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Rhythms Links, Ine. (“Rhythms”), MCl WorldCom, I.nc AT&T Corp., Spnm :
Covnd Cammumcanons. Inc (‘ Covad),l\orth?omt Commumcatmns Inc., Intermedm
Communications Ing, [P Communications Corporation, CoreCornm Communications,
Inc., and Birch Telecom, Inc., (referred to'joiﬁt.ly herein a; “Participatir;xg CLE?S_")
herchy submit this notification of final sf;ams of Sout.hwcstcm Bell Corpt')ration‘.s
(*SBC™) advanced Services (jSS Flan of Record. This notification is made pursuant to
requrements of the Federal Communications Commjssidn (“Commission™} in Aﬁpcndix
C, puragraph 15¢(2) of the SBC/Ameritech merger order.! The Participating CLECs wish
to nctify the Commission that they were unable to reach agreement on all uaresolved
issues regarding pre-ordering, ordering and provisioning for advanced services, including
xDS:.-capable loops. Because agreement was not reached on all issues, SBC has not
fulfilled requirements of the Merger Conditions Crder, as set forth in Paragraph 13¢(2),
and thus, has not successfully completed Phase 2. No CLEC in attendance at the
collaboratives, including SBC’s datz affiliate, was willing to sign an agreement indicating
that SBC has fully met its obligations during the POR process. However, the
Participating CLECs were able to reach agreement on some issues, as discussed below,
and i proposcd agreement reflecting those arces is attached as Exhibit A, All CLECs
who have actively participated in the POR proceedings have signed that Agreement. In
addirion, the Participating CLECs are providing a detailed summary of unrssolved issues,

including some that the CLECSs had previcusly viewed as resolved.

Vin re dpplications of Ameritech Corp,, Transferer, and SBC Communications, Inz., Tronsferce, For
cansemi fo Transfer For Cansent [0 Transfer Control of Corporutions Holding Commission Licenses gnd
. Lines Pursuant lo Seciiony 214 and 310(d). of the Communlcations Act and Parts 5, 22, 24, 25, 63, UU 25
) and i0i uf!he C umm:mun 'w Rules, (el Ocinher 8, 1999) [ 'Mcrgt:r Drder].
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In lightA of the dlﬁ'lr:ultxesm reéchiﬁg ag_reemc;nt on dispu.ted issues, the - _
'Parti:ip;ning CLECs do n;:at‘ l-ae]'ieve': it w;:;.xld be fruitful to conduc't further éollaboraﬁires
with SBC to r:a.-ch a negotiated agreement, with two exceptions, First, the Partic_ipazing
CLECs urge the _Com::nis_si.on t_ordircct SBCto pé.r;tic_ipnt_:': ina ﬁnher cg].-labofative';:n
pre-c-rdeﬁng_, 6‘rd¢ring- and provis_i_oni#g for aanﬁcéd services in a Project Pfo_;uto
configuration. The Project Pronto planisa sub-s.tant..ial network re-configucation already
undecway by SBC? However, becausé Project Pronto was announced in the midst of the
POR process, neither the POR itself, nor SBC’s February 7, 2000 Addendumn pruvid-c
sufficient in.fﬁrmation. Both SBC and the Participating CLECs agrec that Project Propto
is aporopriately int.';ludcd in this Ad#u.nced Services _POR, thus SBC should have, but did
not, provida a 12-month forward looking view of process changes and éepinymcnt
schedule for Project Pronto under the requirements of Paragraph 15 of the Merger Order.
Secn_nd, the Perticipating CLECs request a discussion of parity issues at the additionst
collaborative, Many of SBC's proposals in Project Pronto and other offerings, such as
gateways and interfaces developed for SBC's data affiliate that are unavailable to
Partizipating CLECs, raise substantial and serious parity issues. Therefore, the
Partizipating CLECs request that an additiona! collsborative be held during the next two
.weel-:s at which SBC must make available subject matter experts to provide details about
O35S issucs related to Project Pronto and parily issues related 1o SBC's OSS generally.
The Participating CLECS request that the collaborative be held in Washington, D.C. and
that r:orpmission staff attend. For thr issues identified in Section V as disputed issues, all

of which were previously identified in correspondence to the Commission, the

? Collaborative Session 4, March 29, 2000 (Phiflips-9%1:8-14).

,7 3-
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' Pa.rti‘;ipating; CLECS Sélicve' further progréss is not ploésib!e a-.nd_.tl‘ncre.fore _they_requaét . |
t-h_e Clommis;;ion to authorize arbitration. | '
L BACKGROUND .

On December 6, 1999, SBC made available on its secure v}ebsitr.;.a Plan of Record
discussing the present n;xcthod of operation (“"PMO”) for the operatidns. ahd support -
systems (" 0OSS™) that support pre-ordering and ordering of unbundled network elements
(*UNEs") for advanced scrvices.” SBC p-rovid:d a PMO for each of its four service
territaries — Pacific Bell/Nevada Bell, Southwestern Bell Telephone, Ametitech
Information Systems, and Southe_rn New England Telephone {*SNET™). In addition,
SBC provided a description of a unified fature method of operation ("FMO") tha.f it
inter.ded to make avaiiable across its 13-state region.

