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ANSWER OF BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.

d/b/a AT&T FLORIDA 

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. d/b/a AT&T Florida (“AT&T Florida”) hereby responds to the Complaint filed by Cbeyond Communications, LLC (“Cbeyond”), Time Warner Telecom, LP (“Time Warner”) and DeltaCom, Inc. (“Deltacom”) (collectively, “the CLECs”).  
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

Following the merger of BellSouth and AT&T, AT&T commenced on a plan to consolidate the operations support systems (“OSS”) of the two companies.  As background, the OSS capability of both companies has undergone exhaustive testing --  including third-party testing -- and has been recognized by regulatory bodies across the nation, including the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”) in the context of granting in-region long-distance authority to both companies,
 as providing competitive local exchange carriers (“CLECs”) with nondiscriminatory access to OSS in a manner that satisfies the requirements of the federal Telecommunications Act of 1996.
  One benefit of AT&T’s OSS consolidation is the establishment of common interfaces so that CLECs in the Southeast (the 9 legacy BellSouth states) will have access to the same functionality as AT&T’s carrier customers in the 13 legacy SBC states.  A common OSS platform ultimately will allow AT&T to provide better, more uniform service to all CLECs.  


Approximately one year ago, AT&T started the process of providing official notification to CLECs of its OSS consolidation plans (known as the 22-State OSS Release).
  The 22-State OSS Release plan involves a phased-in approach.  The first phase commenced with the April 19, 2008 release (“April Release”). In addition to official notifications, AT&T sent two e-mails to the Change Control Process (“CCP”) distribution list on June 28 and July 5, 2007 that reminded CLECs of the notification process migrating from Carrier Notification Letters to the Accessible Letter process.  AT&T presented an overview of the 22-State OSS changes at the CCP/Change Management Procedure (“CMP”) meeting held on September 12, 2007.
  Since then, the OSS changes have become a standing agenda item at the monthly CCP/CMP meetings. 
AT&T Florida acknowledges that a variety of CLEC-impacting issues arose in connection with the April Release in the Southeast region and that such issues primarily impacted CLECs’ ability to timely receive outbound transmissions
 from AT&T in certain situations.  AT&T Florida has used, and continues to use best efforts to resolve such issues, and expects to resolve any known, remaining April Release issues this month.  Further, AT&T will continue to communicate the status of such issues to all CLECs in a timely and informative manner.  For example, AT&T OSS Customer Support Teams have contacted numerous CLECs that operate in the Southeast, on both a proactive basis and in response to inquiries, to resolve issues, assist in order processing, and to provide status on previously submitted orders.  AT&T has also arranged meetings between CLECs and AT&T subject matter experts (“SMEs”) in order for the SMEs to address manual ordering issues and other OSS-related concerns raised by certain CLECs. 
Since the April Release, AT&T has met with the Commission Staff and interested CLECs to discuss the April Release and its plans for future 22-State OSS Releases in the Southeast region.  As a result of such meetings, AT&T has made many OSS-related commitments, including a commitment to temporarily suspend future 22-State OSS Releases in the Southeast pending resolution of April Release issues and to expand communications and testing of all future 22-State OSS Releases in the Southeast region.  AT&T’s commitments were filed with the Commission on May 27, 2008, and a copy of the same is attached as Exhibit A to this Answer.  
Without downplaying the impact of the April Release, AT&T notes that the April Release impacted the Flow Through or mechanized service order creation of approximately 8% or less of CLEC orders.  Disruption to the normal processing of Local Service Requests (“LSRs”) was the result of a series of unexpected events including hardware, software, and network issues.  There was no total breakdown of AT&T’s OSS.  Presently, AT&T’s efforts have substantially resolved the most impacting issues and current processing is mostly “business as usual.”  As stated in Exhibit A, the remaining, known software defects associated with the April Release are expected to be resolved later this month.  In sum, it is AT&T’s intent to address and resolve the April Release issues and implement process improvements that should reduce, to the furthest extent reasonably possible, the likelihood of issues of this magnitude arising in connection with future 22-State OSS Releases in the Southeast.  Moreover, AT&T will keep the Commission Staff and interested CLECs well-informed of its efforts.             

In response to the specific allegations set forth in the Complaint, AT&T Florida states as follows.  All allegations of the Complaint not expressly admitted are denied.  

INTRODUCTION

1.
Paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 of the Complaint require no response from AT&T Florida.

STATEMENT OF SUBSTANTIAL INTERESTS


2.
Responding to the allegations set forth in Paragraph 4 of the Complaint, AT&T Florida admits only that the CLECs do business in Florida. 


