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The undersigned, being each of lawful age and duly sworn upon by oath, do hereby state as 
follows:   

INTRODUCTION 

1. My name is Mark J. Cottrell.  I am the same Mark J. Cottrell who filed direct testimony 

in this proceeding (App. A, Tab 6).  I am employed as Executive Director-Long Distance 

Compliance-Operations Support Systems (“OSS”) by SBC Michigan Bell Telephone 

Company (“Michigan Bell”).1   

                                                                 
1  When used in this affidavit, the term “SBC Midwest” refers to the five state local exchange carrier operations of 

Illinois Bell Telephone Company; Indiana Bell Telephone Company, Inc.; Michigan Bell Telephone Company; 
The Ohio Bell Telephone Company; and Wisconsin Bell, Inc. 
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2. My name is Beth Lawson.  I am employed by SBC Management Services, Inc. as 

Executive Director, Regulatory.  I represented SWBT in the Collaborative Process in 

Texas, project managed the Carrier-to-Carrier Test of SWBT’s OSS in Texas, and also 

provided support for SBC’s entry into interLATA long distance in Texas, Kansas, 

Oklahoma, Missouri, Arkansas, California, and Nevada, either by directly filing 

affidavits and testimony or by supporting the OSS affiant.   

3. I received a Bachelor of Science degree in 1977 from the University of Arkansas in Little 

Rock, Arkansas.  I have over 24 years of experience with SWBT.  I have held numerous 

jobs in SWBT’s Finance, Internal Auditing, Billing, Industry Markets and Regulatory 

organizations.   

PURPOSE OF AFFIDAVIT 

4. The purpose of this reply affidavit is to respond to CLEC allegations in this proceeding 

regarding the stability and scalability of SBC Midwest’s OSS.  While this reply affidavit 

may not address all the issues to which SBC Midwest takes exception, the following 

addresses those issues where CLECs provided adequate information in their allegations.  

The fact that we have not addressed every detail of all the opponents’ declarations does 

not mean that SBC believes the other parties’ claims have merit.   

BEARINGPOINT OSS EVALUATION TEST RESULTS  

5. A number of CLECs and third parties, including Competitive Local Exchange Carriers 

Association of Michigan, et al. ;2 Mr. Todd Gardner;3 and LDMI Telecommunications, 

                                                                 
2  See Comments of the Competitive Local Exchange Carrier Association of Michigan, the Small Business 

Association of Michigan, and the Michigan Consumer Federation at 6-8 (“CLECA Comments”).  
3  See Comments of Mr. Todd Gardner at 1.  
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Inc.4 claim that SBC has failed the BearingPoint “OSS Test” with a 61 percent score. In 

fact, BearingPoint tested more than 498 OSS operational evaluation criteria, and found 

over 93 percent of those criteria to be satisfied.5   

6. These parties fundamentally ignore the fact that BearingPoint conducted two different 

types of evaluations. One test was of SBC’s operations support systems (“OSS”), which 

included detailed reviews of each of the five OSS test domains that I summarized in my 

initial affidavit.6  This OSS test is essentially complete, with BearingPoint having only 

two open Michigan related Observations7 and one Michigan related Exception (119), 

which I describe below.  

7. In addition to its OSS evaluation, BearingPoint is conducting an examination of SBC’s 

collection, measurement and reporting of commercial performance results, which is 

referred to as the Performance Metric Review (“PMR”). The PMR test is not complete, 

although significant progress has been made, and there are detailed plans to bring the 

performance testing to a successful conclusion.  A detailed review of the PMR test 

domain is provided in the initial (App. A, Tab 9) and reply affidavit of James D. Ehr 

(Reply App., Tab 8).  

8. It is incorrect and misleading to combine both evaluations and conclude that SBC scored 

a 61 percent on the OSS test.  The focus of this affidavit is on the OSS test which, when 

                                                                 
4  See Ex Parte Letter from Patric k J. Donovan, Counsel, LDMI Telecommunications, to Marlene Dortch, 

Secretary, FCC, WC Docket No. 03-16, at 4 (Jan. 29, 2003) (“LDMI Ex Parte”). 
5  This number excludes 12 “Not Applicable” test points (five Billing & seven Relationship Management & 

Infrastructure) that BearingPoint included in its published table, which shows a total of 510 test elements.  See 
BearingPoint, Michigan Bell OSS Evaluation Project Report at 13 (Oct. 30, 2002) (“BearingPoint Report”) 
(App. C, Tab 114).  

6  See Initial Cottrell Affidavit ¶¶ 24-81. 
7  These are Observations 656 and 698, each of which are in retest and expected to close successfully.  
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put in context and as described below, achieved at least a 93 percent OSS score, not the 

61 percent as claimed.  

9. Over the course of 22 months, BearingPoint evaluated 498 separate test criteria relating 

to pre-ordering, ordering, provisioning, maintenance and repair, billing, and overall 

relationship management and infrastructure, by performing hundreds of thousands of 

transaction tests and extensive process reviews.  As of October 30, 2002, SBC satisfied 

464 of the 498 applicable test criteria related to OSS functions, an overall success ratio of 

93 percent.  The following table summarizes the results by test “domain,” showing the 

number of test criteria that BearingPoint found to be either “Satisfied,” “Not Satisfied,” 

or “Indeterminate.”  

OSS Test Domain Satisfied Not Satisfied Indeterminate Total Applicable 

Order Management 
 

86 19 0 105 

Provisioning 78 2 4 84 

Maintenance and Repair 76 4 1 81 

Billing 93 1 1 95 

Relationship Management 131 0 2 133 

Totals 464 26 8 498 

Percentage 93.2 % 5.2 % 1.6 % 100.0 % 

 

10. BearingPoint’s application of the “Satisfied” and “Not Satisfied” ratings was a statistical, 

non-qualitative, “yes or no” scoring exercise.  That is, the test criteria had to be met to 

achieve a “Satisfied” rating, regardless of how close or far the actual result was from the 

established test benchmark, and regardless of the results of related tests.  Additionally, 
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the ratings did not take into consideration the commercial use of the particular item being 

tested.  For example, BearingPoint’s transaction testing showed that 96 percent of Service 

Order Completions (“SOCs”) are returned within one business day; because BearingPoint 

scored test results against a benchmark of 97 percent, this test point was rated as a “Not 

Satisfied.”  Thus, in considering the BearingPoint results, it is important to examine each 

“Not Satisfied” in context to assess its materiality and to make determinations based on 

the totality of the circumstances.  

11. As discussed in the initial Cottrell affidavit in this proceeding, none of the “Not 

Satisfied” OSS-related findings are material enough to affect checklist compliance.  

Rather, each of the 26 “Not Satisfied” test criteria relate to areas in which SBC (i) 

achieved high performance levels, albeit not at the numeric benchmarks set by 

BearingPoint, and/or (ii) has already taken corrective action and achieved successful 

retest results, and/or (iii) would have met the test criteria based on the new performance 

measurement benchmarks established by the Michigan Public Service Commission, 

and/or (iv) is addressed in an ongoing compliance program or an internal improvement 

plan consistent with the Michigan Commission’s January 13, 2003 Order.8 

 Order Management had a total of 19 “Not Satisfied” findings (eight for TVV1 and eleven 

for TVV2).  Six of the eight TVV1 test criteria involve issues where SBC requested no 

                                                                 
8  See Opinion and Order, On the Commission’s Own Motion, to Consider SBC’s, f/k/a Ameritech Michigan, 

Compliance with the Competitive Checklist in Section 271 of the Federal Telecommunications Act, Case No. 
U-12320 (MPSC Jan. 13, 2003) (App. C, Tab 134).  As ordered by the Michigan Commission, Michigan Bell 
submitted revised compliance and improvement plans on February 13, 2003.  Additional industry collaborative 
discussions are scheduled for March 4-5, 2003.  Based on additional input received, Michigan Bell will submit 
final plans on March 13, 2003. Michigan Bell’s Compliance and Improvement Plans will be will be monitored 
by the Michigan Commission, and Michigan Bell’s Compliance Plan implementation will be evaluated by 
BearingPoint.  See Michigan Bell, “Compliance Plan and Improvement Proposals,” attached to Ex Parte Letter 
from Geoffrey Klineberg, Counsel, SBC, to Marlene Dortch, Secretary, FCC, WC Docket No. 03-16 (Feb. 19, 
2003) (“SBC Feb. 19 Ex Parte”).   
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further retesting, because its test performance was only slightly different from the test 

standard and/or its corresponding commercial results are very strong. 9  

• TVV1-20 (Exception 171) – SBC Midwest and the MPSC concurred that no further 

retesting of this test point for Michigan was required due to the insignificant 

difference of .07 percent between tested results and the BearingPoint benchmark.  In 

subsequent BearingPoint Test reports for Illinois, Ohio, Wisconsin and Indiana, SBC 

Midwest satisfied these test criteria with BearingPoint. 

• TVV1-22 (Exception 30) – In a Joint Motion approved by the MPSC on February 

20, 2003, the Commission approved Performance Measure 10.1 (Percent 

Mechanized Rejects Returned with One Hour of Receipt of Order) in which the time 

requirement for the response changed from one hour to two hours and is now 

included as part of Performance Measure 10.  When the BearingPoint test results are 

applied to this new standard, Michigan Bell clearly exceeds the required 

performance in order to satisfy this test point with BearingPoint. 

• TVV1-23 (Exception 44) – In a Joint Motion approved by the MPSC on February 

20, 2003, the Commission approved Performance Measure 10.2 (Percent Manual 

Rejects Received Electronically and Returned Within Five Hours) in which the time 

requirements for the response changed from five hours to eight hours and is now 

included as part of Performance Measure 10.  When the BearingPoint test results are 

applied to this new standard, Michigan Bell clearly exceeds the required 

performance in order to satisfy this test point with BearingPoint. 

                                                                 
9  These six test criteria are: TVV1-22 (Exception 30); TVV1- 23 (Exception 44); TVV1-24 (Exception 116); 

TVV1- 26 (Exception 97); TVV1-28 (Exception 29); and Test Criteria TVV1-20 (Exception 171).  
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• TVV1-24 (Exception 116) – In a Joint Motion approved by the MPSC on February 

20, 2003, the Commission approved Performance Measure 10.3 (Percent Manual 

Rejects Receive Manually and Returned Within Five Hours) in which the time 

requirements for the response changed from five hours to twenty-four hours and is 

now included as part of Performance Measure 10.  When the BearingPoint test 

results are applied to this new standard, Michigan Bell clearly exceeds the required 

performance in order to satisfy this test point with BearingPoint. 

• TVV1-26 (Exception 97) – See the Ehr affidavit regarding Michigan Bell’s 

commercial performance.10 

• TVV1-28 (Exception 29) - See the Ehr affidavit regarding Michigan Bell’s 

commercial performance.11 

The other two “Not Satisfied” TVV1 test criteria involved issues that successfully 

retested.12  

• TVV1-4 (Observations 242 & 246) – Closed successfully with BearingPoint on 

December 17, 2002. 

• TVV1-30 (Observation 588) – Closed successfully with BearingPoint on December 

17, 2002.  

                                                                 
10  Michigan Bell’s performance measurement data during the three-month period concluding with November 2002 

(i.e., September through November 2002) were presented in the initial Ehr affidavit, Attachments C, D, and F 
through N. Michigan Bell’s performance data for December 2002 were presented in an ex parte filed with the 
Commission on January 24, 2003.  See Ex Parte Letter from Geoffrey Klineberg, Counsel, SBC, to Marlene 
Dortch, Secretary, FCC, WC Docket No. 03-16 (Jan. 24, 2003).  Michigan Bell’s performance data for January 
2003 and for the overall five-month period concluding with January 2003 (i.e., September 2002 through January 
2003) were presented in an ex parte filed with the Commission on February 25, 2003.  See Ex Parte Letter from 
Geoffrey Klineberg, Counsel, SBC, to Marlene Dortch, Secretary, FCC, WC Docket No. 03-16 (Feb. 25, 2003). 

11  See supra n.10. 
12  These two test criteria are TVV1-4 (Observations 242 and 246) and TVV1-30 (Observation 588). 
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12. With respect to volume testing (TVV2), all of the eleven “Not Satisfied” test criteria 

involve situations where the difference between test results and BearingPoint’s test 

benchmark was far less than five percent, and typically occurred on only one of several 

days of testing (either the first day of testing, with subsequent results showing 

improvement, or only on a peak-volume day).13  Each of these issues were noted in 

BearingPoint’s Exception 112, and the majority will benefit from SBC’s improvement 

plan regarding pre-order processing as ordered by the Michigan Commission. 14  

13. Provisioning domain has two “Not Satisfied” criteria out of 84 applicable: one involves 

the accuracy of directory listings (TVV4-1), the other the accuracy of customer service 

records (TVV4-27).  The rate of accuracy in each area is still high, and each of these 

items is further addressed by the Compliance Plans ordered by the Michigan 

Commission. 15 Although, the Michigan Commission did not require further BearingPoint 

testing of directory listings and customer service records, the remaining SBC Midwest 

states continued to test these same test criteria. SBC Midwest received a satisfied 

evaluation from BearingPoint in all subsequent test reports for the directory listing test 

criteria, and received a satisfied evaluation for customer service records in the recent 

Indiana BearingPoint test report.  

14. Maintenance and Repair had four “Not Satisfied” out of 81 applicable criteria.  One of 

these Not Satisfied (TVV6-16) involves SBC’s response times for Mechanized Line 

                                                                 
13  These test criteria include TVV2-4, 5, 6, 9, 10, 12, 15, 17, 26, 27 and 37 
14  See Michigan Bell “Pre -Order Processing Timeliness Improvement Plan,” Attachment E, attached to SBC Feb. 

19 Ex Parte. 
15  See Michigan Bell “Directory Listings and Directory Assistance Database Accuracy Compliance Plans,” 

Attachment B, and “Customer Service Inquiry Compliance Plan,” Attachment A, attached to SBC Feb. 19 Ex 
Parte. 
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Testing (“MLT”) at peak volumes, for which test MLT response times were between 45 – 

60 seconds.  However, as BearingPoint itself concluded: “MLT timeliness is similar to 

MLT transaction timeliness delivered by the other local service providers in both 

wholesale and retail settings.  In general, MLT timeliness of 45 to 60 seconds is routinely 

observed in the industry.”16  No further action is needed or required.  

15. The other three “Not Satisfied” criteria deal with the “coding” of trouble reports for 

billing and reporting purposes (TVV7-7, TVV7-12 and TVV7-14).  On November 21, 

2002 BearingPoint determined that Michigan Bell’s trouble ticket coding accuracy for 

Resale (TVV7-7) had satisfied their testing criteria.  The remaining two issues are 

addressed in a Compliance Plan ordered by the Michigan Commission. 17  In addition, 

subsequent BearingPoint testing for these two remaining test criteria resulted in noted 

improvement in the remaining four SBC Midwest states.  

