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BST Penalty Plan results for Covad Examples 

In response to a request made during the hearing, BeltSouth has attempted to 
ascertain what penalties would have been paid to Covad under BellSouth's plan 
for BellSouth's performance in December, 2000. In order to determine any 
penalties with accuracy, it is necessary to have the cell level data for both Covad 
and for BellSouth's corresponding and comparable data, to insure that "like-to- 
like" comparisons are done. 

The cell level information for BellSouth's retail analogs is not available for 
December, 2000. The performance plan that BellSouth has proposed with the 
specific recommended analogs was not in place in Florida in December, and thus 
the necessary data to make these comparisons was not captured and retained. 
BellSouth has conducted an inquiry to determine whether the necessary 
information could be recovered from another source, but has been unable to 
conclude that the data could be recovered, and, if it could be recovered, whether 
it could be recovered within a reasonable time period and at a reasonable cost. 
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BST Penalty Plan results for Covad Examples 

In response to a request made during the hearing, BellSouth has attempted to 
ascertain what penalties would have been paid to Covad under BellSouth's plan 
for BellSouth's performance in December, 2000. In order to determine any 
penalties with accuracy, it is necessary to have the cell level data for both Covad 
and for BellSouth's corresponding and comparable data, to insure that "like-to- 
like" comparisons are done. 

The cell level information for BellSouth's retail analogs is not available for 
December, 2000. The performance plan that BellSouth has proposed with the 
specific recommended analogs was not in place in Florida in December, and thus 
the necessary data to make these comparisons was not captured and retained. 
BellSouth has conducted an inquiry to determine whether the necessary 
information could be recovered from another source, but has been unable to 
conclude that the data could be recovered, and, if it could be recovered, whether 
it could be recovered within a reasonable time period and at a reasonable cost. 
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BellSouth Telecommunications reserves the right to revise this document for any reason, with 
concurrence of the CLEUBellSouth Review Board, including but not limited to, conformity with 
standards promulgated by various government or regulatory agencies, utilization of advance in the state 
of the technical arts, or the reflection of changes in the design of any equipment, techniques, or 
procedures described or referred to herein. LIABILITY TO ANYONE ARISING OUT OF USE OR 
RELIANCE UPON ANY INFORMATION SET FORTH HEREIN IS EXPRESSLY DISCLAIMED, 
AND NO REPRESENTATIONS OR WARRANTIES, EXPRESSED OR IMPLIED, ARE MADE WITH 
RESPECT TO THE ACCURACY OR UTILITY OF ANY INFORMATION SET FORTH HEREN. 

This document is not to be construed as a suggestion to any manufacturer to modify or change any of its 
products, nor does this document represent any commitment by BellSouth Telecommunications to 
purchase any product whether or not it provides the described characteristics. 

This document is not to be construed as a conmct. It does not create an obligation on the part of 
BellSouth Telemrnmunications or the Competitive Local Exchange Carriers to perform any 
modification, change or enhancement of any product or service. 

Nothing contained herein shall be construed as confemng by implication, estoppel or otherwise, any 
license or right under any patent, whether or not the use of any information herein necessarily employs an 
invention of any existing or later issued patent. 

IUUed: 02/16/01 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
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VERSION CHANGE HISTORY 
This section list changes made to the baseline Electronic Interface Change control Process document 
since the last issue. New versions of this document may be obtained via BellSouth’s Web site. 

Veraion 

I .o 

I .2 

I .3 

Issue Date 

04/14/98 

2i28/00 

3/14/M) 

Sectfon Revised 

All 

All 

Reason for Revirion 

Initial issue. 

The EICCP Documentstion has benr modified to 
inwrpmte: 

- Multiple Change Reqest Types (CLEC 
Initiafed, BST Initiated. Inhstry Stand& 
Regulatory and sysnm outagw) 

- Incorporatedmanualprocess 

- Defined cycle timw for pmcess intervals and 
notifications 

~ Defect Notification pmcess 

- Escalation Process 

- Modified Change contml f o m  to suppo~ 
pIocess changes 

- Changed EICCP ta CCP 

The CCP Donunentation has k e n  modified to 
incorporate: 

- Typc 6 Change Request, CLEC Impacting 
Dtfect 

Increased number of participants at Change 
Review meetings 

Changed cycle time for Tmes 2-5 Step 3 h m  

- 

- 
20 days to IS days 

- Defined Step 4 ofthe Defect Notification 
process to include wmmuuicating the 
workaround to the CLEC community 

Web Site address for Change Conwl Rocess 

Notificatian regarding the Retirement and 

- 

- 

i 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
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1.4 

1.5 

I .6 

"0 

7ROlOO 

All 

*ion I 

Section 8 

Seetion I I 

Section I 

Section 2 

Introduction of new intafaccs 

New stam codes for Defect Change Requesh 

New stahu codcs: 'S' for Scheduled Change 
Rqwsla and 'I' for Implemented Change 
Requcsts (types 2-5 Change Rcquest8) 

Removed refmnce to ED1 Helpdesk. 
Eleebonic Communications Support @CS) 
will be the frs pint  of contact for Type 1 
System Outage. 

Word changes to provide clarification 
throughout the document. 

- 
- 

- 

- 

Ths CCP Documentarion has been modified to 
incorporate: 

- Typc 1 and 6 Notifications will be 
communicated to CLECs vi. e-mail and web 
posting 

Step 3 Cyck lime (Typa 2 5 )  changed from 
IS business days to 20 business days 

Vabiagc to Srep 10 (Types 2-5) regarding 
BellSouth presenting baseline requirements 

In!mduction and Retinmrmt of New Interfaces 
Section 

- 

- 

- 
- Dispute Resolution Pmeess 

~ Testing Environment Section 

- Word changes to provide clarification 
throughout the document 

Monthly Status Meeting Agenda Template 

RF1870 Change Rcpuest Form changes 

~ 

- 
- Updated CCP web site address 

Updated Escalation Conracts for Types 2-6 

Added definitions for h u n t  Team and 
Eleotronic Communications Supp~rl (ECS) 

Addcd "testing" under procsas changes 

Clarification provided in "Change Review 

- 
- 
- 
- 

Isrunl: 02/16/01 ii 

Jointly Developed by the Change Contml Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representative% 
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Section 4 

Pan 2 

Section 5 

Section 6 

Section 7 

Section 8 

Section 11 

Appendix A 

Appendix C 

Appendix D 

Participants" description. 

Added statement regarding submittal of 
change Requests 

Clarification pmvidsd for docwnentation 
changes for business rules 

Step 2-Added email notification 

Stcp 3-Rumved "Cancellation by BdlSouth" 

Step 3-Clarification on rej& reasons 

Step 3Clarification on i n t d  validation 
activities 

Step 4-Changed cyolc time from 5 to 4 bus 
daya for develop workaround 

Addal defect implementadon range 

Changed prioritization from "by interface" to 
-by catcgoty" 

Changed timcmUm for wiving a Change 
Request prior to a Change Review Meeting 
from 33 to 30 business daya 

Modified the prioritization voting ruks 

Updates to the Intmduction and Retirement of 
herfaces 

Added Type 6 escalation mmamund timc 

changed 3' b e t  Exdation contacts for 
Types 2-6 

Removed*Cancellation by BellSouWand 
"Defect Cancelled" definitions 

Removed "Cancellation by BellSouth" from 
Change Request Form and Checklist 

Added Letter of Intent Form 

Changes to the following forma: hcliminary 
Priority List. CCP User Registration F o m  
Added the following fom: De& 
Notification Sample, CR Log &?end. 

Added BellSouth Versioning Policy 

Issued 02/16/01 iu 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
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2.0 

- 
2.1 

08/23/00 

02/09/0 I 

All 

Covcr 

section 3 

Section 5 

Section IO 

Section 1 I-Temw & 
Definitions 

Appendix A 

Section I - 
Introduction 

Section 3 - 
Introduction 

Seetion 4 -Part I 

Flow 
I Mail  Process 

Word changes to provide clarification thmughout 
the documsnr 

- Removed “Interim” ti” EOW, 

- Updated Type 6 definition to incorporare new 
de& and expedited feature definitions 

Replaced Seetion 5, Defect Notification 
Pmcssr with a “haw’ Defcct/Bxpcdite 
Notification Process. 

Reduced the inplrmcntation interval for 
validated d&ta (High Impact) from 4 - 30 
business days to 4 - 25 business day, best 
effon 

Added Internet Web sites for ED1 and TAG 
Testing Oviddines 

Updated definition for Ddst. Added 
definitions for expedited Feature, High, 
Medium and Low Impacts. 

Modified Change Rcqueat Forms (RFl870 
andRF1872)toincludeonailaddrcssfor 
Change Control. Also addcd High, Medium 
and Low Assessment oFImpaet Levels. 

Referenced the handling of expedites and 
expedite notification &e appropriatc. 

- 

- 

- 

Added IKW hguage IO the 8” b~l~atcd item - 
“including User Guides that support OSS 
Sf lans  nurenty withii the geope of CCP” 

Added two new bullchd itenu dealing with 
the coordination oftcst ag”ents ,  and 
questions regding existing h m t a t i o n .  

Added “language” for ws 2,3.4 de 5 - 
“Type xx changes may be managed using the 
Expedited Puaue Pwm as discussed in 
Section 4, Pan 3.” 

W 6 - CLEC I@g Defects - Added 
new defect definition. 

Added #4 to the Activities - Step I 

Issued 02/16/01 iv 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
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Scnion 4 - Part2 - 
Flow 

Section 4 -Part 3 - 
Expedited FeaNre 

R0C.X 

Types 2-5 Prc4rss 

Section 5 - Pan 3 - 
Defect Pmeess 

, AddedActivity#5-Step4 

Added new Expedited Fesnue Roass 
definition and flow 

New Defect title page and definition. 

Table 5-1 - Stm 1 - ActiviW - #4 - Attach 
related t -cq i r&e~ and s&ifications 
documents. Thne attach“ muat include 
the following, If appropriate. 

Table 5-1 - Step 2 - Cycle Time - Replaced 
old eycle timer with: 4 hrs for High Impact, 1 
Bus Day for Medium and Low Impact 

Table 5-1 - Step 3 -Cycle Time - R c p W  
old eyclc tims with: 2 Bus Day for High 
Impact, snd 3 Bus Days for Medium and Low 
Impact 

Table 5-1 -Step 3 -0utputs-AddCd new 
bulla - “Status provided tor High Impact 
Dcfects to originstor via mail with 24 hours” 

Table 5-1 - Step 4 - Activity - Addcd 
languagetoActivityY3- ... andtofheCLEC 
“mmity  via email and web posting. 

Table 5- I - Step 4 - Cycle Time - Replaced 
old cycle tims with: 2 Bus Days for High 
Impact and 4 Bus Days for Medium and Low 
InIpact. 

Table 5-1 -Step 5 -Activity- Addcd 
language to #I  - ... m the C W s  and 
BcllSouth. Added language to Activity #2 - 
...defect is implemented. 

Table 5-1 - Step 5 - Cycle Tim - Rcplaccd 
old cycle times to reflect: Validand High 
Impact %fens will be implemented within a 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
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ccp2-l6.doc 

2.IA MIISIOI 

Pan I -change 
Review-Prioritinti, 
- Release Package 
Devclopmcnt and 

Appmval 

Senion 7 - 
Introduction and 
Rctirrmcnt of 

lntnfaees 

Section 8 - 
Escalation Process 

mion 8 -Dispute 
.ssolution Pmcess 

Appendix A 

Appendix C 

All 

4-25 business day range, best effort. Mediun 
Impact will be implemented within 90 bus 
day, best &on. Low Impact will be 
implemented best effort. 

Part 1 -ChangeReviewMeeting-4" 
paragraph NOTE Added language to sddns! 
d n g s  would OCCUI in March, June, 
September and Decunber 

Pan 2 -Change Review Meeting - 4* bullet. 
Added new bullet - ... BellSouth's estimate of 
the size and scope of each Change Requese 

Pan 4 - Developing and Approvine Release 
Packam- I"bul1cteditem: New lsnguage 

Retirementoflnterfaces- I m ~ h  
scnrmce: New language 

Retirement of Vmiom -New Language 

Retirement of Vmions - Appeal Language 

New Language for Type 6 High Impact Issues 
and Medium and Low Impact issues 

%es 2-6 Changes - 1. paragraph -new 
language. 

Types 2-6 Changes - Contact List for High, 
Medium and Low Impact escalations. 

New definition language 

Updated CX fonn &checklist 

Updated RF1874 User Registration Fonn 

Updated vmioua sections of the daymont to 
change "language" from defcctlexpdite to 
defat andlor expedited fcaturcs. 

changed reference from Section 9.0 to Section 
11.0-TmandDefinitionswhm 

vi Iasuod: OU16/01 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
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appropriate. 

- Minor Sosnmic" changes throughour 
document. 

- Now 2* Level Escalation Contaots for Types 
2.6 

-on 8 

Issued OUlbml Vi1 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
This document establishes the process by which BellSouth Telecommunications (BST) and 
Competitive Local Exchange Carriers (CLECs) will manage requested changes to the BellSouth 
Local Interfaces, the introduction of new interfaces, and provide for the identification and 
resolution of issues related to Change Requests. This process will cover Change Requests that 
affect extemal users of BellSouth’s Electronic Interface Applications, associated manual process 
improvements, performance or ability to provide. service includmg defect/expedite notification. 
This process shall be referred to as the Change Control Process. 

All parties should recognize that deviations from this process might be warranted where 
unanticipated circumstances arise such that strict application of these guidelines may not 
result in their intended purpose. Furthermore, deviations may he requlred due to specific 
regulatory and business requirements. Parties shall provide appropriate web notification 
to the CLEClBST 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 
BellSouth: 

Local Exchange Navigation System (LENS) 
Electronic Data Interchange (EDI) 
Telecommunications Access Gateway (TAG) 
Trouble Administration Facilitation Interface (TAFI) 
Electronic Communications Trouble Administration (EC-TA) Local 
CLEC Service Order Tracking System (CSOTS) 

The types of changes that will be handled by this process are as follows: 
Software 
Hardware 
Industry Standards 
Product and Services (Le., new services available via the in-scope interfaces) 
New or Revised Edits 
Process (Le,, electronic interfaces and manual processes relative to order, pre-order, 
maintenance and testing) 
Regulatory 
Documentation &e., business rules for electronic and manual processes relative to order, 
pre-order, maintenance, including User Guides that support OSS systems currently within 
the scope of CCP) 
Defects 
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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) 
ContractualAgreements 
Collocation 
Coordination of test agreements will continue to be supported by the Account Team 
Questions regarding existing documentation should be handled by the Account Team 
However, if documentation needs to be changed for clarification purposes, a defect 
change request should be submitted through Change Control 

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 
Webaccess 

The web site address for the Change Control Process is as follows: 

htto:l/www.intehlonnection.bellsouth.com 
Select "Local Exchange Carriers" 
Select "Change Control Process" 

Issurd: W16/01 11 
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2.0 CHANGE CONTROL ORGANIZATION 
n e  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 from Competitive Local Exchange Caniers 
(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 Intemal 
Change Management Processes (refer to process step 7 for Types 2-5 changes). 

CLECs and BellSouth will define points of contact in each of their companies for communicating 
and coordinating change notification. All change requests are made in writing (e-mail is 
preferred). Notifications will be provided via e-mail and posted to the BellSouth web site. 

Each company may bring the number of participants necessary to represent their position If the 
number of participants grows to be unmanageable, CLECs and BellSouth will revisit the issue of 
representation to apply some restrictions. 

BellSouth Change Control Manager IBCCM. The BCCM is responsible for managing the 
Change Control Process and is the main point of contact for Types 2 - 6 changes. This individual 
maintains the integrity of the Change Requests, prepares for and facilitates the Change Review 
Meetings, presents the Pending Change Requests to the BST Lntemal Change Management 
Process, and ensures that all Notifications are communicated to the appropriate parties. 

CLEC Change Control Manager ICCCM). 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. 

Iiaued: 02/16/01 12 
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3.0 CHANGE CONTROL DECISION PROCESS 
Change requests will be classified by Type. There are six Types: 

Twe  1 - Svstem Outage 

A Type 1 change is a BellSouth System Outage. A System Outage is where the system is totally 
unusable or there is degradation in an existing feature or functionality withii the interface. Ifthe 
System Outage is not resolved within 20 minutes, a notification will be provided via email and 
posted to the web within one hour. Either BellSouth or a CLEC may initiate the change request. 
Type 1 system outages will be processed on an expedited basis. All Type 1 System Outages will 
be reported to the Electronic Communications Support (ECS) Help Desk. A Type 1 System 
Outage is a condition where the CLEC P r e - O r n t e ~ c e  Requests cannot 
be submitted or will not be accepted by BellSouth. 

TvDe 2 - Reeulatorv Change. 

Any non-Type 1 change to the interfaces between the CLEC’s and BellSouth’s 0perati0~1 
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, 
Part 3. 

TvDe 3 - Industrv 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. Type 3 changes may be managed using the Expedited Feature 
F‘rocess, as discussed in Section 4, Part 3. 

T w e  4 - BellSouth Initiated Change. 

Any non-Type 1 change affecting the interfaces between the CLEC’s and BellSouth’s 0p~ati0~1 
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 
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 
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standards organizations (which are Type 3 Changes). Type 4 changes may be managed using the 
Expedited Feature Process, as discussed in Section 4, Part 3. 

Doe 5 - CLEC Initiated Chanee. 

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 andor business processes. These type 
changes might also include issues for €‘re-Orders, Orders, Queries, and Maintenance Requests 
that can be submitted and accepted, but may require clarification. This classification does not 
include changes imposed upon these interfaces by third parties such as regulatory bodies (which 
are Type 2 Changes) or standards organizations (which are Type 3 Changes). Type 5 changes 
may be managed using the Expedited Feature Process, as discussed in Section 4, Part 3. 

Tme 6- CLEC Imuacting Defects 

A Type 6 defect request is any non-type 1 change that corrects problems discovered in production 
versions of an application interface. These problems are where the interface is not working in 
accordance to the BellSouth baseline business requirements or the business rules that BellSouth 
has published or otherwise provided to the CLECs. In addition, if functional requirements agreed 
upon by BellSouth and the CLECs, results in inoperable functionality, even though software 
business requirements and business rules match; this will be addressed as a defect. 

These problems typically affect the CLEC’s ability to exchange transactions with BellSouth and 
may include documentation that is in error, has missing information or is unclear in nature. 

Type 6 validated defects may not be managed using the Expedited Feature Process as discussed 
in Section 4, Part 3. 

Defect Change Requests will have three (3) Impact Levels: 

High Impact - The failure causes impairment of critical system hctions and no 
electronic workaround solution exists. 

Medium Impact -The failure causes impainnent of critical system functions, though a 
workaround solution does exist. 

Low Impact - The failure causes inconvenience or annoyance. 

The CLEC andor BellSouth may initiate these types of changes affecting interfaces between the 
CLEC’s and BellSouth’s operational support systems. These type changes might also include 
issues for &-Orders, Orders, Queries, and Maintenance Requests that can be submitkd and 
accepted, but may require workarounds 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(@ will handle BFR requests and production support issues. 
Enhancements and defectdexpedites will be handled through the Change Control Process. 

Figure 3-1. Change Control Decision Process 
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4.0 CHANGE CONTROL PROCESS FLOW 
The following three sub-sections describe the process flows for typical Type 1 through Type 5 
changes, including expedited features. Each subsection will describe the cycle times for an 
activity and document accountability, sub-process activities, inputs and outputs for each step in 
the process. Section 5 of this document describes the process flow for Type 6 changes. Based on 
the categorization of the request, the following diagram will help guide a CLEC or BellSouth 
representative to the appropriate process flow based on Change Control Request Type: 

Figure 4-1. Change Control Process Flow 
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Part 1 - Type 1 Process Flow 
Figure 4-2 provides the process flow for resolving a typical Type 1 - System Outage. The 
Electronic Communications Support (ECS) Group will work with the CLEC community to 
resolve and communicate information about system outages in a timelymanner - actual cycle 
times are documented in table 4-1 and the sub-process steps. The ECS Helpdesk number is 888- 
462-8030. 

Ih' CL.<.. .. 11...1. 
L '  

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 withiin 20 minutes, BellSouth will provide the initial 
notification to the CLEC community via e-mail and post outage information on the web. 

Table 4-1. Type 1 Cycle Times 
I I 

Note: The Escalation Process may be used at any time within Steps 3-6 if cycle rimes 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(s), 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 

Accoontabllliy 

CCCM 

ECS 

ECS 

@ob-oroeerses 
M t i e  

DENTIFY ISSUE: 
1. Internally determine if outage exists 

with BellSouth Electronic Interface. 
(The CLEC should perform intemal 
outage resolution activities to 
determine if the potential problem 
involves the BellSouth Electronic 
Interface). 

Communications Support (ECS) help 
desk at 888462-8030. 

3. 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. 

4. ECS will provide the CLEC with a 
trouble ticket number, if requested, to 
record and track the outage. 

2. Call the BST Electronic 

NlTIAL NOTIFICATION 
1. ECS will post to the Web an Initial 

Industry Notification that a BellSoutl 
Electronic Interface outage has been 
identified. An email to the CLECs 
participating in Change Control will 
also be distributed. The system ti& 
number of the outage will be includec 
in the web posting and the email 
notification. 

2. The CLEC initiating the Type 1 
System Outage will need to be 
available for wmmunioations on an 
as needed basis. 

MPUTS: 
Issue Characteristics 
Call to ECS Helpdesk 

OUTPUTS. 
RecordedOutage 

INPUT& 
RewrdedOutage 

9"s: 
Industry Notification 
posted on Web 
E-mailtoCLECs 
participating in Change 
control 

- 
cycle nw 

MA 

HOW 

If S p t m  
Outage is not 
resolved 
within 20 
minutq a 
notification 
will be sent to 

CLECs via e- 
mail and 
posted to the 

Isrud: 02/16/01 19 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 



Channe Control Process 
4 

Accountability 

ECS 

ECS 

X C M  

Activities 

3. ECS will continue to work towards 
the resolution of the problem 

4. If outage is resolved, this notice is th 
first and final notification. The 
process for the item has ended. 
Outas Information will be reported 
in the monthly status meeting by the 
BCCM. 

STATUS NOTIFICA noN: 
[ITERATIVE) 
I. Ifthe outage is not resolved, ECS w i ~  

continue to work towards the 
mlu t ion  on the problem. 

2. ECS may communicate witb the 
industry / affected parties. The 
following information may be 
discussed 

e Clarification of outage 
Current status of resolution 
Agreement ofresolution 

. If a resolution has not been identified 
continue giving status notifications to 
the indushy and continue repeating 
Step 3 "Status Notification" via the 
web. . Proceed to Step 4 "Resolution 
Notification" when a resolution bas 
been identified. 

RESOLUTION NOTIFI CATION; 

1. The resolution notification is uosted to 
VERATIVE) 

the Web. 
2. If the item is determined to be a defect, 

the CLEC that initiated the call will 
submit a "Change Request Form" 
checking the T n x  6 box. 

3. If the resolution is not the final 
resolution the process will loop back 
to Step 3 "Status Notification". 
BellSouth will continue to work 
towards the final resolution. 

4. when the final rwolution has been 
created, proceed to Step 5 "Final 
Resolution Notification". 

WL 
Inputr and 
outputs 

m m  
Indushy Notification 
posted on Web 

OUTPUT& 
Status Notification posted 
Onweb 
Resolution information 

INPUT& 
Status Notification posted 

Resolution information 
on Web 

OUTPUTS: 
Resolution Information 
postcd on Web 
FinalResolution 
Information 

doc 

Cycle Tim 

veb. 

!4 hour 
ntervals 

4 hours 
fter 
:porting 
uage 
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OUTPUTS: 
Documented Escalation 

* Escalation Response 

mge Control Process 
mion2.IA 

' - G q F  

7--- 
ECS 

Escalation 
proccss m y  
be ,,& at  an^ 
time within 
Steps 3-6 if 
cycle times 
are not met 
a d o r  
responses are 
not 
acceptable.) 

FINAL RESOLUTION 
IYOTIFICATION 
1. The final resolution notification is 

posted on the Web. 

ESCALATION 
1. Escalation is appropriate anytime the 

interval exceeds the " m e n d e d  
guidelines for notification. 

2. Refer to the Type 1 -Escalation 
Process documented in Section 8. 

FinalRemlution 
Information 

OUTPUTS; 
FinalResolution 
Notification 

relating to a Type 1 - 
SyStrms~taBe 
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Part 2 -Types 2-5 Process Flow 
Figure 4-3 provides the process flow for reviewing, scheduling and implementing a typical Type 
2-5 Change Request. The process diagram applies to Change Requests submitted via the Change 
Control Process. Change Requests should be submitted to the 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 f ie  with the BCCM. 

10 i- 
I 

Figure 4-3. Change Control Process Flow 
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Based on the process flow outliied above: 

Software Release Notifications will be provided 30 days or more in advance of the 
implementation date. 

Documentation changes for business rules will be provided 30 days or more in advance of 
implementation date. 

CLEC notification of documentation updates (non-system changes) will be posted 5 (five) 
business days in advance of documentation posting date. 

Cycle Ttme I NIA 

2-3 Bus Days 

Clarification 
times would 
be in additlon 
to cycle time. 

The table below details the steps, accountable individuals, tasks, inputdoutputs and cycle times 
of each subprocess in the Change Control process. This process will be used to develop 
Candidate Change Requests that will be used as input to the lntemal Change Management 
Process. Steps shown in the table are sequential unless otherwise indicated. 

Step (1 AeeouatlbOity 

Table 4-3. Types 2-5 Detail Process Flow 

W-Dm maq Inpupob add I 
AdMtlra . ._ ._._ 

IDENTIFY NEED 
1. Intemally determine need for change 

request. These change requests might 
involve system enhancements, manual 
and/or business process changes. 
Originator and CCCM or BCCM 
should complete the standardized 
Change Request Form according to 
Checklist. 

3. Attach related requirements and 
specification documents. (See 
Attachment A-IA, Item 22) 

1. Appropriate CCCMBCCM submits 
Change Request Form and related 

2. 

OUtpUt# 

MpuTs: 
Chanae Reauest Form 
(Attac-hmeni A-1) 
ChangeRequestForm 
Checklist (Attachment A- 
1.4) 

OUTPUTS; 
e Completed Change Reauest 

Form with related 
documentation 

information via e-mail to BellSouth 
OPEN CHANGE INPUTS 
pEOUESTNALIDATE CHANGE CompldedChangeRequcst 
REOUEST FOR COMP LETENESS Form with related 

1. Log Request in Change Request Log. documentation 
1. Send Acknowledgement Notification 

(Attachmmt A-3) via e-mail to 
originator. 

Request) 

Checklist 

3. Establish quest stam (‘N’ for New Clarification RCS~OMC 
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AecnuatabiIiq 

lCCM 

sub-umeas es 
A&vUiea 

Review change request for mandatory 1. 
fields using the Change Request Fo& 
Checklist. 

i. Verify Change Rsquest specifications 
and related information exists. 

i. Send ClarificationNotification via 
email to the originator (Attachment A- 
4) if n& 

1. Update Change Request Status to “ P C  
for Pending Clarification if clarificatior 
is needed. 

CLEC or BellSouth Orldnatox 
If clarification is n d e d ,  make necessnry 
corrections per Clarification Notification 
and submit Change Request Clarification 
Response (Attach” A-2). 

SEEVIEW CHANGE REQUEST FOR 
KCEPTANCE 
. Review Change Request and related 

information for content. 
!. Change Request reviewed for impacted 

areas (i.e., system, manual process, 
documentation) and advcrsc impacts. 

I. Determine status of ques t :  
If change already exists or 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. 
If Change Request Clarification 
Notification not received, validate 
with CLEC that change request is 
no longer needed. 
If request is accepted, update 
Change Request status to “P” for 
Pendw in Change Request Log. 

YOTE: See Section 11 .O Terms and 
Jetinitions - Change Request Status for 
ratid status codes and descriptions. 

3ST may reject the change nques t based OT 

Acknowledgment 
Notifieation 
Validated Change Rquest 
ClariAearion Notification 
lndusOy Notification via e- 
mail and web w i n g  

20 Bus Days New Change Request 
Validated Change Request 
Clarification Notification (if 
required) 

IUTPUTS: 
Pending Change Request 
Clarification Notification (if 
required) 
Cancellation Notification (if 
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Acmontabillty 

BCCM 
CCCM 

BCCM 

he following reasons: cost, industry 
lirection or technically not feasible to 
mplement and will provide notification to 
he originating psny. 

Prior to rejecting a request, all options for 
accommodating &e request will be 
exhausted. The rejection reason will be 
shared with the CLECs for input. 

NOTE If requested, appropriate SME 
will participate in the Monthly Status 
Meeting to address the teama for rejection 
and discuss alternatives with CLEC 
community. S h E  must be provided a 
minimum of two-week advance notice to 
participate in upeoming Monthly Status 
Meeting. 

PREPARE FOR CHANGE REVIEW 
MEETING 

NOTE These activities take place to 
prepare for Change mriew mectinga wi~en 
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. 

5. Provide sizc and scope information on 
each pending change rcqucst to 
CLECs. 

CCxM 
I ,  Analyzc Pending Change Requests. 
2. Determine priorities for change 

requests and establish “DesiredNant” 
&@S. 

3. Create draft Priority List to prepare 
for Change Review meting. 

CONDU CT CHANGE REVIEW 
MEETING 

NpuTs: 
Pending Change Request 
Notifications 
Project Release Stam 
(Step 10) 
change Request Log 

IUTPUTS: 
Change Request Log 
CLEC Draft Priority List 
Size and scope on each 
Pending change request 

.l Bus Days 

Bus Day 
hsmmww- 
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Accountability 

CCCM 

BCCM 

BCCM 

CCCM 

Sub-nrocea res 
AeHvMw 

Monthlv Status Meethe a 

1. Conrmunicate regulatory mandates. 
2. Review status of pendinglapproved 

Change Requests (including 
defeasleXpeaitcs) at monthly status 
meeting. 

3. Review aurent Release Management 
statuses. 

Priori& anon MeetInca &e Id ouarterly 
In March. June. SeDtember and 
December) 

1. Follow Steps 1-3 from Monthly 
Stabs Meehgs. 

2. Initiators present Change Requests. 
3. DirmssImpacta. 
4. Prioritize Change Requests. 
5.  Develop final Candidate Reqwts list 

ofpending Change Requests by 
categoly, ‘Need by Dates’ and 
prioritized Change Requests. 

6. Update Change RequesI Log to 
‘CRC’ for Change Review Complete, 
‘RC‘ for Candidate Request List, as 
appropriate. 

7. Review isnus and action items and 
assign owners. 

DOCUMENT CHANGE REVIEW 
MEETING RESULTS 
1. Prepare and distribute outputs f” 

step 5. 

INTERNAL CHANGE 
MANAGEMENT PROCESS 
1. Both BellSouth and CLEO will 

perform analysis, impact, sizing and 
estimating activities onlyto the 
Candidate Change Requests that mffl 

Inpub and 
Outpmh 

t CLEC hfi Priontv List 

IUTPUTS 
Meetingminutes 
UpdatedchangeReqUest 
Los 
CandidateChangeRcquest 

Issucs and Actions Items 
List 

(if required) 

ramsi 
1 Change Request Log 
t Fmnl Candidate Request 

List 

t Web posting of meeting 
Output 

NpuTs: 
Candidate Change Request 
List with agreed upon 
Weed by Dates’ 
changeRequestLog 

doc - 
Cycle Time 

or needed 
msed on 
rolume) 

dceting Day 

2 Bus Days 

10 Bus Days 
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Inpub and 

htpnb 

IUTPUTS: 
BellSouth'sProposed 
Release Package 

NpuTs: 
BellSouth's Proposed 
Release Package 
BellSouth's Release 
Schedule 
ChangeRequestLog 

)LITPUTS: 
Approved Release Package 
Updated Change Request 

MeetingMinutes 
Scheduled Change 
Requests 
Non-Scheduled Change 
Reqwsts (R" to Step 4) 
Date for initial Release 
Management Project 

k g  

BCCM 

CCCM 

rz 
Bus Day 

CCM 

Meeting 
B!!mi 

Approved Release Package 

CCM 

'roject 
[anagers hom 
Ich participating 
ww"p 

2 Bus Days 
after 

the criteria established by the lmemal 
Change Management Process. This 
mum that participating parties are 
reviewing capacity and impacts to 
schedules before assigning resources . -  
to activities. 

CONDUCT RELEASE PACKAPE 
lllEETING 
1. Repanagenda. 
2. Make meeting preparations. 
3. Evaluate proposed release schedule. 
4. Non-scheduled Change Requests 

n"ed to Step 4 as Input for the 
'Repare for Change Review 
Meeting" process. 

create Approved Release Package. 

Project Manager, if possible. 
Establish date for initial Release 
Managemeat Fmject Meeting. 
All Change Requests that are in the 
approved scheduled release will be 
changed to "s" status for 
"Scheduled". 

CmA TE RELEASE PACKA GE 
OTIFICATION 

Notification Package via web. 

5. Based on BSTICLEC comenuus 

6. Identify Release Management 

7. 

8. 

1. Develop and distribute Release 

~ ~~ ~ 

RELEASE M ANAGEMENT AND 
IMPLEMENTATION 

1. Provide Project Management and 
Implementation of Release (See 
Release Management @I Appendix B). 

2. Lead Project Manager communicates 
Release Management Project status to 
BCCM for inclusion inMonthly 
Stahls Meetings. 

3. BellSouth User Requirements will be 
presented to CLECs. If needed, 
changes will be incorporated and 
requirements re-baselined. 

4. Once a Change Request is 
implemented in a rcleasc, the status 

I Package Mtg. 

ReleasePackaS I - 
Notification I 

CIEUTsi AmrovedRelcase I ongoing 

Pkkage Notification 

IUTPUTS: 
ProjectReleaseStatus 
Implementation Date 
Project Plan, Work 
Breakdown Schedule, 
Risk Assespmtnr, 
Executive S u " a r j ' ,  etc 
ImplementedChange 
Request 
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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 functionality to BellSouth’s Operational Support Systems (OSS’s) that are in the scope of 
CCP. The change request for an expedite must provide details of the business impact and will fall into 
one of two categories: 

A defect that has been re-classified as a feature where the CLEC/BellSouth has determined 
should be expedited due to impact 

An enhancement to an existing product or service where the CLEC/BellSouth has determined 
should be expedited due to impact 

Re-classified Defects 

When a defect is re-classifed as a feature, the CLEC/BellSouth will be notified by Change Control in 
the defect validation. The CLEC will have the ability to ask BellSouth to expedite the reclassified 
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 Expedited Feature process using agreed 
upon intervals. 

Enhancement to an existine Droduct or service 

A CLEC/BellSouth will also have the ability to submit a Type 2-5 change request as an expedited 
feature request for an enhancement to an existing product or service where the hctionality does not 
currently exist in BellSouth’s offered products and services. 

For both re-classified defects and enhancements to an existing product or service, the rules surrounding 
the expedited feature request will be: 

Must be an enhancement to an existing product or service 

Will follow the Expedited Feature Process flow described below which is based on the current 
Types 2-5 process flow using agreed upon intervals with the exception of Steps 4-6 which are 
eliminated. 

The CLEClBellSouth will be required to give impacts and the consequences for not 
implementing the feature in the current, next, or point release, best effort. 
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Figure 4.4 provides the process flow for the expedited feature process. 

Figure 4.4 - Process Flow for Types 2 5  Expedited Feature Process 
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The table below details the steps, accountable individuals, tasks, inputs/outputs and cycle times of each 
sub-process in the Expedited Feature process. Steps shown in the table are sequential unless otherwise 
indicated. 

Table 4-3. Types 2-5 Expedited Feature Detail Process Flow 

AecountsbOitJ 

CCCM 

BCCM 

BCCM 

IDENTIFY NEED 

1. Internally determine need for change 
request. These change requests might 
involve system enhanmmnts. " a 1  
and/or business process changes. 

2. Originator and CCCM or BCCM should 
complete the standardized Change 
Rcpuest Form according to Checklist. 

3. Attach related requirements and 
Attachment A-LA, Item 22. 

1. Appropriate C C W C C M  submits 
Change Request Form and related 
information via e-mail to BellSouth. 

QPEN CHA NGE REOUESTNALl DATE 
CHANGE REOUEST FOR 
COMPLETENESS- 
. Log Request in Change Request Log. 
. Send Acknowledgement Notification 

(Attachment A-3) via e-mail to originator. . Establish request stam ('N' for New 
Request) . Review change request for mandatory 
fields using the Change Request Form 
Checklist 

. Verify Change Rquest specifications and 
related information exists. 

8. Send Clarification Notification via email 
to the originator (Attachment A-4) if 
needed. 

. Update Change Request Status to "PC' 
for Pending Clarification if clarification is 
needed. 

CLEC or BellSouth Oriel nata 
If clarification is needed, make necessary 
corrections per Clarification Notification 
and submit Change Request Clarification 
Response (Attschmnt A-2). 

INPUTS: 
5 ChangeRcquestForm 

(Attachment A-I) 
I ChangeRequestForm 

chccwist (Attachment A-1K 

)UTPUTS: 
I Comleted Cbanne Reuuest 

F& with relatz 
domentation 

l" 
Completed Change Reauest 
F& with rela& 
documentation 
Change Request Form 
Checklist 

Response 
change Request clarificatior 

IUTPUTS: 
New Change Request 
Acknowledgment 
Notification 
Validated Change Request 
Clarification Notification 
Industry Notification via e- 
mail and web posting 

- 
CyCkTime 

WA 

Bus Day 

:laritication 
mes would 
e in addition 
I cycle time. 
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L 

Accountablllty 

3CCM REVIEW CHANGE REOUEST FOB 
4CCEPTANCE 

L . Review Change Request and related 
information for content. 

!. Change Request revinved for impacted 
area (i.e., system, manual process, 
documentation) and adverse impacts. 

If change already exists or CLEC 
trainiig issue, forward Cancellation 
Notification (Attachment A-3) to 
CCCM or BCCM and update status 
to 'C' for Request Canceled or TT' 
for Training. If Training issue, refer 
to CSM or Account Team 
If Change Request Clarification 
Notification not nceived, validate 
with CLEC that cbangc q u e s t  is no 
longer needed. 

I. Determine status of q u e s t :  

Inputs and 

Out" 

1 New Change Request 
1 VdidatedChangeReqUest 
B Clarification Notification (if 

)uTpuTs: 
5 Validated Exwdited Change - w- 

required) 
1 Clarification Notification (if 

t Cancellation Notification (if 

' CR stam updated on web 
required) 

Cycle Time - 
!O Bus Days 

If q u e s t  is accepted, update ChanB 
Request StaNS to "P" for Pending in 
Change Request Log. 
If request does not meet the 
expedited feaNn criteria, i1 will exit 
this process and enter the standard 
Types 2-5 flow, Step 4. 

IOTE See Section 11.0 Terms and 
kfinirions - Change Request Stalus for valid 
talus ccdes and descriptions. 

f BellSouth determines that a CLEC initiated 
xpeditcd change request should not be 
ccepted because of cost, industry direction 01 

ecause it is c o n s i d 4  not technically 
easible to implement, BellSouth will open an 
genda item on the neat monthly stam 
weting/call. and will provide a S M E  on that 
all to present its case. BellSouth shall 
onsidcr all pogtible options for 
ccommodating the request. 

NOTE ifrequested appropriate SME WII 
participate in the Monthly Status Meeting to 
address the reason for rejection and diecuss 
alternatives with CLEC community SME 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
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4 

Sobomeasa 
Activitiw 

must be provided a minimum of twc-week 
advance notice to participate in upcoming 

I Monthly Stam Meeting. 
grTERN AL CHANGE MANA GEMENT 

BCCM PROCESS 

5 

CCCM 

BCCM 

(Project 
Managers from 
each 
partidpatlog 
"pw)  

perform ahalysis, impact, sizing and 
estimating activities to the Expedited 
Feature Change Request. This ensures 
that participating parties are reviewing 
capacity and impacts to schedules 
before assigning remms to activities. 

