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Executive Summary

This table details the nineteen recommendations that were verified through the recommendation verification effort, and whether or not the recommendations were satisfactorily addressed.

Rec #
Recommendation Statement
Satisfied
Not Satisfied

1
The CABS bills do not provide a detail listing of the daily usage.  This creates an inability to validate a portion of the bill.  Since the CABS bill only provides a summarized roll up of the daily usage total, the CLEC must compare it with the usage recorded over their own switches.  If there is a discrepancy, the CLEC must raise this issue with the ILEC.  The review process for a discrepancy can be quite lengthy (anywhere from one month to six or more months).  Providing the detail information would save both the ILEC and CLEC the time that is currently spent in detailed research and billing negotiation.
X


2
The Network Element (USOCs/Features) English translation provided in the Pacific documentation (e.g., Interconnection Agreement, OANAD document) does not match the English translation on the bill.  This required the bill validation team to expel a great deal of time creating a cross-reference of the USOCs.  The ILEC should provide the USOC cross-reference table to the CLEC.
X


3
Conduct further analysis to determine why Pacific systems are generating systems exceptions and install a fix for the problem.  Pacific systems should have a method of identifying invalid data parameters for 804 error codes.  For RC-11 return codes this was caused by a DataGate module problem and this bug should be corrected.  The TAM was informed that this is an infrequent occurrence however it occurred on both of the order capacity tests run by the Test Generator.
X


4
Insure all security servers for dial-in users to Verigate/LEX are proactively monitored by Data Center staff.  Analyze the appropriateness of systems logs and whether they are providing enough information to diagnose a failure.  Adequate systems monitoring should enable corrective actions to servers to be made before users are calling in to notify Pacific of a dial-in problem.
X


5
It is recommended that LEX send a jeopardy notification to Pacific and CLEC and change status to jeopardy when transmission of SOC has been delayed for any reason.
X


6
In EDI documentation, include comprehensive inbound matrices
X


7
In DataGate documentation, include a more complete description of Application Programming Interfaces (APIs)
X


8
Publish and maintain CLEC Managed Introduction process documentation
X


9
Publish and maintain documentation better summarizing standard due date intervals, including typical post-SOC completion intervals, by product and activity type
X


10
If all data discrepancies cannot be resolved, a full reconciliation of test case data with Pacific similar to the process currently underway between CLECs and Pacific.  If, as a result of these processes, significant revisions are made to Pacific’s reported performance results, then the statistical analysis should be performed again with the correct data.
X




13
Tighten up the controls on reporting DataGate counts on queries.  Follow up on changing the nightly jobs to insure that all files are received when loading the data.
X




14
Follow up on investigating the ability to add multiple paths from the SORD/AOG systems to interface with LASR.  This will help fine tune their system to reduce the order FOC interval times encountered during the capacity stress test. 
X


15
Tighten up the controls on loading Due Dates for the EXCOs prior to the daily production runs rather then periodically during the day.  
X


16
Provide complete customer service address information on the Customer Service Record (i.e., sub-location, zip codes where appropriate).
X


21
After account migration to a CLEC, any changes made to the account by Pacific must be notified to the CLEC both verbal and written.
X


26
Continue to proactively monitor modem pools and connectivity software and hardware to insure that dial-in users are adequately being connected.  Assess the network connectivity logs to insure that Pacific staff can readily identify when users log on and log off the network and whether they provide the needed information to track dial-in users encountering problems.
X


29
Provide separate training and/or test environments, similar to the EDI test environment, for each CLEC-accessible Pacific OSS
X


39
Bring up Verigate each day at least an hour earlier to coincide with or precede LEX availability
X


41
Consolidated documentation describing how Pacific’s business rules differ from EDI standards
X


1 Background

December 15, 2000 marked the completion of the Pacific Bell OSS Test as part of the 271 Checklist items. At that time, a Final Report was delivered to the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), as well as all members of the service list. Within that Final Report were 43 recommendations, which were broken down into three categories:

A. Category 1 –These recommendations were to be implemented prior to, and as conditions of, the CPUC recommendation of approval of Pacific for the 271 OSS Test.  Ten recommendations fell into this category.

B. Category 2 – These recommendations were to be completed within one year after CPUC’s decision to recommend approval of Pacific’s interLATA application to the FCC.  Twenty-three recommendations fell into this category.

C. Category 3 - Changes recommended were not essential, though they would be beneficial to the performance of Pacific’s OSS.  Ten recommendations fell into this category.

Following the report release, three workshops were held to discuss the Final Report. The first workshop was held on December 19, 2000 and was a forum for describing the layout of the Final Report. The two following workshops were held on January 17-19, 2001 and January 29-30, 2001 and were more detailed, questions and answer, sessions between the consultants, [Cap Gemini Ernst & Young (CGE&Y) and GE Global eXchange Services (GXS),] and the interested parties, [comprised of Pacific Bell and various Competitive Local Exchange Carriers (CLECs).] Following the workshops, at which several questions were posed, the consultants submitted written responses to all parties’ questions on February 12, 2001. At this time, the final version (1.2) of the TAM Final Report was also released. 

Comments were received from Pacific Bell, as well as CLECs, on March 2, 2001. Replies to these comments were received March 9, 2001, and at that point, the CPUC staff reviewed all information to determine which recommendations, if any, were to be verified.

In April 2001 the CPUC staff, in consultation with the OSS Test consultants, determined that nineteen of the original forty-three recommendations were to be verified. The OSS Test consultants, CGE&Y and GXS, were retained to complete this effort and thus, the verification effort began on May 7, 2001. Table 1-1 lists the recommendations for verification, as well as the responses from Pacific Bell on how they had initially addressed those recommendations. 

Table 1-1   Recommendations for Verification

REC #
RECOMMENDATION
PACIFIC RESPONSE

1
The CABS bills do not provide a detail listing of the daily usage.  This creates an inability to validate a portion of the bill.  Since the CABS bill only provides a summarized roll up of the daily usage total, the CLEC must compare it with the usage recorded over their own switches.  If there is a discrepancy, the CLEC must raise this issue with the ILEC.  The review process for a discrepancy can be quite lengthy (anywhere from one month to six or more months).  Providing the detail information would save both the ILEC and CLEC the time that is currently spent in detailed research and billing negotiation.
As discussed at the OSS Final Test Report Workshop, Pacific has addressed this recommendation by agreeing to support and implement any billing standards determined by the appropriate National Ordering and Billing Forum (OBF). Implementation of this recommendation as written is unnecessary, as it would render Pacific's Carrier Access Billing System (CABS) bill format non-compliant with both OBF standards and interconnection agreements, and ultimately would work to the disadvantage of both CLECs and Pacific. Detailed listings of daily usage are available through Exchange Message Interface (EMI)

2
The Network Element (USOCs/Features) English translation provided in the Pacific documentation (e.g., Interconnection Agreement, OANAD document) does not match the English translation on the bill.  This required the bill validation team to expel a great deal of time creating a cross-reference of the USOCs.  The ILEC should provide the USOC cross-reference table to the CLEC.
Pacific provides a USOC cross-reference table that provides Class of Service, USOC and CABS bill English translation for UNE products in the CLEC Handbook. This table has been updated as of March 2, 2001.  Pacific will further update this reference table to include the OANAD terminology by March 16, 2001.  Pacific has also added a separate section in the CLEC Handbook to explain both OANAD and non-OANAD CABS bill, including a description of the billing structure. In order to ensure that these tables are updated in a timely manner, the Local Service Center Methods and Procedures staff has been designated as a control point when new billing projects are implemented.

Interconnection Agreements (ICAs) are subject to the negotiation and arbitration processes.  For this reason, ICA language can vary significantly from contract to contract, and may not always match the CABS English language descriptions on the CLECs' bills. CLECs may work with their Account Managers as necessary to cross-reference their CABS bill and the language contained in their individual Interconnection Agreements. 

3
Conduct further analysis to determine why Pacific systems are generating systems exceptions and install a fix for the problem.  Pacific systems should have a method of identifying invalid data parameters for 804 error codes.  For RC-11 return codes this was caused by a DataGate module problem and this bug should be corrected.  The TAM was informed that this is an infrequent occurrence however it occurred on both of the order capacity tests run by the Test Generator.
Because the Pacific ordering systems, including the 804 error codes and RC-11 return codes, performed as designed during the OSS Capacity Tests, no "fix" is required.  

The 804 error codes and the RC-11 return codes encountered by the TG are part of the ordering system logic.   The 804-error code is invoked when the system detects invalid data parameters from LSR fields.  A RC-11 return code is received when it takes more than 30 seconds to complete a data query between two systems.  

By exceptioning LSRs, for manual processing, these codes act to protect the system.  Specifically, the codes prevent LSRs from being incorrectly processed by the systems or lost because the system can’t process the input as provided.  They prevent LSR transactions from backing up in queue and causing a slowdown of all order processing when a backend process is slow to respond. 

The 804 error codes accounted for 0.7% of the LSRs submitted on the first Capacity test and 3% on the second test. The RC-11 return code accounted for 0.3% of the LSRs submitted on the first Capacity Test and 0.5% on the second test.

In short, these codes are part of the ordering system design.  They perform an important function in the processing of CLEC orders and, in fact, impact only a very small percentage of those orders established by the OSS test.  There is no "bug" related to these codes that requires repair.

4
Insure all security servers for dial-in users to Verigate/LEX are proactively monitored by Data Center staff.  Analyze the appropriateness of systems logs and whether they are providing enough information to diagnose a failure.  Adequate systems monitoring should enable corrective actions to servers to be made before users are calling in to notify Pacific of a dial-in problem.  
The PRAF support staff does actively monitor both modem usage levels and modem failures.  A daily report is generated that identifies any modem that falls below an 80% success rate on connect.  Due to the fact that connect failures are not necessarily indicative of a modem problem on our remote servers, this success rate enables the staff to quickly identify problem modems and respond with corrective action.  This includes but is not limited to busying out the modem, resetting the modem, reflashing the modem with the correct firmware, and replacing the 6-port modem module.

There were no changes made to the dial-up access servers between September 19, 2000 and October 3, 2000.    

Both the network components for dial-in and the middleware software components for the applications are highly monitored and supported by SBC.  This monitoring will continue and will be supplemented by end user calls to the SBC IS Call Center.

5
It is recommended that LEX send a jeopardy notification to Pacific and CLEC and change status to jeopardy when transmission of SOC has been delayed for any reason.
Jeopardy notices are intended to communicate a situation in which the physical work may not be completed by the due date for a specific order. Because the late SOC notices identified by the TAM, during the OSS Test related to orders for which the physical work had already been completed in the field and/or central office, a jeopardy notice would not have been appropriate. Accordingly, Pacific agrees with WorldCom that the recommendation to send a jeopardy notification via LEX would “basically [be] introducing an entire new process into the [Service Order Completion] (SOC) process, one that the CLECs would not endorse.”

The LASR-GUI interface allows the LSC to view any LSR that has been transmitted electronically, and allows the Local Service Center (LSC) to easily identify orders that did not receive a SOC on the day the work was due to complete. Such orders are then escalated to the appropriate work group for completions to be typed, or for the order to be placed in jeopardy if the work has not been completed. This process has been very effective in assisting the LSC with timely SOC return. For example, in January of this year a total of 40,595 electronic SOC notifications were sent to facilities-based CLECs.   Of this total, 40,308 (or 99%) were returned within the appropriate timeframe without any manual intervention.  Only 287 (or .7%) required manual handling by the LSC to trigger the return to the CLEC.   Of the 287 manually handled SOCs, 232 were returned within 24 hours of the order completing.  This means that only 55 of the total 40,595 SOCs (or .001%) were not sent to the CLEC within 24 hours of the order completing. 

6
In EDI documentation, include comprehensive inbound matrices
Comprehensive EDI documentation, including inbound and outbound matrices, is currently available Online via the Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions (ATIS) web site.  This information is available via the public internet at http://www.atis.org//tcif/edi/sosc/5tc53hom.htm or via a hyperlink from the SBC CLEC Online web site.

SBC strictly adheres to these comprehensive matrices with the exception of the variances documented on the SBC CLEC Online web site.  These variances are available in the OSS Section of the SBC  CLEC Online  web site at https://clec.sbc.com/restr/clechb/statebooks3.cfm?states=2.  SBC also provides sample EDI mappings to CLECs as a part of the regularly scheduled EDI workshops.  

In order to better assist CLECs in locating the information discussed above, Pacific made some upgrades to the CLEC Handbook section of the CLEC Online web site.  The OSS documentation has been migrated from the ordering subsection of the CLEC Handbook to the main section of the CLEC Handbook.  SBC also added a “What’s New” message to the CLEC Online web site with the changes identified above.

7
In DataGate documentation, include a more complete description of Application Programming Interfaces (APIs)
Pacific currently provides Application Programming descriptions at the primitive-data-item level within CLEC Access Developer Ref Guide which, can be found under Pre-Ordering at the following web site: https://clec.sbc.com/restr/clechb/pbguides.cfm?states=2
This reference guide contains a section called LSPWest Services Structure Definitions, which contains all of the "large data objects" or structures. Each "primitive data item" or element is then fully documented in the LSPWest Services Data Dictionary. The data dictionary contains a description of the element, the length, the field type (numeric, alphanumeric, etc.), valid values if applicable, additional information which contains notes on the data and the list of structures in which that field is contained.  Pacific chose a data dictionary approach to present this information  rather than a "tree" structure to avoid repetitious descriptions, reduce documentation error and streamline reference for CLECs.

The data dictionary is a valuable tool and provides all element or primitive data item descriptions. Additionally, Pacific offers copies of structure/element files, which avoids the need for CLECs to code the primitive data elements and structures by hand.  The Before You Start section within The DataGate CLEC Access Developer Reference Guide provides an overview of all the appropriate sections of the document (including the LSPWest Services Data Dictionary) as well as information on obtaining the structure/element files.

8
Publish and maintain CLEC Managed Introduction process documentation
Pacific has published methods and procedures on the SBC CLEC Online web site concerning Managed Introduction. This information can be found within the OSS section of the CLEC Handbook at https://clec.sbc.com/restr/clechb/statebooks3.cfm?states=2.  SBC also added a “What’s New” message to the CLEC Online web site with the changes to the OSS section discussed above.

9
Publish and maintain documentation better summarizing standard due date intervals, including typical post-SOC completion intervals, by product and activity type
Pacific has posted a due date matrix for UNE products by activity type on the SBC CLEC web site https://clec.sbc.com/restr/clechb/UNEDueDateMatrix.pdf as requested by the Test Administrator. At the OSS workshops, the Test Administrator and Test Generator indicated that, by the term "post-SOC completions" they were referring to the interval between the time the CLEC receives a SOC and the time Pacific’s backend systems are updated. This interval, which is typically 2-3 days for all products, has been included on the due date matrix. 

10
If all data discrepancies cannot be resolved, a full reconciliation of test case data with Pacific similar to the process currently underway between CLECs and Pacific.  If, as a result of these processes, significant revisions are made to Pacific’s reported performance results, then the statistical analysis should be performed again with the correct data.
Cap Gemini has clarified that all data discrepancies have been resolved.  As stated by Cap Gemini at the January 30, 2001 Workshop, “There are no outstanding queries to Pacific regarding the status of any test case in the Performance Measurements and the TAM considers the validation of the test case data complete.”  Cap Gemini added, “We feel the statistical analysis in the report is complete.” Also, see the attached Pacific OSS Test Final Report Clarification Statement dated January 2, 2001 from Cap Gemini. 

13
Tighten up the controls on reporting DataGate counts on queries.  Follow up on changing the nightly jobs to insure that all files are received when loading the data.
During post analysis of the results of the Pre-Order testing for DataGate, Cap Gemini reported, "There is a difference in the counts between the TG and Pacific pre-orders {queries}.  The difference was shown to include one full hour of processing during hour 6 of the DataGate pre-order test during the capacity stress test." Pacific has made two process changes to address this recommendation.  First, mechanized checks have been implemented in the Job Control Language (JCL) to ensure all files are received before the job loads the data.  Secondly, the load jobs are monitored by the performance measurement Decision Support System (DSS) staff to ensure correct processing.  These changes will ensure that all files are received and that all queries are loaded into the DSS for reporting.

14
Follow up on investigating the ability to add multiple paths from the SORD/AOG systems to interface with LASR.  This will help fine tune their system to reduce the order FOC interval times encountered during the capacity stress test. 
In response to this recommendation, on December 9, 2000, Pacific's Local Access Service Request (LASR) architecture was upgraded from supporting only a single path to supporting five simultaneous paths when interfacing to Service Order Retrieval and Distribution (SORD)/Automatic Order Generator (AOG).  This process improves Firm Order Confirmation (FOC) efficiency by increasing the number of request transactions that can be made available for processing between LASR and SORD/AOG.

15
Tighten up the controls on loading Due Dates for the EXCO’s prior to the daily production runs rather then periodically during the day.  
This error caused a few of the Test Generator's LSRs to reject because one central office table had not been updated with product due date.  DataGate and Verigate performed appropriately since there was no FDD data available for the Exchange Central Offices  (EXCO) at the time the queries were made.  Pacific loads the same due date data for both Pacific and the CLEC's in the EXCOs several times throughout the day.  This process is required due to the constant change in order volume and to balance available field resources.  By routinely adjusting due dates, Pacific ensures that its retail and wholesale customers are treated in parity, and that the best possible due date is provided at any given point within the business day.

16
Provide complete customer service address information on the Customer Service Record (i.e., sub-location, zip codes where appropriate).
The term "sub-location data" refers to information such as apartment number; room number, suite number, etc.  Although this information is provided on the CSR, for the functionality test, Pacific provided the Test Administrator Manager (TAM) with several hundred retail accounts to be used for conversion to resale and/or UNE products.  These accounts were built with "basic only" addresses, and did not include any sub-location data.  When the functionality test began, the TAM found that it was unable to obtain verification of a basic address without sub-location data if sub-location data was associated with the address in Verigate. Pacific incorporated a fix to address this situation into a scheduled March, 2000 Verigate release.  Specifically, in this release Pacific added an "ignore" button to the Verigate tool bar.  This button allows users to verify "basic only" addresses without providing sub‑location data, even when sub-location data is associated with the address in Verigate.   This information can be found in the CLEC User Guide.
The Pacific Customer Service Record has two address fields.  Although the ZIP Code is used on both retail and wholesale orders, it has never been retained as part of the service address and therefore is not available to return when the CLEC requests a copy of the CSR.  Because it is required for mailing the bill, ZIP Code is included in the billing address section of the CSR. When service address and End User's (EU) billing address are the same, the ZIP Code is provided on the CSR Billing Address.  When service address and EU billing addresses are different, the CLEC may obtain service address ZIP Code through Pacific's Verigate and DataGate pre-order systems, by first retrieving Street Address Guide Area (SAGA), and then typing the SAGA on the address verification screen.

