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Rhythms Links. Inc. (“Rhythms”), MCI WorldCom, Inc., AT&T Cop.. SpMt, 

Covnd Comunicati&s, Inc. (“Covad), NorthPoht Communications, Inc., Intermedia 

Communications Inc, IP Communications Corporation, CoreComrn Comrnunicario?, 

Inc., and Birch Telccorn, Inc., (referred to jointly herein as ‘‘Participating CLECs”) 

hercby submit this notification of f d  status of Southwestern Bell Corporation’s 

(-‘SBC’’) advanced Services OSS Plan of Record. This notification is made pursuant to 

reqGrernents of the Federal Communications Commission (“Commission”) in Appendix 

C, paragraph 1 Sc(2) of thc SBWAmcritcch merger order.’ Thc Participating CLECs wish 

to nctify the Commission that they were unable to reach agreement on all unresolved 

issocs regarding pre-ordering, ordering and provisioning for advanced services, including 

xDS’I.-capable loops. Becnusc agreemcnr ~ 2 s  not reached on all issues, Sl3C hss not 

fulfilled requirements of the Merger Conditions Order, as set forth in Paragraph 1 jc(2), 

and thus, has not succcssfi~lly complcted Phase 2. No CLEC in Rttcndmcc 3t thc 

collaborativcs. including SBC‘s data affiliate, was willing to sign an agreement indicating 

that :iBC-has fully met its obligations during the POR proccss. However. the 

Participating CLEO were able to reach agreement on some issues. as discussed below. 

ond il proposcd agrcerncnt rcflccting thosc ucas is attachcd as Exhibit A. All CLECs 

who have actively pnrticipatcd in thc POR p:occcdings havc signed that Agrermcnt. In 

addirion, the Participating CLECs are providing a dclailtll s u m m a r y  uT unrcsulvrd issucs, 

incl~ding some that -he CLECs had FreYicusly viewed as resolved. 

’ In 1‘’ Applicotio~s qfArnarirrch Curp., Trm$*~or, andSBC Communications, Inc., Tronrfrrce, FOP 
concinl in T m n s f e ~  For Consen, Io Trrrnsfer Convol of Crrrporuliom Hulding Cummission L i rcmrs und 
Llncs Pur$xw lo Seciirmv 211 md3l f l ldJ~  oftite Commrrnlcoliqns Act ond I’nm 5 .  22, 21. 25. 63. YO, YS 
orrd 101 * / / h e  C:umm;,v.~iun:r ~u1e . r .  (rrl c k t n h e r  8. 1999) [“hlcrgrr nrder“]. 

. .  
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In light of the difficulties in reaching agreement on disputed issues, the 

Parti:ipatiog CLECs do not believe it would be h i ~ % l  to conduct further collaboratives 

wivith.SBC to reach a negotiated agreement, with two cxccptions. First, the Participahg 

CLECs urge rhc Commission to direct SBC to participate in n funher collaborative on 

pra-cdrring, ordering and provisioning for advanced services in a Project Pronto 

configuration. The Project Prorito p l a  is a s u b s a t i d  network re-collfiguration already 

underway by SBC.’ ‘However, because Project Pronto was announced in the Adst of thc 

POR process, neither the POR itself, nor SBC’s February 7,2000 Addendum providr 

suffi&nt information. Both SBC and the Participating CLECs agree that Project Pronto 

is ap?ropristely included in this Advunced Services POR, thus SBC should have. but did 

not, provide a 12-month fonvard looking view of  prncess changcs and  deploymrnt 

schegule for Project Pronto under the requirements of Paragraph 15 of the Merger Order 

Second, the Participating CLEC.5 request a discussion of parity issues at thc additionzl 

collaborative. Many of SBC’s proposals in Project Pronto and other offerings, such as 

. .  

gateways and interfaces dcvclnpcd for SBC’s dntn nfiiliate that nre unavnilabtc to 

Partisipating CLECs, raise substantial and serious parity issues. Therefore, the 

Poriiaipnting CLECs rcqucst that M additional collaborativc bc hcld during thc ncst two 

weeks at which SBC must make available subject matter cxperts to provide details about 

0% issucs relatcd to Projccl Pronto and p z d y  issues rcldted 16 SBC‘r OSS gentillly. 

The :Participating CLECs request that the coilaborative be held in Washingtor., D.C. and 

that Commission staffattcnd. For t h c  issucs idcntified in Section V as disputed issues, all 

of \v:xich were previously identified in corrcspondence to the Commission, the 

. .  - 
Collaborative Scssion 4, March 2R. 2000 (PhiIlips99l:S.14). I 
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Pd:ipating CLECs believe further progress is not possible and therefore they request 

the C!ommission to authorizc arbitration. 

I. BACKGROUND 

On December 6,1999, SBC made nvailable on its secure websitc a Plan of Record 

discussing the present mcthod of operation YPMO’) for t h e  operations and support 

ryskms (“OSS”) that support pre-ordering and ordering of unbundled network elements 

(“LINES”) for advanced services? SBC provided a PMO for each of its four service 

territories -Pacific BellNevada Bell, Southwcstcm Bcll Tclcphonc, Ameritech 

Infoimation Systems, and Southern New England Telephone (“SSET”). In addition, 

SBC proiidrd a description ora unified furure mcthod of operation (“FMO”) that it  

inter.dcd to make available across its 13-shte region. 

