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1 P-R-O-C-E-E-D-I-N-G-S

2 WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 16, 1998

3 (3:20 p.m.)

4

5 (Checklist Item No.7)

6 MR. WHITE: I would like to

7 go on the record now. This is calling for

8 this collaborative session in Project No.

9 16251, investigation of Southwestern Bell

10 Telephone Company's entry into the Texas

11 interLATA telecommunications market.

12 My name is Eric White, and along

13 with me for Commission Staff is Lynne

14 LeMon. Let's have introductions.

15 MR. WECKEL: My name is Torn

16 Weckel, W-e-c-k-e-l, Southwestern Bell.

17 MR. KETTELL: David Kettell,

18 K-e-t-t-e-l-l, AT&T.

19 MS. CHAMBERS: Julie

20 Chambers, AT&T.

21 MS. HOLT: Sandra Holt,

22 AT&T.

23 MR. PRICE: Don Price,

24 MCI/WorldCom.

25 MS. LaVALLE: Kathleen
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1 LaValie, AT&T and TCG.

2 MS. ESCOBEDO: Pat Escobedo,

3 MCI and WorldCom.

4 MS. MURRAY: Kelly Murray,

5 Southwestern Bell Telephone Company.

6 MS. MARKS: Mary Marks,

7 Southwestern Bell.

8 MR. AUINBAUH: Mike

9 Auinbauh, Southwestern Bell.

10 MS. LeMON: Is that

11 everyone?

12 MS. AQUADRO: Karen Aquadro,

13 A-q-u-a-d-r-o, Southwestern Bell.

14 MS. LeMON: In this

15 c9llaborative process Item 7 is called,

16 "Access to 911, E911, directory assistance

17 and operator call completion services."

18 There were four recommendations from the

19 PUC on this item.

20 The first recommendation was, for

21 the record, Southwestern Bell shall provide

22 a compare file to each CLEC so the CLEC can

23 verify the accuracy of 911 database

24 information it has submitted with the

25 actual entry by Southwestern Bell.
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1 services via UNE combinations to do the

2 comparison that is in the spirit of this

3 recommendation.

4 MS. LeMON: Are there any

5 comments further on Issue No.1? Okay.

6 Issue No. 2 states, "Pursuant to

7 the mega-arbs, Southwestern Bell shall not

8 remove customer data from the directory

9 assistance (LIDB) database when a new

10 customer is served through UNEs."

11 Does Southwestern Bell have a

12 summary of their response?

13 MR. WECKEL: Well -- this is

14 Tom Weckel, Southwestern Bell. To

15 s~arize my presentation this morning,

16 first, separating it out by the LIDB part,

17 and then secondly to go into directory

18 assistance part of that recommendation.

19 For the LIDB database,

20 Southwestern Bell has implemented a process

21 change as of January 1, 1998 that dealt

22 with not removing records on UNE orders

23 that was converting to go a CLEC. And that

24 process is in place, and I believe I heard

25 this morning that it has been tested by one
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1 of the CLECs and they are in agreement with

2 it, but I'm sure they will speak to that.

3 Southwestern Bell feels that this

4 change that we implemented as of July 1,

5 which is a totally mechanized change --

6 it's the final phase of the process we put

7 into implement the mega-arb order -- fully

8 meets the recommendation in this case. On

9 the second item, on OA, my presentation

10 this morning was going through a flowchart

11 for UNE orders on directory assistance,

12 listing flow.

13 That listing flow, in a synopsis,

14 would be starting with the electronic

15 ~nterface of the CLEC to LEX or EOI into

16 our LASR system which would issue an order

17 to -- or issue a request to our service

18 order retrieval and distribution system.

19 That system then identifies the

20 orders that day -- any service orders that

21 day that affects our accounts or any

22 account and generates a flat file that is

23 used by directory listings interfaces --

24 that is, processed by directory listing

25 interfaces to remove directory listing
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1 information and populate our white page

2 listings database.

