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BEFORE THE GEORGIA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

__----- - - - - - - - - - - - - 

In the Matter of: 

Investigation into Development of 
Electronic Interfaces for BellSouth's: Docket No. 8354-U 
OPERATIONAL SUPPORT SYSTEMS 

______-__-_-_-_---- 

Hearing Room 110 
244 Washington Street 
Atlanta, Georgia 

Tuesday, May 8, 2001 

The above-entitled matter came on for hearing 

pursuant to Notice at 1O:OO a.m. 

BEFORE: 

LAUREN MCDONALD, JR., Chairman 
STAN WISE, Vice Chairman 
ROBERT BAKER, Commissioner 
ROBERT DURDEN, Commissioner 
DAVID BURGESS, Commissioner 

* * * 
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KEALIN CULBREATH, Attorney 
Consumers' Utility Counsel Division 
Balcony Level, 2 MLK Jr. Drive 
Atlanta, Georgia 30334 

On behalf of AT&T Communications of the Southern 
States, Inc.: 

SUZANNE OCKLEBERRY. Attornev 
AT&T Communications of the Southern States, Inc. 
1200 Peachtree Street, Suite 8100 
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-and- 
THOMAS A. LEMMER, Attorney 
TAM1 LYN AZORSKY, Attorney 
McKenna & Cuneo. L.L.P. 
Washington, D.C: 20006-1108 
Denver, Colorado 80202-1370 

-and- 
TIMOTHY G. BARBER, Attorney 
Womble, Carlyle, Sandridge & Rice 
3300 One First Union Center 
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On behalf of BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.: 

BENNETT ROSS, Attorney 
FRED MCCALLUM, Attorney 
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
125 Perimeter Center West, Room 376 
Atlanta, Georgia 30346 
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the industry that the more orders -- order types that can be 

eligible for flow-through, the more readily the bonding -- 

electronic bonding that takes place between the parties can 

take place and facilitate larger volumes of order processing 

because fewer human beings need to get involved, and the 

overall flow of business will be facilitated. 

Q In preparing this report, did KC1 review 

BellSouth's systems for flow-through of BellSouth orders 

placed with BellSouth? 

A (Witness Weeks) Yeah, I think I'm struggling with 

the question. Could you rephrase it? 

Q Okay, let me rephrase. In doing work to develop 

this report, did KC1 review the electronic systems through 

which orders placed with BellSouth would flow through? 

A (Witness Weeks) We didn't review the systems, per 

se. If by that you mean performing extensive reviews and 

evaluations of the software code and so on on the BellSouth 

side, we did look at BellSouth documentation, the things 

that would be commercially available to a CLEC, those sorts 

of things. So I'm not quite sure the level at which you 

meant "review the systems." 

Q Did you do a -- did KC1 did a comparison between 

the flow-through achieved with orders placed with BellSouth 

versus the flow-through that would be available to CLEC 

orders? 



5 

8 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Page 170 

A (Witness Weeks) It's our understanding -- we're 

not aware of a retail electronic bonding interface. So the 

notion of flow-through on electronic bonded interface, we 

wouldn't believe there was a retail analog for that, so we 

wouldn't have made that analysis. 

Q NOW, the Commission requested that an audit be 

performed of flow-through performance data; do you recall 

that? 

A (Witness Weeks) Yes. 

Q And did KC1 perform an audit of BellSouth's flow- 

through performance data? 

A (Witness Weeks) Yes. That is the report that you 

referenced earlier. 

Q Well, let me ask you to turn to the second and 

third page of that report, if you would, please. And I'm 

looking down at the bottom of Page 2 and onto the top of 

Page 3. At the bottom of Page 2 it says KCI, quote, "has 

not independently verified to the accuracy or completeness 

of the information provided. Accordingly, KC1 expresses no 

opinion on such data." Do you see that language? 

A (Witness Weeks) That's correct. 

Q So is it a fair interpretation of that language 

that KC1 did not independently verify information received 

from BellSouth for purposes of performing this flow-through 

analysis? 
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A (Witness Weeks) I think it’s a more accurate 

characterization to say that we did in many cases verify 

information in the flow-through reports by comparing and 

tracing and tracking information from the pseudo-CLEC and 

its transactions, and so there would be cases where we in 

fact did do validation; there would be other cases where 

representations were made to us by the company which we did 

not subject to any kind of validation. 

Q And would you give the Commission an example of 

the type of information that was not validated. 

A (Witness Weeks) Yes. There would have been 

certain MNPs in the LCSC, for example, that we took at face 

value, the company's representation of how they operated. 

And we would just have examined the result that came out of 

that process, without actually verifying the company's 

statements about how those MNPs worked. 

Q Now, if you turn over to the third page, it says, 

"KC1 has no conducted an audit or review of the historical 

data provided to us in accordance with generally accepted 

auditing procedures and/or standards promulgated by the 

American Institute of Certified Public Accountants." Do you 

see that? 

A (Witness Weeks) Yes, I do. 

Q Is it fair to say that this statement that I just 

read from Page 3 of the report states that KC1 did not 
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A (Witness Strickland) Yes. 

Q Now, let me show you another document, if I could. 

MR. LEMMER: Okay, Mr. Burgess, I would ask that 

this document be identified as Exhibit #2 for this hearing. 

COMMISSIONER BURGESS: Identified as AT&T 2. 

(The documents referred to 

were marked for identification 

as AT&T Exhibit #2.) 

BY MR. LEMMER: 

Q And, Mr. Strickland, do you recognize what's been 

identified as AT&T Exhibit 2? 

A (Witness Strickland) Yes. 

Q Is this a document that you prepared? 

A (Witness Strickland) Yes. 

Q And is the reason for preparing this document 

similar to why you've prepared what's by identified as 

Exhibit #l? 

A (Witness Strickland) Yes. 

Q And is the -- the bottom line or the basic intent 

of this document to again compare the results of raw data 

provided to you versus information BellSouth was providing 

on its flow-through statistics? 

A (Witness Strickland) Yes. 

Q The statistics that are on the very first page of 

Exhibi t #2, can you tel me the source of that data? And I 
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I'm looking specifically at the line that's in bold. 

A (Witness Strickland) Page 2? 

Q No, first page. 

A (Witness Strickland) Okay. That would be a flow- 

through report provided by BellSouth. 

Q And if you would turn to Page #9, that has 

numbered Page 9 on the bottom. And if you look at -- 

there's a line of information called "total interfaces," 

on -- on that page. Do you see that? 

F (Witness Strickland) Yes. 

Q Should then the numbers that are on Page 9 under 

the "total interface" line, should that equal the numbers 

that are on Page 1 in bold? 

A (Witness Strickland) They should; in this 

instance they don't. 

Q And do you know why they don't? 

A (Witness Strickland) No. I don't believe I 

recognize the second document. 

Q Do you recognize any part of Exhibit 2, other than 

the first page? 

A (Witness Strickland) It resembles a flow-through 

document for October, but I don't know if it's the specific 

one that I used in my examination. 

/ 
Q Now, you look at this Exhibit 2, there is a number 

of pages labeled, "Detail." And then, if you go further 
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A (Witness Strickland) That's correct. 

Q Do you see that? What is the difference between a 

page containing detail and a page containing residence 

detail? 

A (Witness Strickland) To the best of my 

understanding, the residence detail is a disaggregate or a 

further breakdown of the flow-through calculation. 

Q Was there any -- did you perform any analysis of 

the disaggregated flow-through information to verify the 

accuracy of BellSouth's disaggregated flow-through data? 

A (Witness Strickland) No. 

Q That's all I have. Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER BURGESS: Thank you. 

MR. HILL: Mr. Burgess, since the witness has 

testified he only recognizes the first page of this 

document, I'd ask that AT&T's Exhibit #2 be amended, and it 

be a one-page document consisting only of the first page. 

COMMISSIONER BURGESS: Response, Mr. Lemmer? 

MR. LEMMER: If I can ask one question, I believe 

I can solve the problem. 

BY MR. LEMMER: 

Q If -- Mr. Strickland would correct me if I'm 

wrong, but I believe you indicated that the documents or the 



1 pages attached to the first page of Exhibit #2 were familiar 

2 to you because you had seen reports like this? 

3 A (Witness Strickland) That's correct. 

4 MR. LEMMER: On that basis, Mr. Burgess, I would 

5 submit that it's a valid exhibit. 

6 COMMISSIONER BURGESS: Mr. Hill, one more time. 

1 MR. HILL: Your Honor, he can only identify what 

8 he can identify. He identifies Page 1. I have no idea 

9 where these other pages came from. Neither does Mr. 

10 Strickland. And if AT&T wants to have it in evidence, they 

11 should have someone vouch for it. 

12 COMMISSIONER BURGESS: Let me ask you, Mr. 

13 Strickland, did you utilize these other pages in any of your 

14 analysis in coming up with the summary sheet on the front of 

15 this document? 

16 WITNESS STRICKLAND: I used similar pages. But 

17 one thing I know for a fact is that the total mechanized 

18 LSRs on the document I used were 341,108. 

19 COMMISSIONER BURGESS: So these specific pages 

20 that are attached to this document you did not use in your 

21 analysis in coming up with the summary sheet? 

22 WITNESS STRICKLAND: No, sir. No, sir. 

23 COMMISSIONER BURGESS: Well, I'm going to, in that 

24 case, then, sustain Mr. Hill's objection, and the parts of 

25 this document that will be allowed in the record will be the 

Page 178 
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Q Okay. Meaning what? The exclusion is being 

applied or it's not being applied? 

A (Witness Freundlich) They have deleted the 

183 

exclusion from the code itself, so it is no longer being 

applied. 

Q All right. Would it be accurate for anyone to 

suggest that KPMG routinely ignored exclusions that were 

being applied by BellSouth, but that were omitted from 

BellSouth's SQMs? 

A (Witness Freundlich) That would not be an 

accurate characterization. 

Q Thank you. No further question, Mr. Chairman. 

COMMISSIONER BURGESS: CTAG? No response. 

Ms. Boone? 

FURTHER CROSS-EXAMINATION 

BY MS. BOONE: 

Q Hi. Cathy Boone with Covad Communications. Did 

KPMG evaluate the local number portability measures in flow- 

through? 

Mr 

A (Witness Weeks) No. 

Q Why not? 

A (Witness Weeks) It's out of the scope. 

Q I'm sorry? 

COMMISSIONER BURGESS: You got to use that mic, 

Frey, please. 
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MR. LEMMER: Thank you, Commissioner, no. 

COMMISSIONER BURGESS: Okay. Thank you. With 

that we will proceed. 

FURTHER CROSS EXAMINATION 

BY MR. LEMMER: 

Q Gentlemen, change management. So we're on Section 

8 of the report. Describe briefly for me what -- when we 

talk about change management in the context of Section 8, 

what are we talking about? 

A (Witness Weeks) I think you could characterize 

change management as a process test as opposed to some sort 

of transaction test. It is attempting to determine whether 

or not the practices in place by the company that govern how 

it does change management changes of its interfaces visa a 

via the interface specifications and what the capabilities 

of those systems are get noticed out to parties and the 

process surrounding defining what those would be, when they 

will take place, how the -- the form of providing 

documentation about those changes to the interface and those 

sorts of things. 

Q What is the -- in your opinion, what is the 

importance of providing documentation to CLECs about 

changes? 

A (Witness Weeks) If CLECs are going to -- if the 

ILEC is going to change its interface and the CLECs are to 
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take advantage of those changes or somehow be subjected to 

those changes, then they need to be made aware of those 

changes in advance if they're going to have time to react to 

those changes on their side of the wall and do whatever 

changes to business practices, software or anything else 

they need to do so that as the interface itself changes on 

the ILEC side, the CLEC is prepared to start doing business 

with that new interface. 

Q So if I understand what you told me, one important 

aspect of change management is for the CLEC to have a clear 

understanding of the changes that the ILEC -- in this case 

BellSouth -- is intending to make. Is that a fair 

statement? 

A (Witness Weeks) I think that's fair. 

Q And that clear understanding has to be available 

within sufficient time for the CLEC to be able to do 

whatever modifications it might have to do internally to 

accommodate the changes; is that a fair statement? 

A (Witness Weeks) I think that's fair. 

Q Now at the point in time that KC1 finished its 

testing or its review of change management, what was the 

state of BellSouth's change management procedures? 

A (Witness Weeks) At the end of the test, the 

company was just coming out of a year long period of 

revision to its change control processes and procedures, 
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wherein it had taken input from the CLECs and was making 

selective changes to the historical definition of that 

process. 

Q So it would be fair to say that the -- that 

BellSouth's change management system was still evolving at 

the point in time that your review concluded? 

A (Witness Weeks) And continues through today to do 

so. 

MR. LEMMER: That's all I have. Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER BURGESS: BellSouth. 

MR. MCCALLUM: No questions. 

COMMISSIONER BURGESS: Covad. 

MS. BOONE: No questions. 

COMMISSIONER BURGESS: Sprint. 

MR. ATKINSON: No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

COMMISSIONER BURGESS: Mr. Hill. 

MR. HILL: No, sir. 

COMMISSIONER BURGESS: This panel is dismissed. 

We're moving right along. 

(Panel excused.) 

COMMISSIONER BURGESS: RSIMMS and Encore Systems 

review and Systems Capacity Management is next. Mr. Barber, 

are you ready to proceed? 

MR. BARBER: Thank you, sir. 

FURTHER CROSS EXAMINATION 
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9 9 
9 9 
"' 6' 
3% 4102 
365 o- 
ll 3 
0 39 
6 n 
3p -0 

..'% 0 
a .o 

. ..s o- 
-_!! 3' 

m. -. 0.. 
16 cl 
9 Ii 

446 0 
'!.- r 
15 rii 
1'2 0. 
co 0 

116 -.-- !!- 
.__. -0 11.3 

311.46% 
62 12% 
,113x 
59ollx 
29.9,x 
62.50% 
31.43% 
o.c4% 
o.wx 

45.11% 
o.wx 

9000% 
99.94% 
0.99x 
9.90x 
mm* 

6-9 ‘3% 
owl. 
0*x 
DWX 
16 6’X 
ow* 
000% 

9’ 50% 
14 *9x 

twoox 
‘WWY. 

.- 
._ 
._ 

.-. 
.-. 

- 

., 03% 
0.00% 

51.14% 
99.69% 
owx 
O.WK 
0.00% 
3'.WI 
OCW 
owx 

11/20/2o&J 



REPORT: PERCENT FLOW THROUGH SERVICE REQUESTS (UNE DETAIL) 
REPORT PERIOD: 10/0112LKIO - 10/31/2000 

cr 
old M .cl LSRb 

165 
12 
9 
33 
23 
2299 
5’620 

1  
2  
141 
,619 
15 
* 
32  
3  
190 1  
125 
135 
123 1  
‘51 
7  

19 
I 

99 123 
9930 
3osa 
M’511 ‘1’38 

riiiziz 

LSR“ 
22 
3  
2  
11  
10 

,630 
38546 

1  
2  
58  
1001 
* 
1  
32  
2  

359 I 
‘5  
99 
59 
1 

440 
! 2  
0  3’ 

2  6212 
961 
390?0 46193 

Tar 
SY31.m 
F4oul 

‘5. 
3 
2 
11 
3 

4’9 

C”DR 

i’ mu*. 
F.lloti 

12 
2 
0 
11 
I 

393 
8’79 

0 
2 
4 

233 
1 
1 

31 
1 

136 
0 

37 
33 
9 
9 

129 
1 
2 
0 
15 

2 
1.994 
‘10 

99’4 
19961 

.“dl”. 
SUPP - 

0 
0 
0 
2 
3 

49 
941 

0 
0 
3 

31 
0 
0 
0 
1 

23 
D 
7 
2 
2 
0 
li 
0  
0 
i 
14 
9 

Ti- 
li9 
9’2 
,399 - 

FATAL 
R”ECl.3 

113 
? 
9 
23 
3 -. 

i4’3 
3ii3. 

1 
0 
i 

66 
66 
0 
Ii 
21 
39 

! 
1 

-lb . 
-15 
5 -. 
9 
9 
6 
9 
23 

25 
4993 
613 
4519 

2% 

1 
2 
5 

331 
1 
1 

32 
2 

154 
1 

49 
35 
12 
0 

163. 
1 
i 
0 
25 
2 

2291 
195 

10(1?3 
13315 

94 03% 
69 93% 
50.00% 
owx 
0 Oil% 
OWX 

w).lZ% 
0.00% 

42.19% 
6’53% 
93.93% 
‘W  00% 
6823% 
own 

0 POX 
44 44% 
0.00% 

6151x 
(I’ 44% 
lb 95% 
,4.98% 
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ORDERING 

GGREGl l  
RRORM? 

inor T)p 
(‘JY .lmf 

cod., 
-izT 

IWO 
‘4W 
8190 
9641 
91’5 
,435 
99’9 
‘095 
9802 
it50 
962’ 
9.330 
,905 
,499 
(I’97 
91as 
‘si5 

.+ 
“19 
I.960 
9529 -- 
is15 -- 
-.3! ._ 
,250 
a_!!! _ 
Sea!.- 
,110 ._ - 
(1195 
‘020 
9496 
‘634 
“39 
rwo _ 
I240 
9940 
*2Ll - 
919’ 

RDER. 
.5(rucc - 

CO”“, 
(2589 

‘2’i 

3pa9 
ZlMi 

256’ 

23!9 
230.3 

ill3 
1.330 
i’i, 
1686 
13’i 
1345 

.i230 
"ii 
l&i 
lW5 
,964 

Bp_s 
920 
913 

.889. 
808 
‘32 .-. 
6% 
50’ 
?6! 
526 
49i 
460 

.4w 
432 . 
344 . 

2% 

_. 

x 
18.3Jy 

9.43% 
!3 13% 
395% 
3.72% 
3.49% 
3.33% 
3.!2% 
?OlX 
2.99% 
2.f5Xd 
2.14% 
px 
?4%. 

.!‘9!4 
1.,9!4 __ 
y4x 
1.59% 

: (46% 
1.35% 
130% 
1.30% 

: ?f3% 
1.19Y 
1.19% 
i.m 

.! 05% 
!.95% 
9 q*x 
F.‘9!4 
y3Ti: 
p.sax 
0.64~~ 
0.61X. 

