
ATTACHMENT B 
KENTUCKY 

REVISED MATRIX 
Issues for Arbitration between AT&T and BellSouth 

Issue 
Should calls to Internet 
remice providers be 
rated us local traffic 
for the purposes of 
xiprocal 
:ompensation? 
:Attachment 3, $6.1.3) 

DEFERRED TO 
POTENTIAL 
PERFORMANCE 
MEASUREMENTS 
PROCEBDJNG 

AT&T Position 
ISP calls should be treated as 

BellSouth Position 
1 No. The FCC has definitively 

local traffic for purposes of de&mined that ISP Traffic is 
reciprocal compcnsntion. AT&T hltcrstatc in nature. Therefore, 
still incurs the cost of tbc ISP such Traffic should not be 
Traflic over its nclwork. trcard m local for pqoscs of 
Additionally, such calls are reciprocal compensation. The 
treated as local under BellSouth’s parties should track the minutes 
tariffs and the FCC has treated of ISP Traffic exchanged and 
ISP T&tic as intrastate for true up the amount of 
jurisdictional separation purposes. compensation owed, if any, 

based on an effective rule 
promulgated by the FCC. 

e- 
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POTENTIAL 
PERFORMANCES 
MEASUREMENTS 
PROCEEDING 

1. what does “currently The Commission should allow In the FCC’s 7X-d Report and 
combines” mean as that AT&T to provide Order, the FCC coniirmed that 
phrase is used in 47 telecommunications services to BellSouth presently has no 
C.F.R. $51.315(b)? ally customer using any obligation to combine network 
(UNE’s Attachment 2, combination of elements that elements for CLECs when those 
$2.7.1, and 2.9) BellSouth routinely combines in elements are not currently 

its own network and to purchase combined in BellSouth’s 
such combinations at TELRIC network. The FCC rules, 
rates. BellSouth should not be 51.31 S(c)-(f), that purported to 
allowed to restrict AT&T from require incumbents to combine 
purchasing and using such unbundled network elements 
combinations to only provide were vacated by the Eighth 
service to customers who Circuit Court of Appeals and 
currently receive retail service by were not appealed to or 
means of the combined elements. reinstated by the Supreme Court. 
This is tic only intcrprctation of The question of whctbcr those 
the term “currently combines” rules should be reinstated is 
that is consistent with the pending before the Eighth 
nondiscrimination policy of the Circuit, and the FCC explicitly 
Act and which will promote rapid declined to revisit those rules at 
growth in competition in the local this time. Third Reporf and 
telephone market. Order, ‘j 481. 

The FCC also confirmed that 
when unbundled network 
elements, as defmed by the FCC, 
are currently combined in 
BellSouth’s network, BellSouth 
cannot separate those elements 
except upon request. 47 C.F.R. 
5 51.315(b). For example, when 
a loop and a port are currently 
combined by BellSouth to serve 
a particular custome.r, that 
combination of elements must be 
made available to CLJXs. 

1 1 ~~~: 
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Should BellSouth be 
mmitted to charge 
4T&T a ‘glue charge” 
when BellSouth 
:ombiues network 
:lements? (Inws, 
4ttachment 2, Section 
2.9) 
Under what rates, terms, 
and conditions may 
4T&T purchase 
network elements “I 
:ombinations to replace 
3ervices currently 
xuchased from 
BellSouth tariffs? 
:UNEs, Attachment 2, 
$2.12, 2.13, 2.14, and 
2.18) 
SETTLEMENT ONLY 
4STOTHE 
3RDERlNG PROCESS 
FOR SPECIAL 
4CCESS; AT&T 
RESEARVES THE 
RIGHT TO RAISE 
LSSUE BEFORE KPSC 

BellSouth should not impose any 
xlditional charge on AT&T for 
my combination of network 
:lements above the TELRIC cost 
>f the combination (as determined 
I” Administrative Cwx No. 382). 

