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I N  ATTENDANCE : 

WILLIAM H. WEBER, 1230 Peachtree Street ,  NE, 19th 

F1 oor , At1 anta, Georgi a 30309- 3574, representi  ng Covad 

Communications Company. 

JOSEPH A. McGLOTHLIN, 117 South Gadsden Street ,  

Tal lahassee, F lo r ida  32301, representing MPower Communications 

Corp. 

DONNA C. McNULTY, 325 John Knox Road, Sui te  105, 

T a l  1 ahassee, F lo r i da  32303-4131, and SHERRY LICHTENBERG and 

DULANEY L. O'ROARK, 111, representing M C I  WorldCom. 

TAM1 AZORSKY, 1900 K Street,  N.W., Washington, DC 

20006, and BOB BELL, JAY M. BRADBURY and SHARON NORRIS 

representi  ng AT&T. 

LISA FOSHEE, c/o Nancy H. Sims, 150 South Monroe 

Street ,  Sui te 400, T a l  1 ahassee, F1 or ida 32301- 1556, 

representi  ng Bel 1 South Tel ecommuni cations , Inc .  

DAVID B. WIRSCHING, LINDA BLOCKUS, DR. ALAN SALZBERG 

and MICHAEL WEEKS, KPMG Consul ti ng, One Radnor Corporate 

Center, 100 Matsonford Road, Radnor , Pennsyl vani a 19087, 

representi  ng KPMG Consul ti ng . 
BRENT McMAHAN and KYLE KOPYTCHAK, Network Tel ephone 

Corporation, 815 South Palafox Street,  Pensacol a, F lo r ida  

32501-5937, representing Network Telephone Corporation. 
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WENDANCE (cont i  nued) : 

BETH KEATING, F1 o r i  da Pub1 i c Service Commi ss i  on, 

)i v i  s ion  o f  Legal Services , 2540 Shumard Oak Boul evard, 

Tal 1 ahassee, F1 o r i  da 32399 - 0870, and LISA HARVEY representi  ng 

zommission S t a f f .  
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P R O C E E D I N G S  

CHAIRMAN JABER: Good morning. L e t ' s  go ahead and 

get started. We apologize f o r  the  delay. Ms. Keating, you 

want t o  go ahead and read the  not ice? 

MS. KEATING: By no t i ce  issued June 28th, 2002, t h i s  

time and place have been se t  f o r  a Commission workshop i n  

Dockets Numbers 960786B and 981834. The purpose i s  as set  

f o r t h  i n  the not ice.  

CHAIRMAN JABER: Thank you, Ms. Keating. 

Let me s t a r t  by saying on the  serious side t h a t  we 

know we have a long day ahead o f  us and we welcome everyone's 

input .  We appreciate t h a t  a l l  o f  the pa r t i es  and the 

stakeholders are here today. 

I want t o  recognize, also, the hard work o f  KPMG and 

welcome you a l l  always t o  the  PSC. We appreciate the q u a l i t y  

o f  the  repor t  and the hard work your team has put  i n t o ,  in to  

the repor t ,  Dave. 

The way I intend t o  go forward w i th  the  workshop t 

morning i s  we're going t o  l e t  our t e s t  manager, L isa Harvey, 

begin the workshop and s o r t  o f  o u t l i n e  the  repor t  and the  

ii s 

purpose o f  the workshop, and then we're going t o  t u r n  i t  over 

t o  Dave Wirsching and h i s  team. And w e ' l l  walk very p a t i e n t l y  

through the questions, and I encourage as much input  as 

possible. So w i t h  tha t ,  w e ' l l  get  s tar ted.  Lisa? 

MS. HARVEY: Thank you, Commissioner Jaber. I ' d  l i k e  

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
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to echo your sentiments and your appreciation for KPMG. 

I 've - - having worked w i t h  Dave Wirsching and his team for the 
Dast two and a half years, I can honestly say t h a t  I really 
appreci ate thei r d i  1 i gence and thei r professional i sm and I 

think t h a t  they've done an excellent job  for the State of 

Florida on this project. 
Additionally,  I ' d  like t o  commend BellSouth for their 

cooperation through this project and appreciate the ALECs for 
their participation as well. Officially this test  began 
January 2000 w i t h  the approval of the Master Test Plan or MTP. 

The Master Test P lan  was the guiding document t h a t  the 
Commission and KPMG used t o  manage the tes t  w i t h .  

As you, as you recall, a l l  the parties had i n p u t  i n t o  
the development of the Master Test Plan.  Two and a half  years 
have now passed and we have a f ina l  draft report before us t h a t  
was published June 21st, 2002. To get t o  the po in t  of this 

f ina l  draft report, KPMG Consulting has issued over 380 

Observation and Exceptions, of which BellSouth has implemented 
the vast majority. There have been approximately 130 weekly 
status calls and twice as many Observation and Exception calls 
i n  which parties, both BellSouth and the CLECs, have been able 
t o  participate. 

Additionally,  there have been 15 face-to-face 
meetings or workshops held t o  discuss various issues or project 
status. An OSS web s i te  was maintained by our Division o f  

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
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:onsumer A f f a i r s ,  who d i d  an excel lent  job o f  post ing t h i s  

informat ion such as the Observations and Exceptions and the  

nonthly repor ts  w i th in  hours o f  rece ip t .  

KPMG add i t i ona l l y  e-mai led a l l  pa r t i es  o f  changes i n  

status and status updates. A l l  o f  these a c t i v i t i e s  culminate 

i n  the  f a c t  t ha t  t h i s  t e s t  process has been an extremely open 

one and, as a resu l t ,  the t e s t  repo r t  before us today contains 

no surpr ises t o  any o f  us. 

The object ive o f  t h i s  t e s t  was t o  determine i f  

BellSouth i s  providing nondiscriminatory access t o  i t s  OSS 

systems and the documentation. The FCC has repeatedly stated 

tha t  the  271 check l i s t  does no t  requi re  per fect ion.  That being 

said, we're here today t o  a l low the  pa r t i es  the  opportuni ty t o  

ask questions o f  KPMG regarding the  d r a f t  f i n a l  repor t .  The 

questions which you have before you were submitted on Tuesday 

o f  t h i s  week t o  al low KPMG the  t ime f o r  research. 

Par t ies have asked i f  they w i l l  have the  opportuni ty 

t o  ask fo l low-up questions. My suggestion i s  t h a t  the spec i f i c  

pa r t y  asking the o r ig ina l  question may ask a fo l low-up t o  t h a t  

question w i t h i n  t h e i r  a l l o t t e d  t ime s l o t .  However, any 

addi t ional  fo l low-up by other pa r t i es  should be held u n t i l  the 

end o f  the  day, i f  t i m e  permits. 

The agenda d i s t r i bu ted  yesterday i s  s l i g h t l y  

d i f f e r e n t  from our o r i g ina l  i n t e n t  o f  going domain by domain. 

Upon review o f  the questions t h a t  were submitted, S t a f f  f e l t  i t  

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
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~ o u l d  be more expedient t o  a l low each pa r t y  t o  ask a l l  t h e i r  

questions i n  one tu rn .  

Following KPMG's overview o f  t e s t  r e s u l t s  which they 

trill g ive  next, we w i l l  proceed w i t h  Covad's questions, 

fol lowed by MPower's, then M C I  WorldCom's and then AT&T. And 

now I ' d  l i k e  t o  hand i t  over t o  Dave t o  give us an overview o f  

dhat t he  t e s t  repor t  contains. 

MR. WIRSCHING: Thank you, Lisa.  Good morning, Madam 

Chair, Commissioners. 

f o r  t h e i r  k ind  words and add t h a t  KPMG Consult ing has been very 

pleased t o  work w i th  the  F lo r i da  Commission and S t a f f  dur ing 

these l a s t  two and a h a l f  years and has also enjoyed working 

d i t h  a l l  the other stakeholders i n  t h i s ,  i n  t h i s  endeavor. 

I want t o  thank the Chair and the S t a f f  

I am Dave Wirsching. I ' m  a Managing D i rec tor  w i th  

(PMG Consulting. My r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  t h i s  t e s t  has been the 

overal l  management and q u a l i t y  oversight o f  t h i s  t e s t .  

To my r i g h t  i s  Linda Blockus. She's a Senior Manager 

t r i th  KPMG Consulting. She's been the Engagement Manager who's 

been responsible f o r  t he  day- to-day operations and 

administrat ion o f  the t e s t .  

Joining us s l i g h t l y  l a t e r  t h i s  morning w i l l  be 

Mr. Michael Weeks, who i s  a lso  a Managing D i rec tor  who's been 

involved w i th  the t e s t  since i t s  incept ion and w i l l  provide 

some addi t ional  perspective. 

Also w i th  me today are a number o f  KPMG Consulting 
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staff  who have been key members i n  conducting this test  over 
the last two and a half  years. They're here t o  provide history 
md detail as necessary. So throughout this morning's 
iroceedings I may have t o  refer t o  them for some specific 
iistory or  detail.  

To recap briefly the test  structure and overview, our 
involvement i n  this phase, which i s  referred t o  as Phase 2, 

iegan w i t h  the approval of the MTP i n  January of 2000 and we 
Mere selected as a Phase 2 test  manager. 

As we started i n t o  the testing, the MTP defined some 
3asic structure for the test .  
2veryone has a common understanding. There were three types of 

test families t h a t  are available i n  the tes t :  
policy reviews, which you ' l l  hear us refer t o  i n  the shorthand 
as PPR tes ts ;  transaction, v a l i d a t i o n  and verification reviews, 
dhich will be referred t o  as TVV reviews; and performance 
netrics and reporting reviews, which will be referred t o  as PMR 

reviews. 

I ' d  like t o  review t h a t  so 

Procedures and 

In a d d i t i o n ,  t o  better manage our tes t ,  we have 
created several w h a t  we refer t o  as tes t  domains t o  organize 
and structure our testing activities. Test domains are 
relationship management i n  infrastructure and they're 
responsible for conducting the majority of the process testing, 
and their focus was primarily on account establishment and 

maintenance re1 ationships. 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
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The second domain was preordering and ordering. We 

vi11 r e f e r  t o  tha t  as preorder order o r  order management. They 

vere responsible f o r  the  submission and t rack ing  o f  loca l  

service requests and any other order a c t i v i t y .  

The next domain was provis ioning, which w i l l  

sometimes be re fe r red  t o  as RPM, which stood f o r  repa i r  

3rovis ioning and maintenance - -  a t  one t ime we included t h a t  

r i t h  the  maintenance and repa i r  funct ion - -  o r  j u s t  

x-ovisioning. They're responsible f o r  the va l ida t ion ,  

v i t i e s  and the  observance o f  v e r i f i c a t i o n  o f  prov is ion ing act  

Drovi s i  oni ng processes. 

The next domain was ma 

It may a l s o  re fe r red  t o  as M&R. 

ntenance and repai r , common1 y 

be re fe r red  t o  i n  some pieces 

D f  ea r l y  t e s t  communication as RPM. They're responsible f o r  

review o f  maintenance and repai r processes and t ransac t i  ons. 

The next domain was b i l l i n g ,  which was responsible 

f o r  observation o f  b i  1 1 i ng processes and b i  1 1 i ng t ransac t i  ons . 
And the f i n a l  domain was metr ics,  which was 

responsible f o r  the t e s t i n g  o f  the performance metrics programs 

which are re fe r red  t o  as SQMs here i n  F lo r ida .  

There are two major types o f  t es ts  t h a t  we conducted. 

F i r s t  were t ransact ion- type tes ts  re fe r red  t o  as the TVVs. 

They're supposed t o  g ive us f i r s t -hand  knowledge o f  ALEC 

experience i n  F lo r ida .  To accomplish tha t ,  we b u i l t  several 

e lec t ron ic  in te r faces  and a lso used a number o f  manual 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
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interfaces or Bel 1South-provided interfaces; for example, the 
LENS Graphical Interface System. 

To execute the test  we developed a number of 

scenarios. These scenarios were based and drawn from the 
direction provided i n  the MTP. This now allowed us t o  develop 
and define our activities and structure our activities as we 
went through the tes t .  

The scenarios were typically focused on a 
domain-by-domain basis. For example, we had b i l l i n g  scenarios, 
we had ordering scenarios. There were several end-to-end tests 
where we d i d  attempt t o  test  the entire process from 
identifying a new customer, a pseudo customer, a l l  the way 

through in to  maintenance and repair activit ies,  the entire l i f e  
cycl e. 

From those scenarios we devel oped expected results, 
which i s  how we judged the performance of BellSouth on these 
tests.  Included i n  t h a t  i t ' s  important t o  note t h a t  we also 
included planned errors t o  simulate real l i f e  exper ences and 

also t o  f u l l y  t es t  and exercise the systems t o  make sure t h a t  
we get error responses as appropriate. 

In some cases where i t  wasn't feasible for KPMG 

Consulting t o  either create test  cases or execute tes t  cases we 
d id  use cooperative ALECs t o  assist us. Some of the examples 
of t h a t  were local number portability testing where we had t o  
rely on the ALECs t o  do t h a t  since KPMG Consulting was not 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
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going t o  be able t o  set up the appropriate structure for local 
number portabi 1 i ty. 

In add i t ion  t o  the transaction tests,  we had a number 
of process tests.  These were designed t o  observe the 
day-to-day operations and interactions t h a t  BellSouth had w i t h  

the ALECs. We used traditional consulting and operational 
analysis methods, which included interviews, observations, 
documentation reviews. We are primarily focused on the 
exi stence of these processes and Bel 1 South ' s adherence t o  the 
processes. 

One o f  the terms t h a t  you ' l l  see i n  the MTP and i n  

the f ina l  report is  the concept called "Military Style 
Testing. I' Military Style Testing has sometimes been referred 
to  as test  u n t i l  you pass, which is  probably a l i t t l e  b i t  of an 
oversimplification. I t ' s  t o  tes t  u n t i l  we've reached an 
exhausted result, either a satisfied result or a t  
of Florida S t a f f  t o  cease testing. 

Just t o  briefly describe, i f  KPMG Consu 
discovered a problem during the tes t ,  we informed 
by either creating an Observation or an Exception 
b o t h  of those referred t o .  

the direction 

t i n g  

the parties 
You'll hear 

An Observation was developed i f  KPMG Consulting 
determined t h a t  there was a deficiency, defect or an error t h a t  
may result i n  a negative f ind ing  i n  the f ina l  report. An 

Exception was created i f  KPMG Consulting determined t h a t  the 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
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results t h a t  we had discovered would result i n  a negative 
f ind ing  i n  the report. 

Not a l l  Exceptions started as Observations, but  a 
number of Observations were made i n t o  Exceptions as we 
d i  scovered more information or the severity i ncreased. 

On a regular basis, as described by Ms. Harvey, we 
had Observation/Exception calls mostly scheduled weekly for a 
chance for a l l  the interested parties t o  discuss the status and 

the details behind the Observations/Exceptions i n  our interim 
findings. Those Observations and Exceptions were posted t o  the 
-PSC web s i te .  

Bel lSouth responded t o  the Observations and 

Ixceptions both on the status calls bu t  also i n  writing, and 

those responses are a l so  contained on the FPSC web s i te .  
KPMG Consulting was responsible t o  determine i f  an 

!xception or Observation resolved, i f  we determined i t  was 
.esolved, we forwarded i t  t o  the Florida Public Service 
:ommission S ta f f  for their concurrence and, w i t h  their 
Zoncurrence, we closed the Observation or Exception. 

I f  we were unable t o  resolve the Exception, the cycle 
uoul d ,  testing woul d conti nue u n t i  1 cl osure was reached, 
indicate t h a t  there was no further action warranted or i f  

jirected by S ta f f  t o  cease testing. As of the 21st of June, 
vhich i s  the edition o f  this report, there were 31 Exceptions 
md 20 Observations s t i l l  open on the Florida tes t .  

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
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CHAIRMAN JABER: How many observations? 

MR. WIRSCHING: 20 observations. 

CHAIRMAN JABER: 20? 

MR. WIRSCHING: We have continued t o  work as we, as 

de moved forward a f t e r  the  21st.  A t  t h i s  po in t  there are 26 

Ixceptions and 9 Observations open i n  the F lo r i da  t e s t .  

One other concept I ' d  l i k e  t o  discuss i s  blindness. 

I n  order t o  get the best resu l t s  possible, KPMG took great 

steps t o  ensure the blindness o f  t h i s  t e s t ;  i n  other words, 

that  BellSouth d i d  not r e a l i z e  t h a t  the pseudo CLEC t h a t  had 

Deen set  up by KPMG Consult ing was ac tua l l y  conducting the 

transactions. 

We had several procedures. One o f  those procedures 

,vas planned er ro rs .  By submitt ing planned er ro rs ,  we wanted t o  

nake sure t h a t  we got the  response everyone e lse  d id .  We also 

d id  a number o f  s i t e  v i s i t s  dur ing our t e s t i n g  t o  ensure tha t  

vrJe were receiv ing comparable treatment t o  other ALECs dur ing 

the per iod o f  t es t i ng .  

CHAIRMAN JABER: Mr. Wirsching, I ' m  sorry.  I ' m  

having a l o t  o f  t roub le  hearing you and I ' m  sure i t ' s  me, but 

you said - -  
COMMISSIONER BRADLEY: I am, too. 

CHAIRMAN JABER: Okay. You sa id there are now - -  
your microphone i s  on, Dave; r i g h t ?  

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes, ma'am. 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
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CHAIRMAN JABER: Okay. 

COMMISSIONER BRADLEY: Ask him t o  put i t  down, p u l l  

it, get a l i t t l e  c loser t o  i t , because I ' m  having a problem 

iear ing,  also. 

CHAIRMAN JABER: There you go. Did I hear you 

zo r rec t l y  t ha t  between the repor t  and now there are 20 

ixcept ions now and 9 Observations? 

MR. WIRSCHING: 26. 

CHAIRMAN JABER: 26. Thank you. 

MR. WIRSCHING: I n  addi t ion,  t o  

Go ahead, Dave. 

nsure b l  i ndness the  

F1 o r i  da Pub1 i c Servi ce Commi s s i  on S t a f f  was heavi 1 y i nvol ved 

and monitored a l l  o f  our v i s i t s  and conference c a l l s  and 

i n t e r v i  ews . 
To develop our resu l t s  we produced a series o f  

evaluation c r i t e r i a ,  which are provided here i n  the evaluat ion 

repor t .  Primarily those evaluat ion c r i t e r i a  were based on SQM 

c r i t e r i a  t h a t  had been accepted by the F lo r ida  Publ ic Service 

Commission fo r  purposes o f  t h i s  t e s t .  Where there was no SQM 

present, i n  our professional judgment we developed a benchmark, 

a standard. 

There were three categories i n  t h i s  repor t  o f  KPMG 

Consult ing's f ind ings:  Sa t i s f i ed ,  i n  which we were s a t i s f i e d  

t h a t  the evaluation c r i t e r i a  had been met by BellSouth; not  

sa t i s f i ed ,  i n  which we f e l t  t h a t  BellSouth had not met the  

evaluat ion c r i t e r i a ;  and t e s t i n g  and progress. And those were 
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cases where as i n  discussion w i t h  S ta f f  we continued testing 
after the publication of this draft report, typically t o  wait  

for addi t iona l  information or transactions t o  complete. 
One of the tools t h a t  we used t o ,  t o  conduct this 

tes t  was a concept known as "test  bed." Because KPMG 

Consulting's pseudo ALEC d id  not have actual customers, we 
needed t o  create a number of tes t  accounts i n  a tes t  faci l i ty  
so t h a t  we could conduct transactions. T h a t  tes t  bed was 
developed j o i n t l y  w i t h  S ta f f  and then executed by BellSouth. 
So a t  times you ' l l  hear us refer t o  the tes t  bed and the tes t  
bed setup. 

Note some limitations of our testing methodology. 
Because we tried t o  represent the entire ALEC community, our 
activities are much broader t h a n  any single ALEC. So i n  t h a t  
respect we d o n ' t  reflect a single ALEC or a single type of 

ALEC. 
There are 1 i teral l y  hundreds of thousands of 

permutations and combinations of possible tes t  scenarios t h a t  
would be available i n  Florida. Obviously that ' s  not feasible 
for any one entity i n  a reasonable amount of time t o  interact. 
We, i n  j o i n t  development w i t h  S ta f f  and interested parties, 
developed a l i s t  of available tes t  cases and, w i t h  S t a f f  

concurrence, conducted the tes t  t h a t  way. 

When i t  wasn ' t  practical t o  simulate transactions or 
conduct transactions either because of high volumes or 
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potential impact to customers, we looked at alternatives such 
as involving cooperative CLECs for live commercial data 
transactions. 

Additionally, there was no desire on the part of KPMG 
Consulting to disrupt or interfere with service to customers in 
Florida or elsewhere in the BellSouth region. 

Real quickly I will summarize the results of the 
different test areas just so everyone has a common 
understanding. Overall there were 1,026 evaluation criteria. 
Of those 1,026, 542 were in the metrics domain and they are all 
marked as testing in progress. As the parties are aware, 
BellSouth has moved from their previous metric system, PMAP 
2.6, to an upgrade to PMAP 4.0. And while they're conducting 
that upgrade, which was just recently, we are still testing. 

O f  the remaining 484 evaluation criteria; 546 (sic.) 
rJere satisfied, 13 were testing in progress and 15 were not 
satisfied, details of which obviously are contained in the 
final report. 

On a domain-by-domain basis there were 74 criteria in 
the RMI domain; 67 of those were satisfied, 7 were not 
sat i sf i ed . 

In the ordering and preordering domain there were 
110 criteria; 106 were satisfied, 3 were not satisfied and 1 

testing in progress. 
In the provisioning domain there were 113 criteria; 
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102 were not  - -  were sa t i s f i ed ,  excuse me; 4 were no t  

sa t i s f i ed ;  7 are t e s t i n g  i n  progress. 

I n  the  M&R domain there  are 100 c r i t e r i a ;  100 were 

sa t i s f i ed .  52 were marked by KPMG Consulting as unable t o  

cur ren t ly  access the performance due t o  the elapsed per iod o f  

time since our resu l t s  were co l lected.  

For b i l l i n g  there were 87 c r i t e r i a ;  81 were 

sa t i s f i ed ,  6 were marked t e s t i n g  i n  progress. 

And I bel ieve we're ready f o r  questions. 

CHAIRMAN JABER: I s  t h a t  it? Ms. Harvey? 

MS. HARVEY: Chairman, we're ready t o  s t a r t  w i th ,  

d i t h  Covad's questions. 

CHAIRMAN JABER: Okay. Mr. Weber. 

MR. WEBER: Thank you, Madam Chairman and 

Commissioners. Good morning, Mr. Wirsching. My name i s  B i l l  

Neber and I ' m  w i th  Covad Communications. I know you've seen 

the, had the opportuni ty t o  look  a t  these questions i n  advance. 

Our f i r s t  questions concern problems w i t h  Bel lSouth's 

manual process i n  the preorder order and prov is ion ing 

funct ional  evaluation, and t h i s  would be the TVVl  and TVV2 t e s t  

areas. 

These two t e s t  areas accounted f o r  more than 

one- th i rd  o f  a l l  Exceptions logged dur ing the evaluat ion 

process. Why d i d  these t e s t  areas account f o r  such a 

disproport ionate share o f  a1 1 logged Exceptions? 
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MR. WIRSCHING: I believe there's a couple of reasons 
for  t h a t .  One, the vast majority of activity i n  this tes t  
zenters around ordering and preordering activit ies,  inclusion 
activities. So tha t ' s  one reason. 

As t o  any other reasons, I d o n ' t  believe t h a t  any 

anal ysi s we conducted d i  scovered anything . 
MR. WEBER: A large percentage of the Exceptions open 

i n  these areas concern problems related t o  BellSouth's manual 
processes involved i n  the ordering and provisioning of ALEC 

orders; for example, Exception 70, 72, 90, 91, 92, 93, 116, 

117, and there are also others. Why were the manual processes 
so disproportionately represented? 

MR. WIRSCHING: One of the th ings  t h a t  KPMG 

Consulting d i d  no t  do i s  do root cause analysis on these 
problems. So tha t ' s  a piece of the analysis t h a t  we, we d o n ' t  

have. We do agree t h a t  these were a l l  involved w i t h  the manual 

process, bu t  we d i d  not go t o  the next step and do a cause 
analysis. 

MR. WEBER: Is i t  fa i r  t o  state t h a t  BellSouth had 

more problems w i t h  i t s  manual and semi -mechanized processes 
involved i n  the ordering and provisioning portions of the tes t  
t h a n  i t  d id  w i t h  i t s  fu l ly  mechanized processes? 

MR. WIRSCHING: A t  this poin t  we wouldn ' t  be able t o  
do t h a t  w i t h o u t  further analysis.  Counting just the number of 

Observations/Exceptions is  probably not exactly a fa i r  
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representation. 

transactions o f  each d i f f e r e n t  type t h a t  were sent i n  the 

F lo r ida  area and the impact o f  those, and t h a t ' s  a p r e t t y  

d i  f f i  cu l  t anal ysi s . 

It obviously involves the  amount o f  

MR. WEBER: Do you plan t o  do t h a t  as pa r t  o f  your 

anal y s i  s? 

MR. WIRSCHING: No, we do not .  

MR. WEBER: I s  i t  f a i r  t o  s ta te  t h a t  Exceptions 

re1 ated t o  f u l l y  mechanized processes were general ly closed 

more qu ick l y  than Exceptions re la ted  t o  p a r t i a l l y  mechanized o r  

manual processes? 

MR. WIRSCHING: We d i d  a quick analysis o f  tha t .  

Par t ia l ly  mechanized reso lu t ion  t ime f o r  

Observations/Exceptions was 121 business days. 

mechanized was 88 business days. Obviously there i s  a 

d i f ference there. 

F u l l y  

We have not done any analysis,  one, towards root  

cause and, two, i f  t h i s  would be o f  any fu r the r  analy t ica l  

value. Observations and Exceptions take d i f f e r e n t  amounts o f  

time due t o  the complexity o f  the problem and nature o f  the 

problem and our a b i l i t y  t o  re tes t .  So f o r  some o f  these the 

time l i n e  i n  an Observation/Exception reso lu t i on  may be the 

amount o f  t ime i t  took t o  es tab l i sh  t e s t  bed f o r  the re tes t  and 

conduct the  re tes t .  

MR. WEBER: I f  we could, I ' d  j u s t  l i k e  t o  fo l low-up 
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i n  t h i s  area a l i t t l e  b i t  and hopefu l ly  maybe c l a r i f y  the  

question a l i t t l e  b i t ,  i f  i t  wasn't c lear .  

MR. WIRSCHING: Sure. 

MR. WEBER: I f  we could t u r n  f i r s t  t o  Page POP195. 

This i s  the TVV2-4-3 t e s t .  

MR. WIRSCHING: I ' m  sorry. What was t h a t  reference 

again? 

MR. WEBER: POP195 i s  the  page. 

MR. WIRSCHING: Thank you. 

MR. WEBER: TVV4-2-3. I mean, I ' m  sorr: 2-4-3.  

This evaluat ion c r i t e r i a  was evaluat ing BellSouth's 

ED1 in te r face  prov id ing f u l l y  mechanized f i r m  order 

conf i  r m a t i  ons , e r ro rs  and c l  a r i  f i c a t i  ons . 
Now look ing down your comments f o r  t h i s ,  which i s  a 

s a t i s f i e d  c r i t e r i a ,  I see t h a t  r i g h t  o f f  t he  bat t h e y ' r e  - -  i n  

the f i r s t  t e s t  t h a t  KPMG ran, you i d e n t i f i e d  a problem i n  t h a t  

91.8 percent o f  the  orders were performing as expected and you 

had a 99 percent c r i t e r i a  there. 

And i f  you fo l l ow  t h i s  down, I mean, Bel lSouth's 

performance - - they, they corrected the  defect ,  they thought i t  

was a problem w i t h  the,  w i t h i n  the  software. And then as you 

j u s t  run down the  page, they had a 99.55 percent r a t i n g ,  99.07, 

you f l i p  over t o  the  next page a t  the  top, 99.5 percent and 

98.32 percent. Ac tua l l y  re tested t h i s  a number o f  times and 

those were very high order volumes. 
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With that 98.32, although still a high number, that 
bumped them back out of the 99 percent. BellSouth identified 
another problem. And then as you continue on to the end, 
without reading all the numbers out, they had very good 
performance all the way through. 

Is the fact that they were able to get such good 
performance after problems were identified with their fully 
mechanized processes due to the fact that those processes are 
fixed when a software problem is identified and, once that's 
been done, they're fixed permanently? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Typically the fixes that were 
involved in most of these tests were around software problems. 
Software tends to stay fixed once it is fixed. But I think it 
would be an oversimplification to just look at software. There 
could have been hardware impacts potentially on this or other 
processing downstream communications impacts. 
happened on a number of occasions. 

I know that's 

MR. WEBER: When you mentioned those, those sorts of 
other problems that could have been fixed, whether it's 
hardware or software, it's a fully mechanized process - - 
generally, I think you'd agree, that once the process, the 
problem has been identified and BellSouth fixes that problem, 
it remains fixed; correct? 

MR. WIRSCHING: I'm not sure I'd agree totally. It 
depends on the input and, again, on the volumes associated with 
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it. But, i n  general, software problems, once the code has been 

:hanged, tend t o  remain stable.  

MR. WEBER: Thank you. I ' d  j u s t  l i k e  t o  then compare 

;his now t o  beginning on Page POP207, and t h i s  i s  TVV2-5-4. 
\nd t h i s  evaluat ion c r i t e r i a  i s  f o r  Bel lSouth's manual order ing 

irocess prov id ing accurate firm order confirmations, e r ro rs  and 

: l a r i f i ca t i ons .  So I guess i t ' s  t he  manual side o f  t h i s  same 

rocess .  

Again, looking down the  comments, y o u ' l l  see t h a t  the  

F i r s t  t e s t  BellSouth got 100 percent, and then the next t e s t  

they dropped down t o  72.09 percent. Now the benchmark here 

instead o f  being 99 percent was 95 percent. Why i s  there a 

j i f f e rence  i n  the benchmark? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That ' s  because they ' re  two d i f f e r e n t  

neasures: One i s  funct ional  acknowledgment, and the other one 

i s  accuracy and completeness. 

MR. WEBER: And was t h a t  t rue  throughout, whether i t  

Mas the manual process or  i t  was - - 

COMMISSIONER BRADLEY: Excuse me. Would you speak 

i n t o  the  mike? I am having a problem hearing. 

MR. WIRSCHING: Sure. 

MR. WEBER: Was t h a t  t r u e  throughout t h a t  i f  i t  was 

a ,  j u s t  a, re tu rn ing  an answer, whether i t  was a manual process 

o r  a f u l l y  mechanized process, i t  was 99 percent was the  

benchmark, and i f  i t  was a l i t t l e  b i t  more complex, t h a t  i t  was 
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1 95 percent benchmark? 
MR. WIRSCHING: I t h i n k  t h a t  would probably be an 

iversimplification. The benchmarks are all outlined here. For 
functional acknowledgment, t h a t  was the 99 percent benchmark 
that we established. For the majority, b u t  not  a l l ,  o f  other 
transactions a 95 percent benchmark was i n  place. 

MR. WEBER: All right. So then continuing, once 
3ellSouth got  this 72.09 percent on this one, when you read 
lown, you discover t h a t  their response indicated t h a t  there 
Mere employee errors because this i s  a manual process and 

that 's why i t  happened. And they d id  retraining and after the 
retraining they got  a l i t t l e  better. When you turn the page, 
their accuracy rate increased 84 percent. Once aga in ,  they 

indicated t h a t  there were employee training problems, they d i d  

retraining. Apparently the retraining actually made things 
dorse; they dropped down t o  77.78 percent. You kept amending 
the Exceptions here and they kept retraining. 

And then on the top  of Page POP209 you conducted a 
retest and they got  a 97.15 percent rating, which was above the 
benchmark. You retested about three weeks later on March 13th. 
They had now dropped down t o  68.52 percent. I d o n ' t  want  t o  
belabor this poin t  too much more, but  there was a l o t  of 

bouncing around and i t  went up, i t  went down, they trained, i t  

got a l i t t l e  better, i t  got  worse again.  And f i n a l l y  the page, 
top o f  Page POP210 you see t h a t  they got  a 96.67 percent rating 
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nd the Exception was j u s t  closed. Were you d i rec ted  by the  

t a f f  t o  stop t e s t i n g  those manual processes there? 

MR. WIRSCHING: We stopped t e s t i n g  because the 

va luat ion c r i t e r i a  was sa t i s f i ed .  

MR. WEBER: And i n  your view when they 've gone up and 

own and up and down and then they get up one t ime there a t  the 

Ind, i s  it your view t h a t  t h a t ' s  a leve l  t h a t  t hey ' re  going t o  

lermanently maintain? 

MR. WIRSCHING: I t ' s  been our t e s t i n g  methodology 

rhen they s a t i s f y  the c r i t e r i a  tha t  t e s t i n g  ceases as pa r t  o f  

.he Mi l i tary  Sty le  Test ing philosophy. The reason we had - - 
MR. WEBER: Well - -  
MR. WIRSCHING: Go ahead. 

MR. WEBER: No. Go ahead. I t h i n k  you an t ic ipa te  my 

luestion. 

MR. WIRSCHING: Well, I ' d  ra ther  hear the  question, 

IO. 

MR. WEBER: Well, on the February 20th t e s t ,  which i s  

i t  the very top o f  POP209, they had a 97.15, and ye t  re tes t i ng  

vas continued t o  be done a f t e r  tha t .  

rJere s i tua t ions  where you were ac tua l l y  re tes t i ng  another 

irocess and you happened t o  capture addi t ional  data from t h i s .  

MR. WIRSCHING: Hang on f o r  one second whi le  I check 

I don ' t  be l ieve these 

i n  something. 

I j u s t  needed t o  make sure my understanding i s  correcl 
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I n  our volume t e s t i n g  methodology we a c t u a l l y  do two days o f  

normal volume tes t ing .  I t ' s  out1 ned i n  the  MTP and the f i n a l  

repor t .  So they had s a t i s f i e d  the f i r s t  day w i t h  the r e s u l t  o f  

97.15. On the second day when we conducted the  second normal 

day volume t e s t  they d i d  not  s a t i s f y  the  c r i t e r i a .  That 's why 

you see a second r e t e s t  on t h a t  even though they s a t i s f i e d  it. 

MR. WEBER: I s  t h a t  re f l ec ted  i n  the  repor t? I 

d o n ' t  - - you say they reported 97.15 percent on February 20th 

and then the next mention o f  a date i s  March 13th. It doesn't  

look l i k e  i t ' s  two consecutive days. O r  i s  t h a t  what t h a t  i s ,  

those are the two days o f  tes t ing? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Those are the two days: Normal Day 

1, normal Day 2. 

MR. WEBER: So i t ' s  not  consecutive days. You j u s t  

picked two? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Right.  I n  f a c t ,  they were b l i n d  

days, so. 

MR. WEBER: Okay. Now back on the  questions t h a t  I 

had o r i g i n a l l y  submitted, moving on t o  KPMG's measurements o f  

Bel lSouth's OSS performance f o r  l i n e  shared loops, and these 

questions r e a l l y  r e l a t e  across a number o f  the  domains. 

Covad ' s commerci a1 experience i ndi cates t h a t  

BellSouth does not re tu rn  what's re fe r red  t o  as a pseudo 

c i r c u i t  number w i t h  a FOC f o r  l i n e  shared loop orders and t h i s  

prevents Covad from being able t o  va l ida te  Bel lSouth's b i l l s  
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for those c i r c u i t s  wi thout resor t ing  t o  manual processes t o  

Ib ta in  the pseudo c i r c u i t  number from Bel 1South's CSOTS 

iatabase. And, i n  f a c t ,  t h i s  problem has been c l a s s i f i e d  as a 

i e f e c t  by BellSouth w i t h i n  i t s  own OSS i n  Change Request 621. 

KPMG's t e s t i n g  d i d  not i d e n t i f y  o r  evaluate t h i s  

woblem. Do you know why t h a t  problem was no t  caught? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes. We were aware o f  the  problem, 

de were aware o f  t he  defect  noticed. When we sampled the  firm 

wder confirmations t h a t  we received i n  the  BellSouth area, the 

woblem was i d e n t i f i e d  dur ing t h a t  sampling bu t  i t  was not  

s ign i f i can t  enough t o  cause a not  s a t i s f i e d  r e s u l t .  So t h a t  

spec i f i c  issue, when combined w i t h  a l l  other FOCs, d i d  not  

cause a not s a t i s f i e d  r e s u l t .  

MR. WEBER: 

number i s  needed f o r  by ALECs? 

Is KPMG aware o f  what the  pseudo c i r c u i t  

MR. WIRSCHING: I bel ieve i t ' s  ou t l ined  here i n  your 

question. Correct. You're using i t  f o r  b i l l  va l ida t ion .  

MR. WEBER: Right. I mean, i n  other words, BellSouth 

issues i t s  b i l l s  f o r  l i n e  shared loops and they t i e  the  b i l l i n g  

information t o  the  pseudo c i r c u i t  number i n  the  same way t h a t  

i f  you use your c r e d i t  card t o  get dinner a t  a restaurant,  when 

you get your c r e d i t  card b i l l ,  i t  l i s t s  the name o f  the  

restaurant so you can go back and check your rece ip t .  