-0.= 
0.55x 
9.45% 

& 

CD”“’ 
3575 
‘020 
4’2i 
3005 
2864 
268’ 
256’ 
2321 
2303 
2291 
55.1 
2109 
‘*lo 
,141 
1099 
13’5 
1345 
49z 
112’. 
4li 
lOiT7 
‘W3. 942 
911 
911 
89; 
BOB 
301 
=a-?. 605 
492 
193 
493 
466 
4% 
4M’ 
2i7 

AL- 

Esiz 

%  0‘ A99 

2810x 
96 93% 
99.98% 
‘WWX 
99 93% 
‘0000% 
‘0000% 

99.31% 
9926% 
25.10x 
99.76% 
98.48% 
66.07% 
65.12% 
IW wx 
109.09% 

994,x 
39.99% 
99 ‘0% 
99.93% 
9wB% 
99 02% 
9956% 
‘w.00% 
lW.WY. 
41.129, 
‘cm wx 
99 67% 
B’OBX 
36.69% 
lW.WJ% 
99.5,x 

9954% 
63 99% 
100.00% 

,o, CL’3 

-Gr 
“34% 
7 63% 
4 B5% 
4.63% 
4.34% 
4 15% 
3 ‘5% 
3.72% 
3.70% 
9.99% 
3.41% 

?* 
‘94% 
1.77% 
2 22x 
2.17% 
D ‘8% 
1 B’K 
067% 
1.62% 
162% 
152% 
‘I,% 
1.47% 
1.44% 
1.30% 
9.49% 

0 9.8% 
9.79% 

ram. 
0.79% 

II 69% 
0 37% 
0.55% 

CO”“’ 

901( 
252 

1 
cl 
2 
0 
0 
4 
lb 
1’ 

1M4 
5 

29 
596 
583 

0 
0 

‘3’ 
6 

826 
3 
1 
I 
9 
4 
9 
0 

431 
0 
2 

‘3 
333 

0 
2 
0 
2 

11’ 

0 



ORDERING REPORT: FLOWTHROUGH ERROR ANALYSIS 
REPORT PERIOD: 10101/2OGiJ - 10/31/2000 

. 

-.. 

C0.J”’ 
341 

319 
31’ 
202 
20; 
2% 
243 
2% 
*so 
210 
1% 
109 
1% 
172 
i69’ 
163 
154 
1% 
130 

-i30 _ 
1% 

-i*i 
123 
(09 
109 

- !W 
99 
0, 
7, 

!! 
04 

-.M) --. 
_5?. 
01 
00 

_!‘L 
43 

A!- 

_ 

_ 

-~. 
.-- 

_. 

0.4,x 
0.37% 

! I 
,USA,lON; I 

CLEC Ca”*ed 

CO”“, 

?3’ 
319 
31, 
279 
202 
263 
2.3 
239 
220 
210 
(9, 
m.9 
tii 
09 
109 
3, 
1H 
130 

Pp 
,-xl 

!?Y 
25 
123 
,011 
89 
106 
00 
li 
,, 
ii 
5, 
58 
05 
e 

00 
,* 
i3 
il 

I Y. 0, A’98 

6950x 
100 043% 
100 00% 
90 94% 
lwwx 
,WWK 
loo NIX 
100 00% 
99.13% 
1oww. 
9919x 
99.47% 
lW.OOX 
40.12% 
,oo.wx 
22.,0X 
lW.WK 
90 997. 
44.12% 
1w.007. 
1w.Nw 
10000% 
lw.wx 

90.03Y 
100.00% 
6,.22X 
19.05% 

loowx 
Km 00% 
09 00% 
96.07% 
lW.cmX 
11.10% 

‘Ix)00% 
99.36% 
loo 00% 
lW.W% 

I x 

l- 

CO”“, 

(01 
0 
” 
3 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
0 
1 
1 
0 

103 
0 

120 
0 
0 
‘0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

10 
0 
30 
MI 
0 
0 
I 
2 
0 

40 
0 
5 
0 

D 

iT camI 

%O’MgP 

30 
0 00% 
0 00x 
‘06% 
0 00% 
0 00% 
ocw. 
0 00% 

owx 
0 01% 
0 93% 
009% 
59 MIX 
OWX 

‘7.30% 
000% 
4.41% 

59.00% 
000% 
00% 
0 00% 
000% 
0 92% 
9.17% 
OWX 
38.70% 
80.90% 
0.00% 
O.M)X 
‘0.94% 
3 33% 
0.00% 

811.2.X 
DOW. 
10 04% 
0 00% 
000% 



ORDERING REPORT: FLOWTHROUGH ERROR ANALYSIS 
REPORT PERIOD: 10/0112000 - 10/3112O@l 



ORDERING REPORT: FLOWTHROUGH ERROR ANALYSIS 
REPORT PERIOD: 10/0112000- 1013112000 

iGREGATE ORDER TlPES 
UWR DETAILS IAutO Cl.me.tk.n 

nor TIP 
IbY .rm 

cod., 

Tslo 
6945 
,140 
0155 
,050 
,9,5 
6695 
0629 
9.915 
,,65 
,935 
6105 
0193 
09.94 
9316 
ill6 
91w- 
9263 
9432 
?438 
wi 
,100 
rrsa 
6,25 
9045 
9045 
yw 
9!!4 
940, 
i&i __ 
9539 
9646 

56. 
7155 

..??o- 
6130 
asi 

9090 

E 
x 1 Em Dncrlpllon 

99.0,% smol NOT ALLOWul WITH a49 _ ..- ----__ 
WE+% LlNEC4S3”C ,NWD TO9 W NO, MATCH 
99.66~%~~ Locu CALLING PLUS !ND!C”TOP NO, FOUNLI -.--._ _ 
99 09% D’RECTORY DELNER, ,N”ALID WHEN h, IS W 
9isox 

- _-._.- 
_ -- ft+G _ NEED AWI,,ONAL L$PRESS qR TN ..-... - 

99.80% RSAG - NO MATCH CM “OUSE NUMBER OR MN ONLY NUMBERED RANGES 
Dg<9!~ LINE ACT IS ” UID LINE I.9 NO, ON C”9,vER RECORD _- ._.... 
9j ?!X _ CALL FORWARDING FID (CFND, AND Cft,P TN REQUIRED BEHIND “SOC 999AF .- .._.. .- 
99.92% 
99.92x 

lN”UKl LINE AC,l”l,Y F9.R PENlED ACCOM, 
RSAG SITE TABLE Ly”P FAILED TO FIND A MATCH 

999*x .______ -.. RSAG.SIMIWI STREET FOMD IN DIFFERENT COMMMlTY ANDIOR ZIP 
9+%X EiC++Wm,TT ~~~i~COi.4O~NATlO~. F&.!AT SIE 424 I’ ESCW, 
?.!3?% “S~mNOJ’$L’D WI,!, WLLER ID. FOR+, SAE 479 II NXMCR ,TN 

ss:?e -. ..--..-. .- LYE AC,l”lIY lN”ALlD 
?.94X ,~JNO=h~,?EQ”IRED PEP MMUE TELEPHONE N”+R ON A. “. P9 LINE ACTIVITY, 
99.94% _--.. T’LNgf yqR~p”lRE~ PER “Na”E ,ELtfO ON A. “. P3 LINE AC,,“IlY pP.59 
99.95% ZIP CODE 19 NO, NUMERIC 
9996% NC CODE IS A REQe”lRED F’EL? FOF LO& REQ”E9,9 
99.95x CXN”M=O4,0, LTN- L,X,,‘OF CR REQUIRES SEE AS FIRS, WORK IN LTEX, _. _ 
99.96% DLN”M=m,l L,N= ,&O~Ni ACTIVITY 0; N CA+i bNLY +!AYE AN LACi OF N ..-.-- 
?!E+ EOVAL NUMBER OF CtiETE CHOICE ANti COMPlE,E CHOICE CRED,, “SOCS REC,L - . ..-. 

JSS+ PILXPIC IS REOUIRED ON &WARD AdiI+ 

99E.. ..- ..-. -. “NE -ERROR GENERATIN ECCK, 
09.97% ,_- LSF OF-D! ItfVALlD of! AC! TYPE A PR ” 
9997% LNECLSSVC NO, MLOWELJoN R~CCOUN, ACTNlrY .-.-. -.- 
9996% NF’E OF ORDER NO, DETERMINED CL9 9°C hN?ND TO9 BLANK OR Ml99f,$ .- - . _ 
ssFi?!e - _._... DLN”M=LBOO, L,N= “TN ACCOVN, WE9 NO, HAVE AN EMC, MATCH WI,” Di &A 
~.~~>~ “ll$.,~M~WW~ ol+RENT LE,+,NSILEANF RFO!MED FOR LSR 

.~. 

99.96% INVAL’D AC, TYPE FOR FULL MIOFUTI?N 
99.99% TASKMATE ERROR INCORREC, 9CRE<N.!?RMt, OF lj0S.r 
99.99% CATEGOF,” L “SOC MUST APP4” FO~$IE TN _.-.- _-.-- -.. ._._.. 
99.99% INWLR SAN FOR REOTYPICOMPANY CODE COMBINATION 95 INVALID C&.VANY COD, 

.9j.e __ REFN”M=tX+, -INP,=D CNLY A~P+~L6 !o LNePROv,EO TO LEO IN ERROR 
99.99% “NE -“PANti NOT FO”ND M CLLI TABLE 
.E:_q.ssx RSAG _ NO MLTCH ON ~“~~~“IjSE~ o! Ahi -ONLY yN”bjBERED RANGES ___._ -_.-..-.. 
!E”,, CON”ER60N 6PEClFlEDmM CjNkr BE USED,ON ftETAtL TO “NE SEF+j 
lDo.OO% CFN “AS !N”ALO FORMAT ON C~~~‘~~PE~ 
,00.00X NW= TEL,,O= LINE AC,NlM MUST BE Y OR L &kN ACCOUNT AC,,“,,-, IS 99 0i RS 

CO”“’ 

4 
6 
4 
3 
4 
1 
3 
4 
1 
2 
3 
3 
3 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
i 

3 
0 
0 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
2 
2 
1 
0 
1 
, 
0 

0 

0‘ CLE, 

o.oIx 
001% 
0 01% 
owx 
0.01% 
001% 
0 00% 
001% 
001% 
0.00% 
009% 
0 00% 
0 00% 
0.09% 
0 WY. 
0.00% 
0 00% 
0 00% 
0.00% 
0 00% 
OWK 
0 00% 
owx 
0 00% 
0 00% 
0.00% 
o.wx 
000% 
0 00% 
000% 
O.W% 
00-3-h 
0.00% 
00+3X 
0 00% 
0.00% 
0 00% 
000% 

Co”“’ 
2 

0 
1 
2 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
, 
0 
0 
0 
, 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
I 
0 
0 
1 

2 
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ORDERING REPORT: FLOWTHROUGH ERROR ANALYSIS 
REPORT PERIOD: 10101/2wO _ 10/31/2000 
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ORDERING REPORT: FLOWTHROUGH ERROR ANALYSIS 
REPORT PERIOD: 10101/2000 - 10/31/2000 

GGREGATE ORDER TYPES 
RROR DETAILS (Fatal Enon) 

Error Type 
(by error 

CCdO) CCWlt K EX Error Description 
1015 3837 30.979% 30.979% PON DUPLICATE ON INITIAL LSR 

- 2025 813 
.6,~~ . .._ --_.-- _ ._- 

37.542% EU-ZIP ~OIIE REQUIRED 
1645 4s; 3.891% 41.434% LSR/PON AGED.OFi 
102i 477 

..-_-__. ..- ___ 
3.851% 

1623 474 
?!2?5%5 PREVIOUS kR AGED OFF - (K) STATUS 

3.027% 49.112% NO ORIGINAL LSR FOUND FOR THIS SUP 
4055 445 3.593% 52795% 
1656 

=!-6MNhi LTN=&LTN ALI MUST BE UNIQUE 
429 ; 3.464% 58.168% LSR/PON COMPLETED 

:330 41s a.359v. 59.527% BANI MUST = E. N  Od VALID BILLING ACCOUNT NUMBER FORMAT 
4115 415 3.351% !s.BIX. SIC-REQUIRED WHEN &ST CHARACTER.OF T& IS i OR  3 
1640 362 2.923% 65.999% ._ 
1030 35i - 

.--. _. .._.. - N? ORIGIN+-LSR rf3JJFD FOR THIS &UP 
2.634% 59.634% VER MUST BE GREATER THAN PRhOUS VERSION 

-- ($55 347 2.802% 71.435% _ LsR ORIGINATING FORMAT-(T~!F) NOT SAME AS ~R~&NATING FORMAT 
IlY) 312 2.519% 73.954% LSRRON IS COMPLETES 
4026 302 2A3BX 76.393% REFNU&JOOl-TfLNO= COMMA OR SEMICOLON ~~EOUIR+I~FOR RESIDENCE LISTING 
1153 273 2.204% 78.597% SUb NOiALLOWED ON iHlS AkCOUNj ACTIVITY TYPE” 
4029 177 , -:!.429% 80.026% _ _ REFNUM=O+TELN~= CoMMA OR SEMICOLON REolJlReD FOR &SiNE~S LISTING 
4010 156 - 1.259% 81.285% 
is35 i.65.3% 

REFNUM=OM)lyTELN~= LIST REOUIRED WITH THI? REqTYPc !Nl, eCT!‘,!TY TYPE 
131 82.343% LSR ORIGINATING SOURCE NOT SAME AS PRIOR VERSION 

404; 136 i .Oso% “.393x 
3530 11.4 .. 

_. -. REiNUM=@l-TELNO=] ASTERISK 05 PLUS Slam k&LID FOR LA 
0.953% B4.345% - . _ ___. .._ __- LOCNUM-ooo~~UM~OOO’J1 TEL!07 NPT REOU!RE!l  WITH THIS REqnP LNA TYPE COMBlNATlON _ 

1050 104 0.940% 85.185% D/SENT -D/SENT CENTURY MUST BE CURRENT OR FUTURE DATE 

-..2067 .. ._. ._ 101 ._____.. .__ -.L O.BlS% BB.OOOY LOCBAN MUST BE 10 OR 13 ALPHANUMERICS . --. .- ___. 
1007 96 0.775% 86.775% DUPLICATE CC, PON. VER ._..__... ._...__ ..- . .._ __ --- .- .-.. -- . . . -. 
3030 .~._ ..?S- 0.767% 87.542% REFNUM=OWl-TfLE(gy- .TN MUST BE 10 NUMERICS __-. . - .--- .--. ._... 
4052 95 0.767% 88.399% 
4027 .-94: 

__ _.--- YPH ENTRY “US! BE 999001 WHEN L!sylNG TYPE IS NL OR NP ..- _. 
0.759% 89.065% REFNUM=OOOl-TELNO= ASI’PISK OR PLUS &l&N iNvALID iOR LN _-_..- 

3070 64 0.517% 89.585% .._ LPIC DATA “‘O!‘R’D PER UNlOua TEL!0 C!N A, V. I=? ACTIVITY TYPES ..__ ---_ .-.....- . . 
JOI? _ _ tin 0.404% 90.069% CANNOT SUPP A PREVIOUSLY CANCELED LSR,PON ____. ..-.-___ --- -. .._ .-. . ..-. -. . . . .._. 

1085 55 0.444% 90.513% __----. .- - --. DDDO-CCJDDW MUST BE CURRENT OR FUTURE DATE ..-. -_. .- . . -.. 
3060 55 0.444% 90.958% 
4056 

PIC REOUIRED PER UNIOUE TELEPHONE F(LJEBFy A. V. P9 LINE AkilVlTY TV&S 
52 0.420% 91.377% INVALID YPH ENTRY 

3075 51.‘. 
.____. -- _-.. .-. -. . . -. -...- -.- 

0.412% 91.789% VALlD LPIC ENTRIES ARE AN LPlk CODE.  NA OR NONE 
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ORDERING REPORT: FLOWTHROUGH ERROR ANALYSIS 
REPORT PERIOD: 1010112000 - 10/31/2000 

PGREGATE ORDER TYPES 
RROR DETAILS (Fatal Errors) 

Error Type 
(by errpr 

code) COUIII  x EX Error Dcrcrlpllon 
1070 50 I 0.464% 92.193% 
1170 

50 -1 - _ DDDAIDDCC ““ST BE CURRENT OR FUTURE DATE _ __ 
0.464% 92.596% 

3090 46 ; 
CHCREClUlRED V$EN REOTYP IS A OR B AND DFOT Is PDPu~~TED 

0.371% 92.966% _-.. 
kl; -. is i 0.371% 

..__ -.-._ REFNUM=CKMI-TELNO= TC OPT PROHIBITED ON THIS ACT TYPE AND REGTYP -- __...._.__.. 

?630 
93339% REFt$JM=666I-TELNO= FEATURE REOUIRED WHEN THE FEATURE ACTIVITY IS POPULATED 

2120 
; j ;Jg; . 93.646% CANNOT SUP A PREVIOUSLY CANCELED LSRlPON --.- 

0.275%’ 
93.929x. EATN. EAN. ATN OR AN ARE PROHlBlTED ON THIS REDTYPlACT CODE 

3665 : 34 : 94.203% 
4015 

PIC VALID ENTRIES ARE PIC CODE OF 4 NUMERICS, NONE.  DFLT, NA 
33 ; 0.266% 

3196 30 0.242% 
94.479% REFNUM-FI-TELNO= LIST MUST BE VALID ENTRY 
94.712% 

27 0.216% 
REFNUM=6961-TELNO=. LNECLSSVC MUST BE = 3 GR 5 ALPHANUMERICS 

3135 94.930% 
3175 0.202% 

-. .- .._,. REFNUM-M)OlTELNG= .TC PER-CCRC PER-DATE REDUIREO WHEN TCTO-PRIMARY FIELD IS POPULATED 
25 

1272 - 
95.132~% 

0.194% .- 
REFNUM=6GlI-TELND=. ,FA REQUIRED WHEN THE FEATURE FlELD IS POPULATED 

95.325% 
[. E .I -. .- - ...---- 

RPON VALID VALUES ARE UPPER CASE ALPHA A THRU F! NUMERIC o THRU 9. AND SYMBOLS, , _ * _ 
1664 0.194% 95.519% SUP 03 NOT ALLOWED GN THIS ACCOUNT ACTlVlTY TYPE 
3965 

..-_ _ _..._ ..~ -.. ., 
24 0.194% 95.713% TC OPT VALID ENTRIES AREW, l-13: 05.06.~l,i3~ 35;;6:31,51,61 .__ ..-... _ --.. 