CLECs submittzd detailed comments expressing nhumerous concems about SBC's
Phase I Plan of Record on January &, 2000. As required by the Merger Order, SBC
scheduled a workshop on January 19, 2000 to discuss and resolve the Participating
CLECS’ concerns. At the conclusion of the January 19, 2000 meeting, held in Dallas,
Texes, the positions of the Participating CLECs and SBC were far apart, with no
agresmant reached regarding Participating CLECS” concerns. Part of the rcason for the
lack of agreement was SBC’s insistence that discussions at the workshop could center
Gl;il)’ on a limited subset of issues that SBC decmed to be “inside the scope of the POR.”
Thetefore, a sccond set of meetings, for February 1 and Z, 2000, were scheduled, alse in

Drallas, Texas.

? Althiough SBC posted the POR on TCNet in the Ameritech rcgioh; it did not indicaté that CLECs could
tile camuments regarding the proposal. In its other repions SBC included a notificetion that CLECs could
file commens, - ' E '
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 Atthe February 1 and 2 meetings, the Participating CLECs believed agresment
had been reached with SBC .on several issues, bul there were nurnerous u.n.resolvéd issues
remaining. _The Participating CLECs notiﬁed the Cprrunissioﬁ of these.diéputed issues on
Febraary 7, 2000 and requesfed an additional period during. which further collaboratives
coukl be held to negotiate. SBC filed a concurrent notification that some issues reméined ‘
unresolved. The Participating CLECS further clarified tht;ir concerns regarding the
unresolved issues on February 14, 2000,and on P"ebrua:y 16, 2000, SBC reﬁponded. -On.
Febriary 24, 2000, the Commission grinted an extension u.nti.l March 17, 2000 during
which the Participating CLECs and SBC could conduct further collaboratives, SBC
.notified CLECSs that a two-day collaborative would be held on March 13-14, 2000, in
Dallus. However, an March 9, 2000, SBC belatedly discovered personne] constraints and
requested Participating CLEC concurtence that 2 further extension be sought from the
Commission. On March 10, 2000, The Commission granted a limited extension vmtil
March 31, 2000 with the express understanding that SBC utilize the interim period 10
provide Participating CLECs with information in advance of a new collaborative. The
final collaborative on SBC's Advanced Services OSS Plan of Record was held on
biarch 28-29, 2000 in Dallas.

II. SBC’SPLAN OF RECORD DOES NOT COMPLY WITH
REQUIREMENTS OF THE MERGER ORDER

In implementing the Merger Conditions, the Commission recognized that &

primary reguirement was to fulfill the Commission’s statutory obligation under the

Telecommunications Act ol 1996 (“the Act”) to open local telecommunications networks
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to competition, * 'I'hc ;fc_mhissicn imposed the Merger Conditions 'e:.cpress]y' to a;.licviatc
‘the potential harm to the public interest assaciated with the SBC/Ameritech merger.” The
prinr.:'ipal harm identified was the ﬁerggr’s likely anti-competitive effect. The Mcrg_cr-
Conditions v;rcrc put in. place to ensure that competitors \;;.rou_ld'-}iavé g sufficient

" opportunity to enter the market and offer services that rival and surpass those provided by -
SBC’Ameritech. The Commission .:onclpdgd that, without the Merger Conditions, the
SBC/Ameritech merger “will lead the merged entity to raise entry bérriers thai will
adversely affect the ability of rivals to compete in the provision of fetail advanced
services thereby reducing competition and increasing priccs'for consumers.” . Therefore,
any cvaluation of SBC's satisfaction of its obligations vnder the Merger Order must be
based on a careful inquiry into the effect of SBC’s conduct an competition,

During its review of the SBC/Amentech merger, the Commission concluded that
the S BC/Ameritech merger would tend to encourage diserimination against advanced
services competitors, and therefore imposed the Merger Conditions.” As one of those
conditions, SBC was required 1o develop ap Advanced Services OSS Plan of Record
providing “an overall assessment of SBC's and Ameritech’s existing Datagate and EDI
interfaces, business processes and rules, hardware capabilities, data capabilities, and
differences, and SBC/Ameritech’s plan for developing and deploying enhancements to
the cxisting Dataga%c or EDI interfaces for pre—.ordcring xDSL and other Advanced

Services components end enhancements to the existing EDI interface for ordering xDSL

¢ Imp.ementarion of the Local Compelition Provisinons nf the Teleconnmunicatinns Act of 19956, CC Dacket
No. 96-98, First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red. 15,499, 1 (1996)(Loéal Competitien Order™),

Metger Order §357.
ok Merper Order2t 32, .
? Merger Order at §f 186, ‘254. L
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and ¢ther Advanﬁed Services componeats . . ..'.’; Cléa.r_ly then, tfxe_ Commission viewed
“the existing ];::‘beDatz.igate systems éf SBC as-ipadequate t.a. fulfill SBC’S obligations ta
support cpmpcﬂ.tors’ cotry into the advanced services market.

