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noted the nc:erl for a bearing on whether the rates were cost-based. ~ 1 18. Neither an

arbitrator nor the State Commis!ion has yet found that SBC's rates comply with these critical

statutory requimnen ts.

c. sse Ia Ndthe.r ProYidin& Nor Olferi.n& NODdiscrimiDatory Aca:ss To Its
OpentiOllJ Support Systems.

Even if SBC were willing to provide everything else that the Act requires on fair and

nonc:tiscriminatory tc1ns, the simple fact would remain that AT&T and other CLECs still lack

the ability to order and provision services for customen though electronic inb:rfaces with SBC',

operations support sY3tems ("OSSW). The importance of scrutinizin~ the extent to which CLECs

are provided nondiscriminatory aoc:ess to SBC's operations support systems cannot be overstated.

As the Commission found in the Local CQI11Detition Order, "it is absolutely neceuary for

rompetitive c:an::ierJ to have access to operations' support .!ysterns functions in order .to

successfully enter the local service market." Order 1 521 (emphasis addcdV' And under

Section 251 (c)(3) , an incumbent LEe must provide competitive carri.en with elcdronic access

to the incumbent's OSS that is at least "the same" as or "equal [0· what it provides to itself.

Order "518,519. 523;~ Pfau Aft. 110. Accordingly, the Commission ordered incumbent

LEes to provide nondixriminatory ac.cess by January I, 1997. Order l' 316, 516-17, 525.

l' S9: aJso id.. 1 522 ("ope.ra.tions support systems functions are e.!!eOtial to the ability of
competiwts to provide services in a fully competitive local se:vice market"); 12. , 518 rif
competing Ciitricn are unable to pcrfann the functions of pre-ordering, ordering,
provisioning, maintenance and repair, and billing for Detwork elements and resale serviceJ in
substantially the aame time and manner that an incumbent can for itself, competing carriers
will be Jrn:Te1Y disadnmaeerl if nO$ J7!'eCluded altogether. from fairly competin~")
(emph.ues added).
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In its Second Order on R.cc.onsideration, the Commiwon cWified that it would no( take

enforcement action against a non-complying LEC if, by January I, 1997, the LEe had

"c:mbfuh[cd] and ma[de] known to requesting carrien the interface design specifications that

the incumbent LEe will use to provide ac.ce.ss to ass functions." Second Order 00 Recons. 1 8

(CC Docket No. 96-98 (released Dec. 13, 1996). The Commission reaffirmed, however,

(1) that incumbent LECs must provide access to operations suppon systems on terms and

conditions "equal to the terms and conditions on which an incumbent LEe provisions such

elements to itself or its customers" Wl , 9); (2) that the "actual provirioo" of such a.ccess "must

be governed by an implementation schedule" &L. 1 8); and (3) that "incumbent LEes that do

not provide access to ass functions. in attordance with the First Repon lJ1ld 01"iU" are not in

full compliance with section 2S1." Id... 1 11 &. n.32 (citing I 271(c)(2)(B».

Given that SBC's implementation schedule extends far beyond this spring, the notion mat

SEC can claim today to have met its ass obliptions is absurd CD its face. ~ Dalton Aft.

"38, 51 k n.21. 64. Indeed, there are three fundamental deficiencies in SHe's ass

compliance III date.

1. VNE-PJatlorm. Fint, by not yet providing AT&T with specification! for

ordering combinations of unbundled elements, SBC bu not complied even with the

Commission's interim requirement that SBC "e.stabfuh and rn.akz known" all interface

spc:cifieatiom by January 1, 1997. Indeed, to achieve the kind of cooperative intereannection

rontempLU.cd by the Act. it u inconceivable that an incumbent could provide eveo specifications

without fint discuuing inter'f.ux iuues with all interested CLECs. Yet, de3pile repeated

Talucsu from AT&T beginning in June, 1996, and de!pite arbitration decisions in five states
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(including Oklahoma), SBC has resisted making serious efforts to develop, Jet alone test,

clcct:ronic intc:rfacc.s for !erving cU3lomers via the platform and oth.cr combinations of unbundled

clements. Falcooe/Tumc.r Aft. 1 10; Dalton AfI. "38-43. SBC wa3 willing to addr'es3 only

a limited fonn of the plAtfonn in negotiations <id... " 40-42) and it! conduct since then has fal1ea

equally short of providing nondiscriminaLory OSS ac.cess for ordering and provisioning UNEs.