3 From that point, that listing

4 information also is passed through a --

5 passed through on a daily update flat file

6 to our directory assistance database so

7 that orders or requests for a change of a

8 local service provider will continue and

9 maintain the customer listing information

10 in our directory assistance database.

11 That is what the system is

12 designed for, and we feel that that system,

13 when it has valid service order requests,

14 will meet the Commission's order to not

15 delete listings out of our DA database.

16 Going further, in summarizing the comments

17 that we made as far as any problems that

18 we've identified and are continuing to

19 investigate with this process, we are

20 implementing a fix on listings that get out

21 of sync or service order requests that

22 get out of sync where we actually remove

23 the Southwestern Bell account information

24 and replace it with a request by a CLEC for

25 their account information, which includes
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1 the directory listing information.

2 That fix will be implemented in a

3 January time frame, after our white page

4 directory database replacement. And once

5 that fix is in place, that will re-sync up

6 any orders of which we feel there are not

7 many but few that would get out of sync

8 because of order -- ordering processes

9 and -- or OSS processes.

10 Based on that, we feel that this

11 system that is used -- similar -- that is

12 the very same process from the service

13 order retrieval system distribution to our

14 directory assistance databases, the same we

15 use for our retail environment, as also

16 resale environment, and therefore would

17 meet the Commission's recommendation in

18 this checkpoint.

19 MS. LeMON:. Comments?

20 MR. KETTELL: David Kettell,

21 from AT&T. I guess I would like to add a

22 couple of things. One, that we confirmed

23 today that the LIDB database is used for

24 Caller 10 information, that there have been

25 some issues of some out of sync conditions
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1 there were inaccurate information we had

2 provided there.

3 The updates to LIDB for the

4 ability to claim that LIDB record, actually

5 the updates were started to be provided in

6 the July time frame. It turned out that

7 that was only for conversion orders, and it

8 was September 8th when that system was

9 updated for new orders, and we've just

10 begun to test that.

11 So we don't know if that is in a

12 proper working state or not. And also, I

13 guess, further to the chart that was

14 described today that kind of shows that the

15 9.11 information is picked up from the

16 BU-340 also. So that kind of ties together

17 that.

18 MS. CHAMBERS: Regarding

19 directory assistance, today is the first

20 that we have learned about the problem

21 regarding the coordination of the

22 disconnects and the service order.

23 And it's our understanding that

24 the information could be deleted. It's

25 also unclear why that might happen or when
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1 that might occur, and we are concerned that

2 Southwestern Bell does not fully yet

3 understand the cause of the problem. The

4 fix will not be in place till after the

5 ALPSS system on December 31st.

6 And it may take -- our

7 understanding is that it may take some time

. 8 after that. However, Southwestern Bell is

9 trying to get it done as soon as possible

10 in January. We understand there is a

11 fundamental disagreement regarding the

12 retention of unchanged customer

13 information.

14 In fact, Southwestern Bell had

15 responded to AT&T in an RFI that the ALPSS

16 system, once the system is in place, the

17 program, to provide retention of unchanged

18 customer listings as ordered by the PUC,

19 will be made available. In fact, we were

20 today that that answer to the RFI is

21 misleading and is, in fact, incorrect.

22 I think it's just fair to say

23 that we strongly believe the recommendation

24 has a different intent. And once again,

25 that goes to the fundamental disagreement.
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1 We do not believe that continuity in

2 reducing the time frames regarding the

3 actual listing information at all goes to

4 the heart of those recommendations.

5 MR. PRICE: Don Price, with

6 MCI!WorldCom. And just to follow-up

7 briefly on that last point, we discussed

8 today that Southwestern has made or did

9 make a corporate decision to treat certain

10 types of UNE orders as disconnects and new

11 connects, and it is that process at the

12 heart of their processes, if you will, that

13 leads to the potential for their being an

14 out-of-sync condition with the DA listing

15 and that leads to the problem of having --

16 it leads to the problem that led to this

17 recommendation.