3.
Responding to the allegations set forth in Paragraph 5 of the Complaint, AT&T Florida admits that the CLECs use AT&T’s OSS to place orders, receive firm order confirmations, receive order clarifications, and receive reject notifications.   

BACKGROUND


4.
Responding to the allegations set forth in Paragraph 6 of the Complaint, AT&T Florida admits that Commission opened this docket (Docket No. 000121-TP), which remains open, and has issued several orders in the docket, including Order No. PSC-01-1819-FOF-TP.  AT&T Florida respectfully refers the Commission to the Orders issued in this docket for their contents, and denies all inconsistent allegations and characterizations.   


5.
Responding to the allegations set forth in Paragraph 7 of the Complaint, AT&T Florida respectfully refers the Commission to Order No. PSC-01-1819-FOF-TP (and subsequent orders issued in this docket) and § 364.01(3), Florida Statutes for their contents, and denies all inconsistent allegations and characterizations.


6.
Responding to the allegations set forth in Paragraph 8 of the Complaint, AT&T Florida admits that a variety of CLEC-impacting issues arose in connection with the April Release in the Southeast region and that such issues primarily impacted CLECs’ ability to timely receive outbound transmissions from AT&T in certain situations.  AT&T Florida affirmatively avers that it used (and continues to use) best efforts to resolve such issues, and expects to resolve any known, remaining April Release issues this month (see Exhibit A).  Further, AT&T will continue to communicate the status of such issues to all CLECs in a timely and informative manner.  Presently, AT&T’s efforts have substantially resolved the most impacting issues and current processing is mostly “business as usual.”  

ALLEGED AT&T OSS FAILURES
7.
Responding to the allegations set forth in Paragraph 9 of the Complaint, AT&T Florida admits that the April Release commenced on April 19, 2008.  

8.
Responding to the allegations set forth in Paragraph 10 of the Complaint, AT&T Florida admits that a variety of CLEC-impacting issues arose in connection with the April Release in the Southeast region and that such issues primarily impacted CLECs’ ability to timely receive outbound transmissions from AT&T in certain situations.  AT&T Florida admits that a variety of CLEC-impacting issues arose in AT&T’s Southeast region in connection with the April Release.  AT&T Florida affirmatively avers that it used (and continues to use) best efforts to resolve such issues, and expects to resolve any known, remaining April Release issues this month (see Exhibit A).  Further, AT&T will continue to communicate the status of such issues to all CLECs in a timely and informative manner.  AT&T Florida lacks information and belief to respond to the generalized grievances alleged in Paragraph 10, which are not CLEC-specific, and therefore denies the same.  Without limiting the foregoing, AT&T Florida denies that AT&T Florida “took over a week to even begin” to take corrective action in response to the April Release issues, and denies that its call center personal lacked proper training to assist in such corrective action.

9.
Responding to the allegations set forth in Paragraph 11 of the Complaint, AT&T Florida admits that a variety of CLEC-impacting issues arose in connection with the April Release in the Southeast region and that such issues primarily impacted CLECs’ ability to timely receive outbound transmissions from AT&T in certain situations.  AT&T Florida affirmatively avers that it used (and continues to use) best efforts to resolve such issues, and expects to resolve any known, remaining April Release issues this month (see Exhibit A).  Further, AT&T will continue to communicate the status of such issues to all CLECs in a timely and informative manner.  Without limiting the forgoing, AT&T Florida admits that an EDI outage occurred on May 5, 2008, but denies that such outage lasted the length of time asserted by the CLECs.    
10.
Responding to the allegations set forth in Paragraph 12 of the Complaint, AT&T Florida admits that a variety of CLEC-impacting issues arose in connection with the April Release.  AT&T Florida affirmatively avers that it used (and continues to use) best efforts to resolve such issues, and expects to resolve any known, remaining April Release issues this month, including continued proactive and individual support for users of AT&T’s manual ordering processes (see Exhibit A).  Further, AT&T will continue to communicate the status of such issues to all CLECs in a timely and informative manner.   

11.
AT&T Florida lacks information and belief to respond to the generalized grievances alleged in Paragraph 13, which are not CLEC-specific, and therefore denies the same.  Without limiting the forgoing, AT&T Florida affirmatively avers that as of close of business on May 24, 2008, AT&T’s Birmingham Local Service Center (“LSC”) resumed pre-April Release status with the order processing of in-bound requests.  Further, AT&T has proactively responded to billing concerns arising out of the April Release and is in the process of  proactively issuing billing adjustments in connection with the April Release (see Exhibit A).           

