiting feature didn’t work, TAFl would not execute an MLT. 

verify features programmed 

ON PAGE 97, MR. BRADBURY PROVIDES HIS ARGUMENTS FOR A 

‘FULL FUNCTION MACH I NE-TO-MACH IN E MA1 NTENAN CE AND 

REPAIR INTERFACE’. WHAT COMMENTS DO YOU HAVE? 

Mr. Bradbury says, “if an ALEC wants to issue credits to a customer who 

had experienced recurring repairs, it would need access to billing data and 

repair histories.” BellSouth’s OSSs only track what items were sold to the 

ALECs and not what the ALEC sold to their end user and for what price. 

Therefore, the ALEC must rely on its own billing system. Trouble history 

data has been available via TAFl since its introduction. (Note: EClC is 

54 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 * 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

28 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

currently evaluating a methodology for obtaining Trouble History data over 

ECTA. Once the standard is approved, BellSouth will deploy it if 

requested to do so by those ALECs using the interface.) 

Mr. Bradbury further states on Page 97 that “ALECs must be able to add 

or change service and adjust calling plans for customers, and require 

access to customer service record information to keep contact information 

up-todate.” Adding or changing service is the result of provisioning 

initiated by the submission of a service request, which is part of the 

ordering process. Accessing customer service record data is available via 

the pre-ordering process. Both pre-ordering and ordering functions are 

mechanically available via the machine-to-machine electronic interface 

ca I I ed Telecommunications Access Gateway (“TAG”). 

Using Mr. Bradbury’s numbers from Page 98, 30 months after market 

entry (and using a 6%-per-month trouble rate), 60,000 repair calls per 

month indicates an installed base of 1,000,000 lines for AT&T in 

BellSouth’s area. As information, BellSouth’s retail units process between 

1.5 and 2.0 million TAFI reports per month with no problems. 

To avoid the ‘double-entry’ problem to which Mr. Bradbury keeps referring, 

AT&T could re-establish their use of ECTA and enjoy the functionality 

provided by the National Standards. As information, AT&T was the first 
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ALEC to buiid an interface to BellSouth’s ECTA system. That interface 

went into production on March 18, 1998. On April 9, 1998 (three weeks 

later), AT&T suspended the service. 

ON PAGE 99, MR. BRADBURY RECOUNTS AT&T’S “NUMEROUS” 

REQUESTS FOR BELLSOUTH TO PROVIDE FULL TAFI 

FUNCTIONALITY OVER THE ECTA INTERFACE. PLEASE PROVIDE 

YOUR COMMENTS ON THIS TOPIC. 

AT&T requested that BellSouth provide full TAFI functionality via the 

ECTA interface on numerous occasions. BellSouth agrees that providing 

enhanced functionality via a machine-to-machine interface would be 

attractive to the ALEC community. However, ECTA is not the vehicle to 

deliver this functionality since it adheres to the National standards for 

exchanging maintenance and repair information - and these standards do 

not support ail of the data elements required (A ‘data element’ is defined 

as a specific field of information in a data transmission. For example, 

ANSI standard 262 defines the methodology for obtaining results of a 

mechanized loop test, and the corresponding string of data bits containing 

those results is the MLT data element.). In addition, the standards do not 

provide a vehicle for BellSouth to deliver the interactive dialogue and 

analysis rules required for TAFI functionality. 
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Also on Page 99, Mr. Bradbury misrepresents issues regarding the 

Georgia PSC Order, Docket No. 6352U (July 2, 1996). At line t4, he 

says, “BellSouth stated that it ‘has investigated the possibility of adding to 

the existing [EBI] gateway a system called TAFI”’. What BellSouth 

actually said was that it had investigated the possibility of adding its 

internally developed and proprietary system called TAFl to the list of 

interfaces available to ALECs to report their end-user trouble reports. At 
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that time, BetlSouth did not have the ECTA maintenance and repair 

interfaces available for ALECs. However, special development work 

would have to be done to TAFl (i.e., ensuring that a given ALEC could 

only access records pertaining to their customers, etc.) before it could be 

made available to the ALEC community. Beginning at line 17, he further 

states that the “Georgia PSC ordered SellSouth to complete ‘the TAFI 

enhancements to allow full operation of the required access by March 31, 

t 967”’. While BellSouth thinks Mr. Bradbury meant 1997, this order was 

to make TAFI available to ALECs and not to put TAFI functionality into 

ECTA. SellSouth satisfied this Georgia PSC order on March 28, 1997 

when the first ALEC generated a trouble report via CLEC-TAFI. 

On page 100, Mr. Bradbury refers to a comment made by BellSouth’s Mr. 

VVilliam Stacy where Mr. Stacy stated that “BellSouth could provide initial 

functionality in 13 months and complete functionality in 18 months”. What 

Mr. Stacy was referring to was a “standard arrangement to develop 
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and deliver ‘TAFI-like’ functionality over a machine-to-machine interface - 
- not that BellSouth could provide this functionality over the existing ECTA 

interface. If AT&T wanted to pursue such an interface, then AT&T would 

have to submit a BonaFide Request (“BFR). Nearly two years after Mr. 

Stacy’s comment, AT&T has not submitted a BFR (for which it would have 

to pay, by the way) and, therefore, BellSouth has not pursued its 
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On page 101 , Mr. Bradbury states that “AT&T submitted a formal change 

request through the Interim Change Control Process on April 18, 2000, 

asking for TAFl functionality via the ECTA interface”. BellSouth replied to 

this request on June 29, 2000 (Exhibit RMP-25) and explained in detail 

why it was not possible to implement this request. 

STARTING ON PAGE 101, MR. BRADBURY PROVIDES HIS 

COMMENTS REGARDING AN INFORMAL PRESENTATlON MADE BY 

BELLSOUTH AT THE OCTOBER 25,2000 CHANGE CONTROL 

STATUS MEETING. PLEASE PROVIDE YOUR COMMENTS. 

Mr. Piatkowski (BellSouth) used this forum to share the status of several 

development initiatives that may someday have an impact on the ALEC 

community. The intent was to provide the audience with a preview of what 

may become available. As stated by Mr. Bradbury, Mr. Piatkowski 

discussed three systems: DLEC-TAFI, CPSS-TA and E-Repair. Mr. 

Piatkowski was very deliberate in his presentation to state that BellSouth 
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was developing CPSS-TA and E-Repair for the non-ALEC user 

communities and that these systems may be extended to support the 

ALEC community in the future. DLEC-TAFI was specifically developed for 

the Data Local Exchange Carrier (DLEC) community that uses the line- 

sharing technique for delivering access to high-speed data transmission. 

Mr. Bradbury’s comments on lines 17 through 22 on page 101 are 

incorrect. DLEC-TAFI is not a unique system. It is an enhancement to the 

CLEC-TAFI system. By definition, a DLEC is a type of ALEC that provides 

high-speed data through the line-sharing methodology. This CLEC-TAFI 

enhancement does not support BellSouth’s retail ADSL product line nor 

does it support ALEC xDSL trouble reports. There has never been a 

retail version “available to BellSouth for some time but is only now being 

demonstrated to NDLECs.” This CLEC-TAFI enhancement was 

developed at the request of the DLEC Collaborative - a group of DLECs 

working with BellSouth on line-sharing. 

Mr. Bradbury’s comments regarding CPSS-TA (the Circuit Provisioning 

Status System - Trouble Administration) on page 102 are correct. The 

interexchange carrier user pilot was successful and BellSouth has 

targeted an offering for CPSS-TA to the ALEC community during the first 

quarter of 2001, 

The future evolution of E-Repair is unknown at this time. Mr. Piatkowski 

indicated that the initial version of this system - built for BellSouth’s large 
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retail customers - would only provide a view of trouble-report status 

information (from both LMOS and WFA) via the Internet. The pilot for this 

initial system, using several select retail customers, is scheduled to begin 

in January 2001. The results of this trial will determine its future. 

Assuming that the trial is successful and E-Repair becomes a viable 

product, ALECs would have access. 

The €-Repair developers are looking at the possibly of expanding the 

functionality of the system to inctude trouble entry. If this effort is 

approved (and funded), it would be a “Phase-11” initiative. Since E-Repair 

accesses both LMOS and WFA, and g 8ellSouth expanded its 

functionality to include trouble entry, then it would be logical to migrate 

CLEC-TAFI and CPSS-TA users to a single system. However, there are 

no firm plans for E-Repair beyond the initial pilot. 

ON PAGE 103, MR. BRADBURY EXPRESSES SOME CONCERN OVER 

THE PROCESS USED TO DEVELOP DLEC TAFI, CPSS-TA AND E- 

REPAIR. WHAT COMMENTS DO YOU HAVE? 

As Mr. Piatkowski pointed out, the CPSS-TA and €-Repair initiatives were 

developed for non-ALEC user communities and, therefore, the 

development of those systems are not subject to the (ALEC) Change 

Control Process. When - and if - these systems are made available to 

ALECs, ALECs will certainly have the ability to submit suggestions for the 

system’s evolution. 
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The DLEC enhancements to TAFI were developed at the request of 

DLECs participating in the DLEC Collaborative meetings at BellSouth. 

The DLEC Collaborative is an ad hoc subcommittee of the CCP. The 

participating DLECs are also members of the CCP, and had no issue with 

this development taking place within the DLEC Collaborative. In fact, Mr. 

Piatkowski’s presentation to the CCP was in keeping with BellSouth’s 

intent to keep the CCP informed of developments in the DLEC 

Co I la bora t i ve project. 

I must take exception to Mr. Bradbury’s comment at line 10 on page I03 - 
“As I explained above, AT&T has a long-standing request for a full- 

function maintenance and repair interface, and has been negotiating in 

good faith with BellSouth regarding this issue for over a year, yet 

BellSouth failed to raise these projects as a possible solution.” AT&T has 

been requesting that BellSouth provide “TAFI Functionality” via the 

machine-to-machine interface ECTA. On numerous occasions, the latest 

being the denial of Change Control Request CR0012 (Exhibit RMP-25), 

BellSouth has explained to AT&T that the ECTA architecture, buiit to the 

National standards, is not compatible with ‘TAFI functionality’. BellSouth 

has also told AT&T that we would be happy to design and build a non- 

standard machine-to-machine maintenance and repair interface for them. 

However, AT&T has failed to submit the required BFR to initiate this effort, 

presumably because AT&T doesn’t want to pay for such a system. 

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR CONCLUSIONS FOR ISSUE 32. 
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BellSouth provides ALECs nondiscriminatory access to maintenance and 

repair functionality through the CLEC-TAFI and ECTA interfaces, as well 

as available manual processes. BellSouth is in compliance with the 

Telecommunications Act and is not required to provide any additional 

maintenance and repair interfaces. If AT&T desires a non-industry 

stand a r d i n t e g rate a b I e ma c h i ne- t o-m a c h i ne i n t e rf a ce that w i I I provide 

TAFI functionality, then AT&T should submit a BFR and pay for the design 

and development of such an interface. 

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 

Yes. 

62 



c 

Florida Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 000731 -TP 

Exhibit RMP-19 

Transmittal Cover Sheet for Pate Rebuttal Exhibit RMP-.I 9 

This sheet transmits the 

Draft Contract Language for 3 Options for OSIDA 

which consists of 7 pages. 



Proposed Contract Language addition for AT&T: 

3.20 Procedures for Selective Carrier Routing. 

3.20.1 In order for BellSouth to provide unbranded BellSouth Operator 
Services (Operator Assistance and Directory Assistance), two 
options may be elected by AT&T; (1) Selective Carrier Routing 
using the BellSouth Advanced Intelligence Network (AM) platform; 
or (2) Selective Carrier Routing using a Line Class Code platform. 

3.20.2 

3.20.3 

Selective Carrier Routing using a Line Class Code platform routes 
AT&T's end user traffic to a Trunk Group by uniquely identifying 
AT&T's end users in BellSouth's central office and routing those 
calls to an Unbranded (?) Trunk Group installed by BellSouth. 
(BellSouth shall program the Line Class Codes requested by AT&T 
in the central offices identified by AT&T. The Line Class Codes 
shall uniquely identify the call blocking restrictions and classes of 
service AT&T to offers its end users. In addition to the end user 
attributes that Line Class Codes identify, line class codes are used 
to further the BellSouth central office from which AT&T offers end 
users service. If AT&T utilizes NPAs or NXXs associated with other 
BellSouth rate centers to provide end user service from a particular 
central office, additional line class codes are required to 
appropriately identify and route AT&T's end users. 

. 

Line Class Codes are ordered through AT&T's Account Team. 
AT&T shall submit a written request identifying the BellSouth 
central offices where it would like to offer service; end user call 
blocking restrictions and classes of services to be offered by the 
CLEC; and a forecast of call volumes for each central office. 
BellSouth will verify the tine Class Code capacity for the centrai 
offices identified by the AT&T. Within two weeks of receiving the 
request from AT&T, the BellSouth Account Team wiil provide AT&T 
with a response regarding whether the Line Class Code request 
can be satisfied=. I 

3.20.4 If line class code capacity exists within the central offices identified 
by the AT&T, the BellSouth Account Team will order the required 
Unbranded (?)Trunk Group for each TOPS Tandem. The interval 
for the provision of the trunk groups shall be approximately 45 
calendar days from the receipt of the completed form for each 
TOPS Tandem, the number of trunk groups needed (based on 
forecast information from AT&T) may affect the timeframe. A 
separate trunk group is required for Operator Assistance and 
Directory Assistance. The trunk groups must be installed prior to 
the programming of the line class codes in each central office. The 
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Account Team must also submit the Selective Routing Ordering 
Document and the Selective Routing End Office Detail forms to the 
Line Class Code Administrator. The Account Team may need to 
request additional information from AT&T to complete these 
documents. Once the Line Class Code Administrator receives the 
completed forms, the Provisioning group will build the requested 
line class codes. 