The Datagate gatewsy aﬁd th: EDI firégtocalé are ghe conduit.s_th{qugh wh_ich
CLECS interact with SBC's OSS to obtain the capabilities, rscrviccs and feature they nced
to compete. Thesc systems represent a critical bottleneck for CLECs, and the
Commission took steps to ensure that they could be used fully by CLéCs to access other
ncccssafy capabilities to which CLECS are éntitlcd. For example, the Commission’s

| UNE Remand QOrder requircs that CLEC{.s b.;c giveq access to ILECs’ backend systems,
databases and records. The I'CC’s UNE Remand order stated “the relevant inquiry is not
whether the retail arm of the incumbent has access to the underlying loop qualification
information, but rather whether such intformation exists anywhere within the incumbents’
back office and can be accessed by any of the incumbent LEC’s personnel.”® Thus, EDI
and Datagate must be capable of providing the necessary access to such systems in order
for C?LECS 1o exercise tl:éir richts under the UNE Remand Order.

Although SBC has contended numerous times during the POR process that CLEC
requésts were “‘outside the scope™ of the POR, SBC’s assertion is incorrect. Any
capability, feature or information that CLECs bave a right under to access throegh SBC's
058 will ncccs.-%ari]y go through the EDI/DataGate systems provided by SBC.

Addi lionally, CLECs have a ight 1o ensure that the EDI/DataGate systems will support
CLEC operations at parity with the flow-through, integrated systems SBC has develuped

for irself or its apiva.ncc scrvice affiliates. The Paﬁicipati.ng CLECs submit that all of the

) Y In tw Ilfa'.'ler of!mpfemcnm{mn r,-frh. Local Campetmo; Provisions of the Tclecommumcnnoru Actof
1998, Third R:port and Order, CC Docket Nc 956-98 {rel. Nav, 5, 1999) (" UNE Rémand Order") ? 430,

-7 .
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disputed issues discussed bcibw-fall squarciy w_ithiﬁ the scope of modiﬁégtiéns or -
information SBC. n;ﬁst provide so rthat _CLEC;_ can exerciss their rights granted by
Commission orders and the Telecommunications Act. Thus, fesolution of all disputed
: _issue is n.ec‘essary tior SBC to comply with its obligations .under'the Merger Order. -
I FURTHER COLLABORATIVES WILL NOT ASSIST

THE PARTIES IN REACHING AGREEMENT
ON DIST'UTED ISSUES

Participating CLECs have been active in collaboratives for three months in an
cffort to reach agreement on necessary modifications to SBC’s EDI and Datagate

systems. The Participating CLECs first notified SBC that the Plan of Record was

deficient via comments filed in Januery.” The CLEC comments were followed by a-
series of three collaborative meetings in which CLECs attempted to further define the
QSS capabilities required to support thelr enty into the advanced services market. In
order to ensure that the Plan of Record achisved its purpose, the Merger Order requires
SBC toreach a written agreement with the Participating CLECs regarding modificatians.
Despite their good faith efforts, the Pariicipating CLECs were unable to reach a written
agresment on all issues, and as discussed below, several issues critical to the Partictpating
CLECS’ ability to compete and to cxercise their rights under Commission orders and the
Telezommunications Act are in dispute.

Some of these issues arc in diépute: because SBC was unable or unwilling to
provide sufficient information to the Participating CLECs to enablc them 1o assess
whether the proposed POR would adequately meet their needs for pre-ordering, ordering

and provisioning of advanced services. The remaining disputed issues are discussed in

Section V below. Because a written agreement was not reached on these disputed issuey,
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_ SBC.is'ﬁot in coﬁapliancc\vith the Merger Order.- The Parﬁcipaﬁng CLECs submit that
wﬁtté; agreemez'ﬁ- ;vas oot r.ea;h‘ed on all is.;ucs for the foHoQing reasons.
A, SBC Faﬂed to Prepare for the Collaboratives
The Cc.:-mnﬁssion grélnted SBCan extqnsibn of thé mllaborativc p'rocess t_mtil_‘
March 31, 2000 with the express condition that SBC mus;{ utili.ic the time to ﬂly prepare
for the collaborative. The Comumnission stated, “this limited extension of timne should not
delay SBC’s efforts to provide-CLECs wn‘.h information ﬁ:cdcd to partipii:ate |
produ:tiveiy in the extended Phasc 1l advanced services OSS workshops. SBC should
therefore provide the participating CLECs with such information in advance of the
extended workshop dates, which will allow for a more productive and elficient
collaborative pmcess.”m
| Despite the Commission’s directive, SBC did not provide CLECs with requested
information prior to the collaborative and, in fact, SBC delayed any substantial work
cffort on compiling information requested by CLECs until immediately prior to the
collaborative date. For example, the CLECs requested, and SBC represented to the
Commission that it had agreed to provide, sample data from its ioop‘qualiﬁcation system.
‘The Participating CLECs requested loop gualification information from 100 addresses
selected at random from each of the SBC/Amenitech state;s. 'I;he Participating CLECs
provided SBC with a spreadsheet to be populated with these data in early February.