18 And I think that goes to the

19 fundamental disagreement that AT&T

20 mentioned.

21 MS. LeMON: Okay. Are there

22 any other comments?

23 MR. WECKEL: We would like

24 to respond to some of these comments on the

25 record; and that is, that Southwestern Bell
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1 is, at least based on the comments, it may

2 be clear that from the LIDB standpoint we

3 did make a conversion.

4 We did make a change to our LIDB

5 database so that records would not be

6 deleted on UNE conversion orders which, in

7 this recommendation, it talks of new

8 connects, but it would be interesting to

9 know that, you know, if there is a new

10 customer and there is no information in the

11 database, somebody needs to populate it.

12 As far as the DA comments that

13 were made, yes, there is some fundamental

14 problems. But we don't feel that they are

15 ~~th the "directory systems database. We

16 feel it's probably some service order

17 issues. And in regards to the comment made

18 by Mr. Price, yes, Southwestern Bell had

19 made a business decision on how to maintain

20 the integrity of its database of which this

21 decision applies to its own retail

22 listings.

23 It is not just for listings on

24 UNEs or in the competitive environment.

25 MS. LeMON: Okay. I would
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ALJHowardSieget
Public Utility Commission ofTexas
1701 N. Congress Avenue
Austin, TX 78701

R.: Project No. 20D0D

Dear Judge Siegel:

This letter respond8 to AT&T and Mel's latest motions requesting a "technical
conference" on the ass testing process. Rather than supporting their request, AT&T
and MCI's pleadings serve as the most effective evidence to date of the efforts of these
carriers to both delay and Inappropriately Influence the results of Telcordfa's final test
report.

SWBT has demonstrated its Willingness.and abilItY to design, Implement and test the
best ass systems available in the country. We stand ready to work closely with any
party wishing to operate In Texas. We believe Telcordfa's report wUI fully validate these
facts, and the fact that SWBT'8 ass systems are operationally ready to handle
commercial volumes of CLEC traffic. However, we simply cannot let misstatements
about the capabilities of our systems, or the obvious delaying tactics employed by
AT&T and MCI pass without comment

For example, AT&T attempts to'blame the alleged "Joss" of "over 1/3 of the orders
passed by AT&T to sec in the capacity tear' on supposed short comings in SWBT's
ass systems. This claim simply Is untrue. The file transfer method utilized by AT&T
without notice to SWBT - resulted in SWBT never receMng the lSRs. There was no
"breakage" or defect in SWBT's ass systems, only a faUure on the part of AT&T to
follow appropriate procedures In notifying SWBT concerning the manner in which it
intended to send Its test orders.

Similarty, AT&T claims that a service outage experienced during Its service Readiness
Testing (SRl) somehow IIdlagnoeea" a llfundamental problem" with the OSS test In
reality, this Incident was unrelated to and had no impact on the test whatsoever. The
specific order type in question is unique to AT&T's special project of converting its
embedded base of resale customers (with customized routing) to UNE-P. A copy of

~i1
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ALJHowardSlegei
July 13, 1999
Page 2

. swsrs letter of July 1. 1999. responding In detail to AT&'rs complaint. is at1ached.
swaT will continue to wor1c with AT&T on the conversion of Its embedded customer
base through normal business channels.

Finally, AT&T asserts that the OSS capacity tests did not fuDy test the 'mplementation
of the ordering and FOC processes,· because FOCs were returned to AT&T "without
even the standard query as to whether faciJJties would be available to meet the order.·
These allegations reflect a lack of knowledge concerning the process. In fact. no such
query is part of the ordering or distnbution process. CLECs have the ability to see
facilities availabDtty as a 2re-order ~nctlon, which was tested as part of both the
functionality and capacity tests. AT&Ts statements are disingenuous at best.

