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Covad Communications Company, by its attorneys, hereby respectfully submits its

comments in opposition to the application of BellSouth Corp., et aI., 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

authority since 1998. In the last four years, the Commission has permitted three ofthe four Bell

companies l 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, inclllding 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 of271. Although Covad applauds the efforts

BellSouth has made in recent weeks, those efforts have not yet paid 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.

I 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 ISDN

service. To reach that conclusion, BeliSouth 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 BeliSouth 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 unbundled network elements in

substantially the same time and manner as it does for its retail services. Manual processes are

inherently 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, BeliSouth 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. IfBeliSouth actually believes that manual

processes enable fair competition, one wonders why BeliSouth 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.

BeliSouth blames the lack of mechanization of the UDC/IDSL on COVali. In the

StacylVarnerlAinsworth Affidavit (~~ 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 of2001 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 BeliSouth, like so many other CLEC change requests.

BeliSouth 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 BeliSouth products. BeliSouth retail products are not launched until fully functional

electronic support systems are already in place. There is no volume requirement on the retail

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 ofa 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. 2 As a result, CO\ad 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 100pJ Once again, BellSouth seeks to blame the CLECs for its failure to treat

them with parity. As Covae! 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.

2 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 infor111~ltion necessary to enable Covad to build its interfaces to submit new loop orders.
For that, Covad needs the actu<ll 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. Cm'ad itself held off ordering this loop while it litigated a series of terms

and conditions associated \lith 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 seems 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 rolled out until there is 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 ofUCL-ND's ordered throughout

the region. Covad itselfpbced over 50 such orders last month. Throughout the 271 process

across the region, BellSoulh 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. Perhaps 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 ass release. Although Covad would certainly welcome this development, the current

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

J As with UDC/IDSL, Covad su ,mitted a change control request for electronic ordering ofUDC-ND loops in
August 2001. See Exhibit C.
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we have no other written confinuation 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 Commission'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 provisioned correctly. This problem began with a test batch ofUCL-ND orders

in October 2001 and continues through to the date of this filing. Over the past five months,

Covad has provided numerc1US spreadsheets to BellSouth showing orders that have been

improperly provisioned. fur 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 test ing 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

perfonned. Despite BellSouth's argument to the contrary, that problem remains. Furthennore,

Covad continues to experience 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 BellSolith was not following this process. On February 25,2002, Covad

provided BellSouth with 3l10ther list of over 50 orders for UCL-ND, which similarly experienced

difficulties with provisioni "g or which were not provisioned according to BellSouth process.

The problems Cov~lcl 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 because 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 I'ravisioning this loops strains credibility.

4. Lack of Electronic Ordering for Conditioned Loops

Unlike every other !30C in the country, BellSouth does not allow Covad or other CLECs

to place orders for conditio:led loops electronically. Somehow, BellSouth must believe that it is

not obligated to provide thL' 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 CO:1tral 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 mechanized ordering of conditioned loops as well as a

process for pre-authorizaticl1 for conditioning to address inaccurate data in BellSouth's loop

makeup databases. Covadlas experienced increasing problems with inaccuracy of that data.

Before placing loop orders Cm'ad perfom1s electronic loop makeup inquiries to gather

information on the length, t' the loop, presence ofload coils and types of facilities (copper/fiber)



to a customer's house. If'l loop appears free of load coils, Covad places the loop order.

Increasingly, BellSouth latcr reports that its loop makeup information was incorrect and load

coils do exist on a certain Ill0p. 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 C(wad specifies on a loop order that conditioning be performed if

necessary. This would saw both Covad and BellSouth time and money. BellSouth is apparently

considering this request.

5. BellSouth Change Control Process

Although Bel!Soul!l'S most recent proposal to improve the Change Control Process are

moving in the right directi"Ll, the CCP continues to be fatally flawed. 4 Covad has three primary

concerns with the CCP that 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 period BeliSouth takes to achieve the requested changes submitted through

Change Management are unacceptable. A BellSouth spreadsheet provided by the Change

Management team shows tle "top 15 Change Requests" prioritized by the CLECs with the

scheduled implementation dates. (Attached as Exhibit B) It is alarming to note that the change

. requests on this spreadsheet date back to 1999 and 2000. This illustrates the severe problem

with BellSouth Change J\lLnagement. BellSouth continues to 'improve' the Change

Management Process DocL::nent however, the implementation of this document by BellSouth

does not demonstrate that tlcllSoLlth can implement ass change requests in a timely manner so

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

4 See CCP Release Schedule, I> 'libit 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. CU:Tently, Covad has EDI pre-ordering with every other BOC in the

country. BellSouth is the 111lly 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 prc-,)rdering software uniquely for BellSouth's TAG pre-ordering

interface.

The second primarl concern Covad has with BellSouth's CCP is release capacity. In its

latest formulation ofa 271 application, BellSouth has offered to "give" the CLECs a certain

percentage of the capacity 1m an annual basis for releases. However, whether the percentage is

40/60 or SO/50, as in the hst 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 cannul be expect to take BellSouth's word that it has allotted the correct

amount of capacity to CLf' Cs. Covad would need to have all the requests on the table so that it

can ascertain for itselfwhc:her the allocation of release capacity is equal. BellSouth's offer of a

release capacity percentagc' continues to put controls around the CLECs and continues to give

BellSouth the authority to:ompletely determine the outcome. Basic capacity information for all

changes to be considered f'JI' a release must be made available to the CLECs to best manage the

multiple requests that vary in capacity size.

Covad third prima:'.' concern with the CCP involves the treatment of system defects.

Covad believes that systel1~ defects should be treated and resolved separately from requests for

enhancements. Defects, a':cr all, result from improper or inadequate coding or testing by

BellSouth and its softwarc \'endors. Defects severely limit the functionality of the existing

systems and impact whetkr BellSouth's ass complies with the competitive checklist.



Furthermore, BellSouth hC!s 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 de kcts. Otherwise, the CLEC community will continue to be plagued

with work-arounds on soft ..,ure released almost a year ago. Such work-arounds take Covad's

employees out ofprocess. 'll1d 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 II defects in BellSouth's current OSS that

directly impact Covad. In the 10.4 OSS release, one of these defects is targeted to be fixed and

no others for the year 200=. Moreover, the oldest defect on the list is from April 2001, yet it is

not the defect that is schel'ctled to be corrected. The continuous growth of aged defects must be

cleared.

7. Organization Proc'edures and Personnel Structure

The Stacy/Varner/.\insworth Affidavit (~~151-54) spends an enormous amount of time

blaming Covad and other ('LECs for not contacting the correct group at BellSouth for assistance

with defects, system probkms, provisioning problems, or other issues that arise in our business

relationship with BeliSouth. BellSouth states, "When utilized properly by the CLEC, this

BellSouth infrastructure \\ ill provide any CLEC with efficient interfaces for the ordering

process." (StacylVamer/f\insworth Affidavit ~152) and "lfCovad would contact the right

. resources in the first instance, repeated referrals could be avoided." (StacylVamer/Ainsworth

Affidavit ~153). For BellSouth the simple answer is always the right answer: problems with

BellSouth's OSS are Co\aL!'s fault. But the reality ofplacing orders and driving problems to

resolution through the BYlClntine BellSouth systems does not provide Covad with a meaningful

opportunity to competc. T:1C following is one recent example of how Covad was forced to chase



through the BeliSouth mazc to get BeliSouth 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 Corder.