3.20.4 The line class codes may be built simultaneously with the 
installation of the Unbranded Trunk groups. Once the Unbranded 
trunk groups have been installed and the line class codes have 
been built, the Translations Group wili translate the line class codes 
and point them to the appropriate trunk group for all central offices 
served by each TOPS Tandem. The process takes approximately 
45 calendar days. Testing will be done once all of the Unbranded 
Trunk Groups have been installed. The testing interval is 
approximately 15 days. 

. 

3.20.5 The rates for Line Class Codes are listed in Exhibit A of this 
Attachment. These charges are non-recurring costs to build and 
program the line class codes in the central office for each serving 
TOPS Tandem 

3.20.6 Electronic ordering of Line Class Codes will be negotiated between 
the parties once the Line Class Codes are established. 
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Proposed Contract Language addition for AT&T: 

3.21 Procedures for Selective Carrier Routing. 

3.21.1 In order for BellSouth to provide Branded BellSouth Operator 
Services (Operator Assistance and Directory Assistance), two 
options may be elected by AT&T; (1) Selective Carrier Routing 
using the BellSouth Advanced Intelligence Network (AIN) platform; 
or (2) Selective Carrier Routing using a Line Class Code platform. 

3.21.2 Selective Carrier Routing using a Line Class Code platform routes 
AT&T’s end user traffic, where BellSouth is providing the local 
switching, to a Trunk Group by uniquely identifying such end users 
in BellSouth’s central office and routing those calls to a Custom 
Branded Trunk Group. Custom Branding requires AT&T to order 
dedicated trunks from the desired BellSouth end office to the 
BellSouth TOPS tandem (switch). The AT&T end user will be 
routed to the Custom Branded Trunk Group based on the line class 
code for its end user that is currently handled by the Selective 
Carrier Routing using line class codes. BetlSouth shall program the 
Line Class Codes requested by AT&T in the central offices 
identified by AT&T. The Line Class Codes shall uniquely identify 
the call blocking restrictions and classes of service AT&T offers its 
end users. In addition to the end user attributes that Line Class 
Codes identify, line class codes are used to further identify the 
BellSouth central office from which AT&T offers end users service. 
If AT&T utilizes NPAs or NXXs associated with other BellSouth rate 
centers to provide end user service from a particular central office, 
additional line class codes are required to appropriately identify and 
route AT&Ts end users. 

, 

3.21.3 Line Class Codes are ordered through AT&T’s Account Team. 
AT&T shall submit a written request identifying the BellSouth 
central offices where it would like to offer service; end user call 
blocking restrictions and classes of services to be offered by the 
CLEC; and a forecast of cat1 volumes for each central office. 
BellSouth will verify the Line Class Code capacity for the central 
offices identified by the AT&T. Within two weeks of receiving the 
request from AT&T, the BellSouth Account Team will provide AT&T 
with a response regarding whether the Line Class Code request 
can be satisfied. 

3.20.4 If line class code capacity exists within the central offices identified 
by AT&T, AT&T will order the required dedicated trunks for the 
Custom Branded Trunk Group for each TOPS Tandem. A separate 
trunk group is required for Operator Assistance and Directory 
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3.21.4 

3.21.5 

3.21.6 

Assistance. The trunk groups must be installed prior to the 
programming of the line class codes in each central office. The 
Account Team must also submit the Selective Routing Ordering 
Document and the Selective Routing End Office Detail forms to the 
Line Class Code Administrator. The AT&T Account Team may 
need to request additional information from AT&T to complete 
these documents. The interval for this process is 30 days for up to 
20 line class codes per end office, and the Account Team working 
with AT&T to determine with AT&T how they want the end offices 
implemented. If there is more than one end office, there maybe be 
a Project Manager assigned to ensure timely and accurate 
implementation. Additionally, AT&T will also complete the CLEC 
Branding Questionnaire and shall fax the Questionnaire to the fax 
number identified on the questionnaire. 

The rates for Line Class Codes are as set forth in Exhibit A of this 
Attachment. These charges include non-recurring charges to build 
and program the line class codes in each centrat office for each 
serving TOPS Tandem 

Custom Branding for Directory Assistance is not available for 
certain classes of service, such as: HoteVMotel, WATS, cellular 
type I, and certain PBX services. 

Electronic ordering of Line Class Codes will be negotiated between 
the parties once the tine Class Codes are established. 
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Proposed Contract Language addition for AT&T: 

3.20 Procedures for Selective Carrier Routing. 

3.20.1 In order for BellSouth to provide branded or unbranded BellSouth Operator 
Sentices (Operator Assistance and Directory Assistance), two options may be 
elected by AT&T; (1) Selective Carrier Routing using the BellSouth Advanced 
Intelligence Network (AIN) platform; or (2) Selective Carrier Routing using a 
Line Class Code platform. Custom Branding for Directory Assistance is not 
available for certain classes of service, such as: Hotel/Motel, WATS, cellular type 
1 ,  and certain PBX services. 

3.20.2 Where BellSouth is providing branded BellSouth Operator Services through. 
selective carrier routing using a line class code platform and where BellSouth is 
providing the local switching, AT&T’s end user traffic is routed to a dedicated 
trunk group by uniquely identifLing by line class codes such end users in 
BellSouth’s central office. AT&T shall order the dedicated trunks from the 
desired BellSouth end office to the BellSouth TOPS tandem (switch). 

3.20.2 Where BellSouth is providing unbranded BellSouth Operator Services through 
selective carrier routing using a line class code platform, AT&T’s end user traffic 
is routed to a trunk group installed by BellSouth. 

3.20.3 Where AT&T is utilizing an Altemative Operator Services Provider through 
selective carrier routing using a line class code platform and where BellSouth is 
providing the local switching, AT&T’s end user traffic is routed to a dedicated 
trunk group, which will be provisioned in accordance with BellSouth’s and the 
Alternate Operator Service Provider’s requirements, fiom the desired BellSouth 
End Offices to the Alternative Operator Services Point of Interface. 

3.20.4 BellSouth shall program the Line Class Codes requested by AT&T in the central 
offices identified by AT&T. The line class codes shall uniquely identify each set 
of the call blocking restrictions and each class of service AT&T offers its end 
users. In addition to the end user attributes that line class codes identify, line 
class codes are used to hrther identify the BellSouth central office from which 
AT&T offers end users service. As such, if AT&T utilizes NPAs or Nxxs 
associated with other BellSouth rate centers to provide end user service from a 
particular central ofice, additional line class codes are required to appropriately 
identify and route AT&T’s end users. 

3.20.5 Line Class Codes shall be ordered through AT&T’s Account Team. AT&T shall 
submit a written request identifying the BellSouth central ofices where it would 
like to offer end user service; each set of end user call blocking restrictions and 
each class of service to be offered by AT&T; and a forecast of call volumes for 
each central office. BellSouth will verify the Line Class Code capacity for the 
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central offices identified by the AT&T. Within two weeks of receiving the 
request from AT&T, the BellSouth Account Team will provide AT&T with a 
response regarding whether the Line Class Code request can be satisfied. 

3.20.6 If line class code capacity exists within the central ofices identified by the 
AT&T, and AT&T has requested branded BellSouth Operator Services, AT&T 
will order the required dedicated trunks fiom the desired BellSouth end ofice to 
the BellSouth TOPs Tandem. A separate trunk group is required for Operator 
Assistance and Directory Assistance. The trunk groups must be installed prior to 
the programming of the line class codes in each central office. The Account 
Team shall submit the Selective Routing Ordering Document and the Selective 
Routing End Office Detail forms to the Line Class Code Administrator. The 
AT&T Account Team may need additional information from AT&T to complete 
these documents and AT&T shall provide such information in a timely manner. 
The interval for this process is 30 days for up to 20 line class codes per end office, 
and the Account Team work shall work with AT&T to determine in what order 
AT&T wants the end ofices implemented. If there is more than one end ofice, 
there may be a Project Manager assigned to ensure timely and accurate 
implementation. Additionally, AT&T shall also complete the CLEC Branding 
Questionnaire and shall fax the Questionnaire to the fax number identified on the 
questionnaire. 

. 

3.20.7 If line class code capacity exists within the central ofices identified by AT&T, 
BellSouth shall order the trunk groups utilized to cany the unbranded Operator 
Services traffic to each TOPs tandem. The interval for the installation of the 
trunk groups shall be approximately 45 calendar days fiom the receipt of the 
completed form for each TOPs tandem. The number of trunk groups required 
which shall be based upon a forecast of traffic volume received from AT&T may 
affect the provisioning interval and, if so, AT&T shall be notified. A separate 
trunk group shall be required for Operator Assistance and for Directory 
Assistance. Trunk groups must be installed prior to the programming of the line 
class codes in each central ofice. The Account Team shall also submit the 
Selective Routing Ordering Document and the Selective Routing End Ofice 
Detail forms to the Line Class Code Administrator. The Account Team may need 
additional information fiom AT&T to complete these documents and AT&T shall 
provide said information in a timely manner. 

3.20.8 If line class code capacity exist within the central offices identified by AT&T, and 
AT&T has selected an Alternate Operator Services Provider, AT&T shall order 
the required dedicated Trunks from the desired BellSouth end ofices to the 
Alternative Operator Services Provider Point of Interface. The trunk groups must 
be installed prior to the programming of the line class codes in each central office. 
The Account Team shall submit the Selective Routing Ordering Document and 
the Selective Routing End Office Detail forms to the Line Class Code 
Administrator. 
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3.20.8 Where BellSouth is providing Unbranded Operator Services, the line class codes 
may be built simultaneously with the installation of the trunk groups. Once the 
trunk groups are installed and the line class codes built, BellSouth Translations 
will translate the line class codes and point said codes to the appropriate trunk 
groups. The process shall take approximately 45 calendar days. Testing shall be 
conducted after all work activities have been completed and shall take 
approximately 15 calendar days. 

3.20.9 Where AT&T is using an Alternative Operator Services Provider, AT&T, at its 
option, order dedicated trunks between its Alternative Operator Services 
Provider’s Point of Interface and the BellSouth Operator Services Platform. If 
AT&T elects to install said dedicated trunks, AT&T’s Operators may provide 
verify busy line or line intemption services on numbers located in the BellSouth 
Switch at the rates set forth in Exhibit C. 

3.20.9 The rates for Line Class Codes are set forth in Exhibit C of this Attachment. 
These charges include non-recurring charges to build and program the line class 
codes in each central ofice for each serving TOPS Tandem. 

3.20.1 OElectronic ordering of Line Class Codes will be negotiated between the parties 
once the Line Class Codes are established. 
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BellSouth Interconnection Services 

Atlanta, Georgia 30375 
675 West Peachtree Street 

Carrier Notification 
SN91082004 a 

Date: November 22,2000 

To: Competitive Local Exchange Carriers (CLECs) 

Subject: CLECs - REVISED - Electronic Interface Release 8.0 and Associated Downtime 
(Originally released October 17, 2000) 

This is to advise that Release 8.0 of the electronic interface systems was implemented on 
November 18, 2000. However, due to technical difficulties, some features have been deferred 
to a future release. The scope of the features released on November 18, 2000, and the 
deferred features are detailed below: 

The scope of the features released on November 18,2000 

ALL Users: 

0 

e 

e 

LENS 
0 

1 

The non-resale Uniform Service Order Codes (USOCs) EMPl S and EMPl X (Equipment 
Maintenance Plan and associated credit) will automatically be stripped on REQTYP E 
and MI ACT of V, W, Q, and P. 
A production defect affecting REQTYP JB, ACTTYP A Local Sewice Requests (LSRs) 
has been corrected. 
A production defect causing auto-clarification messages on conversion from PortlLoop 
combinations to Resale Flat-Rate Business Line has been corrected. 

Jsers: 
Ability to submit Loop Makeup Queries from Local Exchange Navigation System (LENS) 
Inquiry Screen as previously implemented in 7.0 beta test environment will now be made 
available in production. 

TAG Users: 
Ability to submit Loop Makeup Queries as previously implemented in 7.0 beta test 
environment will now be available for TAG in product. 

The ability to control branding on Operator Assistance and Directory Assistance using specific 
Line Class Codes (LCC) was implemented for AT&T in Georgia. Other CLECs interested in this 
capability shoufd contact their account team representative. 

Due to technical difficulties, the followincr features have been deferred to a future 
Electronic Interface Release 8.0.1. 

927ep7497404 



LENS Users: 
FeatureslServices section of Line Details screen will be updated to say "Number of 
Features to Add/Change/Delete", versus "Number of Features to Add." 
Implement ability to change Class of Service on REQTYP E change activity (ACT C) 
orders. (This does not allow users the ability to change from Business to Residence, or 
vice versa.) 

TAG Users: 

TAG Release 7.5 will be implemented. This will be a sewer and Application Program 
Interface (API) change. 
Direct Inward Dial (DID) functionality (REQTYP N) will be implemented. 

Should you have any questions, please contact your BellSouth account team representative. 

Sincerely, 

OR1GINAL SIGNED BY JIM BRINKLEY 

Jim Brinkley - Senior Director 
BellSouth Interconnection Services 

927ep7497404 
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CHANGECONTROL 
PROCESS 

CCP8 - 23.DOC 

VERSION 2.0 

i%U€WSW3OCTOBER 27,2000 1 
DECEMBER 5,2000 

Issued: 10/27/00 !JM#MMW 12/05/00 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

I 
of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 



BellSouth Telecommunications reserves the right to revise &IS document for any reason, with concurrence 
of the CLEC/BeWouth Review Board, incluhg 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, techques,  or procedures described or referred to 
herein. LIABILIIY TO ANYONE ARISING OUT OF USE OR RELIANCE UPON ANY 
INFORMATION SET FORTH HEREIN IS EXPRESSLY DISCLAIMED, AND NO 
REPRESENTATIONS OR WARRANTIES, EXPRESSED OR IMPLIED, ARE MADE WTT'H 
RESPECT TO THE ACCURACY OR LJTLITY OF ANY INFORMATION SET FORTH HEREIN. 

This document is not to be construed as a suggestion to any manufacturer to modlfy or change any of its 
products, nor does &.IS document represent any commitment by BellSouth Telecommunications to purchase 
any product whether or not it provides the described characterisms. 