On July 8, 1999, Commission staff announced that it would hold a technical
presentation on interim testing results on July 22, 1999. Telcordla will issue a written
report. and will be available to answer questions at that presentation. Moreover, all
interested parties will be given a chance to file written commen18 on the Interim report.
Such a presentation and opportunity for comment is more than sufficient to address
testing status. The dangers Inherent in allowing a "technical conference- along the lines
advanced by AT&T and MCI is amply demonstrated by the incorrect and one-sided
version of the facts presented by AT&'rs pleading.

To the extent AT&T and MCI claim that a "technical conference- is necessary to discuss
re-testing procedures, both of these carriers have direct access to Tetcordla and
Commission staff, and may confer on a technical basis or otherwise concerning the
scope of the .re-test at their discretion. As noted in SWB"s letter of June 29, there is
no need for a technical conference to address items that are dealt with on an on-golng
basis as part of the carrier-to-aarrier testing process.

The numerous pleadings filed by AT&T and MCI in this Docket complaining of virtually
every aspect of the OSS test demonstrate that these caniers have had ample
opportunity to present their views concerning any alleged Insufficiencies In the carrier
t<>-carrier test. Other than delay, there is no need to present another forum .for such
complaint The request for a "technical conference- should be denied.

If you have any questions concerning the above, please give me II caD.

v~ery~Iy yours,

. fi
Key ·.M~
Senior Counsel -

Attachment

cc: All parties of record (hand deliver or via facsimRe)
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July 1,1999

VIA FACSlMILE

Mr. Rim Wren
Repema1 Presidmt - Southwest
AT&T
5501 LBJ Freeway
Suite 800
Dallas. TX 75240

DearRiaD:

First orall lex me apolop for t= service dismpUOD experienced by you and the
other customers ofAT&T. Customer service is extremely~t to SWBT
and we treat all scmce matters with &,great deal ofcare. As, you Jcaow. we
offered "vera! months 810 to Work with you to move to unbundled Z2etWOrk
elements tb~ embedded bile ofresale customers that AT&.T bas built over th~ last
3 years in Texas. unronunarc1y, AT&.Thas not soUJbt to woIt with SWBT to
mov~ those customers u a coordiaated project.

The simatioDS you have expedmc:ed during your Service Readiness Testing
(SRT) illustrate the very reasons our camplDies coopcmtiYdy pursue and wozk
through tests such u these. 10int testiDa 11l0ws our companies to identify issues
and resolve them collaborativei)'. Our tams Ire holdiDI weekly calls to ensure
that these issues receive the PEOper atteDtion. We are supponive ofthe testma
process and will continue 110 wod: with ATIl.T to RSOlve issues. The by to .
progress will be for our teams to continue working together to address issues u
they arile, usins the processes that we havejointly developccJ in other 1mIU.

The specific situation that prompted your phone call to me hu been investipted.
!he service disruption expcrien=l wu related to theprovisicxliDa olSWBI'I
AD: plalform. which is associated with the eustomizl:d routine fea1ute ofAT&.rs
resale services. Apt'Ocesa wu in place to address AT&T's specific situation of
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July 1.1999

movm, resold accounts with customized routinJ to ONE; however, the process
did not work as intended. An improved interim process bu been imp1cmcDted
leading up to our deployment of& lonl-tcm solution in mid-AupsL

The specific order type AT&T submitted d.mm& this SR.T is UDique to ATIz.T.
With AT&T's SEated intention to ablDdon the resale ma:rbt. the scope ofthis t)o'Pe
oCordcrwill in all probability be limited to AT&.T"I project ofmovinl its
embedde4 base ofresold customers. It was probably in recaption olthe
uniqueness of this order type that neither ATIz.T nor anyone else in the indusuy
identified this as a scenario dW required pnMsiODiDg in the fUnctionality portiOD

of the ass test. In my event. the problems )'011 experienced were not a result of
OlD' ass intc:rDce.

Despite the uniqueness ofyour embedded base ofEeS&1e custamezs, we reiterate
our offer to help coordinate this project ofmoving your existiD& resale customers
to unbundled netWork elemeD1l. In the event you instead desire to utilize this
unique order type as part ofa coordinated test prior to the next.phase ofyour
service readiness assessm~ we wiD be glad to pro\ide the necessary
coordination OD that as well. M you move forward. with your market expansion
plans. please do not hesitate to request our assistance wbm a project ofthis nature
arises apin.