RELEASE MANAG EMENT AND 

1. Provide Project Management and 
Implementation of Release (See Relea! 
Management @I Appendix B). 

2. Lcad Project Manager communicates 
Release Management Project status to 
BCCM for inclusion in Monthly Status 
Meetings. 

3. BellSouth User Requiments for 
software changes will be presented to 
CLECs, if applicable. If needed, 
changes will be incorporated and 
requirements re-baselid. 

IMPLEMENTATION 

4. BellSouth Documentation changes, 
including business rules changes will b 
provided. 

5. Once a Change Request is implemented i 
a release, the status will be changed to ''I" 
for Change Implemented. 

n 

Change Request Log 

)UTPUTS: 
1 Release Date for Expedited 

Feature 

Nwsi 
Approved Release Package 
Notification 

)UTPUTS: 
Project Release Status 
Implementation Date 

0 DocumrrrttionChanges 
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5.0 DEFECT PROCESS 

A CLEWST identified defect will enter this process through the Change Management Team as a 
Type 6 Change Request. If the defect is validated internally, it will route through this process, and 
notification provided to the CLEC community via e-mail and web posting. 

A Type 6 defect request is any non-type 1 change that corrects problems discovered in production 
versions of an application interface. These problems are where the interface is not working in 
accordance to the BellSouth baseline business requirements or the business rules that BellSouth has 
published or otherwise provided to the CLECs. 

In addition, if functional requirements agreed upon by BellSouth and the CLECs, results in inoperable 
functionality, even though software business requirements and business rules match; this will be 
addressed as a defect. 

These problems typically affect the CLEC’s ability to exchange transactions with BellSouth and may 
include documentation that is in error, has missing information or is unclear in nature. Type 6 
validated defects may not be managed using the Expedited Feature Process discussed in Section 4, Part 
3. 

Defect Change Requests will have three (3) Impact Levels: 

HighImpact 

The failure causes impairment of critical system functions and no electronic workaround solution 
exists. 

Mediumhpact 

The failure causes impairment of critical system hctions, though a workaround solution does 
exist. 

LowImpact 

The failure causes inconvenience or annoyance. 
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Figure 5-1 provides the process flow for the validation and resolution of a Type 6 Change - CLEC 
Impacting Defect. 

NOTE: The intervals in the boxes above match the intervals in the tables below for High, Medium, 
and Low Impact defect change requests. 

Figure 5-1. Type 6 Process Flow 
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~ _ _ _  ~~~ 

The table below details the steps, accountable individuals, task, inpuWoutputs and cycle times of each 
sub-process in the Type 6 Process Flow. This process will be used to validate defects, provide status 
notification(s), workarounds and fmal resolution to the CLEC community. Steps shown in the table are 
sequential unless otherwise indicated. 

Table 5-1. Type 6 Detail Process Flow - - 
step 

1 

- 
2 

- 

Accountrbllltj 

CCCM 

BCCM 

BCCM 

should complete the standardized 
Change Requmt Form indicating that it 
isaType6. 

i. Include description of business need 
and details of business impact 

,. Attach related requirenmts and 
specification documents. These 
attachments must include the fallowing, 
if appropriate: 

PON 
OCN 
SpecificScenario 
Interface(s) afFectcd 
Error message (if applicable) 
Relcase or API version (if 
applicable) 

. Appropriate CCCMDCCM submits 
Change Request Form and related 
information via e-mail to BellSouth 
Change Management Team. 

OPEN & VALIDATE DEFECT FORM 
FOR COMP LETENEB 

. Log Defect in Change Request Log. 

. Send Acknowledgment Notification via 
email to initiating CLEC. 

. Establish CR stam ('N' for New 
Defect). 

. BCCM reviews change request for 
mandatory fields using the Change 

OUTPUTS; 
' CompletedChangeReqwt 

Form (with Elated 
documentation if neoessary) 

INPUTS: 
Completed Change Request 
Form (with related 
documentation if neceaaary) 

OUTPUT.% 
New Defect 
Acknowledgment 
Notification 
Clarification Notification (if 

1 U) 
~ 

rllA 

I Hours - 
Iigb Impact 

Bus Day - 
dedium & 
a w  Impact 

Time to be 
.aldated 
iom time of 
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required) 

CCPLl6.h 

receipt with a 
cutofftimeof 
400 PM 
Eastem T i e )  

AccountnbiUty s!&u€ws 
Adivittts 

I Request Form Checklist. 
5. Verify specifications and related 

information exists. 
6. Send Clarification Notification via 

email to the originator if needed. 
7. Update CR Status to' PC' for Pending 

Clarification if clarification is needed. 

If clarification is needed, CLEC or BST 
originator makes neoessary comctions per 
Clarification Notification and submits via 
email Change Request Clarification 
R,=-nUP , 
JYXRNAL VALIDATION, 

1. Validate that it is a defect ICCM 
2. Perform internal defect analysis. 
3. Determine status of rem St: 

If change already exists or CLEC 
training issue forward Cancellation . Norification to CCCM OT BCCM and 
update status to 'C' for Request 
Cancelled or 'CT' for Training. If 
Training issue, refer to CSM or 
Account Team. 

Send Clarification Notification via 
email if needed and update status 
to 'PC' for Pending Clarification. 

Notification not received, validate 
with CLEC that change request is 
no longer needed. 
If request is valid, update Change 
Request status to 'V' for Validated 
Defect and indicate appropriate 
Impact Level. 
If the process is operating as 
specified in the baselined 
requirements and published 
busineas rules, the BCCM will 
communicate the results via e-mail 
to the originator to 
discweddetermine the next stcp(6). 

If issue is re-classified as a feahue 
change, provide suppating informatior 
via email to the originator for review 

If Change Request Clarification 

YEYm 
New Defect 

NJTPUTS: 
Validated Defect 
Defect notification to CLEC 
community via e m i l  and 
web posting 
Clarification Notification (3 
required) 
CancellatioaNotification (3 
WUW) 
Status pmvided for High 
Impact Defects to originatoi 
via email within 24 hours. 

Bus Days - 
Iigh Impact 

Bus Days - 
rledium & 
QW Impact 
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AcmutablUQ 

BCCM 

WCM 

sPb-DOC€¶ req 
Activltlei 

and feedback. The Change Requesl 
will exit the defect pmcegs flow and 
enter Types 2-5 process flow (enter at 
step 3). 

NOTE See Section 11.0 Terms and 
Definitions - Defect Status for valid status 
codes and descriptions. 

Defect notification will be provided to 
CLEC wmmunilv via email and web 
posting. 
DEVELOP AM) VALIDATE 
WORKAROUND (IF APPLICABLE) 

1. Defect workaround identified. 
2. Change Request status changed to 'X 

for workaround identified. 
3. Worksround is communicated via e 

mail to originating CLEC and to the 
CLEC community via email and web 
posting. 

0. If appropriate, communication to the 
CLEC community regarding 
workaround will be d-d via 
conference call. 

If it is determined that additional time is 
needed to develop workaround due to the 
complexity of the defect, notification will 
be provided to CLEC community via e-mail 
and wcb posting. 

1. Schedule and evaluate Defects based 
on capacity and business impacts to the 
CLECs and BellSouth. 

I. Provide status updates to the CCEC 
community via email as the statm 
change8 until the defect is 
implemented. 

n 

C c p L l 6 . d ~  

lnpnb 8lld 
OOtPub 

MPUTS: 
ValidatedDefeCt 

OuTpUTs: 
Workaround (if applicable) . ._ 
Clarification Notification (if 

Cancellation Notification ( i  

B 

required) 

required) 
E-mail and web posting of 
workaround 

INPUTS: 
CLEU BST input 

OuTpUTs: 
I Defect Release Schedule 

- 
Cyde Tiw 

! Bus Days - 
{igh Impact 

I Bua Days - 
VIediUm & 
aw Impact 

Jalidated 
Bgh Impact 
kfects will bc 
mplmnted 
Vithm a 4-25 
iusiness day 

l f f O h  

dCdiUm 
mpact 
kfects will be 
mplemented 

MgC, best 
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Step AcwuntrbiMy 

BCCM 

BCCM 

BCCM 

i%ub” 
ActMth 

JPDATE RELEASE PACKAGE 
VOTIFICATION 
1. Update and distribute release 

notification package via web. 

!. All Change Repucsts h t  arc in the 
approved schcdulcd release will be 
changed to “S” status for “Scheduled”. 

Note: The release notification will be 
published in a timely manner, based on the 
release consesinrs associated with the 
defect 

F~ONTHLY STA TUS MEETING 
. Pmvide status of Defect. 
!. Solicit CLEU BST input 
b. Update Defect information as needed. 

LELEASE MAh’A GEMENT AND 
MPLEME NTATION 
’he following release management 
ctivitics will pertain to Type 6 changes. 

. Lead project manager communicates 
release management project status to 

Inpuband 

INPUTS; 
Defectlnfonnation 

QUTPUTS; 
0 updated Release Package 

Nbtification 
- 

Scheduled Change Request 

gNPuTs: 
Defects Received 
ChangeRequestLog 
DefectAnalysis 
Workamund (if applicable) 

pUTpIJTa 
Updated status 
Updated Change Request 
be. - 

e Meeting minutes 
INPUTS: 

ApprOna Release Package 
Notification 

OuTpUTs: 
Project Release Status 

* I m p  lemrntah ‘on Date 

- 
cycle T h  

witbin 90 bus 
day& best 
effon 

LOW Impact 
Defects will 1: 
implemented 
best effort 

Uonthly 01 

h e n  status 
:hang=, 
Nhichevn 
ICCUTS first. 

hgoing 
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6.0 CHANGE REVIEW 

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 held quarterly. For non- 
system impacting changes, there will be a 5 (five)-business day notice for documentation updates. 
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 occur in 
March, June, September and December 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) 
BellSouth’s estimate of the size and scope of each Change Request 
Reference to Change Control Process on the BST website (for CLECs not familiar with 
the process, new CLECs or CLECs that choose to participate after the initial rollout) 
Status Reports from each of the active Release Management Project Teams 
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Part 3 - Prioritizing Change Requests 

Prior to the Change Review Meeting, each participating CLEC should determine priorities for 
change requests and establish “desired/want” dates. The CLEC should use the Preliminary 
Priority List form as provided via the web. 

Final prioritization will be determined at the Change Review meeting after presentation of the 
Change Requests for each category. 

Prioritization Voting Rules 
CLEC must either be using an interface within a category (i.e. ordering), in the 
testing phase or have a letter of intent on file with the BellSouth Change Control 
Management Team to participate in the voting process 
One vote per CLEC, per category 
No proxy voting 
Each company may bring the number of participants necessary to represent their 
position. If the number of participants grow to be unmanageable, 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 
Votes will be tallied to determine order of ranking 
Changes will be ranked by category 
Marma1 processes and documentation will be prioritized separately; however they 
will need to be synchronized with the electronic interface changes 
In case of a tie, the affected Changes will be re-ranked and prioritized based on the 
re-ranking 
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Example: The top 2 Changes from high to low are E5 and E2, with El and E4 tied for 3d. 
El and E4 would be re-ranked and prioritized according to the re-rankinn. 

E4 

E5 

2 4 4 10 

5 5 3 13 

E6 
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7.0 INTRODUCTION AND RETIREMENT OF INTERFACES 

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 id en ti^ interest in the new interface and obtain input from the CLEC community. 
BellSouth will provide specifications on the interface being developed to the CLEC 
Community. As new interfaces are deployed, they will be added to the scope of this document 
as appropriate, based on the use by the CLEC community and requested changes will be 
managed by this process. 

Retirement of Interfaces 

As active interfaces are retired, BellSouth will notify the CLECs 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 (3060 days) 
on interfaces that are not actively used andor have low volumes. BellSouth will consider a 
CLEC’s ability to transition from an interface before it is scheduled for retirement. BellSouth 
will ensure that its transition to another interface does not negatively impact a 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 functionality for the CLEC than the 
existing interface. 

Retirement of Versions 

When software versions are. retired, BellSouth will give the CLECs a 120 day notification. 

A CLEC may respond to Change Control with its desire to extend a retirement date. The CLEC 
must explain why the scheduled retirement date is not acceptable by providing the impact to it 
business. 
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8.0 ESCALATION PROCESS 

Guideline1 

The ability to escalate is left to the discretion of the CLEC based on the severity of the 
missed or unaccepted responsdresolution. 

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.(Excludes Expedites) 

For Types 2-5 issues, the escalation process is agreed to allow BellSouth a five-day 
tumaround 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 
Types 2-5 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. 

All escalation communications may he optionally distributed by the CLEC to the industry 
and BellSouth Change Control e-mail unless there is a proprietary issue. 
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Cvcle for T w e  1 Svstem Outaeea 

Contact List for Escalation - ECS GrouD - TvDe 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: 

Etedatlon 
Level 

1st Level 

2nd Level 

3rd Level 

Name and Tltle 

Don Tighe 

Manager - EC 
Support Gronp 

Interconnection 
Operatlons 

Bruce Smith 

Operations Director - 
EC Support Group 

Interconnection 
Operationa 

BUI Reid 

Operations Assistant 
Vlce President 

Interconnection 
0 per ations 

Olffce Number 

404-552-2233 

205-988-7211 

Pager Number 

1-800-9464646 
PIN 1436470 

1-800-542-3260 

1-800-946-4646 
PIN 1179523 

EmU Addrns 

Bruce.SmithfZ2bridee.bell 
south.com 

Bill.C.Reid~~d~e.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. 
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Escalation Cvcle for Tvoes 2-6 Change Reauests 

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-CW, 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 ID. 

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 escalatiom 

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 conference call will be held 
within 1 business day of the BellSouth decision in order to provide industry notification 
with the appropriate executives. 
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BellSouth will publish the outcome of the conference call to the industry via web. 

If unsatisfied with an outcome, either party can seek appropriate relief. 

Contact List for Escalation - M e  2 - 6 Changes 

Types 2-5 Changes: Within 5 business days of receipt (4 from acknowledgement), BellSouth Change 
Control appropriate executives will reply through BellSouth Change Control with BellSouth's position 
and explanation for that position. 
Type 6, High Impact Changes: Within two (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. 

Escalations should be made according to the following list. 

Escalation 
Level 

1st Level 

2nd Level 

Name and Title 

Valerie Cotttngham 

Dlrector 
Change Control 

P;oceu 
Terrie Hudaon 

Director 
(Teat Bed, User 

Requirements, CCP) 

Joy Lofton 
Director 

(for Buslners 
RuledOperatlons 

Issues) 

Suzie Lavett 
Director 

(TAGLENS) 

Audrey Thomaa 
Dimetor 

(ED9 

Of6ce Number 

205-321-2168 

404-927-4535 

404-927-7828 

205-977-2876 

404-927-7886 

Emall A d d m  

Sode.H.Lavett@brldee.bellsoutb.com 

AudrCY.Thomas(ii2bride~~~outh.com 
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3rd Level Doug McDougal 404-927-7505 Dou&Mcdo ueal(cib~dee.bellsouth,co~ 
Senior Director 

(for Systems Iasues) 
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. 

Dee Freeman-Butler 
Senior Dlreetor 

(for Business 
RnledOperations 

404-927-3545 Bee.Freem@&rt 'dee.bellsouth.com 

Dispute Resolution Process 

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 from 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 Service Commission, if available. If mediation is requested, parties shall 
participate in good faith. If the mediation results in the resolution of the dispute, that 
resolution shall apply to all CLECs affected by the dispute. 

Without necessity for prior mediation, either BellSouth or any CLEC affected by the 
dispute may file a formal complaint with the appropriate state regulatory agency, 
requesting resolution of the issue. 
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9.0 CHANGES TO THIS PROCESS 

The current, approved version of this process document will be stored under the component name 
“Ccp.doc” (the date of the latest CCP document will be included in the file name). The 
BellSouth Change Control Manager BCCM (and alternate) will be the only persons authorized to 
update the document version. 

Requests for changes to the Change Control Process may be submitted to the BellSouth Change 
Control Manager (BCCM) using the Change. Request form located in the Appendix A. Cosmetic 
changes may be made and published by the BCCM (or alternate) without further review. Other 
changes will be reviewed at the monthly Change Review status meetings. All changes will be 
submitted as a change request and reviewed. 

1uued: 02/16/01 50 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Repnsentatives. 



Change Contml hoccss 
Version 2. I A ccP2_lb.doc 

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 oppor!mities offered are BETA and New Camer Testing. 

BETA testing is offered to those C E C s  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 “fmt come, fmt served basis”. 

New Carrier Testing is offered to those CLECs who are transitioning from a manual to an 
electronic environment or from one TCIF issue to another. New Carrier Testing is available 
to all CLECs and is scheduled with the BellSouth Account Team and Carrier Testing group. 

For additional details on the testing environment, regulations and guidelines, refer to the 
following BellSouth public Jntemet sites: 
- ED1 

www.interconnection.bellsouth.codmarketdlec.htm1 
Select “Customer Guides” 
Select “Local Exchange Ordering Guides” 
Select “BellSouth ED1 Specifications - TCIF 9” 
Select “Section 7 - ED1 Testing Guidelines for CLECS” 

- TAG 

www.interconnection.bellsouth.codmarket1 
Select “OSS Information Center” 
Select ‘TAG Documentation” 

This site is password protected. You should obtain the password from your Account Team 
representative. 
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11 .O TERMS AND DEFINITIONS 

A 
Account Term. The Account Teams represent the CLECs and all CLEC interests within BellSouth, that 
is, the Account Team is the CLEW advocate within BellSouth. Some of the Account Team functions 
are listed below: 

- Contract Negotiations - BonaFide Requats (BFR) 
- Enhanced Billing Options Negotiations - Production Support 
- Cus tomerEdu~~t i~~~  - Collocation 
- Technical Assistance -Testing Support 
- General Problem Resolution - ProjecVOrder Coordination 
- TarifThte~pretation -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. 

B 

BellSouth Change Control Manager (BCCM). BellSouth Point of Contact for processing all 
Change Requests. 
BFR (Bonafide Request). Process used for providing custom products andor 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 defied 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, l ie,  feature) and the associated Usage 
Type (optional, conditional, required, not applicable, prohibited) 
Conditiondrules associated with each Activity and Usage Type 

0 Dependencies relative to other data elements 
0 Conditions which will be edited withii BellSouth’s OSSs 

Validvalueset 

Data Characteristics 

C 
Cancellation Notification. Notification retumed to originator by the BCCM indicating a Change 
Request has been canceled for one of the following reasons: Originator 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, 
defects or expedited features or Enhancements to existing Interfaces (as identified in the Scope) in 
a production environment. 

Type 1 - BellSouth System Outage. A System Outage is where the system is totally 
unusable or there is degradation in an existing feature or functionality within the interface. 
Type 2 - Regulatory Change. Any non-Type 1 changes to the interfaces between the 
CLEC’s and BellSouth’s operational support systems mandated by regulatory or legal 
entities, such as the Federal Communications Commission VCC), a state 
commissiodauthority or state and federal courts. 
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Type 2-5 -Expedited Feature Change. The inability for a CLEC to process certain types 
of LSR’s based on the existing functionality to BellSouth’s Operational Support Systems 
(OSS’s) that are in the scope of CCP. The change request for an expedite must provide 
details of the business impact and will fall into one of two categories: 1) A defect that has 
been re-classified as a feature where the CLEClBellSouth has determined should be 
expedited due to impact and 2) an enhancement to an existing product or service where 
the CLECEiellSouth has determined should be expedited due to impact. 
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 system 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. 

Type 6 - CLEC Impacting Defect. Any non-type 1 change that corrects problems discovered 
in production versions of an application interface. These problems are where the interface 
is not working in accordance to the BellSouth baseline business requirements or the 
business rules that BellSouth has published or otherwise provided to the CLECs. In 
addition, if functional requirements agreed upon by BellSouth and the CLECs, results in 
inoperable functionality, even thought software business requirements and business N k S  
match; this will be addressed as a defect. These problems typically affect the CLEC’s 
ability to exchange transactions with BellSouth and may include documentation that is in 
error, has missing information or is unclear in nature. Type 6 validated defects may not 
be managed using the Expedited Feature Process as discussed in Section 4, Part 3. The 
CLEC and/or BellSouth may initiate these types of changes affecting interfaces between 
the CLEC’s and BellSouth’s operational support systems. These type changes might also 
include issues for &-Orders, Orders, Queries, and Maintemce Requests that can be 
submitted and accepted, but may require workarounds or clarification. 

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. 
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CT = Training. Requested change already exists, additional trainiig may be 
required. 

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). 

D Request Purge. Indicates the cancellation of a Change Request that has been pending 
for 12 months and has faded to reach the Candidate Request List (Step 3). 
I = Change Implemented. Indicates a Change Request has been implemented in a release 
(Step 10). 

N =New Change Request. Indicates a Change Request has been received by the BCCM, 
but has not been validated (Step 2). 
P = Pending. Indicates a Change Request has been accepted by the BCCM and scheduled 
for Change Review (Step 3 moving to Step 4). 

PC = Pending Clarification. Indicates a Clarification Notification has been sent to the 
originator, BCCM awaiting response (Step 2 or 3). 
PN = Pending N times. Indicates a Change Request reached the Candidate Request List, 
was sized but not scheduled for a release and has cycled through the process N number of 
times. Example: P 1 =  2"d 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. Meethg held by the Change Review participants to review and 
prioritize pending Change Requests, generate Candidate Change Requests, and submit Candidate 
Change Requests for sizing and sequencing. 

Change Review Package. Package distributed by the BCCM 5 - 7 business days prior to the 
Change Review Meeting. The package includes the Meeting Notice, Agenda, Release 
Management Status Report, Change Request Log, etc. 
Clarification Notification. Notification returned to the originator by the. BCCM indicating 
required information has been omitted from the Change Request and must be p m ~ d e d  pnor to 
acceptance of the Change Request. The Change Request will be cancelled if clarification is not 
received by the date indicated on the Clarification Notification. 
CLEC Affecting Change. Any change that requires the CLEC to modify the way they operate or 
to rewrite system code. 
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CLEC Change Control Manager (CCCM). CLEC Point of Contact for processing Change 
Requests. 

CSM. Customer Support Manager which supports resale and facility based CLECs. 

Cyde Time. The time allotted to complete each step in the Change Control Process prior to 
moving to the next step in the process. 

D 
Defect. Any non-type 1 change that corrects problems discovered in production versions of an 
application interface. These problems are where the interface is not working in accordance to the 
BellSouth baseline business requirements or the business rules that BellSouth has published or 
otherwise provided to the CLECs. In addition, if functional requirements agreed upon by 
BellSouth and the CLECs, results in inoperable functionality, even thought software business 
requirements and business rules match; this will be addressed as a defect. 

These problems typically affect the CLEC’s ability to exchange transactions with BellSouth and 
may include documentation that is in error, has missing information or is unclear in nature. 

Type 6 validated defects may not be managed using the Expedited Feature Process as discussed 
in Section 4, Part 3. 

The CLEC and/or BellSouth may initiate these types of changes affecting interfaces between the 
CLEC’s and BellSouth’s operational support systems. These type changes might also include 
issues for F’re-Orders, Orders, Queries, and Maintenance Requests that can be submitted and 
accepted, but may require workarounds or clarification. 

Defeet Status. The status of a CLEC Impacting Defect 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): 
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CC = Clarification. Requested clarification not received in allotted t h e  (2 days). 
CD = Duplicate Request. A request for this change alreadyexists. 
C T  = Training. Requested change already exists, or CLEC training issue. 

1 = Implemented. Indicates a Defect Change Request has been implemented in a release 
(Step 6). 

N = New Defect Change Request. Indicates a Defect Change Request has been received 
by the BCCM and the change request form validated for completeness (Step 2). 
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 Defect Change Request has been scheduled for a 
release (Step 6). 
V = Validated Defect. Indicates internal analysis has been conducted and it is determined 
that it is a validated defecvexpedite (Step 3). 
W = Workaround IdentiTed. Indicates a workaround has been developed and 
communicated to impacted C U C  community (Step 4). 

E 
Electronic Communications Systems (ECS). ECS is the help desk for reporting system outages 
or degradation in an existing featurdfunctionality within an interface. The ECS group works with 
the CLEC community to resolve system outageddepdation in a timely manner. The telephone 
number for the ECS group is 1-888-462-8030. 

Enhancement. Functions which have never been introduced into the system; improving or 
expanding existing functions; required functional changes to system interfaces (user and other 
systems), data, or business rules (processing algorithms - how a process must be performed); any 
chango in the User Requirements in a production system. 

Expedited Feature. An expedited feature is the inability for a CLEC to process certain types of 
LSR’s based on the existing functionality 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 feature where the CLEWBellSouth has determined should be expedited due to impact and 2) 
an enhancement to an existing product or service where the CLEC/BellSouth has determined 
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should be expedited due to impact. For both re-classified defects and enhancements to an existing 
product or service, the rules surrounding the expedited feature request will be: 

Must be an enhancement to an existing product or service 
Will follow the Expedited Feature process flow described beIow which is based on the 
current Types 2-5 process flow using agreed upon intervals with the exception of Steps 4-6 
that 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. 

H 
High Impact. The failure causes impairment of critical system functions and no electronic 
workaround solution exists. 

I 
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 failure 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 tbrough team consensus. Example: 1Q99 or Release XX. 
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P 
Points of Contact (POC). An individual that hctions 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 ?he timeframe 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 
1-Urgent. Should be implemented as soon as possible. Resources may be pulled from 
scheduled release efforts to expedite this item. A need-by date will be established during the 
Change Review Meeting. A special release may be required if the next scheduled release 
does not meet the agreed upon need-by date. 
2-High. Implement in the next possible scheduled major release, as determined during the 
Release Package Meeting. 
3-Medium. Implement in a future scheduled major release. A scheduled release will be 
established during the Release Package Meeting. 
4-Low. Implement in a future scheduled major release only after all other priorities. A 
scheduled release will be established during the Release Package Meeting. 

Project Plan. Document which defmes the strategy for Release Management and Implementation, 
including Scope Statement, Communication Plan, Work Breakdown Struchue, etc. See Release 
Management Project Plan template, Attachment B-1. 
Proposed Release Package: Proposed set of change requests slated for a release that the BCCM 
presents to the CLEC community during the Release Package Meeting 

R 
Release - Major. Implementation of scheduled Change@) which may or may not impact all 
CLECs; may or may not require CLECs to make changes to their interface and may or may not 
prohibit the use of an interface upon implementation of the Change(s). Application-to-Application 
and Machine-&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(s). Machine-to-Human. 
Release Package. Package distributed by the BCCM listing the Candidate Change Requests that 
have been targeted for a scheduled release. 
Release Package Notification. Package distributed by the BCCM and used to conduct an initial 
Release Management and Implementation meeting. The package includes the list of participants, 
meeting date, time, Approved Release Package, Defect and/or Expedite Notification, etc. 
Release Schedule: Schedule that contains the intended dates for implementation of software 
enhancements. This release schedule is created annually. 

S 
Specfications. Detailed, exact document(s) describing enhancement andor defects, business 
processes and documentation changes requested and included with the Change Request as 
additional information. 
System Outage. A System Outage is where the system is totally unusable or there is degradation 
in an existing feature or functionality within the interface. 

V 
Version (Document). Indicates variation of an earlier Change Control process document. Users 
can identify the latest version by the version control number. 
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APPENDIX A - CHANGE CONTROL 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-IA). 

Change Request Clarification Response. Used when responding to request for clarification or 
Clarification Notification (Attachment A-2). 

Change Request Clarification Checklist. Provides line-by-line instructions for completing the 
Change Request Clarification Response (Attachment A-2A). 

Acknowledgement Notification. Advises originator of receipt of Change Request by BCCM 
(Attachment A-3). 

Acknowledgement Notification Checklist. Provides line-by-lines instructions for completing the 
Acknowledgement Notification. (Attachment A-3A). 

Cancellation Notification. Advises the originator of cancellation of a Change Request 
(Attachment A-3). 

Cancellation Notification Checklist. F’mvides 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 Cheeklist. Provides lie-by-line instructions for completing the 
Clarification Notification. (Attachment A-4A). 

Letter of Intent. CLEC provides notice of intent to implement a TCIF compliant interface within 
a specified timeframe. (Attachment A-5). 
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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) 

0 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 BI - B12 contain templates designed to assist the Project Mmage4s) in conducting 
project management responsibilities as needed for Release Management and Implementation. 
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APPENDIX C -ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS 

See Attached Documents 
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APPENDIX D -BST VERSIONING POLICY FOR INDUSTRY 
STANDARD ORDERING INTERFACES 

Since August 1998, BellSouth's policy, which is stated in its Statement of Generally Accepted Terms 
(SGAT) and standard interconnection agreement, has been to support two industry standard versions of 
the applicable electronic interfaces at all times. Currently, the ED1 and TAG electronic interfaces are 
maintained this way, because they are the interfaces that require the CLEC to "build" its side of the 
interface to use the new standard. The two industry standard versions of an interface are maintained 
when BellSouth is implementing an entirely new version of an interface based on new indusby 
standards, not when BellSouth is simply enhancing an existing interface. Periodically, the standards 
organizations for an interface will issue a new set of standards. After submitting the new standards to 
the CCP to determine how and when they will be implemented, BellSouth will introduce a new version 
of that interface based on the new standards. BellSouth will keep the "old" version of the interface 
based on the old industry standards "up" for those CLECs that have not had enough time to build their 
side of the interface to the new industry standards. BellSouth gives 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 freeze version A until the implementation of version C. Upon the 
implementation of the version C of the interface based on the newest industry standards, BellSouth 
would no longer support version A, would freeze version B, and would support both version C and the 
frozen version B until the implementation of next set of the industry standards. 

For example, in March 1998, BellSouth released a new industry standard version of ED1 based on 
TCIF version 7.0. Between March 1998 and January 2000, BellSoutb 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 f d  "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 standad, machine-to-machine interface, LENS is not 
covered under the policy described above. 

hued: 02/16/01 64 
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Release Management Project Plan Template 

-BVIPRNn wm D*R - -WE.-- I 
Scope Statement 
The project scope defmes the boundaries by which the project will operate. The scope statement will be used to obtain 
agreement and approval from the customers and stakeholders for the project fundink 
See Scope S!atement Template 

Communicatlon Plan 
The project team will determine the type and hquency ofcommunications that must take place during the project life cycle 
to enable the project's success. The table below outlines the agreed to "munication vehicles. 

staw Communi& I Distribution I Frequency 1 owner 
boject Release Status Report I TeamMrmbera I Weekly I ProjectManagcr 

I I E n h a n m t  
Review Team I 

All escalations will be communicated by the project manager to the project sponsor. 

See Project Release SiarUs Report 
See CCP To Do LisUResource @art of Microsoy? Projedjle - Custom Report) 
See CCP To Do LisUDates hart of hficrosofl Projecf$le - Custom Report) 

Project Tracklng Plan 
Project tracking and control is the process whereby the project manager determines the degree to which the project plan is 
being met. The focus is on the schedule, budget and resource allocations. 

The project manager will hold regularly scheduled team meetings for the purpose of updating the Work Breakdown 
Schedule (WBS) with accurate information. During these meetings, all new issues will be raised and assigned to an owner 
for resolution. All existing issues will be reviewed for cumnt status and/or closure. 

Othcr documents to be updated during the team meetings are as follows: 

ChangeControlPlans 
Risk Management Plans 
Communication Plans 
swpestatrments 
Team Raster and Responsibilities 

Project status will be created and distriiuted as defined in the Communications Plan. 

Attnehment B-1 
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Work Breakdown Structure 
The project manager will develop a Work Breakdown Structure (WBS) in the appropriate project management sotbare 
application, including tasks, durations, stadend dates, dependencies, personnel resources, and related costs. A draft version 
of the WBS will be created by the project manager and reviewed with the project team in an effort to emctively utilize the 
team’s time. The W B S  will be revised d agreed to by the entire team to facilitate activity ownership and commitment. 

While creating the WBS, the team should consider all resource, time, budget and performance constraints associated with 
the project 

See WBS Template @art of Microsofl ProjecrJile - Gann YEW) 

Roles and Responslblllties 
Project roles will be defmed to clearly identify expectations among project patticipan8. Update the table below with the 
correct project roles and responsibilities. 

EQLES 
Project Manager 

Project Sponsor 

Stakeholder 

External Pmject Support 

Team Members 

REspoNsIBnlTlEs 
Identify Preliminary Resources 
Hold Kick-off Meeting 
Develop Project Plan Documents 
Track Project Status 
Time 
cost 
Manage Change Control 
Manage Issues 
Communicate Project Status 

Understand Current Project Status 
Single Point of Contact for Escalations 
Communicate Project Status 
DefindApprove Milestone Exit Criteria 

Provide Team Members I External Project Support 
Understand Current Project Stabs 
Define Milestone Exit Criteria 

Perform Agreed to Activities as Defined 
Provide Project Manager Status 

Attend Project Team Meetings 
Perform A p e d  to Activities as Dehed  
Provide Project Manager Status 

Project Team Roster 
A list of all parties associated with or impacted by the project should be documented and distributed to the team. 

See Project Team Rosier 

Rlsk Management Plan 
In an effort to mitigate possible negative impacts to the project, a high-level risk assessment should be performed during the 
initial phase of the project. For each high-level risk, the team should develop a mitigation strategy or position. As potential 
risks are identified during the project life cycle, the team should again develop a mitigation strategy or position. 

Attachment 5 1  
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See High-Lewl Risk Assessment 
See Risk Event Assessment and Planning 

Change Control Plan 
Throughout the project life cycle, changes will be introduced which will impact the project scope 
statement. These changes could be due to a new customer needrequirement or a miss communication 
of an existing requirement. Each change must be evaluated to effectively understand the possible 
impact to resources, time andor cost. 

See Scope Change Request and Evaluation 
See Scope Change Request Log 

Project Issues 
Day to day issues will be entered on a project issues log as an interim solution until further discussion OM take place among 
the team Each issuc could result in the addition ofa new activity to the WBS, a risk to be evaluated in the Risk 
Management Plan, or a change to be managed through the Change Control Plan 

&e Projkct Zssuebg 

Attachment B-1 
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Scope Statement Template 

Document Preparation Information 
“Lwy.6s.EAs€ &uQ€II PRP” SY <- -TWE m e  REPIRED I 

Project Definitions 
’ PROJECT TITLE 

PROJECT MANAGER 

PROJECT TEAM MEMBERS 

GOALS/OBJECTIVES 

SCOPE STATEMENT 

ASSUMPTIONS 

MAJOR RISKS 

DELIVERABLES 

ACCEPTANCE CRITERIA 

PHASES 

KEY MIESTONES 

KEY RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS 

EXTERNAL CONSTRAINTS 

RELATED PROJECTS 

Attachment E 2  
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Project Release Status Report 

High-Level Phaae 
Deliverable 

Document Preparation Information 
“(RUWI) B(uuIIInE M E P R W  P R D J E C l W . - M B E R  

Original New Eat Actual 
Complete Complete Complete 

DIts Date Date Explanation 

ProJect Tracking 
umant  

YTD YTDActual YTDDIN. %DM. Explanation 
Budget 

TxaEmlrl”Ea 

cEuvBwLEI IDLEtEnRRu 
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Work Breakdown Structure Template 

Attachment B-4 
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ID 
W r k o l J u 4  

1 
3 

W r k c f k n l I  
4 
5 
27 
9 

W88kolJull8 
10 
11 
13 
26 
14 
27 
18 
17 

WCkdJul2.5 
18 ~. 
18 
P 
23 
24 
2a 

,-- - 
To Do List by Resource as of 2110198 

Meet 0 Baselhe Requirements (several mtgs) 
Pmduce Baaellna Requirements bum" 
Develop Rewvery Plan (E&-Out) 
Meet to Underatand Updated Requirements 
Document 

AndWFinalke Updated Requirements Doe 
perform CodlnglConstrucllon (design. d e )  
Create Test Plans 
Develop Training Plan 
Pe" lntemai Test8 (systems, integration) 
Devekp Training P a c m  
Perform Nahuark VaUdah Test@ (Nvr) 
Pelform End to End Testing 

Make GdNo Go Declslon 
Develop Mbrnlbn Pian Old to New 
Padom CI1-(hnrr .~ 
D e v W  Posl lmpiementatim Audit Report 
Train U s m  

Duration 

I d  
I d  

I d  
I d  
l d  
I d  

l d  
I d  
l d  
I d  
I d  
I d  
I d  
I d  

I d  
I d  
l d  
I d  
I d  
I d  

S M  

1IW8 
1 M 8  

1/12/98 

1115198 
111w 

iii3m8 

w 1 m  
1/20/98 
1/20/98 
ImU98 
1/21/98 
li2lfW 
1122198 
1IzMxI 

1128/98 
1/27188 
1/28/88 
112aQ8 
1129198 
1R9B8 

Finish 

1/8/88 
1lW8 

1 / 1 m  
1/13/98 
1/15/88 
l/ lM)8 

l / lWff l  
1pLCiW 
1" 

1/21/98 
1/21/88 
1122188 
1123/88 

1/26/98 
1/21/88 
lnslas 
lnslas 
1/29/98 
lli9l9.9 

im" 

3 
4 
23FS-1W 
8 

9 
10 
10 
10 
13,11 
28 
14 
18 

17 
18 
19 
19 
23 
23 

Au 
An 

All 
Al 
Al 
All 

All 
All 
All 
A I  
All 
Au 
All 
All 

All 
All 
All 
All 
Au 
Ail 
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ID 
1 
3 
4 
5 
7 
8 
21 
9 

10 
11 
13 
26 

To Do List by Dates as of 2/10/98 

Talk Name Dunlion Sbrl flnhh Pmd.uuon Rawurc~  
Obtaln Executhn, CwnmHment I d  1 m  tm All 
Gaiher/A&a Exisling DacumenIa!lon I d  1/8/88 1/91sB All 
M e e t  to Baseline Requlreinenta (several mtgs) I d  1/12/98 1/12/98 3 All 
PmdUm Baseline Requireinerne Dffiment I d  1 / 1 w  I/lW 4 w 
Analyze Requlremenrs Document I d  1 / 1 m  1/14/98 5 BST 
DIaMbute Updated Requirements Doownen1 I d  1/16188 1 1 1 m  7 BST 
Devekp R~covery Plan (Back-Out) Id  1/15/08 1/15/98 23FS-1W All 
Meet to Understand Updated Regtdrements I d  1/16/86 1/16/98 8 All 
Daumen! 
AnalyzelFlnallze Updated RequlremenIs Doc I d  1 / 1 m  1119198 9 All 
Perlorm CodindConstt" (design. code) I d  1 n m  1 m  10 AII 
Creats Tea! Plans I d  Ii2W 1 m  10 All 
Develop Trainlng Plan I d  1 m  1 m  10 All 

Attachment B 4  
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Project Team Roster 

pREp*REDsYlpRym mnn€ W T E P w m  RYUECTNUAE-RUWEN- 

I I 
Guideline: Use this roster format as guidance. experding or condensing as necessary. 

Attachment B-7 
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High-Level Risk Assessment 

Risk Catwry 

Document Preparatlon Information 
muESTIYUE. W E "  Evw*xxI(pRM) "IRE ME " I 

Lfml of Risk 

Amlioable Low Risk Risk Hlah Rlsk 
Not Hoderst. 

Strategic importance 

Management support 

I Budget availability I-7- I I - 1  
I Resource availability I I I I I 
I Project manager availability I I I I I 
I Time frame I I I I I 
I Clarity of and agreement on Droiect  oblectives I I I I I 

Participation in project definition 

Customer interest and involvement 

User involvement 
~ -~ ~ 

Technical complexity -1 I I I I 
I Technology maturity I I I I 
I Relevant experience I I I I I 
I Suppiier/contractor involvement I I I I I 

Atlachment B-8 
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iuideiines 
Stntoglc 
Importance 

Manqement 
SUppOlt 

ludget 
4vallability 

3CNoum 
4vfillablllty 

VoJect Manager 
\valla bllity 

Assess the strategic importance of the pro@% How essential is it to the planned 
corporate objectives or to the maintenance of current Operations7 The Less essential the 
project the greater the risk that it wiU not recelve sufficient support and attention. 

lorpRk4 The project has substantial strategic importance; it has either been mentioned 
directly as a major initiative or directly supports a major initiative. 