16. The Billing test domain has a single “Not Satisfied” (PPR13-4, Exception 119) out of 95 

applicable test criteria.  BearingPoint is currently retesting 2 of the remaining 8 identified 

issues related to Exception 119, and with the conclusion of BearingPoint’s testing, SBC 

Midwest expects this Exception to be closed successfully.  For further information on this 

test criterion please see the joint reply affidavit of Justin W. Brown, Mark J. Cottrell and 

Michael E. Flynn (Reply App., Tab 3).  

17. Considering these results in context, it cannot be seriously disputed that BearingPoint’s 

Report demonstrates conclusively that SBC has deployed the necessary systems and 

                                                                 
16  BearingPoint Report at 955. 
17  See Michigan Bell “Special Service and UNE Repair Coding Accuracy Compliance Plan,” Attachment C, 

attached to SBC Feb. 19 Ex Parte. 
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personnel to provide nondiscriminatory access to each of the necessary OSS functions, 

and that SBC’s OSS functions are operationally ready as a practical matter and have the 

ability to handle current demand and reasonably foreseeable future volumes.  

COMPLIANCE WITH CHANGE MANAGEMENT PROCESS (“CMP”)  

18. As discussed in the initial Cottrell affidavit, SBC’s 13-state Change Management Process 

(“CMP”) was implemented in SBC Midwest in March 2001.  The FCC reviewed and 

found SBC complied with this same 13-state agreed-upon process in connection with its 

approval of the Arkansas/Missouri and California 271 applications.  See Memorandum 

Opinion and Order, Joint Application by SBC Communications Inc., et al., Pursuant to 

Section 271 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 to Provide In-Region, InterLATA 

Services in Arkansas and Missouri, 16 FCC Rcd 20719, ¶ 15 (2001);  Memorandum 

Opinion and Order, Application by SBC Communications Inc., et al., for Authorization to 

Provide In-Region, InterLATA Services in California, 17 FCC Rcd 25650, ¶ 96 (2002) 

(“California 271 Order”).  In addition, much of the 13-state CMP was taken directly from 

its predecessor, SBC’s 8-state CMP, which was reviewed and approved by the FCC in the 

Texas and Kansas/Oklahoma 271 Applications – where the FCC specifically found that 

SBC’s eight-state change management process provides an efficient competitor a 

meaningful opportunity to compete.  See Memorandum Opinion and Order, Application 

by SBC Communications Inc., Pursuant to Section 271 of the Telecommunications Act of 

1996 to Provide In-Region, InterLATA Services in Texas, 15 FCC Rcd 18354, ¶ 110 

(2000);  Memorandum Opinion and Order, Joint Application by SBC Communications 

Inc., et al., for Provision of In-Region, InterLATA Services in Kansas and Oklahoma, 16 

FCC Rcd 6237, ¶ 166 (2001).   
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19. AT&T makes numerous allegations that SBC Midwest fails to comply with its 13-state 

CMP.  In making those allegations, AT&T deliberately misconstrues and misrepresents 

the purpose, terms and conditions of the plan.  The examples cited by AT&T, while 

unfortunate, nonetheless do not indicate a failure on the part of SBC to comply with its 

CMP obligations.  Rather, these incidents simply demonstrate the complexity involved in 

maintaining these environments on both sides of the interface, and the importance of 

working together to make sure the needs of all parties are met.   

20. AT&T’s primary complaint revolves around a number of incidents in which 

programming on SBC Midwest’s side of the interface resulted in an unintended impact to 

AT&T’s orders.  Specifically, AT&T suggests that absolutely no programming can take 

place on SBC Midwest’s side of the interface without following either the full 

development cycle required for a new release, or the exception notification process.  Such 

is not the case.  Nothing in the CMP precludes SBC Midwest from making changes to its 

interfaces that do not represent changes to the EDI specifications and business rules to 

which the CLECs have programmed their interfaces.  The exceptions process specifically 

applies to release requirements, regulatory mandates, and emergency situations and 

applies when SBC seeks to make a change to those requirements.  The exceptions process 

does not apply to programming undertaken by SBC Midwest to make its systems run 

more efficiently, or to address defects on its side of the interface, so long as there is no 

impact to the release requirements and business rules.   

21. In this regard, it should be noted that BearingPoint specifically evaluated SBC Midwest’s 

process for notifying CLECs of system changes pursuant to CMP requirements.  Overall, 

the third-party testing was conducted to determine the adequacy and completeness of 



 

13 

procedures for developing, publicizing, conducting, and monitoring change management.  

The test evaluated SBC Midwest’s policies and procedures for managing changes to the 

OSS interfaces and business processes utilized by CLECs.  Adherence to change 

management procedures was monitored, analyzed, and reported throughout the life of the 

test BearingPoint’s test results confirmed that the time intervals were clearly defined and 

SBC Midwest complied with the notification interval standard and distributed 

documentation in a timely manner.18  SBC Midwest satisfied all test evaluation criteria 

for the CMP.19   

22. That said, SBC Midwest acknowledges certain missteps on its part with regard to the 

incidents of which AT&T complains and, particularly, the one isolated incident 

(described below) where SBC Midwest did not follow the CMP.  However, the existence 

of an isolated instance of noncompliance with the CMP is not sufficient to undercut SBC 

Midwest’s strong overall pattern of compliance with the CMP.  Moreover, as the details 

discussed below demonstrate, AT&T’s own failure to program its interfaces in 

compliance with industry standards contributed significantly to the problems it 

encountered.  As set out in detail below, on its side of the interface SBC has identified the 

cause of any action on its part that had an adverse consequence to AT&T, and has 

addressed each issue in a manner designed to ensure there are no reoccurrences.   

PIC/LPIC Changes 

23. AT&T claims that unannounced changes to the rules for populating certain fields related 

to the PIC and LPIC fields on the LSR resulted in adverse impact to AT&T orders.  Joint 

                                                                 
18  Test criteria:  PPR1-4, PPR1-6, and PPR1-7.  See BearingPoint Report at 437-442. 
19  See BearingPoint Report at 434-447. 
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Declaration of Sarah DeYoung and Walter Willard ¶¶ 62-64, attached to AT&T’s 

Comments (“DeYoung/Willard Decl.”).  CLECs on version 4.02 may provide PIC/LPIC 

information on the LSR, even if no change to the current PIC/LPIC selection is requested.  

However, with LSOG Version 5, the fields became conditional.  With this change, 

CLECs may submit PIC/LPIC information only if a change to the current selection is 

requested.  If a CLEC using version 5 submits PIC/LPIC selection information on an 

LSR that is the same as the selection currently in place for the end user, the LSR will be 

rejected.  This change in the business rules, applicable to LSOR version 5 and higher, 

was appropriately handled through the CMP process.   

24. On November 25, 2002, AT&T advised SBC Midwest that it was receiving improper 

rejects for including PIC/LPIC information on LSRs sent via LSOR version 4.02.  Upon 

investigation, SBC Midwest determined that on November 20, the same PIC/LPIC 

programming change made for the LSOG 5 versions also was made for version 4.02, 

however, the business rules did not support such a change in version 4.02.20  Effective 

November 27, 2002, SBC made a programming change to bypass this edit for version 

4.02 LSRs.   

25. After confirming that the edit bypass for LSOG 4.02 worked appropriately, on November 

27th Mr. Willard of AT&T informed SBC Midwest that AT&T would supplement the 

                                                                 
20  The business process SMEs responsible for implementing the change to version 4.02 were attemp ting to 

improve order flow through and mistakenly thought the business rules on PIC/LPIC were the same as those for 
5.0x.  The individuals involved felt that implementation of the edit to reject the LSRs for version 4.02 had been 
overlooked.  Thus they believed there would be no CLEC impact from implementing the programming change 
to 4.02.  These SMEs have been coached regarding the determination of CLEC impact when changes are 
implemented to any production version of SBC’s OSS.  
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orders impacted by the PIC/LPIC issue after the Thanksgiving holiday. 21  SBC Midwest 

understood AT&T’s orders would be sent Saturday, November 30, 2002 (see Attachment 

B).  However, as AT&T states, it “attempted to supplement approximately 10,000 orders” 

on Friday, November 29, 2002, a time during which SBC Midwest had recently notified 

CLECs that transactions would not be accepted due to the Thanksgiving holiday.  

DeYoung/Willard Decl. ¶ 63.  As a result of AT&T’s decision to send the LSRs at a time 

when EDI was not available, approximately 15,000 LSRs were impacted. To the best of 

SBC’s knowledge, all of these orders were resent by AT&T by Tuesday, December 3, 

2002, and appropriately processed.   

26. AT&T notes that while it was attempting to resolve the PIC/LPIC issue addressed above, 

“SBC made another mistake” to EDI formatting changes related to AT&T’s impending 

migration from LSOG 4.02 to LSOG 5.02.  DeYoung/Willard Decl. ¶¶ 65-68.  This 

situation actually resulted from two separate issues, both occurring on December 4, 2002, 

and only one of which is partially explained in AT&T’s filing.  First, as AT&T notes, 

“SBC (apparently inadvertently) made certain changes to the trading partner ID  

associated with AT&T’s then-current LSOG 4.02 interface.”  Id. ¶ 65.  In fact, SBC 

intended to change the version of AT&T’s test trading partnet ID (“TPID”) so it could 

begin testing LSOR 5.02, but instead set the production TPID for that version. This error 

was corrected within a matter of minutes and only approximately 125 orders were 

impacted.  These orders were worked by SBC once the TPID was changed back for 

LSOG 4.02.   

                                                                 
21 Accessible Letter CLEC ALLS02-133 (Oct. 23, 2002) advised CLECs of the Thanksgiving holiday schedule for 

SBC’s OSS, informing them that orders sent to SBC’s queues during the holiday period (which included 
Thanksgiving and the Friday after Thanksgiving) would not be accepted at the EDI gateway. (Attachment A).   
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27. However, when resetting the TPID, SBC inadvertently changed the delimiters that SBC 

sent back to AT&T for version 4.02 to the default values.  Delimiters define a series 

within a transaction, thereby separating EDI data so that it can be interpreted.  As a result 

of this change, AT&T could successfully send in-bound requests, but was unable to 

process notifications (Firm Order Confirmations (“FOCs”), Service Order Completions 

(“SOCs”), etc.) sent from SBC to AT&T. 22  SBC restored the version 4.02 delimiters by 

9:00 a.m., and completed re- flowing all the transactions affected by the delimiter change 

that same day (December 4).23  

28. Although AT&T asserts that the issues set out above provide an example of how a simple 

error can “balloon” due to “unstable” SBC Midwest systems, it would be more accurate 

to suggest that the situation was the result of unintentional errors on the part of SBC 

Midwest as well as AT&T.  Neither the TPID nor the subsequent delimiter change are 

CMP issues – rather, these are isolated human errors which occurred as SBC Midwest 

attempted to accommodate AT&T’s request for a change in the test environment.  

Further, the impact of these two problems was exacerbated by the fact that AT&T had 

chosen not to program to industry specifications.  This issue highlights the complexity of 

the interfaces and the potential for either party to make a mistake if processes are not 

                                                                 
22  Had AT&T been following the X12 convention, this delimiter change would not have affected its processing.  

X12 is an ANSI accredited national standards committee that defines rules for EDI.  When CLECs program 
their translators to follow the delimiter conventions defined by X12, transactions are interpreted or mapped 
according to the delimiters specified in the EDI control header.  Consequently, when the delimiters change, the 
control headers define the changes and allow the transactions to be interpreted in accordance with the change.  
If AT&T had followed industry standards, the impact of this issue would have been limited to the first 125 
LSRs noted above.  

23  At AT&T’s request, these transactions were re-flowed in batches to avoid overloading AT&T’s side of the 
interface.  AT&T complaint that the re-flow was not completed until December 6 lies entirely on its side of the 
interface where it apparently was unable to process the batch transfers it requested as quickly as it anticipated.  
SBC was complete by December 4.  
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followed and communication is not effective.  It does not in any way indicate that SBC 

Midwest’s interfaces – which process thousands of transactions daily – are anything other 

than stable.  

Interface Changes/Programming Issues 

29. AT&T provides several examples of rejections that it claims are due to changes on SBC 

Midwest’s side of the interface when, in fact, AT&T’s own business practices and 

ordering habits contributed substantially to the problems it experienced.  For example, 

AT&T claims that SBC changed its coding in September to eliminate a space in 

information required to order a feature known as “Call Forward Busy/No Answer 

Number and Ring Count.”24  DeYoung/Willard Decl. ¶¶ 82-90.  Specifically, AT&T 

claims that prior to this change, the information required to submit the order was sent as 

“‘EVD’ followed by a space, and then followed by the customer’s telephone number and 

a backslash (/) … [t]hus the information would be stated as EVD 12345678910/4.”  

AT&T claims that programming by SBC improperly changed the ordering business rules 

to reject the order if a space was placed between “EVD” and the telephone number.  

30. In fact, AT&T should never have placed a space in that spot in the order.  SBC 

Midwest’s programming change was designed to improve flow-through on this order 

type.  As a result, AT&T’s orders began to be rejected (a G408 reject).  

31. Encountering these rejections, AT&T sought information for the correct format for this 

order type, and was inadvertently referred to the LSOG 5 format.  When its LSRs 

continued to reject, and AT&T asked again, SBC Midwest provided the correct 

                                                                 
24  AT&T raises a similar issue with regard to Pay Per Use Blocking and Custom Ring features, with a similar 

result.   
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information.  These were not “deficiencies in SBC’s documentation” as claimed by 

AT&T (id. ¶ 86), but rather a failure to communicate between the parties.  AT&T also 

criticizes SBC for failing to open a defect report on this incident.  However, because the 

system was operating appropriately with the program change, there was no defect to 

which to respond.  

32. In November 2002, AT&T states that it began receiving rejects indicating that the LSR 

contained more telephone numbers than the applicable Customer Service Record (error 

code “H325”). DeYoung/Willard Decl. ¶¶ 77-78.  AT&T contends the rejects occurred 

because SBC Midwest was “improperly applying LSOG 5 edits to LSOG 4 orders.”  Id. 

¶ 77.  AT&T is incorrect.  This issue was caused after one SBC back-end system was 

removed for routine maintenance on November 17th.  When the system was brought back 

up the following morning, it was not operating as expected.  Regular system checks did 

not reveal any errors.  AT&T first received rejects as a result of this issue on November 

18, 2002; that same evening the offending system was taken out of production, 

eliminating further reject errors.  The system was fixed and validated as working properly 

at the beginning of availability hours on November 19.25   

33. AT&T also claims SBC’s improper application of LSOG 5 edits to LSOG 4 orders 

resulted in B103 (Invalid Listing Type: Non-Published, Non-Listed) error rejections. 