Basically, this means that BeliSouth started billing Covad prior to BeliSouth providing the UNE.

Moreover, it caused customer dissatisfaction because BeliSouth 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 pursucd this for a defect number and fix date, but none was provided. As

Covad pushed the problcm further, BeliSouth finally 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 entitle BellSouth to pass the buck among the LCSC, CSM and EC.

Meanwhile, Covad su ffers 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 customcr-facing group should receive the problem, take ownership of it and

facilitate its resolution i\ loreover, BeliSouth seems to place all the burden on CLECs to know

the underlying basis o:'thc problem. Covad knows only how to place the order. Mechanized



orders may fall out and experience manual problems, or they may experience downstream

mechanized problems -- all of this behind the veil on the BeliSouth side. All Covad knows is

that its has a problem. BcllSouth 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, BeliSouth has stated

that it does not require Covad to speak to the original BeliSouth representative who clarified an

order to get an error resolved. BeliSouth has stated that erroneous clarifications can be resolved

by any service representative at the LCSe. As recently as February 28,2002, Covad can

confirm BeliSouth's t:lilure to adhere to this process. On that date, Covad's Operational

Manager contact the Bil111ingham LCSC Manager, Eddie Echols, to discuss the problem of

Covad agents being tr,ms I'CITed to the original BeliSouth Service Representative who clarified an

order. According to the BeliSoLlth Manager, the reason for this process was so that BeliSouth

Service Representatiws can learn for his or her original mistake. This means that when Covad

receives a clarification on an order that does not make sense or seems to be in error, Covad will

call the LCSC. Then, COl ad agents may be transferred, put on hold or worse, required to leave a

message for the original BeliSouth Service Representative so that he or she can can Covad back.

All of this effort and time is apparently spent so that the BeliSouth Service Representative can

learn from his or her mistake. While Covad certainly supports improved training, Covad should

not be forced to suffer thmugh these delays so that BeliSouth Service Representatives can learn

from mistakes. This 'Ippears to be one of the situations in which the people testifying in 271

hearings and submitting al1idavits to this Commission are not in touch with what is really

happening in the LCSe



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 reveals serious and ongoing deficiencies in the BellSouth ass. 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 ass

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

the Florida ass test are rully applicable in the instant proceeding. Indeed, as Covad argued in

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

problems with BellSouth' s ass, but with the ass test conducted in Georgia - that test should

have uncovered the same problems as were found in Florida.

• Exception 130 -- KP\fG 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 completed in only 88.4% ofprders. 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 Inlerval calculation. Slower completion intervals directly affect Covad's

ability to compete \\ilh other DSL 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). BellSouth's response to these exceptions highlighted its retraining efforts, but

after failing re-testin~~. BellSouth indicated that responses to faxed orders were not really that

important because CLECs could get information from the paN status report and CSOTS.

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



Moreover, when Cmad 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 LeSe

interactions and no process for tracking and resolution of ALEC issues. Although BellSouth

contends that LCSC has the capability to log customer contact notes in the local order

tracking system which can be viewed by all LCSC service representatives

(StacyNarner/Ains\\orth Af1idavit, '1154), KPMG found that system was not functioning.

Likewise, it must be noted that the EC Group that handles system related problems has no

such tracking mechanization. In Covad's experience, deep and persistent problems reside in

BellSouth's inability unwillingness 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 differen: BellSouth persormel.

• Exception 112 -- KP\IG found that manual submission of orders creates problems with

getting features and service provisioned. This exception directly mirrors the problems Covad

had getting UCL- ND orders provisioned with the testing usoe. 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 trot:ble tickets resulted. Ultimately, Covad could not deliver timely service

to its customers.



• Exception 116 -- KP,VIG noted that BellSouth's manual processes failed various volume

tests, proving that th,'se 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 exceptions 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 dClta, and Covad has noted that BellSouth improperly "L" coded a

significant portion or 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 Gel'l'gia Public Service Commission has set reasonable interim rates for

DSL elements, BeliSout:! is poised to significantly increase those rates in an upcoming generic

cost proceeding. Relyin~ on a dubious time and motion study (which inherently captures every

embedded inefficiency in the BcliSouth 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 (even when Covad performs its own loop makeup). For the UDC/IDSL

loop, which comprises OIer 60% of Covad's orders in Georgia, BellSouth's cost studies seek

.$558.30 nonrecuring and $28.48 recuning in Zone 1 (the highest density zone). A quick

comparison of these uns:lpportabJc rates demonstrates that, if BellSouth's time and motion study

is accurate (a large if), BcliSouth' 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 Illinois, $28.31 in Massachusetts, $29.93

in California, and $37.53 in Washington. Similarly, on the recurring side, BeliSouth's proposed



rates range from $2 (Texas recun'ing 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 "freasonable, TELRIC compliant DSL rates, only to hike those rates an

astronomical amount afkr it gains access to the long distance markets,

10. Access to Copper Loops After BellSouth Deploys Fiber

In accordance \\'ith the UNE Remand Order,5 the Commission requires incumbent

carriers to provide competitors wi th access to all of the same detailed information about the loop

that is available to the incumbents,6 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. 7

Under the UNE Remund Order, the relevant inquiry is not whether a BOC's retail arm accesses

such underlying infortlWion but whether such information exists anywhere in a BOC's back

office and can be accessed by any of a BOC's personnel. 8 Moreover, a BOC may not "filter or

digest" the underlying information and may not provide only information that is useful in

provisioning of a partic~t1ar type of xDSL that a BOC offers. 9 A BOC must also provide loop

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

UNE Rem(/nd O,.da. 15 FCC Red 3696. 3885, para. 426 (determining "that the pre-ordering function
includes access to loop qllJlit:('Jtion information.").
6 See id. At a miniml'.:n, a BOC must provide (1) the composition of the loop material, including both fiber

~ and copper; (2) the existence. location :'1I1d type of any electronic or other equipment on the loop, including but not
limited to, digital loop carricr or other remote concentration devices, feeder/distribution interfaces, bridge taps, load
coils, pair-gain devices, distul hers in the same or adjacent binder groups; (3) the loop length, including the length
and location of each type of tl Imsmissioll media; (4) the wire gauge(s) of the loop; and (5) the electrical parameters
of the loop, which may deter:"ine the SUitability of the loop for various technologies. Jd.
7 As the Commission :1JS explail1cd in prior proceedings, because characteristics ofa loop, such as its length
and the presence of vario LIS il:lpediments to digital transmission, can hinder certain advanced services technologies,
carriers often seek to "prc-gLdify" a loop by accessing basic loop makeup infonnation that will assist carriers in
ascertaining whether the luor. either \\'illJ or \\Ithout the removal of the impediments, can support a particular
advanced service. See /(/. I' FCC Red lit 4021, para. 140.
8 UNE Rel/lil/ld 0/1/"' 15 FCC Rcd at 3885-3887, paras. 427-431 (noting that "to the extent such
infonnation is not nOrIllJ:::V' r \lVided (0 :hc incumbent's retail personnel, but can be obtained by contacting back



users in a particular wire centcr, NXX code or on any other basis that the BOC provides such

information to itself. I\!oreovcr, a BOC must also provide access for competing carriers to the

loop qualifYing information that tbc 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. 1O

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 BellSoul!1 region, Covad has a high rate of orders that it must cancel before they

are even submitted to 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 scTVice. However, if BeliSouth 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 oCthc issue is quite simple. Covad provides DSL service nationwide in every

BOC region. Although every BOC is deploying fiber, a large number of Covad's orders in

Georgia from its ISP partners must be cancelled before they are even submitted to BeliSouth as a

result of information th'\I only fiber serves a particular potential Covad customer and no copper

is available to that ac'drc's. 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 h: p:uvided to 1\~qLlesting carriers within the same time frame that any incumbent personnel
are able to obtain such jll:·,)rn~:lliol1.'').