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 mdfication, 
change or enhancement of any product or service. 

Nothmg 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 Iater issued patent. 
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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 obtamed via BellSouth's Web site. 
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.............................. 
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................................................................................................... " ....................................................................................................................................... 
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04/14/98 i i htid issue. 
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i - Multiple Change Request Types (CLEC I 
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. -  Defined cycle times for process intervals and 
i notifications 
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. -  

: -  
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. -  

i -  
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1 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 1 

1 

t 

20 days to IS days 
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workaround to the CLEC community 

1 

Web Site address for Change Control Process i 

Notification regardmpl the Retirement and ! 
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New status codes for Defect Change Requests 
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Word changes to provide clarification 

. -  

. ”  

. -  
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: -  
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: -  

...................................................................................................... + ........................................................................................................................................ 

4/12/00 All The CCP Documentation has been modified to . : 
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Type 1 and 6 Notifications will be 
communicated to CLECs via e-mail and web i 
posting 

Step 3 Cycle Time (Types 2-5) changed &om i 
15 business days to 20 business days 

Verbiage to Step 10 (Types 2-5) regarding 
BellSouth presentmg baseline requirements f 

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 

RF 1870 Change Request Form changes 

i 

< 

4/26/00 i Section 1 . -  1 Updated CCP web site address 

Section 8 . -  I Updated Escalation Contacts for Types 2-6 i 

Section 11  - Added definitions for Account Team and I 
j Electronic Communications Support (ECS) 1 

7/20/00 i Section 1 I - Added ‘Yesting” under process changes 
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i thedocument. 

08/23/00 i Cover . -  

Section 3 

Section 5 

. -  Section 10 i 
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AppendixA j - 

All 

Removed “Inten”’ from covef. 

Updated Type 6 definition to incorporate new 
defect and expedited feature defmtions. 

Replaced Section 5, Defect Nohfication 
Process with a ‘‘Draft” Defect/Expedite 
Notificahon Process. 

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 Exped~ted Feature, High, 
Medium and Low Impacts. 

Modified Change Request Forms (RF 1 870 
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Change Control, Also added Hzgh, Medium 
and Low Assessment of Impact Levels. 
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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 external users of BellSouth's Electronic Interface Applications, associated manual process 
improvements, performance or ability to provide service including defecdexpedite 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 regulatory 
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 
BellSout h: 

Electronic Data Interchange (EDI) 
Telecommunications Access Gateway (TAG) 

0 

Local Exchange Navigation System (LENS) 

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: 

0 

Software 
Hardware 
Industry Standards 
Product and Senices (i.e., new services available via the in-scope interfaces) 
New or Revised Edits 
Process (i. e, , 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, 

DefectsExpedit es 
pre-order, maintenance,_tr~~~~-mate.n.~s..,and. j.ob.-aids)(B ell South cannot support) I 
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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) 
Production Support (i.e. adding new users to existing interfaces, existing users requesting 
first time use of existing BST functionality) 
Contractual Agreements 
Collocation 

~ ~ e ~ ~ ~ ~ g ~ ~ p p ~ ~ . ~ ~ e ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ a ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ a ~ ~ ~ & ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ e ~ - ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ e s ~ A g r e e  to remove) 
0 

a A g r e e  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 THE 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 minimum requirements for participation in the Change Control Process electronically are: 

Word 6.0 or greater 
Excel 5.0 or greater 
Internet E-mail address 
Web access 

Issued: -4XXWQ0 9/.€-5AM 10/27/00 12/05/00 8 I 
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Verslon 2 0 Ccp8-23.doc 
The web site address for the Change Control Process is as follows: 

http://www. interconnection. belsouth. c o d  
Select “Local Exchange Carriers” 
Select “Change Control Process” 
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2.0 CHANGE CONTROL ORGANIZATION 
The Change Control organizational structure supports the Change Control Process. Each position 
within the organization has defined 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 fiom 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 Chanpe Control ManaPer (BCCM). 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 ChanPe Control ManaPer (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 Proiect Team. A team of CLEC and BellSouth Project Managers who 
manage the implementation of scheduled changes and releases. 

Issued:-WWOO 9i-1.5(00 10/27/00 12/05/00 10 I 
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3.0 CHANGE CONTROL DECISION PROCESS 
Change requests will be classified by Type. There are six Types: 

TvDe 1 - System Outape 

A Type 1 change is a BellSouth System Outage. A System Outage is where the system is totally 
unusabie or there is degradation in an existing feature or hnctionality 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 t System 
Outage is a condition where the CLEC Pre-Orders/Orders/Queries/Maintenance Requests cannot 
be submitted or will not be accepted by BellSouth. 

TyDe 2 - RePulatorv Chawe. 

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 commissiodauthority, or state and federal courts are Type 2 changes. 
Regulatory changes are not voluntary 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, 
Pu-t3.,(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 CLEC may 
initiate the change request .me 3 changes may be managed using the Expedited Feature Process, 
as discussed in Section 4, Part3 .(Does not apply to Expedited Feature process) 

Type 4 - BeHSouth Initiated Chanee. 

Any non-Type 1 change affecting the inteflaces 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 

Issued:-4WWW 94-1-5(00 10/27/00 12/05/00 11 I 
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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)..-Tpe 4 charges may be mana@hu.singkhe 
Expedited Feature Process. as discussed in Section 4. Part3. (BellSouth Agrees) 

TvDe 5 - CLEC Initiated ChanPe. 

Any non-Type 1 change affecting interfaces between the CLEC's and BellSouth's operational 
support systems 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 intercfaces by third parties such as regulatory bodies (which are Type 
2 Changes) or standards organizations (which are Type 3 Changes)..me 5 changes may be 
managed using the Expedited Feature Process. as discussed in Section 4. Part3 .(BellSouth 
Agrees) 

TvDe 6- CLEC ImDactinP Defectd&w&es .(Agree to Remove) 

A defect is Aa(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. Type 6 validated changesdefects may not 
be managed using the Expedited Feature Process as discussed in Section 4. Part 3. 

The CLEC andor BellSouth may initiate defectth&ypd(Agree to remove) changes affecting 
interfaces between the CLEC's and BellSouth's operational support systems. These type changes 
might dso include issues for Pre-Orders, Orders, Queries, and Maintenance Requests that can be 
submitted and accepted, but may require work&ounds or clarification. 
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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 BF'R requests and production support issues. 
Enhancements and defectdexpedites will be handled through the Change Control Process. 

vo change was made to this figure, an error in the revision marking process 
resulted in its accidental modification/deletion.] 

Figure 34 .  Change Control Decision Process 

4.0 CHANGE CONTROL PROCESS FLOW 
The following two subsections describe the process flows for typical Type 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: 

[No change was made to this figure, an error in the revision marking process 

Figure 4-lc Change Control Process Flow 
resulted in its accidental modification/deletion.] I 

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. 
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Figure: 4-2. Type 1 Process Flow 
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Table 4-1 describes the cycle times for each process step that is outlined 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" timeframe 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 performed 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. 

ReSOhtUriGB 
Niltiiflcstiion 

< 3 days 

Table 4-1. Type 1 Cycle Times 

1 

> 3 days 

System Outage 
Escalation 
Process 

1 

Cycle Time NJA 

2 

1 hour 

E-mail & BST 
Website wiil be posted 

if outage exceeds 20 
minutes 

. .  

2 - 4 hours 

(Iterahve) 

4 

24 hours 

(Iterative) 

Note: The Escalation Process may be used at any time w i h  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 information, status notification(s), resolution and notification@), and 
final resolution to the CLEC community. Steps shown in the table are sequential unless otherwise 
indicated. 

Table 4-2. Type 1 Detail Process Flow 

CCCM 

ECS 

ECS 

Sub-aracesesr 
Activities 

IDENTIFY ISSUE: 
1. 

2. 

3 .  

4. 

4. 

Internally determine If outage exists 
with BellSouth Electronic Interface. 
(The CLEC should perform internal 
outage resolution 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 will 
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 

track the outage. 
ECS will provide the CLEC with a 
trouble ticket number, If requested, to 
record and track the outage. 

~ . o u b ~ . e - ~ c k e ~ ~ n - ~ . ~ ~ - ~ d - r ~ o r d  and 

INITIAL NOTIFICATION: 
1. ECS will post to the Web an Initial 

Industry Notification that a 
BellSouth Electronic Interface outage 
has been i d e n ~ e d .  An e-mail to the 
CLECs participating in Change 
Control will also be distributed. 
The CLEC initiating the Type 1 
System Outage will need to be 

2. 

Inputs and 

Output3 

INPUTS: 
Issue Characteristics 

0 Call to ECS Helpdesk 

OUTPUTS: 
0 RecordedOutage 

INPUTS: 
Recorded Outage 

OUTPUTS: 
0 Industry Notification 

posted on Web 

participating in Change 
Control 

E-mailtoCLECs 

Cycle Time 

~~ 

1 Hour 

If System 
Outage is not 
resolved 
witlun 20 
minutes, a 
notification 
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3 

4 

- 

Accountabifity 

ECS 

ECS 

CCCM 

Suh-Drtxesser 
Activities 

available for communications on an 
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 notdication. The 
process for the item has ended. 
Outage Information will be reported 
in the monthly status meeting by the 
BCCM. 

STATUS NOTIFICATION: 
(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 / af€ected parties. The 
following information may be 
discussed: 

Clarification of outage 
Current status of resolution 
Agreement of resolution 

3 .  Lf a resolution has not been identtfied 
continue giving status notifications to 
the industry and continue repeating 
Step 3 "Status Notification" via the 
web. 

4. Proceed to Step 4 "Resolution 
Notification" when a resolution has 
been identified. 

RESOLUTION NOTIFICATION: 
"TIVE) 
1. The resolution notification is posted to 

the Web. 
2. If the item is determined to be a 

defwexpedtte, 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 Notfication". 
BellSouth wll continue to work 

3. If the resolution is not the final 

INPUTS: 
IndustryNotification . 
posted on Web 

OUTPUTS: 
0 Status Notrfication posted 

on Web 
* Resolution information 

INPUTS: 
0 Status Notification posted 

0 Resolution information 
on Web 

OUTPUTS: 
Resolution Information 
posted on Web 

e Final Resolution 
Information 

ioc 

Cycle Time 

vi11 be sent to 
ZLECs ma e- 
nail and 
mted to the 
web. 

!-4 how 
ntervds 

24 hours 
after 
reporting 
outage 
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Cycle Time ' 

5 

6 

ECS 

CCCM 

ECS 

Sub-Dmeesses 

ACtiVitieS 

towards the final resolution. 
4. When the final resolution has been 

created, proceed to Step 5 "Final 
Resolution Notification". 

FINAL FUZSOLUTION 
NOTIFICATION: 

I .  The final resolution notification- is 
posted on the Web. 

ESCALATION 
1. Escalation is appropriate anflme the 

interval exceeds the recommended 
guidelines for notification. 

2. Refer to the Type 1 - Escalation 
Process documented in Section 8. 

ccD8 23 doc * -  

Input8 and 

-INPUTS ~ 

Final Resolution 
Information 

OUTPUTS: 
e Final Resolution 

Notlfication 
INPUTS: 

0 Information or concern 
relating to a Type 1 - 

, Systems Outage 

OUTPUTS: 
Documented Escalation 
Escalation Response 

< 3 days 

> 3days 

(The 
Escalation 
Process may 
be used at 
any time 
withm Steps 
3 4  if cycle 
times are not 
met andlor 
responses are 
not 
acceptable.) 
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Part 2 - Types 2-5 Process FIow 

hplementnhm Notrfi-on 
"' 

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 BellSouth 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 file with the BCCM. 

&Wmd 
RSI- mg - Conduct Release 

Notificatlcn Package Meetmg 

Create Release 
package 

2 days 1 day 

Cameled Chqe Request Nmficahon 

3 

& 10dan(not2O 

w*- 
Clrny quest for Acceptance p d m g  C w  Open Change Rtqmm 

20 daF 
RequesWalidate . 

I - 3 d a r  

A A 4 v  - Repare for Clarificatlon Needtd 
ChangeRcvtew 

Meetmg 
5 -7davs 

-WbH" 
5 

I conduct I 

I 

Change Review 

C- R s ~ a w M -  

Review Mectmg 
Results 

Management Process 

8 v -- - 

Figure 4-3. Change Control Process Flow 
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Based on the process flow outlined above: 

Draft user requirements for software releases will be provided to CLECs NLT 90 calendar 
days in advance of the release implementation 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 TCIF map will be provided NLT 180 calendar 
days in advance of the release implementation date. BellSouth 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. 

DraR user requirements for the implementation of a new TCIF map will be provided to the 
CLEO NLT 120 calendar days in advance of the release implementation date. 

Final user requirements for the implementation of a new TCIF map will be provided to CLECs 
NLT 60 calendar days in advance of the release implementation date, To accommodate 
changes that may be 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 implementation of the new TCIF map. 

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. 
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The table below details the steps, accountable individuals, tasks, inputsloutputs 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. 

Step 

- - 
1 

- 
2 

Accountability 

ZCCM 

BCCM 

BCCM 

Table 4-3. Types 2-5 Detail Process Flow 

Sub-mweeases 

ACtEvifitES 

IDENTIFY NEED 
1. Internally determine need for change 

request, These change requests might 
involve system enhancements, manual 
andor business process changes. 

l .  Orignator 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 CCCWCCM submits 
Change Request Form and related 
information via e-mail to BellSouth. 

OPEN CHANGE 
REOUESTNALIDATE CHANGE 
REOUEST FOR COMPLETENESS 

1. Log Request in Change Request Log. 
2. Send Acknowledgement Notification 

(Attachment A-3) via e-mail to 
origmnator. 

3. Establish request status ('N' for New 
Request) 

4. Review change request for mandatory 
fields using the Change Request Form 
Checklist. 

5 .  Venfl Change Request specifications 
and related information exists. 

