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Covad Communications Company, by its attorneys, hereby respectfully submits its
comments in opposition to the application of BellSouth Corp., et al., for authority to enter the in-
region, interLATA markets in Georgia and Louisiana. As the Commission is well aware, it has
not rejected an application submitted by a Bell Operating Company (BOC) for long distance
authornty since 1998. In the last four years, the Commission has permitted three of the four Bell
companies' to treat the section 271 process like a game — filing trial balloons prematurely,
withdrawing them, and then refiling a few short days later with the tacit understanding that the
application will sail through to approval. BellSouth is trying that gambit here. The Commission
cannot permit it.

By these comments, Covad hereby incorporates by reference all of its prior submissions
in CC Docket No. 01-277, including comments, reply comments, and all ex parte submissions.
As set out below, BellSouth has not yet completed the necessary work to bring itself into
compliance with the competitive checklist of 271. Although Covad applauds the efforts
BellSouth has made in recent weeks, those efforts have not yet patd off with a compliant

application.

1. Electronic Ordering of the UDC/IDSL Loop

As Covad noted in its previous filing with the Commission, orders for the UDC/IDSL
_loop comprise more than 60% of Covad’s orders in Georgia and an equally substantial portion of
its orders in Louisiana. Covad argued that BellSouth’s refusal to provide electronic ordering
capabilities on this loop denied Covad a meaningful opportunity to compete. Attempting to
defuse the very real competitive harm BellSouth imposes on Covad, BellSouth now makes three

equally inaccurate arguments to buttress its unripe application.

' Qwest has not yet applied for long distance authority.



First, BellSouth argues that, even though Covad must use manual order processes to
obtain access to this loop, BellSouth is provisioning the loop in parity with its retail [SDN
service. To reach that conclusion, BellSouth combines intervals for delivery FOCs with its order
completion interval. First, the benchmark for returning FOCs on non-mechanized orders in
Georgia is 85% within 36 hours. Achieving compliance with that benchmark surely does not
equate to providing BellSouth retail customers with instantaneous delivery date information.
Moreover, depending on whether BellSouth uses clock hours or business hours (which varies
throughout BellSouth’s SQM business rules), BellSouth could take as long as three and a half
business days to return the FOC without any threat of penalty. For example, BellSouth’s
Monthly State Summary for Georgia for January indicates only that BellSouth has complied with
the enormous 36 hour window for returning a FOC on non-mechanized ISDN loop orders. This
FOC window enables Covad’s customers to routinely get worse service than BellSouth
customers who order an analogous service on the exact same type loop.

Second, BellSouth is obligated to provide access to uﬁbundled network elements in
substantially the same time and manner as it does for its retail services. Manual processes are
mherently more expensive than electronic processes. For every loop order Covad places
manually for a UDC/IDSL loop, Covad pays $18.94 for a manual service order charge compared

to a $3.50 electronic order charge in Georgia. Thus, before Covad has done more than order the

) loop, BellSouth charges Covad almost as much as the entire nonrecurring charge for a similar

loop in Texas. In addition to those direct, nonrecurring costs, there are numerous additional
costs associated with manual processes for Covad employees to type in the information on a
LSR, fax it, manually check a variety of websites and databases for order status information, and

then input manually that information into the Covad systems. The notion that manual processes




can ever be at parity with electronic ones is ludicrous. If BellSouth actually believes that manual
processes enable fair competition, one wonders why BellSouth itself ever mechanized its own
retail ordering systems. The answer is clear. To scale a business and efficiently operate in this
industry mechanization remains a requirement.

BellSouth blames the lack of mechanization of the UDC/IDSL on Covad. In the
Stacy/Varmer/Ainsworth Affidavit (11 193-196), BellSouth erroneously states that the change
request seeking electronic ordering of the UDC/IDSL loop was not submitted until November
26, 2001. That misinformation explains why BellSouth continued throughout the fall of 2001 to
testify under oath that Covad had not submitted a change request on this loop. In fact, Covad
submitted a change request in early August 2001 (attached as Exhibit A) seeking mechanization
of this loop. It simply went unnoticed by BellSouth, like so many other CLEC change requests.
BellSouth seems to have noticed the change request only when it was referred from the Change
Control team to the Flow Through Task Force in November. That referral resulted from pressure
in the regulatory arena on the mechanization of this loop. Moreover, Covad and other CLECs
should not be forced into the change control process for mechanization of ordering processes for
new BellSouth products. BellSouth retail products are not launched until fully functional
electronic support systems are already in place. There is no volume requirement on the retaii
side, and BellSouth’s retail group is not subjected to the vagaries of the change control process.

Finally, BellSouth indicates that it is making electronic ordering available on this loop in
two phases. The first, introduced on February 2, 2002, will allow CLECs to place orders that
will then fall out for manual handling in the LCSC. The second phase will be part of a May 18,
2002 release, just after the statutory deadline for action on this application. Although Covad is

heartened that BellSouth has finally mechanized the ordering of this loop, we are concerned




about the way this came about. First, BellSouth described its February 2, 2002 release as *“Non-
CLEC affecting,” which means that BellSouth was not obligated under Change Control
Procedures to notify CLECs in a timely manner or to post the requirements documentation in
advance.? As a result, Covad has not yet been able to build its ordering interfaces to support this
new process. We are anxious to see whether this new ordering process functions as promised.
Since we were given inadequate notice of its development, we cannot report commercial
experience on that process at this time. Obviously, BellSouth likewise cannot offer commercial
data or test data to prove that it works as reported in comments to this Commission.

In sum, although BellSouth has given Covad the promise of fully flow-through
mechanization in the future, the reality of today is that Covad remains bound to a manual process
that does not give it a meaningful opportunity to compete.

2. UCL-ND Electronic Ordering

BellSouth claims that it is justified in not developing electronic ordering for the
Unbundled Copper Loop - Non-Designed (UCL-ND) because BellSouth claims there have been
few orders for this loop.” Once again, BellSouth seeks to blame the CLECs for its failure to treat
them with parity. As Covad described in its initial comments in opposition to BellSouth’s prior
applications, this loop type was developed as a result of CLECs desire to have simple,
nondesigned xDSL loop -- one that was not provisioned through the Byzantine design process

“and thus did not incur the enormous nonrecurring charges that BellSouth’s designed loops are
famous for. Covad indicated it did not want a designed loop for its services as early as July 2000

in interconnection negotiations, but the product was not released until the end of March 2001.

? BellSouth claims that it placed business rules for electronic ordering of the UDC on its website on January 2, 2002.
However, that is not the information necessary to enable Covad to build its interfaces to submit new loop orders.
For that, Covad needs the actual requirements to which we must program.



Then, Covad and other carriers were forced to decide whether to purchase this cheaper loop
without electronic ordering or stick with the more expensive loop (the ADSL loop) that could be
ordered electronically. Covad itself held off ordering this loop while it litigated a series of terms
and conditions associated with that loop in the interconnection arbitrations across the region
during 2001. As a result of this history, BellSouth comments about this loop are surprising.

First, BellSouth secnis to believe that CLECs must order a certain (although
undetermined volume) of a loop product before BellSouth can justify mechanization of that
product. Notably, such a requirement does not exist on the retail side since retail products are
not rolied out until there 1s a fully mechanized ordering system to accomplish the roll out. If
there is a magic number of orders that must be purchased before mechanization is warranted,
what is that number and who decides? It appears that only BellSouth has that information.
Second, Covad disputes BellSouth’s figures about the number of UCL-ND’s ordered throughout
the region. Covad itself placed over 50 such orders last month. Throughout the 271 process
across the region, BellSouth has vociferously argued that it has provisioned hundreds of these
loops, a contention contradicted by numerous CLECs who have experienced series provisioning
problems with this loop. Pcrhaps the somewhat low volume can be explained by the CLEC
experience in ordering this loop. The repeated failures, process flaws, and provisioning errors
made on this loop reflect do not demonstrate that BellSouth is providing access to this network

“element in such a way as to give Covad a meaningful opportunity to compete.

