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ATTACHMENT 1

AT&T'S ATTEMPTS TO SECURE NONDISCRIMINATORY
ACCESS TO BELLSOUTH'S OPERATIONS SUPPORT SYSTEM

The establishment of efficient and effective electronic interfaces and procedures for

the exchange of information between the operations support systems of BellSouth and AT&T and

other CLECs is essential for the development of competition in the provision oflocal services.

AT&T and other CLECs entering local markets on a large scale are highly dependent upon their

ability efficiently to obtain local services and unbundled network elements from BellSouth, which

requires efficient, real-time exchange of information between CLECs and BellSouth relating to all

of the ass functions. Without nondiscriminatory access to BellSouth's operations support

systems, large-scale, broad-based entry by CLECs into local markets will be delayed or

foreclosed, and consumers will be denied the intended benefits of competition in local telephone

services -- choice, new and innovative services, and lower prices.

Accordingly, AT&1 first requested that BellSouth provide electronic access to its

ass more than two years ago. As I explain below, from the time of that request, BellSouth has

refused to provide nondiscriminatory access. Initially denying that it had am: obligation to

provide nondiscriminatory access to its OSS, BeliSouth has refused to provide AT&T detailed

specifications of the interfaces being developed so that AT&T may engineer its side of the

interfaces, has offered only interfaces that required substantial human intervention, and -- without

notice to AT&T -- has diverted its efforts from development of electronic interfaces needed to

support high-volume competitive efforts and focused on BeliSouth's proprietary web-based

system, which (by BeliSouth's own admission) is designed to support only relatively small CLECs.
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As a result, AT&T has been forced to rely on BellSouth's discriminatory, interim processes to

support its planned entry into the market.

Since the time of AT&T's first request for access to BellSouth's ass, AT&T and

BellSouth agreed to conduct ass negotiations on a BellSouth region-wide basis, which is

appropriate because BellSouth's ass are designed to serve the entire region. Thus, although

AT&T's dealings with BellSouth with respect to ass have focused to date on AT&T's plans to

enter the local exchange market in Georgia, the course of dealings between the two companies is

equally relevant to -- and has affected the availability of -- electronic access to BellSouth's ass in

all states in the BellSouth region, including South Carolina.

On July 1, 1995, local service competition was authorized in Georgia under the

Telecommunications and Competition Development Act of 1995 (O.e.G.A. § 46-5-160, ~ ~.).

AT&T immediately began evaluating entry into the Georgia local services market. In August

1995, AT&T and BellSouth had their first executive-level meetings to discuss local

interconnection. This was followed by a meeting of AT&T and BellSouth subject matter expert

team leaders, including myself, on September 8, 1995.

From the remainder of September 1995 through December 1995, AT&T had at

least two dozen meetings with BellSouth on interconnection issues, including access to

BellSouth's ass. During this period, AT&T transmitted to BellSouth: (1) AT&T's "Total

Service Resale Requirements," which stressed the need for electronic access to ass for the resale

of BellSouth's services; (2) AT&T's "Loop Resale Requirements" concerning access to, and use

of, the unbundled loop in the provision of competitive local exchange services, and (3) a draft of

AT&T's "Electronic Communications Interface Provisioning Object Requirements," which

2



described the data elements and message contents for pre-ordering and ordering transactions

between AT&T and incumbent LECs, such as BellSouth

BellSouth, however, consistently maintained during the September-December

1995 period that AT&T (and other new entrants) did not need electronic interfaces to BellSouth's

OSS and that such interfaces were not legally required. In response to AT&T's submissions of its

requirements for resale of BellSouth's services and access to the unbundled loop, BellSouth

simply sent AT&T a copy of BellSouth's OLEC (Other Local Exchange Carrier) Ordering

Guidelines.

The ordering guidelines provided by BeIlSouth were plainly inadequate, because

they provided for manual, rather than electronic, interfaces. Moreover, even if the ordering

guidelines were intended for electronic ordering (and they were not), BellSouth's response to

AT&T's requests ignored the nature of the process that must be followed before interfaces can be

deemed operationally ready. The process necessary to achieve operational readiness is complex

and multi-step, requiring extensive negotiations between the parties, development of systems and

systems requirements, and comprehensive testing (both internal testing and inter-system testing).