6. Send Clanfication Notification via 

Inputs and 

"u 
INPUTS: 

1 Change Request Form 
(Attachment A- 1) 

I Change Request Form 
Checklist (Attachment A- 
1A) 

WTPUTS: 
1 Completed Change Request 

Form with related 
documentation 

INPUTS: 
D Completed Change Request 

Form with related 
documentation 

D Change Request Form 
Checklist 
ChangeRequest 
Clarification Response 

OUTPUTS: 
e New Change Request 

Acknowledgment 
Nobfication 

e Validated Change Request 
Clanfication Notdication 

!-3 Bus Days 

Jlanfication 
imes would 
x in addition 
:o cycle time. 
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Version 2.0 

3 

- 

BCCM 

email to the originator (Attachment A- 
4) rfneeded. 

7. Update Change Request Status to ccPC” 
for Pending Clanfication if 
clanfication is needed. 

CLEC or BellSouth Onpinator 
If clarification is needed, make necessary 
corrections per Clankation Notdication 
and submit Change Request Clanfication 
Response (Attachment A-2). 

REVIEW CHANGE REQUEST FOR 
ACCEPTANCE 
1. Review Change Request and related 

information for content. 
2. Change Request reviewed for impacted 

areas (i.e., system, manual process, 
documentation) and adverse impacts. 

3. Determine status of request: 
0 If change already exists or CLEC 

tsstte(Agree to remove) forward 
Cancellation Nobfication 
(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. 

Notrfication not received, validate 
with CLEC that change request is 
no longer needed. 

0 If request is accepted, update 
Change Request status to “P’ for 
Pending in Change Request Log. 

. .  
~ ~ n g . i s . w . ~  

0 If Change Request Clanfication 

NOTE: See Section 9.0 Terms and 
Definitions - Change Request Status for 
valid status codes and descriptions. 

If BellSouth feels _l_ll_.__..____._...._................. that a CLEC initiated ...- 
change reauest should not be accepted 
because of cost. industrv duection or 
because it is believed not techcdly 

Ccp8-23.doc 
1 

Industry Notification via e- 
mail and web posting 

INPUTS: 
1 New Change Request 
1 Validated Change Request 
1 Clarification Notification 

(if required) 

IUTPUTS: 
1 Pending Change Request 
1 Clanfication Notification 

(lf required) 
I Cancellation Notification 

(if required) 
I CR status updated on web 

lays 

!O Bus Days 
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Version 2.0 

Sub-mkcesses 

Activities 

:asible to implement. BellSouth will open 

ieetindcall. and will provide a SME on 
mt call to Dresent its case. With inmt 

ubsequent to BellSouth's presentation, 
IetlSouth and the originating CLEC will 

lellSouth shall consider ail possible 
ptions for accommodating the request. 
C BellSouth detemnes that a CLEC 
nitiated change request should not be 
ccepted because of cost, industry direction 
lr because it is considered not techcally 
easible to implement, BellSouth will open 
m agenda item on the next monthly status 
neeting/call, and will provide a SME on 
hat call to present its case. BellSouth shall 
;odder  all possible options for 
iccommodating the request. 

n - a ~ . n ~ i ~ ~ - ~ n . . ~ ~ . - n e ~ - m o ~ ~ ~ . . s ~ - ~  

r o m . o . ~ e r . L ~ ~ . t i . n ~ . ~ ~ E ~ s ~ ~ ~  

e t e - ~ . ~ e . . ~ e . . ~ s ~ ~ ~ o . n - - o f * ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ u ~ ~ ~  

3BF Issues 
u1 issues that are being actively discussed 
it OBF or are on the agenda to be 
iiscussed will be deferred. lf the issue is 
lot active and will not be considered withi1 
he next six (6) months, BellSouth will 
iddress the issue. 

NOTE: If requested, appropriate SME 
will participate in the Monthly Status 
Meeting to address the reason for 
rejection and discuss alternatives with 

C C D ~  23.doc 
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Versron 2 0 

4 

5 

- 

BCCM 
CCCM 

BCCM 

CCCM 

CLECcommunity. Sh4E mustbe 
provided a minimum of two-week 
advance notice to partxipate in upcoming 
Monthly Status Meeting. 

PREPARE FOR CHANGE REVIEW 
MEE?”G 

NOTE: These activities take place to 
prepare for Change review meetings when 
prioritizations take place. 

BCCM 
1. 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. 

each pending chanpe request to 
i _ P ~ o ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ , ~ o ~ ~ n - o n  

CLECs.(Ap to accept) 

CCCM 
1. Analyze Pending Change Requests. 
2. Determine priorities for change 

requests and establish 
“DesiretYWant” dates. 

3 .  Create draft Priority List to prepare 
for Change Review meeting. 

CONDUCT CHANGE REVIEW 
MEETING 

Monthly Status Meetinps 

1. Communicate regulatory mandates. 
2. Review status of pending/approved 

Change Requests (including 
defeCts/e@tes) at monthly status 
meeting. 

3. Review current Release Management 
Statuses. 

assign owners.(Agree to Accept) 
4.Review~~.~essandaction~tems-and 

Ccp8 23 doc * -  

Inputs and 

Uutputs 

NPUTS: 
Pending Change Request 
Notrfications 
Project Release Status 
(Step 10) 

l Change Request Log 

IUTPUTS: 
Change Request Log 
CLEC Draft Priority List 
Size and scope on each 
Pending change request 

INPUTS: 
D Change Request Log 
D CLEC Draft Priority List 
0 Desired/Want Dates 
0 Impactanalysis 
e Size and scope on each 

Pending change request 

OUTPUTS: 
e Meeting minutes 
e Updated Change Request 

0 Candidate Change Requer 
Log 

List 

-7 Bus Days 

1 Bus Day 
(or as needed 
based on 
volume) 

Meeting Daj 
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Version 2.0 - - 
Step 

6 

7 

Accwmt&i&y 

BCCM 

BCCM 

Su b-Drocesses 
Activities 

5 .  Present new change requests 
sub.lI!itt~..sl:!!w Pr.eklioM..M~.n.~y 
Status-Meetiqg(Agree to Accept) 

Prioritization Meetings @&~HwwM 
ba&-ott.subW&&we 
m e l d  quarterly in March, 
June, September and 
December)(Agree to accept) 

I .  

2. 
3 .  

4. 
5.  
6. 

7.  

8. 

Follow Steps 1-3 from Monthly 
Status Meetings. 
Initiators present Change Requests. 

each change request and Dotentid 

BellSouth presents size and scope of 
each change request. 
Discuss Impacts. 
Prioritize Change Requests. 
Develop final Cancbdate Requests fist 
of Pendmg 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 

Bdl&??l!l- . P ~ ~ % A k S i Z ~ - ~ ! - ~ ~ ! ~  

r e ~ ~ ~ ~ . . ~ . ~ ~ . c a 9 e . . ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  

assign owners. 
DOCUMENT CHANGE REVIEW 
MEETING RESULTS 
1. Prepare and distribute outputs from 

step 5.  

INTERNAL~ELANGE 
MANAGEMENT PROCESS 
1. Both BellSouth and CLECs will 

Ccp8-23 .doc 

Inputs and 

Qaw 
Issues and Actions Items 
(if required) 

INPUTS: 
0 Change Request Log 
e Final Candidate Request 

List 

OUTPUTS: 
0 Updated Change Request 

Log 
Web posting of meeting 
output 

INPUTS: 
Candidate Change Reques; 
List with agreed upon 
‘ 3 

2 Bus Days 

38-25-B~~ I 
Days 
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AccorurtabWy 

CCCM 

BCCM 

CCCM 

Sub-”csses 

Act idties 

perform analysis, impact, sizing and 
estimating amvities *Agree to 
remove)-to the Canchdate Change 
Requeststh;t#-meeHbeFite&& 

-.(Agree to 
Remove) ms ensures that 
participating parties are reviewing 
capacity and impacts to schedules 
before assigmng resources to 
activities. 

2, Sizing; and seauenciw of prioritized 
change requests will begin with the 

through the list until the capacitv 
constraints have been reached for 

‘for the next release’ - Delete: each 
future release) 

...___._..-._ 3. All Candidate ---...-.- Change ....... Reaucm will 
be assigned to as many future 
releases as n e c e s w  to comDlete the 

BellSouth cannot support) 

t 0 ~  .. ..e~o~~dtems_andcontinue.down- 

e&..&W..reb(Agree to Add: 

a s s i ~ . e n l ~ ~ & m e ~ o ~ e  - 

CONDUCT RELEASE PACKAGE 
MEETING 

1. 
2. 
3 .  

4. 

4. 

Prepare agenda. 
Make meeting preparations. 
Evaluate proposed release 
schedule. 
d s 
T 3 q W e - H -  W 

(BELLSOUTH recommends the 
following two (2) scenarios: a) 
Non-scheduled Change Requests 
will need to be re-prioritized at the 
next Change Review Meeting 
dong with new pending requests tc 
accommodate changes in the 
Industry’s business requirements. 
(Return to Step 4) or b) Prioritize 
only the new “Pending CR’ S” sincc 

CcuS 23 doc . -  
Inputs and 

Outputs 

‘Need by Dates’ 
D Change Request Log 

IUTPUTS: 
I BellSouth’s Proposed 

Release Package(tw0 
scenarios) 

1 CLEC analysis.(Agree to 
add) 

--.I ..._I .- -.I.--...- I... .... --- 

NPUTS: 
BellSouth’s Proposed 
Release Package (two 
scenarios). 

Schedule 
a BellSouth’s Release 

Change Request Log 
CLEC dysis(Agree to 
add) 

OUTPUTS: 
0 Approved ReIease Packagc 

Updated Change Request 

Meeting Minutes 
ScheduledChange 

Log 

Requests . - 
(BellSouth cannot support 

1-4 months 
nor to each 
iajor release 
[nterval wll 
ary as a 
: d t  of 
esign, 
onstruction, 
nd testing 
ffOrtS.) 

1 1 Bus Day 
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9 

10 

BCCM 

BCCM 

(Project 
Managers from 
each 
participating 
company) 

the last Change Review Meeting 
and incorporate rankings into the 
overall prioritization list. CLECs, 
based on group consel~sus, may 
request re-ranking of all non- 
scheduled CR's.) 
Based on BSTKLEC consensus 
create Approved Release Package 
(SI and schedules. Durina this step 
if supported by consensus the ~ O U D  

m sm-scheduied_c_mE 
among fitwe releases. cancel 
chanpes, etc. as n e c e s w  to meet 
c.&an$es in business requirement& 
or resource availabilitv. 
Based on BSTKLEC c o n s e m  
determine which scenario should be 
implemented. Create the Approved 
Release Package and schedule. 

Identrfy Release Management 
Project Manager, rf possible. 
Establish date for initial Release 
Management Project M e e t h e r  
newly established releases.(for the 
next release) 
All Change Requests that are in the 
approved scheduled release 
@(Remove) will be changed to 3" 
status for "Scheduled". 