9 See SWBT Kall-\c,'\' C' /aholllil Order at para. 121.
10 fd.



provides residential DSL services in Georgia. Because Covad remains committed to growing its

business in Georgia, CO\ad has been examining the reasons that Covad orders are cancelled and

what it can do to dcerclse 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. Whcn 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 soon 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 thc rUllning for DSL service because BellSouth removed them from LFACS.

There are two possible reasons for tllat: (I) unlike other BOCs, BellSouth removes copper

facilities from LFACS aiter the POTS service is "thrown" to fiber; or (2) BellSouth disconnects

copper and subsequcntlv remO\TS 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 h'lS an extremely difficult time discovering accurate information that is

crucial to helping grolV 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 cOPi,cr that is in the ground. Covad has an right to qualify, select and order

any copper facility going to a customer's premise, The question is what copper facilities are left

connected (and listed in 'FACS) aner ,1 cable "throw" to fiber.



BeliSouth responded to Covad's inquiry on this question as follows, "In certain instances,

although not "remO\cd from LFACS, copper facilities that have been made spare because the

working service has bCCI1 "thrown" to DLC may not appear in LFACS in the terminal serving the

end user because thc Llcilities cannot be used to provide service without engineering and

construction work." BcllSouth admitted to Covad that, in certain circumstances, BeliSouth will

replace a copper feeder 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 lor service without conducting a manual loop makeup, service inquiry,

and incurring enginccring and construction fees. Needless to say, Covad has worked long and

hard to force BellSouth to develop electronic loop makeup systems and to remove the expensive

service inquiry and cnginecring processes from DSL loops. As BeliSouth well knows, Covad

has no desire to rdum to loops that cost thousands of dollars each, nor does Covad have the

resources to incur those costs for a single customer.

IfBeliSouth ch05c to put in place anti-competitive procedures, BeliSouth could decide to

cut every feeder cable every time it deployed fiber. That would effectively lock Covad out of

entire neighborhoods and would deprive those residents of competitive DSL services. It appears

BeliSouth believes it has the right to decide when competition will or will not be available in

certain areas. Whcn SBC deploys fiber, SBC keeps in place and connected the cooper loop

network. Covad and ot] cr CLECs are able to order using the existing copper loop network for

DSL or the copper sub-loop eun be moved over to the new Pronto NGDLC. Additionally,

Ameritech has an e1cctronically accessible database called ARES that houses information on

every loop, irrespectivc nfwhethcr it is fiber or copper. Use of this database in conjunction with

use of LFACS ensures '.hat CLECs have access to all loops. SBC provides Covad with two



viable options for prO\'il'ing DSL, either 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 Ame"itech 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 BdlSouth's. BellSouth is essentially denying Covad meaningful access to

spare copper where it exists in the network.

Although that prl)blem first arose last summer, it has recently been resurrected. Covad

was recently informed t',at 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 ofJIce, but only one sct of customers that would become unavailable to Covad. In

any event, it appears th.!t every time BellSouth now deploys fiber it removes the copper loops,

not from the ground, but ii'om LFACS. In that way, BellSouth deprives Covad of access to those

loops and those custon'crs. The Commission should inquire into this practice and require

BellSouth to comply \\th section 251(c)(3) of the Act and make its entire copper loop plant

available to CLECs.

Conclusion

For the reasons stated herein, tbe Commission should reject the applications of BellSouth for

'authority to provide in-region, inlerLAIA services in Georgia and Louisiana.



4 March 2002

Respectfully submitted,

Catherine Boone
Jason Oxman
Covad Communications Company
600 14th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005
202-220-0400 (voice)
202-220-0401 (fax)
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RF"e70
om

Change Request Form

P. 15

To b. ,09mp/.ftd by /lCCM only: "

: !
, 1'1

I (1) CHANGE REQUEST LOG 1# "i CR· - --
, I. ,; ;'1' i:'

i '(2) STATUS,',

i,
:") STATUS

1'1

ro b. comp/olod by CCM orll.USouth:
. :

I : (3) REQUEST TYPE '; 0 TYPE 2
, (REGUl.ATQFty)

o TYPE6
. (DEFECT) NOTE:

, '. COMPLETE SECTION 2

I: 0 TYpe 3
I ; (INDUSTRY)

o EXPEDITI'D
;:. FE:ATUAE

; :0 TYPE 4 (BST)
: \

:. x FLOW-THRU
I,
I.

•.0 TYpe 5 (CLEC) i

: '

"

: i
, I
; ;

: ; (11) Al.TERNATE PHONE NUMBER . I

SeCT/ON 1

i :(4) cOMPANY NAME
, I,

, ; (SI OCN

'(6) "M NAMli

'(7) TE:LEPHONl': NUMIlER

(S) CCM EMAIL ADDRESS

i (9) CCM FAX NUM.ER

: (10) ALTERNATE CCM NAME

(12) ORIGINATOR'S NAME

(13) ORIGINATOR'S PHONE
.'NUMBIR

,(14) TITLE OF CHANaE REOUEST

AUuchnlenL A-I

Cav,dd Comm\.!r:J.i.e:atians

. :' i Colette Oavi~

!:770.99~2112 ,
I " . _' .

'i 1030 Huntwlck Coun. R II. GA 30075

:"1
, : 770 99621121Callahoad)

I
I,

'i Colette "Davis .
,
: 1770996,2112

] . Mochanlzation of UDCIID$~ loop

I.

I

',I
i
[,

,I I

,:.

I,
, I

"Ii

i ~'
,

Joil1tly Dc.e1oped by the Change Control Sub-leam comprised
orBeliSouth find CLEC Repre,anlalives.



MflR-04-2002 MON 03:14 PM TJD FAX NO, 67B2223401 P. 16

@SELLSOUTH Change Request Form

, : (15) CATEGOIlY ,
. ..

11S) DESIRED DUE DATE

i)X ADO NEW FUNCTION~iTY, ..
'i

, < "

,117) ORIGINATING eeM
:AlISESB~E.NT or ,II1PACT

(1 I) OIlIGINATING CCM
:AlISESlIMENT Of PRIORITY

URG~NT

c:J MEDIUM

1;:0 HIGH,.