I am fully confident that SWBT wl1l continue to provide AT&.T with a high level
ofcustomer service. Ow' commitment to this belief is backed by the myriad of
pc:rf'ormance measures and associated damage provisions currently in place, wbtcb
were sought by ATIr.T mel~ by the CommiJsion. These measures will
provide mote than adcquaze iDfonnation reprdiDg our perfonnaace for AT&T to
putSUe its aaalysis and evaluation.

Rim. as you know, we have literally thousands ofemployees working with
AT&.T across a wide varicIy ofUonts. It is inevitable that some Wlures, mch u
those you identified in)'OUr Jetter. wiD occur. We expect that you will inform us
on a thneIy buis ofmy pattem ofnrviceproblems that you see developiq IS

they become appanar. 10 that we can promptly address lIlY seDeric resolution to
such savice problems. JD fixinl every iDdividualleMCC outap IS it was
identifieclandpromptly improvina the processes to avoid these problems on bo1h
a shon-=mlDClloDl-tenD basil. I believe that we demcmstrated our commianent
to accommodatinl AT&r. market expansion plaDl.
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Pap 3
July 1,1999

I encourap you to contiJwe with your mubt expansion plaDL We are Rady to
handle all ofyour commercial orders. iDcludiD& the 4,000 pel' day you mentioned
in your letter.

SiDcerely.

5
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Accessible
@ Southwestern Bell

"Minutes from December 21,1999 CLEC User Forum Follow-Up Conference Call"
- Arkansas, Kansas, Missouri, Oklahoma and Texas

Date: January 3, 2000

Number: CLECOO-002

Contact: Southwestern Bell Account Manager

This Accessible Letter serves to distribute the Minutes from the CLEC User Forum
follow-up conference call held on December 2 Ist. In the attachments you will find the
following:

• Minutes
• Attendee List
• Action Item Log

Please direct any questions to your Account Manager.

Attachments

Page 1



SWBT CLEC User Forum
Conference Call

Tuesday, December 21, 1999,..., 10:00 AM - 12:00 PM

Welcome and Introductions

SBC opened the meeting with a roll call of all attendees. A list of attendees is included as
Attachment 1 to these minutes.

SBC reviewed the action items identified during the December 7, 1999 User's Group
meeting. Accessible Letter CLEC99-187 with the list of action items is Attachment 2 to
this document.
• Related Service Order Processing Update
• Interim Solution for Issuing User IDs
• Current List of Recipients of Broadcast Faxes
SBC requested that the first bullet be addressed last because of the volume of information
and the CLECs concurred.

INTERIM SOLUTION FOR ISSUING USER IDS

The first topic for discussion was the interim solution for issuing User IDs. SBC stated
that the current process is status quo. User IDs are provided within 10 business days.
SBC requested feedback on a new proposed process. The new process would include
providing each CLEC with a block of generic IDs. Allowing the CLEC to manage the
IDs internally, including the reassignment of their IDs. In the event an employee left
their company the CLEC would be able to reassign that ID and password.

SBC requested that two CLECs volunteer to trial this new process which will begin early
in 2000. MCIW, KMC Telecom and Birch Telecom volunteered. SBC will meet with
these CLECs the second week of January 2000 to work through the process and negotiate
the total number of User IDs provided to each CLEC. The trial will begin the latter part
of January. The trial should run for approximately two weeks. The initial meeting with
the volunteer CLECs will be via conference call and Steve DeWitt will send notification.
The trial will be set up through the Account Managers.
• KMC Telecom - Alex Cedillo, Account Manager
• MCIW - Raymond Hebert, Account Manager
• Birch Telecom - Jeanne Hatfield, Account Manager

SBC stated that based on the outcome of the trial, the new process will then be rolled out
to all CLECs.