M'Rk4 Failure to complete the propct would jeopardize the achievement of 
major initiatives. Project sponsors would designate the propa as "necessq." 

H & f M  The project does not directly relate to any major strategic initiatives. Roject 
sponsors would dsignate the project as "nice to have." 

Determine the extent to whlch management throughout the company actively supports 
the project Management support is essential if the pmjwt Is to be effecahrely carried out 
Management provides the r e 9 o ~ e s  by which the project is accomplished. 

L u w M  Management in all organizations that wiU partkipate in the project actively 
suppork the project initiative and willingly commits RSOUK~S to the effort 

Mhh&hW.& Project sponsor provides strong support and establishes momentum 
among other managers who ccmhol resources. 
m M R o j e c t  sponsor is not slmngly interest& no significant management 
attention or interest from any side. 

Evaluate the avaikbillty of funding to support the project. Determine whether funding 
wffl be available in the time frame necessary to carry out the work. Ensure funding is 
available for all resources-people, suppliers, matedal, computer time, and so on. 
I ; a r M F u n d i n g  has been identified for the p r o j q  matchjng the time frame in which 
funds are required. 

M&uw&R&Funding has not been identified specifically for the project however, 
funding is available within established budgets and management has approved its use. 

#&fR&Funding has not been identified f a  the project and funds are tight 01 
unavailable within existing budgets. 

People are the most critical resource for the project. Evaluate the availability of human 
resources, assessing not only whether the required number of people are available but 
whether the right types of skill8 and eKperience levels are also available. 
Z o w M  A project team has already been identified with the requisite sldlls; team 
members have been committed to the effort. 

&tlmb&R&& Project team membershave notbeen idenWied speciflcany. Most skill8 
nre thought to be readily available within the company. 

#&fM Roject team members have not been identified. Resources are scarce, and 
Dbtaining the necessQly sk ib  will be difficult in the required time frame. 

me availability of a qualified project manager wiU increase the chances of project 
pucce~s. Ansese whether a project manager is available and will be assigned to the 
P*t. 

A project manager has already been identified for the project and is available 
In the required time frame. 
Mh&m%R& A project manager has not been specifically identified, but quauRed 
propamanagers are available. 
#&fR& No qualified project manager is available to assume respoMib~ty for the 

Attsebment E 8  
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Time Frame 

"tlcipatlon In 
"JSa 
Mnitlon 

:uaomer 
ntemat and 
nvolvemsnt 

Assess the time frame in which the project is ~equired. Tighter time frames inaease 
overall project risk. There should be swXcient time to plan the p r o w  thoroughly and to 
accumplish all project tasks. 
lrrrpRlat There is sumclent time available for project planning and project execution, 
including provision for a reasonable amount of sladc time to aceommodate unforeseen 
delays. 
&4w&A%z4 There is sufficient time for project planning and project executh, 
assuming an optimimized schedule with an aggressive critical path. 
H&&A%z4 Even with the most aggrmive scheduling, the project time frame is 
unrealistic. Deadlines will uossiMv result in cuttine comers to meet the schedule. " 
Assczs the degree to which vrdect obiectives have been defined clearlv. If the oblectives 
are not dear, is unlikely &at he pn&ctwilI be carried out sucee88fi;yl. Also ' 
Important is the exmt  to which the project objectives have been communicated and 
bought into by the companfs organizational elements that will contribute to or suppozt 
the P r o j d  
k A % z 4  Project obpctives are clearly defined, have been communicated throughout 
relevant organizatiom, and have been agreed to. 

-Rf& Project objectives have been generally defined, and there is general 
agreement with them. There is 110 detailed description of the objectives, however. 

WA'M Project objective have not been defined, or there is substantial disagreement 
with them amone the or~anizations. 

Dewmine whether the project has already been defined or if the project manager and 
project team will be allowed to participate in the project definition. Projects that are 
defined and handed to the project team are generally more difficult to complete than 
prqects in which the project team parlidpates in the project definition process. 
&w&W There is no current project definition; the project team will be a key player in 
the project definition PIOCESS. 

M W A % z 4  There is a current project definitio- however. the project team will have 
m opportunity to review and revise that definition during the planning pmm. 
f@fA%z4 The project definition is already established; the project team will have no 
3pportuniiy to revise it. 

Evaluate the level of interest in the project on the part of the project's ultimate customer. 
Will the customer materially prtidpate in the project's implementafion? Customer 
hterest and involvement is an important element in ensuring the project is completed as 
planned. 

The customer is actively interested in the project, has assigned a point of 
contact, and intends to parlidpate in key project activities. 

MA&J&&W The customer is interested in the propct and intends to participate in 
some project activities. 
W M  The customer expresses little 01 no interest in the project and has no interest 
in participating in project activities. 

Attachment E8 
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Uner 
Involvement 

Determine the extent to whkh users will be involved in the project. User paaidpation 
can enhance the design and development processes and CM streamline the project 
validation process. 

b R A &  Users will definitely be involved with the project. A user team has been 
identified, and provisions have been made to provide adequate user partidpatlon. 
M I -  Users will likely be involved with the project however, no specific plans 
have been made for their participation. 

Teohnlcal 
Complexity 

h @ t M  Usen are unavailable to participate in the project. 

The level of technical complexity is a direct conmitor to overall project risk. AsgesJ the 
complexity of the project with regard to the project’s size, the type of system to be 
dwelopea the n u m b  of organizations that will participate, and the difficulty of the 
task. 
h R &  The project is technically straightforward. The system is limited to a sp&c 
application with little umover or interface with other systems and applications. 

M I & &  The project present4 a technical challenge. The requirement is difficult 
to solve, or the system will perform multiple functions in concert with other system. 
f&4Rk& The project is extremely difficult technically. There are SUbstantLal 
intemtion requiremenis with other systems. 

Malure technology is easier to work with than emerging technology. AsgesJ the level of I ’  metunty of the technology to be used in the system. Dwe the technology currently exist? 
Has it been proven in other appkations? WUI the technology be developed during the 
course of the project? 

hw- Virtually all the technology to be used on the project has been used in other, 
proven applications. 

M I R &  Mwt technology has been used in other applications. There wUI be 
some technology development during the project but that will be limited to specific 
functions and areas. 
f&4R& Most project technology will be developed during the project and must be 
proven during the validation and testing process. 

Organhtions that have experience with similar p+tS can complete prdpEt4 with lpso 
risk than organhations doing a project for the first time. Determine whether the 
company has ewperiMce with projecb that relate to or are similar to the contemplated 

Tuhnology 
MllturilV 

Rolevant 
Exwrlence 

Ploj=t 

can apply that experience to the current project. 

M I R k &  The company has same experience with related prqects. 
+R& This is the first project of this type that the company has undertaken. 

Involving suppliers or conttalctors in the propct can increase the risk, 

The company has substanttal experience with related or similar proj- and 

if the I c o m m v  has not worked with thaw organizations before. Determine the extent and 
Supplkrl 
Contractor 
Invo~vement an&ipakl difficulty of supplier invoh&ent 

IrmrRe Ether few or no suppliers will be involved, or all suppliers have worked with 
BSI on previous prqects. 

H i t % - -  Some suppliers will be involved; most will have worked with the 
company on previous projects. 

H&fR&a4 Many suppliers will be involved. A significant number will not have worked 
with the company on previous projects. 

Attachment E 8  
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Major Obstacles 

L I Awss any other major obstacles that may exist. Identiry the obstacles and whether it 
appears that they may be overcome. 
b X b . &  Few major obstades exist for those that exist there are clear solutions. 

, 
Some major &tach exist: there are dear solutions for most of them. 

m R f &  A significant number of major obstacks edst for which there are no dear 
I solutions. 

Attachment B-8 
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Risk Event Assessment and Planning 

Document Preparation Information 
P R o I E C l W . R U E M € N ~  -w*(PRum L U W T m f  ME" 1 
General Informatton 
RIP(Nuu*xIR W L  E#"x DWR- I 

Rlsk Event Tltle 
E N @ R O N E U N D E S X P K U O F R M " T  I 

Exposure 
"EANMsE?4lml  of mfmwu mi USE RHMITITIVETEUIH(XESIP~~~~LE:O~ERW~~~LBEUMOAUI*XIOI~TWE*IMIO.CII 
UUUBME. 
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Scope Change Request and Evaluation 

(WIppIoMDWEcTED DEFERRD TO 

0 Approved 0 Rejected 

Document Preparation Information 
-.*(RUWl Ioy\IuE M E P R M D  - w - ~ -  

Wl€ 

I 1 
(The following Information must be filed in by the pmject manager) 

pwmyu MlF em" MR 
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Scope Change Request Log 

smulue MTEPRW- ~ c T N N C . R E W " ~  PREPUIEO~" 1 
I I I I I 
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Project Issues Log 

F n n e C T W U E - W  -wyIpRum aBLuNRE DLTE I 
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BST MaintenancelDefect Notification Document 

Document Preparation information 
) IIQWATURE 

Maintenance Notification 
Effective Date I Interface (s) Impacted I Identification # I Explanation I 

I I I ! 1 

I I I I 

I I I 

Defect Notification 
! Explanation Effective Date Interface (s) Impacted I Identification# I I 

I I I I 1 

I 
Attachment G I  
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BELLSOUTH DEFECT NOTIFICATION (SAMPLE) 

PREPAREDBY DATE PREPARED 

CHANGE REQUEST ID: 

DATE IDENTIFIED: 

DEFF.CI”IYPE:o W A T I O N  ELFCIRONICIWEWACE 0 MANUAL - 
P I W - O R D m  0 LENS 0 TAG 0 CSOTS 

ORDERING: O m  O m s  OTAC O m  
MAINTENANCE: TAFl 0 E T A  u)cAL 

-ATlON IMPACED: 0 YES 0 NO 

WORKAROUND: 

RESOLUTION: 

I 

Attachment C-2 
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Preliminary Priority List 

Manual 

Company Name: 

CCCM 

Date Submitted: 
Change Review Meeting Date: 

I 
I 

I i 

0 LENS 0 TAG 
0 ED1 0 TAFI 

If yon do not use an interface, do not rate the request 

Rate request on n acde of 1 to N, Witb N being tbe greateat Rate by Category for each interface your company uses. 

Category Rating Interface 

Be-Ordering I I I 

Ordering 

Maintenance 

I t I I 

d 
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Monthly Status Meeting Agenda Template 

Opening ......................................................................................................................... 5 Minutes 
Facilitotor/BellSaufh opens meeting. 

Regulatory Issues ...................................................................................................... 10 Minutes 
Review any issues that could impact Change Request(s) prioritization. This may include FCC rullng. PSC 
rulings or industty Changes. 

Change Request Status: 
New 
Pendlng 
Scheduled 
Implemented 
Canceled 
Defects 
Rwlew status of all change requests 

40 Minutes 

Release Management 8 Implementation Status ....................................................................... 15 Minutes 
Review stofus of scheduled Releases. 

Issues/A&ion Items .......................................................................................................... 15 Minutes 
Re-cap any issues and action items surfaced during the meeting. Each item is assigned an owner and afollow-up 
date. 

Adjourn ........................................................................................................................... 5 Minutes 
Facilifator/BellSouth reviews next sfeps. 

Attachment C4 
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Change Review Meeting Agenda Template 

Opening ......................................................................................................................... 10 Minutes 

Change Request Log Status .............................................................................................. 30 Minutes 

Facilifator/BellSouth opens meeting. 

Change Requests f a  be reviewed will have a status of ‘? ” for  Pending and will fallow the processflow as 
outlined in Part 2 - &failed Process Flow. 

Regulatory Issues .............................................................................................................. 30 Minutes 
Review any issues fhaf could impacf Change Requestls) prioritization. This may include FCC ruhgs,  PSC 
d i n g s  or Indusfry Changes. 

Release Management 8 Implementation Status ....................................................................... 30 Minutes 
Review status of scheduled Releases. 

Recycled Change Request@) ............................................................................................. 30 Minutes 
Determinepriority disposifion of Change Request(s) that are on the Candidate Request List, but have not been 
scheduled for  a targef release. 

Presentation of Change Requests ........................................................................... 20 MinuteslRequest 
The presentation ofeach Change Request is limited to 20 minutes. The inifiolor of the request is allowed a 
maximum offive minufes ofpresenfotion time followed by a question and answer session no1 to exceed I5 
minutes. Change Requesfs will be presented ondprioritized by Inferface. 

Develop Candidate Change Request List.. ............................................................................ 60 Minutes 
Parficipafing companies will vofe on thefinalprioritization of the Change Requests as indicated in fhe Change 
Review Secfian of fhe Change Confrol Process Document. Change Requests to be submined far sizing and 
sequencing will be placed on the Candidate Change Request List along with the “Need-by-&le“. 

Present Outputs ............................................................................................................... 10 Minutes 
Resap offinalpriorifizotion and Change Requests submiffed to the Candidate Change Request List. 

lssueslktion Items .......................................................................................................... 15 Minutes 
Re-cap any issues and acfion ifems surfaced during fhe meeting. Each item Lr assigned an owner and a follow-up 
dare. 

Adjourn ........................................................................................................................... 5 Minutes 
Facilifator/BellSourh reviews next steps. 

Attachment C-5 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
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User Registration Form 

@ BELLSOUTH 

D a t e d  / 

Company 
Name 

CCCM Assigned Phone 

CCCM Alternate Alt Phone 

CCM E-mail Address FtlX 

CCM Email Alternate Alt Fax 

Please indicate participation type: 0 CLEC 0 SnvieeProvider* 
* If Service Provida. please attach Letter of Authorization (LOA) f” CLEC you will be representing. 

To receive Change Control correspondence, as well as system outages and defect notifications, you must subscribe to the 
BellSouth List Manager. To subscribe to the list manager, the CLEC should send an email to: 

th 

With the Subject Line: SUBSCRIBE CCP 

It is not necessary to include a message with the email being sent, as the system will automatically subscribe the pnrIicipant 
by using the sender’s email address. 

Interfaces Currently Used u Pre-ordering U Ordering Maintenance 0 Manual I 
0 LENS ED1 TAFI 

0 CSOTS [3 TAG 
0 TAG 0 LENS 0 E G T A L O ~ ~ I  

Form Completed By 
(Signature) 

Minimum requirements to participate in the Change Control Process: Word 6.0 and Excel 5.0 or greater, Internet E-mail 
address, Web access 

Ataehment C-6 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
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Rcim 
ZlDl 

Change Control Process 
User Registration Form 

I 

RETURNTO BCCM OR Valerie Cottiogham 

600 No. lgth Sheet 
B-AL. 35203 

FAX 205-321-5160 8* Floor 

Attachment C-6 

lointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 



@ SELLSOUTH 

CR LOG # 

Status 

Sten 1 

Step 2 
Open & VaUdate CR parget Date) 

Types 2-5 (target l a  3 bus days) 
Type 6 (target Is 1 bus day) 

ClnrWeptIon Date Sent (If needed) 

Clarlflcation Response Rec’d Bate 

step 3 
Review CR for Acceptance (Target Date) 

Types 2-5 (target is 20 bur days) 
Type 6 (target is 3 bua d a y  for internal 
vatIdalion, an additlonnl4 bus days ta 
d m b p  workamund if, appUcable) 

ClarincPnon Sent Date (Ifneeled) 

Clarlflcalion Response Rec’d Date 

Attachment C 7  

7IW 

Change Control Process 
CR LOG Legend 

Log number assigned to each change request. 

Status of change request: N=New (being reviewedfor acceptance), 
*Pending (accepted-to be prioritized). PC=Peuding Clarification, 
S-Scheduled for a Release. I-Implemented in a R e l a ,  
C%anceled Request, V=Validated Defect, W-Workmund 
Identified, CRC=Change Review Complete, RC-Candidate Request 
for a Release 
Type of C R  Type 2=Regulatory, Type 3-Industry Standard, 
&FIST Initiated, 5=CLEc Initiated, H L E C  Impactin# Defect 
Title of Change Request 
Date CR was sentlreceived by Change Control 

Target date for the Cbange Control Team to open CR and validate 
for completeness. Interval is 2-3 business days from date received 
(for Types 2-5). Interval is 1 business day for Type 6 (defects). 
During this step, a CR Log # is assigned, acknowledgment 
notification is sent to originator, CR is reviewed for mandatory 
fields and completeness. 

Date clarification was sent to originator of CR. Clarification times 
would be in addition to cycle time. 

Date clarification response was received from originator. 

Actual date CR was opened and validated by Change Cootrol 
Team 

For Types 2-5, target date to review CR and determine status (20 
bus day interval). CR reviewed for impacted areas. Status codes 
include: Pending, Pending Clarification or Canceled. 

For Type 6- status codes include: Pending, Pending Clarification. 
Validated Defect, Workaround Identified or Canceled. 

Date clarification notification was sent to originator of CR. 
Clarification times would be in addition ta cycle time. 

Date clarification response was received from originator. 

Actual date CR was accepted or results provided to originator for 
reviewldiscussion. 

Date CR was canceled and notification provided to 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
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Change Control Process 
CR LOG Legend 

M e w  CR for Acceptance (Aclual Date) 

@ BELLSOUTH 

originntorKLEC community. 
NOTE the originator at any step in the process can cancel a CR. 

Internal Change Mgmt Pmeesa parget Date) 
30 buainess days 

Internal Change Mgmt Proms (Actual Date) 

Re&w Meeting (prioritization meeting). T&et date is to provide 
CLEC community with updated Chango Request Log and meeting 
details 5-7 business days prior to CRM meeting. 

Actual date CRM details were provided to CLEC communQ. 

5-7 buslness daya prior to CRM date 

Chg Rev Mtg Resolts (Target) 
2 business drys 

from the Change Review Medng to CLEC community (2 

Doc ChQ Rev Mb Results lActuaU Actual date meeting minutes wcn distributed to CLEC community 

I 

estimating activities for the Chdidate Chaage Requests that were 
prioritized in the Change Review meeting. Target interval is 30 
business days. 

Actual date that CLECs/BST complete the Internal Change 
Management Procas of analysis, impact, sizing and estimating 

ysis. impact, sizing an 

Soft Re1 Notif (Target Date) 
30 calendar d a p  prior to release 

Target Date for BST posting Release Notification (target is 30 
calendar days in advance of release implementation). 

kipkg N e  (Target Date) 
2 business days 

Pacrvdge Notificationvia web (target of Z b u s  day). 

Actual date release package notification was posted to web. I 
Step 10 
Rel Imp (Actual Date) Actual date of the Release associated with the CR. I 
Attachment C-7 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
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@ BIELLSOUTH Change Control Process 
CR LOG Legend 

I 

Soft Re1 Nodf (Actual Date) 

Doe ChsngeJ NOW (Target Date) 
30 calendar days prior to release 

Actual date release notification letter is posted to web. 

Target Date for BST posting documentation changes (business 
rules) associated with a release (target is 30 days in advance of 
release implementation). 

Actual Date documentation notification is posted to web. 

. -  
e .  5 bminessdays prlor to dofomentadon updates (non-system) chi& only. Target is 5 business days 

prior to documentation posting date. 

Actual date CLEC notification letter is posted to the web 

posdng date 

I date workaround notification is provided, escalations, ctc.). 

Attachment C-7 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
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(Marked-Up CCP "Working Version") 
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/- 

.. CLEC Red Line Version 

@ BELLSOUTH 
- BellSouth Response I 

Ccpwork-doc.doc 

CHANGE CONTROL 
PROCESS 

(Version 2.1 “Working Document”) 

CCP2 - 09.DOC 

FEBRUARY 9,2001 

VERSION 2.1 

Issued 10/27/00 s , l r m n P n r l W I  12/05/00 02/06/01 I 
Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
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BellSouth Telecommunications reserves the right to revise this document for any reason, with 
concurrence of the CLEC/BellSouth Review Board, including but not liited to, conformity with 
standards promulgated by various government or regulatory agencies, utilization of advance in the state 
of the technical arts, or the reflection of changes in the design of any equipment, techniques, or 
procedures described or referred to herein. LIABILITY TO ANYONE ARISING OUT OF USE OR 
RELIANCE UPON ANY INFORMATION SET FORTH HEREIN IS EXPRESSLY DISCLAIMED, 
AND NO REPRESENTATIONS OR WARRANTES, EXPRESSED OR IMPLIED, ARE MADE WITH 
RESPECT TO THE ACCURACY OR UTILITY OF ANY INFORMATION SET FORTH J33t-W" 

This document is not to be construed as a suggestion to any manufacturer to modify or change any of its 
products, nor does this document represent any commitment by BellSouth Telecommunications to 
purchase any product whether or not it provides the described characteristics. 

This document is not to be construed as a contract. It does not mate an obligation on the part of 
BellSouth Telecommunications or the Competitive Local Exchange Carriers to perform any modification, 
change or enhancement of any product or service. 

Nothing contained herein shall be construed as conferring by implication, estoppel or otherwise, any 
license or right under any patent, whether or not the use of any infomation herein necessarily employs an 
invention of any existing or later issued patent. 

Isioed.WD&MMM 10127/00 12/05/00 02/06/01 I 
Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
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VERSION CHANGE HISTORY ' 

This section list changes made to the baseline Eleztronic Interf" Change Control Process document 
since the last issue. New versions of this document may be obtained via BellSouth's Web site. 

Version 

1 .o 

1.2 

I .3 

Issue Date 

04/14/98 

3/14100 

Section Revised 

All 

All 

Reason for Revision 

Initial issue. 

The EICCP Documentation has been modified to 
incorporate: 

- Multiple Change Request Types (CLEC 
Initiated, BST Initiated, Industry Stanws, 
Regulatory and System Outaga) 

- Incorporated manual pmeess 

- Defined cycle times for process intavals and 
notifications 

- Defect Notification pmceps 

- Escalation Process 

- Modified Change Control forms to support 
process changes 

- Changed EICCP to CCP 

The CCP Documentation has been modified to 
inwrpomte: 

- Type 6 Change Request, CLEC Impacting 
Defect 

Increased number of participants at Change 
Review meetings 

- 

- Changed cycle time for Types 2-5 Step 3 fn 
20 days to 15 days 

Defined Step 4 of the Defat Notification 
process to include communicating the 
worLamund to the CLEC community 

Web Site address for Change Contml P m w  

Notification regarding the Retirement and 

- 

- 
- 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
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ccpw&-doc.doc 

1.4 

IS 

1.6 

4lIUOo 

4/26/00 

7/20/Oo 

All 

section I 

Section 8 

section I I  

Section I 

Introduction of new interfacu, 

New status codes for Defect Change Requests 

New status code% ‘S’ for Scheduled Change 
Requests and ‘I’ for Implemented Change 

- 
- 

Resuests (types 2-5 change Requ*lts) 

- Removed refmnce to ED1 Hclpdcsk. 
Electronic Communications Support (ECS) 
will be the first point of contact for T y p  1 
system Outages. 

- Word changes to provide clarification 
throughout the documeat. 

The CCP Documentation has been modified to 
incorporate: 

Typo I and 6 Notifications will bs 
communicated to CLECs via e-mail and web 
posting 

Step 3 Cycle Time (Types 2-5) changed fmm 
15 business days to 20 business days 

Verbiage to Step IO (Types 2-5) regarding 
BellSouth presenting baseline requirements 

Introduction and Retirement of New Interfaces 
Section 

Dispute Resolution Pmcess 

Testing Environment Section 

Word changas to provide clarification 
throughout the document 

Monthly Status Meeting Agenda Template 

RF1870 Change Request Form changes 

- Updated CCP web site address 

Updated Escalation Contactp for Typss 2-6 

Added definitions for Account Tcam and 
Electronic Communications Support (ECS) 

- 

- 

- Added ‘testing” under process changes 

I r s o e d : ~ O  PlMlOo 1w27/00 12/05/00 02/06/01 U I  

Jointly Developed by the Change control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
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CCpWd~doc.&X 

Section 2 

Section 4 

Part 2 

Section 5 

Seetion 6 

Section 7 

Section 8 

Seetion 1 I 

Appendix A 

Appendix C 

Clarification provided in “Change Review 
Participants” description. 

Added statement regarding submittal of 
Change Requests 

Clarification provided for documentation 
changes for business rules 

Step 2-Added emnil notification 

Step 3-Removed ”cancellation by BellSouth” 

Step 3Clarification on reject reason8 

Step 3-Clarification on intemal validation 
activitiea 

Step +Changed cycle time €” 5 to 4 bus 
days for develop w o h u n d  

Added defect implementation range 

Changed prioritization from “by intrrface” to 
“by category” 

Changed timcframe for receiving a Change 
Request prior to 8 Change Review Meeting 
f” 33 to 30 business days 

Modified the prioritization voting NICS 

Updates to the Introduction and Retirement of 
Intataces 

Added Type 6 escalation hunaround time 

Changed 3rd h e 1  Escalation contacts for 
Typu 2-6 

Removed “Cancellation by &IlSouth” and 
”Defec! Cancell& definitions 

Removed “Cancellation by BellSouth” from 
Change Request Form and Checklist 

Added Lemr of Intent Form 

Changes to the following forms: Preliminary 
Priority List, CCP User Registration F m .  
Added the following forms: Defect 
Notification Sample, CR Log Legend. 

Iosued:4UU23#0 9cM/88 10/27/00 13/05/00 02/06/01 iii I 
Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 



I Change control process CLL ., Red Line Version / BellSouth Response 
ccpvd-doc.da: Version 2.0 I Vasion 2. I 

2.0 08/23/00 

Appendix D 

All 

Cow 

Section 3 

section 5 

Section 10 

Section 1 1 -Tams & 
Definitions 

Appendix A 

All 

Notification Sample, CR Log Legend. 

- Added BellSouth Versioning Policy 

Word changes to provide clarification throughout 
the document. 

Removed "Interim" from cover. 

Updated Type 6 definition to incorporate new 
defect and expedited feature detinitions 

Replaced Sectian 5, Defect Notification 
Process with a "Dratt" DefectlExpedite 
Notification Rocrss. 

Reduced the implementation intaval for 
validated dcfeots (High Impact) h 4 - 30 
business days to 4 - 25 business days, best 
dfort 

Added lntemet Web sites for ED1 and TAG 
Teating Guidelines 

Updated definition for Defect Added 
definitions for Expedited Featurr, High, 
Medium and Low Impacts. 

Modified Change Rquest F m s  (RFI 870 
and RF1872) to includeemail addrew for 
Change Control. Also added High, Medium 
and Low Assessment of Impact Levels. 

Refmcd the handling of expedites and 
expedite notification where appropriate. 

i" I Iwued.88/ld/og PCMIBQ 10/27100 12/05/00 02/06/01 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
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This document establishes the process by which BellSouth Telecommunications (BST) and 
Competitive Local Exchange Carriers (CLECs) will manage requested changes to the BellSouth 
Local Interfaces, the introduction of new interfaces, and provide for the identification and 
resolution of issues related to Change Requests. This process will cover Change Requests that 
affect extemal users of BellSouth's Electronic Interface Applications, associated manual process 
improvements, performance or ability to provide service including defectkpedite 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 notihation 
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 c o ~ e c t e d  to 
BellSouth: 

Local Exchange Navigation System (LENS) 
Electronic Data Interchange (EDI) 
Telecommunications Access Gateway (TAG) 
Trouble Administration Facilitation Interface (TAFI) 
Electronic Communications Trouble Administration (EC-TA) Local 
CLEC Service Order Tracking System (CSOTS) 

The types of changes that will be handled by this process are as follows: 

Software 
Hardware 
Industry Standards 
Product and Services (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 

7 I I r s u e d : 4 w 2 a M l ~  10/27100 12/owoo Ow)6/01 

Jointly Developed by the Change control Sub-team comprised 
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Documentation (i.e., business rules for electronic and manual processes relative to order, 
praorder, maintenance, including User Guides that support OSS systems currently within 
the scope of CCP) 

8 DefectdExpedites 

CLE&..cd Line V e r s s  / BellSouth Response 
ccpwd-doc.doc 

0 

The scope of the Change Control Process does not include the following which are handled 
through existing BellSouth processes: 

8 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 
Coordination of test agreements will continue to be supported by the Account Team 
Questions regarding existing documentation should be handled by the Account Team. 
However, if documentation needs to be changed for clarification purposes, a defect 
Change Request should be submitted through Change Control Team. 

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 

8 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 

8 Webaccess 

The web site address for the Change Control Process is as follows: 

httu://www.interconnection.bellsouth.com/ 
Select “Local Exchange Carriers” 
Select “Change Control Process” 

Issued:48D3&0 9 4 W O  10/27/W 12/05/00 02/06101 8 I 
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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 from Competitive Local Exchange Carriers 
(CLECs) and BellSouth. This team meets to review, prioritize, and make recommendations for 
Candidate Change Requests. The Candidate Change Requests are used as input to the Internal 
Change Management Processes (refer to process step 7 for Types 2-5 changes). 

CLECs and BellSouth will define points of contact in each of their companies for communicating 
and coordinating change notification. All change requests are made in Writing (e-mail is 
preferred). Notifications will be provided via e-mail and posted to the BellSouth web site. 

Each company may bring the number of participants necessary to represent their position If the 
number of participants grows to be unmanageable, CLECs and BellSouth will revisit the issue of 
representation to apply some restrictions. 

BellSouth Change Control Manager (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 Change Control Manager (CCCM). The CCCM is the CLEC point of contact for 
Change Requests. This individual is responsible for presenting and prioritizing Change Requests 
at the Change Review Meetings. 

Release Management Project Team. A team of CLEC and BellSouth Project Managers who 
manage the implementation of scheduled changes and releases. 

Irsned:4E&UfJO PcM108 1012’1100 12/OYOO 02/06/01 10 I 
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3.0 CHANGE CONTROL DECISION PROCESS 
Change requests will be classified by Type. There are six Types: 

Type 1 - System Outage 

A Type 1 change is a BellSouth System Outage. A System Outage is where the system is totally 
unusable or there is degradation in an existing feature or functionality within the interface. If the 
System Outage is not resolved within 20 minutes, a notification will be provided via e-mail and 
posted to the web within one hour. Either BellSouth or a CLEC may initiate the change request. 
Type 1 system outages will be processed on an expedited basis. All Type 1 System Outages will 
be reported to the Electronic Communications Support (ECS) Help Desk. A Type 1 System 
Outage is a condition where the CLEC Pre-Orders/Orders/Queries/Maintenance Requests cannot 
be submitted or will not be accepted by BellSouth. 

Type 2 - Regulatory Change. 

Any non-Type 1 change to the interfaces between the CLEC’s and BellSouth’s operational 
support systems mandated by regulatory or legal entities, such as the Federal Communications 
Commission (FCC), a state commission/authority, 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, 
Part 3. 

Type 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. Type 3 changes may be managed using the Expedited Feature 
Process, as discussed in Section 4, Part 3. 

Type 4 - BellSouth Initiated ChanKe. 

Any non-Type 1 change affecting the interfaces between the CLEC’s and BellSouth’s operational 
support systems which BellSouth desires to implement on its own accord. These changes might 
involve system enhancements, manual andlor 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 

Issued:48&WO kY.#OO 10/27/00 12/05/00 02/06/01 11 I 
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upon these interfaces by third parties such as regulatory bodies (which are Type 2 Changes) or 
standards organizations (which are Type 3 Changes). Type 4 changes may be managed using the 
Expedited Feature Process, as discussed in Section 4, Part 3. 

Type 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 andor business processes. These type 
changes might also include issues for PreOrdm, Orders, Queries, and Maintenance Requests 
that can be submitted and accepted, but may require clarification. This classification does not 
include changes imposed upon these interfaces by third parties such as regulatory bodies (which 
are Type 2 Changes) or standards organizations (which are Type 3 Changes). Type 5 changes 
may be managed using the Expedited Feature Process, as discussed in Section 4, Part 3. 

Type 6- CLEC Impactin9 Defects 

A defect is any non-Type 1 change that corrects problems discovered in production versions of an 
application interface. These problems are where the interface is not working in accordance to the 
BellSouth baseline business requirements or the business rules that BellSouth has published or 
otherwise provided to the CLECs. 

In addition, if functional requirements agreed upon by BellSouth and the CLECs, results in 
inoperable functionality, even though software business requirements and business rules match; 
this will be addressed as a defect. 

These problems typically affect the CLEC‘s ability to exchange transactions with BellSouth and 
may include documentation that is in error, has missing information or is unclear in nature. 

Type 6 validated defects may not be managed using the Expedited Feature Process as discussed 
in Section 4, Part 3. 

Defect Change Requests will have three (3) Impact Levels: 

I 

High Impact - The failure causes impainnent of critical system functions and no 
electronic workaround solution exists. 

Medium Impact - The failure causes impairment of critical system functions, though a 
workaround solution does exist. 

Low Impact - The failure causes inconvenience or annoyance. 
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Figure 3-1 shows the top-level process that will be used to evaluate Change Requests. The 
BellSouth Account Team@) will handle BFR requests and production support issues. 
Enhancements and defectdexpedites will be handled through the Change Control Process. 

Figure 3-1. Change Control Decision Process 
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4.0 CHANGE CONTROL PROCESS FLOW 
The following two sub-sections describe the process flows for typical 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 m e  6 changes. Based on the categorization of the request, the following diagram will 
help guide a CLEC or BellSouth representative to the appropriate process flow based on Change Control 
Request Type: 

Figure 4-1. Change Control Process Flow 
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Part 1 - Type 1 Process Flow 

Figure 4-2 provides the process flow for resolving a typical Type 1 - System Outage. The 
Electronic Communications Support (ECS) Group will work with the CLEC community to 
resolve and communicate information about system outages in a timely manner - actual cycle 
times are documented in table 4-1 and the sub-process steps. The ECS Helpdesk number is 888- 
462-8030. 

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 email and post outage information on the web. 

Identify Issue 
Desrrlptlon 

Cycle Time 

Table 4-1. Type 1 Cycle Times 

Email & EST Website 
will be posted if outage 

exceeds 20 minutes (Iterative) (Iterative) 

System Outage 
Escalation 
PmCesS 

Note: The Escalation Process may be used at any time within Steps 3-6 if cycle times are not met andor 
responses are not acceptable. 
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OUTPUTS 
Industry Notification 
posted on Web 
EmailtoCLECs 

The table below details the steps, accountable individuals, tasks, the inputsloutputs 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(s), 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 

If system 
Outage is not 
resolved 
within 20 

Aceountabntty 

:cCM 

zcs 

ECS 

Sub-processes 
Activities 

[DENTIFY ISSUE 
1. Internally determine if outage exists 

with Belkouth Electronic I&&ffi. 
(The CLEC should perform intemal 
outage resolution activities to 
determine if the potential problem 
involves the BellSouth Electronic 
Interface). 

Communications Support (ECS) help 
desk at 888-462-8030. 

3. 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. 

4. ECS will provide the CLEC with a 
trouble ticket number, if requested, tc 
record and track the change. 

2. Call the BST Electronic 

INITIAL NOTIFICATION 
1. ECS will post m the Web an Initial 

Industry Notification that a BellSoutl 
Electronic Interf&ce outage has been 
identified An email to the CLECs 
participating in Change control will 
aLS0 be distributed. The system t ick 
number of the outage will be 
included in the web posting and the 
email notification. 

2. The CLEC initiating the Type 1 
System Outage will need to be 
available for communications on 811 

Inputs and 1- 
Outpub 1- 

INPUTS: 
N/A 0 Igsuecharactcristics 

Call to ECS Helpdesk 

OUTPUTS 
RecordedOutage 

notification 
willbesentto 
CLECsviaa 
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Accountability 

ccs 

ECS 

CCCM 

I BellSouth Response 
ccpwork-da 

Sub-processes 

Activities 

as needed basis. 
3. ECS will continue to work towads 

the resolution of tbe problem 
4. If outage is resolved, this notice is th< 

fmt and final notification. The 
process for the item has ended. 
Outage Information will be mported 
in the monthly status meeting by the 
BCCM. 

STATUS NOTIFICATION 
IITERATIVF,~ .--- 
I. If the outage is not resolved, ECS 

will continue to work towards the 
resolution on the problem. 

2. ECS may communicate with the 
industry I affected parties. The 
following information may be 
diSCUSSed: 

Clarification of outage 
Current stam of resolution 
Agreement of resolution 

. If a resolution has not been identified 
continue giving stabs notifications to 
the industry and continue repeating 
Step 3 "Status Notification" via the 
web. 

. Proceed to Step 4 "Resolution 
Notification" when a resolution has 
been identified. 

RESOLUTION NOTIFICATION 
LITERA") 
1. The resolution notification is posted to 

the Web. 
2. If the item is determined to be a defect, 

the CLEC that initiated the call will 
submit a "Change Request For"' 
checking the Type 6 box. 

3. If the resolution is not the final 
resolution the proccss will loop back 
to Step 3 "Stam Notification". 
BellSouth will continue to work 
towards the final resolution. 

4. When the final resolution has been 

Inputs and 
outputs 

INPUTS: 
Industry Notification 
posted on Web 

OUTPUTS: 
Status Notification posted 
on Web 

0 Resolution information 

INPUTS: 
Status Notification posted 

Resolution information 

OUTPUTS 
Resolution Information 
posted on Web 
FdResolution 
Jnformation 

on Web 

I 
doc 

Cycle T h e  

,osted to the 
web. 

2-4 hour 
htnvals 

24 hours 
after 
nporting 
outage 
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Step 

- - 
- 

5 

- 
6 

Accountablllty 

ECS 

X C M  

ECS 

~ ~~ 

Subproassea 

ACtlVitiW 

created, p d  to Step 5 "Final 
Resolution Notification". 

FINAL RESOLUTION 
NOTIFICATION 
1. The f& resolution notification is 

posted on the Web. 

ESCALATION 
. Escalation is appropriate anytime the 

interval exceeds the recommended 
guidelines for notification. 

. Refer to the Type 1 - Escalation 
Process documented in Section 8. 

ccpwak-di 

h p n b  and 
outputs 

INPUTS: 
FinalResolution 
Information 

OUTPUTS 
FinalResolution 
Notification 

INPUTS: 
Information or concern 
relatingtoaType1- 
Systems Outage 

OUTPUTS: 
Documented Escalation 
Escalation Response 

~. ~ 

Cycle Time 

I 
doc 

c 3 days 

P 3days 
[The 
Escalation 
Process may 
x used at 
my time 
Mithin steps 
1-6 if cycle. 
imca are not 
net and/or 
asponsesare 
lot 
rceptable.) 
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Part 2 -Types 2-5 Process Flow 

Figure 4-3 provides the process flow for reviewing, scheduling and implementing a typical Type 
2-5 Change Request. The process diagram applies to Change Requests submitted via the Change 
Control Process. Change Requests should be submitted to the 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. 

Figure 4-3. Change Control Process Flow 
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Based on the process flow outlined above: 

For the implementation of new features or modification of current functionality, Sinal 
Software Release Wfi-requirements and specifications will be provided3BL5 
calendar days or more in advance of the implementation date. 

For the implementation of new features or modification of current functionality,Ddraft 
requirements and specifications for software releases or systems modifications will be 
provided to CLECs 90 calendar days or more in advance of the implementation data. 

For the implementation of a new software version, final requirements and specifications will 
be provided to CLECs 180 calendar days or more in advance of the implementation date. 

All additions and changes to any BellSouth Dcjocumentation changes that do not impact 
CLEC software, kincludingbusiness rules changes, will be provided to CLECs 30 calendar 
days or more in advance of implementation date. 

Draft user requirements for major software releases will be provided to CLECs at least 90 
calendar days in advance of the release implementation date. 

