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Executive Secretary
Georgia Public Service Commission
47 Trinity Avenue, Room j20
Atlanta, Georgia 30334-5701

June 9,1999

RE: Investigation into Development ofElectronic Interfaces for BellSouth's Operational
Support Systems, Docket No. 8354-U.

Dear Ms. O'Leary:

Enclosed please find for filing an original, eight (8) copies and a 3.5" diskette of the
Comments of Sprint Communications Company L.P. in Support of AT&T Motion for
Reconsideration ofthe Commission Order for Third Party Testing.

An extra copy is also included which I would ask that you please date stamp and
return to me.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter. Should you have any-questions, please
feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

Carolyn Tatum Roddy

CTRIhs
Enclosure
Cc: Commissioner David Burgess

Leon Bowles



competitive local exchange carriers ("'CLECs") to access and use these systems; and (3)

~emonstrate that BellSouth's systems are operationally ready and provide an

appropriate level of performance. The ability of customers to switch smoothly between

competitors in the local market will depend entirely on the adequacy of BellSouth's

ass systems. A customer who has problems switching to a CLEC will likely be

unwilling to do so again. Thus, the importance of adequate ass systems to the

development of local competition in Georgia cannot be understated.

Sprint agrees with the Commission that third party testing will ensure that

customers will be able to switch local service easily and without service interruptions.

As noted by MCI WorldCom, Inc. ("'MCI WorldCom) in its Response to AT&T's

Motion for Reconsideration, Sprint also applauds the Commission for being a leader in

requiring third party testing of BellSouth's OSS and appreciates the fact that BellSouth's

Test Plan incorporates a number of features from the successful New York plan. In

particular, Sprint supports BellSouth's choice of HP and KPMG as the third parties that

will conduct and audit the test. Sprint is confident HP and KPMG will carry out the

test fairly and effectively, provided the test is structured properly. This independent

third party test, however, must be comprehensive and thorough and anticipate all likely

scenarios to be experienced by the CLEC in order to provide the information necessary

for it to be the "'worthwhile endeavor" anticipated by the Commission. Sprint believes

that, without critical revisions to the BellSouth Test Plan, the third party testing will·not

give the Commission a true picture of BellSouth's OSS and will not drive the

enhancements necessary to enable CLECs to compete in the local market and meet

customers' needs.
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ll. PROBLEMS WITH THE PROPOSED BELLSOUTH TEST PLAN

Sprint is currently in the early stages oftesting the BellSouth OSS with Telcordia.

Phase I testing ofbasic service resale (migration oforders as specified, and discoIUlect)

has been completed. Phase II testing ofmore advanced OSS processes is just begiIUling.

Based on our experience with these tests, Sprint has found a number ofproblems with the

Test Plan proposed by BellSouth.

There.are significant gaps in the Test Plan which will prevent a clear view ofhow

BellSouth's OSS operates for CLECs, and a need for better definitions or more

information in the Test Plan before the test results can be accepted as a comprehensive

and accurate assessment ofBellSouth's OSS functionality. BellSouth's Test Plan should

be amended to address the following matters:

1) Directory Listings should be tested.

2) E911 should be tested.

3) A mixture of various accounts (single line and multi-line; flat and measured

service; business and residential; Lifeline, Optional Calling plans, Coin and

government) should be tested.

4) Planned and unplanned outages should be tested. The test plan offers limited

network testing in these areas. This should be corrected before testing goes

forward.

5) Not all order types described under the Ordering and Billing (UOBF")

Guidelines are being tested, including Suspend, Partial Migration and D~ny.

The Test Plan should be amended to p~vide testing ofall OBF order types.
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6) The Test Plan should be amended to mirror the testing required before CLECs

become operational. The Test Plan should be amended to require the same

testing, including application testing, validity testing, and service readiness

testing in production, as required of CLECs.

7) The Test Plan offers limited change control procedures. The Test Plan should

be amended to add test scenarios for multiple versions of code and unplanned

version updates. BellSouth should be testing ass 99.

8) The Test Plan offers limited Pre-Order functionality. The Test Plan should

test functionality for additional infonnation, supplemental information, cross

boundary, restricted accounts, and extended reservation.

9) The Test Plan should be amended to indicate who assigns Severity levels

10) The Test Plan should be amended to indicate who assigns or makes the

decision for exit criteria.

11) A test bed is being created for the third party test, but Sprint and other CLECs

will not have access to any testing environment for its own testing.

12). The Test Plan should be amended to indicate who is in charge ofproblem

management.

ID. PROBLEMS WITH THIRD PARTY TESTING PROCESSES

Sprint has a number ofconcerns about the process established by the Commission

in conducting an independent third party test and agrees with MCI WorldCom that

certain changes need to be made. For example, CLECs should be able to submit test

scenarios to be processed by the testers. Testers should also be required to use
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BellSouth's docwnentation to build to BellSouth's ordering interfaces. Change

Management procedures should be monitored and tested in action rather than based on

.documentation and interviews. CLEC's should be permitted to comment on the

exception report process as well as the exception reports issued during testing.

Performance metrics and standards should be determined with CLEC participation and

reporting should be subject to an audit.

Finally, Sprint also agrees with MCI WorldCom that a more reasonable testing

schedule should be adopted. Though Sprint understands the need to move forward on

third party testing in particular and BellSouth's 271 case in general, it must be recognized

that ass is the heart of interconnection and CLEC viability. It is far too crucial to ever

be considered a mere administrative ticket-punch. BellSouth counsel announced that

they did not intend to offer the detailed testing done in New York, but the Commission

can not allow them do a less than comprehensive testing ofBellSouth's ass. Sprint

believes that the schedule proposed by MCI WorldCom in its Response is a reasonable

one because it provides additional but not excessive time.

IV. CONCLUSION

Sprint urges the Commission to require BellSouth to amend its Test Plan as

indicated above. Further, Sprint urges the Commission to reconsider its third party plan

to address the problems cited above and to allow additional time for implementation and

completion of the Test Plan. The testing ofBellSouth's ass is crucial to determining if

CLECs will be able to offer competitive local exchange service and whether BellS~uth

should be gtanted reliefunder Section 271 ofthe Telecommunications Act of 1996.
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Respectfully submitted this 9th day of June, 1999.

SPRINT COMMUNICAnONS COMPANY L.P.

Carolyn Tatum Roddy

3100 Cumberland Circle-OAATLN0802

Atlanta, Georgia 30339

404-649-6788
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I have this day served a true and exact copy of the within and

foregoing Comments ofSprint Communications Company L.P. in Support of AT&T

Motion for Reconsideration ofthe Commission Order for Third Party Testing in Docket

No. 8354-U, via United States, first class mail, postage paid and properly addressed to the

following:

Leon Bowles
Georgia Public Service Commission
47 Trinity Avenue
Atlanta, GA 30334-5701

David Burgess
Georgia Public Service Commission
47 Trinity Avenue
Atlanta, GA 30334-5701

Fred McCallum, Jr.
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
Room 376
125 Perimeter Center West
Atlanta, GA 30346

David I. Adelman
Sutherland, Asbill & Brennan
999 Peachtree Street, NE
Atlanta, GA 30309-3996

Jim Hurt, Director
Consumers Utility Counsel Division
Office of Consumer Affairs
2 MLK Jr. Drive, E. Tower, Suite 356
Atlanta, GA 30334

David M. Eppsteiner
AT&T
1200 Peachtree Street, Room 8077
Atlanta, GA 30309

1

Charles V. Gerkin, Jr.
Chorey, Taylor & Feil, P.C.
The Lenox Building, Suite 1700
3399 Peachtree Road, NE
Atlanta, GA 30326-1148

James P. Lamoureux
AT&T Communications of the Southern
States, Inc.
1200 Peachtree Street, NE, Room 4060
Atlanta, GA 30309

William E. Rice
Long, Aldridge & Nonnan
One Peachtree Center; Suite 5300
303 Peachtree Street
Atlanta, GA 30308

Charles A. Hudak
Gerry, Friend & Sapronov
Three Ravinia Drive; Suite 1450
Atlanta, GA 30346-2131

John Silk
Georgia Telephone Association
1900 Century Boulevard, Suite 8
Atlanta, GA 30345

John M. Stuckey, Jr.
Webb, Stuckey & Lindsey, LLC
The Harris Tower - Peachtree Center
233 Peachtree Street, 14th Floor



Atlanta, GA 30303

-Martha P. McMillin
MCI WorldCom
6 Concourse Parkway, Suite 3200
Atlanta, GA 30328

Cecil L. Davis, Jr.
NEXTLINK Georgia, Inc.
4000 Highlands Parkway
Smyrna, GA 30082

This -=L day of 1iJ,.,e , 1999.