Why i s  i t  t h a t  ALECs' i n a b i l i t y  t o  be able t o  

va l idate Bel lSouth's b i l l s  based on no t  g e t t i n g  t h i s  
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information on the  FOC would be considered ins ign i f i can t?  

MR. WIRSCHING: As KPMG Consult ing ALEC we were able 

to va l ida te  our b i l l s  using the workaround t o  provide it. 

MR. WEBER: Did you consider being forced t o  use 

vorkarounds manual - -  I ' m  assuming manual workarounds i n  the  

same way tha t  Covad has t o  do i t  - -  t h a t  d i d n ' t  seem t o  be a 

s ign i f i can t ,  have a s ign i f i can t  impact on your ALECs' 

Sxperi ence? 

MR. WIRSCHING: I n  our experience i t  was not a 

s ign i f i can t  impact. 

MR. WEBER: Now BellSouth has delayed f i x i n g  t h i s  

j e fec t  f o r  more than s i x  months. Does Covad's commercial 

2xperience w i th  t h i s  BellSouth OSS defect  r e f l e c t  some o f  the  

same concerns t h a t  KPMG has w i th  Bel 1 South ' s change management 

3rocess as re f l ec ted  i n  PPR1-4, which i s  a not s a t i s f i e d  

c r i t e r i a  and the  s t i l l  open Exception 88? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Ac tua l l y  KPMG ou t l ined  t h e i r  concerns 

i n  Exception 123, which i s  another RMI Exception, and resu l ted  

i n  a not s a t i s f i e d  f o r  the c r i t e r i a  i n  PPR1-6. 

MR. WEBER: And I j u s t  want t o  be c lear  because maybe 

I d i d n ' t  understand, you know, what c r i t e r i a  were accounted f o r  

i n  which PPRs. I s  i t  - -  i s  what you ' re  t e l l i n g  me tha t  the, i n  

fac t ,  BellSouth has not s a t i s f i e d  the  c r i t e r i a  tha t  would have 

measured t h a t  d i f f i c u l t y ?  

MR. WIRSCHING: That ' s cor rec t .  
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MR. WEBER: Thank you. And maybe t h i s  takes care o f  

my next question, but KPMG s tates t h a t  PPR1-1, which i s  on Page 

R M I l O  i f  anyone wants t o  look a t  it, has been sa t i s f i ed .  And 

I ' m  curious about why, i f  t h i s  Change Request, 621, hasn ' t  been 

implemented yet ,  they were able t o  s a t i s f y  PPR1-1. And maybe 

my problem here i s  t ha t  I don ' t  understand exac t ly  what i t  was 

you were measuring i n  t h a t  c r i t e r i a  versus the 1 - 6  c r i t e r i a .  

MR. WIRSCHING: Hang on f o r  a second. Let  me get t o  

that .  

MR. WEBER: Sure. 

MR. WIRSCHING: What page? 

MR. WEBER: I ' m  sorry.  I t ' s  Page RMI10.  

MR. WIRSCHING: A P P R l  evaluation c r i t e r i a ,  

DPR1- 1 eval uat ion c r i t e r i a  i s "change management processes and 

respons ib i l i t i es  and a c t i v i t i e s  are defined." I n  KPMG 

2onsul t ing's opinion those were defined, so t h a t  would be 

sa t is f ied .  And I th ink  the  issue you ra ised doesn' t  have 

anything t o  do w i th  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  process or  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  

zhange management process responsibi 1 i t i e s  o r  a c t i v i t i e s .  

MR. WEBER: So, i n  other words, the process i s  

je f ined bu t  not  followed. 

MR. WIRSCHING: That ' s  correct .  

MR. WEBER: Thank you. A fu r ther  defect  i n  

3el lSouth's OSS causes i t  t o  begin b i l l i n g  CLECs - - ALECs f o r  

i rders before i t ' s  completed the  prov is ion ing o f  a loop, and 
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tha t  was recorded i n  Change Request 779. Once again, KPMG's 

t e s t  d i d  not i d e n t i f y ,  a t  l eas t  i t  appears t h a t  i t  d i d n ' t  

i d e n t i f y  o r  evaluate t h i s  defect .  Why i s  t ha t?  

MR. WIRSCHING: Our methodology i s  t o  va l i da te  the 

b i  11 i ng against the reported service order compl e t i o n  dates, 

and dur ing our t e s t  we found no inconsistencies w i t h  tha t .  

MR. WEBER: Was Change Request 779 taken i n t o  account 

or looked a t  i n  any way by KPMG dur ing the t e s t i n g  process? 

MR. WIRSCHING: KPMG Consulting reviewed Change 

Requests as the course o f  our change management review. 

have t o  look back t o  take a look a t  whether s p e c i f i c a l l y  

779 was i n  the  per iod o f  our review. 

I ' d  

And, yes, we had looked a t  t ha t .  

MR. WEBER: And d i d  t h a t  also, the existence o f  t ha t ,  

d i d  t h a t  cont r ibute t o  the  not  s a t i s f i e d  c r i t e r i a  i n  PPR1-6? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Hang on f o r  one second. 

Just  as a way o f  c l a r i f i c a t i o n ,  what - -  could you 

describe Covad's concern w i t h  779? I s  i t  the  t imel iness? 

MR. WEBER: No, i t ' s  not  the t imel iness.  What 

happens i s  - -  I'll t r y  and make t h i s  as simple as possible. 

When Covad places a l i n e  shared loop order, Bel lSouth 

i n t e r n a l l y  generates two separate orders; one goes t o  b i l l  ing,  

and then one goes t o  the  centra l  o f f i c e  where the  l i n e  shared 

loop i s  ac tua l l y  provisioned. I n  our experience, the  b i l l i n g  

pa r t  o f  t h a t  order i s  f i l l e d  i n  about 24 hours and they begin 
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i i l l i n g  us fo r  the loop. Central o f f i c e  though, and your own 

neasurements show t h i s ,  the work there genera l ly  takes four o r  

nore days but i n  the v i c i n i t y  o f  four days. 

ge t t ing  b i l l e d  f o r  the loop f o r  three days when the  loop 

3c tua l l y  hasn' t  been del ivered t o  us. 

So we wind up 

MR. WIRSCHING: Okay. 

MR. WEBER: So t h a t ' s  the problem, when a Change 

?equest i s  put i n ,  has been put  i n  and i t  hasn ' t  been 

scheduled - -  and I ' m  wondering - -  a repa i r  f o r  t h a t  has not 

been scheduled even though i t  has been c l a s s i f i e d  by BellSouth 

as a defect .  

MR. WIRSCHING: And j u s t  t o  be c lear  on our process, 

dhen we review Change Requests, we're reviewing tha t  they move 

through the process as defined. And based on our current 

review o f  t h i s  Change Request, i t  i s  moving through the process 

as the  process has been defined. 

MR. WEBER: And was i t  your experience as a pseudo 

ALEC t h a t  you were ac tua l l y  b i l l e d  proper ly  f o r  l i n e  shared 

loops based on the day i n  which those loops were ac tua l l y  

de l ivered t o  the pseudo ALEC, o r  was t h a t  even measured by your 

tes t i ng?  

MR. WIRSCHING: I th ink  my previous answer, which was 

t h a t  our methodology i s  t o  look a t  b i l l i n g  as f a r  as - -  l e t  me 

go back and r e f e r  t o  my previous answer. 

As I said before, b i l l i n g  i s  va l idated against the  
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service order completion date, not the date of provisioning. 
So, no, we didn't test that. 

MR. WEBER: So - -  and I just want to make sure this 
is clear. Assuming that defect is actually a defect and that's 
not what we're here today to talk about, that is not something 
that KPMG would have measured in the testing process. 

MR. WIRSCHING: That's correct. 
MR. WEBER: Continuing just with one follow-up with 

line shared loops and what was measured and what was not. Did 
KPMG do any testing of loop delivery times metrics with regard 
to required delivery times within interconnection agreements? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Where those kind of, of intervals 
were avai 1 ab1 e in our interconnection agreement, we most 
definitely would evaluate it against our interconnection 
agreement. 

MR. WEBER: And do you know what the loop delivery 
time for line shared loops was in your interconnection 
agreement? 

MR. WIRSCHING: No, sir. I'd have to do further 
research on that. 

MR. WEBER: So, in any event, to the extent it was 
measured, it was measured based on your interconnection 
agreement and not anyone el se s? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Right. 
MR. WEBER: Covad's commercial experience with line 
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hared loops has also indicated t h a t  despite the fact t h a t  
ellSouth i s  supposed t o  tes t  those loops before they're 
el ivered t o  us , they' re often provisioned w i t h i n  central 
Iffices even though those loops are loaded. 
hey have load coils on them t h a t  will prevent DSL signals from 
leing passed over them. 

In other words, 

I d i d  not see t h a t  anywhere i n  the tes t .  Did KPMG 

lave t h a t  experience w i t h  line shared loops or would you have 
ieen able t o  measure t h a t  i n  the way t h a t  the testing was done? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Our experience wouldn ' t  show t h a t  as 
lost of our tes t  cases were on pseudo accounts. In other 
lords, there, there were not a significant number of cases 
/here there would be live customers on the end. In fact, for 
;he KPMG Consulting CLEC we d id  not have live customers, save 
rhere we worked w i t h  ALECs. 

MR. WEBER: So for line shared loops, when BellSouth 
-eported t o  you the delivery of a loop, tha t ' s  where the 
rocess stopped and you would not have measured whether or not 
;hat loop actually worked? 

MR. WIRSCHING: T h a t ' s  correct. 
MR. WEBER: Moving on then t o  a l i t t l e  b i t  of 

liscussion of the unbundled copper loop nondesign, which i s  

.eferred t o  as the UCL nondesign loop, I t h i n k  most o f  these 
questions potentially would relate t o  TVVl and TVV2 domains. 

Were tes t  areas TVVl and 2 designed t o  include the 
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tes t i ng  o f  loops capable o f  supporting xDSL services? And by 

KDSL, I j u s t  mean a va r ie t y  o f  DSL services other than l i n e  

shar i ng . 
MR. WIRSCHING: Yes. That was p a r t  o f  the scope. 

MR. WEBER: And d i d  KPMG do any t e s t i n g  re la ted  t o  

the UCL nondesign loop? 

MR. WIRSCHING: No, we d i d  not.  

MR. WEBER: And why i s  t ha t?  

MR. WIRSCHING: That was not i n  the  scope o f  the 

MTP . 
MR. WEBER: Now when you say i t  was not i n  the scope, 

there were several changes made t o  the scope o f  the t e s t  t o  

take account f o r  new things t h a t  needed t o  be tested l i k e  l i n e  

shared loops were added and the  unbundled d i g i t a l  channel loop 

vJas added a f t e r  the tes ts  began; correct? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That 's  correct .  

MR. WEBER: Why was the  UCL nondesign loop not a lso 

added? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Addi t ions t o  scope were requested by 

stakeholders. To my knowledge t h a t  was not requested by 

stakeholder. 

MR. WEBER: Were the  l i n e  sharing - -  was 

o f  l i n e  sharing and the unbundled d i g i t a l  channel 

those both done by shareholders o r  d i d  the  F lo r ida  

i n i t i a t e  changes l i k e  t h a t  as we l l ?  
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MR. WIRSCHING: I ' d  have t o  go back and look a t  my 

notes t o  see exact ly how those were i n i t i a t e d .  

MR. WEBER: The prov is ion ing process f o r  the  UCL 

nondesign loop i s  cu r ren t l y  100 percent manual. Would i t  be 

f a i r  t o  say tha t ,  w i t h  regard t o  preordering and order ing 

func t i ona l i t i es ,  f ind ings o f  the t e s t  w i t h  regard t o  manual 

processes f o r  other types o f  f u l l y  manual loops would car ry  

over t o  the UCL nondesign loop? 

MR. WIRSCHING: No, I don ' t  bel ieve t h a t  would be 

f a i r .  We'd have t o  take a look a t  the process t o  see i f  t h  

were s i m i l a r i t i e s  and how they were handled. So without 

r e  

fu r ther  analysis, I cou ldn ' t ,  could not draw t h a t  conclusion. 

MR. WEBER: And there i s ,  i n  fac t ,  though nothing 

t h a t  would prevent the UCL nondesign loop from a c t u a l l y  being 

tested i n  the same way t h a t  the  other loops were tested; 

correct? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That 's  correct .  

MR. WEBER: Those are a l l  the questions I have. 

Thank you very much. 

MR. WIRSCHING: Thank you. 

CHAIRMAN JABER: Thank you, Mr. Weber. 

Mr . McGl o th l  i n?  

MR. McGLOTHLIN: Mr. Wirsching, my name i s  Joe 

McGlothlin. I ' m  here today on behal f  o f  MPower Communications. 

MPower's questions stem from i t s  own commercial 
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2xperience and the comparison of t h a t  experience w i t h  the 
information contained i n  the draft report. So for your benefit 
md for the benefit of the Commissioners and S t a f f ,  I ' d  like t o  
jive a quick background t h a t  would explain the purpose of the 
questions. 

MPower uses Bel 1 South I s TAG el ectroni c ordering 
system t o  submit orders and receives from BellSouth firm order 
zommitments. One piece of information t h a t  Mpower needs is  the 

identification. I t ' s  necessary before Mpower can 
the cross-connect and use t h a t  circuit . 

U n t i l  a p o i n t ,  the firm order commitments received by 

ncluded the circuit identification informat on, bu t  

Change Request submitted by BellSouth, from t h a t  point  

the FOCs no longer included the circuit identification. 
I t  became necessary for Mpower t o  overlay the electronic 
process, which I suppose you could call a manual workaround, 
requiring Mpower t o  devote time and personnel who would contact 
BellSouth representatives i n  pursuit of the circuit ID 

information. 
And Mpower's experience has been t h a t  the a b i l i t y  of 

the particular persons on the BellSouth end t o  assist  i n  t h a t  
workaround effort varies widely, indicating to  Mpower t h a t  
there's no consistent level of training w i t h  respect t o  t h a t  
particular effort. 

We t h i n k  this has two dimensions w i t h  respect t o  the 
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draft report. First of a l l ,  the workaround adds about 12 hours 
t o  the interval necessary t o ,  from Mpower's perspective, 
receive a complete firm order commitment. Secondly - - and t h a t  
interval is very different t h a n  w h a t  appears t o  be reported i n  

the report. 
Secondly, the workaround adds time and expense t o  

suspect indicates t h a t  i t ' s  less 
respect t o  w h a t  BellSouth can do 

Mpower's experience, which we 
t h a n  parity of treatment w i t h  

for i t se l f .  
Now w i t h  t h a t  backg ound we see i n  the draft report, 

for instance, i n  the, i n  the report of the interval, the KPMG 

report indicates t h a t  the interval necessary t o  receive FOCs is  
on the order of three hours. The f i r s t  question i s  whether the 
fact t h a t  the FOCs do no t ,  no longer contain the circuit 
identification information is  known t o  KPMG. 

MR. WIRSCHING: To answer your question, and maybe t o  
start  off w i t h  some of the statements t h a t  you made t o  preface 
the question, KPMG Consulting d i d  not have direct experience 
d i t h  this issue, and i t  was primarily due t o  the time i n  which 
the testing occurred. We had a series of tests t h a t  started i n  

2001, early summer, actually late spring of 2001. A t  t h a t  
time, when we tested this functionality and for this particular 
field, we d i d  not discover any issues. 

Going forward i n  our retest we focused our retest on 
areas w i t h  known issues. Since there was no known issue, we 
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d i d  not focus our re tes t i ng  on t h i s .  Based on the time l i n e  

you've provided, i t  appears t h a t  t h i s  issue developed sometime 

i n  the January time frame o f  t h i s  year; i s  t h a t  correct? 

MR. McGLOTHLIN: I bel ieve t h a t ' s  correct .  The 

Change Request was forwarded - -  
MR. WIRSCHING: And, therefore,  we do not  have any 

d i r e c t  experience w i t h  the issue you've brought up. 

MR. McGLOTHLIN: Would you agree w i t h  my 

character izat ion o f  a FOC t h a t  does not contain c i r c u i t  I D  

information i s  an incomplete FOC? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes, s i r .  

MR. McGLOTHLIN: And i f  a workaround i s  required, 

t ha t  l a s t  12 hours before the information i s  then complete, 

would tha t  bear on the i n te rva l  t h a t  KPMG would assign t o  the 

a b i l i t y  o f  BellSouth t o  complete the FOC process? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Without actual access t o  the data 

tha t  you're r e f e r r i n g  t o ,  I ' m  not sure I can draw any 

conclusions per se. So tak ing  on face value t h a t  addi t ional  

time was required, I s t  11 would have t o  look a t  how much 

addit ional t ime and how t h a t  a f fected the i n t e r v a l  f o r  the 

transaction i n  question. 

MR. McGLOTHLIN: Okay. Assume f o r  purposes o f  t h i s  

question t h a t  the workaround required an addi t ional  12 hours. 

MR. WIRSCHING: On the p a r t  o f?  

MR. McGLOTHLIN: On the p a r t  o f  BellSouth t o  complete 
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the process o f  providing the c i r c u i t  I D  information. 

i s  the case, would tha t  bear on the i n te rva l  t h a t  KPMG would 

assign t o  BellSouth's a b i l i t y  t o  r e t u r n  complete FOC i n  

response t o  a service order? 

I f  t h a t  

MR. WIRSCHING: It would depend on whether BellSouth 

was ins ide  or  outside the published i n t e r v a l .  And so I ' m  not 

sure from your question whether t h e y ' r e  w i t h i n  the i n te rva l  or  

not. 

hours t o  days, so - -  
I n te rva l s  i n  t h i s  t e s t  are establ ished from anywhere from 

MR. McGLOTHLIN: I ' m  look ing a t  Page POP220 o f  the 

d r a f t  repor t .  

MR. WIRSCHING: Uh- huh. 

MR. McGLOTHLIN: I n  the r igh t -hand column, second 

entry, I see the statement, "The 0-9SQM standard f o r  FOCs i s  

95 percent received w i t h i n  three hours." I s  t h a t  an example o f  

the i n te rva l  , published in te rva l  t o  which you referred? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That 's correct .  But t h a t  may not be 

the i n te rva l  f o r  t h i s  pa r t i cu la r  t ransact ion type. We're 

required t o  do fu r the r  research t o  determine i f  t h a t ' s  covered 

i n  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  metr ic.  

MR. McGLOTHLIN: I n  any event, whatever the published 

standard i n t e r v a l  i s ,  i t  would be necessary t o  r e l a t e  t h a t  not 

t o  the po in t  i n  t ime which the incomplete FOC had returned but  

t o  tha t  po in t  i n  t ime when the workaround process, a f t e r  having 

added 12 hours, completes the informat ion necessary t o  complete 
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the FOC; r i g h t ?  

MR. WIRSCHING: No. The in te rva l  i s  t y p i c a l l y  

establ ished from time o f  rece ip t  u n t i l  t ime o f  completion. So 

I would assume t h a t  any k ind  o f  workaround would be included 

ins ide  t h a t  i n te rva l  from the  t ime - -  
MR. McGLOTHLIN: I don ' t  understand your answer. 

When you say ins ide  the i n t e r v a l  - -  

MR. WIRSCHING: Right. I t ' s  from the t ime o f  

Bel lSouth's rece ip t  u n t i l  the  t ime BellSouth returns a response 

i s  t y p i c a l l y  the i n t e r v a l s  f o r  these transactions. 

MR. McGLOTHLIN: To the  t ime i t  returns the  complete 

response? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That ' s  correct .  U n t i l  t he  t ime i t  

returns a response. 

MR. McGLOTHLIN: Okay. Assume the response does not  

have the  c i r c u i t  I D  information. 

concl ude the  i nterva l  ? 

MR. WIRSCHING: When we receive the response, we 

I s  t h a t  when you would 

would conclude the i n te rva l  there.  There would be an issue 

obviously w i t h  accuracy o f  the  response. 

MR. McGLOTHLIN: Would there be an issue o f  

completeness? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes. Accuracy and completeness 

t y p i c a l l y .  

MR. McGLOTHLIN: And y e t  you would s t i l  
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l e t ' s  assume t h a t  the incomplete FOC i s  received i n  three 

hours. I s  t h a t  the i n t e r v a l  you would assign t o  it? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  

MR. McGLOTHLIN: And what, t o  what extent  and how 

does KPMG then factor  i n  the addi t ional  workaround time before 

the informat ion i s  provided? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That would be i n  an accuracy and 

completeness metr ic  where we would take a look a t  the  FOC t h a t  

was returned. 

would be measured i n  t h a t  metr ic  bucket. 

I f  i t  was not  accurate o r  complete, then t h a t  

MR. McGLOTHLIN: I n  terms o f  the  met r ic  t h a t ' s  used, 

would t h a t  show up i n  the percentage o f  FOCs t h a t  are accurate 

as opposed t o  the, compared t o  the  f u l l  universe, o r  would i t  

onal t ime required t o  provide a l l  the show up i n  terms o f  add i t  

information? 

MR. WIRSCHING: 

designed, t h a t  would show 

don ' t  be l ieve the re ' s  any 

SQMs. 

MR. McGLOTHLIN: 

metr 

wou 

The way the F lo r i da  SQMs are 

up i n  the bucket o f  accuracy. I 

c on addi t ional  t ime i n  F lo r ida  

d you agree t h a t  t he  purpose o f  

the e lec t ron ic  order ing system i s  t o  enable an ALEC t o  submit 

an order and receive a complete response wi thout  the 

requirement o f  a workaround, manual workaround? 

MR. WIRSCHING: I would say t h a t  t he  purpose o f  the 

ordering system i s  t o  a l low ALECs t o  submit t ransact ions and 
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receive responses. 

MR. McGLOTHLIN: Submit transactions and receive 

responses. 

would be complete and provide a l l  the information? 

I s  i t  i m p l i c i t  i n  your answer t h a t  t he  response 

MR. WIRSCHING: Their metr ics were complete and 

accurate, yes. 

MR. McGLOTHLIN: Would you bel ieve t h a t  the necessity 

o f  a manual workaround adding 12 hours and the devotion o f  

personnel has a bearing on whether the e lec t ron i c  ordering 

process i s  operating as i t ' s  designed? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Based on the informat ion you ' re  

prov id ing me, i f  there was a manual workaround t h a t  required 

ex t ra  t ime and e f f o r t ,  t h a t  would have an impact t o  the ALEC 

experience. 

MR. McGLOTHLIN: Do you t h i n k  t h a t  a metr ic  which 

captures only percentage accuracy e f f e c t i v e l y  measures the 

a b i l i t y  o f  the ordering process t o  perform i t s  r o l e  as 

designed? 

MR. WIRSCHING: I n  exclusion t o  t imeliness? 

MR. McGLOTHLIN: Yes. 

MR. WIRSCHING: I f  i t  was only  accuracy? I bel e v e  

t h a t  both t imel iness and accuracy are key components t o  

measuring a process. 

MR. McGLOTHLIN: A l l  r i g h t .  I'll change subjects. 

The l a s t  question t h a t  Mpower submitted i s  based on another 
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area o f  i t s  commercial experience. Mpower has the  need t o  

zonvert special access ordered from BellSouth's tariff t o  an 

mbundl ed network element, t ranspor t  element, and i t s  

2xperience has been t h a t  BellSouth f a i l s  t o  r e l a t e  the  tariff 

transport  i t e m  t o  the UNE i n  a way t h a t  would enable MPower t o  

lave con t inu i t y  o f  service.  There are, there are network 

in te r rup t ions  because o f  the i n a b i l i t y  o r  re fusal  t o  r e l a t e  the 

tar i f f  t ransport  t o  the  UNE t ranspor t .  

Does t h a t  commercial experience r e l a t e  i n  any way t o  

my o f  the parameters o f  the t e s t  t h a t  KPMG performed? 

MR. WIRSCHING: No, i t  does not.  It was not i n  the  

scope. 

MR. McGLOTHLIN: Those are a l l  the questions I have. 

rhank you. 

CHAIRMAN JABER: Thank you, Mr. McGlothlin. 

Commissioners, we were supposed t o  take a break a f t e r  

4r. McGlothl in's questions. I f  i t ' s  a l l  r i g h t  w i t h  you a l l ,  

I ' d  l i k e  t o  plug along and have WorldCom s t a r t  t h e i r  

questioning. 

Well, Mr. Wirsching, do you need a break? 

MR. WIRSCHING: 

CHAIRMAN JABER: Okay. We' l l  take a f ive-minute 

Five minutes would be good. 

weak fo r  you. 

(Recess taken. 1 

CHAIRMAN JABER: L e t ' s  get back on the  record. 
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Worl dCom? 

MS. LICHTENBERG: Yes. Sherry L i  chtenberg f o r  

Worl dCom. Good morni ng . 
Let me s t a r t  r i g h t  out w i t h  our f i r s t  question. You 

say i n  t h i s  repor t  t h a t  BellSouth uses a batch-dr iven ED1 

process, and I t h i n k  t h a t ' s  the f i r s t  t ime t h a t  I ' v e  read t h i s  

anywhere i n  your reports.  Can you t e l l  me what t h a t  means and 

whether t h i s  i s  any d i f f e r e n t  from other ILECs? 

MR. WIRSCHING: I can most d e f i n i t e l y  explain what 

the batch-dr iven process i s .  Transactions - -  BellSouth - -  t h i  

would be order ing transactions, are batched i n  groups and sent 

as a batch, which then are processed by the  BellSouth f ront -end 

processing system then as ind iv idua l  t ransact ions.  So i t ' s  

j u s t  an e f f i c i e n c y  mechanism. 

MS. LICHTENBERG: I s  t h a t  the  same as the way other 

ILECs do business, Verizon or  SBC or  - -  
MR. WIRSCHING: My experience w i t h  some o f  the other 

ILECs i s  l i m i t e d .  I do know t h a t  Verizon does have a 

batch-or iented system. I c a n ' t  speak f o r  the  other ILECs. 

MS. LICHTENBERG: Okay. And t h i s  batch-dr iven 

system, I know t h a t  i n ,  on POP76, i n  the  previous discussion we 

were ta l k ing ,  there was some question about - -  oh, I ' m  sorry. 

POP-196, there was some there was a discussion o f  problems 

t h a t  happened i n  the  vo ume tes t i ng .  And one o f  the  answers 

you give, and, again, t h a t ' s  Page POP196, t a l k s  about 
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saturat ion i n  the BellSouth back-end systems. What does t h a t  

mean and i s  i t  re la ted  t o  t h i s ?  That would be the t h i r d  

paragraph based on, i n  January - - t h i s  was when you issued 

Exception 137 and about f low-through responses. And then your 

answer i s  t h a t  there were network element, " there was network 

element saturat ion i n  the data center."  I s  t h a t  re la ted  t o  

t h i s  o r  what i s  it? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Ac tua l l y  t h a t ' s  not the  KPMG 

Consul t i n g  response. That ' s Bel 1 South ' s response, Bel 1 South ' s 

response indicated. So I c a n ' t  speak t o  the BellSouth issue a t  

hand. As I stated before, we don ' t  do roo t  cause analysis on 

these. It was enough f o r  us t o  r e a l i z e  t h a t  t h a t  was a not 

s a t i s f i e d  r e s u l t  t o  i n i t i a t e  a r e t e s t .  

MS. LICHTENBERG: And can you help me out w i t h  tha t?  

I guess t h a t ' s  another th ing  t h a t  I guess I don ' t  understand. 

And maybe I ' m  j u s t  misunderstanding the way your other tes ts  

have gone. 

There was a problem and BellSouth sa id i t  had t o  do 

w i th  network element saturat ion i n  our back-end data center. I 

don ' t  know what t h a t  means. Do you know what t h a t  means? 

I have an understanding t h a t  t h e i r  MR. WIRSCHING: 

systems d i d  not  operate as designed. 

MS. LICHTENBERG: So they cou ldn ' t  handle the volume? 

MR. WIRSCHING: They cou ldn ' t  - -  t h a t  would be 

shorthand. 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

45 

MS. LICHTENBERG: And you d i d n ' t  go t o  a roo t  cause 

analysis,  but they said, i t ' s  okay, we f i xed  i t ?  

MR. WIRSCHING: And then we would s t a r t  a re tes t .  

3ur methodology i s  t o  re tes t  when the ILEC declares t h a t  they 

have developed a so lut ion.  

MS. LICHTENBERG: But you d i d n ' t  look a t  t h a t  

so lu t ion .  

there and, you know, maybe i t  happens when orders reach a 

ce r ta in  threshold. 

I mean, t h a t  problem could s t i l l  be s i t t i n g  out 

MR. WIRSCHING: We continued volume t e s t i n g  and d i d  

not see tha t  problem again. 

MS. LICHTENBERG: Okay. But you don ' t  know what 

caused it. So i f  I ' m  not  receiv ing service order completions 

o r  transactions back, could i t  poss ib ly  be from t h a t  problem as 

opposed t o  other problems? 

MR. WIRSCHING: I wouldn' t  be able t o  speculate on 

tha t .  

MS. LICHTENBERG: Okay. Bel lSouth says t h a t  t hey ' re  

going t o  implement i n t e r a c t i v e  agent i n  2003. Assuming t h a t  

the top three Change Requests ac tua l l y  get implemented i n  2003, 

w i l l  t ha t  make any changes t o  t h i s  batch-dr iven methodology? 

MR. WIRSCHING: We've done no work w i t h  i n te rac t i ve  

agents, so I cou ldn ' t  speak t o  the  impacts t o  the  order ing 

systems. 

MS. LICHTENBERG: Would you assume t h a t  changing t o  
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something l i k e  i n te rac t i ve  agent - -  which j u s t  t o  make sure the 

:ommission understands so I ' m  not  ta lk ing ED1 shorthand, 

in te rac t ive  agent i s  the a b i l i t y  t o  send data no t  i n  a batch 

node bu t  one transact ion a t  a t ime the way you send E - m a i l  

i s i ng  the TCPIP format. W i l l  - -  do you t h i n k  t h a t  w i l l  have 

some impact on the BellSouth ordering systems? W i l l  there need 

to be some changes t o  accept i n te rac t i ve  agent transactions? 

I wouldn't  be able t o  speculate on MR. WIRSCHING: 

that without knowing more about i n te rac t i ve  agent. 

MS. LICHTENBERG: You a l l  looked a t  i n te rac t i ve  ag 

i n  every other t e s t  you d id .  Why i s  i t  t h a t  you don ' t  

mderstand i t  a t  t h i s  moment? I s  there someone e lse  on your 

team who's more f a m i l i a r  w i t h  it? 

n t  

MR. WIRSCHING: There very wel l  may be i n  some other 

j u r i s d i c t i o n .  But t h i s  was a F lor ida t e s t  and in te rac t i ve  

3gent wasn't avai lable f o r  F lor ida,  so, therefore,  we d i d  not 

study i t  i n  the context o f  BellSouth. 

MS. LICHTENBERG: Okay. Thank you. On Page 

POP263 you provide an explanation o f  the BellSouth ordering 

systems and process, and I r e a l l y ,  r e a l l y  appreciate it because 

i t ' s  r e a l l y  the f i r s t  t ime I ' v e  seen one. 

CHAIRMAN JABER: Ms. Lichtenberg, may I in te r rup t  you 

f o r  j u s t  a minute? 

MS. LICHTENBERG: Uh-huh. 

CHAIRMAN JABER: Our page numbers don ' t  match up your 
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page number, but  I can f i n d  i t  i f  you a1 so g ive me - - 
MS. LICHTENBERG: I t ' s  Figure 3 - 2  and i t ' s  j u s t  above 

2.1.1, which i s  LSR submissions. 

CHAIRMAN JABER: Thank you. 

MS. LICHTENBERG: You ' r e  we1 come. 

I see something ca l l ed  LSRR. I t ' s  here i n  the 

LSRR? 

request 

middle. It seems t o  come between ED1 and LEO. What i s  

MR. WIRSCHING: LSRR stands for l oca l  service 

router .  

MS. LICHTENBERG: I s  i t  the same as ED1 Centr 

MR. WIRSCHING: I do not  be l ieve so. 

MS. LICHTENBERG: I s  i t  a new system? 

MR. WIRSCHING: NO. 

MS. LICHTENBERG: This i s  - - i s  i t  the ED1 

trans1 ator? 

MR. WIRSCHING: I do not  be l ieve so. 

MS. LICHTENBERG: This i s  the f i r s t  t ime t h a t  

l? 

seen LSRR, and I also d o n ' t  see ED1 Central on t h i s  f igure .  

And so I guess I ' m  confused about what I 've been t o l d  about 

these requests go through and what you ' re  seeing. This i s ,  

your knowledge, exac t ly  how orders are processed i n  BellSou 

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes, it i s .  

MS. LICHTENBERG: Thank you. When you discuss 

f low-through i n  POP274 - -  and I w i l l  g ive  you the  b e t t e r  

I ' v e  

how 

t o  

h? 

numbers so t h a t  we can stay together. That i s  TVV3-1. You 
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t a l k  about the closure o f  Exception 86 and you t a l k  about some 

changes made i n  May tha t  added more exclusions t o  the 

f low-through l i s t .  Could you t e l l  me what was added t h a t  

allowed you t o  b r i ng  the f low-through numbers up t o  the 

standard? 

MR. WIRSCHING: I ' m  sorry.  Could you rephrase the  

l a s t  p a r t  o f  t h a t  question? 

MS. LICHTENBERG: Yeah. You said t h a t  you relooked 

a t  the numbers and tha t  there were some add i t iona l ,  t h a t  

BellSouth said t h a t  there was some addi t ional  planned manual, 

manual f a l l o u t  items. This i s  the  t h i r d  paragraph, f o r  me i t ' s  

on POP271. 

It says, "Based on re tes t i ng  resu l t s  through 

March 31st, 2002, you issued Th i rd  Amended Exception 86, and i t  

showed tha t  res iden t ia l  f low-through was below the  standard." 

Then BellSouth responded and said,  "Some o f  what was 

p l  anned manual should be excl uded from your cal  cul  a t ions,  'I and 

Could you help me understand you changed your ca l  cul  at ions.  

what happened there? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Hang 

To answer your quest 

addi t ional  data concerning the 

on f o r  one second. 

on, BellSouth provided us w i t h  

t ransact ions i n  which we thought 

had inappropr ia te ly  f a l l e n  out.  Based on the addi t ional  data 

provided by BellSouth, we agreed w i t h  BellSouth t h a t  we had 

misc lass i f ied those transact ions.  
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MS. LICHTENBERG: So j u s t  so I can understand, 

because I get very confused i n  terms o f  f low-through, i s  t h i s  

addi t ional  data t h a t  shows what orders are supposed t o  be 

handled manually, I th ink  t h a t ' s  what you're r e f e r r i n g  t o  here, 

things t h a t  w i l l  be excluded from t h i s  measurement, i s  t h i s  

d a t a  posted f o r  CLECs on the BellSouth web s i t e ?  

MR. WIRSCHING: To answer your question: One, the 

exclusions are avai lable and published as p a r t  o f  the SQMs; 

then, two, the data t h a t  was provided t o  us i s  normally 

avai lable as p a r t  o f  the LSR d e t a i l .  

MS. LICHTENBERG: I ' m  sorry.  I d i d n ' t  hear you. 

MR. WIRSCHING: The data t h a t  was provided t o  us i s  

normally provided during, as p a r t  o f  the LSR d e t a i l  repor t  

which i s  avai lab le t o  ALECs. 

MS. LICHTENBERG: So I would need t o  go i n t o  my LSR 

de ta i l  repor t ,  look a t  i t  t o  see what f a i l e d  the  manual, w r i t e  

down a l l  the reasons, as opposed t o  - -  there 's  also, you know, 

posted on the web I bel ieve there are 13 f low, exclusions from 

flow-through l i s t e d .  

deeper pocket t h a t  I need t o  go research? 

I s  t h i s  on t h a t  l i s t  or  i s  i t  i n  some 

MR. WIRSCHING: No. I bel ieve - -  hang on f o r  one 

second 

Just t o  c l a r i f y  my i n i t i a l  statement, the exclusions 

d i d  not change. We had misc lass i f ied  the transactions. When 

we had addi t ional  data, we recognized t h a t  they were p a r t  o f  an 
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exclusion and then c l a s s i f i e d  them appropriately. 

no change o f  exclusions, t he re ' s  no addi t ional  information. 

So the re ' s  

MS. LICHTENBERG: Okay. I f  I could j u s t  fo l low on i n  

t h a t  same paragraph. Apparently a documentation defect  was 

also corrected i n  May 2002 t h a t  may have contr ibuted t o  your 

misunderstanding o f  the exclusions. Could you g ive me the 

accessible l e t t e r ,  the n o t i f i c a t i o n ,  c a r r i e r  n o t i f i c a t i o n  

l e t t e r  number f o r  t h a t  documentation defect correct ion? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Hang on f o r  one second. 

The document control  number i s  not avai lab le.  I t ' s  

posted on the PMAP web s i t e ,  which doesn't f a l l  under t h a t  

system. 