Pursuant to FCC Orders, AT&T 
IS pcrmittcd, under ccrlain 
xnditions, to purchase network 
elements and combinations to 
replace services currently 
purchased from BellSouth tariffs. 
Ihe terms and conditions would 
be those applicable to the tariff. 
l-he rate would be the TELRIC 
:OSL LO do a record change in 
BellSouth’s OSS, plus the 
recurring price of the appropriate 
network elements “I 
:ombinations (as determined in 
4dministmtive Case 382). 
BellSouth should not be permitted 
to place obstacles in the way of 
4TBT’s ability to convert such 
rervices to network elements and 
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combine elements for CLECs. 
As the FCC made clear io its 
Third Report and Order, Rule 
51.315(b) applies to elements 
that are “in fact” combined. See 
id. ‘f 480 (‘LTo the extent an 
unbundled loop is in fact 
connected to unbundled 
dedicated transport, the statute 
andourrule51.315(b)require 
the incumbent to provide such 
elements to requesting carriers in 
combined form”). The FCC 
declined to adopt the definition 
of “currently combined,” that 
would include. all elements 
“ordinarily combined” in the 
iucumbent’s network. Id. 
(declining to “interpret rule 
51.315(b) as requiring 
incumbents to combine 
unbundled network elements 
that are ‘ordinarily combined 

“). 
See BellSouth’s i-esponse to 
Issue 4, which is incorporated 
herein by reference as fully as if 
set out in its entirety. 

Without waiver of its ability to 
avail ihclT or any available legal 
remedies Bellsouth will perform 
in conformance with the 
guidelines set forth by the FCC 
in CC Docket No. 96-98 UNE 
Remand Orders dated Nov. 5, 
1999 and Nov. 24,1999, and 
June 2,2000, BellSouth will 
~unvml scrviccs currently 
purchased on a mouth to month 
basis by AT&T, “I a BellSouth 
end user changing its service 
provider to AT&T, to the extent 
possible on a mechanized basis 
at a record change charge. As to 
services provided to AT&T “I to 
a BcllSouth end user changing 
its service provider to AT&T 
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Issues for Arbitration between AT&T and BellSouth 
LATER, IF 
VECESSARY. ALL 
DTHER ASPECTS OF 
[SSUE RBh4AIN 
3PEN. 

How should AT&T and 
BellSouth interconnect 
heir networks in order 
.a originate and 
:amplete culls to end- 
.lsers? (Local 
hlterc”““e.xi”“, 
4ttachment 3, Section 
1) 

SEENERIC UNE CASE. 

:ombiuations as easily and 
wamlessly as possible. 
4ppropriate terms and conditions 
must also be ordered to ensure 
that AT&T is able to replace 
rexvices with network 
:lementsicombinations of 
network elements. 

AT&T and BellSouth should 
rnterconnect on an equitable 
basis, which is hierarchically 
quivdent, and not maintain the 
uubalauced situation where 
AT&T incurs the expense of 
zounectiug throughout 
BellSouth’s network, while 
BellSouth incurs the much lower 
:ost of connecting at the edge of 
4T&T’s network. AT&T’s 
proposal also avoids use of 
hitcd collocatiou space that is 
better used for other purposes 
ruch as interconnection to UNE 
loops and advanced services. 
AT&T’s proposal requires the 
two parties to work out a 
transition plan to “groom” the 
iwo networks. 
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under a volume and term 
agreement “I other contract 
basis, BellSouth will convert the 
services to the UNBs ordered by 
AT&T upon AT&T’s payment 
of the appropriate early 
termination liabilities set forth in 
the volume and term agreement 
or contract. 
BellSouth offers interconnection 
in compliance with the 
requirements of the FCC rules 
and regulations as well as any 
state smute “I reg”lati”“. 
Interconnection can be through 
delivery of facilities to a 
collocation or fiber meet 
arrangement or through the lease 
of facilities. Interconnection for 
AT&T originated Traffic must 
be accomplished through at least 
out intcrfacc within tic 
BellSouth LATA and may be at 
an access tandem or local 
tandem. BellSouth, at its option, 
may designate one or more 
interfaces on its nehvork for the 
deliwy of its originating traffic 
to AT&T. BellSouth should not 
be required to incur additional 
“““ecessq cost as a result of 
the selectiou of interc”““ecti”u 
points by AT&T. If AT&T 
requires BellSouth to haul 
BellSouth originating traffic 
from the originating local calling 
area to a point of interconnection 
outside that local calliug area, 
AT&T should compensate 
BellSouth for its transport Costs. 
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Should AT&T be 
ml&ted t” charge 
andem rate elements 
when its switch serves a 
geographic area 
:omparable to that 
raved by BellSouth’s 
mdem switch? 
:Lmal Interconnection, 
4ttachmeut 3, 
$1.1.2) 

WITHDRAWN 

SETTLED 

Yes. When AT&T’s switches 
serve a geographic area 
comparable to that served by 
BellSouth’s tidem switch, then 
AT&T should be permitted to 
charge tandem rate elements. 