2. Resale. Second, SBC has not shown and cannot show that its interfaces

for resale are operationally ready. This is a stark failure, for SBC's resistance to competition

via unbundled network: elements has required AT&T to focus its initial market entry effons on

resale. Here, too, there have been delays. For example. it is increasingly clear that SBC will

not meet the key wget dates set forth in the implementation schedule for ass interfaces adopted

by the Oklahoma colIlInUsion in the SBC-AT&T arbitration. IS NeverthelCM. AT&T expects

to begin testing SBC's Daagate and EDI interfaces for pre-ordc:ring and ordering, respectively,

in T~ on ~y 20. 1997, and hopes to complete testing by August. Dalton Aff. " Sl &

n.21, 64.

Experience suggests, however, that the actual time that will be needed to &et these

~ operationally ready u uncertLin. For example, SBC's merger partner. Pacific Telesis.

led AT&T to believe moow ago that its elo:tronic int.crfa.cc3 were operationally ready and able

to handle competitively significant volumes of orders on a nondiscriminatory basis. This proved

to be untrue: Without tint advising AT&T, Pacific Telesis resorted to manual proces.sing of

AT&T', orden. The bacJdog of pending AT&T orders eventually became so great that AT&T

15 Aooligtjoo of AnI, No. PUD 960000218, Report and Recommendations pp. 6-7
(Nov. 13, 1996) and Order p. 4 (December 12, 1996); Dalton Aff. " 51 & c.21, 64.
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wu campe11cd aignifialntly to cw'1ai1 its marnting c.fforu in California. Dalton Aft. 1 63.

ATkT's cxpc:ric:nc:e with Pacific Telesis underscores that a BOC's mere usertion that its

electronic inte:rfac,e, will provide nondiscriminatory a.c:ce$! cannot be accepted until experience

proves that the a.uertion is true.

To acederate market entry in Oklahoma, AT&T recently decided to test SBC's

proprietary Consumer Easy Access Sales Environment (·C-EASE") system for pre--ordering,

ordering, and provisioning re.sale service to residential customer!. Even if the teSting c.onfinns

that C-EASE work:! as promised, however, C-EASE is not an adequate substitute for the

el.cctronic intma.ces with SEC's ass that the Act requires. It i.s at best an interim solution that

may enable AT&T to enter the residential market in a limited way before the Dataga1.e and EDI

interiiu:::es are ready.

The limitations of C-EASE are inherent in its nature. C-EASE is Dot an interface that

allows AT&T's systems to communicate with SBC's systems. Rather, C-EASE requires an

AT&T ~ce representative to act as an interfa<:.e between the two systems, entering cwtome.r

information fint into the SBC system, and second into the AT&T system. This duplication of

effort i.ncrea.Jes not on1y the time and C03 t of cuJtomer service but also the risk of error. Dalton

Aft. l' 47-50, 53-60. Even far simple residential ordcr3, C-EASE will not provide AT&T with

acc:ess to SBC's ass on t.cnns and conditiortS -equal to the terms and conditioJU on which [SBC]

provUiOD~ .such clements to it3el.f or its customers.· Second Order on Recon. , 9.

Moreover, C-EASE is limited to simple residential resale orders. It cannot be used to

order unbllndled network elements. Dalton Aff. 1 47. Even for resale, it cannot be used to

submit 5Upplc.mc:ntlJ ordc:r3, nor can it be used for wpartial migrations,· when: a customer seeks
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to t::nO"Ye only lOme of it! lines to a difien:nt carrier. ~ 15. & n.23. And SBC's counterpart

syalan for business orden (-B-EASE-), which uses a different operating system, is 30 limited

in its c.apabilitie! u to be unworkable even as an interim, stop-gap measUt'C. ~ " 50, 57-59.