Joe~~K"'~
spr=;(;ommunications Company L.P.
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ITC"'"DELTACOM

June 7, 1999

Chairman Stan Wise
Commissioner Robert Baker
Commissioner David Burgess
Commissioner Bob Durden
Commissioner Lauren IIBubba" McDonald
Georgia Public Service Commission
47 Trinity Avenue
Atlanta, Georgia 30334

p. o. Box 510" 1791 O. G. Skinner Drive" west POint, Georgia 31833

7061385-8007" Fax 7061385-8801

ANDREW M. WALKER

Vice Chairman and
Chief executive Officer

Re: Docket No. 8354-U; Third Party OSS Testing

Dear Commissioners:

I am writing this letter for two purposes: first, to commend you and your colleagues on
the Commission on the excellent requirement regarding third party testing ofBellSouth' s
Operational Support Systems; and second, to seek the Commission's help to ensure that
testing ofthe BellSouth system is performed in a manner that will guarantee that all
Georgia telecommunications consumers are able to share equally in the benefits promised
by competition.

Specifically, we propose that the Commission require the Third Party Tester to use
ITCI\DeltaCom as a real-world test-bed for evaluating the performance of BellSouth' s
Operational Support Systems. By comparing our results with those of the "lab" or
"mock" test, we believe great improvements can be made to the performance of
BellSouth ' s Operational Support Systems.

ITCI\DeltaCom is a small, but very active, Competitive Local Exchange Carrier
("CLEC"), headquartered in West Point, Georgia. We are one of the largest purchasers
of unbundled network elements ("UNEs") from BellSouth. As a result, an effectively
functioning Operational Support System is of vita! importance to us. Unfortunately, our
experience has been that BellSouth' s Operational Support System is performing well
below intended levels, and is failing to function at parity with BellSouth' s own internal



systems. From our records, we estimate that fully 20% - 25% of our orders are not yet
accepted by BellSouth's electronic systems. Considering the 75% - 80% that~
submitted electronically, 62% of these are "falling out" for manual handling by
BellSouth. This means that BellSouth's electronic systems are still incapable of totally
processing approximately 70% ofITC"'DeltaCom's orders.

At ITC"'DeltaCom we pride ourselves in a long history ofproviding excellent,
responsive, individualized customer service. The poor performance of BellSouth' s
systems is adversely affecting our business by: (l) causing excessively long times to
deliver service to potential customers, (2) causing consumer dissatisfaction with
ITC"'DeltaCom (not BellSouth), (3) increasing consumer dissatisfaction with the so
called competitive process, and (4) creating distrust ofCLECs like ITC"'DeltaCom.

Thank you in advance for your attention to this letter. Ifyou have any questions please
feel free to contact me directly at 706-385-8007.

Sincerely,

~7UJ.~
Andrew M. Walker
Vice Chairman and ChiefExecutive Officer
ITC"'DeltaCom

cc: Leon Bowles, GPSC Staff
Tom Bond, Special Assistant Attorney General
All Parties of Record, Docket No. 8354-U



GERRY, FRIEND & SAPRONOV, LLP
ATTORt"EYS AT LAW

Ms. Helen 0'Leary
June 8, 1999
Page 2

.)

Commission should ensure that the independent testers evaluate the ability of competitors to
receive real-time, electronic information about the physical makeup of xDSL loops including
loop length; wire gauge; the presence and number of repeaters, load coils, pair gains, and Digital
Added Main Lines ("DAMLs"); the presence of digital loop carrier systems; and the cumulative
length of bridge taps. Moreover, the testing should determine whether carriers are able to access
this information before deciding whether to order a particular loop. The testing should also
evaluate whether, once BellSouth provides this information, competitors can then place their
xDSL loop orders via a real-time, electronic interface.

This type of information is necessary because different DSL technologies are
technologically dependent upon loops with particular physical characteristics. For example,
some types of DSL technologies, such as ADSL, can only be provided over loops of a particular
length. For loops that exceed this length, ACI could provide another form of xDSL technology,
such as SDSL. Thus, competitors need the information described above to make effective
business decisions so that they can provide the best possible service to their customers.

To assist the Commission and the third party testers in identifying the type of
information, as well as the need for this data, we have attached a copy of the April 27, 1999
Affidavit of Mr. Eric H. Geis, Secretary and Treasurer of ACI Corp, that ACI submitted to the
New York Public Service Commission in connection with Bell Atlantic's Section 271
proceeding.4 This affidavit provides an explanati¢n of the different types of xDSL technologies
(e.g., ADSL, HDSL, SDSL) and explains why' advanced service providers need specific loop
information to efficiently deploy these technol6gies to consumers.

ACI looks forward to providing Georgia consumers with the most advanced
technological services available. In order to accomplish this result, ACI must have access to the
loop qualification information that is integrally tied to the provision of these services and must
be aQle to order xDSL loops electronically. Therefore, ACI urges the Commission to ensure (i)
that the specific information described above as well as in the attached affidavit, be included in
the third party testing of BellSouth's ass, and (ii) that BellSouth's ass be tested to ensure
competitors can order xDSL loops via such ass.

4 Peti~ion o/the New York Telephone Companyfor Approval a/its Statement o/Generally Available Terms and
Conditions Pursuant to Section 252 ofthe Telecommunications Act 0/1996 and Draft Filing ofPetition for
InterLATA Entry Pursuant to Section 27I ofthe Telecommunications Act 0/ /996, Case 97-C-O 271, Affidavit of
Eric H. Geis on Behalf of ACI Corp., April 27, 1999.



GERRY. FRIEND & SAPRO~OV. LLP
ATTORNY.~YS AT LAW

Ms. Helen O'Leary
June 8, 1999
Page 3

As always, if you have any questions or comments regarding this issue, please do not
hesitate to contact the undersigned.

Resp~

BY:~~..--/
harles A. Hudak, Esq.

Gerry, Friend & Sapronov, LLP
Three Ravinia Drive, Suite 1450
Atlanta, Georgia 30346
(770) 399-9500

CAHljh
Ene.

cc: ACI Corp. (with enclosure)
All Interested Parties (with enclosure)



Before the
STATE OF NEW YORK

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re:

Petition ofNew York Telephone Company
for Approval of its Statement of Generally
Available Terms and Conditions Pursuant to
Section 252 of the Telecommunications Act
of 1996 and Draft Filing ofPetition for
InterLATA Entry Pursuant to Section 271
of the Telecommunications Act of 1996

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Case 97-C-0271

AFFIDAVIT OF ERIC H. GElS
on Behalf of ACI Corp.

I, Eric H. Geis, being first duly sworn upon oath, do hereby depose and state as

follows:

1. I am the Secretary and Treasurer of ACI Corp. ("ACI"), a wholly owned

subsidiary of Rhythms NetConnections Inc. l1Y business address is 7337 S. Revere Parkway,
,r

Englewood, CO 80111. I am responsible f()t the deployment of ACI's data network in New

York and the rest of the country.

2. I have twenty-five years of operating experience in telecommunications,

working for regulated telephone companies, as well as for manufacturers and suppliers providing

products and services to the telecommunications industry. I am a founder of ACI, and have been

an officer since its founding in 1997. I am also on the Board of Directors for another

c?mpetitive local exchange carrier ("CLEC"), Net2000, based in McLean, Virginia. My

qu1i1ifications and business experiences are attached to my testimony as Attachment EHG-l.



• Provide CLECs with real-time electronic access to all necessary loop
operations support systems and databases to ensure that CLECs can
provide service to end users using the appropriate.DSL technology
without regard to BA-NY's DSL service deployment.