CLECs submitted detailed comments expressing numerous conccrns about SBC‘s 

Phase I Plan of Record on January 6,2000. As required by the Mergcr Order, SBC 

schejuled 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 D a h s ,  

Tescs, the positions of thc Participating CLECs and SBC were. fa apm, with  no 

agreement reached regarding Participating CLECs. concerns. Part of the rcason for the 

lack of agreement w a s  SBC’s insistence that discussions at the workshop could centcr 

only  on a limited subset ofissues rb3t SBC deemed to be “inside the scope of the P,OK.” 

Thcicforc, a second set of meetings, for Fcbruary 1 and 2, 2000, were scheduled, also in 

Dall3s, Texas.  

a 0 0 5  

’ Although SBC postcd the POR on T a c t  in the Arncritcch region, it did not indics:e t h a t  CLECs could 
file c,mmcntr rega,diog I.% proposal. In i ts  other regio?r SBC included aporjficarion Khat C L K 5  Could 
file cmunenic. 
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At t h e  February 1 and 2 meetings, the P&icipating CLECs believed agrccmcnt . ~ 

had been reached with SBC .on Severdl issues, but lhere were numerous unresolved issues 

remaining. The Participating CLECs notified the Commission o f  these.disputed issues on 

Febrxuy 7.2000 and requested an dditiond period during which lLrthrr collabomtives 

could be held to negotiate. SBC filed a concurrent notification that some issues remained 

wesolvcd. Thc Pdcipa t ing  CLECs f d e r  clarified their concerns regarding the 

unre:;olved issues on February 14,2000,and on February 16.2000, SRC responded. On 

. . 

Febrlary 24,2000, the Commission granted an extension until March 17,2000 during 

which the Participating CLECs and SBC could conduct further collaborativcs. SBC 

notified CLECs that a two-day collsborativc would be held on March 13-14,2000, in 

Dalliis. However, on March 9, 2000, SBC belatedly discovered personnel constvahtnts and 

requested Participating CLEC concurrence that a further enension be sought from rhe 

Commission. On Much 10,2000. The Commission granted a limited extension until 

March 31,2000 with the express undcrswding tbat SBC utilize the intcrim period IO 

proG.de Paticipating CLECs with information in advance of n new collaborative. Thc 

final collaborative on SBC’s Advanced Services OSS Plan of Record was held on 

March 28-29, 2000 in Dallas. 

11. SBC’S PLAN OF RECORD DOES NOT COMPLY WITH 
REQUIREMENTS OF THE MERGER ORDER 

In implcmcnting rhc Mergcr Conditions, thc Commission rccognjzed that n 

primary requirement was to fulfill tbc Commission’s smtutory obligation under the 

Tele,:ommunications Act or 1996 (“thc Act”) to open local telecommwk.ations nchvorks 
. .  

. .  . . .  
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4 to competition. 

the potential harm to the puhlic interest associated with the SRC/AmeriKech merger? The 

The Commission imposed thc.Mergcr Conditions expressly to alleviate 

princ'ipal harm identified was the merger's likely anti-competitive effect. Thc Merger 

Conditions were puy in place to ensure that competitors would'kave a sufficient . ' 

opportunity KO entcr the market and offer s e M c c s  that rival and surpass those provided by 

SBC'Amcritcch. The Commission .concluded that, without the Merger Conditions, the 

SBC'Ameritech merger -will lead the merged entity to raise entry barriers that %+I1 

adversely affect the ability of rivals to compete in the provision of retail advmccd 

servic.cs thereby reduchg competition and iqcrcasing prices for 

any evaluation of SBC's sadsfaction of its obligations under rhe Merger Order mUSK be 

based on a carcful inquiry into t hc  effect of SBC's conduct on competition. 

. .  

Therefore, 

During its review of the SBUAmeritech merger, the Commission concluded that 

rhe SBC/Ameritech merger u'ould tend to encourage discrimination against advmced 

sen-ices competitors, and thcrcfore im?osed the Merger Conditions? As one of thasc 

cond.itions, SBC w a  required to develop an Advanccd Scrviccs OSS Plan of Record 

providing "an overall assessrneni of SBC's and Ameritech's existing Datagntr and ED1 

interraces, business processes and rdes, hardware capabilities, data capabilities, and 

differences, and SBC/Ameritrch's plan for developing and deploying enhancemrnrs to 

thc c.,<sting Dstagstc 0: ED1 intcrfaces for pre-ordering xDSL and other Alvmccd 

Services components nr.d enhancements to the existing ED1 interface for ordering xDSL 

Imp.'emenrorion ojrhe Lncol Compclilinn Pinvirinnr "!!he TElecornmrrnicolirrnr R r l  nJ1996. CC Docket 
No. 96-98, Firs1 Report and Order. 11 FCC Rcd. 15,499.11 (199S):'.Local Competition Order"). 