SBC's od\e: rc:sale interf~ (for repair, maintenance, and billing) al!D an: not operationally

ready. Id... f1 71-76.

3. NondkrrimiNtory Moon,!!ce. But even if&!!ofSBC's electronic ass

interfaces were ope.rationally ready. that alone would Dot demODSt:raIe that SBC was providing

AT&T and adler CLECs with ·nondiscriminatory acce.u· as required by Section 251(c)(3j. To

make that showing, SBC must commit to a set of perfonnance me:a.sute3 and produce data that

demonJtrate tha1 the ass 3C.CeSS that CLECs are receiving is in Uct equivale.o.t in terms of

availability, timeliness, accuracy, and completeness to the ass 3Cces3 that SBC providC3 to its

oWn cwtomer representatives. PCau Aff. 17.

Of course, SBC cannot begin to make the required showing at this time because DO

carrier u yet even being provided with electronic acc.ess .. But SBC has refused evCl to commit

to a meaningful measurement plan. Such a plan is essential to permit an objective and vaifiable

a.J5C''Jsment in the future of any claim that SBC is providing CLECs with nondiscriminatory

a.cus.s. hL l' 11-12. 1
'

], The genenl~ quality objectives set by the Oklahoma Corporation Commisnon
are no substiwb: for a mca.rurement plan, becau.se those objectives add..rcss only a limited
nnge of lletVi~ and e.uablish ouleT limit! on performan~ to avoid sanctions. ~ Aff.
, 15. They do not provide the basis for the comparison that Section 251(c)(3) and the
Commiasion'J Local Competition Order requires, which is whether CLEC.s are receiving
~ that is at k:a.st ·'the same'· as, or '''equal to, '. the ass access that SBC provides to

iu o.....n cu3tOmer I'q>re3Ctltatives. kl' 10 (citatioD! omitted).
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1. My name is Nancy Dalton. My busiDe&s address is 5501 LBI Freeway,

Dallas, Texas. I am Southwest Region Business Plann.i.ng Vice President for AT&T Corp.

("AT&T"). In thi5 position, I have r<>....sponsibiliry for business planning for local service

market entry and for negotiations with incumbent Local Exchange Carriers ("LECs") [0

facilitate such market entry. I am the lead negotiator on behalf of AT&T with Southwestern

BeU Telephone Company ("SWBT"), and I have overall management responsibility for the

SVlBT negotiations. Among the matters I have personally focused on in these negotiations is

ensuring SWBT's provision to AT&T of reasonable and adequate electronic interfa.ces for

Operations Support Systems ("'OSS") throughout S'WBT's five-stale repon.

2. I attended and graduated from the Burdett School, a business scbool in

Boston. Massachusetts.

3. Since joining AT&T in 1984. I have held positions in Business

Communications Services (ftBCS "), with responsibility for handling customer inquiries (e. g.. ,
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billing); BCS. with responsibility for developing customer service methods and procedures;

Network Services, with responsibility as a project manager for AT&T network-rdated billincr
o

cooversions required to convert specifIc functions from LEes to AT&T; Consumer

Communications Services ("CCS"), with respoosibility as a project manager for billing

processes for AT&T calline-card and operator-handled calls ~, usage recording, rating.

message processing, bill calculation, bill rendering. payment processing, customer service,

collections. and joumalizatioo); CCS, with responsibility for the AT&T Baldridge

Application research and site visit teams; and the Consumer Communications Local Services

Organization, with responsibility for local market entry planni.ng. In March 1996, I accepted

my current position in the Local Services Organization, where I am responsible for

Southwest Region business pla.nniJJg and negotiations.

4. I have testified on behalf of AT&T in recent local service arbitrations.

as well as before the Oklahoma Corporation Commission (" Oklahoma commission"', on April

15, 1997, regarding ass issues in connection with SWBT's CUrTent application for Section

271 interLATA authority.

n. PVRPOSE A.1"ID StJ"M.'L4.RY OF AFFIDAVIT

5. The purpose of this Affidavit is to discuss SVlBT's assenion that it tw

met the requirements of Secrions 251 and 271 of the Communications Act of 1934, as

amended by the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (~Act"), with respect to OSS.