However, SBC did not begin attempting to compile the sample data until the week before

) Ma:gcr Order, Appendn C. paregraph i5c{1}(B). '
" in the February 24" CCB Letier, the Bureau stated that SBC should prowde the participating CLECs
. with nfermstion peeded to participets in the advonced serviees O8S collaborative sessions required by the
. Merger Conditions. Such information includes, for example, sample data from SBC’s existing loop
qualification processes for 100 addresses in 13 states, information on the methods in which SBC will -
support ordering line skaring arrangaments, and certain information about SBC’b rccurds databases and
back-end systcms See Fcbruary 24% CCB Letter 2t 2-5. .
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the hffa;rc;h ,28,. 2000 cAoHsbom:ive.‘_‘. VCi!ing time constraints, SBC was able to provi de

loop qualification data on onlir 50 addresses, not the 130t) requested by the Participating

CLETs. Not on‘l}; were the data Jacking inyql_um:, but in quality as well. "The personnel 7
: cu-ﬂe.:clti_.}').g the data were not gi:ven e ;ommén understanding of how to report the data,

such as by using a common key or by havi.ng_a meeting at which all personnei received

commrnen in;tructions.

In addition, SBC peréonnel at the collaborative did not have sufficient information
to answer many questions of the Participating CLECs. Such inability is especially
disappointing given that the Comimission provided guidance to SBC on topics that should
be discussed and the CLECs reinforced that guidance with a letter detailing exactly what
information the CLECs required on March 24, 2000, prior to the final collaborative.

B. SBC Failed to Provide Reguested Information and Documents

On March 24, 2000, the Participating CLECs wrote to SBC reilerating the type of
information and documentation f_hc-y required for several issue;s scheduled for negotiation
at the March 28 and 29 mesting. The Participating CLECs believed that SBC had agreed
to provide much of this information, and in some instances, the Comrmnission had
indicated that such information was necessary. SBC did pot contact any of the
Participating CLECs indicating that such information and documents could not be
providé&. However, SBC personnel at the March 28 and 29 mectiﬁg stated that they did
not liave such information and documents or that they did not want to provide them. The
“Participating CLECSs weic secking technical documentation on the following: Methods

and Procedures documenting changes made ta the pre-ordering, ordcringra.n'd'

" Co.luborative Session 4; March 29, 2000 (Fhitlips 1056:9-1057:3).
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: provisioning syét’ems ini light of the ED1/DataGate enhancements for xDSL provided on
standalone looﬁs and in a Line Sharing Arrang:mcnt; documentﬁtion on SBC’s-
agrecment to populate its electronic databases with loop provisioning information afier a
CLEZ pays for a manual look up: and documcntatmn on the table changcs or other
chanzes mad: to LFACS or other database systems in ordcr to dismantle SBC’s spectrum
manggement systcm.

C. SBC Reverscd Its Position on Some.Previoust Agrecd-Ta Issnes

At the February 1 and 2 collaborative, the CLECs sugpested a list of 13 specific -
requessts for modifications to SBC’s OSS and SBC agféed. SBC then filed an addendum
with the Cormnmission refllecting ﬁosc areas of agreement. However, SBC reversed its
position on some of those issues at the March 28 and 29 collaborative. For example,
SBC reported to the Comrnission that it had agreed not Lo require a mandatory loop
gualification for loops of 12,000 feet or less. In a letter to Mr. Larry Stickling, SBC
stated “Where a CLEC determines 8 foop length of less than 12,000 feet (through loop
pre-qualification or otherwise), the CLEC may order the loop in reliance on the CLEC
loop length information without having to perform the loop qualification.”'? SBC had
made the same commitment in December to the Texas Public Utilities Commission as
pari of the proceeding cxamining its applicati-an to pravide in region interrelate service

under Section 271 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996.> However, at the meeting on

I* Letter fram SBC to Larry Strickiing, Chiel Cammon Carrier Bureaw, February 16, 2000 at 3.

" Sen Texus Public Utilitics Commission comments regarding SBC*s Section 271 application,
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| Marc'ﬁ 28 ;.nd 29, aﬁSBC Tepresentative stﬁtéd'seve:'a] times tl;a{ ioop qy.laliﬁc:ation
wo:ﬁ‘d be Arequi.réd regardless of the length of the loop. .