BellSouth has informed Covad that it intends to include mechanized of the UCL-ND in

the May OSS release. Although Covad would certainly welcome this development, the current

release schedule in Covad's possession does not confirm that the UCL-ND will be included and

* As with UDC/IDSL, Covad sul:mitted a change control request for electronic ordering of UDC-ND loops in
August 2001. See Exhibit C.




we have no other written confirmation of that plan. Once again, the promise of future
mechanization cannot substitute for existing competitive checklist compliance. Unfortunately,
according to BellSouth, the OSS release date for this mechanization falls a few days after the
statutory deadline for the Commiission’s decision on this application so that the Commission will
be unable to base its decision on existing OSS functionality rather than promises of future

developments.

3. UCL-ND Provisioning Problems

In addition to having to order this loop manually, (at an additional charge and with a
longer installation interval), Covad continue to experience severe difficulties with getting its
UCL-ND orders provisioncd correctly. This problem began with a test batch of UCL-ND orders
in October 2001 and continues through to the date of this filing. Over the past five months,
Covad has provided numerous spreadsheets to BellSouth showing orders that have been
improperly provisioned. For example, Covad has a recurring problem with testing on this loop.
If Covad wants joint acceptance testing, Covad must pay extra and indicate that the work should
be done by placing the testing USOC on the LSR. In our original efforts to trial this loop, Covad
ordered loops both with and without testing to compare how successfully BellSouth was

provisioning it. Unfortunately, we experienced repeated problems with BellSouth’s LCSC

. failing to put the testing USOC on the orders when we requested it. As a result, testing was not

performed. Despite BellScouth’s argument to the contrary, that problem remains. Furthermore,
Covad continues to expericice problems getting BellSouth personnel to follow the BellSouth
procedure. BellSouth’s process for provisioning this loop provides that, if the loop requires a
dispatch, the BellSouth tec!:nician will provision the loop, call Covad to close the order and

provide demarcation point information, if requested, so that the Covad technician can identify




the loop. On February 18, 2002, Covad sent a list of orders to BellSouth and asked for an
explanation of why BellSouth was not following this process. On February 25, 2002, Covad
provided BellSouth with another list of over 50 orders for UCL-ND, which similarly experienced
difficulties with provisioning or which were not provisioned according to BellSouth process.

The problems Covad experiences range from problems in the LCSC to improper work
done in the central office. Covad has informed BellSouth that it has BellSouth technicians
calling Covad in confusion about how to provision this loop and what work steps to follow.
Conversely, Covad has had difficulty convincing the CWINS center to open trouble tickets to fix
problems on these loops bocause of similar lack of training. Covad has been unable to locate the
group that is willing to take responsibility for this product. For BellSouth to claim it is unaware
of existing problems with provisioning this loops strains credibility.

4. Lack of Electronic Ordering for Conditioned Loops

Unlike every other BOC in the country, BellSouth does not allow Covad or other CLECs
to place orders for conditioned loops electronically. Somehow, BellSouth must believe that it is
not obligated to provide the same fully functional processes that other BOCs do before entering
the long distance market. (‘ovad has requested that this process be mechanized, as has Sprint.
Sprint placed a Change Control Request for this mechanization in April 2001. That request was
summarily rejected by Belisouth. Likewise, Sprint’s appeal was rejected. Last fall, Covad

. submitted a change request seeking mechamzed ordering of conditioned loops as well as a
process for pre-authorizaticn for conditioning to address inaccurate data in BellSouth’s loop
makeup databases. Covad as experienced increasing problems with inaccuracy of that data.
Before placing loop orders Covad performs electronic loop makeup inquiries to gather

information on the length ! the loop, presence of load coils and types of facilities (copper/fiber)



to a customer’s house. If a loop appears free of load coils, Covad places the loop order.
Increasingly, BellSouth later reports that its loop makeup information was incorrect and load
coils do exist on a certain loop. As a result, Covad must cancel the original order and resubmit
with a request for conditioning. Covad has requested that BellSouth implement a process like
Qwest and SBC wherein Covad specifies on a loop order that conditioning be performed if
necessary. This would save both Covad and BellSouth time and money. BellSouth is apparently

considering this request.

5. BellSouth Change Control Process

Although BellSout!:’s most recent proposal to improve the Change Control Process are
moving in the right directicn, the CCP continues to be fatally flawed.* Covad has three primary
concerns with the CCP thul remain unchanged by the BellSouth proposal. Prior to entry into the
long distance market, BellSouth must be required to significantly alter the CCP in areas of
prioritization (specifically. what must be prioritized) and capacity/release management.

First, the time pericd BellSouth takes to achieve the requested changes submitted through
Change Management are unacceptable. A BellSouth spreadsheet provided by the Change
Management team shows tiie¢ “top 15 Change Requests” prioritized by the CLECs with the
scheduled implementation dates. {Attached as Exhibit B} K is alarming to note that the change
. requests on this spreadshect date back to 1999 and 2000. This illustrates the severe problem
with BellSouth Change M:nagement. BellSouth continues to ‘improve’ the Change
Management Process Docuitent, however, the implementation of this document by BellSouth
does not demonstrate that 3cllSouth can implement OSS change requests in a timely manner so

that the non-discriminator: access is provided. Covad’s business plan has been damaged directly

* See CCP Release Schedule, I' iibit D, for an updated implementation release schedule.




by these delays. For example, in July 2000, Covad submitted a Change Request seeking pre-
ordering through EDI. Currently, Covad has EDI pre-ordering with every other BOC in the
country. BellSouth is the only BOC that does not make this functionality available. That request
has been wallowing in the CCP process for almost two years. As a result, Covad has had to
design and implement pre-ordering software uniquely for BellSouth’s TAG pre-ordering
interface.

The second primary concern Covad has with BellSouth’s CCP is release capacity. Inits
latest formulation of a 271 application, BellSouth has offered to “give” the CLECs a certain
percentage of the capacity un an annual basis for releases. However, whether the percentage is
40/60 or 50/50, as in the lust proposal, no set percentage of release capacity is acceptable if
BellSouth does not fully disclose all changes that would result in a 100% release capacity. In
other words, CLECs cannct be expect to take BellSouth’s word that it has allotted the correct
amount of capacity to CLI:Cs. Covad would need to have all the requests on the table so that it
can ascertain for itself whether the allocation of release capacity is equal. BellSouth’s offer of a
release capacity percentacce continues to put controls around the CLECs and continues to give
BellSouth the authority to completely determine the outcome. Basic capacity information for all
changes to be considered for a release must be made available to the CLECs to best manage the
multiple requests that vary i1 capacity size.

Covad third primar+ concemn with the CCP involves the treatment of system defects.
Covad believes that systerm defects should be treated and resolved separately from requests for
enhancements. Defects, acr all, result from improper or inadequate coding or testing by
BellSouth and its softwarce vendors. Defects severely limit the functionality of the existing

systems and impact whetl.r BellSouth’s OSS complies with the competitive checklist.




Furthermore, BeliSouth has a particularly severe backlog of defects and remains unable to
resolve defects faster than new defects are identified. BellSouth must establish an immediate
process to clean up the defocts. Otherwise, the CLEC community will continue to be plagued
with work-arounds on soflvare released almost a year ago. Such work-arounds take Covad’s
employees out of process, und cost Covad time and money identifying the problems, forcing
BellSouth to recognize them and driving Bellsouth to implement a manual workaround to
address these problems. For example, there are 11 defects in BellSouth’s current OSS that
directly impact Covad. In ihe 10.4 OSS release, one of these defects is targeted to be fixed and
no others for the year 2002. Moreover, the oldest defect on the list is from April 2001, yet it is
not the defect that is sched:tled to be corrected. The continuous growth of aged defects must be
cleared.

7. Organization Procedures and Personnel Structure

The Stacy/Varner/ \insworth Affidavit (49151-54) spends an enormous amount of time
blaming Covad and other ("LECs for not contacting the correct group at BellSouth for assistance
with defects, system problems, provisioning problems, or other issues that arise in our business
relationship with BellSoulh. BellSouth states, “When utilized properly by the CLEC, this
BellSouth infrastructure will provide any CLEC with efficient interfaces for the ordering
process.” (Stacy/Varner/Ainsworth Affidavit §152) and “If Covad would contact the right

“resources in the first instance, repeated referrals could be avoided.” (Stacy/Vamer/Ainsworth
Affidavit 153). For BellSouth the simple answer is always the right answer: problems with
BellSouth’s OSS are Covad’s fault. But the reality of placing orders and driving problems to
resolution through the By antine BellSouth systems does not provide Covad with a meaningful

opportunity to compete. Thae following is one recent example of how Covad was forced to chase



through the BellSouth maze to get BellSouth to correct its own LCSC problem. It also highlights
the fundamental flaw in BellSouth's communication between the LCSC, CSM and EC Support.