Operational readiness cannot be achieved simply by providing a CLEC with an ordering guide.

Because of the lack of progress with BellSouth, AT&T filed a petition with the

Georgia PSC on December 21, 1995, asking the PSC to order BellSouth to provide

nondiscriminatory electronic interfaces to BellSouth's OSS. While AT&T awaited the results of

that petition, it continued to press BellSouth on the need for electronic interfaces. On February 1,

1996, AT&T sent BellSouth updates to its requirements - Standard Access Billing Requirements
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(SABR), Local Recording Data Transfer Requirements (LRDTR), and Local Account

Maintenance Requirements (LAMR).

Even after the enactment of the 1996 Act on February 8, 1996, BellSouth

continued to hold fast to its position that electronic interfaces were neither needed nor legally

required. Between February and May 1996, AT&T repeatedly emphasized to BellSouth its need

for electronic interfaces, continued to transmit its electronic interface requirements to BellSouth,

and advised BellSouth of AT&T's willingness to enter the market with interim electronic

interfaces for service order processing and provisioning as a starting point, in order to avoid

additional delay in its ability to enter the local service market. Nonetheless, BellSouth would not

commit to provide even interim interfaces.

In April of 1996, AT&T continued to press its request for nondiscriminatory

access to OSS by notifying BellSouth's Vice President and Chief Operating Officer of AT&T's

concern over BellSouth's repeated failure to commit to the development of electronic interfaces I

In a letter from W. 1. Carroll to F. Duane Ackerman dated April 24, 1996, AT&T reiterated its

concern that BellSouth had AT&T's requirements in hand for six months, yet had not committed

to develop the necessary interfaces. AT&T requested that BellSouth commit to provide

electronic interfaces and be ready for joint testing with AT&T by July 1, 1996. BellSouth

responded that it was committed to support AT&T's entry only "using processes in place today. "

Further, BellSouth stated that it did not believe EDI was a "legal or operational requirement for

1 Letter from W. 1. Carroll (AT&T) to F. Duane Ackerman (BellSouth), dated April 24, 1996
(Attachment 1a).
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AT&T to enter the market as a reseller." BellSouth explained that it was still examining whether

it would provide the EDI interface to CLECs 2

Four days later, on April 30, 1996, BellSouth changed course and advised AT&T

that it was prepared to move forward with EDI implementation. 3 Although BellSouth would not

commit to an implementation date, it indicated that the overall time frame would be no more than

three months from the May 6, 1996 commencement of negotiations on the transaction sets to be

used and the detailed definition of data requirements. However, BellSouth's Agreement to

proceed with the development ofEDI interfaces was coupled with a request that AT&T withdraw

its December 21, 1995 petition to the Georgia PSc. AT&T declined to do so, noting among

other things that BellSouth's proposal did not meet AT&T's consistently communicated target of

interim electronic interfaces by July I, 1996. 4

Despite its written commitment to proceed with development of interim EDI

interfaces, BellSouth continued to argue that such electronic interfaces were not legally required.

As it stated in a May 16, 1996 letter, "BellSouth maintains that the PC to PC fax interface initially

proposed [by BellSouth] meets the letter and spirit of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 as to

2 Letter from W. Scott Schaefer (BellSouth) to William 1. Carroll (AT&T), dated April 26, 1996
(Attachment lb).

3 Letter from W. Scott Schaefer (BellSouth) to William 1. Carroll (AT&T), dated April 30, 1996
(Attachment Ie).

4 Letter from William 1. Carroll (AT&T) to W. Scott Schaefer (BellSouth), dated May 7, 1996
(Attachment ld).
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interface requirements between the incumbent local exchange carrier and other local exchange

carriers. ,,5 BellSouth reiterated on May 30, 1996, its support for such a fax interface6

On May 29, 1996, the Georgia PSC decided AT&T's petition and ruled that

AT&T's request for electronic interfaces was "timely and appropriate in that it is imperative that a

reseller have access to the same service ordering provisions, service trouble reporting and

informational databases for their customers as does BellSouth." 7 The Georgia PSC ordered

BellSouth to provide the requested interfaces by July 15, 1996.