6. S'WBT has failed to meet the stanJtory requirements for the provision of

nondUlcriminatory electronic access to its OSS, both as regards its existing interconnection

a.c~ments and negotiation of an interconnection agr-...emeDt with AT&T, and as regards its

·2-
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SGAT. As S'WBT affiant Elizabeth Ham has acknowledged, S'WBT is obligated to provide

competitive local exchange carriers ("CLECs M

) v.'itb "at least equivalent electronic a~cess" to

its ass. I nus means that the ass access provided to CLEes by S'"W13T must be at least

-the s.a.me" as,:! or "equal to, "j the OSS access that SWBT provides to its own customer

service representatives in terms of timeliness, accu.racy, and reliability. SWBT's failure to

comply with these standards i..s very troUbling I because proper implementation of

nondiscriminatory OSS access is a key component of the ability of AT&T, or any other

CLEC, to enter into a given local market in a manner that genuinely enables the CLEe to

compete with the incumbent LEC. Ir is no exaggeration to say that electronic acces~ to

SVlBTs ass for pre-ordering, ordering, provisioning, repair and mainrenance. and billing

J Affidavit of Elizabeth A. Ham (Tab 7), " 4-5, 59, qyatine Second Order 00

Reconsideration, Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the
~lecQmmuQkatiQ05 Act Qf 1996, ce Docket No. 96-98 (relca.scd December 13. 1996)
("S~ond Order on Recao."), 1 9.

• First Report and Order, Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the
Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Dock.et No. 96-98 (released August 8, 1996) ('"Local
Competition Order"), , 523 (lithe incumbent must provide the same access to comp~ting

provide~" that it provides to its own customer service representatives); 1 316 ("the
incumbent mUSl provide access to [OSS] functioD.5 under the same terms and conditions that
they provide seIYices to themselves or their customers"); 1518 (competing providers must be
provided with tbe ability "to perform the functioa.s of pre-ordering, ordering,provisioning,
m.tintenance and rcpai.r, and billing for nenwork elements and resale services in substantially
the same time and manner that an incumbent can for itself") (emphasis added).

3 ~ liL , 519 (generally relying upon stAle commission orders "ordering incumbent LEes
to provide interfaces for rOSS] access ~uaJ (0 that the incumbent provides itselr'); 1315
(access must be provided on terms that are .. equaJ to the terms and conditions under whicb
the incurnbenr LEe provisions such elements [0 itself'); Second Order on R.econ., ~ 9 (OS5
access must be "at least equivalent" or "equal to" the access that the incumbent LEe
provides to itself) (emphasis added).
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functioos at parity with SWBT "OI.·ill be a critical (if not the most critical) detenninant of

AT&T' 5 and otber new entrants I ability to provide effective local service competition. ~ This

is because CLECs need these systems in order to ensure thal customers obtain the services

they want, wben they want them, with the quality they demand. and with timely and accurate

billing for the ~rvices provided. Customer satisfaction on such maners is panicularly

important to new entrants trying [0 convince customers thaI switching from S"W"BT to a

different local carrier will not be a "h.a.ssle" and ~'ill provide an overall service experience at

least as good as the customers now experience with SWBT.

7. SWBT's proposed ass inteIfaces are not yet ready to support local

service market ent:I)' at reasonable volume levels such as those planned by AT&T and,

presumably, other large CLECs as well. SWBT thus far has not even reached the stage of

offering any interface specifications that would make it feasible for AT&T to offer local

service by means of the unbundled netWork: element C'UNE") platform (i.e., the combination

of all cenvork elements required to provide local service to customers) that was specifically

authorized in .the Act.' Development of OSS interfaces for UNE.s remains miI-...d in the fmt

4 The Commission has found that nondiscriminatory access to OSS is "abSOlutely necessary"
and indeed "critical," l.Dcal Competition Order, , 521; Second Order on Reecn., , II.