Covad ordering agents recently realized that on Line Sharing orders the Change (C) order
and the Record (R) order were not completing in the correct order. Rather, the R order for
billing was completing prior to the physical work to provision Line Sharing, the C order.
Basically, this means that BellSouth started billing Covad prior to BellSouth providing the UNE.
Moreover, it caused custemer dissatisfaction because BellSouth systems reported the work
complete before it actually was. Covad brought this problem to the attention of the LCSC. The
LCSC, without performing any investigation, immediately stated that it was a system problem.
Covad contacted the EC Support group and was advised that this resulted from a “downstream”
problem. Covad pursued this for a defect number and fix date, but none was provided. As
Covad pushed the problem further, BellSouth finaily determined that it was in fact an LCSC
problem after all. Apparently, service representatives were not relating the PON numbers on the
two orders.

Thus, Covad’s commercial experience shows nothing as simple as Covad was calling the
wrong group. Rather, the multitude of groups and lack of shared responsibility for problem
resolution seems to entitlc BellSouth to pass the buck among the LCSC, CSM and EC.
Meanwhile, Covad sufTers delays in orders, wasted work time and management efforts to chase

"down the correct group and force that group to take ownership of resolving a problem. This
should be the reverse. When a problem is brought to the LCSC or any customer facing
organization, that custonicr-facing group should receive the problem, take ownership of it and
facilitate its resolution. Moreover, BellSouth seems to place all the burden on CLECs to know

the underlying basis o the problem, Covad knows only how to place the order. Mechanized




orders may fall out and experience manual problems, or they may experience downstream
mechamzed problems -- all of this behind the veil on the BellSouth side. All Covad knows is
that its has a problem. BellSouth must take responsibility for allocating resources to recognize
and resolve such problems,

Another recent experience highlights the failure of BellSouth to adhere to its own stated
policies. In repeated examinations and in submissions to this Commission, BellSouth has stated
that 1t does not require Covad to speak to the original BellSouth representative who clarified an
order to get an error resolved. BellSouth has stated that erroneous clarifications can be resolved
by any service represcntative at the LCSC. As recently as February 28, 2002, Covad can
confirm BellSouth’s failure to adhere to this process. On that date, Covad’s Operational
Manager contact the Birmiingham LCSC Manager, Eddie Echols, to discuss the problem of
Covad agents being transterred to the original BellSouth Service Representative who clarified an
order. According to the BellSouth Manager, the reason for this process was so that BellSouth
Service Representatives can leam for his or her original mistake. This means that when Covad
recetves a clartfication on an order that does not make sense or seems to be in error, Covad will
call the LCSC. Then, Covad agents may be transferred, put on hold or worse, required to leave a
message for the original BellSouth Service Representative so that he or she can call Covad back.
All of this effort and time 1s apparcntly spent so that the BellSouth Service Representative can
"learn from his or her mistake. While Covad certainly supports improved training, Covad should
not be forced to suffer through these delays so that BellSouth Service Representatives can learn
from mistakes. This uppears to be one of the situations in which the people testifying in 271
hearings and submitting affidavits to this Commission are not in touch with what is really

happening in the LCSC.




8.

Exceptions in Florida Demonstrate Lack of Checklist Compliance

As Covad has noted in previous filings, the plethora of open exceptions in the Florida

Third Party Test reveuls serious and ongoing deficiencies in the BellSouth OSS. The following

are a number of exceptions that reveal serious flaws, which together deprive Covad of a

meaningful opportunity to compete. Because BellSouth concedes in its application that the OSS

on which it relies for proof of checklist compliance as a region-wide OSS, exceptions found in

the Florida OSS test arc [ully applicable in the instant proceeding. Indeed, as Covad argued in

the prior round of BellSouth applications, the findings of the Florida OSS test reveal not only

problems with BellSouth’s OSS, but with the OSS test conducted in Georgia - that test should

have uncovered the same problems as were found in Florida.

Exception 130 -- KPMG went to a variety of central offices in Florida the day after the FOC
to determine if all the physical work had been completed. It determined that provisioning
work had been complcted in orly 88.4% of prders. KPMG is currently investigating whether
those incomplete orders were counted as misses in the Order Completion Interval metrics.
As Covad has previously indicated, such orders appear to be erroneously excluded from the
Order Completion Interval calculation. Slower completion intervals directly affect Covad’s
ability to compete with other DSI. providers, including BellSouth, and can negatively impact
customer satisfaction with a new service like DSL.

Exceptions 72, 117-- KPMG found inadequate or no response to faxed orders (BellSouth
failed 4 tests). BcellSouth’s response to these exceptions highlighted its retraining efforts, but
after failing re-testing. BeliSouth indicated that responses to faxed orders were not really that
important because C1.LECs could get information from the PON status report and CSOTS.

From Covad’s perspective, these exceptions highlight the failures of manual processes.



Moreover, when Covad does not get timely responses to its faxed orders, Covad systems are
triggered to alert a Covad agent to a potential problem. That agent must then make various
calls to the LCSC as well as scouring multiple databases for status information. This adds
costs to each order making it increasingly difficult for Covad to efficiently get customers into
service.

Exception 103, 110 -- KPMG found that BellSouth had no guidelines for certain LCSC
interactions and no process for tracking and resolution of ALEC issues. Although BellSouth
contends that LCSC has the capabtlity to log customer contact notes in the local order
tracking system which can be viewed by all LCSC service representatives
(Stacy/Vamer/Ainsworth Affidavit, § 154), KPMG found that system waé not functioning.
Likewise, it must be noted that the EC Group that handles system related problems has no
such tracking mechanization. [n Covad’s experience, deep and persistent problems reside in
BeilSouth’s inability unwitlingness to track Covad issues to resolution. As a result, resolving
problems takes longer for Covad agents because they are forced to explain the problem time
and again to different BellSouth personnel.

Exception 112 -- KPMG found that manual submission of orders creates problems with
getting features and scrvice provisioned. This exception directly mirrors the problems Covad
had getting UCL-ND orders provisioned with the testing USOC. BellSouth agents simply
failed to place the USOC on the order and, as a result, BellSouth technicians did not know
they were required to conduct joint acceptance testing. As a result, numerous UCL-ND
orders failed and trouble tickets resulted. Ultimately, Covad could not deliver timely service

to 1ts customers.



¢ Exception 116 -- KPMG noted that BellSouth’s manual processes failed various volume
tests, proving that these processes would be unable to handle high commercial volumes of
orders.

¢ Exception 22,109,124,131,135,36,114, and 120 -- There are eight open excepttons on data
integrity issues. . In each of these KPMG has been unable to replicate BellSouth reported
data. As previous Covad pleadings reveal, Covad has been likewise unable to replicate
BellSouth reported duta, and Covad has noted that BellSouth improperly “L” coded a

significant portion ol its orders, creating a downward bias in the Order Completion Interval.

9, BellSouth is Poised to Impose Anti-competitive Pricing on DSL Elements

Although the Georgia Public Service Commission has set reasonable interim rates for
DSL elements, BellSouth is poised to significantly increase those rates in an upcoming generic
cost proceeding. Relving on a dubtous time and motion study (which inherently captures every
embedded inefficiency in the BellSouth pre-ordering, ordering and provisioning systems),
BellSouth has filed cost studies seeking to dramatically increase costs to CLECs. For example,
BellSouth has proposed to charge Covad $460.03 nonrecurring and $14.63 recurring (Zone 1) for
an ADSL capable loop (cven when Covad performs its own loop makeup). For the UDC/IDSL
loop, which compriscs over 60% of Covad’s orders in Georgia, BellSouth’s cost studies seek
_$558.30 nonrecuring and $28.48 recurring in Zone 1 (the highest density zone). A quick
comparison of these uns:pportable rates demonstrates that, if BellSouth’s time and motion study
is accurate (a large if), B:liSouth’s proposed rates will make it the least efficient and highest
compensated BOC in the country. The ADSL loop that BellSouth seeks to sell for $460
nonrecurring in Georgia is $15.03 in Texas, $36.54 in [llinois, $28.31 in Massachusetts, $29.93

in California, and $37.5% in Washington. Similarly, on the recurring side, BellSouth’s proposed



rates range from $2 {Texas recurring rate is $12.14) to $11 (Illinois recurring rate is $3.72)
dollars higher than in comparable BOC territories. BellSouth should not be permitted to gain
271 access on the basis cf reasonable, TELRIC compliant DSL rates, only to hike those rates an
astronomical amount afier it gains access to the long distance markets.