DeYoung/Willard Decl. ¶¶ 79-81.  AT&T was submitting orders for non-published 

additional listings. Because it simply makes no sense to order – and pay for – additional 

listings that are non-published, the LSOG 5 business rules were written to expressly 

                                                                 
25  While this did not represent a change in interfaces or business rules subject to CMP, per SBC’s 

Improvement Plan for CMP, SBC will reinforce the need to use proper outage notification procedures in 
situations where a system does not turn up as expected.   
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preclude this order type. The LSOG 4 business rules were silent. Not recognizing that 

AT&T was submitting such orders, in November SBC implemented an edit for LSOG 4 

that was designed to improve flow-through – with the unintended consequence of causing 

AT&T’s orders to reject.  

34. In response to AT&T’s complaints, SBC lifted the edit for LSOG 4 as of December 13, 

2002, and SBC completed re-flows of all affected AT&T PONs on December 18, 2002. 

While it was not SBC’s intention to inconvenience AT&T, in SBC’s view the 

programming in question was not a violation of the CMP, given that the LSOG 4 

business rules were silent on this issue and SBC Midwest did not anticipate a CLEC 

impact. However, SBC Midwest outlined acceptable processing rules related to non-

published listing types, effective February 19, 2003, as part of documentation upgrades 

published in Accessible Letter CLECAMS03-010 (Jan. 31, 2003) (Attachment C).  

35. AT&T alleges that SBC rejected AT&T’s orders because SBC systems were “unable to 

read hunting information.”  DeYoung/Willard Decl. ¶¶ 104-105.  This problem resulted 

from an EDI mapping issue that only impacted hunting orders.  A defect report (“DR”) to 

correct this problem (which was caused inadvertently in connection with changes made 

as part of a December 19 maintenance release, and does not impact the CMP) was opened 

on December 30, 2002 and was closed on January 13, 2003.  Although SBC offered to 

“unreject” AT&T’s LSRs affected by this error, AT&T decided to resubmit the 

remaining orders after the fix. 

36. AT&T also notes that in December 2002 and early January 2003, it received rejects on 

conditions that were inapplicable to the UNE-P LSRs submitted (error code LS6327 for 

LSOG 5 and error code G318 for LSOG 4).  DeYoung/Willard Decl. ¶106.  These rejects 
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resulted from implementation of a change request (“CR”) designed to implement a rate 

change discount for UNE-P mandated by the MPSC.  Although the programming change 

should not have impacted CLECs, an unanticipated programming problem resulted in 

invalid rejects.  A software fix was implemented for both versions effective on January 

4th.  There was no system change in this case that implicated the CMP.  

37. AT&T complains that in January 2003, SBC rejected three LSRs with error code H332 

(Missing Value for Field Name/State).  Defect reports were opened on this issue for 

LSOG 4 on January 15, 2003 and LSOG 5 on January 6, 2003.  Simply stated, SBC’s 

systems were improperly rejecting LSRs with unique account structure if the STATE 

field was not populated on the LSR, and the “Billing State” was not populated on the 

CSI.  To correct this problem, SBC decided that removing the edit was appropriate in this 

case.  Although SBC planned to remove the system edit for both versions on February 13, 

only the fix for LSOG 5 was implemented at that time.  Unfortunately, as AT&T notes, 

the SME who updates the DR report was not informed that only the LSOG 5 fix was 

applied, so both DRs were removed from the active log.  The LSOR 4.02 fix currently is 

scheduled for March 7, 2003.  There also was no system change in this case that 

implicated CMP.   

38. All of these situations illustrate the complexity of the environments in which both 

companies operate.  As noted below, SBC Midwest has agreed to provide courtesy 

Accessible Letters for those instances where it plans programming changes that could 

reasonably be anticipated to potentially impact CLECs.  Although this should provide 

CLECs such as AT&T with the opportunity to check the accuracy of their own 

programming before the update is made, the accuracy of programming on the CLEC’s 
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side is the CLEC’s responsibility.  Further, the re are some programming situations in 

which the result simply cannot be anticipated.  

39. In this regard, on February 13, 2003, SBC Midwest filed an Improvement Plan for CMP 

Communications with the MPSC.  See SBC Feb. 19 Ex Parte, Attachment F.  Pursuant to 

this plan, SBC Midwest has agreed to distribute Courtesy Accessible Letters (“courtesy 

ALs”) when changes are made to its interfaces that could reasonably be expected to have 

a potential CLECs impact, such as when SBC is tightening an edit or business rule, or 

when as the result of a change, SBC will begin enforcing an existing documented 

business rule with an electronic or manual edit.  

40. In connection with this plan, SBC is developing and implementing an internal quality 

assurance review plan to verify the completeness and accuracy of the notification 

process.  SBC will provide a document to OSS Application teams, for the purpose of 

providing:  

• Introduction and explanation of the purpose, function, and issuance procedures for 
courtesy ALs; 

• Guidance on how to improve system changes evaluations made between releases; 

• Overview of the Exception Process and when to invoke it; and 

• Overview of the importance of adhering to the 13-state CMP when making changes 
to business rules and system requirements.   

41. SBC is also developing an internal document that further clarifies which system changes 

may impact CLECs.  SBC recognizes those edits that change or modify an existing 

LSOR business rule should go through the 13-state CMP, including the Exception 

Process.  SBC will re-emphasize the importance of thorough analysis of the existing 

LSOR and LSPOR to minimize the times an edit change from one version is 
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inadvertently carried over to other versions.  And, SBC will reinforce the need to use the 

proper outage notification process for situations where a system does not turn up as 

planned.  

Working Service in Conflict (“WSC”) Process 

42. AT&T complains that SBC Midwest implemented a new WSC process without providing 

the notice allegedly required by CMP.  DeYoung/Willard Decl. ¶¶ 69-76.  AT&T’s 

allegations are incorrect.  The WSC process did not involve any system changes that 

would have required implementation through the CMP.  In fact, the WSC process was 

developed in response to CLEC requests for just such a process, and was implemented 

appropriately in accordance with CLEC User Forum (“CUF”) guidelines.  

43. Prior to implementation of the WSC process, whenever SBC encountered a WSC on a 

CLEC order for residential service, it installed the service as an additional line, rather 

than as primary service.  Because new facilities are required for an additional line, 

CLECs with limited outside forces were expending resources in sending technicians to 

terminate these new facilities and their end users were delayed in getting service.  One 

CLEC requested that SBC Midwest develop a process to enable facilities to be reused and 

eliminate the need for dispatch on new residential service.  This required a process to 

determine whether services at the premise had been abandoned.  

44. SBC Midwest conducted a trial of the WSC process with the requesting CLEC for 

approximately 3 months prior to introducing it in the July 2002 Midwest CUF Regional 

meeting.  As the attached meeting notes and attendance log from the July meeting 

demonstrate, four AT&T representatives and three WorldCom representatives attended 

this meeting.  See Attachments D & E.  No objections to the proposal were expressed by 
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CLECs at that meeting.  Also, presumably because no system change whatsoever was 

required for implementation of the process, no CLEC suggested that the WSC process 

was more appropriately addressed through the CMP.   

45. AT&T claims that the WSC process falls under the CMP because it “specified changes to 

the LSR.”  Willard/DeYoung ¶ 71.  To use AT&T’s words, this claim is specious.  Under 

the WSC process, upon receipt of the WSC form, the CLEC is requested to respond to the 

LSC with a supplemental LSR either requesting an additional line, or authorizing the 

LSC to disconnect abandoned service.  As AT&T notes, the CLEC’s requested 

disposition is indicated by text provided in the “remarks” section of the LSR. 26  No 

changes to SBC Midwest’s systems were required for implementation of the process, as 

entries in “remarks” are commonly used by many CLECs, are free in form and only 

limited by field length.  

46. At CMP and CUF meetings, AT&T raised the question of which forum was the 

appropriate one to manage the WSC process; no other CLEC supported moving WSC to 

the CMP.  By way of contrast, implementation of a mechanized jeopardy notification for 

WSC, which is planned for this September, does involve systems changes for SBC 

Midwest, and it is acknowledged CLECs must also plan for those changes.  As correctly 

noted by AT&T (Id. ¶ 72, n.21), these changes will be implemented through the change 

management process.   

47. Although AT&T claims that the announcement of the WSC process “on one month’s 

notice” had a “disruptive effect on CLECs,” AT&T’s problems in this regard were solely 

                                                                 
26  See Accessible Letter CLECAM02-295 (July 24, 2002) (App. H, Tab 31). 
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of its own making.  Id. ¶ 73.  Despite attending the CLEC User Forum meetings 

referenced above, and despite receiving Accessible Letter CLECAM02-295 dated July 

24, 2002 (App. H, Tab 31), and Accessible Letter CLECAM02-349 dated August 20, 

2002 (App. H, Tab 32), providing the details of the requirements for the process, AT&T 

neither trained its employees nor adapted its systems to handle these notifications.  

Rather, after apparently ignoring more than 5,000 WSC forms sent by SBC Midwest 

between August 30 and early November, AT&T approached SBC Midwest in “full 

complaint mode,” and attempted to have SBC Midwest relax the process.  When those 

attempts were not successful, AT&T approached SBC Midwest to work out a solution for 

the substantial number of its orders that were in pending or cancelled status as a result of 

its failure to respond to the WSC notifications. 27   

48. Although not required to do so, SBC Midwest agreed to help AT&T out of the problem it 

had created for itself by manually processing AT&T’s “backlog” of pending orders in a 

one-month time period.  SBC Midwest is surprised that AT&T is now complaining about 

SBC Midwest’s good faith efforts to resolve AT&T’s problem, and is disappointed that 

AT&T has chosen to misrepresent that assistance in an attempt to create an issue in this 

proceeding.  AT&T’s comments on this manual effort are discussed further in the Brown 

reply affidavit (Reply App., Tab 2).  

                                                                 
27  As set out in Accessible Letter CLECAM02-295 (July 24, 2002), “All pending orders associated with the 

issuance of a WS1a, for which SBC Ameritech LSC does not receive a response, will be cancelled 30 days 
following the issuance date of the WS1a form by the LSC to the CLEC.” The 30-day time frame for response is 
the common amount of time allowed for response by CLECs to communications from SBC and is the same 
allowed for response to a jeopardy notification.   
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49. WorldCom complains that “unlike SBC itself in its other regions” only SBC Midwest 

requires CLECs to fill out a WSC form when SBC determines there is already working 

service at the premises.  Reply Declaration of Sherry Lichtenberg ¶ 12, attached to 

WorldCom’s Comments (“Lichtenberg Decl.”).  This issue is not as prevalent in SBC 

West and Southwest regions because a Working Service on Premises (“WSOP”) 

indicator on the address validation information available in the pre-order interface helps 

identify these situations.  While certain WSOP information is available in SBC 

Midwest’s backend systems, it cannot be easily retrieved and presented.  Further, WSCs 

do arise in SBC’s other regions, and the mechanized jeopardy for WSC (scheduled for 

implementation in September), will be deployed for use in all 13 SBC states.  

50. WorldCom further implies the WSC forms are not necessary because “as a general 

matter, the CLECs would not generally have any information that would help SBC 

determine whether a dispatch is necessary.”  Lichtenberg Decl. ¶ 13.  WorldCom further 

states that SBC Midwest should use switch-generated call record information.  

WorldCom Comments at 7-8.  WorldCom suggests that this information is more reliable 

because the customer might not know, or might provide incorrect information.  Neither 

contention is accurate.  Call record information is not useful in determining whether a 

service is abandoned.  If usage is present, fraud may be occurring on the line.  And the 

absence of usage is no indicator that the service is not to remain in place.  SBC Midwest 

has no means of resolving a WSC for the CLEC, other than by making direct contact with 

the CLEC’s end-user.  It is not customary or appropriate for an SBC employee to talk 

directly with a CLEC end user at this point in the order process.  Rather, the CLEC is in 
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the best position to research the status of the existing service at the premises with its own 

customer. 

Customer Not Ready (“CNR”) Process (PIA 8) 

51. AT&T contends that SBC Midwest’s discontinuation of the use of the PIA 8 notification 

constituted a “violation of the letter and spirit of the change management process.” 

DeYoung/Willard Decl. ¶ 172.  In fact, neither is true.  Having failed to pay attention at 

the CUF, AT&T now seeks to fault SBC Midwest for its lack of attention by contending 

that SBC Midwest somehow violated the CMP by discontinuing the PIA 8.  Indeed, 

AT&T is the only CLEC in all of SBC’s 13 states to raise any objection.   

52. At the December All Regions CUF meeting held on December 4, 2002, SBC solicited 

CLEC input for its proposal to standardize the Customer Not Ready (“CNR”) process for 

all 13 states.28  At the December 4th meeting, SBC and CLECs discussed SBC’s proposal 

to standardize the CNR, which included introducing the CNR process for SNET; bringing 

differences in the CNR process for the SBC West Region into line with the Midwest and 

Southwest Regions; providing a comprehensive list of jeopardy codes subject to the 

CNR; and eliminating the manually intensive and redundant step of sending a Provider 

Initiated Activity number 8 (PIA 8).  

53. As outlined in the CNR process, when a CLEC receives a jeopardy notice, the CLEC 

must provide a response within 30 days or the LSC will cancel the internal service order.  

                                                                 
28  See Accessible Letter CLECALL02-156 (Dec. 5, 2002) (App. I, Tab 17) for details of the CNR process.  SBC 

routinely looks at processes from a 13-state perspective.  As part of introducing and explaining process 
standardizations/modifications to CLECs, SBC brings them to the All Region CUF to seek CLEC input and 
feedback.  During the CUF meeting SBC responds to CLEC questions and to CLEC concerns prior to issuing an 
Accessible Letter introducing the change.   
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Although the original purpose of the PIA 8 was to remind the CLEC to send a 

supplement to cancel the request,29 SBC has determined that sending the PIA 8 was 

redundant.  First, some of the jeopardy notices sent at the time the CNR type problem is 

first encountered expressly request the CLEC to send a supplement to cancel the request.  

Second, the CNR process document clearly explains that internal service orders will be 

cancelled 30 days after no response.30  Thus, because the process to send the PIA 8 was 

manually intensive for the LSCs, SBC Midwest raised the issue of eliminating its use in 

discussions at the CUF.  SBC received no objections at the meeting from any CLEC – 

including AT&T, who had two representatives in attendance – and proceeded to send an 

Accessible Letter on December 5 outlining the revised CNR process.  