.l Pangrapb 25 1(c)(3) of the Act states: "An incumbent local exchange carrier shall provide
such unbundled netwon: elements in a manner that allows ~esti.ng carriers to combine
such elements in order to provide such telecmnmunications service." This Commission's
Local Competition Order further makes clear that incumbent LEes such as SVlBT must
pro\ide unrestricted access to UNE.s and combinations of UNEs. ~ Loca.1 Competition
Order, " 329, 331, 340, 536. As explained in me accompanying Affidavit of Roben
Falcone and Steven Turner, the platform AT&T seeks to use ~'ould consist of cbe unbundled
loop, network interconnect device, local switching, shared and dedicated transport, signAling
and call-relaIed databases, and tandem switching.

- 4 -
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of seven necessary work stages, as discussed belo';\,'. As described more fully in the

accompanying Affidavit of Rian Wren, SWBT's failure to provide ass access for the UNE

platform is simply one aspect of its overall strategy of trying to discourage u~ of the

platfonn at ever)' tum.

8. SWBT also has not yet provided nondiscrim.i.naIory ass access for

resold services. As discussed in detail below, AT&T and S"W"BT have agreed to use a

specific set of electronic interfaces in order to achieve nondiscriminatory ass access,

including DataGaIe for pre-ordering functions and Electronic Dat3 Interchange ("EDI") for

ordering and provisioning. However, S'WBT will not have these interfaces available as

agreed. Therefore, in order to avoid further delays before it can offer local exchange service

to residential customers, AT&T bas had to agree, as a temporary and inadequate alternative

to such nondiscriminatory ass access, to use certain proprietary S'WBT systems -- such as

the Consumer Easy Access Sales Environment ("C-EASE") system for pre-ordering,

orderin:, and provisioning - to obtain limited access to essential ass functions. However,

these internal S~T systems have inherent defIciencies such that they will not provide

AT&T's customer service repre.s.entatives with the same timeliness, accuracy, or reliability

that SViBT's own representatives will receive. Moreover, as regards the interfaces that

AT&T believes have the potential to provide parity ass access -- and that S"WBT has agreed

to provide - key development issues are still being negotiated, and SV/BT is still in the

process of clarifying and supplementing its own interface specifications. Also, testing of the

critical pre-ordering, ordering, and provisioning interfaces (including the srop-gap C·EA.SE

system) has not been completed, and therefore AT&T cannot yet advise this Commission on

- 5 •
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the adequacy of the test results. Once such results are obtained, S'WBT and AT&T will need

[0 work jointly to address any problems that are revealed, before these interfaces can be

implemented in the marketplace. In sum, S'WBT is far from being able to provide CLEes

with reliable and nondiscriminatory electronic access to its ass capabilities.

m. PROVISION OF OPERATIONS SuppoRT SYSTEMS IS ;'<fOT COMPLETE.

A. Full, Efficient, and Effective OSS Interfaces Are Essential To All CLECs
Both For Resale And For The 'UNE Platform .

9. Operations suppon systems are the computer-based systems and

databases that telecommunications carriers use for a number of vital customer-oriented and

business-suppon functions. These syStems support a variety of carrier interactions with

customers, including:

• pre·ordering activities, such as determining a customer's existing

service. verifying the customer service address, detennining services

and features or UNE.s available to the customer at that address.

assigning telephone numbers. establishing a due dale for service

installation, scheduling a dispatch when necessary, and determinin~ the

loc.g-distance carrier choices avaiLlble for tbe customer's address;

• orderine activities, such as determining wha1 services and features or

UNEs a customer ,,·a.nts, understanding how the customer wants his or

her directory listing to appec11' in the directory assistance bureaus and

white pages, subscribing the customer to a lODi-distance carrier, and

deflll.ing customer blocking requirements ~, 900. collect, et'.):
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repair, and billing is misleading a.I best. AT&T is not intimately familiar with each and

every interface that Ms. lhm discusses in her affidavit, panly because there are a number

that SVlBT has never mentioned during ass negotiations between our two companies. In

some cases, though, it appears from the affidavit that the capabilities of such interfaces are

inferior to (or no better tba.n) the capabilities of the alternative interfaces that AT&T and

SVlBT are a..lready planning to implemeot -- which themselves have not yet been shown to

satisfy the requirements of Sections 251 and 271 of the Act - OT that they cannot handle

large volumes of transactions.