21
After account migration to a CLEC, any changes made to the account by Pacific must be notified to the CLEC both verbal and written.
Pacific does not make changes to a CLEC's account without an LSR (Local Service Request).  In the event a service-affecting error is discovered after the SOC has been returned (for example, if a feature was not provided due to LSC manual error in typing the order), the CLEC is not required to send a subsequent LSR.  Rather, the LSC or LOC (in the case of an error discovered as a result of a CLEC trouble ticket) will notify the CLEC of the error via telephone call and, after receiving verbal authorization, will issue an order to correct the error.  In response to this recommendation, Pacific will present the subject of written notifications to the next CLEC Users Forum Executive Steering Committee.  If the participating CLECs express interest, the subject will be placed on the agenda so that various options can be discussed and agreement can be reached on the manner for such notifications to be provided.

26
Continue to proactively monitor modem pools and connectivity software and hardware to insure that dial-in users are adequately being connected.  Assess the network connectivity logs to insure that Pacific staff can readily identify when users log on and log off the network and whether they provide the needed information to track dial-in users encountering problems.
As recommended by the TAM, Pacific will continue to monitor modem pools and connectivity software and hardware.  The network components for dial-in currently do log information on end user connections and are used for troubleshooting and problem resolution.  In addition, the dial-in hardware and software components are proactively monitored and maintained.

29
Provide separate training and/or test environments, similar to the EDI test environment, for each CLEC-accessible Pacific OSS
SBC has committed to providing a uniform testing environment for the Uniform and Enhanced OSS.  As documented in the Uniform and Enhanced OSS Plan of Record (POR) approved by the FCC, SBC will support a CLEC's ability to test the uniform ordering application-to-application interface, the uniform ordering GUI, and the Uniform pre-ordering application-to-application interfaces.  SBC will make the LSR Exchange (LEX) system available for CLEC testing for a 60-day window beginning 67 days prior to a Uniform and Enhanced POR release.  All other releases will have a 30-day window that begins 37 days prior to that scheduled release.  Actual test window dates are announced via Accessible Letter in accordance with the Change Management Guidelines.

39
Bring up Verigate each day at least an hour earlier to coincide with or precede LEX availability
An Accessible Letter CLEC CS01-011 was sent out On Feb. 9, 2001, Pacific issued an accessible letter advising CLECs that, effective March 18, 2000, Verigate availability would begin one hour earlier (6:00 a.m.).  With this extension, Verigate and LEX are available at the same start time.

41
Consolidated documentation describing how Pacific’s business rules differ from EDI standards
As noted in Pacific's response to Recommendation No. 6, SBC strictly adheres to the Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions (ATIS) specifications for EDI ordering with the exception of the variances documented on the SBC CLEC Online web site.  These variances are available in the OSS Section of the SBC CLEC Handbook at https://clec.sbc.com/restr/clechb/statebooks3.cfm?states=2. 

With the implementation of the Uniform 13 State Local Service Ordering Requirements (LSOR), SBC will also document the EDI mapping specifications for each LSR field within the LSOR.  These changes are a result of SBC implementing new product types in advance of ATIS Industry Standards.  The LSOR publication dates are announced via Accessible Letter in accordance with the Change Management Guidelines.

This report is laid out in the following manner:

· Section 2 – Verification Effort 

This section addresses the nineteen recommendations that the consultants were tasked with verifying. Each recommendation is described, in detail, including the recommendation statement, verification process, observations, remediation activities – where applicable, remediation observations – where applicable and a conclusion statement.

· Appendix A – Verification Effort Processes

This section includes the TAM/TG Verification Plan document, (produced to detail out the tasks for verification of each recommendation,) the flow chart describing the verification process, the Remediation Report template, as well as the Additional Activities Disclosure Report template. These documents were shared with all interested parties throughout the verification effort. 

· Appendix B – Remediation Reports

This includes the remediation reports for all recommendations that went through the remediation process. The remediation process was used when, upon initial verification, Pacific Bell did not adequately address the recommendation. During this process, the consultants provided suggested activities that Pacific Bell needed to perform to adequately address the applicable recommendation. Recommendations 6, 8 and 41 went through the remediation process.

· Appendix C – Additional Activities Disclosure Reports

This includes the disclosure reports for all recommendations where Pacific Bell performed additional activities, proactively, that were not originally disclosed in their documented responses from March 2, 2001. These only include the activities Pacific Bell performed to adequately address the applicable recommendation. Additional Activities Disclosure Reports were documented, by Pacific Bell, for recommendations 9 and 15.

· Appendix D – Recommendation Considerations

This is a table that lists the additional considerations for Pacific Bell that were encountered throughout the recommendation verification effort. While these considerations were made as a result of the recommendation verification effort, they in no way had any determination on whether the recommendations were or were not satisfactorily addressed.

2 Verification Effort

The verification of the nineteen recommendations was performed from May 7, 2001 through June 20, 2001. This section will detail the recommendations individually, with the stated recommendation, (as it appears in the TAM OSS Final Report,) the actions taken for verification, the observations made during the process, remediation activities and observations where applicable and finally the conclusions, based on the observations. 

2.1 Recommendation 1 – CABS Bills

2.1.1 Recommendation Statement

The CABS bills do not provide a detail listing of the daily usage.  This creates an inability to validate a portion of the bill.  Since the CABS bill only provides a summarized roll up of the daily usage total, the CLEC must compare it with the usage recorded over their own switches.  If there is a discrepancy, the CLEC must raise this issue with the Incumbent Local Exchange Carrier (ILEC).  The review process for a discrepancy can be quite lengthy (anywhere from one month to six or more months).  Providing the detail information would save both the ILEC and CLEC the time that is currently spent in detailed research and billing negotiation. 

2.1.2 Verification Process

The verification of this initiative required: 

· Evaluating the recommendation and considering the options required to resolve the primary issue – which is Carrier Access Billing System (CABS) Bill Reconciliation  

· Verifying that CLEC Billing Issues could be resolved by using Pacific Bell’s escalation process

· Reviewing the CLEC Interconnection Agreement (ICA) for the CLEC specific resolution process

It was determined that this issue could require an infinite number of responses and / or system adjustments for each CLEC proposing to do business with Pacific Bell. Due to the various reconciliation processes used by the different CLECs, the consultants did not visit with a CLEC to attempt a reconciliation of their CABS bills.  However, the CABS bills have been through a validation procedure during the initial testing process and the existing bill format was verified and found acceptable by both Pacific Bell and the CLECs that have been participating in the CPUC / Pacific Bell OSS test.

There were multiple attempts made to validate the contents of the Daily Usage Files (DUF) that were created during the initial testing process.  Although these files were viewed to substantiate the data that was being passed to the CABS Billing Process, the actual DUF file layouts could not be obtained to validate the actual contents of each record.  Although this would have been preferable, it was not identified as a problem due to the options that are available for resolving this recommendation. There was no argument between either Pacific Bell, or the CLECs, as to what the DUF contained. It was just identified by the CLECs that it was inadequate unless it was supplemented by additional Usage Detail Files.      

The consultants did review the Pacific Bell CLEC Handbook to verify that Pacific Bell also has the “Dispute Resolution – Informal and Formal” process as well as a “CLEC Customer Service Contacts” section.
2.1.3 Observations

As a short-term solution, the consultants have reminded the CLECs that Pacific Bell has a formal process for resolving issues.  By following this process, the CLECs would involve Pacific Bell with their specific reconciliation issues.  The specific escalation process for each CLEC would be identified in their ICA. 

As a slightly longer-term approach, it is recommended that the CLECs present this issue to the Ordering and Billing Forum (OBF), where it can be addressed and resolved by all impacted groups.  This would establish industry standards.  Pacific Bell stated that they would adhere to any CABS reconciliation standards established by the OBF.

Based on discussions with both Pacific Bell and the CLECs, they have agreed that the CABS bills do not provide a detail listing of the daily usage.  However, both groups agree that a detailed listing of usage on the CABS bill would make it too cumbersome.  The CLECs are looking to obtain a formal process that would enable them to have access to a Pacific Bell generated file that provides them with the detail they require for reconciliation.  Since the CABS bill only provides a summarized roll up of the daily usage total, the CLEC must compare it with the usage recorded over their own switches.  Although the data is available to reconcile CABS bills, the issue has become one of finding a better way. 

The CLECs have not been utilizing the formal process that has been established for resolving issues.
2.1.4 Remediation Process

This process was not applicable to recommendation 1.

2.1.5 Remediation Observations

As this recommendation did not require a remediation process, there are no observations to document.

2.1.6 Conclusion

The consultants conclude that Pacific Bell has adequately addressed this recommendation.

2.2
Recommendation 2 – CABS USOCs

2.2.1
Recommendation Statement

The Network Element (Universal Service Order Codes (USOCs)/Features) English translation provided in the Pacific documentation (e.g., Interconnection Agreement, Open Access Network and Development (OANAD) document) does not match the English translation on the bill.  This required the bill validation team to expel a great deal of time creating a cross-reference of the USOCs.  The ILEC should provide the USOC cross-reference table to the CLEC.

2.2.2 Verification Process

The verification of this initiative required: 

· Accessing the CABS documentation that Pacific Bell uses, as well as the Website path to the CLEC Handbook  

· Reviewing Pacific Bell Website to ensure the appropriate section of the CLEC Handbook was accessed and a random validation was done which confirmed that the CLEC Handbook contains the English translations and matches the CABS bills

· Verifying that the CLEC Handbook contains revision dates

· Verifying that Pacific Bell uses Accessible Letters (ALs) for notifying the CLECs of issues

The CABS Bills used for validation were obtained from documents created during the initial testing process. 

The consultants were informed, by Pacific Bell, that any changes made to the USOCs, including definition changes, are made to both the production tables and the CLEC Handbook prior to the change being put into production.  Updates are seldom required.  The consultants were not able to validate this since they were not aware of any changes being made at this time. According to Pacific Bell, in order to ensure that these tables are updated in a timely manner, the Local Service Center, Methods and Procedures (M&P) staff, has been designated as a control point when new billing projects are implemented

According to Pacific Bell, when a USOC Table change is requested by a CLEC, the CLEC is notified when the change is made. The consultants did not verify this, since they were not aware of any changes being made at this time.  CLECs who have not specifically requested a change to the USOC Table are not notified of the change until the periodic CLEC Handbook changes are released. Changes to the CLEC Handbook sections are tracked through the use of revision dates. 

2.2.3 Observations

According to Pacific Bell, the Interconnection Agreements (ICAs) are subject to the negotiation and arbitration processes; therefore, ICA language can vary from contract to contract.  This could result in the CABS English language descriptions on the CLECs' bills not always matching the CLEC Handbook. In these situations, the CLECs are requested to work with their Account Managers to cross-reference their CABS bill with the language contained in their individual Interconnection Agreements.  Although this statement is reasonable, it could not be validated since the consultants did not have access to the various ICAs. 

Pacific Bell updated their Network Elements (USOCs/Features) English translation that is provided in the Pacific Bell CLEC Handbook. The CLEC Handbook now provides a USOC cross-reference table that contains Class of Service, USOC and CABS bill English translation for Unbundled Network Elements (UNE) products and a reference table with OANAD terminology. 

2.2.4
Remediation Process

This process was not applicable to recommendation 2.

2.2.5
Remediation Observations

As this recommendation did not require a remediation process, there are no observations to document.

2.2.6
Conclusion

The consultants conclude that Pacific Bell has adequately addressed this recommendation.

2.3
Recommendation 3 – Error Codes (804 / RC-11)
2.3.1
Recommendation Statement

Conduct further analysis to determine why Pacific systems are generating systems exceptions and install a fix for the problem.  Pacific systems should have a method of identifying invalid data parameters for 804 error codes.  For RC-11 return codes this was caused by a DataGate module problem and this bug should be corrected.  The TAM was informed that this is an infrequent occurrence however it occurred on both of the order capacity tests run by the Test Generator.

2.3.2
Verification Process

The verification of this initiative required:

· Understanding the use of RC-11 and 804 codes

· Understanding the process by which these types of exceptions are handled, resolved, and/or rejected

· Analyzing data available from the OSS test to identify, for the particular exceptions experienced, if the exceptions occurred in patterns and/or seem to be caused by a particular parameter or type in order to more completely understand the particular instance

· Analyzing current production logs

In order to accomplish this, the consultants interacted with Interconnection Compliance Support, Local Service Center (LSC) representatives as well as parties involved in the OSS test.

2.3.3
Observations

Understanding the use of RC-11 and 804 codes

In order to understand the use of 804 and RC-11 codes, the consultants held discussions with Interconnection Compliance Support.

RC-11 exception codes are utilized as a type of time out code in the chain of systems involved in processing orders.  If a response is not received from CESAR within 30 seconds when a Local Access Service Request (LASR)/CESAR interaction is called for through a system call, the order involved will exception to the LSC for processing.  This measure is taken to limit any type of a chain reaction or causing of a backlog in the entire chain of systems involved.  The non-response in 30 seconds could be caused by maintenance, a systems error or breakdown, or any number of reasons why one portion of the chain of interactions is not responding within a specified time parameter.  This type of processing and inclusion of a time out code allows LASR to continue processing even if CESAR is not responding for some reason.

An 804 code is triggered in CESAR when a LSR field edit resident in that system indicates that a field entry is incorrect per system parameters, non-existent, or not recognized by the system.  In the case of an 804 exception code, the order will exception to the LSC for processing.  Parameters on an LSR causing the exception can either be entries directly from the CLEC or can be codes/parameters that are placed on the LSR by Pacific Bell systems during processing.  

An example of a code/parameter, that is relevant to this analysis, is an Exchange Company Circuit ID (ECCKT), which is placed on relevant order types by the CESAR system.

Understanding the process by which these types of exceptions are handled, resolved, and/or rejected
In order to understand the process by which these types of exceptions are handled, resolved, and/or rejected, the consultants discussed the process with Interconnection Compliance Support and Local Service Center (LSC) representatives.  The M&P for fatal/non-fatal error correction was obtained and a visit to the LSC was performed.  

During the visit to the LSC, no 804 or RC-11 were encountered.  However, the process by which they are scanned and distributed, and then subsequently worked by staff, is the same process by which non-flow-through type PONs are handled. This process has been explained to the consultants.

If an 804 or RC-11 exception is encountered, it would be classified as an Automated Order Generator (AOG) exception, distributed to a member in the production department of the LSC and investigated.  If the exception is not a CLEC exception, it is worked by the representative and the order is processed.  If the exception is a CLEC exception, the order request is rejected back to the CLEC, via the path through which it was originated [i.e. – Local Service Request Exchange (LEX) or Electronic Data Interchange (EDI),] with a reject code.

If an AOG order does not flow-through, for a reason not caused by the CLEC, and necessitates LSC involvement, there is no cost or fee passed back to the CLEC for any manual intervention that the LSC may take.  Firm Order Confirmation (FOC) goal times do increase from 20 minutes to 6 hours, per conversations conducted during the workshop on May 15-16, 2001.

Analyzing data available from the original tests

Utilizing information regarding which PONs had excepted during the September 19, 2000 Order Test and the October 3, 2000 Pre-Order/Order Test, Pacific Bell and the consultants worked during the verification effort to determine if there was a pattern which could be identified.  Information concerning the identification of which PONs from October 3, 2000 were 804 versus RC-11 was available and thus was utilized, while for September 19, 2000 the data was not available.  This, however, did not affect the analysis.

Utilizing the PONs, the consultants investigated:

· Upon which template the PON was based

· Whether the PON was one in a series of replications

· If it was one in a series of replications, which order in the series it was

· The hour of the test during which it occurred

· The hourly rate of test data that was being passed to the system

· The estimated hourly rate of total data that was being passed to the system  

This was based upon the previous analysis during the OSS test.  As indicated in Section 4.2.1.5.2.3 text and Chart 4.2.1-2 of the TAM OSS Final Report Version 1.2, historical data from 8 months in 2000 had been analyzed and an August 2000 volume of production orders, per hour during business hours, had been determined in the trending analysis.  This rate of production volume was added to the test rate of volume due to the fact that the tests were run during production hours

The analysis indicates:

· The PONs excepted in “blocks” in a sequential order.  This is illustrated by a couple of excerpts from the October 3, 2000 spreadsheet below:

Example A (entire sequence not shown):

PON
804 or RC-11
Template
# Times Replicate
PON position in series

BBL2R10030000116
804
Blac.BASL.A.N.R.0001
1000
14

BBL2R10030000117
804
Blac.BASL.A.N.R.0001
1000
15

BBL2R10030000118
804
Blac.BASL.A.N.R.0001
1000
16

BBL2R10030000119
804
Blac.BASL.A.N.R.0001
1000
17

Example B (entire sequence not shown):

PON
804 or RC-11
Template
# Times Replicate
PON position in series

BBL2B10030002365
804
Blac.BASL.A.N.B.0001
200
61

BBL2B10030002366
804
Blac.BASL.A.N.B.0002
200
61

BBL2B10030002367
804
Blac.BASL.A.N.B.0003
200
61

BBL2B10030002369
804
Blac.BASL.A.N.B.0006
200
61

BBL2B10030002370
804
Blac.BASL.A.N.B.0001
200
62

BBL2B10030002371
804
Blac.BASL.A.N.B.0002
200
62

BBL2B10030002372
804
Blac.BASL.A.N.B.0003
200
62

BBL2B10030002374
804
Blac.BASL.A.N.B.0006
200
62

Example A is illustrative of a pattern in which the sequential PONs from one template were exceptioned by the system.  Example B is illustrative of a pattern in which multiple templates were being affected by the exception.  It is still in a sequential pattern as well.  During the OSS test, a PON from one template was submitted, then a PON from another template, then a PON from another template, etc. and then the process repeated, as is the pattern in Example B.

· The RC-11 exceptions identified on October 3, 2000 occur in the same sequential type pattern as the 804 exceptions and are not separate instances or “blocks”.

· None of the exceptions during the OSS test occurred on the first instance of the template.

· Per Pacific Bell, all 804 exceptions during the OSS test were cases where an ECCKT was not assigned by CESAR.

· Using the historic rate per hour, plus the rate per hour during the test, exceptions occurred at rates of 207% of the August 2000 rates to 877% of those rates.  These were the minimum and maximum rates between the September 19, 2000 and October 3, 2000 tests.

In addition to the September 19, 2000 and October 3, 2000 tests, the consultants reviewed the PONs, which excepted during the 2x test.  During this test, there were 32 exceptions out of 912 test orders submitted in approximately an hour and a half.  Test orders were again submitted during production periods, which would mean a higher volume was actually being processed by the system.  Analysis of the 2x test indicates that all exceptions were on the second replication of the template; none occurred on the first instance.

The consultants note that Pacific Bell’s response, “There is no ‘bug’ related to these codes that requires repair”, is accurate in that the codes did respond to an exception as expected.  The systems are designed to except out orders when, for instance, a parameter is missing, so in that sense they operated “as designed” per Pacific Bell’s comments.  However, the occurrence of the exception itself needed to be analyzed to more effectively identify any pattern and identify where in the system it seemed to have occurred.  This has now been done with cooperation between Pacific Bell and the consultants.