MS. LICHTENBERG: So what was issued was a 

documentation correct ion i n  PMAP but  not,  but not a change i n  

documentation showing CLECs t h a t  there was a change i n  the way 

t h i s  was calculated? So t h i s  i s  r e a l l y  a PMAP issue, i t ' s  not 

a f low-through issue? 

MR. WIRSCHING: I t ' s  - -  the PMAP defines the 

flow-through, the exclusions. So, yes, i t  was handled through 

PMAP . 
MS. LICHTENBERG: Now you continue on here and you 

get very s t a t i s t i c a l  on me. And I ' m  going t o  defer most o f  the 

s t a t i s t i c s  questions t o  AT&T because I r e a l l y  d o n ' t  want t o  do 

numbers today, but we're t a l k i n g  about res ident ia l  orders and 

we're t a l k i n g  about res iden t ia l  orders t h a t  f a l l  t o  manual. 
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And I th ink  you s ta r ted  today i n  some o f  t he  e a r l i e r  

questioning about t a l k i n g  about manual orders having a higher 

incidence o f  Errors/Exceptions o r  however we want t o  c a l l  them. 

I s  t h a t  the case? I s  manual work more prone t o  causing 

problems? 

MR. WIRSCHING: I th ink  t h a t ' s  a p r e t t y  general 

questi  on. 

MS. LICHTENBERG: Let 

MR. WIRSCHING: Okay. 

MS. LICHTENBERG: I f  

me get r e a l l y  spec i f i c .  

n, i f  an order f o r  a 

res iden t ia l  customer f a l l s  t o  manual i n  the  BellSouth centers, 

i s  i t  more l i k e l y  tha t  t h a t  customer's order w i l l  be delayed o r  

t ha t  t h a t  customer w i l l  get the wrong features o r  t h a t  t h a t  

customer's order may be re jec ted  i nco r rec t l y?  I s  tha t ,  i s  t ha t  

more l i k e l y  w i t h  manual, w i th  orders t h a t  f a l l  t o  manual. 

MR. WIRSCHING: That 's  a piece o f  analysis t h a t  we 

d i d  not do. 

MS. LICHTENBERG: So when I look, and we' 1 get t o  i t  

i n  a minute, when I look a t  your - -  the  questions I ve got on 

your prov is ion ing and t rans la t i on  errors ,  you don ' t  look a t  

t ha t  as whether the manual process might have dr iven those 

problems? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That 's  correct .  

MS. LICHTENBERG: Okay. Can you expla in  t o  me why, 

j u s t  very, very high l e v e l ,  you say the f low-through 
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performance was 94.13, 95 percent is  the benchmark. And then 

you say, "The inherent variation i s  large enough t o  have 
produced the substandard result even w i t h  a process t h a t  is  
operating above the benchmark." Could you explain t h a t  t o  me, 
because i t  looks t o  me like i t ' s  operating below the benchmark? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Hang on one second. 
MR. WEEKS: My name i s  Mike Weeks. I t h i n k  that ' s  

on. Yes. Sorry I'm late. Airplane problems las t  n igh t .  

Fundamentally, as one does sampling of the 
populat ion,  one makes an assumption or makes a hypothesis about 
what t h a t  sampling distribution or w h a t  the population 

distribution looks like and one does sampling. When one takes 
a sample, by definition there i s  a probability t h a t  the sample 
t h a t  one takes i s  not representative of the population as a 
whole. So i t  i s  absolutely possible t h a t  you could have a 
sample, the mean for which was different t h a n  the mean of the 
populat ion as a whole, and the mean o f  the sample could be 
smaller or larger t h a n  the mean of the populat ion.  So i t  i s  
statist ically possible for you t o  derive a sample w i t h  a mean 
below 95 percent when, i n  fact, the true population mean is  

95 percent or larger. And tha t ' s  w h a t  we're saying here. 
MS. LICHTENBERG: So basically you're saying we 

tested a l o t ,  they changed their metric or helped us t o  
understand t h a t  the documentation of the metric was wrong, and 

we retested and, therefore, everything is  good. 
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MR. WEEKS: No. I ' m  saying there was a mistake o f  

f a c t  on our par t .  And when we made the cor rec t ion  o f  the  e r ro r  

t h a t  we had made so t h a t  the information t h a t  we had and t h a t  

we analyzed was proper ly  fo l lowing the business ru les  and then 

we took the resu l t s  t h a t  we analyzed t h a t  were now correct ,  

which were previously incor rec t  on our p a r t ,  t h a t  when you 

applied s t a t i s t i c a l  analysis techniques t o  t h a t  sample data, 

t ha t  the  v a r i a b i l i t y  o f  the populat ion was such t h a t  you could 

der ive a sample mean o f  94 po in t  whatever i t  was percent when, 

i n  f a c t ,  the populat ion was operating a t  95 or  above. And so 

ve gave them, therefore,  a pass using s t a t i s t i c a l  techniques as 

compared t o  s tare and compare. 

MS. LICHTENBERG: Okay. No stare and compare, and I 

understand t h a t .  But I s t i l l  d o n ' t  understand why they changed 

t h e i r  documentation and why they t ra ined,  re t ra ined t h e i r  

representatives who handled LSR as an e r ro r .  That ' s  the  other 

on Exception 86. So I 

t h a t  you misread the  

be re t ra ined and why d i d  

answer, the second par t  o f  your answer 

don ' t  get it. I f  the  problem was j u s t  

business ru les ,  why d id  people need t o  

there need t o  be new documentation? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Again, back o our discussion o f  roo t  

cause analysis. We saw a r e s u l t  t h a t  d idn ' t  meet the  standard, 

and Bel lSouth provided some explanation informat ion and then we 

retested. 

MS. LICHTENBERG: So you j u s t  d o n ' t  - - you d i d n ' t  
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look a t  the roo t  cause o f  these problems. You j u s t  assumed 

tha t  when they were be t te r ,  they were f ixed? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That 's our t e s t i n g  methodology, yes. 

MS. LICHTENBERG: Thank you. Let me move along, and 

I want t o  go back f o r  a minute. 

f i n i s h  - -  l e t  me ask about OLNS and then I want t o  t a l k  a 

1 i ttl e b i t  about p rov i  s i  oni ng . 

I want t o  t a l k  about, j u s t  

Did you - -  you t a l k  about i n  Provis ioning 18, which 

i s  PPR6-23, you t a l k  about the use o f ,  you looked a t  the  l i n e  

c l a s s  codes f o r  branding. Did you a lso look a t  OLNS, which i 

or ig ina t i ng  l i n e  number screening, as a method o f  prov id ing 

operator services , d i rec to ry  a s s i  stance branding? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes, we d id .  

MS. LICHTENBERG: And do you know whether ALECs are 

primarily using l i n e  c lass codes or  OLNS? 

MR. WIRSCHING: We d i d  not do t h a t  analysis. 

MS. LICHTENBERG: Did you look a t  the process tha t  

BellSouth uses t o  handle orders f o r  OLNS? 

MR. WIRSCHING: We reviewed BellSouth documentation 

around OLNS, yes. 

MS. LICHTENBERG: So d i d  you look a t  whether 

Bel 1 South f o l  1 owed the  documentation and ALECs got branding on 

t h e i r  l i n e s  when they entered the s tate? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Hang on one second. 

Our t e s t  method on t h i s  was ac tua l l y  t o  go, t o  
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tes t  circuits i n  t h a t .  
MS. LICHTENBERG: And they a 

was fine? 
MR. WIRSCHING: Yes, ma'am. 
MS. LICHTENBERG: Thank you. 

1 worked and everything 

Did you - - l e t  me go 

back for a minute. That's i t  for OLNS. 

I want - -  before I s tar t  getting deeply in to  
provisioning, on, on Page POP76 on my copy you t a l k  about 
completion notices. And I d o n ' t  t h i n k  I understand your 
language and I will  give you a better reference. T h a t  i s  

TVV1-3-6, and that ' s ,  "BellSouth's ED1 interface provides 
timely completion notifications. I' 

Let me s tar t  out  by asking w h a t  i s  time - -  w h a t  do 

you mean by this criteria? 
MR. WIRSCHING: Draw your attention t o  the next 

paragraph. I ' l l  read i t  t o  you. 

"The expected interval for CNs i s  95 percent received 
by 12:OO p.m. of the business day following the receipt of 

provisioning completion date. I' 
MS. LICHTENBERG: Excel 1 ent . Then i f you could 

explain t o  me a t  the very end of this Exception, of this 
paragraph, "BellSouth delivers completion notices upon the 
conclusion o f  provisioning activit ies as well as a l l  subsequent 
downstream l i s t ing  and b i l l i n g  provisioning activit ies." Does 
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that mean that the completion notice is the equivalent of a 
notice that says the order has been physically completed, the 
bill ing system has been updated and the customer service record 
is updated? 

MR. WIRSCHING: No. Actually that's a mistake in 
this report. It's a typographical error, and it's going to be 
fixed in the final version. 

MS. LICHTENBERG: Can you tell me when a completion 
notice is actually issued? 

MR. WIRSCHING: On provisioning completion. 
MS. LICHTENBERG: And what do you mean by 

"provisioning completion"? 
MR. WIRSCHING: Wait one second, please. 
When work is actually completed on provisioning the 

servi ce. 
MS. LICHTENBERG: So that's when the switch 

translations are done essentially? 
What happens if a completion notice is issued to an 

4LEC but the CSR is not updated - -  can the - -  yet? Can the 
4LEC make subsequent changes to that customer's account? For 
instance, if the customer calls up two days later and says, I 
really want, wanted to have Caller ID, can an ALEC issue a 
subsequent order to get that, assuming that the CSR has not yet 
Deen updated? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That was - -  those sort of 
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dependencies we d i d  not t e s t  i n  t h i s  t e s t .  

MS. LICHTENBERG: So you don ' t  know or you d i d n ' t  

look a t  the impact o f  t h i s  completion no t ice  maybe not t rack ing  

w i t h  complete completion. That was why I was so surprised a t  

t h i s  factua l  e r ro r  i n  t h i s  statement. And i f  you d i d n ' t  look 

a t  it, w e ' l l  get back t o  i t  i n  a minute. 

You t a l k  i n  Provis ioning 56 about problems w i th  

Exception 171 and d i  rec to ry  1 i s t i n g  probl ems, and I ' m  wondering 

what system f i x  was made t o  correct  t h a t  problem. 

MR. WIRSCHING: Hang on f o r  a second. 

MS. LICHTENBERG: It ' s TVV4- 1. 

MR. WIRSCHING: And your question was to?  

MS. LICHTENBERG: My question was t h a t  you, you 

looked a t  - -  t he re ' s  apparently a problem i n  updating the 

d i r e c t o r y  l i s t i n g s ,  and BellSouth provided informat ion t h a t  

there was supplemental t r a i n i n g  and the  business ru les  were 

updated and t h a t  the problem was f ixed.  But then you 

retested - -  and I take i t  i t  i s  a c t u a l l y  s t i l l  outstanding t h a t  

d i  rec to ry  1 i s t i  ngs are s t i  11 not  updated proper ly? 

MR. WIRSCHING: The Exception i s  s t i l l  open, yes. 

MS. LICHTENBERG: Okay. And what i s  the  impact t o  

customers i f  t h e i r  d i rec to ry  l i s t i n g s  are no t  proper ly  updated, 

i n  your opinion? 

MR. WIRSCHING: I'll read t o  you from our impact 

statement. 
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MS. LICHTENBERG: That would be excel 1 ent . 
MR. WIRSCHING: "Bel lSouth's i n a b i l i t y  t o  accurately 

update information d i rec to ry  1 i s t i n g  data bases may r e s u l t  i n  

nishandling o f  customer requests and cause a decrease i n  CLEC 

customer sa t is fac t ion .  " 

MS. LICHTENBERG: And what i t  might - - i f  we would 

j u s t  s o r t  o f  put  t h a t  i n  simple terms. 

stuck on the highway and I d i a l  411 t o  t r y  t o  get the phone 

number f o r  AAA or the tow company and i t ' s  updated, not updated 

proper ly because t h a t  customer decided he wanted t o  come t o  an 

4LEC, I ' m  going t o  be stuck on the highway f o r  a long time; 

r i g h t ?  

I f  I ' m  t r y i n g ,  i f  I ' m  

MR. WIRSCHING: Wouldn't know about t h a t  spec i f i c  

scenario. 

MS. LICHTENBERG: Well, I mean, i f  i t ' s  wrong, I ' m  

going t o  keep ge t t i ng  wrong informat ion;  r i g h t ?  

I f  the  informat ion i n  the  d i rec to ry  

l i s t i n g  i s  incorrect ,  there  i s  the po ten t i a l  t o  get incor rec t  

information, yes. 

MR. WIRSCHING: 

MS. LICHTENBERG: Are you - -  what i s  the  progress 

towards c los ing t h i s  Exception? Are you going t o  t e s t  i t  

again? 

MR. WIRSCHING: There are no plans f o r  continued 

test ing.  

MS. LICHTENBERG: So - -  and i t ' s  85 percent, so i t  
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kind o f  brings me t o  a question I'm never sure how t o  ask or 
w h a t  your answer would be. 

I certainly t h i n k ,  having broken down recently, t h a t  
this would have been a really b ig  problem for me. When an 
Exception remains open or when we look a t  the s ta t is t ics  t h a t ,  
t h a t  show there were this many tes t  points  and this many 

Exceptions and this many stayed open, how do we judge the 
impact of the open Exceptions and the impact of the failed tes t  
points on consumers and,  therefore, on the a b i l i t y  o f  ALECs t o  
compete? 

MR. WEEKS: Well, I t h i n k  the answer t o  t h a t  i s  i t  

depends on the nature of the problem and the way the problem 
v i  sited i tsel f on parti cul ar customers or parti cul ar ALECs. 

There's not a general answer t o  t h a t  question. And I t h i n k  as 
finders of fact our responsibility i s  t o  sort of turn over the 
rocks, figure out  w h a t  we see, w h a t  we saw, report t h a t  t o  the 
authorities, and i t  i s  the Solomon-like duty of the Commission 
and parties t o  assess the impact. 

I 've been i n  situations before where there was very 
1 i t t l  e impact t o  open Excepti ons because, for exampl e ,  pri ci ng 

was such t h a t  no one was going t o  do t h a t  particular line of 

business i n  t h a t  particular jurisdiction anytime soon, so the 
fact t h a t  there were problems i n  an area was somewhat moot. 
I 've been i n  other situations where the potential for a great 
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deal o f  impact as the result of an open Exception was there. 
So one cannot general i ze and shoul d not general i ze 

about counts and numbers and things. One needs t o  take the 
specifics o f  w h a t  competition i s  like here i n  Florida, w h a t  the 
consumers need i n  order t o  have meaningful competition, wha t  
the ALECs need t o  operate, and I t h i n k  i t ' s  really the company 
and the advocates t h a t  need t o  come t o  the table and make t h a t  
case. We're not i n  sort o f  a posi t ion t o  do t h a t  for parties. 

MS. LICHTENBERG: Thank you, Mr. Weeks. I appreciate 
t h a t .  

Let me move t o  another open Exception, which is  
Exception 84, the problems w i t h  incorrect switch translations. 
Just  t o  make sure - -  and t h a t  for me i s  on Provisioning 58 and 

i t  i s  TVV4-3. 
t o  the consumer level, i s  t h a t  there i s  an open problem w i t h  

BellSouth's a b i l i t y  t o  give the customer w h a t  the customer 
ordered. 
have his ca 1 s t o  900 numbers blocked - - very often - - i t  may 

not happen. A switch translation issue would allow those calls 
t o  s t i l l  be made even though we ordered i t  no t  t o  be made. Or 
a customer may ask for Call Waiting or Caller ID and they d o n ' t  
get i t ,  or they may ask t o  have their long distance service 
vJith MCI and their intraLATA service w i t h  MCI, but  i t  stays 
somehow on the BellSouth network. The change isn' t  made 
correct1 y . 

Is t h a t  - -  w h a t  t h a t  says, just t o  bring i t  down 

In MCI's experience t h a t  i s  i f  the customer wants t o  
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Where are we on Exception 84? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Exception 84 remains opens. 

MS. LICHTENBERG: Are you retest ing? 

MR. WIRSCHING: There are no plans f o r  a re tes t .  

MS. LICHTENBERG: So when the Commission looks a t  

th is  issue, i t ' s  s i m i l a r  t o  what we j u s t  t a l ked  about, t h a t  

they have t o  look a t  t he  impact t o  consumers on not ge t t i ng  

vhat they ordered and, you know, l e t t i n g  t h e i r  k ids  d i a l  

376 c a l l s  even though they asked me t o  block them and th ings 

l i k e  tha t ;  i s  t ha t  correct? I s  tha t ,  Mr. Weeks, what you said? 

MR. WEEKS: O r  ge t t i ng  features tha t  you d i d n ' t  

l rder .  

MS. LICHTENBERG: O r  ge t t i ng  - -  I haven't found any 

yet where the customers got ex t ra  features. That would be 

l i ce .  I guess I ' d  get charged f o r  them though, wouldn' t  I? 

MR. WEEKS: One would th ink .  

MS. LICHTENBERG: So I guess I'll add t h a t  t o  what I 

l e t t e r  s t a r t  1 ooki ng f o r .  

Just t o  continue f o r  a minute w i th  p rov is ion ing  

issues. On Provis ioning 69, which t a l k s  about CSRs, we're 

ta lk ing  about - -  t h i s  s o r t  o f  goes back t o  the f i r s t  problem, 

vhich i s  the completion no t i ce  doesn' t  re fe r  t o  the  CSR being 

ipdated and a1 1 the  b i  11 i n g  records being created. That was a 

typo i n  the tex t .  And CSRs - -  j u s t  t o  make sure we're on the 

same page, ALECs cannot issue a subsequent order f o r  a customer 
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i f  the CSR hasn ' t  been updated because the  BellSouth systems 

think the re ' s  a pending order, so we k ind  o f  get  stuck i n  t h i s  

mdless loop o f  re jec ts .  

Can you discuss f o r  me the s t a t i s t i c a l  evidence t h a t  

leads you t o  be l ieve t h a t  i n  the  second r e t e s t  where we were a t  

33 percent accurate, t h a t  we should have closed Exception 112? 

4re CSRs being updated t ime ly  and accurately here? That 's  

TVV4-24, the  l a s t ,  the next t o  the  l a s t  paragraph. "During the 

second r e t e s t  KPMG reviewed 113 CSRs from A p r i l  t o  May." 

105 o r  93 percent were accurate and the Exception was amended, 

and then you decide - - then the  Exception was closed and i t  ' s 

r o b a b l y  some long s t a t i s t i c a l  explanation again. 

MR. WIRSCHING: F i r s t  up, po in t  o f  c l a r i f i c a t i o n ,  

t h i s  evaluat ion c r i t e r i a  i s  on ly  about accuracy, no t  about 

t imeliness, and I bel ieve i n  your question you referenced 

timeliness. 

MS. LICHTENBERG: Oh, so - -  I appreciate t h a t .  So 

they ' re  accurate 93 percent o f  the time, which i s  good enough? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Based on - -  and i f  you 'd  l i k e ,  I'll 

read the statement again. 

CHAIRMAN JABER: Ms. Lichtenberg, 1 e t  ' s not  

zharacterize h i s  answer. L e t ' s  j u s t  ask the  question. 

MS. LICHTENBERG: I apol ogi ze. 

CHAIRMAN JABER: A l l  r i g h t .  

MS. LICHTENBERG: No, you don ' t  have t o  read the  
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statement again. I th ink  I understand tha t .  

Do you also have a place where you've looked a t  

whether CSRs are updated on a t ime ly  basis? I obviously 

misread t h i s  pa r t  o f  the repor t .  

MR. WIRSCHING: Hang on f o r  one second. 

We d i d  not look a t  CSR t imel iness.  

MS. LICHTENBERG: I ' m  sorry? 

MR. WIRSCHING: No, we d i d  not look a t  CSR 

t imel iness.  

MS. LICHTENBERG: Thank you. I f  we go t o  

prov is ion ing on Pages 71 and 72, which i s  TVV4-28 - - actua 

i t ' s  - -  the not s a t i s f i e d  f o r  TVV4-28, which i s  the switch 

t rans la t ions ,  when I look a t  the, a t  the  re tes t ,  i t  looks i ke 

th ings  got worse instead o f  be t te r .  Am I cor rec t  there? It 

went from 82 - -  f i r s t  we were a t  27. 

MR. WIRSCHING: You're t a l k i n g  about the  second 

re tes t ,  not  the f i r s t  re tes t?  

MS. LICHTENBERG: Yes. Yes. 

MR. WIRSCHING: Okay. 

MS. LICHTENBERG: I n  the  second r e t e s t  we were down 

a t  79 percent. 

MR. WIRSCHING: That ' s  what the  repo r t  states. 

MS. LICHTENBERG: And t h i s  Exception remains open? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  cor rec t .  

MS. LICHTENBERG: And the  c r i t e r i a  remains not 
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MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  cor rec t .  

MS. LICHTENBERG: Thank you. Why i s  TVV4-24 
sa t i s f i ed?  I always get confused about how these th ings r e l a t e  

t o  each other. That i s  t ha t  - - t h a t ' s  the  accuracy o f  the CSR 

versus the accuracy o f  the t rans la t i on  i n  the  switch. 

MR. WIRSCHING: The c r i t e r i a  i n  4-28 i s  pa r t  o f  our 

end-to-end tes t .  

MS. LICHTENBERG: I ' m  sorry.  I d i d n ' t  hear you. 

MR. WIRSCHING: I t ' s  pa r t  o f  our end-to-end tes t i ng .  

I f  you look a t  the  t i t l e  r i g h t  above 4-28, "End-to-end 

va l i da t i on " .  So whi le  a spec i f i c  element as evidenced i n  4-24 
may be sa t i s f i ed ,  the  end-to-end r e s u l t  was not .  

MS. LICHTENBERG: That makes very good sense. Thank 

you. 

Provis ioning 77, we t a l k  about the  l i n e  loss tes t i ng ,  

which i s  TVV4-39. Why i s  95 percent the KPMG benchmark? 

MR. WIRSCHING: We establ ished t h a t  i n  our 

professional judgment. 

MS. LICHTENBERG: I know, I know t h a t  you, you 

es tab l i sh  benchmarks when there i s n ' t  a benchmark establ ished 

e i the r  by the Commission or  i n t e r n a l l y  by BellSouth. 

surprised t o  see t h a t  BellSouth had no i n te rna l  benchmark. Did 

I misread tha t?  

I was 

MR. WEEKS: We've never used BellSouth i n te rna l  
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benchmarks as our standards. We use SQMs when there are 

relevant SQMs and we w i l l  apply those. 

then we w i l l  apply our professional judgment and use the 

standard t h a t  we establ ish.  But we never adopt the  company's 

in te rna l  standards t h a t  they might have f o r  management 

oversight and adopt those as ours. 

I n  the  absence o f  t h a t ,  

MS. LICHTENBERG: So when I read " i n  the absence o f  a 

documented Bel lSouth standard, 'I what t h a t  means i s  because 

there 's  no SQM? 

MR. WEEKS: Correct. 

MS. LICHTENBERG: I j u s t  misread t h a t .  

You say t h a t  t e s t i n g  i s  i n  progress. What t e s t i n g  i s  

s t i l l  i n  progress or  i s  i t  completed now? 

MR. WIRSCHING: It i s ,  as o f  now i t  i s  completed. 

That c r i t e r i a  i s  sa t i s f i ed .  Exception 139 was closed t h i s  

deek . 
MS. LICHTENBERG: And d i d  you look a t  how t h a t  was 

corrected? 

MR. WIRSCHING: We analyzed the  data dur ing the 

re tes t  and i t  was, i t  was s a t i s f i e d .  

MS. LICHTENBERG: Do you be l ieve  t h a t  the  problem 

d i t h  missing l i n e  loss  reports here had t o  do w i t h  the  

implementation o f  a s ing le  "C" order process as we saw i n  

Georgia? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Since we d id  no t  do r o o t  cause 
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ina lys is  on t h i s  problem, I cou ldn ' t  comment on tha t .  

MS. LICHTENBERG: Thank you. Let me f i n i s h  up by 

ta l  k ing about b i  11 ing.  

What d i d  you review? Did you review the e lec t ron ic  

30S/BDT b i  11 i ng records? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes, we d id .  

MS. LICHTENBERG: And a lso paper b i l l s ?  

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes, we d id .  

MS. LICHTENBERG: And what i s  the b i l l  o f  record i n  

-1 o r  i da? 

MR. WIRSCHING: The b i l l  record i n  F lo r ida  i s  paper, 

v i t h  the exception o f  CABS b i l l s ,  which are on CD. 

MS. LICHTENBERG: I ' m  sorry.  I d i d n ' t  hear you. 

MR. WIRSCHING: With the  exception o f  CABS b i l l s ,  

vhich are avai lab le on CD. 

MS. LICHTENBERG: So the  BOS/BDT b i l l  i s  not  the b i l l  

if  record? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  not - -  yeah, t h a t  i s  our 

mderstanding. 

MS. LICHTENBERG: Cannot be. Okay. 

I th ink  I ' m  done, Donna, Dave. Thank you very muw. 

CHAIRMAN JABER: Thank you, Ms. L i  chtenberg. 

AT&T, are you ready? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Madam Chair, could we have another 

f ive-minute break? Thank you very much. 
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CHAIRMAN JABER: Thank you, M r .  Wirsching. 

(Recess taken.) 

CHAIRMAN JABER: M r .  Wirsching? Mr. Weeks, do you 

need a few more minutes? Do you a1 1 need a few more minutes? 

MR. WIRSCHING: NO. 

CHAIRMAN JABER: Okay. L e t ' s  go ahead and get back 

on the record, and AT&T. 

MS. AZORSKY: Good morning. I ' m  Tami Azorsky, 

counsel f o r  AT&T, and w i t h  me i s  Sharon Nor r is ,  Jay Bradbury 

and Bob Bel 1, a1 1 AT&T employees. And Jay, I ' m  sure, w i l l  be 

j o in ing  us i n  a moment. There he i s .  

I wanted t o  s t a r t  out  by j u s t  t a l  k i ng  about a couple 

o f  the  statements a t  the  very beginning o f  the  t e s t  repor t .  I n  

the document contro l  sect ion on Page DC4 you have a statement 

tha t  ce r ta in  informat ion and assumptions were presented by the 

management o f  BellSouth and t h a t  you r e l i e d  on t h a t  informat ion 

t o  prepare the repor t  and d i d n ' t  independently v e r i f y  the  

accuracy and completeness o f  t h a t  information. And what I ' d  

l i k e  t o  understand are what types o f  informat ion were there 

tha t  you d i d  not v e r i f y ,  independently v e r i f y  the  accuracy and 

completeness o f?  

MR. WIRSCHING: Sure. I th ink  a great example both 

from BellSouth and the  ALECs are volume t e s t  s t a t i s t i c s ,  

h i s to r i ca l  and forecast. For example, Bel lSouth provided us 

h i s to r i ca l  l eve l s  o f  t ransact ions both by product type over 
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periods o f  months. We took t h a t  informat ion a t  face value. I n  

addi t ion,  ALECs provided us forecasts i n  which they forecast 

t h e i r  projected order volumes. Again, we d i d  not  v e r i f y  those 

forecasts. 

MS. AZORSKY: What about - -  i n  some o f  the instances 

t h a t  you were t a l k i n g  about w i t h  some o f  the  other ALECs t h i s  

morning you mentioned changes t h a t  BellSouth made t o  i t s  

systems or  i t s  documentation. Were there any instances i n  

which you d i d  not go i n  and v e r i f y  those changes? 

MR. WIRSCHING: For documentation changes, i f  i t  as 

a document where we discovered an area, we most d e f i n i t e l y  d i d  

review the  changes t o  ensure t h a t  they had taken place. For 

systems changes our t e s t i n g  methodology i s  no t  t o  review system 

code, so we would not  be able t o  v e r i f y  t h a t  i n  t h i s  t e s t .  

MS. AZORSKY: Okay. 

MR. WEEKS: I f  I can ampl i fy  on t h a t .  I n  those cases 

on system changes what we d i d  i s  observed t h a t  a system was 

dysfunctional by submit t ing t ransact ions and not  ge t t i ng  the  

expected behavior and i n f e r r e d  a change t o  the  system because 

we would submit subsequent t ransact ions and see the correct  

behavior. So i t  was our inference t h a t  t h i s  system had been 

changed. But the statement t h a t  we a c t u a l l y  d i d n ' t  inspect t he  

change i s  a correct  one. 

MS. AZORSKY: So i n  those instances where there were 

system changes and you d id  a r e t e s t ,  t h a t  was the  mechanism f o r  
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verifying the system change? 
MR. WEEKS: We d i d n ' t  ac tua l ly  verify the change. We 

verified the change i n  behavior as opposed t o  the change i n  the 
software. 

MS. AZORSKY: All right. Thank you. I f  you d i d n ' t  

do - - i f  there was a system change t h a t  I s  referenced i n  the 
report and you d i d n ' t  conduct a retest after t h a t  system 
change, does t h a t ,  does i t  follow t h a t  you d id  not then verify 
a change i n  behavior as a result of t h a t  system change? 

MR. WEEKS: T h a t  would be correct. 
MS. AZORSKY: Okay. In both of the tes t  report a t  

the beginnings and ends of the various tes t  domains and i n  the 
executive summary on Page DC4 you l i s t  percentages of 

evaluation criteria t h a t  were satisfied and not satisfied and 

testing i s  i n  progress. You d o n ' t  intend, by stating those 
percentage cri teria,  for this Commission or the Staf f  t o  make 
any determi nations on Bel 1 South ' s compl i ance w i t h  check1 i s t  
Item 2 i n  the 271 checklist, do you? 

MR. WEEKS: No, not a t  a l l .  In fact, I would make 
the statement t h a t  since a l l  evaluation cri teria are not 
created equal, a mere add, subtract, mult iply and divide sort 
of exercise on cri teria is  probably a l i t t l e  b i t  dangerous. 
We've only done t h a t  because we know parties are going t o  do 

t h a t  based on our experience, and so we're just saving them the 
mathematics. 
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But one should not make any inferences by the sheer 

numbers tha t  t hey ' re  there. One has t o  look a t  the underlying 

repor t  and the evaluat ion c r i t e r i a  and what was s a t i s f i e d  and 

what was not s a t i s f i e d  and what k ind  o f  problems and issues 

were h igh l igh ted  i n  our comments sect ion t o  r e a l l y  understand 

and grasp the s ign i f i cance o f  a p a r t i c u l a r  c r i t e r i o n ,  and then 

taking them as a whole i s  maybe not a useful  exercise even. 

MS. AZORSKY: Okay. Taking, f o r  example, on, i n  

the - -  i n  the executive summary on Pages 10 and 11 you 

mentioned - - l e t ' s  take, f o r  example, 2.0 on EX10 where you say 

f o r  the Re1 at ionship Management In f ras t ruc tu re  Test 67 

evaluation c r i t e r i a  were sa t i s f i ed ,  7 c r i t e r i a  were not 

sa t i s f i ed ,  and then you s ta te  tha t  the  evaluat ion c r i t e r i a  tha t  

are not s a t i s f i e d  are p r imar i l y  i n  the  areas o f  change 

management and re1 ease management. 

Did KPMG do any analysis o f  whether the unsat is f ied  

c r i t e r i a  were o f  greater o r  lesser importance than the 

s a t i s f i e d  c r i t e r i a ?  

MR. WEEKS: No. We don ' t  attempt anywhere i n  the  

repor t  t o  weight i n  any way, shape o r  form one c r i t e r i a  versus 

another o r  assign any k ind  o f  scale t h a t  would help a pa r t y  

understand which c r i t e r i o n  were more o r  less  important than 

others. They're a l l  important i n  some regard or  they wouldn' t  

be i n  the t e s t  a t  a l l ,  but  they don ' t  a l l  have necessar i ly  the 

same weight. And as I t e s t i f i e d  e a r l i e r ,  t he  so r t  o f  g rav i t y  
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o f  the  issue i s  content sens i t ive t o  what's ac tua l l y  going on 

a t  the  time i n  the  state.  

MS. AZORSKY: So - -  I ' m  no t  sure I understand t h a t  

l a s t  question. When you say contact sens i t i ve  t o  - -  
MR. WEEKS: Content sens i t i ve .  

MS. AZORSKY: Content. Okay. So, f o r  example, i f  

the c r i t e r i a  t h a t  are not s a t i s f i e d  are th ings t h a t  are 

important t o  ALECs i n  the s ta te  and important t o  the regulators 

i n  the  s tate,  those evaluation c r i t e r i a  should be weighted more 

heavi ly ,  i s  t h a t  what I understand you t o  say? 

MR. WEEKS: I wouldn't  say they 'd  be more heavi ly.  

The f a c t  t h a t  they were not  s a t i s f i e d  i s  t he  issue. And the  

question then i s  what i s  the impact o f  t h a t  po ten t ia l  problem 

t h a t  was i d e n t i f i e d  dur ing the t e s t  on competit ion, and are 

there other fac to rs  t h a t  need t o  be considered t h a t  a r e n ' t  i n  

evidence i n  our t e s t  t h a t  would weigh t h a t  issue as being more 

important o r  less  important o r  more impactful o r  less  

exogenous v a r i  ab1 es 

t h a t  you c a n ' t  get  

impactful? So the re ' s  a l o t  o f  s o r t  o f  

t h a t  could impact the  u l t imate  decis ion 

exc lus ive ly  from our repor t .  

MS. AZORSKY: I t h i n k  I, I t h ,  nk I understand t h a t .  

It b o i l s  down t o  i t  i s ,  i t ' s  the  Commission's and the S t a f f ' s  

decision on whether these c r i t e r i a  t h a t  are not  s a t i s f i e d ,  what 

the impact on ALECs i s  and how important t h a t  i s  t o  

compet i ti on. 
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MR. WEEKS: Right. And I would t h i n k  i t  would be the 

par t ies  t h a t  would need t o  help the  Commission understand t h a t  

and help them form t h e i r  opinion i n  your advocacy cases. 

MS. AZORSKY: One more issue on these pre l im inary  

questions, which i s  there are a number o f  th ings t h a t  are 

t e s t i n g  i n  progress. For example, i n  the summary t h a t  

Mr. Wirsching gave a t  the beginning, 542 o f  t he  t e s t s  i n  the 

metrics domain are s t i l l  t e s t i n g  i n  progress and there  are 

various t e s t s  throughout, some o f  the  va l i da t i on  and 

v e r i f i c a t i o n  reviews t h a t  are s t i l l  t e s t i n g  i n  progress. When 

w i  11 those be completed? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Obviously i t  var ies by  evaluat ion 

c r i t e r i a .  A number o f  them have been completed. There are a 

number t h a t  are s t i l l  pending completion i n  the  next week or  

so. There w i l l  probably be one o r  two t h a t  d o n ' t ,  the  t e s t i n g  

data i s n ' t  ava i lab le by the  t ime we publ ish the  f i na l  version, 

Version 2.0, which w i l l  be publ ished a t  the end o f  t h i s  month. 

MS. AZORSKY: W i l l  t he  metr ics evaluat ion be 

completed by the  time you pub l ish  2.0 a t  the end o f  t h i s  month? 

MR. WIRSCHING: No, i t  w i l l  not. No. 

MR. BRADBURY: Commi ssioners, Jay Bradbury o f  AT&T. 

Gent1 emen, good morning . 
I n  our questions we had a ra ther  lengthy l i s t  o f  

documents t h a t  were c i t e d  i n  the  RMI sect ion and we asked i f  

you could i d e n t i f y  which o f  those documents were general ly 
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avai lab le t o  CLECs and which were propr ie ta ry  t o  BellSouth, and 

then we were in terested i n  how an ALEC would know i f  a document 

was necessary and how the  ALEC would know t h a t  they were, they 

were complying w i t h  the document o r  t h a t  Bel lSouth was 

complying w i t h  the document. 

I s  there an easy way t o  i d e n t i f y  which o f  these 

documents are p ropr ie ta ry  t o  BellSouth, t h a t  might be the  

easiest ,  o r  are not? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes. S t a r t  w i t h  t h a t  as the f i r s t  

question. With the exception o f  one document, these are a l l  

p ropr ie ta ry  documents. The pub1 i c l  y avai 1 ab1 e document i s 

Elect ron ic  In te r face  Test ing Guide1 ines, Version 4.0, dated 

Apr i l  2002. 

MR. BRADBURY: Let  me f i n d  t h a t .  

MR. WIRSCHING: On the, i t ' s  avai 

s i t e .  Sorry. And there i s  a second one. 

MR. BRADBURY: So o f  a l l  o f  these 

the only  pub l i c  document? 

able on the web 

documents, t h a t  ' s 

MR. WIRSCHING: There's a second one. Sorry. I 

m i  sspoke. The E lec t ron ic  In te r face  Implementation Upgrade 

Communication Plan, Version 4.0, i s  a lso p u b l i c l y  avai lable.  

MR. BRADBURY: Okay. Okay. So the  vast ma jo r i t y  are 

not avai lab le t o  the  CLECs on a regular basis,  p ropr ie ta ry  t o  

BellSouth. How then do the  ALECs know t h a t  t he  document 

ex is ts ,  t h a t  the  document i s  needed, t h a t  t h e i r  act ions are 
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complying w i th  the document? 