'Merger Ordcr 7 357. 
' Mergar Order zf 32: 

'Mergc iOrdcra tW 186,254. ~. 

ti 
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and &her Advanced Services.componcnts. . ...I’ Clearly then, the Commission viewed 

the existing EDYDatagatc systems of SBC as inadequate io fidtidl SBC’s ohligations to 

support competitors’ entry into the advanced sepices markct. 

. 

The Datagate gatcw3y and the ED1 protocols are the conduits through which . .  . .  . .  

CLECs interact with SBC’s OSS to obtain the capabilities, services and reamre they nccd 

to compete. These systems represent a critical bottleneck for CLECs, and the 

Commission took steps to ensure that they could be used fully by CLECs to access other 

necessary capabilitics to \vEch CLECs arc cntitkd. For example, .tlx Coiimission’s 

W E  Remand Order requircs that CLECs be given access to ILECs’ backend systems. 

databases and records. The KC’s  UNE Remand order stated “the relevant inquiry is not 

whether the r e t d  rum of the incumbent has access to the underlying loop qualification 

infor,mation, but rather whether such information exists anywhere within the incumbents’ 

hack nftice and can he accessed by any of the incumbent LEC’s ~ c ~ s o M : ~ . ” ~  Thus, ED1 

and Datagate must b- capable of providing the necessary access to such systems in order 

for CLECs to exercise their rights under the UNE Remand Ordcr. 

Although SBC has contended numerous times during the POR process that CLEC 

requasls were “outside the scope” of the  POR, SBC’s assertion is incorrect. A n y  

capability, featurr or information that CLECs bavc a right under to B G C ~ S S  through SBC‘s 

0% will  nccessmily go through the EDIDataGate systems provided by SBC. 

Add: Lionally, CLECs have a righr TO enslue ibal thc EDIIDataGate systrms will supporl 

CLEC operations at parity with.the flow-through, integrated systems SBC has develuped 

for iisclf or its advance scrvicc affiliates. Thc Participating CLECs submit lhnl all of the 

- 
’ lo r iw ,bI& of Implrmrnrorinn ojrhz Lmol  ComFli!ion Prsrvirkru ofthe Td..comn,i~,icorio,m k l  of 

- 1996, Third R ~ p p r t  and Order, CC Dackd No. 96-98 (rel. Nor. 5 ,  1999) (“UNE.Remand Drdw”) 7 430. 
. .  

- 7  
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disputed issues discussed bclbw fall squarely within the scope of modificarions or 

information SBC must provide so that CLECs. can exercise their rights 'pwted by . 

Corrimission orders and the Telecommunications Act. Thus, resolution of all disputed 

issue is necessary for SBC to comply with its ubligationsunderthe Merger Order. 

. .  

~. 

111. FURTHER COLLABORATIVES \VlLL NOT ASSIST 
THE PAWTLES 18 K E A C U G  AGREEMENT 

ON DISPUTED ISSUES 

Participating'CLECs have bccn active in collaboratives for three monrhs in an 

cfforr to rcoch agreement on n c c e s s q  modificntions to SBC's ED1 md Daagatc 

systcms. The Participating CLECs first notified SBC that thc Plan of Record wac~ 

deficient via commcnts filed in January.' The CLEC commmnLs wcrr rullowcd by a 

series of three collaborative meetings in which CLECs sttempted to further define the 

OSS capabilities requircd to suppor: their e n w  into the advanced services market. In 

ardei: to ensure that the Plan of Record achieved its purpose, the Merger Ordcr requires 

SBC to rcach a writlen agreement with the Participating CLECs regarding modifications 

Despite their good faith e.fforts, the Poriicipating CLECs were unnhle tn reach a witten 

agreement on all issues, and as discussed below, s e v e d  issues critical to the Participating 

CLECs' ability to compete snd to exercise their rights under Commission orders and the 

Tclc2ommunicetions Act arc in disputr. 

Some of thcsr issues arc in dispute because SBC was unable or unwilling to 

provide sufficient information to the Participating C t E C s  to enable them to assess 

wvheiher the proposed POR would adequately meet their needs for prc-ordering, ordcring 

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

Section V ,below. Because a wrirtcn agreement was not reached on these disputed issues, 
. .  

. .  ~. 

. .  

8~ 

ED009 
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SBC.is not h compliance.with the~Merger Order. The Participating CLECs submit . .  that 

w r h n  agreement was not reached on dl issucs for the following reasons. 

A. SBC Failed to Prepare for the Collaboratives 

The Cornmission granted SBC an extension of  the cnllahorotivc process until 

March 31, ZOO0 with the express condition that SBC must utilize the t b c  to fully prepare 

for the collaborative. T h e  Commission stated. “this limited extension of time should not 

delay SBC’s efforts to provide CLECs with information needed to participate 

prodrctively in t h e  extcndcd Phasc II advanccd services OSS workshops. SBC should 

therefore provide the participating CLECs with such information in advance of the 

emended workshop dates. which will allow for a moreproduclivc WJ crficierit 

coliaborative process.”‘o 

Despire the Commjssion’s dlrectivc, SBC did not provide CLECs with requested 

information prior to thc collaborative and, UI fmt, SBC delayed any substantial work 

effort on compiling information requested by CLECs until immediately pnor to the 

colliiborative date. For cxmplc ,  thc CLECs requrstrd, and SRC represented to the 

Commission that it had agreed to provide, sample data from its loop qualification system. 