CREATE RELEASE PACKAGE 
NOTIFICATION 
1. Develop and distribute Release 

N o ~ c a t i o n  Package via web. 

~~~ 

RELEASE MANAGEMENT AND 
IMPLEMENTATION 

1. Provide Project Management and 
Implementation of Release (See 
Release Management @ Appendix 

2. Lead Project Manager communicates 
B). 

Release Management Project status 

Date for initid Release 
Management Project 

established 
releases.(BellSouth: for 
next release - Delete: for 
newly established releases) 

M=ting.fODGY!Y 

INPUTS: 
0 Approved Release Package 

@(Remove) 

OUTPUTS: 
0 Releasepackage 

Notrfication 
INPUTS: 

0 Approved Release 
Package Notification 

OUTPUTS: 
Project Release Status 
Implementation Date 

0 Project Plan, Work 

Cyde Time 

I 

2 Bus Days 
&er Release 
?ackage Mtg. 

Ongoing 
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Change Control Process .......... c 
Version 2 0 

Sub-Brmeas 

Activi$ies 
t Imputs and 

*mu 
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to BCCM for inclusion in Monthly 
Status Meetings. 

3. BellSouth Business Requirementsfor 
software changes(Agree to accept) 
will be presented to CLECs. If 

and requirements re-baselined. 
needed, c m F s  will be incorporated 

~F0r-ne.W. . . f e a ~ ~ s - o r ~ c ~ ~ e s . . t o  
existing functionaiiv, Waft 
... Specifications ..... .-._. . .-. ... ..._-. and ... 
Requirements will be provided 
NLT 90 days in advance of 
"!enm!! 

Draft User Requirements for 
software release will be 
provided to the CLECs NLT 
90 calendar days in advance of 
the release implementation 
date. 

.._.m?r. new.feames or.cbgcs.to 
G . ? 6 i s i L F f i n a l  

R Q ! E  mm&-ll..b. REXided 
Specifications and 

NLT 3845 days in advance of 
ImDlementation . 

Final User Requirements for 
software releases will be 
provided to the CLECs NLT 
45 days in advance of the 
release implementation date. 

software version. final 
It -.._ FQr-@mntationofa-neE 

r.qdreme.nB. and 
~ C ~ O ~ O L W ~ - ~ & ~ ~ . d G d  

a ~ ~ ~ . . o f . t h e . l . m ~ l e . ~ e n ~ t i o n  
date 

implementation of a new TCIF 
map will be provided NLT 180 
calendar days in advance of 
the release implementation 
date. BellSouth will begin 
workmg jointly with the 
CLECs in the development of 

to CLECs 180 days or more in 

...... Notdication for the 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 

Ccp8-23.doc 

Breakdown Schedule, 
Risk Assessment, 
Executive Summary, etc 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Draft Specdications .----.. . and 
Requirements 

Requirements 
.! Fid--s1Dec-ificatio..md 

.......... D.Kw~-n~tion. . ! ! .~ges 
Implemented Change 

e ~ r a f t  User Requirements 
Finai User Requirements 
Documentation Changes 

Request 



Version 2.0 Ccn8 23.doc 

Snb-Droce4ses 

ACtiVi6eS 

the User Requirements for a 
new TCIF map NLT 180 
calendar days in advance of 
the release implementation 
date. 

e 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. 

e Final User Requirements for the 
implementation of a new TCIF 
map 'hill be provided to 
CLECs NLT 60 calendar days 
in advance of the release 
implementation date. To 
accommodate changes that 
may be necessaq 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. 

Imolementation will occur NLT 
6 months from the date of the 
Edoritizati0.ngf &c-@&qgg 
request. (BellSouth cannot 
support) 

4. BellSouth Documentation changes, 
including business rule changes will 
he provided. (Agree to add) 

e All such changes will be 
pE??i&!!m3Q"&?s.~n 
advance of Imdementation. 

All additions and changes to 
BellSouth business rule 
documentation will be 
provided to CLECs NLT 30 
calendar days in advance of 
the release implementation 

Inputs and Cycle Time 
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Sub-processes 

Activities 
Inputs and 

€hatpas 
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Part 33 - Types 2-5 ExceotiodEmedited Feature Process 

These situations will be addressed using the following ExceptiodExpedited Feature Process. As each 
situation will likely be unique. this process provides the fiamework in which the CCP members will 
make ..._... the necess.aY 
exceptiodexpedited manner. 

G-Q.nsc.nsu?3 __.__ dec~s~onsto_.-achie-~.: .__..._. i.mpl"enta.iw ..._..__ of-.-lhe ....... feature ..-.... in ....... an 

CLEC o r  
B cllSorLh 

Figure 4-4. TvDe 2-5 ExceptiodExDedited Feature Process 
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Table -4-4. Tvae 2-5 ExceptiodExpedited Feature Detail Process Flow 

1 
I 

I 2 

CCCM 

BCCM 

BCCM 

2. Originator and CCCM or BCCM 
complete the standardized Change 

E d t e  Candidate. 
3 .  Include descriDtion of business need 

4. Attach related requirements and 

R ~ ~ s t  Formindicatingthat-itis-an 

andde.tailsofbusiness~~~: 

specification documents. These 
attachments should include the 
following. if available: 
E!! 
OCN . SDeclficScenario 
Lnta&GsMaffected 

0 Error message (if applicable) 
Release or API version (if 
gplicable) 

4- Ap~o~CCCM/BC.CM. . sub~B 
Change Reuuest Form and related 
information via e-mail to BellSouth 
ChanB-Managemente-W.L 

OPEN & VALIDATE EXPEDITE 
FORM FOR COMPLETENESS 

1. Log ExceDtioniExpedite in Change 

2. Send Acknow1.edpent Notrfication 
Reuuest Loa. 

OUTPUTS: 
B Completed Change Reauest 

documentation If necessarv) 
Form (withrelated 

INPUTS: 
Com&e!sLC-UR-a 
Form (with related 
documentation if necessary’ 

OUTPUTS: 

Cvek Timr 

~ 

1 BusDay 
-..__.-.I- ..... - 

33 I Issued:-WWW 9C.I-SOO 10/27/00 12/05/00 
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3 

- 

Accountability 

BCCM 

email if needed and update status to 
'PC' for Pending Clanfication. 
If Change Request Clarnfication 
Notdication not received. validate with 
CLEC that change request is no-longer 
needed. 

Reauest status to 'V' for Validated 
Ifreauea is valid.uDdateCh-ms 

C ! P @ B W . W . W  
ExceptionlE&te md-ifidkstte 

If issue does not qualif;, for 
exceptiodemdited treatment, re- 
class@ as a standard feature change, 

hmts and 

outwts 

[NPUTS: 
D New Exceptioflxpedite 

DUTPUTS: 
Validated 
ELqtiodExDedite 

D ExceDtionExpdte 
notification to CLEC 
communitv via e-mail and 
web posting 

(if required) 

(if reauired) 

Clanfication Notification 

D Cancellation Notification 

1 Bus Da: 

- 
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Sten 
- - 
- - 

BCCM 

CCP Members 

~ 

BCCM 

Exce~tions will be im&meGted-in-!e 
release determined bv the consensus 
reached in Step 4. 

ExDedites will be imolemented in the 
current, next release. or point release, 

consensus of the CCP Members at the 
b e ~ ~ f f ~ ~ t , a s d . ~ e  

C cp8-2 3. doc 

N U T S :  
ExceptionslExDdtes 
Received 

b Change Reauest Log 
b ExceptiodExuahte 

Analysis 

DUTPUTS: 

D UDdated Change Reauest 

D Meetinnminutes 
DWUTS: 

U&tedstatUs 

Lgg 

. CL.E-C!-BSTin€!ut 
OUTPUTS: 

Excoetions/Expedites 
Release Schedule 
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6 BCCM 

BCCM 

Sub-processes 

Activities 

Monthly Status Review Meetinp;, 

Ccp8-23 doc 

WUTS: 
B Exceptioflxpedite Feature 

!.~o.m.bga 

IUTPUTS: 
I Updated Release Packape 

Notrfication 
Scheduled Change Request 

[NPUTS: 
ADprOVed Release Packape 
Notrfication 

OUTPUTS: 

0 

0 

ProiectReleaseStatus 
Implementation Date 
ImDlemented Change 
Rewest 

Cvcfe Time 

3ased on 
elease 
onstraints for 
ixmdrtes [may 
e less than 30 
LaVS). 
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Change Controf Process... _____.__ ... C.LE.C.-Red Line Version / BellSouth Response I 
Version 2.0 Ccp8-23.d~ 

PART 3 - EXPEDITED FEATURE PROCESS 

An Expedited Feature is the inability for a CLEC to process certain types of LSR’s based on the 
existing fbnctionality 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 determined 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 

Reclassified 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 agreed 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. 

The CLECBellSouth 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 CLECA3ellSouth 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 fhctionality does not 
currently exist in BellSouth’s offered products and services. The rules surrounding the expedited 
feature request will be: 

Must be an enhancement to an existing product or service 
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Will follow the current Types 2-5 process flow using agreed upon intervals with the exception of 
Steps 4-6 which are eliminated. 

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. 

Figure 4.4 provides the process flow for the expedited feature process. 

Relsow Nohficpton 

Figure 4.4 - Process Flow for Types 2-5 Expedited 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 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. 
table are sequential unless otherwise indicated. 

Steps shown in the 

Table 4-3. Types 2-5 Expedited Feature Detail Process Flow 

I 

ZCCM 

BCCM 

BCCM 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Intemally detennine need for change 
request. These change requests might 
involv: system enhancements, manual 
and/or business process changes. 
Originator and CCCM or BCCM 
should complete the standardized 
Change Request Form according to 
Checklist. 
Attach related requirements and 
Attachment A- 1 A, Item 22. 
Appropriate CCCM/BCCM submits 
Change Request Form and related 
information via e-mail to BellSouth. 

OPEN CHANGE REOUESTlVALIDATE 
CHANGE REQUEST 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 .  Venfl Change Request specifications 
and related information exists. 

6. Send Clarification Notxfication via email 
to the originator (Attachment A-4) if 
needed. 

7. Update Change Request Status to “PC” 
for Pending Clarification If clarification 

kp* md 

INPUTS: 
B 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 
Checklist 

0 ChangeRequest 
Clarification Response 

OUTPUTS: 
New Change Request 
Acknowledgment 
Nobfication 

e Validated Change Request 
Clarification Notrfication 

0 Industry N o ~ c a t i o n  via e- 
mail and web posting 

7 
CycIe Time 

J/A 

1 Bus Day 

Zlarification 
5mes would 
3e in addition 
to cycle time. 
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Version 2.0 

3 3CCM 

Snb-Dm- 
Activities 

is needed. 

CLEC or BellSouth Orifinator 
If clarification is needed, make necessary 
corrections per Clanfication Notification 
and submit Change Request CIanfication 
Response (Attachment A-2). 

1. Review Change Request and related 
information. for content. 

2. Change Request reviewed for impacted 
area (i.e., system, manual process, 
documentation) and adverse impacts. 

3. Determine status of request: 
If change already exists or CLEC 
training issue, 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. 

e If Change Request Clarification 
Notification not received, validate 
with CLEC that change request is na 
longer needed. 
If request is accepted, update 
Change Request status to “P” for 
Pending in Change Request Log. 
If request does not meet the 
expedited feature criteria, it will exil 
this process and enter the standard 
Types 2-5 flow, Step 4. 

NOTE: See Section 11.0 Tenns and 
Definitions - Change Request Status for valic 
status codes and descriptions. 

If BellSouth determines that a CLEC initiatet 
e m t e d  change request should not be 
accepted because of cost, industry direction 0: 

because it is considered not technically 

Ccp8-23 doc 

Input3 and 

INPUTS: 
New Change Request 
Validated Change Request 
Clarification Notification (lf 
required) 

IUTPUTS: 
Validated Expedited Change 
Request 
Clanfication Notification (if 
required) 
Cancellation Notdication (if 
required) 
CR status updated on web 

0 Bus Days 
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Version 2 0 
-.L Lr Accountability 

BCCM 

CCCM 

BCCM 

(Project 
Managers from 
each 
participating 
company) 

Sab-pK#W33ed 

Activities 

easible to implement, BellSouth will open an 
lgenda item on the next monthly status 
neeting/call, and will provide a SME on that 
:all to present its case. BellSouth shall 
:onsider all possible options for 
~ccommodating the request. 

NOTE: If requested, appropriate SME will 
participate in the Monthly Stam Meeting to 
address the reason for rejection and discuss 
alternatives with CLEC community. SME 
must be provided a minimum of two-week 
advance notice to participate in upcoming 
Monthly Status Meeting. 

INTERNAL CHANGE MANAGEMENT 
PROCESS 
1. Both BellSouth and CLECs will 

perform analysis, impact, sizing and 
estimating activities to the E-ted 
Feature Change Request. Ttus ensures 
that participating parties are reviewing 
capacity and impacts to schedules 
before assigning resources to activities. 

RELEASE MANAGEMENT AND 

1. Provide Project Management and 
IMPLEMENTATION 

Implementation of Release (See Releas 
Management @ Appendix B). 

2. Lead Project Manager communicates 
Release Management Project status to 
BCCM for inclusion in Monthly Statw 
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, 
including business rules changes will 
be movided. 

Ccp8-23.doc 

NPUTS: 
Change Request Log 

3UTPUTS: 
Release Date for Expedited 
Feature 

INPUTS: 
e Approved Release Package 

Not&ation 

DUTPUTS: 
Project Release Status 

a Implementation Date 

ws I 
:til under 
iiscussion) 

I 

Ongoing 

I 

I 
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5.0 DEFECTIEMERGENCY CHANGE- 
$PROCESS 

5.0 DEFECT PROCESS (Emergency Changes are already addressed as Type 1) 

A CLECBST identified defect/emernency chan~eexpe&e will enter this process through the Change 
Management Team as a Type 6 Change Request. If the defect-bqwckeis validated internally, it will 
route through this process, and notification provided to the CLEC community via e-mail and web 
posting. 

A CLECBST identified defect will enter this,process through the Change Management Te& 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 requirementse 

L i s  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: (SPLIT into two bullets) 

Is not working in accordance with the business rules that BST has published or otherwise provided 
to the CLECs 

Is impacting a CLEC’s ability to exchange transactions with BellSouth 

. or.where..a.te~.~.c~..~~~.eme~t.at. i .on.. is . .fau~~..  QI..iPaccurate . s u c ~ . . a s . t o . . c . ~ ~ ~ . ~ . . . ~ . ~ c ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ . . ~ ~ . . ~ . ~ . ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  
fomaned...datg!... -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 
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Definition of a defect also includes errors in documentation, unclear or missing documentation. 

-Defect Change Requests will have three Impact Levels: 

Highfmpact 

The fdure causes impairment of critical system hnctions and no electronic workaround solution 
exists. 

I AGREE TO REMOVE 

e Medium Impact 

The failure causes impairment of critical system functions, though a workaround solution does exist. 

LowImpact 

The failure causes inconvenience or annoyance. 

Defect Changes idatdied as High impact are referred to as Emewency ChanPes. CLECs encountering Hi& 
Imuact defects outside n o d  business hours (7am - 6Dm Eastern) will submit their requests to the Electronic 
Communications Support (ECS) Group. The ECS HelDdesk number is 888-462-8030. REMOVE - 
BellSouth can not support. 
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Figure 5-1 provides the process flow for the validation and resolution of a Type 6 Change - CLEC 
Impacting DefectEmxrRency Ch,nn/'xpe&te.Remove the words "Emergency ChangeExpedite. 

CLEC [x 

BdlSaxth 

C+ z ( A g r e e  to Remove) 

JNOTE: The intervals in the boxes above match the intervals in the tables below for High, 
Medium, and Low ImDact defect c h a n s  reauests.1 

Figure 5-1. Type 6 Process Flow 
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The table below details the steps, accountable individuals, tasks, inputsloutputs and cycle times of each 
sub-process in the Type 6 Process Flow. This process will be used to validate defectshtpetks (Agree 
to remove), provide status notification(s), workarounds and final resolution to the CLEC community. 
Steps shown in the table are sequential unless otherwise indicated. 