2010 22 0.176% 95.691% EU-CITY REGUIREO . _. -. -.- -.-- - .-.._. .-.-. - 
1022 20 0.161% 96.052% LSR ORIGINATING SOURCE NOT SAME AS PRIOR VERSION 
3621 20 0.161% 

0.145% 
. 96.213%. REFNuM=9662-7ELNG- LNA. MUST BE v OR W WHEN I+. ATN. EAN GR EATN IS POPULATED 

3125 16 96.359% __.-. .-.-- -. -~. - -..-. -- LCCNUM.000 LNUM=GXhTl TELNO= ECCKT FORMAT ,NVALlD 
1215 17 0.137% _ -.. _ 9$496X ACTL MUSTBE 11 ALPMANUMERICCHARACTERS 
4666 17 0.137% 96.633% DL DATA ELEMENTS REWIRED _ ..- _... - 
1025 I6 0.129% 96.762% VER MUST BE GREATER THAN PREVIOUS VERSION . _ ., 
1110 _ . ‘L 0.129% 96.692% ..- INVALID REOTYP - ACCGUNT ACTiViTY TYPE COMEilNATldN . .__ -.... - . . ..-.. 
1230 16 0.129% 97.021% LSO MUST BE 6 NUMERICS ,.-_- - -. ._... ..- _.-... ..-- 
4640 I5 0.121% 97.142% 
1060 14 

REFNUM=GKH-TELNG=- LlSTED.ADDRESS REGUIRED WITH THIS REGTYP AND ACT,vlTy TYPE 
0.113Y. 97.255% DDD,DDD-CC MUST BE A VALID DATE 

3266 I3 0.105% 97.366% LOCNUM=WO LNUM=GlD+ TEL&J= JK CDDE REDUIRED WHEN NIDR IS POPULATED WIT” y 
4120 13 O.lWY* 97.465% _-.._ _ -- _-- . -... -__. DLNUM=GJ61 LTN=lOTOA& R. RP OR BP REWIRED _- -. -_- -- - 
3040 I2 0.697% 97.562% 
3115 -- 

_ __.. - -.---. - REFNUM=oLH31-TELNOT GTN PRGH!+TED WHEN LNA t A: D. \N, Y. L, P9 - -- -- 
‘2 .!E!!X- .- - _ .__ ..-- 97.659% ..- LoCNuM=666 LNuM=.&KGI TELND= ECCKT !S pRGH!TlTED WITH REGTYPIACTILNA COMMNATION 

2065 11 0.669% 97.747% LOCBAN REDUIRED _-._ -. ._... - ..--- .- - -.__ ._._.. -. __._. -_. .-. ._ 
2096 IO 0.061% 97.629% FE-STATE REDUIRED IF FBI = II 
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ORDERING REPORT: FLOWTHROUGH ERROR ANALYSIS 
REPORT PERIOD: 10101/2000 - 10/31/2000 

3GREGATE ORDER TYPES 
7ROR DETAILS (Fatal Erron) 

I 

irror Type 
(by error 

Cods) COWlI x EX Error Description 
2100 I0 I 0.081% 97.909% Fs-ZIPCODE REQUIRED IF FBI = 0 
4160 10 0.081% 
ioeo 

_ . 
9 0.073% 

2065 
2105 

; I;;;:: 

.er.ti<’ OLNUM=QOQ1 LTN= 001 RkOUlREO VALUE MUST BE 0 - 6 _ _.._-. 
96.062% LO!ZNUM=OBJl SADLO REOUIREO WHEN SAN0 IS NOT POPULATED AT THlS LOCATION 
96.135% FS-CITY REQUIRED IF FBI = D  . . -. 
96.268% FsdbN REQUIRED IF FBI FIELD = 0 

2110 -- 9 ; 
_ .._.. -. 

0.073% 98.266% FSC-bN-TELhb kEOUlREd lF.Fsl FIELD = 0 
4160 9 I 0.073% 
1172 8 

98.353X_ 0LbjUM=til LTN- 001 VALUE MUST SE ZERO 
o.wsx 98.419% CC MUST SE 4 ALPHhJMERlCS 

4666 6 b.b65%-~’ 96.4+ OLIiUM=~CjlIj l L iN=.AMPERSANO REOUIREO WITH DLNM 
3045 7 0.057% 98.539% 
3055 -.. 6.057% 99.5j!$- 

REFNUM-0001 ECCKT MljST BE CLT. CLF OR CLS FORMAT 
7 

3170 
R$FNUM=til-TiLh= FPl ,$,ST SE VALlb VAL+rC,e.REOTYP AN0 ACTIVITY 

7 I 0.057% 
ii25 6 

$l.S5~ R~+M=+j-jELNd= CFA INVALID FORMAT 
0.048% 96.7W% 

2opo 6 o.o48i- 

DOD MUST SE GREATE! ‘+Ok~E~UAL TO O,T$ENT 
9;.74!$ EU-NAME R@QUlREO 

.- ..- 

2005 98.797% Eli-STREET-1 kEQUlREil  
2015 96.645% 
3035 

-. ;.:- J ;;zie : -’ 1-r E+TATE REoJl lREO -- 
96.694% REFNUM=WO!-TELNO. OTN MUSi BE 10 NUMERICS 

>130 -<- 1 +Ji%i.. .:- ---. 98.94?3.. REFNutd=~i:TEL4O=. 70 P’tv$crrc PER-~AT~MUST BE CURRENT OR FUTURE DATE 
3165 6 0.948% 96.QQlX RSFNtj4=-~-l:TELNP= TEE ‘ROH!~lTEp.ON~+j+ +CTlylTY FOR THlS REOTYPE 
6195 6 0.046% 99.03% 
6WO- 

T@O= L~EC~~S~~ “E!.+JlREl? ?N ACT TYPE A OR V _. 
6 O.MB% 99.086% _-- .-._ LOCNUM= OlSCNER=6OlSCNM ONUM=&ONUM T$ rJPT JULIO ENTqY IS ST, No OR TC .-- _. -.-. .__-.. -.. ..___ 

1345 5 0.040% e.wzf.. TOS REOUIRE~ WITH THIS “‘QTYp!AcT TYPE COMBINATION (STOP EDIT) 
1660 5 0.040% QQ.lM)% SUP NOT ALLOWEbbN THIS ACCOUNT ACTIVITY TYPE 
3245 5 0.040% 99.209% LOCNUM=QW LNUM=OOQQl TELNo= IWh REQUIRED WHEN JR IS Y ..-. 

-. 4026 5 0.040% 99.24% MAIN LISTING REQti lRED FOR NEW ACCOUtiT--  - .-_.. _. . .-. - .- -- ---- - 
6045 5 0.040% _ 99.296% INjA~lU NCMCIISECNCI COMBINATION (STOP bIT) ..- . ..- -. . .--- -- 
8160 5 0.040% 99330% CALL WAITING DELUXE USOC MUST CHANGE.  FOIhAi SAE 312 _. . . 
IG 4 0.032% 99.362% Ati MUST BE- lb bR 13 ALPHANUMEiSC~ 

- 
_. _. 

1120. 4 
_. 

0.032% 99.394% tidREOiilkEb 

..!soS.. . ..I.’ : 
__.- ..-. - - 

4 .E%K.- .- ..- - . .._ -- 99.427% REMARKS VI~@+(/!~D ++fji~~s (‘1 NOT MiowoiN his FIELD . _ __ 
4110 4 0.032% 99.45996 OLNUM=WQ2 LTN- VALlD STYC Cl. SH. SI. OR SL REQUIRED 
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ORDERING REPORT: FLOWTHROUGH ERROR ANALYSIS 
REPORT PERIOD: 1010112000 - 10/31/2000 

GGREGATE ORDER TYPES 
RROR OETAtLS (Fatal Enom) 

Error Type 
(by error 

Code) count 

1017 
1060 

“3 1 ;+;. .-..Y... ,. 

Error Oescrlption 

99 483% PON VALID VALUES ARE UPPER CASE ALPHA A THRU 2. NUMERIC 0 THRU 9, AND SYMBOLS , _. 
99.568% AN PROHIBITED WHEN ATN IS POPULATED UNLESS REOTYb IS 9 

1220 3 ! 0.024% 99.532% LET MUST BE 11 ALPHAJNUMERIC CHARACTERS 
1453 3 6.024k .’ 99.556% BAN’ REQUIRED WITH THIS REOTYPIACT TYPE COMBINATION 
Jo15 3 I 0.024% 99.569% REFNUM=OOO1-TELNO= LNA REQUIRED ..- .-_ ._ 
4030 3 0.024% 9!+.j% REFNUM=000i;TELNO= LISTED NAME PROHIBITED WITH THIS REOTYPE AND ACTlVlTy TYPE 
4645 3 0.024% 9.629% REFNlJ+IKIl-TELNO= LISTED ADDRESS PROHIBITED WITH THIS RECTYP AND ACT,VITY TYPE 
6050 3 0.024% 
7075 
1255 

; ] 0.0241( 
99.653%. RiOTYPAOOP TYPE COMBlNATlON INVALID 
99.677% EATN. AN AND ATN ARE REQUIRED FOR REOTYP 9 

1 0.016%: 99.693% N&Mu-ii 6E 4 ALPHANUMERIC CHARACkk WITH HYPHEN ALLOWED IN THE 3RO AND 4TH POSITIONS 
2030 2 0.016% 99.709% LkON-fELN0 MUST BE A MINIMUM OF 10 NUMERICS 

i O&6% 3460 
43;o i 0.0;6% 

99.79%. LOCNvM* LNUM= TELNO= LNUM REOUIREO WIT? THIS REOTYPANA TYPE COMBlNATlDN (STOP EDIT) 
OLNUM=WOl LTN= LAN0 PROHIBITED WITHOUT l,,SN 

1032 1 ~o.ooi%~- 
99,“?? 
99.766% ‘kR M&T bE SPACES OR OO(ZEROS) FOR 656 

io46 
_. 

1 0.666% 99.756% VER MUST BE SPACES dd ZEdOES FOR 850 ,.... 
1150 1 O.W.i% 99.766%. z$tik bROHlSlTE0 WHEN 1Si CHARALTER OF REOiYP FIELD CHANGES 
1155 1 0.,06+, .99.774x 
;200 1 ’ O&8%- 

OiOT M+iT BE P?PUkTEO !.VlTii A ?.!NGLk (HHMM) Tl+ WHEN CHC IS y 

_. ?S.!S?X SUP REOUIREO WtiEN VER IS GREATER THAN 06 
1205 1 0.006% 99.796%. DATEDCUOATED REOUIREO WHEN AGAUTH FIELD IS POPULATED 
ii,; -- 1 99.796% LSO’REOV~REO WITH THIS REOTYPIACT +PE COMBINATION 
i445 

0.008% 
iW6r. 

. 
l I -.- .--.-- ...- ----^ --, --.-.---- ,.. .- 99.866% l,ilT,,k,R TELEPilOtiE NUMBER REOUIREO 

1iso- .. 1 0.008% 
21;; d.oo8~-~ 

.9.614x 
1 99.822% 

INITIATOR TELEPHONE NUMBER MU+ BE A MINIMUM bF IO NUtiERldS 
F&N-TELN6 MUST BE MINIMUM OF 10 NUMERl& 

2355 0.006% &.6$,x 
_ _ . 

1 -. ___ &LPROHlElTEO WITH THIS R E @ ‘YP/kT TYPE CCiM6lNATlON . . . .._ _.- .-. 
3240 1 O.WB% 99.639% _...._ .._.-_-.. .-.. ._-. LCCNUM=OOO LNUM=%’ TFLN?= l+VJO REOUIRED WHEN IWJK IS POPULATED -. --.. 
3420 1 0.006% 93.647% 

I’ 
LOCNUM=CW LNUM=wWl TEL!?: $A hjlJ”T BE N. C. 0. P. OR X IF AC, IS C  

3485 0.006% 99.655% _ ._.. LOCNUM=Wl LNUffrOWP’ LO’ZFUhj DOES NOT MATCH AN END USER LOCNUM FOR THIS LSR . ..--.. . ..-. _- --.- 
3745 1 0.006% 99.863% 

4620 

LNUM-WOO1 TE\Npp.p’C ‘/A\,OENTRlES ARE NONE.  UN!? OR A VALID PIC CODE WHEN LNA IS G. N  OR 
99.871% __ -- I.-- ._q.ooclsc. - -. .__ _. . . ..___. . REFNUM=CK01-TELl$~ k,ST PROHlB!T~D WITH TV’S, REOTYPE AN6 @IVITY TYPE 

4035 1 O.WB% 99.679% REFNUM=UOOl-TEyfI I .  Ll”TEp NAME OVE!7FLF” ‘~OHl~lTE[! WITH THIS REOTYPE AND ACTlV,TY TYPE 
4ow 1 0.006% 99.837% D4NUM=OWl LTN- VALID RTY REQUIRED 
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ORDERING REPORT: FLOWTHROUGH ERROR ANALYSIS 
REPORT PERIOD: 1010112000 - 10/31/2000 

tOGREGAlE ORDER TYPES 
:RROR DETAtLS (Fatal Errors) 

Error Type 
(by error 

code) count x EX Error Description 

4070 1 I O .OOB% 99.895% REFNUM’GWI-TELNO= YPQTY MUST BE 2 NUMERICS OR BLANKS - _. . 
4075 99.903% MJ?tN LISTING RECtUIREO 
4077 99.911% .._ REFNUM=MN)!-TELNO= DDA-NAME2 PROHl6lTEO WITH THIS REOTYPE AN0 ACTIVITY TYPE 
4085 

i / .iz. 
99.919% REFNUM=OWl-TELNO= DOA-ADDRESS 1 PROHIBITED WITH THIS REOTYPE AND ACTIVITY TYPE 

4090 ’ i O.W8% 99.927i REiNUM=L”,Ol-TELNO= WA-ADDRESS ? PROHIBITED WITH THIS RECtTYP AND ACTIVITY TYPE 
4095 
4100 : / 

0.008% 99.9+35x RE~N~M=OM)l-TELNO. DDA-CITY PROHIBITED FOR TH!S REGTYP AND ACTIVITY TYPE 
0.008% 99.943% _. 

.4140 t O.OiW9 
&ioe#- 

99952% 
REFNU,.f=Wttl-TELN?= -. DDA-STATE qROHlBlTED WITH THIS REQTYP AND ACTIVITY TYPE 
REFNUM=M)Ol-TEL!?: DIRDATECCIDIROATE PROHIBITED WITH THIS REQTYP AND ACTIVITY TYPE 

4185 1 DLNUM=C?I”,? LTN= DGI DATA INVALID WITH LTY 3 
4385 , - o.wm 

99.960> 
W.WEI% DLN”M=WOl LTN=. INVALID CAST ENTdY .- . . 

5135 
__.-. 

1 0.008% 99.978% 
99984i 

LOCNUM=M)O HNUM--1 HTSEG=OOOS SAME HT E(6T ALLOWED IN MORE THAN ONE HTSEQ WHEN HtA IS N  OR E 

5153 1 
__ 

0.w.q L~NUM=OM) HNUM=CWDl HT REOUIREO FOR THIS HA4it.A COMBINATION 

6005 1 O.oos% 99992% NC C”DE INVALID 
w4a- 1 o.wex lW.OCo% COMPANY IS NOT GUALlFlEb FOR XDSUUCL 

_^^ ^..^I, 
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ORDERING REPORT: FLOWTHROUGH ERROR ANALYSIS 
REPORT PERIOD: 1010112000 - 10/31/2000 

\GGREGATE ORDER TYPES 
iRROR DETAILS - 8825 

Emor Type 
(by error 

code) Error Descrlpllon 
8825 ORDER ERR: 
8825 

SA LIST 023 LIN STREET NAME FOR SA NOT VALID FOR NPA NM, 

8825 .- 
ORDER ERR: LA LIST 013 UN SEE SOER DOCUMENTATION! ILA 
OilDEti ERR: CS IDNT 011 LIN USOC FOLLOtilNG dS IS INCORRECT! OCS ,FR -_ - .__. -_. -. 

8825 ORDEl+Rl% ‘.& LIFT ojO&!N_ “‘CAPPED LN. NLSi OR NP MAY NOT APPEAR! ILN (Li,R) CROS 
8825 
is25 

OtlDeI? ERR: @  !@T 010 LI DSA PRESENT. NEED CATEGORY L USOC OR SMV usoc, 
~RCJER ERR: TN SAE 935 LINE TN OR TLi is REOUIRED FOR INWARD CATEGORY D USOCSI 

8925 ORiIER ERR: PR SAE 010 UNE ZERO MUST NOT APPEAR AS FIRST CHAtiCTERl ii _ .-_-__ uEAc2 ,c 
8.925 ORDER ER!: PP_SAE 010 L!“E_ ZERO MU?? NOT APPEAR As FIRS+ CHARACTER! ,I 
8825 
8825 

dRDER e!Rj r!sAE pi9 $JE “0 MUST NOT APPEAR As FldST CHARACTER! I1 
“EACP ,c 

ORDER ERR: ZLLU SAE 909 Ll ZLLU MU& APPEAR1 
@EACZ Ic 

ss2j ~JR~ER ERR: TYA BILL 908 LI MA ~EOUIRE~I WITH SIC CODE OF 96xX _ _. _ __. _ ._ 
8825 

‘8825-- 
ORDER ERR: LCON SAE 007 LI LCON F~R~AAT ~NCORRECTI iG2 CKL _.. -- _-. _...._ --. _._.. ._... 
~RCIER ERR: Rcu SAE 009 LEN RCU C~DESET INVALIM-11 ~FR- fin 

esni -. ORDER ERR~~ilSiOi~i i~~SEE &%t iibbtiti~NTATi0N1 iv\ .- 

-!a25 
SK& 

ORDER ERR: RNP SAE 006 LIN SEE SOER OOClJMENT+J~l I! -_ ..__.._. . ._.___ -._. ._- _- _ PAS ,7N 
ORDER ERR: DSA IDNT 909 Ll DSA MUST APPEAR M IONTI __ .._ _.- .-..-. ..-..-......... --. -_ .- 

8825 ORDER ERR: RNP SAE 006 LIN SEE SOER OOCUMENTATibNl I1 

ss25’... 
_._ -.. . .._. --.. ..-. ---.--- . . .._- . .._ -. .-.. DRS ITN _ _ 

b.925 
ORDER E!?-!:. $Lu Se W3 LI ZLLU MUST APPEARI 
ORDER ERR: PKG SAE 010 UN PKG NOT-VAiXJ dN THIS USOCI Tl IFB fTN 

..A%-. ..- ORDER ERR’ RCU SAE SO9 LIN RCU CODESET INVAlIDi Ii .-__-L -.--.-___-. ..- . 14R /TN 

. ..ea?P- ORDER ERR: CFND SAE 016 LI SEE SOER DOCUMENTATIONI Tl -_ ..---. . . . -..----. . . . 
8825 ORDER ERR: PKG SAE 010 LIN PKG NOTVALID ON THIS USOCI il l& --’ 

.F25_.- -. ORUER ERh.P’C$“_Ol2 LIN PIC !$+ST ApPE+ ov I A_NI) 7 ACTlf+~ C+[) ~A~l%j~Y b U&cl ..- 
8825 ORDER ERR: PDN IDNT DOS LI PDN MISSING OR DATA INCORRECT1 
8825 
w25- - 

PRDER ERR: FORMAT SAE 389 II 
__._ __..- .- - --. --.. .._. 

ORS ITN __---- .---.-- .-. . -. 
ORDER ERR: ZLLU SAE 009 LI ZLLU MUST APPEARI 

8825 
--ss2s -- 

ORDER ERR: NLST LIST 013 L SEE SOER DOCUMENTATIONI lNL”T_(“$i-LIST, INiEdPRlNT EOUI 
ORbERERRl?iSi lSTOlbUK~~SOERWCUMENTATiONi ILN 

8825 ORDER ERR: RCU SAE OW UN RCU CODESET INVALIDI II 14R I 
8825 ORDER ERR: PDN lDN7 WS LI PDN MISSING OR DATA INCddR~CTl 
a825 ORDER ERR: PDN IDNT 00s LI PDN MISSING OR DATA lNCORR&il  - 
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ORDERING REPORT: FLOWTHROUGH ERROR ANALYSIS 
REPORT PERIOD: 10/01/2000 - 10/31/2000 

GGREGATE ORDER TYPES 
RROR DETAILS - 8825 

irror Type 
(by *rroT 

code) Error De~cripIlon 

8825 ORDER ERR: PDN IDNT OOB Ll PDN MISSING OR DATA INCORRECT! 
es25 6RDER ERR: Ss IhLL Ml7 LIN SS DATA FORMAT INCORRECT! ISS 
8825 

_. 
ORDER ERR; sic LIST 012 u sic CODE NOT 0~ BRI& sC TABLEI ISIC 3047 _..-- ___. 