Final user requirements for major software releases will be provided to CLECs at least 45 
calendar days in advance of the release implementation date. 

(12-7-00) CLEC community requested that for the above bullets, replace “in advance of the 
release implementation date” with “in advance of the CLEC test date with BST”. 

(1-10-01) CLEC community requested that final specifications (ED1 specs and TAG API) for 
software releases (non-TCIF) be provided at least 45 calendar days in advance of CLEC test date 
with BST. 

Notification for the implementation of a new TCIF map will be provided at least 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 at least 
180 calendar days in advance of the release implementation date. 

(12-7-00) CLEC community requested that the notification be provided at least 240 calendar days 
in advance of the CLEC test date with BST. Also begin working jointly with them in the 
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development of the User Requirements for a new TCIP map 240 calendar days in advance of 
CLEC test date with BST. 

Draft user requirements for the implementation of a new TCIF map will be provided to the 
CLECs at least 120 calendar days in advance of the release implementation date. 

(12-7-00) CLEC community requested draft user requirements for a new TCIF map be provided 
at least 180 calendar days in advance of CLEC test date with BST. 

Final user requirements for the implementation of a new TCIF map will be provided to 
CLECs at least 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. 

(12-7-00) CLEC community requested final user requirements for a new TCIF map be provided 
at least 120 calendar days in advance of CLEC test date with BST. 

(1-10-01) CLEC community requested final specifications (ED1 specs and TAG API) for a new 
TCIF map be provided at least 120 calendar days in advance of CLEC test date with BST. 

All additions and changes to BellSouth business rule documentation, both system and non- 
system impacting, will be provided to CLECs at least 30 calendar days in advance of the 
release implementation date. 

(1-10-01) CLEC community Muested all documentation changes be provided at least 30 
calendar days in advance of CLEC test date with BST. 

--- 1_ (Agree to Remove) 
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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. 

Table 4-3. Types 2-5 Detail Process Flow 

Accountablllty 

,CCM 

BCCM 

BCCM 

Sub-Dmcessea 

ActMtiea 

IDENTIFY NEED 
1. Internally determine need for change 

request. These change requests might 
involve system enhancements, manual 
andor business process changes. 

2. Originator and CCCM or BCCM 
should complete the standardized 
Change Request Form according to 
Checklist. 

3. Attach related requirements and 
specification documents. ( S a  
Attachment A-IA, Item 22) 

4. Appropriate CCCMBCCM submits 
change Request Form and related 

2. Seid A&owlcdgemkt NckficatiG 
(Attachment A-3) via e-mail to 
originator. 

3. Establish request stam (“’ for New 
Request) 

4. Review change request for mandatory 
fields using the Change Request Form 
Checklist. 

5. Verify Change Requeat specifications 
and related information exists. 

6. Send Clarification Notification via 
email to the originator (Attachment A- 
4) if needcd. 
Update Change Request Status to “PC‘ 
for Pending Clarification if 
clarification is needcd. 

7. 

CLEC or BellSouth Orkinator 

hputa and 
OUtpUb 

INPUTS: 
D Change Request Form 

D changeRequestForm 
(Attachment A-I) 

Checklist (Attachment A- 
1A) 

DUTPUTS: 
D Completed Change Request 

Form with related 
documentation 

INPUTS: 
m Completed change Request 

Form with related 
documentation 

D CbangeRequestForm 
ChecLliat 

I ChangeRequest 
Clarification Response 

OUTPUTS: 
I New Change Request 
D Acknowledgment 

Notification 
Validated Change Request 

D Clarification Notification 
Industry Notification via e- 
mail and wcb posting 

Cycle Tbne 

VA 

,-3 Bus Days 

:larification 
hen would 
e in addition 
D cycle time. 
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Step 

- - 

- 
3 

- 

Actlvittes 

Ifclarification is needed, make necessary 
corrections per Clarification Notification 
and submit Change Request Clarification 
Response (Attachment A-2). 

REVIEW CHANGE REOUEST FOR 
ACCEPTANCE 
1. Review Change Request and related 

information for content. 
2. Change Request reviewed for impacted 

areas (i.e., system, manual process, 

/- - 
Version 2. I ccpworl_doc.doc 

Sub-Drocesses I Inputs and 
Output8 

mpms: 
NewChangeRcquest 

M g e  Reqmt 
Clarification Notification (if 

AccountabIUty 

documentation) and adverse impacts. 
Determine status of request: 

If change already existspr CLEC 

K C M  

o ~ m s :  
Pending Change Request 

training issue forward 
Cancellation Notification 
(Attachment A-3) to CCCM or 
BCCM and update status to 'C' 

3. 

- 
0 

for Request Canceled or 'CT' for 
Trainiing. If Training issue, refer 
to CSM or Account Team. 
If Change Request Clarification 
Notification not received, validate 
with CLEC that change request is 
no longer needed. 
If request is accepted, update 
Change Request status to "P" for 
Pending in Change Request Lag. 

BellSouth Intemal Process (Change 
Review Board): 

A team reviews the CRs twice a week 
or as necessary. 
A lead SME is assigned. 
The lead SME researches the CR and 
makes a recommendation If the 
recommendation is to approve the CR, 
then preliminary business rules are 
developed and presented to the Change 
Review Board (CRB). 

NOTE: The CRB makes the 
determination to accept or reject a CR. 
The CRB consists of product SMEs and 

ClarifiCation Notifiition (if 
r e q h d )  
Cancellation Notification (if 
required) 
CR status updated on web 

Cycle Time 

LW-BBus 
Days 

20 Bus Days 

~ 

I 
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Change Co 

Step 

- - 
Accountabiiity Sub-woeewes 

Activltlen 

representatives from the Electronic 

Documentation staff, and Change 
Control. 

Interface @I) staff, LNP staff, 

NOTE See Section 9.0 Tams and 
Definitions - Change Request Status for 
valid status codes and descriptions. 

If BellSouth feels that a CLEC initiated 
change request should not be accepM 
because of cost, industrv direction or 
because it is believed not technically 
fcasible to implement, BellSouth will open 
x e n d a  item on the next monthly status 
mee t indd  and will mvidc a SME on 
wall to ument its case. With inuut 
h m  other participating CLECa. and 
subsequent to BellSouth’s mwentation, 
BellSouth and the originating CLEC will 
m i n e  the disposition of the r e q u ~  
__ BellSouth shall consider all possible 
&s for acwmmodatinp, the RQWL 

If BellSouth determines that a CLEC 
initiated change request should not be 
accepted because of cost, industry direction 
or because it is considered not technically 
feasible to implement, BellSouth will open 
an agenda itan on the next monthly status 
meetingkall, and will provide a SME on 
that call to present its case. BcllSouth shall 
consider all possible options for 
accommodating the request. 

OBF Issues I All issues that are being activelv discussed 
at OBF or are on the a&& to be discus~ed 
will be deferred. If the issue is not active 
and will not be considexed within the next 
six (6) months, BellSouth will address the 
issue. 

If there is agreement between BellSouth 
and affected CLECs that an issue should be 
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inge ( 
sion : 

Step 
- - 

Meeting. 
PREPARE FOR CHANGE REVlEW 
KEETING 

NOTE These activities take place to 
prepare for Change review meetings when 
prioritization8 take place. 

Accountablllty 

BCCM 
CCCM 

INPUTS: 
Pending Change Request 

Project Release Statu 

Change Request Log 

Notifications 

(step 10) 

r01 P”S CLEC ..&Line Version / BellSouth Response 
Vmion 2. I 

ddressed prior to an OBF decisioh I 

BCCM 
1. Prepareanagenda. 
2. Make meeting preparations. 
3. Update Change Request Log with 

cumnt status for new and existing 
Change Requests. 

4. Prepare and post Change Request to 
web. 

5. Provide prelimmaty size and scope 
information on each pending change 
request to CLECs. 

OUTPUTS: 
Change Request Log 
CLEC Draft Priority List 
P r e l i i S i z e a n d s c o p c  
on each Pending change 
request 

ffi - 
Cycle Tim 

-1 Bus Day: 

Issued:4W234lO pcM/o810/27/00 lMYOO 02/06/01 27 I 
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MEETING 

Monthlv Status Meetinas 

Accountability 

BCCM 

CCCM 

Change Request Log 
CLEC Draft Priority List 
D e s W a n t D a t e s  

cowork d 

Inputs and 
Outpatn 

Sub-processes 
ACtiVitieS 

1. Analyze Pending Change Requests. 
2. Determine priorities for change 

requests and establish 
“Desired/Want” dates. 

3. Create dra!? Priority List to prepare 
for Change Review meeting. 

1. Communicate regulatory mandates. 
2. Review status of+ing/approved 

Change Requests (including 
defects/expedites) at monthly status 
meeting. 

3. Review current Release Management 
statuses. 

4. Review issues and action items and 
.- assi i  owners.(Agree to Accept) 

___-___ Present new change requests 5.  

Impactanalysis 
Preliminary Size and scope 
on each P e n d i i  change 
request 

OUTPUTS 
Meetingminutes 
Updated Change Request 

Candidate Change Requesl 
Log 

I 
lOC 

Cyde The 

I Bus Day 

ased on 
olume) 

D I  88 nCCdCd 

Aeeting Day 
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Step 
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I (ifrequid) 
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Accountability 

BCCM 

BCCM 

Actlvitkd Y oumutr 
I 

submitted since previous Monthly List 
Status MectinpJAgree to Accept) Issues and Actions Items 

Prioritization Meetinas (held quarterly 
in Mirch, June, September and 
December) 

I. Follow Steps 1-3 from M ~ ~ t h l y  
Stahu Meetings. 

2. Initiators present Change Requests. 
3. BellSouth presents size and scope of 

each change request and potential 
release package combinations. 
BellSouth presents the preliminary 
size and scope of each change 
request. BellSouth presents the 
number of major releases and dates 
targeted for the next 12 months. 

4. Discuss Impacts. 
5. Prioritize Change Requests. 
6. Develop final Candidate Requests list 

of Pending Change Requzats by 
categoly, 'Need by Dates' and 
prioritized Change Requests. 

7. Update Change Request Log to 
'CRC' for Change Review Complete, 
'RC' for Candidate Request List, as 
appropriate. 

8. Review issum and action items and 
assien owners .. ---- 

DOCUMENT CHANGE REVIEW 
MEETING RESULTS 
1. Prepan and dismbute outputs from 

step 5. 

INTERNAL CHANGE 
MANAGEMENT PROCESS 

INPUTS 
Change Request Log 
FiCandidateRquest 
List 

OUTPUTS: 
Updated Change Request 
Log 
Web posting of meeting 
output 

. 

INPUTS 
Candidate Change Requzal 

I 
I 

ioc 

Cycle Time 

1 Bus Days 
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ql AceountabiUty I Sub-vroecsses Inputr and 
Aetivltles 

1. Both BellSouth and CLEO will 
perform analysis, impact, sizing and 
estimating activities oidjr(Agree to 
remove)-to the Candidate Change 
mu=- 'tads --- 
M a a a g a " . ( A g r e e  to 
Remove) This ensures that 
participating parties are reviewing 
capacity and impacts to schedules 
before assigning mou~ces to 
activities. 

2. S&inn and sequencing of prioritized 
& w e  requests will begin with the 
- to&rii items and =hue down 
through the l i t  until the capaciQ 
constraints have been reached for 
eachfiL~release. 

Sizing of prioritized change requests will 
begin with the top priority items and 
continue down through the list until the 
capacity constraints have been reached. 
3. All Candidate Change Requests will 

releases as necessary to comul&&e 
assigunent process. 

CCCM 

!?%"&!X&! 

At a minimum, a target release date will 
be provided for the top five (5) change 
requests which could include the next 
andor future release. 

I 

CONDUCT RELEASE PACKAGE 
MEETlh'G 

CCCM Makc meetine umatations. 
3. Evaluate pqkkcirelease schedule. 
4. v v 

4. Non-scheduled Change Requests 
will be rstankod quarterly, along 
with the new pending requests to 
mure a current list of priorities is 
always available. This includes an) 
ofthe- 

OUtputr 

List with agreed upon 
'Need by Dates' 
ChangeRquestLog 

WTPUTS: 
BellSouth's Proposed 
Releasc Package 

D CLEC dVSiS.(Agree to 
add) 

NPUTS 
BellSouth's Proposed 
Release Package 
BellSouth's Release 
Schedule 
ChangeRCquestLog 

~-cLEC-analysis(Ag~ to 
add) 

XJTPUTs: 
Approved Release Pac!age 
Updated Change Request 

0 MeetingMinutes 
Log 

I 
bJC - 

Bus Day 
ield - 
konths prior 
each majoi 

:lease) 
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__ 
status for “Scheduled”. 

CREATE RELEASE PACKAGE 

1. Develop and distribute Release 
NOTIFICATION 

~~ 

Accountability 

INPUTS 
Approved Release Package 
(s)(Removel 

BCCM 

Notitickon Package via web. 

RELEASE MANAGEMENT AND 

1. Provide Project Management and 
IMPLEMENTATION BCCM 

(Project 
Managers from 
each 
participating 
company) 

- 
OUTPUTS: 

ReleasePackage 
Notification 

INPUTS: 
ApprovedRelcase 
Package Notification 

I 

of the top 5 items that may not be I Scheduled change 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Based on BST/CLEC consensus 
scheduled for the next release. I . 
create Approved Release Package 
Ls) and schedules. During thii step 
if supported bv consemus the R I O I  
may shift scheduled changes among 

&n-mssarv to meet chanane& 
-- business requirements or r e s 0 9  

_- flltum releases, can&changes, etc. 

avaihbilitv. 
Based on CLECBST collsetlsus 
create the Approved 
Release Package. 

Identify Release Management 
Project Manager, if possible. 
Establish date for initial Release 
Management Project Meeting& 
newlv established releases.(for the 
next new release) 
All Change Requests that ars in the 
approved scheduled release 
(smemove) will be changed to “ S  

- 
ReqUeSts - - 
(BellSouth cannot support) 

Date for initial Release 
Management Pmject 
Meeting for newly 
eatablished releases.(fm 
next new release) 

Implementation of Release (See 
Release Management @I Appendix 
W. 

2. Lead Project Manager communicates 
&lease Management Project SW 

to BCCM for inclusion in Monthly 
Stawl Meetings. 

3. BellSouth User Requk” ts&K 

OUTPUTS 
Project Release Status 
ImplementationDate 

e Project Plan, Work 
Breakdown Schedule, 
Risk Assessment, 
Executive Summaty, etc 
haft Specifications and 

I 
bc 

Cyde Tlmc 
- 

Bus Days 
&r Release 
‘ackage Mtg. 

hgoing 
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Sub-uroecsses 
ActMtier 

needed, changes will be incorponita 
and requirements re-baselii. 

0 For new features or changes to 

Requirements will be provided 
NLT 90 days in advance of 
Imulementation. (12-7-00) at 
least 90 daw in advance of 
CLEC Test Date with BST. 

Dmft User Requirements for 
major s o h  release will be 
provided to the CLECs at least 
90 calendar days in advance of 
the release implementation 
date. 

For new featurea or changes to 
existing functionality. Fiinan 
kif icat ions nnJ 

NLT 3245 davs in advance of 
Implementation. (12-7-00) At 
-- least 45 da&adme of 
CLEC test date with BST. 

Final User Requirements for 

g&rements wilcbe provided 

major software releases will be 
provided to the CLECs at least 
45 days in advance of the 
m l w  implementation date. 

LIZ-7-00) Final specifications 0 1  Specs 
and TAG APn for softwan releases will 
be Drovided to the CLECs at least 45 
days in advance of CLEC test date with 

~ 

Inputs and 
OUtpUtS 

Requirements 

Requirements 
Final Sdficatiom and 

r_ DocumentntiatiChanges 
hnplementedChange 

DraftUserRequiremenb 
FinalUserRequinments 
Documentation Changes 

Request 
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E 

- 

Sub-processes 
Artfvitfes 

BST: 
Final specifications (ED1 Specs 

and TAG API) for major software 
releases will be provided to the 
CLECS at least - days in advance 
of release implementation date. 

For the implementation of a neu 
software version, 6nal 

~ 

rcauircments and sDccifications 
will be provided to CLECs 180 
days or more in advance of the 
imulementation date. 

(12-7-00) Notification for the 
imulementation of a new TCIF 
will bc provided at least 240 
calendar davs in advance of the 
CLEC Test Date with BST. 
BellSouth will begin workhg 
jointly with the CLECs in the 
develoument of the User 
Requirements for a new TCIF 
mau at least 240 calendar daw 
in advance of the CLEC test 
date with BST. 

- Notification for the 
implementation of a new TCIF 
map will be provided at least 
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 
newTCIF mapNLT 180 
calendar days in advance of the 
release implementation date. 

- 
Cyde Tir 

I 
ioc 
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~ 

AccomtabUlty 

for the implementation of a new 
TCIF map will be orovided to the 
CLECs at least 180 calendar daw 
in advance of the CLEC test date 
with BST. 

Draft user ~uiremcnts for the 
implementation of a new TCIF 
map will be provided to the 
CLECs at least 120 calendar 
days in advance of the release 
implementation date. 

i12-7-00) Final user muirementa and 
pecifications (ED1 Specs and TAG MI) 
For the implementation of a new TCIF map 
will be omvided to CLECs at least 120 
:ale" days in advance of the CLEC test 
iate with BST. 

Final User Requirement? for the 
implemcatation of a new TCIF 
map will be provided to 
CLECs at least 60 calendar 
days in advance of the release 
implementation date. To 
accommodate h g e a  that 
may be necessary as a result of 
design, construction, and 
testing efforts, BellSouth will 
distribute the user requiremen* 
at least once a month until one 
(1) month beyond the 
implementation of the new 
TCIF map. 

4. BellSouth Documentation changes. 
including business d e  chanea will 
be provided.(Ap to add) 

All such changes will be -___ 
pmvided NLT 30 days in 
advance of Implementation. 

&2-7-00) provide a t .  
calendar days in advance of CLEC 
@st date with BST, I I 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 



AccountabUity Sub-processes 

Activities 

I All additions and changes to 
BellSouth business s e  
documentation, both non- 
system and system impacting, 
will be provided to CLECs at 
least 30 calcndar days in 
advance of the release 
implementation date. 

5. Once a Change Request is 
implemented in a release, the status 
will be, changed to “I” for Change 
Implemented. 

Inputs and 

OuQub 

I 

1 
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 functionality to BellSouth’s Operational Support Systems (OSS’s) that are in the scope of 
CCP. The change request for an expedite must provide details of the business impact and will fall into 
one of two categories: 

A defect that has been reclassified as a feature where the CLECTSellSoth has deermined 
should be expedited due to impact 

An enhancement to an existing product or service where the CLECYBellSouth has determined 
should be expedited due to impact 

Re-classified Defects 

When a defect is re-classifed as a feature, the CLEC/BellSouth will be notified by Change Control in 
the defect validation. The CLEC will have the ability to ask BellSouth to expedite the reclassified 
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 Expedited feature process whg agreed 
upon intervals. 

Enhancement to an existing product or service 

Issued:.4WlMIO DcMloQ 1M7100 12/05/00 02/06/01 35 I 
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A CLECiBellSouth will also have the ability to submit a Tvoe 2-5 change reauest as an exuedited 

CLEC L.dL&e Version / BellSouth Response 
ccpworlc-doc.doc Version 2.0 I Version 2. I 

feature request for an enhancement to an existing product orsbvice where the hxtionality does not 
currently exist in BellSouth’s offered products and services. 

For both reclassified defects and enhancements to an existing product or service, the rules surrounding 
the expedited feature request will be: 

Must be an enhancement to an existing product or service 

Will follow the Expedited Feature process flow described below which is based on the current 
Types 2-5 process flow using agreed upon intervals with the exception of Steps 4-6 that are 
eliminated. 

CLECiBellSouth will be required to give impacts and the consequences for not implementing 
the feature in the current, next, or point release, best effort. I 

Figure 4.4 provides the process flow for the expedited feature process. 
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Figure 4.4 - Process Flow for Types 2-5 Expedited Feature Process 

The table below details the steps, accountable individuals, tasks, inputdoutputs and cycle times of each 
sub-process in the expedited feature process. Steps shown in the table are sequential unless otherwise 
indicated. 

Table 4-3. Types 2 6  Expedited Feature Detail Process Flow 
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II Actlvlties 
A I  

IDENTIFY NEED 1 CCCM 

2 

BCCM 1. Internally determine need for change 
request. These change requests might 
involve system enhancementli, manual 
andlor busine.ss pnress changes. 

2. Originator and CCCM or BCCM shouk 
complete the standardized Change 
Request Form according to Checklist. 

3. Attach related requirements and 
Attachment A-1A. Item 22. 

4. Appropriate CCCM/BCCM submits 
Change Request Form and related 

BCCM 

1. Log Request in Change Request Log, 
2. Send Acknowledgement Notification 

(Attachment A-3) via e-mail to 
originator. 

3. Establish request stabs (‘N’ for New 
Request) 

4. Review change request for mandatory 
fields using the Change Request Form 
Checklist 

5. Verify Change Request specifications 
and related information exists. 

6. Send Clarification Notification via email 
to the originator (Attacheat A-4) if 
needed. 

7. Update Change Request Status to “PC“ 
for Pending Clarification if clarification 
is needed. 

CLEC or BellSouth Originator 
If claritication is needed, make necessary 
corrections per Clarification Notification 
and submit Change Request Clarification 
Response (Attachment A-2). 

REVIEW CHANGE R F , O W  FOR 
ACCEPTANCE 3 BCCM 

1 1. Review Change Request and related 

ccpwork-doc. 

Inputs and 
output8 

INPUTS: 
Change Request Form 
(Attachment A-I) 
Change Request Form 
Checklist (Attachment A- 
1 4  

OUTPUTS 
Completed Change Request 
Form with related 
documentation 

INPUTS: 
Completed Change Request 
Form with related 
documentation 
ChangeRequestForm 
checklist 
Change Request Clarificatioi 
Response 

OUTPUTS: 
New Change Request 
Acknowledgment 
Notification 
Validated Change Request 
Clarification Notification 
Industry Notification via e- 
mail and web posting 

INPUTS: 
NewChangeRequest 
Validated Change Request 
Clarification Notification (if 

Bus Day 

:Isrification 
imes would 
le in addition 
3 cycle time. 

10 Bus Days 
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Activities 

information for content. 
2. Change Request reviewed for impacted 

area (i.e., system, manual process, 
documentation) and adverse impacts. 

If change already exists or CLEC 
3. Determine stalus of request: 

training issue. forward Cancellation I 

outpub 

required) 

OUTPUTS: 
Validated Expedited Change 

Notifichon (Attachment A-3) to 
CCCM or BCCM and update status 
to ‘C” for Request Canceled or 

Definitions - Change Request Status for valid 
status codes and descriptions. 

If BellSouth determines that a CLEC initiated 
expedited change request should not be 
accepted because of cost, industry direction 01 
because it is considered not technically 
feasible to implement, BellSouth will open an 
agenda item on the next monthly status 
meetinghli, and will provide a SME on that 
call to present its casc. BellSouth shall 
consider all possible options for 
accommodating the request 

NOTE: If requested, appropriate SME will 
participate in the Monthly Status Meeting to 
address the reason for rejection and discuss 
aitematives with CLEC community. SME 
must be provided a minimum of hvo-week 

. 
Request 
Clarification Notification (if 
required) 
Cancellation Notification (if 

CR status updated on web 
rrquired) ’ 

- 
Cyde T h e  
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4 

- 
5 

Sub-pt"et 

ActMtles 

Accountability 

I 

I advance notice to participate in upcoming I Monthly Status Meeting: 
- 

I 

INTERNAL CHANGE MANAGEMENT 
PROCESS BCCM 

~ 

1. Both BellSouth and CLECs will 
CCCM I perform analysis, impact, sizing and 

estimating activities to the ExpeAted 
Featurc Change Request. This emww 
that participating parties are reviewing 
capacity and impacts to schedules 
before assigning resources to activities. 

)CCM 

Projeet 
danagen from 
mach 
mrticlpatiug 
'ompany) 

RELEASE MANAGEMENT AND 
IMPLEMENTATION I 1. Pmvide Project Management and 

Implemen&ion of Glease (See Rcleas 
Management @I Appendix B). 

2. Lead Project Manager communicates 
Release Management Project stahu to 
BCCM for inclusion in Monthly Stahu 
Meetings. 

3. BellSouth User 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 tules changes will b 
provided. 

5. Once a Change Request is implemented 
in a release, the stah18 will be changed to 
"I" for Change Implemented. 

I 

ccpworlc_doc.d 

Inputs and 

output8 

[NPUTS: 
ChangeRequestLog 

3UTPUTS: 
m Release Date for Ex@& 

FCaturc 

:NPUTS: 
Approved Release Package 
Notification 

IUTPUTS: 
Project Release Stahu 
Implementation Date 
Documentation Changes 

I - 
Cyde T h e  

I 

ie-25 I 
itill under 
liscussion) 

1 

I 
ongoing 

I 

I 

-r 
lsaued:-08/2a(QB PCMIBO 10/27/00 12/05/00 02/06/01 40 I 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 



Change cont~oi CLEC ..d Line Versiop / BellSouth Response 
Version 2.0 I Version 2.1 I 

CcDwork doc.doc - 
DRAFT 

5.0 DEFECT PROCESS 

A CLECBST identified defect will enter this process through the Change Management Team as a 
Type 6 Change Request. If the defect is validated internally, it will route through this process, and 
notification provided to the CLEC community via e-mail and web posting. 

A Type 6 defect request is any non-type 1 change that corrects problems discovered in production 
versions of an application interface. These problems are where the interface is not working in 
accordance to the BellSouth baseline business requirements or the business rules that BellSouth has 
published or otherwise provided to the CLECs. 

In addition, if fitnctional requirements agreed upon by BellSouth and the CLECs, results in inoperable 
functionality, even though sofhvare business requirements and business rules match; this will be 
addressed as a defect. 

These problems typically affect the CLEC’s ability to exchange transactions with BellSouth and may 
include documentation that is in error, has missing information or is unclear in nature. 

Type 6 validated defects may not be managed using the Expedited Feature Process as discussed in 
Section 4, Part 3. 

Defect Change Requests will have three Impact Levels: 
I 

HighImpact 

The failure causes impairment of critical system functions and no electronic workaround solution 
exists. 

Medium Impact 

I 

The failure causes impairment of critical system functions, though a workaround solution does 
exist. 

LowImpsct 

The failure causes inconvenience or annoyance. 

Ilsued:-o8/yIQo 9lWW 10127100 12/05/00 OWWO1 41 I 
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DRAIV 

Figure 5-1 provides the process flow for the validation and resolution of a Type 6 Change - CLEC 
Impacting Defects. 

NOTE: The intervals in the boxes above match the intervals in the tables below for High, 
Medium, and Low Impact defect change requests. 

Figure 5-1. Type 6 Process Flow 
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Change Management Team. 
OPEN & VALIDATE 
DEFECTlEXPEDITE FORM FOR 
COMPLETENESS 

1. Log Defect in Change Request Log. 
2. Send Acknowledgment Notification 

via emad to initiating CLEC. 
3. Establish CR status ('N' forNew 

Defect) 

mandatory fields using the Change 
Request Form Checklist. 

SCCM 

4. B C m  review change request for 

5. Verify specifications and related 

I 
oc~work doc.doc 

~ 

4 Hours for INPUTS 

1 Completed Change Request High 
Form (with related 
documentation if neceassly) Bus Day fo 

Mcdium and 
Low Impact OUTPUTS 

New DefectExpedite 
Acknowledgment (Time to be 
Notiiication calculated . clarifi~atio~ Notification (if hm time of 
required) receipt with a 

cutoff time ol 
4- 

- -  
DRfUT 

The table below details the steps, accountable individuals, tasks, inputdoutputs and cycle times of each 
sub-process in the Type 6 Process Flow. This process will be used to validate defects, provide status 
notification(s), workarounds and final resolution to the CLEC community. Steps shown in the table 
are sequential unless otherwise indicated. 

Table 5-1. Type 6 Detail Process Flow 

should complete the standardized 

is a 6.- 
Include description of business need 
and details of business impact. 
Attach related requiremen@ and 
specification documents. These 
attachments must include the 
following, if appropriate: 

PON 
OCN 

0 Specific Scenario 
Interface(s) affected 
Error message (if applicable) 
Release or API version (if 
applicable) 

Appropriate CCCWCCM submits 
Change Request Form and related 
infomation via e-mail to BeIlSouth 

Completed Change Requesl 
Form (with related 
documentation if nCcesSary: 
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Bus Day for 

&.&E!?! 
mDaot 

Aeeomtabllity 

BCCM 

I 
cowork docdoc 

Inputs and I OUtDUts 

Sub-processes 

AetlvltieS 
I - 

information exists. I 
6. Send Clarification Notification via 

mail to the originator if needed 
7. Update CR status to “PC’ for Pending 

Clarification if clarification is needed. 

[f clarification is needed, CLEC or BST 
wiginator makes aecessary oomtions per 
Clarification Notification and submits via 
mail Change Request Clarification 
Reswase. 

1. 
L 

3. 
I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

. 

INTERNAL VALIDATION INPUTS: 
Validate that it is a defect/expedite. New Defect/Expedite 
Perform internal &fedexpedite I 
analpi% 
Determine status of request: 
If change already exist8 or CLEC - 
training issue. 
If change already exists or CLEC 
training issue, forward Cancellation 
Notification to CCCM or BCCM and 
update status to ‘C’. 
Send Clarification Notification via 
email if nceded and update status to 
‘PC’ for Pending Clarification. 
If Change Request Clarification 
Notification not received, validate with 
CLEC that change request is no longer 
needed. 
If request is valid, update Change 
Request statu# to ‘V’ for Validated 
DefectiExpedite and indicate 
appropriate Impact Level. 
If CLEC does not agree With the 
validation, the CLU: may appeal the 
issue or escalate. 
Based on detail analysis, BellSouth 
will r e a f h n  the impact level that is 
stated on the request. 
If the process is operating as specified 
in the baselined requirements and 
published business rules, the BCCM 

Validated Defect/Expcdite 
DefectiExpedite notificatio 
to CLEC community via e- 
mail and web posting 
Clariftcation Notification (i 
required) 
Cancellation Notification (i 

Status provided for High 
Impact Defects to originatc 
via &I within 24 hours. 

required) 

will communicate the results via e-mail I 

Qcle T h e  

.:oo PM 
hstm Time) 
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NPUTS: 
Validated Defect 
Clarification Notification (if 
required) 

DRAFT 

-; 
Bus Dav for 
~ i -  Medium 

Aeeountabllitj 

Clarifdon Notification (if 
required) 
Cancellation Notification (if 
required) 
E-mail and web posting of 
w o r h u n d  

BCCM 

BCCM 

for High 
Impact 

4 Bus Daw 
forLow 
!E%?@ 

4 Bus Days 
for Medium 
and Law 
I m w t  

Sub-twoewes 

ACtMtieS 

to the originator to discddetennine 
the next stcp(s). 
If issue is reclassified as a standard 
feature change, provide supporting 
information via email to the originator 
for review and feedback The change 
Request will exit the defect process 
flow and enter Types 2-5 process flow 
(enter at Step 3). 

NOTE See Section 9.0 Terms and 
Definitions - Defect Status for valid status 
codes and descriptions. 

Defect notification will be provided to 
CLEC "munity via amail and web 
O O h I Q .  - 
DEVELOP AND VALIDATE 
WORKAROCND (IF APPLICABLE) 

1. Defect w o r h u n d  identified. 
2. Change Request status changed to "W 

for workaround idatifEd. 
3. W o r h u n d  is communicated via e 

mail to originating CLEC and to the 
CLEC community via email and web 
posting. 

1. If appropxiate, communication to the 
CLEC community regardig 
workaround will be discussed via 
conference call. 

If it is detenniied that additional time is 
needed to develop workaround due to the 
complexity of the defect, notification will 
be provided to CLEC community via e-mai 
md web posting. 
UVl'ERNAL RESOLUTION PROCESS 
1. Schedule and evaluate Defects based 

on capacity and business impacts to t h e  
CLECs and BellSouth. 

2. Provide status updates to the CLEC 
community via email as the status 
changes until the defect is 

IUTPUTS: 

- - NPUTS: 
CLEU BST input 

IUTPUTS: 
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3- Accountability SUb-DmCeSSeS 

Activltiea 

I implaented. 

DATE RELEASE PACKAGE 
NOTIFICATION 

1. Update and distribute release 
notification package via web. 

I 
ccpwork-doc.doc 

Inpufi and 
outputs 

NpuTs: 
b Defect Information 

WTPUTS: 
I Updated Release Package 

- 
Cycle Tim 

Impact defec * 
imulcmcntca 
withina4- 
business day 
range, best 
effort. 

Validated 
High Impact 
Defectn will 
be 
implemented 
within a 4-25 
business day 
range, beat 
effort. 
Medium 
Impact 
Defects will 
be 
implemented 
within 90 
days. 
Low Impact 
defects will i2 
implemented 
best effort. 
Low Impact 
defects w i i  
implemented 
within a 4 -: 
business day 
E ! ! ! E J b S  
%ff* 
(REMOW 

Based on 
rClL?aSC 
constraints for 
defsts (may t 
less than 30 
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7 

- 
8 

AccountabUity 

BCCM 

BCCM 

DRAFT 
Sub-processes 

ActivlUes 

!. All Change Requests that arc in the 
approved schednled release will be 
chauged to “S” status for 
“Scheduled”. 

Note: The release notification will be 
published in a timely manner, based on 
the release consbaints associated with the 
defect/expedite. 

rlONTHLY STATUS MEE”ING 
. Provide status of Defect 

!. Solicit CLEC/BellSouth input 

I. Update Defect infomation as needed. 

ELEASE MANAGEMENT AND 
MPLEMENTATION 

’he following release management 
ctivities will pertain to Type 6 changes: 

I. Lead project manager communicates 
release management project stam to 
BCCM for inclusion in Monthly stahll 
meetings. 

!. Once a defect is implemented in a 
release, the status will be changed to 
“I” for Change Implemented. 

- 
Notification 

1 Scheduled Change Request 

NpuTs: 
DefectsReceived 
ChangeRequeatLog 
DefectAnslysis 
Workaround (if 
applicable) 

IUTPUTS: 
0 Updatedstahu 

Updatedchange 
Request Log 
Meetingminute3 

NPUTS: 
I Approved Release Package 

Notification 

IUTPUTS 
1 Project Release Status 
1 Implementation Date 
1 ImplementedChange 

Request 

Cycle Time 

lays). 

donthly or 
vhcn status 
hanges, 
vhichevm 
NCCUIS first. 

hgoing 
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6.0 CHANGE REVIEW - PRIORITIZATION - RELEASE PACKAGE 
DEVELOPMENT AND APPROVAL 

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 
orderlorder, maintenance, manual and documentation, etc.). Prioritization meetings will be held . .  quarterly. fl 

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 occur in 
March, June, September and December 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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BellSouth’s estimate of the size and scope of each Change Request. 
0 Schedule of releases and capacity in each (BellSouth cannot support providing capacity 

information) 
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 

I 

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 
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 may potentially negatively 
impact its business. If a maiority of CLECs vote “no” on any certain change request, 
that request will not be implemented. BellSouth accepts the above with the addition 
of the following language: “Deviations may be required due to businem 
requirements”. 
Votes will be tallied to determine order of ranking 
Changes will be ranked by category 
Manual processes and documentation changes will be prioritized separately; however 
they will need to be synchronized with the electronic interface changes. 
in case of a tie, the dected Changes will be re-ranked and prioritized based on the 
reranking 
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E2 

E3 

E4 
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3 6 1 10 

4 2 6 12 

6 1 2 9 

2 4 4 10 

Example: The top 2 Changes from high to low are E5 and E2, with El and E4 tied for 3"' 
El  and E4 would be reranked and prioritized according to the reranking. 

E5 

E6 

5 5 3 13 

1 3 5 9 

Part 4 - Developing and Approving Release Packages I 
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 25 business days later. 

Subsequent to the Change Review Meeting, BellSouth and the CLECs will each evaluate and 
analyze the Candidate Change Requests in preparation for the Release Package Meeting that will 
be held - (TBD). 

Sizing and sequencing of change requests will be accomplished at the Prioritization 
Meeting. CLECs may take into account the size and scope when prioritizing items. 
BellSouth will develop several variations of release packages to include all of the 
prioritized requests. 
All Candidate Change Requests will be assigned to as many fiture releases as 
necessary to complete the a s s imen t  process. 

At a minimum, a target release date will be provided for the top five (5) change requests, 
which could include the next and/or future releases. 

1 
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During the Release Package Meeting BST will present its proposed release packages. BST and 
CLECs will then vote on the release package or combination of release packages to be 
implemented. BSTICLEC consensus will be used to create Approved Release Package (s) and 
schedules. During this step if supported by wnsensus the group may shift scheduled changes 
among future releases, cancel changes, etc. as necessary to meet changes in business requirements 
or resource availabilitE 

During the Release Package Meeting, BellSouth will present its proposed release package for the 
next release, along with target dates for the top five (5 )  change requests. CLECBST consensus 
will be used to create the Approved Release Package. 

Change Requests may not be implemented in priority order due to the complexity ofthe Change 
Request, the relationship between the implementation of one change and changes specified in 
other Change Requests, and other factors. Implementation decisions will remain with BellSouth’s 
discretion, consistent with applicable law and regulatory authority and resource. constraints. 
BellSouth will consider the prioritization in exercising this discretion. 
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748.0 INTRODUCTION AND RETIREMENT OF INTERFACES I 
Introduction of New Interfaces 

BellSouth will introduce new interfaces to the CLEC Community as part of the Change Control 
Process-BellSouth w a s e k  to conform to the notification process for Type 4 (BellSouth Originated) 
changes as described in this documen- the event that BellSouth is forced to deviate from the T e  
(BellSouth Oribated) process for new non-impacting interface functionality, BellSouth will notify all 
CLECs of the deviation as mmptly as possible. When a new interface request is submitted, BellSouth 
will present information on the new interface and hold an o m  discussion at the next monthlv status 
meeting. & . .  

BellSouth will provide specifications on the interface being developed to the CLEC 
Community using the timeframes established in Part 4, Section 2. As new interfaces are -- . and requested changes will be managed by this process. 

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 identify interest in the new interface and obtain input from the CLEC community. 
BellSouth will provide specifications on the interface being developed to the CLEC 
community. As new interfaces are. deployed, they will be added to the scope of this document, 
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 by submitting a TW 4 change 
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 

deployed, they will be added to the scope of this document 9 
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discretion to provide shorter notifications (30-60 days) on interfaces that are not actively used 
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 functionality for the CLEC than the 
existing interface. 

Retirement of Versions 

When software versions are retired, BellSouth will give the CLECs a 120 day notification. 

A CLEC may respond to Change Control with its desire to extend a retirement date. The 
CLEC must explain why the scheduled retirement date is not acceptable by providing the 
impact to its business. 

I 
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8.0 ESCALATION PROCESS 
Guidelines 

The ability to escalate is left to the discretion of the CLEC based on the severity of the 
missed or unaccepted responsdresolution. 

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 High and Medium Impact(See next bullet)-issues, the escalation process is 
agreed to allow BellSouth a tkmcce-day tumaround 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 tumaround to provide a status for each cycle of escalation. For Type 6 Medium 
and Low Impact issues, the escalation process is agreed to allow BellSouth a five ( 5 )  day 
turnaround to provide a status for each cycle of escalation. 

For Type 6 Low Impact and Type 2-5 Expedite Process issues, the escalation process is 
agreed to allow BellSouth a three-day turnaround to movide a status for each cycle of 
escalation.(See next bullet) 

For Types 2-5 Expedite Process issues, the escalation process is agreed to allow BellSouth 
a three (3) day turnaround to provide a status for each cycle of escalation. 