1 

Inputs and I 
Table 5-1. Type 6 Detail Process Flow 

X C M  

BCCM 

BCCM 

Sn-b-mxerrses 
A c M a  

IDENTIN NEED 
1. Identlfy DefeMq&te.(REMOVED) 
&5. Origmator and CCCM or BCCM 

should complete the standardized 
Change Request Form indicating that 
it is a Type 6. 

34. Include description of business need 
and details of business impact. 

k7.Attach related requirements and 
speclfication documents. These 
attachments should (must) include the 
following-ii available (REMOVE): 

PON 
OCN 

Interface(s) affected 
Error message (if applicable) 
Release or API version (if 
applicable) 

. specificscenario 

4. Appropriate CCCWCCM submits 
Change Request Form and related 
information via e-mail to BellSouth 
Change Management Team. 

OPEN & VALIDATE 
DEFECT/EXPEDITE FORM FOR 
COMPLETENESS 

1. Log Defect in Change Request Log. 
2. Send Acknowledgment Notrfication 

via email to initiating CLEC. 
3. Establish CR status ('N' €or New 

Defect) 
4. BCCM reviews change request for 

mandatory fields using the Change 

orrtputs 
INPUTS: 

1 Type 6 Change Request 

OUTPUTS: 
Completed Change Request 
Form (with related 
documentation If necessary) 

INPUTS: 
Completed Change Request 
Form (with related 
documentation If necessary) 

OUTPUTS : 
0 NewDdkctExpabte 
0 Acknowledgment 

Notrfication 
0 CIanfication No~cat ion 

(if reqwed) 

Cy& Time 

l'* I 
I 
I 

I 

4 hours for 
HtgbImDact 

1 Bus Day for 
all Impact 
Types 

1 Bus Day_f& 
Medium and 
Low Imoact 

a 
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BCCM 

DRAFT 

Activities 
~~ ~ 

Request Form Checklist. 
. Venfy specifications and related 

information exists. 
). Send Clarification Notification via 

email to the origmator if needed. 
’. Update CR status to “PC” for Pending 

Clanfication if clanfiation is needed. 

f clatrfication is needed, CLEC or BST 
iriginator makes necessary corrections per 
~laxification Notification and submits via 
:mail Change Request Clarification 
tesponse. 
INTERNAL VALIDATION 
LValidate that it is a defde-te. 
LPerform internal de fdeqwhte  

Mi. Determine status of reauest: 
analysis. 

Lf change already exists or..CLEC. 
Mning ism- forward 
Cancellation Notification to CCCM or 
BCCM and update status to ‘ C ’ - h  

T * B g & m ~ n g 5 * ~  
-. 
If change already exists or CLEC 
training issue, forward Cancellation 
Notdication to CCCM or BCCM and 
update status to ‘C’. 

I 

Send Clarification Notdication via 
e d  if needed and update status to 
‘PC’ for Pending Clarification. 

Notification not received, validate witk 
CLEC that change request is no longei 
needed. 
If request is valid, update Change 
Request status to ‘V’ for Validated 
Defect/Expedite and indicate 
appropriate Impact Level. 
T;f rauest is not validated as a defm 
and the remesting CLEC does not 
agree with the response, the CLEC 

If Change Request Clarification 

NPUTS: 
1 NewDefdxpedtte 

IUTPUTS: 
1 Validated Defect/E@te 
1 Defect/Exp&te notification 

to CLEC community via e- 
d and web posting 

D ClaJrfication NoUfication 
(rf r q d )  

D Cancellation Notrfication 
(ifrequiredl 

Bus Day for 

!%?&YE! 
mpact 

! Bus Days fc 
3igh Impact 

3 Bus Days 
Medun and 
-.2YLGm! 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
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Change control Process._ --....-.C .LEC Red Line Version / BellSouth Response I 
Version 2.0 

4 BCCM 

may follow the escalation DrOcess to 
re.s!.Ye..the..iswc:. 
If CLEC does not agree with the 
validation, the CLEC may appeal the 
issue OT escalate. 

B Based on detail analysis, BellSouth 
will reaffirm the impact level that is 
stated on the request. 

If the process is operating as specfied 
in the baselined requirements and 
published business rules, the BCCM 
will communicate the results via e- 
mail to the originator to 
discuss/determine the next step@). 
If issue is re-classified as a standard 
feature change, provide supporting 
information via emad to the ongnator 
for review and feedback. The Change 
Request will exit the 
def&qm&e(REMOVE) process 
flow and enter Types 2-5 process flow 
(enter at Step 3). 

I 

NOTE: See Section 9.0 Terms and 
Definitions - Def- * MOVE) 
Status for valid status codes and 
descriptions. 

Def- MOVE) notification 
will be provided to CLEC community via 
e - d  and web posting. 
DEVELOP AND VALIDATE 
WORKAROUND (IF APPLICABLE) 
1. Defect workaround identified. 
2. Change Request status changed to "W 

for workaround identified. 

Ccp8-23 doc 

INPUTS: 
0 ValidatedDefect 
0 Clanfication Notification 

(if required) 
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Version 2.0 

Aceauntability 

BCCM 

DRAFT 
S u b - B m w  

Activities 

Workaround is communicated via e- 

CLEC communitv via e-mail and web 
posting<ADDED) 

1. If appropriate, communication to the 
CLEC community regarding 
workaround will be discussed via 
conference call. 

3 .  
mail to originating CLEC..andtothC 

Lf it is determined that additional time is 
needed to develop workaround due to the 
Zomplexity of the defect, notification will 
be provided to CLEC community via e- 
mail and web posting. 

~ U f ) & M - D e M ~ , a i * ~ ~  
Reeded7 

(BELLSOUTH AGREES TO MOVE 
THIS TO STEP 7) 

INTERNAL RESOLUTION PROCESS 
- k 3 .  Schedule and evaluate 

Def- MOVED) based 
on capacity and business impacts to the 
CLEO and BellSouth. (ADDED) 

community via email as the status 
changes until the 
defectkpe&&(REMOVED) is 
sdwMedimDlemented. (ADDED) 

@&Provide status updates to the CLEC 

Ccp8-2 3. doc 

Inputs and 

3UTPUTS: 
b Workaround (if applicabie) 

Clarification Notlficabon 
(if required) 

B Cancellation Notification 
(If required) 

b E-ma11 and web posting of 
workaround 

i s  
- 
We€- 

INPUTS: 
CLEC/ BST input 

OUTPUTS: 
DefecMhpd& 5Release 
Schedule 

€@e Time 

! Bus Days fo 
3igh Impact 

C Bus Days fox 
viedium and 
,ow Impact 

- 
W h - ! % W ! 3  - 
oEM-f i& 

Validated 
B&-and 
Med" 
Impact defect 
wiu..be 
implemented 
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67 BCCM UPDATE RELEASE PACKAGE 
NOTIFICATION 

4 4 .  Update and distribute release 
notification package via web. 

2 4 .  All Change Requests that are in the 
approved scheduled release will be 
changed to “S” status for 
“Scheduled”. 

Ccp8-2 3. doc 

INPUTS: 
Def- emove) 
Feature Information 

OUTPUTS: 
Updated Release Package 

Scheduled Change Requesl 
Notification 

tithlna4- 
--..._.......+,....._-.. 0 business 
ay range, 
lest effort. 

klidated 
Ggh Impact 
Iefects will k 
mplemented 
v ihn  a 4-25 
business day 
ange, best 
rff0t2. 
rledillm 
mpact 
Iefects will 1 
mplemented 
vithn 90 
lays. 
,ow Impact 
iefects will b 
mplemented 
>est effort. 
,ow Impact 
iefects will k 
mdemented 
withma4- 
20 business 
&!Y!l& 
xst effort. 
IREMOW 

._____._.._-.I 

Based on 
release 
constraints foi 
defects/@ 
@Removed) 
(may be less 
than 30 days). 
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7 
I 

8 

~- 

BCCM 

BCCM 

Note: The release notification will be 
published in a timely manner, based on 
the release constraints associated with the 
defect /expedi te . 

RELEASE MANAGEMENT AND 
IMPLEMENTATION 
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. 

is implemented in a release, the status 
will be changed to “I” for Change 
Implemented. 

3-3.. Once a defect/expe&e(REMOVED) 

INPUTS: 
D D e f W d t e s  Received 

DefecUExpedite Analysis 
Workaround (if amiicablel 

’ c.mg!.Emca**Log 

OUTPUTS: . UDdatedstatUs 
0 UDdated Change Request 

Ms&.n&aBBtGs 
INPUTS: 

Approved Release Package 

LQn 

Notification 

OUTPUTS: 
a Project Release Status 
0 Implementation Date 
0 Implemented Change 

Request 

vlonthly or 
when status 
;.h-m&Gsz 
duchever 
 curs first. 

%going 

I 
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6.0 CHANGE REVIEW - PRIORITIZATION - RELEASE 
PACKAGE DEVELOPMENT AND APPROVAL ( ~ g r ~  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 eeiwide 
S A g r 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 
Change Request Log (List of Change Requests to be reviewed) 
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* _...___.. B.e!ls~ut~’s ~ e s t . ~ a ~ ~ o f ~ ~ . s ~ ~ . e . - ~ d . ~ ~ . c ~ o - ~ ~ - - o ~ . e . a c h . . . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ e ~ u e s t  (Agree to accept) 

0 

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 fiom 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 “desiredwant” 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 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 - 

0 

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, CLECs 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 mav potentially negatively 
imp.act..hs..bus.i.ne~s.~ ...__ Tf. a...maj.o.n~..of.C.LE Cs. v.ote ..~.~. no ll..  on...^^ .c.e.~.~n..ch~ge..re~U.est I 

thaLreq-uest will not be bJlemented. 
CLECs may choose to “defer” on voting on change requests that may negatively 

Votes will be tallied to determine order of ranking 
Changes will be ranked by category 
M a m i ~ ~ e s s e & - ( D o  not delete - BellSouth prefers that Manual CR’s follow the 
same prioritization process as other CRY s) Documentation changes(Agree)-iU be 
prioritized separately; however they will need to be synchronized with the electronic 
interface changes 

impact its business. A rating of “defer” will not be counted in the overall rating. I 

I 
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reahd(Agree to remove) 
In case of a tie, the affected Changes will be re-ranked and prioritized based on the re- 
ranking 
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cx 
E l  3 

E2 4 

1 

i a E c 2  

6 1 10 

2 6 12 

E3 6 1 2 9 

E4 

Part 4 - Develooine and Approving Release Packages 

. .  2 4 4 10 

Subsequent to the Change Review Meeting BellSouth and the CLECs will each evaluate and 
.... analyze ~ ........ -.-1 the ....l._l..._.._l_..._.I.._.... Candidate II ChanE __I_. Requests -_-__ in 12r_eParati-o-n.for the-Release P a c k a ~ - M . e e ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - ~ ~ l  
be held 25 business days later. 

E5 

E6 

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. 

be accompiished at the Sizing and seauencing of t"&zed change requests will bepi+ . . .  
pn.OBtizatio.n...Fvlee~~~~ .__._. CLEC.s..may t.ake...i.nto...accou.nt.t~e..~.i~e. and..s.Gep.!?..wn 
plkxitizi.ngitems * - _I B P ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ; " ' ~ - ~ ~ ~ . ~  
t e l l s  out h accepts) 

? ..................................................... BellSouth will ~ ........................... develop ..f ............................ 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 
group consensus at the Release Package Meeting, the determination will be made as 
to which scenario should be implemented. BST/CLEC consensus will be used to 
create the Approved Release Package and schedule. I 

5 5 3 13 

1 3 5 9 
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All Candidate Change Requests will be assigned to as many fbture releases as 
necessary to complete the assignment 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 consensus, may request re-ranking of all non-scheduled CR’ s. 

Issued:--Q%WQO 94-€-5/80 10127/00 12/05/00 56 I 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 



W8.0 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. 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 information 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 identifjr interest in the new interface and obtain input fiom the CLEC community. 
BellSouth will provide specifications on the interface being developed to the CLEC comunity. 
As new interfaces are deployed, they will be added to the scope of this document, as 
appropriate, based on the use by the CLEC and requested changes will be managed by this 
process. 

Retirement of Interfaces 

As active interfaces are retired, BellSouth will notify the CLECs . b ~ . . . ~ ~ b . ~ . ~  i . n ~  .. a...T~.e..4...ch~&e 
.... request(Remove) .. .... --. 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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and/or 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 CLEC' 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 fknctionality for the CLEC than the 
existing interface. 

When s o h a r e  versions are retired, BellSouth will give the CLEO a 120 day notification. 

. 
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8.0 ESCALATION PROCESS 
Guidelines 

0 

0 

0 

. .  
0 

0 

a 

a 

0 

0 

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 occur 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 1 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.(Excludes Expedites) 

For Type 6 Hi& and Medium ImDact(See next bullet)-issues, the escalation process is 
agreed to allow BellSouth a ---day turnaround to provide a status for each cycle of 
escalation. 

For Type 6 High Impact issues, the escalation process is agreed to allow BellSouth a two 
(2) day turnaround 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 T p e  2-5 ExDedite Process issues. the escalation Drocess is 
agreed to allow BellSouth a three-day turnaround to provide a status for each cycle of 
es-calation. (See next bulIet) 

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. 
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All escalation communications may be optionally distributed by the CLEC to the industry 
and BellSouth Change Control e-mail unless there is a proprietary issue. I 
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Cvcle for TvDe 1 Svstem Outages 

Contact List for Escalation - ECS Group - Twe 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 

Don Tighe 
Manager - EC 
Support Group 

Interconnection 
Operations 

Bruce Smith 

Operations Director - 
EC Support Group 

Xnterconnection 
Operations 
Bill Reid 

Operations Assistant 
Vice President 

Interconnection 
Operations 

Office Number 

404-532-2233 

205-988-721 1 

205-988-1447 

Pager Number 

1-800-9464646 
PIN 1440050 

1-800-542-3260 

1-800-946-4646 
PIN 1179523 

Email Address 

Don. Tighe@ bridge. bellso 
uth.com 

Bruce.Smith@,bri&e.bell 
sout.h.com 

Bill. C . Reid@,bridge. bells 
outh.com 

NOTE: If a call is escalated without first attempting to contact the ECS Helpdesk, the caller will be 
referred back to the ECS Helpdesk. 

Issued:88CadC88 9CWW 10127100 12/05/00 61 I 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 



Escalation Cvcle for TyDes 2-6 Change Reauests 

a 

0 

0 

0 

a 

e 

a 

a 

0 

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 (CLEC 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 course 
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 D. 

For escalation Level 2, forward original e-mail and include any additional information 
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 Level 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 (i.e.? what 
has already been communicated to the industry), a coderence 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 = Type 2 = 6 Changes 

T.yp.e..2,5.x.Ch.anges(BellSouth agrees)..Within 5 business days of receipt (4 from acknowledgement), 
BellSouth Change C,ontrol appropriate executives will reply through BellSouth Change Control with 
BellSouth’s position and explanation for that position. 

Type 6, High and Medium Impact Changes: Within 1 business day of receiPt. BellSouth Change Control 
aDpropriate executives will reply thou& BellSouth Change Control with BellSouth’s position and 

Type 6 High Impact Changes: Within 2 business days of receipt, BellSouth Change Control appropriate 
executives will reply through BellSouth Change Control with BellSouth’s position and explanation for 
that position. Type 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. 

e . x ~ l . ~ a ~ i - o . n . f o ~ . ~ h ~ ~ ~ ~ t ~ ~ ~  

T p e  6 Low Impact and Type 2-5 Expedite Changes: Within 3 business days of receipt (2 from 
acknowledgement). BellSouth Change Control appropriate executives will reply through BellSouth 
Change __........_........_-- Control ~ with BellSouth’s position and exglanation for that position. 
Type 4-5 Expedite Changes: Within three (3) business days of receipt (2 fkom acknowledgment), 
BellSouth Change Control appropriate executives will reply through BellSouth Change Control with 