IT&T must demoustmte to the 
WSC that (1) its switch serves a 
:omparable geographic area and 
2) the switch performs 
‘unctions similar to those 
xrformed by BellSouth’s 
andem switch. Simply being 
:apable of serving a comparable 
:eographic area or of 
wforming tandem switching 
hnctious is not sufkient 
:vidcncc. 
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Issues for Arbitration between AT&T and BellSouth 

What is the appropriate 
treatment of outbound 
voice calls over Internet 
pr0t0c01 (“Ip”‘) 
telephony, as it pertains 
to reciprocal 
compensation? (Local 
lnterc”““ecti”“, 
Attachment 3, $6.1.9) 

Until the FCC issues rules on how 
IF’ Traffic is to be tleated, no 
restrictions should be imposed. 
Further, there is no way to 
measure and record such Traffic 
as requested by BellSouth. In any 
event, tbis is not a proper subject 
for negotintion in an 
interconnection agreement. 
Finally, BellSouth has raised an 
issue dealing with access charges 
and their application to certain 
traffic that travels over IP 
technology. Access charges are 
not an issue that should be 
addressed in arbitration. 

Page 7 

IP telephonv is utilized in a 
manner co&tent with 
traditional long-distance calling. 
Therefore, due to the increasing 
use of IP technology to ii-ansport 
voice long distance Traftic, it is 
important to specify in the 
Agreement that Voice over the 
Internet Protocol Traffic is 
switched access Traftic and not 
local Traftic. 

BellSouth has proposed an 
interval of no greater than 100 
calendar days for the provision 
of physical collocntion 
arrangements under ordinary 
conditions. Such a proposal is 
reasonable and necessary. 
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SETTLED 

BY AT&T 

Is conducting a 
statewide investigation 
of criminal histoly 
records for each AT&T 
employee or agent being 
considcrcd to work on a 
BellSouth premises a 
security measure that 
BeLlSouth may impose 
on AT&T? 
(c”u”cati”“, 
Attachment 4, $11.1, 
11.2,11.4,11.5) 

No. These requirements are 
unreasonable and are inconsistent 
with the exrlmples of IneaSureS 
found by the FCC to be 
reasonable, e.g. ID badges, 
scarily cameras, cabinet 
enclosures, and separate central 
building entrances. Such 
requirements are excessive, 
increasing coUocation costs 
without providing additional 
protection to BellSouth. 
Moreover, such requirements are 
discriminatrny as applied to 
AT&T because of its collective 
bargaitig agreements. Further, 
AT&T is willing to indemnify 
BellSouth, on a reciprocal basis, 
for any bodily injury or property 
damage caused by AT&T’s 
employees or agents. 

Page 8 

les. BeLlSouth performs 
:riminal background checks on 
ts employees prior to hiring and 
IS such cnn require AT&T to do 
he sane in order for AT&T to 
WC uncscorlcd access LO Ihc 
:entrd offices and other 
wemises that house the public 
witched network. Such security 
equirements are reasonable in 
ight of the assets being 
,rotected as well as the number 
If new entrants and other 
clccommunicalions cmicrs 
elying on the in&&y and 
eliability of BellSouth’s 
letwork. AT&T’s offer to 
ndemnify BellSouth for bodily 
“jury or propaty damage is not 
,ufficient in light of the asset at 
isk. 
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SETIZED 
Has BeLlSouth provided 
mfficient customized 
auting in accordance 
with State and Federal 
law to allow it to avoid 
~oviding Operator 
Services/Directory 
4ssistance (“OS/DA”) 
BS a UNE? (UNEs, 
4ttnchment 2, Section 
7) 

What procedure should 
38 established for 
4T&T to “b&in loop- 
lort combinations 
:IJN&P) using both 
Infrastructure and 
Zustomer Specific 
Provisioning? 
:Attachment 7, $3.20 - 
3.24) 