CURRENT LIST OF RECIPIENTS OF BROADCAST FAXES

A list of current Broadcast Fax distribution information was forwarded to Account
Managers. The Account Managers and CLECs will review the list to ensure that all
information is correct. If any changes need to be made, this can be done through normal
CLEC profile procedures. This review is the first step in the investigation into changing
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to an e-mail notification process rather than the current Broadcast Fax process. However,
there are a few area~ that need to be researched prior to the implementation of this
change, for example, investigating the security of transmitting this type information via e
mail.

RELATED SERVICE ORDER PROCESSING UPDATE

SBC investigated the related service order process and identified seven areas that
represent potential processing problems. In addition, SBC has provided, where possible,
the short-term and long-term solutions to these problems.

Address
Incorrect Address on LSR
Short Term: Create mechanized report that identifies conversion orders scheduled for
dispatch. The LSC will work the report three times daily. LSC will investigate and take
corrective action. The report will be available 1-14-2000 with training available 2-1
2000.
Long Term: Address validation edit proposed in CMP.

Discrepancy of End User Address on CSR
Example: Community name does not agree with PREMIS database; or master and bill-on
account are different.
Short Term: Provide additional CLEC documentation on how to determine LSR address
input for conversion activity or call the LSC with individual issues. Accessible Letter
with guidelines will be distributed by 1-14-2000.
Long Term: Pursue investigation ofroot cause of this problem and implement corrective
action.

Master and Bill-on With Discrepancy in LOC Info
Example: Master Suite 18 and Bill-on Des Ste 18.
Short Term: Provide CLECs with documentation on how to process LOC DES
information and additional documentation for LSC/FACs. Accessible Letter will be
distributed by 1-14-2000. The LSC will be given instructions on how to handle LSRs
when this problem occurs and the order falls out for manual handling.
Long Term: Under investigation.

Facilities
Conversion Activity With the Addition ofNew Service
The problem occurs when orders are submitted with a conversion and new service on the
same service order and the new service must be CF'd because there are no facilities.
Short Term: Mechanized notification of facility shortages (1-2-2000). Orders that fall out
for exception handling will be issued as a separate order for new service. The CLEC will
be notified when there is a facility issue on this type order. The CLEC will then make the
decision of either holding the entire order or working as separate orders.
Long Term: This process will be mechanized.

AML - Multiplexar. which necessitates need for manual assignment.
Short Term: Rectify reassignment of facilities in some centers by immediate process
improvement, documentation and training.

Page 3



Long Tenn: Eliminate need for manual assignment.

Due Date Changes/Supps
The problem occurs if the due date does not get changed on all orders. The orders
become disassociated.
Short Tenn: Pursue investigation of timely handling of due date changes. Pursue·
mechanized report that identifies discrepancy in due dates on conversion orders. Pursue
system enhancement for 'D', 'c' and 'N' orders to have dependencies for completion.
Long Tenn: Under investigation. Requires the coordination of systems.

Charter Number
Short Tenn: Provide Accessible Letter for CLEC ordering requirements by 12-29-1999.
Long Tenn: Mechanically generate service orders; System requirements by 12-31-1999
and IT Target release by 1-10-2000.

CompletionIPosting Service Orders
An additional team is investigating this situation and is being integrated and they will be
looking at all orders, how the order completes and how the order posts. The team will be
looking at process improvements and providing a more timely ordering process and
incorporating a process that will ensure that all orders remain synchronized through
posting.
There was discussion on possible scenarios where this problem may occur.
Short Tenn: Specialized team evaluating and monitoring completions and posting of
service orders.
Long Tenn: Under investigation.

Premature Cuts
There was discussion on possible causes for this situation and SBC stated that the
majority of these problems occur when there is a late change to the due date. When there
is a late change to the due date, downstream departments may not receive the change in
time to make adjustment. If this situation occurs, additional transactions must be
submitted to restore the customer's service. There was additional discussion on the time
frame needed to resolve the synchronization problem. SBC stated that multiple systems
and vendor input must be coordinated to resolve this issue. A CLEC stated that this is
their #1 issue.
Short Tenn: Pursue root cause analysis. Pursue training and awareness.
Long Tenn: Under investigation.