Each level will go through the same Cycle, which is described below. 
I 
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All escalation conununications may be optionally distributed by the CLEC to the industry 
and BellSouth Change Control e-mail unless there is a proprietary issue. 
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DonTighe@bridge.bells 
outh.com 

Cycle for Type 1 System Outages 

1-800-542-3260 

Contact List for Escalation - ECS Group - Type I Chawes 

Bruce.Smith@bridae.beU 
south.com 

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: 

1-800-946-4646 
PIN 1179523 

E~ala t lou  

Bill.C.Reid@bridge.bells 
oUth.com 

Level 
1st Level 

2nd Level 

3rd Level 

Name and Title 

Don Tighe 
Manager - EC 
Support Group 

Operations 
Bruce Smith 

Operations DIrector - 
EC Support Group 

Interconnection 
Operations 
Bill Reid 

Operations Assistant 
Vice Presldeut 

Interconnection 
Operatlonn 

Office Number 

404-532-2233 

205-988-7211 

205-9881447 

Pager Number T 

NOTE If a call is escalated without first attempting to contact the ECS Helpdesk, the caller will be 
referred back to the ECS Helpdesk. 
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Escalation Cycle for Types 2-6 Change Requests 

Item must be formally escalated as an email 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 email 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 m. 
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 (Le., 
what has already been communicated to the industry), a conference call will be held 
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within I business day of the BellSouth decision in order to provide industry notification 
with the appropriate executives. 

BellSouth will publish the outcome of the conference call to the indusQ via web. 

If unsatisfied with an outcome, eitha party can seek appropriate relief. 

Contact List for Escalation - Type 2 - 6 Changes 

Types 2-5 Changes: Within 5 business days of receipt (4 from acknowledgement), BellSouth Change 
Control appropriate executives will reply through BellSouth Change Control with BellSouth's position 
and explanation for that position. 

M e  6, Hi& and Medium Impact Changes: Within 1 business day of receipt, BellSouth Change 
Control appropriate executives will reply through BellSouth Change Control with BellSouth's position 
and explanation for that position. 
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. 

T v 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 explanation for that position. 
Type 4-5 Expedite Changes: Within three (3) business days of receipt (2 h m  acknowledgment), 
BellSouth Change Control appropriate executives will reply through BellSouth Change Control with 
BellSouth's position and explanation for that position. I 
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Escalations should be made according to the following list. 

Esdatlon 
Level 

1st Level 

2nd Level 

3rd Level 

Name and Title 

Valerie Cottingham 

Sales Director 
Change Control 

Prows 

Terrie Hudsou 
Director 

(for Systems Issues) 

Joy Lofton 
Director 

(for Business 
RuledOperations 

Issues) 
Doug McDougal 
Senior DIrector 

(for Systems Issues) 

Dee Freeman-Butler 
Senior Dlrector 

(for Business 
RuldOperations 

Ibsues) 

Office Number 

205-3213168 

770-936-3740 

404-927-7828 

404-927-7505 

404-927-3545 

Emall Address 

Tenie.Hudscm@bndae.bellsourb.com 

Jov.kLofton~bndne.beIlsouth.com 

Doug.McDoud@bridae.bellsouth.com 

I 
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Dispute Resolution Process 

In the event that an issue is not resolved through the Escalation Proms BS described herein, 
including escalation within each company to the person with ultimate authority for C h m s  
Control operations, and the services of a Joint Investigative Team when appropriate. BellSouth 
and the impacted CLEC(s) agree as follows: 

** 
Either party to the dispute may requ est mediation throunb the State Public Service Commission. if 
available. If mediation is requested. both parties shall participate in good faith. 

Either party may file a formal complaint with the State PSC, reguestiw resolution of the issue, 
without necessiw 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 C h g e  
Control operations, and (2) the services of a joint investigative team, when appropriate, comprised 
of representatives from BellSouth and the affected CLECs. Resolution of the dispute shall be 
accomplished as set forth below: 

Either BellSouth or any CLEC affected by the dispute may request mediation h u g h  the 
State Public Service Commission, if available. If mediation is requested, parties shall 
participate in good faith. If the mediation results in the resolution of the dispute, that 
resolution shall apply to all CLECs affected by the dispute. 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
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9.0 CHANGES TO THIS PROCESS 

The current, approved version of this process document will be stored under the component name 
“Ccp.doc” (the date of the latest CCP document will be included in the file name). The 
BellSouth Change Control Manager BCCM (and alternate) will be the only persons authorized to 
update the document version. 

Requests for changes to the Change Control Process may be submitted to the BellSouth Change 
Control Manager (BCCM) using the Change Request form located in the Appendix A. Cosmetic 
changes may be made and published by the BCCM (or alternate) without further review. Other 
changes will be reviewed at the monthly Change Review status meetings following receipt of the 
request, if included in the published m e e t i n m d a .  F ~ l l ~ w i n ~  this initial review the BCCM 
and a CLEC representative appointed by the CLECs participating in the review shall ureuare an 
;;kicial E-mail ballot for distribution. ’& official ballot will detail the change being requested, 
-- and fi-ificant arguments presented for and against the c h a n m g  the review. The ballot 
will be distributed one week followingthe Status M-g. CLEC’s and BellSouth will have one 
week in which to c e i r  vote. Only ballots transmitted before midnight of the due date will be 
counted. Implementation of such changes will require a two-thirds affirmative vote for 
approval. k. 
To be discussed at the February 21,2001 meeting. 

Issued:48f2#00 9Ml.W 10/27/00 12/05/00 02/06/01 62 I 

Jointly Developed by the Change Conhol Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 



change Control  roca as CLEC &led Line Version / BellSouth Response 
Vcrsion 2.0 I Version 2.1 

10.0 TESTING ENVIRONMENT 

Requests related to the processes of testing an interfaces will be included in the 
Control Process. Changes to BellSouth’s testinn environments and supporting processes will 
be submitted through the Change Control Process as a Type 4 or Type 5 request. The 
requests will follow the guidelines and intervals set forth in the Type 2-5 process flow. 

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, 

BellSouth will also provide a prerelease testing environment for TAG and ED1 that will be 
available to CLEC‘s 30 days prior to the implementation of any new releases. This 
environment will be a wholly separate, non-production environment for all preordering and 
ordering interfaces and will mirror the production environment. 

NOTE CLECdBST agreed to mevaluate this section after the CLEC Test Environment is 
implemented in 1“ Qtr. 200 1. 

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 CLECs who are transitioning from a manual to an 
electronic environment or from one TCIF issue to another. New Carrier Testing is available 
to all CLECs and is scheduled with the BellSouth Account Team and Carrier Testing group. 

For additional details on the testing environment, regulations and guidelines, refer to the 
following BellSouth public lntemet sites: 

ED1 

www.interconnection. bellsouth.com/marketdlec.html 
Select “Customer Guides” 
Select “Local Exchange Ordering Guides” 
Select “BellSouth ED1 Specifications- TCIF 9” 
Select “Section 7 - ED1 Testing Guidelines for CLECS” 

e 

I 

- 
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www.intaco~ection.bellsouth.con~/marketdec.h~l 
Select “OSS Information Center” 
Select “TAG Documentation” 

This site is password protected. You should obtain the password &om your Account Team 
representative. 
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11.0 TERMS AND DEFINITIONS 

A 
Account Team. The Account Teams represent the CLECs and all CLEC interests within BellSouth, that 
is, the Account Team is the CLECs' advocate within BellSouth. Some of the Account Team functions are 
listed below: 

- Contract Negotiations - BonaFide Requests (BFR) 

- Customer Education - Collocation 
- Enhanced Billing Options Negotiations - Productio€l suppott 

- Technical Assistance 
- General Problem Resolution 
- Tariff Interpretation 

- Testing Support 
- ProjectIOrder Coordination 
- 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. 

B 

Bemouth Change Control Manager (BCCM). BellSouth Point of Contact for processing 
Change Requests and defectdexpedites. 

BFR (Bonafide Request). Process used for providing custom products andor services. 
Bonafide Requests are outside the soope 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 tbe 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) 

Conditiodrules 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 s iz i i  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 1 - BellSouth System Outage. A System Outage is where the system is totally 
unusable or there is degradation in an existing feature or functionality within the interface. 
Type 2 - Regulatory Change. Any non-Type I changes to the interfaces between the 
CLEC’s and BellSouth’s operational support systems mandated by regulatory or legal 
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entities, such as the Federal Communications Commission (FCC), a state 
commissiodauthority or state and federal courts. 
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 interfwes 

between the CLEC’s and BellSouth’s operational support systems, which the CLEC 
requests BellSouth to implement. 
Type 2-5 - Expedited Feature Change. The inability for a CLEC to process certain types 
of LSR’s based on the existing functionality to BellSouth’s Operational Support Systems 
(OSS’s) that are in the scope of CCP. The change request for an expedite must provide 
details of the business impact and will fall into one of two categories: 1) A defect that has 
been reclassified as a feature where the CLECIBellSouth has determined should be 
expedited due to impact and 2) An enhancement to an existing product or service where 
the CLECiBellSouth has determined should be expedited due to impact. 

Type 6 - CLEC Impacting Defect. A defect is any non-Type 1 change that corrects 
problems discovered in production versions of an application interface. These problems 
are where the interface i s  not working in accordance to the BellSouth baseline business 
requirements or the business rules that BellSouth has published or otherwise provided to 
the CLECs. In addition, if functional requirements agreed upon by BellSouth and the 
CLECs, results in inoperable functionality, even though software business requirements 
and business rules match; this will be addressed as a defect. These problems typically 
affect the CLEC’s ability to exchange transactions with BellSouth and may include 
documentation that is in error, has missing information or is unclear in nature. The CLEC 
andor BellSouth may initiate defect changw affecting interfaces between the CLEC’s 
BellSouth‘s operational support systems. These type changes might also inchde issues 
for PraOrders, Orders, Queries, and Maintenance Requests that can be submitted and 
accepted, but may require workarounds or clarification. 

I 

I 

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). 
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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. 

I 
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). 

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 

N = New Change Request. Indicates a Change Request has been received by the BCCM, 
but has not been validated (Step 2). 

P = Pending. Indicates a Change Request has been accepted by the BCCM and scheduled 
for Change Review (Step 3 moving to Step 4). 

PC = Pending Clarification. Indicates a Clarification Notification has been sent to the 
originator, BCCM awaiting response (Step 2 or 3). 

PN = Pendhg 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: PI = 2" time through process, P2 = 3d time through process, etc (Step 8). 

RC = Candidate Request. Indicates a Change Request has completed the Change 
Review process and been assigned to the Candidate Request List for sizing and sequencing 

S - Request Scheduled. Indicates a Change Request has been scheduled for a release 

(Step 10). 

(Step 5). 

(Step 8). 
Change Review Meeting. Meeting held by the Change Review participants to review and 
prioritize pending Change Requests, generate Candidate Change Requests, and submit Candidate 
Change Requests for sizing and sequencing. 

Change Review Package. Package distributed by the BCCM 5 - 7 business days prior to the 
Change Review Meeting. The package includes the Meeting Notice, Agenda, Release 
Management Status Report, Change Request Log, etc. 
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Clarification Notification. Notification returned to the originator bv the BCCM indicatine 
w 

required information has been omitted from the Change Resuest andmust be provided prior to 
acceptance of the Change Request. The Change Request will be cancelled if clarification is not 
received by the date indicated on the Clarification Notification. 

CLEC Affecting Change. Any change that requires the CLEC to modify the way they operate or 
to rewrite system code. 

CLEC Change Control Manager (CCCM). CLEC Point of Contact for processing Change 
Requests. 

CSM. Customer Support Manager which supports resale and facility based CLECs. 

Cycle Time. The time allotted to complete each step in the Change Control Process prior to 
moving to the next step in the process. 

D 
Defect. Any non-type 1 change that corrects problems discovered in production versions of an 
application interface. These problems are where the interface is not working in accordance to the 
BellSouth baseline business requirements or the business rules that BellSouth has published or 
otherwise provided to the CLECs. In addition, if functional requirements agreed upon by 
BellSouth and the CLECs, results in inoperable functionality, even though software business 
requirements and business rules match; this will e addressed as a defect. These problems typically 
affect the CLEC’s ability to exchange transactions with BellSouth and may include documentation 
that is in error, has missing information or is unclear in nature. Type 6 validated defects may not 
be managed using the Expedited Feature Process as discussed in Section 4, Part 3. 

Defect Status. The status of a CLEC Impacting Defect 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 folloWhg 
reasons (Step 3): 

0 CC = Clarification. Requested clarification not received in allotted time (2 days). 

losuCd:4E.WWJ 9WW 101271M) 12/OS/Ml 03/06101 69 1 
Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-teem comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 



change Control "S CLEL ired Line Version / BellSouth Response 
Vwion 2.0 / Vasion 2.1 

CD =Duplicate Request. A request for this change already exists. 

CT = Traininng. Requested change already exists, or CLEC training issue. 

I = Implemented. Indicates a Defect Change Request has been implemented in a release 
(Step 6). 

N = New Defect Change Request. Indicates a Defect Change Request has been received 
by the BCCM and the change request form validated for completeness (Step 2). 

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 Defect Change Request has been scheduled for B 

release (Step 6). 

V - Validated DefeetlExpedite. Indicates internal analysis has been conducted and it is 
determined that it is a validated defect (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 featwdfunctionality 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 1-888462-8030. 

Enhancement. Functions which have never been introduced into the system; hnpmvhg or 
expanding existing functions; required functional changes to system intefhces (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. 
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Expedited Feature. An expedited feature is the inability for CLEC to process certain types of 
LSR’s based on the existing functionality 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 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. 

High Impact. The failure causes impairment of critical system functions and no electronic 
workaround solution exists. 

I 
Internal Change Management Process. -&mal process unique to BellSouth and each 
participating CLEC for managing and controlling Change Requests. 

L 
Low Impact. The failure causes inconvenience or annoyance. 

Medium Impact. The failure causes impairment of critical system functions, though a 
workaround solution does exist. 

N 
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Need-by-Date. Date used to determine implementation of a Change Reauest. This date is derived 
at the Change Review Meeting through team consensus. Examp1e:l Q99br Release X X .  

P 
Points of Contact (POC). An individual that functions as the unique entry point for change 
requests on this process. 

Priority. The level of urgency assigned for resource allocation to implement a change. priority 
may be initially entered by the originator of the Change Request, but may be changed by the 
BCCM with concurrence from the originator or the Review Meeting participants. In addition, 
level of priority is not an indication of the timefiame in which the Change Request will be worked. 
It is the originator's label to determine the priority of the request submitted. 

One of four priorities may be assigned: 

1-Urgent. Should be implemented as soon as possible. Resources may be pulled from 
scheduled release efforts to expedite this item. A need-by date will be established during the 
Change Review Meeting. A special release may be required if the next scheduled release 
does not meet the agreed upon need-by date. 

2-High. Implement in the next possible scheduled major release, as determined during the 
Release Package Meeting. 
$Medium. Implement in a future scheduled major release. A scheduled release will be 
established during the Release Package Meeting. 

&Low. Implement in a future scheduled major release only after all other priorities. A 
scheduled release will be established during the Release Package Meeting. 

Project Plan. Document which defines the strategy for Release Management and Implementation, 
including Scope Statement, C0"unication Plan, Work Breakdown Structure, etc. See Release 
Management Project Plan template, Attachment B-I. 

Proposed Release Package: Proposed set of change requests slated for a release that the BCCM 
presents to the CLEC community during the Release Package Meeting 
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R 
Release - Major. Implementation of scheduled Change(s) which may or may not impact all 
CLECs; may or may not require CLECs to make changes to their interface and may or may not 
prohibit the use of an interface upon implementation of the Change(s). Application-to-Application 

Release - Minor. ‘Implementation of scheduled Change@) which do not require coordination 
with the entire CLEC industry, do not require CLECs to make changes to their interface or do not 
prohibit the use of an interface upon implementation of the Change@). 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, Defect andor Expedite Notification, etc. 
Release Schedule: Schedule that contains the intended dates for implementation of software 
enhancements. This release schedule is created annually. 

and Machinsto-Human. 

S 
I 

Specifications. Detailed, exact document($ describing enhancement andor defects, business 
processes and documentation changes requested and included with the Change Request as 
additional information. 

System Outage. A System Outage is where the system is totally unusable or there is degradation 
in an existing feature or functionality within the interface. 

V 
Version @ocument). Micates variation of an earlier Change Control process document. Users 
can identify the latest version by the version control number. 
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APPENDIX A - CHANGE CONTROL 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 lineby-line instructions for completing the Change 
Request form (Attachment A-1A). 

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 Notifcation Checklist. Provides lineby-lines instructions for completing the 
Acknowledgement Notification. (Attachment A-3A). 

Cancellation Notification. Advises the originator of cancellation of a Change R e q w t  
(Attachment A-3). 

Cancellation Notifcation Checklist. Provides line-by-line instructions for completing the 
Cancellation Notification. (Attachment A-3B). 

Clarification Notification. Advises originator that a Change Request is being held pending receipt 
of additional information (Attachment A-4). 

Clarification Notification Checklist. Provides line-by-line instructions for completing the 
Clarification Notification. (Attachment A-4A). 

Letter of Intent. CLEC provides notice of intent to implement a TCIF compliant interface within 
a specified timekame. (Attachment A-5). 

I 
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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(s) 

Times 

Logistics 

Meeting facilitator and minutes originator (rotated between stakeholders) 

Current Approved Release Package (email attachment) 

Current MaintenanceDefect Notification Information (web posting) 

Draft Release Project Plan - WBS (email attachment created by the Lead Project Manager 
(s) assigned in step 8 of the Change Control Process) 

Lead Project Manager (s) assigned to the Release with reach numbers (s) 

Attachments B1 - B12 contain templates designed to assist the Project Manager@) in conducting 
project management responsibilities as needed for Release Management and Implementation. 

h o e d : W W Q O ~  12/05/00 16 I 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representative. 



r-. h 

I Change Conhol Process-CLE~ d d A e  Version / BellSouth Response 
Version 2.0 cOpS-23.aoC 
APPENDIX C -ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS 

- 

See Attached Documents 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 



h n 

I Change rh" proms CLEC Line V e r a n  / BellSouth Response 
Version 2.0 Ccp8-23.da: 

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 si& of the 
interface to use the new standard. The two industry standard versions of an interface are maintained 
when BellSouth is implementing an entirely new version of an interface based on new industry 
standards, not when BellSouth is simply enhancing an existing interface. Periodically, the standards 
organizations for an interface will issue a new set of standards. Afier 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 ofthe interface. 
BellSouth will support both the new industry standard venion 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 freeze version A until the implementation of version C. Upon the 
implementation of the version C of the interface based on the newest industry standards, BellSouth 
would no longer support version A, would freeze version B, and would support both version C and the 
frozen version B until the implementation of next set of the industry standmds. 

For example, in March 1998, BellSouth released a new industry standard version of ED1 based on 
TCIF version 7.0. Between March 1998 and January 2000, BellSouth implemented a series of major 
releases (4.0 and 5.0) and a series of "point releases" (4.1,4.2, etc. and 5.1, 5.2, etc.). The final '@ht 
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 b e g h  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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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

memorandum 

DATE: February 10, 1999 

Policy & Program P i  la ing Division 
Common Carrier Bureau 
1919 M Street.. NW 
Washington, DC 20554 

SUBJECT: CC Docket No. 97-121. 97-137. 97-208, and 98-121 

REPLY TO 
ATTN OF: Jake E. Jcnnings 

TO: Ms. Magdie Roman Salas 
445 12 St.. SW, Room TWB-204 
Washington. DC 20554 

Please place the anached lccter into the record of CC Dockct 97-12, 97-137. 
97-208. 97-231, and 98-121. If you rtqukt further infomation, please fed fm to 
contact me at 202 418-1580. Thank you for your assistance. 
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Federal Communications Commission 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

Mr. Sid Boren 
Executive Staff Officer 
BellSouth Corporation 
l.155 Peachtree St.,-NE., Room 2004 
Atlanta, GA 30309 

D= ~ r .  Boren: 

On December 15,1998, members of the Common Carrier Bureau Staff("Burcau S Q P )  nut 
with rcprcsentarives of BellSouth to discuss intcrpretationi of the Commission's October 13, 
1998, BellSouth Louisiana I1 Order as it might be applied in other states in which seaion 271 
applications might be filed.' A summary of the discussion is described below. The B m u  
Staff indicated that additional information btn BellSouth and interested parties would be 
useful in order for the Burcau Staff to engage ia further discussion. The Bureau Staff also 
indicated that its views were based on infomation developed since the issuance of the 
BdlSouth Louisiana I1 order. The Bureau Staff stated that its views on any of these issues 
were in no way binding on the Commission, and that no conclusive de- ' 'oncould be 
made outside Ihe context of an actual Section 271 application and record. 

I. Flow-Through. 

a. Whether BellSouth can cxclude complex orders from its flow-through calculations and 
what level of disaggregation of flow-through is necessary to demonstrate nondiscriminatory 
access. 

B- u Staff R" e The Bureau Staff stated its view that, in principle, complex orders 
that ace manually proccsscd for BellSouth's retail customers could be excluded fiom flow- 
through calculations. The Bureau Staff also stated its view that, to the extent BellSouth 
excludes complex orders from its f l o w - h u g h  calculations, the following i n f o d o n  should 
accompany a future Section 271 application: (1) a clear definition of complex orders for 
CLECs and BellSouth; (2) a dunonstration of how BeLlSouth handles complex orders for its 
retail customers and CLECS, (3) evidence that complex orders arc processed in a 
nondisdmhory  manner (k, performance results and analysis). 
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The Bureau Staff also sated its view that BellSouth wuid exclude from its flow-through 
calculation ordm submitted by CLECs that contained CLEC-caused errors. The Bureau Staff 
statcd its view that the flow-through calculation could be adjusted to exclude CLEC crrofi, if. 
in a fimrc Section 271 application, BellSouth (1) defines more dearly what w&tinncs a 
CLEC error; and (2) verifies the cause of the errors 85 king CLEC errors (e.g., through an 
independent audit). 

In response to questions about the appropriate level of disaggregation the Bureau Staff 
indicated its view that the proposed levels of disaggregation listed in the OSS Model Rules 
NPRhf were appropriate. 

2. TAFI Integration 

&gg. (1) Whether BellSouth must provide a machine-to-machine repair and-maintenance 
interface in order to m e t  the nondiscrimination requirement. (2) Absent a machine-to- 
machine repair and maintenance interface, what evidence is neccSSrvy to demonstrate 
nondiscriminatory access. 

Bureau Staff Resw n g  The Bureau Staff stated its view that it did not believe that machine- 
to-machine repair and maintenance interface is per sc required. The Bureau Staff noted that 
thc Louisiana I! Order found that a lack of machinc-to-machhc interface for repair and 
maintenance was not per sc discriminatory. The Bureau Staff stated its view that, absent a 
machine-to-machine repair and maintenance interface. BellSouth must demonstrate that the 

oryaccesr TheBurrauStaffalsostatcd interfaces offered to CLECs provide n o t u h ” t  
that additional information was needed to assess the competitive impact that results from a 
lack of a machine-to-machine i n t h  for repair and maintenance. In order to obtain such 
information, the Bureau Staff indicated that it would schedule additional meetings with 
interested parities. 

The Bureau Staff stated its view that the following information would assist in evaluating in a 
fuaut appfication whether BellSouth’s repair and maintuurnCe interface provide 
nondiscriminatory access: (I)  a detailed description of the systems and functionality 
BellSouth utilizes itself for both designed and nondesigaed scrviw, (2) a detailed dm-pt ion 
of the systems and functionality BellSouth offcn to competing carriaq (3) a discussion of 
what interface functionality competing Carrias have nqucsted through the changc coperol 
process and tbe status of such reqm if my; and (4) performance results for resold services 
and UNEs by interface type. . 

. . .  

‘ See Pqtknanee Mepnvsmurrr and Reporring Requ-en~~ for Operations S?q~pOrl 
Interconnetion, and Opcraior Sgvrccr and DLcnay Assiscmce, CC M a  No. 98-56, NMIe of ,PmpOScd 
Rulemaking, 13 FCC Rcd 12817 (1998). 
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3. Retail AnaloguedPerformancc StandarddStatistiaI Measurements. 

&. Methods of evaluating whether BellSouth's OSS performance mcets the 
nondiscrimination requirement. 

Bureau Staff Reshme The Bureau Staff asked BellSouth to propose a framework for 
evaluating whether it is providing nondiunrmnat 
that BellSouth indude the following crituix 

ory BCCCSS to oss functions and suggested 
. .  

- Relevaut performance measurements; 

- Identificatioh of retail analogues, including level of disaggregation; 

IdentScation of a benchmark or perfonnancc standard where no retail analogue 
exists (q., based on state approved intervals. engineering studies, or other 
standards); 

- A statistical methodology which is used to compare actual performance results 
to retail analogues or benchmarks; 

., 

- A thrrshold for detcnnining whether differences in performance are 
competitively significant aud whether analysis of the underlying cause for the 
difference is naeded; 

An open process for analyzing the underlying cause for differences of 
pert0mli3IlCe; 

- 

- Meaningful penalty amounts to prevent "backslid-" 

The Bureau Staff also indicated that it would seck industry comment of any framework for 
evaluting OSS performance proposed by BellSouth. 

4. Complex Orderinglpartial Migration Orders. 

M- Whether partial migration and directov listing need to be odered electronically. 

m u  StaffRemonsp The Bur- Staff stated its view that there is no retail andog for 
partial migration orders, and that elecuonic ordering apabiliq is not required at this time. 
The Bureau Seaffstated its view that BellSouth must demonstrate that the ordering process for 

'on requirement (e.g., provides au compldpartial migration orders meets the n o n d m  
efficient competitor a meaningfiil opportunity to compete). The Bureau Staff also itated its 

. .  
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view that BellSouth should continue upgrading its OSS ordering interface through the change 
control process. 

5. Third-party Testing - Demonstration of Operational Readiness. 

&. In cases where then is little or no commercial usage of an interface. whether 
BellSouth must engage in third-party testing at the level implemented by Bell Atlantic in New 
York . 
B 
overcome evidence from commercial usage demonmating inferor service to UECs ?he 
Bureau Staff stated its view that, where there is no ulmmercial usage or inconclusive 
commercial usage aristS, some form of iesting is necessary to demonskate that the BOC's 
OSS is operationally ready. The Bureau Staff i n d i d  its view that while it could not 
conclude. in the absence of a factual record. whether somc fonns of internal testing or carrier 
to carrier testing could demonsmtc operational readiness, a third party test would serve as a 
reasonable "safe harbor." The Bureau Staff noted = two examples of such tests underway in 
New York and Texas. The Bureau Staffstrrssed the importance, in its view, of a test plan 
that included input h m  in- parties and includes meaningfid independent review (e.g.. 
State Commission oversight). 

e The Bureau Staf€noted that, in its view, i n d  testing cannot 

For information pwposes, a copy of this letter will be placed in all open section 271 dockets. 

S i l y ,  

Lawrence E. Striddig, Chief c/ 
Common Canier Bmua 
Federal Communications Comxnission 

cc: Ms. Magalie Roman sals 
Secretary 
Federal Communications Commission 
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Performance Incentive Plan 

Version 2.0 

Introduction 

It is well recognized that a meaningful system of self-enforcing 

consequences for discriminatory ILEC performance is critically important to 

the protection of the public's interest and the rapid and sustainable 

development of a competitive local telecommunications market. Incumbent 

LECs have strong business incentives and means to maintain their current 

monopolies through the delivery of inadequate and unlawful levels of 

operations support for CLECs. Thus, an appropriate system of self-enforcing 

consequences is absolutely necessary to assure that the competitive local 

telecommunications markets envisioned by the 1996 Act will be able to 

develop and survive. 

In order to  be effective, prompt enforcement of appropriate consequences 

must be assured. Because of the extensive delays inherent in the 

adjudication and appeals process, CLECs cannot rely solely upon the 

legallregulatory process to obtain appropriate remedies for discriminatory 

ILEC performance. Furthermore, the consequences must provide ILECs with 

incentives that exceed the benefits it may derive by inhibiting competition, 

and such consequences must be immediately imposed upon a demonstration 

of poor ILEC performance. The objective is t o  set the incentives in amounts 

that encourage ILECs to take proactive steps to  prevent its performance from 

becoming non-compliant and, when it does reach that level, to correct its 

performance failures promptly. 
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It is beyond dispute that any system of self-enforcing consequences must be 

based upon an underlying set of performance measurements that cover the 

full panoply of ILEC activities upon which CLECs must rely t o  deliver their 

own retail service offerings. The Act requires that these activities, which 

touch upon every aspect of the business relationship between incumbents 

and CLECs, must be provided in a non-discriminatory manner. Thus, the 

interconnection agreements between incumbents and CLECs should ideally 

serve as a source for performance measurements. However, experience in 

Florida and elsewhere has proven that CLECs have generally been unable to  

individually negotiate, or even arbitrate, a sufficiently robust set of 

performance measurements.’ For that reason, the first step in constructing a 

system of self-enforcing consequences must include careful consideration of 

the adequacy of the underlying measurement set. At  a minimum, the 

performance measurements must supply each CLEC with reliable data on the 

incumbent’s performance for that CLEC. Such data must be sufficiently 

discrete (as to  the processes monitored) and detailed (to isolate and compare 

only comparable conditions) so as to permit a CLEC to enforce the terms of 

its interconnection agreement with the incumbent. In addition, the 

underlying performance measurement system should demonstrate quality 

implementation of the following characteristics: 

- A comprehensive set of comparative measurements that monitors 

all areas of support (Le., pre-ordering, ordering, provisioning, 

maintenance & repair and billing) without preference t o  any 

particular mode of market entry 

- Measurements and methodologies that are documented in detail 

so that clarity exists regarding what will be measured, how it will 

’ As a starting point, the CLEC industry generally supports the measurement areas 
specified in Attachment B. 

2 
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be measured and in what situations a particular event may be 

excluded from monitoring (such exclusions must also be tracked 

and reported) 

Sufficient disaggregation of results, so that  only the results for 

similar operational conditions are compared and, particularly, so 

that the averaging of results will not mask discrimination’ 

Pre-specified and pro-competitive performance standards exist. 

This includes identifying reasonably analogous performance 

delivered by the incumbent to its o w n  operations’ or, when such 

comparative standards are not readily identifiable, then absolute 

minimum standards for performance (benchmarks) are established4 

- Sound quantitative methodology is used to compare CLEC 

experiences to analogous incumbent support5 

- 

- 

- The overall performance measurement system is subject to  initial 

and periodic validation, in order to assure that the performance 

results which form the foundation for all decisions regarding the 

The importance of sufficient disaggregation is more fully discussed in Attachment A 
Analogous performance must be broadly interpreted and consider not only retail 

operations of the incumbent but also operations of affiliates. OAen the incumbent’s 
asserted lack of analogous performance relies upon very narrow (and inappropriate) 
interpretation of the term “analogous” to mean “precisely identical” rather than “similar 
in key aspects.” Furthermore, if the incumbent delivers different levels of performance to 
an affiliate and its the retail operations, the CLEC experience should be compared to the 
better of the two. 

In all cases, benchmarks must provide an efficient competitor with a meaningful 
opportunity to compete. ’ As a general rule, when benchmarks are employed, statistical comparisons of the 
measured result for the CLEC to the benchmark are not appropriate. Typically, the 
standards state a minimum performance level that is required to support effective 
competition and the minimum success level that must be demonstrated to attain the 
benchmark. Thus, the typical form of the standard is, for example, “95% installed within 
3 days.” Note that in the preceding example a 5% deviation from the benchmark is 
permitted and, as a result, the potential for random variation of the performance is fully 

4 

3 
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quality of the performance delivered by the ILEC are correct 

representations of the CLECs‘ marketplace experience. 

It is critical that a performance measurement system incorporating all of the 

above characteristics exist before applying an incentive plan, because a 

robust and independently audited performance measurement system is a 

prerequisite to  any effective system of self-enforcing consequences.6 

Objectives of the Plan 

A system of self-enforcing consequences must fully implement the following 

objectives: 
# 

- Consequences must be based upon the quality of support 

delivered on individual measures to individual CLECs 

- Total consequences, in the aggregate, must have sufficient impact 

to motivate compliant performance without the need t o  apply a 

remedy repeatedly 

- The imposition of financial consequences must be prompt and 

certain, and consequences should be self-executing so that 

opportunities for delay through litigation and regulatory review are 

minimized 

addressed. Any further accommodation of variation, as would occur if statistical 
pocedures were employed, would effectively “double count” forgiveness of variability. 

For example, business rules for individual performance measurements may provide for 
automatic exclusions of data points fiom the calculation. If such provisions are made, 
however, the exclusions must be according to clearly defmed rules and the number of 
data points excluded for each submeasmment and for each CLEC should be reported on 
a monthly basis. 

4 
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- Consequences must escalate as the basis for concluding that a 

performance failure exists becomes more substantial andlor the 

performance repeatedly fails to meet the applicable standard 

- Additional consequences must apply when non-compliant 

performance is provided to CLECs on an industry-wide basis 

Exclusions from consequences must be minimized and the 

exclusions that are provided for must be monitored and limited to 

assure they do not mask discrimination 

- Incumbents must have minimal opportunities to  avoid 

consequences through such means as liability caps, offsetting 

credits, or a requirement that CLECs must demonstrate an ILEC's 

intent to  harm 

- 

- Potential "entanglement" costs must be minimized so that, for 

example, access to mitigation measures for the incumbent does 

not become a means to revert to the legal/regulatory process and 

delay the application of consequences that should be self- 

enforcing 

Structure of Consequences for Discriminatory ILEC Performance 

Consequences operating on two tiers are proposed. The first tier addresses 

the consequences for non-compliant performance delivered to  an individual 

CLEC. The second addresses the consequences for non-compliant 

performance delivered to  the CLEC industry as a whole. In general terms, 

Tier I provides a form of non-exclusive liquidated damages payable to 

individual CLECs. Tier II, by contrast, incorporates what can be 

characterized as regulatory fines that are necessary when the ILEC's 

performance affects the competitive market - and consumers -- as a whole. 

5 
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The total amount of Tier I payments (which are only an estimate of the 

CLECs' actual damages) is unlikely to provide the ILEC with sufficient 

incentives to take the actions necessary to eliminate its monopoly. Rather, 

an ILEC may decide to treat such payments as the price for retaining i ts 

monopoly and voluntarily incur them as a cost of doing business. Moreover, 

the harm that results when the ILEC provides discriminatory support for the 

CLEC industry in the aggregate has a major impact not only on CLECs but 

also on the operation of the competitive marketplace in general, which 

directly affects all Florida consumers of telecommunications services. Thus, 

it is appropriate to establish incentives to prevent this type of harm from 

occurring (or continuing), and both Tier I and Tier II are necessary and 

complementary elements of an effective system of consequences. Together, 

they work in tandem to achieve the goals of the Act. 

Tier I 

A Tier I consequence should be payable to an affected CLEC whenever any 

performance result indicates support delivered by the ILEC to an individual 

CLEC fails to meet or exceed the applicable performance ~ t a n d a r d . ~  

The first step in establishing Tier I consequences is to define the rule for 

determining if performance for a particular period "passes" or "fails" and, if it 

fails, whether additional consequences are warranted. Defining "pass/fail" 

rules requires that the underlying measurements be mapped into one of two 

classes: 

In the course of establishing Tier I consequences, the rights of an individual CLEC to 
pursue actual damages must be retained. However, if a CLEC sought to pursue a claim 
for actual damages, it would be reasonable to offset the damage award by any Tier I 
payments it received from the ILEC for the same time period and performance areas. In 
addition, a CLEC must retain the right to waive Tier I claims and pursue its individually 
negotiated contract remedies (if and only if the claims and remedies are not mutually 
payable.). 

7 
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(1 1 those for which the performance standard is parity with analogous 

incumbent LEC performance results, and 

(2) those for which the performance standard is an absolute level of 

required performance (otherwise known as a benchmark) 

The differentiation is important because when parity is the standard, 

statistical procedures are usually necessary to draw conclusions regarding 

compliance. In such situations (which should apply to  the vast majority of 

cases), two separate data sets are compared - one for the CLEC and one for 

the ILEC. Each data set is characterized. by a mean and standard deviation. 

Statistical tests are used to  draw a conclusion regarding the likelihood that 

the data sets with the observed means and standard deviations were drawn 

from the same population (in this case a support process for CLECs with the 

same quality andlor timeliness as that employed for the ILEC). The proper 

test further allows determination that parity does not exist, but it does not 

quantify "how far out of parity" the process is when parity is not indicated.' 

In contrast, when a benchmark serves as the performance standard, 

measurement establishes a performance failure directly and assesses the 

degree to which performance departs from the standard. As explained 

below, the detailed mechanism for determining a performance failure differs 

for each of these types of measurement standards, but the principle 

governing the application of the Tier I consequence is consistent: the 

consequence escalates with increasing evidence and level of non-compliant 

performance. 

* Clearly, however, when all other factor are held constant, increased statistical 
confidence is directly correlated (monotonic) with larger differences in the two sample 

I 
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Tier I Business Rules for Parity Measurements 

1. Use the Modified z-Statistic t o  Determine Compliance 

The determination of whether performance is compliant (i.e., equal to or 

better than the appropriate standard) is based on the calculation of the 

modified z-statistic ( z ) . ~  The calculated modified z-statistic is then compared 

to the cumulative normal distribution table to determine i f  parity exists.” For 

any such decision rule, the probability of an erroneous decision is known. 

For example, if the critical value is -3.00 and parity actually exists, the 

probability of saying it is not is 0.1 3%. 

2. Use Permutation Analysis for Small Samples 

Permutation analysis is employed for small data sets (those with 30 or fewer 

observations in one of the data sets to be compared) to create a probability 

distribution as an alternative to the cumulative normal distribution.” By 

means being compared and therefore is a reasonable indication of how different ILEC 
performance was for itself versus that of the CLEC in the period of observation. ’ See: Local Competition Users Group - Statistical Tests for Local Service Parity, 
Februarv 6. 1998. Version 1 .O for documentation of the calculation and use of the - .  
modified z-statistic. 
lo The modified z-statistic computation provides for the CLEC mean to be subtracted 
from the ILEC mean. Thus, a negative z-statistic critical value presumes that worse 
performance exists when the CLEC mean becomes larger than the ILEC mean. For 
example, worse performance exists when the order completion interval for the CLEC 
exceeds that for the ILEC. Thus a negative z-statistic critical value is appropriate. On 
the other hand, for a metric like “% completed within x days”, worse performance for the 
CLEC occurs when the metric result is smaller for the CLEC vis-a-vis the ILEC. In this 
case a positive z-statistic critical value is appropriate. 
I ’  See Attachment C for a description of the procedurai steps for performing permutation 
analysis. Again, BST and the CLECs generally concur that permutation analysis is 
appropriate for data sets of this size. 

8 
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mutual agreement, permutation analysis can also be employed for larger data 

sets. 

3. Use the Balancing Critical Value 

The threshold level to determine whether or not a performance failure exists 

is established by balancing Type I and Type I I  error.'' This balance point is 

a function of the size of the CLEC data set (assuming the ILEC data set is 

very large) and the extent to  which the means for the t w o  data sets differ 

(assuming that both data sets are normally distributed). Simulation 

comparing relatively small data sets (as would be likely for a CLEC) to a 

much larger data set (as would likely exist for an ILEC) demonstrates that the 

balancing of Type I and Type II error can reasonably be expected to  occur in 

the range of 25% for "samples" with fewer than 100 data points but is 

about 5% for samples with 1000 data points.'' The statistical methodology 

developed by AT&T and Ernst & Young in Louisiana is an appropriate method 

for calculating the critical values which depend on the sample size and 

balances Type I and Type I1  error probabilities for each given submeasure. 