No. BellSouth does not provide 
AT&T adequate customized 
routing. BellSouth has not 
provided sufficient information 
on its untested AIN solution, 
including rates. If BellSouth’s 
proposal is line class codes 
(‘2Cc’s”), this 501”ti”” “lay not 
be viable in every central oflice. 
Thus, until these methods are 
proven viable, AT&T may 
purchase OS/DA a~ an unbundled 
network element. 
BellSouth should accept from 
AT&T two types of o&s, 1) an 
Infraslructurc Provisioning Order 
and 2) a Customer Specific 
Provisioning Order. The 
Infrastructure Provisioning Order 
(which consists of an 
Infrastructure Footprint Form and 
nn Operator Services and 
Directory Assistance 
Qucstionnairc) notitics BcUSoulh 
of the common use of Network 
Elements and Combinations that 
AT&T wiU require 
geographically by End Office, 
Rate Center, LATA or State. The 
Footprint Order should be 
acknowledged within 24 hours 
and rcspondcd LO within 5 
business days thereafter. The 
Customer Specific Provisioning 
Order should be the LSR. LSRs 
for UNE-P should be received 
elec!xonicaUy, provided with 
ordering flow-through and 
provisioned at parity with 
BcUSouth retail. Elccwonic LSRs 
with flow through ordering 
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Yes. BeUSoutb has available 
both nn AIN solution for 
c”sta”lizd routing as well as 
the LCC s”l”ti”n that was 
advocated by AT&T during the 
last round of arbitrations. 
AT&T participated in testing 
BellSouth’s AIN customized 
routing solution. 

BellSouth has proposed a 
procedure whereby AT&T can 
“rdcr looplporl combinations 
using BeUSouth OSlDA 
platform and AT&T branding. 
BeLlSouth is not opposed to 
AT&T making a onetime 
designation to BellSouth to have 
all of AT&T’s end user calls 
routed to the appropriate OS/DA 
platform. AT&T, howcvcr, 
refuses to make a single 
designation and seeks instead a 
variety of OS/DA routing plans. 
Therefore, AT&T should be 
required to populate the 
appropriate Line Class Code on 
the LSR submitted to the LCSC. 
If AT&T dccidcd upon, and 
communicated, a single OS/DA 
routing plan, then BellSouth 
could determine the appropriate 
Line Class Code and AT&T 
would not be required to provide 
such code on the LSR. AT&T 
will not, however, m&c such n 
designation. 
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Issues for Arbitration between AT&T and BellSouth 

WITHDRAWN 

Should the Commission 
xathirdpaty 
:ommercial arbitrator 
-esolve disputes under 
he l”terc”““ecti0” 
4greement? (General 
Fans &Conditions, 
Section 16.1) 

Should the Change 
“anti01 Process be 
sufficiently 
:omprehensive to 
msure that there are 
x-acmes to handle, at a 
mi”im”“l the following 
situations: (OSS, 
4ttachmeut 7, Exhibit 

should be available for orders 
usiug either an unbrauded or an 
AT&T branded platform. 

- 
More issues will arise now that BellSouth has had experience 
AT&T is entering the market and with commercial arbitration in 
will need to be resolved quickly. the resolution of disputes under 
These issues will be more i”tercQ”“ecti”” agTee”lents 
business oriented and less policy negotiated pursuant to 47 USC 
oriented, nnd thus, more $252 rind has found such 
appropriately handled by arbitration to be expensive and 
commercial arbitrators. The unduly lengthy in nature. The 
parties should continue to have Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals 
the right to resolve operational in Iowa Utilities Board ruled 
issues in a commercial forum on that the KPSC is charged with 
an expedited basis; thereby, the power to resolve disputes 
limiting the customer-affecting relating to interconnection 
impact of any such disputes. agreements and BellSouth 

should not be forced to waive its 
right to seek resolution of such 
issues before the KPSC. 

Yes. Change Control should The terms and conditions of the 
apply to the entire range of I-CCP, ns well ns the subjects to 
tmusactions required between which it should apply, should be 
AT&T and BellSouth in order for negotiated between the I-CCP 
AT&T to utilize Services and committee members and cannot 
Elements. Both electronic and be properly arbitrated in a 
manual interfaces and processes proceeding that involves only 
are required to establish and BellSouth and AT&T. Subject to 
mrdntain a business relationship this, BellSouth will respond to 
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KENTUCKY 