Busy Collocation Pairs
Current procedure disconnects collocated pairs five days after due date. this procedure
was established to provide CLEC's with the ability to reestablish service for the same end
user in a timely manner. SBC stated that if the CLEC community would be better served
with a shorter interval that their needs could be addressed. There was discussion among
CLECs that a 24 to 48 hour interval would better meet their needs. However, many of
the CLECs asked to have time to take this change back to their respective companies and
verify the change internally. SBC stated that this would be a change that would impact
all CLECs, since this change would be for the entire CLEC community. This item will
be revisited during the 1-18-2000 User's Group meeting. SBC made the point that should
this interval be implemented, a new order would be required to reestablish service and the
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same pair may not be available. SBC will investigate to see how long it would take to
make the interval cQange.
Short Term: Pursue root cause and identify improved process for quick reuse ofpairs.
Long Term: Under investigation and awaiting CLEC response.

ACTION ITEM: SBC will investigate to see how long it will take to change the interval.
CLECs will discuss this change internally and notify SBC at the next User's Group
meeting of their decision.

ACTION ITEM: SBC will continue to monitor and evaluate all process improvements
and follow up on all short term and long term solutions to ensure that the processes are
working as designed.

There was discussion on the best time to have the next User's Group meeting. The next
meeting will be 1-18-2000, with the specifics being distributed via Accessible Letter.

ACTION ITEM: SBC will make necessary conference room and bridge arrangements
and send out logistics via Accessible Letter.

There was discussion on how the changes implemented through the User's Group would
be documented and distributed.

ACTION ITEM: SBC stated that all process changes would be addressed in meeting
minutes, Accessible Letters and the CLEC Handbook, as appropriate.

The meeting was adjourned at 11 :30 a.m.
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SWBT CLEC User Forum
Conference Call

Tuesday, December 21, 1999 -10:00 AM -12:00 PM
Attendee List

Attachment 1
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Bannecker, Bob SBC Communications rb5422@txmail.sbc.com

Best, Doreen Allegiance Telecom doreen.best@algx.com

Buerrosse, Bob Allegiance Telecom bob.buerrosse@algx.com

Chambers, Julie AT&T jschambers@att.com

Chanay, Pam Sprint pam.chanay@mail.sprint.com

Conway, Candy SBC Communications c18371@txmail.sbc.com

DeWitt, Steve SBC Communications

Dietrich, Carolyn SBC Communications cd4961@txmail.sbc.com

Gurley, Larry lCG

Hall, Lori AT&T lorihall@att.com

Hoeven, Terry SBC Communications .
Johnson, Jean .. SBC Communications

Kendall, Roseann MCl Worldcom roseann.kendall@wcom.com

Kettler, Patti Birch Telecom pkettler@birchtel.com

King, Kathy SBC Communications mkking@pacbell.com

Lasch, Dick GTE richard.lasch@cc.gte.com

Lee, Judy SBC Communications jxleel@msg.pacbell.com

Marshall, Mae SBC Communications mm2557@txrnail.sbc.com

McFarland, J.D. SBC Communications jm9091@mornaiI.sbc.com

McMillon, Terri MCl Worldcom terri.mcmillon@wcom.com

Montgomery, Sarah Westel, Inc. sarah.montgomery@westeI.net

Nuttal, Gary Sage Telecom gnuttall@sagetelecom.net

Orr, Gerrie SBC Communications

Perkins, Peggy Nextlink

Rogow, Todd MCl WorIdCom
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Trainor, Valerie KMC Telecom

Weger, Misty SBC Communications

vtrain@krnctelecom.com

mw5! 04@txmail.sbc.com

Weissgerber, Marilyn

Wilkes, Cheryl

SBC Communications

SBC Communications
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CLEC User Forum
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Attachment 2

Number Action Item Owner Status Comments
1- 12/07 SBC will make necessary logistical arrangements for the proposal team's SBC Closed

preliminary meeting (via conference bridge) to discuss guiding principles, charter,
deliverables, and to agree on the dates for the three day lock-up, and notify the
proposal team.