6. BA-NY's JSA for the first time in these 27) proceedings addresses DSL

issues. After reviewing the JSA, I have numerous concerns about ACI's ability to fully deploy

DSl service to New York customers in a manner that will maximize the availability of these

services to a broad range of customers served by a variety of loop types. My concerns fall into

three general areas: the ability to provision all necessary DSL technologies, the ability ofBA-

NY to unilaterally restrict DSL deployment through imposition of unnecessary spectrum

management guidelines, and the inability of data CLECs to obtain necessary loop make-\Jp data

for provisioning DSL services. I will address each of these concerns briefly.

7. First, BA-NY's description ofDSL availability indicates that it is severely

limiting the ability of data CLECs-such as ACI-to deploy DSl technologies over unbundled

loops. Specifically, while BA-NY claims it makes loops available for DSL services generally,

its description appears to limit loop availability to only one type ofDSL, asymmetric DSL or

"ADSL." Perhaps not coincidentally, this is~ same type ofDSL that BA-NY intends to deploy

in New York. As I will describe, there are numerous standard other DSL technologies that have

been successfully deployed by CLECs across the country, such as HDSL, IOSL and SDSL

(which I describe more fully below). The JSA never even mentions these other types ofDSL.

The ability to deploy these DSL services is dependent upon the ability to obtain "clean" copper

loops on reasonable terms and conditions. AJthough BA-NY claims it will "condition" loops at

the elEC's request, such conditioning is presently only available on an ICB basis. The time

entailed in obtaining a "clean" loop is therefore likely to be unreasonably extended. The only

loops that BA-NY intends to make readily available for DSl are designed to meet the simplified
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DESCRIPTION OF ACI'S BUSINESS

]O. ACI received approval to operate as a competitive lo~l exchange carrier

from the New York Commission on May 20, 1998. ACI's approval entitles ACI to provide

voice and high-speed data services in New York.

11. ACI is a nationwide provider of high-perfonnance, high-speed data

services, primarily using digital subscriber line ("DSL") technology for high-speed local access

to and from the end users' desktops. ACI plans to provide highly reliable data networking

solutions at a reasonable cost to residential and business consumers in New York and elsewhere.

ACI does not focus solely on the Internet service provider market, but instead intends to provide

broad market coverage-including suburban areas as well as metro areas--offering a full range

of services. ACr s services will be used for: (]) the networking of remote locations for, among

other things, telecommuting or work-at-home applications; (2) dedicated access to the Internet;

and (3) dedicated "always-on" access to intranet-type networking solutions. ACI has begun to .

deploy its data networking services in New York markets.

12. In order to provide DSL,.service, ACI is dependent on the ILECs for three
,r

primary components. First, ACI must lease/'c1ean" copper loops that are unfettered with any

interfering loop equipment such as load coils and repeaters. Second, ACI needs to be able to

collocate and maintain equipment at the central office end of the loop. Third, ACI often requires

timely provision ofunbundled transport facilities from the ILEC because competitive interoffice

transport alternatives are unavailable. Collocation and transport issues will be discussed in the

Affidavit of Paul Bannwart. and my Affidavit will focus on loop issues pertinent to xDSL

services.
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DESCRIPTION OF DSL TECHNOLOGIES

15. In New York. as it has in other jurisdictions, ACI inte,nds to provide

customers with high-speed data services using a variety ofDSL technologies. The "x" in

"xDSL" is a variable, meant to encompass the various types ofDSL technologies, and i"s used

when speaking generally about DSL. However, from its ISA, it appears that BA-NY's

restriction ofDSL-capable loops to ADSL loops could seriously deter the deployment of other

types of high-speed data networking services in New York. Significantly, BA-NY, while

speaking generally about "xDSL" offerings, offers only to provide loops for one form ofDSL

technology, ADSL. In order to understand why CLECs should be able to deploy various types of

DSL, the Commission must appreciate the significant differences in the types of DSL that are

presently being deployed around the country. As I will describe below, these differences enable

data caniers to provide a variety of services to a broader range ofNew York consumers.

16. DSL uses an ordinary existing copper loop to provide high-bandwidth

digital transmission capabilities between the end user's premises and the ll..EC central office. By

"high-bandwidth," I mean the amount of infon;nation that can be carried on a circuit, usually
,r

expressed as bits per second ("bps"), thou~ds ofbits per second ("Kbps"), or millions of bits

per second ("Mbps"). DSL technologies provide a variety ofbandwidths, in some cases

exceeding 7 Mbps in one direction, but more commonly are deployed to provide between 128

kbps and 1.5 Mbps of data throughput. In contrast. an analog voice-grade "plain old telephone

service," or "pOTsn circuit provides very limited throughput. Voice traffic occupies a narrow

frequency spectrum, and analog modems are only able to achieve somewhere close to 56 kbps

(and then only under ideal line conditions). DSL technologies, on the other hand. allow service
,
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briefly explain the technical parameters of the various types ofxDSL technologies successfully

being deployed by ACI in other jurisdictions.

21. ADSL was originally developed to support the delivery of entertainment

video, or "video dial tone." services over existing copper loops. Such video services require

much higher bandwidth in the "downstream" direction (toward the customer premises) than they

do in the "upstream" direction (toward the central office), because the video signals being

transmitted to the customer's premises require a large amount ofbandwidth, and the upstream

signal was assumed to be a voice or non-video data signal r~uiring much less bandwidth. Thus,

the need for bandwidth was deemed to be asymmetrical~ that is, a high-bandwidth signal in the

downstream direction and a lower bandwidth signal in the upstream direction.

22. Even though most (if not all) ILECs have not deployed video dial tone

services based on ADSL, this asymmetrical DSL technology has found a new use: Internet

access. Internet access tends to display asymmetrical traffic patterns similar to video dial tone

services. Most of the traffic flows toward the end user, as graphics-intensive web pages and data

files are downloaded. The upstream traffic consists ofa few keystrokes and occasional uploads
/.

of e-mail and data files.
i

,1

23. ADSL is designed to achieve a downstream transmission rate of 1.5 Mbps

for loops ofup to 18,000 feet in length, and a downstream transmission rate of7 Mbps for loops

of up to 6,000 feet in length, assuming 2-wire loops of 24-gauge copper. The downstream and

upstream data signals are transmitted using separate frequencies, and both data streams use

frequencies above the frequencies used to transmit voice signals.

24. RADSL is a type of ADSL. As is the case with other types of ADSL. the
,

d~w!lstream and upstream data transmission rares of RADSL are asymmetrical (though it is also

9



includes the frequencies used to transmit voice signals. As a result, HDSL-equipped loops

cannot be used for simultaneous analog POTS service.

28. IDSL is a symmetrical DSL configuration. IDSL uses the same coding

and parameters as ISDN, a digital data technology that has been in use by BA-NY and other

ILECs for quite a while. As a result, IDSL can be deployed on copper or copper/fiber loop plant

configurations. IDSL supports a data transmission rate of 128 kbps in each direction, on 2-wire

loops of up to 26,000 feet in length, assuming loops of 24-gauge copper. As is the case with

SDSL and HDSL, IDSL transmits the downstream and upstream data signals using the same

frequencies. The data signals use a frequency bandwidth that includes the frequencies used to

transmit voice signals. As a result, IDSL-equipped loops cannot be used for simultaneous analog

POTS service.

29. Initially, ACI plans to deploy ADSL (including RADSL), SDSL. and

IDSL in New York. Although the particular type ofDSL technology to be used is a function ofa

number of variables, ACI will typically use RADSL on shorter clean copper loops, SDSL on

clean copper loops of intermediate length, and IDSL on long loops or on loops that are carned on
i.

!

fiber OLC systems.

30.

,I

ACI has deployed these xDSL types successfully in other states. In the

California territory ofPacific Bell. ACI has widely deployed RADSL. SDSL and IDSL. ACI has

also deployed these three types ofxDSL in Illinois. Massachusetts, and Pennsylvania. and will

shortly deploy them in New York and several additional states.