’I‘he Participating CLECs requested loop qualification information from 100 addresses 

sclected at random fiom each of the  SBUAmeritech states. The Participating CLEO 

provided SBC with a spreadsheet to bc populated with these data in early February 

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

- 
’ Mcigcr Ordcr. Appcndix C. paragraph 1 5 c ( l ) O .  

In l,he Fcbluary 21*.CCB Letrcr, the Bunaustatcd that SBC should provide the pJrticipathg CLECs 
with .nformation need& to.pmticipats in thc odrmcsd s m i c e s  OSS collaborative sessions rcquirkd by the 
Merger Conditions. Such information inciudss, for &ample, smplc d a b  fiom SBC‘5 existing loop 
qunlt-icalion processes for ,100 addresses in 13 sbtes. information on the methods in which SBC will 
suppcm ordering line sharing arrangamentr. sndrxrtain information about SBC’s records, databases, and 
back-cnd systems. See Fcbruuy 23’ CCB Letter at 2-5. 

in 

9 
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the Xfiarch28,2000 coll&orafive." Citing time conrihaints, SBC was able to providc 

loop qualification data on only SO addresses, not the 1300 requested by the Pamcipdng 

C L E 3  Not only were the data lacking involume, but in quality as vfell. 'Ihe personnel 

collecting the do- were not given e common understanding of how to report the  data, 

such as by using a common key or by having a meeting at which all personnel reccivcd 

common insmctiom. 

In addition, SBC personnel at the collaborative did not have sufficient information 

to m:swcr many questions of t h e  Participating CLECs. Such inability is cspccidly 

disaiipointing givcn that the Commission provided guidanx to SBC on topics that should 

be dikcusscd and the CLECs reinforced thal guidance with a letter detailing cxactly what 

information the CLECs required on March 24,2000, prior to the final collaborative. 

E. SBC Fniled to Provide Requested Information and Documents 

On March 21,2000, the Participating CLECs W m t e  to SBC reiterating th? rqpe of 

information and documentation thcy rcquired for sevcral issues scheduled for negotiation 

at the March 28 and 29 mccting. Th: Ponicipating CLECs believed that SHC had agrccd 

to provide much of this information, and in some instances, the Commission had 

indicated that such information was neces iq .  SBC did not contact any of the 

Participating CLECs indicating that such infomation and documents could nor bc 

provided. However, SBC persomel at the March 28 and 29 meeting stated that they did 

not have such information and.documentr or thal tbey did not want to providc them. The 

.Participating CLECs WCIC sccking icchnical documcntation on the following: Methods 

and 'Procedurcs docwcnting changes made to the pre-ordering, ordering and 

. .  '' Co.laburatiYc Session 3; March,29,2000 [Mil ips  10j6:9:1057:3). . .  

10 
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provisioning systems in light of the EDVDaFGate enhancemcnts for xDSL provided on 

standalone loops and in a L i e  Sharing Arrangement; documentation on SBC's 

aycrment to populate.irs electronic databases with loop provisioning information afrer a 

CLEIZpays for a m u d  look up; and documentation on the table changes, or other 

chaqes  madc to LFACS or other databee syr;tems h ordcr to dismantle SBC's spectrum 

management systcm. 

C. SBC Reversed Its Position on Some Previously Agreed-To Issues 

At the February 1 and 2 collaborative, the CLECs suggested a list of 13 specific 

rcqucsts for modifications to SBC's OSS and SBC agreed. SBC then filed an addendum 

with the Commission rrflwtiiig those areas of agreement. Howcvcr, SBC revcrsed its 

posilion on some of those issucs at the March 2 8  and 29 collaborative. For example, 

SBC reported to  the Commission that it had a g e d  not Lo rrquke a muidator). loop 

quali.fication for loops of 12,000 feet or less. In a letter to Mr. Larry Stickling. SBC 

stated "Where a CLEC dctermines a loop length of less than 12,000 feel (rhough loop 

pre-cplification or otherwise): the CLEC may order the loop in relimcc on the CLEC 

loop length information without haying to perform the loop qusliticntion."'2 SBC had 

mad* the same commitmcnt in Deccnbcr to the Texas Public Utilities Commission as 

part of the procccding cxamining its application to provide in region interrelate service 

undw Section 271 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996.'' However, at the meeting o n  

-. 

Lelrcr from SBC to Larry Shickiing. Chief Common Curier l3urc.uK Fcbruuy 16,2000 a13. 

Sei: Texas t'uhlic Utijiticr Cummission carnmcnrs rcgsrdirig SEC's Section 271 applicrtion, 

I: 

' 1  
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March 28 and 29, an SBC represcn@tive stated sev6ra.l times that loop qualification 

would be-required regardless of the l c n y l  of the loop.“ 

Similarly, SBC had previously assured the.P‘anicipathg CLECs and the 

Commission that its advanced scryices afGliates “will utilize the DataGate and ED1 

intechces and would be operating those interfaces in the same m&er as the CLECs.”” 