Analyzing current production logs
The consultants requested, and obtained, 9 days worth of system logs from the mainframe for CESAR.  The reports were for May 3, 4, 7, 10, and 11, 2001 as well as May 29-June 1, 2001.  These reports show no RC-11 exceptions.  

Pacific Bell did report, through analyzing LASR production logs, some 804 exceptions from LASR reports during a nine-day period which included May 16, 17, 18, 21, 22, 29, 30, 31 and June 1, 2001.  

These 804’s were investigated and it was found that all of them were missing an ECCKT.  This is in concurrence with the identification of the no-ECCKT characteristic from the tests explained above.  After this was determined, Pacific Bell investigated the production PONs and identified in more detail that the cause of the ECCKT not being assigned by CESAR, for these PONs, was a failure of the system to recognize a null byte that signifies the end of the transaction being sent to CESAR from LASR.  Due to the intermittent nature, Pacific Bell could not duplicate in a test environment. The orders were exceptioned to the LSC per the exception process and were processed accordingly.

The daily percent that the exceptions represent of the production volume encountered ranged from 0.017% to 0.255% when Advanced Solutions, Inc. (ASI) information was included and 0.000% to 0.226% when ASI information was not included.  On an overall basis, this represented 0.116% of the production volume during the period when ASI data is included and 0.130% when ASI data is excluded.

Summary of Observations

Based upon the analysis performed on the OSS test data, relevant production logs investigated around this recommendation by Pacific Bell, as well as workshop discussions and comments from all parties, the following observations have been drawn:

· The exceptions during the tests occurred in a sequential chain type manner, not in, for instance, separate haphazard or random occurrences, and none occurred on the first instance of a replicated template.

· Due to the “block” type nature of the PONs that did except during the OSS test, the number of total exceptions does not appear to be caused by separate system occurrences, but rather by far fewer occurrences which caused multiple exceptions.

· The occurrence of the exceptions, from analysis of production data, occurs for SBC affiliated companies as well as non-affiliated companies.

· Since the exceptions experienced during the OSS test appear to be caused by an ECCKT not being assigned, it is reasonable to state that the exception was caused before, or at, the point in CESAR where an ECCKT is assigned.

· Further analysis concluded that the prior event, which causes the ECCKT to not be assigned, is a non-recognition of a null byte signifying the end of a transaction being sent to CESAR where the ECCKT would be assigned.

· The PONs that did exception were handled by the processes established at Pacific Bell and were not lost.

· The occurrence of the exceptions is a rare occurrence on a percentage basis on the OSS test and during production investigated.

It is the conclusion of the consultants that this recommendation has been adequately investigated and that the percentage of occurrences encountered and the subsequent analyses performed do not warrant further corrective action.

2.3.4
Remediation Process

This process was not applicable to recommendation 3.

2.3.5
Remediation Observations

As this recommendation did not require a remediation process, there are no observations to document.

2.3.6
Conclusion

The consultants conclude that Pacific Bell has adequately addressed this recommendation.

In order to continue to monitor 804 exceptions, it is strongly recommended that the Commission requires Pacific Bell to report, by CLEC on a monthly basis, the number of 804 exceptions that occur in production.  In this way, a process will be in place to confirm, on a continual basis, that the exceptions of this nature remain minimal, infrequent, non-impacting and continue to be addressed appropriately. In addition, it is strongly recommended that the Commission also requires Pacific Bell to provide CLEC-specific portions of this report, to individual CLECs, upon request. 

2.4
Recommendation 4 – Systems Monitoring

2.4.1
Recommendation Statement

Insure all security servers for dial-in users to Verigate/LEX are proactively monitored by Data Center staff.  Analyze the appropriateness of systems logs and whether they are providing enough information to diagnose a failure.  Adequate systems monitoring should enable corrective actions to servers to be made before users are calling in to notify Pacific of a dial-in problem.

2.4.2
Verification Process

The verification of this initiative required: 

· Understanding how the security servers for the toolbar are monitored, both automatically and manually

· Understanding the process to resolve difficulties when detected

In order to accomplish this, the Data Center in St. Louis was visited. Personnel in both the Interconnection Compliance Support and Middleware Product Support explained, and demonstrated, how the DataGate Resource Manager, which is the automated Middleware facility that monitors the well-being of the software services, is used and monitored.  In addition, an explanation of the reaction to the Resource Manager, upon notice of a difficulty, was obtained as well as example Resource Manager logs and procedures for the monitoring of the applicable security servers.

2.4.3
Observations

The consultants communicated with the Interconnection Compliance Support, as well as the Middleware Product Support group to understand how Pacific Bell proactively and reactively monitors the Pacific Remote Access Facility (PRAF) security servers.

As Pacific Bell explained in their response, Resource Manager is the automated Middleware facility that monitors the well being of the software services for the company.  The consultants discussed and observed the Resource Manager as it directly relates to the PRAF services.  The Middleware facility is configured to send “heartbeats” (a 'ping' to the system to see if a return response is given) to the toolbar security server, at a periodic rate, and logs the return of a response to this heartbeat.  If a heartbeat is not responded to, it is logged, and an informative page is sent to a paging group.  The Resource Manager runs automated scripts to attempt to restart the server/port itself and is configured for various trouble shooting/problem resolution routines.  If the Resource Manager is unsuccessful in automatically resolving any difficulty, after a delineated number of attempts, a page will be sent to the assigned pager group informing them that manual resolution / investigation is needed.

The consultants reviewed information from 3 days of Resource Manager logs, (April 27, May 1, May 15) to determine: 

· What type of information is contained in the log? 

· How many, if any, heartbeats from the toolbar security servers were not confirmed?  

The logs indicate the time the heartbeat was sent, if and when the heartbeat was returned, and do not show any heartbeats not being returned on the first attempt for those days.  In addition, the consultants reviewed a non-toolbar security server instance in which a heartbeat was not returned in order to understand how a “non-return” is logged, how the pager group notification is logged, etc.

For reaction to paging, as well as all non-automated activities, Middleware Product Support has personnel available 24 hours per day.

In addition to reviewing the Resource Manager system logs, and discussing proactive and reactive processes, the consultants requested M&Ps for activities specific to this for the Middleware Product Support staff.  While no specific M&P document is available, the consultants were provided with a binder of materials, which was compiled and given to staff members during training.  The binder, which is updated as methods/information changes, contains e-mails, method type documents, and general information regarding logging into various systems, various paging message types, and how to investigate and troubleshoot.  The documents are not of a formal nature.
2.4.4
Remediation Process

This process was not applicable to recommendation 4.

2.4.5
Remediation Observations

As this recommendation did not require a remediation process, there are no observations to document.

2.4.6
Conclusion

The consultants conclude that Pacific Bell has adequately addressed this recommendation.

2.5
Recommendation 5 –SOC Delay Notification

2.5.1
Recommendation Statement

It is recommended that LEX send a jeopardy notification to Pacific and CLEC and change status to jeopardy when transmission of SOC has been delayed for any reason.

2.5.2
Verification Process

The verification of this initiative required:

· Clarifying the delayed Service Order Completion (SOC) issue that was discovered during the Provisioning tests
· Understanding the process implemented by Pacific Bell to achieve timely SOC transmission

· Observing the order completion process during visits to two Local Service Centers (LSCs)

· Assessing the magnitude of the delayed SOC issue

In order to accomplish this, the consultants interacted with those involved in the original Provisioning test, a Pacific Bell Order Completion Subject Matter Expert (SME) and LSC Completion Representatives.  In addition, the consultants facilitated discussion during the workshop and reviewed comments made by all parties.

2.5.3
Observations

Clarifying the delayed SOC issue that was discovered during the Provisioning tests

The consultants verified that the scenario intended to be addressed by this recommendation is the one in which the physical work has been completed on an order but due to a delay in order completion, the SOC is prevented from being transmitted, via LEX, to the CLEC.  The scenario in which no SOC has been sent because the physical work has not yet been completed is outside of the scope of this recommendation.  

Understanding the process implemented by Pacific to achieve timely SOC transmission

In order to understand the process, the consultants reviewed Pacific Bell’s Order Completion M&P documentation and discussed the process with an Order Completion SME and LSC Completion Representatives.  Based on the review of the M&P and discussions with these resources, the consultants understand Pacific Bell’s process to include the following activities:

If an order has a Due Date of the previous day, it is added to a list of orders to be addressed (accessible via the LASR-GUI interface) and distributed to a Completion Representative.

The Completion Representative retrieves the order and attempts to complete it based on information gathered in an initial review.  If the order cannot be completed in the initial review, an escalation team reviews it, identifies the reason that the order is not completed, and notifies the internal department that needs to address the order.  The “escalation” Completion Representative monitors the status, following up with the appropriate department, as necessary, to complete the order.  

Once the order has been completed in Service Order Retrieval and Distribution (SORD), the SOC is transmitted to the CLEC via the appropriate interface (e.g. LEX, EDI, etc.).   

Observing the order completion process during visits to two Local Service Centers (LSCs)

The consultants observed that the order completion process, as described in the Pacific M&P, is being practiced in the LSCs.  During the visits to the LSCs, the consultants observed Completion Representatives attempting to complete orders using the “31-day-bucket” review process, (an additional process, that was implemented by Pacific Bell, to capture any order that has not been completed, and require additional investigation/action.) The consultants also observed that orders, which could not be closed through preliminary investigation, were handled by an escalation team that performed additional activities in order to achieve order completion.

NOTE: The “31-day-bucket” file is also known as the “LASR daily bucket”.  The “31” in the title is derived from the fact that there can be up to 31 days in a month.  The records contained in the file represent orders that have a FOC Desired Due Date back to customer for a particular day.  For example, all orders that have a due date of July 15 would be logically contained in the “bucket” that represents July 15.

Assessing the magnitude of the delayed SOC issue

Pacific Bell, in its response to the TAM OSS Final Report, indicated that their order completion process had successfully addressed the issue of delayed SOCs. They noted that only 55 of the total 40,595 SOCs (or .001%) from a manual count of orders in January 2001 had not been sent to the CLEC within 24 hours of order completion.  The consultants, following up on this to confirm whether the delayed SOCs still represented such a small percentage of orders, asked Pacific Bell to provide current order completion statistics.  Pacific Bell provided this data, which is now available through a mechanized process, to track a new Performance Measurement (#35), which will measure the interval between when an order is physically completed and the time it takes Pacific Bell to send the SOC to the CLEC. This new performance measurement was approved by the CPUC, on May 24, 2001.  The data provided by Pacific Bell indicated that from February 1, 2001 through May 21, 2001, the number of SOCs sent more than 24 hours after order completion is under the target of 5%.
2.5.4
Remediation Process

This process was not applicable to recommendation 5.
2.5.5
Remediation Observations

As this recommendation did not require a remediation process, there are no observations to document.
2.5.6
Conclusion

The consultants conclude that Pacific Bell has adequately addressed this recommendation.
2.6
Recommendation 6 – EDI Documentation (Inbound Matrices)

2.6.1
Recommendation Statement

In EDI documentation, include comprehensive inbound matrices.

2.6.2
Verification Process

The verification of this initiative required:

· Performing a document review of Pacific Bell’s EDI guides

· Researching standard industry practices in providing this information

· Conducting discussions with CLECs and Pacific Bell to prepare findings

· Locate inbound variances from the hyperlink on the SBC CLEC Online Website

2.6.3
Observations

ATIS Website Link

Because the Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions (ATIS) Website was not listed in the Third Party Site Column, and it was not obvious as to where to find the link, the consultants started accessing different sections of the SBC CLEC Website, specifically the Operations Support System (OSS) section.  Pacific Bell’s response indicated that they had moved some items to the OSS section from the Ordering subsection. The consultants had not expected to find the link here, and instead, found a link to the Service Order Subcommittee (SOSC), which was the link mentioned in the Pacific Bell’s response to recommendation 6.  

General EDI Information

In attempts to access Pacific Bell’s Ordering Guidelines for General EDI Information, the consultants accessed the Website mentioned in Pacific Bell’s response to recommendation 6.  The consultants selected the User Guides Tech Pubs subsection; selected the Ordering tab and the Local Service Ordering Requirements (LSOR) tab, (LSOR 3.05 PDF) that was updated on 4/10/01. The consultants expected: 

· To find an EDI section updated with ATIS Website information

· To view EDI Transformation Set information and references to the appropriate SOSC Matrices with OBF to EDI references and a cross-reference to any other Pacific Bell EDI information

The LSOR 3.05 chapter 4 document contained information on Electronic Data Interchange (EDI). In this single page chapter, the document states, “EDI processing information may be found on the Internet or by contacting the EDI technical support group at PB”.  Additionally, the EDI chapter contained no reference as to X12 Version or the SOSC matrix to use.  The LSOR 3.05 document did not contain the location of other information on Pacific Bell’s use of EDI or a note that there are any variances.  
OSS Information

In an effort to locate Pacific Bell’s Ordering Guidelines for General EDI Information, beyond the LSOR 3.05 document, the consultants accessed the Pacific Bell/Nevada Bell OSS Overview, dated March 8, 2001, from the SBC CLEC Online Website.  The consultants hoped to locate EDI information on Order Interconnection.   The Pacific Bell/Nevada Bell OSS Overview document has a section entitled EDI Interface Guidelines.  This section stated, “For Ordering Guidelines, see the section on Issue 8” and “For Pre-order Guidelines, see the section on Issue 9”, of the Service Order Subcommittee Website.  The consultants were able to reference SOSC guidelines and see the table of contents for the link. Additionally, the consultants viewed the variance information from the EDI standards noted in the EDI Interface Guidelines section of the Pacific Bell/Nevada Bell OSS Overview document.  However, the consultants were not able to determine which SOSC matrix to use, until seeing a reference in an Accessible Letter, on EDI Mapping Clarification, dated November 23, 1999. 

Notification Information

To examine Pacific Bell’s Ordering Guidelines for CLEC notification, the consultants referenced the Local Service Ordering Requirements (LSOR) 3.05 documents located under the User Guides Tech Pubs /Ordering section of the SBC CLEC Online Website. The consultants expected to find information on data returned and information for inbound documents. (These would be the notifications from Pacific Bell.)   Additionally, the consultants hoped to locate EDI Transaction Set information and references to the appropriate SOSC Matrix (OBF to EDI reference) to use.  Lastly, the consultants expected to find any cross-references to any other Pacific Bell EDI information located on the Website. (Such as variances from industry guidelines.) 

The LSOR 3.05 document contained section 5 on Pacific Bell/Nevada Bell notification.  In fact, this section outlined the data to be returned on notifications by Pacific Bell.  The consultants were not able to locate any references made to X12 Versions or which SOSC matrix to use.  The Pacific Bell/Nevada Bell notification Section 5 did not contain any reference to the location of any other information on Pacific Bell’s use of EDI or a note that there are any variances. Despite the lack of Pacific Bell’s use of EDI, section 5.1 of the document did explain that completion date information would be sent when the EDI Segment DTM101 is equal to 198.  Even though this document showed that the data could be returned on confirmations, completions, cancels, jeopardies, and errors, it did not list EDI mapping information. 

EDI Information Posted Under the What’s New Section

Pacific Bell mentioned, in its response to recommendation 6, that information was posted to the “What’s New” section of the SBC CLEC Online Website that noted upgrades made to the CLEC Handbook with respect to inbound EDI.  The consultants accessed the “What’s New” Section of the SBC CLEC Website, specifically the Pacific Bell/Nevada Bell handbook and did not find anything on the list that showed ‘EDI’ in the title. 

Additionally, the consultants looked in the CLEC Online section of the “What’s New” Section of the SBC CLEC Online Website for updates on EDI documentation.  The consultants reviewed the list of posted updates and none mentioned EDI in the title description.  However, when the Uniform Plan of Record entry for 1/05/01 was selected, the consultants found it had EDI information but it was for the merger plan. 

SOSC Matrices & TCIF Issues

Based on Pacific Bell’s response to recommendation 6, the consultants visited the ATIS Website, using the URL provided in Pacific Bell’s response, to review the EDI matrices for inbound transactions: http://www.atis.org/atis/tcif/edi/sosc/5tc53hom.htm. When accessing this site, the TG found Telecommunication Industry Forum (TCIF) guidelines, not matrices, for inbound transactions.  For example:

Issue 8, based on ANSI ASC X12 Version/Release 003072 - This guideline contains conventions for ordering retail service in an EDI environment including Centrex/Centrex-Like, Dedicated Data/High-Capacity Facilities, Calling Cards, WATS/800/888 Service, Customized Private Network, Voice Mail, and Basic Business Service. It also contains conventions for mechanization of the OBF LSOG2 in an EDI environment. The mechanization of LSOG2 includes OBF enhancements to the LSOG introduced prior to release of LSOG3.

Issue 9, based on ANSI ASC X12 Version/Release 004010 - This guideline contains conventions for ordering retail service in an EDI environment including Basic Business Services, Centrex/Centrex-Like, Dedicated Data/High-Capacity Facilities, Calling Cards, WATS/80/888 Service, Customized Private Network, and Voice Mail services. It also contains conventions for mechanization of the OBF LSOG3 in an EDI environment.

From the consultants’ perspective, in order to utilize these guidelines, a CLEC would have to know that Pacific Bell is using the 3072 (LSOG 2) transaction set, rather than 4010, which correlates to LSOG 3. Pacific Bell’s Ordering Guide shows that the LSOG 3 is used for the order data, thus TCIF 9 would be presumed based on the following information from the ATIS Website.  But Pacific Bell utilized TCIF 8 for their EDI interconnection with LSOG 3 data fields.

This URL link did contain the usage for 855 and 865 transactions, but does not reference the SOSC matrix.

EDI Class Description

For recommendation 6, because Pacific Bell noted that sample EDI mappings to CLECs were part of their regularly scheduled EDI workshops, the consultants accessed the SBC CLEC Online Website to find information on EDI classes.  The TG accessed the SBC CLEC Online Website: https://clec.sbc.com/restr/clechb/statebooks3.cfm?states=2 and selected the CLEC Education section. 

When the consultants visited the CLEC Education section of the Website, they found the EDI Seminar Registration Form, which also contained the current seminar schedule.  However, the site contained no information on class descriptions or prerequisites for the EDI Course, (course descriptions & prerequisites listing are provided for other classes, e.g. The Resale Services I course.) 

After accessing other sections of ATIS Website, the consultants noted that starting with LSOG 3, the matrices are included with the TCIF business models section – now called EDI LSOG Mechanized Specification (ELMS) matrices.  Prior to this, the matrices are in separate documents and have to be obtained from the SOSC section of the Website (http://www.atis.org/atis/tcif/edi/sosc/5tc53f01.htm).  The CLECs would need to know where to locate these in order to obtain the inbound information for the Pacific Bell LSOG interconnection that was used for this test. 