8825 ORDER ERR: kESH BILL 023 L USOC BSX+* M&NOT APPEAR! 
8825~ 

..--.. 

8825 
ORDER ERR: Nb L&,10 UN SEE SOER DOCUMENTATION! INP (NON-PUB) .___-- 

aezs- 
ORDER ERR: NP il$T 010 LIN SEE SOER D6&JMENTATlONl INP (NO!-PUB) 
ORDER ERR: RNP SAE wB LIN SEE SOER &hENTATl0N( ii 

8825 
.._ 

ORDER ERR: IA LIST 013 Liti SEE SOEbOCLiMENTA~lONl IIA - _ _ 
8825 
se2Y 

ORDEA ERR: FORMAT 374 LINE EUCLC: o& RELAY: oy- 
ORDER ERR: ML SAE OiO LIN AM Ml&AbPEARl II 

E32s ORbEd ERR: LOC LIST 019 L; I+@ L+T’&l~~ctiR FOR LEVELS I-31 ILOC LPT 4 DES ( 
8825 

6025 

ORDER El??: Sq $T 023 L!! .S;TREET NAME Fol? “A &T VALID FOR NPA NX%l 

.eszk 
?PDER ERR: NP LIST ql0 LIN SEE SqER DOCUMENTATlONl IFP (NON-qUE) “- _. . ..- __._ _. --_ 
ORDER ERR: NP LIST 010 LIN SEE SOER DDCUMENTATION!~ INP (NPN-PUB) ___ -. ..- .-.. -.. ._ _- .-. ._. . 

8825 ORDER ERR: PR SAE 010 LINE ZERO MUST NOT APPEAR AS FIRST CHARACTER1 I! UEACP ,C _ -. ._--.-_. ..- . . 
8825 ORDER ERR: LCON SAE 007 LI LCON FORMAT INCORRECT1 CKL _ ._- _ -_ _ - _ 
8825 ORDER ERR: ~‘~~.~13&lN SEE SOER OOCUMENTATlONl~ lk ..__. -_ -. .-.- _._...... - _ __ _ _. . 
8825 ORDER ERR: PDN IDNT 008 LI PDN MISSING OR DATA INCORRECil  _ ._.. -. -.- .-..-. . . ..-.-. -.--. ----.-... _, 
8825 ORDER ERR: ROUT LIST 007 L ROUT INVALID DN TH!S obII!Rl .._,.__. ._ __ .__ -_._ -.-- ..-. ..- .-.- -... 
8825 ORDER ERR: TYA BILL W8 LI TYA REOUIRED WITH SIC COPE OF 9sti __ _ __ _ ._.._, _ .--- _ - 
8825 ORDER ERR: PKG SAE 010 LIN PKG NOT VALID ON THIS USOCI Tj- --.- __. ____ ..-_.. .-. ..---.- ._. ..- 
8825 ORDER ERR: RNP SAE 006 UN SEE SOER WCiJMENT~~lOt~l II __.. ___. .._----. ----. - ..-. 
es25 ORDER ERR: TCP TFC W7 LIN INVALID TCP DATEI TCP +JM) 
8825 &DER ihi- iti i l%T~i~i’ii~tiSSlNG OR DATA INCORRECT1 -. 
8825 ORDER %~ %i Ibti-&TDsA MUST APPEAR lh lDNT( ----.~-.-. . . 
8825 ORDER ERR: RNP SAE 006 LIN SEE SOER DOClJMENT~J~~l II .-- -. .__--- -.. -..- ._..- ._ .- 
8825 ORDER ERR: AM SAE 010 LIN ADL MUST APPEARI !I. IF! /TN . _ ._ - _____. - . .._. ..- ._._.. -.- 
8825 ORDER ERR: PCA SAE 013 LIN SEE SOER “lJM’NT+~l$,l .Tl _ __-_..- ._.-.--- .-_-- --. 
S-525 ORDER ERR: LA LIST 013 LIN SEE SOER DOCUMENTATIONI ILA 
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ORDERING REPORT: FLOWTHROUGH ERROR ANALYSIS 
REPORT PERIOD: 10101/2000 _ 1013112000 

GGREGATE ORDER TYPES 
iRROR DETAJLS .I000 

Error Typo 
(by *“or 

coda) Error Descrlpllon 

1000 CLEARED ERR BY ISSUINO ORDER MANUALLY 
1000 CLEARED SYSTEM ERRORS OSCOL AND UEAMC 
&JO 

-_ __ ._ ___ _____. 
CLEARED UP SYSTEM ERRORS 

IWO CLEARED ERR&i FORSYSTEMOENE~TED ORDER# 
mo C&RECTED SYSTEM GENERATED ERRORS FOR ORDERB 
rooil --’ CLEANi UP &%i~i,i~ki6~---- -- ‘- 
1000’ 

CANCEL PER ccE~~. .---._ 
_. - .-_ . 

loo0 kl+ IN E STAT!J?TO DROP OFF-ORD CANCELLED BY CLEC 
1000 
I& 

GEAREDALL SYSTEM ERRof !? WE DATE CHANGE BY S~+TE~ TO 0707orj .- -. 
ORDERDD 0&27-W WORKED TO CHG LISTING ._ - .._. .- -- 

IWO PLACED IN E-STAT SUP 1 ON VER 1 Tt&JKs 
low .- 

EkR plAcEo i~E-STAT svp.,-- . . _ 
_. _ .- --- ..- _ .--_. .__ . . 

1OW ERR CLEAREDORDER ISS TO PROVIDE 1 LOOP 
iwo --- CORRECT SYSTEM ERRDRS __ __.._ -.-. -... -.. 
1000 CAN PER CLEC 
low ERROR TO DROP, PON CANCELLED PER SUP 01. 
looo’ --. 

.- - . . . . .._ _ _- 
EU NAME IS INCOMPLETE, PLS VERIFY AND RESUBhfT: _ _____... -.. .-- . . _._....._ 

mo CLEAN UP SYSTEM ERROR AND ADD SHE&!/ES TO LO? FLR INFO ..- .._._ _- . . ..-..--. --.---- --..-.. 
looa CORRECTED SYSTEM ERRORS FOR ORDERW .._ __ .-. 
1Wil CORRE_CTE~-~3~~l33~.hj O-E?!4 BY REMOVING OCOSL S UEAMk +34 SHOULD tioT 8; ON Ly- R&EST _ _. _ -. 
1000 CLEARED ERROR FOR SYSTEM GENERAED ORDER, ORDER I 
IWO ERROR TO DROP. UNABLE TO FORCE FOC ON CSlRK.DfO CP~&O&OO.. 
1000 ii~coii~i. ~~XCi,R&~36063o&1 -- 

ERROR TO DROP, UNABLE TO FORCE FOC ON 1000 _._,._... __ -..-.- --- --_.-.. -. - 
1000 CANCELLED ORDER PER SUP 1 LESOG 
ICKQ CORRECT hw CODE 0~ ROUTING ERROR t4+~ BY SYSTEM- 
1000 RECVD SUP 1 TO CANCEL 
tOOi- 

_ - . . ..- -.-.. ..---.. 
d6RRECT SYSTEM ERROS 

- 
. .-. . 

1WO ERR PLACED IN E-STAT SUP 1 ON VER 1 .._ .- -___.._.... 
1OW UPDATE TO CHANGE DUE DATE TO 527 __. - -. __._ - _....._ -_ 
looo <iR PLACED IN E-STAT ORDER COMPLETED - -.. .._. -_-- . --- ----.-_..-.. ._ -...__ - 
IOiM CLEARED ERR FOR ORDER C . pON#, 
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ORDERING REPORT: FLOWTHROUGH ERROR ANALYSIS 
REPORT PERIOD: 1010112000 - 10/31/2000 

GGREGATE ORDER TYPES 
RROR DETAILS _ 1000 

3ror Tvpc 
(tq error 

code) 

1000 CDRRECT SYSTEM ERRORS 
iooi -.- CORRECT SYSTEM ERRORS 
ioiii- CLEARED ERROR FOR SYSTEM GENERATEDORDiR W 
loo0 .- 

Error Description 

low ,CORRECT SVC ORDER BY REMOVING OCOSL b U~Ab++VHCH SHOULD NOT BE ON LY- ROST 
1000 CORRECT ERRORS 
IOOi 
IO& 
IWO _ SENT .5f STATUS REFEw\L FOR! FZO-00. 
1003 
IO& 

l6S ORD Csosc;-b3 DD 0703 ERR STAT 2 COk F”- 

looi 
DO ;+7+5 ..--_ _ 

ORDER CANCELLED.. __. 
looo CLAIMED IN ERROR -. -. _ . 
IWO ORDER PLACED IN ERROR BUCKET. RECOi@ !JpO CqX E FDC WAS SENT. ____ ----.- . 
1000 DD 0614-W __.. .-..-_..-. 
.- & m&M 'WV.. """'Y-n 
1040 O&ER NY32BOFS &ES NOT HAVE PON ON_!T.. 
1000 DD 2000-07-05 
IWO COR+~YSTEM ERRORS __.. .-- _.... -. ..- 
1000 CLEAR !J_P SYSTEM ERRORS -_. . ..- -.-.. iooo ERR TO DROP OFF, OR0 ._ - .- - ------..- 
1000 ERR CLEAR!*-ROER ISS TO PROVIDE 1 L’)qP _ ..-- ---_ .- - 
1000 CORRECT SYSTEM ERRORS ,.. - ._._ - .._..- 
!ooo.e. ._ ..___ ..__...__. .- &RRECT SYSTEM PROBLEMS -...-. 
IWO CLEARED UP SYSTEM ERRORS __ _ __-- . -- 
loo0 CLEARED ERRORS FROM ORDER TO FLOW THRti _ _-..._ _..-.___........_ -. .- 
1000 CLEAR SYSTEM ERRORS DCOSL AND DFDJ 
1000 CORRECT ON ODR NUMBER _..._.__ __ _ - . ..-.---. -_-.- -. - .- -.-- .-.... 
IWO ORDER BY PLACING OFDT INFO IN PROPER PlACE AND REMOVING OCOiL (NOi ‘i&IO Oh LY-bRbEd) 
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REPORT: PERCENT LNP FLOW THROUGH SERVICE REQUESTS (SUMMARY) 
REPORT PERIOD: 10/0112000 - 10/31/2000 

ADJUSTED 
FLOW-THROUGH % 

REGION ALL SERVICES 45.66% 
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REPORT: PERCENT LNP FLOW THROUGH SERVICE REQUESTS (AGGREGATE DETAIL) 
REPORT PERIOD: 10/0112000 _ 10/31/2000 
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Exhibit JMB- 10 

BellSouth CLEC Ordering Interface 
Performance Analysis Data 
January through April 200 1 



BellSouth CLEC Ordering Interface Performance Analysis 
January 20011 

January 2001 - Table 2 
BellSouth Caused Manual Processing Volumes 

(Designed Manual Fallout and BellSouthSystern Error) 
LENS TAG I EDI 1 Product Totals Product / 

Interface 

LNP 
UNE 
Bus Resale 
Res Resale 
Interface/ 
Aggregate 

NA 3,060 11,485 14.545 
7,468 5,786 2.419 15.673 
5,645 417 511 6,573 

21,022 3.247 1.071 25.340 

34,135 12,510 15,486 62,131 

’ Data Source - BellSouth Percent Flow Through Service Request Repons 

1 



BellSouth CLEC Ordering Interface Performance Analysis 
January 2001 

2 



BellSouth CLEC Ordering Interface Performance Analysis 
January 2001 

January 2001 -Table 5 
Percent of Validated LSRs Encountering BellSouth Caused System Errors 

Product / LENS TAG EDI Product Results 
Interface 

LNP 
UNE 
Bus Resale 
Res Resale 
Interface/ 
Aggregate 
Results 

NA 52% 51% 51% 
19% 17% 12% 18% 
33% 38% 27% 33% 
9% 6% 8% 9% 

12% 13% 29% 14% 



BellSouth CLEC Ordering Interface Performance Analysis 
January 2001 

4 



BellSouth CLEC Ordering Interface Performance Analysis 
February 2001’ 

February 2001 -Table 1 
Percent of Total Mechanized LSRs Encountering BellSouth Caused Manual Processing 

(Designed Manual Fallout and BellSouth System Error) 
Product ! LENS TAG ED1 Product Results 
Interface 

LNP 
UNE 
Bus Resale 
Res Resale 
Interface/ 
Aggregate 
Results 

NA 73% 67% 68% 
26% 27% 40% 29% 
47% 59% 54% 48% 
16% 14% 11% 15% 

19% 24% 40% 23% 

BellSouth Caused Manual Processing Volumes 
February 2001 -Table 2 1 

Interface 
Product / 

(Designed Manual Fallout and BellSoutkSystem Error) 

I 

I 

I 

LENS 

I 

I 

I 

TAG I ED1 I Product Totals 

I I I I 
LNF NA 2.566 1n54n 13,106 

I 15985 UNE 
Bus Resale 
Res Resale 
Interface/ 

__,_ ._ 
6,924 4,462 4,599 _-,_-_ 
5,433 240 357 6,030 

23,707 3,059 1,720 28.486 

Aggregate 
Totals 

36,064 10,327 17,216 63,607 

’ Data Source - BellSouth Percent Flow Through Service Request Reports 

1 



BellSouth CLEC Ordering Interface Performance Analysis 
February 2001 

Februarv 2001 - Table 4 I 

Product / 
Interface 

BellSouth Caused Designed Manual Fallout Volumes 
LENS TAG ED1 Product Totals 

I 
LNP 
UNE 
Bus Resale 
Res Resale 
Interface/ 
Aggregate 
Totals 

NA 808 4.478 5,286 
3.333 2,332 3,975 9,640 
2,738 172 316 3,226 
9,297 847 434 10,578 

15,368 4,159 9,203 28,730 

2 



BellSouth CLEC Ordering Interface Performance Analysis 
February 2001 

February 2001 -Table 5 
Percent of Validated LSRs Encohering BellSouth Caused System Errors 

Product / LENS TAG ED1 Product Results 
Interface 

LNP 
UNE 
Bus Resale 
Res Resale 
Interface/ 
Aggregate 

NA 74% 57% 60% 
17% 18% 11% 17% 
31% 41% 18% 36% 
11% 12% 12% 12% 

13% 19% 30% 16% 
Results 



BellSouth CLEC Ordering Interface Performance Analysis 
February 2001 

Product / 
Interface 

February 2001- Table 8 
Validated LSR Volumes 

LENS TAG ED1 Product Totals 

LNP 
UNE 
Bus Resale 
Res Resale 
Interface/ 
Aggregate 
Totals 

NA 2,386 10,556 12.942 
20,745 11,800 5,773 38,318 
7,347 164 227 7,738 

126,213 17,716 10.365 154.294 

154,305 32,066 26.92 1 213,292 

4 



BellSouth CLEC Ordering Interface Performance Analysis 
March 2001’ 

March 2001 -Table 1 
Percent of Total Mechanized LSRs Encountering BellSouth Caused Manual Processing 

(Designed Manual Fallout and BellSouth System Error) 
Product / LENS TAG ED1 Product Results 
Interface 

I I I I 

Results 

ned Manual Fallout and BellSout 

I Data SOWC~ - BellSouth Percent Flow ‘Through Service Request Reports 



BellSouth CLEC Ordering Interface Performance Analysis 
March 2001 

March 2001 -Table 3 
Percent of Total Mechanized LSRs Encountering BellSouth Caused Designed Manual 

Fallout - 
Product i LENS TAG ED1 Product Results 
Interface 

i 
LNP 
UNE 
Bus Resale 
Res Resale 
Interface/ 
Aggregate 

NA 58% 26% 32% 
13% 17% 47% 18% 
21% 42% 51% 29% 
8% 5% 4% 7% 

10% 14% 19% 12% 
1 Results 

March 2001 - Table 4 

2 



BellSouth CLEC Ordering Interface Performance Analysis 
March 2001 

3 



BellSouth CLEC Ordering Interface Performance Analysis 
March 2001 

Product ! 
Interface 

March 2001 -Table 7 
Total Mechanized LSR Vohunes 

LENS TAG ED1 Product Totals 

LNP 
UNE 
Bus Resale 
Res Resale 
Interface/ 
Aggregate 
Totals 

NA 4,009 17,863 21.872 
30,766 24,865 7,673 63.304 
13,374 452 831 14.657 

156,789 31,140 25.193 213.122 

200,929 60,466 51,560 3 12.955 

March 2001 -Table 8 I 

4 



BellSouth CLEC Ordering Interface Performance Analysis 
April 20011 

’ Data Source - BellSouth Percent Flow Through Service Request Reports 

1 



BellSouth CLEC Ordering Interface Performance Analysis 
April 2001 



BellSouth CLEC Ordering Interface Performance Analysis 
April 2001 

April 2001 -Table 5 
Percent of Validated LSRs Encountering BellSouth Caused System Errors 

Product I LENS TAG ED1 Product Results 

Product / 
Interface 

April 2001 -Table 6 
BellSouth Caused System Error Volumes 

LENS TAG EDI Product Totals 

LNP NA 279 1,065 1,344 
UNE 2,680 2,248 247 5,175 
Bus Resale 2,409 92 57 2,558 
Res Resale 9.838 2.246 2.325 14.409 
Interface/ 
Aggregate 
Totals 

14,927 4,865 3,694 23,486 



BellSouth CLEC Ordering Interface Performance Analysis 
April 2001 

Product / 
Intf-rfmP 

April 2001 - Table 7 
Total Mechanized LSR Volumes 

LENS TAG EDI Product Totals 

Aggregate 
Totals 

167,933 44,012 56,914 268,859 



Exhibit JMB- 11 

The BellSouth Retail Service Request 
Process 



BellSouth ordering methodology 
All BellSouth service requests are caDable of flow-through 

I . 

sots 
(SOER) 

Service 3 Order 

Business Requests 



How BellSouth service requests 
become service orders 

1 Residence 1 

I Service request 
information into RNS BellSouth residence 

rice rePresentatiy sales al;i;keting 

BellSouth business 
Service representative 

3 Manual 
input 

Service request 
information into ROS 

sales & marketing 
system 

FUEL/SOLAR edits, 
formats and sends 

\ to sots / 

ROS edits, 
formats and sends 

tosocs , 

SOCS format 

/ T 

SOCS applies 
SOER edits 

Accept & create 
service order 

number 
OR 

reject due 
to error 

\ 
t 23 SOCS format 

I n 

1 Service orders for BLS do not exist until acceptance by SOCS 7 



Exhibit JMB- 12 

The BellSouth CLEC Local Service Request 
Process 



CLEC ordering methodology 
Only some CLP service requests are capable of flow-through 

pq 11 piizzq 

I 
TAG, EDI 
or LENS 

Residential 
business 

UNE and LNP 
requests 

I III I I I 

Service 3 Order 



How CLEC service requests 
become service orders 

EDI. TAG 

LEOlLESOG or LNP 
gateway edit, format 

\and send to SOCS, 

SOCS applies 
SOER edits 

Accept 8 create 
service order 

number 
OR 

reject due 
to error 

Service orders for CLECs do not exist until acceptance by SOCS 

6 



Exhibit JMB- 13 

Page 4 of GA PSC January 12,200l 
Performance Measures Order in Docket 

7894-U 



TABLE 1 

BSTPro~osed SQMs .. ( Commission Determination , 
iervicc Inquiry with Firm Order (Manual) 

aop Make Up Inquiry (Mnnual and Elcctmnic) 

Adopt EST SQM: 

Benchmark: 95% returned within 5 business days. 
See Table 2 for Average Response Time to LMU Information 
(Msnud and Electronic). 

rimeliness of Change Management Notices and 
Xxumentation 

Adopt this BST SQM. 30 days afIer this order Change 
Management Team shall lile with the Commission the interval 
to include in this measure. 