ALL DSL VARIETIES MUST BE AVAILABLE fN NEW YORK

31. From a marketing and customer service standpoint. it is critically

important that ACI have the ability to offer this variety of DSL-based services. Although ADSL

II



those loops that meet the requirements of"BA-NY's initial equipment choices and service

configuration" (JSA 1206); likewise, the systems and processes BA-NY is dev.eloping are to

"support its commercial ADSL service offering." (JSA ~ 204)

33. Accordingly, I recommend that the Commission require BA-NY to

provision all loop types that are capable of supporting each of the types of xDSL described

above. ACI believes the Commission must order BA-NY to go beyond the proposals outlined in

~~ 203-214 of its JSA.. which is not only frustratingly vague in connection with xDSL services,

but suggests that BA-NY may only be willing and able to provide ADSL-capable loops up to 12

kft to CLECs. This unilateral restriction will unnecessarily prohibit ACI from rather than the full

range of xDSL services described above. Instead, the Commission should require BA-NY to

provide "clean copper loops" to carriers for provision of high-speed data services using all types

ofDSL, including ADSL, RADSL, SDSL and HOSL. CLECs should retain the right to decide

which xDSL services they wish to provision, and should have access to all loops capable of

providing those xDSL services.

34. An underlying presumpti?,.t1 in BA-NY's discussion of it xDSL offering. is

that it will decide when and what services can/be deployed over the unbundled loop. Therefore.

BA-NY only offers ADSL loops (JSA ~ 205), provides pre-qualification loop data on the

technical parameters of its service choice (JSA ~ 206) and seeks to impose unilateral spectrum

management guidelines on CLEC's use of the loop to provide DSL services. USA ~ 204) ACI

should not be arbitrarily limited in the DSL services it can provide by BA-NY's unilateral

determinations ofloop capabilities. Because ACI will provision the DSL-based service to the

encl.-user, ACI-not BA-NY-must make the business decisions regarding the type of DSL

servi'ce offered to the end user to meet customer needs. ACI is directly accountable to the



vlA H..-\J'VD DELIVERY

Ms. Helen O'Leary
Executive Secretary
Georgia Public Service Commission
47 Trinity Avenue, S.W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30334

June 9, 1999

termedia
co MMUNICATIONS

Re: Investigation into Development of Electronic Interfaces for BellSouth' s
Operational Support Systems ("OSS"); Docket No. 8354-U

Dear Ms. O'Leary:

Intermedia Communications Inc. ("Intermedia") submits this letter in response to the
June 1, 1999 Motion for Reconsideration of the Commission's Order for Third Party
Testing filed by AT&T Communications for. the Southern States ("AT&T") in the above
captioned docket. Intermedia supports the Commission's decision to order independent,
third party testing of BellSouth' s OSS. Such testing is critical to the new entrants' ability
to provision competitive local services in Georgia. However, BellSouth's proposed Test
Plan does not go far enough. Specifically, the plan does not allow for the testing of OSS
for "complex services" or combinations of unbundled network elements ("UNEs").
Complex services include both resold services such as PBX trunks, frame relay, and
DIDs as well as lJNEs such as DS 1, DSO, and xDSL loops.

/-

The ability of BellSouth's OSS to handle compl~kservices and UNE combinations is
particularly critical to competing carriers who provide advanced data services and voice
over data, such as Intennedia. Intermedia is one of the country's largest and fastest
growing integrated communications providers (ICPs), providing a full range oflocal and
long distance voice and data services to business and government end users, long distance
carriers, infonnation service providers, resellers and wireless carriers.

Since'the inception of this docket in late 1997, Inter.rnedia has been an active participant
providing both \vritten comments and testimony before the Commission. It has been
Imermedia's position from the beginning that BellSouth's ass must address the pre
ordering, ordering, provisioning, billing, and maintenance of complex services as well as
simple resale and certain UNEs. BellSouth's proposed Test Plan does not address the
pre-ordering, ordering, provisioning, billing, and maintenance of complex services, nor
does h address the testing of OSSs for UNE combinations. Intermedia therefore urges
the Cotnmission to modify the Test Plan to include testing of complex services and UNE
combinations to ensure the Test Plan is comprehensive and complete.



If the Commission declines to expand the scope of the Test Plan to inciude compiex
senices and l ~E combinations during the initial phase. Imermedia suggests that 1

second phase of the Test Plan be added for that purpose. Without testing of complex
services and L-NE combinations, an entire segment of competitors, competitors active in
Georgia's local market today, will be ignored. This testing must occur so that BellSouth
can demonstrate that it provides nondiscriminatory access to its ass.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. If you have any questions or comments
regarding this lett ,please do not hesitate to contact me at (813) 829-2072.

Sincerely,

fJ.Ib- I • a O. Strow
Assistant Vice President
Regulatory and External Affairs

c: Chainnan Stan Wise
Commissioner Robert B. Baker, Jr.
Commissioner David L. Burgess
Commissioner Bob Durden
Commissioner Lauren "Bubba" McDonald, Jr.
Mr. Leon Bowles
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GERRY. FRIEND & SAPRONOV. LLP
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

SUITE 1450

THREE RAVINIA DRIVE

ATLA~TA. GEORGIA 30346-2131

(7701 399-9500

FACSL,\ULE (7701 395-0000

E~IAIL: gfslaw@gfslaw.com

June 7, 1999

VIA HAND DELIVERY

Ms. Helen O'Leary
Executive Secretary
Georgia Public Service Commission
47 Trinity Avenue, S.W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30334

-----~~

Re: Investigation into Development of Electronic Interfaces for BeliSouth's
Operational Support Systems ("OSS")~ Docket No. 8354-U

Dear Ms. O'Leary:

ACI Corp. ("ACI"), through its attorneys, submits this letter in response to the Georgia
Public Service Commission's (the "Commission") May 20, 1999 Order! and BeliSouth
Telecommunications, Inc.' s ("BeliSouth") June 1, 1999 OSS test plan2 filed in the above
captioned proceeding. ACI is an advanced service provider intending to roll out a host of digital
subscriber line ("xDSL") services to Georgia consumers in 1999. As a new entrant to the
Georgia telecommunications market, ACI is e~couraged that the Commission has ordered
independent, third party testing of BellSouth's ,.OSS, a critical functionality to the provision of
competitive services in Georgia. As part o~' such testing, ACI respectfully requests that the
Commission ensure that the pre-ordering, ordering and provisioning of xDSL services are
thoroughly evaluated.

The Commission has already determined that the third party testing will generally address
"the five OSS functions of pre-ordering, ordering, provisioning, maintenance and repair and
billing functions supported by an incumbent [local exchange carrier's] databases and
infonnation.,,3 As part of the pre-ordering and ordering processes, ACI urges the Commission to
ensure that the third party testing of BellSouth's OSS include an analysis of the specific
infonnation and data provided by BellSouth about its outside loop plant. Specifically, the

I Inv~tigation into Development ofElectronic Interfaces for Bel/South's Operational Support Systems, Order on
Petitio!! for Third Party Testing, Docket No. 8354-U (May 20, 1999) [hereinafter "Order"].
2 Investigation into Development ofElectronic Interfaces for Bel/South's Operational Support Systems, BellSouth
Telecommunications, Inc. 's Master Test Plan and Flow-Through Audit Plan. Docket No. 8354-U (June 1, 1999).
3 Order at 4.



whole or in part-on fiber systems are not "clean copper" loops. Indeed. for ADSL, both BA-l\;-Y

and ACI will have to use a "clean" (no load coils. no repeaters. minimal bridg~d taps, and no

DLC systems) 2-wire copper loop from the customer premises to a BA-NY central office.

37. The presence of load coils, bridged taps, repeaters, and OLe systems on a

loop preclude or impair the use of xDSL on the loop. Each of these devices or technologies

allows analog POTS signals to be transmitted over the loop in question. Indeed, devices such as

load coils and repeaters have been deployed historically in the loop plant to ex'lend the useful

reach of a loop to be used for POTS services. Absent such devices. the POTS voice signal would

become too attenuated, or faint, on very long loops. However, these same devices and

technologies preclude or degrade xDSL signals on a copper loop. I discuss each of these below

and demonstrate that it is not only "techni.cally feasible" to "clean up" the copper, but also that it

is not overly difficult to do so.