Furthermore, the definition of the alternative hypothesis required to  perform 

the balancing is fundamental to the applicability of the method. THE ALECS 

I2The key consideration is balancing the probability of drawing erroneous conclusions -- 
either that performance is "bad" when it is actually "good (Type I error) or that 
performance is "good" when it is actually "bad (Type I1 error). The former error 
adversely impacts ILECs and the latter adversely impacts CLECs. Unfortunately, 
reducing the lielihood of one type of error increases the likelihood of the other type of 
error occurring. Thus the best means to create an equitable outcome for all parties is to 
balance the Type I and Type I1 error. 
l 3  See Response to Question 3 contained in AT&T Ex Parte filed in CC Docket 98-56 
dated July 13,1999. 

9 
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proposes a value of 0.25 for the parameter 6 and appropriately 

corresponding values for E and w . 1 4 1 5  

4. Increase Consequences as the Confidence in a "Non-Parity" Conclusion 

Increases 

An appropriate means to take increased confidence into consideration is to  

provide for higher amounts of monetary consequences as the confidence in 

the "non-parity" conclusion increases. This is justified because (all other 

factors held constant) as the difference in the mean performance for the 

CLEC compared to  the ILEC becomes larger, the absolute value of the 

modified z-statistic also becomes larger for the sample in the time period of 

interest. Thus, it is appropriate that the performance consequence should 

escalate based upon the calculated value of the modified z-statistic. 

5. After a Failed Parity Test the Consequences Should Escalate and Vary 

Continuously with Severity of Failure 

A parity failure is established for a submeasure by comparing the measured 

value of the modified z-statistic (z) to the balancing critical value ( 2 ' )  

appropriate for the submeasure's sample size during the given monthly 

period. Once a submeasure failure is obtained, the calculated remedy should 

be a continuous function of severity of the failure as measured by the 

magnitude of the modified z-statistic. In this way small changes in severity 

lead to  small changes in consequences thus assuring that mathematically 

chaotic behavior is avoided at step thresholds. However, to  incent the ILEC 

appropriately, the change in consequences should increase with each unit of 

l4 Statistical Techniques For The Analysis And Comparison Of Performance 
Measurement Data. Submitted to Louisiana Public Service Commission (LPSC) Docket 
U-22252 Subdocket C 

10 



Exhibit CLB-I 
Docket No. 000121-TP 

Page 1 1  of 52 
severity. This form of consequences as a function of severity is most simply 

accomplished by the use of a quadratic function of the ratio of the measured 

modified z score to the balancing critical value ( z l z ' ) .  Fixing the value of the 

quadratic or its slope at three points completely determines the function. 

Range of modified z-statistic 

value (z) 

greater than or equal z *  

less than z *  to 5z*/3 

Table 1 

Performance Applicable Consequence 

Designation ($1 

Compliant 0 

Basic Failure 

less than 5z*13 to 32' Intermediate 

Failure 

a(z/z*)' + b(z/z*) + c 

less than 32' 

Failure 

Severe 25,000 

Table 1 shows the applicable consequences for each Tier I parity submeasure 

failure for each CLEC. In this table z *  is the (negative) balancing critical value 

for the submeasure, and the coefficients of the smooth consequence 

function are: 

a = 5625 

b = -11250 

c = 8125. 

Note that the smooth consequences formula is an explicit function of the 
ratio of the modified z-statistic and the balancing critical value (z/z*). This 
means that the dollar amount does not depend on the number of 
observations but only on the degree of violation. If we had 100 times as 

Is See Attachment D for a further discussion of this position. 

11 
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many observations, with means and standard deviations staying the same, 
both z and z" will increase by a factor of 10 and the consequences will be 
unchanged. Note also that both basic and intermediate failures are defined 
and may occur in the smooth region of the formula. The plan retains these 
designations to  allow for classification of performance for more general 
performance monitoring such as compliance testing, if needed. 

A graph of the applicable consequences as a function of the measured 
modified z-statistic is given in Attachment G in Figure G-1. The attachment 
also contains a small step tabulation of the function that approximately 
represents it in Table G-1. 

Example 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Examples 

Three hypothetical examples of consequence calculations are given in the 

matrix below. 

- 
Z f  z Performance Consequence 

-2.00 -1.80 Compliant $0 

-2.50 -3.33 Basic Failure $3,125 

-3.00 -6.00 Intermediate Failure $8,125 

-3.50 -1 2.00 Severe Failure $25,000 

In example 1 the hypothetical balancing critical value for the submeasure is 

calculated to be -2.00 on the basis of sample size and equal type I and type 

II error probabilities. The observed value of the modified z-statistic, based on 

ILEC and CLEC performance for that submeasure, is -1 BO. The ILEC is 

compliant for this submeasure and no consequences are due to this CLEC. 

Example 2 shows a balancing critical value calculated to be -2.50. 

Furthermore in this example, the measured value of the modified z-statistic is 

-3.33. This is a Basic Failure and the consequence is calculated to be 

$3.1 25 by the formula in Table 1. 

12 
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In example 3, although the hypothetical balancing critical value is -3.00, the 

measured value of the modified z-statistic is well below this at -6.00. 

According to the range of modified z-statistics in Table 1 this is an 

Intermediate Failure. The same smooth formula is used to  calculate the 

remedy amount as $8,125. 

The final example 4 shows a balancing critical value of -3.50, but a very 

poor measured value of the modified z-statistic of -1 2.00. According to 

Table 1 this is classified as a Severe Failure and generates a consequence of 

$25,000. This is the largest consequence for which the ILEC would be liable 

for this submeasure this month to this CLEC. 

Tier I Business Rules for Benchmark Measurements 

1. Use a "Bright Line" Test for Benchmark Measurements 

A benchmark is set to define the level of performance that is judged essential 

to permit competition t o  develop on a going-forward basis. As such, the 

benchmark level is a t  the lower range of what a viable competitive support 

process should be capable of delivering on a routine basis. Indeed, to 

assume otherwise would imply that the benchmark would not be achieved 

on a routine basis. In all events, because even the most tightly controlled 

process will produce performance outside the expected range, some margin 

of error is typically provided for the incumbent. Thus, the limiting 

performance is expressed as "B% meet or exceed the benchmark" where 

"B%" is a proportion figure set less than 100% in order to  account for 

random variation considerations. Accordingly, a performance failure should 

be declared if the calculated performance is not equal to  the "B%" level. For 

example, if the calculated result for a month was 94.5Oh of all orders 

completed within 3 days but the benchmark was 95% within 3 days, then a 

13 
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performance failure occurred. No subsequent application of a statistical test 

is appropriate. 

85.0% 

2. Apply an Adjustment for Small Data Sets When Necessary 

90.0% I 95.0% 

Because some measurement results may be calculated using small data sets, 

some adjustment is warranted. This need arises because the benchmark 

proportion for a particular measure with few underlying data points may be 

practically impossible to attain unless the ILEC always performs perfectly. 

The metric discussed in the prior paragraph can be used to illustrate the 

point: if only ten orders were completed in the month, then compliance 

would occur only if all 10 orders were (correctly) completed within three 

days. One order taking longer than 3 days would mean that, a t  best, the 

performance result would be 90% within 3 days, i.e., a failing performance 

level. 

5 I 80.0% 80.0% 80.0% 
6 83.3% 83.3% 83.3% 

~ 7 I 85.0% 85.7% 85.7% 
8 75.0% 87.5% 87.5% 
9 77.8% 88.9% 88.9% 
IO 80.00/0 90.0% 90.0% 

- 20 85.0% 90.0% 95.0% 
30 83.3% 90.0% 93.3% 

~ 

This situation is addressed through application of the following table’? 

Table 2 

I CLEC I Benebmark Percentaee Adjustments for Small Data Sets i 

14 
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3. Increase Consequences for Increasingly Poor Performance 

Range of Benchmark Result 

OC) 

Meets or exceeds BY0 

Meets or exceeds (1.59- 

50)% 

but worse than B% 

Meets or exceeds (28- 

loo)% 
but worse than (1.5B-50)% 

Worse than (2B-100)% 

As with measurements that are judged against a parity standard, those 

compared to a benchmark standard should be subject to additional 

consequences as the performance becomes increasingly worse compared to 

the benchmark. The escalation is as follows (Note that "B" in Table 3, is the 

Benchmark Percentage as determined from Table 2): 

Performance Applicable Consequence ($1  

Design at i o n 

Compliant 0 

Basic Failure 

d[x/(l00-B)I2 + eB[x/(l OO-B)21 

+ f[B/(100-B)12 + g 

Intermediate 

Failure 

Severe 25,000 

Failure 

Table 3 

In Table 3 the quantity x is the actually measured proportion and the 

coefficients are given by: 

d = 22500 

e = -45000 

f = 22500 

g = 2500 

~ 

l6 The table can be expanded to include all possible data set sizes from 1 upward. 
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A graph of the applicable consequences as a function of the measured 

benchmark result, x, for B=95% is given in Attachment G in Figure G-2. The 

attachment also contains a small step tabulation of the function that 

approximately represents it in Table G-2. 

Example: 

As an example of this consequence calculation, consider a benchmark with a 

proportion B = 95%. Now if the measured performance is 93%, the first and 

second columns show that this is a Basic Failure. Plugging this 2% failure of 

the 95% benchmark proportion into the quadratic equation of the third 

column in the table gives a calculated consequence of $6,100 for this 

submeasure and CLEC. 

Table 3 is applicable for any benchmark expressed as B% proportion better 

than L level, and all benchmarks may be easily expressed in this form. 

Additional Tier I Business Rules Applicable to  All Measurements 

1. Increase Consequences for Chronic Performance Failures 

Regardless of the type of measurement (parity or benchmark), if performance 

fails t o  achieve the Compliant level in consecutive reporting periods, then 

additional consequences should apply. The recommended treatment for 

chronic failures is to  assess a chronic failure over-ride in the third 

consecutive month of non-compliant performance. When the chronic failure 

override applies, a consequence equal to  a “Severe Failure” ($25.000 per 

chronic failure per month) should apply until such time as performance for 

the specific measurement result is again classified as Compliant.” 

” Alternatively, it is possible to institute consequences for repeated failures as early as 
the second consecutive month of failure. The amount of the consequence under such a 

16 
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2. No Additional Protection of the ILEC is needed through Forgiveness 

Mechanisms or Mitigation Methods 

Properly calibrated performance measures and balancing the probabilities of 

statistical errors eliminate any need for additional forms of protection for 

incumbents with respect to considerations of random variation.” Moreover, 

a procedural cap such as the one described below should allay any fears that 

additional protections are necessary for the ILEC.’’ 

Tier II 

Tier II consequences are intended to enhance the the ILEC’s incentives to  

provide performance that complies with its statutory obligations. Tier I 

consequences only compensate individual CLECs who actually receive 

discriminatory treatment from the ILEC. Tier II consequences are designed to 

counterbalance the ILEC’s incentive to damage not just individual firms but 

the competitive marketplace itself. Thus, the two types of consequences are 

complementary, and both are necessary to achieve the intended results. 

The applicability of Tier II consequences should be determined using the 

aggregate data for all CLECs within a particular submeasurement result and 

structure would escalate more gradually. See Attachment A, Table A of MCI Worldcom 
and AT&T Joint Remedies Proposal Ex Parte filed in CC Docket 98-56, filed June 2, 
1999. ’* See Attachment E for further discussion of random variation and the inappropriateness 
of providing further mitigation if Type I and Type I1 error is balanced as recommended in 
this proposal. 

Because the rationale for providing consequence offsets is the possibility of random 
variation, there is no justification for applying offsets to measurements that are monitored 
through the use of benchmarks. As explained above, random variability impacts are fully 
cared for in the structure of the benchmark standard, by permitting in advance a 
percentage of performance “misses.” 
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disaggregation.” Except as noted below, identical business rules and 

measurements should be utilized as for Tier I. Thus, virtually the same data 

and computational processes can be utilized for both tiers. The differences 

are highlighted below and are due largely to a reduction of the consequence 

threshold below the balancing critical value. The smaller threshold is 

recommended because higher consequences are proposed, so the confidence 

in the decision to  apply a consequence should be greater. 

Because Tier I I  consequences reflect harm t o  the public interest in a 

competitive marketplace, consequences under Tier 11, unlike Tier I payments, 

should be paid to  a public fund identified by the Commission and may be 

used for competitively neutral public purposes.” 

Tier II Business Rules for Parity Measurements. 

The same business rules apply under Tier II to the aggregate (or pooled) data 

of the individual CLECs as are employed for the individual CLEC data under 

Tier I, except a smaller consequence threshold is used.” As a result, the 

applicable consequence table (Table 1 above) is modified as follows: 

Each occurrence counts equally in this calculation. Thus, the individual results for 
individual CLECs are not averaged together; rather the performance for all CLECs is 
pooled for each submeasurement result. Thus the pooled data analysis effectively creates 
a “super CLEC” for the purposes of determining Tier I1 consequences. ’’ Thus, under Tier 11, individual CLECs are not compensated. 
22 Alternative methodology exists for determining Tier I1 consequences. See, for 
example, the June 2,1999 Joint AT&T and MCI ex parte filing made with the FCC in CC 
Docket 98-56. 
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Range of modified z- 

statistic value (z) 

greater than or equal 

Table 4 

Performance Applicable Consequence ( $ 1  

Designation 

Indeterminate 0 

less than 52'13 to 32' 

less than 32' 

1 5zX13 I I 
Market Impacting n Ia(z/z*)* + b(z/z*) + c l  

Market n25,000 

Constraining 

Here z c  is the balancing critical value for the given submeasure aggregated 

over all the CLECs, and the coefficients of the smooth consequence function 

are again: 

a = 5625 

b = -11250 

c = 8125. 

The quantity n is the market penetration factor explained below. 

A graph of the applicable consequences as a function of the measured 

modified z-score (z) is given in Attachment G in Figure G-3. The attachment 

also contains a small step tabulation of the function that approximately 

represents it in Table G-3. 

Tier II Business Rules for Benchmark Measurements 

The same business rules apply under Tier I I  to the aggregate (or pooled) data 

of the individual CLECs as are employed for the individual CLEC data under 

Tier I ,  except that consequences do not apply until the pooled CLEC 

performance results degrades to a point that is equivalent to an intermediate 
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failure designation at the Tier I level. As with parity measures, the applicable 

consequences are adjusted to reflect the broader consequences of poor 

performance for the entire CLEC industry and the concomitant effects on the 

market and consumers. 

Range of Benchmark 

Result (x) 

Meets or exceeds 

(1.58-50)% 

Meets or exceeds (28- 

1 OO)% but worse than 

(1.5B-50)% 

Worse than (28-1 001% 

Failure Designation Applicable Consequence ($) 

Indeterminate 0 

Market Impacting n {d[x/(l00-B)I2 + eBI~/ (100-8)~1 

+ f[B/(100-B)12 + g} 

Market n25.000 

Constraining 

For Table 5, x is the actually measured proportion and the coefficients are 

again given by: 

d = 22500 

e = -45000 

f = 22500 

g = 2500 

The quantity n is the market penetration factor explained below. 
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A graph of the applicable consequences as a function of the measured 

benchmark result, x, for B=95% and n = 10  is given in Attachment G in 

Figure G-4. The attachment also contains a small step tabulation of the 

function that approximately represents it in Table G-4. 

Lines provided to CLECslTotal ILEC and CLEC 

Lines 

Establishing the Value of "n" for Tier II 

Value of "n" 

For both Tier II tables (Tables 4 and 5), the value for "n" should be 

determined based upon the most recent data for the state and company 

under consideration (in this caseFlorida) relating to resold lines (Table 3.1) 

and UNE loops (Table 3.3) as reported in the most recent Report of Local 

Competition published by the FCC.23 In effect, "n" is a multiplier for the Tier 

II consequence amount that takes into account, in general terms, the extent 

of competitive penetration within the 

Table 6 

more than 50% 

more than 40% to less than or equal 50% 

more than 30% to less than or equal 40% 

more than 20% to less than or equal 30% 

more than 10% to less than or equal 20% 

more than 5% to less than or equal 10% 

0% to less than or equal 5% 

0 

1 

2 

4 

6 

8 

10 

23 If  a company is not explicitly identified, then the aggregate result for the state would be 
utilized 
24 The calculation for a particular ILEC and state would be based on the most current data 
reported to the FCC and be as follows: (resold lines + UNE loops)/(total switched lines). 
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Thus, as competition becomes established, the size of the applicable Tier II 

consequence is reduced to  zero if the ILEC no longer provides a majority of 

the local lines to the CLECs in its serving area. 

Other Considerations 

1. Procedural Caps May Be Useful If Properly Implemented 

In the course of early state consideration of consequence plans, regulators 

and incumbents expressed concern regarding the possible size of payments 

that an incumbent might be required to pay. In response, proposals were 

made to cap incumbents’ potential liability. As a threshold matter, it should 

be noted that this concern reflects a tacit acknowledgement that the 

performance delivered by the incumbents has to  date been largely non- 

complaint. Moreover, to  the extent that any cap is considered a t  all, the 

very important difference between absolute and procedural caps must be 

recognized. As shown below, if the Commission establishes any caps a t  all, 

they should be purely procedural and not place an absolute limit on the 

potential consequence payments due from the ILECZ5 

The difference between procedural and absolute caps is significant. 

Absolute caps should be avoided entirely. First, such caps provide an ILEC 

with the means to evaluate the cost of market share retention through 

delivery of non-compliant performance. Second, absolute caps send the 

signal that once the ILEC’s performance deteriorates to  a particular level (i.e., 