REVISED MATRIX 
Issues for Arbitration between AT&T and BellSouth 

A) with BellSouth and conduct day- the individual items AT&T has 
m-day business trnnsnctions. A identified through separate 
comprehensive Change Control responses given below. To the 
Process should provide “cradle to extent such issues are arbitrated, 
grave” coverage of the life cycle the current I-CCP is more than 
of an interface or process, and its adequate. to serve the needs of 
supporting documentation (such the CLEC community and 
as specificntions, business rules, address AT&T’s concerns. 
methods, and procedures). Thus, 
implementation of new interfaces, 
management of interfaces in 
production (including defect 
correction), and the retirement of 
interfaces should be addressed. 
Change Control should provide a 
normal process, an exception 
process, an escalation process, 
and a dispute resolution process 
with ultimate recourse to the 
Commission, mediation, or court 
adjudication. Additionally, a 
process by which the Change 
Control Process can be changed 
should be specified. The existing 
Electronic Interface Change 
Control Process (EICCP) and the 
Interim Change Contiol Process 
(I-CCP) BellSouth has proposed 
are not comprehensive. AT&T’s 
proposal and the existing BST 
proposal are compared below. 

Situation AT&T EICCPLCCP EICCPLCCP 
Pmpusnl AT&T’s View BellSouth’s View 

a) introduction of new Yes. Yes. The change This subpnrt is 
clcctmnic inmraccs? conlrol process addrcsscd in the 

should address the I-CCP today. 
intr”ducti”““f 
new electronic 
i”tCXfX.%. 

b) retiemcnl of YCS. Yes. The chwgc This subpart is 
existing interfaces? control process addressed in the 

should address the I-CCP today. 
retireme”t of 
existing interfaces. 

c) exceptions to tbe Yes. Yes. The change This subpart is 
process? conb-01 process addressed in the 

should address I-CCP today. 
excepti”” t” the 
pr”ce55. 
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Situation 

1) documentation, 
ncluding training? 

:) defect correction? 

) emergency changes 
,defect correction)? 

5) an eight step cycle, 
cpeated monthly? 

1) a i-m schedule for 
10tificati0ns 
msociated with 
:hqes initiated by 
3ellSouth? 

EICCPII-CCP 
AT&T’s View 

Yes. The change 
control process 
should include 
mope detail 
pertaining to 
documcnlalion or 
interfaces, 
including training 
in the use of such 
interfaces. 
Yes. The change 
control process 
should address 
defect corr&ions 
found in existing 
interfaces. 
Yes. The change 
coniml process 
should address 
defect ccnmxions 
and provide 
emergency changes 
in existing 
immfaces. 
Yes. The change 
control process 
should include a 
detailed eight step 
process to 
implcmcnt changes 
in interfaces. 
Yes. The change 
conmJ1 process 
should include a 
provision for the 
firm schedule of 
notitications 
associated with 

EICCPII-CCP 
BellSouth’s View 

BellSouth may 
agree in theory, but 
has implemented 
all documentation 
changes 
unilakmlly and 
outside the EICCP. 

Defects are being 
implemented into 
the EICCP 

The Type I system 
outages are defined 
in the interim 
change control 
process but are 
handled tbmugh 
the EC Support 
Help De&- 
Par non-Tvoe 1 ._ 
issues, BellSouth 
has an 11-step 
process in I-CCP 
today with variable 
inputs and outputs 
for each step. 
BellSouth will 
provide 30.day 
notification for 
CLEC-impacting 
changes. 
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Situation 

) a process for dispute 
csolution, including 
efaral to state utility 
:ommissions or 
:ourts? 

) a process for the 
:scalation of changes 
n process? 

AT&T 
Proposal 

fees. 

fes. 

EICCPII-CCP 
AT&T’s View 

Yes. The change 
:ontrol process 
should include a 
l&ailed process for 
Bspute resolutioll, 
including rcfmral 
a a dispute 
7esolution process. 

Yes. The change 
:onmJl process 
<hoold include a 
Wailed process to 
lea1 with 
xalation of 
:hmges needed in 
ulterfaces. 