LOAD CarLS

38. Load coils are devices placed on a copper loop at regular intervals if the

loop exceeds a certain length. typically 18,000 f~t. Telecommunications signals attenuate, or

lose strength. due to the resistance of the copper in the loop; the greater the loop length, the more

the attenuation and the weaker the signal received at the customer's premises. Also, attenuation

is greater at higher frequencies than at 10\\'er frequencies. reducing the quality of the \'oice

signal. Load coils modify the electrical characteristics of a copper loop to overcome the

attenuation distortion associated with long loops. None of the xDSL technologies discussed

abo\'e can be deployed on loops equipped with load coils. The load coils are not compatible with

th~ higher transmission frequencies employed by xDSL technologies.

10 derive Iwo voice-grade POTS circuits from a smgl~ copper pair. TIlc prescnce of DAMLs predud;:s tJlC u~ or a
loop 10 suppon mOSI xDSL technologies.
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42. Bridged taps create additional degradation for xDSL signals. Bridged taps

are used to extend the telephone cable to additional homes so that vacant loops will be available

to fulfill customer requests. Any portion of the loop that extends to a customer premises oth~r

than that of the requesting customer, and thus is not in the direct talking path to the centra(4)fIice,

is called a bridged tap. Bridged taps reduce the amount of the signal that reaches the customer

premises, and the effect varies, depending on the bridged-tap length and the frequency spectrum

of the xDSL.

43. xDSL technology can be deployed on a loop equipped with bridged taps,

so long as bridged taps are not excessive in length. The total cumulative length of bridged taps

on a loop must generally be less than 2,500 feet. Short bridged taps of 200-300 feet located near

customer premises can also create problems because of a "tuned resonance" effect. In order to

remove bridged taps, as is the case with load coils, a technician must be dispatched to the field to

remove the bridged taps.

REPEATERS

44. A repeater is used to boost the signal strength to avoid artenuation on long
/.

loops. BA-N'Y's legacy copper loop plant contains different kinds of repeaters for different
,

types of existing services. Repeaters for analog POTS loops are located in the central office, but

are only used on very long loops (in fact, such loops will likely be too long to use for any xDSL-

based service). Analog POTS repeaters are used to boost the voice signal and the DC voltage of

a POTS circuit. Other types of loops, such as loops used to provide T- I service. may have

repeaters located in the outside loop plant (such repeaters. of course. have little ifany relevance

to the provisioning of2-wire xDSL-capable loops) Repeaters must be removed before loops can

be u~ed for ADSL. RADSL. SDSL. or HDSL. Analog POTS repeaters located in central offices

17



loop carried by the parallel copper feeder facilities. which can be used to provide >COSL services

to the customer premises in question.

48. BA-NY has agreed to "rearrange the existing customer's service to either

a copper pair or stand alone universal digital loop carrier ("OOLC") facilities." (JSA ~ 196)

Rearrangement onto UDLC does not resolve the technical issue for use with OSL technologies.

The Commission should clarify that when a carrier requests it, BA-NY will rearrange to a copper

facility ifpossible.

49. A second approach to work around t~e presence of fiber in the feeder plant

is to place xDSL equipment at the feeder distribution interface in the field. Such equipment is

known as a Oigital Subscriber Line Access Multiplexer (UDSLAM'). For xDSL services, the

basic requirement is that DSLAMs are placed at the end of the copper loop facility, wherever the

copper ends. That copper loop can run all the way to the main distribution frame (U1vIDF") in the

central office, in the case of an all-copper loop, or at the feeder distribution interface ("FOr'). in

the case of a fiber-based DLC system. Feeder distribution interfaces for fiber-based feeder

systems are normally located in controlled environmental vaults ("CEVs") or other enclosures
/

, ;1
that house the associated fiber, multiplexin~'and cross connect equipment. These same locations

can be used to house DSLAMs. I note that the presence of fiber in the loop constrains the

provision ofxDSL services equally for BA-NY and ACI. That is. they both need to put

DSLAMs in the feeder distribution interface location in order to provide xDSL-based services if

there is no available copper feeder plant for the loop(s) in question. The placement of OSLAMs

at these locations is technically feasible.

50. BA-NY's assertion that "access to remote terminals ... is a request for
,
su~b-Ioop unbundling" is therefore troubling. First, because ACI would collocate its DSLAM in
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loops that SA-NY provisions to itself are technically no different than those it provisions to

CLECs offering OSL services. Thus, there is no technical reason why BA-NY cannot offer

CLECs "clean copper loops for CLEe provision ofOSL services.

53. Accordingly, clean loops should be provided to CLECs without unnecessary

delay or expense. If ACI must wait for BA-NY to "condition a loop," e.g., remove load coils,

bridged taps or repeaters, in situations which are technically unnecessary, the provisioning time

for that loop will naturally increase. ACI thus will be delayed in its ability to offer services to

the end user. In addition, ACI will be also have to expend financial resources for BA-NY to

perform services to a loop that are not necessary.

LOOP QUALIFICATION INFORM:ATION
REQUIREMENTS OF DSL PROVIDERS

54. BA-NY's discussion regarding CLEC access to loop qualification

information raises several serious concerns. (JSA ~~ 206-208) The pre-qualification loop

database referenced by BA is a very high-level screen for BA-NY's own DSL services and fails

to provide CLECs with any meaningful access to the necessary loop information in BA-NY's

existing databases such as LFACS or TlRKS. 11'1 order to meet the requirements established by
.r

the FCC and this Commission for access to 6perations support systems ("aSS"), BA-NY should

provide CLECs with mediated (read only) access to loop ass and associated databases.

55. BA-NY essentially proposes a two-tiered approach to information data:

first, CLECs could access a database specifically designed for BA-NY's roll out of its limited

ADSL offering. (JSA, 206) Second, CLEes could access the same loop information manually

under certain unspecified circumstances. (1SA, 207) Perhaps the greatest concern arises from

th~ apparently limited nature of the loop data BA-NY proposes to provide. Specifically, BA-

N0s 'description clearly indicates that its loop database is structured specifically to suppon its
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own DSL offering. Thus, while it is extremely helpful to SA-NY's retail operations to have a

database that indicates which loops can support which SA-NY services, this information is of

very little use to CLECs with different, and broader, service parameters. SA-NY does not

provide loop data designed to support CLEC-specific offerings, which vary substantially from

BA-NY's offerings. Indeed, it does not appear that BA-NY provides access to data sufficient

even to allow CLECs to make their own service judgments. Rather the only information

provided by SA-NY, is whether a loop meets the service characteristics SA-NY has identified

for its retail offerings. For these reasons, BA-NY's claim that it is providing loop data at parity

is hollow and masks their competitive advantage.

56. ACI must have access to existing SA-NY electronic, automated operations

support systems and databases that allow rapid and efficient access to pre-ordering information

about the technicaJ make-up ofa potential customer's loop, and to on-line ordering and

maintenance systems. Thus, ACI will need specific information and data about SA-NY's

outside plant during the pre-ordering and ordering process to make effective business decisions

so that we can provision the best possible service to our customers. As I will explain more fully
i

below, ACI requires real-time, fully electror¥information about the physical makeup of the

loop including loop length, wire gauge, presence and numbers of repeaters, load coils and

bridged taps and existence ofdigital loop carner. BA-NY's loop qualification database does not

meet this need. As described in its JSA, it appears that the only information SA-NY will provide

to data CLECs via the pre-qualification database is whether a loop is suitable for SA-NY's

deployment of ADSL. (JSA 1213)

57. Access to information tailored to BA-NY's limited ADSL retail offering is

ins~fflcient for ACI because ACI plans to deploy a variety of xDSL technologies, depending
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game is complete. precious time elapses and ACI could lose a potential customer. If ACr s

potential customers are forced to wait several days before learning whether they can get servic~.

from ACl, and what services are available. the customers will likely not choose ACl, but will

instead go with a camer that has the information required to make a quick judgement, such as

BA-NY.