12.
Responding to the allegations set forth in Paragraph 14 of the Complaint, AT&T Florida admits orders submitted by Cbeyond, Time Warner, DeltaCom, and other CLECs have been impacted by the April Release.  AT&T Florida affirmatively avers that it took immediate action in response to the April Release issues, including, but not limited to, providing continuous technical support and expanding the LSC’s hours of operation.  Currently, the vast majority of all outstanding outgoing transactions (such as FOCs) have been successfully delivered to CLECs.  
13.
AT&T Florida lacks information and belief to respond to the allegations set forth in Paragraph 15 of the Complaint and therefore denies the same.  

14.
The allegations set forth in Paragraph 16 of the Complaint are denied.  Again, AT&T Florida admits that a variety of CLEC-impacting issues arose in connection with the April Release in the Southeast region and that such issues primarily impacted CLECs’ ability to timely receive outbound transmissions from AT&T in certain situations.  AT&T Florida affirmatively avers that it used (and continues to use) best efforts to resolve such issues, and expects to resolve any known, remaining April Release issues this month (see Exhibit A).  Further, AT&T will continue to communicate the status of such issues to all CLECs in a timely and informative manner. 
15.
The allegations set forth in Paragraph 17 of the Complaint are denied.  
PMAP AND SEEM IMPACTS

16.
Responding to the allegations set forth in Paragraph 18 of the Complaint, AT&T Florida respectfully refers the Commission to the Orders issued in this docket and the current Florida SQM and SEEM plans (collectively, “SQM/SEEM plan”) for their contents, and denies all inconsistent allegations and characterizations.
  The remaining allegations set forth in Paragraph 18 of the Complaint are denied.

17.
To the extent the allegations set forth in Paragraph 19 of the Complaint assert that the SQM/SEEM plan failed to capture certain ordering-related transactions, such allegations are denied.  Again, AT&T Florida admits that a variety of CLEC-impacting issues arose in connection with the April Release in the Southeast region and that such issues primarily impacted CLECs’ ability to timely receive outbound transmissions from AT&T in certain situations.  AT&T Florida affirmatively avers that it used (and continues to use) best efforts to resolve such issues, and expects to resolve any known, remaining April Release issues this month (see Exhibit A).  Further, AT&T will continue to communicate the status of such issues to all CLECs in a timely and informative manner.  To the extent the April Release caused AT&T Florida to miss the standards associated with ordering-related measures (such as FOC Timeliness or Reject Interval), AT&T Florida will pay applicable SEEM remedy payments.    
18.
Responding to the allegations set forth in Paragraph 20 of the Complaint, AT&T Florida admits that the OSS Interface Availability measure is not a Tier I measure (it is a Tier II measure).  The remaining allegations of Paragraph 20 of the Complaint are denied.  

19.
 The allegations set forth in Paragraph 21 of the Complaint are denied.  AT&T Florida respectfully refers the Commission to the SQM/SEEM plan for a description of the FOC Timeliness metric, and denies all inconsistent allegations and characterizations.  To the extent the CLECs are requesting additional and/or revised OSS-related SQM/SEEM metrics, AT&T Florida affirmatively avers that such requests should be raised, discussed, and debated in the next periodic review of the SQM/SEEM plan.
20.
AT&T Florida lacks information and belief to respond to the generalized grievances alleged in Paragraph 22 of the Complaint, which are not CLEC-specific, and therefore denies the same.  To the extent the CLECs are requesting additional and/or revised OSS-related SQM/SEEM metrics, AT&T Florida affirmatively avers that such requests should be raised, discussed, and debated in the next periodic review of the SQM/SEEM plan.

DISPUTED ISSUES OF MATERIAL FACT

21.
The allegations set forth in Paragraph 23 of the Complaint are denied.  Again, AT&T Florida admits that a variety of CLEC-impacting issues arose in connection with the April Release in the Southeast region and that such issues primarily impacted CLECs’ ability to timely receive outbound transmissions from AT&T in certain situations.  AT&T Florida affirmatively avers that it used (and continues to use) best efforts to resolve such issues (AT&T expects to resolve any remaining Release issues this month – see Exhibit A) and that AT&T will continue to communicate the status of such issues to all CLECs in a timely and informative manner.


22.
Paragraph 24 of the Complaint sets forth a speculative list of potential disputed issues of fact which requires no response from AT&T Florida.  To the extent a response is required, the allegations set forth in Paragraph 24 of the Complaint are denied.  Without limiting the foregoing, AT&T Florida affirmatively avers that appropriate notice of the April Release was provided in accordance with the Change Management Procedure (“CMP”).