Howzvcr, at tbc March 28 and 29 mccting, SBC reprcsentativcs indicated that it has 

developed two interfaces, ED1 and D ncw interface, Advanced Services Order System 

(“ASOS”). ASOS was devrluped according lo specifications from SBC’s advanced 

service affiliate, Advanced Solutions, Inc.. but will not bc made available to  unaffiliated 

CLECS. 

SBC also reversed its position regarding the defYlition of loop length, e critical 

chanicteristic for the provision of’xDSL services. At the February 1 and 2 meeting, SBC 

indicated that loop length would provide the distance from the centnl offjce to rhc 

customer’s pedestal. However, at the March 28 and 29 meeting, the Participating CI,ECs 

disccwcrcd sffer questioning S B C  rhar in the Project Ptonto configura6on (Le., fibcr-fed 

I)LC to an remote terminal). SBC would provide only the copper portion of the loop (i,e., 

from the RT to the customer pcdestill). SBC eventually reverted to the previous 

defuition of loop length during a conference call on March 3 1,2000, thc day this 

docuinents from t h e  Paaicipating CLECs WBS due at the Commission. 

Finally, SBC agreed during the collaborative to maintain t he  existing prc- 

qudfication processes, which SBC agreed TO do. Howcvcr, SBC circulated Accessible 

- 
Co!laborarive Session4. March 29,2000(Chaprnm) 1092:6-1093:4; 1189:22-1 1905.  

L,eiler from SBC to Larry S!rickling. Chicf Common C F i e r  Burcua, February t 6 . 2 O O O  !A[;. 

14 

i; 

. .  
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Lerrer (CLEC 00-082) that was not discussed in the meeting indicating that 'I'Cnct in the 

mclitcch region, will be replaced by ario&er web-bewd GUI. The Participating c1.F.c~ 

should have been informed through the POR of any such change. 
- .  

. IV. ISSUES ON lVHlCH AGREEMENT WAS REACHED 

At the conclusion of thc February 1 and 2 collaborative, agreement was reached 

on 13 modifications or commitments fo SBC's P l a  of Record. SBC and the 

Pa&ipdng CLECs filed documents at the  Commission indicating their &as of 

agrccmcnt. TTow~ver sincc that h c ,  as discussed &ve, SBC nppenrs to have cbvlged 

its pctsition sufficiently that some of the prior agreements may have bccn reversed. Those 

issues will be discussed as issues still in dispute in the next setition. The Pdciparing 

CLECs reached agreement with SBC regarding several issues. The c u c t  language 

agccd to, and signatures indicating agreement on these issues is included in 

Attat:hment A to this document. 

A. Additional Data Elements in Loop Qualification 

The Participating CLECs and SBC had agreed at the February 1 and 2 meeting to 

a lis1 of 32 data elements that would be provided as part of SBC's loop qualification 

systcm. Ail elements would be available no l a b  than December 2,2000. AI h e  

Mnri;h 28 and 29 ,ZODO collabsratjve, SBC reversed its position as to several of b e  data 

elelrents on the list, indicating thit it could not provide thc information. or redefming the 

data element so that i t  no longer provides all of thc information requested by the 

Parti,cipating CLECs. SBC was persuaded by the Participating CLECs to reconsider its 

posi;ion,'and SBC evcntually agreed to provide the set of data elements agrced to in 

Fcbiu2uy. This agreemcnt was rcachcd auring a confcrcncc call hcld thc day this 

eociuntnt vias due at the Cohmission.' In addition, to t h c  lis1 of d a b  elerncnts from t h e  

. .  

. .  

13 
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Febniary meeting, SBC agrccd to provide a few new data elemcnts that vdvill be required 

for xDSL pre-ordering in a Project Pronto environment. Thc complete'lisl . .  nf data 

clcmcnts SBC ageed io provide i s  provided in Attachment A. 

B. Support for nnd Modificntion to CLEC Userhterfnces:. 

SBC agecd  to support Verigate, LEX and WebGUI graphical user interfaces now 

and in the future. SBC agreed to move fomrd the datc for pre-qualification donc 

throUgh a GUI in the Amentech region to Scptcmber'l, 2000. 

C. Provision of Dcsigb Layout Rccords: 

Industry standard Darcs arc not available in all regions of SBC/Amcri~ech's 

serving area. Thcrcforc. CLECs asked, and SBC agreed to provide all of t h e  information 

contained in a DLR to CLECs, though the data would not be providcd in the srandard 

DLR. formal. 

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

SBC agrccd it would not chugc CLECs conditioning charges for removal of load 

coils, repeatcrs, cxccssivc bridgcd t a p  from such loops, and low pass filtcrs (on SBC's 

side d l h r  curlurncr demmalion puiul for ell loops) because according to SBC's own 

desilp rules, these loops should not be loaded with interfering devices such as load coils 

or repcatcrs. 

E. Change Management Process: 

The CLECs agreed with SBC t h t  rathcr than creating a ncw C h ~ ~ g c  Management 

f o r  f i e  PORproccss, as indicated in &e FOR, the existing Change Mmagement process 

for SBCIPacific and Ameritcch should be used. SBC agreed to, but has not yet, providcd 

a co;?y of the current Change Management Process to CLECs. 