The consultants found, through its observation on CLEC Online Website, that Pacific Bell has added EDI information to Section 5.0 and subsequent sections on each LSOG form (LSR, Eu, etc.) for their LSOG 5 documentation.  However, Section 4 (EDI) has not been updated as indicated above.  The consultants propose that updates to this section be done and that Pacific Bell continue to consolidate the EDI documentation into a main location as they move forward with the LSOG 5 implementation.

As a corporation, SBC should look at the EDI documentation generated by each of its entities (SNET, Ameritech, PB, SWBT) and look for ‘Best Practices’ or consistency among the documents.  This would be helpful to a CLEC when the industry (LSOG and EDI) guidelines being used do not cover a transaction fully or if the ILEC has proprietary usage.

Based on the initial findings of the consultants, Pacific Bell did not initially satisfy the recommendation and participated in the Remediation Process to review proposed corrective activities.

2.6.4
Remediation Process

On June 4, 2001, the consultants discussed the remediation of recommendation 6 with Pacific Bell and CLECs, (AT&T, WorldCom, and XO.)  In order for Pacific Bell to attain compliance for this recommendation the following activities were proposed:

For current production EDI:

· Add EDI Information to the Notification Table (LSOR Section 5) for each data element that does not have a corresponding form in the EDI matrix mapping OBF data to EDI data put out by the SOSC committee or add this information to LSOR Section 4 - EDI.  This includes completions, jeopardies, cancels and errors.

· Add a notation to LSOR Section 5 to use the SOSC matrix for EDI mapping for confirmation notifications sent by Pacific Bell.  

· Depending on Section updates based on proposed corrective activity #1, add any variance information from SOSC matrix for notifications to the appropriate section.

In response to this remediation discussion, Pacific Bell noted, on June 4, 2001, that they created an EDI Website, accessible from the SBC CLEC Online Website, where comprehensive EDI information can be obtained.  Specifically, Pacific Bell noted that this EDI Website is what will be useful until the LSOG 5 updates are made in the first quarter of 2002.

On June 6, 2001 the consultants received written notice from Pacific Bell that the aforementioned corrective activities were completed on June 4, 2001.  Pacific Bell’s efforts included launching a new Website to address EDI support:

· This site is accessible through CLEC Online (https://clec.sbc.com) through either the OSS section or User Guides and Tech Pubs for any region, or directly at https://clec.sbc.com/edisupport.  At this site PB/SBC lists the ANSI ASC X12 standards supported across PB/SBC and for the Uniform Release.  The site also links directly to ATIS.org to gain access to the SOSC matrices so that the CLECs can identify the mapping necessary for all of the fields in responses.  The specific responses listed above have fields that are a part of the confirmation matrices provided by SOSC.

· This new Website (https://clec.sbc.com/edisupport) provides information that the CLECs can utilize to link to SOSC so they might also code for responses including confirmation notifications as noted above in response to item 1.

· The new Website (https://clec.sbc.com/edisupport) provides for EDI documented differences for incoming or outgoing flows to Pacific Bell/SBC from the standards as listed by the SOSC matrices.

The consultants’ re-verification of this effort included:

· Performing a review of the SBC CLEC Online EDI Website to verify that the site provides access to the EDI information noted in Pacific Bell’s Corrective Activities to recommendation 6.

On June 8, 2001, the consultants received written notice from Pacific Bell of additional corrective activities that Pacific Bell completed for recommendation 6.  Pacific Bell’s additional corrective efforts to EDI Support Website included:

· Removal of an erroneous colon “:” that mistakenly referred to an URL address.

· Clarification, within the EDI Support Website, that the link to the SOSC site was on the left-hand side of the page.

· Change in the main section of the EDI Support Website to indicate which documentation sets can be found in the various sections of the SOSC page, and how to navigate to those sections, including the matrices.

· Removal of the reference to the Pre-Ordering Guidelines (Issue 9) in the Ordering section, and moved it to the Pre-Ordering section.

The consultants’ re-verification of this effort included:

· Performing a second review of the SBC CLEC Online EDI Website to verify that Pacific Bell performed the corrective activities to the EDI Support Website noted above.

2.6.5
Remediation Observations

On June 4-7, 2001, the consultants verified Pacific Bell’s Required Corrective Activities and Performed Activities that Pacific Bell sent on June 4, 2001. The consultants accessed the EDI Support Website, from the OSS & User Guides & Tech Pubs Section: https://clec.sbc.com/edisupport/, and navigated throughout the Website sections that included: CLEC Online, EDI Documentation, EDI Connectivity, EDI Process & Forms, Seminar, Updates, and CORBA.

In response to Pacific Bell’s corrective activities, the consultants found the respective link to the ATIS Website on the new section of the EDI Website, but the information under the EDI write up does not show the navigation to the SOSC matrix for issue 8 (Order) and issue 9 (pre-order).  With LSOG 5, these matrices are included in the ELMS documentation, but prior to this, they are separate documents. 

The consultants were able to access the EDI Course Training schedule and view the course topics for SBC’s EDI Seminar.  It was also observed how an end-user could download a draft copy of the LSOR 05.00 from the SBC CLEC Online Website. 

During remediation discussions with Pacific Bell, the consultants and participating CLECs, Pacific Bell affirmed that they have committed, as part of the Plan of Record in collaboration with the CLECs, to include EDI response information within the LSOR with LSOG5 implementation scheduled for 1Q 2002 in Pacific Bell.  The consultants observed how an end-user could download the draft of LSOG 5 document and view information on EDI responses.

After the consultants received the additional corrective activities from Pacific Bell, on June 8, 2001, the consultants again verified Pacific Bell’s activities to determine if the recommendation was satisfied. The consultants noted, on the EDI Support Website Pacific, Bell/Nevada Bell Ordering Section, that Pacific Bell removed the “erroneous” colon that mistakenly referred to an URL address.  It was also observed, in the same Website section, that Pacific Bell has a clear reference to the SOSC Website.  The Website states, “ the Service Order Subcommittee Guidelines can be found at their Website (a link is available from the left column of this page.)”  The consultants were able to access this respective link from the EDI Support Website. 

By utilizing the EDI Support Website, the consultants were able to determine how to locate and retrieve EDI documentation and matrices.  Pacific Bell has changed the main section of the EDI Support Website to include how business models, TCIF code lists, transaction set, and EDI matrix documentation could be accessed. In particular, the consultants were able to follow the directions as indicated by Pacific Bell from the EDI Support Website to access the EDI inbound matrices for LSOG versions 3,4, and 5. 

From a formatting perspective, the consultants noted that when navigating around the EDI Support Website, Pacific Bell placed the reference to Issue 9, Pre-Ordering Guidelines in the Pre-Ordering Section of the EDI Support Website. The URL is: https://clec.sbc.com/edisupport/Documentation/PBNB/PBPreOrder.cfm 

(Prior to remediation of recommendation 6, the consultants observed that this respective Issue 9 reference was incorrectly placed in Ordering areas of the SBC CLEC Online Website.)  

2.6.6
Conclusion

The consultants conclude that Pacific Bell has adequately addressed this recommendation.  

2.7
Recommendation 7 – DataGate Documentation (APIs)

2.7.1
Recommendation Statement

In DataGate documentation, include a more complete description of Application Programming Interfaces (APIs).

2.7.2
Verification Process

The verification of this initiative required:

· Performing a document review of Pacific’s DataGate Developers Reference Guide, version 12.  

· Researching standard industry practices in providing this information.  

· Conducting discussions with CLECs and Pacific Bell to prepare findings.  

2.7.3
Observations

Accessing the CLEC Access Developer’s Reference Guide Link

The consultants accessed the URL provided by Pacific Bell in their response to the recommendation 7, https://clec.sbc.com/restr/clechb/statebooks3.cfm?states=2, expecting to find API documentation for DataGate.  However, when accessing this link the consultants experienced an error.  The error indicated that an “Error Occurred While Processing Request.”  Error Diagnostic information included: HTTP/1.0 404 Object Not Found.  The error also indicated that end user should “inform the site administrator that this error has occurred (be sure to include the contents of this page in your message to the administrator.”) 

After the consultants navigated around the SBC CLEC Homepage, they located the correct path of the document. The DataGate CLEC Access Developer’s Reference Guide was located under the User & Tech Pubs. Section of the CLEC Handbook. In this section, there is a particular sub-section for DataGate where the end user can select the CLEC Access Developer’s Reference Guide. The document URL link is:

https://clec.sbc.com/restr/clechb_old/guides/datagate/pbnb/docs/CLEC%20Access%20Developers%20Reference%20Version%2012.0.x%20.pdf. 

During workshop meetings with Pacific Bell, participating CLECs and the CPUC staff on May 15-16 2001, the consultants learned that the aforementioned error diagnostic was due to the revisions and redesign of the https://clec.sbc.com homepage.

Analyzing Local Service Provider (LSP) West Services Structure Definitions Section of the CLEC Access Developer’s Reference Guide

The consultants went to the LSP West Services Structure Definitions of the DataGate CLEC Access Developer’s Guide to examine layout of data objects & structures.  Structure Definitions (large data objects), while listed alphabetically were accessible only by scrolling through the pages until the entry required was found.  Words that appear to be hyper-link items did not function as the consultants expected. 

Accessing LSP West Services Data Dictionary of the DataGate CLEC Access Developer’s Reference Guide

To validate DataGate API documentation at the fundamental data element level, the CLEC accessed the LSP West Services Data Dictionary section of the DataGate CLEC Access Developer’s Reference Guide.  The CLEC expected to preview a data dictionary in “tree” form and a glossary of each element with accompanying information on data elements.  When the consultants accessed the data dictionary, they noticed that this data dictionary had been enhanced from the data dictionary that was included in DataGate version 8.  For instance, the tree data dictionary format allows for direct access to most data elements.  The alphabetical index of each primitive data element enables user-friendly access and navigation.  Each data element includes a description based on Data Characteristics, Length, Valid Values, and Output Events. 

Accessing “Before You Start Section” of the DataGate CLEC Access Developer’s Reference Guide

The consultants also accessed the “Before You Start” section of the CLEC Access Developer’s Guide to preview the layout of primitive data element structures. The “Before You Start section of The DataGate CLEC Access Developer Reference Guide, provides an overview of all the appropriate sections of the document (including the LSP West Services Data Dictionary) as well as information on obtaining the structure/element file.

When the consultants accessed the Before You Start section, they found the above stated information to be correct while the verbiage in this section, “all the appropriate sections of the document,” could be misleading since it only discusses areas that one must be aware of prior to developing a client. 

The consultants noted that Version 12.0.x Revision 7.2 of The DataGate CLEC Access Developer Reference Guide supports Pacific Bell’s response to recommendation 7.  In addition, Pacific Bell has improved its DataGate Documentation in version 12 over what was first used by the Test Generator to build the DataGate client in January-February 2000 using version 8.  The Version 12 document contains some additional information such as the Community Name and Street Address Guide Area (SAGA) Information.  The consultants also noted some variation in ease of use over Version 8 document by increasing the number of items in the index such as the primitive data elements. 

In the LSP West Services Structure Definitions Section, of the DataGate CLEC Access Developer’s Guide, large data objects (structures) are defined including the structure element names, type and description.  

In the LSP West Services Data Dictionary of the DataGate CLEC Access Developer’s Guide, the primitive data index entries start with element FID.  This is found on page 227.  The actual list starts with element ACC_IND on page 154.  There are approximately 110 missing primitive data structures in the index.  The primitives are defined and provide a description, data characteristics (i.e. type, length), valid values and additional information.

The “Before You Start” section of the DataGate CLEC Access Developer’s Guide contains information about the CLECs’ responsibilities (i.e. valid contract and obtaining an Operating Company Number).  Additional information pertaining to data transport, conventions and syntax are provided.  Availability of XDR Files and “How To Use This Document” is also covered.  It is not clear what sections in the document are referred to by Pacific Bell’s statement.

How To Use This Document:

The guide consists of two major parts. The first part contains the input and output transactions for the various business services. In each of the business service sections, such as the “Telephone Number Assignment” (TNA) in the “Business Functions” section, only the highest level input and output is shown. The user can tell when they need to refer to the more detailed section when there is a structure named in the "Type" column. A structure normally ends with "_t", (e.g. Addr_t.) To find the details for the structure, the end-user needs to go to the section titled "LSP West Services Structure Definitions.

The second part is the “LSP West Services Structure Definitions," the structures are sorted alphabetically by the structure name (the name in parenthesis, e.g. Addr_t). Otherwise, if the end-user has the document on-line, the user can search for the structure name. These structures are often shared by more than one business function and that's why they are listed in one place and not duplicated for each business function. A structure may contain other structures and the end-user has to branch off to the next structure and then come back to the structure where they were previously. The lowest level is the element level. Normally this is a name all in upper case, e.g. DESC_ADDR, and in the "Type" column it states: opaque, integer, enum, or character. When you are at the lowest level, the element, then you can go to the second part, “LSP West Services Data Dictionary" for an explanation of the element and any associated business rules.

2.7.4
Remediation Process

This process was not applicable to recommendation 7.

2.7.5
Remediation Observations

As this recommendation did not require a remediation process, there are no observations to document.

2.7.6
Conclusion

The consultants conclude that Pacific Bell has adequately addressed this recommendation.

2.8
Recommendation 8 – Managed Introduction Process

2.8.1
Recommendation Statement

Publish and maintain CLEC Managed Introduction process documentation.

2.8.2
Verification Process

The verification of this initiative required:

· Performing a document review of Pacific Bell’s CLEC Handbook.  

· Determining if Managed Introduction (MI) process has been published and made available to the CLECs.  

· Conducting discussions with CLECs and Pacific Bell to prepare findings.  

The consultants began efforts to locate Managed Introduction information from the SBC CLEC Website Handbook.  Using the URL provided by Pacific Bell in their response to recommendation 8, the consultants accessed the SBC CLEC Online Website:  https:/clec.sbc.com/restr/clecb/statebooks3.cfm?states=2.

Based on Pacific Bell’s Response to recommendation 8, it was indicated that SBC has added a “What’s New” message to the CLEC Online Website with the changes to the OSS section.  The consultants examined all the date entries listed in the “What’s New” section but were not able to locate any relevant Managed Introduction information. 

In March 2001, the consultants conducted a preliminary search to locate information on Managed Introduction from the OSS Section of the SBC CLEC Handbook. When the consultants visited the Website listed above, no Managed Introduction information was found.   After visiting both the “What’s New” Sections and the “OSS sections” of the CLEC Handbook, without locating any Managed Introduction documentation, the consultants used the Search engine feature of the SBC CLEC Website Handbook. The consultants entered search criteria such as “Managed”, “Introduction”, and “Managed Introduction”.  These respective search queries provided no “hits” or search results on Managed Introduction.

In May 2001, when the consultants officially began to verify the findings of recommendation 8, searches were conducted to locate information on Managed Introduction from the OSS Section of the SBC CLEC Handbook. After visiting the URL: https:/clec.sbc.com/restr/clecb/statebooks3.cfm?states=2, no Managed Introduction Information was found.   After visiting both the “What’s New” Sections and the “OSS sections” of the CLEC Handbook, without locating any documentation, the consultants again used the Search engine feature of the SBC CLEC Website Handbook. They again entered search criteria such as “Managed”, “Introduction”, and “Managed Introduction”.  These respective search queries provided no documentation on Managed Introduction.  However, when the consultants attempted to utilize the Website search engine they received the following message/error for each criteria search:

“We’re sorry, the Search Function is temporarily unavailable. Although repairs are underway, this will require a lengthy effort. We appreciate your patience. (Note: 3A)”

Prior to the official start of the verification effort, the consultants contacted Pacific Bell to inquire where Pacific Bell posted MI information on the SBC CLEC Website. Pacific Bell provided further information on where “Managed Introduction” could be located and noted the following three steps to access MI information: 

1. Go the SBC CLEC Website: https://clec.sbc.com/
2. Select OSS section; Scroll to All (13) State section

3. Select SBC-LEC (13 state) / CLEC testing M&P (URL: https://clec.sbc.com/restr/clechb/ordering/oss/docs/sbc/SBC-LEC%20(13%20-%20State)%20-%20CLEC%20Testing%20M&P.Doc)

Using the URL path provided by Pacific Bell (see above URL link), the consultants accessed the SBC-LEC (13 State) / CLEC Testing M&P document, and located the section called “Managed Introduction” on page 9 of the document. This section included a two-paragraph summary consisting of 13 lines of information. The description of MI provided in this section correlated to the experiences of the TG when they served as a pseudo-CLEC during the OSS Test. The Managed Introduction Information in the SBC-LEC (13 State) / CLEC Testing M&P document supports the CLEC concern that Managed Introduction not be a mandatory process, “this process is a voluntary and recommended offering by SBC-LEC, but is not a requirement of production access”. 

The SBC-LEC (13 State) / CLEC Testing M&P document outlined the CLEC Test Environment and the required steps necessary to conduct new entrant and release/regression CLEC testing.  It also included definitions on New Entrants vs. Release & Regressions as well as sample release schedules and the process for test plan development.  

Additionally, in the May 15-16, 2001 workshops with Pacific Bell and CLECs, (AT&T, WorldCom, and XO,) Pacific Bell again provided the SBC CLEC Website link to access Managed Introduction. The URL address provided by Pacific was: https://clec.sbc.com/restr/clechb/statebooks3.cfm?states=2.  However, the CLECs and consultants were not able to access the site. In response, Pacific Bell mentioned that the URL link was down and should try again. Pacific Bell noted that they were able to locate the Managed Introduction in the CLEC handbook, under OSS, then under SBC, 13 State CLEC Testing M&P, Page 9.  

The CLECs who participated in this verification effort noted that they have not seen documentation on Managed Introduction and have been unable to locate it on the Website.  Additionally, CLECs request that Managed Introduction not be a mandatory process.

Based on the initial findings of the consultants, Pacific Bell did not initially satisfy the recommendation and participated in the Remediation Process to review proposed corrective activities.

For the consultants to accept that Pacific Bell fully met the requirements of recommendation 8, the following had to be done:

· Revise CLEC Website search function to include MI.

· Ensure the end-user should be able to locate the Managed Introduction section within the M&P document via a search query.

2.8.3
Observations

In the May 15-16, 2001 workshops with Pacific Bell and participating CLECs, AT&T stated they had used Managed Introduction in August 2000, (for LEX LNP only orders,) and in February 2000 for EDI UNE-P orders.) AT&T understood this was required and would not have chosen to go through MI for LNP only through LEX, as it was not a new product for them. 

Also, during the May 15-16, 2001 workshops, Pacific Bell stated Managed Introduction began in 1996/1997 with the resale market. It was controlled introduction, (and it used to be called friendlies).

The consultants and CLECs were all unable to access Managed Introduction documentation via the Website link provided by Pacific Bell.  Users are only able to access Managed Introduction when launching the SBC, 13 State CLEC Testing M&P and scrolling down to page 9.