‘ercent FAs Relurned On Time 

‘ercent Troubles Within 7 days of a HOT CUT. 

JSS- I Avg. Response Time and Response Interva! 

See Table 2 for Acknowledgment Timclincss. 

Adopt EST SQM. 

Adopt this SQM with the following Business Rule change: 
The response interval starts when the client application 

‘-1 Percent Flow Through Service Rquwt 

. . (LENS or TAO for CLECs and RNS for EST) submits a 
requesr to the legacy system and ends when the appropriate 
response is returned to the client application. 
Adopt this SQM with the following addition: 

Add the following measure to the flow-through report: 

BellSouth Achieved Flow-Throueh 

Issued Service Orda 
Total Mech. LSR’s- [(Auto Clarify)t(CLEC fallout)] x 100 

The Commission includes the current CLEC Error Excluded 
Calculation in the VSEEM 111 Plan. 
BST and the CLECs shall form an lmprovemenr Task Force. 
This Task force shall jointly prepare an implcmentetion 
report. that includes implementation target dates to eliminate 
the high BellSouth Cnused Failures and the designed manual 
fallout for electronically submitted LSR’r. This rtpon shall 
be filed with the Commission 3 months after the date of this 
Commission Order. 

BST is ordered to resume reporting its retail business flow- 
through results and provide data back to May of2000. 

3-d Reject Interval Adopt this SQM with the following amendments: 

Fully Mechanized: The elapsed time form receipt of P valid 
electronically submitted LSR (date and time stamp in EDI. 
LENS or TAG) until the LSR is rejected (date and time stamp 
or reject in EDL TAG OR LENS). Auto Clarifications are 
considered in the Fully Mechsnized Catego!ary. 

Docket 1892-U 
Page 4 of 30 



Exhibit JMB- 14 

Flow-Through Task Force Correspondence 



Bradbury,Jay M - LGA 
From: 
Sent: 
To: 
cc: 

Timmons,King C (KC.) - NCAM 
Tuesday, March 20,200l 2:45 PM 

at-y jones@bridge.bellsouth.com 
t! .. oDavls@covad.com; mconquest@itcdeltacom.com; bwellman@idstelcom.com; 
amanda.hil l@wcom.com; JWilwerding@birch.com; jrubino@z-tel.com: tsl336Qsbc.com 

Subject: Flow Through Improvement Task Force 

First, I would like to provide you with electronic copies of the 
presentation I reviewed in the Flow Through Improvement Task Force meeting 
held yesterday. I am sorry for the delay in getting these to you. 

<<Flow Through Improvement Task Force 3-19-Ol.ppt>> <<BellSouth Planned 
Fallout Disaggregation.doc>> 

Secondly, I have a concern with our team's discussion yesterday of what the 
Task Fokce will provide in the implementation report due to thk Commission 
on Axil 12. Durina the discussion, YOU indicated that the Flow Throuoh 
Improvement Task Fo;ce initiatives don't have priority over current Change 
Control Process (CCP) initiatives. This means that the improvements 
proposed by our task force will be combined and prioritized with the current 
CCP ir;tiatives during the June Prioritization Meeting. You also indicated 
that you would provide the Commission with this process in the April 12 
implementation report. 

upon further review of the Commission's expectations of this task force and 
the process that was discussed in yesterday's kickoff meeting, the proposed 
Flow Through improvement process does not appear to be in compliance with 
the Commission's order or the Change Control Process Working Document 
developed by the Change Control Sub-Team. 

In Docket 7892 the Commission ordered that "BellSouth and the CLECs shall 
form an Improvement Task Force. This Task Force shall jointly prepare an 
implementation report, that includes implementation target dates to 
eliminate the high BellSouth caused failures and the designed manual fallout 
for electronically submitted LSRs. This report shall be filed with the 
Commission 3 months after the date of this Commission Order." This order 
specifically mentions the need for "implementation target dates" to be 
included in the implementation report. Under the proposed process of 
including the Task Force's proposed Flow Through improvement initiatives 
with other Change Requests in the quarterly prioritization process, 
implementation target dates cannot be accurately determined and provided to 
the Commission. 

Additionally, the improvement initiatives that result from the Flow Through 
Improvement Task Force will be considered Type 2 Change Requests. The 
Change Control Process document developed by the Change Control Sub-Team 
states, "Any non-Type 1 change to the interfaces between the CLEC's and 
BellSouth's operational support systems mandated by regulatory or legal 
entities, such as the Federal Communications Commission (FCC), a state 
commission/authority, or state and federal courts are Type 2 changes." 
Also, under the Prioritization Voting Rules on page 49 of the Change Control 
Process Working Document, it states that "Types 3, 
will be prioritized (non-expedites)." 

4, and 5 change requests 
Therefore, Type 2 Change Requests 

should not be included in the prioritization process. 

Given that the Commission mandated Flow Through Improvement Task Force will 

1 



formulating Type 2 Change Requests, and Type 2 Change Requests are not to be 
included in the prioritization process, we need to reconsider how BellSouth 
will handle the output of this Task Force. Additionally, AT&T requests that 
another Flow Through Improvement Task Force meeting be scheduled before 
April 12 in order to revisit the implementation report that is due to the 
Commission. Implementation dates must be discussed and added to the 
implementation report in order to be compliant with the Commission's order. 

Please let me know if you have any questions or concerns. 

KC Timmons 
Manager Supplxer Performance Measurements 
AT&T Local Services - Southern Region 
Phone: 404-810-3914 
Pager: l-888-858-7243 Pin: 115394 
Fax: 404-810-3131 
e-mail: kt immons@att.com 

2 



-----Original Message----- 
From: Timmons, King C (K.C.), NCAI4 
Sent: Thursday, March 29, 2001 lo:38 AM 
To: 'gary.jones@bridge.bellsouth.com' 
Subject: RE: 3/19/01 Flow Through Task Force Meeting Minutes 

Gary, 

Attached are AT&T's clarifications to the FTTF 3/19/01 meeting minutes. 
I have also included the e-mail that I sent to you on 3/20/01. Since 
the April 12 implementation report is fast approaching, when can I 
expect a response to my questions in the 3/20/01 e-mail? 

Thanks for your help, 
KC 



@ BELL SOUTH 
March 19, 2001 

Meeting Minutes 

I I 

Meeting Name Minutes prepared by: Date Prepared: 
Flow Through Task Force Patsy Smith - FTTF 03/I 9101 

Participants 
Parbcipant Company Participant Company 

Gay Jones BST Becky Wellman IDS 
Brenda Files BST - CCP Roxanne Pen-.,-White zte, 
Martha Weber’ BST 
Patsy Smith’ BST 
Amy Calvin Ztel 
KC. T~mmons ATBT 
Kim Gillette-Hoskms Quintessent 

Collette Davis 
Mama Lees 
Ronald Thompson 
Mary Conquest 
Amanda Hill 

COVAD 
SBC 
X0 Comm 
Delta&m 

WorldCorn 
1 MarvaGotr 

Graham Watkins’ 
Joan Wilwerdmg 

BST 
KPMG 
Birch 

She&n Lively 
Caryn Soughtenger 
Shamone Stapler 

NuVox 
Qumtessen It 
ITClDeItaCom 

‘Obsewlng Only 

Agenda Items 

OPENING and INTRODUCTIONS 

Gary opened the meeting by reading the minutes from the last CCP Meeting as relates to Flow 
Through Improvement Task Force. There was review and discussion concerning the definition of 
flow through. Voting was done to select which of the following definitions was to be used: 

FLOW THROUGH DEFINITIONS 

1. Flow Through is defined as a valid BellSouth service order mechanically generated without 
manual intervention from the input of a clean and complete LSR into EDI, LNS tag or Robotag. 

Or 

Jay Bradbury (AT&T) requested that we change the sequence of the definition Jay clarified that: 

2. Flow through is a CLEC LSR that contains no errors from CLEC input and generates a service 
order from BellSouth Service Order System. This effecteswill address LSRs designed not to 
flow through or designed to flow through but net-faillo. 
Note: This hiqhliqhted section was not proposed by Jay_Bradbu.~~~~b~.p.~yt-~~f_thede~~~ti~~.q! 
Flow Through. This was Jay’s interpretation of the p_up-oseof the Flow Throuqha&Force, --..__ 
The approved definition of the Flow Throuqh is simply the firs~s%$&ndefinition #2 above. 

(There was discussion to change the word SOCS in definition number two to the Bellsouth 
Service Order System.) It was agreed by all. 

There was a vote as to which definition would be used, the results were 6 voted for the first 
definition, 0 voted for number two definition. Number two definition was chosen 

Becky Welman First definition 
Sherrie Lively First definition 
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@ BELLSOUTH 
March 19,200l 

Meeting Minutes 

Joan Wilwerding First definition 
Amanda Hill First definition 
Marcia Lees First definition 
Kimm Hoskins First definition 
All others selected the Second definition. 

Purpose and Discussion 
Garv exolains the ouroose of the task force as directed bv the Georoia PSC and hrs responsibiktv 
as manager regardrng flow through improvement and to iind ways to improve. He explains what. 
he is looking for as relates to fall out, problems and what needs to be done to improve flow 
through 

K. C. Ttmmons (AT&T) wanted a better understanding of what the purpose of the task force is. 

KC Timmons (AT&T)understood Gary to say that the scope of the task forc~-!o.e!!m~nnate-_flow 
throuqh failures that fall under two different buckets: 

3. PlannedManual Fallout 
2. LSRs designed to flow through but fail to because of BellSouth system error 

KC also asked if the task force will be considerina increasinq the percentaqe of LSRs that can be 
sent to BellSouth electronically as opposed to manually. Gary aqreed to review Docket 11853-U 
and confirm. 

Collette Davis (COVAD) was questioning why Gary would not submit output from the task force 
as opposed to the CLEC individuals. Gary explained that if the task force submitted a list, that 
according to procedures, the individual CLEC had to submit the request. This was necessary so 
that each item would have to be prioritized and voted on individually. 

Presentation of Pending BellSouth Flow Through Items and Drscussron 
Garv handed out a list of issues for review bv the team (List I- BellSouth Initiated Flow Throua h 
Items- 3-I-2001). There were 8 items on this list. Item number 3 was removed because it has 
already been completed (LESOG should strip TTR and TTB from the CSR when converting UNE- 
P from resale). Item number 4 was removed because it was not Flow Through rmpactrng (LENS 
is returning all possible LEO statuses rather than normal statuses). This list would be combined 
with the list provided at the CCP meeting of 3-g-01. 

K.C. Timmons (AT&T) asked that the items for releases have volumes included. Gary agreed 
that this is very Important. 
Gary requested that the CLECs would include the volume whrch would help prioritizing. All 
agreed. 

Becky Wellman - IDS -Address validation rn LENS is a problem, must go to TAG. It may be 
caused by number pooling processes. 

K.C Timmons -AT&T - Provided a handout with some questions/issues (copy attached). 
What impact does interface (EDI. LENS, TAG) have on flow through? The numbers provided 
were too broad to be able to find problem. Needs to be specific PONs. K.C. requested a list of 
conditions to be provided for planned fallout. Gary explained that the information can be found 
on the web and the BBR. K.C. requested volume to be included with planned manual fallout 
from the list on the web for the most current month. KC. requested the same for the kst of 
BellSouth System errors also. 

Page 2 615/013lrww 
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Meeting Minutes 

Becky Wellman (IDS) asked if the list provided by Gary also rncluded defects? Gary advised they 
would be included. 

Becky Wellman advised that the CCP is already overloaded and the task force suggested Items 
will fall in lrne with the current items and not supercede items already submitted by CCP. 

K.C. Timmons needed to know more regarding the CCP processes. Brenda Files (CCP) 
explained the process and when the next CCP meeting would be held. The next meettng will be 
held on March 28’“. The next meeting after that will be in June. 

K.C. Timmons continued discussion with his handout. K.C. specifically talked about COMPLEX 
orders. Gary explatned that no complex orders were designed to go through electronically. K.C. 
requested specific details on Reqtypes, Actypes. etc. 

K.C. further stated that multiple problems could possibly be fixed with one fix. 

K.C. asked what output does the order require of this team by April 12? Gary replied that the first 
output will be at a high level. K.C. asked when he could expect answers to his questions. Gary 
sard he will respond to as many topics as he can by the March 30’“.. 

Gary stated that after the CCP meeting on March 28’“. a report is to be provided to the Georgia 
PSC. 

BellSouth initiated flow through items dated 3-g-01. Minutes of this meeting to be sent out on 
Wednesday, March 21.2001. 

A FTTF meeting will be held the day before the next CCP meeting. The next meeting will 
probably be held in June, 2001. Starting today, any item the CLEC sees as flow through 
impactlog. items will be included on a form provided by Brenda Files (CCP) to be covered prior to 
the CCP and submitted to the CCP meeting. 

K.C. requested that the FTTF meet prior to the pre-CCP meeting. A FTTF meeting the day 
before the CCP meeting does not allow enough time to evaluate and process the items. 

Colette Davis again expressed concern for measuring and accountability of the task force. Gary 
responded that percentages would be provided for tracking purposes regarding the flow through 
issues. The list of items will be created collectively by the group however: each individual CLEC 
must submit the items. This allows the CLEC to voice its right to submit an item. Colette is of the 
opinion that the task force should be able to submit a change request representing the CLEC 
community. It was decided and agreed by all that the Flow Through Task Force would as a teem 
develop a list of items and that Gary would represent the team and present them to the CCP with 
all the names of the involved CLECs 

As a task force, create a list of agreed upon items each item to be submitted separately by all 
involved CLECS with a representative to present the item to the CCP. If agreed by all CLECS, 
Gary will present these agreed upon items to the CCP for prioritization. All agreed. 

The PSC report to be prepared by Gary, got their order in January, letter went out, introduced the 
task force, got participants, had the meeting, developed ground rules, provide a list of identified 
items, stating how the task force to operate, when the next meeting etc. 

I 
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Please see my e-mail that I sent on 3/20/01 with my concerns on what is reauired bv the PSC on 
April 12. 

Gary recommended that the task force meet prior to June. It was discussed and decided to meet 
again to discuss identified items (list to be provided by Friday of items already identified). FlTF 
next meeting to be held on Tuesday, April 24, 2001 at BSCC. Next meeting to be all day, be 
Informal. 9:30 to 4:O0. All agreed. 

Drscussion was conducted on list of items (mechanized) from March 9’“. 

See attached list number 1 
Total 8 items. 

Remove item 3 and 4 

Gary to provide more information on last item regarding missed appointment interval. To be 
provided at April 24’“. 

List Number 2 
Total 6 items 

For item number 1, (System to handle electronic flow-through of ADSL-Resale on conversion) 
Gary to provide scenarios prior to next meeting. 

It was requested that Gary to provide a list of identified items that are already in the works. 

Items identified by CLECs: 

Mary - Deltacorn -LINE P regarding call-forwarding numbers, lift the edit 

K.C. Timmons - AT&T - Suggested concentrate efforts to UNE P and LNP. Gary stated that 
each CLEC would want to concentrate on what flow through impacting issues affected them, 
including UNE P, LNP, etc. 

In further discussion with K.C. he expressed concerns regarding manual to electronic orders 
specifically Georgia PSC docket 11853-U. Gary to get more information and clarification as to 
exactly what the PSC order covered. 

Got agreement on Flow Through definition, agreed on next meeting, process for presenting 
identified items individually by Gary, come up with items at next meeting, provide minutes, 
provide report to PSC in advance to FlTF for suggestrons and concurrence, 

ACTION ITEMS: OWNER: 

OfBellSo& CLEC Reprckatives 



1 @ BELLSOUTH 
March 79,2001 

Meeting Minutes 

Meeting Mmutes to be provided by March 21, 2001 Gary Jones 
Report to be provided to Ga. PSC by April 12, 2001 Gary Jones 
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March 25.2001 

I am responding to the two issues in your email dated March 20.2001. 

First, I received the electronic copy of the document that you provided at the Flow Through Task 
Force meeting on March 19, 2001. I have distributed the copy you sent to the members of the Flow 
Through Task Force. 

The document you presented contains specific information for AT&T, or information that cannot be 
tracked without details of its sources. While some of the questions you asked in the document add 
value to the Task Force in regards to volumes of errors, the majority of the charts and percentages apply 
to AT&T or cannot be substantiated. The portions of the handout that are pertinent fo the Task Force 
are BellSouth errors, volumes and percentage of the errors. 

Second, the next scheduled Task Force Meeting is scheduled for April 24, 2001. Another meeting has 
not been scheduled prior to that date. On April 24,200l the Task Force will focus on area to improve 
flow-through. The information to be discussed will be issues that concern the CLEC body and 
BellSouth. Each CLEC has been requested to bring specific issues or concerns to the table that impact 
flow-through and an estimated volume of those issues. BellSouth will bring issues to the Task Force 
that has been identified as issues that impact flow-through and the volumes as well. Together, the issues 
and concerns from the entire Task Force will be addressed to determine the impact to all parties, 
solutions to the issues and concerns, and as a Task Force prioritize the recommendations. 

To ensure adherence to the Change Control Process, all of the Change Request recommendations will 
be presented through the Change Control Process as Type 4 and 5 change requests, as are other 
BellSouth and CLEC change requests. Therefore, the change requests from the Task Force will be 
included in the prioritization process in the June 2001 Change Control Process prioritization meeting. 

BellSouth is complying with the GA PSC Order. Once the Task Force determines the improvements 
that need to be implemented and they are presented and prioritized through the Change Control 
Process and scheduled for implementation, the Task Force will supply all the information to the GA 
PSC that they have ordered. By April 12, 2001 the GA PSC will be fu rnished a reporr containing the 
output from and the status of the findings of the Task Force. 