" "

, ',,: 0', MEDIUM
";,

I'

iiO LOW
I ~, ,

r.
I....,

',: (19) lNTERFACI!S IMPACTED
, - - ,.' ,

! '

I'

PRE·ORDERING

ORDERING

MAINTENANCE

MANUAL

'.' ",

'i' X ~ENS

':X "01

DTAFI

,.0. ,MlInual

'Id C50T5

! I X LENS '" 0 TAG

! i 0 EO·TA Loc.1

,I
~ ID LNP

, "

" (OlD) TYPE OF CHANGE (CMck one or ,I, "

i mora, as opplicQble)

:.: XSoftware i' XP~oduct,;' Services - , :XDocumentation

: '0 ReQulatory i" 0 I,ndu&try St~~d~r!l& [j i>roc!~s

,:' 0 Expodiled Fo.lure X'Flow 'Through

Hudw.ro"

,0 Other

"

,DNew or Revised Edits I

'D' ::i: i Dereot "I

. . .... .. .'. " ,i
': 1211 DElICRIPnON Of , BeliSoulh implemented a new product without mechanizalion, Covad ",;
, 'REQUnnll CHANGE (Ineludlno Ii orders a high percentage 01 UDC/IDSL loops and needs these lOOp

purposo and bonont received 'rom;' orders mechanized. I:,,'

: , this chanlls. Include attachments I:
1f"v"H,,"'a), ',:

(22) REQ TYP,_) IMPACTED: !) ~J!p)lwww ..interConnection.belisouth.com/guide~!lO/hlmllgJeooQ211in Ii,
':' dexl,htm (see aaliSouth Documentarian for ordering requirements) i'

(23) ACT TYPC-) IMPACTED: ::' 'htl~{;1L'IWW.interconnectiQn.be!l50ulh,com/g~ideslle.9.LlllmIlg!llQQQ21lin'
" dexf.htm (see BeliSouth DocumentaUon for orderin9 requirements)

, (Z4) PROVIDE EXAMPLE Of
RI!QUESTI!O CHANGI!: , !

, !, (ZS) Idltntlfy the LSOG verelona :,j
that ar••Hllle-tod by this change . I:')

Th(s section. to bo comp/ot~~.bYJlfJIJSo"~honly;

: (28J 0086 this request requlrQ
: cl."Hicatlon'

, ! (Z7) CI"rlllcatlon Raqueat Bont
I . . ,

: (21) elarlneatlon Rospon••,Du~. :'

Attn.hmenl A-I

Jointly Developed by the Chonge Control Sub-te.m comprised
of AcllSOlllh ~lnd CLEC Representatives.
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@BELLSOUTH
1
: ,(281 IOhongo Roqueot "evlew,Pot-

(3D) Torget Implem..ntotlon Date I'

(31) Change "evlew Meeting Reoults I' I

I:'

Change Request Form

I
~ i
I", ,
t·,

I

(32) cANCeLiD CHANGE REQUEST: ,CJ DlJPLICATE ,

':, D CL~C: : (33) CANCELATION ACICNOWLBDGMEN,T

:0 TRAINING

D BST

, ,"~I 0 CLARIFICATION NOT R~CEIVED, ." .

I, DATE:

. (34) APPEAL , '0 YES I: D NO

(35) APPEAL
CONSIDIiRATIONS : :

, I

, I
! i
, I

SECTION 2
Thl•••cUon I.,b. completed by eLEC/Bt/lSouth; 9Itemel.&pl.no\ien of Ty~~ ~ oe,~.tChang., Roquo,t ,

, (36) I'ON I! "
; (37) f!!tROIl MESSAGE, :

• • • I

,(3&) RELEASE OR API VERlI'ON i
III .ppU".bl.) I '

, (39) DE5CRIPTION 0,1' I)E,f.~CT lICENARIO: ,i

SECTION 3
This .s~r;tion ~g b. etJmpl6~d~y B~I1~ouf"- /1Jfo,mnl ~ali~~;D~, ofDQJact ChDnge,R~~.s.'

:,

, ,DUPLICATE

D LNP

o MEDI,UM D LOW

o TRAINING I$$UE 0

DTAG

~' !, (40) DEfECT VAl-lDATION Rl'lIl1L.1'11,
, ,,
: '(41) IOLARlfllOAT'OH HEEDED: ;0 YES 0 'NO ','

i (42) VALIDATED DEFECT IMPACT LevEL, 0 HI,GH

..: (43) VALIDAT'ON TYPE: ,. :0 DEF~IOT 0 FEATURE

, '(44) PEFECTIMPACTS OTHER CLI!CS7 0 YE~,O NO :',

(4l» 'NTERFACEli IMPACTEp BY PI!PI!CT: L: deDI

I'
! o TelP1 OrclF9,

(46) ,!",ARGET IM,P\'EMENTATION DATE; I,

AtllIchment A-I

Jointly Developed by lhe Chonge Conlrol Sub-tenm compri,ed
of lleliSoulh and CLEC Representalives,
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@BELLSOUTH

AU.ohmont A-I

RF·1670

..'"
Change Request Form

Jointly Developed by Ih. Change Control Sllb-te.m eompri,.~

ofHellSoulh and CLEC Kepresentatives.

-- --- ----- ---- --- -------------------------
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@SELLSOUTH RF1Q71.,..
Change Request Form

Checklist
d" cI 'licationAll tio/ds will b9 V;JJidatod before C/)j/lg" rcauest IS re Un/S or an

Field Checklist DescriPtion Instruction. Action Reauired
1 Mandatory A change request log nl,lmber generated by lhe Return to Log number-

BceM 'Chonge Request Logging system' upon receipt sender system generated
of change request. 'I'he number should be senl
back to the originator on Ihe acKnowledgment
receipt This # will be used to uack the chenge
reouesL

2 Mandatory Indicates status of proposed change request Relurn \0
BOOM (i.e.. l1ew, pending, eal'lceled t pel,ding sander

clarification, ete,l'
2a Mandalory Indicates the date the change request was sent Relurn 10 Dalo reque,lsent

to the BeCM rBeilSouth). sender
3 Mandatory Indicate type of Change Request: CLEC or BST Relurn to Check appropriale

Initiated, Industry SLandard or Regulatory. Gender box

- Defect. or IOxoediled Fealure
4 MandaLory Enter company name for Ihe Change Request. Relurn to Company name

sender reauirad
5 Mandalory Enter OeN code to assisi with internal velidalion Return to Entry required if.

of defect or expedited feaLure requesl. sendor delect or expedited
leatur•.

6 Mandatory Enter orisinating company's Change Control Relum lo CCM name required
Manaaer's name. sander

7 Mandatory Enler originating company's Change Control Return to CCM phone number-
Ma.!lilile(s ohono number. sender re:avired

8 Mandatory Enler o,;gin"llng company'S Change Conlrol Relurn to CCM e-mail eddress

'---Q-
Manage(s e-mail address. sender reouired

Mondatory E,ter origit1Oting company" CCM's fax number. Return to CCM fax number --

-'-0 sender required
Mandatory Enter originating company's alternate contact Return to Altornale eontaet

name. sender name rsoulled
11 Mandatory Enter originating company's allernate conLacl Relurn 10 Allernate contact

"p'hone numbar. sender number regt![r,ed__
12 Optionat Optional field for the company's inlernal SME No action No action

requesting enhMcement. This field can be for
inlernal U$e onlv or vaLl can choose to share it.