MR. WIRSCHING: BellSouth provides ALEC facing 

documentation tha t  provides the  ALECs w i t h  t h e i r  ro les  and 

responsi b i  1 i ti es . 
MR. BRADBURY: I s  there a mapping o f  these documents 

t o  the  pub1 i c  documents t h a t  Bel lSouth provides? 

MR. WIRSCHING: NO. 

MR. BRADBURY: Could one be developed? 

MR. WIRSCHING: I n  theory, I be l ieve  so. 

MS. AZORSKY: Did KPMG evaluate whether the 

informat ion i n  a l l  o f  these BellSouth p rop r ie ta ry  documents was 

ava i lab le  i n  an ALEC fac ing document? 

MR. WIRSCHING: KPMG Consulting d i d  evaluate t h a t  the  

ALEC fac ing documents contained a l l  the required informat ion 

f o r  ALECs t o  in te r face  w i t h  BellSouth. 

MR. WEEKS: I th ink ,  you know, j u s t  the general 

answer t o  t h i s  question i s  t h a t  there are numerous cases i n  

t h i s  t e s t  where we examined, i n  the course o f  our work, MMPs 

documentation and so on t h a t  the  company uses t o  conduct i t s  

day-do-day business operations. That 's  a normal a c t i v i t y  t h a t  

we do i n  a l l  o f  our process s t y l e  tes ts ,  t h i s  being one o f  

those tes ts .  

And i n  a l l  cases our ob jec t ive  i n  those tes ts  i s  t o  

s wel l  formed and the documents f i n d  out whether the process 
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tha t ,  and job aids and so on t h a t  the company has t o  support 

those in te rna l  methods and procedures are wel l  formed and e x i s t  

and are used. And so i t  i s  not a t e s t  ob ject ive.  

I n  fac t ,  we wouldn't expect i t  t o  be the case t h a t  

those spec i f i c  i n te rna l  MMPs were v i s i b l e  t o  the ALECs and t h a t  

there was a one-to-one mapping between those and documents t h a t  

are v i s i b l e  t o  the ALECs any more than we would expect the 

ALEC's in ternal  documentation o f  how they operate t h e i r  

business t o  be tracked and mapped i n t o  the ro les  and 

respons ib i l i t y  documents t h a t  are p a r t  o f  the  ALEC in te r face  

f o r  the company. So i t ' s  expected t h a t  each company w i l l  have 

i t s  own way o f  doing what i t  does i n  i t s  own in te rna l  processes 

and, when the two need t o  come together i n  some way, t h a t  there 

i s  a p u b l i c l y  avai lab le document and t h a t  t h a t  document i s  wel l  

formed and i t  meets i t s  intended purpose. And so the way t h a t  

we organize our t e s t i n g  r e f l e c t s  t h a t  philosophy. 

MR. BRADBURY: Are any o f  these documents t h a t  are 

propr ie tary  t o  BellSouth used i n  t h e i r  BellSouth r e t a i l  

operations? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Hang on f o r  one second. 

We d i d n ' t  do t h a t  s o r t  o f  analysis, so we're unaware. 

MR. BRADBURY: Okay. So you don ' t  know whether any 

o f  these are used i n  r e t a i l  or  not. 

MR. WIRSCHING: That 's  correct .  This i s  t y p i c a l l y  a 

re la t ionsh ip  management in f ras t ruc tu re .  This i s  a CLEC account 
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re la t ionship.  So I would tend t o  say tha t  most o f  these 

a ren ' t ,  but ,  again, we d i d  not do the analysis. 

MR. WEEKS: Just looking a t  the  t i t l e s  t o  some o f  

these documents without t r y i n g  t o  contrad ic t  what was j u s t  

said, by the nature o f  some o f  the d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  some o f  these 

documents, they would appear t o  be documents t h a t  are unique t o  

the in te r face  d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  the wholesale operations. To our 

knowledge, f o r  example, TAG s n ' t  used by the r e t a i l  operation. 

So a document t h a t  describes something about TAG wouldn't be 

relevant t o  r e t a i l .  

MR. BRADBURY: Thank you. I n  developing your 

evaluation c r i t e r i a  f o r  PPR1, which appear on Page RMIS, d i d  

KPMG review any BellSouth change management pract ices f o r  i t s  

r e t a i l  operations? 

MR. WIRSCHING: No, we d i d  not .  

MR. BRADBURY: On our Page RM13 a t  Footnote 1 you 

provide a d e f i n i t i o n  f o r  CLEC a f f e c t i n g  changes. During the 

course o f  your inves t iga t ion  o f  the  change control  process, d i d  

the d e f i n i t i o n  o f  CLEC affected changes change over time? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes, i t  did. 

MR. BRADBURY: When d i d  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  d e f i n i t i o n  

become e f fec t i ve?  

MR. WIRSCHING: Hang on f o r  one second and I'll get 

t h a t  date. 

That d e f i n i t i o n  changed w i t h  Version 2.7 o f  the 
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change control  process. Our f i na l  evaluation was based on 

Version 3.1, which has the same d e f i n i t i o n .  

MR. BRADBURY: Do you remember the  date f o r  - - 
MR. WIRSCHING: No, I do not.  

MR. BRADBURY: It was t h i s  year, was i t  not? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Again, since I don ' t  remember the 

date, I cou ldn ' t  answer t h a t .  

MR. BRADBURY: Okay. Does the previous d e f i n i t i o n  

p r o h i b i t  any changes from being submitted t h a t  are covered by 

the e x i s t i n g  d e f i n i t i o n ?  I n  other words, was the  o l d  

d e f i n i t i o n  more r e s t r i c t i v e  than the  current d e f i n i t i o n ?  

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes. 

MR. BRADBURY: I s  t h a t  - -  
MR. WEEKS: The o l d  d e f i n i t i o n  was more r e s t r i c t i v e  

than the  current  d e f i n i t i o n .  

MR. BRADBURY: Okay. I wish I had brought t h a t  one 

vJith me. Fa i l u re  on my par t .  

So i t ' s  the CLECs' i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  t h a t  t h a t ' s  not  

t rue,  t h a t  the  previous d e f i n i t i o n  was open ended. 

c e r t a i n l y  i t ' s  KPMG's opinion, t h e y ' r e  welcome t o  have it. And 

I'll provide what the o l d  d e f i n i t i o n  was. 

But 

On Page RM18 you used an acronym t h a t  I d idn ' t  

recognize: BTSI. I t h i n k  i t  may be a dup l i ca t ion  o f  a 

d i f f e r e n t  group, but  I ' d  l i k e  you t o  i d e n t i f y  i t  f o r  me. 

MR. WIRSCHING: BTSI stands f o r  BellSouth Technology 
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Systems In tegrat ion.  I t ' s  now re fe r red  t o  as BTG, BellSouth 

Techno1 ogi es Group. 

MR. BRADBURY: Okay. I thought t h a t  was probably 

what i t  was, bu t  I wanted t o  be cer ta in .  Thank you. 

On Page RMI6 a t  Footnote 6 you ind i ca te  t h a t  the 

Change Review Board may not  deny an indus t ry  standard Change 

Request by c i t i n g  a f a i l u r e  t o  fo l l ow  general i ndus t r y  

d i rec t ion .  Technical f e a s i b i l i t y  o r  h igh cost o f  

implementation may be a reason f o r  a CRB denial o f  an indust ry  

standard. 

Do you know what Bel lSouth's reason was f o r  the 

deferra l  o f  the implementation o f  the indus t ry  standard release 

known as ELMS 5? 

MR. WIRSCHING: No, we don ' t .  

MR. BRADBURY: Do you know i f  t h a t  decis ion was made 

u n i l a t e r a l l y  w i t h  BellSouth o r  i n  consul ta t ion w i t h  the ALECs? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Hang on f o r  a second. 

It i s  our understanding t h a t  t h a t  was made by 

Bel 1 South. 

MR. BRADBURY: Thank you. 

Okay. On Page, Pages RMI6 and RM17 you ' re  discussmg 

how both BellSouth- and CLEC-ini t iated changes enter i n t o  the 

process, and there are, there are s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f ferences a t  

the f r o n t  end o f  the process. 

Be l lSou th - in i t i a ted  change on Page 6 t h a t  the  requests are 

It ind icates t h a t  f o r  a 
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introduced a t  the CRB step o f  the process; whereas, f o r  a CLEC 

they are introduced by the CLEC sending a Change Request t o  

Bel 1 South. 

Can you i d e n t i f y  i n  the e x i s t i n g  pub l i c  document 

where t h a t  change or  where t h a t  d i f ference i n  flows i s  

i d e n t i f i e d ?  

MR. WIRSCHING: To our knowledge there i s  no p u b l i c l y  

fac ing document t h a t  describes tha t .  

MR. BRADBURY: And, therefore,  where i s  t h a t  

document? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Excuse me? 

MR. BRADBURY: 

where i s  i t  documented? 

MR. WIRSCHING: 

MR. BRADBURY: Would t h a t  be the end-to-end process 

I f  i t ' s  not  i n  the pub l i c  document, 

I t ' s  a p ropr ie ta ry  document. 

f l  ow document? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Hang on f o r  a second. 

That 's correct .  

MR. BRADBURY: So then the propr ie ta ry  document 

c o n f l i c t s  w i t h  the pub l i c  document? 

MR. WIRSCHING: I don ' t  be l ieve i t ' s  a c o n f l i c t .  The 

pub l ic  documentation i s  mute on these steps. 

MR. BRADBURY: Pardon me? 

MR. WIRSCHING: I t ' s  not  a c o n f l i c t .  The pub l ic  

document i s  mute on those steps. 
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MR. BRADBURY: I don ' t  bel ieve t h a t  i t  i s .  The 

publ i c  document describes both Type 4 and Type 5 changes and i t  

ind ica tes  t h a t  both are submitted d i r e c t l y  t o  the  BCCM. 

MR. WIRSCHING: S i r ,  i t ' s  our understanding t h a t ' s  a 

very high leve l  descr ip t ion i n  the publ i c  document. 

MR. BRADBURY: Okay. Thank you. 

On Page RMI-8 there i s  the statement t h a t  BellSouth 

publishes an annual release schedule t o  the  ALECs. Can you 

i d e n t i f y  when such a annual release schedule was published t o  

the CLECs i n  2000 and 2001? 

MR. WIRSCHING: The 2000 schedule was published on 

August 16th. The release schedule f o r  2001 was published i n  

Ju l y  13th o f  2001, November 9 t h  o f  2001 and December 18th o f  

2001. That also included 2002 information. 

MR. BRADBURY: Okay. Let me make sure I understood. 

The 2000 schedule was published on August 16th o f  2000? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That ' s  correct .  

MR. BRADBURY: And the  2001 schedule was published 

f i r s t  on July? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That 's  the informat ion we have. 

MR. BRADBURY: J u l y  o f  2001? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes. 

MR. BRADBURY: So they were no t  publ ished i n  advance 

o f  the year they were r e f e r r i n g  to?  They were we l l  i n t o  the  

year t h a t  they were a c t u a l l y  deal ing w i th ;  i s  t h a t  correct? 
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MR. WIRSCHING: During those years, yes. 

MR. BRADBURY: Okay. Thank you. 

On Page RMI8, RMI9 you l i s t  a number o f  groups t h a t  

you conducted interviews as part  o f  your data sources. 

noticed t h a t  the Executive Review Board, the  BTG group, 

Bel 1 South Techno1 ogies, were not  1 i sted as interviews f o r  t h i  s 

por t ion  o f  the t e s t .  

those groups who played a r o l e  i n  t h i s ,  i n  t h i s  process? 

I 

I s  i t  t r u e  t h a t  you d i d  not in terv iew 

MR. WIRSCHING: That 's  t rue .  We d i d  not in terv iew 

those groups. 

MR. BRADBURY: Okay. Does the  Executive Review Board 

p lay  a s i g n i f i c a n t  r o l e  i n  the change contro l  process? 

MR. WIRSCHING: I n  our opinion, no. That 's why we 

d i d n ' t  in terv iew them. 

MR. BRADBURY: I s  the  Executive Review Board re fe r red  

t o  i n  the pub1 i c  document? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Hang on f o r  a second. 

I t ' s  our understanding t h a t  i s  no t  re fe r red  t o  i n  the  

external documentation. 

MR. BRADBURY: 

end- to-end process f low document? 

I s  i t  re fe r red  t o  i n  the propr ie ta ry  

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes, i t  i s .  

MR. BRADBURY: I s  i t  your view t h a t  i n  t h a t  document 

the Executive Review Board plays on ly  a minor r o l e  o r  a 

s i  gni f i  cant r o l  e? 
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MR. WIRSCHING: I n  our opinion they p lay  a minor and 

not a s ign i f i can t  ro le .  

MR. BRADBURY: Hang on a minute. 

I ' m  not  sure how t o  handle t h i s  p ropr ie ta ry  

so I'll j u s t  t a l k  about it. There's a t ab le  here cal  

" P r i o r i t i z a t i o n  Process. " 

CHAIRMAN JABER: Mr. Bradbury, l e t ' s  take a 

document, 

ed the 

minute 

al low you and your at torney t o  understand what i t  i s  you ' re  

about t o  say, because the way you handle tha t  i s  very 

ca re fu l l y .  So do you want - -  do you know what i t  i s  he 's  ab 

t o  ask? 

Ms. Foshee, you can come up t o  the microphone. 

MS. FOSHEE : Commi s s i  oner , not knowi ng what 

Mr. Bradbury i s  about t o  ask, I d o n ' t  know t h a t  I have an 

t o  

u t  

object ion,  but I th ink  we would l i k e  t o  understand the way i n  

vJhich t h i s  document was obtained and whether i t ' s  governed 

under a p ro tec t ive  agreement before i t ' s  used. 

CHAIRMAN JABER: Yeah. And I ' m  not sure I know what 

the document i s .  So l e t ' s  l e t  the  AT&T counsel understand 

f i r s t  what the question i s ,  and I ' m  sure s h e ' l l  confer w i t h  

you. 

(Discussion held o f f  t he  record.) 

MS. AZORSKY: The document t h a t  Mr. Bradbury i s  

re fe r r i ng  t o  i s  the  document t h a t ' s  been submitted t o  the  

Commission by BellSouth t o  support the  reso lu t ion  o f  Exception 
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88. 

CHAIRMAN JABER: Was i t  afforded conf ident ia l  

c l  a s s i  f i c a t i  on? 

MS. AZORSKY: I bel ieve i t  was. 

CHAIRMAN JABER: Okay. 

MS. AZORSKY: So we're t r y i n g  t o  th ink  o f  how he can 

do t h i s  wi thout reveal ing the  document. 

CHAIRMAN JABER: Okay. And you - -  i t  looks l i k e  Ms. 

Foshee - -  say your l a s t  name again f o r  me. 

MS. FOSHEE: Foshee. 

CHAIRMAN JABER: Foshee - -  i s  w i l l i n g  t o  a s s i s t  you, 

4s. Azorsky. 

MS. FOSHEE: I f  i t  would help, i f  they could move on 

the  lunch 

ons, i f  tha t  

to  a d i f f e r e n t  area and maybe we would t a l k  over 

ireak, i f  the re ' s  a way they can ask t h e i r  quest 

dould help move things along. 

MR. WEEKS: I might be able t o  help as we l l .  

MS. AZORSKY: That ' s  f i ne .  We w i l l  move on and 

ylr. Bradbury can come back t o  t h i s  a f t e r  lunch. 

CHAIRMAN JABER: Thank you. Good idea. 

MR. BRADBURY: Let  me look a t  reorganiz ing my 

questions here a minute. 

Okay. I n  conducting your evaluat ion o f  the change 

;ontrol process, d i d  you ever assess the  adequacy o f  

3ellSouth's implementation t ime frames; you know, how long i t  
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jc tua l  l y  took t o  implement a Change Request? 

MR. WIRSCHING: What we assessed was t h e  process 

wound the  implementation o f  the  Change Requests, and dur ing 

that assessment we found a number o f  issues which were de ta i led  

i n  Exception 88. 

MS. NORRIS: I s  t h a t  a yes o r  a no? I mean, d i d  you 

look a t  - -  d i d  you make some q u a l i t a t i v e  determination about 

how long a Change Request would take and whether o r  not 

3ellSouth was implementing Change Requests i n  what you 

Eonsidered t o  be a t ime ly  manner? 

MR. WIRSCHING: I f  you ' re  asking i f  we d i d  an 

i n te rva l  analysis - - 
MS. NORRIS: Yes. 

MR. WIRSCHING: - -  no, we d i d  not do an i n te rva l  

analysis. 

MS. NORRIS: So you d i d n ' t  - -  t he re ' s  nothing i n  your 

tes t  repor t  t ha t  says they met th ings,  they d i d  th ings on t ime,  

t imely,  any CLEC impact o r  anything l i k e  t h a t  on the 

implementation schedule? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Anything tha t  would deal w i t h  an 

in te rva l  analysis, no, t he re ' s  nothing i n  the  repor t .  

MS. NORRIS: Thank you. 

MR. BRADBURY: Okay. You've determined t h a t  

BellSouth s a t i s f i e d  the evaluat ion c r i t e r i a  f o r  PPR1-1, which 

you can f i n d  on RMI  Pages 10 and 12, PPR1-2, which i s  on RMI  
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t o  Exception 123, which i s  s t i l l  open. 

I n  both o f  those cases the comments reference 

Can you expla in  how the def ic iency t h a t  resul ted i n  

Exception 123 came about and how i t re la tes  t o  P P R l  and 2 and 

how they can be s a t i s f i e d  i n  the face o f  the open Exception? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Sure. Exception 123 had two 

components: A process component and a performance component. 

Bel lSouth had provided updated documentation t h a t  described the  

i n te rna l  process, and on the  basis o f  t h a t  documentation we 

were able t o  s a t i s f y  P P R 1 - 1  and PPR1-2. 

MS. AZORSKY: I s  i t  PPR1-6 tha t  looks a t  whether 

BellSouth f o l l o w s  t h a t  documentation and t h a t  i s  the t e s t  t ha t  

i s  not  sa t i s f i ed ,  Section 123? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  the component, t ha t  i s  the 

component o f  123 t h a t  remains t o  be sa t i s f i ed .  

MS. AZORSKY: Okay. Thank you. 

MR. WIRSCHING: Thank you. 

MR. BRADBURY : For eval u a t i  on P P R l -  3, you I ve 

concl uded tha t  Bel 1 South's change management process does not 

have a complete framework t o  evaluate, categorize or  p r i o r i t i z e  

Change Requests, and t h a t ' s  on Page RMI14. Do you plan t o  do 

any addi t ional  t e s t i n g  on t ha t ,  and what must BellSouth do t o  

address t h i s  def ic iency? 

MR. WIRSCHING: To answer your f i r s t  question f i r s t ,  

we w i l l  continue t o  monitor a c t i v i t i e s  around Exception 88 
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u n t i l  the  publ ish,  the pub l ica t ion  date o f  Version 2.0, which 

i s  t he  end o f  t h i s  month. 

To answer your second question, Exception 88 i s  

fa i r l y  wide ranging. Do we want t o  go through the  remaining 

open issues i n  88, i s  t h a t  what you ' re  asking f o r ?  

MR. BRADBURY: I ' d  l i k e  t o  do i t  i n  piece par ts  

r e l a t i v e  t o  the c r i t e r i a  t h a t ' s  here. 

MR. WIRSCHING: Okay. So why don ' t  you go there and 

w e ' l l  t a l k  each, through each one. 

MR. BRADBURY: Okay. Okay. PPR1-3 runs over several 

pages, and your, your reference t o  Exception 88 s t a r t s  on Page 

17 - -  I ' m  sorry, 15. And I th ink  t h i s  reference appears i n  

several o f  the PPR evaluat ion c r i t e r i a .  

One question: The l a s t  o f f i c i a l  BellSouth response 

t o  Exception 88 was dated May the  1s t ;  i s  t h a t  correct? 

MR. WIRSCHING: W a i t  one second wh i le  we check the 

date on tha t  document. 

That i s  correct .  

MR. BRADBURY: Okay. And i n  t h a t  response Bel 

d i d  describe s p l i t t i n g  equal ly  between the  CLECs and Bel 

the re1 eases on a going- forward basi s? 

South 

South 

MR. WIRSCHING: Hang on wh i le  I go back and look 

exact ly  a t  the response. 

Yes. That i s  on Page 8 o f  t he  BellSouth response i n  

Excepti on 88. 
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MR. BRADBURY: Okay. And they a l s o  ta lked  about a 

i i e ra rchy  o f  implementation o f  the  various types o f  Change 

iequests; i s  t h a t  correct? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That ' s correct .  

MR. BRADBURY: How do e i t h e r  o f  those r e l a t e  t o  the  

w i o r i t i z a t i o n  o f  ind iv idua l  Change Requests by the CLECs and 

3ellSouth j o i n t l y ?  

MR. WIRSCHING: Those spec i f i c  circumstances, 

instances do not.  

MR. BRADBURY: Okay. So the  response i n  May does not 

3ddress or  resolve PPR1-3? 

(Pause.) 

CHAIRMAN JABER: It looks l i k e  we need an ea r l y  lunch 

break. 

MR. WIRSCHING: This should on ly  take us another 

second. 

CHAIRMAN JABER: Oh, but  i t ' s  r e a l l y  okay i f  you want 

an ea r l y  lunch break. 

MR. WIRSCHING: I defer.  

MR. BRADBURY: Commissioner, before we do tha t ,  my 

next question i n  t h i s  would r e f e r  t o  t h e i r  en t r y  on Page RMI16 

t h a t  on June 10th BellSouth provided a d r a f t  o f  the End-to-End 

Process Flow, Version 2.1, the  p rop r ie ta ry  document they were 

t a l  k ing  about e a r l i e r  today. 

CHAIRMAN JABER: Okay. Thank you. 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

88 

MR. BRADBURY: So we do need a lunch break t o  so r t  

t ha t  out  because - -  
CHAIRMAN JABER: I was t r y i n g  t o  accommodate. 

MR. BRADBURY: - -  I had a l o t  o f  questions about tha t  

document. 

CHAIRMAN JABER: I was t r y i n g  t o  accommodate. So we 

w i l l  come back a t  12:30 and f i n i s h  up w i t h  AT&T. 

(Lunch recess. ) 
- - - - -  

CHAIRMAN JABER: Ms. Azorsky, we were t r y i n g  t o  

fo l l ow  the l i s t  o f  questions t h a t  you presented t o  the  

Commissioners before today. Can you g ive us an i nd i ca t i on  o f  

where you bel ieve you l e f t  o f f ?  I know t h a t  you a l l  were 

skipping around a l i t t l e  b i t .  

MS. AZORSKY: We are skipping around a l i t t l e  b i t .  

Mr. Bradbury has a few more questions on the  issues we were 

j u s t  discussing. And I ' m  happy t o  say t h a t  we can go through 

what he wanted t o  f i n d  out when he referenced the  propr ie ta ry  

document wi thout referencing anything w i t h i n  t h a t  document and 

I don ' t  t h ink  the  answers w i l l  requ i re  anything w i t h i n  t h a t  

document, e i t h e r  . 
CHAIRMAN JABER: Great. Good job.  

MS. AZORSKY: But then we w i l l  be on Page 4, account 

establ i shment and maintenance process i s general 1 y where we 

w i l l  be a f t e r  t ha t .  
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CHAIRMAN JABER: Bottom o f  Page 4, Commissioner 

Bradley. PPR-2? 

MS. AZORSKY: Yes. 

CHAIRMAN JABER: Okay. Go ahead. 

MR. BRADBURY: Good afternoon. 

MR. WIRSCHING: Good afternoon. 

MR. BRADBURY: Was one o f  the issues t h a t  l e d  t o  

Exception 88 a concern t h a t  the  then ex i s t i ng  BellSouth change 

management process d i d  not  provide adequate informat ion t o  the 

ALECs f o r  them t o  conduct mutual impact assessment and resourcl 

p l  anni ng . 
MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  

MR. BRADBURY: Okay. We had a discussion before 

lunch about the BellSouth end-to-end process f low Version 2.1 

tha t  was presented t o  you fo l ks  on June the  10th. 

document t h a t  i s  cu r ren t l y  under consideration t o  modify 

Bel 1 South ' s change management process t o  resol  ve some o f  the  

issues i n  Exception 88? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  our understanding. 

MR. BRADBURY: Okay. Did KPMG consider the ALEC 

I s  t h a t  the  

proposal o f  January 2000 f o r  a modif ied change management 

process as a po ten t ia l  reso lu t i on  o f  Exception 88? 

MR. WIRSCHING: I don ' t  be l ieve t h a t  was submitted t o  

us as a po ten t i a l  resolut ion.  

MR. BRADBURY: I s  KPMG aware o f  t h a t  proposal from 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

2 1  

22 

23 

24 

25 

current  

90 

i t s  observations o f  the process? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes. 

MR. BRADBURY: PPR1-3, 1-4,  1-6,  and 1 - 8  are a l l  

y shown as not sa t i s f i ed ,  i s  t h a t  correct? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That is  correct. 

MR. BRADBURY: Are a l l  o f  these dependent on the 

reso lu t ion  o f  Exception 88? 

MR. WIRSCHING: 1.6 i s  dependent on t h e  reso lu t ion  o f  

Exception 123, the others are dependent on the reso lu t ion  o f  

Excepti on 88. 

MR. BRADBURY: Thank you very much. And I w i l l  t u r n  

i t  over t o  Ms. Norr is .  

MS. NORRIS: Good afternoon, Commissioners, and 

Mr. Wirsching and Mr. Weeks. I j u s t  have a few questions 

around account establ i shment. Account establ i shment i s  p r e t t y  

much what you could c a l l  account management and i t  has changed 

i t s  name t o  CLEC CARE Team, so i f  you see t h a t  i n  the  

documentation i t  i s  r e a l l y  the same thing. And what I ' m  

seeking t o  c l a r i f y  t h i s  afternoon i s  what exac t l y  was 

considered, what the scope was, th ings t h a t  maybe were not 

d i t h i n  the parameters o r  were w i t h i n  the parameters o f  your 

test .  

For example, d i d  your analysis look a t  the  q u a l i t y  

and the adequacy o f  Bel lSouth's responses t o  ALECs when they go 

to the account team? 
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MR. WIRSCHING: Our review d i d  look a t  the adequacy 

and qual i ty o f  responses provided t o  KPMG Consult ing as an 

ALEC. It d i d  not look a t  responses provided t o  other ALECs. 

MS. NORRIS: A l l  r i g h t .  Thank you, I t h ink  t h a t ' s  

c lea r .  A s im i la r  question i s  d i d  you look a t  how quick ly ,  f o r  

exampl e, Bel 1 South ' s account team got back t o  commerci a1 ALECs? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Again, we d i d  look a t  how qu ick ly  the  

responses were provided back t o  KPMG Consulting, but  we d i d  no 

analysis on how qu ick l y  responses were provided back t o  other 

ALECs. 

MS. NORRIS: Okay. Thank you. Did you s o l i c i t  ALEC 

input  regarding t h e i r  leve l  o f  sa t i s fac t i on  w i t h  the account 

team? 

MR. WIRSCHING: We s o l i c i t e d  input  from the ALECs 

about general account in te r face .  We d i d  not  s p e c i f i c a l l y  

s o l i c i t  sa t i s fac t i on  input .  

MS. NORRIS: Let  me j u s t  f o l l ow  up on tha t  i f  I may. 

You d i d n ' t  spec i f i ca l l y ,  but  you may have gotten some leve l  o f  

informat ion as a p a r t  o f  your inves t iga t ion? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  cor rec t .  

MS. NORRIS: Did tha t  in format ion t h a t  you may have 

gotten p lay  any r o l e  i n  your c r i t e r i a  o r  your analysis? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes. As w i t h  a l l  interviews w i th  the  

ALECs, we took t h a t  informat ion as an inpu t  i n t o  our design 

s t ructure o r  t e s t  and the  focus o f  in terv iews and document 
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reviews . 
MS. NORRIS: For example, i f  an ALEC was d i s s a t i s f i e d  

w i t h  the  account team process, where would t h a t  have shown up, 

i n  what evaluation c r i t e r i a ?  

MR. WIRSCHING: Again, we would have taken i t  as an 

i npu t  as we went through and studied our own experience. For 

example, i f  an ALEC i d e n t i f i e d  a spec i f i c  area o f  

d i ssa t i s fac t i on  i n  the t e s t ,  we would then monitor t h a t  area i n  

our own experience t o  see i f  we had s i m i l a r  experiences. 

MS. NORRIS: Okay. Just t o  make sure I understand, 

you d i d n ' t  take the  ALEC input  and use t h a t  as part o f  your 

evidence, but you went t o  see i f  you would have the same 

problem? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Exactly. 

MS. NORRIS: But i f  you d i d n ' t ,  then the  ALEC's 

problem was not p a r t  o f  your analysis beyond t h a t  po in t?  

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  cor rec t .  We on ly  commented 

on what we experienced. 

MS. NORRIS: Okay. Thank you. On Page 5, there i s  a 

l i s t  o f  items which f o r  t he  Commission's bene f i t  I ' m  sure KPMG 

recognizes i s  a l i s t i n g  o f  the  evaluat ion c r i t e r i a ,  I bel ieve,  

t ha t  you have. And my page numbers may be d i f f e r e n t  than 

yours. 

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes, ours are a l i t t l e  d i f f e r e n t .  

But t h a t ' s  okay, I have the  l i s t .  
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MS. NORRIS: You understand where I am. 

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes, I do. 

MS. NORRIS: Hopeful 1 y on your document you see a 

i u l l e t  po in t  l i s t  o f  items. 

CHAIRMAN JABER: I do. 

MS. NORRIS: These are evaluation c r i t e r i a  t h a t  are 

:aken from your repor t ,  and my question, again, j u s t  t o  get 

: larify on how you conducted your analysis o f  account teams, 

vas t o  ask you i s  i t  possible f o r  the fo l lowing events o r  

?valuat ion c r i t e r i a  t o  be met, and BellSouth s t i l l  not  be 

neeting the needs o f  t h e i r  customers. And we w i l l  j u s t  take 

;hem one a t  a t ime. The f i r s t  one says t h a t  account 

?stab1 i shment and management responsi b i  1 i t i e s  and a c t i v i t i e s  

i r e  defined. 

MR. WEEKS: Yes. The types o f  - -  th ree  fundamental 

:ypes o f  a c t i v i t y  or  t e s t i n g  t h a t  we do, evaluat ion c r i t e r i a  

:hat we do i s  does something e x i s t ,  i s  i t  wel l  formed, and i s  

i t  adhered t o .  

: r i t e r i on  t h a t  i s  more focused on existence. And so something 

:ould e x i s t  and not be fol lowed as an example o f  a s i t u a t i o n  

ihere you could have a successful evaluat ion c r i t e r i a ,  get i t  

sat isf ied,  but  not have people fo l l ow  those procedures i n  the 

iormal course o f  business and, therefore,  not  have an ALEC be 

iappy w i th  the leve l  o f  service they are receiv ing.  

So t h i s  i s  an example o f  an evaluat ion 

MS. NORRIS: Okay. Thank you. I won't  belabor a l l  
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o f  them i f  t h a t  - -  does t h a t  general ly apply t o  a l l  the ones 

t h a t  we are t a l k i n g  about? 

MR. WEEKS: Yes. And so could you go down through i t  

and as a general p r i n c i p l e  o f  the t e s t  what one could say i f  we 

saw a process, i t  e i ther  ex is ted o r  d i d n ' t  e x i s t .  And i f  i t  

d i d n ' t  e x i s t  we would have w r i t t e n  i n  an exception o r  an 

observation i f  we f e l t  i t  should e x i s t .  

would look t o  see i f  i t  was wel l  formed. 

formed, we would w r i t e  observations and exceptions about t h a t  

and then we would look f o r  process adherence. 

I f  i t  existed, we 

I f  i t  was not wel l  

And as Mr. Wirsching j u s t  t e s t i f i e d ,  i f  we 

experienced t h a t  i t  was followed and adhered t o  then we would 

have given i t  a sa t is f ied .  Obviously your mileage may vary. 

You may have a d i f f e r e n t  experience than we had, but  we can 

only repor t  what we saw and what we experienced, and our repor t  

r e f l e c t s  what we saw and what we experienced. 

MS. NORRIS: Okay. Just  f o r  the Commission, I 

thought i t  might be helpful  t o  confirm my understanding i f  the 

Commission understood t h a t  t h a t  may be d i f f e r e n t .  Our mileage 

may vary and our experience may be d i f f e r e n t ,  and because they 

irJere s a t i s f i e d  as an ALEC which were e a s i l y  i d e n t i f i a b l e ,  the 

CLECs may be experiencing a very d i f f e r e n t  process under 

account teams and how they react  and respond t o  CLEC needs. 

MR. WEEKS: I n  po in t  o f  f a c t ,  d i f f e r e n t  account teams 

may de l i ve r  leve ls  o f  service t o  d i f f e r e n t  ALECs, as we l l .  So 
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you may have one ALEC t h a t  has a r e a l l y  good account team and 

gets r e a l l y  good service, and you may have another ALEC t h a t  

doesn't  have such a good account team and doesn't  get qu i te  as 

good o f  service. So t h a t  i s  j u s t  the l a w  o f  v a r i a b i l i t y .  

MS. NORRIS: Okay. I th ink  tha t  i s  a l l  I have on 

t h a t  t op i c .  And moving on the  next item, which PPR-3, which i s  

the  i n te r face  help desk, r e a l l y  where ALECs go for questions 

about t h e i r  in ter faces i f  they have problems, I j u s t  have a 

couple o f  questions. And the  f i r s t  one i s  what use does the 

help desk make o f  ALEC feedback i t  receives? 

MR. WIRSCHING: During our process reviews we 

observed the BellSouth team making use o f  t h a t  as an input  i n t o  

t h e i  r p l  anni ng decisions and management deci sions. 

MS. NORRIS: Can you be a l i t t l e  b i t  more spec i f i c?  

MR. WIRSCHING: For example, i f  there was a spec i f i c  

issue t h a t  was feedback t h a t  was provided by a CLEC tha t  had t o  

do w i t h  a issue o f  management, and I ' m  t r y i n g  t o  t h i n k  o f  a 

manager f o r  

t o o l ,  I 

good what i f ,  tha t  was re fe r red  t o  the appropriate 

act ion.  So, I mean, i t  was used as an operational 

t h ink ,  i s  the best way t o  r e f e r  t o  tha t .  

MS. NORRIS: And the  second question i n  .hat regard 

i s  what use, i f  any, d i d  KPMG make o f  ALEC feedback as pa r t  o f  

your tes t ing? 

MR. WIRSCHING: We made no use o f  it. 

MS. NORRIS: No use o f  it. Okay. Tha t ' s  it f o r  
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those two areas. 

MR. BRADBURY: We' l l  t a l k  a l i t t l e  b i t  now about 

PPR-5, the in te r face  development v e r i f i c a t i o n  and va l ida t ion  

review. 

have t h a t .  There a t  the bottom we ind ica te  t h a t  KPMG has 

determined BellSouth does not cons is tent ly  f o l l ow  i t s  software 

and in te r face  development methodology. That i s  noted i n  

PPR5-2, PPR5-17. And add i t i ona l l y  then t h a t  BellSouth does not  

cons is ten t ly  f o l  1 ow the qual i t y  assurance process i n  i t s  

i n te r face  development methodology, and t h a t  i s  ind icated a t  

PPR5-3. 

defects t h a t  occurred i n  Releases 10.2, 10.3 and 10.5? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes. 

MR. BRADBURY: Were there any other addi t ional  bases 

I t ' s  the bottom o f  Page 5 i n  our question l i s t  i f  you 

For these three determinations, were they based on the 

f o r  these f indings? 

MR. WIRSCHING: NO. 

MR. BRADBURY: Has BellSouth made any changes t o  i t s  

processes f o r  in te r face  devel opment and re1 ease management 

between Release 10.3, which i s  January o f  t h i s  year, and 

Release 10.5 i n  June? 

MR. WIRSCHING: To our knowledge, no changes were 

made between 10.3 and 10.5. BellSouth's response t o  Exception 

157 indicated t h a t  there were changes being made subsequent t o  

Re1 ease 10.5. 
MR. BRADBURY: So no changes i n  t h a t  i n t e r v a l ,  but  
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MR. WIRSCHING: Hang on on the  breakout f o r  t h a t .  

That would be four software and f i v e  documentation. 

changes planned i n  the future? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  

MR. BRADBURY: Has KPMG continued t o  i d e n t i f y  

add i t iona l  defects i n  Release 10.5 since the pub l ica t ion  o f  the 

repor t?  

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes, we have. We have i d e n t i f i e d  

nine addi t ional  defects t h a t  have been published since the  June 

21st date. 

MR. BRADBURY: Okay. And i n  the  repo r t  you ind icated 

t h a t  there were 18 software defects and s i x  documentation 

defects. You have now i d e n t i f i e d  nine more software defects? 

14 
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MR. BRADBURY: Four software, f 

Have those defects t o  your knowledge been 

change control  defect  log? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes. 

I ' S  

MR. BRADBURY: Okay. Are you aware o f  addi t ional  

modi f i  c a t i  ons t o  the  process f o r  devel opment and re1 ease 

p l  anned by Bel 1 South speci f i c a l l  y? 