Sim.il_au_'ly, SBC had previously assured the Participating CLECs and the
Commission that its advanced sen(ice§ afﬁ,lia.tes “_wﬂl uﬁlizt: the D_ata_Gate a.h_d EDI
intcr;'ace;s and 'would. be operating thosé interfaces in the same manner as the CLECs."
Howzver, at the March 28 and 29 meeting, SBC representatives indicated that it has

' developed two interfaces, EDI and a new interface, Advanced Scrvi;:;s Order System
(“*ASOS™). ASOS was develuped according to specifications from SBC's advanced
service affiliate, Advanced Solutions, Inc., but will not be rna;lc available to unaffiliated
CLECs. |

SBC also reversed its position regarding the definition of loop length, 2 critical
charnicteristic for the provision of xXDSL services. At the February 1 and 2 meeting, SBC
indicated that loop length would provide the distance from the central office to the
customer’s pedestal. However, at the March 28 and 29 meeting, the Participating CLECs
disccrvered after questioning SBC that in the Project Pronto configuration (i.e., fiber-fed
DLC to an remote terminal), SBC would provide only the copper portion of the loop (i.e.,
from the RT to the customer pedestal). SBC eventually reverted to the previous
definition of loop length during a conference call on March 31, 2000, the day this
documents from the Participating CLECSs was duc at the Commission. |

Finally, SBC agreed during the coflaborative to rmaintain the existing pre-

qual:fication processes, which SBC agreed to do. However, SBC circulated Accessible

¥ Collaborative Session 4, March 29, 2000 (Chapman) 1092:6-1093:4; 1183:22-1190:5. .

. * Lelter fram SBC to Larry Strickling, Chief Common Curtier Bureua, February 16, 2000.2 3.

12
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Letter (CLEC 00-082) that was x;ot discussed in tbeimec_tingr indicating ';hat T'Cnet in ibc
Amesitech region, will be replé.ced by anoiﬁcr web-based GUIL The faﬂicipazing CLECs
| shou d have been mformcd through the POR of any such change.
IV. ISSUES ON WHICH AGR‘EEMENT WAS REACHED
At the conclusion of the February 1 and 2 collaborative, agree.mcnt was reached
on 13 modlﬁcahons or commmnents to SBC’s Plan of Record. SBC and the
~ Partizipating CLECs filed documents at the Comm.tssmn md:cdhng their arcas of
agreement. Ilowever sincc that time, as discussed above, SBC appears to have changed
its position sufficiently that some of the prior agrecmchts may have been reversed, Those
issues will be discussed as issues ;ﬁﬂ in dispute in the next sectivn. The Participating
CLECs reached agreement with SBC regarding several issues. The exact language
agrerd to, and signatures indicating agreement on these issues is included in
Attachment A ta this document.
A, Additional Data Elemensts in Loop Qualification
The Participating CLECs and SBC had agreed at the February 1 and 2 meeting to
a list of 32 data elements that would be provided as part of SBC’s I'oop qualification
systemn. All elements would be available no later than Decernber 2, 2000. A1 the
March 28 and 29, 2000 collaborative, SBC reversed its position as to several of the data
elements on the list, indicating that it could not provide the infnrmatinn, or redefining the

data element so that it no longer provides all of the information requested by the

Participating CLECs. SBC was persuaded by the Participating CLECs to reconsider its
| - posijion, and SBC eventually agreed to provide the set of data elements agreed to in
! _ ‘Fcbxﬁa.ry. This agreement was rcached Quring a conference call held the day this

cogument was due at the Commission. In addiGon, to the list of dats elements from the

13 Lol
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Pebmaz]v,r meenng, SBC agrccd to provide a fcw new data e]emcnts that will be requxred
for xDSL pre-o rdenng ina PmJect Pronto egvironment. Thr: completc Tlist of data
elements SBC agreed lo provrde is provided in Attachment A,

‘B. Support for nnd Mod)ﬁcnhon to CLEC User Intcrfnces _

SBC agreed to support Vengate LEX and WebGUI grap}ucal user interfaces now
and in the future. SBC agreed to move forward the date for pre-qualification done
throtigh a GUT in the Ameritech region to September 1, 2000,
| | C. Provision of Dcsign Leyout Records:

Indu.stry standard Dares are not available in all regions of SBC/Ameritech’s
serving area. Thcrcforc CLECS asked, and SBC agrecd to provide all of the information
contiined in a DLR to CLECS, though the data would not be provided in the standard
DLR. formal.

D. No Conditioning Charges For Loops Less Than 12,000 Feet:

SBC agreed it would not charge CLECs conditioning charges for removal of load
coils, repeaters, cxcessive bridged tap from si.xz;;.h loops, and low pass filters (on SBC's
sidc.uflh:: cuslumer demarcalion puisl for el loops) because according to SBC's own
desipn rules, these loops should not be loaded with interfering devices such as joad coils
or repeaters,

E. Chapge Management Process:

The CLECs egreed with SBC that rathzr than ereating u new Change Management
for tae POR process, as indicated in the POR, the existing Change Management process

Tor L.BC/Pacnﬁc and Ameritech shou]d be used 3BC agrccd 1o, but ha.s not )et provided

acony: uf the current Change Management Process to CLECs.
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F. Aﬂdi,tioha! Daftg Elements io f’re;Qualiﬁcnéion; | |

SBC agréed .to unmask.a_llll of the data ﬁeld; pmrentiy évaiiablc u: ifs pre-
qualification mini database. Ct_:rr:nt.ly 1.hr.c:c fields are availabic: 26-gauge equivalent
loop :lcngth, red/yellow/green indicator_ and t.a.pcrlcode. SBC agreed to and -did unmﬁsk -

two other fields - wire center code and design cable gauge makeup — for the

Seuthwestern Bell Telephone (“SWBT*) region on March 18, 2000. The same data will
be wirnasked on july 22, 2000 for Pacific Bell’s service arca. v