54. Again, SBC Midwest made no coding changes to its interface; it simply standardized and 

modified the CNR process and, after consulting with CLECs in the CUF, eliminated the 

manual LSC process of sending the unnecessary and manually burdensome PIA 8 

notifications.  SBC followed its change management process for making changes to its 

business processes as defined in the CLEC User Forum Guidelines.  When SBC Midwest 

                                                                 
29  The PIA 8 sends the CLEC a fully refreshed Firm Order Confirmation for a particular CLEC Purchase Order 

Number and includes the message “PON Old/Stale - Last Notice 30 Days Ago - Send CAN Supp.”  The PIA-8 
notification was created during collaborative discussions for SBC’s Uniform and Enhanced OSS Plan of 
Record.  The entire concept of PIAs was initially strongly opposed by CLECs, especially AT&T, for inclusion 
in SBC’s Uniform interface.  After receiving reluctant concurrence to the concept, the PIA 8 was added to 
supplement the newly released CNR policy.  It was originally proposed as a notice that SBC was canceling the 
CLEC’s request.  Because CLECs protested a process that would allow SBC to cancel the CLEC’s request, 
SBC instead developed the PIA as a request from SBC to the CLEC that the CLEC send a supplement to cancel 
the order.  It is surprising to SBC that the CLEC that was the most vocal in its opposition to the PIA concept 
would now complain that it was discontinued.   

30  See Accessible Letter CLECAM00-048 (May 31, 2000) (App. H, Tab 5): “If the CLEC has neither submitted a 
SUPP committing to a new due date that is within thirty (30) days of the original due date or canceled the 
order, and the order is thirty (30) days past the original due date, Ameritech will cancel the ASR/LSR service 
order.”  See also Accessible Letter CLECALL02-156 (Dec. 5, 2002) (App. I, Tab 17): “After 30 calendar days 
if a SUPP has NOT been sent by the CLEC, the SBC LSC will cancel all related service orders to the LSR..” 
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does propose to remove the PIA 8 from the interface, the requirements will be presented 

in CMP.   

CMP for LSOG 4 & 5 Implementation 

55. AT&T complains at length that SBC Midwest failed to comply with change management 

in connection with the LSOG 4 and 5 releases.  The issues raised by AT&T were 

addressed at length in the initial Cottrell affidavit, which establishes that both these 

releases were CMP compliant.   

56. Specifically, contrary to AT&T’s assertion, SBC Midwest did not miss any of the agreed 

upon change management notification dates for LSOG 4 implementation.  Though 

several changes were made to the release requirements after the final requirements were 

released, these changes were the result of additional collaborative walkthrough sessions, 

which were held at the request of the CLECs and those requirements were updated in 

compliance with the agreed upon CMP.  Further, the CMP exception process was 

adhered to in announcing those changes.  Throughout the March 2001 release process, 

SBC Midwest adhered to the precepts and timelines agreed to in the CMP, as well as to 

the notification requirements of the Plan Of Record CMP that was used on an interim 

basis pending completion of the CMP negotiations.   

57. AT&T also complains about LSOG 5 implementation and, particularly, about “misuse” 

of the exception process.  In response, SBC Midwest notes that the FCC reviewed LSOG 

5 implementation in connection with its approval of the California 271 application, where 

it specifically concluded that “Pacific Bell’s change management process provides the 

documentation and support necessary to provide competitive LECs nondiscriminatory 

access to Pacific Bell’s OSS.”  California 271 Order ¶ 96.  
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VERSIONING AND LINE SPLITTING 

58. AT&T makes the outrageous accusation that SBC Midwest’s versioning policy “creates 

an enormous barrier to competition.”  AT&T Comments at 22;  DeYoung/Willard Decl. 

¶¶ 136-157.  Specifically, AT&T complains “SBC has severely inhibited the ability of 

AT&T to use SBC’s EDI interface for line splitting,” because SBC Midwest’s versioning 

policy (which identifies CLECs by Operating Company Number (“OCN”)), requires all 

LSRs submitted by or on behalf of a CLEC to be sent using the same LSOR version.  Id. 

¶ 137.  For several reasons, AT&T’s argument is flat wrong.   

59. First, the very fact that AT&T is even complaining about SBC’s versioning policy is hard 

to take, given that AT&T (along with other CLECs) requested the very versioning policy 

that is now in place.31  During the collaboratives for both the 13-state CMP and the U&E 

POR, SBC and the CLECs re-negotiated and expanded the parameters of the versioning 

policy.  SBC ultimately agreed to support three versions of its software at all times, 

including two LSOG versions.  SBC invested a tremendous amount of time, money and 

resources to implement versioning according to these requirements in April 2002.  

Because SBC’s versioning  – which FCC approved in both Arkansas/Missouri, and 

California 271 proceedings – was developed at the request and with the agreement of 

AT&T and other CLECs, it is simply disingenuous for AT&T now to describe SBC’s 

versioning policy as “restrictive.”  DeYoung/Willard Decl. ¶ 140.   

60. Second, AT&T’s suggestion that this problem was somehow created by SBC is baseless.  

As explained below, the decision to use the OCN instead of other alternatives to identify 
                                                                 

31  The origins of SBC’s versioning policy date back to its Texas 271 application, when CLECs first requested 
versioning.  Versioning was implemented in August 2000 for SBC’s Southwest and West regions.  The 
Midwest region implemented the same versioning scheme in March 2001.  
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CLECs for versioning purposes was the most logical choice for meeting the requirements 

received from the CLECs.  SBC’s versioning policy has now only become an issue in this 

proceeding as a result of recent internal business decisions made by AT&T, not SBC. 

61. In supporting multiple versions, SBC must have a method of determining the identity of 

the CLEC and the LSOR version used by the CLEC, in order to know how to apply the 

appropriate business rules and edits.  There are several ways for SBC to identify a unique 

customer: (1) the ACNA (Access Carrier Name Abbreviation – a code assigned by 

NECA [National Exchange Carrier Association] to determine the billing entity); (2) the 

OCN (Operating Company Number assigned by NECA); (3) a combination of OCN and 

ACNA; or (4) Trading Partner ID (“TPID”), as described in the Accredited Standards 

Committee X12 standards.  Purchase Order Numbers (“PONs”), which contain both the 

ACNA and OCN, could be used to identify unique requests submitted by a company.  For 

several reasons, when SBC developed its versioning architecture, the OCN was selected 

as the most logical choice for recognizing the customer.   

62. The ACNA level was not specific enough because customers could have multiple 

platforms.  Moreover, the TPID was not appropriate because the EDI translator, which 

uses the TPID, was not designed to do editing, but rather to pass the order to the LASR 

application where the intelligence resided.  SBC was looking for an identifier that LASR 

could utilize for purposes of applying the appropriate edits.  The OCN was the logical 

choice because it comes across on the LSR, is unique to the CLEC entity and allowed for 

CLECs with multiple OCNs (as required in different states by NECA for UNE/ 

Unbundled Network Elements and Resale) to operate on different platforms.  SBC 

perceived the OCN as offering the most flexibility to the CLECs. 
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63. During the CMP collaboratives, CLECs never expressed any need to vary the version of 

LSRs by PON, and it was never contemplated that SBC should make versioning more 

complicated by building versioning down to the PON level (or some other detailed 

combination of criteria).  Rather, CLECs emphasized the need for SBC to maintain 

multiple versions of its software to accommodate the need of each CLEC to transition to 

a new version on its own timeline.  Of course, that is what SBC delivered.  Any issues 

resulting from SBC’s versioning policy are the result of recent internal business decisions 

made by AT&T, not SBC.   

64. Third, although AT&T seeks to foist the costs of solving its own business problems onto 

SBC, AT&T fails to mention that it could easily solve this problem for itself without the 

need for SBC to fundamentally alter its versioning framework.  Indeed, SBC has 

suggested several alternatives to AT&T and Covad, AT&T’s line splitting business 

partner.  Covad could use LEX, which is version independent, to submit LSRs on 

AT&T’s behalf.  Covad could use a Service Bureau Provider to submit its orders in the 

correct EDI format.  Covad could also design its systems to submit the one order type at 

issue here in the same version as AT&T’s LSR, even if the Covad’s other LSRs are 

submitted using another version.  AT&T could also submit both line splitting orders.  

Indeed, SBC’s line splitting processes, most of which were developed at AT&T’s request 

and with its concurrence, assume that the customer of record for the voice issues the 

orders.  Clearly, CLECs have the ability to solve this issue and need not (and should not) 

either point to SBC as a roadblock or look to it to supply the solution.   

65. Instead of adopting one of the reasonable solutions to this issue suggested by SBC (all of 

which require some effort by either AT&T or its business partner), AT&T seeks instead 
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to place the burden on SBC.  In consideration of AT&T’s request, SBC has determined 

the time, resources and money that would be required to undertake such a change in the 

versioning architecture.  It is clear that such an undertaking would be tremendous.  SBC 

estimates that altering SBC’s versioning scheme – which is a fundamental part of the 

CMP and of the system design – to provide what AT&T has requested would take about 

9-12 months, and would require a huge expenditure of time and resources for SBC.  This 

diversion of resources would necessarily impact other critical enhancements already in 

the hopper, including items such as SBC’s Business Rules Plan of Record, LSOG 6, flow 

through enhancements and many others.  

66. As AT&T notes, SBC was willing to implement AT&T’s requested change to versioning.  

But any changes contemplated were never proposed as short term solutions to any 

business issue, and truly they are not.  Because of the tremendous effort required to 

implement such a change, as well as the added complexity such a change would create 

for an already complex environment, SBC proposed that in exchange, the versioning 

policy be simplified to support only the three most recent versions of software available  

This option would migrate CLECs off of the old LSOG version more quickly and 

simplify SBC’s operating environment.  This option was discussed during the late 

summer and fall of 2002, but because all parties were unable to reach a consensus, the 

issue was tabled for further discussions in 2003.  Issues related to line splitting were 

presented after these discussions were held.   

67. AT&T claims that Verizon and BellSouth track the version by trading partner ID.  SBC’s 

understanding of versioning schemes used by other BOCs is that they may use different 

techniques.  For example, Verizon’s versioning policy requires periodic flash cuts, which 
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SBC’s does not.  SBC’s versioning scheme was adopted independent of Verizon, 

BellSouth, and Qwest.  If CLECs were communicating different desires to those 

companies, those desires were never made known to SBC.   

68. Simply stated, SBC implemented versioning in a manner that accomplished the 

requirements of the CLECs operating in its 13-state region.  SBC’s versioning scheme 

works and functions as intended.  Also, SBC’s Line Splitting ordering process functions 

in the manner requested and intended – and as approved in several 271 applications.  The 

two, versioning and line splitting, can be made to function together, should partners 

desire that.  To imply that SBC has created any type of barrier is flatly wrong.   

TEST ENVIRONMENT 

69. AT&T contends that SBC fails to maintain an adequate test environment because the 

restrictions on CLEC use of the test environment prevent AT&T from ensuring that its 

own OSS will ‘interact [] smoothly and efficiently’ with SBC’s.”  DeYoung/Willard 

Decl. ¶ 177.  AT&T further claims that multiple retesting of the same test case scenarios 

(anywhere from 9 to 15 times a transaction) is necessary to “to ensure that changes 

AT&T makes … [do] not adversely impact any of its upstream systems,” and “because 

AT&T maintains three back-end systems.” Id. ¶¶ 179, 183, n.53.   

70. In fact, the SBC Midwest joint test environment was not designed to facilitate testing by 

AT&T to ensure its own “three back-end systems” and “multiple upstream systems” are 

working together appropriately.  Such testing is AT&T’s responsibility; neither SBC nor 

the other CLECs utilizing the joint test environment should be expected to bear the 

burden of repetitious testing for the purpose of allowing AT&T to validate its own back-

end and upstream systems.  AT&T has the capability to develop, manage and pay for 
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testing capability applicable to its own systems, in much the same way that SBC 

maintains its own internal test environment.  

71. As explicitly set out in the 13-State CLEC Joint Test Plan (“JTP”) (Attachment F), SBC 

Midwest makes the joint test environment available to enable CLECs to jointly test with 

SBC to determine whether they have appropriately mapped to the EDI technical 

specifications and followed the LSOR business rules.  In order to accomplish this 

purpose, the JTP provides that the length of the test and the number of test cases will be 

negotiated and agreed upon with the CLEC.  The CLEC is responsible for specifying its 

test cases and providing a complete data package containing account information and the 

functionality to be tested.  CLECs may send multiple orders daily; SBC will analyze five 

of those transactions per day unless otherwise negotiated with SBC.  If the CLEC 

experiences a defect in its side, the test case is marked accordingly, and the CLEC is 

allowed to retest the transaction until it processes successfully.  And, finally, a CLEC 

may rerun test cases that already have completed through the test environment (i.e., 

perform “regression testing”) by submitting the test cases again in a new test plan.  

72. SBC works within these guidelines to fairly manage the test environment resource for all 

CLECs seeking to test, in a manner which allows those CLEC to adequately determine 

whether they it can “successfully send an LSR file via EDI containing various production 

order types to SBC,” and whether the “file transmitted from the CLEC is successfully 

processed through incoming transactions, system interfaces, business processes, and 

outgoing transactions.”  See JPT, § 2.1.   

73. It should be noted that, at any given time, anywhere from 7-15 CLECs test at the same 

time in SBC Midwest’s region.  SBC works with these CLECs individually to help 
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manage their test plans.  A typical CLEC test plan may have between 25-55 test cases 

submitted once each, although some may have a lot less and some a bit more.  When a 

CLEC submits a test plan containing a high number of test cases, SBC will review to see 

if it can assist the CLEC in identifying unnecessary duplication of test scenarios. For a 

correctly submitted test case, SBC will return the same response, regardless of the 

number of times the test case is submitted.  Thus, once the CLEC receives the correct 

response, there generally is no need to duplicate the test case.  

74. If, in working with the CLEC, there is agreement that there is no unnecessary duplication, 

and there is a legitimate business need for the test cases, SBC can and will accept that test 

plan.  However, if the test plan contains numerous tests of the same conditions, or 

proposes to run the same test case redundantly – no purpose is served.  In that case, SBC 

will negotiate an agreement with the CLEC on a reasonable amount of test cases, to 

ensure that SBC has adequate resources to support not only that CLEC, but other CLECs 

seeking to test.  

75. AT&T misrepresents the facts when it contends that SBC issued AT&T a “warning” on 

January 14, 2003, because “AT&T had submitted more pre-ordering transactions than it 

had originally anticipated in the test plan it submitted to SBC.”  DeYoung/Willard Decl. 

¶ 183.  The “warning” in question was issued because AT&T had transmitted test cases 

into the test environment that were not included on any test plan.  Unsupervised testing of 

this type is not allowed under the JTP.   

76. With regard to unsupervised testing, AT&T complains that, prior to January, SBC 

Midwest only “occasionally” called to AT&T’s attention that AT&T was sending 

“multiple ‘off plan’ re-testing transactions.”  Id. ¶ 182.  That is because SBC’s ability to 
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detect unauthorized use of the environment was limited prior to August 2002, when a 

new mechanism for retrieving EDI transactions in the test environment was implemented.  