60. The availability ofloop make-up information for the initial contact with

potential customers is critical to ACt's ability to win new customers and enable ACI to compete

on an equal footing with Bell Atlantic, which is presently offering ADSL services in its region

and intends a large scale roll-out in New York staning in June. As an example. I am famil iar

with the recent experience of two customers who ordered OSL from Pacific Bert. using an

electronic ordering system. Those customers were able to complete the entire process of pre

ordering and ordering, including obtaining loop make-up information, placing the order.

receiving a price quote and due date, in less than 14 minutes. start to finish. It goes without

saying that the ability to verify loop make-up and complete the order while the customer is still

on the line obviously has a significant sales impact.

61. ACI strongly support ~tronic access to loop make-up and other pre-

ordering information. Electronic access all~ws CLEes greater flexibility in structuring their

workforce, because on-line systems could be used 24-hours per day to research the suitability of

customer loops to support OSLo Electronic systems can also support much greater volumes of

inquiries than will manual systems. In addition, D..ECs may have internal electronic pre-ordering

and ordering systems available, thereby giving them an advantage in serving customers over

competitors such as ACI. Time is of the essence in providing pre-ordering information. because
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64. Such limited loop information fails to comport with the FCC's March

AdvancedServices Order. The FCC specifically required ILEes to "disclose to requesting

carriers information with respect to the number ofloops using advanced se:vices technology

within the binder and the type of technologies deployed on those loops.'" This requirem'ent

builds on the earlier FCC requirement to provide competing carriers with the information

necessary to formulate an accurate order for a customer, including "access to the information

such systems contain...9

65. The Commission should require SA-NY to provide real-time access to its

loop makeup information. IfSA-NY does not currently have such a system in place, it should be

required to develop the system within six months. Further, until SA-NY has a mechanized

system in place, SA-NY should provide manual access to loop makeup information, and the

information should be provided to ACI within 3-5 days of ACI's request, but in ~o event longer

than the analogous loop make-up information interval applicable to SA-NY's retail DSt-based

services.

NEED FOR COORDINATION AND STA~ARDS

66. There are several engJ#eering issues associated with deploying xDSL

technologies on copper loops, including attenuation, crosstalk, transmission power, and loop

length. A description of these issues is attached as EHG-5. As discussed below, however, these

issues are all presently managed through design standards.

.. AdwJnadSe",ices 0,.,173.
'''-Locol CO"'1¥lilion O,d.,1'18; Advonced s.f'Vices AfO&O 1 56 n.I03.
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69. The FCC's March Advanced Services Order properly distinguishes

between spectrum compatibility and spectrum management."Spectrum compatibility" concerns

the range oftec:hnologies that can be deployed in the loop plant, while "spectrum management"

concerns the deployment of services on a specific loop. 11 The FCC defines "speeuum

compatibility" as "the ability of various loop technologies to reside and operate in close

proximity while not significantly degrading each other's performance.nll In contrast, "spectrum

management" is defined to include "binder/cable administration as well as the broader issue of

deployment practices (e.g.. the rules for testing and implementing xDSL-based and other

advanced serviceS)."IJ With regard to spectrum management, the FCC renounced the current

practice of n..EC-spec:ific measures that "vary from provider to provider and from state to state,

thereby requiring competitive LECs to conform to different specification in each areas," in favor

of"uniform spectrum management procedures."I ..

70. The FCC has recognized that standards should be set on a national basis,

via industry consensus and not by individual n..ECs. I' The Telecommunications Act of 1996

opened up a new range of service choices to customers. National standards reached by industry

consensus are needed to preserve this choice;}' Internal requirements specified by an n..EC

could be nothing more than anticompetiti':e protectionism based on business decisions as

opposed to technical need. Indeed, the FCC was "persuaded by the record that allowing

adjacent binder T-1.
II ~(!Adllonced~mces Ord~,. note IS 1.
I: Id. 161 (footnoee omit1Cd). "Proximiry" is defined by &he FCC as -in &he same or adjacent binder IfOUPS." Id.
IJ Id. "1 (footnote omiaed).
t4 Id..
''":' Id. 163.
16 Id.

28



specifically concludes "that incumbent LECs should not unilaterally determine what

technologies LEes, both competitive LECs and incumbent LECs may deploy. ,,20

75. Whether technologies are standardized or not has little bearing on hO\l/ the

technologies can be deployed. Rather, the purpose of the spectrum management standard in

TIEl.4 is to manage the deployment of the various technologies in the market place. Any

technology. whether standardized or not, should meet the spectrum management standard.

76. In its JSA, SA-NY properly looks to national standards to guide the

deployment of various xDSL technologies in a manner that will lead to compatibility among new

and "legacy" (existing) services. (lSA, 204) However. the Affiants go on to state that SA-NY

specific spectrum management guidelines "enable SA-NY to accelerate the roll out of ... ADSL

compatible unbundled loops." (JSA 1204). This second statement does not necessarily follow

from the first and indeed, ignores the FCC's recent decision addressing spectrum. management

for CSL services.

77. First and foremost, SA-NY presumes that it can and should implement

"interim" technical spectrum management guidelines "pending adoption of industry standards."

(JSA 1204) It would be inconsistent with the/.consensus national standards approach. to allow
!

,l

any single entity. whether it would be an ILEC or a CLEC, to establish a binding technical

publication, even on an interim basis. Furthermore, there is no need for separate SA-NY

Guidelines because completion of the draft spectrum management is expected in June, 1999.

78. I also note that a SA-NY guideline is not required in order to qualify loops

for xDSL service and to manage the loop plant. The national spectrum management standard I
•

reference above will specify not only power and frequency for each spectrum management

ill TiEl .... With this recent dncJopment.lhere is an~tioa ofbuildina COftSCftSUS among ILECs. CLECs~
~vendors who serve both poups orcarriers.
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is to ensure that the performance of the affected technology will not be overly reduced by the

technology being restricted.

82. However, this Commission must realize that Binder.Group Management

for xDSL technologies has no technical justiticatio~ except for Alternate Mark Inversion

("AMI") T-Is. Binder group management has been used for Mfi T-Ia for years. This is for a

very simple reason: AMI T-Is are an extremely interfering technology, and could only be

deployed successfully if they were carefully deployed to manage that interference. The upstream

and downstream T-I signals impact each other so severely that they are required to be in non-

adjacent binder groups. This means that there must be at least one binder between the binder

containing the upstream signal and the binder containing the downstream signals. This method

of management has worked well with T-1s because bundles of2S pairs at a time are generally

used. The loops in the 2S-pair bundle are spliced in and out ofan apparatus case, that holds

repeaters, every 3000 feet or so along the length of the loop, depending on loop gauge. This

provides a natural barrier to other technologies being installed in the same binder. The industry

has learned a hard lesson from AMI T-ls, and has progressed a great deal since the days of ANn

T-Is. For this reaso~ the FCC concluded thal ILECs should "to the fullest extent possible" work
I"

,1
to remove AMI T-I s. U

83. Except for AMI T-Is, use ofbinder group management for xDSL

technologies is unnecessary. All high-bandwidth xDSL technologies developed since the

deployment of AMI T-Is have been intentionally designed to coexist harmoniously with other

data and POTS services, without a need for the special treatment required by AMI T-I s.

Therefore. neither ISDNIIDSL, HOSL, ADSL or SDSL requires spectrum management. ISDN

was designed to be deployed throughout the existing loop plant for all ILECs. The legacy loop
,
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compatibility, with the exception ofT-1 Carrier. Therefore, to the extent that BA-NY intends to

impose Binder Group Management on CLECs through its undefined "spectrum management

guidelines" such guidelines are not only unnecessary and anticompetitive. but inconsistent with

the position Bell Atlantic has taken in industry standards forums.

"HARMFUL" INTERFERENCE

85. I am puzzled and troubled by references in the BA-NY JSA suggesting

that its spectrum management guidelines are necessary to "ensure the integrity of the network for

all carriers." (JSA, 204). BA-NY also obliquely refers to "unresolved technical issues" and the

fact that "much work remains to be completed" with respect to xDSL services. (JSA ~ 203) It

uses these vague inaccuracies to support its subsequent assertion that its unidentified

"guidelines" are necessary to "address one of the many of the technical issues that needed to be

addressed prior to the roll out ofxDSL technology based services." (JSA, 204) These

statements inappropriately invite the conclusion that DSL poses some possibility of "harm" to

the public switched telephone network ("PSW'). As discussed above and in EHG-5, the

engineering issues associated with provision ofxDSL services are appropriately addressed by

industry standards. Therefore, I wish to disp,el any notion the Commission may have ofa risk of

"harm" to the network that could justify a'dditional guidelines as suggested by BA-1'I"Y.