MR. WIRSCHING: As described i n  t h e i r  response t o  

Exception 157. 

MR. BRADBURY: I s  there add i t iona l  t e s t i n g  planned by 

KPMG? 

MR. WIRSCHING: KPMG Consult ing a t  t h i s  p o i n t  i s  not  
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i lann ing  on addi t ional  t es t i ng .  

MR. BRADBURY: Are you monitoring the process? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes, we are, u n t i l  final Version 2.0. 

MR. BRADBURY: What form does t h a t  monitoring take? 

MR. WIRSCHING: We are look ing a t ,  as we have been, 

addit ional defects tha t  are posted and the  other informat ion 

iub l  i c l  y avai 1 ab1 e. 

MR. BRADBURY: Are you monitoring the process 

associated w i th  the release o f  Release 10.6, which i s  scheduled 

for August? 

MR. WIRSCHING: A t  t h i s  po in t ,  no. 

MR. BRADBURY: What correct ions does KPMG bel ieve 

that BellSouth must make t o  c lear  the  de f ic ienc ies  i n  these not 

sa t i s f i ed  f indings? 

MR. WIRSCHING: As these are adherence def ic ienc ies,  

i n  other words, adherents t o  the process, there would be an 

improvement i n  qual i t y  o f  t he  next re1 ease. 

MR. BRADBURY: I s  i t  l i m i t e d  t o  adherence o r  are 

there not issues w i t h  the  actual process i t s e l f  being wel l  

formed? 

formed. 

MR. WIRSCHING: I n  our opinion the  process i s  wel l  

MR. BRADBURY: We1 1 formed , but  not  being f o l 1  owed? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That has been our experience. 

MR. BRADBURY: Did the  KPMG ALEC t e s t  any in te r faces  

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

99 

i n  the  CAVE t e s t  envi ronment? 

MR. WIRSCHING: No, we d i d  not conduct any 

transact ions i n t o  the CAVE environment, but  we d i d  observe 

other e n t i t i e s  submitt ing t ransact ions i n t o  the CAVE 

environment . 
MR. BRADBURY: I n  those observations d i d  you note any 

def ic ienc ies i n  the CAVE environment? 

MR. WIRSCHING: No, we d i d  not.  

MR. BRADBURY: During one o f  t he  conference c a l l s  

that  we had on a weekly basis,  KPMG ind icated t h a t  i t  was using 

3 model f o r  software development known as the  capab i l i t y  and 

na tu r i t y  model, which was developed by Carnegie Mellon 

Jn ivers i ty .  Can you a l l  describe the  f i v e  l eve l s  tha t  are i n  

that? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Maybe I should s t a r t  out  w i th  a 

l i t t l e  b i t  o f  c l a r i f i c a t i o n .  We d i d  not perform a CMM 

ssessment, per se. In other words, we used the  CMM l eve l s  and 

nodels as a p a r t  o f  our basis o f  developing a standard f o r  good 

software development pract ices,  bu t  we d i d  not do a CMM 

ssessment, and i t  would be wrong t o  lead anybody t o  be l ieve 

:hat we d i d  do a CMM assessment. 

MR. BRADBURY: Okay. So you have no idea, based on 

gour work, what matur i t y  leve l  Bel lSouth i s  a t ?  

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  cor rec t .  

MR. BRADBURY: Okay. But you would not argue w i t h  a 
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BellSouth person who said they were a t  MaturI ty Level 2? 

MR. WIRSCHING: We would have no basis t o  agree or  

d i  sagree. 

MR. BRADBURY: Can you b r i e f l y  explain what the f i v e  

leve ls  are? 

MR. WIRSCHING: The CMM leve ls  are Level 1, i n i t i a l ;  

Level 2 i s  repeatable; Level 3 i s  defined; Level 4 i s  managed; 

and Level 5 i s  optimizing. 

MR. BRADBURY: Okay. And Level 1 i s  a t  a leve l  where 

th ings are ad hoc and poss ib ly  even chaotic, i s  t h a t  not  

correct? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That would be a layman's d e f i n i t i o n  

o f  Level 1 - -  
(Simultaneous conversation.) 

MR. BRADBURY: I ' m  sorry,  I d i d n ' t  mean t o  i n t e r r u p t  

you, s i r .  

MR. WIRSCHING: That 's  okay. I don ' t  t h i n k  t h a t  i s  

the CMM d e f i n i t i o n ,  but I bel ieve t h a t  would be a layman's 

in te rpre ta t ion .  

MR. BRADBURY: And a t  Level 2, i s n ' t  t h a t  general ly 

c l a s s i f i e d  as software development and operation t h a t  i s  able 

t o  repeat a success i t  has had i n  the past? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  

MR. BRADBURY: And a t  Level 3 i s  where you f i n a l l y  

f i n d  a firm t h a t  has th ings t h a t  are defined, we l l  formed? 
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MR. WIRSCHING: Yes. 

MR. BRADBURY: Was t h a t  a yes? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes, sorry.  

MR. BRADBURY: The l a s t  question i n  t h i s  area, then, 

i s  what i s  the basis f o r  KPMG's opinion t h a t  s i g n i f i c a n t  issues 

remain unresolved i n  the PPR-5 t e s t i n g  area, which i s  in te r face  

level  opment? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Those s ign i f i can t  issues are ou t l ined  

i n  the  open exceptions i n  t h a t  area. 

MR. BRADBURY: Thank you. 

MS. NORRIS: H i .  Sharon N o r r i s  again w i t h  a couple 

i f  questions. Moving on t o  the  bottom o f  Page 6 and the 

question which i s  the manual order ing process i n  PPR-7. As 

) a r t  o f  t h i s  evaluat ion you d i d  a p a r i t y  analysis between the 

dholesale operation and the  r e t a i l  operation, and what I would 

l i k e  t o  understand a l i t t l e  be t te r  i s  what were your standards 

fo r  determining pa r i t y?  I have got your documentation, but 

dhat were you look ing f o r  i n  terms o f  before you saw t h a t  i t  

vas a p a r i t y  operation? 

MR. WEEKS: We s ta r ted  w i th  the basel ine o f  the 

?valuat ion c r i t e r i a  t h a t  we would use t o  evaluate the wholesale 

:enter and applied those s im i la r  c r i t e r i a  t o  the  r e t a i l  center. 

MS. NORRIS: Okay. L e t ' s  go over t o  the  p a r i t y  

?valuation, which I t h i n k  s t a r t s  on Page 18. And f i r s t  you say 

that there was no r e t a i l  analog. I f  you go over t o  order en t ry  
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and service order generation, which i s  on 19, t op  o f  19, you 

say the  processes and systems used f o r  order en t r y  and service 

order generation are s im i la r .  Could you help me a l i t t l e  b i t  

understand what simi 1 a r  woul d be as opposed t o  d i  ssimi 1 ar? 

MR. ATKINSON: That a t  a very high l eve l  o f  

funct ional  i t y  and performance these a c t i v i t i e s  are a1 i ke or  

simi 1 a r .  

MS. NORRIS: A t  a h igh leve l  o f  f u n c t i o n a l i t y  and - -  
MR. WIRSCHING: Yes. 

MS. NORRIS: Okay. And maybe t h a t  gets t o  the next 

questions t h a t  we had about t h a t ,  because we had asked you t o  

describe i n  d e t a i l  the fac to rs  t h a t  l e d  t o  KPMG t o  conclude 

t h a t  the  f u n c t i o n a l i t y  o f  ROS was a t  p a r i t y  w i t h  the  

f u n c t i o n a l i t y  o f  DOE. For the bene f i t  o f  the  Commission, DOE 

i s  - - they are both order ing systems. DOE was used f o r  awhile 

by BellSouth and the ALEC community, the wholesale group 

serving the ALEC community. BellSouth has since introduced a 

new system ca l l ed  ROS f o r  i t s  r e t a i l  u n i t ,  so they made a 

change bu t  you are saying they are s t i l l  s i m i l a r ,  and I j u s t  

dondered the  basis f o r  t h a t .  

MR. WIRSCHING: Again, i t  would be a t  a fa i r l y  high 

leve l  o f  f unc t i ona l i t y .  I n  other words, informat ion can be 

wtered ,  i t  i s  edi ted,  i t  al lows ce r ta in  types o f  informat ion 

to  be entered i n t o  the  back end systems. 

MS. NORRIS: Just  t o  t r y  t o  get a sense o f  t h a t ,  l e t  
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me give you an example. 

b u i l t  i n t o  it, and ROS had 1,000,  and I have no idea o f  how 

tha t  r e a l l y  worked, would tha t  be s i m i l a r ?  

I f  DOE had a capab i l i t y  o f  500 e d i t s  

MR. WIRSCHING: No. We d i d n ' t  go i n t o  t h a t  leve l  o f  

d e t a i l ,  so tha t  would not be - -  I mean, we were looking f o r  the 

a b i l i t y  t o  enter loca l  service request informat ion and could 

tha t  information be entered i n  both systems, f o r  example. 

MS. NORRIS: Okay. Because fu r the r  i n  t h a t  language 

you said they both have up - f ron t  e d i t  checks, but  you d i d n ' t  

make - -  
MR. WIRSCHING: We d i d n ' t  make a q u a l i t a t i v e  o r  

quant i ta t i ve  assessment o f  up- f r o n t  ed i t s .  

MS. NORRIS: About how good one's e d i t  checks were 

over the other? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  

MS. NORRIS: Okay. Thank you. Some addi t ional  

questions, and I w i l l  j u s t  k ind  o f  go down the  l i s t  here. When 

you were looking a t  your p a r i t y  evaluat ion f o r  the  escalat ion 

procedures, which i s  on Page 20, d i d  i t  inc lude a comparison o f  

the time tha t  i t  took t o  resolve the issue t h a t  was ra ised i n  

the escalat ion? 

MR. WIRSCHING: No. This was one o f  our existence 

tests ,  so we looked f o r  the existence o f  procedures i n  both 

p l  aces. 

MS. NORRIS: Okay. Thank you. And I th ink  we have 
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covered the next question. Well, focussing on t r y i n g  t o  

understand what s i m i l a r  was and maybe we w i l l  look a t  a couple 

o f  more. 

MR. WIRSCHING: Okay. 

MS. NORRIS: Did you compare the  standards o f  the two 

centers, the wholesale center and the  r e t a i l  center f o r  the 

items measured, because you do t a l k  about t h a t  you looked a t  

the - -  l e t  me make sure I ' m  i n  the  r i g h t  place here. For 

example, d i d  you look a t  the service order accuracy f o r  r e t a i l  

versus service order accuracy f o r  whol esal e? 

MR. WIRSCHING: No, we d i d  not do a quant i ta t i ve  

analysis. 

MS. NORRIS: Okay. Were there customer sa t i s fac t i on  

requi rements f o r  both r e t a i  1 and whol esal e? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Hang on f o r  a second. Yes. 

MS. NORRIS: Did you look t o  see how those were being 

met respect ive ly  among the two centers? 

MR. WIRSCHING: No. Again, we were doing a process 

parity review, not a quan t i t a t i ve  review. 

MS. NORRIS: Okay. Did you no t i ce  when you were 

looking a t  the  existence o f  those i f  the  requirements were 

d i f f e ren t?  For example, i f  one required 95 percent customer 

sa t i s fac t i on  and the other one required 100, o r  d i d  you - -  
MR. WIRSCHING: We were look ing f o r  existence, again. 

MS. NORRIS: Okay. So I t h i n k  rather  than go over 
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the r e s t  o f  these, would i t  be f a i r  t o  say then the  r e s t  o f  

these, and I know you have already reviewed them, t h a t  you were 

looking f o r  the existence and not i f  they had d i f f e r e n t  

standards o r  i f  the standards were being met? 

MR. WEEKS: Yes, I t h i n k  we were looking f o r  pa ra l l e l  

s t ructure i n  the d e f i n i t i o n  and descr ip t ion  and design o f  the 

Drocess and the funct ion as opposed t o  t r y i n g  t o  monitor the 

Derformance actual l y  del ivered onto the who1 esal e community o r  

3el ivered onto the r e t a i l  community. 

MS. NORRIS: And I was curious on those points ,  too. 

That was a good d i s t i nc t i on .  Both i n  terms are the  standards 

fo r  the  performance the same and i s  the performance the  same, 

m d  i t  sounds l i k e  you d i d n ' t  look a t  e i t he r  one o f  those two. 

MR. WEEKS: Correct. We said do standards e x i s t  i n  

30th cases, but we d i d n ' t  ask the  question are the standards 

ident ica l  between the two. 

MS. NORRIS: Okay. I t h i n k  t h a t  k ind  o f  takes care 

D f  t ha t  b u l l e t  po in t .  Rather than going through them a l l ,  i t  

sounds l i k e  your answer would be the  same f o r  a l l  o f  them. 

vloving on t o  PPR-8. And I w i l l  f l i p  over there myself. Sorry, 

Me had a l i t t l e  momentary confusion among ourselves, bu t  I w i l l  

zontinue now. 

Did KPMG in te rv iew ALECs o r  consider comments o f  

4LECs i n  conducting t h i s  review? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes. A t  the  beginning o f  t he  t e s t  we 
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so l  i c i  ted  ALEC input  and throughout the  t e s t  we requested and 

received addi t ional  informat ion from the ALECs. 

MS. NORRIS: When we were t a l k i n g  about ALEC input  

e a r l i e r  you described the way you used it, which was t h a t  you 

looked t o  see i f  you as a pseudo-CLEC had the  same problem, and 

then i f  you d id ,  then tha t  l e d  you t o  inves t iga te  fu r the r .  

you d i d n ' t ,  t h a t  stopped your use o f  the ALEC input .  

same th ing  t rue  here? 

I f  

I s  the 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  That i s  consistent. 

MS. NORRIS: Okay. So I f  I was having problems and 

you were not,  t h a t  d i d n ' t  have a mechanism f o r  f i nd ing  i t s  way 

i n t o  your resu l ts?  

MR. WEEKS: We went look ing f o r  it. I f  we cou ldn ' t  

f i n d  i t  i n  our own experience, no there was - -  
MS. NORRIS: You went looking f o r  i t  i n  your own 

experience? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes. 

MS. NORRIS: Thank you. And, again, I t h i n k  the 

answers may be the  same, bu t  I w i l l  make sure. 

KPMG evaluate the  performance o f  the work centers i n  addi t ion 

t o  evaluat ing the  documentation? 

It says d i d  

MR. WIRSCHING: No, t h i s  was i n  existence. 

MS. NORRIS: Okay. Thank you. I t h i n k  t h a t ' s  a l l  I 

have i n  t h i s  area unless one o f  my colleagues has another 

question. 
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MS. AZORSKY: I f  I could j u s t  c l a r i f y ,  f o r  both PPR-7 

and PPR-8 you reviewed whether pa ra l l e l  standards - -  you 

reviewed the standards and the  documentation, bu t  you d i d  not 

review adherence t o  those standards? 

MR. WEEKS: We v e r i f i e d  t h a t  when i t  was a p a r i t y  

compari son between who1 esal e and r e t a i  1 tha t  there  was para1 1 e l  

s t ruc tu re  between the two i n  terms o f  how they d i d  t h e i r  work, 

how they  measured the performance o f  t h e i r  work, but  we d i d  

not - -  i t  was or iented towards understanding i f  the processes 

as they  were defined were a t  p a r i t y ,  not  the  processes as they 

vlJere operated a t  pa r i t y .  

MS. AZORSKY: Okay. And then s i m i l a r l y  f o r  PPR-8, 

you were looking on ly  a t  the  documentation, not  f o r  adherence 

t o  the  documentation? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  

MR. BELL: Good afternoon, Commissioners. I ' m  Bob 

3e l l  from AT&T. Good afternoon, Mr. Wirsching and Mr. Weeks. 

I have a few questions about sample s ize se lec t ion  i n  the t e s t .  

MR. WEEKS: Okay. 

MR. BELL: How d i d  KPMG se lect  sample sizes f o r  the  

various tes ts  i n  TVVl? 

MR. WEEKS: Doctor Salzberg i s  our s t a t i s t i c a l  - -  I 

don' t  put  a label  on it, but  he i s  going t o  t a l k  t o  us about 

s t a t i s t i c s .  

DR. SALZBERG: We had an i n i t i a l  se t  o f  meetings I 
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t h i n k  about two years ago where the ALECs, CLECs,  BellSouth, 
and the Commission t a  ked about statistical issues, and then 
there were subsequent discussions about sample size. And as I 

recall , because we d i  dn ' t have d i  rect d a t a  measure- by-measure, 
we looked a t  some d a t a  t h a t  some other Bell - -  we d i d n ' t  have 
direct da ta  for Florida. We, i n  consultation w i t h  the 
Commission, looked a t  d a t a  from other states and BellSouth and 

selected sample sizes t h a t  would roughly balance Type 1 and 

Type 2 error a t  some level of precision. 
exact level of precision we dealt with. I do know t h a t  the 
sample sizes we selected were generally larger t h a n  w h a t  we 
ended up - - generally larger for aggregated measures t h a n  the 
140 t h a t  we had used i n  other jurisdictions, which the 
precision for t h a t  was about .28 standard deviations. 
d o n ' t  remember the exact - -  whether we decided on a number of 

standard deviations here or not .  Actually we have something i n  

the appendix which refers t o  20 percent as w h a t  we looked a t  as 
the precision. 

I d o n ' t  remember the 

B u t  I 

MR. BELL: Okay. Let me step back a b i t .  You talked 
about balancing Type 1 errors and Type 2 errors. Could you say 
a l i t t l e  b i t  more explicitly w h a t  you mean by t h a t ,  and then I 

have a follow-up question on precision. 
DR. SALZBERG: I was just looking a t  some o f  the 

wording for Appendix A there. Maybe I should say something 
briefly about w h a t  Type 1 and Type 2 error are. Type 1 error 
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is the po ten t ia l  e r ro r  that  you could make i f  you f a i l  or  i f  

qou create an exception when one wasn't a c t u a l l y  warranted. So 

your t e s t  performance i s  such t h a t  you fee l  tha t  there should 

)e a exception but,  i n  fac t ,  t h a t  t e s t  performance was an 

momaly. Type 2 e r r o r  i s  the opposite s i t ua t i on ,  where the 

test performance was such tha t  you pass them, bu t ,  i n  fac t ,  

that t e s t  performance was an anomaly and they ac tua l l y  a r e n ' t  

lerforming t h a t  we l l ,  you should have f a i l e d  them. So we t r i e d  

to balance those two er ro rs  a t  some leve l  o f  precis ion.  And 

vhat I mean by prec is ion i s  a t  some f a i l u r e  l eve l  we t r y  t o  

)a1 ance them. 

MR. BELL: Now, when you say balance them, are you 

neaning equate the p r o b a b i l i t i e s  o f  the two types o f  er rors? 

DR. SALZBERG : R i  ght . 
MR. BELL: And then by prec is ion  are you r e f e r r i n g  t o  

dhat i s o f ten  c a l l  ed the a1 t e r n a t i  ve hypothesi s? 

DR. SALZBERG: Yes. 

MR. BELL: And i s  t ha t  r e f e r r i n g  t o  a di f ference, an 

amount by which the standard i s  not being met? 

DR. SALZBERG: Right. The amount t h a t  - -  r i g h t ,  

t h a t ' s  r i g h t .  

MR. BELL: And i n  Appendix A there i s  a statement on 

Page A3 o f  Appendix A, I bel ieve i n  Footnote Number 2, the 

second sentence looks t o  be a d e f i n i t i o n  o f  precis ion,  but  I am 

not able t o  fo l l ow  it. I t h i n k  there might be a typo. Could 
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you look a t  t h a t  and explain t h a t  t o  me. 

DR. SALZBERG: There i s  some k ind  o f  typo there.  We 

are t r y i n g  t o  f i gu re  out what i t  i s .  

MR. BELL: I f  you p re fe r ,  you could t r y  t o  provide an 

expl i c i  t d e f i n i t i o n  i n  your own words. 

DR. SALZBERG: An e x p l i c i t  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  what? 

MR. BELL: O f  prec is ion.  

DR. SALZBERG: The prec is ion  t h a t  we are t a l k i n g  

about as I r e c a l l  i s  the standard e r ro r  d iv ided by the average. 

I don ' t  know what i t  i s  w i t h  respect t o  benchmark measures. It 

looks l i k e  t h a t  footnote i s  t r y i n g  t o  expla in  it. I don ' t  

remember i t , and I can ' t  f i gu re  i t  out from - -  the 

typographical e r ro r  i s  such t h a t  I can ' t  f i gu re  i t  out. 

t h ink  there i s  l i k e  h a l f  a sentence missing there o r  something. 

I 

CHAIRMAN JABER: I assume i t  w i l l  be f i xed  f o r  the  

f i n a l  repor t?  

MR. WEEKS: Yes, i t  w i l l .  

MR. BELL: I n  t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  sentence i t  does t a l k  

about a r a t i o  o f  a standard e r r o r  t o  the average f o r  t h a t  same 

measure. 

mean t h a t  the  prec is ion would be the  r a t i o  o f  the standard 

error  t o  90 percent? 

I n  the  case o f  a 90 percent benchmark, would t h a t  

DR. SALZBERG: That 's  the  problem. I th ink  t h a t  f o r  

averages t h a t  i s  what the 20 percent i s ,  i t  would be the  

average, which i s  say three days o r  something would be i n  the  
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denominator, and the numerator would be the standard error t h a t  
you would compute based on the sample size. For percentages, I 
d o n ' t  t h i n k  i t  was t h a t  equivalent ratio. I t h i n k  i t  was some 
analogous ratio, and I d o n ' t  know si t t ing here w h a t  i t  was. I 

will have t o  go back and look a t  t h a t  and figure out  where the 
typo was. 

MR. BELL: I s  there some sort of documentation t h a t  
you could go back and look a t  and f i n d  particular calculations 
t h a t  d i d  lead t o  the sample sizes t h a t  were used? 

DR. SALZBERG: I believe t h a t  there is  i n  our work 
papers. 

MR. BELL: Looking a t  - -  i f  you have i n  front of you 

the section on preordering and ordering, I'm looking a t  Page 
POP-103,  which has Tables 1-12 and 1-13. Actually, before I 
ask t h a t  question, the footnote a l so  refers t o  sample sizes 
t h a t  were used i n  some other states were typically 140. And I 

believe you said t h a t  the calculations done for Florida 
typically led t o  larger sample size requirements t h a n  t h a t ,  i s  
t h a t  correct? 

DR. SALZBERG: Yes, t h a t  i s  correct. 
MR. BELL: Okay. So looking a t  these two tables, I 

see - -  the sample sizes seem t o  be i n  the f i r s t  column of 

numbers, and I see several numbers less t h a n  140 i n  the f i r s t  
table and - - well, a l l  except for the t o t a l  column row are, and 

the same t h i n g  i n  the second table, including a couple of 
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numbers t h a t  are as low as 16. 

MR. WEEKS: Yes. Rejects by t h e i r  nature we have no 

cont ro l  over. We weren't sampling re jec ts .  Rejects are 

created by BellSouth, not by us. So we are a t  t he  mercy o f  

Bel 1 South when they create re jec ts .  

MS. AZORSKY: Ea r l i e r  t h i s  morning, M r .  Wirsching, 

d i d n ' t  you say tha t  you included planned e r ro rs  i n  some o f  the 

tes ts  t h a t  you did? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes. 

MS. AZORSKY: Was there a reason you d i d n ' t  include 

p l  anned er ro rs  f o r  re jec ts?  

MR. WIRSCHING: Again, given the per iod o f  the t e s t ,  

we may o r  may not have included - - as we mixed our planned 

errors ,  we d i d  not include extremely la rge  numbers o f  planned 

er ro rs  because t h a t  would be counter-productive. I also want 

t o  add t h a t  our ta rge t  f o r  something over 140 was a t  the leve l  

o f  aggregation, not a t  the leve l  o f  disaggregation. So as we 

1 ook a t  speci f i c i terns 1 i ke resal  e busi ness, resal  e residence, 

UNE loop, o r  UNE-P, they may be less  t h a t  the  ta rge t  number a t  

the disaggregated leve l  l i k e  tha t ,  bu t  a t  the  aggregate leve l  I 

want t o  po in t  out t h a t  the  t o t a l  i s  220, which i s  wel l  above 

the 140. 

MS. AZORSKY: I f  you evaluated i t  on the  

disaggregated l eve l ,  d i d  you have a process f o r  determining 

tha t  you had the  r i g h t  mix o f  product types, what was s i m i l a r  

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

113 

t o  what ALECs are  ac tua l l y  ordering? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes. 

MS. AZORSKY: How d i d  you go about doing tha t?  

MR. WIRSCHING: We d i d  an analysis t o  be s im i la r  t o  

what ALECs were order ing based on experience i n  data provided 

o f  h i s t o r i c a l  transactions. 

MS. AZORSKY: And t h a t  informat ion was provided by 

Bel 1 South? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  

MS. AZORSKY: And was t h a t  among the informat ion t h a t  

you d i d  not independently V a l  idate? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  

MR. WEEKS: I would also add t h a t  because o f  the 

nature o f  the tes t ,  when we are doing feature func t ion  t e s t i n g  

we a lso  t e s t  a number o f  products and services t h a t  a ren ' t  

necessar i ly  widely used by the  wide CLEC community. The 

d e f i n i t i o n  o f  t h i s  t e s t  was very broad i n  terms o f  the kinds o f  

products and services. So i n  some cases i n  order t o  accomplish 

feature funct ion t e s t i n g  and making sure the  d i f f e r e n t  aspects 

o f  t he  system worked, a c t u a l l y  wound up running transact ions i n  

a mix or a r a t i o  t h a t  doesn' t  r e f l e c t  what CLECs are cu r ren t l y  

doing, because we had t o  cover o f f  some o f  these th ings t h a t  

aren ' t o f ten  done. 

MS. AZORSKY: Were you aware when you were doing your 

analysis tha t  t h i s  Commission requires t h a t  Bel lSouth perform 
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a t  a disaggregated leve l  o f  performance f o r  the  commercial 

market? That they don ' t  requi re  tha t  they perform a t  an 

aggregate leve l  f o r  re jec t ions ,  they requi re t h a t  they perform 

a t  a disaggregated l eve l ,  and what they requ i re  BellSouth t o  

do? 

MR. WEEKS: Right.  But t h a t ' s  what they requi re them 

t o  do i n  t h e i r  normal performance repor t ing  they do then. That 

wasn't necessari ly the  design o f  the t e s t ,  per se, t o  operate 

a t  t h a t  leve l  o f  the SQMs. 

MS. AZORSKY: Right. But the po in t  would be i f  they 

f a i l e d  UNE loop re jec t i on  i n te rva l s ,  t h a t  i s  t he  c r i t e r i o n  t h a t  

t h i s  Commission i s  holding them t o  i n  t h e i r  day-to-day 

operations, but t h a t  i s  not  a c r i t e r i o n  you held them t o  i n  the 

tes t ,  r i g h t ?  

MR. WEEKS: I th ink  i t  would be f a i r  t o  say i t  was 

not a designed ob jec t ive  o f  the t e s t  t o  ho ld the  company t o  

performance a t  the  same leve ls  o f  disaggr 

do. 

MS. AZORSKY: Thank you. 

MR. BELL: I th ink  t h a t  i s  a l l  

gat ion as the SQMs 

- oh, I had one other 

question about sample sizes. 

i n i t i a l  sample taken which BellSouth f a i l e d  and then some so r t  

o f  exception, o r  I don ' t  know d i f ference between exceptions and 

observations o r  whatever, and then a re tes t .  Were the same 

c r i t e r i a  used f o r  se lec t ing  sample sizes f o r  re tes ts  as f o r  

I n  ce r ta in  cases there was an 
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i n i t i a l  tests? 
MR. WIRSCHING: Yes, i t  was. 
MR. WEEKS: I t h i n k  t h a t  the general answer t h a t  

Mr. Wirsching gave i s  probably inaccurate, and I t h i n k  there i s  
a more specific answer t h a t  may be a b i t  more accurate. 
depends on the nature of the failure. Oftentimes when we 
executed a test  i t  was covering off  a wide range of issues and 

a number of evaluation criteria. 
identified a specific type of problem t h a t  was much more 
narrowly focused t h a n  the broad problem t h a t  we were testing 
for, then i n  cases where we had narrowly defined, very specific 
retests, we d i d n ' t  always re-execute t h a t  retest w i t h  the same 
exact volume t h a t  we executed the i n i t i a l  test  w i t h .  So i f  

there were - -  I'm trying t o  t h i n k  of a good example. I f  we 
were executing a particular type of preorder, mix of preorder 
transactions i n  our i n i t i a l  t es t ,  trying t o  go through and see 
i f  each of the indiv idua l  preorder types worked and there was a 
sample size of 140 - -  I 'm making up numbers here - -  associated 
w i t h  those preorders, i f  we found one out of ten t h a t  d i d n ' t  

work, we wouldn't  run 140 of just t h a t  one transaction the next 
time when we tried t o  retest i t .  We would have a smaller 
sample size associated w i t h  letting us understand whether t h a t  
particular transaction was now working or not .  

I t  

I f  during t h a t  testing we 

MR. BELL: So i n  t h a t  particular situation where you 

choose t h a t  smaller sample size, wouldn ' t  i t  be t h a t  you would 
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not achieve the sort of balancing t h a t  Doctor Salzberg 
described as the goal of the i n i t i a l  sample? 

MR. WEEKS: We had two different types of purposes 
for testing. We used large sample sizes when we were 
attempting t o  gather performance information, w h a t  was the 
average time for a particular preorder query or something like 
t h a t  where you needed a large number of observations i n  order 
t o  create a sample t h a t  hopefully balancing the two types of 

errors would l e t  you come t o  an acceptable level of risk w i t h  

respect t o  the average of time over a reasonably large number 
of transactions. 

I f  the nature of the problem t h a t  we found was t h a t  a 
particular transaction just d i d n ' t  work, i t  wasn't a 
performance issue, i t  wasn't an average of transactions over 
time, i t ' s  t h a t  a particular preorder query d i d n ' t  work a t  a l l ,  

then a sample size of one or two is  sufficient t o  establish 
w h a t  we call feature function testing, t h a t  t h a t  function works 
or t h a t  function does not work. And so there are different 
test  objectives t h a t  have different goals i n  mind. 

I f  we were attempting t o  develop performance d a t a ,  we 
used large sample sizes. 
function testing, we d i d  very small sample sizes, because 
things either work or they d o n ' t .  And so then w h a t  we would 

decide i s  d i d  we have enough transactions tak ing  those together 
t h a t  we could come back and make the calculations t h a t  we 

If  we were attempting t o  do feature 
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needed t o  for our average intervals and average response times 
and those sorts of things. 

So i t  depends on w h a t  the nature of the failure was. 
Had the nature o f  the failure been t h a t  the average response 
time for a particular preorder type was higher t h a n  i t  should 

have been, then our sample size would have been larger i n  order 
t o  collect more observations, but  not necessarily the 140 t h a t  
represented a mix of perhaps 12, 10 or 12 different transaction 
types. 

MS. NORRIS: Do your tables include like the average 
for the overall preorder response, or do you just do i t  by 

subcategory? What you are saying leads me t o  believe t h a t  you 

are looking a t  i t  as an overall level because t h a t  i s  where you 

dere trying t o  f i n d  ou t  i f  i t  could perform. B u t  my 

recollection is  t h a t  your evaluation criteria was a t  the actual 
preorder response type, AAQ, BBQ. 

MR. WEEKS: We d i d  collect, we d i d  report a t  t h a t  
level so t h a t  we could see i f  there i s  a difference i n  the 
various preorder transaction types as an example. B u t  we 
d i d n ' t  - -  I t h i n k  i f  you look a t  the sample sizes on preorder 
transaction - -  we will turn t o  t h a t  particular table i n  a 
ninute, we wil l  give you a reference. 

MS. NORRIS: Okay. I ' m  just trying t o  understand 
your principles and your methodology as I see i t  applied. 

MR. WEEKS: The t o p  of Page 137, for example. 
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MS. NORRIS: Okay. Yes, tha t ' s  a good example. 
MR. WEEKS: You can see t h a t  the quote, unquote, 

sample size varies widely from transaction type t o  transaction 

type. Now, some of t h a t  i s  a function of the fact t h a t  we are 
cloing a wide number of scenarios here. Each scenario i s  a 
3articul ar pattern of execution over the different business 
pattern ordering a new loop or migrating a customer as is  or as 
specified. 
for the feature function testing, we ran one or more preorder 
queries as part of the universe of multi-step activities t h a t  
are involved i n  each scenario. And w h a t  we d i d  then i s  bring 
a l l  of those together and analyze those as a populat ion,  or as 
a sampling effect of a populat ion.  And so we ran many more 
ABQs as we ran through a l l  of our scenarios t h a n  we ran LMUWLs. 

In connection w i t h  doing those various scenarios 

So w h a t  you are seeing here i n  this column i n  terms 
of transaction counts represent the number of instances of each 
type t h a t  we ran, not i n  a stand-alone preorder test  
necessarily, bu t  as part of the integrated preorder order 
activity t h a t  we d i d  i n  executing scenarios. 

MS. NORRIS: There were a 1 o t  o f  words there, I ' m  
going t o  try t o  boi l  down my question just a l i t t l e .  

MR. WEEKS: Okay. 

MS. NORRIS: I mean, I understood everything you 

said, b u t  I pay more attention t o  this t h a n  the average bear, 
so l e t  me ask a question. Did you evaluate these ind iv idua l ly  

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

119 

or  co l l ec t i ve l y?  

MR. WEEKS: There are benchmarks as the  r ight -hand 

column says. 

MS. NORRIS: I nd i v idua l l y?  

MR. WEEKS: I nd i v idua l l y .  

MS. NORRIS: Right.  

MR. WEEKS: And so i f  we were t o  come through, f o r  

example, l e t ' s  p ick  ABQ, which i s  the second one. There were 

282 transactions i n  the  sample tha t  we analyzed. The average 

response time we observed f o r  those was 5.61 seconds. The 

benchmark tha t  was establ ished, t ha t  we measured t h a t  ABQ 

against was 3.22 seconds. And so a t  t h a t  l eve l  we looked a t  

those ind iv idua l  t ransact ions and got an average and compared 

i t  t o  the benchmark and sa id  i t  was good or  i t  was bad. 

MS. NORRIS: Right.  And thank you f o r  t h a t  

c l a r i f i c a t i o n .  

i t  back f o r  those fo l ks  who don ' t  l i v e  t h i s  s t u f f  every day. 

And f o r  my own c l a r i f i c a t i o n ,  so you d i d  measure these things 

separately and i n  order t o  measure them separately based on the 

dialogue between the  two s t a t i s t i c a l  f o l ks  t h a t  I won't even 

attempt t o  get i n t o ,  you need t o  have an adequate sample size? 

I guess i n  a l l  o f  wanderings we need t o  b r i ng  

MR. WEEKS: For the  object ive o f  t he  t e s t .  And so 

what I ' m  saying i s  the  ob jec t ive  o f  t h i s  t e s t  t h a t  t h i s  tab le  

represents the resu l t s  o f  wasn't  t o  develop s t a t i s t i c a l l y  

s i  gni f i  cant measures f o r  each i ndi v i  dual preorder t ransact ion.  
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[t was t o  t e s t  the func t i ona l i t y  o f  the  system f o r  each o f  

these preorder types, and t o  c o l l e c t  as a s ide e f f e c t  the 

.esponse time o f  the system as we observed i t  a t  the  time. And 

to f i gu re  out whether the system worked i n  a feature funct ion 

test  o r  not ,  I don ' t  need 140 ABQs t o  f i gu re  out i f  they work 

ir not.  

MS. NORRIS: But you were measuring not on ly  d i d  i t  

peturn them, what was the time frame, and f o r  t h a t  you do need 

it, don ' t  you? 

MR. WEEKS: You do not need i t  i n  order t o  repor t  

hrhat you observed. 

MS. NORRIS: But you were not on ly  repor t ing  what you 

Dbserved, you were benchmarking t h a t  against the  standard. 

MR. WEEKS: We compared what we observed t o  the 

standard. 

MS. NORRIS: And e i the r  they passed or  f a i l e d  based 

on your observati on. 

MR. WEEKS: We would have e i the r  sa id they have a 

problem w i th  AVQ t imel iness or  they don ' t  have a problem w i th  

AVQ t imel iness based on t h a t  r e s u l t .  

po r t i on  o f  the t e s t  wasn't  t o  develop a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  

s ign i f i can t  sample s ize f o r  AVQs as a stand-alone event. 

But the  design o f  t h i s  

CHAIRMAN JABER: Mr. Weeks, does the  l i ke l i hood  t h a t  

you w i l l  have problems w i th  the t e s t  increase when you increase 

the sample size? I s n ' t  j u s t  the  l a w  o f  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  you 
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said - -  i s  the focus on the sample s ize  d i r e c t l y  re la ted  t o  the  

p robab i l i t y  o f  problems w i th  the t e s t ?  