Thank you for your participation on the Task Force. 

Gary Jones, Manager Flow-Through, BellSouth 



April 5,200l 

I am responding to your letter dated March 25,200l. I received it via CCP cm April 3,200l 

The document that I provided at the Flow Through Task Force meeting on March 19, 2001 does not 
contain any AT&T specific data. The data in the three charts showing manual processing percentages were 
calculated using CLEC Aggregate data from the Januay 2001 Flow Through reports provided by 
BellSouth in Perfomtance Measurement and Analysis Platform (PMAP). Additionally. the “BellSouth 
Planned Fallout Disaggregation” chart consists of CLEC Aggregate data provided by BellSouth in response 
to the AT&T Florida Arbitration Interrogatory 61 of January 12, 2001. Therefore, since all of the data that 
1 provided at the March 19 Task Force meeting is CLEC Aggregate data generated by BellSouth. then 
BellSouth should be able to substantiate the sources of the data. Please let me know if there is still any 
confusion around the sources or details behind the numbers I provided. 

AT&T is disappointed to learn that BellSouth is not scheduling another Flow Through Task Force meeting 
before the implementation report is due to the Commission on April 12. The proposed Flow Through 
improvement process does not appear to be in compliance with tbe Commission’s order or the Change 
Control Process Working Document developed by the Change Control Sub-Team. In Docket 7892 the 
Commission specifically mentions the need for “implementation target dates” to be included in the 
implementation report. Under the proposed process of including the Task Force’s proposed Flow Through 
improvement initiatives with other Change Requests in the quarterly prioritization process, implementation 
target dates cannm be accurately determined and provided to the Commission. 

Additionally, the improvement initiatives that result from the Flow Through Improvement Task Force 
should be considered Type 2 change requests since the Task Force is a result of a Georgia Commission 
order. I am perplexed as to why BellSouth is considering the output of this task force as Type 4 and 5 
change requests. The Change Control Process document developed by the Change Control Sub-Team 
states, “Any non-Type 1 change to the interfaces between the CLEC’s and BellSouth’s operational support 
systems mandated by regulatory or legal entities, such as the Federal Communications Commission (FCC), 
a state commission/authority, or state and federal comts are Type 2 changes.” Given that the Commission 
mandated Flow Through Improvement Task Force will formulate Type 2 change requests, and Type 2 
change requests are not to be included in the prioritization process, we need to reconsider how BellSouth 
will handle the output of this Task Force. 

Again, AT&T requests that another Flow Through Improvement Task Force meeting be scheduled before 
April 12 in order to revisit the implementation repon that is due to the Commission. implementation dates 
must be discussed and added to the implementation report in order to be compliant with the Commission’s 
order. 

Sincerely, 

KC Timmons, AT&T 



-----0rlginal Message----- 
From: Timmons, King C (K.C.), NCAM 
Sent: Thursday, May 17, 2001 5:14 PM 
To: 'Gary.Jones@bridge.bellsouth.com' 
Subject: Flow Through Task Force Letter 

Gary, 

Please see the attached letter concerning the Flow Through Task Force. 

<<Flow Thru Task Force 5-17-Ol.doc>> <<March 19 Action Items.DOC>> 

also, please e-mail me your address and phone number so I can get a 
copy of this letter to you in the mail. 

Thanks, 

KC Timmons 
Manager Supplier Performance Measurements 
AT&T Local Services - Southern Region 
Phone: 404-810-3914 
Pager: 1-888-858-7243 Pin: 115394 
Fax: 404-810-3131 
e-mail: kt immons@att.com 



Room 12227 
Promenade I 
1200 Peachtree St. NE 
Atlanta. GA 30309 
404 810-3914 

May 17,200l 

Gary Jones 
Manager, Flow Through 
BellSouth Interconnection Services 

Dear Gary: 

The purpose of this letter is to express concern that the scope of the Flow Through 
Improvement Task Force, as defined by BellSouth. is not compliant with Georgia Public 
Service Commission (“GPSC”) Orders in Dockets 7892-U and 11853-U. 

In GPSC Docket No. 7892-U the Georgia Commission ordered that: 

“BST and the CLECs shall form an Improvement Task Force. This Task Force 
shall jointly prepare an implementation report that includes implementation 
target dates to eliminate the high BellSouth caused failures and the designed 
manual fallout for electronically submitted LSRs.” 

Additionally, in response to Issue 42 (b) concerning the ability to submit orders 
electronically for all services and elements, GPSC Docket 11853-U states: 

“In dealing with the Percent Flow Through Service Request issue in Docket No. 
7892-U, Performance Measurements for Telecommunications Interconnection. 
Unbundling and Resale, the Commission directed BellSouth and the CLECs to 
form and improvement Task Force. The Commission ordered that “[tlhis Task 
force shall jointly prepare an implementation report, that includes 
implementation target dates to eliminate the high BellSouth Caused Failures 
and the designed manual fallout for electronically submitted LSRs.” 
(Commission Order, Docket No. 7892-U, Table 1). AT&T and BellSouth shall 
work together in the Improvement Task Force the Commission approved in 
Docket No. 7892-U to resolve this issue.” 

BellSouth is not in compliance with the scope of the Flow Through Task Force as set 
forth in GPSC Dockets 7892-U and 11853-U. At the initial Flow Through Task Force 
meeting on March 19. 2001, AT&T expressed concerns that the issue of elimination of 
manual ordering was not being included in BellSouth’s scope of the Task Force as 
required by the Georgia Commission. BellSouth committed to get more information 
and clarification on GPSC Docket 11853-U and report back to the Task Force. On April 
20, BellSouth reported in an action item list (see attachment) that it determined that: 



“Georgia PSC Docket 11853-U is a completely separate docket. This docket has no 
relation to GA PSC Docket 7892-U.” AT&T attempted to address the action item list at 
the Task Force Meeting on April 24, 2001. Be&South refused to discuss the issue. 

BellSouth’s lack of cooperation to increase the number of orders that can be sent 
electronically is extremely disappointing. In March 2001, of the 312.955 orders 
electronically sent to BellSouth by all CLECs, 23.3% of those orders requrred manual 
processing due to either planned manual fallout or BellSouth caused system fallout. 
CLEC orders which cannot be electronically sent to BellSouth result in increased 
manual handling, increased delays, increased errors and increased costs to the CLEC 
to determine the status of orders, inform customers of delayed provisioning, and correct 
improperly implemented orders. 

AT&T would request that BellSouth ensure that the scope and purpose of the Task 
Force is consistent with the Commission Orders in Docket No. 7892-U and 11853-U. 
Please call me if you have any questions or concerns. This is a high priority issue for 
AT&T. A response is expected by May 31, 2001. If I do not receive a response by May 
31, then I will need to take the next step. I can be reached at 404-810-3914. I can be 
paged at l-888-858-7243, pin number 115394. 

Sincerely, 

KC Timmons 

copy to: Jay Bradbury 

Attachment 



Action Items From March 1% 2001 

GA PSC Docliet 
7892-U 
Report 

The Flow-Throu$h Improvement CLECs-BellSouth Task Force Report for GA PSC Docket 
7892-U has been filed with the GA PSC. The report can be viewed on the GA PSC web sire. 
WWW.PSC.STATE.GA.US 
Docket 7892 
Document Number 46445 

Clarification of 
Georgia PSC 
Docket 11853-U 

Georgia PSC Docket 11853-U is a completely separate docket. This docket has no relation to 
GA PSC Docket 7892-U. 

current 
BellSouth Items 

Flow-through improvement items currently being worked on bv BellSouth will be provided 
on April 24,2001. BellSouth is in the process of reviewing existing enhancements in an 
effort to determine future targeted release dates. 

LSR Volumes 

Missed 
Appointment 
Codes 

Both BellSouth and CLECs participating in the task force should have estimated order 
volumes for targeted improvements. 

Additional information on missed appointment intervals will be provided at the April 24. 
2001 Task Force meeting. 



ADSL - Resale Note I: On Req Type E. Act W  
Conversion When the USOC ADL++ appears system should RECAP 
Scenarios 

Note 2: On Req Type E. ACT V 
When the USOC ADL++ appears outward system should fatal reject (Reason: CLEC would 
need to contact their NSP/ISP to have ADSL removed from end-users account) 

When the USOC ADL++ appears inward system should fatal reject (Reason: CLEC should 
contact their NSP/ISP to have ADSL added to the end-users account) 

Note3: On Req Type E. Act of D 
When the USOC ADL++ appears system should disconnect and e FID OADSL populated I” 
the Unfielded Ident Section 

Note 4: On Req Type E, Act of N 
When the USOC ADL++ appears inward system should fatal reject. (Reason: CLEC should 
contact their NSP/ISP to have ADSL added to the end-users account) 

Note 5: On Req Type E, Act of C 
When the USOC ADL++ appears inward system should fatal reject. (Reason: CLEC should 
c”“tact their NSPilSP to have ADSL added to the end-users accounr) 

When USOC ADL++ appears ouhvard system should fatal i-eject. (Reason CLEC should 
contact theirNSP/ISP to have ADSL added fo the end-users account) 

Note 6: On Req Type E. Act of P 
When the USOC ADL++ appears outward system should fatal reject. (Reason CLEC should 
contact their NSPIISP to have ADSL added to the end-users account) 

When USOC ADL++ appears outward system should fatal reject, (Reason CLEC should 
contact their NSPASP t” have ADSL added to the end-users account) 

Note 7: On Req Type E, Act of Q 

When the USOC ADL++ appears inward system should fatal reject. (Reason CLEC should 
contact their NSPIISP to have ADSL added to the end-users account) 

When USOC ADL++ appears outward system should fatal reject. (Reason CLEC should 
contact their NSPIISP to have ADSL added to the end-users account) 



Bradbury,Jay M - LGA 
From: Change.Control@bridge.bellsouth.com 
Sent: Friday, June 01, 2001 9:09 AM 
To: Alan.Flanigen@twtelecom.com; amanda.hil l@wcom.com; 

Andrew.Broder@lightyearcomcom; Annette.Cook@espire.net; annettey@lightyearcom.com: 
apatel3Qtelcordia.com; avincent@communitytelephone.com; bbil@4pra.com; 
BellSouth@quintessent.net; best2@surfsouth.com: bethh@communitytelephone.com; 
billg@telcordia.com; blsinterfacecontrol@kpmg.com; bmurdo@KMCTELECOM.com; 
bobik@att.com; bradbury@att.com; Brent.McMahan@networktelephone.net; 
bseigler@att.com; bszafran@covad.com: bwellman@?idstelcom.com; c- 
david.burley@wcom.com; c-and-m@bellsouth.net; caren.schaffner@wcom.com; 
carl.taylor@lecstar.com; cassandrap@networktelephone.net: Catherine.Gray@alltel.com; 
cbnaadmin@home.com; cchiavatti@fusatelecominc.com; cecilia.ortiz@adelphiacom.com; 
cflanigan@uslec.com; changecontrol.bellsouth@onepointcom.com; Chapmanwe@cepb.com; 
charrison@mpowercom.com; chaynes@trivergent.com; cheryl@eatel.com; 
Cheryl-acosta@stratosoilandgas.com; chrisg@pvtel.net; Christine.Schnelle@wcom.com; 
christine.shelton@cc.gte.com; clhawk@KMCTELECOM.com; CoDavis@covad.com; 
colleen.e.sponseller@wcom.com; Connie@aibionconnect.com; conniec@arrowcom corn; 
Craig@exceleron.com; Craig.B.Douglas@MCI.com; CSoptic@birch.com; 
CSteele@nuitele.com; csti@bellsouth.net; daddymax@netbci.com; daisy.ling@wcom.com. 
DDougherty@birch.com: Debra.Pasquale@btitele.com; default.user@bellsouth.com; 
DElliott@connectsouth.com; destree@communitytelephone.com; dfoust@deltacom.com; 
dgraham@mantiss.com; dkane@esplretelecom.com; dmcmanus@trivergent.com; 
DoBeck@MediaOne.com: don@amexcomm.com; donna.poe@knology.com; 
donnas@intetech.com; Doreen.E.Raia@wcom.com; dpetry@ix.netcom.com; 
drodrigu@accessone.cc; Dwight.Scrivener@wcom.com; 
dwill iams@nowcommuntcations.com; ed.ramsden@cc.gte.com; 
EFarnell@broadband.atLcom; EGunn@birch.com; Ellen.Neis@mail.sprint.com; 
Elliot.Wrann@dsl.net: eodell@dset.com; epadfield@nextlmk.com; ESaeed@northpoint.net; 
ESingleton@eztalktelephone.com; evdoty@nextlink.com; Faye.Restaino@dsl.net; 
fjohnson@covad.com; fouts@communitytelephone.com: frankb@cellone-ms.com; 
Fred.Brigham@wcom.com; Gary@CSll.net; generalg@cris.com; george@accesscomm.com; 
gerrig@lightyearcom.com; Glenn.Sonnier@usunwired.com; gulfcoast@dotstar.net; 
heidi.a.crow@mail.sprint.com; Hwhittington@mpowercom.com; jamesk@omsn.net; 
jason.estep@adelphiacom.com; jayala@rhythms.net: jbritton@phonesforall,com; Jdavid4715 
@aol.com; JDoherty@accessone.cc; JDuffey@PSC.STATE.FL.US; jedavis@rhythms.net; 
Jeff.Walker@accesscomm.com; Jennifers@universaltelecominc.com: jfuller@fairpoint.com; 
JG6837@ctmail.snet.com; jhoze@KMCTELECOM.com; jim.lee@dsl.net; 
Jlm.Meyers@wcom.com: jjS512@sbc.com; jjohnson@idstelcom.com; 
JKramer@BirchTel.com; jmclau@KMCTELECOM.com; JMMaxwell@lntermedia.com; 
JoanC@networktelephone.net; joanneb@networktelephone.net; JOliver@birch.com; 
JtWlsonZ@att.com; jwilwerding@birch.com; KAnderson@nwp.com; 
karen.grim@mail.sprint.com; karind@covad.com; Katherine.Hudler@espire.net; 
kathryn-hinds@globalcrossmg.com; Kathryn.Phipps@btitele.com; kcooper@EFTIA.com; 
Kevin@albionconnect.com; khudson@nextlink.com: Kimberly.O.Williams@MCl.com; 
KKester@STIS.com; kmarshall@telstar.org; kmiller@northpointcom.com; 
KPollard@birch.com; kschwart@covad.com; ktimmons@att.com: KUchidaQnorthpointnet; 
launch-now.notify@cscoe.accenture.com; lavernek@arrowcom.com; LCamillo@nwp.com; 
Idavidov@dset.com; LHamlin@birch.com; LHinton@PrismCSl.net; lijohnso@covad.com; 
linda@networkonecom.com; lindak@communitytelephone.com: lisa@annox.com; 
Lminasola@MediaOne.com; Lorraine.Watson@wcom.com; lynn@mfn.net; 
lynnj@nowcommunications.com: Mandy.S.Jenkins@alltel.com: mark@annox.com; 
Mark.Mecca@dsl.net; marybethkeane@kpmg.com; MatthewBaker@nwp.com; 
mcbrunnhilde@juno.com: mconquest@itcdeltacom.com: mdommick@trivergent.com; 
mer@networkwcs.com; michael.dekorte@lightyearcom.com; Micki.Jones@wcom.com; 
mcrosun@bellsouth.net: mmclaughlin@dset.com: mmcreyno@covad.com; 
MPatyk@connectsouth.com; msykes@telcordia.com: mt721O@momail.sbc.com; 
MWagner@birch.com; Nancy.Watt@RHTelCo.com; Nicole.Moorman@adelphiacom.com; 
npenio@kpmg.com: NStuckey@birch.com; PBarker@aol.com; PBohn@MediaOne.com; 
Pkinghom@eztalktelephone.com; PPinick@birch.com; prehm@nighthre.com: 
pnchardson@trivergent.com; Rae.Couvill ion@wcom.com; rbennett@floridadigital.net; 
rbreckin@telcordia.com; rbuffa@interloop.net; Rdupraw@mpowercom.com; 
Renee.Clark@espire.net; Renee.Clift@dsl.net. reym@networktelephone.net; 
rhonda.calvert@adelphiacom.com; robert@alternativephone.com; 
Ronafd.Klamer@wcom.com; ronald.i.thompson@xo.com: rszczepanski@kpmg.com; 
ruth@mfn.net; sandra.k.evans@mail.sprint.com; sandra.kahl@wcom.com; 
Sandrajf@intetech.com; sangelo@bellsouth.net; sbowling@caprock.com; 
schuia.hobbs@dsl.net; Scott.Hibbard@wcom.com; Selange.Roberts@espire.net; 



To: 

Subjec 2: 

tonyamQcon 
@broadbend.att.com; Tyra.Hush@wcom.com; usfloridaoss@kpmg.com; 
wendv.hemandezQcomporium.com: WFletcher@birch.com: Will iamsal@ceob.com: 
wmkr 
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valarie-reck@globalcrossing.com; charles.a.stahlbergc 
Stacre.Edwards@KMCTELECOM.com; Brenda.GantQ 
MGimmi@nuvox.com; Cecere.Chris@broadt 
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Cedric.Cox@wcom.com; NDreier@birch.co 
jose.aguilar@btitele.com; beverly.lockwood@uute~e.tiom, susan.snerrey~ot 
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Lorraine.Watson@wcom.com; Sherry.Lichtenberg( 
ID: Flow Through Task Force Documents 

Tim@exceleron.com; t imw@networkonecom.com; tinal@nowcommunications.com; Tim@exceleron.com; t imw@networkonecom.com; tinal@nowcommunications.com; 
Travis.Tindal@oml.al.bst.bls.com; TJStokes@triveroent.com: TLA@MAGICNET.NET; Travis.Tindal@oml.al.bst.bls.com; TJStokes@trivergent.com: TLA@MAGICNET.NET; 
Tlescudero@idstelcom.corrr tmonterr Tlescudero@idstelcom.com: tmontemayer@mantiss.com; tnphone@home.com; 
tntel@bellsoufh n-p Tnrfdfi tntel@bellsouth.net; Todd@CSll.net; tom.hyde@Cbeyond.net; 
tonyam@communitytelephone.com; trsmith@trivergent.com; tsl336@sbc,com; l-Thompson2 
@broadbend.att.com; Tyra.Hush@wcom.com; usfloridaoss@kpmg.com; 
wendy.hemandez@comporium.com; WFletcher@birch.com; Will iamsal@cepb.com; 
wmknapek@lntermedia.com; wolfsbrg@cris.com; Yvette.Brown@espire.net; 
.Zachary.Baudos-@?KMCTELECOM.com; PRubino@Z-TEL.com; 
valarie-reck@globalcrossing.com; charles.a.stahlberger@xo.com; jtm.tadlock@xo.com; 
Stacre.Edwards@KMCTELECOM.com; Brenda.Gant@KMCTELECOM.com, 
MGimmi@nuvox.com; Cecere.Chris@broadband.att.com; 
Tara.Odems@allegiancetelecom.com; Connie.Nathan@KMCTELECOM.com; 
Cedric.Cox@wcom.com; NDreier@birch.com; rturkel@broadriver.com; CAshford@blrch.com; 
jose.aguilar@btitele.com; beverly.lockwood@btitele.com; susan.sherfey@btitele.com; 
len.chandler@btitele.com; Kyle.Kopytchak@networktelephone.net; c- 
Lorraine.Watson@wcom.com; Sherry.Lichtenberg@wcom.com; Rtck.Whisamore@wcom.com 
ID: Flow Through Task Force Documents 

Message sent by: Change Control /m6,mail6a 

To unsubscribe from CCP, send a message to 
List Manager /ml,mailla with the Subject line: UNSUBSCRIBE CCP 

For online help, send a message with the subject HELP. 