reaching the absolute cap) then further deterioration is irrelevant.26 
~~~ ~ *’ In this regard, it should be noted that the main purpose of any system of incentives is to 

have an ILEC accept its legal responsibility to perform at appropriate levels and not pay 
any consequences at all. 

Similarly, the use of weightings for individual performance measurements to determine 
the amount of consequences should also be avoided. Any weighting process is inherently 
subjective and thus arbitrary. Moreover, use of weightings may inappropriately influence 
the market entry mode selected by a particular CLEC. It is far superior to permit the 
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Procedural caps, on the other hand, establish a preset level a t  which the 

ILEC could seek regulatory review of the consequences that are due; 

however, the cap would not automatically absolve an ILEC of liability for a 

consequence. Procedural caps, therefore, avoid both of the problems of 

absolute caps. They do not provide ILECs with the opportunity t o  evaluate 

the “cost” of retaining share through non-compliance. Likewise, they do not 

absolve an ILEC from consequences for unchecked performance 

deterioration. 

To the extent a procedural cap is employed, it should be tailored t o  achieve 

the following: 

(1) A meaningful level of consequences must be available before the 

procedural cap applies; 

(2) The procedural cap should apply on a rolling twelve-month period 

and not to  individual months; 

(3) The procedural cap should not apply to Tier I consequences for 

the CLECs but only Tier I I   consequence^.^' No other caps should be 

applicable. 

(4) To the extent that a procedural cap is exceeded, the ILEC must 

pay out consequences up to  the procedural cap and put-the amount in 

excess of the cap in an escrow account that earns a minimum interest 

rate as approved by the Commission; 

(5) The Commission shall decide whether and to what extent the 

amount in excess of the procedural cap should be paid out. The ILEC 

market to determine which measures are most important by seeing what functions 
customers need tiom CLECs, and that CLECs in turn need from the ILEC. *’ As noted above, Tier I consequences principally act as a form of liquidated damages. 
Thus, there is no justification for capping such consequences whether for an individual 
CLEC or for the CLEC industry as a whole. 
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should pay out any amount in excess of the cap, including accrued 

interest, according to Commission order. 

The level of the procedural cap must be set high enough that meaningful 

incentives are immediately payable without intervention of the Commission. 

To permit otherwise would effectively prevent the performance 

consequences from being self-enforcing. It is reasonable t o  expect that  any 

procedural cap should be proportionate to the size of the local market a t  

issue. It is therefore recommended that, if a procedural cap is adopted, that 

it be determined from the estimated dollar amount that the ILEC stands to 

retain in monopoly based revenues. 

2. Other Provisions Protect ILECs From The Impact Of Extraordinary 

Events 

The cut of a single cable may result in higher trouble rates and longer mean 

times to repair over a short period of time. This is referred to  as clustering. 

While clustering may in fact occur, there is no particular reason to believe 

that any such events would result in disproportionate impacts on the ILEC or 

even the CLECs. Furthermore, there may be other events demonstrably 

beyond the control of the ILEC that may affect its service quality differently 

from the CLECs‘. This condition does not argue that automatic exclusion 

should be provided for an otherwise applicable consequence. Nevertheless, 

the ILEC should not be denied protection from extraordinary impacts not 

anticipated in the construction of the consequence plan”. As a result, if 
~ 

28 Root cause analysis should not defer payments o f  consequences. ILECs must be liable 
to pay any consequences for poor performance. Completion of root cause analysis must 
not be a prerequisite for the delivery o f  payments to either the CLEC(s) or to the 
designated Tier I1 fund. Root cause analyses tend to be time consuming to conduct. 
While root cause analysis i s  desirable for long range performance improvement purposes, 
it is antithetical to self-enforcing consequences. Finally, the provisions set forth in the 
immediately preceding section provide a procedural mechanism available to ILECs 
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such events occur, the ILECshould be permitted to pursue relief according to 

the following: 

(1 ) The ILEC should notify the Commission and any potentially affected 

CLEC(s), using written and verifiable means of notice, of the intent to pursue 

an exception. Such notification must be provided before the applicable 

consequence is payable; otherwise the ILEC waives its rights. 

(2) All consequences not at issue under the exception petition must be 

immediately payable as provided for elsewhere in the plan. Those that are 

subject of the potential exemption shall be paid into an interest bearing 

escrow account no later than the due date applicable to the consequences 

that are at issue. 

(3) No later than 15 calendar days following the due date of the 

consequences for which an exemption is sought, the incumbent shall submit 

t o  the Commission and all other affected parties all factual evidence 

supporting the exemption. To the extent the ILEC seeks proprietary 

protection of the information submitted, it shall employ a standard 

nondisclosure form, approved by the Commission, before the plan is put into 

operation. The ILEC may not rely upon the lack of the proprietary form as a 

basis to delay the submission to  the Commission, nor may the incumbent 

delay access to information by any CLEC that agrees to sign the standard 

nondisclosure form. 

(4) By the later of 30 calendar days following notice by the incumbent or 15 

calendar days following the ILEC's compliance with (3) above, interested 

should after-the-fact root cause analysis indicate that a consequence was misapplied from 
the ILEC's perspective. 
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CLECs shall file comments regarding the requested exemption. By mutual 

agreement, this period may be extended up to 15 calendar days. 

(5) Following closure of the comment period provided in (41, if the ILEC and 

CLEC(s) have not reached a mutually agreeable settlement, the Commission 

shall either 

(a) render a decision regarding the requested exemption, or 

(b) seek further comment. The Commission shall render its decision 

regarding the exemption, which shall be binding on all parties, 

within 90 calendar days of the payment due date of the 

consequences at issue. 

(6) Payout of the consequences shall be according t o  Commission direction 

and liquidate the entire escrow account, including accrued interest. In 

addition, the ILEC should be responsible for reimbursing reasonably incurred 

legal fees of the CLECs. Such amounts should be reimbursed in the 

following proportion: 

[1 -(amount returned to  the incumbent)]/total escrow balance at liquidation. 

As discussed in Attachment F, other steps may be taken to  address potential 

measurement correlation issues once actual data has been gathered under 

the performance measurement system. 

3. Additional Consequences Enforce the Operation of the Plan 

Additional consequences should be applicable for other ILEC failures related 

to  performance reporting. At a minimum, consequences for the following 

areas of non-compliance are appropriate: 
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Late performance reports - If performance data and associated reports are 

not available to the CLECs by the due day, the ILEC should be liable for 

payments of $5.000 to a state fund for every day past the due date for 

delivery of the reports and data. The ILEC's liability should be determined 

based on the latest report delivered to  a CLEC. 

Incomplete or revised reports - If performance data and reports are 

incomplete, or if previously reported data are revised, then the ILEC should 

be liable for payments of $1,000 t o  a state fund for every day past the due 

date for delivery of the original reports. 

Inability to access detailed data - If a CLEC cannot access its detailed data 

underlying the ILEC's performance reports due to failures under the control 

of the ILEC, then the ILEC should pay the affected CLEC $1000 per day (or 

portion thereof) until such data are made available. 

Interest on late consequence payments - If the ILEC fails to remit a 

consequence payment by the 1 5'h business day following the due date of the 

data and the reports upon which the consequences are based, then it should 

be liable for accrued interest for every day that the payment is late. 

diem interest rate that is equivalent t o  the ILEC's rate of return for its 

regulated services for the most recent reporting year should apply. 

A per 
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Attachment A 

Sufficient Disaggregation Is Essential to  Permit Detection of Discrimination 

A meaningful system of performance consequences cannot operate without 

a high-quality system of performance measurements. This requires not only 

a robust system of performance measurements that monitors all key aspects 

of market entry and ILEC support but also that the results derived from such 

measurements are sufficiently discrete to  permit meaningful  comparison^.^^ 

- 

Sufficient disaggregation is absolutely essential for accurate comparison of 

results to expected performance. This is true regardless of whether parity or 

a benchmark serves as the performance standard. Inadequate disaggregation 

of results means that not all key factors driving differences in performance 

results have been identified, which in turn interjects needless variability into 

the computed results. Such an outcome has two adverse effects. First, the 

ability to  detect real differences is reduced for parity measures, because the 

modified z-statistic employs only the incumbent's variance in the 

denominator, which will increase with inappropriate averaging of dissimilar 

results (thus causing the calculated z-statistic to  be smaller). Second, 

benchmark standards may be more permissive, both in terms of the absolute 

standard and the percentage "miss" accepted (to the extent it is factually 

supported at all), if the factual data underlying them are averages of widely 

divergent processes. Accordingly, inadequately disaggregated data impose 

very lenient targets that result in a very low probability that performance 

requirements will be missed. 

*' Although some incumbents have raised vague concerns that sufficient disaggregation 
of results may over-burden regulators, those concerns are unfounded for two reasons. 
First, careful advance specification of disaggregation requirements will reduce, rather 
than increase, regulatory burden and permit superior quality decision making. Second, if 
fewer performance results are desired, statistical procedures for re-aggregating 
disaggregated results provide a superior approach to reliance upon overly aggregated 
measurement results. 
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Only incumbents, such as BellSouth, have access to the highly detailed 

information regarding their retail performance necessary to determine the 

level of disaggregation that is required to permit apples-to-apples 

comparisons. Moreover, there are analytical procedures that allow factual 

conclusions to be made regarding how much disaggregation is "en~ugh."~ '  

Indeed, in the limited instances where CLECs have been provided access to 

ILEC data and a t  least limited public disclosure of analysis was permitted, the 

facts showed both that ILECs have very detailed data and that very 

disaggregated results comparisons are necessary to avoid bias3' 

Establishing the appropriate level of disaggregation is not a "once-and-done" 

undertaking. Provision can be made to  review, perhaps annually, the 

appropriateness of the disaggregation contained in the ILEC's performance 

measurement system. In this review process, an ILEC may demonstrate, 

through data it has collected pursuant to i ts performance measurement 

system, that the existing level of disaggregation is not providing any 

additional insight to an assessment of its performance quality and 

nondiscrimination. In that same review process, individual CLECs should 

also be permitted to  request additional disaggregation." The party 

requesting a change should have the burden of showing why the proposed 

change is appropriate provided that all parties have equal access to  detailed 

data necessary to  support the proposal. 

There should not be any presumption that additional disaggregation creates a 

burden. for either the ILEC or this Commission. For all incumbents in 

30 For example, regression procedures may provide a workable methodology for 
establishing the extent of disaggregation required to make accurate comparisons. '' See AT&T Ex Parte filed July 20,1999 in CC Docket 98-56. 
32 In such cases, the requesting CLEC should be required to make its request for further 
disaggregation to the incumbent LEC at least three months before initiation of the review 
process. 
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general, additional disaggregation (once correct implementation is validated) 

simply involves repetitive computation - a task readily and quickly 

accomplished by today's computers. Such a small and largely one-time 

effort is a small price to pay for the vastly improved capability to protect the 

prospects for competition in Florida. 
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AlTACHMENT B 

SERVICE QUALITY MEASUEMENTS 
‘RE-ORDERING 
. Average Response Time and Response Interval (Pre- 

Ordering) 
. Interface Availability (Pre-Ordering) 
. Interface Availability (Maintenance & Repair) 
. Response Interval (Maintenance & Repair) 
. Loop Make-up Manual 
. Loop Make-up Electronic 
IRDERING 
. Percent Flow-through Service Requests 
. Order Acknowledgement Timeliness 
. Order Acknowledgement Completeness 
. Percent Rejected Service Requests 
. Reject Interval 

I. Firm Order Commitment Timeliness 
I. Firm Order Commitmenflejection Response Completeness 
I. Speed of Answer in Ordering Center 
). Percent Order Accuracy 
0. Timeliness of Response for BST to CLEC Trunks 
1. LNP Percent Rejected Service Requests 
2. LNP Reject Interval 

, 3 .  LNP Firm Order Commitment Timeliness 
14. Call Abandonment Rate 
?ROVISIONING 
L . Mean Held Order Interval & Distribution Intervals 
l .  Average Jeopardy Notice Interval & % of Orders Given 

Jeopardy Notices 
3. Percent Orders Completed On Time (or missed 

appointment) 
1. Average Completion Interval 
5. Average Completion Notice Interval 
5. Coordinated Customer Conversions 
7. Hot Cut Timeliness with Interval 
8. % Provisioning Troubles wli 30 days of Service Order 

Completion 
9. Percent CompletiondAttempts without Notice or with Less 

Than 24 Hours Notice 
10. % on time hot cuts 
1 1. Percent of Orders Cancelled or Supplemented at the 

Request of the ILEC 
12. Percent of Hot Cuts Not Working as Initially Provisioned 
13. Average Recovery Time 
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14. Mean Time to Restore Customer to the ILEC 
15. YO Customer Restored to ILEC 
16. % Cooperative Acceptance Testing 
17. % Successful xDSL Loops Cooperatively Tested 
18. % Completion of Timely Loop Modification 
19. LNP Missed Appointments 
20. LNP Disconnect Timeliness 

MAINTENANCE & REPAIR 
1. Customer Trouble Report Rate 
2. Maintenance Average Duration 
3. Percent Repeat Troubles w/i 30 days) 
4. Average Answer Time - Repair Centers 
5 .  Mean Jeopardy Interval for Maintenance & Trouble 

Handling 
6. Percent Missed Repair Appointments 
7. Mean Time To Answer Calls(Repair Service Center) 
BILLING 
1. Usage Data Delivery Accuracy 
2. Mean Time to Deliver Usage 
3. % Billing Errors Corrected in X Days 
4. Usage Timeliness 
5. Recurring charge completeness 
6. Non recurring charge completeness 
7. % on time mechanized invoice delivery 
8. Invoice accuracy 
OTHER 
1. Mean Time To Answer(0SIDA) 
2. E-91 1 Timeliness 
3. E-91 1 Accuracy 
4. E-91 1 Mean Interval 
5. Percent Call Completion (Trunking) 
6. Database Average Update Interval 
7. Database Percent Update Accuracy 
8. NNX and LRN loaded by LERG Effective Date 
9. % On Time Response Commitments 
10. Mean Time to Notify CLEC of Network Outages 
1 1. % on Time Notification of Interface Outages 
12. YO Change Management Notices Sent on Time 
13. % Change Management Documentation Sent on Time 
14. Average Delay Days for Change Notices 
15. Average Delay Days for Documentation 
16. ILEC vs CLEC Changes Made 
17. % Software Certification Failures 
18. % Software Problems Resolved on Time 
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Attachment C 

Permutation Analysis Procedural Steps 

Permutation analysis is applied to calculate the z-statistic using the following 

logic: 

1. Choose a sufficiently large number T 

2. Pool and mix the CLEC and ILEC data sets 

3. Randomly subdivide the pooled data sets into two pools, one the 

same size as the original CLEC data set (n,,,, ) and one reflecting the 

remaining data points, (which is equal to the size of the original ILEC 

data set or nlLEC). 

4. Compute and store the 2-test score (2,) for this sample. 

5. Repeat steps 3 and 4 for the remaining T-1 sample pairs to  be 

analyzed. (If the number of possibilities is less than 1 million, include 

a programmatic check to  prevent drawing the same pair of samples 

more than once). 

6. Order the Z, results computed and stored in step 4 from lowest to 

highest. 

7. Compute the Z-test score for the original t w o  data sets and find its 

rank in the ordering determined in step 6. 
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8. Repeat the steps 2-7 ten times and combine the results to determine 

P = (Summation of ranks in each of the 10 runs divided by 1OT) 

9. Using a cumulative standard normal distribution table, find the value 

ZA such that the probability (or cumulative area under the standard 

normal curve) is equal to P calculated in step 8. 

10. Compare Z, with the desired critical value as determined from 

If 2, > the designated critical Z-value in the the critical 2 table. 

table, then the performance is non-compliant. 
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Attachment D 

Statistical Demonstrations of Non-Parity are Sufficient: Notes on 

“Competitive Significance“ 

Some incumbents have proposed that, when comparing the CLEC data set to 

the ILEC data set for a particular performance measurement result, a lack of 

parity should not be declared unless both the performance difference is 

statistically significant - and the difference has “competitive or economic 

significance.” This notion is contrary to  FCC‘s interpretation of the terms of 

the 1996 Act (the Act). The FCC has found that the term 

“nondiscriminatory“ as used in the Act is a more stringent standard than the 

“unjust and unreasonable discrimination” standard set forth in other 

provisions of the Communications Thus, the term “nondiscriminatory 

access” means that: (1 ) the quality of performance must be equal among all 

carriers requesting the support, and (2) where technically feasible, the 

support must be no less in quality and timeliness than that which the 

incumbent provides to  itself.34 

Some ILECs have also argued that, as the number of data points underlying 

the computed performance result increases (all other factors held constant), 

33 See FCC Docket No. 96-98, Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in 
theTelecommunications Act of 1996, First Report and Order released August 8,1996,l 
217, 859 (“Local Competition Order”). 
34 Local Competition Order, 13 15 (access must be provided on t e rm that are “equal to 
the terms and conditions under which the incumbent LEC provisions such elements to 
itself‘); Second Order on Reconsideration, Implementation of the Local Competition 
hovisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket No. 96-98 (released 
December 13. 1996) 119 lOSS access “must be wual to” the access that the ILEC orovides 
to itself); FCC CC Docket No. 97-137, In the Matter of Ameritech Michigan F’urs&nt to 
Section 271 of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended, To Provide In-Region 
InterLATA Services in Michigan, Memorandum Opinion and Order released August 19, 
1997 (“Ameritech Michigan Order”),l139 (“BOC must provide access to competing 
carriers that is equal to the level of access that the BOC provides to itself. . . in terms of 
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smaller differences in means will be statistically significant. This statement 

is true; nevertheless, as explained in the text, the consequences defined by 

this plan do not increase with the number of data points. Therefore, the 

statistical test and z-score have achieved their exact purposes by identifying 

unequal performance and increasing consequences with severity of failure. 

Furthermore, the term “discriminatory” under the Act should not be confused 

with direct and provable competitive injury. The language of the Act does 

not permit the incumbent to discriminate against a CLEC by showing that no 

specific competitive harm was experienced by the CLEC.” Moreover, as a 

theoretical matter, although statistical science can be used to evaluate the 

impact of different choices of alternative hypothesis in the balancing 

methodology, there is not much that an appeal to statistical principles can 

offer in directing specific choices. These specific choices are best left to 

telephony experts. 

These judgements should consider the financial impact (on the CLECs) of 

violations of various degrees. As a first approximation, the ILEC has data, 

generated by its routine management procedures, that could be used to calibrate 

the effect of various violations. The Commission should require the ILEC to 

produce evidence, relating to its management procedures, that would help the 

Commission understand what deviations from target performance routinely signal 

the need for correction. 

It is certainly not sufficient to consider only the resulting critical values or error 

probabilities. 

quality, accuracy and timeliness”); 1166 (ILEC “must provide competing carriers access 
to such OSS function equal to the access that it provides to its retail operations”). 
35 Indeed, requiring a CLEC to demonstrate the specific anticompetitive consequences of 
an ILEC performance failure would effectively render these new protections into mere 
reiterations of Section 11 of the Sherman Act. Long experience under antitrust law shows 
how difficult and protracted such a requirement is in practice. 

37 



Attachment E 

Exhibit C L B l  
DocketNo. OOO121-TP 

Page 38 of 52 

Mitigation for Potential Impacts of Random Variation is Unnecessary When 

Type I and Type II  Error is Balanced 

Random variation is differences in the expected output (or result) of a 

process that cannot be entirely explained as a result of differences in the 

inputs to  the process. Said another way, running the very same process 

multiple times using exactly the same key inputs may not (and likely will not) 

produce exactly the same outcomes. The differences in the outcomes are 

"explained" as random variation. 

There is little debate that the support processes that incumbents utilize to  

support CLECs tend to be complex and that a variety of factors influence the 

quantity and quality of the support delivered. As a result, provided the 

necessary steps have been taken to disaggregate measurement results 

sufficiently to account for factors correlated with different outcomes, 

random variation should be accommodated. In doing so, a reasonable 

balance needs t o  be struck between (1) protecting the ILEC from 

consequences that are a result of random variation, and (2) protecting 

competitors from the adverse effects of discrimination by the ILEC. 

As discussed above, the first step in mitigating the effects of random 

variation is to  minimize the risk of making an incorrect decision. In this 

situation, the t w o  potential incorrect decisions are (1 ) declaring performance 

compliant when it is actually discriminatory and (2) declaring performance 

non-compliant when it is actually within acceptable limits. If these two 

probabilities are balanced, then, the consequences for "false" failures 

conceptually offset the consequences for undetected failures. Otherwise 

stated, the small remedy payment by the ILEC under falsely declared non- 
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compliance is conceptually balanced with the market losses experienced by 

the CLECs due to  falsely declared compliance. 

Some regulators have expressed concerns, in light of what they consider to  

be sizable consequences necessary to motivate compliant ILEC performance 

and the inability to precisely balance risk, that additional mitigating factors 

should be instituted. Unfortunately, virtually all the mechanisms discussed 

are designed to protect the incumbent a t  the expense of the protecting the 

competitive process. The following mechanisms have been proposed, but 

each suffer from serious flaws. 

a. Credits for 'Better than Required" Performance Permit Gaming 

This approach to mitigation is misguided and has the potential to cause 

extreme harm with little upside potential. In this flawed approach to 

mitigation, consequences for failed performance could be negated if the 

incumbent provides "better than required" performance a t  a different time (or 

for a different measurement) and thus earns a "credit." For example, the 

incumbent could deliver bad performance in one area and offset the 

consequence through performance credits "earned" in a separate but 

unrelated area or through credits for compliant performance previously (or 

subsequently) delivered. In all cases, such credits provide incumbents 

extensive opportunities to "game the system." Credits give ILECs the 

opportunity to deliver highly variable results that swing between very good 

and extremely poor performance and still be absolved of any consequence. 

Likewise, incumbents have the opportunity to temporarily provide compliant 

performance and then discriminate with impunity. In either case, the CLEW 

position in the marketplace compared to the incumbent is harmed. 

Moreover, because CLECs only learn of "better" performance after the fact 

(in a performance report), they cannot take practical advantage of such 

39 



Exhibit CLB-I 

Page 40 of 52 
Docket No. 000121-TP 

performance. Thus they get no benefit that offsets the real harm they and 

their customers have actually suffered. 

b. Absolute Caps On Liability Are Unwarranted 

There is no logical or practical basis to set an absolute limit on any 

incumbent's liability under any consequences plan, especially for Tier I type 

consequences. Such consequences are intended to compensate CLECs for 

actual harm they have sustained as a result of documented poor 

performance. Thus, there should never be a limit on this type of 

consequence. Moreover, to  the extent that Tier II consequences become 

especially large, it may be appropriate to establish a procedural cap to 

provide an opportunity to assess whether the calculated consequence for an 

incumbent's market-affecting behavior should be limited. 
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Attachment F 

Addressing Measurement Overlap And Correlation 

Measurement overlap occurs when one or more measurements effectively 

measure the same performance. If t w o  measurements overlap, then 

consequences should attach to only one of them. Note, however, a 

measurement addressing timeliness and a measurement addressing quality 

for the same area of performance do not overlap. 

Measurement correlation is different from measurement overlap. 

Measurement correlation occurs when one or more measurement results 

move at the same time. The direction-of movement need not be the same. 

That is, one may improve (e.g., quality) while another deteriorates (e.g., 

timeliness). As such, measurement correlation does not automatically argue 

for adjustment to the measurements eligible for consequences. Indeed, an 

incumbent that is intentionally and pervasively discriminating would be 

capable of showing a high degree of correlation among all measurement 

results both within and across months - all results would be deteriorating. 

If there are reasons to believe that measurements are somewhat overlapping 

and correlation is suspected, the solution is not to immediately eliminate one 

or both measurements. Rather the potentially superior approach is to create 

"families" for the purpose of applying consequences. Each measurement 

"family" would be eligible for only a single consequence. Whether and to 

what degree a family is eligible for a consequence would be determined by 

the worst performing individual measurement result within the family for the 

month under consideration. Thus, use of measurement families eliminates 

the possibility of consequence "double jeopardy"" without making any 

36 If the measurements in the family are truly overlapping and correlated they point to the 
same conclusion (incidents of failure and severity). Measurement families thus treat the 
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advance value judgement regarding the usefulness of individual 

measurements. 

Use of measurement families has the potential for significant harm for an 

otherwise effective consequence plan due because: (1  ) inappropriate 

grouping can mask areas of discrimination by placing non-overlapped 

measurements in the same family; and, (2) by reducing eligible 

measurements, without adjusting the per measurement consequence, the 

overall plan incentives are diminished. As a result, establishment of 

measurement families must be approached with extreme caution and 

sparingly used. A t  least the following conditions must be imposed. 

(1  1 measurements that address separate support functionality may 

not be placed in the same family; 

(2) measurements that address different modes of market entry may 

not be placed in the same family; 

(3) measurement families may not be used as a means to avoid 

disaggregation detail; 

(4) measurements that address (a) timeliness, (b) accuracy, and (c) 

completeness may not be placed within the same family; 

(5) measurement families, to the extent used, must be identical 

across all CLECs; 

(6) even if correlation can be demonstrated, measurement families 

must not be used to combine otherwise independent measurements of 

a deficient process; and, 

(7) establishment of measurement families must not reduce the 

maximum consequence payable by more than 10% without an 

incumbent preferentially: either the measurements are effectively the same and only one 
consequence applies or they were inappropriately grouped and the incumbent avoids one 
or more consequences that should have been incurred. 
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offsetting increase in the basic, intermediate, and severe consequence 

payable per failed measurement. 

To the extent new measurement families are proposed or a proposal is set 

forth to eliminate or modify and existing family, the advocate of the change 

should bear the burden of demonstrating compliance with the above 

minimum requirements. The consideration should be in a public forum where 

all interested parties participate, and in the event of a disagreement, the 

Commission should decide based upon the record established. Prospective 

changes of measurement families should not affect any prior determinations 

regarding consequences. 

No proposal to establish measurement families should be considered until the 

consequence plan has been operational and produced a t  least six months of 

independently verified data. 

43 



Exhibit CLB-1 
Docket No. 000121-TP 

Page 44 of 53 
Attachment G 

Graphs and Tables of Consequence Functions 

The consequences as a function of performance are completely calculable 

from the equations presented in Tables 1,3,4, and 5 of the text. In fact using 

the equations in these tables directly is the appropriate way to  program the 

computer that will perform the calculations when the plan is implemented. 

However, in this attachment we give graphical representations of the 

consequences as a function of performance and also present the functions in 

tabular form. The latter may be used as a less accurate alternative to the 

equations in the text tables to  look up the consequence amounts. 

. / ,  , 
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Applicable Consequences for Tler I Parity Submeasures 
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Table G-1 Applicable Tier I Consequences for Parity Submeasures 

ZlZ' Amount 
0.0 or less $0.00 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
1 .o 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2.4 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 
2.9 

$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 

$2, P 5625 
$2,725.00 
$3,006.25 
$3,400.00 
$3,906.25 
$4,525.00 
$5,256.25 
$6,100.00 
$7,056.25 
$8,125.00 
$9,306.25 

$10.600.00 
$12,006.25 
$13,525.00 
$15,156.25 
$16,900.00 
$18,756.25 
$20,725.00 
$22.806.25 

3.0 or more $25,000.00 
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Table G-2 Applicable Tier I Consequences for (95%) Benchmark 
Submeasures 

x(%) Amount 
90.0 or less $25,000.00 

90.5 $20,725.00 
91.0 $16.900.00 
91.5 $13.525.00 
92.0 $10,600.00 
92.5 $8,125.00 
93.0 $6,100.00 
93.5 $4,525.00 
94.0 $3,400.00 
94.5 $2.725.00 

95.5 $0.00 
96.0 $0.00 
96.5 $0.00 
97.0 $0.00 
97.5 $0.00 
98.0 $0.00 
98.5 $0.00 
99.0 $0.00 
99.5 $0.00 
100.0 $0.00 

95.0 $Bpp 
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Appllcable Consequences for Tler II Parity Submeasures (n=lO) 
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Table G-3 Applicable Tier I I  Consequences for Parity Submeasures (n= 10) 

zlz' Amount 
0.0 or less $0.00 

0.1 $0.00 
0.2 $0.00 
0.3 $0.00 
0.4 $0.00 
0.5 $0.00 
0.6 $0.00 
0.7 $0.00 
0.8 $0.00 
0.9 $0.00 
1 .o $0.00 
1.1 $0.00 
1.2 $0.00 
1.3 $0.00 
1.4 $0.00 
1.5 $0.00 
1.6 $0.00 
1.7 $52.562.50 
1.8 $61,000.00 
1.9 $70,562.50 
2.0 $81,250.00 
2.1 $93,062.50 
2.2 $106,000.00 
2.3 $120,062.50 
2.4 $135,250.00 
2.5 $151,562.50 
2.6 $169,000.00 
2.7 $187,562.50 
2.8 $207,250.00 
2.9 $228.062.50 

3.0 or more $250,000.00 
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Applicable Consequences for Tier II (SSXl Benchmark Submesums (n=rO) 
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Figure G-4 
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Table G-4 Applicable Tier II Consequences for (95%) Benchmark 

Submeasures (n = 10) 

x (%) Amount 
90.0 or less $250,000.00 

90.5 $207,250.00 
91.0 $169,000.00 
91.5 $135,250.00 
92.0 $106.000.00 
92.5 ' $0.00 
93.0 $00 
93.5 $0.00 
94.0 $0.00 
94.5 $0.00 
95.0 $0.00 
95.5 $0.00 
96.0 $0.00 
96.5 $0.00 
97.0 $0.00 
97.5 $0.00 
98.0 $0.00 
98.5 $0.00 
99.0 $0.00 
99.5 $0.00 
100.0 $0.00 
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Sample Benchmark Adjustment Table 

m I 80.0% I 90.0% I 90.0% 
20 85.0% 90.osIo YS.O% 

30 I 83.3% I 90.0% I 93.3% 
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ALEC Penalty Plan for Covad Examples 

In response to a request made during the hearing, BellSouth has attempted to 
ascertain what penalties would have been paid to Covad under BellSouth's plan 
for BellSouth's performance in December, 2000. In order to determine any 
penalties with accuracy, it is necessary to have the cell level data for both Covad 
and for BellSouth's corresponding and comparable data, to insure that "like-to- 
like" comparisons are done. 

The cell level information for BellSouth's retail analogs is not available for 
December, 2000. The performance plan that BellSouth has proposed with the 
specific recommended analogs was not in place in Florida in December, and thus 
the necessary data to make these comparisons was not captured and retained. 
BellSouth has conducted an inquiry to determine whether the necessary 
information could be recovered from another source, but has been unable to 
conclude that the data could be recovered, and, if it could be recovered, whether 
it could be recovered within a reasonable time period and at a reasonable cost. 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 



Exhibit RMB-I 
Docket No. 000121-Tp 

Page 1 of 14 

Local Competition Users Group 

Statistical Tests for Local Service Parity 

February 6,1998 
Membership: AT&T, Sprint, MCI, LCI, WorldCom 

Version 1.0 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ........................................................................................................................ z 
UWRODUCTION ............. .......................................................................................................................... 3 

....................... 
SERVICE QUALITY MEASUREMENTS ................. ...................................... 
WHY WENEEDTO USE STATISTICAL TESTS ......................... 
BASIC CONCEPTS AM) TERMS ................................. ~ ......................................................................... 5 

.................................................. 

........................... ...................................... 5 

...................................... 
THE Z-TEST ................. ........................................ .............................................. 8 
"E 1 ERRORS AND 
TESTS OF PROPORnO ............................... 
PROPOSED TEST PROCEDURES ......................................................................................................... 11 

TEST FOR PARlTY IN MEANS ........................ 
TEST FOR PARITY IN PROPDRTIONS ........................................................................... 
TESTFORPANTYINRATES .... ........................................ ........................................... 14 

APPLYING THE APPROPRJATE TEST .......................... 
............................. 

FLORIDA PUBUC SERWCE COMMISSION 
DOCKET 
NO. 00 0 / 5 d E X H I B I T  N 0. 
COMPANY/ 
WITNESS: - 14 
DATE: - *-- d 7-41  0 



Exhibit RMB-1 
Docket No. 000121-TP 

Page 2 of 14 

Executive Summary 

The Local Competition Users Group has drafted 27 Service Quality 
Measurements (SQMs) that will be used to  measure parity of service 
provided by incumbent local exchange carriers (ILECs) to competitive local 
exchange carriers (CLECs). This set of measures includes means, 
proportions, and rates of various indicators of service quality. This 
document proposes statistical tests that are appropriate for determining if 
parity is being provided with respect t o  these measurements. 

Each month, a specified report of the 27 SQMs will be provided by the ILEC, 
broken down by the requested reporting dimensions. The SQMs are to be 
systematically developed and provided by the ILECs as specified. Test 
parameters will be calculated so that the overall probability of declaring the 
ILEC to be out of parity purely by chance is very small. For each SQM and 
reporting dimension reported, the difference between the ILEC and CLEC 
results is converted to  a z-value. Non-parity is determined if a z-value 
exceeds a selected critical value. 
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Purpose 

The Local Competition Users Group (LCUG) is a cooperative effort of AT&T, 
MCI, Sprint, LCI and WorldCom for establishing standards for the entry of 
new companies (competitive local exchange carriers, or CLECs) into the local 
telecommunications market. A key initiative of the LCUG is to  establish 
measures of parity for services provided by incumbent local exchange 
carriers (ILECs). In short, parity means that the support ILECs provide on 
behalf of the CLECs is no lesser in quality than the service provided by the 
ILECs to  their own customers. 

The LCUG has drafted a document listing service quality measurements 
(SQMs) that must be reported by the ILECs to  insure that CLECs are given 
parity of support. The SQM document has been submitted to the FCC and 
made available to  PUCs in all 50 states and is pending approval by many of 
these regulatory agencies. This document has been drafted to describe 
statistical methodology for determining if parity exists based on the 
measurements defined in the SQM document. 

Service Quality Measurements 

The LCUG has identified 27 service quality measurements for testing parity 
of service. These are: 

Pre-Ordering 'PO-I Average Response Interval for Pre- 
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IUE-2 iTimeliness of Element ~~ Performance ~ ~ 2 

The Service Quality Measurements document describes the importance of 
each measure as an indicator of service parity. The SQM document also 
describes reporting dimensions that will be used to  break each measure out 
by  like factors (e.g., major service group). 

Why We Need to Use Statistical Tests 

The Telecommunications Act of 1996 requires that ILECs provide 
nondiscriminatory support regardless of whether the CLEC elects to employ 
interconnection, services resale, or unbundled network elements as the 
market entry method. It is essential that CLECs and regulators be able to 
determine whether ILECs are meeting these parity and nondiscriminatory 
obligations. In order to make such a determination, the ILEC's performance 
for itself must be compared t o  the ILEC's performance in support of CLEC 
operations; and the results of this comparison must demonstrate that the 
CLEC receives no less than equal treatment compared to  that the ILEC 
provides to i ts own operations. Where a direct comparison to  analogous 
ILEC performance is not possible, the comparative standard is the level of 
performance that offers an efficient CLEC a meaningful opportunity to  
compete. 

When making the comparison of ILEC results to CLEC results, it is necessary 
to  employ comparative procedures that are based upon generally accepted 
statistical procedures. It is important to  use statistical procedures because 
all of the ILEC-CLEC processes that will be measured are processes that 
contain some degree of randomness. Statistical procedures recognize that 
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there is measurement variability, and assist in translating results data into 
useful decision-making information. A statistical approach allows for 
measurement variability while controlling the risk of drawing an inappropriate 
conclusion (Le, a "type 1 " or "type 2" error, discussed in the next section). 

Basic Concepts and Terms 

Populations and Samples 

Statistical procedures will permit a determination whether the support that 
the ILECs provide t o  CLECs is indistinguishable from the support provided by 
the ILECs to  their own customers. In statistical terms, we will determine 
whether two "samples", the ILEC sample and the CLEC sample, come from 
the same "population" of measurements. 

The procedures described in this paper are based on the following 
assumption: When parity is provided, the ILEC data and CLEC data can both 
be regarded as samples from a common population of possible outcomes. In 
other words, if parity exists, the measured results for a CLEC should not be 
distinguishable from the measured results for the ILEC, once 
random variability is taken into account. Figure 1 illustrates this concept. 
On the right side of the figure are histograms of t w o  samples. In this 
illustration, the ILEC sample contains 200 observations (data values) and the 
CLEC sample contains 50. Note that the two histograms are not exactly 
alike. This is due to  sampling variation. The assumption that parity exists 
implies that both samples were drawn from the same population of values. 
If it were possible to  observe this population completely, the population 
histogram might appear as shown on the left of the Figure. If the samples 
were indeed taken from this population, histograms drawn for larger and 
larger samples would look more and more like the population histogram. 
Figure 1 shows that even when parity is being provided, there will be 
differences between the samples due to sampling variability. Statistical 
tests quantify the differences between the two samples and make proper 
allowance for sampling variability. They assess the chance that the 
differences that are observed are due simply to  sampling variability, if parity is 
being provided. 
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4.0 

Measures of Central Tendency and Spread 

Often, distributions are summarized using "statistics." For the purpose of 
this paper, a "statistic" is simply a calculation performed on a sample set of 
data. Two common types of statistics are known as measures of "central 
tendency" and "spread." 

A measure of central tendency is a summary calculation that describes the 
middle of the distribution in some way. The most common measure of 
central tendency is called the "mean" or "average" of the distribution. The 
mean of a sample is simply the sum of the data values divided by the sample 
size (number of observations). Algebraically, this calculation is expressed as 

- L  *=- 
n '  

where x denotes a value in the sample and n denotes the sample size. The 
mean describes the center of the distribution in the following way: If the 
histogram for a sample were a set of weights stacked on top of a flat board 
placed on top of a fulcrum (a "see-saw"), the mean would be the position 
along the board at which the board would balance. (See Figure 1.) The 
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mean in Figure 1 is indicated by the small triangle at approximately the value 
"4" on the horizontal axis. 

A measure of spread is a summary calculation that describes the amount of 
variation in a sample. A common measure of spread is a called the 
"standard deviation" of the sample. The standard deviation is the typical 
size of a deviation of the observations in the sample from their mean value. 
The standard deviation is calculated by subtracting the mean value from 
each observation in the sample, squaring the resulting differences (so that 
negative and positive differences don't offset), summing the squared 
differences, dividing the sum by one less than the sample size, then taking 
the square root of the result. Algebraically, this calculation is expressed as 

While the notion of mean and standard deviation exists for populations as 
well as samples, the mathematical definition for the mean and standard 
deviation for populations is beyond the scope of this paper. However, their 
interpretation is generally the same as for samples. In fact, for very large 
samples, the sample mean and sample standard deviation will be very close 
to  the mean and standard deviation of the population from which the sample 
was taken. 

Sampling Distribution of the Sample Mean 

In Figure 1 we showed the positions of the means of the population and the 
t w o  samples with triangular symbols beneath the distributions. If we sample 
over successive months, we will get new ILEC samples and new CLEC 
samples each and every month. These samples will not be exactly like the 
one for the first month; each will be influenced by sampling variability in a 
different way. In Figure 2, we show how sets of 100 successive ILEC 
means and 100 successive CLEC means might appear. The ILEC means can 
be thought of as being drawn from a population of sample means; this 
population is called the "sampling distribution" of these ILEC means. This 
sampling distribution is completely determined by the basic population of 
measurements that we start with, and the number of observations in each 
sample. The sampling distribution has the same mean as the population. 

Figure 2 illustrates two important statistical concepts: 

1. The histogram of successive sample means resembles a bell-shaped curve 
known as the Normal Distribution. This is true even though the individual 
observations came from a skewed distribution. 
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2. The standard deviation of the distribution of sample means is much 

smaller than the standard deviation of the observations themselves. In 
fact, statistical theory establishes the fact that the standard deviation on 
the population of means is smaller by a factor &, where n is the sample 
size. This effect can be seen in our example: the distribution of the CLEC 
means is twice as broad as the distribution of the ILEC means, since the 
ILEC sample size (200) is four times as large as the CLEC sample size 
(50). 

Y l:ml 
0 

3 4 5 

-WdT 

Figure 2. 

It is common to call the standard deviation of the sampling distribution of a 
statistic the “standard error” for the statistic. We shall adopt this convention 
to avoid confusion between the standard deviation of the individual 
observations and the standard deviation (standard error) of the statistic. The 
latter is generally much smaller than the former. In the case of sample 
means, the standard error of the mean is smaller than the standard deviation 
of the individual observations by a factor of 4. 

The 2-test 

Our objective is to compare the mean of a sample of ILEC measurements 
with the mean of a sample of CLEC measurements. Suppose both samples 
were drawn from the same population; then the difference between these 
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two sample means (Le., DIFF= XcLEc - xILEC) will have a sampling distribution 
which will 

- 

(i) have a mean of zero; and 
(iil have a standard error that depends on the population standard deviation 

and the sizes of the t w o  samples. 

Statisticians utilize an index for comparing measurement results for different 
samples. The index employed is a ratio of the difference in the t w o  sample 
means (being compared) and the standard deviation estimated for the overall 
population. This ratio is known as a z-score. The z-score compares the two 
samples on a standard scale, making proper allowance for the sample sizes. 

The computation of the difference in the t w o  sample means is 
straightforward. 

The standard deviation is less intuitive. Nevertheless, statistical theory 
establishes the fact that 

where is the standard deviation of the population from which both samples 
are drawn. That is, the squared standard error of the difference is the sum 
of the squared standard errors of the two means being compared.' 

We do not know the true value of the population 
cannot be fully observed. However, we can estimate 
deviation of the ILEC sample ( ,LEC).2 
error of the difference with 

because the population 
given the standard 

Hence, we may estimate the standard 

If we then divide the difference between the t w o  sample means by this 
estimate of the standard deviation of this difference, we get what is called a 
"2-score". 

Winkler and Hays, Probability, Inference, and Decision. (Holt, Rinehart and Winston: 1 

New York), p. 370. 

New York), p. 338. 
W d e r  and Hays, Probabiliiy, Inference, and Decision. (Holt, Rinehart and Winston: 
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DIFF z = -  
"DIFF 

Because we assumed that both samples were in fact drawn from the same 
population, this z-score has a sampling distribution that is very nearly 
Standard Normal, Le., having a mean of zero and a standard error of one. 
Thus, the z-score will lie between f 1 in about 68% of cases, will lie 
between f 2 in about 95% of cases, and will lie between f 3 in about 
99.7% of cases, always assuming that both samples come from the same 
population. Therefore, one possible procedure for checking whether both 
samples come from the same population is to compare the z-score with 
some cut-off value, perhaps +3. For comparisons where the values of z 
exceed the cutoff value, you reject the assumption of parity as not proven by 
the measured results. This is an example of a statistical test procedure. It is 
a formal rule of procedure, where we start with raw data (here t w o  
samples, ILEC measurements and CLEC measurements), and arrive at a 
decision, either "conformity" or" violation". 

Type 1 Errors and Type 2 Errors 

Each statistical test has two important properties. The first is the probability 
that the test will determine that a problem exists when in fact there is none. 
Such a mistaken conclusion is called a type one error. In the case of testing 
for parity, a type one error is the mistake of charging the ILEC with a parity 
violation when they may not be acting in a discriminatory manner. The 
second property is the probability that the test procedure will not identify a 
parity violation when one does exist. The mistake of not identifying parity 
violation when the ILEC is providing discriminatory service is called a type 
t w o  error. A balanced test is, therefore, required. 

From the ILEC perspective, the statistical test procedure will be unacceptable 
if it has a high probability of type one errors. From the CLEC perspective, 
the test procedure will be unacceptable if it has a high probability of type 
t w o  errors. 

Very many test procedures are available, all having the same probability of 
type one error. However the probability of a type t w o  error depends on the 
particular kind of violation that occurs. For small departures from parity, the 
probability of detecting the violation will be small. However, different test 
procedures will have different type t w o  error probabilities. Some test 
procedures will have small type t w o  error when the CLEC mean is larger than 
the ILEC mean, even if the CLEC standard deviation is the same as the ILEC 
standard deviation, while other procedures will be sensitive to differences in 
standard deviation, even if the means are equal. Our proposals below are 
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designed to have small type two error when the CLEC mean exceeds the 
ILEC mean, whether or not the two variances are equal. 

Tests of Proportions and Rates 

. 

When our measurements are proportions (e.g. percent orders completed on 
time) rather than measurements on a scale, there are some simplifications. 
We can think of the "population" as being analogous to  an urn filled with 
balls, each labeled either O(failure1 or 1 (success). In this population, the 
fraction of 1's is some "population proportion". Making an observation 
corresponds to  drawing a single ball from this urn. Each month, the ILEC 
makes some number of observations, and reports the ratio of failures or 
successes to the total number of observations; the ILEC does the same does 
the same for the CLEC. The situation is very similar t o  that discussed above; 
however, rather than a wide range of possible result values, we simply have 
0's (failures) and 1's (successes). The "sample mean" becomes the 
"observed proportion", and this will have a sampling distribution just as 
before. The novelty of the situation is that now the population standard 
deviation is a known function of the population proportion3; if the population 
proportion is p,  the population standard deviation is G), with similar 
simplifications in all the other formulas. 

There is a similar simplification when the observations are of rates, e.g., 
number of troubles per 100 lines. The formulas appear below. 

Proposed Test Procedures 

Applying the Appropriate Test 

Three z-tests will be described in this section: the "Test for Parity in 
Means", the "Test for Parity in Rates", and the "Test for Parity in 
Proportions". For each LCUG Service Quality Measurement (SQM), one or 
more of these parity tests will apply. The following chart is a guide that 
matches each SQM with the appropriate test. 

Winkler and Hays, Probability, Inference, and Decision. (Holt, Rinehart and Winston: 
New York), p. 212. 
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5. Determine a critical value c so that the type one error is suitably small. 

6. Declare the means to be in violation of parity if z > c. 

Example: 

Critical value for the test 

I ILEC I CLEC I lest 

Test for Parity in Proportions 

Several of the measurements in the LCUG SQM document are proportions 
derived from certain counts. The statistical procedure for testing for parity in 
ILEC and CLEC proportions is described below. It is the same as that for 
means, except that we do not need to estimate the ILEC variance separately. 

1. Calculate for each sample sample sizes (nILEC and nCLEC), and the sample 

2. Calculate the difference between the two sample means; if larger CLEC 
proportion indicates worse performance, use DIFF = pCLEC - pILEC, 
otherwise reverse the order of the ILEC and CLEC proportions. 

3. Calculate an estimate of the standard error for  the difference in the t w o  
proportions according to  the formula 

Proportions (PILEC and PCLEC). 

4. Hence compute the test statistic 

DIFF r=- 
ODIFF 

5. Determine a critical value c so that the type one error is suitably small. 

6. Declare the means to be in violation of parity if z > c. 

Example: 

Critical value for the test 