BellSouth, however, immediately petitioned for reconsideration of the PSC's

decision, arguing that it had no obligation under the 1996 Act to provide AT&T electronic access

to BellSouth's OSS, and that such electronic interfaces were not feasible. 8 In a "report" that it

filed concurrently with the petition, BellSouth stated that: (1) its initial objective was to provide

minimal interfaces that suited the needs of '''Mom and Pop' resellers," postponing the development

of "more sophisticated interfaces" (such as those that would be required by AT&T); (2) resellers

could enter the local market by faxing service order request forms to BellSouth's service centers;

and (3) BellSouth had only begun to design the electronic interfaces required for pre-ordering

5 Letter from W. Scott Schaefer (BellSouth) to William 1. Carroll (AT&T), dated May 16, 1996
(Attachment Ie).

6 Letter from W. Scott Schaefer (BellSouth) to William 1. Carroll (AT&T), dated May 30, 1996
(Attachment 1f).

7 Docket No. 6352-U, Petition of AT&T for the Commission to Establish Resale Rules. Rates.
Terms and Conditions and the Initial Unbundling of Services, (Ga. PSC), Order issued May 29,
1996) ("Georgia Resale Order"), p. 12.

8 BellSouth Motion for Reconsideration and Clarification filed June 21, 1996, in Docket No.
6352-U (Ga. PSC), p. 17 n.4.
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information in May 1996 (despite AT&T's continuous requests since September 1995 for

electronic interfaces). 9

On July 2, 1996, in response to BellSouth's petition for reconsideration, the

Georgia PSC issued a supplemental order which required, among other things, that BellSouth:

• Provide by August 15, 1996, the technical specifications and processes for
BellSouth's proposed interactive electronic pre-ordering solution,
interactive direct order entry, and TAFI (maintenance and repair) interface,

• Implement by December 31, 1996, but no later than April 1, 1997,
BellSouth's proposed interactive electronic pre-ordering solution;

• Make fully operational by December is, 1996, the Electronic Data
Interface ("EDI") capability for receipt and transmission of orders for
services in BellSouth's General Subscriber Services and Private Line
Tariffs; and

• Implement, and make fully available, an interactive direct order entry
capability by March 31, 1997. 10

In response to this order, and without advance consultation or notice to AT&T,

BellSouth advised the Georgia PSC on August 15, 1996, that it would n.Q1 offer AT&T machine-

to-machine electronic access to its OSS, but intended to provide only a human-to-machine, web-

based interface that would not be integrated with AT&T's own systemsll AT&T returned to the

Georgia PSC, pointing out that BellSouth's web-based architecture was discriminatory because of

9 BellSouth's Preliminary Report to the Georgia Public Service Commission, "Operational
Interfaces between BellSouth and Resellers," filed June 21, 1996 ("BellSouth Report"), pp. 4, 9,
14.

10 ~ Docket No. 6352-U, £.lW, Order issued July 2, 1996, pp. 4-5.

11 ~ BellSouth's Report To the Georgia PSC, "Electronic Interfaces for Local Service
Resellers: Monthly Surveillance Report," filed August IS, 1996, in Docket No. 6352-U (Ga.
PSC), pp. 12-23. That web-based interface is BellSouth's Local Exchange Navigation System
("LENS").

7



its requirement of manual intervention, which inhibits the development of competition in the local

exchange market. 12 On December 4, 1996, in the context of the AT&TlBellSouth interconnection

arbitration, the Georgia PSC reiterated its requirement that certain EDI ordering interfaces be

implemented by March 31, 1997, and certain pre-ordering interfaces by April 1, 1997. The

Georgia PSC also determined that BellSouth's web proposal would be adequate only as an interim

solution. 13

Because BellSouth insisted that it would devote its efforts to providing a web-

based interface (.li." LENS), AT&T reluctantly decided to pursue obtaining from BellSouth - as

an interim measure - certain of the data streams underlying BellSouth's web page proposal.

AT&T hoped that it might be able to develop back office interfaces on its end, such as a Common

Gateway Interface ("CGI"), that could integrate LENS with its own system and thus use this

information on a machine-to-machine basis. AT&T therefore sought both (1) technical

specifications from BellSouth on its LENS web proposal, and (2) follow-up meetings with

BellSouth. On September 6, 1996, BellSouth produced a "White Paper" to AT&T outlining two

methods, including the CGI interface, that it thought could be used to provide such data streams

12 ~ letter from Roxanne Douglas (AT&T) to Terri M. Lyndall, Executive Secretary, Ga. PSC,
dated October 30, 1996, and filed in Docket No. 6352-U,~, pp. 2-3.