This mechanism was developed as a means of retrieving EDI transactions without having 

to contact other IT resources.  On occasion when working with CLECs on their current 

test plans, SBC has identified some CLECs that were submitting transactions that were 

not on any test plan.  While reviewing the mechanism to validate the supervised agreed-

upon transactions, the test analysts at SBC also were able to see additional transactions 

that were not on an agreed-upon test plan.  These test cases then are brought to the 

CLECs’ attention so that an agreed-upon test plan can be arranged.  In other words, 

unauthorized usage of the test environment without a test plan by AT&T was never 

sanctioned or agreed to by SBC.  The fact that AT&T admits to having sent such 

transactions numerous times in the past is disappointing to SBC, and is not something 

SBC ever intended to allow.   

77. When AT&T’s unauthorized test cases were discovered in January, SBC advised AT&T 

that it needed to submit a test plan for the transactions in question.  AT&T responded by 

submitting a plan to test 24 different types of transactions 40 times each, for a total of 960 

submissions.32  As noted above, once the transaction was submitted correctly, the test 

                                                                 
32  To illustrate the complexity involved, a test plan with 80 test cases at 5 transactions per day will take 16 days on 

average to complete (assuming that the CLEC can send 5 transactions per day, which not all can do on a 
consistent basis).  If SBC Midwest is testing with 10 CLECs on that day, it must analyze and discuss, as 
appropriate, all transactions submitted the day before.  At 5 transactions a day, a test plan containing 960 test 
cases such as that proposed by AT&T could take up to 192 days to complete.  In the meantime, SBC Midwest 
must also make its resources available to support  the other CLECs with testing needs.  Additionally, once SBC 
Midwest accepts a test plan, that plan may be used by the CLEC again as needed by resubmitting that 
previously completed test plan.  This means that if a request such as AT&T’s is accommodated once, SBC is 
obligated to make those additional resources available on future occasions.  This would unnecessarily impede 
SBC’s ability to accommodate increases in test cases from CLECs who have legitimate needs to test with SBC 
Midwest – rather than testing the adequacy of their own back-ends.  Similarly, SBC worked with AT&T to 
develop a reasonably sized test plan that was not overly redundant, would last approximately 2 weeks, and that 
SBC would be willing accept whenever AT&T needs to resubmit it.  
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environment would return the exact same response to AT&T every time the transaction 

was submitted.  A request to submit each transaction 40 times was simply unreasonable 

and unnecessary. Accordingly, SBC agreed to allow AT&T to submit each test case three 

different times, which was more than sufficient for AT&T to determine that its EDI 

transmission was correctly received and processed by SBC.  While SBC is and has been 

willing to work with AT&T on the number of retests it requires, AT&T’s contention that 

it should be allowed unlimited retesting for the purpose of validating its back-end 

systems is unreasonable, and far exceeds the scope of the JTP.  

78. AT&T’s complains that SBC’s position on retesting places it at a competitive 

disadvantage with SBC, because SBC is able to “test transactions and changes as often as 

it wants,” without providing CLECs the same ability to test changes that CLECs make to 

their own back ends and upstream systems.  Id. ¶ 185.  There is no basis for this claim.  

As noted earlier, SBC maintains a completely separate test environment for its internal 

testing – something AT&T certainly could do for itself if it desired.  AT&T’s use of the 

joint test environment to send multiple transactions for the purpose of testing how well it 

has programmed its own back-ends has nothing to do with the whether its EDI 

transmissions are received by SBC in a correct manner.  Such testing is improper, goes 

beyond the scope of the JTP, and is not something SBC either has agreed to or is required 

to provide.  

79. That said, SBC works closely with CLECs to perform testing in the CLEC Test 

environment, to meet their joint testing needs whether for new testing or regression 

testing efforts.  SBC continually goes out of its way to find the unique accounts, ones 
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with specific features or special hunting arrangements, which CLECs demand, for their 

testing efforts.   

80. For example, at the January 16th CMP meeting, AT&T requested that SBC Midwest 

consider some modifications to its current pre-order testing processes, including allowing 

unsupervised testing of pre-order transactions.  In response, on February 7, 2003, SBC 

Midwest hosted a 13-state conference call between its testing subject matter experts and 

OSS support team and interested CLECs to discuss the CLECs’ requests.33  

Subsequently, at the February 20, 2003 CMP meeting, SBC presented its proposal for a 

trial of unsupervised testing.  Attachment H is an excerpt of the minutes of that meeting, 

providing details of the proposal, which is targeted for 3rd quarter 2003.  These minutes 

will be distributed to the CLECs via accessible letter this week, as part of the regular 

minute distribution process.   

PRE-ORDERING 

Interface Availability 

81. AT&T claims that SBC Midwest’s pre-ordering system – specifically CORBA – is not 

stable and further alleges that the CORBA interface was unavailable for “almost 500 user 

hours” during the last three months of 2002.  DeYoung/Willard Decl. ¶¶ 52-56.  AT&T 

did not raise CORBA availability as an issue with the Account team or OSS support 

teams.  On an executive- level call in mid-December, AT&T’s perceived increase in 

outages on CORBA was mentioned along with several other issues.  However, if 

                                                                 
33  See Accessible Letter CLECALLS03-016 (Feb. 3, 2003) (Attachment G). 
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CORBA “repeatedly” imposed outages, as AT&T alleges, SBC would expect to receive a 

request to explain or resolve the issues.  

82. Moreover, despite AT&T’s claim that CORBA “repeatedly” imposed outages on both 

individual CLECs and system-wide, the CORBA results reflected in the PM4 OSS 

Availability measurement for October through December tell a different story.  There 

was downtime of approximately 5 hours overall during the last three months of 2002.  

SBC Midwest results for PM 4 indicate: in October, 584 hours scheduled with 2.42 hours 

unavailable for 99.59% available; in November, 491 hours scheduled with 1.77 hours 

unavailable for 99.64% available; and in December, 556 hours scheduled with 0.62 hours 

unavailable for 99.89% available.  

83. SBC Midwest’s performance results are based on business rules available to all parties 

and provide verifiable results. In contrast, AT&T’s allegation of “over 500 user hours,” 

which is based on its own internal calculations of Impacted User Minutes (or “IUMs”), 

fails to clarify how AT&T defines “impacted” and most likely includes downtime 

resulting from internal issues on AT&T’s side of the gateway.   

84.  From July through December, AT&T opened fewer than 30 tickets related to issues on 

CORBA.  Moreover, AT&T opened fewer tickets related to CORBA in the last three 

months of 2002 than in the preceding three months, demonstrating a decrease rather than 

an increase in CORBA trouble reported by AT&T during these months than during the 
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previous three months.34  In addition, more than 70% of the trouble tickets opened by 

AT&T from October to December concerned: 

• informational issues (like inquiry for hours of availability),  

• “trouble” that came clear; upon testing, both AT&T and SBC claimed no changes 
were made to their respective systems that might have resolved the alleged “trouble,” 

• or CLEC/user issues (e.g., trouble was determined to be AT&T network problem and 
trouble suspected with AT&T’s service provider, as all CLECs using this service 
provider experienced problems on this day).   

In January 2003, AT&T opened four tickets on CORBA, including the ticket on Ohio 

CSIs, addressed below, reporting that the Zip Code field was not returned.   

85.  WorldCom also complains of EDI pre-order interface outages and specifically mentions 

outages from November 2002 through January 2003.  Lichtenberg Decl. ¶ 3.  However, 

unlike AT&T, WorldCom scheduled a review of WorldCom’s outage log with SBC with 

the OSS CLEC Support team.  This business-to-business review occurred on February 6, 

2003, and it was determined that most of the outage time did not occur in the SBC 

Midwest region.  In fact, during the last three months, EDI pre-order availability was 

measured at 99.72% for November, 99.89% for December, and 99.96% for January – all 

three months exceeded the benchmark of 99.5%.   

86. As a result of this business-to-business review, SBC has put more monitoring devices in 

place, which will alert analysts earlier and shorten downtimes.  In addition, SBC agreed 

to proactively retrieve outage logs for WorldCom for the next three months in order to 

                                                                 
34  Despite little difference in CORBA trouble reported by AT&T, AT&T characterized October through 

December as “frequently render[ing] AT&T unable to perform some, or all, pre-ordering functions” in contrast 
to its statement that in July and August, “no SBC-caused outages occurred on CORBA.”  DeYoung/Willard 
Decl. ¶ 52. 
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monitor and report progress to the CLEC.  WorldCom appeared to be satisfied with the 

efforts that SBC implemented to address its concerns.   

Pre-Order Transaction Issues 

87. AT&T asserts that on January 22, 2003, AT&T service representatives discovered they 

were “unable to retrieve CSRs when they were attempting to fill orders for customers in 

Michigan and Ohio.”35  DeYoung/Willard Decl. ¶ 57.  In addition, AT&T claims that 300 

end-user accounts were affected and its “inability to access CSRs effectively precluded it 

from completing customer orders.”  Id. ¶¶ 57-58.    

88. AT&T’s claim that “its inability to access CSIs effectively precluded it from completing 

customer orders” is an exaggeration, to say the least.  Id. ¶ 58.36  First, AT&T was not 

unable to access CSIs.  The problem was that when AT&T requested certain CSIs based 

on the Account Telephone Number (or “ATN”), the CSI was returned without the zip 

code field.  In cases where the CSI for the same account was retrieved using the Working 

Telephone Number inquiry (or “WTN”), the zip code field was populated.37  In fact, as 

noted below, the zip code was provided in an unparsed format even on those CSIs where 

the zip code field was not returned.   

                                                                 
35  AT&T refers in its comments to the industry standard Customer Service Inquiry (“CSI”) as Customer Service 

Record (or “CSR”). 
36  Although AT&T claims that it “is often forced to develop its own solutions, in order to ensure that its customers 

receive quality service on time,” (DeYoung/Willard Decl. ¶ 22) apparently AT&T decided not to use any of the 
easily available alternative means to determine zip code and chose instead to allow an unreturned zip code field 
on a CSI to “effectively preclude[ ] it from completing customer orders.”  Id. ¶ 58.   

37  A CSI requested by ATN provides all WTNs assigned to the customer account.  So, if a customer had three 
working TNs, information for all three numbers is available on the ATN CSI, whereas a CSI would have to be 
requested three separate times to receive the same information if requested by WTN.   
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89. Second, several alternatives for retrieving an end user’s zip code were available to 

AT&T, including: 

• Using the unparsed zip code provided on the CSI following the DZIP indicator in the 
Account Level Feature Section, 38 

• Retrieving the CSI using the WTN inquiry rather than the ATN inquiry,   

• Asking the end user for the zip code (if the end user was still on the line), and  

• Validating the accuracy of customer-provided zip code information by requesting an 
Address Validation (requested by address).   

Although the alternatives set out above may have required additional attention on the part 

of AT&T, this issue in no way “precluded it from completing orders.”   

90. Even though AT&T alleges that it was “unable to retrieve CSRs,” in fact the CSI was 

retrieved – as set out above, the only issue was that the zip code field was not populated 

for CSIs in one state.  AT&T’s Vantive trouble ticket reported that the CSI is being 

returned without zip codes in Ohio only (no mention of Michigan on the ticket).  In spite 

of AT&T’s subsequent claim that “more than 300” accounts were affected, AT&T gave 

only two examples where the zip code was not returned, and both numbers were located 

in Ohio.  In addition, the trouble ticket specifically notes that the zip code field was blank 

only in the instance where a CSI was retrieved based on the ATN.   

91. SBC tested all Midwest region states several times before the issue was resolved, and in 

every case, the only state SBC found to be affected was Ohio.  CSIs for the other four 

Midwest region states provided zip codes when tested by SBC and AT&T did not claim – 

                                                                 
38  An example of this is provided as Attachment I, which provides an example of an Ohio CSI returned with an 

unreturned zip code field and indicates where the DZIP indicator on the same CSI response provides the 
unparsed zip code for the end user.   
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either on the original report or on the escalation – that Michigan CSIs were also impacted 

by this issue.    

92. In conclusion, the original ticket provided only two examples and testing indicated the 

situation affected only one state in the Midwest region.  Furthermore, alternative means 

were available for AT&T to receive the information they needed to complete the ordering 

process for their end user customers in Ohio.  The problem occurred because of the way 

these particular accounts were structured in SBC Midwest’s back-end system.39  The fix 

was tested in production by SBC on January 28, five business days after the trouble was 

reported, however, AT&T did not respond to SBC’s request to verify the fix until January 

30, at which time AT&T closed its ticket.  

93. TDS Metrocom (“TDS”) complains of “over 460 documented orders [that] were 

negatively affected” because end users’ addresses were not available in Verigate.  

Affidavit of Rod Cox ¶¶ 14-16 (“Cox Aff.”).  This situation occurred because Address 

Validation Queries cannot be performed on addresses not available in SBC’s databases.  

SBC Midwest put a process in place so that, if the address was not available via Verigate, 

SBC would check other sources to determine whether SBC Midwest had ever 

provisioned service at the address.  If service had been provisioned, the order flow would 

continue and after the order completed, the address would be added to the Living Unit 

File (“LUF”) so that the next subsequent requests would allow validation of that address.  

This process was trialed with TDS during the summer of 2002.   

                                                                 
39  SBC’s middleware had to implement logic to retrieve the zip code data from a different location, which is then 

parsed into the zip code field.  
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94. To keep the CLEC community informed, SBC Midwest distributed an Accessible Letter 

(CLECAM02-388, dated September 16, 2002), which is provided as Attachment J.  The 

Accessible Letter outlines a variety of situations requiring the use of the “New 

Construction” (or “NCON”) field.  If SBC can confirm the address through other sources, 

SBC will go forward with provisioning, and once installed update the LUF.  CLECs are 

able to request normal due date intervals, so in most cases, this process will not delay the 

deliverable date of the service.  If SBC cannot confirm the address through other sources, 

but it falls within the range of the Street Address Guide (“SAG”), SBC will go forward 

with the provisioning, but would have to rely on the technician locating the address.  Of 

course, if the technician cannot find the address, then SBC must jeopardy this order back 

to the CLEC, which will delay or prevent completion.  The technicians do not refuse to 

process the orders, as alleged by TDS, but they cannot process an order for an address 

that does not exist.    

LINE LOSS NOTICES (“LLNs”) 

95. As explained in the initial Cottrel affidavit, SBC Midwest delivers timely and accurate 

LLNs.  SBC Midwest has thoroughly investigated CLECs’ claims, and for each issue, we 

have provided a comprehensive discussion of both the root cause of the underlying issue 

and the corrective action taken by SBC Midwest to prevent similar issues from recurring.    

