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Background 

Incumbent Local Exchange Companies (ILECs) such as BcllSouth use a 

varict); of systems. databases, and personnel (collectively referred to as 

Operations Support Systems [DSS]) to provide service to their customers.’ At 

the regularly scheduled Authority Conference ou February 21, 2001, the 

Directors voted to accomplish a series of steps in order to ensure that BellSouth 

provides nondiscriminatory access to its OSS. These steps would bc 
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accomplished in two dockets. The tirst docket would establish a generic set of 

performance measures, benchmarks and enforcement mechanisms for 

B&South’s wholesale operations. The Authority ruled on February 21, 2001 

that the benchmarks, performance measurements and enforcement mechanisms 

adopted by the Authority in the BellSouthiDeltaCom arbitration (Docket No. 99- 

00130) shall serve as the starting point 5x this generic proceeding. Pursuant to 

an established procedural schedule, the parties will submit proposed changes to 

these standards with supporting cvidence. 

This docket, the second of the two established on February 21, 2001. 

refers to BellSouth’s OSS and the abihty of such systems and processes to offer 

wholesale services and elements in compliance with state and federal 

regulations. 

The Federal Communications Commission (FCC) defined OSS as 

“consisting of prc-ordering. ordeting, provisioning. maintenance and repair, and 

billing functions supported by an [ILEC’s] databases and information 0% 

includes the manual, computerized, and automated systems, together with 

associated business processes and the up-to-date data maintained in these 

systems.” The FCC further propounded that 0% includes access to loop 

qualitication information.’ Consistent with this definition, the FCC found that 

“...access to OSS functions falls squarely within an incumbent LEC’s dq 

’ SW ~hb-cl Report and O&r m r/w Ak~rrer- of Inzplmmiunon ai the Lonrl Cfm:p&ioh 
I’,-os.iCws oftlw Tel~~~~,nlllNi‘r,,“s Acr qrlYP6, CC Docket No. 96-98, 15 FCC Red. 3696 
‘- J?J.-115 fRclcnscd Kov. 5. 1999) (Third Repon and Order and Fourth Further tktice of 
Proposed Rulemaking) (“LWE Rmmnd Ordd’) 
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under section 251(c)(3) to provide unbundled network elements under terms and 

conditions that are nondiscriminatory and just and reasonable, and its duty under 

section 251(c)(4) to offer resale sewiccs without imposing any limitations or 

conditions that are discriminatory or unreasonable.“’ 

The T~MCSSC~ General Assembly has declared that it is the policy of 

Tennessee to permit competition in all telecommunications markets,’ and that 

BellSouth must provide non-discriminatory access to its public network.’ 

On May 12, 1999, AT&T Communications of the South Central States 

(“AT&T’) tiled a petition (Docket No. 99-00347) asking the Authority to order 

third party testing of BellSouth’s 0%. At the regularly scheduled Authority 

conference on October 26. 1999. the Directors voted to hold the petition in 

abeyance in order to monitor the third patty testing in other states and to 

determine at a later date if T’cnncssee-specific testing would be required. 

On April 24. 2000. the Authority issued a Data Request to all partics in 

Docket No. 99-00347, requesting the respondents to (1) identify and explain all 

areas where BcllSouth’s interfaces. systems and processes utilized in Tennessee 

differ from those used in other states within B&South’s region and (2) identify 

Lvhat impact, if any, the Tennessee-specific differences identified in (1) ~vould 

have on third p&y testing of BellSouth’s OSS. BellSouth responded that its 

interfaces, systems and processes in Tennssscc are the same as those used 
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throughout BellSouth’s region. AT&T responded that Tennessee-specific 

differences would require Tennessee-specific testing. MCI suggested that an 

objective third party should evaluate Tennessee-specific differences. Using this 

information, a third party should then test BellSouth’s OSS to the extent that it is 

different from that OSS used in Florida, where the most extensive OSS tesring is 

being done. 

On December 6. 2000: the Authority issued a second Data Request to 

BellSouth requesting more detailed information in order to assist in determining 

the need for Tennessee-specific testing of its OSS. BellSouth’s response on 

January 29, 2001 contended that its software infrastmcture, including electronic 

interfaces and databases, is either the same or is designed to operate in an 

intlistinguishablc manner across all of its states. Nevertheless, its response 

revealed that some Icgacy systems serve only a subset of the region, and some 

serve only Tcnncssce. Some 0% processes that serve Tennessee customers are 

diffcrcnt from those that serve Georgia and Florida customers. 

Recommendation 

The purpose of this report is to recommend a procedure for determining 

if BcllSouth’s Tennessee systems and proccsscs are operating sufiiciently to 

provide wholesale services and elements to CLECs without impeding 

competition. It is my recommendation, as the Hearing Ofticer in this docket, 

that the Authority engage an independent third party consultant to determine 
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what, if any, testing of BellSouth’s 0% is needed (Phase I) and conduct such 

testing if ordered by the Authority (Phase II). 

Specifically, the selected consultant should prepare and submit to the 

Authority a Phase I report consisting of the following elements within an 

established time frame: (1) identification of the systems or processes used by 

BellSouth’s Tennessee operations for providing services and network elements 

to competitors; (2) an audit of BellSouth’s Tennessee perfonnancc data; and (3) 

recommendations regarding performance and system testing necessary for the 

Authority to ascertain whether BellSouth is providing network services and 

elements to CLECs in Tennessee without impeding competition. Consistent with 

previous decisions by the Authority, such decisions shall take into consideration 

the testing of OSS in other BellSouth states and the extent that the TRA can rely 

on such tests for Tennessee operations. The Phase I report should also identify 

processes that are specific to Tennessee or utilize Tennessee labor such as the 

nrocess for “hot cut~.“~ 

L!pon completion of the consultant’s Phase I report, it is my 

recommendation that the Authority convcnc a hearing for the purpose of 

receiving testimony and documenting evidence from the consultant and 

intorested parties. Upon completion of the hearing, the Authority may render a 

5 AT&T’s Motion for Clarification 
Attachment A 
May 17,200l 



decision on the consultant’s recommendation and the need to begin actual 

testing of’the processes ordered by the Authority. 

The Pre-Hearing Officer is of the opinion that since such OS review 

and analysis is necessary to demonstrate BellSouth’s compliance with the 

network opening provisions of the Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996 and 

to demonstrate compliance with the criterion necessary to enter the IntcrLATA 

long distance market, the cost of the consultant’s report and testing, if necessary, 

shall be borne by BellSouth. 

Respectfuliy submitted, 

Pre-Hearing Officer 

Attest: 

EC. David Waddcll. 
Executive Secretary 
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