13 Optional Oplional field for the companY'$ internel SME's No actiOn No action
phone number requesting enhancement. This
field can be for inlernal use only or you can
Choose to share il

14 Mandalory For tile purpose of referencing Lho Change Raturn 10 -Tille required-
Request, ijI;j.tign a thofl, but descriptive name. sendor maximum length 40

_. 15 ellar.
Mandatory Identily request category for Ihe Change Return to Category required

. Reauast. sender
16 Oplional Enler desired implementation due dale for tl1a No action No action

oroooted enhancement.
17 MandaLOry Identify originaLing company assessment of Return to Entry required

Imoacl. sender
18 Mandalory Idontify originating company usessment of Relurn to Entry required

~-
Driorilv. -sender ..-

Mandalory Indicale interlBca(s) affecled by the proposed Return to Entry required
Chanoe Reauest. sendor _.-

20 M~nd.atO(y' Indlcale tho typs of change for tile request. Return to Entry required

- Gender

....ttnchmcnt ,\·1 A

JQlnlly Deveioped by the Ch'''go Control Sub-wam cornpri<ed
of 13cllSoUlh and (LEe Reprosontatives.
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@SELLSOUTH
A~111'1'1

IlIOD

Chimge Request Form
Checklist

Field Checklillt Deserintion Instructions Action Reaulred
21 Mandatory Describe the proposed change reqy••t, Return to De.eriplio~ of

indicating the purpose and benelit 01 reque.\' If sender ch~nge !'e~UMt
addition,1 space Is needed use additional space required
sheel

22 ~ond;tl~~~1 Indicate RECTYP(s) impacled with requested No action If applicable
Orderin channe renuest.

23 ~ondili~~~1 Indicate ACTIYP(.) impacted with requested No oet;on If applicable
Orderin channe reDy.st

24 Mandatory Describe an oxample of expected lunctionality Retym \0 Description of
from imn/emanlation of chanae reouesl. sender desired functionalltv

25 Conditional Indicate wI1lch LSOG version is impacted by the Return to LSOG version
ehanoe renuesl. sender

26 Condilional Indicates whether clerilieation i. Meded on the
BCCM - chan"e renuas!.

27 CondWanal Dale ciiHilication request senl to originating
SCCM CCM,

28 Condilional Data clarificalion due back fni," originating Relum (0
SCCM CCM. sender

29 Mandalorr A$$;gn dale when change request will ,ppear Qn Return to
BCCM Review Board ""enda. sender

3D Mandatory 11 soft dale lor implementation. Updated based
SCCM on Candidate Release Packane inlo,

31 Mandatory Change Request resulls captured from the
BCCM Chance Review meetina. -32 Coriditional Canceled Change Request reasoning, Retum to
SCCM icnder

33 Conditional Concurrence with Change Requesl originating Return to
SCCM comnanv. Show dale of concurrence. sender

34 Conditional Change Request Appaallndlcalion,
BeeM

35 Condition.i Detailed de.cription 01 the ~ppe.i

BCCM consideration.,
36 Conditional Provide PON #'s impacled from submilted Return to

CCCM defect sender
{Dofe~n --37 Conditional Provide Error Message received as 0 result of an Return to
CCCM indicated defect. sender
{Oele~t\ --

36 Conditional Provide Release or Api voroion 01 inlerrace RetYrn 10
CCCM impacted from delect (if applicable) scnder

I {Defe~1\ ..
39 Conditional Provide description of defect scenario. Return (0

CCCM sender
I-Delect

'40 Mandatory Re.ylt. of internal defect validation,
BCCM
(Dele~t\ --41 Conditional Indicate wl1ether clarificalion is needed from the
SCCM orlginator because of the validalion response.

I 'Deleel' .-
42 Conditional 111dicates in~err"aj validation defect impact level.

BCeM
{Defe~l\---

Attachmcnt A-I A

Joilllly [Jeveloped by the Chango Conlrol Sub-leem comprised
ofl3ellSoulh and CLEe Representatives.
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@BE1LSOUTH

FAX NO. 878222340\

RFt071
0""

Change Request Form
Checklist

P. 2\ I

•

Field ChllCkUlt Description Instructions Action Reaulred
43 Conditionel Indicates the defect velidation type.

SCCM
(Derect1

44 Conditional Indicates whether the validated defecl impacts
BCCM other CLEes.
IDefect)

45 Conditional Indlcate& the Inle",,~s that are impacted by the
BCCM validated defect.
(Defecn

40 Conditional Indicates the target implementation date for the
sceM validated defect correction to occur.

L--. IDetecn

AHllchrncllt A-IA

Jointly Developed by the Ch.n~e Control Sub-Icron comprised
of J.lellSomh and CLEC Representatives.
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@BELLSOUTH

,\It.,hmenl A-4A

nFle71
8100

Change Request Form
Checklist

Jointly Developed by the Change Conlrol Sub-loom oompri,c~

ofReliSouth and CLEe Representatives,
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Top "15" CLEC Features

When When aec:epled
Inldamr Description CR# Prioritized atCCP Commenls

AlT Order Tra<:klng Request 40 Allr-ll1 06/21/00 Phase 1: R10.4 (4102)
Phase:2 : (11102) will
pr()\ide XDSL, UCl and
LNP

ATT Croange Main Account Number 365 Apr-<I1 09/2at99 R1C.5 (5/02)

ATT Handling or Remaning Ser,;ce 366 Apr-Ql 09/28199 Cancelled (6130/01) by
APT

An Merging of Accounts 135 Apr-Ql 10/23100 Was submitted back to
AT&T to consider a new
OBF Field.

Alltel Add ability to Create New listings in LENS 96 Apr-Q1 09/08/00 R10.4 (4J():2)

BST Remme a TN from a LENS LSR 145 Apr-Ql 091:23100 RIO.4 (4/02)

NuVox View MUltiple CSRs Simullaneously 20 Apr-Q1 05131100 Rl0.S (5102)

ATT UNE to UNE Bulk Migrations 215 Apr-Q1 12/1 Bloo "Target" (11/02)

ATT Pro1oide CFA ;ia pre-order 368 Apr-Q1 09/28199 R1 0.5 (5/02)

ElST Partial Migration of UNE Loops (REQlYP A) 29 Apr-01 05130/00 '1"argel" (7/02)

BST TOS Field 011 REQlYP J 38 Apr-01 06/16/00 R10..s (5/02)

ATT eN Relumed on IrtcorreclLSR Version 241 Apr-Q1 01/19/01 '"Target" (7/02)

All Flow lhru Request Type CB, Act of P ood Q 137 Apr-Q1 09/15100 Rl0.4 (4/02)

BST Aliow Changes In Direclory Deliwri<>s 196 Apr-Q1 11/06100 "Tarllet" (7/02)

All Extended Loops 78 Apr-Q1 06/16/00 Rl0.5 (5/02)

BST Def.lulllhe Lisled "IN (LENS) 146 Apr-Q1 09f28100 R10.5 (5/02)

'TARGETED" - the planning work to illclude this item in the indicDCe-d rel.ease :is ong.oing. A fmal delcrrnlnaticD as t() whether thl:'
itamJ. "'ill be included in the release has Dol be~omade. Factors such~ regula[()I)' malldale~~ iufocmation UJlCove-red mfurther
planning efforts, or Olher Uillforeseeu. cir'Curnstances may impact whether the i[em will be included in th~ indicated reJ.;:ase.