G. SBC Database Audits and Revicws:

SBC agreed to allow CLECs to conduct audits and reviews of i_ts databascs and
records in order to verify the scope, type and accessibility of data available to internal
persunoel. The CLECSs request access to unredacted data in SBC’s clectronic databases
{(i.e., not portioncd access). In addition, the CLECs request copics of data dictionaries or
other materials needed for CLECs to identify the fields and content of databases. CLECs
also request the ability to review the content and performance of SBC’s databascs by
beiniy allowed to use a terminal to Tun a variety of reports and inquiries to access data.
The Participating CLECs submit that audits and reviews shoula be ongoing, and allowed

- qguarterly, but SBC did not agree with this frequency. Therefore, the Participating CLIICs
and 3BC agreed to mect and detenmine the exact parameters for audits end reviews by
May 1, 2000. |

Y. DISPUTED ISSUES

Although some progress was made at the February workshops, meny CLEC

issurs were not addressed, The most significant unresolved issues are discussed below. .
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A. Access torqll-S'BC Reeords,'hgta_b'ases and Back-End Ssrstei:ns

CLECS havc.rcqucstec.i, and the Texas PUC and th.c FCC have ordered, that SBC
provide CLECs with real-time, mechanized access to all records, databases, a}‘ld back-end
systems available to SBC’s ﬁwn pcr#onncl, including engineers, .Among th::. systems to
which SBC ﬁmst provide CLECs direct, read-only access are: LFACSA (SBC’s._ primary
toop assignment and tracking system), LEA.DILEIS. TIRKS, APTOS, PREMISE, and
SORD. | |

B. Population of Data

The POR is deficient in not requiring the updating of relcvant databases to
incorporate nccessery iuop makeup data. To ﬂ-u: extent the existing databases do not
contain loop make-up data (or that data is incomplete) that information should be
incorporated or updated in the pertinent datebascs as manual loop qualifications or
engineering queries, or new network deployments such as Project Pronto are performed.
Such, updates of loap makeup information will be done for Ameritech service regions.
SBC has apreed 10 increase the pereentage of data in its mechanized databases throughout
ils other service areas over the next 4-5 years with a prigrity on cen&ﬂ offices designated
by Participating CLECs. SBC will accomplish these data updates with a database
system, ARES, cwrently used in the Ameritech region. However, the Participating
CLECs and SBC cou)d not reach agreement on timeframes for, or documentation of, data
population in SBC's databases tesulting from manua! lookups paid for by CLECs or from
new network ldep]oymcnts of facilities such as Project Pronto,

: .,'C. -Maulda‘tury Loop Qualification: N )
CLECs and SBC had agreed that no loop qualiﬁc;ﬁon would be required fgr |

loops of 12,000 feet cS_f less and that once a pre-qualification is performed on these laops,

i6
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, an or_ﬁdér may flow-through immediately. 'SBC had agreed to make t}us n?o.diﬁr_:afidn
availible no late-r_ thé.n Jul&, 2000. However, at the Mﬁch 28 and 29 meeting, SBC
revczsc_d'its position and indicated loop qualification procedures and charges are
neceysary for every loop. B

| D Real-Time Flow-’rhrough of CLEC Orders

SBC supports flow-through of CLEC orders predominantly for ADSL, the choszen

| type ol xXDSL offc-rcd by SBC’s data afﬁliate; Such approach is clearly aiscrimlnatory
and therefore improper under the Telecommunications Act and numerous Commission
orders. The Participating CI;.E.CS requested further detailed information regarding flow-
ﬂmroxigﬁ for other lypes ol xDSL. As part of this discussion, the Participating CLECs
seek to understand the degree of integration SBC offers for itself and its data affiliate
through the CPSOS system. In addition, the Participating CLECs scek a commitment
fromn SBC, and details regarding, flow-through for CLEC to CLEC migrations.

E. Methods and Procedures Documents for EDI/Datagate:

CLECs requested detailed decuments, referred to as Methods and Procedures
Internally in the I3ell system, describing precisely what changes are being made to its
0SS for the pre-ordering and ordering enhancements in the POR. The Comunission
agrezd that such information was necessary, but at the March 28 meeting, SBC stated that
it would not provide M&Ps to CT,RCS. It should be noted that M&Ps of the type sought -
by the Participating CLECs have been determined to be non-confidential material§ by the
Texas Public Utilities Commission.

F. Pnnt-y

In their comments and at the workshops CLECs. requested 8 clcts_mled ex;:lénmor: |

of the way in which SBC suppox’ts prc—oxdcrmg -and ord..rmg for its mtcrnal ADSL

17
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opcf#tfxons, and/or its advaﬁced- sérviqé-es affiliates. SBC personnel] have acknowlcdg;d' '
that $BC’s internal DSL operations utilize ;}r.'e-orderihg and ordering systerﬁs different
than those used by CLECs. For example, SBC’s makes available an interface, ASOS,
that is not availabls t0 Ci.ECs. Additionally, SBC makes avai_labié éPSOS to both its
affiliate and unaffiliated CLECS for pre-qy.aliﬁcaﬁon, but SBC providés CPS0S for
ordering Aand order status to jts afTiliate onl‘y'.ls }_’urther, SBC agreed during the
collaborative Such arranéement crcates an unacceptable disparity Beca.useVCPSOS
appears to have the capabilily (o [uncion as an in;cgratcd, mechanized system handling
all functions from pre-ordering through ordering.