10. Access to Copper Loops After BellSouth Deploys Fiber

In accordance with the UNE Remand Order,’ the Commission requires incumbent
carriers to provide compctitors with access to all of the same detailed information about the loop
that is available to the incumbents,® and in the same time frame, so that a competing carrier can
make an independent judgment at the pre-ordering stage about whether an end user loop is
capable of supporting the advanced services equipment the competing carrier intends to install.”
Under the UNE Remcnd Order, the relevant inquiry is not whether a BOC’s retail arm accesses
such underiying information but whether such information exists anywhere in a BOC’s back
office and can be accessed by any of a BOC’s persormnel. * Moreover, a BOC may not “filter or
digest” the underlying mformation and may not provide only information that is useful in

9

provisioning of a particular type of xDSL that a BOC offers.” A BOC must also provide loop

qualification information based, for example, on an individual address or zip code of the end

g UNE Rematnd Order. 15 FCC Red 36906, 3885, para. 426 (determining “that the pre-ordering function
includes access to loop qualitication information.™).
6 See id. Ata minimun, a BOC must provide (1) the composition of the loop material, including both fiber

.and copper; (2) the existence. location and type of any electronic or other equipment on the loop, including but not
limited to, digital loop carrier or other remote concentration devices, feeder/distribution interfaces, bridge taps, load
coils, pair-gain devices, disturbers in the same or adjacent binder groups; {3) the loop length, including the length
and location of each type of tunsmission media; (4} the wire gauge(s) of the loop; and (5) the electrical parameters
of the loop, which may determine the suitability of the loop for various technologies. fd.

7 As the Conumission has explained in prier proceedings, because characteristics of a loop, such as its length
and the presence of various inpediments to digital transmission, can hinder certain advanced services technologies,
carriers often seek to “pre-qulify™ a loop by accessing basic loop makeup information that will assist carriers in
ascertaining whether the looy. either with or without the removal of the impediments, can support a particular
advanced service. Sec jdd.. 17 FCC Red at 4021, para. 140.

8 UNE Remanidd Greler. 15 FCC Red at 3883-3887, paras. 427-431 (noting that “to the extent such
information is not norni!v 1 ovided to the incumbent’s retail personnel, but can be obtained by contacting back




users in a particular wire center, NXX code or on any other basis that the BOC provides such
information to itself. Moreover, a BOC must also provide access for competing carriers to the
loop qualifying information that the BOC can itself access manually or electronically. Finally, a
BOC must provide access to loop qualification information to competitors within the same time
intervals it is provided to the BOC’s retail operations or its advanced services affiliate.'

For quite some time, Covad has been disturbed by the apparent unavailability of spare
copper in the BellSouth network. Because of the high percentage of loops served over fiber
facilities in the BellSouth region, Covad has a high rate of orders that it must cancel before they
are even submitted 1o BellSouth, based on the loop makeup information made available to
Covad. Over the summer of 2001, Covad asked BellSouth to explain what it does with loop
makeup information on copper loops when it replaces those loops with fiber facilities. If
BellSouth does not remove that copper from the ground (which it does not), Covad is entitled to
use those loops for its scrvice. However, 1f BellSouth takes those loops out of LFACS, so that
Covad cannot learn that :he spare copper is available, then Covad cannot order those loops.

The history of the issue 1s quite simple. Covad provides DSL service nationwide in every
BOC region. Although cvery BOC is deploying fiber, a large number of Covad’s orders in
Georgia from its ISP pariners must be cancelled before they are even submitted to BellSouth as a
result of information thut only fiber serves a particular potential Covad customer and no copper
'is available to that address. This problem is particularly acute for line sharing orders. More than
half of those cancellations results from deployment of fiber and Covad’s inability to obtain spare

copper to those customer locations. Line shared loops are the primary means by which Covad

office personnel, it must he provided o requesting carriers within the same time frame that any incumbent personnel
are able to obtain such in ormution.”).

K See SWBT Kuisos Cllahoma Order at para, 121
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provides residential DSL services in Georgia. Because Covad remains committed to growing its
business in Georgia, Covad has been examining the reasons that Covad orders are cancelled and
what it can do to decreuse those cancellation numbers. To Covad, cancellations mean that a
customer chose Covad or one of its Internet Service Provider (“ISP”) partners for DSL service
over BellSouth. When those orders must eventually be cancelled, both Covad and the customer
lose out.

During the Line Splitting Collaborative, Covad and AT&T worked to select several
AT&T employees in Georgia for use in the Line Splitting trial that will soon commence.
Numerous employees out of a single office were qualified, but then BellSouth indicated that
those loops would scon be moved to fiber and the copper would no longer be available. This
raised a concern at Covad that somehow copper facilities which are in place and remain in place
were taken out of the running for DSL service because BellSouth removed them from LFACS.
There are two possible reasons for that: (1) unlike other BOCs, BellSouth removes copper
facilities from LFACS alter the POTS service is “thrown” to fiber; or (2) BellSouth disconnects
copper and subsequentiv removes those facilities from LFACS more frequently than other
BOCs.

Unfortunately, BellSouth remains the one party with complete information about what its
process is and Covad has an extremely difficult time discovering accurate information that is
“crucial to helping grow husiness in Georgia and Louisiana. Covad knows that when BellSouth
performs a cable “throw.” moving service from copper facilities to new fiber facilities, BellSouth
does not remove the copyper that is in the ground. Covad has an right to qualify, select and order
any copper facility goinc to a customer’s premise. The question is what copper facilities are left

connected (and listed in T FACS) after a cable “throw™ to fiber.



BellSouth responcded to Covad’s inquiry on this question as follows, “In certain instances,
although not “removed ftom LFACS, copper facilities that have been made spare because the
working service has been “thrown” to DLC may not appear in LFACS in the terminal serving the
end user because the fucilities cannot be used to provide service without engineering and
construction work.” BellSouth admitted to Covad that, in certain circumstances, BellSouth will
replace a copper fecder cable with fiber and splice into the existing cable. In those instances,
BeliSouth indicates that Covad would not be able to find the loop in LFACS and would not be
able to order that loop for service without conducting a manual loop makeup, service inquiry,
and incurring engincering and construction fees. Needless to say, Covad has worked long and
hard to force BellSouth (o develop electronic loop makeup systems and to remove the expensive
service inquiry and engineering processes from DSL loops. As BellSouth well knows, Covad
has no desire to return 0 loops that cost thousands of dollars each, nor does Covad have the
resources to incur those costs for a single customer.

If BellSouth chose to put in place anti-competitive procedures, BellSouth could decide to
cut every feeder cable cvery time it deployed fiber. That would effectively lock Covad out of
entire neighborhoods and would deprive those residents of competitive DSL services. It appears
BellSouth believes it has the right to decide when competition will or will not be available in
certain areas. When SBC deploys fiber, SBC keeps in place and connected the cooper loop
‘network. Covad and other CLECs are able to order using the existing copper loop network for
DSL or the copper sub-loop can be moved over to the new Pronto NGDLC. Additionally,
Ameritech has an clectronically accessible database called ARES that houses information on
every loop, irrespective of whether it is fiber or copper. Use of this database in conjunction with

use of LFACS ensurcs that CLECs have access to all loops. SBC provides Covad with two



viable options for providing DSL, cither over an all-copper loop or through NGDLC. BellSouth
may have concluded that the manner in which it maintains its LFACS database is substantially
similar to the way Ameritech maintains its database, but the decisions made about whether to
leave copper loop facilities connected or not undoubtedly creates different results. The bottom
line is that Covad is able to locate, qualify and order more spare copper facilities in SBC’s
territory than it can in BellSouth’s. BellSouth is essentially denying Covad meaningful access to
spare copper where it exists in the network.

Although that problem first arose last summer, it has recently been resurrected. Covad
was recently informed that a central office in Florida would no longer be available for copper
loops because fiber was being deployed. Upon investigation, it became clear that it was not the
entire central office, but only one set of customers that would become unavailable to Covad. In
any event, it appears that every time BellSouth now deploys fiber it removes the copper loops,
not from the ground, but from LFACS. In that way, BellSouth deprives Covad of access to those
loops and those custen:ers. The Commission should inquire into this practice and require
BellSouth to comply with section 251(c)(3) of the Act and make its entire copper loop plant
available to CLECs.