2 -12/07 SBC will provide conference bridge information for the status call scheduled for SBC Closed •
12/21 to discuss related service order processing, interim solution for issuing User
IDs, and list ofBroadcast Fax recipients..

3 - 12/07 SBC will review and update, as necessary, the instructions/fonn for SBC Open
requesting user IDs.

4 -12/07 SBC will provide the web site location containing the instructions for SBC Open Escalation contacts have been added to the CLEC
requesting user IDs. Handbook effective 12/21/99.

5 -12/07 SBC will provide the escalation process for issuing User IDs. SBC Open Escalation contacts have been added to the CLEC
Handbook effective 12/21/99

6-12/07 SBC will include an escalation list for the IS Call Center including pager SBC Open Escalation contacts have been added to the CLEC
numbers. Handbook effective 12/21/99

7 -12/07 SBC will pull a list of the Broadcast Fax recipients and provide the lists to SBC Open This list was forwarded to all account team directors
the appropriate Account Managers. for review with CLECs and will update the CLEC

profiles.
8 -12/07 SBC will review the notification process and ensure that the notifications are SBC Open Proposed future agenda item

handled immediatelv.
9-12/07 SBC will look into the process ofnotifying CLECs of network outages and SBC Open Proposed future agenda item

cable cuts.
10 - 12/21 SBC will facilitate trial to establish procedures for providing each CLEC SBC Open Kickoff conference call will be held with SBC and

with a block of generic User IDs to be managed by the CLEC internally. trial participants on 1/10/00.
11- 12/21 SBC will create mechanized report to identify conversion orders scheduled SBC Open

for dispatch incorrectly by 1-14-2000 and will begin training by 2-1-2000.
12 - 12/21 SBC will distribute Accessible Letter by 1-14-2000 to provide SBC Open

documentation to CLEC on how to detennine LSR address input for
conversion activity.

13 - 12/21 SBC will distribute Accessible Letter by 1-14-2000 to provide SBC Open
documentation to CLECs on how to process LOC DES infonnation.

14 -12/21 SBC will provide mechanized notification of facility shortages by 1-2- SBC Open
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2000.
15 - 12/21 sac will rectify reassignment of facilities in some centers by immediate sac Open

process improvement, documentation and training.
16 - 12/21 sac will pursue investigation of due date changes to provide more timely sac Open

handling, system enhancement for 'D', 'c' and 'N' order to have
dependencies for completion

17 -12/21 sac will provide Accessible Letter to CLECs addressing Charter Numbers sac Op~n I

and ordering requirements by 12-29-1999, with system requirements by 12-
31-1999 and IT Target release by 1-10-2000.

18 - 12/21 sac will integrate two teams to investigate the completion/posting of sac Open
service orders to provide a more timely ordering process and
synchronization of the orders.

19 - 12/21 sac will continue to evaluate premature cuts to determine the root cause sac Open
and provide training and awareness.

20 - 12/21 sac will investigate the time needed, ifnecessary, to change the interval sac Open
for disconnecting collocation pairs from 5 days to 24 - 48 hours.

21-12/21 CLECs will verify internally if the change for disconnecting collocation All Open
pairs from 5 days to 24 - 48 hours will better meet their business needs and CLECs
will provide this information at the next User's Group meeting on 1-18-
2000.

22 -12/21 sac will make necessary conference room and bridge arrangements and sac Open
will send out logistics via Accessible Letter.

23 -12/21 sac will continue to monitor and evaluate all process improvements to sac Open
ensure that all processes are working as designed.

24 - 12/21 sac will document all process changes through meeting minutes, sac Open
Accessible Letters and the CLEC Handbook, as appropriate.
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