1/14102
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RF·HI10".,
@SELLSOUTH Change Request Form

To b. comploted by SCCM only; ,

',(1) eHANGE REQUEST 1.00 "i CR - - - -
j, - - •

,

(2) STATUS: !,',

To be completod by COM or Sel/South;

, (:II R~QUEST TYPE, 10 TYPI: 2
• ' , i(REGULATORV)
"

i;
; 0 TYPE: 6
:: (DEFECT) NOT~:
; ,C"MP'F.r~ S.CTION'

: ,0 TYPE3
, : (INDUSTRY)

I

: I 0 EXPEDITED
[FEATURE

.
r:J TYPE 4 (BST)

, .
I
I X FLOW-THRU
i'i

: :0 TYPE 6 (CLE:C) i
.! J.

j:

SECTION 1

, ,(4) COMPANY NAME
:·:1 Covad c~municatiOl'\S .

:, (5) OCN
: : " 7671
, , '

: ;(') celli NAM.

:(7) T1iLEPHONE NUI\lBEIl
i

'(i1) ceM EMAIL ADDIIESS

1

'1' ,
1770,998.2112

',,: 1030 Hun'tWlck Court. Roswell, GA :i0075

.,
:,,1

I,

L

(9) CCM FAX NUMBER 'i
'"

, i (1 01 ALTERNATE CCM NAME
., • "ii

(11) ALTEIINATE PHONE NUMBEII :",
,

I'

(14) TITLE OF CHANGE REQUEST '
M€lchaniZiltion of Unbundled Copper LOOP- Non Designed (U~L-NO)

, ! ,770,9982112

,(12) O"II.INATOII'. NAME Corette Davis

! .,

(1S) OIlIOl""TOP'& PHONE
NUMBER

Attnrhment .-\-1

Joimly Developed by the Chonge CunL",l Sub-leom comprised
olBcllSulllh ond CLEC Representatives,
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RF'·18/0
<\123

@BELLSOUTH Change Request Form

,(1~) CAUGORY :xADD NEW FUNCTIDN~ITY 1:0 CHANGE EXISTING

,(1 III P!!$lIlED PUI! DATE ' 1

:!D eCaTA Local ;':

'.; (17) ORIGINATING CCM
, ASSESSMENT Of IMPACT

· (n) ORIGINATIN(J ceM
, . A86ElIliMENT Of PRIORITY

, :(111) INURfACU IMP"CYeD

PRE-ORDERING

ORDeRING

MAINTl:NANCI!

MANUAl.

'y HIGH
.'
"

X VRG!!NT

'. XLENS

'< X EDI

'0 TAFI

.: 0 Manual

1;'0 MEDIUM
!i,

'0 HIGH
;I,'!

iXTAG

IX LENS

1,.,0 LOW

I" tJC5OT5
"1.....

,I X TAG

I

:,D LOW
! .

'1
:'1

i io'LNP I·,~I
"

, (20) Type OF CHANGE (Check one or
·more, ••.•pplie.bl.o)

, 'X Software •X PrQduot & Servioe. X PQoument'lio~
. '. - i

D Regulatory: :0 Industry Slandards i' 0 Procees

,0 Expedited Feature : X Flow Through

; iO HardwaM

. '[j OU",r

i ;D New or ReVIUd Edits !'i'
.,~'tJDef,,~ (

·(21) DI'SCRIPTION OF 'i, The UCL-ND was implemented without' mechanization ordering
R.aUEIIT!!) CHANGE (Inoludins . I: capability. As a result Covad has to return to a manual ordering
purpD.e lind benellt reGel~"" from it environment for this loop,
thla e"anIlG. Include attachments;

,If .....11....1..'

,(22) REQ TVP(.) IMPACTED,

i
I
I,

• ! (231 ACT TVP(o) IMPACTED:

I

j

: (24) PROVIDE EXAMPLE OF

i 'REQUESTED CHANGE'

· (25) Identify the LIOG verolona
i.that are _Hected by thl. change,

! Ihttp://IMNW.interconnectionbellsouthcomtalJidestunedocstuCI nonQg:1
II slgnpdf i
1. 1http://www.interconneclion.bellsouth.com/guides/leo/htmJlglwo021/in ,;'

,j dexf,htm ':
,'i (see B.ellSouth ordering information) .
'I ',.. _,' . , ..
•) Dltll:ltwww.int!lrcOnnecllon.belisouth.com/guldes/unedoc~/ucl nonde '"
:':i sign.pdf ':
.' http://www.interconnection.belisouth.com/guides/leo/htmJlgleo0021/in'.

dexf.htm,.
I" (see BeliSouth ordering information)

I', I
i

AlIa,lullenl A-I

This !StI~tIQn fQ b. ~ofTJpl.(,dby a,II$Qr,Jlh Q"ly;

,---~~~------------

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-leam comprised
of BellSollth and CLEC Representatives.
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@SELLSOUTH
..

, :(26) Do.. Ihl. r.q~a.t ,aq~I,.
, , clarification?

i (27) C·I4Ir~fl~.ti~~R~q~~~t 80nt I I

; ; (28) Cla'lfIcatlon R••pon•• DU'!' I:'

Change Request Form
0 NO I,

II
, ,
:1'

, (29) C".",o R.q~e.tReview oat" "

, 1(30) Targot Implemenlatl"n D"t. "
. . .'

, i (31) Chan,_ ••vlllllw M.MI"a .oault. 1":

I":iIi

., ,I
, ,

i

"
, ", .", . I'" - . .

'(32) CANCELED CHANCOIi REQUEST' ,0 DUPI.I<;ATIii. . " , ....
, ,(33) CANCELATiON ACKNQWLlDGMENT ': :D CLEC. ." ... - .. "

!D_ TMIN,ING

, D eST

:D ~LAAIFlcAnoN NOT RECEIVED

I', DATE:

, (34) APPIiAL

i ' (3S) APPEAL

i :CDNlilDIiRATIONS

DYES
,

I

DNa
"::

SeCT/ON 2
Thl• ..cl/on to bo comp/elod by CLECl8oflliaull!- ~xtem.1 =Xpl.n~UOfl 0,' Type f 1'",,1 Ch~ngoRoque.1

, : (36) PON II

, I (37) ERROR M~SSAGE:

'(38) HELI!"$!!' QA 'API VERSION : I
(II apPIICIlbI~) , : :

,(3$) PUCRIPTION OF DEFECT SCENARIO:

I;
II:, ,

,
"

Seer/ON 3
Thl. ,"cllon 10 bo completed by e.I/South -lntern.1 Volidollon 0'"of.et Chango,,/J.qU••t

(40) DEFECT VALIDATIDN RESULTS:
i,

o LI;NSo LNP

, '",

DUPLICATE

Di.ow
TRAINING ISSUE, 0

i (41) CLARIFICATION NEEDE,D: : 0 ~ES D ,NC). ",

, : (42) VALIDATED DEFECT IMPACT LEVEL: ,,:: [j, HI,ilH D MEDIUM

" (43) VALIDATIDN TYPIi: i D DEFECT 0 fEATUF<~ ,0
. ,(44) DEfECT IMPAc;Tli DTtIER cLEca~i:DYES, 0 NO. . . . . , .,

'(45) INTERFACES IMPACTED BY DEFECT: : '0 EOI 0 TAG

1 0 0, , TCI,F 7 TCII' 9

'(46) TARGI!T I.,PL&;ME_NTATION DA~e:
I"~
, ,

". - '

AIt.d"nent A-1

Jointly D~velope~ by the Ch'll~~ COlltrol S~b-loatll cOLnpri.~d

ofBellSoulh and CLEC Rcprc,enlalives.
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AtI~¢IIIMl1tA·\

fAX NO. 6782223401

RF·,070,m

Change Request Form

P. 26

J<'i1\lly !JoY.loped by the Change Control Sub-team comprised
ofl\cIISuLllh and CLEC Reprc,cnl.tiYo,.
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@SELLSOUTH
nr111fl"'.