Conclusion
For the reasons statcd lerein, the Commission should reject the applications of BellSouth for

“authority to provide in-region, interLATA services in Georgia and Louisiana.



4 March 2002

Respectfully submitted,

Catherine Boone

Jason Oxman

Covad Communications Company
600 14™ Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20005
202-220-0400 (voice)
202-220-0401 (fax)
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@ BELLSOUTH

FAX NO. 6782223401

RF1370
A3

Change Request Form

To be completed by BCC" only: .
. )
i) CHANGE nenusﬂ LOG " cn il

|
I
K

; T;(z) STATUS {::

8127101
4 SR
) STATUS |
L L I
) “r‘o be completed by GCM or_ﬁel_lSquth:
(a; REQUEST TYPE | [3 TYPE 2 ! '] TYPE3 |![J TYPE 4(8ST)
L ' | (REGULATORY) | ‘(mousmv) o
' . ;!
0 TYPES® ! [ EXPEDITED "X FLOW-THRU
‘(DEFECT)noTe:  : FEATURE L
‘ -_.COMPLETE SEGTION 2 ' I
 SECTION T ‘
| 4) COMPANY NaE g o
‘ L. ¢ Covad Communications
(5) QcN ‘

(ﬁ) cCMNAME
.| Colette Davis.

(1) TELEPHONE NUMBER
1770.908.2112

1030 Huntwuck Couﬂ Ruswell GA 30075

(n) cCM IMAIL Annness

1
(9) CCM FAX NUMBER A
i {1 770.998.2112 (Gall ahead)

(10; ALTERNATE CCM NAME ;

(11) ALTERNATE PHONE NUMBER ‘:

'{12) ORIGINATOR'S NAME . Colette Davis

(1 3) ORIGINATOR'S PHONE {1 770.998.2112

.:NUMBER . b _
L) TITLE OF CHANGE REQUEST - I
. | * Mechanization of VDC/IDSL [oop

- [[] TYPE 5 (CLEC)

i1
n

1

1
[
fl

Attachmeni A=1

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

s
L'l
'
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04-2002 MON 03i14 P T10 FAX NO. 6782223401 P.

Rr.1870
4173

@ BELLSOUTH Change Request Form

''45)CATEGORY  [IXADDNEWFUNCTIONLITY | [] CHANGE EXISTING

' (e)pESIREDDUEDATE i ' I

Y
1

i

| (17)ORIGINATING CEM | X HIGH _COmeowm  HOwow 3
ASSESSMENT OF IMPACT o, o ! N
' (18) ORIGINATING CCM N X URGENT .0 wieH O weowm  ji00wow I
| ABSESSMENT OF PRIORITY | " 0 b fl
(19} mnanncts mncun - o S
 PRE-ORDERING Gxiens  (|OvaG 100 csors 1
ORDERING "X ED X LENS T T[] TAG | NP .
MAINTENANCE O TAR ({0 EC-TALocal ‘.
mANUAL (0 Menual |
. T o ' o " |
{20) TYPE OF CHANGE (Check one of | .
{ more, as applicabie) . Yo . e . ;
“XSoftware b KF‘rodunt&Sennces ‘X Documentation | Hardware  .[]New or Revised Edits |
o : - ol
C] Regulatory |::[] Industry Standards | Procoss ' [ Other 't Defect o
l:] Expodlted Foalure X F!ow Through ' '
.| (21} DESCRIPTION OF . BedlSouth implemented a new product without mechanization. Covad .

’
t
v
r
[

'REQUESTED CHANGE (Including ;s. orders a high percentage of UDC/IDSL loops and needs theae loop
. purposa and bonefit recelved from ;- orders mechanized,
- this change. Include attachmants |

|
r

|
f

[ availtable} ] : i ‘

(22; REQ TYP{s) IMPAI:TED ‘http !/www mtgrgggngctton bellsouth comlgundesil,eg_htmj_gj_@_g_az_‘lﬂg “
'w dexf htm (see BaliSouth Documentation for ordenng requirements) i'

" (23) AGT TYP(s) IMPAGTED: http Jhwww interconnection. betlsouth. coml’qwdes/leolhtm][g good2ifin’

i dext.ntm (see BellSouth Documentaticn for ordefing requirements)

. (24) PROVIDE EXAMPLE OF s '

v

. 'REQUESTED CHANGE: o o . i

| (25) Identify the LSOG versions i i
that avea affectod by this change l

. This saction fo ho compieted _by,pauSouth only;

K  (26) Does this request require D ves [ no

clarlﬁc-tlon?
; w | (27) Clarlficatlon Roque:t Sont »

; [2!) l‘.'lm_-lﬂcallon Ros]_:orue_bup_ L ) Al ‘ ) . i

Attachment A-1

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



HAR-04-2002 MON 03:15 PH  TI0 FAX NO. 6782223401

RF-1670
Arz3

@BELLSOUTH - Change Request Form

(29) Changa Raqueﬂ loviow ﬂato -
| {30) Targst Implementation Date |- |
| (31) GChange Reviow Mesting Rosults ||

"
;
.

I

. (32) CANGELED ¢|’jm._a,g'_ggqug;f . [JDUPLICATE |[JTRAINING ! CLARIFIGATION NOT REGEIVED
1{33) CANCELATION ACKNOWLEDGMENT ' | [ GLEC . CJBST | DATE:

(sayarpeal.  'Clves . Ono

(35} APPEAL 3
' CONSIDERATIONS |

SECTION 2
This scction te be comploted by CLEC/BefiSouth- External Explanation of Type 6 Defect Change Request

! (36)PON¥ .
i |{37) ERROR M:ssﬁm—:-

|(38) RELEASE OR APl VERSION |-
i ' (I applicabia) . |

- (38) DESCRIPTION OF DEFECT SGENARIO: _ |
SECTION 3
This section to bé ebmpfoted by BellSouth — Internal Vahdatwn of De.‘acr Chnnge Reques!
- (40) DEFEGT VALIDATION RESULTS: f !

(41)cLAn|F|cATION uzznso. S| ves C] [-3H _ , ,
| (42) VALIDATED DEFECT IMPACT Lever: [ weH [ MEb[UM Owow ‘
/(a3 VALIDATION TYPE: i'[] DeFecT [ FeATURE (] TRANING 1s8uE [ DuPLICATE ¥
: ' (44) DEFECT IMPACTS OTHER GL!CS? O ves Owo i o ’ .
1 (45) INTERFACES IMPACTED BY DEFEGT. Lo [0 b CTAG O LNP | [0 LENS 2
. - _ ! O TCiF7 [3 TCIF9
| (46) TARGET IMPLEMENTATION DATE: ' ' i

Attachment A-1

Jointly Develoned by the Change Conirol Sub-team comprised
of BellSoulh and CLEC Representatives.
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HAR-04-2002 HON 03:15 PH  TiO FAX NO. 6782223401 P.