96. To put the CLECs’ claims into a proper context, it is important to understand that in spite 

of the CLECs exaggerated claims, the problems raised by CLECs involve only a small 

fraction of the total number of LLNs generated each month.  As the table below 

demonstrates, SBC Midwest’s systems generate and deliver a tremendous volume of 

LLNs every month.  In the past six months alone, from August 2002 through January 
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2003, SBC Midwest transmitted more than 719,000 LLNs to CLECs in the SBC Midwest 

region, for an average of almost 120,000 LLNs per month.  Moreover, this number does 

not even include the LLNs received by SBC Midwest retail organization, which receives 

the same LLNs generated by the same systems as CLECs.  In their comments, AT&T, 

WorldCom and Z-Tel raise several instances involving missing or incorrect LLNs that 

occurred between August 2002 and January 2003.  Altogether, these instances 

purportedly add up to approximately 13,250 LLNs reported as missing or incorrect.40  

Thus, even assuming that the data provided by AT&T, WorldCom and Z-Tel are correct, 

the LLNs impacted by these issues represent only 1.9% of all LLNs sent to CLECs 

between August 2002 and January 2003.   

All CLECs Total LLNs 

August 02 120,508 

September 02 109,456 

October 02 155,424 

November 02 77,355 

December 02 115,937 

January 03 140,783 

  

6 Month Total  719,463 

 

97. Moreover, even considering the issues raised by CLECs that happened almost one-year 

ago, almost all of the issues raised by CLECs involve isolated incidents, such as human 

error or one-time system changes.  In other words, while each of the incidents impacted 

line loss, the root cause of each problem resulted from unusual and unique circumstances 
                                                                 
40  AT&T asserts that SBC’s “OSS adversely affected 10,000 of AT&T’s line loss records during the last five 

months of 2002 alone.”  DeYoung/Willard Decl. ¶ 131.  WorldCom reported experiencing difficulty 
interpreting “over 3,000” LLNs in late January/early February.  Lichtenberg Decl. ¶ 21.  Z-Tel reports two 
incidents – one in August/September 2002 and another in November 2002 – that impacted 274 and 68 LLNs, 
respectively.  Walters Aff. ¶ 6.  
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that are unrelated to one another.  Other examples cited by CLECs also impacted only a 

single CLEC, or involved a very small volume of LLNs.  And in each instance, SBC 

Midwest responded quickly to correct the problem and offered to re- flow any affected 

LLNs.  Even WorldCom has acknowledged that, with the exception of an issue earlier 

this month, the LLN issue “appeared to have been largely fixed.”41  Lichtenberg Decl. 

¶ 21.  Thus, despite AT&T’s attempts to characterize the few remaining LLN issues as 

“major,”42 none of the LLN issues raised indicate any systemic problems with SBC 

Midwest’s LLN processes, nor do they rebut SBC Midwest’s showing that its LLN 

processes are checklist compliant.   

98. In addressing the CLECs’ claims, SBC will provide not only a chronological history of 

the LLN experience in SBC Midwest – beginning one-year ago in March 2002 – but will 

also provide a detailed explanation and root cause for every line loss issue raised by 

CLECs in this proceeding.  This is the same detailed information that, in most cases, SBC 

Midwest filed with one or more state commissions or issued in an accessible letter (when 

the issue has impacted more than one CLEC) shortly after the LLN incident occurred.43  

We address the six claims made by CLECs below. 44   

99. First, AT&T raises an LLN issue that occurred in March 2002 – almost one-year ago.  

DeYoung and Willard Decl. ¶¶ 114-118. This issue arose after a change in EDI to fix a 

minor problem with FOCs and SOCs on March 4, 2002 inadvertently caused a problem 

                                                                 
41  The issue raised by WorldCom was reported on February 5, 2002, and is addressed below. 
42  DeYoung/Willard Decl. ¶¶ 120, 126. 
43  To illustrate the sort of detailed information SBC Midwest has provided to CLECs in these accessible letters, 

we have attached several examples to our affidavit. 
44  The LLN allegations raised by AT&T were addressed in the initial Cottrell affidavit (see Cottrell Aff. ¶¶ 185-

191), however the original explanation will once more be recapped in the following paragraphs.   
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with missing telephone numbers (“TNs”) on the LLNs.  Although the same software 

module was used for SOCs and FOCs, and LLNs, SBC Midwest did not expect the 

change to have impacted LLNs.  SBC Midwest was not made aware of the problem until 

AT&T raised this issue on March 24, 2002.  The problem with the missing TN was 

corrected only one day later on March 25, 2002, and only about 2,230 LLNs for all 

CLECs were impacted as a result.  SBC Midwest waited for AT&T to validate the 

corrected format before beginning resends of the LLNs that were affected by the 

problem.  All of the resends were sent on March 26, 2002.  

100. SBC Midwest has taken steps to prevent changes unrelated to LLN issues from impacting 

LLN processes in the future by splitting out the code for LLNs from the code for the 

FOCs and SOCs.  This makes the code easier to maintain as well as eliminates the chance 

of LLNs being affected by other types of notifications. 

101. Second, AT&T raises another issue that is almost one-year old.  On March 26, 2002, 

SBC Midwest inadvertently changed AT&T’s CLEC profile so that its LLNs were sent to 

the wrong receiving location.  DeYoung/Willard Decl. ¶ 119.  This error resulted from 

the complex environment created connection with AT&T’s participation in the line loss 

portion of BearingPoint’s OSS test.  An unintended consequence of setting up AT&T as a 

part of the BearingPoint OSS test resulted in AT&T’s production LLNs being sent to the 

testing entity rather than to AT&T.  The CLEC profile was never changed nor was 

AT&T’s location for receiving LLNs removed.  However, the addition of the third party 

testing location inadvertently caused the LLNs to be transmitted to the wrong location.   

102. SBC Midwest corrected AT&T’s third party testing location so that it would not to 

impact production LLNs on April 4, 2002.  This issue impacted only AT&T; 
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approximately 800 LLNs were impacted over a nine-day period.  SBC Midwest made 

arrangements to provide all missing transactions.  

103. Third, AT&T and Z-Tel have raised an issue about a line loss outage that occurred six 

months ago, between August 15 and September 11, 2002.  DeYoung/Willard Decl. 

¶¶ 120-123; Declaration of Ron Walters ¶ 6, attached to Z-Tel Comments (“Walters 

Decl.”).  SBC Midwest first became aware of a problem with its internal EDI translator 

tables for LLNs late on September 10, 2002.  SBC Midwest was required to establish 

new profiles for those CLECs upgrading their EDI interface versions (e.g., from Issue 7 

to LSOG 4, or from LSOG 4 to LSOG 5).  The root cause of this incident was that a 

template used to establish these new profiles contained a flaw that prevented a field in the 

profile from populating correctly.  This caused certain LLNs to fall out into an error 

queue.  By early the next day on September 11, 2002, SBC Midwest had corrected the 

problem and affected CLECs were contacted by telephone and/or e-mail.   

104. SBC Midwest took several steps to prevent or monitor for other problems with the LLN 

transmission process.  For example, SBC Midwest changed the template so that the field 

population problem would not recur.  SBC Midwest also began monitoring alert 

messages more closely and at higher levels, and any transactions falling to the error 

queue are now acted on immediately.  Finally, SBC Midwest implemented a positive EDI 

translation reconciliation report, which is reviewed on a daily basis, and acts as a “safety 

net” to confirm that all LLN transactions sent to the EDI translator for transmission are 

translated and sent.   

105. Fourth, AT&T and Z-Tel raise a line loss issue that occurred in November 2002.  

DeYoung/Willard Decl. ¶¶ 124-125; Walters Decl. ¶ 6.  Between November 11 and the 
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morning of November 12, 2002, certain CLECs throughout the SBC region received 

LLNs with missing conversion dates (“CVD”).  SBC Midwest issued two Accessible 

Letters (CLECAMS02-122 and CLECAMS02-123, dated November 12 and 13, 2002), 

respectively, which described in detail both cause of the interruption and the corrective 

actions that were implemented.45   

106. SBC Midwest determined that the CVD issue arose as a result of a programming error 

made during an EDI software upgrade.  A correction was implemented the next day on 

November 13, 2002.  All affected LLNs from November 11 and 12 were regenerated and 

re-sent.  This interruption affected only CLECs that had implemented EDI, Version 5.02, 

as well as CLECs that were in production using EDI version 4.02 where the loss was to 

SBC retail or a CLEC using EDI version 5.01 or 5.02.46 

107. AT&T attempts to mischaracterize this incident as a “major line loss outage.”  

DeYoung/Willard Decl. ¶ 124.  As an initial matter, this problem lasted less than 2 days 

before it was fixed, and impacted only certain CLECs.  Moreover, even under AT&T’s 

and Z-Tel’s own numbers, the competitive impact was minimal.  Together, AT&T and Z-

Tel claim that this incident resulted in a total of approximately 1,100 LLNs being sent 

without conversion dates.  DeYoung/Willard Decl. ¶ 125 (stating that “[m]ore than 1,000 

LLNs sent to AT&T lacked conversion dates”); Walters Aff. ¶ 6 (stating that 68 notices 

did not contain conversion dates).  Significantly, in November 2002, SBC Midwest 

provided more than 77,000 LLNs to all CLECs.  Therefore, those LLNs claimed by 

                                                                 
45  These Accessible Letters are provided as Attachments K and L to my affidavit. 
46  The Accessible Letter also explained that any missing or incorrect LLNs resulting from this issue would be 

appropriately reflected in performance results.   
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AT&T and Z-Tel to have missing conversion dates represent less than 1.5% of all LLNs 

provided in November.  

108. Fifth, AT&T raises a line loss issue that occurred in December 2002.  DeYoung/Willard 

Decl. ¶¶ 126-127.  On December 16, 2002, AT&T informed SBC Midwest that since 

their conversion to LSOR 5.02 on December 9, AT&T’s systems were unable to “read” 

their LLNs.  Id. ¶ 126.  SBC Midwest discovered that when AT&T converted one of their 

three EDI platforms to LSOR 5.02, SBC Midwest inadvertently failed to update AT&T’s 

table information.  As a result, about 3,000 of AT&T’s LLNs in the SBC Midwest region 

on that platform were sent in LSOR version 4.02 format.  LLNs generated for AT&T’s 

other two EDI platforms were not affected.   

109. Any competitive impact on AT&T (who was the only CLEC impacted) was minimal.  

AT&T notified SBC Midwest on December 16 at approximately 3:30 pm CST, and SBC 

Midwest had corrected the relevant table by 10:45 am CST the next morning.  Moreover, 

SBC Midwest verified that LLNs generated thereafter were sent in LSOR 5.02 format.  

Overall, less than 3,000 AT&T LLNs were affected.  And considering that in December 

2002, SBC Midwest transmitted more than 115,000 LLNs to CLECs, AT&T’s issue with 

LLNs represented only approximately 2.6% of all LLNs.  

110. Moreover, it was not even the case that AT&T was unable to use the LLNs in LSOR 4.02 

format.  Although SBC Midwest offered to re-flow the affected transactions to AT&T, 

AT&T declined. The format change between LSOR 4.02 and LSOR 5.02 was very 

minor, and AT&T was able to use the LSOR 4.02 formatted LLNs using a workaround.  

A sampling of AT&T’s returned positive EDI acknowledgements for the period in 

question indicated they not only received the LLNs in question, but also accepted them as 
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being in a valid format.  Moreover, although EDI acknowledgements may also be sent 

back to SBC to indicate the EDI transaction was received, but that it was rejected as not 

being in a valid format, AT&T did not provide any such acknowledgements during this 

period.   

111. Sixth, WorldCom describes a LLN problem that began on January 31, 2003, but was not 

reported by WorldCom until February 5, 2003.  Lichtenberg Decl. ¶¶ 20-22.  After 

investigating, SBC Midwest determined that the EDI delimiters used when sending 

notifications to WorldCom had been changed.  SBC Midwest determined that the 

problem arose after WorldCom requested a change to the delimiters in the test 

environment for LSOG 5.47  Approximately 3,000 WorldCom LLNs were impacted.  

SBC suspects that, during the process of changing WorldCom’s profile for the test 

environment, a SME in the SBC testing group inadvertently changed TPID on 

WorldCom’s production profile.48  WorldCom apparently had no problem automatically 

adjusting to the changed delimiters on any notification types but LLNs.    

112. WorldCom and SBC Midwest attended a conference call on February 5, 2003 – the same 

day the trouble was reported.  Despite SBC Midwest’s offer to re- flow the affected LLNs, 

WorldCom opted to re- flow the line loss notifications internally.49  A subsequent 

conference call was held on February 6, at which time SBC provided the root cause and 

SBC and WorldCom mutually agreed on a time to change the delimiter back to the 
                                                                 
47  A delimiter defines a series within a transaction thereby separating EDI data so that it can be interpreted.  
48  WorldCom claims this LLN failure was due to SBC changing the format of the LLNs without providing notice 

to CLECs.  Lichtenberg Decl. ¶¶ 20-22.  Contrary to WorldCom’s claim, however, SBC did not change the 
format of LLNs.  Rather, as explained below, the values for the delimiters in WorldCom’s production profile 
were changed.   

49  WorldCom’s claim that the LLNs were sent in an “unreadable” format is not entirely accurate, as WorldCom 
was able to program its translator to correctly interpret the LLN information.  
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original values. The ticket was closed out that same day, on February 6, 2003. In 

response to this issue, SBC Midwest has restricted access to CLEC production profiles to 

only a limited group of SBC Midwest employees, and has ensured that these employees 

understand what is required before changes to a CLEC’s production profile are made. 

113. Again, this incident, although unfortunate, does not represent a systemic issue.  

WorldCom was the only CLEC to be impacted by the error.  Moreover, WorldCom’s 

claim that “over 3,000” line losses were affected by this issue demonstrates the lack of a 

meaningful competitive impact.  The total number of LLNs sent to CLECs by SBC 

Midwest in January 2003 was more than 140,000.  Thus, WorldCom’s LLNs accounted 

for approximately 2.1% of the LLNs sent to all CLECs in the month of January.  At 

bottom, this error was the result of a human mistake in carrying out WorldCom’s request 

to change its profile in the test environment, and SBC Midwest has taken steps to ensure 

that such an error does not recur.   

114. Indeed, WorldCom should be well aware that human error may occasionally result in 

small LLN issues.  For example, on January 30, 2003, WorldCom requested that SBC 

update its profile with a different TPID.  SBC did so, but determined that the new TPID 

as specified by WorldCom was incorrect.  The account team contacted WorldCom to 

confirm the correct TPID and SBC updated WorldCom’s TPID based on information 

from the account team.  Approximately 15 LLNs were attributable to WorldCom’s error.  