Change Request Form
Checklist

All ~ctd. will b. validated birOri change requoslls relllrned for GI.rification
Field Chocl<liCt O1l5crlDtion Instructions Action Reauired

1 Mandatory A change reque51log number gener~t~d by the Retum to Log n~rrber-
SeCM "Chang. Reque.t Logging .y.tem" upon receipt 5endor system generated

of change reques!. The number .hould be .enl
back to lhe originalor onlhe acknowledgment
receipl. This # will be used to track the change
reqUeit.

2 Ma~dalory Indicalo; ;lal~s 01 proposed change request Ralum to
BCCM (i,e" new, pendi"9, eanceled, ponding sender

clarification, elc.l'
2~ Mandalory Indicate. lhe dale Ihe change request was senl Return 10 Date request senI

to the SCCM fBeliSouthl, sender
3 Mandalory IndicaIe type of CI1ange Requesl: CLEC or BST Return to Check appropriate

Inilialed, Industry Standard or Regulatory, sender box
Defact 0' Exoedited Fe.lure

4 Mandatory Enter company name for the Change Requast. Rolurn to Company name
~ender raoui,ed

5 Mandalory Enter ocN code to assist with inlemal valida lion Return to Entry roquired if a
of defect or expedited feature request. sender defecl or expediloQ

fealure.
6 Mandatory Enlar orlginaMg company's Change Control Return 10 CCM name roquirod

Manaae~s name, sender
7 Mandatory Enter originating company's Change Control Return to CCM phono numbor

Manaaer's chone number. sender reauired
8 Mandatory Entor originating company's Change Conlrol Retum to CCM e-mail address

Manaaer's e-mail address. sender reouired
tl Maodalory Enter originating companys CCM's fax number. Return to CCM fax number

sender reQuired
10 Mandatory Enter originating company's altern.te contact Ret~rn to Allern~le conlacl

name. sender ~ama reQuirad
11 MandatOry Enter originating company's altemate contact RelUm to Alternate ccntact

phone number. sender number reouired
12 Oplio~al Optional field lor lIle company's Intern.1 SME No action No action

requ.~ling enhancement. This fiald can be for
internal ".e onlv or you can choo~e to sha,a ii, --

13 Optional Optional field for the company's internal SME's No aelion No aclion
phone number requesting enhancement. This
field can be for internal use only or you can
choose to share it.

14 Mandatory For 1M pu,pose of referencing the Change Return to Title required -
Reques~, assign a stlortl but deseriplive name. sender mall:imull11ongth 40

char.. 15 Mandatory Idenlify request calegory for the Change Return to Category required

-'16
Reques!. sender

Optional Enter desired implementation due date for the No aClion No aclion
Drocosed enhancement _.

17 Mandatory Identify originating company assassmenl of Return 10 Entry required
impaot. sender

16 Mandatory Identify originating comp~ny ...essmant of Relvm to Entr)' requir<'d
"riorini. sender

19 MaMatory Indicate inlerf.ce(.) alrecled by the proposed Retllm to [Ontry required
Chanoe Reouest. 2_ender

20 Mandatory Indie.te the type of cllange for tho request Relurn to Entry required
sender

Allachnlent A-IA

Joil\t1y Developed by tho Change Conlrol Sub-team comprise"
ofI:lollSouth and CI.F,C Rcprc5cntntivcs,
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@BELLSOUTH RF11l71
IlIOO

Change Request Form
Checklist

Field Checklist Descriotion Instructions Action Reoulred
21 Mandatory Describe the prOpO&~d change req~est. Return to Description of

indicating the purpo.e and benefil of request. If sender chango roquest
additional space i. needed. u•• edditional spac. roquired
sheet.

22 ~OndjljOnal Indicale RECTYP(s) Impacted wilh requested No action If appli~ble
Ordenna} channe reouest.

23 ~ondili~~~J Indicil' ACnVP(s) impacted with reque.ted No action If applicable
Orderin chano. recuest

24 Mandalory Describe an example of exp.cled functionality Retur~ to Oescription 01
from imoiementalion of chance renuesl. .ender dosirl'd fu~~l;onalitv

25 Conditional Indicate Which LSOG version Is impacted by the Return to LSOG version
chance renuest. sender

26 Conditional Indicale. whether clanfication Is needed on the
BeCM channe renu••1.

27 Conditional Date clarification requesl sent to originating
BCCM CCM.

28 Conditional Oate clarification due back from originating Relurn to
BCCM CCM sender

29 Mandatory Assign date when change request will appear on Reiurn to
SeCM Review Boord acondA. sander

30 Mandalory A son date for implementation. Updated based
BCCM on Candidato Release Packane info.

31- Mandatory Cl1ange Request resulls captured Irom the

1-32
BCCM Chanoa Review meetinn.
Conditional Cancelod Change Reque.t roosoning. Return to
BCCM sender

:J:J Conditional Concurrence with Chang" Request ori~inatinll Return to
BCCM comn.n". Show dale of concurrence .ender .--34 CoMiliOnal Change Request Appeallndicalion.
BCCM

35 Conditional Detailed d..cl'ipl!"" of Ihe appeal
SCCM CQnsidenations. .-36 Conditional Provide PON #'s impacted from .ubmilled Return to
CCCM defect ••nder
iDefe~l\

37 Conditional Provide Error Message received as a result 01 an Return to
CCCM indiclted defect. sender
lQ.!!fe<rt\

38 Conditional Provide Rele••• or API version of interface Return to
ccCM Impacted from defect (if applicable) sender
ID.fe~L\

39 Conditional Provide d.scriptlon of defect scenario. Return to
CCCM sendor
(Dofe<;l\

40 M"nd"tory Re.ult. of inlornal defecl validation.
BCCM
iDel~<;!i

41 Conditional Indicate .,hether Clarification i. needed from lhe
BCCM originator becaus~ of the validation responslJ.
iDele~L) --'4~ Conditional'"' Indicates internal val[datlon defect impact level,
BCCM
(Defe~1\

Alla.I""."t 1\-IA

Jointly DC"'c1opcd by lhe Chance Conlrol Sub-leam comprisod
of RcllSOlllh and CLEC Representatives.
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@BELLSOUTH

rAK HO. G7B2222401

'R'Hm
eIOO

Change Request Form
Checklist

Field CIIlI(:kllst D811criritlon Instruction. Action Riitiillred
43

.
Conditional Indicato5 the defeet validation tyPe.
BCCM
(Defo~l\

44 Conditional Indicate. whether the validated defecllmpacts
BCCM olher CLEC•.
fDofeen

45 Conditional Indicates the inler'facesthal are impacted by the
BCCM validated defect.

, 10ef"';(' .-
46 Conditional Indicillo. Ihe targel implementation date for the

BCCM validated defect correction to occur.
(Defe~1l

Attachmcnt A-IA

Jointly Developed hy the Chnn,," Control Sub-team compr;$ou
of BcllSolUh ,md CLEe Representatives.
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@SELLSOUTH

All.ohmo"t A-4A

RF1071
0/00

Change Request Form
Checklist

Joilllly Develop.d by the Chal1~. Control S"b-t.'m oompri,.d
ofllellSoulh and eLEe Representatives.