On May 30, 2001 the consultants viewed the SBC CLEC Handbook Website and saw that the title of the document which contains the Managed Introduction information, “SBC-LEC (13 State)/CLEC Testing M&P,” has now been changed to “SBC-LEC (13 State)/CLEC Testing M&P (Managed Introduction)”. The content remains the same, however Managed Introduction still does not appear in the Website search engine criteria.
2.8.4
Remediation Process

On May 30, 2001,the consultants discussed the remediation of recommendation 8 with Pacific Bell and CLECs, (AT&T, WorldCom, and XO.)  In order for Pacific Bell to attain compliance for this recommendation the following activities were proposed:

· Revise CLEC Website search function to include MI.

· End user should be able to locate the Managed Introduction section, within the M&P document, via a search query. 

In response to this remediation discussion, Pacific Bell agreed (on May 30, 2001) to the following Required Corrective Activity:

· Update the query to include a search function, via the words “Managed Introduction”, to allow accessibility of the Managed Introduction document.

On June 4, 2001 the consultants received written notice from Pacific Bell that the aforementioned corrective activities were completed on May 31, 2001.  Pacific Bell’s efforts included:

· Adding search engine ability to locate documentation pertaining to Managed Introduction by using the words: “Managed Introduction”.

· Modifying the SBC-LEC (13 State) – CLEC Testing M&P document to allow for viewing in outline format, allowing for easier search within the document for the specific piece on Managed Introduction.

Re-verification of this effort included:

· Performing a document review of Pacific’s CLEC Handbook.

· Using the search engine criteria to find Managed Introduction Information.  

2.8.5
Remediation Observations

On June 4, 2001 the consultants verified Pacific Bell’s Required Corrective Activities and Performed Activities to determine if Pacific Bell met the requirements of the recommendation.  The consultants accessed the SBC CLEC SBC Website, navigated to the California CLEC Handbook, and searched for documentation using criteria "Managed Introduction". The search produced two documents as a result, however, it appeared the two documents were, in fact, the same thing. The document located “SBC-LEC (13 State)/CLEC Testing M&P (Managed Introduction)”, explains the process of Managed Introduction as previously discussed, and this explanation meets the expectation of the original recommendation. The outline format of the document allowed for ease of locating the subject matter within the document.  The consultants believed that Pacific Bell met the requirements of the remedial effort, and therefore fulfilled the criteria for meeting recommendation 8.  

2.8.6
Conclusion

The consultants conclude that Pacific Bell has adequately addressed this recommendation.  

2.9
Recommendation 9 – Standard Due Date Intervals

2.9.1
Recommendation Statement

Publish and maintain documentation better summarizing standard due date intervals, including typical post-SOC completion intervals, by product and activity type.

2.9.2
Verification Process

The verification of this initiative required: 

· Clarifying the recommendation activities and resources.

· Performing a document review of Pacific Bell’s CLEC Handbook and User guides.

1. Reviewing the revised document for the presence and clarity of the additional recommendations.

2. Attempt to find new matrix via navigating through https://clec.sbc.com.
· Conducting discussions with CLECs and Pacific Bell to prepare findings.

2.9.3
Observations

Clarification of the recommendation activities and resources:

The consultants developed a strategy outlining the required verification activities and assigned the necessary resources.  Within this effort, a findings document was developed to record the description, resources assigned, reference contacts, overview of the recommendation, verification strategy, progress report, and issues/questions.  The consultants also developed a verification strategy matrix tool that identified the tasks of approach, execution steps, expected findings and actual findings.

A part of the clarification effort included the consultants’ detailed “Description of the Issue”.  This description is as follows:

A key TG objective, during the course of the OSS test, was to ensure orders processed were included in Pacific Bell’s performance measurements.  For order entry for all orders, the TG had to enter the Desired Due Date (DDD) on the LSR, calculating the date from standard Due Date Intervals.  If the Due Date requested was outside the Standard Due Date Interval, the associated order was considered ‘X-coded’ and was not included in performance measurements.  When it became apparent that many orders were being X-coded, the TG requested specific clarification on standard Due Dates from Pacific Bell.  

During the OSS test effort, the Account Manager informed the consultants, via e-mail on April 26. 2000, where Local Number Portability order due date information could be found on the FCC NANC web site. The following represents the contents of the e-mail that was sent: 

“I was able to get help on finding the LNP dates on the Website, which are exactly as I thought – 3 days, once the first TN in the NPANXX has been ported.  

1. www.fcc.gov/ccb/Nanc/ 

2. then go to LNPA Working Group Website (select LNPAWG from Left hand side of NANC Web page) 

3. click on NANC LNPGWG Website button  

4. then select LNPA-WG DOCUMENTS (listed above LNPAWG Co-Chair information) 

5. then select Miscellaneous from the Page Notification list (for Miscellaneous Documents)

6. then select LNP  OpsFlows042597.doc (Narratives for process flows)

7. then select OpsFlows Prov042597.ppt (actual flows)

When I did this today, I found the reference to 3-day interval in step #7.  Unfortunately, the link to the PowerPoint actual flows was not working while I was on the site; hopefully it will be working when you go in.”

The consultants verified at that time that they were able to locate the FCC/NANC due date information.

During the OSS test, for stand-alone local number portability orders (LNPO), there were initial difficulties with due date calculations as it was not immediately apparent that, for this order type only, Saturday counted as a business day. This created a challenge for scheduling LNPO orders, as the supporting CLEC was not available to work these orders on a Saturday, so the consultants had to ensure that no LNPO orders were assigned a Saturday Due Date. 

This recommendation states that Pacific Bell needs to publish and maintain documentation better summarizing standard due date intervals, including typical post-SOC completion intervals, by product and activity type.  

Performed a document review of Pacific Bell’s CLEC Handbook and User guides:

The consultants executed reviews on three different occasions.  The first review occurred on 3/5/2001 shortly after the Pacific Bell response to the recommendation was distributed.  The second review occurred prior to 5/22/2001 at the beginning of this official CPUC project.  The third review occurred after 5/22/2001 during the effort to confirm the earlier findings. 

First Review – March 2001

On 3/5/01, the consultants executed a preliminary check of the “What’s New” section of the CLEC Handbook.  Item #2 (date 2/28/01) stated that Pacific Bell “Added Due Date Intervals to UNE – General Ordering via the LSOR.”  A click on “Go” linked to the following section in the CLEC Handbook: 

“6.9.2 Standard Due Dates for UNE Flow-through Products”

Standard Due Dates have been established for most Pacific Bell/Nevada Bell products and services, and provide the earliest acceptable due date for provisioning. On CLEC initiated manual orders, and orders that exception to the LSC for manual handling, Standard Due Dates are calculated from the time a valid LSR is received in the LSC (taken date) to the time the service can be activated. In general, Standard Due Dates are considered Monday through Friday, 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM. Sunday and Holidays are not valid due dates. The minimum Standard Due Date is determined by product type, quantity, single- vs. multi-serving wire center, activity type, and when a valid LSR is received by the LSC. Refer to the UNE Flow-through Due Date Matrix to determine the earliest acceptable DDD to enter on the LSR.

There was a link to the .PDF Due Date matrix, when accessed on March 5, 2001. It was obtained by clicking on the UNE Flow-through Due Date Matrix link referenced above.  This link was still active on 5/22/2001 per consultants’ check, but was apparently no longer accessible as of 6/4/2001.

This UNE Flow through Due Date Matrix did mention that the standard post-SOC completion interval for update of back-end systems is 2-3 days for all order types. This still (as of 3/5/01) did not specifically mention stand-alone LNP Saturday due dates, although the Handbook review described above does not specifically exclude Saturday as a valid due date.
The Pacific Bell due date matrix, which the consultants reviewed on March 5, 2001, went a long way toward satisfying the recommendation. However, one question remains: Is the day an order is entered counted as day 0 or day 1?  (E.g. if an order is entered on Monday before 3:00 PM for a service that says 1 business day, will the due date be Tuesday or Wednesday?)

Second Review – Prior to May 22, 2001

Attempts to search for ‘due date’ via the web site search function during the period of March through May 2001 revealed that it had been consistently unavailable. The most recent document found is not the same one referenced by Pacific Bell in their March 2001 response for recommendation 9. However, it appears more comprehensive but it contains some duplicated information. 

This review found the Handbook due date matrices located under two primary headings: one for unbundled loops, and a second for unbundled ports. 

· Port information was found at https://clec.sbc.com/restr/clechb/pbuneuls.cfm?states=2#281 

· Lloop information was found at https://clec.sbc.com/restr/clechb/pbuneul.cfm?states=2#Standard%20Due%20Date%20Calculation,%20FDD,%20and%20Saturday%20Due%20Dates.  

A secondary link was found in the loop area under the heading of Standard Due Date Calculation, FDD, and Saturday Due Dates (https://clec.sbc.com/restr/clechb/sddcfddsat.cfm);.)  It was apparently intended to provide specific information about the use of Flexible Due Dates (FDD) and “Standard” Due Dates.  The FDD link was only accessible from the loops area because it only applies to orders requiring a field visit. 

An expanded explanation of the due date process as well as interval examples and the application of FDD and standard due dates was found in a section of the Verigate documentation.   It was found at https://clec.sbc.com/restr/clechb/guides/verigate/User_Doc_6.9.pdf, on page 138.  The Verigate Documentation 6.9 provided a matrix illustrating the application of FDD standard and desired due dates, but the description was not clear. An examples follows:

“Due Date Interval Example from the Verigate Documentation 6.9:

· If the request is received before 3 PM on Monday, the taken date is Monday.  The minimum 2-day interval is Thursday.  However, apply the greater of the FDD or desired due date, if either are greater than 3 days.

· If the request is received after 3 PM on Monday, the taken date is today, due date is today plus 3 business days.  The minimum 3-day interval is Friday.  However, apply the greater of the FDD or the desired due date if either are greater than 3 days.

A matrix was found illustrating the computation process.  The applicability of Saturday due dates was explained as follows:

2-Day Standard Due Date Including a Saturday Due Date:

REQTYP C, ACT V, Standalone LNP (Local Number Portability)

· Pacific Bell will offer a 2-day minimum standard due date for standalone LNP

· Use Monday through Saturday in the due date calculation

· Saturday is offered as a regular due date.

· CLEC can request Saturday as a Desired due Date (DDD).

3-Day Standard Due Date:

REQTYP A & B, ACT V, Basic Loop & Loop with Number Portability (NP), Single Serving Wire Center with ZCFA

· Pacific Bell will offer a 3-day minimum standard due date for Reconfiguration, Loop and Loop with NP.

· Use Monday through Friday in the due date calculation.

· Saturday due date is not available.

· If DDD is a Saturday, offer the next available business day (Monday through Friday) as due date.

· FDD validation is not required.

Only one discrepancy was found among the documents on the due date interval associated with various services.  DS1 Loop on the “UNI Flow-Through” Due Date Matrix showed 7 business days for ACT N REQTYP A received by 3 PM for up to 5.  The Loop Section matrix shows 7 business days for up to 6.  

Overall, the Pacific Bell CLEC Handbook appears very comprehensive.  It covers the standard interval and the cut-off times (i.e. by 3 PM for loop; for port Monday- Friday 7 PM Saturday 4 PM) for every product type, but the information lacks a consistent level of detail among the several sources referenced above.  For instance, the loop section matrix provided the interval for each of the loop product types but made no mention of the cut-off times or the availability of Saturday as a due date option.  That information was found in the Verigate document, and the Saturday information and FDD was found in the “Standard Due Date Calculation, FDD….” link.  On the other hand, the port documentation provided the interval, the cut-off, and the Saturday information.  

As of May 22, 2001, the new document referenced in link https://clec.sbc.com/restr/clechb/sddcfddsat.cfm stated that for Stand Alone LNP, only Monday through Friday are counted as business days when calculating standard due date.  This finding is in contrast with the example stated above that illustrates the use of Saturday in the Due date calculation.  In addition, it notes that Service Requests with Saturday Due Dates are not affected by the Standard Due Date Calculation if the requested Saturday is Day 4 or greater.  While something related may have indeed changed in the past year, this appears to differ from our understanding, (stated in the “Clarifcation..” section above), which is based upon information that the consultants received in April 2000 from a Pacific Bell Account Manager.

The consultants believe that the documentation associated with due date interval definitions and the due-date process should be further consolidated to provide a single reference point for all products and services.

Third Review – As of May 24, 2001

The CLEC Website continued to change after the 5/22/01 review.  Pacific Bell is apparently evolving rapidly to accommodate the needs of the SBC 13-state standardization effort as well as an increasingly complex operations support environment. The Pacific Bell activity prompted the consultants to execute an additional review.

As of May 24, 2001, the Verigate 6.9 Documentation was located at the following link:

https://clec.sbc.com/hb/filelist/docs/010523-103846/User%20Guide%20Version%206.9.pdf   A new Verigate 7.0 Document was posted on May 23, 2001 - https://clec.sbc.com/hb/filelist/docs/010523-103846/User%20Guide%20Version%207.0.pdf.  The 7.0 version is much clearer, and is a definite improvement, and generally defers to the CLEC Handbook for detailed information concerning due date intervals and processes.

On May 24, 2001, the consultants verified that the UNE due dates had been combined into a single matrix – https://clec.sbc.com/hb/clechb_docs/UNEDueDateMatrix.pdf . This consolidated matrix basically satisfies the recommendation.

Additionally on May 24, 2001, resale services were found indexed in a different location (https://clec.sbc.com/hb/content.cfm?regionandstate_id=618^2#334), but the links to Due Dates –3.3.4 Due Dares for Local Exchange Service (Simple Residence/Business) and 3.3.4.1 Field Visit Due Date Assignment were dead links on May 24, 2001, while the links to “Printer Friendly Versions” were looped (i.e. circular linkage).

Pacific Bell attempted to further describe their change activities in the Additional Activities Disclosure Report for this recommendation, which is can be found in Appendix D

Conduct discussions with CLECs and Pacific Bell to prepare findings

This recommendation was included as part of the agenda during the May 15-16, 2001 workshop forum that was organized to allow the consultants to gather information at a face to face meeting with all the interested parties. The consultants formulated questions to ask of the participants.  

The following questions were addressed during the May 15-16, 2001 workshop:

· What experiences do CLECs have using the Pacific Bell due date interval tables?

The CLEC responses did not indicate any overt difficulties regarding the current use of the tables.  However, there were some instances in which UNE Port orders experienced some problems because the table did not consider the extra time required for certain features on particular product types.

· How do the CLECs deal with Saturday business days for stand alone LNPs?

The CLEC contributions to this question did not generate any indication that there was difficulty regarding Saturday as a business day for this product type.

Observation Summary

The CLECs provided no indication that the Due Date Interval table published prior to this verification process caused difficulty in the issuance of orders, and the current assessment indicates that the current table is an improvement.

2.9.4
Remediation Process

This process was not applicable to recommendation 9.  

2.9.5
Remediation Observations

As this recommendation did not require a remediation process, there are no observations to document.

2.9.6
Conclusion

The consultants conclude that Pacific Bell has adequately addressed this recommendation.

2.10
Recommendation 10 – Statistical Analysis

2.10.1
Recommendation Statement

If all data discrepancies cannot be resolved, a full reconciliation of test case data with Pacific similar to the process currently underway between CLECs and Pacific.  If, as a result of these processes, significant revisions are made to Pacific’s reported performance results, then the statistical analysis should be performed again with the correct data.
2.10.2
Verification Process

The verification of this initiative required:

· Determining if Pacific Bell’s response has accurately reflected the consultant’s final report and workshop statements in proper context.

· Determining if significant discrepancies exist, by the CPUC, from the results of a data reconciliation taking place between Pacific Bell and some CLECs, to warrant re-analysis of the OSS test performance measurement data.

2.10.3
Observations

In reviewing Pacific Bell’s March 2, 2001 comments, where two consultant statements were quoted, it was determined that Pacific Bell, while accurately recording the consultant views, utilized one of the statements in an incorrect context.  

The TAM’s statement, “There are no outstanding queries to Pacific regarding the status of any test case in the Performance Measurements and the TAM considers the validation of the test case data complete”, relates only to the validation of test orders captured by Pacific Bell (each order sent has been recorded).   It does not pertain to the accuracy of the performance results or the validity of the statistical analysis.

The second TAM statement quoted, “We feel the statistical analysis in the report is complete”, pertains to the validity of the statistical analysis.  However, the TAM, in their recommendation, included a statement relating to the data reconciliation being performed, underway between Pacific Bell and some CLECs, on Pacific Bell performance measurement data accuracy as a barometer of determining whether or not the statistical analysis needs to be re-done.

The consultants do not recommend the statistical analysis be performed again at this time.  The consultants recognize reconciliation for accuracy of Pacific Bell data occurred outside the OSS test effort.  If the CPUC determines that this process resulted in significant revisions to Pacific Bell’s performance results, the consultants would recommend the statistical analysis be performed again using the methodologies set forth in the Commission’s Interim Opinion.  This suggestion, to possibly change statistical methodologies, does not impugn the results of the TAM’s original statistical analysis.  The use of the modified-z statistic and a 0.05 alpha is appropriate, and with historical precedence.

The CPUC did not inform the consultants that significant performance measurement discrepancies were uncovered in the reconciliation process that would necessitate the statistical re-analysis of the OSS test performance data.  The consultants have not been directed to perform a statistical re-analysis of the OSS test data and the consultants agree with this decision.

2.10.4
Remediation Process

This process was not applicable to recommendation 10.  

2.10.5
Remediation Observations

As this recommendation did not require a remediation process, there are no observations to document.

2.10.6
Conclusion

The consultants have determined that Pacific Bell has satisfactorily addressed this recommendation.

2.11
Recommendation 13 – DataGate Counts on Queries

2.11.1
Recommendation Statement

Tighten up the controls on reporting DataGate counts on queries.  Follow up on changing the nightly jobs to insure that all files are received when loading the data.

2.11.2
Verification Process

The verification of this initiative required:

· Acquiring evidence from Pacific Bell as to the steps that have been put in place to address the laxity of controls on reporting DataGate queries.  

· Verifying the steps that Pacific has taken to ensure that all files of the DataGate feed have been received prior to initiating the process that loads the files into Pacific Bell’s Decision Support Systems (DSS.)  

· Executing a test to ensure that the reported corrections are in place and working correctly.

Verification was conducted through two activities:

· A site visit to SBC’s St. Louis Data Center

· Comparing counts from Pacific Bell’s DSS with those reported by a CLEC

During the site visit, interviews were conducted with Pacific Bell’s personnel, and documentation in support of the recommendation was obtained.  For the count comparison, a CLEC’s transaction counts for a particular day were compared with those reported by Pacific Bell’s DSS for the same day.

2.11.3
Observations

Site Visit, Document Collection, and Process Verification

The site visit took place in May 2001.  SBC technical personnel provided an overview of the process by which information is gathered and prepared for storage in the DSS.  They then provided the following information to describe what systems changes have been put in place as a result of this recommendation.  

· The DSS job does not run until all the input files have been received.  

· The mechanism for ensuring that the job does not run before all the input files have been received is through a job scheduling utility

· SBC has added header and trailer records to the daily transaction summary files.  The header record contains the date for which the file was created; the trailer record contains the record count of the file.