46. In the inrerest of completeness, I will address at least briefly each

interface identified by M.s. Ham as purportedly capable of providing nondiscriminatory ass

access. My maio focus, however, will be on the specific interfaces that AT&T and 5V{BT

currently plan to implement in order to provide AT&:T with access (though not

noodiscrimin.a.I.ory access) to ass.

a. Pre-QrderiN Interfaces

47. EASE. As noted above, AT&T has decided to use cenain proprietary.

internal S'WBT systems, despite their inherent limitations a.od associated excess costs, to

provide resold services to residential customers in order to ensure the earliest possible market

entry. One of these systems is SWBT's Easy Access Sales Environment ("EASE").19

AT&T is currently in the Pl'OCe.5S of testing the operational functionality of one type of EASE

l' AT&T initially informed S'WBT on May 9, 1996 thaI, because of the inadequacies of the
EASE intetface, AT&T would not U~ it. AT&T subsequently notified SWBT on January
26, 1997 of its dedsion to use C·E.ASE on an inrerim basis.
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interface, Consumer WE ("C-EASE"), for pre-ordering activities in connection with resale

of s.ervices to residential customers (as well as for ordering and provisioning for such

residential resale customers, as discussed below). However, EASE will be used only on an

interim basis because, as S\VBT bas acknowledeed,20 it ~ incapable of supporting the lJNE

pl.a.tfonn (or even the ordering of individual UNEs, such as unbundled loops), and because,

even for resale, EASE will not allow AT&T to serve business customers adequately and will

require excessive manual intervention and redundant operations even ,,",here it can be used

~, for residential accounts).

48. SV/BT's C-EASE system has such significant inherent shoncomings for

pre-ordering that, if it is used for very long, AT&T or any other CLEe will be at a

significant competitive disadvantage. AT&T's use of C-EASE on an interim basis for pre-

ordering simply does not afford interfaces comparable to those used by S",;\'BT's service

representatives when they interact with S'WBT's own retail customers. As illustrated in

AItachment 18, because C-EASE is a proprietary SW'BT system, it I"eQuires AT&T's service

representatives to learn and we two differenr sets of screens when interfacing with

customers, Le., SWBT's C-EASE screens a.nrl AT&T's internal system screens. SW'BT's

customer service repre.sentatives, on the other hand, can use one process and one set of

screens throughout the company to bandle customer inquiries. Use of duplicate processes

and screens will increase sales execution time as well as operating costs.

:0 ~ Ham Aft. An. B at 1.
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49. Because of the limitations, constraints, and duplicate or customized work

effons ~, use of mUltiple systems) thaI this will cause, C-EASE cannot provide

nondiscriminatory access to SVlBT's ass pre-ordering functions. Rather, C-EASE will

leave S'WBT wicb a d«ided advantAge iII competing against AT&T and other CLECs for

residential customers. S'WBT's own customer-service representatives clearly will enjoy

quicker and more reliable access to more complete customer information than AT&T's

representati~es will receive using C-EASE. Thus, C-EASE plainly doeS not meet the

nondiscriminarion requ~menu of Sections 251 and 271 for purposes of providing access to

SWBT's ass pre-ordering capabilities.

50. S"WBT's Business EASE (lOB-EASE") system is even more deficient than

C-EASE for pre-ordering, to the point where it does not even provide AT&T with an interim

solution to address the business market segments. In addition to the shortcomings and

constraints described above for C-EASE, B-EASE has other limitations affocting pre-ordering

a.'i well. The B-EA$E pWform (unlike C-EASE, whicb is Windows-based) uses an 05-2

operating system and will therefore require CLECs such as AT&T to usc two tenninals (a..i

opposed to the split-screen arrangement for residential customers). Also, B-EASE is limited

to .Business POTS custome~ with fewer than 30 lines and does not suppon complex business

services, £,.,g., PBXlDID tr'UDks, ISDN, or Centrex. These limitations of B-E.ASE will create

a significantly luger volume of manual processing of orders via fax in ct>mparison to that in

an ED! environmect. EDI is desi:ned to provide electronic processing capabilities for