86. "Switched" traffic, as included in the tenn PSTN, refers to voice grade

POTS. That is, the traffic that is being referred to is the switched traffic that transits BA-NY's

.and other carrien' switches and the network ofcircuits between such switches. xDSL-based

data traffic. however. whether carried by CLECs or BA-NY, is no! switched at the BA-NY end

office. Instead, it is splil off from circuit-switched traffic at the CLEC or BA-NY DSLAM in the

'central office before it reaches the switch. and is carried on separate trunk groups via a separate

•

34



I

J

89. xDSL services require precisely the same loop that supports traditional

voice telephony. There is no technical difference between the clean copper loops required for

voice and those necessary for DSL service. Thus, no basis exists for a difference in price

between these facilities. Therefore, BA-NY UNE loop rates for xDSL-based services should not
. t

be greater than the UNE loop rate for two-wire analog loops, which is a voice grade copper loop.

These rates should be uniform and governed by TELRlC cost-based pricing principles, including

loop deaveraging.. All BA-NY UNE loops rates must comply with TELRIC cost-based

principles.

90. Likewise, any charges for "conditioning" loops must be based on forward- .

looking TELRIC costs. Since forward looking DSL loops would be "clean" copper, charges

associated with "conditioning" would be nominal. Accordingly, any appropriate charges for

removal of interfering equipment must be charged on a nonrecurring basis. In addition, CLECs

must not be charged for removal of nonstandard equipment that BA-NY may have placed on the

line.

COPPER LOOP PROVISIONING INTERVALS

91. ACI soon will be com~ing with SA-NY in the DSL market. Therefore,

in order to meet the expectations ofour cuStomers, ACI must be able to obtain and provision

copper loops from BA-NY at least as quickly as they are provided to BA-NY's retail arm. Since

copper loops provisioned for DSL are technically indistinguishable from other UNE loops, BA-

NY should be required to provision those loops within the standard interval for UNE loops.

According to the CLEC handbook analog loops are provisioned within five (5) business days.

However, if BA-NY is able to shorten the due date interval for loops supporting its DSL retail

:S Advanced Services O,.tk,. 166; see a/so id at n. 166.
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whichever is shoner. Funher, BA-NY's performance in provisioning xDSL loops, whether

"conditioned" or not, should be reported in its performance measurements.

I hereby swear, under penalty of perjury, that the foregoing is true and correct, to the best of my

knowledge and belief.

/s) E~l'- 1-/ 0~, j

E I. HI Ge'nc. IS

ACI Corp.
7337 South Revere Parkway
Englewood, CO 80III

Dated: April 27, 1999

/.

"/
/

38



FRANK B. STRICKLAND

DIRECT DIAL (404) 253-7702
E-MAIL FBS@WSBLAW.COM

June 9, 1999

VIA HAND DELIVERY

The Honorable Stan Wise, Chairman
The Honorable Robert B. Baker, Commissioner
The Honorable David Burgess, Commissioner
The Honorable Bob Durden, Commissioner
The Honorable Lauren "Bubba" McDonald, Commissioner
Georgia Public Service Commission
47 Trinity Avenue, S.W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30334-5701

Re: BellSouth ass Testing Plan, GPSC Docket No. 8354-U
WS&B File No. 2994-09

Dear Gentlemen:

We understand that members of the Comfnission will consider a motion for
reconsideration pertaining to BellSouth's plan for third-party testing of its operational support
systems ("aSS"), filed June 1, 1999, in the above-referenced matter. We submit the following
comments on behalf of e.spire Communications, Inc., which are not intended to be
comprehensive but rather point out specific areas of particular concern.

e.spire supports the testing of additional unbundled network elements in the upcoming
ass testing. Specifically, e.spire will only gain from such testing if it includes DS-l digital
loops, the testing of combinations, and the testing of xDSL loop provisioning. It is only by
deploying these UNEs that e.spire can compete with BellSouth and in the future.

e.spire is a facilities-based provider of voice and data services in Atlanta and Columbus,
Georgia. e.spire has 36 operational fiber optic networks, 22 voice switches and 66 data switches
nati~nwide. As a data-oriented CLEC, e.spire is particularly dependent upon certain services it
purc~es from BellSouth. e.spire utilizes DS-l digital unbundled loops to provision its flagship
Platinum product. e.spire makes only limited use of2-wire analog loops. In addition to the
Georgia Public Service Commission



WILSON STRICKLAND & BENSON PC
June 9, 1999
Page Two

prohibitive nonrecurring charges associated with BellSouth 2-wire analog loops, such loops are
of limited utility to e.spire because e.spire is increasingly selling integrated voice and data
services, which can only be provisioned over DS-l digital loops.

As for combinations, e.spire would like to see testing of loop/transport and
loop/transport/multiplexing combinations, and extended loop orders. It is critical to note that
BellSouth and every other RBOC have successfully resisted providing combinations to CLECs
for over three and a half years since the passage of the Telecommunications Act through an
exhaustive legal campaign that culminated in the Supreme Court requiring that combinations be
provided. e.spire has hope that the FCC will reiterate that loops, transport, and multiplexing are
unbundled network elements, and will classify extended loops as unbundled network elements.
BellSouth will then have no argument whatsoever at its disposal to prevent it from providing
combinations of these elements and extended loops. At that time, the Georgia Commission
should have assurances, through the upcoming tests, that BellSouth has ass that are fully
capable of handling these combinations, and extended loop orders.

Finally, e.spire currently has an agreement with COYAD whereby e.spire resells
COYAD's DSL services. It is therefore critical to e.spire and other data-oriented CLECs that it
be able to purchase DSL loops on a seamless basis. As BellSouth accelerates its own rollout of
DSL service, it becomes increasingly critical that these loops become a part of the upcoming
tests.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

!
,r Frank B. Strickland

Tiane L. Sommer

Attorneys for e.spire Communications, Inc.

TLS/jms

cc: Helen O'Leary, Esquire, Executive Secretary (20 copies for filing)
Leon Bowles, Telecommunications Section
Jim Hurt, Esquire, Consumers' Utility Counsel
Fred J. McCallum, Jr., Esquire, BellSouth

~ Jim Falvey, Esquire



Li•• Spooner Fosh..
Attorney

Ms. Helen O'Leary
Executive Secretary
Georgia Public Service Commission
47 Trinity Avenue, Room 520
Atlanta, Georgia 30334

June 9,1999

eel.South Telecommunications, Inc.
Legal Department
Suite 376
, 25 Perimeter Center West
Atlanta, Georgia 30346
Telephone: 710-391-2418
Facsimile: 770-391-2812

+
JUNCftt

RECEr/ED
lEGft,L DEPT.

~

Re: Investigation into Development of Electronic Interfaces for
BeliSouth's Operational Support Systems; Docket No. 8354-U

Dear Ms. O'Leary:

Enclosed please find the original, twenty-five copies as well as an electronic
version of BellSouth Telecommunications, Inco's Reply to AT&rs Motion for
Reconsideration of the Commission's Order for Third Party Testing in the above
referenced docket. I would appreciate your filing same and returning the two extra
copies stamped "filed" in the enclosed self-addressed stamped envelope.

Thank you for your assistance in this ~ard.
,'l

Sincerely,

'dwu$~
Lisa Spooner Foshee

EnclOsures

cc: Parties of Record



BEFORE THE
GEORGIA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re:

Investigation Into Development of
Electronic Interfaces for BellSouth's
Operational Support Systems

)
)
)
)
)

Docket No. 8354-U

BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.'S REPLY TO
AT&T'S MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION OF TIIE

COMMISSION'S ORDER FOR TInRD PARTY TESTING

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. ("BellSouth'') objects to AT&T's Motion for

Reconsideration of the Commission's Order for TItird Party Testing. AT&T did not cite

one single legal or factual ground upon which the Order should be reconsidered. Rather,

AT&T simply argued that the Commission's failure to adopt AT&T's proposal ip its

entirety was wrong. AT&T's displeasure with the Order, without any other support,

hardly constitutes grounds for reconsideration of the Order.