EICCPII-CCP 
BellSouth’s View 

The I-CCP 
maintains a dispute 
resolution process. 
In the event that an 
issue is not 
rcsolvcd through 
the I-ccp’s 
escalation process, 
BellSouth and the 
affected CLEC(s) 
will form a Joint 
Investigative Team 
of Subject Matter 
Expcr& If the 
dispute cannot be 
resolved after this 
step, then either 
party may file an 
appropriate request 
for resolutiotl of 
the dispute with the 
appropriar St&c 
commission. 
BellSouth is 
implementing 
escalation 
procedures for the 
I-CCP. 
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Situation 

i) testing support and 
L testing environment 

) provision of a 
rouble number for 
rype 1 events 

n) a process for the 
:ancellation/rejection/ 
)I reclassikxtion of 
:LEC change requests 

AT&T 
Proposal 

fees 

?es 

fees 

EICCPII-CCP 
AT&T’s View 

Yes. The 
processes and 
testing 
environments 
provided by 
BcllSouth for USC 
in CLEC 
certitication and 
p-release testing 
should be subject 
to the Change 
Cotltrol Process. 
Tbc pre-release 
cnvironmcnl 
should be available 
to CLECs 30 days 
prlortothe 
implementation of 
any new release. 
Yes. BellSouth 
should provide a 
unique trouble 
tracking number 
for each Type 1 
event. 
Yes. BellSouth 
should not be 
allowed the ability 
to unilaterally 
cancel, reject or 
reclassify CLEC 
initiated requests. 
BellSouth should 
be required to 
present its rational 
for any proposed 
action to the 
industry at a 
Monthly Change 
Review meeting, 
receive input from 
the industry, and 
then in conjunction 
with the request 
initiator agree upon 
the disposition of 
the request. 

EICCP&CCP 
BellSouth’s View 
resting support 
and environment is 
being implemented 
into the CCP. 

resting support 
and environment is 
being implemented 
into the CCP. 

BellSouth has the 
right to reject 
CLEC requests for 
Eosts, industry 
direction or 
technical 
Feasibility. 
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I 
What should 
rcsolulion 0r 
following OS 

Situation 

1) a process for 
tioritization and 
wigmnent of change 
tquests to future 
&x9es for 
mplcmcntalion 

I) a process for 
:banging tbc process 

be the 
UK 
S issues 

currently pending in the 
change cot&o1 process 
but not yet provided? 
(OSS, Attachment 7, 
Exhibit A) 

AT&T 
Proposal 

fees 

t-C%5 

EICCPII-CCP 
AT&T’s View 

Yes. AU change 
requests prioritized 
by the industxy 
should be assigned 
according to that 
priorilizalion Lo a.3 
many future 
relea.ses as 
necessary. This 
process should 
occur on a fixed 
recurring basis and 
be the driver for 
lhc dctcrminalion 
of the need for and 
timing of new 
releases. 
Yes. The Change 
Control Process 
should itself be 
subject to 
necessq change 
through a timely 
process that 
provides for an 
orderly, informal 
vote by all 
interested 

, partici 
The issues AT&T is bringing 
forward for arbitmtion have been 
at issue between the parties for 
various periods of time. The 
current BICCP process is hostage 
to BellSouth’s default power to 
implement or not implement any 
change at its option. This default 
power exists because the EICCP 
process is not subject to 
regulatory oversight. Only 
arbitration provides AT&T with a 
means by which it can obtain the 
requested capabilities from 
BellSouth in an assured and 
timely manner. 

Further, in the abscncc of a 
binding methodology by which 
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EICCP&CCP 
BellSouth’s View 
This subpart is 
addressed in CCP 
today. 

I& subpart is 
ddrcsscd in CCP 
today. 

nts. 
Issues such as those deheated 
in this issue should bc rcsolvcd 
in the I-CCF. These are industry 
issues more properly resolved in 
another forum and not in this 
two-party arbitration. 
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1) parsed customer 
rervice record.5 for pre- 
x-de&g? 

3) ability LO submit 
xders electronically for 
%ll services and 
demerits? 

the industry can effect change, 
change can only be initiated by 
the actions of two parties which 
can then be expanded to 
incorporate others. 

BellSouth should provide parsed 
customer service records for 
preordering pursuant to industry 
standards. AT&T needs this in 
order to fully integrate its 
ordering systems with 
BellSouth’s and to obtain the 
functionality now available to 
BellSouth. BellSouth’s internal 
systems parse the sections and 
fields of the CSR as needed to 
meet sofhvare program 
requirements precluding the need 
for service representatives to re 
enter CSR information when 
pmccssing orders. This itcm ha7 
been an industry sVandard since 
the publication of the LSOW 
guidelines. 
BcUSouth should provide the 
ability to submit orders 
electronically for all services and 
elements. Lack of electronic. 
ordering increases the possibility 
of errors and increases costs. 
BellSouth reported order flow- 
through for business services for 
two years bcforc taking the 
position that these requests do not 
flow through. BellSouth formerly 
claimed only that complex 
business requests did not flow 
through, but even then, BellSouth 
admits that its sewice 
representatives type their requests 
inlo a rroni end system (DOE or 
SONGS), which sends the request 
to SOCS, which then accepts 
valid requests and issues the 
required service orders. 
Examples of instances in which 
AT&T requires electronic 
ordering capability are the UNE 
Platform, handling of remaining 
service on partial migrations, use 
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This subpart is before the CCP. 
A CCP Change Request was 
submitted by AT&T requesting a 
parsed customer service record 
via TAG. Planning and analysis 
on this issue will begin mid- 
2000 on the parsing of the CSR. 