@ BELLSOUTH 
April 24, 2001 

Meeting Minutes 

Meeting Name Minutes prepared by: Date Prepared: 
Flow Through Task Force Patsy Smith - FlTF 04-24-01 

Participants 
Participant Company Participant Company 

Gary Jones BST 
Brenda Files EST - CCP 
Patsy Smith’ BST 
Amy Calvin ZM 
Amanda Hill WorldCorn 

IDS 
COVAD 

SBC 
AT&T 
Dr.4 

Marva Gor 
Joan Wilwerdlng 
Ellen Neis 
SandyEvans 
David Avera 
Jane, Choice 
*Obsewlng Only 

EST 
Birch 
Sprint 
Sprmt 
BST 
BST 

Becky Wellman 
Collette Davis 
Marcia Lees 
K.C. Tlmmans 
Steohanie Smith 
Gloria Melvin 
Shamone Stapler 
Cheryl Haynes 
Kevin McCall 
Penny Wagner 
Mel Wagner 

N&ox 
ITClDeltaCom 
NuVox 
EST 
BST 
Birch 

The minutes for the April 24,200l Task Force meeting have been amended. The 
corrections are in bold print, as well as underlined. 

Aqenda Items 

[ OPENING and INTRODUCTIONS 

Gary opened the meeting by having the attendees (including those on the conference bndge) to 
introduce themselves. Gary explained the purpose of the meeting. 

REVIEW MINUTES and ACTION ITEMS FROM 3/19/01 MEETING 

Galy then reviewed the minutes, including action Items, from the last Flow Through Task Force 
meeting held on March 19, 2001. Gary talked bnefly concerning the report that was sent to the 
Georgia PSC. There were no questions from parllcipants. 

j FLOW-THROUGH ITEMS PRESENTED and DISCUSSION 

The purpose of the meeting was explained that items or issues as relates to electronic flow 
through which the represented CLECs had identified along with items found by Gary’s flow 
through team would be pnoritized by the FTTF. Gary further discussed that the Items identified 
and submitted by the Flow Through Task Force (FlTF) would be submitted as Type 2 items 
rather than Type 4s or 5s. 

K. C. Timmons (AT&T) stated that AT&T’s view was that the FTTF items should be submitted as 
Tvpe 2 since the FlTF was ordered bv the Georaia Public Service Commission lGPSC) in 
Docket No. 7892U. 

It was explained again, that the purpose of the meeting was to pnoritize identified items to be 
submitted to the CRB board for approval or rejection. The items would then be forwarded to IT 
for implementation schedule. 
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I I 
Garv explained that although this Task Force itself is temporary, flow throuqh features can 
still be submitted to CCP and will continue to be submitted as Tvpe 2 requests. 

Joan Wilwerding (Birch Rep) asked what was the process for handling a rejected change 
request by CCP: Brenda Files (CCP) explained the escalation process of the CCP Board. 

Becky Wellman (IDS) asked for a better understanding of the purpose of the Task Force. Gary 
explained that this was a temporary task force and was not intended as an ongoing effort Thus 
task force is not meant to replace the CCP Board. 

K.C. Timmons (AT&T) questioned the fact that the initial report was submitted by Legal without 
the task force having a chance to review prior to it being submitted to the Georgia PSC. There 
was drscussion on how the next report could be reviewed by the task force prior to it going to 
Regulatory and Legal. The CLEC understanding is that all parties of the task force will be 
able to review and provide additional input to anv future reports that qo to the GPSC on 
behalf of the FlTF. Garv asreed that the report would be submitted to the FlTF members 
before it is submitted for final approval. 

Collette Davis (COVAD) expressed concern regarding the outcome of the Task Force and its real 
intent. It is her oprnion that this task force is a quick frx (a band aid) rather than an ongoing effort 
to improve flow through. She feels that this is just an effort to fulfill the PSC order. 

Collette Davis feels that there should be root cause analysis as relates to the problems. She 
further stated that she was not in a position to bring problems because COVAD is not 
mechanized. She feels that this Task Force is not a true task force and that the purpose of the 
task force was beina lost. BellSouth indicated this is not the case. 

Becky Wellman, stated that what is being done in this Task Force could have been done on an 
individual basis and not as a group effort. 

Gary stated that before a problem could be analyzed it first had to be identified. Gary advised that 
the Task Force could continue to meet, however specific areas of concentration had to be 
identified. Once targeted areas are identified, the task Force can then put a plan of action in 
place. All agreed this was a good idea. Everybody agreed that the Task Force would then be 
focused on the areas it was created to examine. 

Gary explained that he is willing to help with an issue but he first needs some examples. Only 
one CLEC had provided examples. In the meeting, AT&T stated the CLECs noted that they 
cannot brina specific examples of services that do not flow through because BellSouth 
owns the data that reveals what services/products did and did not flow through. The 
CLECs are reliant on BellSouth’s aqqreaate data in order to prioritize Flow Throuqh 
improvement initiatives. The CLECs expected BellSouth to come to this meeting with 
Planned Manual Fallout aggregate volumes for a recent month, but BellSouth did not have 
this data for the task force. Be&South notes that CLECs are not reliant on BellSouth for 
this information. CLECs have access to PMAP and the flow through SQM matrix. CLECS 
can also request their flow throuqh raw data. Information contained in these items will 
provide CLEC specific information and the items that are Planned Manual Fallout. 

Collette gave an example with LENS (interim use prior to EDI) regarding No Loop Makeup. Gary 
advised that this is a preorder issue and is not part of flow through. 

Gary asked members of the Task Force which of them had taken the opportunity to read tha GA 
PSC report and if so who had any questions or maybe problems with it. Sandy Evans (Sprint) 
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responded that she had a problem of the issues being submitted regarding Type 2 rather than 
Type 4/5. Gary stated that this was an effort to establish a starting point and that the CCP 
process would still be followed. AT&T also noted that thev did not aaree with BellSouth’s 
assessment that the GA PSC Docket 11853-U has no relation to GA PSC Docket 7892-U 
and the FTTF. BellSouth indicated that this is not an Item for discussion in this meeting. 
BellSouth has reviewed Docket 11853 and determined that portions of this docket 
reference Docket 7892-U. BellSouth is open to discuss the portions of Docket 11853-U 
that actuallv reference Docket 7892-U in the FTTF meeting. BellSouth feels that it is 
important to note that 87% of all LSRs are submitted electronically and manual ordering 
consists of approximatelv 13% of total LSRs submitted. 

Gary again asked for specific examples of problems or issues 

K. C. opened discussion regarding 8825 errors which Gary addressed. Gary explained his 
process for analyzing 8825 and 1000 errors and resolving issues. He also discussed other errors 
and how they are being handled (i.e.. 8820, 7115, 7465). 

K. C. brought up questions reqardinq planned manual fallout as related to complex orders. 
Discussion surroundina complex orders, % of fallout and order tvpes that are planned 
manual fallout could become a concentrated area for improving flow-throuqh. However, 
BellSouth notes that Planned Manual fallout is less than 10% of mechanized orders. 

Gaw discussed ISDN BR, PBX, DID, Svnchronet, Huntinq MLH as complex services that 
can be ordered electronicallv but fallout for manual handlinq. 

KC. had reports from PMAP. In reviewins the PMAPdata discussions continued reqarding 
Planned Manual fallout which consist of: expedites, special pricina plans, deny & restore 
conversions, partial migrations (some tvpes). class of service, LSRs greater than 25 lines, 
inaccurate CSRs, directorv listings (planned fallout items- captions and indentions) and 
Act of T moves. (Act of T moves is tameted for mechanization which will remove ACT of T 
from the planned manual fallout list. Restore-suspend UNE Combo was a planned manual 
fallout item, but effective 1112000 is a flow-through item.) 

K.C. has asked for a detail break down for planned fallout items. This includes a detailed break 
down of all 13 reasons for Planned Manual Fallout and aqareqate volumes associated with 
those Manual Fallout reasons. Gary agreed to provide, to the best of his ability, figures for two 
months (March and April) before the end of May. After about a week of the CLECs receiving the 
data, Gary will set up a conference call to discuss the information and then set up a meeting to 
further discuss the next steps once we have a tentative action plan. The action plan would be to 
determine the flow through items the Task Force wants to target for improvement. 

Gary has already identified and submitted BellSouth items targeted for releases. Becky 
Wellman asked for a status. Gary provided two lists. BellSouth Features Targeted for 
Release (Attachment 1) and BellSouth Flow Through Items to Prioritize. (Attachment 2) 

Release 9.4 scheduled end of July; release 10 is scheduled for sometime in September. 

BellSouth Flow Through items submitted for the Task Force to prioritize are: 

1. Do not display error Message on supps-Q status LSR 
2. Change requirements to not require RTX on LSR 
3. Ability to process Coin orders electronically (LENS). 
4. Removal of ADSL on conversion orders 
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@ BELlSOUTH 
April 24, 2001 

5. Correct Format of CCON on UNE-P orders 
6. Ringing Cycle not provided for ringmaster 
7. Multi-feature discount 

There was discussion of changing items that are already in the CCP process as a Type 5 issue 
changed to a TYPE 2 item. This will have to be discussed outside this Task Force. (as per 
Brenda Files). Items already pending in CCP will continue throuqh the CCP process as 
Tvpe 5 CRs as they were submitted. 

K.C. opened discussion regarding LNP. Why is there so much manual fallout with LNP? PMAP 
does not provide raw data for LNP. K. C. was specifically interested in data for OCNs 7125 & 
7421. David Avera and Gary explained that partial migrations or complex orders not supported by 
LNP gateway. RPONs fallout for manual handling because they have to be coordinated. 
David Avera agreed to look at the manual fallout for OCNs 7125 & 7421 and provide results to 
K.C. 

There were no other LNP Questions from the participants 

K.C. began discussion regarding error code 1000 and other codes (aggregate from PMAP reports 
& flow through error analysis report). BellSouth and CLEC errors do not match. Gary to check 
with PMAP as to what the difference may be. 

Gary gave a brief description of the following error codes: 7115, 7145, 7465, 7645, 7718, 8825, 
8820 (error code is numerous reasons). 

Gary will provide information by May 4, 2001 on the above error codes and provide a status on 
the 8825 error codes. 

IBELLS~UTH and CLECs PRlORlTiZEl 

Gary again discussed the two lists (EST Flow Through Items and BST Features) and advised 
which of the error codes associated with the features. 

It was decided to prioritize the BellSouth Flow Through items (1 thru 7) first. Item 8 was added 
from the 3-I-2001) list presented at the 3/1912001 Task force Meeting. [flow-through 
improvement items BellSouth already identified) The Priority number is on the left. 

4. 1. Do not display error Message on supps-Q status LSR 
6. 2. Change requirements to not require RTX on LSR 
5. 3. Ability to process Coin orders electronically (LENS). 
1. 4. Removal of ADSL on conversion orders 
3. 5. Correct Format of CCON on UNE-P orders 
7. 6. Ringing Cycle not provided for ringmaster 
2. 7. Multi-feature discount 
8. 8. To request LESOG to change the main telephone number and make one of the existing 

telephone numbers on the CSR the main telephone number. REQ lYPE M & E 
ACT TYPE P,V.W,C and Q. TOS lBM.PBM. 1BF and 2BF. TGIF 7&9. 

1 ACTION ITEMS: OWNER. 

Meeting notes to be out by Monday, April 30, 2001 for comments 
and changes. 
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@ BELLSOUTH 
April 24, 2001 
Meeting Minutes 

Middle of May information for March and April reports will be provided Gary Jones 
as relates to planned fallout. This includes a detailed break down of all 13 reasons for 
Planned manual fallout and aoareqate volumes associated with those Manual Fallout 
reasons A 

If available, provide status of targeted implementation for ranked items. Gary Jones 

Another report will be sent to Ga. PSC. advising results so far and when the Gary Jones 
next meebng will be. 

Research and provide information to K. C. Timmons (AT&T) 
Regarding LNP Manual Fallout For OCN 7125 8 7421 

David Avera 
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May 30,2001 

KC Timmons 
Manager Supplier Performance Measurements 
AT&T Local Services - Southern Region 
Atlanta, Ga. 

Dear KC: 

This letter is in response to your letter dated May 17,200l regarding the Flow Through 
Improvement Task Force. Specifically, I would like to address Georgia Public Service 
Commission Dockets 7892-U and 11853-U. 

In GPSC Docket 11853-U the summary references Docket 7892-U. The 11853-U order 
is as follows: 

AT&T and Bellsouth shall work together in the Improvement Task Force that the 
Commission approved in Docket 7892-U for issues on the ability to submit orders 
electronically for all services and elements; and also, for issues on the electronic 
processing after electronic ordering, without subsequent manual processing by BellSouth 
personnel. 

After reviewing both dockets, BellSouth is willing to address both flow through 
improvement and items that could potentially change from a manual process to an 
electronic process. 

BellSouth is more than willing to ensure that we are in compliance with the Georgia 
Public Service Commission orders in both Dockets 7892-U and 11853-U. Being 
compliant with the GPSC orders is a high priority with BellSouth. 

Sincerely, 

Gary Jones 



SellSouth Planned Fallout Disaggregat,on 

Note: The slight difference in the number of planned manual fallout on ihe Row through report and on this planned manual categories is due to- 
The code for identifying planned manual fallout on the flow through report looks for the mawalP text with the t imestamp the LSR fell out and the manualP text was 
generated the categories reporl looks for the mawalP text with the t imestamp the LSR was generated. LSRs being issued on the last day of the month and not 
falling out for the mawalP until the 1st day of the next month will cause the LSR to be on he categories report one month and on the Row through report the next 
month. 



June 26,2001 
Conference Cdl 

Meeting Name 
Flow Through Task Force 

Participants: 
Participant Company Participant Company 

1 Gary Jones Br F enda Files 
Ja nel Choice * 
Penny Wagner* 
Steohanle Smith , ...r,__ _ 
Tom Hyde CBY COM Mary Conquest 
Mel Wagner B,rch Shamone Stapler 
Mary MItchelI X0 Comm Beverly Lockwood 
Marcia Lees SBC Telcom Debra Pasquale 
Tyra Hush WorldCorn Mr. Abraham 
Lorraine Watts WorldCorn 
*Flow-Through Team Members actively taking notes for conference call 

BST 
BST - CCP 
BST 
BST 
thei 

Becky Wellman 
Rick Whisamore 
Sharon Eleazer 
K.C Timmons 
Kvle Knnvtrhak 

IDS 
MCO WorldCorn 
Talrnmc.rlrl _.. _ _ __ 
AT&T 
Network telephone 

ITClDeltaCom 
ITCIDeltaCom 
BTI 
BTI 
GoCom 

/ OPENING and INTRODUCTIONS I 

Gary opened the meeting by having the attendees introduce themselves. Gary explained the 
purpose of the meeting was to discuss aggregate detatls distributed to FTTF on June 1, 2001 
Gary advised that the minutes from the 4/24 meeting had been sent. There were no questlons or 
comments regarding the minutes after the amended version were sent on 6/l/2001. 

1 REVIEWACTION ITEMS FROM 4124101 MEETING I 

Gary advised that the action items from the 4/24/01 meeting had been answered. Copies of the 
status on some of the top BellSouth caused errors had been sent. KC Timmons (AT&T) - Can 
yqucxpancd qn !ljs_sfatement in the.meeting~_~~~utes.~. ks~~~~s, “c@espf the status on somef 
theiop.BeBlSouth ca&@rrors ha_d_@eQ sentn:-\/\mere.was t& statussent?. To my knowledge, 
ATs;r~h~~~o~-r~~~i~~~e~~~sta_tus. o.n.Some_ofthe.!qp.Bel!~outh.~~.~~ed_errors. ..!+ese let me 
knp_w_Lfj laver?js_sedsome_t_hing. ! do nqt_[e@!~this bg~!gcli$~~sse~~)n @tail &uIing?he FTTF 
meetlnq. The aggregate planned manual data requested for March and April was sent to the 
FTTF on 6/01/01. 

Gary advised that previously it had been advised that GA PSC Docket 11853-U was not an item 
to be addressed in the Task Force Meetings. Afler reviewing the 11853-U docket it was decided 
that part of the docket did refer to the Docket 7892-U and those portions would be discussed in 
the FTTF. Gary specifically asked KC if this answer addressed his concerns and KC agreed that 
it did. 

1 MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS 

Gary explained that several request had been made for him to provide a direct telephone number 
and E-Mail address for him. Gary explained that all questions and concerns relating to the FTTF 
needed to be sent to CCP. This process will allow all CLECs the opportunity to see all issues and 
concerns relating to the Task Force. Gary advised that he would address all issues through CCP. 
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June 26, 2001 
Conference Call 

Addressing issues and concerns via CCP will prevent Gary, B&South and individual CLECs from 
addressing issues without all FTTF being privy to the information being discussed. 

Gary referred to a letter from Sprint 8 Telcordia sent through CCP: Sprint & Telcordia expressed 
a concern regarding the affect that items presented in the FTTF will have on the CLEC 
community. Sprintrrelcordia advised that the items presented and implemented should be as 
BellSouth Maintenance releases and not affect the CLEC community’s processes and systems. 
The reason for thus is that the changes would be with BellSouth systems only and not CLEC 
systems. (CLEC community advised they had not received the letter. Gary explained that he had 
received the letter earlier today.) KCTimmgns@T&T)..: I have no&en this !ettercqme_through 
CCP Am I missina somethinq? Has the CLEC community received this letter yet? Gary 
explained that he would refer to the Release Manager for an answer and supply at the July 18, 
2001 meeting. Gary advised that with the FTTF considering parts of Docket 11853-U that not all 
changes would just involve BellSouth systems. The FTTF could target areas that would require 
CLEC systems as well as BellSouth systems to be enhanced. 

1 FTTF ITEMS TYPE 2 vs. TYPE 4 and TYPE 5 

Mary Conquest (ITC Deltacom) questroned the status of Type 2 requests not submitted via the 
Flow Through Task Force. Mary questioned if CCP ends up with too many Type 2 requests 
would BellSouth decide which items to work in a release. Mary expressed concern that BellSouth 
should not have the sole responsibility of determining which items to work on a release when all 
items requested cannot be worked. 