MR. WEEKS: I f  you are doing a feature funct ion t e s t  

you only  need a couple o f  t ransact ions t o  say whether t h i s  

works o r  not and you are done. You d o n ' t  need a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  

s ign i f i can t  sample s ize.  I f  you are t r y i n g  t o  assess what the  

performance o f  a system i s  over a la rge  number o f  t ransact ions,  

then you do need a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  sample s ize.  This 

pa r t i cu la r  t e s t  was a feature funct ion t e s t ,  not  a performance 

t e s t .  

MS. NORRIS: I want t o  make sure your question was 

answered before I go back. 

CHAIRMAN JABER: Okay. 

MR. WEEKS: And t o  make sure t h a t  I answer 

e x p l i c i t l y ,  and Mr. Salzberg w i l l  t e l l  me i f  I say the  wrong 

th ing  here, I bel ieve t h a t  there i s  a strong co r re la t i on  

between the sample s ize  and the leve l  o f  r i s k  tha t  you take i n  

making the wrong inference. And so i n  general the l a rge r  the  

sample s ize,  i n  general the  less  the r i s k .  But you never d r i ve  

the r i s k  t o  zero. 

MS. NORRIS: Would you have more confidence i n  the  

11, t h a t  the  11 were repeatable o r  the  282? 

DR. SALZBERG: I wanted t o  k ind  o f  complete the  

answer t o  the question o r  add t o  what Mike said. There are two 

types o f  r i s k  t h a t  I mentioned e a r l i e r ,  o r  I th ink  Mr. Be l l  
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night have mentioned them f i r s t ,  Type 1 er ro r  and Type 2 er ro r .  

The way t h i s  t e s t  i s  designed, the bigger the sample s ize,  the 

r i s k  o f  improperly passing them, t h a t  i s  going t o  go down. The 

r i s k  o f  improperly f a i l i n g  them i s  not  going t o  change because 

tha t  i s  f i xed  j u s t  as pa r t  o f  the design o f  the  t e s t .  

MS. NORRIS: So the  r i s k  o f  improperly passing them 

i s  less f o r  the 282 than i t  i s  f o r  the  11? 

DR. SALZBERG: You c a n ' t  say tha t ,  bu t  because a l l  

e l s e  i s  not equal. But a l l  e lse  being equal you could say 

that .  

MS. NORRIS: What e lse  i s  not  equal? 

DR. SALZBERG: Well, i n  order t o  determine t h a t  

probabi 1 i t y  - - 
MS. NORRIS: I ' m  j u s t  t r y i n g  t o  understand t h a t  from 

a layperson's perspective. A t  some po in t  you guys are saying 

i t  i s  important t o  have sample s ize and we had adequate ones 

and we measure a t  t h i s  l eve l ,  but  i t  d i d n ' t  ma t te r  here when 

you a re  doing a preorder query. And I w i l l  t u r n  i t  back over 

t o  the s t a t i s t i c i a n  t o  see i f  he has anything e lse  before I 

confuse. 

COMMISSIONER BRADLEY: I have a question. We were 

t a l  k ing  about sample sizes and the possi b i  1 i t y  o f  us increasing 

the p robab i l i t y  o f  a mistake. To what extent would t h a t  

p robab i l i t y  be a lso from your s ide as you input  t he  data? It 

would seem t o  me t h a t  both sides poss ib ly  could make some 
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nistake somewhere along the l i n e ,  BellSouth as we l l  as KPMG. 

MR. WEEKS: Commissioner, t h i s  i s n ' t  about mistakes 

made by KPMG Consulting i n  data en t r y  o r  mistakes made by 

BellSouth i n  processing. The type o f  e r ro r  t h a t  we are t a l k i n g  

about i s  not  t h a t  type o f  e r ro r ,  i t  i s  the f a c t  t h a t  we are 

doing a sample o f  a l l  possible t ransact ions over a wide range 

o f  t ime and space. And what we are t r y i n g  t o  do w i t h  the 

sample t h a t  we gather i s  t o  say we are going t o  w i t h  our sample 

p red ic t  what the  t rue  performance o f  the company i s  across a l l  

o f  the  t ransact ions by j u s t  look ing  a t  some o f  them. 

And the r i s k  t h a t  we are t a l k i n g  about i s  the r i s k  

tha t  we say t h a t  th ings are good when they are not  o r  t ha t  we 

s tay  are broken when they are r e a l l y  not.  It i s  the r i s k  t h a t  

the f a c t  t h a t  you picked a sample rather  than look ing a t  every 

s ing le t ransact ion leads you t o  draw the wrong conclusion as a 

t es te r .  That you say t h a t  t he  company's performance i s  good 

when i t  i s  not,  or  you say the  company's performance i s  bad 

when i t  i s  not .  

beings o r  by computer systems. 

I t ' s  a t e s t i n g  r i s k ,  not  e r ro rs  made by human 

COMMISSIONER BRADLEY: I ' m  s t i  11 not f o l  1 owing your 

l og i c ,  though. 

MR. WIRSCHING: Before we jump o f f  on t h i s ,  we have 

gotten way down i n  the weeds look ing  a t  t h i s  tab le .  

COMMISSIONER BRADLEY: No, w a i t  a minute. Don't 

move. What you ' re  saying i s  you are doing sampling, so how are 
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you using the sampling t o  determine the v a l i d i t y  of your 
concl usi ons? 

MR. WEEKS: All testing - -  not a l l  testing, almost 
a l l  testing w i t h  which I am familiar is  by i t s  nature looking 

a t  a sample or a subset. Wi th  large populations t h a t  run in to  
the thousands and hundreds of thousands i t  i s  not possible t o  
inspect everything. So you pick some out  o f  the pot ,  and you 

try t o  look a t  those and you t ry  t o  say, what  do I observe i n  

this sample. 
some assurance t h a t  the system t h a t  I'm testing works. 
run t h a t  same type of transaction multiple times and i t  works 
every time, I can get more confident t h a t  t h a t  system really 
works. 
transaction t h a t  ran through a system over a long period of 

time, because the time and labor and energy t o  do t h a t  i sn ' t  
cost justifiable. 

I f  I run a transaction and i t  works, then I have 
I f  I 

I w o n ' t  as a tester necessarily look a t  every 

If  I can make samples and make inferences from those 
samples and I'm w i l l i n g  t o  accept the risk t h a t  there i s  a 
small probability t h a t  I will  be wrong, t h a t  w h a t  I will say, 
the conclusion I will  draw is  wrong, then I can move forward. 
And i n  most of the testing t h a t  I have been familiar w i t h  for 
the last 30 years i n  a variety of different scenarios, that 's  
what we have done as testers. 

MS. NORRIS: I d o n ' t  have any other questions of 

mine. Did you have something you wanted t o  say i f  we are 
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Finished w i t h  Commissioner Bradley? 
MR. WIRSCHING: Just t o  add a l i t t l e  b i t  of clarity 

iere. 
WV1-9-8, which is  on Page POP-98, I t h i n k  some of the 
:onfusion was i n  l i n k i n g  this table which i s  a t  a very low 

level of detail t o  allow people t o  look a t  as a good level or a 
nore raw level o f  our d a t a .  B u t  our evaluation cri teria t h a t  
i s  outlined i n  1 - 9 - 8  i s  for loop makeup i n  general, and t h a t  
includes both LMUWL t h a t  is  outlined i n  the table and LMU - -  

If I could draw your attention t o  evaluation criteria 

MS. NORRIS: I ' m  sorry t o  interrupt you, b u t  for 
vhatever reason, across the board here we seem t o  be missing 

Lhat particular page i n  our binder. 
MR. WIRSCHING: T h a t  would explain some of our 

:onf us i on. 
MS. NORRIS: NO. 

MR. WIRSCHING: You d o n ' t  have 1-9-8? 

MS. NORRIS: Okay. A copy center t h i n g ,  okay. 
MR. WIRSCHING: So i f  you look a t  the criteria i t  i s  

For loop makeup i n  general, which included LMUSF and LMUWL. So 

3s you drew attention t o  a sample size of 11, i n  actual usage 
ve use the combination of the SF and the WL t o  arrive a t  our 
nesul t .  

MS. NORRIS: I f  I were t o  go back t o  t h a t  table, what  
voul d t h a t  be combined? 

MR. WIRSCHING: I t  i s  133. And as my team correctly 
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points ou t ,  i f  we f l i p  the page on the tables t o  Table 1-67, 

the sample size is  much different on both of those. 
MS. NORRIS: Well, are you now saying t h a t  sample 

size is  important? 
MR. WIRSCHING: No, I was just po in t ing  o u t  - -  you 

rlere drawing attention t o  a small sample size. I wanted t o  
draw attention t o  how we used t h a t  sample size. 

MS. NORRIS: Okay. And we may be getting - -  I s t i l  
d o n ' t  understand, because you seem t o  be telling me different 
things a t  different times, but  I will move on t o  t h  - -  about 
i s  the sample size important or not because you are doing 

calculations on small sample sizes. 
D R .  SALZBERG: Did you ask a question was sample size 

important or not a t  some po in t  t h a t  we answered? 
MS. NORRIS: Well, his counter t o  my saying t h a t  

there were small sample sizes, bu t  he sa id  no, over here we're 
using large ones. B u t  I thought Mike was saying, well, sample 
sizes wasn't really the issue i n  a feature functionality tes t .  

MR. WEEKS: For evaluating functionality. You do not  
need large sample sizes t o  evaluate functionality. You need 
larger sample sizes t o  evaluate performance. And w h a t  - -  

MS. NORRIS: The table t h a t  you used, which was 
preorder responsiveness, do you consider t h a t  a functionality 
3r something where you would need a sample size? 

MR. WEEKS: I ' m  not being clear here. We were doing 
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a feature funct ion t e s t  and repor t ing  the average response 

times observed i n  t h a t  feature funct ion t e s t  as opposed t o  

designing a t e s t  whose purpose i t  was t o  t e s t  the  company's 

performance. 

CHAIRMAN JABER: Ms. Nor r is ,  I have been pa t i en t .  

MS. NORRIS: I ' m  done. 

CHAIRMAN JABER: I t ' s  r e a l l y  okay. 

you th ink  tha t .  I have been pa t i en t  because 

there would be some bene f i t  t o  the  dialogue. 

KPMG i s  answering incons is ten t ly ,  I th ink  yo1 

I don ' t  want t o  

I thought t h a t  

I don ' t  t h i n k  

a l l  are t a l k i n g  

p a s t  each other. But I don ' t  mean t h a t  as a c r i t i c i s m .  

What I want t o  o f f e r  a l l  o f  you i s  I don ' t  know what 

prevents you from t a l k i n g  t o  KPMG independent o f  t h i s  workshop. 

So I would encourage you t o  meet w i t h  them a f t e r  t h i s  workshop 

and f l esh  i t  out f u r the r .  

t r y ing  t o  make, and i t  i s  t h a t  t h i s  pa r t i cu la r  t ab le  and t h a t  

par t i cu la r  t e s t  was designed t o  t e s t  the funct ion and not  the 

performance. 

I hear the  d i s t i n c t i o n  KPMG i s  

MS. NORRIS: They j u s t  reported the performance even 

though tha t  was not what they were t e s t i n g  i s  what I ' m  hearing. 

30 I would need t o  go back and look and see i f  I concur w i t h  

dhat I ' m  hearing here o r  i t  may be t h a t  some other fo l ks  on the 

3ane have some fo l low-up questions. 

CHAIRMAN JABER: Okay. But do f l esh  i t  out, i t  j u s t  

joesn ' t  have t o  happen r i g h t  now. 
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MS. AZORSKY: I do have some addi t ional  questions 

about TVV1, but  not about sample sizes. 

CHAIRMAN JABER: Go ahead. 

MS. AZORSKY: But f i r s t  I would l i k e  t o  ask when 

Doctor Be l l  was asking some questions about a footnote i n  

Appendix 2, you i d e n t i f i e d  an e r ro r ,  and a t  one po in t  t h i s  

morning another e r ro r  i n  the repo r t  was i d e n t i f i e d .  Just so 

everybody knows what i s  going on, are there any other e r ro rs  i n  

the repor t  t h a t  have been i d e n t i f i e d  since i t s  pub l i ca t ion  t h a t  

presumably w i l l  be corrected when the next version comes out? 

MR. WIRSCHING: There are a number o f  typographical 

er rors ,  probably too numerous t o  spend everybody's t i m e  on 

today, but  there are some er ro rs .  

you have a question about and we recognize t h a t  t ha t  i s  an 

er ro r ,  we w i l l  po in t  t h a t  out. 

I f  there i s  something where 

MS. AZORSKY: But has KPMG i d e n t i f i e d  substantive 

errors,  th ings t h a t  were not reported proper ly  t h a t  are i n  the  

report? 

MR. WIRSCHING: No, we have not.  

MS. AZORSKY: Okay. I would l i k e  f o r  you t o  t u r n  f o r  

a moment Lo TVV1-1-3, which i s  on POP-62. That evaluat ion 

c r i t e r i a  was t o  i d e n t i f y  whether LENS, one o f  the in ter faces 

provides expected order func t i ona l i t y ,  i s  t h a t  correct? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  the  evaluat ion c r i t e r i a .  

MS. AZORSKY: And the  determination was t h a t  
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BellSouth had s a t i s f i e d  t h a t  c r i t e r i a ,  correct? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  

MS. AZORSKY: I n  the  comments f o r  t h a t  evaluat ion 

c r i t e r i a  there i s  a reference t o  Exception 16, which i s  s t i l l  

open, and what I ' m  t r y i n g  t o  understand i s  based on your 

statements e a r l i e r  about open exceptions leading t o  unsat is f ied  

c r i t e r i a ,  I ' m  t r y i n g  t o  understand how i f  Exception 16 i s  s t i  1 

open t h i s  c r i t e r i a  could have been sa t i s f i ed .  

MR. WIRSCHING: I n  our opinion, the  workaround tha t  

was provided was sa t i s fac to ry  f o r  as - -  as we look a t  the 

c r i t e r i a ,  i t  i s  overa l l  LENS in te r face  func t i ona l i t y .  I t ' s  a 

1 arge c r i t e r i a .  That speci f i  c instance w i t h  the  appl i cabl e 

workaround i n  our opinion d id  no t  r e s u l t  i n  a no t  s a t i s f i e d  

c r  

Be 

t e r i a .  

MS. AZORSKY: What was the  

MR. WIRSCHING: Can you ho 

lSouth has described a workaround 

appl i cabl e workaround? 

d on f o r  a second? So 

where - -  t h i s  issue j u s t  

f o r  everyone t o  b r i ng  on the  same page i s  on pa r t i a l  

migrations. And BellSouth has provided some ins t ruc t i ons  f o r  a 

CLEC t o  be able t o  provide service t o  t h e i r  customers. 

addi t ion,  t h i s  change request has been p r i o r i t i z e d  by the CLECs 

f o r  implementation, I bel ieve, and I t h i n k  the  p r i o r i t y  number 

t h a t  was l a s t  set  on t h a t  was Number 10. 

I n  

MS. AZORSKY: Did your decis ion t h a t  t h i s  t e s t  could 

be s a t i s f i e d  even though Exception 16 was s t i l l  open, was i t  
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based a t  a l l  on the f a c t  t h a t  there was a pending change 

request , Change Request 29? 

MR. WIRSCHING: No. 

MS. AZORSKY: It had nothing t o  do w i t h  the pendency 

D f  t h a t  change request? 

MR. WIRSCHING: No. There are a number o f  exceptions 

that  are open t h a t  have pending change requests. 

MS. AZORSKY: 

16 remains open i n  your comments, and then i t  goes on t o  say 

that  the ALEC community p r i o r i t i z e d  Change Request 29 and i t  

don' t  be implemented dur ing the t e s t .  

I ' m  confused because i t  says Exception 

MR. WIRSCHING: That 's  what i t  says i n  the repor t .  

MS. AZORSKY: So what s ign i f icance d i d  t h a t  statement 

nave f o r  you, t h a t  i s  what I ' m  t r y i n g  t o  understand? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That was p a r t  o f  Bel lSouth's response 

and we provided i t  f o r  informational purposes. 

MS. AZORSKY: So i t ' s  on ly  informat ional  purposes, 

your decision had nothing t o  do w i t h  the pendency o f  t h a t  

change request? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  

MS. AZORSKY: Turning t o  POP-106, the  page number. 

Ioes Table 1-19 r e f l e c t  the  l a s t  r e t e s t  f o r  evaluat ion c r i t e r i a  

r v v i  - 3 -4? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Hang on f o r  one second. 

MS. AZORSKY: Okay. 1 - 3 - 4  was whether Bel lSouth's 
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ED1 interface provides fu l ly  mechanized firm order confirmation 
responses w i t h i n  the agreed-upon interval. 

MR. WIRSCHING: To answer your question, yes, i t  does 
reflect t h a t ,  bu t  we also have some addi t iona l  da t a  t h a t  we 
will be adding t o  i t ,  but  i t  doesn't change the results. In 

other words, we had some addi t iona l  completion of transactions. 
MS. AZORSKY: So Table 1-19 is  not complete? 
MR. WIRSCHING: 1-19 has add i t iona l  information. We 

will be updating that. 
MS. AZORSKY: Okay. I have no idea whether these 

updates would affect - -  l e t  me back up. Is the applicable 
standard i n  Florida for return of f u l l y  mechanized FOCs 95 

percent w i t h i n  three hours? 
MR. WIRSCHING: T h a t  i s  correct. 
MS. AZORSKY: Now, i f  I look a t  this table, for U N E  

loops i t  says t h a t  the percentage of FOCs received on time is  
93.9 percent, not  95 percent. W i t h  t h a t  understanding, how was 
this evaluation cri teria satisfied? 

MR. WIRSCHING: You're reading of the table i s  
correct, our evaluation cri teria are applied a t  the aggregate 
level for purposes of this tes t ,  which I t h i n k  reflects back 
some of our earlier discussions. 

MS. AZORSKY: So before when we were t a l  king about 
preordering and you talked about how you identified different 
subprocesses, for ordering, when you d id  the ordering 
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eval uations your evaluation was based on aggregated numbers, 

not  ind iv idual  product types, i s  t ha t  correct? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  

MS. AZORSKY: Okay. So, f o r  example, BellSouth could 

have s a t i s f i e d  the  c r i t e r i a  f o r  t ime ly  re tu rn  o f  firm order 

confirmations even i f  through the t e s t  they d i d  not  t ime ly  

re tu rn  firm order confirmations f o r  UNE loops? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  

MS. AZORSKY: Your summary statement a t  the  

conclusion o f  TTV1 states t h a t  s ign i f i can t  issues remain 

unresolved i n  the  TVVl t e s t i n g  area. I t ' s  on POP-139. Are 

there actions being taken t o  resolve any o f  those issues w i t h i n  

the confines o f  t he  tes t?  

MR. WIRSCHING: My f i r s t  answer would be those issues 

are re la ted  t o  open exceptions, and each o f  those open 

Zxceptions has some s o r t  o f  a c t i v i t y  occurr ing around it, I 

3elieve. Would you l i k e  a l i s t i n g  o f  the  exceptions and the  

a c t i v i t i e s ?  

MS. AZORSKY: I j u s t  want t o  know i f  something i s  

i e ing  done t o  address a l l  o f  the issues i n  those open 

2xceptions. 

MR. WIRSCHING: We are going t o  have t o  go through a 

l i s t ,  then. Hang on. O f  the  appl icable exceptions, Exception 

16 has been scheduled f o r  a system update on 8/25. Exception 

161, we are a wa i t i ng  a BellSouth response on those a c t i v i t i e s .  
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Exception 162, BellSouth has provided us w i th  new 

documentation, we are cu r ren t l y  r e t e s t i n g  tha t .  And Exception 

165, we are s t i l l  wa i t ing  f o r  a BellSouth response on t h a t .  

MS. AZORSKY: Are there any o f  these open exceptions 

f o r  which addi t ional  re tes t i ng  w i l l  not  occur? 

MR. WIRSCHING: We have no plans f o r  r e t e s t i n g  on any 

o f  these, save the  CENTREX, which we are cu r ren t l y  i n  

re tes t ing ,  so t h a t  would be Exception 162. 

MS. AZORSKY: So do I understand t h a t  whatever you 

get from BellSouth o r  whenever the system update i s  completed, 

you w i l l  evaluate t h a t  informat ion and make a decis ion whether 

you can close the  exception or  not? 

MR. WIRSCHING: A t  t h i s  p o i n t  i f  there i s  no 

re tes t i ng  scheduled and those are not  s a t i s f i e d ,  t h a t  i s  how i t  

w i l l  appear i n  the  f i na l  repor t .  

MS. AZORSKY: Okay. Thank you. So the  not  

sa t is f ieds  t h a t  we see i n  TVVl w i l l  l i k e l y  not change? 

MR. WIRSCHING: With the exception o f  the one around 

CENTREX where t e s t i n g  i s occurring. 

MS. AZORSKY: Okay. Moving on t o  TVV2. There are a 

number o f  t e s t s  i n  TVV-2, inc lud ing  the  tes ts  t h a t  are l i s t e d  

on the top  o f  Page 9 o f  the  questions we submitted previously,  

so I'm not  going t o  read through those numbers. I f  the  

Commissioners and the  s t a f f  would l i k e  t o  look a t  those 

questions, i t  i s  the  second paragraph on the top  o f  Page 9. 
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But f o r  those tes ts ,  KPMG created a d i f f e r e n t  standard than the 

F lo r ida  Commission standard o f  par i ty  p lus two seconds, i s  t h a t  

correct? 

MR. WIRSCHING: We appl ied our own standard. I 

wouldn't  say t h a t  we created a standard. We used our 

professional judgment t h a t  a 10 second preorder response i n  

these circumstances would be s u f f i c i e n t .  

MS. AZORSKY: So you appl i e d  a 10 second number 

instead o f  p a r i t y  plus two seconds? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  cor rec t .  

MS. AZORSKY: Are a l l  o f  these preorder i nqu i r i es?  

MR. WIRSCHING: Let me check w i t h  my team. 

That i s  correct .  

MS. AZORSKY: Did KPMG go through some process t o  

determine how many preordering t ransact ions an ALEC performed 

f o r  one order? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes, we did. We looked a t  h i s t o r i c a  

data and we also asked f o r  t h a t  informat ion i n  CLEC surveys 

forecasts. 

MS. AZORSKY: And d id  you reach your own conclusions 

from the  h i s t o r i c a l  informat ion and the  informat ion you 

rece ved from ALECs? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes, we did. 

MS. AZORSKY: What h i s t o r i c  ALEC order ing data d i d  

you use? 
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MR. WIRSCHING: It was data provided by BellSouth. 

MS. AZORSKY: Did you independently v e r i f y  t h a t  data? 

MR. WIRSCHING: No, we d i d  not.  

MS. AZORSKY: When you set your t e s t  bed f o r  the 

scenarios t h a t  you used f o r  the  t e s t ,  d i d  you consider the 

volumes o f  orders t h a t  go through the separate BellSouth 

systems, f o r  example, ED1 versus LENS? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes, we d id .  

MS. AZORSKY: Where d i d  you get the  informat ion t o  

lake those determinations? 

MR. WIRSCHING: We had two sources o f  informat ion and 

s p e c i f i c a l l y  around the volume t e s t  I assume you are asking, 

dhich i s  TVVZ? 

MS. AZORSKY: Yes. 

MR. WIRSCHING: We had two pieces o f  da ta  t h a t  we 

used f o r  forecast ing volumes through spec i f i c  in te r faces ,  one 

das the h i s t o r i c a l  and forecast data provided by BellSouth, and 

also the  other piece o f  data was forecast data provided by the 

4LECs. 

MS. AZORSKY: And how d i d  you review t h a t  information 

to  make your determinations? 

MR. WIRSCHING: The way we developed our volume 

forecast was t o  develop h i s t o r i c a l  trends, extrapol a te those 

trends, apply the two forecasts, and do a best f i t  methodology 

to  determi ne. 
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MS. AZORSKY: Did you a t  any t ime dur ing the t e s t  

look a t  current commercial volumes t o  modify the  h i s t o r i c a l  

estimates? 

MR. WIRSCHING: As current commercial volumes became 

ava i lab le  dur ing the tes t ing ,  we va l idated t h a t  t h a t  p ro jec t ion  

was w i t h i n  a reasonable amount o f  the  current  volumes. And 

several times we updated our forecast based on h i s t o r y  and new 

forecasts from the ALECs. 

MS. AZORSKY: When i s  the  l a s t  t ime you d id  such an 

update? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Hang on f o r  one second, we w i l l  g ive 

you the  date. The l a t e s t  update was February 2002. 

MS. AZORSKY: When you conducted the volume t e s t  i n  

TVV2, you considered, d i d n ' t  you, you had t e s t s  t h a t  looked a t  

the time1 iness o f  responses? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes. 

MS. AZORSKY: And t h a t  was part  o f  doing the t e s t  t o  

see i f  you could s t i l l  get t ime ly  responses a t  a ce r ta in  

vol m e ,  correct? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  

MS. AZORSKY: And i f  you could t u r n  t o  TVV2-3-8, 

which i s  on Page POP-178. The evaluat ion c r i t e r i a  i s  

Bel lSouth's TAG in te r face  provides t i m e l y  responses t o  parsed 

customer service record query preorders, and i t  i s  sa t i s f i ed .  

But when I look a t  your comments, i t  t a l k s  about the average 
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interval for receipt of these queries during stress volume 
retesting on April 25th, 2002 was 20.43 seconds, while the 
Bel 1 South equivalent, or the Bel 1 South parity standard was 
1.18. In t h a t  scenario, how was the evaluation cri teria 
sat i sf i ed? 

MR. WEEKS: There are two parts t o  the answer t o  t h a t  
question. Number one is  a stress test  isn ' t  designed t o  be 
passed or failed, i t  i s  diagnostic information. What we are 
looking for as we do a volume test  i s  we do a normal volume and 

we look a t  the company's performance, we do a peak volume, we 
look a t  the company's performance. The company can pass or 
f a i l  the normal test  or a peak tes t .  They can't f a i l  a stress 
tes t .  What we are trying t o  f i n d  i n  a stress tes t  - - well, I 

guess you could have such disastrous results t h a t  you might 

suggest t h a t  i t  i s  a problem, bu t  a stress tes t  i sn ' t  pass or 
f a i l ,  i t  i s  diagnostic information. 

The second t h i n g  t h a t  i s  true i s  t h a t  i n  looking a t  
retail d a t a  today using today's volumes and comparing t h a t  w i t h  

stress volumes i n  the wholesale operation during the stress 
tes t ,  which is  volumes much i n t o  the future, you are comparing 
apples and oranges. We d i d n ' t  run a stress tes t  on the retail 
test  i n  parallel or i n  retail systems i n  parallel w i t h  the 
stress test  on the wholesale systems, so we can't really say 

what the retail systems would have performed had they been 
under their retail stress levels, so you are comparing apples 
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and oranges there.  

MS. AZORSKY: Well, I ' m  curious as t o  why t h i s  

informat ion even appears, then. 

MR. WEEKS: I t  i s  diagnostic, as I have said. We 

vere t r y i n g  t o  describe what we saw a t  t he  time. We are 

f inders o f  f ac t .  

MR. WIRSCHING: And maybe t o  elaborate a l i t t l e  b i t ,  

the PCSRQ query wasn't ava i lab le whi le  we were doing any o f  our 

other volume tes ts .  I t ' s  a f a i r l y  recent decision. F lo r ida  

possible. By 

y avai lab le 

s t a f f  asked us t o  add i t  t o  the volume t e s t i n g  i f  

the time we had developed a func t i ona l i t y ,  the  on 

date was f o r  stress tes t i ng .  

MS. AZORSKY: So i n  terms o f  t h i s  t e s t ,  KPMG d i d  not 

evaluate the t imel iness o f  the  re tu rn  o f  parsed customer 

service record i nqu i r i es  a t  normal or peak volume? 

MR. WIRSCHING: No. We do have some v i s i b i l i t y  i n t o  

what tha t  performance would be by look ing a t  the  volume o f  

stress. Our s t ress t e s t  methodology i s  t o  step up the  volume 

hour-by-hour. And when we looked a t  the  hour-by-hour resu l t s  

and the f i r s t  hour i s  roughly equivalent t o  normal, t o  the  top 

hour o f  normal o f  peak, I ' m  sorry,  t o  the  top  hour o f  peak, the  

Bel lSouth performance was - - i t  was less  than s i x  seconds. So 

it gives us some v i s i b i l i t y  i n t o  performance. 

MS. NORRIS: I s  t h a t  informat ion somewhere i n  the 

repor t ,  too, t h a t  you guys are j u s t  describing? I s  i t  also i n  
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the repor t  o r  do we j u s t  - -  
MR. WIRSCHING: No, i t ' s  not  i n  the repor t .  

MR. WEEKS: We can add t h a t  i f  i t  would be he lp fu l .  

MR. WIRSCHING: We w i l l  make sure tha t  happens. 

MS. AZORSKY: On various pages o f  the repor t  i n  the  

sect ion on both TVVl and TVV2 there are a number o f  footnotes, 

and they appear on POP-92, 97. You can j u s t  look a t  92 as an 

example where i t  states - - Footnote 150 on Page 92 i s  an 

example, and t h i s  footnote appears more than once. KPMG 

Consulting used December 2001 through January 2002 RSAG ADDR 

data t o  measure AVQ response t imel iness due t o  BellSouth 

abnormal p a r i t y  data fo r  RSAG ADDR f o r  February 2002. What i s  

the abnormal p a r i t y  data? 

MR. WIRSCHING: As we looked a t  the p a r i t y  data i t  

I bel ieve one o f  the  measures was 1300 was abnormally high. 

seconds, the  other one was 1400 seconds. As we dug back i n t o  

t h a t  and requested some informat ion from BellSouth, they 

informed us t h a t  there had been some o u t l i e r s  i n  t h e i r  data 

t h a t  forced t h i s  data high. As any standard would have been a 

p a r i t y  p lus on the  SQM or  i n  our own analysis,  we rea l i zed  t h a t  

a p a r i t y  p lus two seconds o f  1402 seconds was probably no t  a 

f a i r  way t o  judge t h i s ,  so what we d i d  i s  we worked back i n  

t i m e  u n t i l  we found a reasonable p a r i t y  measure. 

MS. AZORSKY: Do you know whether t h i s  abnormal 

p a r i t y  data was used f o r  the par i ty evaluations under 
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BellSouth's SQM i n  Flor ida? 

MR. WIRSCHING: It i s  avai lab le and a c t u a l l y  shows up 

i n  the  commercial data review f o r  both the months o f  February 

and March, I bel ieve. 

MS. AZORSKY: Okay. So t h a t  abnormal p a r i t y  data i s  

included i n  the information you have reported i n  Appendix G? 

MR. WIRSCHING: For commercial, yes, i t  i s .  

MS. AZORSKY: Okay. Did BellSouth g ive you any 

reasons t h i s  abnormal p a r i t y  data ex i  sted? 

MR. WIRSCHING: I don ' t  bel ieve so, besides they 

mentioned t h a t  there were o u t l i e r s  i n  t h e i r  data and we are not 

sure. We d i d n ' t  go t o  roo t  cause analysis on t h a t .  

MS. AZORSKY: Did you remove t h i s  data i n  any way i n  

doing your analysis under Appendix G? 

MR. WIRSCHING: No, we l e f t  Appendix G data j u s t  as 

i t  was presented. 

MR. BELL: This i s  Bob B e l l ,  again. I have a few 

I n  various places Bel lSouth questions concerning P values. 

f a i l s  t o  meet on the face o f  i t  a benchmark standard, and you 

compute a P value and use t h a t  t o  determine t h a t  a c r i t e r i o n  i s  

sa t i s f i ed .  

not sure which page t h a t  i s  on. 

MR. WEEKS: 

MR. BELL: 193, yes. I s  t h a t  correct? 

MR. WEEKS: 

For example, one example i s  Footnote 237, and I ' m  

I bel ieve t h a t  i s  Page POP-193. 

It i s  cor rec t  t h a t  we d i d  t h a t ,  yes. 
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MR. BELL: Could you describe the use o f  P values and 

how the P value i s  used i n  those s i tuat ions? 

MR. WEEKS: I t h i n k  I described a layman's d e f i n i t i o n  

o f  P values and how we used them e a r l i e r .  I w i l l  t u r n  i t  over 

t o  Mr. Salzberg t o  give us a s t a t i s t i c a l  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  P value. 

DR. SALZBERG: I w i l l  s t a r t  by g i v i n g  a descr ip t ion 

o f  the P value and then we can go from there. The P value i s  a 

s t a t i s t i c a l  diagnostic t h a t  allows you t o  determine whether 

you - -  l e t  me ac tua l l y  back up. When you are doing s t a t i s t i c a l  

t es t i ng  you usual ly  set  up what i s  ca l l ed  a n u l l  hypothesis and 

dhat i s  c a l l e d  an a l te rna t i ve  hypothesis. When you do your 

s t a t i s t i c a l  analysis, one o f  the  diagnostics t h a t  you come up 

d i t h  i s  ca l l ed  a P value. That gives you the strength i n  one 

sense, the  strength o f  the  evidence t h a t  you use t o  decide 

Mhether you are going t o  r e j e c t  the n u l l  hypothesis. 

Ease, the  way t h i s  t e s t  was designed, you would r e j e c t  the n u l l  

iypothesis t h a t  BellSouth i s  meeting the standard i f  the P 

rlalue i s  less  than .05. 

I n  our 

MR. BELL: Okay. And i n  the p a r t i c u l a r  s i tua t ions  I 

vas look ing a t ,  the P value was greater than .05, the 

s i tuat ions where a conclusion was made t h a t  t he  standard was 

sa t is f ied ,  i s  t h a t  correct? 

DR. SALZBERG: That i s  correct .  

MR. BELL: And so how would you character ize the 

widence t h a t  the  P value gives you i n  those s i tua t ions? 
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DR. SALZBERG: I n  those s i tua t ions ,  the  P value would 

t e l l  you whether you were close t o  f a i l i n g  the  hypothesis. 

i s  confounded by other factors ,  such as the  sample s ize.  And 

what I mean by t h a t  i s  you might get a h igh P value because you 

have a r e a l l y  sma l l  sample size. That doesn't  necessar i ly  t e l l  

you t h a t  you have strong evidence t h a t  the  n u l l  hypothesis i s  

r i g h t ,  what i t  t e l l s  you i s  you have weak evidence t h a t  the 

nul 1 hypothesis i s  wrong. 

It 

MR. BELL: Okay. So would i t  be cor rec t  t o  

character ize t h a t  what a P value o f  greater than .05 i s  t e l l i n g  

you i s  t h a t  you lack  the  evidence t o  say t h a t  BellSouth i s  not 

meeting the standard. 

DR. SALZBERG: I t h i n k  t h a t  i s  f a i r .  

MR. BELL: Okay. Does the 

about whether o r  not Bel 1 South might 

the  standard? 

DR. SALZBERG: Yes, i t  t e l  

P value t e l l  you anything 

be doing much worse than 

s you something about 

tha t .  

don ' t  have evidence t h a t  i t  i s  much worse than the  standard. 

But you need t o  look a t  - - you would want t o  look a t  other 

factors ,  too. You want t o  make sure t h a t  your sample s ize i s  

s u f f i c i e n t  and t h a t  k ind  o f  t h ing .  

I f  the P value i s  high, then i t  i s  i nd i ca t i ng  tha t  you 

MR. BELL: But simply look ing a t  a P value, l e t ' s  say 

t h a t  the benchmark was 99 percent and the  observed value was 98 

percent. Would the  P values, per se, t e l l  you whether or not 
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the  s o r t  o f  underlying r a t e  t h a t  you would observe i f  you had 

un l im i ted  data, would i t  t e l l  you, per se, whether t h a t  r a t e  

might be as low as 90 percent? 

DR. SALZBERG: Well, w i th  the informat ion you gave me 

you could f i gu re  t h a t  out because you know what the  actual 

r e s u l t  i s ,  you know what the P value i s ,  you know what the  

standard i s .  You could f i gu re  out what the  confidence i n t e r v a l  

i s  from those three things. So you could f i g u r e  t h a t  out.  But 

I d o n ' t  t h ink  most people would go through t h a t .  

an exercise t o  f i g u r e  t h a t  out.  

the  face o f  i t  you wouldn' t  see tha t .  

It would be 

I don ' t  t h i n k  you would - -  on 

MR. BELL: So d i d  the analyses t h a t  KPMG performed t o  

determine whether or not  the standards were s a t i s f i e d ,  d i d  you 

go through such an analysis l i k e  tha t?  

DR. SALZBERG: Well, I want t o  answer t h a t  i n  part  

and l e t  my colleagues answer t h a t ,  as w e l l .  From my part  o f  

i t , I t r i e d  t o  look a t  whether the sample s i ze  was s u f f i c i e n t .  

When we had P values t h a t  - -  when we had s i t ua t i ons  where the  

t e s t  r e s u l t  was below some standard and we d id  s t a t i s t i c a l  

tes t ing ,  I t r i e d  t o  look a t  the sample s ize  t o  make sure i t  was 

s u f f i c i e n t .  And there might have been other fac to rs  leading up 

t o  tha t ,  so - -  
MR. WIRSCHING: I f  I understand your question, you 

are asking us i f  we used confidence i n t e r v a l s ,  i s  t h a t  the 

question? 
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MR. BELL: I mean, t h a t  would be another way o f  

asking the question. I d i d n ' t  ask s p e c i f i c a l l y  t ha t .  