RF-1870
421

@ BELLSOUTH Change Request Form

Allachment A-1

Jointly Develaped by the Change Control Sub-team compriscd
of RellSouth and CLEC Representatives,
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HAR-04-2002 MON €3:15 PH

T10

® BELLSOUTH

All fioids will be validalod before change rcquest is returned for clarificalion,

Fax NO. 6782223401

RF107Y

Change Request Form

Checklist

Field | Checklist Desecription Instructions | Action Required
1 Mandatory A change request log number generated by the | Returnto Log number —
BCCM *Change Request Logging system” upen recsipt | sender system generated
of change request. The number should be senl
back to the originator on the acknowlcdgment
receipl. This # will be used to track the change
request.
2 Mandatory Indicates status of prepased change request Relurn ta
BCCM {i.e., new, pending, canceled, pending sender
glarification, etc.)
Za Mandalory Indicates the date the change request was sent | Relurn to Dato reques| sent
to the BGGM (BellSouth). sencer
3 Mandatary Indicate type of Change Request: CLEC or BST | Return to Check appropriale
Initiated, Industry Slandard or Regulatory, sender box
Defect, or Expedited Fealure
4 Mandatory Enler company name for ihe Change Request. Relurn to Company name
sender requirad
5 Mandatory Enter QCN code to assist with internal validalion | Return to Enlry required if @
of defect or expedited fealure request. sender ?efect or expediled
eature.
6 Mandatery Enter originating company's Change Control Return 1o CCM name required
Manager's nams. sander n
7 Mandatory Enter originating ¢ompany's Change Contrel Ratlrh to CCM phane number
Manager's phong number. sender required
B Mandatory Enter originating company's Change Control Relumn to CCM e-mail address
Manager's e-mail address. sender required
g Mandatory Entér originating company's CCM's fax number, | Relurn to CCM fax number
sender required
10 Mandatory Enter originating company's alternate contact Return to Altzrnale contact
name, sender name requiréed
11 Mandatory Enter originating company’s alternate contact Return 1o Alternate contact
phene numbar. sender number required
12 Optional Optional field for {he company's internal SME No action No action
requesting enhancetnant. This fizld can ba for
internal wse only or you can choosg (o share it.
13 Oplional Gplignal field for the company's internal SME's No aclion No action
phone number requesting enhancement. This
field can be for inlernal use only or you ¢an
chopse to share it
14 Mandtory For the purpose of referancing tha Change Raturn to Tille requirad =
Request, assign a shor, but descriptive name. sendor maximum langth 40
¢har.
186 Mandatory {dentify request category for the Change Return to Category required
Reguast. sendar
16 Optional Enter desired implementation due dale for tha No action Ne action
propased enhancement.
17 | Mandalary |dentify ariginaling esmpany assessment of Return to Entry required
impact, sender .
18 Mandatory |dentify originating company assessment of Return to Entry reguired
prionly. sender
18 Mandaltory Indicate imterface(s) affecled by the proposed Return to Enlry required
Change Request. sendor
20 Mandatory Indizate the type of change for the request. Return to Entry reguired
sender

Atltachment A-1A

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

FAX NO. 6782223401 P, 20

RFAT1
/00

Change Request Form

Checkiist
Field | Checkligt Description Instructions | Actlon Required |
21 Mandatory Describe the proposed change request, Return to Dascriplion of
indicating the purposs and benefit of request. If | sender change requast
additional space Is needed use additional space required
sheet.
22 | Condiiional | Indicate REC 1YF(s) impacted with requested No action If applicable
{Ordering) change request.
23 | Condilional | Indicate ACTTYP(s) impacied with requested No actian If applicatle
(Ordering) change request
24 Mandatory Describe an cxample of expected functionality Return 1o Cescription of
from implementation of change request. sender desired functicnallty
25 | Conditional | Indicate which LSOG version is impacted by the | Return o LSOG versian
change request. sender
26 | Condilignal | Indicales whether clarification is naeded on the
BCCM ghange requast,
27 | Condilional | Dale clarification reques! sanl {e originating
BCCM CEM.
28 Conditional Cate clarificalion due back from originating Return 10
BCCM CCM. _sender
29 Mandatory Assign date when change requesti will appear on | Return to
BCCM Review Beard agenda. sender
30 | Mandatory A soft date far implementation. Updated basad
BCCM on Candidate Release Package info.
31 Mandatory Change Reques! results captured from the
BCCM Change Review masting.
a2 Conditional | Canceled Change Reques! reasoning. Return (o
BCCM sender
a3 Conditional | Goncurrence with Change Request originating Return fo
BCCM company. Show date of concurrence. sender
34 | Conditicnal | Change Reguest Appeal indication.
8CCM
35 Conditional Detaited description of the appeal
BCCM considerations.
36 Conditional | Provide PON #'s impacted from submitied Return to
CCCM defect, sender
{Dafect) _
a7 Conditional | Provide Etror Message racelved as a rasull of an | Returnto
CCCM indicated defect, sender
{Defect)
38 Canditional Provide Release or AP| version of inlerface Return lo
CCCM impacted from defect (if applicable} sender
(Defecty
. as Canditional Provide deserintion of defect scenario. Relurn Lo
CCCM sender
(Defect)
40 Mandatory Raesults of internal delect validation,
BCCM
(Defect)
41 Conditional Indicate whether clarificalion is needed from ihe
BCCM originator because of the validalion response.
(Defeel)
42 Conditional | Indicates internal validation defect impact [evel.
BCCM
{Defect)

Altachment A-1A

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

FAX NO. 68782223401

RF1§71

amo
Change Request Form
Checklist
Field | Checkilat Description instructions | Action Required
43 | Conditional | indicates the defect validalion type.
BCCM
(Defect)
44 Conditional indicates whether the validated defect impacts
BCCM other CLECs.
(Defect)
45 | Conditional | Indicaies the interfaces that are impacted by the
BCCM validated defoct,
(Defect)
48 Canditional Indicates the targst implementation date for the
BCCM validated defect ¢correction to occur.
{Defect)

Attachment A-1A

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-icam comprised
of BeliSowh and CLEC Reprusentatives,
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@ BELLSOUTH

RF1671

Change Request Form
Checklist

Attachment A-4A

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team caomprised
of BellSouth and CLLEC Representatives,
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4

FAX NO, 6782223401

14 P TIO

MAR-04-2002 HON 03

CCP

: Top “15” CLEC Features

When When accepted
Inidator Description CR# Prioritized at CCP Comments

ATT Order Tracking Reguest 40 Apr-i1 06/21/00 Phase 1: R10.4 (4/02)
Phase 2 : {11102} will
provide XDS1, UCL and
LNP

ATT Change Main Account Nurmnber 365 Apr01 09/28/98 R10.5 (5/02)

ATT Handling of Remaning Senice 366 Apr-01 0928198 Cancelled (8/30/01) by

IATT

ATT Merging of Accqunts 135 Apr-01 10/23/00 Was submitted back ta
ATET to conskler a new
OBF Field.

Alltel Add ability Lo Create New Listings in LENS a6 Ape-01 09/08/00 R10.4 (4/02)

BST Remove a TN fromn a LENS LSR 145 Apr-01 08/28/00 R10.4 (4/02)

NuVaox View Mulliple CSRs Simullaneously 20 Apr01 05/31/00 R10.5 (5/02)

ATT UNE to UNE Bulk Migrations 215 Apr{1 12/18/00 “Target" (11/02)

ATT Provide CFA wa pre-order 368 Apr01 Qo/28/99 R10.5 (5/02)

BST Partial Migralion of UNE Loops (REQTYP A)] 29 Apr01 05/30/00 “Target” (7/02)

BST TOS Field ot REQTYP J 38 Apr01 06/16/00 R10.5 (5/02)

ATT CN Retumned on Incarrect LSR Version 241 Apr01 01/19/M1 "Target” (7/02)

ATT Flow 1hru Request Type CB, Actof Pand Q| 137 Apra1 05/ 15/Q0 R10.4 (4/02)

85T Allow Changes in Directory Deliveries 196 Apr01 11/08/00 "Target" (T/D2)

ATT Extended Loops 78 AprOn 06/16/00 R10.5 {5/02)

BST Default the Lisled TN (LENS) 148 Apr-H (972800 R10.5 {5/02)

*“TARGETED" - the planning work 1o include this itern in the indicated release is ongoing, A final determination as to whether the

item will be included in the release has not been made. Faclocs such as regulatory mandates, information uncovered in further
planning efforts, or other unforsseen circumstances may impact whether lhe item will be included in the indicated release.