Ironically, the Order that AT&T wants reconsidered reflects the numerous AT&T

requests regarding third party testing that the Commission has granted. For example, in
,l

the December 22, 1998 pleading, AT&T afgued that the Commission must institute third

party testing of BellSouth's OSS. (Petition, at 3-4). The Commission granted this

request in the Order, over BellSouth's objection. Second, AT&T argued that BellSouth

should be required to absorb all costs associated with third party testing. (Petition, at

13)("[t]hird party testing will help BellSouth meet its legal obligations and its evidentiary

burden and thus BellSouth should bear these costs.'') The Commission granted this
,

requ~st also. (AT&T Motion, at 2). Finally, AT&T requested that the third party testers

be endorsed by the Commission. (Petition, at 6). The Commission explicitly granted this



request in the Order by stating that "BellSouth shall file a detailed test plan ... the

Commission shall review, and if appropriate, modify this plan to ensure cOl!1pliance with

its order." (Order, at 4).

Despite the Commission's adoption of all of these AT&T proposals, AT&T is still

not satisfied. In fact, AT&T is now contradicting itself and complaining about things it

originally requested. For example, in its Motion AT&T argued that Georgia "could

benefit from experience gained from the testing conducted on Bell Atlantic in New

York." (Petition, at 4). Now, despite the fact that BellSouth's proposed test plan is

modeled after New Yor~AT&T complains that BellSouth cannot "author an independent

third party testing plan that will meet the objectives envisioned by this Commission."

(Motio~ at 3).

In short, AT&T's objections to the Order are not credible. While AT&T tries to

couch its arguments in terms of BellSouth's "bad faith" and inability to devise an

appropriate plan, AT&T's real position is that anything less than full compliance with
/

.1

AT&T's proposed plan will be inadequate~IAT&T's "their way or the highway"

approach is simply not grounds for reconsideration of the Order. 1 AT&T's

uncompromising position that its plan is the only appropriate approach, and the

contradictions in its pleadings, demonstrate that this Motion is nothing more than the next

step in AT&T's longstanding attempt to delay BellSouth's entry into long distance.

BellSouth has worked diligently to submit a Master Test Plan that complies with

both the letter and the spirit of the Commission's OSS Order. The Plan covers each of

2



the topics set forth in the Order. The Plan is thorough, fair and appropriate. To the extent

that the Commission has any questions about the Plan, BellSouth will wor~ with the

Commission to ensure that the Plan meets all of the Commission's goals and

requirements. AT&T has not raised any specific issues with the Plan, nor could it, that

would constitute grounds for reconsideration of the Order. Rather, AT&T simply argued

that because it wasn't AT&T's plan, it wasn't the right plan. The Commission should not

condone such tactics.

For the aforestated reasons, BellSouth respectfully requests that the Commission

deny AT&T's Motion for Reconsideration of the Commission Order for Third Party

Testing.

This ~~daYOfJune, 1999.

BELLSOUTII TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.

125 Perimeter Center West
Room 376
Atlanta, Georgia 30346
(770) 391-2416

I AT&T's position is clear: "only the" (when the Commission adopts AT&T's plan) can this Commission
and all CLECs be assured that the test will proceed in an unbiased manner with test objectives that will
better assure that competition will develop." (Motion, at 4Xemphasis added)

3



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
Docket No. 8354-U

This is to certify that I have this day served a copy of BellSouth
Telecommunications, Inc.' s Reply to AT&T's Motion for Reconsideration of the
Commission's Order for Third Party Testing upon known parties of record, as follows:'

Jim Hurt, Director
Tammy Stanley, Esq.
Consumers' Utility Counsel
2 MLK, Jr. Drive, Plaza Level East
At1an~GA 30334-4600

Charles A.H~ Esq.
Gerry, Friend & Sapronov, LLP
Three Ravinia Drive, Suite 1450
Atlan~ GA 30346-2131

Suzanne W. Ockleberry
AT&T
1200 Peachtree Street, NE
Suite 8017
Atlan~GA 30309

Charles V. Gerkin, Jr.
Chorey, Taylor & Feil
Suite 1700, The Lenox Building
3399 Peachtree Ro~ N.E.
Atlan~ GA 30326

David I. Adelman
Sutherland, Asbill & Brennan
999 Peachtree Stree~ N.E.
Atlanta, GA 30309-3996

John P. Silk
Georgia Telephone Association
1900 Century Boulevard, Suite 8
Atlan~ GA 30345

r
,7

1

Newton M. Galloway
Newton Galloway & Associates
Suite 400 First Union Bank Tower
100 South Hill Street
Griffin, GA 30229

Kent Heyman, General Counsel
MGC Communications
3301 N. Buffalo Drive
Las Vegas, NV 89129

John M. Stuckey, Jr.
Terri M. Lyndall
Webb, Stuckey & Lindsey
Harris Tower, Peachtree Center
233 Peachtree Street, 14tb Floor
Atlan~GA 30303

Frank B. Strickland
Wilson, Strickland & Benson
One Midtown Plaza, Suite 1100
1360 Peachtree Street. NE
Atlan~GA 30309

Carolyn Tatum Roddy
Sprint Communications
3100 Cumberland Circle
Atlan~ GA 30339

Patrick K. Wiggins
Wiggins & Villacorta
2145 Delta Boulevard, Suite 200
Tallahassee, FL 32303



Richard M. Rindler
Swidler & Berlin
3000 KS~ NW, Suite 300
Washington, DC 20007

Robert A. Ganton
Regulatory Law Office
Dept. Army
Suite 700
901 N. Stuart Street
Arlington, VA 22203-1837

Peter C. Canfield
Dow Lohnes & Albertson
One Ravinia Drive, Suite 1600
Atlanta, GA 30346

James M. Tennant
Low Tech Designs, Inc.
1204 Saville Street
Georgetown, SC 29440

Peyton S. Hawes Jr.
127 Peachtree Street, NE
Suite 1100
Atlanta, GA 30303-1810

I~

,"/

Tom Bond
Georgia Public Service Commission
47 Trinity Avenue, Room 520
Atlanta, GA 30334

Mark Brown
Director of Legal and Government Affairs
MediaOne, Inc.
2925 Courtyards Drive
Norcross, GA 30071

Martha P. McMillin
MCI WorldCom
6 Concourse Parkway, Suite 3200
Atlanta, GA 30328

2

James G. Harralson
BellSouth Long Distance
32 Perimeter CenterE~
Atlanta, GA 30346

Charles F. Palmer
Troutman Sanders LLP
5200 NationsBank Plaza
600 PeachtreeS~ NE
Atlanta, GA 30308-2216

Judith A. Holiber
One Market
Spear Street Tower, 32nd Floor
San Francisco, CA 94105

Laureen McGurk Seeger
Morris, Manning & Martin
1600 Atlanta Financial Center
3343 Peachtree Ro~NE
Atlanta, GA 30326-1044

Daniel Walsh
Assistant Attorney General
Office of the Attorney General
40 Capitol Square
Atlanta, GA 30334-1300

Special Assistant Attorney General
Georgia Public Service Commission
47 Trinity Avenue, Room 520
Atlanta, GA 30334

Cecil L. Davis Jr.
NEXTLINK Georgia, Inc.
4000 Highlands Parkway
Smyrna, GA 30082

Brian Sulmonetti, Director
MCI WorldCom
6 Concourse Parkway, Suite 3200
Atlanta, GA 30328



Jeffrey BI~enfeld

Elise P. W. Kiely
Blumenfeld & Cohen
1615 M Street, N.W.
Suite 700
Washington, DC 20036

This 9lh of June, 1999.

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
125 Perimeter Center West, Room 376
Atlanta, Georgia 30346
(770) 391-2416

107983

:fT~""t~~1 ~
Fred McCallum Jr.
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