BellSouth’s position and explanation for that position. 
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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 
RuledOperations 

Issues) 
Doug McDougal 
Senior Director 

(for Systems Issues) 

Dee Freeman-Butler 
Senior Director 

(for Business 
RuledOperations 

Issues) 

Ofice Number 

205-32 1-2 168 

770-936-3740 

404-927-7828 

404-927-7505 

404-927-3545 

~ 

Email Address 

Vderie.cottin@”@, bridge. bellsouth. com 

Terrie. Hudson@bridge.bellsouth.com 

J0v.A. Lofton@,bri&e. bellsouth. com 

Doun.Mcdoud@,bridge.bellsouth. com 

Dee. Free&@bridge .bellsouth. com 
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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 Derson with ultimate authority for Change 
Control operations. and the services of a Joint Investigative Team when appropriate. BellSouth 
and the impacted CLEC(s) agree as-fol[ows; 

9 Eiagr-pm-may file a formal complaint with the State PSC, requesting resolution of theissue. without 
necessitv 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 services of a joint investigative team, when appropriate, comprised 
of representatives fiom BellSouth and the affected CLECs. Resolution of the dispute shall be 
accomplished as set forth below: 

Either BellSouth or any CLEC affected by the dispute may request mediation through the 
State Public Senice 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 all 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 Iocated in the Appendix A. Cosmetic 
changes may be made and published by the BCCM (or alternate) without hrther review. Other 
changes will be reviewed at the monthly Change Review status meetings following receipt of the 
request, if included-h-the Dubhshed meeting asenda. Following this initial review th-e.-BCCM-ga 
a CLEC representative appointed by the CLECs participating in the review shall prepare an 
official E-mail ballot for distribution. The official ballot will detail the change being requested. and 

be distributed one week following the Status Meeting. CLEC’s and BellSouth will have one week 
in which to cast their vote. Onlv ballots transmitted before midniht of the due date will be 
~+o+~~oued,-- Implementation of such changes will require a &yo-thirds affirmative ----- vote for 

~ h . e . ~ . s i ~ f i c - ~ t ~ ~ ~ ~ s ~ ~ ~ e . ~ - ~ d ~ - ~ ~ a ~ ~ . ~ ~ . - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  the revkw. The b d M  

&.&, 

(Bell Sout h continuing to Review) 
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10.0 TESTING ENVIRONMENT 

BellSouth offers Carrier Testing to CLECs in an open proven test environment for 
Telecommunications Access Gateway (TAG) and Electronic Data Interchange (EDI) 
interfaces. The testing opportunities offered are BETA and New Carrier Testing: 

B-ellSouth will also Provide it pre-release testing environment for TAG and ED1 that will be 
av~lable to CLEC’s 30 days prior to the implementation of any new releases. This 
environment will be a wholly separate, non-production environment for all 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 la Qtr. 2001. 

BETA testing is offered to those CLECs that express an interest in assisting BellSouth validate 
a Telecommunications Industry Forum (TCIF) 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, first served basis”. 

’ 

New Carrier Testing is offered to those CLEO who are transitioning from a manual to an 
electronic environment or from one TCIF issue to another. New Carrier Testing is avadable to 
all CLECs and is scheduled with the BellSouth Account Team and Carrier Testing group. 

For additional details on the testing environment, regulations and guidelines, refer to the 
following Bell South public Internet sites: 

www. interconnection. bellsouth. com/markets/lec. html 
Select “Customer Guides” 
Select “Local Exchange Ordering Guides” 
Select “BellSouth ED1 Specifications - TCIF g7’ 
Select “Section 7 - ED1 Testing Guidelines for CLECS’ 

Tssued:4WWOQ 9H-SW 10/27/00 12/05/00 68 I 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 



Ccp8-23 doc 

www. interconnection. bellsouth. codmarketsflec. html 
Select “OSS Information Center” 
Select “TAG Document at ion” 

This site is password protected. You should obtain the password from your Account Team 
representative. 
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11.0 TERMS AND DEFINITIONS 

A 
Account Team. The Account Teams represent the CLEO and all CLEC interests w i h  BellSouth, that 
is, the Account Team is the CLECs' advocate withm BellSouth. Some of the Account Team functions are 
listed below: 

- Contract Negotiations - BonaFide Requests (BFR) 

- Enhanced Billing Options Negotiations - Production Support 
- Customer Education - Collocation 

- Techcal Assistance - Testing Support 

- General Problem Resolution - ProjedOrder C o o r a t i o n  

- Tariff Interpretation - Rate Quotations 

Accountability. Individual(s) having responsibility for completing and producing the outputs of 
each sub-process as defined in the Detailed Process Flow. 

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. 

BellSouth Change Control Manager (BCCM). BellSouth Point of Contact for processing 
Change Requests and defectdexpedites. 

BF'R (Bonafide Request). Process used for providing custom products and/or 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 determine the when and the how to populate data for an Interface. 
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, h e ,  feature) and the associated Usage 
Type (optional, conditional, required, not applicable, prohibited) 

Conditionshules 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: BST 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 Form, to add new functions, 
defectdexpedites or Enhancements to existing Interfaces (as identified in the scope) in a production 
environment. 

Type I - BellSouth System Outage. A System Outage is where the system is totally 
unusable or there is degradation in an existing feature or fbnctionality 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. 
Twe 2-5 - Expedited Feature Change. Any Type 2-5 change that either BellSouth or a 
CLEC submits for exception handling in order to achieve a more 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 documentation 

I 

defects. I 

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. 

wqwed-(agree to remove) 
e e -  €li&m&- * .  

1 

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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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). 

f = 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 = 2nd time through process, P2 = 3d time through process, etc (Step 

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 ) -  

S - Request Scheduled. Indicates a Change Request has been scheduled for a release 
(Step 8). 

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 fiom 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 mod@ 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. 

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 othemise provided to the 
CLECs, or is impacting a CLEC's ability to exchange transactions with BellSouth. 

Defecmxpedite Status. The status of a CLEC Impacting DefectExpedite 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 = CIarification. Requested cldcat ion not received in allotted time (2 days). 

CD = Duplicate Request. A request for this change already exists. 

S I  . .  . .  * I  - 0 

CT = Training. Requested change already exists, or CLEC training issue. 

I = Implemented. Indicates a DefectExpedite Change Request has been implemented in 
a release (Step 6). 

N = New Defect/Expedite Change Request. Indicates a DefectExpedite Change Request 
has been received by the BCCM and the change request form validated for completeness 
(Step 2). 
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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 Defecmxpedite Change Request has been 
scheduled for a release (Step 6). 

V = Validated Defect/Expedite. Indicates internal analysis has been conducted and it is 
determined that it is a validated defedexpedite (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 featurdfbnctionality 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 fbnctional 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. 

Emergencv Chanee. Defect Changes identified as Hi& Impact are emergency chanees.(Remove - 
these changes are already addressed as Type 1 System Outages) 

ExceDtion Change. An exception change request may involve the extension of the normal intervals for the 
hidementation of a Tytle 2-5 c@e.(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 programming-pbkm 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 CLEC to process certain types of 
LSR’s based on the existing fbnctionality to BellSouth’s operations 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 as a 

I 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 



feature where the CLEC has determined should be expedited due to impact and 2) an enhancement 
to an existing product or service where the CLEC has determined should be expedited due to 
impact. 

H 
High Impact, The failure causes impairment of critical system hnctions 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. 

L 
Low Impact. The failure causes inconvenience or annoyance. 

M 
Medium Impact. The fdure causes impairment of critical system functions, though a 
workaround solution does exist. 

N 
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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I c cps-2 3. doc 

Points of Contact (POC). An individual that fhctions 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 will be worked. It is 
the originator’s label to determine the priority of the request submitted. 

One of four priorities may be assigned: 

l-Urgent. 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. 

2-High. Implement in the next possible scheduled major release, as determined during the 
Release Package Meeting. 

3-Medium. Implement in a fLture scheduled major release. A scheduled release will be 
established during the Release Package Meeting. 

&Low. Implement in a fbture scheduled major release only after all other priorities. A 
scheduled release will be established during the Release Package Meeting. 

Should be implemented as soon as possible. 

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 comunity during the Release Package Meeting 

Release - Major. Implementation of scheduled Change(s) which may or may not impact d l  
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(s) 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@). 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, DefectExpedite 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@) describing enhancement and/or 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 identi@ the latest version by the version control number. 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 



APPENDIX A - CHANGE CONTROL FORMS 

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 fur completing the 
Acknowledgement Notification. (Attachment A-3 A). 

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 I 
specified timefiame. (Attachment A-5). 
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APPENDIX B - RELEASE MANAGEMENT 

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@) 

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 I31 - B12 contain templates designed to assist the Project Manager@) in conducting 
project management responsibilities as needed for Release Management and Implementation. 
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Change Control Process-....._._._CLEC_R_e_CL.ine Version / BellSouth Response 
Version 2.0 Ccp8-23 doc 

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 intefiace 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 CLECs 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 B based on the new industry standards, BellSouth would fieeze 
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 fkozen 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 h a l  "point release" 
of ED1 was Release 5.8. In January 2000, BellSouth implemented Release 6.0 of ED1 based on TCIF 
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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MEETlNG MINUTES 

Agenda Items 

November 16,2000 
Parsed CSR Sub Team 

MEETlNG MINUTES 

Discussion 

The following definitions were agreed upon for required, conditional 
and optional: 

Required - always going to be transrmtted. 

Conditional for Query - Required or prolubited under certain specified 
circumstances related to dependencies of other fields. 

Conditional for Response - Required if information exists" the CSR. 

Optional - not applicable for Query or Response. 

11/21/22000 
I 2 



~ 

Agenda Items 

. <  . .  

. .  
. . .. 

November 16,2000 
Parsed CSR Sub Team 

MEETING MINUTES 
Discu mion 

Edwardine Marrone led the review of the data elements with the Sub 
Team The results of the changes agreed upon are reflected in the 
attached updated CLEC requirements document. 

Vickie Beachley will be the BST Internal Project Manager for this effort. 

It was agreed that the deleted fields would be removed from the next 
update of the CLEC requirements. 

'I"rTyP Field - For the ''E entry, it was agreed that we add billing and 
directory delivery. 

D/TSENT - divide into two fields: 

- DT-SENT (8 numeric) 

- TM-SENT (6 numeric) 

Discussion was held regarding what information would be returned if 
queried by the following fields: 

ATN - return the entire account. 

AN - return the entire account. 

WTN - return just that workmg telephone number. 

ECCKT - return just the ECCKT information. The CLECs do not want a 
reference message to the Miscellaneous Account Number. 

FEATURE field - during the BST Internal review, it will be determined if 
something wdl always be returned in the FEATURE field. 

Discussion took place on the field length of the suffix fields being 
different. The street address fields are 4 a/ n. The house number fields 
are 5 a/n. 

YPHV (Yellow Page Heading Verbiage) field is not supported by 
BellSouth as a separate field, the YPH Verbiage is included in the YPH 
field. The CLECs would like tlus information parsed. 



Agenda Items 

. . .  

November 16,2000 
Parsed CSR Sub Team 

MEETING MINUTES 
Discussion 

BellSouth will address the following action items: 

0 D/TRCVD - determine if this information will/can be returned. 
If returned, as two elements. 

Investigate what validation takes place on the "End User 
Name" field on the LSR. 

Verify the field length for "Feature Description" 

Ensure valid entries listed under "ERRCODE are ?overed 
under the Response codes (RESPC & RESPD). Also compare 
OBF codes to what BST currently has. 

Confirm if " 0  and "P" are valid entries for FPI. 

e 

BellSouth will update the Parsed CSR requirements spreadsheet with the 
%greed upon changes and provide to the Sub Team during the week of 
11 / 20/00. 
BellSouth will also provide a list of the above action items with target 
due date for a response. 

f i e  Sub Team will review the updated requirements and advise Change 
Control of any questions, comments within 7- 10 days. 

The final CLEC Parsed CSR requirements will be shared with the CLEC 
:orrununity for feedback and concurrence. 

3nce CLEC community concurrence obtained, BST Internal review of the 
requirements will take place. 

An intemal BST meeting is scheduled for the week of 11/27/00. As a 
result of this meeting, a preliminary schedule and timelines will be 
leveloped and shared with the CLEC community. 

rargeting the first of 2001 to have a follow-up meeting with the CLEC 
: o "un i ty .  
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RF-1870 
4/00 

Pre-Ordering Ordering a Maintenance 
LENS 0 ED1 0 LNP TAFl 

CSOTS 0 TAG 
0 LENS EC-TALml TAG 

@ BEf LSOUTH 

[7 Manual 

Change Request Form 

7 

Type Of Change - Check one or more, as applicable (19) 

Product & Services 
0 Documentation Regulatory a Other 

Software 0 Hardware Defect 

0 New or Revised Edits a Process 

Internal Reference ## (I) Date Change Request Submitted -4-1-1 8/-00(2) 