· The header date is checked to ensure that the file is being processed for the correct date.

· The trailer count is checked to ensure that the file was received in its entirety, and the number of detail records is correct.

· SBC technical personnel monitor the job daily, to ensure that it has completed successfully.

· If the job does not complete successfully, an alert is issued via pager.

· If the primary technician is not available, a back up is given follow-up responsibility.

· If one of the input files does not arrive, then the job is held up until it is received.  When the file arrives, the job is run manually.

According to the SBC technical manager, there is no written M&P for monitoring the DSS job run.  It is understood that it is a responsibility of the technical staffs’ job.

The following documentation was provided in hard copy:

· Job Control Language (JCL) used to run the DSS job

· One of the DataGate files, showing the header record and trailer record.

Pacific Bell subsequently sent soft copies of those documents, as well as the system output (SYSOUT) from one of the DSS job runs.  Close inspection of these documents confirmed that the changes described by SBC technical staff had been implemented. 

Count Comparison

In order to verify that the systems changes that Pacific Bell had put in place were working correctly, the counts reported by a CLEC for a single day were compared with the counts in the DSS for that day.  Initially, the consultants planned to submit queries via DataGate to accomplish this.  Upon closer consideration, all parties agreed that a comparison of production volumes would serve equally well, and this approach was adopted.

Pacific Bell and WorldCom agreed to provide query counts to consultants for May 14, 2001.  The counts did not match, as Pacific Bell had 5 transactions unaccounted for and WorldCom had 4 transactions unaccounted for. Pacific Bell and WorldCom agreed to exchange their files with each other in an attempt to explain the discrepancy.

Pacific Bell reported that the first 4 transactions recorded by WorldCom had been sent too early in the day, prior to DataGate availability.  WorldCom reported that 1 of the transactions recorded by Pacific Bell had been sent from a test environment, but could not provide an explanation for the remaining 4 discrepancies. Pacific Bell stated that, after their analysis, that 2 of the remaining 4 were WorldCom resale accounts and 2 of them were Pacific Bell retail accounts.

All parties agreed that it would be worth the effort to try a second comparison for a different day.  May 23, 2001 was selected as the day.  When the files were compared, the number of queries and Telephone Numbers (TNs), recorded by each party, matched exactly.  96.5% of the date-time stamps associated with each record were less than 2 seconds apart, with the remaining 3.5% ranging from 19 to 33 seconds apart.  

2.11.4
Remediation Process

This process was not applicable to recommendation 13.

2.11.5
Remediation Observations

As this recommendation did not require a remediation process, there are no observations to document.

2.11.6
Conclusion

The consultants conclude that Pacific Bell has adequately addressed this recommendation.

2.12
Recommendation 14 – Automated Order Generation (AOG)

2.12.1
Recommendation Statement

Follow up on investigating the ability to add multiple paths from the SORD/AOG systems to interface with LASR.  This will help fine tune their system to reduce the order FOC interval times encountered during the capacity stress test.

2.12.2
Verification Process

The verification of this initiative required:

· Understanding the software change Pacific Bell made to address the increased FOC time interval experienced during the capacity tests performed in September 2000 and October 2000

· Obtaining an explanation of how FOC times are monitored regularly 
· Obtaining screenshots of the queuing system to verify that the five simultaneous paths are functioning 
2.12.3
Observations

The consultants met with the team in St. Louis who were responsible for making the system upgrade to support five simultaneous paths for returning FOC times.  Pacific Bell conducted the upgrade in response to this recommendation.  Through the discussion and provided documentation, the consultants verified that the code for Pacific Bell’s LASR system was modified so five individual paths can now process and return FOCs, as opposed to one path previously.  These five paths are on a per-transmission basis and not on a per-CLEC basis.  

Screenshots were also provided to the consultants that displayed how these five different paths function concurrently as previously described.  These screenshots were taken at 10 AM, noon, 2 PM, and 4 PM on 5/25/01 and each of the five paths displayed similar incremental counts for each of the two-hour periods.

Through a conference call, the consultants learned that Pacific Bell already has a capacity plan created for their OSS systems architecture but this capacity plan does not specifically cover FOC-related functionality.  Pacific stated that the upgrade to five simultaneous paths was part of an application tuning rather than due to their capacity plan and their close monitoring of FOC times will allow for future application tunings if necessary.  Furthermore, one of Pacific Bell’s Performance Measurements is FOC return times and this was found on the CLEC Website, on page 14 of the “California OSS OII Performance Measurement” document. 

2.12.4
Remediation Process

This process was not applicable to recommendation 14.

2.12.5
Remediation Observations

As this recommendation did not require a remediation process, there are no observations to document.

2.12.6
Conclusion

The consultants conclude that Pacific Bell has adequately addressed this recommendation.

2.13
Recommendation 15 – Due Date Loading for EXCOs

2.13.1
Recommendation Statement

Tighten up the controls on loading Due Dates for the EXCOs prior to the daily production runs rather then periodically during the day.

2.13.2
Verification Process

The verification of this initiative required: 

· Understanding how each of Pacific Bell’s nine Work Coordination Centers (WCCs) load, update and maintain the due date tables for the Exchange Central Offices (EXCOs) in its region.  

· Obtaining an explanation for the original error codes experienced during the capacity tests performed in September 2000 and October 2000 and an explanation of any fix that was put in place.

· Understanding the relative systems architecture to ensure parity exists.

An “Additional Activity Disclosure Report” was necessary for this recommendation and this document was completed by Pacific Bell and made available to all parties.  Please see Appendix C for this report.

2.13.3
Observations

In analyzing the original due date error codes seen during the first and second hour of the September 19, 2000 capacity test, and in talking with Pacific Bell, it was determined that three different causes exist for the errors:  

1) Due dates were not being loaded until 8-8:30 AM PT

Pacific Bell, as a result of this recommendation, now has their WCCs load all due date tables by 7 AM PT daily.  Through a visit to Pacific Bell’s San Ramon WCC and a conference call with representatives from the remaining WCCs, the consultants learned Pacific Bell’s relative due date processes and confirmed that each WCC does ensure due dates are loaded by this time.  The consultants also found out that parity is maintained even in the event of due date tables not being loaded.  The majority of the original due date errors were the result of the Test Generator beginning the capacity test, on the East Coast, several hours before Pacific Bell loaded their due date tables.

2) Due dates were disappearing within SORD

Pacific Bell looked into the problem and discovered that a bug in the SORD code was responsible for occasionally erasing due date tables.  Pacific Bell has revised the SORD code to fix this bug and has sent the consultants several pieces of documentation confirming that this change has been made.

3) One EXCO caused individual due date errors throughout the given day.  

Pacific Bell could not explain the cause of the errors experienced at one specific EXCO.  They believe it was a fluke error and have sent the consultants screenshots illustrating that this EXCO now provides due dates properly.  

In addition, the system flows in a document provided by Pacific Bell illustrate that both CLECs and Pacific Bell Customer Service Records (CSRs) go to SORD to retrieve due dates and thus parity is maintained in this regard.

2.13.4
Remediation Process

This process was not applicable to recommendation 15.

2.13.5
Remediation Observations

As this recommendation did not require a remediation process, there are no observations to document.

2.13.6
Conclusion

The consultants conclude that Pacific Bell has adequately addressed this recommendation.

2.14
Recommendation 16 – Customer Address Information

2.14.1
Recommendation Statement

Provide complete customer service address information on the Customer Service Record (i.e., sub-location, zip codes where appropriate).

2.14.2
Verification Process

The verification of this initiative required: 

· Clarifying the recommendation.

· Securing access to Toolbar Verigate.

· Obtaining Pacific Bell Retail Accounts for CSRs.

· Executing Toolbar/Verigate queries utilizing the Pacific Bell Retail Accounts.

· Observing Pacific Bell PREMIS queries utilizing the Pacific Retail Accounts.

· Conducting discussions with both CLEC and Pacific Bell Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) and review all related written responses:

The consultants interacted with persons, from all parties, involved in the OSS test, a Pacific Bell Verigate Pre-Order SME and the CLEC SMEs. In addition, the consultants performed similar test queries utilizing both the Toolbar/Verigate for CLEC and the Pacific Bell software tools for Address Validation.

2.14.3
Observations

Clarification of the recommendation:

During the OSS test activities, test cases were found to be lacking sub-location information and the test team could not procure a verified address in order to fulfill the order requirements.  This difficulty was a result of test cases being provided to the test team that did not have the needed sub-locations.  This condition was rectified by the provision of the needed working address data for the test cases.

As a result of this activity, the consultants recommended that Pacific Bell provide additional tools and CSR data for the CLECs to obtain verified addresses.  The consultants developed their verification activities primarily to focus on the Toolbar/Verigate tools and the available CSR data to determine the success or failure of the address verification pre-order activities.

The consultants determined that the verification activities, and the recommendation itself, are related to Toolbar/Verigate, as it is described in the TAM Final Report version 1.2 section 4.1.1.2.7, Item D on page 76.  In further support of the decision not to include other interface applications, it is the consultants’ assertion that both Toolbar/Verigate, and the other known interface DataGate, both access the same back-end systems within the Pacific Bell OSS infrastructure.  The consultants affirm that a review of Toolbar/Verigate will sufficiently verify Pacific Bell’s compliance.  The consultants also reason that the method of interface is the prerogative and responsibility of the CLEC, and therefore does not provide any credence for the inclusion of additional testing utilizing methods other than those applied in this recommendation effort.

Secured Access to Toolbar/Verigate:

This activity was executed in conjunction with recommendation 39.  For details, refer to the “Verification Process” section of recommendation 39.

Obtained Pacific Retail Accounts for CSRs

Parties participating in the verification effort contributed actual live accounts to be used in the verification activities.  There were a total of 25 names provided by the participants.  The breakdown of the contributions were; Pacific Bell = 8, AT&T = 6, WorldCom = 8, XO = 1, and the Technical Advisor = 2.  From this group of 25 accounts 20 were selected for the address verification activities conducted.

Executed Toolbar/Verigate Queries Utilizing the Pacific Bell Retail Accounts.

The CSR retrieval and address verification queries were executed.  A set of queries was developed and applied to each account for the verification of the capabilities of the Toolbar/Verigate system. The address verification was exercised using the following options: working address and SAGA, working address with billing address zip code, TN with SAGA, and TN with the billing address zip code.  The “ignore” option for sub-locations was also verified during these activities.

The consultants experienced no major difficulties in obtaining a verified address using the tools available with Toolbar/Verigate.  The system responses were prompt and generally clearly defined. It was found to provide a verified address under many different scenarios, and each CSR tested was successful in obtaining a verified address.

Note:  The SAGA value was obtained by either using the working address or the billing address community. 

Observed Pacific Bell PREMIS Queries Utilizing the Pacific Bell Retail Accounts:

In an effort to determine the level of similarity between the CLEC tools (Toolbar/Verigate) and the Pacific Bell tools (PREMIS), the consultants observed similar queries and activities with PREMIS.  No significant differences were found regarding the information provided in the screen presentations of Toolbar/Verigate versus PREMIS.  Specifically, the working address and billing address of each CSR reviewed matched, selection lists were similar, and responses to the various query parameters followed the same pattern.

Conducted discussions with both CLEC and Pacific Bell SMEs and reviewed all related written responses:

In an effort to obtain a broader base of findings, the consultants invited the CLEC SMEs to respond to questions regarding their experiences using Toolbar/Verigate pre-ordering queries for address verification.  In an effort to permit all parties an opportunity to prepare for the discussions, a list of questions were compiled and sent to all interested parties on May 24, 2001, prior to the conference call on May 30, 2001.

Table 2-2 depicts the questions asked during the conference call.

Table 2-2     CLEC Questions for Toolbar/Verigate

Have the CLECs experienced difficulty obtaining a valid service address when the CSR does not contain enough data in the “working address”?

Has there been an experience in which the Pre-Order “verified address” caused a failure of an LSR completion?

Has there been an experience in which the system returns a list of related address ranges that did not contain the desired address?

Has there been an experience with sub location ranges that do not satisfy the desired address? (i.e. apartment, suite, floor, etc.)

Has there been an experience whereby the SAGA value or the zip code value has not returned a verified address?

What would you recommend to do in an effort to secure a verified working address in the case where there is not zip code or community to obtain a SAGA and the Billing Address is different?

NOTE: This question was not in the original list sent on May 24, 2001.

The consultants gathered all oral responses from the May 30, 2001 conference call, written responses and subsequent written clarifications and then conducted a thorough team review.

The consultants conclude that the CLEC SME representatives’ responses to these questions, along with the related discussions, written answers and written clarifications, did not indicate that there were any critical or chronic problems with Toolbar/Verigate that have warranted documented scrutiny by the clients of this service.  No apparent reasons have been clearly identified that would prevent the CLEC from obtaining a verified address or retrieving a CSR. It is not inconceivable that Toolbar Verigate could provide some responses that cause difficulty in the pre-ordering process.  However, in consideration of the responses to the consultants’ questions and our own address verification activities, it is the consultants’ opinion that Pacific Bell provides a viable, unobtrusive means for CLECs to access the Pacific Bell OSS databases for CSR retrieval and address verification queries.

2.14.4
Remediation Process

This process was not applicable to recommendation 16.  

2.14.5
Remediation Observations

As this recommendation did not require a remediation process, there are no observations to document.

2.14.6
Conclusion

The consultants conclude that Pacific Bell has adequately addressed this recommendation.  

2.15
Recommendation 21 – CLEC Account Changes

2.15.1
Recommendation Statement

After account migration to a CLEC, any changes made to the account by Pacific must be notified to the CLEC both verbal and written.

2.15.2
Verification Process

The verification of this initiative required:

· Verifying that the CLEC is called when a manually created error occurs.

· Requesting the date and findings from CLEC User Forum Executive Steering Committee meeting and CLEC User Forum meeting.

· Investigating written and verbal notification, sent and received, prior to any change being made to an LSR and associated M&Ps and reports.
In order to accomplish this, the consultants interacted with persons, from all parties, involved in the OSS test, the Pacific Bell LSC director, the Error Correction Manager (LSC South) and LSC Completion Representatives.  In addition, the consultants facilitated discussion during the May 15-16, 2001 workshop and reviewed comments made by all parties.  Finally, the consultants attended the CLEC User Forum Executive Steering Committee meeting and CLEC User Forum meeting.
2.15.3
Observations

Verify that the CLEC is called when a manually created error occurs.

The consultants observed instances in which an account, which has migrated to the CLEC, can not be altered without a subsequent LSR.  Once the information associated with a CLEC order is in SORD, Pacific Bell would need to issue another order, in which case the CLEC is notified.  If the CLEC enters the order incorrectly (e.g., incorrect features, or duplicated circuit IDs) and the service representative notices the error after post-SOC, they will contact the Account Manager who will inform the CLEC.  If the CLEC discovers the error, post-SOC (e.g. as the likely result of a customer-driven trouble report) then obviously there is verbal communication.  At this juncture, however, there is no formal written notification sent for either of these scenarios.
Request date and findings from CLEC User Forum Executive Steering Committee meeting and CLEC User Forum meeting.

The consultants had representatives at both of these meetings.  The purpose of the Executive Steering Committee meeting was to set the agenda for the monthly CLEC User Forum.  The meeting occurred one week before the actual forum.  At the meeting, it was determined that the issues of post-SOC notification would be discussed, and more specifically, a resolution as to what type of notification would be received by the CLEC.  At the forum, Pacific Bell proposed the publishing of an Accessible Letter, of which the content would detail the type of post-SOC error notification.  The CLEC user community concurred that this was a reasonable course of action, pursuant to a review of the CLECC01-201 AL issued June 7, 2001.  The CLECs had fifteen days to review the letter and make comments.  Upon expiration of the fifteen-day period, the process outlined in the letter will become policy, (tentatively July 2, 2001).

A subsequent Accessible Letter, CLECC01-205, was published June 15, 2001, in response to CLEC and consultant comments, requesting clarity regarding the definition of “service-affecting” post-SOC account changes.

Investigate written and verbal notification, sent and received prior to any change being made to an LSR and associated M&P’s and reports.

Pacific Bell has no formal written M&Ps describing the notification process, nor were there any archives or logs kept for past instances.  However, the scenario that occurred during the OSS test was a situation in which duplicate circuit IDs were assigned to basic loop orders for which billing records already existed.  An extra circuit ID validation step process was implemented in the LSC, of which one result correcting post-SOC order correction.  The Error Correction Unit (ECU) manager now notifies the service manager in the event that there are duplicated circuit IDs, inaccurate features discovered post-SOC.

The Accessible Letter will now serve as the formal document mandating the verbal and written notification process moving forward.

2.15.4
Remediation Process

This process was not applicable to recommendation 21.
2.15.5
Remediation Observations

As this recommendation did not require a remediation process, there are no observations to document.
2.15.6
Conclusion

The consultants conclude that Pacific Bell has adequately addressed this recommendation.

2.16
Recommendation 26 – Modem Pool Monitoring

2.16.1
Recommendation Statement

Continue to proactively monitor modem pools and connectivity software and hardware to insure that dial-in users are adequately being connected.  Assess the network connectivity logs to insure that Pacific staff can readily identify when users log on and log off the network and whether they provide the needed information to track dial-in users encountering problems.

2.16.2
Verification Process

The verification of this initiative required:

· Understanding how the modem pools are monitored, both automatically and manually.

· Understanding the process to resolve difficulties when detected.  

In order to accomplish this, the consultants discussed the process and reviewed information obtained from the Interconnection Compliance Support organization as well as the Network Technical Manager responsible for the monitoring scripts and process to monitor and react to the PRAF routers and modem pools.

2.16.3
Observations

The consultants communicated with Interconnection Compliance Support, as well as Network Management, to understand how Pacific Bell proactively and reactively monitors the PRAF routers and modems specifically assigned to the PRAF.  

For proactive monitoring, Pacific Bell runs scripts, which monitor the routers/modems throughout the day to determine:

· The usage on the equipment in order to determine if/when more capacity needs to be added 

· The availability of the equipment

These scripts were obtained by the consultants and discussed with Pacific Bell.

Every five minutes, one script gathers data regarding the number of users on each router, time on/off, etc.  This information is compiled monthly and peak loads are assessed in order to determine when/if additional capacity needs to be added.

In addition, a script is run each day to determine the success rate overall of the modem from the previous 24 hours to determine whether a particular piece of equipment is not meeting the threshold success rate of 80%.  An 80% threshold has been established and could be modified if necessary.  However, given that missed connections on the user side, hang-ups, etc. also contribute to the calculation of the “success rate”, 80% is a reasonable threshold.

The scripts that are run are analyzed by Pacific Bell personnel located in Texas, while the actual PRAF routers reside in California.  The personnel in Texas do have, if a problem is discovered, access to technicians to react in California if necessary and can remotely take a modem out of service if applicable.  

In addition, the routers send traps to a HP OpenView server, which sends automatic pages to workgroups for reaction if responses are not received from the modem.