MR. WIRSCHING: I was j u s t  t r y i n g  t o  s imp l i f y  a 

l i t t l e  b i t .  

MS. AZORSKY: You could answer t h a t  question, though. 

DR. SALZBERG : We d i  dn ' t determi ne conf i dence 

in te rva l s ,  per se. 

MR. BELL: And why i s  t ha t?  

DR. SALZBERG: Because we d i d  the analysis we need t o  

do t o  determine the  r e s u l t  o f  the  t e s t ,  which i s  the P value 

vJas enough f o r  t ha t .  And then you can look a t  the sample s ize  

t o  see i f  we have the power t h a t  we wanted t o  get. 

MR. BELL: But you d i d n ' t  repor t  anything about 

dhat - -  you d i d n ' t  repor t ,  say anywhere i n  the  repor t  - -  g ive 

any i nd i ca t i on  o f  how poor the underlying performance might be 

associated w i t h  a pa r t i cu la r  t e s t ,  i s  t h a t  correct? 

MR. WEEKS: I th ink  t h a t  i s  correct .  I t h ink  what we 

dere t r y i n g  t o  do i s  develop the  n u l l  hypothesis tha t  the  

standard was being met. Do a s u f f i c i e n t  amount o f  t e s t i n g  t o  

co l l ec t  enough data so t h a t  the  power o f  the  t e s t  given the 

sample s ize and the P value analysis which would t e l l  us 

dhether or not the  evidence suggested, you know, t h a t  we had 

enough evidence t o  r e j e c t  the n u l l  was there or  not.  

That was s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  us t o  say i n  our mind, i n  our 

professional judgment the system was operating a t  the  leve l  o f  
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r i s k  we were w i l l i n g  t o  accept. Operating a t  a leve l  t h a t  was 

acceptable f o r  the purposes o f  the  t e s t .  What we d i d n ' t  choose 

t o  do and haven't chosen t o  do i n  any o f  the other tes ts  tha t  I 

am f a m i l i a r  w i t h  i s  engage i n  addi t ional  analysis t h a t  would 

t r y  t o  quant i f y  what the t r u e  performance might have been given 

what we saw i n  the  sample. The range tha t  i t  might have been. 

MR. BELL: Okay. I wanted t o  ask a couple o f  

questions about something, one spec i f i c  t e s t  procedure t h a t  i s  

described i n  Appendix A on Page A5. 

tha t  page i t  t a l k s  about benchmark tes ts  f o r  i n te rva l s .  The 

f i r s t  sentence t a l k s  about benchmark tes ts  f o r  i n te rva l s  where 

the sample s ize  was above 200. And then my in te res t  i s  i n  the 

second paragraph, the second sentence o f  t ha t  paragraph t h a t  

t a l k s  about benchmark tes ts  where the sample s ize i s  below 200. 

And what i t  says here i s  t h a t  a binomial t e s t  was used and the 

n u l l  hypothesis w i l l  assume the  median o f  the data equals the  

benchmark, i s  t h a t  correct? 

I n  the second paragraph on 

DR. SALZBERG: That i s  correct .  We were having k ind  

o f  a side bar conversation about whether we ac tua l l y  used tha t ,  

whether there was a s i t u a t i o n  where we had, where we used t h i s  

tes t .  But k ind  o f  an t i c ipa t i ng  t h a t  question, as we l l .  

MR. BELL: Okay. Well, i n  t h a t  case I w i l l  t r y  t o  - -  
MR. WEEKS: I t h i n k  Appendix A, j u s t  f o r  

c l a r i f i c a t i o n ,  was so r t  o f  t he  s t a t i s t i c a l  design t h a t  was 

a r t i cu la ted  before the beginning o f  the t e s t ,  so we were t r y i n g  
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t o  determine how we would deal w i t h  t h i s  s i t u a t i o n  should we 

encounter i t  . 
MR. BELL: Okay. That would expla in  the w i l l  i n  

there. It looks prospective. 

MR. WEEKS: Agreed. The sentence i s  poor ly  

constructed. 

MR. BELL: That 's  no problem. Let me so r t  

ask f o r  data o f  t h i s  sor t ,  would i t  be your expectat 

general the median from a sample might wel l  be much 

the  mean f o r  t h a t  sample? 

o f  qu i ck l y  

on t h a t  i n  

ess than 

DR. SALZBERG: I t h i n k  the  median i s  going t o  be less  

than the  mean i n  general f o r  t h i s  k ind  o f  data. 

MR. BELL: Okay. Thank you. 

MS. AZORSKY: On t h a t  note we are going t o  leave TVV2 

and move on t o  TVV3. 

MR. BRADBURY: TVV3 i s  concerned w i t h  the order 

f low-through evaluation. And, David, I would l i k e  t o  ask you 

j u s t  a t  the  beginning t o  describe b r i e f l y  what the order 

f low-through evaluation was, because I th ink  i t  i s  important 

f o r  everybody t o  understand t h a t  i t  was l i m i t e d  t o  KPMG's t e s t  

CLEC experience. 

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes, i t  was on ly  KPMG t e s t  CLEC 

exper i ence . 
MR. BRADBURY: And so t h a t  experience would have been 

unique t o  the  State o f  F lo r ida? 
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MR. WIRSCHING: Yes. 

MR. BRADBURY: Okay. On Page POP-268, down under 

hem 3.4, data generation and volumes, the second b u l l e t  down 

there t a l k s  about KPMG Consult ing generated t e s t  transactions 

3s p a r t  o f  the POP funct ional  evaluation using unique purchase 

r d e r  numbers. And t h a t  informat ion f o r  those PONS was 

jathered f o r  t h i s  t e s t .  Could you describe the  uniqueness o f  

the purchase order numbers? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Hang on f o r  one second. While they 

are caucusing, I w i l l  ask a c l a r i f y i n g  question o f  your 

question. 

MR. BRADBURY: Sure. 

MR. WIRSCHING: Are you asking us t o  def ine i n  what 

day they were unique? 

MR. BRADBURY: I n  what way they were unique and why 

mique purchase order numbers were used. 

MR. WEEKS: 

MR. WIRSCHING: That was a poor word choice on our 

I would have the same question. 

p a r t .  They are ac tua l l y  d i s t i n c t ,  not unique. 

MR. WEEKS: No number was reused dur ing the course o f  

the t e s t  i f  tha t  helps. 

MR. BRADBURY: I s  t h a t  a l l  t ha t  i t  means? 

MR. WEEKS: That i s  a l l  t h a t  i t  means. 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  a l l  t ha t  i t  means. 

MR. BRADBURY: Okay. Thank you. The next b u l l e t  
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down on tha t  very same page, you t a l k  about t h a t  BellSouth 

generated a s e t  o f  repor ts .  And then i n  the  footnote a t  the 

bottom you ind ica te  t h a t  there was a combination o f  standard 

repor ts  tha t  a l l  CLECs and ALECs get,  i n  other words, the LSR 

d e t a i l  repor t ,  and then some weekly repor ts  t h a t  were uniquely 

provided t o  KPMG. 

Several times dur ing the course o f  the discussion i n  

the  weekly c a l l s  i t  was ind icated t h a t  the  s i t ua t i on  happened 

where KPMG would make an evaluation based upon the  weekly 

repor ts  t h a t  i t  received t h a t  nonflow-through had occurred. 

And tha t  subsequently they would receive some addi t ional  repor t  

t h a t  f o r  t h a t  very same PON, i n  f ac t ,  f low-through had 

occurred. P a r t  o f  the explanation t h a t  I heard a number o f  

times was tha t ,  we l l ,  there i s  a passage o f  t i m e  and sometimes 

what I get on t h a t  weekly repor t  doesn't  t e l l  me the 

d i spos i t i on  o f  the  item. 

My question i s  a d i spos i t i on  o f  nonflow-through takes 

longer and has a d i f f e r e n t  th ing.  Typ ica l l y  i t s  a r e j e c t  o r  

maybe anywhere from 15 minutes t o  several hours o r  days. A 

determination o f  f low-through i s  almost always w i t h i n  15 

minutes. How was t h i s  weekly repor t  wrong t h a t  number o f  

times? 

MR. WIRSCHING: F i r s t  o f  a l l ,  I th ink  a l o t  o f  the 

problems were due t o  the  nature t h i s  was an ad hoc repor t  t h a t  

was created espec ia l l y  f o r  KPMG Consulting, especia l ly  f o r  the 
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purposes o f  t h i s  t e s t .  And so I bel ieve a l o t  o f  the 

c lass i f i ca t i ons  tha t  were applied BellSouth was not using i t s  

regular  c lass i f i ca t i on  methodology which they used f o r  t he  

monthly LSR deta i l  repor t .  And, therefore,  t h a t  caused some 

issues w i th  the data we received. 

Now, as an added check f o r  v e r i f i c a t i o n ,  we compared 

every weekly repor t  w i t h  the monthly LSR d e t a i l  repor t .  The 

resu l t s  you see i n  t h i s  repor t  are based on the monthly LSR 

d e t a i l  repor t ,  not on the  weekly repor ts .  The weekly repor ts  

were used f o r  us as t e s t  administrators i n  order t o  provide 

quicker diagnostic informat ion.  

MR. BRADBURY: Okay. Thank you very much. Is KPMG 

aware tha t  BellSouth has produced s ta te  spec i f i c  f low-through 

informat ion as a r e s u l t  o f  discovery i n  the State o f  Tennessee? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes, we are aware o f  t ha t .  

MR. BRADBURY: Did you make any use o f  t h a t  data i n  

your tes t i ng  here? 

MR. WIRSCHING: No, we d i d  not.  

MR. BRADBURY: So as you closed Exception 88 f o r  

res ident ia l  resale found by KPMG i n  F lo r ida ,  d i d  you not  

compare your r e s u l t  o f  94 percent t o  the  s ta te -spec i f i c  resu 

f o r  t ha t  same i tem o f  80 percent? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Just  a quick c l a r i f i c a t i o n ,  t h a t  was 

Except i on 86. 

MR. BRADBURY: 86, I ' m  sorry .  
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MR. WIRSCHING: And t o  close our exception, again, we 

based i t  on our own experience, not  on the  commercial data. 

MR. BRADBURY: Okay. And s i m i l a r l y  then you wouldn't  

have compared the  business r e s u l t  t h a t  you found o f  91.37 

percent t o  the  s ta te -spec i f i c  reported r e s u l t  o f  68 percent? 

MR. WIRSCHING: No, we would not.  

MR. BRADBURY: Okay. I not ice  i n  the  f r o n t  sect ion 

o f  t h i s  you do have some good descr ip t ion o f  the BellSouth 

wholesale process. Some diagrams o f  TAG, ED1 , LEO, LESOG, e t  

cetera. 

describe the par i ty  evaluation, there i s  no s im i la r  discussion 

or diagraming o f  the  BellSouth r e t a i l  system invo lv ing  the ROS 

and RNS systems. Did you have access t o  informat ion about 

those systems? 

I not ice ,  however, t h a t  back on POP Page 278 where you 

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes, we d id .  

MR. BRADBURY: Do you t h i n k  i t  would be useful t o  

di f ferences i n  how those systems 

the wholesale side systems used i n  

t h i s  Commission t o  know the 

operate compared t o  how the  

operate? 

MR. WIRSCHING: I 

descr ipt ion p r e t t y  much cov 

t h i n k  our p l a i n  

rs the  d i f fe ren l  

1 anguage 

es here. ALECs use 

the indust ry  standard LSR format t o  submit wholesale orders v i a  

e lect ron ic  in te r faces .  It requires a t r a n s l a t i o n  process. 

Since r e t a i l  orders do not  requ i re  a t r a n s l a t i o n  process, 

r e t a i l  orders do no t  experience f a l l o u t  t h a t  can be compared t o  
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the f a l l o u t  experienced by wholesale orders. 

MR. BRADBURY: And how d i d  you determine t h a t  r e t a i l  

orders do not have a t rans la t i on  process or  f a l l o u t ?  

r e t a i l  service centers i npu t t i ng  orders. 

MR. WIRSCHING: Through observation o f  people i n  the 

MR. BRADBURY: Okay. So spec i f i c  t o  the  ROS 

system - -  not ROS, the regional negot ia t ion system, the RNS 

system which i s  used i n  Bel lSouth's residence and small 

business centers, permanent residence, I t h i  nk, are you 

f a m i l i a r  w i th  the system known as FUEL, F-U-E-L, o r  the  system 

known as SOLAR, S-0-L-A-R? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Hang on. No, we are not.  

MR. BRADBURY: So you would not know the purpose o f  

those systems i n  processing RNS ' s orders? 

MR. WIRSCHING: No, we do not.  

MR. BRADBURY: So i t  would be a surpr ise t o  you t h a t  

the purpose o f  the  FUEL system i s  t o  e d i t  the service 

-epresentative's input  from RNS before sending t o  SOCS, o r  t ha t  

;he purpose o f  SOLAR i s  t o  t rans la te  the service 

-epresentat ive's RNS input  i n t o  a service order format p r i o r  t o  

;ransmittal t o  SOCS? You d i d  not  discover t h a t  i n  your 

invest igat ion o f  the r e t a i l  system? 

MR. WIRSCHING: No, we weren't  aware o f  those systems 

ind t h e i r  funct ions.  

MR. BRADBURY: Did you a lso become aware o f  the 
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center known as the t roub le  and e r ro r  reso lu t ion  center? 

MR. WIRSCHING: No. 

MR. BRADBURY: Spec i f i c  t o  ROS, are you f a m i l i a r  w i t h  

what the  system does when service representatives use the apply 

icon? 

MR. WIRSCHING: No, we d i d n ' t  do a de ta i l ed  analysis 

o f  the  system, the ROS system. 

MR. BRADBURY: O r  the va l ida te  icon? 

MR. WIRSCHING: NO. 

MR. BRADBURY: O r  the service order e d i t o r  function? 

MR. WIRSCHING: No. 

MS. AZORSKY: Just  t o  fo l low up on some o f  

Mr. Bradbury's questions, KPMG also i n  a summary f o r  the TVV3 

t e s t i n g  area expressed t h e  opinion t h a t  s i g n i f i c a n t  issues 

remain unresolved i n  the  TVV3 t e s t i n g  area. I s  addi t ional  

t e s t i n g  planned f o r  any o f  the  issues t h a t  are no t  s a t i s f i e d  i n  

the TVV3 t e s t i n g  area? 

MR. WIRSCHING: There i s  no addi t ional  t e s t i n g  

p l  anned. 

MS. AZORSKY: So th ings t h a t  are no t  s a t i s f i e d  i n  the 

TVV3 t e s t i n g  area w i l l  remain not  sa t i s f i ed?  

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  

MS. AZORSKY: I have a few questions about the 

prov is ion ing sect ion o f  t h e  repor t .  With regard t o  PPR-6, we 

ta lked e a r l i e r  about how there  were some t e s t s  t h a t  looked a t  
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documentation, some tes ts  looked a t  the  adequacy o f  the  

documentation, but you d i d n ' t  look a t  adherence t o  the 

documentation. Do you r e c a l l  t h a t  discussion? 

MR. WEEKS: I remember tha t  discussion i n  the context 

it was held i n ,  yes. 

MS. AZORSKY: Okay. Well, w i t h  regard t o  PPR-6, was 

PPR-6 an evaluation o f  whether the standards existed, o r  was i t  

an evaluat ion o f  whether the  standards were adequate, o r  was i t  

both? 

MR. WEEKS: I n  t h i s  t e s t  we looked f o r  existence. We 

1 ooked f o r  we1 1 - formedness and we examined some h i  s t o r i  cal 

a r t i f a c t s  o f  previous co l l os  and NDRs and so on t o  see i f  those 

v t i f a c t s ,  work products o f  the previous a c t i v i t i e s  suggested 

that the  process had been followed. But we d i d n ' t  look a t  any 

i n  f l i g h t ,  because o f  the nature o f  these pro jec ts  tha t  go on 

for  a long per iod o f  t ime we d i d n ' t  f o l l ow  any o f  the  current 

mes  from l i k e  cradle t o  grave. 

MS. AZORSKY: So you d i d  not  f o l l ow  any pro jec ts  from 

Zradle t o  grave f o r  purposes o f  doing your evaluations i n  

'PR- 6? 

MR. WEEKS: For any o f  the appl i can ts .  We d i d  look 

3 t  some t h a t  had been completed and we looked a t  the  

jocumentation t h a t  had been generated as a by-product o f  having 

3one through t h a t  process i n  the past. 

MS. AZORSKY: For how many o f  the  t e s t s  i n  PPR-6 d i d  
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there? Was i t  j u s t  co l loca t ion  o r  was i t  anything else? 

MR. WIRSCHING: As Mr. Weeks said, we looked a t  

adherence through h i s t o r i c a l  a r t i f a c t s  wherever possible, and I 

th ink  f o r  a l l  o f  these we asked and received h i s t o r i c a l  

a r t i f a c t s .  

MS. AZORSKY: Who d i d  you receive those h i s t o r i c a l  

a r t i f a c t s  from? 

MR. WIRSCHING: BellSouth. 

MS. AZORSKY: Did you independently v e r i f y  the 

accuracy o f  the  informat ion t h a t  you received tha t  you are 

r e f e r r i n g  t o  as h i s t o r i c a l  a r t i f a c t s ?  

MR. WIRSCHING: We d i d  not.  

MS. AZORSKY : Okay. Looki ng a t  PPR- 9, speci f i c a l l  y 

PPR9-2 i n  which the repor t  states t h a t  both wholesale and 

r e t a i l  orders are p r i o r i t i z e d  according t o  due date and without 

regard t o  whether they are wholesale o r  r e t a i l .  How d i d  KPMG 

conduct - - o r  s t r i k e  tha t .  Did KPMG a lso conduct an analysis 

t o  assess the p a r i t y  o f  due date assignments, who got the  

be t te r  due date? 

MR. WIRSCHING: We d i d n ' t  conduct t h a t  k ind o f  

assignment. 

where who gets a be t te r  due date. They each have t h e i r  own 

in te rva l  sets. 

I don ' t  t h ink  t h a t  there i s  a - -  the process works 

MS. AZORSKY: So you d i d  not  analyze whether the  
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who1 esal e orders have d i  f f e ren t  i n te rva l  sets than r e t a i  1 

orders? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  

MS. AZORSKY: I n  determining t h a t  evaluat ion c r i t e r i a  

PPR9-11 was sa t i s f i ed ,  KPMG found t h a t  the  order processing 

centers were s ta f fed  w i th  personnel who had comparable s k i l l s  

f o r  wholesale and r e t a i l .  Did you analyze what was the  average 

length o f  service o f  the people who worked i n  wholesale versus 

r e t a i  1 ? 

MR. WIRSCHING: No, we d i d  not .  We d i d n ' t  t h ink  tha t  

was a key component. 

MS. AZORSKY: Did you analyze how they were t ra ined 

and compensated? 

MR. WIRSCHING: We d i d  look a t  t ra in ing ,  but  we 

d i d n ' t  look a t  compensation. 

MS. AZORSKY: What fac to rs  d i d  you look a t  t o  make 

the determination t h a t  the personnel had comparable sk i1  1 s? 

You d i d n ' t  look a t  compensation, you d i d n ' t  look a t  length o f  

service. What th ings d i d  you look a t ?  

CHAIRMAN JABER: Ms. Azorsky, wh i le  they are doing 

tha t ,  j u s t  t o  g ive you a be t te r  guide o f  how much time you 

have - -  
MS. AZORSKY: Based on the  answer t o  t h i s  question, I 

w i l l  f l y  through the  next two pages o f  issues t h a t  are on these 

l i s t s .  
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CHAIRMAN JABER: Okay. Good. I j u s t  wanted t o  g ive  

you a heads-up tha t  we are going t o  stay on the schedule. 

MS. AZORSKY: I bel ieve we w i l l .  I n  f ac t ,  we should 

stay ahead o f  schedule, hopeful ly.  

MR. WEEKS: I th ink  i n  most cases what we discovered 

i s  t h a t  the  same people handled both wholesale and r e t a i l ,  so 

t i o n  the s k i l l  sets were the  same. I n  t a l k i n g  w i th  

here, I th ink  what we attempted t o  do was look a t  the 

programs tha t  were i n  place and the s k i l l s  t h a t  would 

i n  those t r a i n i n g  

eve1 . We d i d n ' t  do an 

t o  assess who had what 

by de f in  

the team 

t r a i n i n g  

be required t o  master and pa r t i c i pa te  

programs and we found p a r i t y  a t  t h a t  

assessment o f  ind iv idua l  reps ' sk i  11 s 

s k i l l s  i n  some so r t  o f  t e s t .  

MS. AZORSKY: Did I understand you t o  say t h a t  the 

same people f o r  the ordering centers, the same people worked on 

re ta  1 orders t h a t  worked on wholesale orders? 

MR. WEEKS: I n  the  prov is ion ing centers, not  i n  the 

ordering centers. 

MS. AZORSKY: I n  the  prov is ion ing centers, okay. I 

j u s t  wanted t o  be c lear .  So you looked a t  the  t ra in ing ,  but 

you d i d  not  evaluate the  ind iv idua l  s k i l l  sets o f  the people i n  

the r e t a i l  center versus the  wholesale center? 

MR. WEEKS: Correct. We d i d n ' t  take anybody o f f  l i n e  

and t e s t  t h e i r  s k i l l s .  

MS. AZORSKY: Okay. And you a lso d i d  not do tha t  f o r  
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the problem resol u t i  on center t h a t  was tested by PPR9- 17? 

MR. WEEKS: Correct. 

MS. AZORSKY: Or the  f a c i l i t i e s  centers t h a t  were 

tested by PPR9-20? 

MR. WEEKS: Correct. 

MS. AZORSKY: Or the  engineering centers t h a t  were 

tested by PPR9-23? 

MR. WEEKS: We d i d n ' t  do t h a t  i n  any o f  the center 

away and assess t h e i r  svaluations. We d i d n ' t  take people 

ski 1 1 s . 
MS. AZORSKY: So t h a t  wou 

9 - 29? 

MR. WEEKS: Correct. 

d also be t r u e  f o r  9-26 and 

MS. AZORSKY: Okay. I n  determining t h a t  PPR9-31 was 

sa t i s f i ed ,  KPMG found t h a t  the  methods and procedures i n  the 

order processing centers f o r  p rov i  s i  oni ng are comparabl e f o r  

r e t a i l  and wholesale. Did you take any steps t o  determine 

whether the agents i n  those order processing centers fol lowed 

the methods and procedures i n  s i m i l a r  ways? 

MR. WIRSCHING: During our center v i s i t s  we d i d  

observations o f  the representatives conducting t h e i r  dai ly 

rout ines i n  handling issues and using the M&Ps t o  conduct those 

i nte rac t i  ons . 
MS. AZORSKY: Did you do a spec i f i c  evaluat ion o f  the 

prov is ion ing a c t i v i t i e s  and a comparison o f  the s i m i l a r  types 
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If a c t i v i t i e s  i n  one center - -  i n  the wholesale center versus 

;he r e t a i l  center? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Could you rephrase tha t?  

MS. AZORSKY: Did you watch an a c t i v i t y ,  a s i m i l a r  

i c t i v i t y  t ha t  would occur i n  r e t a i l  and would occur i n  

rholesale, prov is ion ing a c t i v i t y  from s t a r t  t o  f i n i s h  and 

:ompare the two between the  two centers? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Comparing what basis,  step-by-step? 

MS. AZORSKY: Step- by- step how they were performed, 

;he t imel iness,  the  pleasantness o f  the people t h a t  were 

iandl ing them, a l l  o f  those things? 

MR. WEEKS: Did they dress the same. 

MS. AZORSKY: Did they dress the  same, whatever. 

MR. WEEKS: I t h i n k  the best answer t o  your question 

s t h a t  whi le  we looked a t  each s e t  o f  M&Ps and we observed 

tach set o f  M&Ps i n  operation through our observations, we 

l i d n ' t  e x p l i c i t l y  t r y  t o  compare and contrast  each ind iv idua l  

;tep i n  i t s  execution between wholesale and r e t a i l  a t  the leve l  

: t h ink  you are implying. 

MS. AZORSKY: And you d i d n ' t  do t h a t  f o r  any o f  the 

i ther  centers, e i t he r ,  the  f a c i l i t i e s  center, t he  engineering 

:enter, the  dispatch centers, o r  the inventory  centers, i s  t h a t  

iccurate? 

MR. WEEKS: That would be correct .  

MS. AZORSKY: KPMG concluded t h a t  BellSouth d i d  not 
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s a t i s f y  TVV4-1 and Exception 171 remains open, i s  t h a t  r i g h t ?  

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  

MS. AZORSKY: I s  BellSouth making any modif icat ions 

i n  order t o  correct  the items t h a t  were i d e n t i f i e d  by Exception 

171? 

MR. WIRSCHING: I n  Bel lSouth's response t o  Exception 

171 they provided us w i t h  informat ion t h a t  t h e i r  - -  i n  Issue 

Number 2, which i s  on Page 13 o f  13, BellSouth w i l l  a lso open a 

change request t o  i n c l  ude the community name when appropriate 

f o r  REQTYP J/ACT N orders t o  address remaining two items. 

MS. AZORSKY: And w i l l  there be a r e t e s t  o f  t h a t  

issue? 

MR. WIRSCHING: There i s  no r e t e s t  planned. 

MS. AZORSKY: So w i l l  the TVV4-1 remain not 

sa t i s f i ed?  

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  

MS. AZORSKY: Similarly, TVV4-3, BellSouth 

prov is ion ing o f  switch t rans la t i ons  was no t  s a t i s f i e d  and 

Exception 84 remains open, i s  t h a t  correct? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  

MS. AZORSKY: Can you expla in  what impact o r  dic tills 

have an impact on KPMG as a pseudo-ALEC w i t h  your pseudo-ALEC 

hat on? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Al low me t o  read from the  impact 

statement on the exception. 
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MS. AZORSKY: Absolutely. 

MR. WIRSCHING: Bel lSouth's i n a b i l i t y  t o  accurately 

t i n  r o v i s i o n  or remove services and/or features may resu 

jecreased CLEC customer sa t is fac t ion .  

MS. AZORSKY: Okay. Has BellSouth made any 

Zorrections t o  cor rec t  the def ic ienc ies i d e n t i f i e d  by 

34? 

Except i on 

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes, I bel ieve Bel lSouth's response 

j e t a i l s  several act ions t h a t  they are planning on tak ing.  

MS. AZORSKY: That they are planning t o  take? 

MR. WIRSCHING: I bel ieve so. 

MS. AZORSKY: So KPMG has not evaluated whether those 

ic t ions  w i l l ,  i n  f ac t ,  correct  the  issue? 

MR. WIRSCHING: No, there i s  no re tes t i ng  occurr ing 

i n  t h i s  area. 

MS. AZORSKY: For evaluat ion c r i t e r i a  TVV4-14 on 

i rov is ion ing  Page 64, KPMG stated t h a t  BellSouth met the  hot 

:ut c i  r cu i  t percent i n s t a l  1 a t i on  appointment p a r i t y  performance 

-equi rement , i s  t h a t  correct? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  

MS. AZORSKY: And I bel ieve i n  the comments i t  says 

:hat what t h a t  means i s  BellSouth provisioned 98.6 percent o f  

:he hot cuts on the  scheduled due date, i s  t h a t  correct? 

MR. WIRSCHING: I th ink  t h a t  might be a l i t t l e  b i t  o f  

3 s imp l i f i ca t i on  o f  the  SQM, but  i n  essence t h a t  i s  correct .  
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MS. AZORSKY: Okay. Did KPMG analyze Bel lSouth's 

performance on t ime-spec i f i c  hot cuts,  not  j u s t  ones performed 

on the  day ordered, but ones ordered a t  spec i f i c  times? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes, we d id .  

MS. AZORSKY: And does t h a t  appear as a d i f f e r e n t  

evaluation? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Ac tua l l y  i t  i s  p a r t  o f  t h i s  

evaluation c r i t e r i a .  As you not ice,  we d i d n ' t  disaggregate 

between t ime-spec i f i c  and nont ime-speci f ic  hot cuts.  There are 

ac tua l l y  128 t ime-spec i f i c  hot cuts.  O f  those 128, two were 

fa i l u res  f o r  a performance r a t e  o f  98.4 percent. 

MS. AZORSKY: Okay. I n  determining tha t  BellSouth 

s a t i s f i e d  TVV4-23, which measured whether BellSouth service 

order completion not ices accurately r e f l e c t  the  completion 

not ice due date, d i d  KPMG evaluate the  i n te rva l  between the  

completion o f  t he  order and the t ime BellSouth sent the 

completion not ice? 

MR. WIRSCHING: No, we d i d  not.  

MS. AZORSKY: So a l l  you looked a t  was t o  see i f  they 

were accurate, not  how long i t  took BellSouth t o  send them? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  cor rec t .  

MS. AZORSKY: I n  TVV4-24, which looked a t  whether 

Bel 1 South post order customer service records contain accurate 

information, KPMG determined t h a t  Bel lSouth s a t i s f i e d  t h a t  

t e s t ,  correct? 
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MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  

MS. AZORSKY: And, again, t h a t  evaluat ion was whether 

they contained the information. Did you measure how long i t  

took BellSouth t o  complete the  update? 

MR. WIRSCHING: No, we d i d  not.  

MS. AZORSKY: On TVV4- 28, KPMG concl uded t h a t  

BellSouth does not proper ly p rov is ion  switch t rans la t i ons  and 

update customer service records, i s  t ha t  correct? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  

MS. AZORSKY: What impact d i d  t h i s  def ic iency have on 

(PMG as a pseudo-ALEC? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Again, I w i l l  read from our impact 

statement. Bel 1 South' s i nabi 1 i t y  t o  accurate1 y prov i  s i  on or  

remove services and/or features may r e s u l t  i n  decreased CLEC 

xstomer sa t i s fac t i on .  

MS. AZORSKY: W i l l  a r e t e s t  o f  t ha t  TVV4-28 

?valuat ion c r i t e r i a  be conducted? 

MR. WIRSCHING: There i s  no re tes t  planned. 

MS. AZORSKY: So TVV4-28, which could r e s u l t  i n  

jecreased customer sa t i s fac t i on  f o r  CLEC customers, w i l l  remain 

7ot sa t i s f i ed ,  i s  t h a t  correct? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  That evaluat ion 

: r i t e r i a  w i l l  remain not sa t i s f i ed .  

MS. AZORSKY: There were tes ts  i n  the  prov is ion ing  

section, TVV4-5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, and 39 which said t h a t  t e s t i n g  
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i s  i n  progress. Why i s  t ha t  t e s t i n g  not complete? 

MR. WIRSCHING: We were wa i t ing  f o r  Bel lSouth t o  

r o v i d e  us w i th  comparable r e t a i l  data f o r  our p a r i t y  

?valuation. And since the pub l ica t ion  o f  t h i s  repo r t  the data 

ias  been provided f o r  a l l  the  c r i t e r i a  except TVV4-9 and 

'VV4-10, a l l  o f  which those c r i t e r i a  save 9 and 10 are 

;a t  i s f  i ed . 
MS. AZORSKY: A t  the end o f  TVV4, the  repor t  states 

;hat s ign i f i can t  issues remain unresolved i n  the  TVV4 tes t i ng  

trea, correct? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  

MS. AZORSKY: And as you w i l l  be doing no more 

;esting, t h a t  conclusion w i l l  not  change, w i l l  it? 

MR. WPRSCHING: That i s  correct .  

MS. AZORSKY: Maintenance and repai r . 
MR. BRADBURY: Maintenance and repa i r .  I n  both - -  
MR. WIRSCHING: Would the  chai r  en te r ta in  a quick 

reak?  

CHAIRMAN JABER: 

(Recess. 1 
CHAIRMAN JABER: L e t ' s  go ahead. Maintenance and 

L e t ' s  take a ten-minute break. 

repai r ,  Mr. Bradbury. 

MR. BRADBURY: Yes, ma'am. 

CHAIRMAN JABER: This i s  the pa r t  t h a t  i s  supposed t o  

f l y  by. 
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MR. BRADBURY: Well, I am going t o  make t h a t  my goal .  

In both  the executive summary and i n  the PPR maintenance and 

repair tes ts  you indicate t h a t  there are some 52 evaluation 
cri teria t h a t  KPMG i s  unable t o  assess the current performance 
of the underlying systems. 
the age of the da ta?  

I s  t h a t  predominately because of 

MR. WIRSCHING: T h a t  is  correct. 
MR. BRADBURY: As t h a t  d a t a  has been aging,  have 

there been underlying systems and process modifications? 
MR. WIRSCHING: Yes, there have. 
MR. BRADBURY: And can you estimate or describe w h a t  

impact those modifications might have on current performance? 
MR. WIRSCHING: No,  we couldn't w i t h o u t  testing. 
MR. BRADBURY: And no testing is  proposed? 
MR. WIRSCHING: T h a t  i s  correct. 
MR. BRADBURY: Okay. For evaluation criteria PPR14-5  

and 15-6, you a l l  worked w i t h  only D S - 0  level d a t a  for the 
design services. 
and i n  other commissions, the CLECs have a number of complaints 
about services greater t h a n  D S - 0  having chronic problems. I s  

there a reason why, for example, T-1s  were not measured or 
evaluated i n  this test? 

MR. WIRSCHING: 

In the workshops here before this Commission 

I f  you could hang on one second while 
I catch up. As we look a t  P P R 1 4 - 5 ' s  evalua t ion  cri teria,  M&R 

processes for collection and review of center performance d a t a  
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are comparably administered between who1 esal e and r e t a i  1 work 

centers. What we were looking a t  i s  what BellSouth measured 

and whether they are comparably administering them. We d i d  not 

do an analysis, nor was there an i n t e n t  t o  do an analysis o f  

the  d i f f e r e n t  product types and how BellSouth managed those 

product types. 

MR. BRADBURY: Would your answer hold t rue  f o r  

PPR15-6 on pages M&R - - 
MR. WIRSCHING: Hang on f o r  a second whi le  I get 

there. Could you go ahead and elaborate on the question on 

15 - 6? 

MR. BRADBURY: You know a t  the  moment I can ' t  f i n d  

the reference f o r  the  percent repeat t roub le  reports,  so l e t  me 

j u s t  withdraw the question. 

MR. WIRSCHING: Sure. 

MS. NORRIS: Let  me ask a quick fo l low-up question t o  

the one you already answered. And you sa id you d i d n ' t  look a t  

anything a t  a product l e v e l .  Do you guys r e c a l l  having any 

documentation about why t h a t  leve l  o f  s t r a t i f i c a t i o n  occurred 

i n  the tes t?  You sa id i t  was DS-0 only.  

MR. WIRSCHING: Hang on f o r  a second. When we 

provided t h a t  informat ion i t  i s  a l i s t  o f  what i s  evaluated i n  

that  center by BellSouth i n t e r n a l l y ,  so i t  i s  j u s t  our 

Dresentation o f  the l i s t ,  so we d i d n ' t  do any fu r the r  analysis 

3n tha t .  
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MS. NORRIS: So you are saying BellSouth does no t  

evaluate above DS-0  based on tha t?  

MR. WIRSCHING: Based on the  informat ion t h a t  we 

have. 

MS. NORRIS: Thank you. 

MR. BRADBURY: F i n a l l y  i n  t h i s  area i n  the par i ty 

evaluation f o r  the  PPR14 you stated tha t  i n  the event a 

customer requests an e a r l i e r  appointment, both the  wholesale 

and r e t a i l  centers contact the WMC, t h a t  i s  the  work management 

center, f o r  approval before prov id ing the  customer w i t h  an 

e a r l i e r  appointment. That i s  on Page M&R-20. Did you conduct 

any analysis t o  ensure t h a t  the WMC provided p a r i t y  treatment 

i n  grant ing e a r l i e r  appointments? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes, we d id .  We conducted extensive 

o n - s i t e  observations w i t h  the WMC. 

MR. BRADBURY: Thank you. That concl udes maintenance 

and repa i r .  

MS. NORRIS: Before the b i l l i n g  f o l k s  get up, I am 

going t o  defer.  There were j u s t  a couple o f  b i l l i n g  questions 

t h a t  I may take Chairman Jaber up on her k ind  o f f e r  t h a t  we can 

ask some fo l low-up questions. That i s  t e s t i n g  s t i l l  i n  

progress, and we can ask them questions i n  our weekly c a l l s  

i nstead. 

CHAIRMAN JABER: Go ahead. 

MS. NORRIS: So t h a t  would move us on t o  performance 
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measures where we do have some questions, and I w i l l  be asking 

those. Just t o  s t a r t  o f f ,  i n  the metr ics tes ts  I know there 

are a l o t  o f  evaluation c r i t e r i a ,  542 or  whatever, and i t  

appears from the t e s t  repor t  t h a t  a l l  o f  those are tes ts  i n  

progress, i s  t h a t  t rue? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  

MS. NORRIS: And there i s  some reference, I bel ieve, 

and I don ' t  want t o  mix up what i s  i n  the repor t ,  so I w i l l  l e t  

you answer the  question w i th  what I j u s t  hear general ly t h a t  i n  

pa r t  t h a t  i s  due t o  a systems upgrade ca l l ed  PMAP 4.0? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  

MS. NORRIS: Okay. I have a couple o f  questions 

about tha t .  And f i r s t  s t a r t i n g  w i t h  j u s t  general ly f o r  the  

bene f i t  o f  a l l  o f  us, why d i d  you decide t o  t e s t  4.0 as an 

upgrade? 