(XI TYPE 5 (CLEC) TYPE 4 (BST) [7 TYPE 3 (INDUSTRY) [7 TYPE 2 (REGULATORY) (3) 

17 TYPE 6 (DEFECT) (3A) 
Company Name AT&T (4) 

CC M-J i I I Wil I i a mso n (5) Phone-404-81 0-8562 (6) 

CCM Email Address jtwilliamson@att.com (7) Fax 404-810-8605 (8) 

Alternate CCM- (9) Alt Phone #I (1 0) 

Originator’s Name J i l l  Williamson (1 1) Phone-404-81 0-8562 (1 2) 

Title of Change -TAFl Functionality via ECTA Interface (13) ’ 

Category Add New Functionality Change Existing (14) Desired Due Date 10/01/00(15) 

Originating CCM assessment of impact Major 0 Minor None expected (16) 

Originating CCM assessment of priority Urgent @ High 0 Medium a LOW (17) 

The existing ECTA Interface is designed to allow integration with a CLEC’s own trouble 
reporting/administration system but provides only a limited set of functionality to CLECs and requires 
human intervention by BellSouth personnel to resolve all troubles. The TAFl system provides a much 
broader range of functions and allows many trouble reports to be resolved without human intervention by 
BellSouth personnel, but is human-to-machine in design when used by a CLEC. Thus a CLEC using 
TAFl must perform dual entry of its customers troubles and trouble resolutions in order to keep its own 
various customer records up to date. 

In April of 1996 AT&T requested that BellSouth make the TAFI functionality available over the ECTA 
interface which would provide a fully featured and integrated interface reducing costs and improving 
customer service for both CLECs and BellSouth. The request has been open since then and has been 
discussed in many regulatory proceedings. BellSouth’s representatives have repeatedly stated that such 
an interface is both desirable and technically feasible. In discussions before the FCC Staff in December 
1998, BellSouth’s representative stated that it could provide initial functionality in 13 months and 
Attachment A-1 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
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RF-1070 
a 

Change Request Form 
complete functionality in 18 months. In the subsequent 15 months BellSouth has offered no TAFl 
functionality via the ECTA interface. 

AT&T requests all TAF1 functionality described in the TAFl User‘s Guide be provided via the ECTA 
interface. These functionalities include but are not limited to the following: 

(i) enter a new end user trouble ticket into the BellSouth maintenance system for an Af&T end user; 
(ii) retrieve and track current status on all AT&T end user repair tickets; 
(iii) receive “estimated time to repaif (“ElTR7 on a real-time basis; 
(iv) receive timely notification in the event a repair person is unable to be present for, or anticipates 
missing, a scheduled repair opportunity; 
(v) retrieve all applicable time and material charges at the time of ticket closure (itemized by time spent, 
price of materials used, procedures employed, amounts incurred in each subcategory, and total by end 
user, per event); 
(vi) perform an electronic test at the time of ticket entry and provide test results to AT&T; 
(vii) display products and services that are programmed on a line or port; 
(viii) view pending orders associated with a line, port or circuit; 
(ix) view the LMOS trouble report; 
(x) query and view the current central office translations associated with a fine or port; 
(xi) view both abbreviated and extended trouble histories for a line, port or circuit; 
(xii) view customer line record in LMOS; and 
(xiii) add or delete features to a central office line or port. 

. .  

Known dependencies (21) 

Additional Information 0 Yes 0 No (22) 
List all business specifications and/or requirements documents included (or Internet / Standards location, 
if applicable) 

This Section to be completed by BCCM on&. 

Change Request Log # CR0012 (23) Clarification 0 Yes 0 No (24) 

Clarification Request Sent / / (25) Clarification Response Due / / (26) 

Status -N (27) 

Change Request Review Date / / (28) Target Implementation Date / / (29) 

Last Modified By BCCM (30) Date Modified 06/29/00- (31) 

Defect Validation Results: (32) 

Attachment A-1 
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RF-1870 
4 m  

I @ BELLSOUTH Change Request Form 1 Change Review Meeting Results (33) 

Canceled Change Request 0 Duplicate Training 0 Clarification Not Received 

[3 Cancellation by BellSouth (34) 

Cancellation Acknowledgment CLEC BST Date (35) 
Request Appeal 0 Yes No (36) 

Appeal Considerations (37) 

I 
~ 

Agreed Release Date / / (38) CMVC # (39) 
D D T S  (40 

Attachment A-1 
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RF-1870 
4m 

@ BELLSOUTH Change Request Form 

ResDonse to CROOl2: TAFl Functionalitv via ECTA interface 

AT&T Local (the CLEC) initiated production utilization of the BellSouth ECTA interface on March 18, 
1998. On April 9, 1998 AT&T Local terminated the use of this interface. Therefore, since AT&T Local is 
not an active ECTA user, this Change Request is not valid (e.g., only CLECs using the specific OSS 
interface can request a change in that interface). 

AT&T Local has recently expressed some interest in resuming the utilization of ECTA and a technical 
review meeting is scheduled for May 4, 2000. Should AT&T Local resubmit this request after resuming 
the use of ECTA, it would not be accepted for the following reasons: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

By design, TAFl and ECTA are functionally dissimilar systems. Specifically, TAF1 is a real-time, . 
artificial intelligence based, interactive man-to-machine interface that guides the user to efficiently 
processes non-designed telephone number based plain old telephone service (POTS) trouble 
reports. It was designed by BellSouth to improve customer service by mechanically performing the 
traditional screening function, and in many cases actually resolving the reported trouble condition, 
while the customer is still on the line. CLECs have had parity access to TAFl since March 28, 1997. 
TAFl does not require that a CLEC perform "dual entry" of customer troubles. The CLEC is 
responsible for determining the best method for maintaining its customer records. In 1999, 37.5% of 
all CLEC POTS trouble reports were entered by CLEC users into LMOS via TAFi. BellSouth has not 
received complaints about 'dual entry" from any CLECs using TAFI. 

, 

BellSouth supports various National Standards for the mechanical exchange of information and 
ECTA is built on the ANSI standards T1.227, T1.228 and T1.262. These standards were defined by 
the Electronic Communications Implementation Committee (ECtC) for the exchange of maintenance 
and repair data. This "standard" interface mimics the traditional two-step repair process utilized in 
BellSouth prior to TAFl (and is still used by many ILECs). Specifically, (step 11 the customer 
contacts a call receipt center to report their problem and a repair attendant enters the report in the 
appropriate legacy system. The report is routed by the legacy system to the correct maintenance 
center where [step 21 a maintenance administrator determines the next c o m e  of action. The ANSI 
standards won which ECTA is built do not s u ~ ~ o r t  aatherina all of the various data elements listed in 
this reauest nor do thev s u ~ ~ o r t  the real time interactive man-to-machine interface necessaw to 
deliver true 'TAFI functionality." 

If AT&T requires additional functionality, ECK needs to develop the appropriate standard 
methodology prior to BellSouth's consideration. For example, AT&T (along with other CLECs) 
requested the ability to run a MLT test on a POTS line (and obtain the results) without generating a 
trouble report. BellSouth took the lead at EClC and helped develop ANSI standard T i  .262 to 
provide this functionality. Effective October 28, 1999, the BellSouth ECTA gateway supports this 
added functionality. Currently at EClC there is a team evaluating the methodotogy for delivering 
trouble history data. Once this becomes a "standard", BellSouth will consider adding it to the system. 
In other words, the vehicle for adding functionality to ECTA is by obtaining an ECIC standard 
methodology and not the BellSouth Change Request process. (If CLEC using ECTA wanted to 
reformat the retumed data (i.e., screen out certain AVCs), then the BellSouth Change Request 
process would be applicable.) 

The aforementioned ANSI standards prevent BellSouth from providing TAFi functionality via ECTA. 
As previously indicated to AT&T before the FCC Staff in December 1998, upon implementation of a 
Bona Fide Request (BFR) from AT&T, BellSouth can develop a non-standard integrated gateway 
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interface that will provide the various data elements and processing logic that emulate TAF1 
functionality. This interface would be an enhancement to our TAG AP1 and, if pursued today, it 
would be delivered via the Corporate Gateway. To date, BellSouth has received no BFR from AT&T 
requesting this type of interface. The 13 and 18 month timelines referenced by AT8T in this request 
were based upon AT&T's timely submission of a BFR to BellSouth for a new, non-standard interface. 
BellSouth has made no assertions about enhancing ECTA to support TAFl functionality. 

AT&T's list of TAFl functionalities is individually addressed below: 

Note: TAFI today only processes POTS line trouble reports (and port/loop combos are 
treated as POTS) while ECTA will enter reports for all services (non-designed and 
designed services). 

(i) enter a new end user trouble ticket into the BellSouth maintenance system for an AT&T end user; 
TAFl and ECTA provide this function today 

(ii) retrieve and track cuffent status on all A T& T end user repair tickets; 
ECTA today proactively returns status change messages to the Manager (AT&T's gateway) every 
time the status of an existing trouble ticket changes. The TAFl user must request status information 
manually by generating a subsequent report. 

(iii) receive 'estimated time to repair" ("€77R'3 on a real-time basis; 
TAFl and ECTA provide this function today. 

(iv) receive time/y notification in the event a repair person is unable to be present for, or anticipates 
missing, a scheduled repair opportunity; 

AT&T was informed during recent Interconnection Agreement contract negotiations that this item is 
not a mechanized process and is handled via the OU (Operational Understanding agreement). TAFl 
has never done this and it is not listed in the TAF1 User's Guide. 

(v) refrieve all applicable ti" and materia/ charges at the time of ticket c/osure (itemized by time spent, 
price of materials used, procedures employed, amounts incurred in each subcategory, and total by end 
user, per event); 

During the initial ECTA JIA negotiations in 1997 AT&T was informed that this capability does not 
exist in BellSouth. There is no mechanical way to capture this data at the time of ticket closure and 
BellSouth does not perform this function for its own customers. AT&T has been informed during 
recent Interconnection Agreement contract negotiations that item is not a mechanized process. TAFl 
has never done this and it is not listed in the TAFl User's Guide. 

(vi) perform an electmnic test at the time of ticket entry and provide test results to ATbT; 
TAFl will perform a MLT test if the trouble reported is a testable trouble (Le., no dial tone). The 
results of the test will drive the resolution path for the report. The TAFl user could view the test 
results but doing so does nut alter the processing of the report. ECTA (today) will also run an MLT 
test on a testable POTS report and will use the results to process the report. The VER code from the 
MLT test is also provided to the CLEC via an AVC. In addition, the CLEC today can request an MLT 
test and obtain the full test results without generating a trouble report (Le., support for T1.262) 

(vii) display products and services that am programmed on a line or port; 
TAFl will display the Service and Equipment (S&E) section of the CRlS record listing which products 
and services are provided by BellSouth. ECTA does not. AT&T's system should list what products 
and services AT&T sold end user customer (and some may have been provided by an altemate 
provider). 
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(viii) view pending orders associated w#h a line, port or circuit; 

TAFI will display pending setvice orders associated with a POTS line (or portfloop combination) 
when a trouble report is generated against the telephone number. The TAR User's Guide does not 
state that TAFI will disdav Dending orders for ~ o r t s  or circuits. ECTA does not provide this 
functionality today. 

I view the LMOS trouble report; 
TAFl does provide a view of the LMOS TR screen but viewing this does not alter processing the 
report since all of the values are displayed in TAFI. Since the ECTA interface translates the ANSl 
standard codes into BellSouth codes, it would not be appropriate to display any legacy system 
information directly via this interface. 

(x) query and view the current central ollice translations associated with a line or pod; 
TAFl will automaticalty query central office translation if the reported trouble is feature related. If a 
discrepancy between the switch translations and the CRlS record are found, TAFI will automatically 
correct the translations to match CRIS data. Querying central office translation is not available on , 
demand. The ability to do this is part of the mechanized screening function is built into TAFI. By 
current standards, ECTA is limited to just entering the report, modifying an existing report, canceling 
a report and obtaining status information about the report. 

. 

(xi) view both abbreviated and extended trouble histories for a line, pod or circuit; 
TAFl will obtain and display both the OATH and DLETH history data from LMOS for a POTS line. 
The TAFI User's Guide does not state that TAFl will display trouble history data for ports or circuits. 
ECTA does not provide this functionality today. This issue is being worked at ECIC. 

(xii) view customer line record in LMOS; and 
TAFl provides the ability to view the LMOS line record (DLR) so that if a field technician were to call 
a BellSouth repair center for a specific cable and pair assignment, the BellSouth representative 
could provide this data without referring the technician to some other resource. For panty 
considerations, everything that a 8ellSouth user can see, a CLEC user can see in TAFI. However, 
since it is not part of BellSouth's maintenance process for a BellSouth technician to a CLEC to learn 
about BellSouth cable and pair assignments, the CLEC has no need for this information. 

(xiii) add or delete features to a central 01Y7ce line or port. 
TAFl will correct central office translation only when associated with a specific trouble report as 
described in number x. Adding or deleting features can only be done via the service order process. 
The ability to correct translation data is part of the mechanized screening function built into TAFI. By 
current standards, ECTA is limited to just entering the report, modifying an existing report, canceling 
a report and obtaining status information about the report. 

In summary, based on the reasons stated above, this request is not accepted by BellSouth. By 
design, TAFl and ECTA systems are significantly different. ECTA is by definition and requirement a 
T l  M l  standard, which does not support TAFl functionality. 

There are several options available to AT&T: 

1. AT&T could work through EClC to provide a standard methodology to obtain additional data not 
currentfy supported and then BellSouth would evaluate implementing the new 'standard" in 
ECTA. As stated in our response, BellSouth took the lead at EClC for the development of the 
Tl.262 standard (giving CLECs the ability to obtain a MLT test without generating a trouble 

. report). 
2. ATdT could submit a BonaFide Request (BFR) asking for a 'non-standard" machine-to-machine 

~~ 
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interface that emulates TAFl functionality. BellSouth would price and bill AT&T for any 
developments. 

3. AT&T could use TAFl for TAFl functionality. 
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