ILEC CLEC 
P P 
2.00% 17.50% 

4. Compute the test statistic 

Teat 
7. I Violation 

6.501 YES! 

DIFF z=- 
'IDIFF 

5. Determine a critical value c so that the type one error is suitably small. 

6. Declare the means to be in violation of parity if z > c. 

Example: 

-Critical C: value for the test 
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Exhibit RMB-2 

Permutation Analysis Procedural Steps 

Permutation analysis is applied to calculate the z-statistic using the following 

logic: 

1. Choose a sufficiently large number T. 

2. Pool and mix the CLEC and ILEC data sets 

3. Randomly subdivide the pooled data sets into t w o  pools, one the same 

size as the original CLEC data set (n,,,,) and one reflecting the remaining 

data points, (which is equal to the size of the original ILEC data set or 

%E,). 

4. Compute and store the Z-test score (2,) for this sample. 

5. Repeat steps 3 and 4 for the remaining T-I sample pairs to  be analyzed. 

(If the number of possibilities is less than 1 million, include a 

programmatic check to prevent drawing the same pair of samples more 

than once). 

6. Order the Z, results computed and stored in step 4 from lowest to 

highest. 

7. Compute the 2-test score for the original t w o  data sets and find its rank 

in the ordering determined in step 6. 
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8. Repeat the steps 2-7 ten times and combine the results to determine P = 

(Summation of ranks in each of the 10 runs divided by 1 OT) 

9. Using a cumulative standard normal distribution table, find the value Z, 

such that the probability (or cumulative area under the standard normal 

curve) is equal to  P calculated in step 8. 

10. Compare Z, with the desired critical value as determined from the 

critical Z table. If Z, > the designated critical Z-value in the table, then 

the performance is non-compliant. 
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Figure 2 Type I1 Error at the 5% Significance Level with 
an Alternative Distribution with Mean XR + 6 . s ~  
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Figure 3. Location of the Alternative Distribution with Different Delta Values 
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Figure 4. The Implicit Delta Value With a BCV Ceiling 
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Figure 5. Allowable ALEC Means 

Acceptable X A  with balancing 
/ / Acceptable X A  without balancing k Acceptable X A  without balancing 

-------------___----____________________- 

XA: ALEC Average 
XS: BellSouth Average 

ALEC Sample Size (HA) 

5 
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Table 1. Data for Florida from ARMIS 43-01 (1999) 

(Downloaded hom FCC Web Site: httpJlwww.fcc.gov/ccb/armi~ 
Year Company Row_# Row-Title Total-b States Interstate-h 

1999 BellSouth 1090 Total Operating Revenues 4,211,854 2,876,616 1,074,227 
1999 Beffiuth 1190 Total Operating Expenses 2,743,616 1,785,836 649,943 
1999 Beffiuth 1290 Other Operating Income/Losses -2,071 -1,534 -520 

1999 BellSouth 1490 Total Other Taxes 259,794 199,244 59871 
1999 Beffiuth 1590 Federal Income Taxes (Exp) 361,807 268,010 113,841 

1998 BellSouth Access Lines (ARMIS 43-08) 6,551,570 

Name 

1999 BellSouth 1390 Total Non-operating Items (Exp) 373,725 8,819 -905 

1999 Beffiuth 1915 NetRetum N/A N/A 250,957 

FCC's Net Return Calculation* 
Net Retum 39% Net 

Retum 

BellSOUth "Net Retum" 864,130 337,011 
*Calculations in testimony based on FCC NY 271 Order at ft. 1332 "To arrive at a total "Net Retum" figure b t  
reflects both interstate and inkastate portions of revenue derived from local exchange service, we combined line 
1915 (the interstate "Net Return" line) with a computed net inbastate return number (total inkastate operating 
revenues and other operating income, less operating ex-, non-operating items and all taxes)." Following the 
FCC's guidelines, the 'Net Return' is [250957+2876616+-1534 - (1785836+8819+199244+2f&OlO)]= $864130. 
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Figure 1. Balancing Critical Value Comparison 
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EXHIBIT WET-1 

WILLIAM E. TAYLOR CURRICULUM VITAE 

BUSINESS ADDRESS 

National Economic Research Associates, Inc. 
One Main Street 
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02142 

(617) 621-2615 
(617) 621-0336 (fax) 
william.taylor@nera.com 

Dr. Taylor received a B.A. magna cum laude in Economics from Harvard College, an 
M.A. in Statistics and a Ph.D. in Economics from the University of California at Berkeley. He 
has taught economics, statistics, and econometrics at Come11 and the Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology and was a post doctoral Research Fellow at the Center for Operations Research and 
Econometrics at the University of Louvain, Belgium. 

At NERA, Dr. Taylor is a Senior Vice President, heads the Cambridge office and is 
Director of the Telecommunications Practice. He has worked primarily in the field of 
telecommunications economics on problems of state and federal regulatory reform, competition 
policy, terms and conditions for competitive parity in local competition, quantitative analysis of 
state and federal price cap and incentive regulation proposals, and antitrust problems in 
telecommunications markets. He has testified on telecommunications economiw before 
numerous state regulatory authorities, the Federal Communications Commission, the Canadian 
Radio-television and Telecommunications Commission, federal and state congressional 
committees and courts. Recently, he was chosen by the Mexican Federal Telecommunications 
Commission and Telmex to arbitrate the renewal of the Telmex price cap plan in Mexico. 
Other recent work includes studies of the competitive effects of major mergers among 
telecommunications firms and analyses of vertical integration and interconnection of 
telecommunications networks. He has appeared as a telecommunications commentator on PBS 
Radio and on ?e News Hour with Jim Lehrer. 

He has published extensively in the areas of telecommunications policy related to 
access and in theoretical and applied econometrics. His articles have appeared in numerous 
telecommunications industry publications as well as Econometrica, the American Economic 
Review, the International Economic Review, the Journal of Econometrics, Econometric 
Reviews, the Antitrust Lav Journal, The Review of Industrial Organization, and The 
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Encyclopedia of Stafistical Sciences. He has served as a referee for these joumals (and others) 
and the National Science Foundation and has served as an Associate Editor of the Journal of 
Econometrics. 

EDUCATION 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, BERKELEY 
Ph.D., Economics, 1974 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, BERKELEY 
M.A., Statistics, 1970 

HARVARD COLLEGE 
B.A., Economics, 1968 
(Magna Cum Laude) 

EMPLOYMENT 

NATIONAL ECONOMIC RESEARCH ASSOCIATES, INC. (NERA) 
1988- 
Taylor has directed many studies applying economic and statistical reasoning to regulatory, 
antitrust and competitive issues in telecommunications markets. In the area of environmental 
regulation, he has studied statistical problems associated with m e d g  the level and rate of 
change of emissions. 

Senior Vice President, office Head, Telecommunications Practice Director. Dr. 

BELL COMMUNICATIONS RESEARCH, MC. (Bellcore) 
1983-1988 
formerly American Telephone and Telegraph Company. While at Bellcore, Dr. Taylor 
performed theoretical and quantitative research focusing on problem8 raised by the 
implementation of access charges. His work included design and implementation of demand 
response forecasting for interstate access demand, quantification of potential bypass liability, 
design of optimal nonlinear price schedules for access charges and theoretical and quantitative 
analysis of price cap regulation of access charges. 

Division Manager, Economic Analysis, formerly Central Services Organization, 

BELL TELEPHONE LABORATORIES 
1975- 1983 
research on theoretical and applied econometrics, focusing on small sample theory, panel data 
and simultaneous equations systems. 

Member, Technical Staff, Economics Research Center. Performed basic 

MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY 
Fall 1977 
comes in econometrics. 

Visiting Associate Professor, Department of Economics. Taught graduate 
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CENTER FOR OPERATIONS RESEARCH AND ECONOMETRICS 
Universit6 Catholique de Louvain, Belgium. 
1974-1975 
econometric theory and on cost function estimation. 

CORNELL UNIVERSITY 
1972-1975 
graduate and undergraduate courses on econometrics, microeconomic theory and principles. 

Research Associate. Performed post-doctoral research on finite sample 

Assistant Professor, Department of Economics. (On leave 1974-1975.) Taught 

MISCELLANEOUS 

1985-1 995 
1990- 
1995- 

Associate Editor, Journal of Econometrics, North-Holland Publishing Company. 
Board of Directors, National Economic Research Associates, Inc. 
Board of Trustees, Treasurer, Episcopal Divinity School, Cambridge, 
Massachusetts. 

PUBLICATIONS 

“Smoothness Priors and Stochastic Prior Restrictions in Distributed Lag Estimation,” 

“Prior Information on the Coefficients When the Disturbance Covariance Matrix is Unknown,” 

“Small Sample Properties of a Class of Two Stage Aitken Estimators,” Econometrica, 45 

“The Heteroscedastic Linear Model: Exact Finite Sample Resdts,”Econometricu, 46 (1978), 

“Small Sample Considerations in Estimation from Panel Data,” Journal ofEconometricr, 13 

‘‘Comparing Specification Tests and Classical Tests,” Bell Laboratories Economics Discussion 

“Panel Data and Unobservable Individual Effects,” Econometricu, 49 (1981), pp. 1377-1398 

“On the Efficiency of the Cochrane-Orcutt Estimator,” Joumul of Econometrics, 17 (1981), pp. 

“A Generalized Specification Test,” Economics Letters, 8 (1981), pp. 239-245 (with J.A. 

International Economic Review, 15 (1974), pp. 803-804. 

Econometricu, 44 (1976), pp. 725-739. 

(1977), pp. 497-508. 

pp. 663-676. 

(1980) pp. 203-223. 

Paper, 1980 (with J.A. Hausman). 

(with J.A. Hausman). 

67-82. 

Hausman). 
“Identification in Linear Simultaneous Euuations Models with Covariance Restrictions: An 

Inskmental Variables Interpretatio$ Econometrica, 51 (1983), pp. 1527-1549 (With J.A. 
Hausman). 

“On the Relevance of Finite Sample Distribution Theory,” Econometric Reviews, 2 (1983), pp. 
1-84. 
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“Universal Service and the Access Charge Debate: Comment,” in P.C. Mann and H.M. Trebing 
(editors), Changing Patterns in Regulation, Markets, and Technologv: The Effet on Public 
Utili& Pricing. The Institute of Public Utilities, Michigan State University, 1984. 

“Recovery of Local Telephone Plant Costs under the St. Louis Plan,” in P.C. Mann and H.M. 
Trebing (editors), Impact of Deregulation and Market Forces on Public Utilities. The 
Institute of Public Utilities, Michigan State University, 1985. 

“Access Charges and Bypass: Some Approximate Magnitudes,” in W.R. Cooke (editor), 
Proceedings of the Twefth Annual Telecommunications Policy Research Conference, 1985. 

“Federal and State Issues in Non-Traffic Sensitive Cost Recovery,” in Proceedingsfrom the 
Telecommunications Deregulation Forum. Karl Eller Center, College of Business and 
Public Administration, University of Arizona, Tucson, Arizona, 1986. 

“Panel Data” in N.L. Johnson and S .  Kotz (editors), Encyclopedia ofSfatbfical Sciences. John 
Wiley & Sons, New York, 1986. 

“An Analysis of Tapered Access Charges for End Users,” in P.C. Mann and H.M. Trebing 
(editors), New Regulatory and Management Strategies in a Changing Market Environment. 
The Institute of Public Utilities, Michigan State university, 1987 (with D.P. Heyman, J.M. 
Lazorchak, and D.S. Sibley). 

“Efficient Estimation and Identification of Simultaneous Equation Models with Covariance 
Restrictions,” Econometrica, 55 (1 987), pp. 849-874 (with J.A. Hausman and W.K. 
Newey). 

“Alternative NTS Recovery Mechanisms and Geographic Averaging of Toll Rates,” in 
Proceedings of the Thirteenth Annual Rate Symposium: Pricing Electric, Gas, and 
Telecommunications Services. The Institute for the Study of Regulation, University of 
Missouri, Columbia, 1987. 

“Price Cap Regulation: Contrasting Approaches Taken at the Federal and State Level,” in W. 
Bolter (editor), FederaUState Price-oJService Regulation: Why, What and How?, 
Proceedings of the George Washington University Policy Symposium, December, 1987. 

“Local Exchange Pricing: Is There Any Hope?”, in J. Alleman (editor), Perspectives on the 
Telephone Industry: The Challenge of the Future. Ballinger Publishing Company, 
Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1989. 

“Generic Costing and Pricing Problems in the New Network How Should Costs be Defined 
and Assessed,” in P.C. Mann and H.M. Trebing (editors) New Regulato?y Concepts, Issues. 
and Controversies. The Institute of Public Utilities, Michigan State University, 1989. 

‘Telephone Penetration and Universal Service in the 198Os,” in B. Cole (editor), Divestiture 
Five Years Later. Columbia University Press, New York, New York, 1989 (With L.J. Pal). 

“Regulating Competition for IntraLATA Services,” in Telecommunications in a Competitive 
Environment, Proceedings of the Third Biennial NERA Telecommunications Conference, 
1989, pp. 35-50. 

“Costing Principles for Competitive Assessment,” in Telecommunications Costing in a 
Dynamic Environment, Bellcore-Bell Canada Conference Proceedings, 1989 (With T.J. 
Tardiff). 
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“Optional Tariffs for Access in the FCC‘s Price Cap Proposal,” in M. Einhom (ed.), Price Caps 
and Incentive Regulation in the Telecommunications Industiy. Kluwer, 1991 (with D.P. 
Heyman and D.S. Sibley). 

“Alternative Measures of Cross-Subsidization,” prepared for the Florida Workshop on 
Appropriate Methodologies for the Detection of Cross--Subsidies, June 8, 1991. 

“Predation and Multiproduct Firms: An Economic Appraisal of the Sievers-Albery Results,” 
Antitrust Law Journal, 30 (1992), pp. 785-795. 

“Lessons for the Energy Industries from Deregulation in Telecommunications,” Proceedings of 
the 46th Annual Meeting ofthe Federal Energv Bar Association, May 1992. 

“Efficient Price of Telecommunications Services: The State of the Debate,” Review of 
Industrial Organization, Vol. 8, pp. 21-37,1993. 

“Status and Results of Regulatory Reform in the U.S. Telecommunications Industry,” in C.G. 
Stalon, Regulatoiy Responses to Continuously Changing Industry Structures. The Institute 
of Public Utilities, Michigan State University, 1992. 

“‘Post-Divestiture Long-Distance Competition in the United States,” American Economic 
Review, Vol. 83, No. 2, May 1993 (with Lester D. Taylor). Reprinted in E. Bailey, J. 
Hower, and J. Pack, The Political Economy of Privatization and Deregulation.London: 
Edward Elgar, 1994. 

“Comment on ‘Pricing of Inputs Sold to Competitors,’ by W.J. Bawnol and J.G. Sidak,‘‘ Yale 
Journal on Regulation, Vol. 11, Issue 1,1994, pp. 225-240 (with Alfred E. Kahn). 

“Comments on Economic Efficiency and Incentive Regulation,” Chapter 7 in S. Globe“, 
W. Stanbury and T. Wilson, The Future of Telecommunications Policy in Canada. 
Toronto: Institute for Policy Analysis, University of Toronto, April 1995. 

“Revising Price Caps: The Next Generation of Incentive Regulation Plans,” Chapter 2 in M.A. 
Crew (ed.) Pricing and Regulatory Innovations under Increasing Competition. Boston: 
Kluwer Academic Publishers, May 1996 (with T. Tardiff). 

Regulatoiy Economics, May 1997, pp. 227-256 (with J.D. Zona). 

and Long Distance Pmvider,”Journal of Regulatory Economics, March 1998, pp. 183-196 
(with Richard Schmalensee, J.D. Zona and Paul Hinton). 

Utilities; 3dh Annual Conference: Competition in Crisis: m e r e  are Network Industries 
Heading? The Institute of Public Utilities, Michigan State University, 1999. 

Fortnightly, Vol. 137, N0.21, November 15, 1999, pp. 48-56 (with Anne S. Babineau and 
Matthew M. Weissman). 

“An Analysis of the State of Competition in Long-Distance Telephone Markets,” Journal of 

“An Analysis of the Welfare Effects of Long Distance Market Entry by an Integrated Access 

“Market Power and Mergers in Telecommunications,” Proceedings of the Institute of Public 

‘The Baby and the Bathwater: Utility Competition, But at What Price?,” Public Utilities 

TESTIMONIES 

Access Charges 

Florida Public Service Commission (Docket No. 820537-TF’), July 22, 1983. 
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Arkansas Public Service Commission (Docket No. 83-042-U), October 7, 1985. 
Public Utility Commission of Texas (Docket No. 8585), December 18, 1989. 
Mexican Secretariat of Communications and Transport, affidavit filed October 18,1995 (with 

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 96-98), affidavit July 8, 1996; exparte 

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 96-262 et. al.) with Richard 

New York Public Service Commission (Case 94-C-0095 and 28425), Panel Testimony, May 8, 

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Docket No. 1-00960066), June 30, 1997. Rebuttal 

Connecticut Department of Public Utility Control (Docket No. 96-04-07), October 16, 1997. 
Federal Communications Commission (exparte CC Docket No. 96-262 et. d.), with Richard 

Federal Communications Commission (CCBKPD 98-12), March 18, 1998. 
Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket Nos. 96-262,94-1,97-250 and RM 9210), 

Federal Communications Commission (Docket No. 99-24), with Karl McDermott, January 20, 

Vermont Public Service Board (Docket No. 6167), May 20,1999. Supplemental May 27, 

Virginia State Corporation Commission, (Case No. PUC 000003), May 30,2000. 

T. Tardiff). 

letters filed July 22,1996 and July 23,1996. 

Schmalensee, January 29,1997). Rebuttal February 14,1997. 

1997. Rebuttal Panel Testimony July 8, 1997. 

July 29, 1997. Surrebuttal August 27, 1997. 

Schmalensee, January 21,1998. 

October 26,1998. Reply November 9,1998. 

1999. Reply April 8,1999. 

1999. 

Incentive and Price Cap Regulation 

Federal Communications Commission (Docket No. 87-313), March 17, 1988. 
Florida Public Service Commission (Docket No. 880069-TL), June 10,1988. 
Federal Communications Commission (Docket No. 87-313), August 18,1988. Rebuttal 

New Hampshire Public Service Commission (Docket 89-OlO), March 3,1989. 
Federal Communications Commission (Docket No. 87-3 13), June 9, 1989. 
Federal Communications Commission (Docket No. 87-313), August 3, 1989. (2 filings) 
New York State Public Service Commission (Case 28961 - Fifth Stage), September 15,1989. 
Georgia Public Service Commission (Docket No. 3882-U), September 29,1989. 
Federal Communications Commission (Docket 87-313), May 3, 1990. 
Federal Communications Commission (Docket 87-313), June 8, 1990 (2 filings). 
State of Maine Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. 89-397), June 15, 1990. 
Montana Public Service Commission (Docket No. 90.8.46), October 4,1990. 
Federal Communications Commission (Docket 87-313), December 21,1990. 
Tennessee Public Service Commission, February 20,1991. 
Federal Communications Commission (Docket 87-3 13) with Alfred E. Kahn), June 12,1991. 

November 18,1988. 
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California Public utilities commission (Phase 11 of Case 90-07-037) with Timothy J. Td i f f ,  

Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. 1997), September 30,1991. 
Montana Public Service Commission (Docket No. 90.12.86), November 4, 1991. Additional 

Federal Communications Commission (Pacific Bell Tariff F.C.C. No. 128, Transmittal No. 

California Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. 1.87-1 1-033), with T.J. Tardiff, May 1, 

Delaware Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. 33), June 22, 1992. 
Florida Public Service Commission (Docket No. 920260-TL), December 18,1992. 
California Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. 1.87-1 1-033), with T.J. Tardiff, April 8, 

1993, reply testimony May 7, 1993. 
Canadian Radio-Television and Telecommunications Commission (Docket No. 92-78), with 

T.J. Tardiff, April 13, 1993 (2 filings). 
Federal Communications Commission (Petition for Declaratory Ruling and Related Waivers to 

Establish a New Regulatory Model for the Ameritech Region), April 16,1993. Reply 
Comments, July 12,1993. 

statement, June 7, 1993. Second supplementary statement," June 14, 1993. 

July 5, 1994. 

Rebuttal January 18, 1994. 

Rebuttal October 26,1994. 

August 30,199 1. Supplemental testimony January 2 1,1992. 

testimony January 15,1992. 

1579) with T.J. Tardiff, April 15,1992. Reply comments July 31,1992. 

1992. 

Delaware Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. 33), June 1,1993. Supplementary 

Vermont Public Service Board (Dockets 5700/5702), September 30,1993. Rebuttal testimony 

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Docket No. P-009350715), October 1, 1993. 

Massachusetts Department ofPublic Utilities (Docket No. D.P.U. 94-50), April 14, 1994. 

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket 94-I), May 9,1994. Reply June 29,1994. 
Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket 94- 1) with R. Schmdensee, May 9,1994. 

New York State Public Service Commission (Case 92-C-0665), panel testimony, October 3, 

State of Maine Public Utilities Commission (Docket Nos. 94-123/94-254), December 13,1994. 

Canadian Radio-Television and Telecommunications Commission (Application of Teleglobe 

Reply June 29,1994. 

1994. 

Rebuttal January 13,1995. 

Canada for Review of the Regulatory Framework of Teleglobe Canada Inc.), December 21, 
1994. 

productivity growth and price cap plans, April 18,1995. 
Kentucky Public Service Commission, testimony re concerning telecommunications 

California Public Utilities Commission (U 1015 C), May 15, 1995. Rebuttal January 12, 1996. 
State of Connecticut, Department of Public Utility Control (DPUC Docket No. 95-03-01), June 

Louisiana Public Service Commission (Docket No. U-17949, Subdocket E), July 24, 1995. 
19, 1995. 
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Califomia Public Utilities Commission (Investigation No. 1.95-05-047), with R.L. Schmalensee 

Mississippi Public Service Commission (Docket No. 95-UA-3 13), October 13, 1995. 
Louisiana Public Service Commission (Docket No. U-20883), November 21,1995. 
Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 94-l), with T. Tardiff and C. Zarkada~, 

North Carolina Utilities Commission (Docket No. P-7, Sub 825; P-10, Sub 479), February 9, 

Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. 2370), February 23, 1996. Rebuttal 

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Docket No. P-00961024), April 15,1996. Rebuttal 

Canadian Radio-Television and Telecommunications Commission, in response to CRTC 

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket 96-262 et al.), expurte March 1997. 
Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket Nos. 93-193, Phase 1, Part 2,94-65), May 

Vermont Public Service Board (Docket no. 6000), January 19,1998. 
Colorado Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. 97A-54OT, January 30, 1998. Rebuttal 

California Public Utilities Commission, affidavit on economic principles for updating Pacific 

California Public Utilities Commission, reply comments on Pacific proposal to eliminate 

and T.J. Tardiff, September 8, 1995. Reply September 18,1995. 

December 18, 1995. Reply March 1, 1996. 

1996. 

June 25,1996. 

July 19,1996. 

Telecom Public Notice CRTC 96-8 (2 filings), June 10, 1996. 

19, 1997. 

May 14,1998. 

Bell’s price cap plan. Filed February 2, 1998. 

vestiges of ROR regulation and inflation minus productivity factor fomuldindex, filed 
June 19, 1998. 

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Docket No. P-00981410), October 16, 1998. 
Rebuttal February 4, 1999. 

Comisi6n Federal de Telecomunicaciones de Mkxico (“Cofetel”), “Economic Parameter Values 
in the Telmex Price Cap Plan,” arbitrator’s report regarding the renewal of the price cap 
plan for Telmex, February 15,1999. 

Kentucky Public Service Commission (Docket No. 98-292), April 5, 1999. 
Federal Communications Commission (Docket Nos. 94-1,96-26), January 7,2000. Reply 

New Mexico Public Regulation Commission, direct testimony filed December 10, 1999. 
Arizona Corporation Commission (Docket No. T-01051B-99-105), rebuttal filed August 21, 

Connecticut Department of Public Utilities (Docket No. 00-07-17), fi1edNovember 21,2000. 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Docket No. P-00981449), filed October 3 1,2000. 
NERA Report: Economic Assessment of the Consumer Choice and Fair Competition 

comments filed January 24,2000, Ex parte comments filed May 5,2000. 

2000; rejoinder filed September 19,2000. 

Telecommunications Amendment (Proposition 108) (with Aniruddha Banejee and Charles 
Zarkadas), on behalf of Qwest Corporation, November 2000. 

Canadian Radio-Television and Telecommunications Commission, in response to CRTC 
Telecom Public Notice CRTC 2000-108, oral panel testimony, January 11,2001. 
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Maine Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. 99-851, January 8,2001. 

Payphone 

Califomia Public Utilities Commission (Case 88-04-029), July 11, 1988. 
Illinois Commerce Commission (Docket No. 88-0412), August 3, 1990. Surrebuttal December 

Michigan Public Service Commission (Case No. U-l1756), October 9,1998. 
South Carolina Public Service Commission (Docket No. 97-124-C), December 7, 1998. 
New Jersey Board of Public Utilities ( O M  DOCKET Nos. PUCOT 1 1269-97N, PUCOT 

9,1991. 

11357-97N, PUCOT 01186-94N AND PUCOT 09917-98N), March 8,1999. Surrebuttal 
. June 21,1999. 

Louisiana Public Service Commission (Docket No. U-22632), July 17,2000. 
Tennessee Regulatory Authority (Docket No. 97-00409), October 6,2000. 

Economic Costing and Pricing Principles 

Florida Public Service Commission (Docket No. 820400-TP), June 25,1986. 
Delaware Public Service Commission (Docket No. 86-20, Phase II), March 31, 1989. Rebuttal 

Delaware Public Service Commission (Docket No. 89-2411, August 17,1990. 
Florida Public Service Commission (Docket No. 900633-TL), May 9,1991. 
Maryland Public Service Commission (Case No. 8584, Phase 11), December 15,1994. 

Additional direct testimony May 5,1995. Rebuttal testimony filed June 30,1995. 
Canadian Radio-Television and Telecommunications Commission, Response to Interrogatory 

SRCI(CRTC) 1Nov94-906, “Economies of Scope in Telecommunications,” January 3 1, 
1995. 

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Docket Nos. A-3 10203F0002, A-3 102 13F0002, A- 

State of Connecticut, Department of Public Utility Control (DPUC Docket No. 95-06-17), July 

New Jersey Board of Public Utilities (Docket No. TX95120631), August 15, 1996. Rebuttal 

Florida Public Service Commission (Docket No. 980000-SP), September 24,1998. 
Nebraska Public Service Commission, on behalf of U S WEST (Application No. C-1628), 

Florida Public Service Commission (Docket No. 980000-SP), November 13, 1998. 
Wyoming Public Service Commission (Docket No. 70000-TR-99), April 26,1999. 
New Mexico Public Regulation Commission (Utility Case No. 3 147), December 6, 1999, 

New Mexico Public Regulation Commission (Case No. 3008, rebuttal testimony filed May 19, 

November 17,1989. 

310236F0002 and A-310258F0002), March 21,1996. 

23,1996. 

filed August 30,1996. 

October 20, 1998. Reply November 20,1998. 

rebuttal testimony filed December 28,1999. 

2000. 
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North Dakota Public Service Commission, (Case No. PU-3 14-99-1 19), May 30,2000. 
New Mexico Public Regulation Commission (Case No. 3225, direct testimony filed August 18, 

2000. 
New Mexico Public Regulation Commission (Case No. 3300), rebuttal testimony filed October 

19,2000. 

statistics 

Arizona State Air Pollution Control Hearing Board (Docket No. A-90-02), affidavit December 

Expert testimony: Michigan Circuit Court (Case No. 87-709234-CE and 87-709232-CE), Her 
7, 1990. 

Majesty the Queen, et al., v. Greater Detroit Resource Recovery Authority, et al., February, 
1992. 

Manufacturing COT. v. The County of Suffolk, January 11,1994. 
Expert testimony: United States District Court, Eastern District of New York, Jancyn 

New YorkPublic Service Commission (CaseNos. 93-C-0451 and 91-C-1249), July 23,1996. 
New York Public Service Commission (Cases 95-C-0657,94-C-0095,91-C-1174 and 96-C- 

0036): panel testimony, March 18, 1998. Rebuttal June 3, 1998. 

InterLATA Toll Competition 

Canadian Radio-Television and Telecommunications Commission (Docket No. 1990-73), 

Federal Communications Commission (Docket 91-141), August 6, 1991. 
Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket 92-141), July 10,1992. 
Federal Communications Commission (In the Matter of Policy and Rules Concerning Rates for 

Competitive Common Canier Services and Facilities Authorization Therefor) with A.E. 
Kahn, November 12,1993. 

U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia United States ofAmerica v. Western Electric 
Company, Znc. and American Telephone and Telegraph Company, Affidavit with A.E. 
Kahn, May 13,1994. 

U.S. Department of Justice, United States ofAmerica v. Westem Electric Company, Znc. and 
American Telephone and Telegraph Company, August 25,1994. 

Federal Communications exparte filing in CC Docket No. 94-1, March 16, 1995. 
Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 79-252) expurte comments with J. 

Douglas Zona, April 1995. 
U.S. Deparhnent of Justice in United States ofAmerica v. Western Electric Company, Znc. and 

American Telephone and Telegraph Company, regarding Telefonos de Mexico’s provision 
of interexchange telecommunications services within the United States, affidavit May 22, 
1995. 

American Telephone and Telegraph Company, regarding provision of interexchange 

November 30,1990. 

US. Department of Justice in United States ofAmerica v. Western Electric Company, Inc. and 



Rebuttal Tatimony of Wlliam E. Taylor 
Exhibit WET1 

FPSC Docket No. 000121-Tp 
Page 11 of 21 

telecommunications services to customers with independent access to interexchange 
carriers, May 30, 1995. 

October 18-20,25-27,30, 1995. Rebuttal testimony December 4, December 11, 1995. 

Division, Civil Action 394CV-1 088D, Darren E. Swain, Inc. d/b/a US. Communications v. 
AT&TCo?p. Confidential Report, November 17,1995. 

AT&Tand Trevor Fischbach (96 Civ. 2679 (MBM)), December 27,1996. 

Expert testimony: US WATSv. AT&T, Confidential Report, August 22,1995. Testimony 

Expert testimony: United States District Court for the Northem District of Texas, Dallas 

U.S. District Court, Southern District of New York, Multi Communications Media Inc., v. 

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket Nos. 96-262 and 96-45), March 18,1998. 
Subcommittee on Communications of the Senate Committee on Commerce, Science and 

Transportation, Statement and oral testimony regarding long distance competition and 
Section 271 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, March 25,1998. 

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 96-262), with P.S. Brandon, October 
16, 1998. 

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 96-262) with P.S. Brandon, October22, 
1998. 

IntraLATA Toll Competition 

New Jersey Board of Public Utilities (Docket No. TX90050349), December 6, 1990. 
New York Public Service Commission (Case No. 28425) with T.J. Tardiff, May 1, 1992. 
New Jersey Board of Regulatory Commissioners (Docket No. TX93060259), Affidavit October 

1, 1993. 
New Jersey Board of Public Utilities (Docket Nos. TX90050349, TE92111047, TE9306021 I), 

April 7,1994. Rebuttal April 25,1994. Summary Affidavit and Technical Affidavit April 
19, 1994. 

Delaware Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. 42), October 21, 1994. 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Docket No. I-940034), panel testimony, December 8, 

Public Service Commission of West Virginia (Case No. 94-1 103-T-GI), March 24,1995. 
New Jersey Board of Public Utilities (Docket No. TX94090388), April 17,1995. Rebuttal May 

New York Public Service Commission (Case 944-0017), August 1,1995. 
Rhode Island Public Service Commission (Docket No. 2252), November 17, 1995. 
Massachusetts Department of Telecommunications and Energy (Docket No. 98-85), October 

1994. Reply February 23,1995. Surrebuttal March 16,1995. 

31, 1995. 

20, 1998. 

Local Competition 

Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities (Docket No. D.P.U. 94-185), May 19,1995. 
Rebuttal August 23,1995. 
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The Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (Case No. 94-1695-TP-ACE), May 24,1995. 
Vermont Public Service Board (Open Network Architecture Docket No. 5713), June 7, 1995. 

Rebuttal July 12,1995. 
New Jersey Board of Public Utilities (with Kenneth Gordon and Alfred E. Kahn), paper filed in 

connection with arbitration proceedings, August 9,1996. 
Florida Public Service Commission, “Local Telecommunications Competition: An Evaluation 

of a Proposal by the Communications Staff of the Florida Public Service Commission,” 
with A. Banerjee, filed November21,1997. 

Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. 2681), January 15,1999. 
Connecticut Department of Public Utility Control (Docket No. 95-06-17RE02), June 8, 1999. 

Interconnection 

Federal Communications Commission (Docket 91-141), September 20,1991. 
Maryland Public Service Commission (Case No. 8584) with A.E. Kahn, November 19,1993. 

Maryland Public Service Commission (Case No. 8659), November 9,1994. 
Federal ‘Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 95-185), affidavit March 4,1996. 
Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 96-98), videotaped presentation on 

economic costs for interconnection, FCC Economic Open Forum, May 20,1996. 

Rebuttal January 10,1994. Surrebuttal January 24,1994. 

Imputation 

New Hampshire Public Service Commission (Docket DE 90-002), May 1,1992. Reply 

Canadian Radio-Television and Telecommunications Commission (Telecom Public Notice 

Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities (Docket No. D.P.U.D.T.E. 94-185-C), Affidavit 
February 6,1998. Reply Affidavit February 19,1998. 

New Jersey Board ofpublic Utilities (BPU Docket No. T097100808, OAL Docket No. 
PUCOT 11326-97N), July 8,1998. Rebuttal September 18, 1998. 

Vermont Public Service Board (Docket No. 6077), November 4,1998. 

testimony July 10,1992. Rebuttal testimony August 21,1992. 

CRTC 95-36), August 18, 1995. 

Economic Depreciation 

Florida Public Service Commission (Docket No. 920385-TL), September 3,1992. 
Louisiana Public Service Commission (Docket No. U-17949, Subdocket E), November 17, 

1995. Surrebuttal, December 13,1995, Further Surrebuttal, January 12,1996. 
Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 98-137), with A. Bang’=, November 

23. 1998. 
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Spectrum 

Federal Communications Commission (ET Docket 92-100) with Richard Schmalensee, 
November 9,1992. 

Federal Communications Commission (Amendment of Part 90 of the Commission’s Rules to 
Adopt Regulations for Automatic Vehicle Monitoring Systems, PR Docket No. 93-61), 
with R. Schmalensee, June 29,1993. 

Mergers 

U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia, United Stat- ofAmerica v. Western Electric 
Company, Inc. andAmerican Telephone and TeIegraph Company, with A.E. Kahn, January 
14, 1994. 

Vermont Public Service Board (Docket No. 5900), September 6,1996. 
Maine Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. 96-388), September 6, 1996. Rebuttal October 

New Hampshire Public Service Commission (Docket DE 96-220), October 10, 1996. 
Federal Communications Commission (Tracking No. 96-022 l), with Richard Schmalensee, 

New York Public Service Commission (Case 96-C-0603), panel testimony, November 25, 

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 97-21 l), with R. Schmalensee, affidavit 

Connecticut Department of Public Utility Control, testimony regarding economic aspects of the 

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 98-141), with R. Schmalensee, July 21, 

Alaskan Public Utilities Commission (Docket Nos. U-98-140/141/142 and U-98-173/174), 

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Docket Nos. A-3 10200F0002, A-3 11350F0002, A- 

State Corporation Commission of Virginia, In re: Joint Petition of Bell Atlantic Corporation 
and GTE Corporation for approval of agreement andplan of merger, May 28, 1999. 

Ohio Public Utility Commission (Docket No. 98-1398-TP-AMT), June 16, 1999. 
Kentucky Public Service Commission (Docket No. 99-296), July 9, 1999. 
Colorado Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. 99A-407T), December 7, 1999. 
Iowa Utilities Board, on behalf of U S WEST Inc. & Qwest Communications In& Inc., rebuttal 

testimony regarding public interest effects of the proposed merger, filed December 23, 
1999. 

30, 1996. 

October 23, 1996. 

1996. Reply December 12,1996. 

March 13, 1998. Reply affidavit May 26,1998. 

SBC-SNET proposed change in control, filed June 1,1998. 

1998. ReplyNovember 11,1998. 

February 2,1999. Rebuttal March 24,1999. 

3 10222F0002, A-3 1029 1FOO03), April 22,1999. 
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Minnesota Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. P3009,3052,5096,421,3017iPA-99- 
1 192), rebuttal affidavit regarding the effects of the proposed Qwest-U S WEST merger on 
economic welfare. Filed January 14,2000. 

Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission (Docket No. UT-991 358), rebuttal 
testimony regarding the effects of the proposed Qwest-U S WEST merger on economic 
welfare. Filed February 22,2000. 

Montana Public Service Commission (Docket No. D99.8.200), rebuttal testimony regarding the 
effects of the proposed Qwest-U S WEST merger on economic welfare. Filed February 22, 
2000. 

Utah Public Service Commission (Docket No. 99-049-41), rebuttal testimony regarding the 
effects of the proposed Qwest-U S WEST merger on economic welfare. Filed February 28, 
2000. 

1192), rebuttal affidavit filed January 14,2000. 

1192), direct testimony filed March 29,2000. 

April 3,2000. 

Minnesota Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. P3009,3052,5096,421,3017/PA-99- 

Minnesota Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. P3009,3052,5096,421,3017/PA-99- 

Arizona Corporation Commission (Docket No. T-01051B-99-0497), rebuttal testimony fled 

Wyoming Public Service Commission (Docket Nos. 74142-TA-99-16,70000-TA-99-503, 
74037-TA-99-8,70034-TA-99-4,74089-TA-99-9,74029-TA-99-43,74337-TA-99-2, 
Record No. 5134), rebuttal testimony filed April 4,2000. 

Broadband Services 

Federal Communications Commission (File Nos. W-P-C 6912 and 6966), August 5,1994. 
Federal Communications Commission (File Nos. W-P-C 6982 and 6983), September 21, 1994. 
Federal Communications Commission, affidavit examining cost support for Asymmetric 

Digital Subscriber Loop (ADSL) video dialtone market trial, February 21,1995. 
Federal Communications Commission, affidavit examining cost support for Bell Atlantic’s 

video dialtone tariff, March 6,1995. 
Federal Communications Commission (File Nos. W-P-C 7074), July 6,1995. 
U.S. District Court for the Eastem District of Virginia (Alexandria Division), United States 

Telephone Association, et al., v. Federal Communications Commission, et al. (Civil Action 
No. 95-533-A), with A.E. Kahn, affidavit October 30, 1995. 

Supplemental Affidavit December 21,1995. 

regarding Defendants’ Amended Expert Disclosure Statement, filed under seal February 15, 
1996. 

1996. 

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 95-145), October 26,1995. 

Expert testimony: FreBon International Coy .  vs. BA Coy .  Civil Action, No. 94-324 (GK), 

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 96-46), exparfe affidavit, April 26, 

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 96-1 12), affidavit filed May 31,1996. 
Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 96-1 12), affidavit June 12,1996. 
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Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 96-46), July 5,1996. 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, “Promises Fulfilled, Bell Atlantic-Pennsylvania’s 

Infrastructure Development,” filed January 15,1999 (with Charles J. Zarkadas, Agustin J. 
Ros, and Jaime C. d’Almeida). 

Rate Rebalancing 

Canadian Radio-Television and Telecommunications Commission, Implementation of 

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Docket No. R-00963550), April 26,1996. Rebuttal 

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Docket No. R-963550 COOOS), August 30,1996. 
Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (Case No. 96-899-TP-ALT), February 19, 1997. 

Regulatory Framework and Related Issues, Telecom Public Notices CRTC 9442,9456 
and 94-58, February 20, 1995. 

July 5, 1996. 

Universal Service 

Louisiana Public Service Commission (Docket No. U-20883, Subdocket A), August 16, 1995. 
Tennessee Public Service Commission (Docket No. 95-02499), October 20, 1995. Rebuttal 

October 25,1995. Supplementary direct October 30,1995. Supplementary rebuttal 
November 3,1995. 

February 28,1996. 

1996. 

August 9, 1996. 

filed January 14,1997. 

Rebuttal October 18,1997. 

Mississippi Public Service Commission (Docket No. 95-UA-358), January 17, 1996. Rebuttal 

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 96-45) with Kenneth Gordon, April 12, 

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 96-45) with Aniruddha Bane~jee, 

Federal-State Joint Board (CC Docket No. 96-45), Remarks on Proxy Cost Models, videotape 

New Jersey Board of Public Utilities (Docket No. TX95120631), September 24,1997. 

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Docket No. I-00940035), October 22, 1997. 
Alabama Public Service Commission (Docket No. 25980), February 13,1998. 
North Carolina Utilities Commission (Docket No. P-100, SUB 133g), February 16, 1998. 

Mississippi Public Service Commission (Docket No. 98-AD-035), February 23, 1998. Rebuttal 

Tennessee Regulatory Authority (Docket No. 97-00888), April 3, 1998. Rebuttal April 9, 

Florida Public Service Commission (Docket No. 980696-TP), September 2, 1998. 
Georgia Public Service Commission (Docket No. 5825-U), September 8,2000. 

Rebuttal April 13, 1998. 

March 6,1998. 

1998. 
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Classification of Services as Competitive 

Maryland Public Service Commission (Case No. 8462), October 2,1992. 
State Corporation Commission of Virginia (Case No. PUC 950067), January 11, 1996. 
Maryland Public Service Commission (Case No. 8715), March 14,1996. Surrebuttal filed 

Federal Communications Commission (File No. SCL-97-003), December 8, 1997. 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Docket No. P-00971307, February 11,1998. 

State of Connecticut, Department of Public Utility Control (Docket No. 98-02-33), February 

The New Jersey Board of Public Utilities (Docket No. TO 99120934), May 18,2000. 
Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission (Docket No. UT-000883), October 6, 

April 1,1996. 

Rebuttal February 18,1998. 

27, 1998. 

2000. 

Costing and Pricing Resold Services and Network Elements 

Science, Technology and Energy Committee of the New Hampshire House of Representatives, 

Tennessee Public Service Commission (Docket No. 96-00067), May 24,1996. Refiled with 

New York Public Service Commission (Case Nos. 95-C-0657,94-C-0095,91-C-1174), May 

Louisiana Public Service Commission (Docket No. U-U-22020), August 30 1996. Rebuttal 

Tennessee Regulatory Authority (Docket No. 96-01331), September 10,1996. Rebuttal 

New Jersey Board of Public Utilities (Docket No. T096070519), September 18,1996. 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Docket No. A-3 10258F0002), September 23,1996. 
Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities (Docket Nos. D.P.U. 96-73/74,96-75,96-80/8 1, 

New Jersey Board of Public Utilities (Docket No. TX95120631), September 27,1996. 
New Hampshire Public Service Commission (Docket DE 96-252), October 1,1996. 
Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities (Docket Nos. D.P.U. 96-73/74,96-75,96-80/81, 

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 96-45), October 15,1996. 
New Hampshire Public Service Commission (Docket DE 96-252), October 23,1996. 
New Jersey Board of Public Utilities (Docket No. T096080621), November 7,1996. 
Alabama Public Service Commission (Docket No. 25677), November 26,1996. 
Delaware Public Utilities Commission, testimony re costs and pricing of interconnection and 

State Corporation Commission of Virginia, on behalf of Bell Atlantic-Virginia (Case NO. 

“An Economic Perspective on New Hampshire Senate Bill 77,” April 6,1993. 

the Tennessee Regulatory Authority (Docket No. 96-00067), August 23,1996. 

3 1, 1996. Additional testimony June 4, 1996. Rebuttal July 15,1996. 

September 13,1996. 

September 20,1996. 

96-83,96-94), September 27, 1996. Rebuttal October 16,1996. 

96-83,96-94), October 11,1996. Rebuttal October 30,1996. 

network elements, December 16,1996. Rebuttal February 1 1,1997. 

PUC960), December 20,1996. Rebuttal June 10,1997 (Case No. PUC970005). 
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Public Service Commission of Maryland (Case No. 8731-11), January 10,1997. Rebuttal April 

Public Service Commission of the District of Columbia (Case No. 962), January 17, 1997. 

Connecticut Department of Public Utilities (DPUC Docket No. 96-09-22), January 24, 1997. 
Connecticut Department of Public Utilities (DPUC Docket No. 96-1 1-03), February 11, 1997. 
Federal Communications Commission, response to FCC Staff Report on issues regarding proxy 

Public Service Commission of West Virginia (Case Nos. 96-1516-T-PC, 96-1561-T-PC, 9 6  

Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (Case No. 97-152-TP-ARJ3), April 2,1997. 
Maine Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. 97-505), April 21, 1997. Rebuttal October 21, 

Vermont Public Service Board (Docket No. 5713), July 31,1997. Rebuttal January 9,1998. 

State of Connecticut, Department of Public Utility Control (Docket Nos. 95-03-01,95-06-17 

Alabama Public Service Commission (Docket No. 26029), September 12,1997. 
Tennessee Regulatory Authority (Docket No. 97-01262), October 17,1997. 
South Carolina Public Service Commission (Docket No. 97-374-C), November 25,1997. 
Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission, direct testimony re costing and pricing principles 

North Carolina Utilities Commission (Docket No. P-100, SUB 133d), December 15, 1997. 

Massachusetts Department ofpublic Utilities (Docket No. DTE 98-15), January 16, 1998. 
Mississippi Public Service Commission (Docket No. 97-AD-544, March 13, 1998. 
New HampshirePublic Service Commission @ocketNo. 97-171, PhaseII), March 13,1998. 

Massachusetts Department of Telecommunications and Energy @.P.U. 96-3/74,96-75,96- 

Massachusetts Department of Telecommunications and Energy (Docket No. 85-15, Phase 111, 

Massachusetts Department of Telecommunications and Energy (Docket No. 98-15, Phase II), 

Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. 2681), September 18, 1998. 
Maryland Public Service Commission (Case No. 8786), November 16, 1998. 
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. 99-018), April 7, 1999. Rebuttal 

Massachusetts Department of Telecommunications & Energy (Docket No. 94-185-E), July 26, 

The New Jersey Board of Public Utilities (Docket No. T000060356), July 28,2000. 

4, 1997. 

Rebuttal May 2,1997. 

Cost Models. Filed February 13, 1997. 

1009-T-PC, and 96-1533-T-T), February 13,1997. Rebuttal February 20, 1997. 

1997. 

Surrebuttal February 26,1998. Supplemental rebuttal March 4,1998. 

and 96-09-22), August 29,1997. Rebuttal December 17, 1998. 

for interconnection and unbundled network elements filed November 25,1997. 

Rebuttal March 9,1998. 

Rebuttal April 17,1998. 

80/81,96-83, & 96-94), April 29, 1998. 

Part I), August 31,1998. 

September 8, 1998. 

April 23,1999. 

1999. 
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Bell Entry into InterLATA Markets 

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 96-149), affidavit, August 15, 1996. 
Federal Communications Commission (Docket No. 96-149) with Paul B. Vasington, November 

14, 1996. 
Georgia Public Service Commission (Docket No. 6863-U), January 3, 1997. Rebuttal February 

24, 1997. 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission. statement regarding costs and benefits from Bell 

Atlantic entry into interLATA telecommunications markets, February 10, 1997. Rebuttal 
March 2 1,1997. 

New York Public Service Commission, “Competitive Effects of Allowing “ E X  To Provide 
InterLATA Services Originating in New York State,” with Harold Ware and Richard 
Schmalensee, February 18,1997. 

Delaware Public Utilities Commission, statement regarding costs and benefits from Bell 
Atlantic entry into interLATA telecommunications mark&, filed February 26,1997. 
Rebuttal April 28,1997. 

New Jersey Board of Public Utilities (Docket No. T097030166), March 3,1997. Reply May 
15, 1997. 

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket 96-262 et aL), with Richard Schmalensee, 
Doug Zona and Paul Hinton, exparte March 7,1997. 

Public Service Commission of Maryland, statement regarding consumer benefits from Bell 
Atlantic’s provision of interLATA service, filed March 14, 1997. 

Louisiana Public Service Commission, on behalf of BellSouth Long Distance, Inc. (Docket No. 
U-22252), March 14,1997. Rebuttal May 2,1997. Supplemental testimony May 27, 1997. 

Public Service Commission of West Virginia, economic analysis of issues regarding Bell 
Atlantic’s entry into the interLATA long distance market. Filed March 31, 1997. 

South Carolina Public Service Commission (Docket No. 97-101-C), April 1,1997. Rebuttal 
June 30,1997. 

Kentucky Public Service Commission (Administrative Case No. 96-608), April 14,1997. 
Rebuttal April 28,1997. Supplemental rebuttal August 15,1997. 

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 96-149), April 17, 1997. 
Maine Public Utilities Commission, affidavit regarding competitive effects of “EX entry 

into interLATA markets, with Kenneth Gordon, Richard Schmalensee and Harold Ware, 
filed May 27,1997. 

1997. 

September 15,1997. 

September 29,1997. 

Alabama Public Service Commission (Docket No. 25835), June 18, 1997. Rebuttal August 8, 

North Carolina Utilities Commission (Docket No. P-55, Sub1022), August 5,1997. R e b u d  

Mississippi Public Service Commission (Docket No. 97-AD-0321), July 1, 1997. Rebuttal 

Federal Communications Commission, CC Docket No. 99-295. Filed September 29, 1999. 
Federal Communications Commission, In the Matter of Application by Verizon New England 

Inc., et. al. for Authorization to Provide In-Region, InterLATA Services in Massachusetts, 
September 19,2000, Reply Declaration filed November 3,2000. 
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Regulatory Reform 

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 80-286), December 10,1997. 
Federal Communications Commission, In fhe Matter of United Stares Telephone Association 

Petition for Rulemaking-1998 Biennial Regulatory Review, with Robert W. Hahn, filed 
September 30,1998. 

Reciprocal Compensation 

Massachusetts Department of Telecommunications and Energy (Docket No. 98-67), September 
25. 1998. 

Washington Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. UT-990300), February 24,1999. 

Colorado Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. 99A-O01T), March 15,1999. 
Massachusetts Department of Telecommunications and Energy (Docket No. D.T.E. 97-1 16-B), 

North Carolina Utilities Commission (Docket No. P-500, Sub lo), July 9, 1999. 
North Carolina Utilities Commission (Docket No. P-561, Sub lo), July 30, 1999. 
Public Service Commission of South Carolina (Docket No. 1999-259-C), August 25,1999. 
Louisiana Public Service Commission (Docket No. U-24206), September 3, 1999. 
Florida Public Service Commission (Docket No. 990750-TP), September 13, 1999. 
New Mexico Public Regulation Commission (Case No. 3131), October 13,1999. 
Alabama Public Service Commission (Docket No. 27091), October 14,1999. 
Tennessee Regulatory Authority (Docket No. 99-00377), October IS, 1999. 
Tennessee Regulatory Authority (Docket No. 99-00430), October IS, 1999. 
Mississippi Arbitration Panel (Docket No. 99-AD421), October 20, 1999. 
Kentucky Public Service Commission (Case No. 99-218), October 21, 1999. 
Georgia Public Service Commission (Docket No. 10767-U), October 25, 1999. 
Oregon Public Utility Commission (Arb. 154), November 5, 1999. 
Federal Communications Commission, “An Economic and Policy Analysis of Efficient 

Rebuttal March 8,1999. 

March 29,1999. 

Intercarrier Compensation Mechanisms for ISP-Bound Traffic,” (with Agustin Ros and 
AniruddhaBanerjee), exparte, November 12,1999. 

testimony filed November 22,1999. 

testimony filed December 2, 1999. 

March31,2000. 

March 27,2000, rebuttal testimony filed April 3,2000. 

28,2000. 

Georgia Public Service Commission (Docket No. 10854-U), November 15,1999, rebuttal 

Idaho Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. GST-T-99-l), November 22,1999, rebuttal 

Texas Public Utility Commission (Docket No. 21982), March 15,2000, rebuttal testimony filed 

Arizona Corporation Commission (Docket Nos. T-02432B-00-0026, T-0105 lB-O0-0026), 

Colorado Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. 00B-01 lT), direct testimony filed March 
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Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Docket No. A-310620F0002), April 14,2000, 

Delaware Public Service Commission (PSC Docket No. 00-205), filed April 25,2000. 
Virginia State Corporation Commission, filed April 25,2000. 
The New Jersey Board of Public Utilities (Docket No. TO 00031063) Direct testimony filed 

April 28,2000, rebuttal testimony filed May 5,2000. 
Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission (Docket No. UT-003006). Filed April 26, 

2000. Rebuttal testimony filed May 10,2000. Surrebuttal testimony filed May 26,2000. 
The New Jersey Board of Public Utilities (Docket No. TO 0003 1063). Filed April 28,2000. 

Rebuttal testimony filed May 5,2000. 
Federal Communications Commission, (CC Docket Nos. 96-98,95-185, WT Docket No. 97- 

207), “Reciprocal Compensation for CMRS Providers,” June 13,2000 (with Charles 
Jackson). 

rebuttal testimony filed April 21,2000. 

Colorado Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. 00B-l03T), June 19,2000. 
Federal Communications Commission, In the Matter the Remand of the Commission S 

Reciprocal Compensation Declaratory Ruling by the US. Court ofAppeals for the D.C. 
Circuit (CC Docket Nos. 96-98,99-68), July 21,2000. Reply August 4,2000. 

Montana Department of Public Service Regulation (Docket No. D2000.6.89), July 24,2000. 
Rebuttal filed February 7,2001. 

Nebraska Public Service Commission (Docket C-2328), Rebuttal filed September 25,2000. 
Montana Department of Public Service Regulation (Docket No. D2000.8.124 Touch America 

Arizona Corporation Commission (Docket Nos. T-O3654A-OO-0882,T-O105 1 B-00-0882), 

Florida Public Service Commission (Docket NO. 000075-TP), filed January 10,2001. 
Colorado Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. OOB-601T), filed January 16,2001. 
Utah Public Service Commission (Docket No. 00-999-05), direct filed February 2,2001, 

Arizona Corporation Commission (Docket Nos. T-00000A-00-0194, Phase 2), March 15,2001. 

Arbitration), October 20,2000. Rebuttal filed December 20,2000. 

January 8,2001. 

rebuttal filed March 9,2001. 

Contract Services 

Superior Court Department of the Trial Court (Civil Action No. 95-6363F), affidavit, July 

Connecticut Department of Public Utilities (Docket No. 99-03-17), June 18,1999. 
1996. 

Performance Measurements 
Georgia Public Service Commission (Docket No. 7892-U), June 27,2000. 
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Miscellaneous 
New Mexico Public Regulation Commission (Utility Case No. 3147), December 6,1999. 
New Mexico Public Regulation Commission (Utility Case No. 3008), May 19,2000. 

March, 2001 
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Florida Interim Performance Metrics 

ote 3: For all services that indicate ‘No’ for flowthrough, the following rea sons, in addition to errors or complex services, also prompt manual han dling: Expedites 
om CLECs, special pricing plans, denials restore and conversion or disconnect and conver sion both required, partial migrations (although conversionsss-is ROW 

e T=move, pending order review required, more than 25 business l h s ,  restore or suspend for UNE Combos, CSR inaccuracies such as invalid or missing cSR 
ata in CRIS. Directory listings - Indentions, Directory Listings - Captions, transfer of calls option for CLEC end  use^ new TN not yet posted to BOC RIS. Many are 
nique to the CLEC environment. 

class of sewice invalid in c e r  tain states with some TOS e.g. gov‘t, or cannot be changed when changing main TN on C activity, low volume e.g. activity 

bote 4 Services with C/S in the Complex Service and/or the Complex Order columns can be either complex or simple 
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