Although the number of LLNs affected by WorldCom’s error was minimal, this situation 

serves as an example of the complexity of the process and how either party can make 

errors.   
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115. In sum, as explained above, the six incidents cited by CLECs in their comments do not 

demonstrate any systemic issues with SBC Midwest LLN process.  SBC Midwest takes 

very seriously its commitment and obligation to provide accurate and timely LLNs to 

CLECs, and has worked diligently to improve its line loss processes.50  As a result of 

these and other system and process enhancements, SBC Midwest’s performance in 

returning timely and accurate LLNs has steadily improved.  Although there have been 

historical issues in the past, SBC Midwest has worked hard to resolve those issues with 

its LLN process, and it is clear that those efforts have been successful.  Indeed, as 

explained above, almost all of the CLECs’ claims concerning missing or incorrect LLNs 

involved unique circumstances that are not likely to recur, affected only a single CLEC, 

or impacted only a small volume of LLNs.  

116. That SBC Midwest provides CLECs with timely and accurate LLNs is also confirmed by 

BearingPoint, which concluded its testing of SBC Midwest’s LLN process in October 

2002, and found both the timeliness and accuracy test criteria to be satisfied.51  

BearingPoint reviewed more than 8,000 orders to confirm that line loss notifications had 

been prepared accurately.  For timeliness testing, BearingPoint applied the benchmark 

used for PM MI 13.  The Ehr affidavit discussed PM 13 in more detail.  Therefore, a line 

loss report was deemed timely if it was sent to the CLEC within one hour of its service 

order completion notice.  At least 95% of LLNs had to be sent in this timeframe to satisfy 
                                                                 
50  For example as explained in the initial Cottrell affidavit, SBC has implemented several process enhancements 

(including the mechanization of “winbacks”) to care for and prevent missing or incorrect LLNs, and continues 
proactively to identify potential line loss issues and implement changes to prevent outages.  SBC Midwest has 
also formed a cross-functional team within the organization to review and monitor line loss processes to ensure 
both that they are working correctly and that any defects are corrected.  Moreover, the system support team 
reviews a daily EDI translation reconciliation, which acts as a “safety net” to confirm that all LLN transactions 
sent to the EDI translator for transmission are translated and sent.   

51  See BearingPoint Report at 936-937. 
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the test criteria.  BearingPoint’s retesting results significantly improved from March 

through October 2002, with final results exceeding the benchmark.  This improvement 

also was experienced in actual wholesale activity.   

117. Finally, although not necessary to SBC Midwest’s showing that its LLN process is 

checklist-compliant, it should be noted that SBC Midwest has implemented an internal 

improvement plan at the direction of the Michigan PSC that responds directly to CLEC 

concerns.52  This plan was filed with the Michigan PSC on February 13, 2003, and 

includes the following improvements: 

• SBC will notify CLECs of any future interruption of the line loss notification process, 
primarily through the use of its Accessible Letter process. 

• SBC will issue an Accessible Letter (“AL”) to affected CLECs within 24 hours of 
determining that an interruption of line loss notification issuance that could affect 
more than one CLEC has occurred.  The AL will include any available details 
concerning the cause, scope and duration of the interruption. 

• SBC will individually contact the affected CLECs directly using the currently-
designated customer contact maintained by the SBC OSS Support organization 
immediately following issuance of the AL. 

• SBC will issue follow-up ALs to the affected community of CLECs as soon as such 
information can be determined and confirmed. 

• SBC shall immediately provide appropriate notification if it changes its line loss 
notifier procedures.   

 

SBC will provide monthly reports to the Commission regarding line loss issues for a 

minimum period of six months, beginning with reporting for the calendar month of 

January 2003.  This report will include information regarding line loss issues that have 

developed during the month; their cause, duration, scope of loss notifiers affected, 

number of CLECs affected, and actions taken to address the issues.  SBC will use a broad 

definition of line loss issues when determining what should be included in the report.  
                                                                 
52  See SBC Feb. 19 Ex Parte, Attachment D.  
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118. CLECs also raise two additional LLN issues that we will address below.  First,  

WorldCom complains that SBC “continues to send a few miscellaneous line losses via 

email.”  Lichtenberg Decl. ¶ 6.  WorldCom’s reference to “few” is correct – the 

percentage of LLNs processed manually due to fallout has averaged less than 0.30 % 

over the last three months.  A manual LLN is required, in rare circumstances when LASR 

or MOR is unable to mechanically generate the LLN due to a system or service order 

error.  In this event, the LSC manually processes and provides the LLN to the CLEC 

manually via either fax or e-mail (again, as selected by the CLEC).  This manual 

notification process was discussed in the CLEC User Forum, and notice of its 

implementation was provided to CLECs via Accessible Letter CLECAMS02-105, dated 

September 20, 2002.   

119. Second, Z-Tel grossly mischaracterizes a May 8, 2002 decision of the Illinois Commerce 

Commission (“ICC”) as evidence that SBC Midwest’s LLN processes are insufficient.  

(Z-Tel at 3).  What Z-Tel does not disclose, however, is that on September 12, 2002, the 

ICC reached the exact opposite conclusion, terminating the relief it had previously 

ordered, based on SBC Midwest’s showing that the LLN problems raised in the May 8 

Order no longer existed.  Regrettably, although Z-Tel, as a party to the proceeding, knew 

about this subsequent history for almost 5 months prior to filing its comments, it did not 

disclose this critical fact in its comments, nor has it taken any action to correct the record 

since then.  We provide a brief history of the proceedings below.   

120. In February 2002, Z-Tel filed a complaint with the ICC based on SBC Midwest’s alleged 

failure to provide accurate and timely LLNs.  In an interim order entered on February 27, 

2002 (modified on March 13, 2002), the ICC found tha t SBC Midwest was precluded 
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from initiating winback activity towards certain of Z-Tel’s customers using LLNs for 17 

days after the date the customer disconnected from SBC Midwest, until it demonstrated 

that: (1) SBC Midwest relied solely on the same LLN report (“the 836 LLN”) for its own 

winback activity as it provided to CLECs when a CLEC end-user disconnected; and (2) 

that identified defects in the 836 LLN system were corrected, and LLNs were being 

provided in an accurate and timely manner.  That relief was later extended when the ICC 

entered its final order on May 8, 2002.  

121. On July 3, 2002, SBC Midwest filed a report (which subsequently was verified) to the 

ICC staff.  On September 6, 2002, the Administrative Law Judge issued a memorandum 

to the ICC, specifically noting evidence provided by SBC Midwest that: (1) since May 

15, 2002, SBC Midwest’s retail business units have relied exclusively upon the 836 LLN 

for their line loss information (and that retail use of the “local line report” had been 

discontinued); and (2) all identified issues with the 836 LLN process have been resolved 

or controlled as of June 3, 2002, and 836 LLNs were being provided to CLECs at a level 

of timeliness and accuracy that exceeds applicable performance standards.   

122. Based on this and other evidence, the ALJ recommended that the ICC find that SBC 

Midwest had met the requirements of its May 8, 2002 order, and that the emergency 

relief imposed by that order should expire.  Relying on the ALJ’s memorandum, on 

September 12, 2002, the ICC entered an Order granting SBC Midwest’s motion for 

confirmation that the emergency relief restrictions had expired.  Thus, the ICC’s latest 

order confirms that LLNs are being provided in an accurate and timely manner.  Clearly, 

there is no basis for Z-Tel’s reliance on the ICC’s May 8, 2002 order.   
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123. Z-Tel’s unfortunate actions have resulted in confusion, as evidenced by the DOJ’s 

Evaluation, which erroneously concluded that the ICC lifted May 8, 2002 order “based 

on SBC’s plan to fix its systems.”  DOJ Evaluation at 10 (emphasis added).  As explained 

above, however, the ICC did not rely on SBC Midwest’s promises of future compliance.  

Rather, as the ALJ explained, SBC Midwest provided evidence and data to support the 

finding that defects in the 836 LLN system were cured and that LLNs were being 

supplied in an accurate and timely manner.  

POST TO BILL (“PTB”) NOTIFICATIONS53 

124. The PTB notification provides CLECs with notice that the SBC Midwest billing database 

has been updated based on a given LSR request.  The PTB is a recent development 

resulting from POR CLEC collaborative sessions, and was first implemented with LSOG 

5 (April 2002 in the SBC Midwest region).  Prior LSOG versions do not have this 

functionality.  PTB is not part of any OBF Guideline.  

125. AT&T complains that SBC failed to send PTB notices to CLECs submitting orders via 

LSOG 5.0x.  DeYoung/Willard Decl. ¶¶ 91-100.  As noted in the Accessible Letter 

referenced by AT&T (DeYoung/Willard Decl., Attachment 4), SBC Midwest discovered on 

December 5, 2002 that some PTB notifications were not being sent.  While SBC first 

recognized that there was a potential problem in December, the issue was very complex 

and the root cause (a billing file not being generated properly) was not identified and 

confirmed until January 15.  At that point, SBC moved to determine the scope of impact, 

the specific CLECs involved and what re- flow capability existed.   

                                                                 
53  AT&T refers to SBC’s Post to Bill notification as a Billing Completion Notice (“BCN”). 
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126. Immediately after determining these items, SBC sent the Accessible Letter on January 29, 

2003, that explained the problem, the root cause and the fix, and offering a re-flow of the 

PTB notifications via a process developed for this purpose by SBC.  The only CLEC to 

report any missing PTB notifications was AT&T, which notified SBC Midwest on 

January 28, 2003 (the day before the Accessible Letter was distributed); AT&T is also 

the only CLEC to request that the missing PTB be re- flowed. As AT&T indicates (Id. 

¶ 91, n.27) SBC Midwest and AT&T continue to work company-to-company to resolve 

any discrepancies in the total number of PTBs needed to be re- flowed.  

127. AT&T’s claims that it was adversely impacted by the missed PTBs are disingenuous in 

several respects.  First, as AT&T acknowledges, SBC Midwest provides PTBs only in 

response to orders submitted by CLECs who use LSOR 5.  CLECs using LSOR 4.02 do 

not receive a PTB, but do receive a SOC, which notifies them that the requested service 

has been physically completed.  DeYoung/Willard Decl. ¶ 91, n.26.  Following the 

receipt of the SOC, in the case of a migration order, the customer effectively has been 

migrated to the new local service provider.  In most cases, the CSI is updated within 24 

hours of service order completion, unless there is an error in the end user’s account.  

Once the “owner” of the account on the CSI indicates the provisioning CLEC, that CLEC 

has the ability to submit change orders against that account. 

128. Although AT&T is correct that the PTB notification advises the CLEC the service order 

in question has posted to the billing system, AT&T neglects to mention that it only 

moved to LSOR 5.0 on December 9, 2002, and that other AT&T local business units still 

currently still operate on the previous LSOR 4 version.  This means that for the last six or 

seven years AT&T has done business as a local service provider, PTB notifications were 
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not provided to AT&T in any SBC state, for any service.  Thus, when AT&T argues that 

it “needs” a PTB notice or it “is effectively unable to send a subsequent order on the 

same end user’s account” and that if it “attempted to add a feature or product before it 

received the PTB, it “would likely receive an error message” (Id. ¶ 93), it should be 

remembered that during the December 10 (the date AT&T actually began sending normal 

transaction volumes via LSOR 5.0) through January 29 (the date of the Accessible Letter 

announcing the PTB notification problem and fix) time period, AT&T continued to 

receive timely SOCs – the exact same provisioning notification it had relied on for the 

entire time it has been in business in the SBC Midwest region.   

129. While SBC Midwest regrets the error that led to AT&T not receiving PTB notifications 

for the period in question, SBC Midwest finds it hard to believe AT&T sustained any 

meaningful competitive impact from not receiving the notifications for the first seven 

weeks it was up on LSOR 5.0, especially given that it had never had access to those 

notifications in the past.   

MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR 

130. TDS alleges “problems” with SBC’s EBTA interface to enter trouble and maintenance 

ticket information.  Cox Aff. ¶¶ 18-19.  Although some problems were identified with the 

EBTA system in early 2002 that affected all CLECs, SBC put forth significant effort to 

resolve those issues.  All TDS problems relating to these issues were closed with TDS as 

of September 2002.  EBTA’s strong performance is evidenced by PM 4 results, 
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establishing that the interface was available for CLEC use 99.5% of the time its 

availability was scheduled over the last three months.54   

131. From November 2002 through January 2003, SBC opened only six Vantive trouble 

tickets based on reports by TDS of purported problems with EBTA.  Two tickets were 

requests for password resets.  No password is required for access to EBTA.  Apparently, 

the TDS service representatives were attempting to access Web-Toolbar, which does 

require a password.  EBTA along with other applications are accessed via Web-Toolbar.   

Moreover, no trouble was found upon investigation of three of the four remaining 

Vantive tickets.  In these cases, SBC tried to validate the reported trouble with TDS on 

the phone; EBTA performed with no problems.  On the last ticket, opened in November, 

TDS complained of “slow log in” time to the interface.  Stopping and restarting the 

EBTA-GUI application resolved TDS’ trouble; total downtime for this ticket was three 

minutes.   

132. Finally, as demonstrated by the EBTA commercial volume trouble report data provided 

in the initial Cottrell affidavit, EBTA effectively handles large volumes of transactions 

for multiple CLEC customers.  TDS is among the strongest EBTA users, submitting more 

than 90% of its trouble reports via the interface.       

DOCUMENTATION ISSUES 

133. McLeod USA alleges LSRs that are capable of flowing through according to SBC 

Midwest’s documentation fall out for manual handling.  Comments of McLeodUSA at 4-

                                                                 
54  For EBTA availability (PM 4-04), January measured 99.89%, December measured 99.97%, and November 

measured 99.85%; for EBTA-GUI availability (PM 4-05), January measured 100%, December measured 
99.98%, and November measured 99.97%.   
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8.  McLeod provides no examples, however, where order types fail to flow through when 

SBC Midwest’s documentation indicates that they should flow through.  Moreover, 

BearingPoint evaluated SBC Midwest’s order flow through process and determined that 

process documentation was clear and defined.  BearingPoint submitted and reviewed 

hundreds of order transactions that were eligible to flow through and then reviewed the 

results to determine whether each order flowed through the systems as expected (i.e., 

according to the documentation).  Four major order types were submitted:  LNP, Resale, 

UNE-P, and UNE-Loop.  BearingPoint considered the testing criteria to be successful if 

at least 95% of the transactions flowed as expected.  SBC exceeded the benchmark for all 

four types.  See BearingPoint Report at 914-917.    