13 Docket No. 6801, In re: Petition by AT&T for Arbitration ofIntercQnnectjon Rates, Terms
and CQnditiQns with BellSQuth TelecQmmunicatiQns Inc, Under the TelecQmmunicatiQns Act of
.l.22Q (Ga, PSC), Order Ruling Qn ArbitratiQn, issued December 4, 1996, pp. 22-23, Because
AT&T was negQtiating access tQ BellSQuth's ass on a regiQn-wide basis, this resQlution in
GeQrgia effectively applied tQ BellSouth's prQvisiQn QfOSS access in SQuth Carolina as well.
Such OSS access therefQre was not an issue in the BellSQuthlAT&T arbitration in South Carolina.
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separate from the web page data. 14 However, the White Paper by itself did not contain the tag

values and specifications needed for AT&T to develop a CGI interface. BellSouth did not

provide such specifications to AT&T, and would not even meet with AT&T on the web proposal

until January 23, 1997. At the January 23,1997 meeting, BellSouth advised AT&T that its focus,

resources and priority were dedicated to the implementation of the LENS web interface, rather

than development of the CGI interface or other methods of integrating LENS with AT&T's

systems. IS As discussed in my affidavit, although BellSouth later purported to supply CGI

specifications, it repudiated them in April 1997.

14 "White Paper -- Application Access to Web Server," dated September 6, 1996 (Attachment
Ig).

IS As will be discussed below, BellSouth did not provide the requested specifications until
March 20, 1997 -- and later retracted them.
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--- "AT&T-~
William J. (Jim) Carroll
V'c: ;::'esloent

April 24, 1996

Via HaDd Delivery

Mr. F. Duane Ackerman
Vice PresideDt & Chief Operating Officer
BellSouth Corporation
1155 Peachtree Street, NE
Room 2010
Atlanta.. GA 30309

Dear Duane:

ROOrT' J 170
, 200 Peac!":ree St ~JE

"llar-ta. GA 30309
~CJ 8' 0-7262

aD March 6, you replied to our March 4, 1996 request for negotiations under the
Federal TelecommunicatioDs Act of 1996. You poiDted out that negotiations had
been uDderway for quite some time. ID fact, BeliSouth has had our requiremeDts
for Total Services Resale for over six months without responding to the Electronic
Interfaces necessary for pre-service ordering, service order processing and
provisioning, and service trouble reportiDg.

BellSouth continues to delay AT&T's market entry capability. Attached is an
escalation request I made to Charlie Coe on April 4, 1996 in connection with this
issue. Charlie's response dated April 12, 1996 received April 17, 1996, includes
continued delay. We are requesting that BeliSouth commit to provide the
Electronic IDterfaces and be ready for joiDt testing by July 1, 1996. Please advise.

cc: 1. Drummond
C. Coe



Status of AT&TlBeUSouth Negotiations under tbe
To'o..n~ n~"n"nnco A ... nt 1001: (~~__~~. 1'''''' UW -.T'-' ......n
__• __ v •••~ " ~ "' .. ua &-,..;v ,aul lI3I ..a ..c:;,3 ua '-J~, I'~, l~'-', .a 1'"

4/4/96

TOTAL SERVICES RESALE

Issue , .. Status Action Requested
Electronic Interfacel - • BeDSouth has had requirements for • Accelerate completion/analysis ofbusiness
General over 6 months with no finn long term case to support desired 4/15 interface

solutions. definitions, etc.
• BS Steering Committee expecting • Commit to interim EDI arrangements other

interface business case SI1. RBOCs are agreeing to.

• Agree to BeUSouthlATkT technical teams
working closely, in paraUe~ immediately to
define/develop interfaces.

=> Pre-Service Ordering • Some interim (Phase I) pre-ordering • Commit to define Phase n (electronic)
interfaces available for joint testing interfaces by 4/15/96 and be ready for joint
between 4/15-5/1. testing 7/1/96.

• No schedule for delivery of long term
(Phase D) interfaces.

=> Service Order • Phase I interfaces proposed as manual • Commit to define Phase U (electronic)
processing &. fax/telephone caUs. interfaces by 4/15/96 and be ready for joint
provisioning • BellSouth advocating awaiting OBF testing 7/1/96..

solution.