MR. WIRSCHING: We had not  f in ished t e s t i n g  on the  

previous system 2.6 when PMAP 4.0 became avai lab le,  so the  

decis ion was made w i th  s t a f f  concurrence t o  s t a r t  t e s t i n g  4.0. 

MS. NORRIS: Okay. I ' m  going t o  t r y  t o  put my 4.0 

questions together, so hang on j u s t  a second. 

categorized t h a t  i n  your repor t  as a s i g n i f i c a n t  upgrade. I s  

t h a t  a term o f  a r t ,  o r  how do you - - what made you reach t h a t  

concl us i  on? 

I th ink  you 

MR. WIRSCHING: Based on our knowledge o f  the  

elements t h a t  had changed, we determined t h a t  was a s i g n i f i c a n t  

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

168 

change t o  the system. 

MS. NORRIS: Okay. Based on the f a c t  t h a t  you th ink  

that  i s  a s ign i f i can t  system upgrade, what re l i ance  or what i s  

your recommendations, i f  any, about what the Commission should 

do i n  terms o f  looking a t  your 2.6 resu l t s  t o  date? 

MR. WIRSCHING: We do have a number o f  resu l t s  t h a t  

Aere avai lab le i n  2.6 t h a t  we d i d  present i n  the  repor t  which 

vrJe fee l  are re l i ab le .  

MS. NORRIS: But they were not re1 i a b l  e enough t o  

s a t i s f y  the c r i t e r i a ,  though, r i g h t ?  

MR. WIRSCHING: Because we had restated tes t i ng ,  we 

characterized everything as t e s t i n g  i n  progress. But i f  you 

read through the ind iv idua l  repor ts ,  we ou t l i ned  where we were 

s a t i s f i e d  i n  2.6. 

have - -  w i th  the concurrence o f  s t a f f  we have decided t o  t e s t  

addi t ional  months. 

But because the  system has changed, we 

MS. NORRIS: Okay. And I w i l l  maybe come back t o  

tha t  a l i t t l e  l a t e r .  

4.0. Throughout the comments i n  PMR-1, you s ta te  t h a t  the 

points  o f  data co l l ec t i on  change f o r  4.0, could you describe 

j u s t  very b r i e f l y  what you mean by tha t?  

I guess t h a t  gives us a good context f o r  

MR. WIRSCHING: I w i l l  t r y  t o  do a simple one, and i f  

tha t  i s  not good enough then we w i l l  go i n t o  s p e c i f i c  data 

po in t  co l lec t ions .  Because most o f  the  elements o f  PMAP 2.6 

have been replaced w i t h  new elements i n  PMAP 4.0, the  ma jo r i t y  

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

169 

if the collection points  have changed because they are brand 
iew systems, or a t  least new points of collection. 

MS. NORRIS: I mean, they s t i l l  go back t o  the same 
1 egacy system i n Bel 1 South.  

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes. The legacy systems haven't 
:hanged, bu t  after leaving the legacy system the majority of 

the collection points have changed. 
MS. NORRIS: Okay. In your comments you also t a l k  

3bout - -  and just for the benefit o f ,  I guess, the Commission 
and others, there are some metrics t h a t  come straight out  o f  

'MAP straight through the legacy system mechanically and there 
we others t h a t  are more w h a t  they call manual calculations. 
iowever, you are s t i l l  going t o  review the manually calculated 
netrics aga in ,  and I just wanted t o  get a very brief 
understanding of w h a t  i s  the impact of the move t o  4.0 on 
nanual metrics? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Our opinion i s  t h a t  i t  will  be 
minimal, b u t  we are testing t o  ensure. 

MS. NORRIS: You have some language i n  your report 
about relying or using the Georgia OSS tes t  d a t a .  Could you 

explain a l i t t l e  b i t  more about t h a t ?  I t ' s  i n  PMR-1. 

MR. WIRSCHING: Correct. There was a visit t o  a d a t a  
center i n  North Carolina t h a t  was done during Georgia t h a t  we 
used the results for t h a t ,  and t h a t  is  the only element of 

Georgia da ta  t h a t  we are s t i l l  us ing .  
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MS. NORRIS: Okay. Before we go on a l i t t l e  b i t  

deeper, l e t  me do one fo l low-up whi le  I ' m  t h ink ing  about it, 

Mr. Wirsching. You ta l ked  t o  MPower e a r l i e r  and I j u s t  wanted 

t o  make sure I understood your answer. You guys were t a l k i n g  

about an inaccurate FOC s i t u a t i o n  where the  c i r c u i t  I D  was not 

coming back on the FOC, and you had some discussion about 

rJhether tha t  was measurable o r  not.  And I know tha t  i n  your 

t e s t  you measure FOC accuracy, but  you d d n ' t  capture t h a t  

problem because o f  t ime frame issues, i s  t h a t  correct? Because 

by the  t i m e  you had f i n i shed  t e s t i n g  FOC accuracy - -  
MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  

MS. NORRIS: It i s  my understanding t h a t  whi le  you 

had an evaluation c r i t e r i a  and you d i d  t e s t  t h a t  i n  your t e s t ,  

zur ren t ly  i n  the SQM a t  t he  F lo r ida  Commission there i s  no 

ne t r i c  f o r  FOC accuracy. 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  

MS. NORRIS: So on a going-forward basis there would 

IO way t o  capture t h a t  unless tha t  metr ic  was ins t i t u ted?  

MR. WIRSCHING: 

MS. NORRIS: Okay. Thank you. Under the PMR-2 t e s t  

I 

It i s  correct  there i s  no SQM. 

i s  where you look a t  the  documentation f o r  i t s  consistency. 

lad a couple o f  questions I was going t o  fo l l ow  up on. This i s  

to look a t  the PMAP documentation t o  make sure i t  i s  consistent 

m d  r e l i a b l e  i n  terms o f  t he  SQM and documents t h a t  are 

iroduced. You say i n  your language t h a t  documented metr ics are 
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:onsistent w i t h  documented metrics definitions. Are you 

\eferring t o  the metrics definition i n  the SQM document only or 
lo you include other documents i n  your review? SQM only? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Just SQM. 

MS. NORRIS: Okay. And then going i n t o  a couple of 

!xamples where I had some questions, for evaluation cri teria 
'MR2.4, you state t h a t  the documented metrics exclusion are 
ippropriate w i t h i n  the context of the metrics definition and 

/ou found t h a t  the FOC timeliness measure met this cri teria.  
So, you are saying t h a t  whatever i s  excluded is  appropriate for 
vhat you are trying t o  measure i n  this measure i s  the way I 

:ake t h a t .  And the definition for this measurement i s  t h a t  i t  

i s  the interval for the return of a FOC from the receipt of the 
l a l i d  LSR t o  distribute distribution of the FOC. 

vords, i t  i s  trying t o  measure FOC timeliness. 
In other 

However, one of the exclusions i n  the FOC timeliness 
neasure are project orders, and these orders do receive FOC. 

So I wanted t o  get your understanding of why t h a t  i s  consistent 
v i t h  the definition when i t  excludes something t h a t  the 
jefinition says should be measured. 

MR. WIRSCHING: A s  the SQM excludes t h a t ,  and t h a t  
vas a measure t h a t  was developed and agreed i n  a collaborative 
nethod, we d o n ' t  see anything improper about excluding a 
Zertain transaction type i n  the SQM. 

MS. NORRIS: Okay. So, you are not - -  I just want t o  
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nake sure I understood. You were making an independent 
judgment or you were just f ind ing  consistency among - - 

MR. WIRSCHING: We were looking for consistency. 
MS. NORRIS: Okay. So you were not saying I f i n d  

this consistent, you were saying this document found i t  t o  be 
Zonsi stent? 

MR. WIRSCHING: T h a t  i s  correct. 
MS. NORRIS: I mean - - 
MR. WEEKS: Yes. I t h i n k  the way t h a t  you 

Zharacterized i t  originally was probably the right way t o  t h i n k  

ibout i t .  T h a t  w h a t  we were attempting t o  do i s  understand 
rJhether the systems and the definitions and the SQMs and a l l  of 

those things t h a t  BellSouth uses t o  create the metric supports 
we a1 1 internal l y  consistent per the coll aborative agreement. 
l o t  standing back as independent judge and jury saying w h a t  
should be measured i n  FOC timeliness and is  the SQM properly 
and we1 1 formed. 

MS. NORRIS: Okay. You are doing t h a t  as a separate 
analysis? 

MR. WEEKS: There is  an analysis for t h a t ,  b u t  i t  i s  

not i n  this evaluation cri teria.  
MS. NORRIS: Okay. Thank you. Moving on. It's on 

Page 17 i f  you are following along i n  the questions. The 

report states t h a t  BellSouth uses the term raw da ta  t o  describe 
the performance measurement da ta  a t  the stage i t  enters the SQM 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

173 

ca lcu lat ions,  and tha t  i s  on 41 a t  Footnote 5. And I have a 

couple o f  questions about tha t .  

Did you conduct any analysis t o  ensure t h a t  

Bel lSouth's d e f i n i t i o n  was consistent w i th  Commission orders? 

MR. WIRSCHING: We weren' t  aware o f  any Commission 

order tha t  defines raw data. 

MS. NORRIS: So i f  we were t o  produce one as an ALEC, 

I mean, t h a t  i s  j u s t  not  something tha t  you found i n  your 

analysis. 

MR. WIRSCHING: Exactly. 

MS. NORRIS: Okay. Did you do any analysis t o  

determine i f  BellSouth appl ied t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  cons is ten t ly  t o  

a l l  metr ics,  t ha t  i t  excluded data from t h a t  stage a l l  the t i m e  

the same way? 

MR. WIRSCHING: We were not able t o  complete our PMAP 

2.6 data i n t e g r i t y  t e s t ,  so therefore we were not able t o  

conclude tha t  f o r  PMAP 2.6. We do intend t o  do i t  i n  PMAP 4.0. 

MS. NORRIS: It w i l l  be done. Okay, great.  Thank 

you. Those are my questions i n  tha t .  And the t h i r d  b u l l e t  

po in t  rea l  1 y i s  not appl i cab le  since you are not a t  t h a t  stage 

o f  t es t i ng  ye t .  Okay. 

Moving down a l i t t l e  ways. On 60, you had 160 

evaluation c r i t e r i a  i n  data i n t e g r i t y ,  i n  t h a t  sect ion o f  the 

f i v e  sections o f  the metr ics t e s t .  62 o f  them say t h a t  you 

cou ldn ' t  t e s t  because you d i d n ' t  have - - i n  essence, wi thout  
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going through the jargon, you d i d n ' t  have enough documentation 
t o  be able t o  conduct your tes t ,  i s  t h a t  correct? 

MR. WIRSCHING: T h a t  i s  correct. 
MS. NORRIS: Were you able t o  do any testing a t  a l l  

on those for d a t a  integrity, or w h a t  level of work remains t o  
be done? 

MR. WIRSCHING: For PMAP 2.6, f i r s t  o f  a l l ,  we 
basically stopped testing PMAP 2.6 and moved on t o  PMAP 4.0. 

A t  the time of the report and a t  the time we ceased testing 
2.6,  we had been able t o  do certain elements of the d a t a  

integrity tes t ,  b u t  not f u l l y  every step of the da ta  as i t  

noved through the system. So there are pieces and parts t h a t  
de were able t o  do. 

NORRIS: Okay. B u t  a t  this poin t  you are just 
ng t o  do a complete d a t a  integrity analysis of 4.0 for a l l  

those metr cs? 
MR. WIRSCHING: T h a t  is  correct. 
MS. NORRIS: And so they have not been analyzed, the 

jccuracy of those metrics have not yet been validated by your 
irganization? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Which metrics? 
MS. NORRIS: The 62 t h a t  you s a i d  you could not use 

:he business rules. 
MR. WIRSCHING: T h a t  i s  correct. 
MS. NORRIS: We have talked a l o t  about the tes t  and 

MS. 
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the f a c t  t h a t  i t  i s  not  ye t  complete. Do you bel ieve t h a t  a l l  

the t e s t s  w i l l  be completed on the  same date? I haven't seen 

your most recent p ro jec t  p l  ans. 

MR. WIRSCHING: A t  t h i s  po in t  I be 

scheduled t o  end a t  the same date, but  there 

t h a t  they w i l l  end a t  d i f f e r e n t  dates. 

ieve they are 

i s  a po ten t ia l  

MS. NORRIS: And what date i s  t h a t  going t o  occur? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Our current  p ro jec t  p lan i s  October 

31s t .  

MS. NORRIS: October 31st. I th ink  those are a l l  the 

questions I have. Tammy I t h i n k  has the l a s t  section. 

MS. AZORSKY: Let  me fo l l ow  on from what Ms. Nor r is  

was j u s t  asking you, and segue i n t o  Appendix G. U n t i l  you 

f in ished your analysis o f  PMAP 4.0, am I correct  i n  what I see 

i n  Appendix G t h a t  you are not  commenting on the accuracy o f  

any o f  the commercial data t h a t  i s  presented? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  

MS. AZORSKY: And you won't be able t o  do tha t  u n t i l  

you f i n i s h  your analysis o f  PMAP 4.0, i s  t h a t  correct? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  

MS. AZORSKY: Se t t i ng  aside tha t  issue j u s t  f o r  a 

minute, and look ing a t  Table E S - 1  i n  Appendix G, i s  i t  possible 

t o  look a t  t ha t  commercial data, take OSS, f o r  example, and 

make a comparison between how BellSouth i s  performing f o r  the  

ALEC community a t  la rge  t o  how BellSouth performed f o r  KPMG as 
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a pseudo - ALEC? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Actual ly ,  KPMG Consulting attempted 

t o  do t h a t  analysis. Given our knowledge o f  the issues, we 

were unable draw any conclusions between the commercial data 

and KPMG t e s t  CLEC. 

MS. AZORSKY: So you d i d  t r y  t o  analyze whether 

BellSouth was doing be t te r  o r  worse f o r  ALECs a t  large compared 

t o  how i t  d i d  f o r  KPMG as a pseudo-ALEC, and you were unable t o  

reach any determi nation? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes. Some o f  t h a t  was due t o  the 

f a c t  t h a t  a large number o f  the data t h a t  i s  produced f o r  the 

t e s t  CLEC i s  a t e s t  a r t i f a c t .  A good example o f  t h a t  i s  M&R 

t roubles.  We i n i t i a t e  t roubles i n  order t o  create t roubles and 

t rack  them through the system. I f  troubles are i n i t i a t e d ,  t h a t  

obviously i s n ' t  a good metr ic  t o  compare t o  commercial 

performance. So once we el iminate those and any other metrics 

t h a t  we knew had problems w i t h  them i n  2.6, we had nothing l e f t  

t o  evaluate. 

MS. AZORSKY: And i s  t ha t  one o f  the reasons you 

c a n ' t  evaluate the accuracy o f  any o f  the data t h a t  BellSouth 

i s  producing, or  am I missing the po in t  there? 

MR. WIRSCHING: You are probably a l i t t l e  too general 

on tha t .  Given t h a t  there were issues i n  2.6 and we d i d  not 

f i n i s h  our analysis o f  2.6, we cannot form an opinion on the 

commerci a1 data. 
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MS. AZORSKY: A l l  r i g h t .  But the  f a c t  t h a t  you 

haven ' t completed your performance measures anal y s i  s and so you 

c a n ' t  comment on the accuracy o f  the data i s n ' t  r e a l l y  re la ted  

t o  the  f a c t  t h a t  you can ' t  compare accepting the  data. You 

can ' t compare Bel 1 South ' s performance f o r  ALECs a t  1 arge w i t h  

Bel  1South's performance f o r  KPMG as a pseudo-ALEC. 

MR. WEEKS: Well, I th ink  the  po in t  we were t r y i n g  t o  

make i s  f o r  a number o f  the  measures t h a t  are i n  the commercial 

data, there i s n ' t  any pseudo-CLEC experience o r  any data t o  

match up. That i s  one case. 

There i s  another case where the  data i s  app es and 

oranges even though they are the same subject matter. The 

example o f  t roubles where we manufacture t roubles and so 

looking a t  t roub le  ra tes i s  i r re levan t .  

comparison we wouldn't  make, so we would se t  t h a t  aside. 

I t ' s  a meaningless 

And then there i s  the  t h i r d  case which i n  theory we 

should be able t o  make, which i s ,  f o r  example, preorder 

t imeliness or  something l i k e  tha t ,  where one could compare the 

numbers expecting them t o  not  be the same, but  t o  be 

consistent. Because we are measuring on one side o f  the wa l l ,  

the company i s  measuring f o r  SQM purposes on the  other side o f  

the w a l l .  So they shouldn ' t  be the same numbers, but  there 

shouldn't be a rad ica l  d i f ference.  There shouldn ' t  be two 

seconds on the  BellSouth s ide and two hours on the  KPMG side. 

So, i t  i s  possible i n  theory t o  make some o f  the 
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comparisons i n  some o f  the areas as long as you are very 

carefu l  about the  assumptions you make f o r  the basis o f  t h a t  

comparison. 

MR. WIRSCHING: And t o  fo l l ow  up on t h a t ,  i n  those 

cases, t h a t  t h i r d  case t h a t  Mr. Weeks described, there were 

pending issues i n  PMAP 2.6, so therefore we could not  conclude 

our analysis. 

MS. AZORSKY: Concerns you had about the data i n  PMAP 

2.6? 

MR. WIRSCHING: As referenced back i n  those f i n a l  

repor ts  sections and data i n t e g r i t y  o r  r e p l i c a t i o n  there was a 

known issue o f  some so r t ,  so therefore we cou ldn ' t  make - - draw 

any concl us i  ons. 

MR. WEEKS: An issue ra ised i n  the t e s t  t h a t  sa id  i t  

may be inappropr iate t o  compare our number t h a t  we observed t o  

a number the v a l i d i t y  o f  which we have i n  question as par t  o f  

our metrics t e s t .  

MS. AZORSKY: Okay. So questioning the v a l i d i t y  o f  

the data i s  a par t  - -  
MR. WEEKS: The BellSouth data. 

MS. AZORSKY: - -  o f  t he  BellSouth data i s  par t  o f  the 

problem? 

MR. WEEKS: I s  one o f  the  three o r  four legs o f  the  

stool  there. 

MS. AZORSKY: A l l  r i g h t .  As another l e g  o f  t h a t  
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; too l ,  were you able t o  look a t  the  commercial data and v e r i f y  

)y looking a t  i t  some o f  the issues t h a t  you uncovered i n  doing 

lour analysis? 

MR. WIRSCHING: I bel ieve you are asking d i d  the  

:ommercial data r e f l e c t  issues, problems tha t  we may have 

ti scovered. 

MS. AZORSKY: That 's  another way t o  say it. I ' m  

iappy t o  have you answer t h a t  question. 

MR. WIRSCHING: I j u s t  wanted t o  make sure I was 

It become :1ear. 

jepends. It depends on the nature o f  the  problem t h a t  we 

I n  some cases yes and i n  some cases no. 

rncovered and whether o r  not t h a t  was something t h a t  was being 

ione commercially. As we have stated e a r l i e r  i n  the  t e s t ,  a 

large number o f  our t ransact ions .are not done a t  h igh 

:ommercial volumes so t h a t  may not have appeared i n  the  

:ommerci a1 vol ume. 

Other issues, I th ink  one o f  the examples we used 

2a r l i e r  was the  extremely la rge  response t i m e  t h a t  we saw f o r  

Zertain preorder t ransact ions.  So most d e f i n i t e l y  we d i d  see 

that  i n  the MSS repor t .  So there are cases. Now, d i d  we do an 

2xhaustive analysis,  no. 

MS. AZORSKY: When you ra ised t h a t  issue o f  t ha t ,  

that  i s  what we discussed e a r l i e r  t h a t  was re fe r red  t o  as the 

abnormal p a r i t y  data, i s  t h a t  correct? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  
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MS. AZORSKY: And I asked you i f  t h a t  abnormal p a r i t y  

data was i n  the informat ion i n  the commercial data,  Appendix G. 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  

MS. AZORSKY: Does t h a t  mean t h a t  when BellSouth 

produced i t s  SQM reports f o r  t h a t  month i t s  p a r i t y  comparisons 

were no t  accurate? 

MR. WIRSCHING: We d i d n ' t  do t h a t  analysis,  but  t h a t  

i s  possible. 

MS. AZORSKY: So am I understanding you t o  say t h a t  

the bottom l i n e  on Appendix G i s  t h a t  u n t i l  you complete the 

metr ics analysis, you w i l l  express no opinion on the  accuracy 

o f  the  commercial data? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  

MS. AZORSKY: I j u s t  want t o  go back very b r i e f l y .  

You spent a l o t  o f  t ime today ta lk ing  w i t h  Mr. Bradbury about 

some change management issues. I n  the RMI domain o f  the t e s t  

t h a t  was conducted, KPMG has concluded t h a t  s i g n i f i c a n t  issues 

remain unresol ved i n  the PPR- 1 t e s t  area t h a t  addressed change 

management, i s  t h a t  correct? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  

MS. AZORSKY: And s i m i l a r l y  you addressed w i t l I  Mr. 

Bradbury i n te r face  development? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  

MS. AZORSKY: And there,  too, KPMG has concluded t h a t  

s i g n i f i c a n t  issues remain unresolved i n  the PPR-5 sect ion o f  
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the R M I  t e s t  domain? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  

MS. AZORSKY: And then i n  the preorder and order 

jomain o f  the t e s t ,  am I correc t  t h a t  KPMG a lso  found t h a t  

s ign i f i can t  issues remain unresolved i n  the TVV1, which was the 

)reorder/order prov is ion ing and funct ional  evaluat ion o f  the 

)reorder and order t e s t  domain? 

MR. WIRSCHING: This one I don ' t  remember o f f  the  top  

I f  my head, hang on. Yes, we d id .  

MS. AZORSKY: And then order f low-through evaluation, 

WV3 was another p a r t  o f  t he  preorder and order t e s t  domain, i s  

that  correct? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  

MS. AZORSKY: And am I correct  t h a t  KPMG a lso 

Zoncl uded t h a t  s ign i  f i  cant i ssues remain unresol ved i n  t h a t  

tes t  area? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  

MS. AZORSKY: And then i n  the prov is ion ing t e s t  

jomain, TVV4 was a p rov is ion ing  v e r i f i c a t i o n  and va l ida t ion ,  

zorrect? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  

MS. AZORSKY: And am I correct  t h a t  KPMG a lso 

zoncl uded t h a t  s i  gni f i cant i ssues remain unresol ved i n  t h a t  

t es t i ng  area? 

MR. WIRSCHING: That i s  correct .  
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MS. AZORSKY: And on t h a t  basis, I don ' t  t h ink  we 

have any more questions. 

CHAIRMAN JABER: Le t ' s  see. This was going t o  be the  

p a r t  where we asked i f  there was any other ALEC i n  the audience 

tha t  wanted t o  ask questions. And I th ink ,  Ms. Harvey, you 

i d e n t i f i e d  tha t  there was one, i s  t h a t  correct? 

Come on up t o  the  tab le.  

MS. HARVEY: That i s correct ,  Commi ssioner . 
Tel ephone. 

CHAIRMAN JABER: Go ahead and i d e n t i f y  yours 

the record. 

Network 

I f  f o r  

MR. McMAHAN: I am Brent McMahan, Vice President o f  

Regulatory Governmental A f f a i r s  w i th  Network Telephone. We are 

a f ac i l i t y -based  CLEC c e r t i f i e d  i n  F lo r ida  and headquartered i n  

Pensacol a.  

I have w i t h  me Kyle Kopytchak, who i s  our OSS subject 

l a t t e r  expert, and he has been ac t ive  i n  the  t h i r d - p a r t y  t e s t .  

Yost o f  you, I th ink ,  know him. 

Thank you f o r  t he  opportuni ty t o  speak has t i l y .  We 

are sorry  we d i d n ' t  have our questions i n  e a r l i e r  than today, 

but we were able t o  share two questions t h a t  we had w i t h  the  

(PMG s t a f f  j u s t  before lunch, and I t r u s t  you have been able t o  

look a t  those and perhaps formulate your answers. But we would 

l i k e  t o  address these several items. 

We have questions about the loop makeup process t h a t  
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was examined, and I would l i k e  t o  discuss those. I th ink  you 

w i l l  f i n d  them on POP-98. This i s  t e s t  reference TVV1-9-8, and 

our questions are these: Did you do a loop makeup t e s t  

procedure using the LENS in te r face? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes, we d id .  

MR. McMAHAN: And were your resu l t s  d i f f e r e n t  o r  the  

same as what you found i n  the TAG in te r face? And i f  they were 

the same, are they ou t l ined  somewhere separately? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Maybe t o  c l a r i f y  a l i t t l e  b i t  i n  the  

evaluat ion c r i t e r i a ,  our evaluat ion c r i t e r i a  i s  based on the  

back end system LFACS, so our resu l t s  are a combination. Hang 

on. I wanted t o  be c lear  w i th  my team. 

Our resu l t s  here include both TAG and LENS. What we 

have i s  probably a l i t t l e  communication issue. BellSouth as i t  

reports,  data repor ts  LENS transact ions as TAG transactions on 

some o f  t h e i r  i n te rna l  repor ts  and we have j u s t  picked up t h a t  

terminology. What we w i l l  do i s  c lea r  t h a t  up fo r  the f i n a l  

repor t .  And 1-9-8 does include LENS. 

MR. McMAHAN: It does include LENS? 

MR. WIRSCHING: Yes, i t  does. 

MR. McMAHAN: Thank you. Because loop makeup i s  so 

c ruc ia l  t o  us i n  terms o f  ext raord inary e f f o r t  and expense 

involved i n  qua l i f y i ng  the  loops t h a t  we use f o r  our broad band 

l i n k s ,  and, o f  course, we are a voice over broad band or  voice 

over DSL player,  consequently i t  a f fec ts  a l l  o f  our services. 
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We are concerned t h a t  the t e s t i n g  r e s u l t s  looked a t  the  

t imeliness perhaps o f  the loop makeup procedure, bu t  no t  

necessari ly the  accuracy. And our question i s  d i d  you examine 

the accuracy i n  any form o f  the  data t h a t  you compiled from 

these tes ts?  

MR. WIRSCHING: I w i l l  draw your a t ten t i on  t o  

evaluation c r i t e r i a  TVV1-8-1, which i s  on Page POP-91, the  

evaluation c r i t e r i a  i s  Bel lSouth's in te r faces  provide accurate 

system responses t o  preorders. 

MR. McMAHAN: Could you expla in  t o  me how you tested 

the accuracy o f  the  data? 

MR. WIRSCHING: And t o  c l a r i f y ,  where we tested 

accuracy o f  the  data we determined t h a t  the  f i e l d s  were 

returned appropr iately.  

information was i n  the cor rec t  f i e l d .  S p e c i f i c a l l y  f o r  LMU, we 

3 id  not  v e r i f y  t h a t  the loop was i n  the  condi t ion t h a t  i t  would 

3e returned because our accounts are t e s t  accounts, they are 

not l i v e  accounts. So, therefore,  the  informat ion i n  the  t e s t  

account t h a t  i s  contained i n  LFACS would not  provide rea l  l i f e  

s i tuat ions data.  

I n  other words, the correct  

MR. McMAHAN: So e s s e n t i a l l y  you were t e s t i n g  the  

o n a l i t y  o f  the r e t u r n  o f  the  form from BellSouth t o  the  

but  not the performance o f  t he  actual loop as i t  was 

f i e d  i n  the database? 

MR. WEEKS: I t h i n k  i t ' s  f a i r  t o  character ize i t  t h a t  
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what we were doing was tes t i ng  the  system and i t s  a b i l i t y  t o  

accept and respond t o  and r e f l e c t  i n  the  response the  

informat ion stored i n  engineering databases t h a t  are accessed 

t o  re t r i eve  information. What we d i d n ' t  do i s  independently 

v e r i f y  t ha t  the informat ion t h a t  was i n  the  engineering 

databases t h a t  s i t  behind the query conform w i t h  what i s  

phys ica l l y  i n s t a l l e d  i n  the rea l  world. 

So i f  the engineering says there i s  a bridged tap and 

bridged tap informat ion was returned, we took t h a t  a t  face 

value. We d i d n ' t  go do any engineering work t o  determine 

whether there r e a l l y  was a bridged tap  on t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  loop. 

MR. McMAHAN: Were you aware o f  the  f a c t  t h a t  upwards 

o f  50 percent o f  the loops are not  i n  the  LFACS database? 

MR. WEEKS: I th ink  we were aware t h a t  not a l l  o f  the 

engineering database was there. 

whether the number was 50 o r  20 o r  70. But, yes, we were aware 

tha t  not a l l  o f  the engineering database i s  i n t a c t .  

I cou ldn ' t  have at tested t o  

MR. McMAHAN: So the  sample s ize  you used here, was 

tha t  a funct ion o f  the universe o f  loops o r  what basis was 

used? 

MR. WEEKS: This was a feature func t ion  t e s t  o f  a 

piece o f  software. 

MR. McMAHAN: So i t  was not any s o r t  o f  performance 

test ing,  then, i n  terms o f  - -  
MR. WEEKS: We were not  attempting t o  t e s t  the  
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accuracy o f  the loop makeup data i n  the engineering database as 

a percentage o f  t o t a l  loops i ns ta l l ed .  We were t e s t i n g  

software and i t s  a b i l i t y  t o  re tu rn  what was stored i n  the  

systems. 

MR. McMAHAN: Okay. You w i l l  agree, then, t h a t  

because your t e s t  stopped where i t  d i d  and attempted t o  

accomplish only  what you have j u s t  out l ined,  t h a t  i t  i s  

possible f o r  a CLEC t o  have enormous problems w i t h  the accuracy 

o f  the  data tha t  we r e t r i e v e  from LFACS through the  LMU process 

and be af fected adversely thereby i n  terms o f  higher costs, 

longer i n s t a l l a t i o n  t imes,  e t  cetera, and you would not have 

any know1 edge o f  t ha t  whatsoever? 

MR. WEEKS: The t e s t  was not designed t o  detect tha t .  

MR. McMAHAN: Okay. 

MR. KOPYTCHAK: Mr. Weeks, was the  quan t i t y  o f  data 

i n  LFACS tested w i th in  t h i s  process? 

MR. WEEKS: NO. 

MR. KOPYTCHAK: Thank you. 

MR. McMAHAN: L e t ' s  move on then t o  our second 

question. Was there any work done - - and I ' m  going t o  

reference here the fo l low ing  page, i t  i s  under provis ioning, 

Page 59. And the t e s t  i tem number i s  TVV4-5. Here we are 

t a l  k i ng  about BellSouth t e s t i n g  o r  t e s t i n g  o f  Bel 1South's 

p rov is ion  o f  DSL-1 or  synonomous T - 1  c i r c u i t s  i n  terms o f  

i n s t a l l a t i o n  appointments. And then on the next page there i s  
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the t e s t i n g  o f  the  percentage o f  D S - 1  o r  T - 1  c i r c u i t s  placed i n  

jeopardy due t o  PF condit ions. 

regarding t h i s  measurement. Again, what you were t e s t i n g  was 

the func t i ona l i t y  o f  the  process o f  these, o r  was i t  ac tua l l y  a 

performance t e s t  i n  the  sense o f  both the  actual c i r c u i t s  t h a t  

were i d e n t i f i e d  or  i ns ta l l ed?  

MR. WEEKS: This t e s t  was - -  because the pseudo-CLEC 

I have several questions 

was not  f a c i l  i t i es -based  - - re1 i e d  on commercial orders w i th  

rea l  CLECs. And i n  those cases we were ac tua l l y  measuring the 

extent t o  which i n  the case o f ,  I bel ieve you ca l l ed  out 

TVV4-4, i s  t ha t  correct? I mean, excuse me, 4 -5 .  What we 

looked a t  there i s  the  missed i n s t a l l a t i o n  appointments on the 

rea l  commercial orders t h a t  were the subject o f  t he  t e s t .  

MR. McMAHAN: Can you t e l l  me how you d i d  tha t ,  what 

the process was? 

MR. WEEKS: We looked a t  rea l  orders and determined 

whether the appointments were kept o r  not .  

MR. McMAHAN: And you based t h a t  on the  completion 

date o f  the  loop versus the  o r ig ina l  due date? 

MR. WEEKS: Fundamentally, the  technique here was t o  

obta in  from BellSouth a l i s t  o f  a l l  o f  the  orders and t h e i r  due 

dates, and then we went i n t o  the f i e l d  on the  due date and 

observed the actual operat ion o f  the prov is ion ing  a c t i v i t i e s  

and were there t o  determine f o r  ourselves whether the 

appointment was missed o r  not.  
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MR. McMAHAN: So from what you are saying, I imagine 

qou have one o f  your consultants r i d e  w i t h  an i n s t a l l e r  

.epairman or  a T - 1  i n s t a l l e r  t o  see i f  they ac tua l l y  met the 

h e  date? 

MR. WEEKS: I t ' s  not ac tua l l y  a r i d e  along, i t ' s  a 

neet a t  the customer loca t ion .  

MR. McMAHAN: Okay. So i n  t h a t  sense the blindness 

i f  the  t e s t  was t o t a l l y  sacr i f i ced ,  r i g h t ?  You were there a t  

the knowledge o f  the  i n s t a l l e r .  

MR. WEEKS: The i n s t a l l e r  had no knowledge before 

they ar r i ved  t h a t  we were going t o  be there.  

MR. McMAHAN: But he knew you were there when he 

started h i s  work. 

MR. WEEKS: Once we were there.  But t h i s  was d i d  he 

niss the appointment o r  not ,  which he c a n ' t  fake tha t .  He i s  

s i ther  there or  he i s  not.  

MR. McMAHAN: Okay. We are f i nd ing  a d i spa r i t y  i n  

the treatment o f  t he  demarcs i n  some cases on T-1s tha t  suggest 

to us t h a t  the i n s t a l l e r  w i l l  deal w i t h  the  demarc po in t  

super f i c i a l l y ,  i f  you w i l l ,  i n  i n s t a l l a t i o n  o f  CLECs loops o f  

t h i s  k ind  where we are f i nd ing  on the  r e t a i l  side tha t  there i s  

9 wi l l ingness t o  work w i t h  the customer and t o  put  the demarc 

a t  the appropriate spot. There seems t o  be disparate 

treatment there. 

MR. WEEKS: I ' m  sure the Commission would l i k e  t o  
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hear about tha t .  

MR. McMAHAN: But i n  your case you were able t o  

v e r i f y  t ha t  98.1 percent o f  the commercial orders were worked 

on the due date and as f a r  as you know were placed according t o  

the c r i t e r i a  o f  the customer as f a r  as the  demarc po in t?  

MR. WIRSCHING: I n  our sample we found no demarc 

problems. 

MR. McMAHAN: We have experienced those demarc 

problems tha t  I refer red  t o ;  and, o f  course, t h a t  adversely 

a f fec ts  our orders, having t o  resend e i the r  our technic ian or  

i n  some cases have BellSouth go back out  as wel l  t o  cor rec t  

wob l  ems w i th  demarcs. 

I t h ink  tha t  i s  probably a l l  we have, r i g h t ?  Do you 

lave anything else? That ’s  it. Thank you very much. 

CHAIRMAN JABER: Thank you. Well, i s  there another 

YLECs i n  the audience t h a t  has questions? Okay. 

Commissioners, t h i s  was the  po in t  I was going t o  

:lose out the workshop by a l lowing s t a f f  t o  b r i e f  us on the  

schedule from here on out, bu t  I thought I would give you a l l  

i n  opportuni ty i f  you had questions. Feel f ree  t o  ask them. 

Ikay. 

Ms. Harvey, Ms. Keating, what happens next? 

MS. KEATING: The next date t h a t  i s  scheduled i s  the 

lost-workshop comment due date, which i s  cu r ren t l y  Ju l y  22nd. 

The f i n a l  pub l i ca t ion  date i s  Ju l y  30th. Thereafter, s t a f f  
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d i l l  prepare a recommendation, schedule t o  be f i l e d  by August 

’3rd f o r  a special agenda on September 9th. 

CHAIRMAN JABER: Okay. Let me take an opportuni ty t o  

thank Mr. Wirsching, Mr. Weeks, your e n t i r e  team. I mean, 

Ibv ious ly  I know t h i s  was a long day f o r  a l l  o f  you, bu t  the 

“eport a t  the end o f  the day w i l l  be very useful t o  F lo r i da ,  I 

lope. And I thank you f o r  your hard work. I thank you f o r  

your patience today. 

Let me also acknowledge the  cooperative e f f o r t  o f  

3ellSouth, and you are t o  be commended f o r  your hard work i n  

th is  process. 

And not t o  forget  a l l  o f  the  stakeholders, and 

2er ta in ly  the ALECs tha t  pa r t i c i pa ted  today. Your questions 

dere very good. I hope t h a t  i t  w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  a thorough 

fleport and a thorough understanding o f  these issues. 

Job we1 1 done. 

S t a f f ,  thank you. 

(The workshop concluded a t  3:35 p.m.1 
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