134. McLeod also raises an issue concerning SBC Midwest’s documentation for the ordering 

of non-published listings for resold Centrex services.  Specifically, McLeod claims that 

SBC’s OSS will not allow McLeod to “designate the listing as non-published.  This is an 

error in their system and online documentation.” McLeodUSA Comments at 6.  McLeod 

is wrong.  SBC’s systems work appropriately, and its documentation related to non-

published listings is accurate.  Pursuant to that documentation, non-published listings are 

only available for Local Main Listings (“LMLs”).  Because listings for Centrex users are 

designated as Client Main Listings (“CMLs”), non-published listings are not available for 

Centrex end users.55 

                                                                 
55  A LML is the designated as the primary listing for an end user at a designated location.  A CML indicates a 

listing for Shared Tenant users with purchased white pages directory listings.  An example of Shared Tenant 
service is when a local service provider (“LSP” or CLEC) furnishes telephone service for an entire apartment 
building.  End-users go through the provider for establishing and changing service instead of SBC.  Retail 
carries the same distinctions between Main and Client Main Listings, and CLECs have been provided LSR 
ordering examples with different CML scenarios.   
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135. McLeod approached SBC Midwest last October, seeking the ability to order non-

published listings for its resale Centrex customers. In response to this request, SBC 

Midwest submitted a systems change request (“CR”) to allow McLeod and other CLECs 

to order non-published listings for both the CML and for any additional listings 

associated with the CML.  Contrary to McLeod’s contentions, this issue did not involve 

any defect in SBC’s systems – hence, a defect report (“DR”) would not have been 

appropriate.  Rather, SBC Midwest issued a CR to accommodate McLeod’s request.  

SBC Midwest also made a manual ordering process available to McLeod so that it could 

order Client Main non-published listings for its resale Centrex customers while the CR 

was being implemented.  SBC Midwest also has made a manual ordering process 

available to McLeod and other CLECs so that they can order Client Main non-published 

listings for its resale Centrex customers while the CR is pending.56  Although McLeod 

complains of the time taken to implement this ordering change, the fact remains that it 

was implemented at the express request of McLeod, with no cost to McLeod, in a timely 

manner.  

136. SBC Midwest believes that McLeod is confusing Address Location Identifiers with 

Alpha/Numeric Listing Identifier Code (both referred to as “ALI”).  For directory 

listings, ALI codes are used to identify the additional listings associated with a LML or a 

CML.  ALI codes may be one, two, or three characters (alpha or alpha numeric); all 

additional listings are assigned an ALI to enable system identification.  McLeod is 

incorrect when it states that SBC Midwest “does not support the entry of alpha-numeric 

ALI codes.”  McLeodUSA Comments at 7.  In fact, SBC Midwest currently supports 

                                                                 
56  See Accessible Letter CLECAM03-064 (Feb. 28, 2003) (Attachment M). 
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alpha codes (A-Z; AA-ZZ; and AAA-ZZZ) and alpha-numeric codes (A1-Z99).  In 

response to McLeod’s request for specific ALI code formats (which would equate to 

A1A-Z9Z and AA1-ZZ9), SBC Midwest opened a CR, which will be implemented in a 

future release.  SBC Midwest is also in the process of developing a manual workaround 

to enable McLeod and other CLECs to utilize these special ALI formats while the CR is 

pending.  

137. Frankly, SBC Midwest is baffled as to how McLeod can refer to either of these directory 

listing issues as “problems McLeodUSA has experienced with SBC’s OSS.”  Id. at 8.  

The LSOG 5 business rules were established in collaborative efforts with the CLEC 

community.  Walkthroughs of the LSOG 5 business rules were conducted via face-to-

face meetings and conference calls.  CLEC concerns regarding the business requirements 

were captured via issues lists and addressed accordingly, prior to implementation of 

LSOG 5.  Neither non-published Client Main listings nor special ALI code formats were 

identified as possible issues during that process.  However, when those issues were 

identified as problems for McLeod, SBC Midwest went out of its way to address those 

problems through working special CRs and developing manual processes.  SBC Midwest 

has been very responsive to McLeod’s needs and requests, and McLeod’s contentions to 

the contrary are not valid.   

138. AT&T complains that in January of 2003, when it requested SBC Midwest to describe 

the procedures for CLECs to follow when a customer with multiple lines requests the 

disconnection of a Billing TN (“BTN”), SBC Midwest made the procedures up on an “ad 

hoc” basis.  DeYoung/Willard Decl. ¶¶ 188-195.  Actually, AT&T is the first CLEC to 

request a documented process for such an order.  Within one week of AT&T’s request, 
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the process was fully developed and posted to the CLEC Online for simple services only 

(non-complex).  SBC Midwest continues to be surprised at how good customer service is 

taken out of context and mischaracterized.   

139. When an end user of simple services (non-complex) with multiple lines requests the 

disconnection of a BTN in the SBC Midwest region, the CLEC needs to submit an LSR 

(with an activity type = change and a line activity type = disconnect) for the BTN that is 

being disconnected.  SBC will disconnect that BTN and will automatically select the next 

TN on the account as the new BTN.  The new BTN will be provided the same listing as 

on the old BTN unless the CLEC sends a directory listing (“DL”) page changing the 

listing with the LSR. 57   

140. If AT&T wishes to convert an end user with multiple BTNs, and to combine those BTNs 

into a single account, AT&T is required to submit one LSR per BTN.  One LSR migrates 

the BTN that will be maintained as the end-user’s main account; additional LSRs are 

required to consolidate the remaining BTNs with the main BTN.  This process for 

consolidating different BTNs into one account is defined in the Local Service Ordering 

Requirements.  Contrary to AT&T’s allegations, the process is not unique to SBC 

Midwest but, in fact, is identical to the process utilized in the other SBC regions.  

                                                                 
57 LDMI also complains that it takes two LSRs to migrate a PBX customer to UNE-P – one for the PBX line and 

one for the associated business lines. (LDMI Ex Parte, slide 33).  Multiple LSRs are required because multiple 
classes of service are involved; only one class of service may be sent per LSR.  This also is a uniform ordering 
requirement across SBC’s regions.   
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MISCELLANEOUS CLEC ISSUES 

LDMI Issues 

141. At Slide 34 of its January 29, 2002 ex parte, LDMI claims that with LSOG 4, SBC 

eliminated the Issue 7 “secondary class of service field” from the LSR, thus preventing 

CLECs from relating “two or more orders together, to ensure they are completed on the 

same date.”  This is not true.  The procedure for relating orders has not changed for 

LSOG 4.  In order to make sure that two related service orders are provisioned on the 

same date, the Related Service Order Number (“RPON”) field must be populated by the 

CLEC on both LSRs.  This process is designed to relate the orders in SBC Midwest’s 

systems. Information on use of the RPON field is provided in the LSOR, as well as on the 

CLEC Online website.  

142. LDMI further claims that SBC Midwest’s failure to relate the two orders has caused 

“repeated” instances where customers were taken out of service and that other 

competitors suffer the same consequences.  Id.  However, LDMI is the only CLEC to 

complain in this proceeding that UNE-P customers lost service because of SBC’s failure 

to relate service orders.  If LDMI is still experiencing “repeated” instances where it 

populates the RPON field correctly, but its service orders do not complete at the same 

time or its end users lose service, it would be to LDMI (and its end users’) best interest to 

provide examples to SBC Midwest so that both parties can determine the origin of the 

problem.   

143. LDMI also complains about invalid rejects and claims that SBC Midwest is “unable to 

explain the reason for the Invalid Reject, or what should be done to avoid it in the 

future.”  LDMI Ex Parte, Slide 29.  In fact, SBC Midwest is not only able, but also 
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willing to explain the root cause of rejects, both valid and invalid, as evidenced by the 

detailed explanations provided to AT&T in this reply affidavit.  All LDMI needs to do is 

provide examples or specifics of the rejects it encounters to its account manager, who 

will then set up a call with SBC’s SMEs, who can explain the reason for the rejects.   

144. Although LDMI complains that trouble tickets it has opened for invalid rejects are not 

tracked, as of close of business on February 26, all of the MCPSC tickets opened by 

LDMI have been closed.  When trouble tickets are closed/resolved, the MCPSC process 

directs that the CLEC be notified via the same channel through which the trouble tickets 

were opened (phone or email).  LDMI claims that upon checking trouble tickets, it 

receives the response “trouble ticket not worked.”  Id.  “Trouble ticket not worked” is not 

a response utilized by the MCPSC.  Therefore, without further details, SBC Midwest 

cannot address this allegation. 

145. Finally, LDMI claims to have experienced “numerous” problems with adding, moving, 

and changing directory listings in LSOG 4 and that discussions with SBC Midwest have 

“not been fruitful.”  LDMI ex parte, Slide 37.  SBC’s internal records show that LDMI 

began using LSOG 4 for ordering in May 2002.  Since that time, LDMI has documented 

only three issues specifically related to directory listings.  Two of the issues were closed 

without action because LDMI failed to provide its EDI examples for investigation.  

LDMI closed the third issue when it acknowledged the issue was the result of an internal 

problem with its order submission system 

TDS Issues 

146. TDS contends that “SBC representatives continue to engage in a practice of 

corresponding with TDS Metrocom only by way of telephone rather than through written 
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communications…[in an attempt] to avoid creating any sort of documentary evidence of 

its inadequate responses to questions from CLECs.”  TDS Comments at 38.  Because 

TDS fails to explain what “SBC representatives” are included in its complaint, SBC can 

only respond that the OSS support groups regularly communicate with TDS via email.   

• Mechanized  (“MCPSC”) – In fact, TDS was one of the initial CLECs that SBC asked 
to trial the MCPSC’s new email process for opening trouble tickets.  TDS participated 
in the trial and has been an active user of the email tool since. 

• OSS CLEC Support (“OSSCS”) – consistently provides support to TDS through 
email.  If necessary, SBC can provide emails demonstrating this fact.  

• IS Call Center – The IS Call Center handles communication with CLEC clients in the 
same manner initiated by the CLEC.  For example, if a CLEC calls the IS Call 
Center, center personnel will respond by phone; if a CLEC initiates contact via email, 
center personnel will respond by email.  On occasion, an email string will lead to a 
phone conversation to more proactively gather needed information, although the final 
result will still be handled via email, because the original request came to SBC in that 
manner.   

WorldCom Issues 

147. WorldCom claims that SBC was unable to process disconnect orders submitted by 

WorldCom.  Lichtenberg Decl. ¶¶ 17-19. WorldCom identified that it was receiving 

invalid rejects on UNE-P disconnect orders in December 2002.  A DR was opened on 

December 20, 2002.  The orders were rejected because the “TN and address does not 

match CSI.”  The edit initiating the rejects compares the address number of the incoming 

service address (supplied by the CLEC on its order) with that on the CSI, and is an edit 

check that has been in effect since the implementation of LSOG 4 in the SBC Midwest 

region, i.e., since March 2001.  This check is designed to ensure that the telephone 

number the CLEC requested to disconnect is correct by confirming the service address as 

supplied by the CLEC matches the service address known to SBC.  The edit check was 

functioning properly for almost all addresses but WorldCom encountered a problem with 
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certain less common addresses that include a suffix to the house number, such as “280-

1/2 Hunter CT.”  SBC identified a correction and fixed the problem on February 5, 2003.  

148. WorldCom states “SBC’s own defect report demonstrates that its OSS in the former 

Ameritech region is inferior to its OSS in the rest of its region.” Lichtenberg Decl. ¶ 25.  

The DR report was initially created to track issues in LSOG 5, but has since been 

expanded to include all LSOG versions in production.  SBC’s oldest version in the West 

and Southwest Region is LSOR 3.06. This version has been in place for some time longer 

than the oldest version in the Midwest Region (LSOR 4.02).  Accordingly, as CLECs in 

the SBC Midwest region use the newest versions, SBC is not surprised that more defects 

are first identified in that region.  

149. WorldCom also notes that the majority of the defects first identified in the SBC Midwest 

region were listed as severity level 2 (high impact).  Many of the defect reports are 

categorized as “severity level 2” because, in the past, level 2 was the default severity 

level.  SBC has instructed its OSS CLEC Support team and the MCPSC managers, who 

issue the defect reports, to follow severity guidelines in assigning these levels.58  

Accordingly, more defect reports will initially be assigned to severity level 3, and 

escalated in severity as needed.    

150. Finally, the evidence on file in this case strongly refutes WorldCom’s implication that 

SBC Midwest’s OSS are in anyway “inferior.”  SBC Midwest’s evidence, including 

commercial volumes that far exceed those presented in any other SBC 271 application; 59 

                                                                 
58  SBC’s severity levels are defined as follows (from highest to lowest): Sev. 1 – Critical; Sev. 2 – Major; Sev. 3 – 

Average; Sev. 4 – Minor; and Sev. 5 – Enhancement. 
59  As demonstrated in the Cottrell Ex Parte ¶ 17.  See Ex Parte Letter from Geoffrey Klineberg, Counsel, SBC, to 

Marlene Dortch, Secretary, FCC, WC Docket No. 03-16 (Feb. 14, 2003). 
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a successful, comprehensive OSS test; and excellent performance results, clearly 

demonstrate that the OSS available to CLECs in this region meet or exceed the 

requirements of the Act.   

CONCLUSION 

151. Pursuant to Part II. E. of the Consent Decree entered into between SBC Communications 

Inc. and the Federal Communications Commission, released on May 28, 2002, see Order, 

In the Matter of SBC Communications, Inc., 17 FCC Rcd 10780 (2002), each of the 

undersigned hereby affirms that he or she has (1) received the training SBC is obligated 

to provide to all SBC FCC Representatives; (2) reviewed and understand the SBC 

Compliance Guidelines; (3) signed an acknowledgment of my training and review and 

understanding of the Guidelines; and (4) complied with the requirements of the SBC 

Compliance Guidelines. 

152. This concludes our reply affidavit. 
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AAcccceessssiibbllee  

  
SSBBCC  AAmmeerriitteecchh  SSBBCC  NNeevvaaddaa   BBee llll  SSBBCC  PPaacciiffiicc  BBee llll  SSBBCC  SSNNEETT  SSBBCC  SSoouutthhww eess ttee rrnn  BBee llll 

MC/BL Attachment A - 1 

 

Date:   October 23, 2002 Number:  CLECALLS02-133 

Effective Date: NA Category:  OSS 

Subject:   Reminder of OSS Availability on SBC-Observed Holidays for 2002  

Related Letters:    CLECALL02-002 Attachment: NA 

States Impacted:  All 

Response Deadline: NA Contact: Change Management Mailbox at 
sbccmp@camail.sbc.com 

Conference Call/Meeting: NA 
 
 
This Accessible Letter provides a reminder of OSS (Operation Support Systems) unavailability for 
the remaining holidays observed by all regions of SBC in 2002.   

Please note for the dates listed below: do not send service requests or pre-ordering 
transactions to SBC.  Requests will NOT be held for future processing and the pre-ordering 
systems will not be available.  Transactions sent to a commercial Value Added Network (VAN) 
provider will not be picked up for processing until the next business day. 

The Uniform OSS applications supporting ordering and pre-ordering (EDI, CORBA, LEX, Verigate), 
the Local Service Centers (LSC) and due dates for all SBC regions will be unavailable during the 
remaining company observed holidays this year:   

Thanksgiving Day  November 28, 2002 

Friday after Thanksgiving November 29, 2002 

Christmas Day   December 25, 2002 

For additional information on OSS availability and regionally observed holidays, please refer to the 
CLEC Online web site at https://clec.sbc.com/clec/hb/getmenu.cfm. 
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