. -  

. .  
... 
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F. Additional Data Elements fn Pre-Qualification: 

SBC agreed to unmask all of the data fields cken t ly  available in its prc- 

qualification mini database. Currently thrKe fields are available: 26-gauge equivalent 

loop kng$ redyellowlgreen indicator and taper code. SBC-agreed . .  to and did unmask 

two trther fields -- wire center code end design cable gauge makeup - for thc 

Southwestern Bell Telephone (“SWBT”) region on March 18,2000. The s m c  data will 

be uimasked on July 22,2000 for Pacific Bell’s scrvice area. 

. .  

. .  

G. SBC Database Audits and Rcvicws: 

SBC agrccd to allow CLECs to conduct audits and reviews or its databases and 

records in order to verify the scope, type and acccssibility of data avnilablr to i n f e d  

pers<rnnel. The CLECs rcquest access to unredacted data in SBC’s electronic databases 

(i.e., not poitioncd acccss). In addition. the CLECs request copics of data dictionhes or 

other materials needed for CLECs to identify the fields and content of databases. CLECs 

also request t h e  ability to review the conrenr and pxformrmce oiSBC’s databascs by 

bcin? dlowcd to use a terminal to run a variety of reports and inquiries tn access data. 

‘lhe Participating CLECs submit that audits and reviews should be ongoing, a n d  allowed 

quwtcrly, but SBC did not agree with this frequency. Therefore, the Participating CLECs 

and 3BC agreed to meet and determine the exact parmetrrs for audits end resie\vs by 

May I ,  2000. 

v. DISPUTED rssms 
Although some progress was made at the February workshops, many CLEC 

issuix were no1 addressed, T h e  most significant unresolved issues are discussed below. 

. :. . .  . .  

. .  
. .  
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A. Access to  PU SBC Kecords,Databarrer and Bnck-End Systems 

CLECS have requested, and the Texas PUC and the FCC have ordered, that SBC 

provide CLECs with real-time, mechanized access to a11 records, darabascs, and back-end 

systems available to SBC's own personnel, including engineers. Among the systems to 

which SBC must provide CLECs direct, read-only access are: LFACs (SBC's priman' 

loop assignment and tracking system), LEADLEIS. TIRKS, APTOS, PREMISE. and 

SORD. 

B. Papulation of Dato 

The POR is deficient in not requiring the updating of mlcvant detabases IO 

incoiporatc ncccssary loop makeup data. To the extent the existing &tqb3ses do not 

contiiin loop make-up data (or that data is incomplete) that information should bc 

incorporated or updated in the pcrtincnt datab-cs as rnmuol loop qualifications or 

engineering queries, or new network dcploymmts such as Project Pronto arc pcrformed. 

Such.updares of loop makeup information will be done for Amentetih service resion5. 

SBC has agreed to increase the percenrage of data in its mechanizcd databases throughout 

i t s  oiher service areas over the next 4-6 years with a priority on central offlces dcsi:ated 

by Puticipating CLEC5. SBC will accomplish these data updates with a database 

systom, ARES, currently used in the Amentech region. Howevcr. the Partkipatins 

CLECs and SBC could notreach agreement on timeframes for, or documentation of, data 

population in SBC's databases resulting from manual lookups paid for by CLECs of from 

ncw network dcployments of facilities such as Prqject Pronto. 

C. Mandatory Loup Qudlification: . .  

CLECs ' a d  SBC had agrced h t  no loop qualif;ci?tion would be required for 

loops of 12,000 feet or less and'that-onc,e a pie-qualification is peiiormed on these loops, 
. .  . .  
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. .. .~ 

'an ocdcr may flow-through iqediatcly.  'SBC had agreed to make this modification 

avaihblc no later than July, 2000. However, at the March 28 and 29 meeting, SBC 

revctscd its position and indicated loop qualification . .~ procedures and charges arc 

ncce:;sary for every loop. 

D. Real-Time Flow-Through of CLEC Orders 

SBC supports flow-through of CLEC orders predominantly for ADSL. the chosen 

type ofxDSL offcrcd by SBC's dataaffifiate: Such approach is clearly discriminatory 

and lhcrcforc improper under the Telecommunications Act and numerous Commission 

orders. The Participating CLECs requened further detailed information regarding flow- 

throiigh for other [ype.r ol'xDSL. As patt of this discussion, the Participating CLECs 

seck to understand the degrcc of integration SBC offers for itself and its data affiliate 

rhroiigh the CPSOS system. In addirion, the Participating CLECs seck it coinmitinetit 

from- SBC, and details regarding, flow-through for CLEC to CLEC migrations. 

E. Methods and Procedures Documents for EDIrnatagnte: 

CLECs requested detailed documcns, referred to as Methods and Procedures 

internally in t h e  Bell system, describing precisely what changes aTe being mads tu ilr 

OSS for thc prc-ordering znd ordering enhancements in the POR. The Commission 

agrezd that such information wa.s necessary, but at the March 28 meeting, SBC stated that 

it weuld not provide M&Ps to CT.F,Cs. I t  should be noted that M&Ps of the type sough  

by the Pa-ticipating CLECs have been determined to be non-confidential materials by the 

T e s s  Public Utilities Coilmission. 

F. Pnrity 

In their cornmcnts and at the WDrkshOpS, CLECs requested.a detailed explanation 

of the way in which SBC supports pic-ordering-and ordering for its internal ADSL 

. .  