•
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1/14/02

~ 11li19;01 Major Release ll.~.n rCAVE)

~ 1J!16.-'1)1-11/J7iO.::! ~Iajo:- Rc:lea.se ILQ.O
Proou~jon

-TARGETED 17f~I·L~E 10 L");E Balk ~rigrali.n~

CR0215- CCP Priori:ized April 2<101-;
-TARGETED l7f.\1-PhD.el-0r<!e, Tru--king CCP
Priorictz~ApriI2001~;

+-+ 7/6':02-7I7iiJ2 ).o1iROor Rdca~c 10.6.0 ProduetiGcl
'TARGETED [TEM·Pani.1 Mlg'aIion o~l:\:F.I_.op. (RF.QTYP A)-CROil29·CCP Priorilizal A~,;I
1OOl-1,~

-TARGETED [TE~1 -Ci"\ Returned olllr.;;COJTl"('l LSR Vcrsion-CR0241- CCP Priori[j-lcd ApriI200r.:
-TARGETED ITE~I-AII ow Ch;1ng~ jn Dj~clory De-Ii..'eries-CROI %·CCP Prian ljzoo. Ap;:iJ 21}0 t-4

+-+6.'2!102 Mi.or Release 10.6,0 (CAVE)

I1Jlji~ Rl.se lO.J(CAYE)
:';5,102 ~hp.CJr R~leaso': 10.3 Produc]ion
'P;m;«j CSR ~ rCR0369)-2
"Mect.anil"oo Line SDlittim! {CR,Q44 I).2
~:'l ew ("stall ,\rjth I\oo Prior Ser.'ice al LOC1WOO_=- (C.RJ)"l29i- CCP P'tiorirized ApnI200l-..:l
..Lir.e- Srlinrrl\!-Rltmo\,e Edi! i:l L)..IL~ Prohibj!i~~LEC from Recei\.'inog Loop DUl (CRG4f)9I·2
"~1echanjze.i [,\-1 L~ Fi\:·LF ACS.iRSAG Addres.'S ~'(i!>rnaLl;h Re-suJls in )lei[!I1bor~<Jod R.e~r1 (("R~:!:'l)_1'

.. 2J!J1()2 Majn'uan<e Rel[la~t 1113.1
·.-\U.,...· Eloctron[l: pr~t5singof llnbundrNl Univt-rsal D~gilal Channel(UD C} Loop Orden-( eel' ITTF)-{CROSS')-:!
·lJnlilblc 10 Vie" BT:'!. PSO. LSF &Dirccl0l'!" Informat'itul on LEJ'iS CS.R- (CRfl-1S9)-6
·\'.lid,1Ion on T;I; '" AddrossReq Typ.. Aam.l £ (form,rly EDII2 15990001 H:CROJ7Ij-5
·LE!"SITAC miscalculation orL:I\[ P Due D3Ilcs-(CH0520)-6
~EnhaDcemell1s1"0 huntI ng-(CR{)606)-I

• • 312'>/02 ~finor Rele.>o 11IA.I leAVE)
• • -I/fi/(}2-4nfDI Minor Re]~lt I ().4.~ Produrtion

-SI Enham.rnnt rorSLI. SL!. DSO, DSlalld ISD~ -\CRIOJol-CCP p,j"r,ti,oo April 2001 -5
-FIOow thru Rftlue!i tTnJe CB, Ad ~rp aud Q-(CR137}-CCP' Prioritized April 200 I -2.5
-Remo'·' a 7:-: Ir.m a LE:'iS LSR-(CR0145j.CCP Priorilizcd April 200 I -l
-Add Ability 1-0 errafe Xel....- Listings in LENS-{C-ROlt9'6)- CCP Pliorili:Lcd April 2(>01-5
.. PIHil'lie I-Order Tracting-(CR0040}-C CP PrioriUnd AJlIril 2UI)1 ~I-S

~ SJ4tOl Minor ReIealie IO.S.t) (C.\.VE)

"'TARGETED" - thepJanoing work 10 uu::lude1his ~ ~f1:8JO!.51t9'/1l2 _\]iOllr Rclrast: W.S.OProdltCtron
1tem in the indicated r~l~sc: is oogoing. A final ·LSR" in. QSt2tus-Da r-iot Display Error .'·Ies.uge on SUPP- CCfJ...TTF -(Cit (J494}-l
delennination as to ,,"'het1l.cr the item will be -Prcwlde CF,\. ..'ill flre--o.rder (formerl)' TAGOS I2990001)- (C':'R 0368)-CCP Pnorili.lEd Ap:i l 20() I - :5
" luded' th J - L ot been nlade F. 1"0 .Cha.ge ~Jain AK.unt l'iumber-{CROJ65)-CCP Pnorilized Ap'il 2UO I -5Inc tn ere ease nilS n . <: rs CR _ . "

" , -E'tend<d Lno», (EELS)-l 007~)-CCPPri"mil,," Ap"I2001 ~2.5

such as regulatory mandates, rnfomlabon .Vif!'W Multiple CSRsSimult:a.-e8usIJ-{CRO(20)-CCP PriDrllized Ami! :WOf ~:5
U1leove",d in fortiler planning efforts, orolher .TQS Fieldon REQTYP J-(CKOOJ8}-CCP Pnorilized Anril 2001 -4-
:unfoce-secn circums13IlC:es may linpaCl wbeth~r the l

ilem will be included in \he indica led release.

CCP

LEGIDID

- Underlined aodXor Be>ld = CompleredRelease Cvcle

- Bold = R....u" Cycle in ('r"uoss

-ftalicioea and ",,/ Bold = Release Cycle no/ in pMgTes>

-:'IOTE: "Feature Justification are in parentbes.es:

~land.tes=Type 1.Stanclar<ls = T~"'Pc 3. BST Initiated CR ~ Type 4, CLEe Initiated
eR~T}'pe5

CAVE - Mus' be le'led in CAVB pnorCo this dale:4,.,ks :.rajorl2wks Minor if
applicable; CLEC Testing win begin on !be "'onday folJo"ing CAVE imp"'mt:ntation

20m CCP Feature Release Implementation Schedule
2002

Dee Jan Feb ~'Iar Apr :\olay Jun Jnt Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

~ 1 1 I' I I 1 1 I 1 1 I I ~..CL.
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