Business POTS with more than 30 lines and should also suppon electronic processing for

PBX and DID trunk orders.
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51. DataGate. As Ms. Ham states in her affidavit, AT&T bas now begun

testing S'WET's DauGate electronic gateway. Based on the results we have seen to date, our

current plan is evenrually to we DataGaIe for pre-ordering functiODs. Systems interface

testing of the pre-ordering capabilities of Data.Gate for resale has been completed between

AT&T and S'WBT. However, we have Dot yet begun to conduct operational readiness testing

of DataGate with SVlBT under simulated production conditions. Such testing, which is

essential for determining whether DataGate can actually provide parity OSS access in terms

of timeliness, accuracy. and reliability, is scheduled to san in Texas on May 20, 1997, and

our goal is to complete this key phase· within a period of approximately two to three

months.:!

52. Vengate. We are less famj1jar ....·ith S\VBT's Verip1e interface than with

either EASE or DataGate, mainly because SWBT has never suggested to us that Vengate can

provide parity access to SWBT's pre-ordering functions. To the best of my knowledge. the

fLrst we were aw~ of Veriga.te ~'as when we saw it mentioned in SWBT's Oklahoma SGAT

filing this past January. SWBT has never proposed thar we test Verigate or offered to

21 Operational readiness testing of DaraGate i5 planned in conjuDction with ORT for tbe EDI
and CNA interfaces, discussed below. This int~ed end-~nd testing will involve, in
addition to pre-ordering activities, the orciering and provisioning of services; customer billing
(30 days after initial order); receipt, processing, and application of bill payments; and
simulated repair, maintenance, and collections scenarios. AT&T and SWBT will test fLrSt in
Tcxa.s l:x::c:ause thaI is the only state 9r'here AT&T has an approved interconnection agreement
with S'WBT. The time needed subsequently to test in Oklahoma will, of coune, depend io
part on the number and types of problems identified from the tests in Texas. MOfeClver,
even if the Texas tests go smoothly in ~rtain respectS, it is impossible to be sure that the
same positive results will larer bold in Oklahoma, because Oklahoma-specific conditions may
give rise to new problems.
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demonstraIe it to us. Our understanding, though, is that Verigate cannot provide any pre-

ordering capability tb.a1 is not obtaina,ble via EASE or DataGate (and may be less flexible

than DataGa1e i.e terms of the screens that CLECs are able to use). This appears to be

corroborated by Ms. Ham's statement that Verip.ce "was designed for CLSes that do not

want to use EASE or to pursue developmeot of their own graphic user interface, and are oot

ready to use DataGate. ":=

b. Orderinl and Proyisionin~ Interfaces

53. EASE. As noted above in connection with pre-ordcring activities,

although AT&T has also decided to use the C-EASE interface on an interim basis for

ordering and provisioning for residential resale customers, EASE has a number of serious

deficiencies that prevent it from serving as a meaD5 to provide CLECs with

nondiscriminalory access to those OSS functions as well.

54, C-EASE is not connected with AT&T's downstream systems as it is with

S~'BT's downstream systems. AJ an order is processed through C·EASE in SVfBT,

pertinent information is distributed automatically to the appropriate downstream S'WBT

customer account and billin& systems. In addition. S"WBT's customer service representatives

can use one process and one set of systems, termi.nal.s, and screens throughout the company

to handle customer orders. By contraSt, AT&T's customer service representatives will be

required to process some tra.asactions through C-EASE, others d.£.., supplemental orders)

through SVlBT's separate Service Order Retrieval and Distribution ("SORD") system, and

21 Ham Aff. 1 23.
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still others ~t partial migrations)1J manually based on fax transmittals. Use of multiple

syStem screens as well as multiple processes for handling of orden ~, EASE \IS. SORD

vs. fax) will create the need for specialized tni.o.ing and complex meth0d5 and procedures,

and it is sure to lenithen the time a service representative spends making processing

decisions. hence takine away from the time available to spend with customers.