1714/02
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RF-187Q
123

@ BELLSOUTH Change Request Form

To be comp!nhd by BCCM only:

‘ K
E (11 CHANGE REQUEST mc# GR---- |

(2) STATUS ' X

'
F
?
J
i

DATE SENT' 2: : | mwm l

) STATUS '
7 To be cnmplotod by COM or BellSeuth: .
| . ' L . ‘ .‘
! (3) REQUEST TYPE * |[J TYPE 2 O TYPE3 ! [ TYPE4(BST) ;.[] TYPE(CLEG) |
- (REGULATORY} . {INDUSTRY) ! Ty o I
. o T . .
T : i : '
'] TYPES :;[0 EXPEDITED | X FLOW.THRU |
.+ (DEFECT) NOTE: {FEATURE i i
 COMPLEYZSECTION2 ¢ i
\
, SECTIONT
. (4) COMPANY NAME : - -
S _ . ... Covad Communications o ) _ .
;'1,5'ocn o , , o
:lu L - 7871 ) -
(e comwNamE T 3 _ .
P I _Colette Davis o . Y
_ {n TELEPHONE NUMEER "Jw . . 3
7709982132 _ .l
; (n) CCM EMAIL ADDRESS | 1030 Huniwick Court, Roswell, GA 30075 ' - 5;
j . . ) ) ] i“
- (9) cemraxnumeer o g
. |1770,896.2112 (call ahead) ' ;
‘ '(1 ox ALTERNATE CCM NAME | ;
'li |
© (11) ALTERNATE PHONE NUMBER . - ’
l i
.(12) ORIGINATon's NAME | Coleite Davis
,(1 3) ORIGINATuﬁ’s PHONE J_ 770.98.2112 v
| NUMBER , .. S ¥
: {14 TITLE OF CHANGE REQUEST ' ' o

Mechanization of Unbundled Copper Loap- Non Designed (LIGCL-ND} W

Atfachment A-1

Jointly [3eveloped by the Change Conirol Sub-tcam comprised
of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives.
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04-2002 MON Q3i16 P11 TIO FAX NO. 6782223401

P. 24

RF-1870
ArZ3

@ BELLSOUTH

", (15) CATEGORY L'XADDNEWFUNCTIONLITY  |/[] GHANGE EXISTING

', {(18) PESIRED PYE DATE o , - . N

4

1 (17) ORIGINATING CCM CpxheH T E (] mEDIUM (] Low L
- ASSEISMENT OF IMPACT B e I
" (18) ORIGINATING CCM ‘Xureent  iC'wew ' [1'weoiw [ Low
" ASSESSMENT OF PRIGRITY i ‘,; 3 e
(19) mrﬁnmcesmuc'rﬁn S S
PRE-ORDERING ' X LENS LixTAG '_33_[:1.';'5.0'7'5' - !
oRDERING UK EDl  Djxiene o ixTAG iClLwe
! MAINTENANGE 1O 7AR |10 EC-TA Lacal g '
MANUAL - 10 Manual b -
. (20) TYPE OF CHANGE (Check 010 or )
; ,more, as applicablo) . . R L ‘
? X Software X Product& Sorwces EX Docurnenfatipp_‘d ;O Hardware {17} New or Revised Edits |;
[‘J Regulatory [ Industry Standards || ‘a F'rocess o L__}Othcr S [1Defect
D Expedited Feature X Flow Through o '
5'5(21) DESCHIPT'IOI'IHOF o 3 The UCL-ND was :mplemented w1thout mechamzallon ordering

. 'REQUESTED CHANGE (Including i capablllty As a resylt Covad has to return to a manuat ordering

_purpose and bonefit recaived from ‘i environment for this locp.
‘this changa. Include attachments ; ;

W avallablﬁj
(zz) REQ TYP(:) IMPACTED L httg g mterconnecnon bellsouth, cgﬂggg_e;[ujdggm_m_d_q
g ’ | sign. pdf
5 )  hitp/Awww.interconnection.belisouth. com!gu|desfieolhtml.'g|eooo21hn
} ‘l dexf.htm
1 i (see BallSouth ordering information)

. i(z:l) ACT TYP(s) IMPACTED: " ! hitp: . mtgrggnngcuon bellsouth. comlguudes unedocsfucl nonde
i .S|gn pdf
' " hitp:/www intercannection bellsouth, com/gu|desllea!htmIlgIeooO21hn

" dexf.htm

" that are affacted by this change

if (see BellSouth ordering information)

' (24) FROVIDE EXAMPLE OF
' REQUESTED CHANGE:

- (25) IdentHy tha LEOG veraiona

This secilon te he completed by Bellfouth enly;

Change Request Form

Iy
w
N
||

Allachment A-1

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-tcam comprised
of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives,
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— @BE""SOUTH o Change Request Form
o 0% Do |

(27} Clarlfication Request Sant ;i‘__ Ty

; ‘{2!) clarmca_t]on Response nuq |_.

ot

.+ (29) Changs Raquost iairiow Date '+ B

1(30) Tarnat lmplemenhtlon Date ., =
' ‘(S'l) chnnga Raview M.otlng Rosults ‘. ' - ' o ’ Z-‘

i
- |
I i
[ !
. I
! . e I

(32) CANCELED CHANGE rEGUEST | [0 numcm& | [J TRAINING o CLARIFICATION NOT RECEIVED '

' (33) CANGELATION ACKNGWLEDGMENT (D CLlec < O esi  pioate: o F
! L : S .
ipeyaprgaL | OvEs ONo o
{'(as)apPEAL | 3
{{CONSIDERATIONS | o A oL H
SECTION 2

~ This section to he complered by CLECIBoHSnum- Exfemal Explanation of Type & Defect Change Roquest
-1{36) PON # .‘
(37) ERROR MESSAGE

''{36) RELEASE OR API VERSION | 1
| {ifsppilcable) I . o o o i

' (39) DESCRIPTION OF DEFECT SCENARIO: ~ o - - t

SECTION 3
. This section (e bo complersd by BollSouth — Infemnl Vahdaﬂon of Dofect Chang- Roquost

(40} DEFECT VALIDATION RESULTS: - o ;i
i, : 1

qffmjcmﬁlncmou'ﬁghﬁgp; ?[:] ves [ N . .
{(42) VALIDATED DEFECT IMPACT LEVEL: | [J wigH (] meom  [Jtow 1

. (43) vAunATloN TyeE: | [] DEFECT {:] FEATURE E] TRAINING ISSUE O .L'JUP.LICATE
| {44) DEFECT IMPACTS oTHEn cl.icn g, ] ves |:] No | o
-(a5) INTERFACES IMPACTED BY DEFECT: : (1 EDI  [JYTAG [ NP [J LENS
! L ! EJTCIF'! DTC]F9 ) ' H
(48) TARGET IMPLEMENTATION DATE: /! o o

Ait'achlncnt A-1

Jolntly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprisad
of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives,
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RF-1070
4123

@ BELLSOUTH Change Request Form

Allachment A-1

Jointly Developed by the Change Contvol Sub-1cam comprised
of BellSouth and CLEC Represenlatives.
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All fizigs will be validaled before change request Is returnad for clanfication.

FAX NO. 5782223401

RF1371
&0

Change Request Form

Checklist

P. 27

Fleld | Chocklist Description Instructions | Action Required
1 Mandatory A change request log number gengrated by the | Raturn to Log number —
BCCM "Changs Reguest Logging system” wpen receipt | sendor system generated
of change request. The number should be sent
back ta the originalor on the acknowledgment
receipl. This # will be used to track the change
regquest.
2 Mandalory Indicales stalue of proposed change request Roetum to
BCCM {i.e., new, pending, ¢anceled, panding gender
clarification, elc.)
22 Mandatory indicates the dale the change request was sent | Return te Date request sont
to the BCCM (BeliSouth). sender
3 Mandalory Indicale type of Change Requesk: CLEC or BST | Return to Check appropriate
inilisted, Industry Standard or Regulatory, sender box
Defert or Expedited Feature .
4 Mandatery Enter company name for the Change Requast. Return to Company nams
sender réquired
5 Mandalary Enter OCN code to assist with internal validation | Return to Entry roquired if a
of defect or expedited feature request. sender ?efect or expedited
eature.
6 Mandatory Enter originating company's Change Control Return la CCM name required
Manager's name, sender
7 Mandatery Enter originating company's Change Contrel Return to CCM phono number
Manager's phone number. sender reguired
8 Mandatory Fnler originating company's Change Gontrol Return {o CCM c-mail address
Manager's e-mail address. sender required
9 Mandatory Enter sriginating cempany's CCM's fax number. | Retumn ta CCM fax number
sender required
10 Mandatory Enter originating company's altemate coniact Raturn to Altarnate eenlacl
name. sender fame required
11 Mandatory Enter originating company's alternate contact Reum to Allernate contacl
ghone number. sender number required
12 Optlional Optional field for (he company's internal SME No action No action
requesting énhancement. This field can be for
internal use only or you can choose fo share it
13 Optional Optional field far the company's internal SME's No action No aclion
phone number requesting enhancement. This
field can be for internal use only or you can
choose 1o share it
14 | Mandalary For the purpose of referencing the Change Retum to Title required —
Request, assign a short, but desériptive name. sender maximum langth 40
char,
15 Mandatory Identify request category for the Change Retutn to Category regquired
Request. sender
16 Optional Enter desired implementation due date for the No aclion No aclion
proposed enhancement.
17 | Mandatory idenlify originating eompany assassment of Return to Entry required
impact. sende’ ,
18 Mandatory ldentify originating company assessment of Return to Entry required
priority. sender
19 Mandatory Indicale inlerface(s) affecled by the proposed Return to Entry required
Change Reguest. sender
20 Mandatory Indicate the type of ehange for the request. Return to Enlry required
sender