CLECs requested that the POR esraﬁlish a proccss for providing iﬁformatién on
systerns used by SBC’s internal operations and/or advanced services affiliate, and
information regarding performance measures for internal versus CLEC systems.

G. Spectrum Management

CLECs have requested, and the Texas PUC and FCC have ordered SBC to
dismantle its binder group managemnent/selective feeder separation (“BGM/SFS”)
system. Therefore, CLECs requested documentation that the tabie changes, rules and
othe: changes made in LFACS, FACS, TIRKS, or any other system or datahase have
been removed so that the SFS/BGM system cannot be used in loop assignments. Despite
repeated requests, SBC brought no such documentation with it to the March 28 meeting.
However, SBC personnel indicated that documnentation existed. Specifically,
documentation was provided to cech service region’s systems admir;is&a!or detailing the

Ex_aét changes to be made to remove the SFS/BGM system. ﬁcrefbre, tha Participating

 ™SBC indicated that CLECs could obtuin information regarding CPSOS on the SBC secure website, bot
- nbd such information wvas located. - T : S

18
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CLECs réiterat:e -this reéuesF dpcmentaﬂqn‘ﬁ'ﬂm SBC‘; internal change ma.nagcmeﬁi
-;:rockzss, incluciing 'ﬁm change managemeﬁt fequ_est m_.lml;acr and details of tl;xe rgquest(s)
directing the dis;néntling the BGM/SFS system. |

Bequest for documentation regarding the dismaﬁu_ing'cfésc's BGM/SFS system is _
apprﬁp,riﬁt: for scvereﬁ reasons. Firsi, the D1/D2 designators fluced on loops in | |
conjunction with BGM/SFS provide loop length categories (_i..e.. D1 designates loops of
12,0!)0 feet or less and D2 désign.atcs h;ops of more than 12,000 feet). Such information, .
wliich is contained in LFACS, but not available to CLECs, could be uscd by SBCasan
initiz) loop screening mecthod for short loops. Orders for short loops can be flowed
through without l.c:op ciualiﬁcaticm. In addition, the Merger Conditions are intended 1o
ensure CLECSs can compete etfectively. Therefore, the Plan of Record should be wsed
both to ensure SBC provides necessary finctionality as well as 1o ensure that SBC cannot
introduce elements into its OSS that would disadvantage CLECs. For example, SBC
once asserted that CLECs must specify on the LSR different Joop types for different
xDSL types. Such system would be cumbersome and unnecessary, but warse, could
allow SBC to delay CLEC xDSL services by requiring ordering of multiple Joop types.

H. Line Sharing

SBC must be requircd to address fully in its POR all OSS issues related to
ordering in a line-sharing environment. If CLECs cannot successfully place an order,
they will clearly be precluded from fully excreising their rights to line share under the
Comunission’s order. SBC provided oaly a high-leve] discussion that ordering for line

sharing will be handled in the same manner as non-lined shared xDSL.. However, these

stalemnents contradicl information provided to CLECs in SBC’s Linc Sha.ﬁng
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proceedings. It should be noted t.hatrPaciﬁc Bell has s_ta'_tr.‘-.d.-ln- testimo_qy— ina prcécéegli.ng
1 imﬁi;:mcm lipe'slxaring‘ih Ca!ifornia thaf it will rely on the POR prc;ccss for the
development of OSS for line sharing.”

The Participating CLECs requested 0SS info-rmationrregé.fding addition of xDSL
service to a UNE-P configuration, Because itis necéssary ta work ont the actual |
processes and pmcédures 10 aﬁow such sctivity, includiz#g pre-ordering, o'rdering,' '
maintenance and repair, it is an appropriate issue for the f'OR proceeding. Participating

CLEC attempts to date to negotiate sich processes and procedures with SWBT have been
unsuzcessful, despite SBC's commilment 1o do 55 in its filing with the TCC dated
Tebruary 22, 2000 titled "Reply Brief In Support of Applications By Southwestern Bell
For Provision of In-Region InterLATA Services." Onpage 37, footnote 19 SBC stated
that "AT&T is frec to offer both voice and data service over the UNE Platform or other
UNE arrangements, whether by itself or in conjunction with its xDSL panzer, IC
Comrmunications. The Commission’s Line Sharing Order did nothing to alter those
optit}ms; it merely zllowed data CLECs to access the high-frequency portion of loops over
which the incumbent already provides voice service. * While Participating CLECS have
repeatedly requested clarification through the POR process regarding whether SBC
intends to t;ornpljr with the statement in its Reply Brief, the issue remains open. |