ULTIMATE FACTS ALLEGED
23. The allegations set forth in Paragraph 25 of the Complaint are denied.

STATUTES AND RULES ENTITLING THE CLECs TO RELIEF

24.
AT&T Florida respectfully refers the Commission to the cited Florida statutes, Florida administrative rule, and Order No. PSC-01-1819-FOF-TP (as well as the other Orders issued in this docket) for their contents, and denies all inconsistent allegations and characterizations.  AT&T Florida denies that the aforementioned authority entitles the CLECs to any relief whatsoever.   
RELIEF REQUESTED

25.
Responding to the allegations set forth in Paragraph 27 of the Complaint, AT&T Florida respectfully refers the Commission to Order No. PSC-01-1819-FOF-TP (as well as the other Orders issued in this docket) for their contents, and denies all inconsistent allegations and characterizations.  Without limiting the foregoing, the applicable SQM/SEEM audit provisions are set forth in Appendix B of the SQM plan and in Section 4.9.1 of the SEEM plan. 


26.
Responding to the allegations set forth in Paragraph 28 of the Complaint, AT&T Florida denies that an independent audit of the April Release is warranted or necessary.  Without limiting the foregoing, AT&T Florida has provided, and will continue to provide, information and explanations regarding the April Release, and has fully supported CLEC requests for status, escalation, and assistance.  AT&T Florida will continue to respond to CLEC inquiries both through individual customer support and through weekly meetings opened to all CLECs and will continue to do so until all April Release issues are resolved.  Moreover, AT&T’s internal review and expanded test plan (see Exhibit A), will include any necessary root cause analysis of the April Release issues.    


27.
Responding to the allegations set forth in Paragraph 29 of the Complaint, AT&T Florida denies that a stay of future 22-State OSS Releases is appropriate or in the best interests of the users of AT&T’s OSS.  Moreover, because AT&T Florida has committed to temporarily suspending future 22-State OSS Releases in the Southeast region (see Exhibit A), there is no need for the Commission to consider prohibiting future 22-State OSS Releases in the Southeast region.

28.
Responding to the allegations set forth in Paragraph 30 of the Complaint, AT&T Florida respectfully refers the Commission to Order No. PSC-01-1819-FOF-TP (as well as the other Orders issued in this docket) for their contents, and denies all inconsistent allegations and characterizations.  The remaining allegations of Paragraph 30 of the Complaint are denied.  

29.
Responding to the WHEREFORE section of the Complaint, AT&T Florida denies that the CLECs are entitled to the requested relief.

WHEREFORE, having responded to the Complaint, and given the commitments made by AT&T Florida regarding the April Release and future 22-State OSS Releases in the Southeast region (see Exhibit A), AT&T Florida respectfully requests that the Commission issue an Order dismissing the Complaint and granting such further relief as the Commission deems just and proper.

Respectfully submitted, the 2nd day of June, 2008.
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. d/b/a AT&T FLORIDA
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� 	See e.g. Memorandum Opinion and Order, In the Matter of Application by SBC Communications Inc., Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, and Southwestern Bell Communications Services, Inc. d/b/a Southwestern Bell Long Distance Pursuant to Section 271 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 to Provide In-Region, InterLATA Services in Texas, FCC 00-238, CC Docket No. 00-65 (June 30, 2000); Memorandum Opinion and Order, In the Matter of Application of SBC Communications, Inc., Pacific Bell Telephone Company, and Southwestern Bell Communications Services, Inc., for Authorization to Provide In-region, InterLATA Services in California, FCC 02-330, WC Docket No. 02-306 (Dec. 19, 2002); Memorandum Opinion and Order, In the Matter of Application by BellSouth Corporation, BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., and BellSouth Long Distance, Inc., for Authorization to Provide In-Region, InterLATA Services in Florida and Tennessee, FCC 02-331, WC Docket No. 02-307 (Dec. 19, 2002). 


� 	47 U.S.C. § 271(c)(2)(B)(ii).


� 	See Accessible Letter issued on June 1, 2007 (SN9108706).  


� 	CCP and CMP meetings were combined in September 2007. 


� 	Such transmissions, include, but are not limited to: Firm Order Confirmations, Completion Notices, and Billing Completion Notices


� 	The current SQM/SEEM plan can be reviewed at the following web site: �HYPERLINK http://pmap.wholesale.att.com/content/documentation.aspx ��http://pmap.wholesale.att.com/content/documentation.aspx�
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