Allachment A-1A

lointly Developed by the Change Contre! Sub-team comprised
of BellSouth and C1.FE.C Represeatatives,
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FAK NO. 8782223401

RF1371

Change Request Form

P. 28

Checklist
Fietd | Checkiist Description Instructions | Actlon Required
21 Mandatory Describe the proposad changs request, Return fo Description of
indicating the purpose and benefit of request. | sander change request
additional space Is needed, use additional space roquired
sheel.
22 Cenditional indicate RECTYP(s) impacted with requesied Ne aelion If applicable
(Ordaring) change request.
23 | Condilional | Indigate ACTTYP(s) impacled with requested No action If applicable
{Ordearing) ghange regquest
24 Mandatory Describe an example of expected funclionality Return to Daseription of
from implementation of change request, sender desired funehionality
25 Conditional indicale which LSOG versicn Is impacted by the | Relum to LSOG version
change request, sender
26 Conditional | Indicates whethar clarification is neaded on the
BCCM change request. .
27 Conditional | Dale clarification request sent to originating
BCCM COM,.
28 Conditional Date clarification due back from griginating Return to
BCCM CCM sender
28 Mandaiory Assign date when change request will appear en | Return to
BCCM Review Board agenda. sander
30 | Mandatory A soft date for implementation, Updated based
BECCM on Candidate Release Package info.
31 Mandatary Change Request results captured from the
BCCM Change Review meeting.
32 | Conditional | Canceled Change Reguast reasoning. Return to
BCCM : sender
33 Conditional | Goncurrence with Change Reguest enginaling Return to
BCCM | company. Show date of concurrence. sender
34 Conditional | Change Request Appeal indication.
BCCM
35 | Cenditional | Delailed deseription of the appaal
BCCM considgrations.
36 Conditional Provide PON #'s impacted from submilled Return (o
CCCM defect. sender
(Defect) .
37 Conditionai | Provide Error Message received as a result of an | Relurn to
CCCM indicated defect, sender
{Defect)
a6 Conditional Provide Release or APl version of interface Return to
CCCM Impacted from defect (if applicable) sender
L. (Defecl)
39 Conditional | Provide description of defect scenarig. Return 1o
) CCCM sender
(Defect)
40 | Mandatory Results of inlernal defect validation,
BGCM
(Defecl)
41 Conditicnat indicale whether clarification is needed from the
BCCM ariginator because of the validation responsec.
{Defecy
A2 Conditisnal Indicates internal validation defect impact level.
8CCM
{Defect)

Allachment A-1A

Jointly Peveloped by the Change Control Sub-team comprised
of BeliSouth and CLEC Representatives,
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Change Request Form

Checklist
Field | Checklist Degeription Instructions Action Required

43 | Condifional | \ndicates the defect validation type.

BGCM

(Defact)
44 | Conditional | Indicales whether the validated defect Impacts

BCCM olher CLECs.

(Dafacl)
45 | Conditional | Indicates the interfacas that are impaeted by the

BCCM validated defett.

{Defect)
46 Conditional | Indicales the target impiementation date for the

BCCM validated defect carrection to aceur.

{Defect)

Altachment A-1A

Joinily Developed hy the Change Control Sub-team comprised
of BetlSourth and CLLEC Representatives.

28
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Q100

Change Request Form
Checklist

Atlachment A-44

Jolntly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised
of RellSouth and C1.LEC Representatives.
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2001
Dec
|

Jan Feb

l i

CCP Feature Release Implementation Schedule

2002
Mar Apr May Jun  Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov

{ - | ] L 1 1 I 1 i

Dec

*¢

127801 Release 10.3(CAVE)
155802 Llicor Release 10.3 Produclion

Porsed CSR - {CRO56D)-2
~Meckanized Line Splitting - {CROM -2

*New [nslal] with Ne Priar Service at Locanon — {CRO229]- CCP Proritized Apnl 2001-4

ire Sptining-Remove Edil 1a LYIU Prohibiting CLEC fram Recewing Loop Data ( CRG409)-2

~Mechanized [ ML Fix-LF ACS/RSAG Address Mismatch Resulis in Neighborhuod Regon (CRO4273-2

*o

2402 Maintenance Relcase 1031

*Allew Electronic processing of Uinbundted Usiversal Digilal Channel{UD Cy Loop Orders-{ CCPF FTTF)-(CRI55T)-2

*tnable te View BTN, PSO, LSF &Dircetory Intormation on LENS CSR- (CR{459)-6

*Vulidatlon en TN vs Address Req Types A and E (formerly EDI1215990001 }(CR0371)-5

LENS/TAC miscalculation ef UNE P Due Dates -{ CR0520) -6

*Enhancernents to hunting-(CROG06)-4

H 323402 Minor Relense HE4.0 (CAVE)

H /602317102 Minor Release 10.4.0 Production
=51 Enhancernent for SL1, SL2, DS, DS1 and [SDN -(CRO0 16)-CCP Prioritized Apeil 20¢( -5
=Flow thru Request Type CB, Aci of Pand Q-(CR137)-CCP Prioritized April 2001 -2.5
~Remove a TN frorn a LENS LSR-(CR0143)-CCP Priontized April 2001 -4
=Add Ability (o Create New Listings in LENS-{CR0096)- CCP Prioritized April 2001-5
«Phase 1-Order Tracking-(CHR0040}-C CP Priaritized April 2001 -=§-5
5402 Minor Release 10.5.0 (CAYE)

*TARGETED" - the planaing work to include this @~ 5/18/02-5/19402 Minor Release 10.5.0 P roduction

itern 1n the indicated release is ongoing. A final
determination as 1o wherher the itern will be
included in the refzpase has nat been made. Faclors
such as regulatory mandates, information
uncovered in further planning « fforts, or other
unforeseen circumstances may impact whether the
dtemn wilt be includedin the indicated refease.

LEGEND

=Change Main Account Number-{CRO365)-CCP Proritized April 2401 -5
~Extended Loops (EELS}-(CRO078)}-CCP Prioriiived April 2002 2,5

=TOS Field on REQTYP J{CRO038}CCP Pnovitized April 2001 -4

@@ 2202 Minor Release 10,60 (CAVE)
@& 6027702 Minor Release 10.6.0 Production

<View Muttiple CSRs Simultameously-(CRO020)-CCP Prioritized Agiil 2051 -5

v

*LSRs in ( Status-Do Not Display Error ¥essage on SUPP- CCE/FTTF <{CR 04942
~Provide CFA via pre-order (farmerly TAG0812990001}- (CR 0368)-CCF Priorilized Apnl 2001 - 5

*TARGETED {TEM-Panial Migration o UNE Loops (REQTYP A)-CROD29-CCP Priorilized Avril
- Undedined and Mot Bold = Completed Release Cycle 00L-2%

- Bold = Release Cyele in progress

-Ttalicized and rot Bold = Release Cycle not int progress

-NOTE: Feature justification ate in parentheses:
Mandates= Type 2, Standards = Type 3, BST Initiated CR = Type 4, CLEC Initiatcd

CR=Type 3

CAVE = Musi be tested in CAVE prior to this dawe:4wks Major/2wks Minor if
applicable; CLEC Testing will begin on the Monday following CAVE implementation

cCcp

*TARGETED [TEM -CX Rewmed an lecerreet LSR Veesion-CRO24 1 - CCP Priaritized April 2001 -
"TARGETED [TEM-A llow Changes in Direclory Deliveries-CRO196-C CP Prioniized Ap:il 2D0§-4

=@ 10119102 Major Release 1160 (CAVE)

L oo B 116702 = 1171702 Najor Releuse 11.0.0
Producsion
sTARGETED ITEM-UNE 1o UNE Bulk Migrations
CR0215- CCP Prioriized April 2001-5
*TARGETED I TEM-Phase 2-Grder Tracking CCP

Prioricized Apiil 2001-3

1/14/02