V1. OTHER ISSUES
The Participating CILECs and SBC were unable to reach resolution on purerous

issuzs primerily because SBC did not hove information or did not have requested

Tc‘aumuny of V. Alap Samson, March 27, 2000, R.93-04-003/1. 93 -04-G02 (I .ine Sharing Phase) st 23
- (excerpt prowded as Attachment B). o _ s )
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docwncntatwn However durmg a lengthy confcrence call on March 31, 2000 thc date’
t}us CLEC document was due, SBC reached agreemcnt with the Parhmpatmg CLECS on

~ many of these issues.'® Where agrecment was reached, la.nguagc is provided in

Aftachment A,

"* Thige issues are ideptified in 2 scpa.rme section. bec.u.us: .ALhuugh the Pamcupatmg CLECs bchcvc
resolugion was reached, ﬁmhe' cnnﬁrr‘t‘a.hon of SBC s ﬂ.llfllmn:nt ofthcsc matters may be needed.

21
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| A, Issues Req uiring SBC Agreemeut

1) Elimination of Mandatory Tracking Numb:r SBC agrccd to make available
the CNO field for use with an optional tracking number generated by the CLEC. The
field will have no cdits aﬁd therefore the absence ofa ﬁﬁmbét in.thc ﬁ:,lld shouid n_of o
raf;fec't the tixﬁely ﬂo\#-th:oﬁ_gh processing of a CLEC order. B o

2) Continued Support for Pre-Qualification: SBC had agreed that it will
continue to make available a.prc-qualiﬁcation process- through Datagate and ED’i in any
scrvice area where it is curn-enﬂy available.

3) Keeping Verigate and LEX in synch with Datagate and EDI: SBC :ag,rccd o
this item. .

4) Date retwrned by all systems for loop qualification: SBC admittedto add a
date field on all systems (EDI/CORBA und Dalagate) for manual loop qualifications, but
not for mechanized.

5) Definttion of loop length in a project pronto configuration: SBC agresd to
provide the entire length of the loop from the CO to the customer premises, which
includes the fiber portion of the loop between the CO and the RT and the copper portion
between the RT and the customer premises,

6) Conditioning of Loops: The Parﬁ;ipating CLECs asked SBC to make the
same éorm-nihnent as Bell Atlantic and pravide free conditioning on loops up to 18,000
feet. ;SBC has agreed only to condition laops up to 12,000 feet without chargs. SBC

refused, but the CLECs agreed this should be retained as an itern for future discussion,

~ B. Issues Closed Aftcr SBC Provided quue_ste&‘llnformation
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SBC prcmdcd sufﬁcu:m mformahon that e Parucupatmg CL.LCs were able to
reach agrccment and/or close the follnvnng jtems, Hawever the Pa.rtlcxpanng CLEC:
reserve the righ_t to seek additional c_la.riﬁcaﬁun'm the f_uturr:_, if necessary.

1) Vahd value null indicator will be ‘developed.. -

2) Ameritech Email Loop Qualjﬁcﬁﬁon i.s cons:idered to be manual_

3) Parity mntnx was distributed.

4) Flow-thru matrix updated SBC agreed to provide an corrected copy cf B
matrix discussing flow-through issues. However, SBC has not yet provided such matrix.

5) Verification that the two ficlds (wire center code and design cable gauge
makt::up} in SBC’s mini datebase for pre-qualification will be unmasked fo1; Pacific as
well as for SWBT territories.

6) SBC will verify accuracy and availability of the ficlds in the LoopQual data

matrix.
7) Sample data: SBC will should provide sample data for all 1300 addresses
requzsted by CLECSs, not just 50 addresses, as provided at thc March 28 and 29 meeting.
8) RTZ: SBC confirmed that prequalification sysiems retuming
red,yeilow, green or RTZ indicators are available in Pacific’s region and will be available
into the future,
9} Ordering Problems with 3/18 Release of EDI/DataGate: SBC ﬁckno\vlcagcd a
pmb"lcm with the new release that returned incorrect information regarding pressnce of
DLC.  Thercfore, CLECs may be getting false loop qualifications indicating a loop is not

snitzble for xDSI.. SBC 1ssucd an Accessfble Letter stmmar that 2 problem had occ\m—ed

“as wellas 'th: duration of thc problcm However, SBC did not prowde deta:ls rega.rdmo
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the cause or the fix for th: problem SBC aé&d to recheck all rc_lcct md:canons 1ssﬁcd
betwzen 3/18 and the date of repair to determine ‘which CT EC nrdere may have gortcn ’
false rc]ccuon notices. |

10) SBC ng‘reed to prowde a spec code requested by SBC s data afﬁlntc that
will allow it to request to preauthorize any necessa.ry conditioning

~11) SBC added language to the POR that it would provide electronic availability
of spare pair#.
VII. CONCLUSION

The Participating CLECs have made progress in addressing OSS issues for pre-
ordz:ir;g and ordering aDSL loops in workshops with SBC. However, 2 number of
resolved issues remain as identified in Section V and arbitration :ﬁay be necessary for

resolution of these issues.
Dated April 3, 2000
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