Gary advised he could not give a definite answer as to who would be the decision-maker when 
too many items are requested on a release. Gary expressed his understanding of the release 
prioritization process that considers date requirements per FCC and PSC Orders and CLEC 
requirements. 

Tyra Hush (WorldCorn) was concerned that Type 2 requests will be worked Instead of Type 4s 
and 5s that have aged in the CCP process and have just as much importance. Tyra advised all 
items would not be worked in a release. Tyra asked if CLEC items presented would go to Flow 
Through Task Force or CCP. 

Gary advised that items that are Type 2s (PSUFCC Mandates) are not prioritized in CCP; 
BellSouth automatically targets those for release because they are mandated items. Gary also 
advised the Task Force should make a workable list of items and an agreement of how to treat 
such items (Type 2 items as determined by the FTTF). Gary will talk to the Release Manager to 
determine how items are selected for release. (Gary feels that Type 2 items should be handled by 
ordered implementation date. If more items with and without dates are submitted than can be 
placed into specific releases, he will investigate how the determinabon is made.) 

Gary understands that all CLECs want to have a voice in which items from the Task Force are to 
be worked if we have a large volume of Type 2 with and without mandated dates. Gary advised 
that the items from the FTTF do not have mandated dates. The FTTF items are required to have 
a targeted implementation date. The FTTF members understood that FCC and PSC mandates 
with dates would be targeted before the FTTF items. 
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@ f3EUSOUTH 
June 26, 2001 
Conference Call 

/ FTTF PURPOSE 
Kyle advised that several LSRs that are submitted for this product are rejected for illegibility. 

CR0424 submitted via CCP will remain with CCP since it requests the ability to submit an LSR via 
E-mail. Kyle will submit this issue to the FTTF to review. Kyle advised his impression of the Flow 
Through Task Force agenda would be to address specific items/Issues concerning CLEC 
ordering 

Tom Hyde (CBY Comm) advised his understanding of the Flow Through Task Force’s purpose 
was to generate a list of manual services that CLECs would like to mechanize. I 

Gary advised the Flow Through Task Force would correct items on existing partially mechanized 
request; improve flow through on existing processes, and present new items for flow through if 
doable. 

Gary advised of BellSouth’s PMAP reports which provide flow through percentages. Gary 
advised that the Task Force should look at the items with low flow through percentages to 
compare those percentages to their processes and systems to determine ways of Improvement. 

Tom Hyde (CBY Comm) concurred 

For the July 18, 2001 meeting Gary suggested that the objective of the Task Force members 
should be to look at the mechanized fallout, planned manual fallout, and different LSRs currently 
required to be submitted manually that the FTTF would like to see mechanized. These items 
should be reviewed to comprise a list of items to be prioritized. FTTF members together comprise 
a workable list and prioritize the list. The list would be Type 2 requests. The list would be voted 
on by the FTrF to determine a priority ranking. All items will go through the standard process of 
being reviewed by SMEs for impacts, be accepted through the CRB process and then forward to 
the Release Manager for targeted release dates. 

Tom Hyde (CBY Comm) advised that was acceptable and that he felt this was the drrection the 
FTTF needed to move forward. 

The FTTF members wanted to have a list prior to the July 18 meeting. Gary agreed to compile a 
list from all CLECs. Gary asked that all list be forwarded to CCP and that he would have a 
comprised list for the meeting. Gary advised that the list should not have duplicate items 
submitted by different CLECs. Several CLECs questioned this statement. Gary clarified that the 
item would only appear on the list one time but would have the name of all the CLECs that 
submitted the item assocrated with the item. The FlTF members indicated that this was 
agreeable. 

Each CLEC present agreed to provide Gary Jones a prioritized list of requests by July 13, 2001 

Mary Mitchell (X0 Communications) asked if a majority of CLECs would have to agree on the 
submission of an item on the finalized prioritized list of mechanization requests. 
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Gary advised that the CLEC communrty and BellSouth both comprise the Flow Through Task 
Force. The FTTF team will vote on the items to be prioritized (including mechanization requests), 
that implementation of currently non-mechanized requests may result in several problems in flow 
through. The majority would rule in determining items prioritized. No definitive objections were 
vorced. 

KC (AT&T) asked if the list is going to be discussed today. Gary advised if he wanted to we 
would but that it probably would be better to talk about the list on July 18. KC agreed to wait until 
the next meeting. Gary advised if it was not ok to wait until we had all FTTF members lrsts and we 
would discuss the Irst. KC was agreeable to wait. 

KC alsqasked if the aggregate.phnned manual data (March and April) proyjded by BellSouth on 
06/01/O? could-be-disaggregate.dd&to more specific categories. For example.&ould th_e_:‘complex” 
category be--broken dpwn.Lnto more specific categories like, ISDN/BRl,~Q!4PsX,.etc.? Gary 
indicated that BellSouth is unable to break the cateqories out any further due to BellSouth system 
!rmitations. 

Brenda Files advised the CLEC community that upon disbandment of the formal Flow Through 
Task Force to continue to submit Flow Through items as Type 2 requests. 

Tyra Hush (WorldCorn) asked what constitutes disbandment 

Gary Jones responded by that disbandment would occur when the CLEC community and 
BellSouth agreed that the Task Force no longer needed to meet on a formal basis and to 
continue this effort on a busrness as usual basis. 

Mary Conquest (ITC Deltacom) suggested developing “Rules of Engagement” which wrll exllarn 
and define the Task Force’s agenda, life cycle, purpose, etc. In the next meeting on July 18 

All agreed to establish “Rules of Engagement”. 

Gary agreed to develop a document by the 131h of July and CLECs will finalize the rules on July 
1 8’h. 

K.C. Timmons (AT&T) asked Gary the status of reports for AT&T’s LNP requests OCNs 7125 and 
742 1 
Gary Jones agreed to discuss with David Avera and have a report for K.C. in the July 18’” 
meeting. Gary advised he did not want to send this information to KC through CCP since it was 
CLEC specific. KC agreed. 

Gary Jones adjourned meeting and advised a copy of the minutes will be available to each CLEC 
by July 3”. After the July I@ meeting, the CLECs will have an opportunity to review minutes and 
report before Gary presents them to the GAPSC. Gary also advised the status of items prioritized 
in the first Flow Through Task Force meeting: 1 request has already been implemented and the 
he will have the target release dates for the remaining items by the July 18’” meeting. 

[ ACTION ITEMS 

BellSouth Items: 

Provide Rules of Engagement Document relating to the FTTF by July 13, 2001. 
Compile master list of items to be discussed and prioritized at the July 18, 2001 meeting 
Provide summary of LNP information to KC Timmons on July 18, 2001. 
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June 26,200l 
Conference Call 

Provide information on Release decisions at July 18, 2001 meeting. 
Provide duplicate copy of aggregate information with minutes on July 3, 2001. 

CLEC Items: 

By July 13, provide Gary list of items to be discussed in the July 18, 2001 meeting. 
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@ BELLSOUTH 

November I, 2000 
CCP Process Improvement Meeting 

MEETING MINUTES 

WEIINCNAME WNUTES PREP.wEO 8” D*TEPREPA~EO 

CCP PROCESS IMPROVEMEW Steve Hancock - Change Cootrol Team I l/03/00 

Crome PlazalRavfnia Hotel - Oakwood 
ROlXtt 

Participants/Attendees 
PARTICIPAYT CMIPIII” 

Terrie Hudson Bsr-NcsfCS 

Valene Cottingham BST - cm 

Cheryl Storey BST - CCP 

Steve Hancock B!3-CCP 

Bill Grant Telcordia 

Stuart Walters Network One 

Jill Williamson AT&T 

Kevin McCall lm- NCS/c!3 

Kathy Rainwater BST- NCS/CS 

Marsha Lees SBC-T&COISl 

Rebecca Brouillet Andersen Consulting 

John Duffey FL-PX 

Woody Roe Albion-Connect 

Anthony Zerfilo Birch T&corn 

Phyllis Burt Quintessent 

03/02/01 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
of BeliSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
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@ BELL SOUTH 

November I,2000 
CCP Process Improvement Meeting 

MEETING MINUTES 

Awnda items I Discussion 

Review Action Items identified by 
CLEcs/BellSouth at the 10-1740 CCP 
Process Impmvement meeting. 

ACnON ITEM (BELLSOUTH) - Revision History should be attached to 
associated Carrier Notification Letters (Documentation). 

Status: Currently, BellSouth cann”t commit to prowding a “complete” 
revision history attached to the appropriate documentation letter 30 days 
from implementation. 

The “revision summary” is the last step completed when constmctmg the 
business rules. It would be very difficult if not unpossible to accurateI! 
capture all of the changes that may ulbmately be in the documentahon that 
is changing. 

B&South could, however provide a “global” review of what areas will be 
impacted I” the customer notifxation letter. 

Jill Williamson (AT&T) stated that 30 days notice is not enough time for 
coding changes and it would be helpful if B&South could mdicate whether 
there is unpact to “coding” m these letters. Kathy Rainwater (BST) 
responded that this kind of impact is given in subsequent letters outbnmg 
the “system/s” impacted. She also reiterated that effective immediately, all 
documentation changes are bang funneled through CCP. 

ACI’ION ITBM (BELLSOUTH) - Determine who initiates a change request 
when identified by a CLEC and Account Team. 

Status: a) If an ,ssue is discussed between the CLEC and then Account Team 
and BellSouth confirms that the issue is a defect, either in the electronic 
interface “I in documentation, BellSouth will initiate a Type 6 change request 
through the Change Control Process. 

b) If an issue is discussed between the CLEC and their Account Team and the 
issue is determined to be an enhancement or “feature”, the Account Team 
will refer the CLEC to their appropriate CCCM to Initiate a Type 5 Change 
reqsest and send throuah the Chanse Control process. 

03/02m1 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
of BellSouth and CLEC Representatwes. 
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@ BELLSOUTH 

November I,2000 
CCP Process Improvement Meeting 

MEETING MINUTES 

Agenda Items Discussion 

ACnON lTEM (BELLKlUIX) - There needs to be a “common” definitmn of 
defects. 

Status: During the CLEC Process document review call on 10-27, the CLECs 
took the existing definition in the CCP Process document and added 
verbiage to m&de ” where a technical implementation is faulty or 
inaccurate such as to cause incorrect or improperly formatted data”. 

*BellSouth committed to review the “updated” marked up version of the 
Ccl’ process document and provide a response by the next CCP Process 
Improvement meeting. 

ACTION ITEM (BELLSOUTH/CLECs) - Separate Defects from Expedites 

Status: Jill Wilhamson (AT&T) discussed that the CLECs had identified a 
need for separating defects from expedites. The CLECs have proposed that a 
new section be created for Exception/Expedites, thus separating an expedited 
request from a defect. 

BellSouth expressed concern that the current “proposed” language for an 
excephon is broad and could allow for misuse. BellSouth would ask that the 
CLECs and BelLSouth look at ways to “hghten up” this language 

*BellSouth committed to review the “updated” marked up version of the 
CCP process document and provide a response by the next CCP Process 
lmmovementmeetine. 

ACTION ITEM (BELLSOm/CLECs) - Segment response time based on 
the “severttv” of the defect. 

Stahls: Jill Williamson (AT&T) explamed that the CLECs had identified new 
response time mtervals based on the “severity” of the defect in theu process 
review meeting on 10-27. 

‘B&South will review this “updated” marked up version and provide a 
response by the next CCP Process Improvement meeting 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
of BellSouth and CLEC Representatwes. 



@ BELLSOUTH 

Agenda Items Discussion 

ACTION lTEh3 (BELLSOUTH) Need “fixes” to occur on the current API 
that’s impacted. 

Status: TAG currently has nine (9) versions of the APls in productmn 
supporting three (3) different platforms: Sun Solaris, Wmdows NT and HP 
This means that there are 27 different Al% currently in production. If a 
defect occurs, the correction is made in the next available release (TGIF 7 
and/or 9) because the defect may not be discovered until months after a 
release has been in produchon. Currently, TAG is averaging a Release per 
month. It is impractical and cost prohibitive to go back and propagate a 
change into potentzally nine (9) versions of the A&, sunply because the APIs 
would expire long before the lT vendor could possibly schedule and 
incorporate a change. 

ACTION m (BELLSOUTH) - Provide BST Release milestones and 
communicate deliverables slippage. 

November I,2000 
CCP Process Improvement Meeting 

MEETING MINUTES 

Status. BellSouth is committed to providmg milestones for Releases. 
Milestones were provided at the 10-25 monthly status meeting call with the 
CLECs. 

For shppages, BellSouth indicated that the owner of the slippage would 
provide the notification qwckly to Change Control. BellSouth is continumg 
to explore new ways of posting these notifications quicker such as a new 
“expedited” notice process that is now m place to get customer notifications 
vrocessed quuker. 

03/02/01 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
of B&South and CLEC Representatives. 
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@ BELLSOUTH 

November I,2000 
CCP Process Improvement Meeting 

Agenda Items Discussion 

Tyra Hush (Worldcorn) will be providmg BellSouth wth an example of 
another ILEC’s release milestones for review. 

Jill Williamson (AT&T) asked BellSouth how farm the future would release 
mformatlon be prowded. In addition, AT&T asked if B&South would 
implement quarterly releases. B&South responded that it is their goal to 
offer fewer, more robust releases with more features. 

BeUSauth discussed that their plans are to roll-out new internal processes by 
the end of November. BellSouth will present these changes to the CLECs at 
the next CCP meeting. The internal process to be presented will mclude the 
flow of CLEC notification. In addition, the mternal Release planmng will 
also be changing and the 2001 schedule will be present to the CLECs at the 
next CCP meeting. 

ACITON lTEh4 (BELLSOUTH) - Evaluate documentation needs for 
provisioning vs. Requirements (Coding). Investigate an electromc solution 
for documentation, preferably in a “matrix” format 

Status: BellSouth will continue pursuing an “electronic solution” for 
documentation/requuements and will be providing an update at the next 
CCP meetmg. The “matrix” example that was provided by Telcordia will be 
used as a guide. 

ACITON lTEM (BELLSOUTH) - Investigate the possibility of providing 
“draft” requirements 90 days in advance and “fmal” requirements 45 days 
prior to a Release. 

Status: BellSouth is investigating internal process to have requirements 
provided earlier. Au update will be provided at next CCP process 
nnprovement meeting. 

JiB Williamson (AT&T) explained that 90 days for “draft” requirements was 
not sufficient for major changes and would need 180 days. 

MEETING MINUTES 

03/02/01 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
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@ BELLSOUTH 

November I,2000 

Agenda Items 

CCP Process Improvement Meeting 
MEETING MINUTES 

Discussion 

ACllON tTEM @ELISOUTH) - BeUSouth to present Its internal vs. external 
change contiol process after a change request is “prior&4”. 

Status: BelLSouth is currently lookmg at ways to streamline Its mtemal 
processes and wfll be presenting its recommendations at the next CCP 
process improvement meeting. 

BellSouth would also request that the CLECs provide more detail on their 
change requests which will greatly reduce clarification and help facihtate the 
turnaround of these requests. 

BellSouth also illustrated to the CLECs that the current environment 
suggests that dependmg on the system Impacted, dictates how BellSouth can 
implement change requests. Discussions are ongoing between BellSouth and 
their IT vendors to improve the delivery of changes concurrently. 

ACTION lTEM (CLECs) - Review the “marked up” version of the CCP 
process document (provided by AT&T) Come to consensus on changes and 
present hack to CCP. 

Status: Jill Williamson (AT&T) facilitated a meeting on XI-27 with the CLECs 
to review this “marked up” version and reach a consensus on Its 
recommendation to BellSouth. BellSouth will review these changes and will 
provide Its response by the next scheduled CCP process improvement 
meetinr. 

negatively impact the CLECs and the CLECs may want to test before the 

CROl7l - AT&T’s marked up version of the CCP Process document. 

IAddressed in earher action *tern) 

03/02/01 
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Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
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@ BELLSOUTH 

November I,2000 

Agenda Items 

CCP Process Improvement Meeting 
MEETING MINUTES 

Discussion 

PROCESS FOR APPF.ALING BELISOUTH’S RELEASE SCHEDULE - 

Jill Williamson (AT&T) stated that ff the CLECs understand the sxe and the 
scope of releases, they will be glad to work with BeLlSouth on “re-arrangmg’ 
chances. 

approved requests through the change control process. 

BellSouth suggested that the issue be discussed in a monthly status meetmg 
with the appropriate SME to review. This will allow both partIes to talk 
throuah the issue and decide collectivelv whether it can be worked. 

Jill Williamson (AT&T) discussed that a new process needs to he 
implemented that will allow the CLECs to vote on rejectmg a change request 
before it is prioritized for implementation at a Change Review Meeting. 
This would give the CLECs the opportunity to say that they do not want an 
issue implemented when it nega&ely fm&& them. 

s SUMh4ARY OF ACTION ITRMS . BellSouth - Effectrve November 1. for documentation changes, 
BellSouth will state on the Customer Notification Letter 
whether the change is related to a system release or a 
documentation defect. Note. Some customer notification 
letters that post after 11/l may not meet ths commitment 
because the notification was enroute. 

. BellSouth - If BellSouth discovers that documentation will be 
shpped, Change Control will communicate the customer 
notification letter appropriately updating the reasons for the 
slippage 

I . BellSouth -Be&South to provide “draft” reqmrements 90 days 
in advance for minor enhancements to existmg versions, and 
180 days in advance for maior release chanaes. 

03102101 Page 7 
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November I,2000 

Agenda Items 

CCP Process Improvement Meeting 
MEETING MINUTES 

Discussion 

. BeUSouth - BellSouth will communicate the time intervals that 
will need to occur for CLEC Test Environment requirements to 
be received bv the CLECs in a timelv manner. 

I . Albion/Connect - To provide sununar)l of concerns and 
recommendations of timelines as it relates to the CLEC Test 
Environment. 

. BellSouth - BellSouth will begin discussing al1 “New” change 
requests in the monthly status meetings. BellSouth SMEs will 
be available during the discussion and the originator of each 
new request will need to drscuss their request with the team. 

I . AT&T - AT&T will provide update “marked up” version of the 
CCP pmcess document and the minutes from the lo-27 meeting 
to Change Control for distribution to the CLECs. 

BellSouth - B&South will provide a report of internal changes 
that have a positive impact and improve performance for 
CLECs, but do not require coding. These changes unprove 

1 ; ,LECs I’ 1 
flow-through m BellSouth and would requue no vote by the 

BellSouth - BellSouth will propose a process on how they 
would collectively evaluate a non-OBF standard request. 

I . AT&T- AT&T will add verblage around creating a new process 
for CLECs to vote on rejecting a change request before it is 
prioritized for implementation This will be added to the 
“marked up” version of the Change Control process document. 

.IIiXTMEEllNG-lkmber7,ZODO 

I 

I.ac&on: BeUSouth Conference Center 

PCtO - 4StO PM PST-Room to be announced I 

03/02/01 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
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