55. Likewise, using C-EASE will fo~ AT&T's customer service

representatives to perform dual entry of customer-order information both into C-.EA~E and

into AT&T's own ordering system, so thaI AT&T's customer account infonnaIion can be
"

stored and fed downstream to billing systems. This would not be the case if SWBT were

offering a~ electronic ordering and provisioning interface that would allow AT&T's ass

and SWBT's ass to "talk" to one another electronically. without AT&T's service

representative acting as a io-between. Dual entry increases the time to complete an order.

thus increasing AT&T's sales execution times as well as costs (also because development is

required to implement a split-screen for use by AT&T's customer service representatives).:~

In addition, it increases the potential for errors. These problems are underscored by the need

for AT&T, in order to use C-EASE. to develop methods and procedures for use of dual

systems by its customer service representatives.

1.3 "Pa.rtial miilAtions" a.re instances where customers cboose to move some but not all of
their lines associated with a given account from one C4Jrier to another.

24 AT&T has analyzed the possibility of using a technique IcDOWD as "screen scraping."
whicb is designed to move information from one screen to another, as an alternative to dual
entry. However, we have concluded that the Dew and unproven "screen scraping"
technology i5, at this point, no better an option for the situation we are facin& with SVlBT
than having service rq>resentatives perfonn dual entry.
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56. Using C-EASE also will make it more difficult for AT&T to track

pending orders and follow through 00 questions or problems. C-EASE will nOl allow AT&T

to receive fum order confirmations or order completion notices electronically for panicular

orders. Instead, AT&T each day ....ill receive a batch me, which it will then have to

download and match against its own order records. Once again, this means increased manual

intervention, time spent, potential for error, and cost.

57. As for B-EASE, as noted above, its use is limited to Business POTS

customers with fewer than 30 lines and does not support complex business services. This

bas sig~cant nmifications for ordering activities. As Ms. Run concedes in ber affidavit,

SW'BT currently has !!Q electronic means to receive and process service requests for business

accounts involving more than 30 lines andIor certa.in complex serving arrangements ~,

multiline hunting, trunk groups, or DID trUnks). Instead, CLECs must submit such requestS

by phone or fax to S'WBT's Local Service Provider Service Center ("LSPSC"), whereupon

S'WBT will rely on "extensive manual coordination" to handle them. 15

58. With respect to the processing of large, complex business orders. S~T

has contended tbat S'W'BT itself handles such orders manually and thaI manual processing for

CLECs therefore achieves parity treattnent. I do.DQ! agree. For AT&T, additional manual

processing and delay are introduced because two service representatives (one from AT&T

and one from SWBT) are Deeded to write, input, fax, and re-input each order. Multiple

personnel and multiple manual ectries are not inherent in the S'WBT environment. Further,

15 Ham Aff. 1 35.
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based on AT&T's experience as a fledgling cue during (he Rochester trial, it is clear thaI

being dependent on an incumbent LEe's manual processes C£:.L, fax machines) can routinely

cause problems such as orders being lost or otherwise mishandled,

59. Finally, EASE's lack of partial migration capability is especially

detrimental in the business marker segments, where (as industry experience with" long-

distance services teaches) it is more likely that customers will choose to buy services from

multiple carriers.

60. In short. SWBT cannot possibly claim thal providing EASE to AT&T or

other CLECs affords parity ass access for purposes of ordering and provisioning.

61. ~. AT&T's current plan is to use SWBT's EDI gateway to access

ordering and provisioniIlg functions for resale business customers. based on our

understanding of the capabilities that EDI should ultimately be able to provide. However,

critical joint testing has cot even begun. A5 Ms. Ham correctly swes, "the EDI ordering

processes are a new development to support an extremely complex task. "::6 Use of EDt for

ordering and provisioning involves extensive mapping and editing of information on both

sides of the interface. Among other things, this means thaI, for EDI to function properly,

n",merous data fields must be popu1aIed in a manner that is consistent with S'WBT's business

rules. Because of the complexities inherent in the systems and business rules, there are

many possible ci.rcumsunces thaI can result in orden being rejected. swus reports not being

26 Ham Aft. 129.
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