Reactions to difficulties when encountered are accomplished, depending on when during the day they are discovered, through:

· Texas personnel communication to California technicians

· Automated group paging process from HP OpenView server

· After-hours page from monitoring systems to on-call personnel

The consultants also reviewed data that is used in the reporting of Performance Measure 42, (Percent of Time Interface is Available,) by Pacific Bell, in which availability is near/at 100% has been consistently reported.  This data is reported according to Joint Partial Settlement Agreement (JPSA) guidelines.

2.16.4
Remediation Process

This process was not applicable to recommendation 26.

2.16.5
Remediation Observations

As this recommendation did not require a remediation process, there are no observations to document.

2.16.6
Conclusion

The consultants conclude that Pacific Bell has adequately addressed this recommendation.

2.17
Recommendation 29 – OSS Test Environments

2.17.1
Recommendation Statement

Provide separate training and/or test environments, similar to the EDI test environment, for each CLEC-accessible Pacific OSS.

2.17.2
Verification Process

The verification of this initiative required:

· Researching current Pacific Bell test & training information

· Asking Pacific Bell regarding status and plans for additional training and test environments.

· Discussing with CLECs their views on Pacific Bell test & training Environments.

First, the consultants accessed the https://clec.sbc.com Website to research test and training information.  The consultants expected to find a high-level view of Pacific Bell test & training environments.  However, the definition of test environments is not clear, but they are at least mentioned in the CLEC Testing M&P as follows:

Pacific Bell/Nevada Bell

· Interfaces: EDI, CORBA, DataGate, LEX

· Connectivity: Connect: Direct (NDM), VAN, Interactive Agent/SSL3 

· Interfaces to, or copies of, other systems needed to support these CLEC functions.”
· The SBC Test Plan document is a comprehensive test plan template that also mentions test/production environments (for all SBC OSS applications):

”9.0 SBC CLEC Testing Environment

SBC provides environments for CLEC testing that mirror the corresponding production environments.

These test environments consist of all appropriate operation systems software, application and utility programs, databases, file systems, security structures, etc. to allow for CLEC testing of the SBC ordering systems. These environments allow for the testing to flow through the ordering systems through Firm Order Confirmation (FOC) and Service Order Completion (SOC).

This includes the following applications in the P*B/N*B test environment:

_ EDI

_ LASR

_ LASR/GUI (for the mechanized return of manual responses such as FOCs and jeopardy notices)

_ AOG

_ SORD

_ WSM

_ MI (for editing purposes only – posting to the Billing systems is not supported)”

The PB/NB OSS Overview provides a high-level description of OSS applications.

The OSS Interconnection Procedure provides additional information about the network infrastructure.

Secondly, on May 8, 2001, the consultants sent the following questions, via e-mail, to Pacific Bell, copying all parties participating in the verification effort:

“Question for the Pacific Bell team -

Does Pacific Bell plan to introduce any new separate (isolated from production) test and/or training environments for CLEC accessible user interfaces such as Toolbar/Verigate, E911, or PBSM?  If so, could you please supply an indication of when these may be available?”

On May 21, 2001, the consultants received the following response via e-mail from Pacific Bell, with copy to the participating parties, to get a status from Pacific Bell on the status of separate test and training environments.

“The answers were provided at the workshops last week.  The CLECs and Pacific agreed as part of the Plan of Record (POR) to provide a separate training environment for LEX.  They can test Verigate in production since most of the transactions are read only.  There is no requirement or need by the CLECs to have a separate training environment for PBSM.  PB request CLECs to send a test file into E911 production before they start sending updates to the database.”

Thirdly, in workshops with CLEC, (AT&T, WorldCom, XO) and Pacific Bell, the consultants queried CLECs regarding their view of Pacific Bell’s testing and training environments.  Notes from the discussion indicated that Pacific Bell has an E911 test file (in production) that CLECs can use for E911. Pacific Bell also noted that because Verigate is mainly a read-only application, thus test beds would not be useful. However, CLECs believe test beds are useful and could provide an opportunity to prepare M&Ps.

2.17.3
Observations

The following observations were made throughout the verification process:

· The PB/NB OSS Overview provides a high-level description of OSS applications.

· The OSS Interconnection Procedures provides additional information about the network infrastructure.

· One key benefit of separate environments isolated from production for the various GUI’s is to enable valuable low risk hands-on experience during the actual training classes of Toolbar/Verigate/LEX with little or no impact to the production environment.  

Another key benefit of a Toolbar/Verigate test environment would be the ability for CLECs to confirm at a time of their choosing, within the Pacific Bell designated test period, that the new release loads and functions properly.  This would also allow the CLECs to verify they know how to use any new or changing functionality prior to production release.  

For example, in the current environment, new versions of Toolbar and Verigate download automatically when each PC first logs in after the new software is deployed by Pacific Bell.  This process resulted in a significant Toolbar/Verigate/LEX outage all day Monday, August 21, 2000 and Tuesday, August 22, 2000 until 3:30 PM EDT. This was due to the failed release of MS Windows 98 compatible Toolbar 6.0.0 on August 20, 2000.  This required manual intervention at the direction of the ISC to revert to Toolbar 5.6 (Vantive #3717808) due to .dll files apparently missing after the automatic download of the new release (see AL CLECCS00-152 dated September 8, 2000).

The results will depend on whether the CLECs take advantage of LEX testing with Pacific Bell.  LEX test environments will be greatly beneficial for that respective scenario. 

With the exception of WorldCom, May-15-16 workshop participating CLECs indicated that they do not use PBSM.  If other CLECs require PBSM, Pacific Bell may have to re-evaluate the necessity of creating a separate PBSM test environment.
2.17.4
Remediation Process

This process was not applicable to recommendation 29.

2.17.5
Remediation Observations

As this recommendation did not require a remediation process, there are no observations to document.

2.17.6
Conclusion

The consultants conclude that Pacific Bell has adequately address the recommendation.  

2.18
Recommendation 39 – Access to Toolbar/Verigate 

2.18.1
Recommendation Statement

Bring up Verigate each day at least an hour earlier to coincide with or precede LEX availability.

2.18.2
Verification Process

The verification of this initiative required:

· Performing a document review of Pacific Bell’s CLEC Handbook.  

· Determining when Verigate is available.  

· Conducting discussions with CLECs and Pacific Bell to prepare findings.  

2.18.3
Observations

Receiving Toolbar/Verigate Toolbar Access

In May 2001, the consultants contacted the SBC IS Call Center to receive the latest Version of the Toolbar/Verigate CD, however, this was not receive from the SBC IS Call Center.  Once the consultants tried to install Toolbar/Verigate from the CD they encountered problems and contacted the SBC IS Call Center.  The SBC IS Call Center informed the consultants that they had the 5.5.0 version of Verigate and should be on version 5.5.0A of Verigate.  The SBC IS Call Center then e-mailed the 5.5.0A version of Toolbar/Verigate to the consultants.

Installing Toolbar/Verigate

After the SBC IS Call Center, e-mailed the 5.5.0A version of Toolbar/Verigate to the consultants, problems were encountered receiving and installing it.  Problems receiving this version were due to e-mail inbox size limitations for the Microsoft Exchange Server, so the consultants had to have the file mailed to an outside e-mail address in order to receive it. 

The consultants experienced additional problems related to installation of the new version of Toolbar, specifically because many of the Pacific Bell directions were unclear. The entire Toolbar/Verigate installation process took 5 days.   Specific details of these problems are documented in the consultants’ calls to the SBC IS Call Center in Observations Section 2.18.3.

Accessing Toolbar/Verigate prior to 6 AM Pacific Time

On May 23, 2001, the consultants, at 5:50 AM PT, attempted access accessed Verigate to demonstrate that an end-user cannot access Verigate until 6 AM PT.  It was expected an error would be received or notation disallowing Toolbar/Verigate access.   The consultants launched Dial-up Networking from the Desktop PC, entered their user name and Verigate password into the Connected Toolbar box, and pressed the <Enter> button. Finally, when the consultants tried to login to Verigate, the following error was experienced: “This part was disconnected by remote machine.,” noting that Toolbar/Verigate was not yet available for the day. 

Accessing Toolbar/Verigate at 6 AM Pacific Time

On May 23, 2001, the consultants, at 6 AM PT, attempted access accessed Verigate to demonstrate that an end-user can access Verigate as of 6 AM PT.  It was expected that access to Toolbar/Verigate would be received.   The consultants Launched Dial-up Networking from the Desktop PC, entered their user name and associated Verigate password into the Connected Toolbar box and pressed the <Enter> button. Secondly, the consultants input the required username and associated Toolbar Password.  After inputting this information access to Toolbar/Verigate was successful.  Additionally to verify that the Toolbar/Verigate system was functioning correctly at 6 AM PT, the consultants accessed one of the 100 Virtual Line sample record phone numbers provided by Pacific Bell for recommendation 16 (as a test) to ensure that Verigate was working properly and efforts were successful. 

Viewing Accessible Letter on Verigate Access

Based on Pacific Bell’s response to recommendation 39, the consultants went to the SBC CLEC Website to verify that the Accessible Letter (AL) announcing Verigate’s 6 AM availability effective 3/18/01.  When going to the CLEC Website, it was expected that this respective Accessible Letter would be available for viewing, (CS01-011 dated 02/09/01.)  The consultants accessed the SBC CLEC Website Accessible Letter Section and conducted a query for this Accessible Letter. 

Note: Each time the consultants contacted the SBC IS Call Center they identified themselves as Blackhawk Communications, one of the pseudo-CLECs created by the TG during the OSS Test.

Accessible CLECCS01-011, on the SBC CLEC Website, directly cites that Verigate will be available beginning at 6 AM PT effective 3/18/2001:

2.18.4
Remediation Process

This process was not applicable to recommendation 39.

2.18.5
Remediation Observations

As this recommendation did not require a remediation process, there are no observations to document.

2.18.6
Conclusion

The consultants conclude that Pacific Bell has adequately addressed this recommendation. 

2.19
Recommendation 41 – PB Business Rules vs. EDI Standards

2.19.1
Recommendation Statement

Consolidated documentation describing how Pacific’s business rules differ from EDI standards.

2.19.2
Verification Process

The verification of this initiative required:

· Performing a document review of Pacific Bell’s EDI guides.  

· Researching standard industry practices in providing this information.  

· Conducting discussions with CLECs and Pacific Bell to prepare findings.  

2.19.3
Observations

Accessing What’s New Section on CLEC Online Website

The consultants launched the ‘What’s New’’ section of the SBC CLEC Online Website: https://clec.sbc.com/restr/whatsnew/CLEC_online.cfm and reviewed the list of update information.  None of the updates, other than the Uniform Plan of Record section, had any information on EDI and no reference was made to any variance information. 

Investigating a Consolidated Site for EDI Information

The consultants went to the SBC CLEC Online Website to access consolidated information that describes Pacific Bell variances & business rules from EDI standards.  It was expected that the consultants would be able to locate information on ordering with EDI and where to find information on the Website.  

The consultants launched the ‘Getting Started as a CLEC’ section of the SBC CLEC Online Website: https://clec.sbc.com/unrestr/custguide and selected the Operations Support Systems (OSS) section.  The consultants were able to view the list of the systems to use, which included order and pre-order, but the site did not reference sections for information. However, for the existing production version, no consolidated site or location was found for EDI information. 

Locating Pacific Bell’s Variances from EDI Standards

In an effort to locate Pacific Bell’s variances from EDI standards, the consultants returned to the SBC CLEC Online Website CLEC Handbook expecting to access EDI variance information.

The consultants launched https://clec.sbc.com/restr/clechb/statebooks3.cfm?states=2 and selected the Operations Support Systems (OSS) Section.  Under the Pacific Bell/Nevada Bell Specific Section, the consultants accessed the Pacific Bell/Nevada Bell OSS Overview dated 03-08-01.  The consultants noted that this document contains dates, the Accessible Letter Number, and variance information from EDI standards.  Additionally, a brief recap of the variance is provided.  However, no consolidated information is provided.  Specifically, the end-user must review each entry to determine if there were any subsequent changes to the variance. 

Because an end-user has to review each Accessible Letter, a CLEC (for example) would not know to go to this location without the information that was supplied in the response to recommendation 6 of the TAM OSS Final Report version 1.2.   

Section 5.0 of LSOR

Since Pacific Bell noted in its response that SBC will document EDI mappings specific for each LSR field within the LSR in its Uniform 13 State Local Service Ordering Requirements release, the consultants went to the SBC CLEC Online Website to verify EDI documentation. After going to the SBC CLEC Online Website, the consultants selected LSOG 5 from the Ordering Section and accessed LSOR Version 5, Volume 1 document that was revised on April 13, 2001. (https://clec.sbc.com/restr/clechb/guides/lsog5/ordering/LSOG%205,%2013%20State%20LSOR%20-%20Volume%201%20of%202%20Version%2005.00.exe)  It was expected that the consultants would be able to view EDI information in LSOR for each data element for inbound and outbound transactions.  Additionally, the consultants hoped to locate specific references to the transaction sets that Pacific Bell uses. 

When the consultants accessed the Uniform 13 State Local Service Ordering Requirements, they noted that Section 5.0 of the document details SBC’s Response Notifications.  With the exception of the Local Response Directory Only Confirmation and the Local Response Reject section of the first two pages of this section, the EDI transaction (836, 855, 865) to be used has been noted. On subsequent pages, EDI segment information is given for each data field. 

Section 4.0 of LSOR

Because Pacific Bell noted its compliance with Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solution Standards (ATIS), the consultants also went to the LSOR document to view references to the ATIS and view Pacific Bell’s EDI variances from industry standards.  Additionally, the consultants hoped to locate specific references to the transaction sets that Pacific Bell uses. (E.g. 4010, 4020)

After the consultants accessed the LSOR Version 5, Volume 1 document from the User Guides section of the CLEC Handbook, they checked section 4 of the LSOR (EDI) and found that no reference was made as to which ANSI  x12 Versions to use.  Additionally, in the same section 4 (EDI) of the LSOR, no reference was made to any ATIS URL link or other sections of the LSOR where ATIS or TCIF information could be located.  In fact, section 4 of the LSOR did not contain references on EDI variances as initially expected by the consultants. 

· In workshops with Pacific Bell and CLECs, (AT&T, WorldCom, and XO) on May 15-16 2001, Pacific Bell noted that they will have a specific group dedicated to publishing EDI information on its own Website.  The goal is to have the Website released by the end of May 2001.  Pacific Bell announced that it will send out an accessible letter announcing this release.  Documentation on the Website will include pre-ordering and ordering.

· Additionally, in the same workshops, CLEC, (AT&T, WorldCom and XO) each stated that have attended EDI course facilitated by Pacific Bell.

· From the Pacific Bell/Nevada Bell Overview Document, which contains Accessible Letters on EDI, it is difficult to tell if one AL supercedes another.

Although Pacific Bell has made some changes to its Website and documentation, they have not consolidated all of the information describing how Pacific Bell’s use of EDI differs from the industry TCIF standards. Without the information provided by Pacific Bell, in its response to this recommendation, the consultants would not have known where to access this information.

· Changes to the LSOR, for the Uniform 13 State Local Service Ordering Requirements, are a good improvement from an EDI perspective over the current production Pacific Bell LSOR.  However, based on the initial findings of the consultants, Pacific Bell did not initially satisfy the recommendation and participated in the Remediation Process to review proposed corrective activities.  

2.19.4
Remediation Process

On June 4 & 7, 2001,the consultants discussed the remediation of recommendation 41 with Pacific Bell, and CLEC, (AT&T, WorldCom, and XO.)  In order for Pacific Bell to attain compliance for this recommendation, the following activities were required:

For Current Production EDI:

· Update Section 4- EDI of the next LSOR release for LSOG 3 to reference the new Website location and outline what information is contained therein.

· Either include the SOSC matrix used in Section 4 – EDI or add this information to the new Website section.

For LSOG5 documentation:

· LSOG 5 changes for Local Response Directory Only Confirmation and the Local Response Reject sections still need to be updated to be consistent with other sections of the Response Notification Section in the LSOR to include EDI information. Pacific Bell indicated that these were a subset of other notifications and thus EDI had not been included. Pacific Bell either needs to add the EDI or document why it is not shown and where the CLEC can find the information within the LSOR.

· Changes to Section 4 – EDI noted above ‘For current production EDI’ should be brought forward to the LSOG 5 LSOR.  Note: The SOSC matrix changes names to the ELMS matrix.

In response to the remediation discussions among all parties, Pacific Bell sent documentation to the consultants on June 13, 2001 that corrective efforts completed on June 4, 2001 have included:

For Current Production EDI:

· Launched a new Website addressing EDI Support.  This site is accessible through CLEC Online (https://clec.sbc.com) through either the OSS section or User Guides and Tech Pubs for any region, or directly at https://clec.sbc.com/edisupport.  At this site Pacific Bell/SBC lists the ANSI ASC X12 standards supported across Pacific Bell/SBC and for the Uniform Release.  The site also links directly to ATIS.org in order to gain access to the SOSC matrices so that the CLECs can code for EDI transmittals to and from Pacific Bell/SBC.  This site consolidates all EDI related information into one central repository for CLEC use.

· Provided a link to ATIS.org for the SOSC matrices as noted above in response to item 1 from the EDI Support Website. (https://clec.sbc.com/edisupport)   The differences from the SOSC matrices are listed on the CLEC EDI Support Website (https://clec.sbc.com/edisupport) so that CLECs can identify Pacific Bell/SBC variances form the TCIF standards.

· Provided the ANSI ASC X12 version supported by Pacific Bell/SBC on the new EDI Website (https://clec.sbc.com/edisupport).  In addition the LSOR release scheduled for June 23, 2001 will have the X12 version included in the PB LSOR.  This information will also be carried going forward in future LSOR versions.

For LSOG 5 documentation:

· No changes were made to the draft LSOG 5 document because the Local Response Directory Only Confirmation and Local Response Rejects are sub-sections of the general Local Response Confirmation section and as such are already documented in the draft LSOR 05.00, which is already available.  The matrices included in the LSOG 5 documentation are consistent for all response types including the Directory Only Confirmation and Local Response Rejects by having the EDI mapping for all the fields.  No changes were made to the draft LSOG 5 document because of this request.

· The LSOR 05.00 for LSOG 5 will include the EDI mapping for responses from Pacific Bell/SBC as well as the mapping of the individual fields sent in on the LSR order.  A draft copy of the LSOR 05.00 is available on the CLEC Online.

During the remediation process for this recommendation, it should also be noted that Pacific Bell had stated its commitment as part of the Plan of Record, in collaboration with the CLECs, to include EDI mapping information within the LSOR for LSOG5 implementation scheduled for 1Q 2002 in PB.  A draft copy of the LSOR 05.00 can be downloaded from the CLEC Online.

Also, on June 13, 2001, Pacific Bell noted, in corrective activity documentation for recommendation 41, that Pacific Bell updated the EDI Support Website on 6/8/01 for EDI Support to include navigation from the SOSC main page to the matrices used for EDI mapping.