- 1 7  ' .  
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opcrntions, and/or its advanced services aftiliates. SBC personnel have acknowlcdgcd 

that S C ’ s  i n t e d  DSL operntions utilize pre-ordering and ordering systems different 

than those used by CLECs. For examplc, SBC’s makes available an kterfacc, . . -  ASOS, . 

.That is not availablt to CLECs. Additionally, SBC makes availabie CPSOS to both its 

affiliate and unaffiliated CLECs for pre-qualification, but SBC provides CPSOS for 

ordeling and ordcr starus to its nffilintc only.“ Further, SBC agreed during the 

collaborative Such arrangement crcatcs an unacceptable dispariv because CPSOS 

appcxs to havr b e  capability tu Sunclioll 

all h c t i o n s  from pre-ordering through ordering. 

ai iiltcgratcd, mcchmized system handling 

CLECs requested that the POR establish a process for providing information on 

systems used by SBC’s intcrnsl operations andlor advanced services affiliate, and 

information regardin2 pcrformmce meuures for internal versus CLEC systems. 

G. Spectrum Management 

CLECs have requested, and the Texas PUC and FCC have ordcrcd SBC to 

dism’mtlc its binder s o u p  mamgemenUseiective feeder separation (“BGWSFS”) 

system. Therefore, CLECs requested documentation that the table changes, rules and 

othc.: changes mad? in LFACS, FACS, TIRKS, or m y  other systcm nr dambase hare 

bccn removed so t ha t  the SFS5GM system cannot be used in loop assignments. Despite 

repe3ted requests, SBC brough: no such documentation with it to the March 28 meeting 

Mowcvcr, SBC personnel indicated that documentation existed, Specifically, 

docpmcnration was providcd to ccch service region’s systems adminjstrnlDr detailing the 

exact changes to be made to remove the SFS/BGM system. Therefore, the Participating 

‘ 

SBC indicated that CLECs could ob:ain informalior. regarding CPSOS on Ihc SBC sccure wcbsilc. but 16 

no suzh infarrn~tion.vas locatcd. 

. .. 
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CLECs reiterate this request documentation from SBC’s internal change Ji-anagemenl 

procws, including the change management request number and details of the requesqs) 

directing the dism&tling the RGMlSFS systcrn. 

. .  . .  

. .  

Request for documentation regarding thc dismantling of SBC’s BGWSFS system is . 

appn,p&.te for several reasons. First, the D 1/D2 designarors plircad o n  loops in 

conjimction with BGWSFS provide loop length categories (Le., D1 designates loops of 

lz,OrlD feet or less and D2 designarcs loops ofmore than 12,000 feet). Such information, 

which is contaiucd in LFACS, but not available to CLECs, couid be uscd by SBC ns M 

initiz.1 loop screening method for short loops. Orders for short loops can bc flowed 

through without loop qualificarion. In addition. the Merger Conditions are intended to 

ensure CLECs can compete effectively. Thcrcfore, the Plan of Record should bc used 

both to ensue SBC providcs necessary‘ funcuonality as well as to ensure ths: SBC c m o z  

inboduce elements into its OSS that would disadvantage CLECs. For example. SBC 

once asserted that CLECs must specify on the LSR diffcrcnt loop types for diffcrcnt 

sDSL types. Such system would be cumbersome and unnecessary. but worse, coiild 

n l l o ~  SBC to delay CLEC xDSL s-rvices by requiring ordering of multiple loop types. 

H. Lineshiring 

SBC must be rcquircd 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 excrcising their r ights  to line share undcr the 

Conmission’s order. SBC provided only 3 high-level discussion that ordering for line 

sharing will be handled in the same ITIRSDXELS non-lined shared rDSL. Howcvcr, these 

stakmcnts tionttedict inforrna!ioil providcd.tn CLECs in SBC’s Linc Sharing 

B O 2 0  
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proceedings. It should be noted that Pacific Bell has stated in testimony in a proceeding 

to implement line sharing, in California that it will rely ,on the POR proccss for the 

devel:opmcnt of OSS for line sharing." 

.I. UNE-P: 

The Participating CLECs rcquested OSS information regarding addition of XDSL 
. .  

service to  nUNE-P configuration. Because it is necessary to work out the acn~al 

proctxses and procedures to allow such activity. including pre-ordering, ordering, 

maintenance and rcpair, i t  is an appropriate issue for the POR proceeding. Participating 

CLEC attempts to date. to negotiate such processes and procedures with SWBT have been 

unsu:cessful, dcspite SBC's commilnient to do so in its filing wi& the FCC dared 

February 22,2000 titled "Rcp/y Bricfln Support ofApp!icatiom By Souhverrern Bell 

For Drovision of In-Reglon InrerL4TA Services." On page 37, footnote 19 SBC stfltcd 

that "AT&T is frcc to offer both voice and data service over thc UNE Platform or othcr 

U": arrangcmcnts, whether by itself or in conjunction with its xDSL p m e r .  IC 

Communications. The Cornmissinn's Line S k i i n g  Order did nothing to alter thost. 

opticins; it  merely ellowcd data CLECs to access thc high-frequency portion of loops over 

wh%h the .mcumbcnt already prnvidcs voice service. " While Participating CLECs have 

rcpe;ltedly requested clarification through the POR proccss regarding whether SBC 

intcirds to comply with the statcmcnt in its Reply Brief, the  issue rcmains open. 