=> Service Trouble • Partial agreement in maintenance area • Commit by 4/15/96 to provide electronic
reporting -- agree to provide electronic transfer interfaces testing by 3Q/4Q 1996.

of Maintenance Trouble Report.

• Testing Required.
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BELLSOUTH
TELECOMMUNICATIONS. 't

April ~6. 1996

William 1. CaITo[1
Vice President
Room 41 ilj

1200 Peachtree St.. NE
Atlanta, Ga. 30309

Dear Jim:

This letter is in response to your Apnl 2~. 1996. letter to F. Duane Ackeml:ln. As you
mentioned. AT&T and I3ellSouth h:l\'~ been jointly and voluntarily discussing AT&r s
possible resJle of I3ellSouth s~r\'ices since August of last year. Upon receipt of AT&T"s
March 4, 1996, letter, BellSouth immediately formed a negotiation tearn (AttaclUllent I)
and our companies began fomul1negotiatiolls under the Telecommunications Act of
1996. BellSouth has dedic<lted subst.mtial resources to this effort and continues to add
resources as new issues surface. BellSouth has committed to support AT&.T's entry into
the local m:lrket via resale using processes in place today to accommodate all rcscllers'
entry into that market.

We acknowledge AT&T's request for BellSouth to provide certain operational functions
via specific methods such as the use of EO[ for the delivery of orders to BellSouth.
Although BellSouth believes EOr is not.1 legal or operational requirement for AT&T to
enter the market as a reseUer in gouu fCijih w~ ...~ iii·..~;:igating the rC'~~nti3.1

implementation of the interface AT&T desires. This investigation will conclude in the
next few days and a formal pOsition regarding BellSouth's use of EDI will be provided to
AT&T at that time.

Joint AT&T/BellSouth subject matter expert meetings on this omd other elements of
ongoing negotiations have intensified greatly since negotiations began under the
Telecommunications Act of 1996. BellSouth and AT&T ::are both working to ensure
resources involved in negotiations are ~mplo)'c:d as effectively as possible. Per your
request on our phone call April 24, 1996. Att:lchmc:nt II provides two examples of
instances. where BellSouth was ready to negotiate but AT&T representatives were not
prep3l'ed.



,,-

I3ellSouth is committed to conducting our negol::1tl"::ilS in :In expeditious manner and look
r"0rward to a successful conclusion. \1J.rth3. \kDI)I1Jid or my orfice is working ..vith ~ om
.:~Slst:nt to 5ch~dule tim~ n~xt \\~<.:k f()r u' ,,1 JI<l:-- ::..:;0t1:ttl()11 issu~s, I look t"o\,\\;mJ

:1) ~<.:~i n~ you then.

Sinc~rely.

\V, Scott Schaefer
.-\cting Vice President
rncerConnection Services

Charles 8. Coe



ATTACHMENT Ie



BELLSOUTH
T£LECOMItIUNICATIONS @

April 30, 1996

Mr. William J. Carroll
Vice President
Room 4170
1200 Peachtree St.. :-IE
Atlanta., Ga. 30309

Dear lim:

In a lerter dated April 26, 1996. 8ellSouth advised AT&T that evaluation of AT&T's
proposed EDT interface for transmi tting local service requests WIS near completion.
Based on the results of that evaluation, BellSouth is now prepared to move forward with
ED! implementation, subject to the follo\.Ving J1arameters:

Scope:

Our discussions to date have centered primarily around resale. However. BellSouth
intends to complete both resale and facilities-based ordering scenarios simultaneously.
Specifically, we i:litially will support an interfa.ce for residence and buslness basic
exchange services, as well as number portability and listings, th~l includes service order
transmission and firm order confumstion.

Timelioe:

As ram sure you arc aware, standard EOl implementations generally proceed in phases,
the fLIst of which includes the negotiation of the transaction sets to be used and the
detailed definition of ditl requirements.. 8e!1South is prepared to beam intensive
negotiations with AT&T to jointly develop these elements. BellSouth ha.s assigned the
necessary technical experts to this project and those experu are available to work with
AT&T on a priority basil begiMinl' May 6, 1996. Specific arrangements can be
coordinated by the BellSouthlAT&T core negotiating team.

---- --- - - -- - _.. -.