BST currently provides the 
CLECs a stream of data via 
TAG. The stream of data is 
identified by section with each 
line uniquely identified and 
dclimiti. This is consistent 
with the data provided to BST’s 
retail units. 

Rcqucsis for cbangcs or 
revisions to BellSouth’s 
electronic interfaces to its OSS 
should be submitted through the 
I-CCP. This process allows 
BellSouth and the CLEC 
community to review, prioritize 
and manage changes and 
revisions Lo the clccwonic 
interfaces based on the needs of 
the CLFC participants. The 
CLEC participants control this 
process and the associated 
timelines. Although to 
BellSouth’s knowledge no 
CLEC has submitted this request 
lo Ihc I-CCP, Ihc I-CCP would 
be the appropriate forum to 
handle such a request. 

Non-discriminatory access to 
BellSouth’s OSS does not mean 
that all services and elements 
must be ordered electronically 
with no manual handling. Some 
services, such as complex 
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of LSR fields to establish proper services, require manual 
hilling accounts, ability to order handling by BellSouth’s account 
xDSL loops, ahility to order teams for BellSouth retail 
digital loops, ability to order customers. Processing of 
complex directory listings, ability requests for CLECs may also 
to order loops and LNP on a require. some manual processing 
single order, and ability to change for these same functions. 
nmin account number on a single 
order. 

c) electro”ic processing BellSouth should provide Requests for changes or 
after electronic electronic processing akr revisions to BellSouth’s 
ordering, without electronic ordering. See (b), electronic interfaces to its OSS 
subsequent manual above. Examples of instances in should be submitted through the 
processing by BellSouth which AT&T submits electronic I-CCP. This process allows 
personnel? orders that are subsequently BellSouth and the CLEC 

processed manually include LNP, community to review, prioritize 
UNE-P with LCC, and migrations and manage changes and 
merging existing accounts, related revisions to the electronic 
orders. AT&T has submitted interfaces based on the needs of 
change control requests and the CLEC participants. The 
participated in other discussions CLEC participants control this 
aimed at improving the process and the aaociatcd 
subsequent manual process timelines. Although to 
pending full a”tomati0”. BellSouth’s knowledge no 
Examples include worklist CLEC has submitted this request 
mechanization and a Flow- to the I-CCP, the I-CCP would 
through Mechanization Project. be the appropriate forum to 

handle such a request. 

Non-discrinkatory access to 
BellSouth’s OSS does not mean 
that all services and elements 
must be ordered electronically 
with no manual handling. Some 
services, such as complex 
services, require nlanu”l 
handling by BellSouth’s account 
teams for BellSouth retail 
customs. Processing of 
requests for CLECs may also 
require some manual processing 
for these same functions. Local 

though the requests by d&&m 
1 1 ~~ 
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Should BellSouth 
provide AT&T with the 
ability to access, via 
EBUECTA, the full 
functionality available 
to BellSoutb tknn TAFI 
and WFA? (OSS, 
Attachment 7, Section 
4.2) 

WITHDRAWN 

DEFERRED TO 
GENERIC UNE CASE 

Yes. TAFI is a non-integrateable 
interface so AT&T must make 
additional entries into ita own 
maintenance and repair systems, 
while BellSouth need only make 
tbis entq once. EBUECTA is a 
machine-to-machine interface 
capable of integration hut with 
limited functional capabilities. It 
is technically feasible to provide 
the full suite of TAFI functions 
via EBUECTA. 
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3ellSout.b provides AT&T with 
:omplete access to TAFI and has 
:omplied with the current 
tandards for ECTA. Future 
:nhancements to ECTA shall he 
hmgh the. EICCP. 
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SETTLED 
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