VI. OTHER ISSUES 

The Participating CLECs and SBC were unable to reach resolution on mmerous 

issucs,primarily because SBC did not have information or did not have requestcd 

- 
Tc;tirnony ofV. Alan Samson, March 27,2030, R.93-01-00M.93-(14.002 (I.inc Sh&ine Phase) a1 23 I7 

.~ - (cxcerpt provided ns Anachrnenl 5). . . ,  

m o 2 1  
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docun6ntation. However. during a lengthy conference call on.M%ch 31,20OO,.thc dak. 

this CLEC document was due, SBC reached agreement vith the Participating CLECs on 

mmy of these issues.lg Where agreement was reached, Language is provided in 

Atlac.hmtnt A. . .  

. .  I 1 
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A. Issues~Requiriig SBCAgreement. . 

1) Eli&ation or Mandatory Tracking h'ukibcr: SBC.agrecd to make available 

the .CNO field for use with an optional backing number generated by the CLEC. The 

' . field will have no edits and therefore the absence of a number in the field should not 

affec't the timely flow-through processing of a CLEC order.. 

2) Continued Support for Prc-Qujlification: SBC had agreed that it will 

continue to make availablc a prc-qualification process through Datagate and ED1 in any 

scrvicc mea whcre it is currently available. 

3) Keeping Verigarc and LEX in synch with Datagate and EDT: SBC agrccd IO 

this item. 

4) Date returned by all systems for loop qualification: SBC admitted to add a 

dare field on all systems (EDIKORBA and Dakgalz) for iumunl loop qualifications, bur 

not for mechanized. 

5 )  Definition of loop length in a project pronto configuration: SBC agecd to 

provide the cntirc Icn,d ofthe loop fromthc CO to thc customer premises, which 

incltcdes the fibcr portion of the loop between the CO and the RT and the copper ponion 

betn.een the RT and thc cwtomcr prcrnises. 

6) Conditioning of Loops: The Participating CLECs asked SBC to make the 

samii c o d h n c n t  as Bell Atlantic and providc fre.e conditio* on lonps tip tn 111,000 

fret. SBC has a g e d  only to condition loops up to 12,000 feet without charge. SBC 

rcfuscd, but t h e  CLECs ugresd this should be rctaincd as an itcm for future discussion. 

B. Issues Closed Aftcr SBC Prqvided Requested Information 
. .  

. .  

: 
. .  . .  

~. . .  
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- ’ SBC proided.sufficicilt information that the Parficipating CLECs were able to 

reach agreement and/or close the following items. However, thc Participating CLECs 

reserve the right to seek additional clarification in the future, if necessary. 

1) Valid value null indicator will be developed. 

2) Ameritcch email Loop Qualification is considered to be.manua1. 

3) Pnrity mntrix vas dismbuted. 

. . 

4) Flow-hu malrix updated SBC agreed to provide an corrected copy of a 

nlatrix discussing flow-tluough issues. However, SBC has not yet provided such mat& 

5 )  Verification that the two fields (wire center code and design cable gauge 

rnak~up) in SBC’s mini dntabnsc for prc-qualification will be unmasked for Pacific as 

well as for SWBT territories. 

6) SBC will vcrify accuracy and availability ofrhc ficlds in the LoopQual dam 

matrix. 

7) Sample data: SBC will should provide sample data for all 1300 addresses 

reqursted by CLECs. not jus t  50 addresses, as provided at thc March 25 and 39 mcstinf 

8) RTZ: SBC confirmed that prcqualification sysrem returning 

rcd,ycllow,green or RTZ indicators are  available in Pacific’s region and will be available 

into he future. 

9) Ordering Problems with 3/18 Releasc of EDYDatsGatc: SBC acknowlcdgcd n 

problem with the new release that returned incorrect information regarding prcscnce of 

DLC:. Therefore, CLECs may be getting false loop qualifications indicating a loop is not 

suitzble for xDSL. SBC issued an Accessible Letter stating that a problem had occurred, 

as wcll~as the duration of the.problcrn. However. SBC did not provide details regarding 

. .  . . .  . .  . 
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the c.ause . .  or the fix for the problem. SBC~agreed to recheck all reject indications issucd . .  

be&+en 3/18 and the date of repair to determine'which C1.W orders &y have gottin 

false rejection notices. . .  

. .  

. .  
10) SBC agreed to provide a spec code.requened by SBC's data affrlbtc that 

will allow it to request to preauthorize any necessary condidoaing 

1 1 )  SBC added language to thc POR that it would provide clectronis nvailabiliv 

of SF= pairs. 

W. CONCLUSION 

The Participating CLECs have made progress in addressing OSS issues for pre- 

ordr5ng w d  urdcring xDSL l u o p ~  in workshops witti SBC. However, a number of 

resolved issues remain as identified in SectionV and arbhation mdy be necessary for 

I resolution of these issues. 

I Dated A p d  3,20U0 

~ 
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