2.19.5
Remediation Observations

The consultants have reviewed the information provided by Pacific Bell in the Remediation report response on recommendation 41.  The consultants find that Pacific Bell has fully met the requirements of recommendation 41, and the following have been completed:

For current production EDI:

The consultants found that Pacific Bell has launched a new Website addressing CLEC EDI Support.  This site is accessible through CLEC Online (https://clec.sbc.com) through either the OSS section or User Guides and Tech Pubs for any region, or directly at https://clec.sbc.com/edisupport.  The consultants observed that Pacific Bell/SBC lists the ANSI ASC X12 standards supported across Pacific Bell/SBC and for the Uniform Release.  The EDI Support Website provided a link directly to ATIS.org and directions for accessing SOSC matrices.  This site consolidated EDI related information into one central repository for a CLEC to use. 
Additionally, when going to the EDI Support Website, the consultants found that this site provided a link to ATIS.org for the SOSC matrices. The consultants were able to find Pacific Bell’s differences (variances) from the SOSC matrices.  Those variances are listed on the CLEC EDI Support Website (https://clec.sbc.com/edisupport) in applicable Accessible Letters. Thus, CLECs can identify Pacific Bell/SBC variances from the TCIF standards. 
Based on remediation discussions with Pacific Bell, and participating CLECs, it was stated that Pacific Bell should note the ANSI x12 versions that they support.  By utilizing the EDI Support Website “Version’s Supported” Section, the consultants noted that this site provided the necessary ANSI ASC X12 version supported by PB/SBC. 

For LSOG5 documentation:

The consultants found that the matrices included in the LSOG 5 documentation are consistent for all response types including the Directory Only Confirmation and Local Response Rejects by having the EDI mapping for all the fields. 

Additionally, the consultants were able to download and view the draft copy of the LSOR 5.00 from the CLEC Online Website. 
2.19.6
Conclusion

The consultants conclude that Pacific Bell has adequately addressed this recommendation. 

Overall Recommendation Verification Conclusion

The consultants conclude that all nineteen of the forty-three recommendations for Pacific Bell, directed by the CPUC to be verified, have been satisfactorily addressed.

Appendix A

Verification Effort Processes

Verification Effort Processes

TAM/TG Verification Plan 

The TAM/TG Verification Plan describes, at a high level, the actions that the consultants took to verify each of the nineteen recommendations. This plan was discussed with the interested parties of this effort and, while there were additional suggestions stated, all agreed that this document was sufficient to proceed with the recommendation effort.

Remediation Process

Through daily discussions with the interested parties, it was suggested that if Pacific Bell did not satisfy a recommendation, after the initial verification, that they receive information on what needs to be done prior to the release of the recommendation report. As a result of this suggestion, the CPUC and consultants implemented a remediation process.

The remediation process began when the consultants found that Pacific Bell had not initially satisfied a recommendation. All remediation activity was documented on the Recommendation Verification Remediation Report.  The consultants documented the “proposed corrective activities” that Pacific Bell would need to perform to successfully address the recommendation. Once this information was documented, the report was sent to all interested parties, via e-mail, with discussion to occur the following business day, (during the daily conference call.) During the discussion, the consultants documented the “CLEC responses” and “Pacific Bell responses”. This information was used by the consultants to develop the “required corrective activities” that Pacific Bell needed to perform to satisfy the recommendation. The document was again released to all interested parties for review. Pacific Bell then documented their activities, including the date performed, and returned the document to the consultants, after which the consultants distributed to all parties, and began the re-verification of the recommendation.

The remediation template that was used for the remediation process is included in this appendix.

Additional Activities Disclosure Process

During the recommendation verification effort, it was discovered that Pacific Bell had performed additional activities directly relating to the satisfaction of recommendations, which were not initially included in their March 2, 2001 response. This was discussed during the daily conference calls, and it was decided that Pacific Bell would document those activities that were proactively performed, to assist in satisfying the recommendation. Thus, an Additional Activities Disclosure Report was generated.

The Additional Activities Disclosure Report was submitted to Pacific Bell for documentation. Once Pacific Bell documented the activities they had performed, the report was delivered to the consultants. The consultants reviewed the report, to ensure that the activities they observed during the verification effort were included in the report, and then distributed it to the interested parties.

TEST ADMINISTRATOR MANAGER (TAM) AND TEST GENERATOR (TG) ACTIVITIES
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Verification of Pacific Compliance to OSS Test Recommendations

Rec #
Recommendation
Pacific Response
Activities

1
The CABS bills do not provide a detailed listing of the daily usage.  This creates an inability to validate a portion of the bill.  Since the CABS bill only provides a summarized roll up of the daily usage total, the CLEC must compare it with the usage recorded over their own switches. If there is a discrepancy, the CLEC must raise this issue with the ILEC.  The review process for a discrepancy can be quite lengthy (anywhere from one month to six or more months).  Providing the detail information would save both the ILEC and CLEC the time that is currently spent in detailed research and billing negotiation.
As discussed at the OSS Final Test Report Workshop, Pacific has addressed this recommendation by agreeing to support and implement any billing standards determined by the appropriate National Ordering and Billing Forum (OBF). Implementation of this recommendation as written is unnecessary, as it would render Pacific's Carrier Access Billing System (CABS) bill format non-compliant with both OBF standards and interconnection agreements, and ultimately would work to the disadvantage of both CLECs and Pacific. Detailed listings of daily usage are available through Exchange Message Interface (EMI)
TAM

Gather applicable billing information.

Verify the process of creating the CABS bills and use of the DUF file.

Identify the issues impacting reconciliation. 

Verify if reconciliation issues are CLEC specific. 

Determine if a single solution could work for multiple CLECs. 

Determine if there are existing procedures that would improve the CABS reconciliation process.

Determine if bill format should be changed.

Document  findings 

TG

Provide all relevant data, files and documentation as required relevant to this recommendation.

Collaborate with TAM in preparing findings. 

2
The Network Element (USOCs/Features) English translation provided in the Pacific documentation (e.g., Interconnection Agreement, OANAD document) does not match the English translation on the bill.  This required the bill validation team to expel a great deal of time creating a cross-reference of the USOCs.  The ILEC should provide the USOC cross-reference table to the CLEC.
Pacific provides a USOC cross-reference table that provides Class of Service, USOC and CABS bill English translation for UNE products in the CLEC Handbook. This table has been updated as of March 2, 2001.  Pacific will further update this reference table to include the OANAD terminology by March 16, 2001.  Pacific has also added a separate section in the CLEC Handbook to explain both OANAD and non-OANAD CABS bill, including a description of the billing structure. In order to ensure that these tables are updated in a timely manner, the Local Service Center Methods and Procedures staff has been designated as a control point when new billing projects are implemented.

Interconnection Agreements (ICAs) are subject to the negotiation and arbitration processes.  For this reason, ICA language can vary significantly from contract to contract, and may not always match the CABS English language descriptions on the CLECs' bills. CLECs may work with their Account Managers as necessary to cross-reference their CABS bill and the language contained in their individual Interconnection Agreements.
TAM

Gather applicable billing information.

Check the CLEC handbook for the presence of the cross-reference table.

Verify the completeness and accuracy of cross –reference table including English translations.   

Verify the time frame for updating the CLEC Handbook when new billing projects are implemented.

Discuss efforts to cross-reference the ICA specific language translations with CLECs and Pacific Bell, as necessary.

Document findings.

TG

Provide all relevant data, files and documentation as required relevant to this recommendation.

Collaborate with TAM in preparing findings.   



3
Conduct further analysis to determine why Pacific systems are generating systems exceptions and install a fix for the problem.  Pacific systems should have a method of identifying invalid data parameters for 804 error codes.  For RC-11 return codes this was caused by a DataGate module problem and this bug should be corrected.  The TAM was informed that this is an infrequent occurrence however it occurred on both of the order capacity tests run by the Test Generator.
Because the Pacific ordering systems, including the 804 error codes and RC-11 return codes, performed as designed during the OSS Capacity Tests, no "fix" is required.  

The 804 error codes and the RC-11 return codes encountered by the TG are part of the ordering system logic.   The 804-error code is invoked when the system detects invalid data parameters from LSR fields.  A RC-11 return code is received when it takes more than 30 seconds to complete a data query between two systems.  

By exceptioning LSRs, for manual processing, these codes act to protect the system.  Specifically, the codes prevent LSRs from being incorrectly processed by the systems or lost because the system can’t process the input as provided.  They prevent LSR transactions from backing up in queue and causing a slowdown of all order processing when a backend process is slow to respond. 

The 804 error codes accounted for 0.7% of the LSRs submitted on the first Capacity test and 3% on the second test. The RC-11 return code accounted for 0.3% of the LSRs submitted on the first Capacity Test and 0.5% on the second test.

In short, these codes are part of the ordering system design.  They perform an important function in the processing of CLEC orders and, in fact, impact only a very small percentage of those orders established by the OSS test.  There is no "bug" related to these codes that requires repair.
TAM

Examine error logs to identify system exceptions and invalid data parameter error codes received.
Examine exception PON numbers and where they occurred (time and position) in tests to determine if pattern exists.  

Determine what volume/rate per hour was in effect when exceptions occurred

Determine how Data Center personnel handle exceptions that fall out.

Verify M&P with Pacific Bell on fall out orders.

Discuss experiences with 804 and RC-11 codes and understanding of their use with CLECs and Pacific Bell, as necessary.

Document findings.

TG

Provide all relevant data, files and documentation as required relevant to this recommendation.

Collaborate with TAM in preparing findings. 

4
Ensure all security servers for dial-in users to Verigate/LEX are proactively monitored by Data Center staff.  Analyze the appropriateness of systems logs and whether they are providing enough information to diagnose a failure. Adequate systems monitoring should enable corrective actions to servers to be made before users are calling in to notify Pacific of a dial-in problem.
The PRAF support staff does actively monitor both modem usage levels and modem failures.  A daily report is generated that identifies any modem that falls below an 80% success rate on connect.  Due to the fact that connect failures are not necessarily indicative of a modem problem on our remote servers, this success rate enables the staff to quickly identify problem modems and respond with corrective action.  This includes but is not limited to busying out the modem, resetting the modem, reflashing the modem with the correct firmware, and replacing the 6-port modem module.

There were no changes made to the dial-up access servers between September 19, 2000 and October 3, 2000.    

Both the network components for dial-in and the middleware software components for the applications are highly monitored and supported by SBC.  This monitoring will continue and will be supplemented by end user calls to the SBC IS Call Center.
TAM

Verify proactive monitoring is occurring (monitoring periodically to ensure systems operating reliably).

Review any documented M&P on proactive monitoring effort.

Review Pacific Bell Middleware monitoring logs for downtime and problems with Verigate/LEX software services, and turn around time of correction to such software problems.  

Document findings. 

5
It is recommended that LEX send a jeopardy notification to Pacific and CLEC and change status to jeopardy when transmission of SOC has been delayed for any reason
Jeopardy notices are intended to communicate a situation in which the physical work may not be completed by the due date for a specific order. Because the late SOC notices identified by the TAM, during the OSS Test related to orders for which the physical work had already been completed in the field and/or central office, a jeopardy notice would not have been appropriate. Accordingly, Pacific agrees with WorldCom that the recommendation to send a jeopardy notification via LEX would “basically [be] introducing an entire new process into the [Service Order Completion] (SOC) process, one that the CLECs would not endorse.”

The LASR-GUI interface allows the LSC to view any LSR that has been transmitted electronically, and allows the Local Service Center (LSC) to easily identify orders that did not receive a SOC on the day the work was due to complete. Such orders are then escalated to the appropriate work group for completions to be typed, or for the order to be placed in jeopardy if the work has not been completed. This process has been very effective in assisting the LSC with timely SOC return. For example, in January of this year a total of 40,595 electronic SOC notifications were sent to facilities-based CLECs.   Of this total, 40,308 (or 99%) were returned within the appropriate timeframe without any manual intervention.  Only 287 (or .7%) required manual handling by the LSC to trigger the return to the CLEC.   Of the 287 manually handled SOCs, 232 were returned within 24 hours of the order completing.  This means that only 55 of the total 40,595 SOCs (or .001%) were not sent to the CLEC within 24 hours of the order completing. 
TAM

Discuss experience in notification of late SOCs with CLECs and Pacific Bell, as necessary. 

Review M&P, supporting documentation and reports related to the order completion process. (M&P needed are specifically for the escalation process for incomplete orders).

Observe Pacific Bell’s escalation process.

Document findings.

TG

Provide all relevant data, files and documentation as required relevant to this recommendation.

Collaborate with TAM in preparing findings. 

6
In EDI documentation, include comprehensive inbound Matrices.
Comprehensive EDI documentation, including inbound and outbound matrices, is currently available Online via the Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions (ATIS) Website.  This information is available via the public internet at http://www.atis.org/atis/tcif/edi/sosc/5tc53hom.htm or via a hyperlink from the SBC CLEC Online Website.

SBC strictly adheres to these comprehensive matrices with the exception of the variances documented on the SBC CLEC Online Website.  These variances are available in the OSS Section of the SBC CLEC Online Website at https://clec.sbc.com/restr/clechb/statebooks3.cfm?states=2.  SBC also provides sample EDI mappings to CLECs as a part of the regularly scheduled EDI workshops.  

In order to better assist CLECs in locating the information discussed above, Pacific made some upgrades to the CLEC Handbook section of the CLEC Online Website.  The OSS documentation has been migrated from the ordering subsection of the CLEC Handbook to the main section of the CLEC Handbook.  SBC also added a “What’s New” message to the CLEC Online Website with the changes identified above.


TG

Perform a document review of Pacific Bell’s EDI guides.  

Research standard industry practices in providing this information.  

Conduct discussions with CLECs and Pacific Bell, as necessary, to prepare findings.  

Document and present findings to TAM for validation.

TAM

Discuss views on documentation inclusion with CLECs and Pacific Bell, as necessary.

Validate TG findings.

Document findings.   

7
In DataGate documentation, include a more complete description of Application Programming Interfaces (APIs).
Pacific currently provides Application Programming descriptions at the primitive-data-item level within CLEC Access Developer Ref Guide which, can be found under Pre-Ordering at the following Website: https://clec.sbc.com/restr/clechb/pbguides.cfm?states=2
This reference guide contains a section called LSPWest Services Structure Definitions, which contains all of the "large data objects" or structures. Each "primitive data item" or element is then fully documented in the LSPWest Services Data Dictionary. The data dictionary contains a description of the element, the length, the field type (numeric, alphanumeric, etc.), valid values if applicable, additional information which contains notes on the data and the list of structures in which that field is contained.  Pacific chose a data dictionary approach to present this information  rather than a "tree" structure to avoid repetitious descriptions, reduce documentation error and streamline reference for CLECs.

The data dictionary is a valuable tool and provides all element or primitive data item descriptions. Additionally, Pacific offers copies of structure/element files, which avoids the need for CLECs to code the primitive data elements and structures by hand.  The Before You Start section within The DataGate CLEC Access Developer Reference Guide provides an overview of all the appropriate sections of the document (including the LSPWest Services Data Dictionary) as well as information on obtaining the structure/element files.
TG

Perform a document review of Pacific Bell’s DataGate Developers Reference Guide, version 12.  

Research standard industry practices in providing this information.  

Conduct discussions with CLECs and Pacific Bell, as necessary, to prepare findings.  

Document and present findings to TAM for validation.

TAM

Discuss documentation inclusion with CLECs and Pacific Bell, as necessary.

Validate TG findings.

Document findings.     

8
Publish and maintain CLEC Managed Introduction process documentation.
Pacific has published methods and procedures on the SBC CLEC Online Website concerning Managed Introduction. This information can be found within the OSS section of the CLEC Handbook at https://clec.sbc.com/restr/clechb/statebooks3.cfm?states=2.  SBC also added a “What’s New” message to the CLEC Online Website with the changes to the OSS section discussed above.
TG

Perform a document review of Pacific Bell’s CLEC Handbook.  

Determine if Managed Introduction process has been published and made available to the CLECs.  

Conduct discussions with CLECs and Pacific Bell, as necessary, to prepare findings.  

Document and present findings to TAM for validation.

TAM

Discuss documentation inclusion with CLECs and Pacific Bell, as necessary.

Validate TG findings.

Document findings.      

9
Publish and maintain documentation better summarizing standard due date intervals, including typical post-SOC completion intervals, by product and activity type.
Pacific has posted a due date matrix for UNE products by activity type on the SBC CLEC Website https://clec.sbc.com/restr/clechb/UNEDueDateMatrix.pdf as requested by the Test Administrator. At the OSS workshops, the Test Administrator and Test Generator indicated that, by the term "post-SOC completions" they were referring to the interval between the time the CLEC receives a SOC and the time Pacific’s backend systems are updated. This interval, which is typically 2-3 days for all products, has been included on the due date matrix. 
TG

Perform a document review of Pacific Bell’s CLEC Handbook and User guides.  

Conduct discussions with CLECs and Pacific Bell, as necessary, to prepare findings.  

Document and present findings to TAM for validation.

TAM

Discuss the availability, the use, and the understanding of the Due Date Interval Tables contained in the SBC CLEC Website with commercial CLECs and Pacific Bell, as necessary. 

Validate TG findings.

Document findings.    

10
If all data discrepancies cannot be resolved, a full reconciliation of test case data with Pacific similar to the process currently underway between CLECs and Pacific.  If, as a result of these processes, significant revisions are made to Pacific’s reported performance results, and then the statistical analysis should be performed again with the correct data
Cap Gemini has clarified that all data discrepancies have been resolved.  As stated by Cap Gemini at the January 30, 2001 Workshop, “There are no outstanding queries to Pacific regarding the status of any test case in the Performance Measurements and the TAM considers the validation of the test case data complete.”  Cap Gemini added, “We feel the statistical analysis in the report is complete.” Also, see the attached Pacific OSS Test Final Report Clarification Statement dated January 2, 2001 from Cap Gemini. 
TAM

Verify the quotations stated by Pacific Bell are correct as stated and not being used out of context.

Undertake the statistical re-analysis, using corrected OSS Test performance data, if significant revisions exist and directed by the CPUC to do so.

Document findings. 

13
Tighten up the controls on reporting DataGate counts on queries.  Follow up on changing the nightly jobs to ensure that all files are received when loading the data.
During post analysis of the results of the Pre-Order testing for DataGate, Cap Gemini reported, "There is a difference in the counts between the TG and Pacific pre-orders {queries}.  The difference was shown to include one full hour of processing during hour 6 of the DataGate pre-order test during the capacity stress test." Pacific has made two process changes to address this recommendation.  First, mechanized checks have been implemented in the Job Control Language (JCL) to ensure all files are received before the job loads the data.  Secondly, the load jobs are monitored by the performance measurement Decision Support System (DSS) staff to ensure correct processing.  These changes will ensure that all files are received and that all queries are loaded into the DSS for reporting.
TAM

Audit logs to verify that mechanized checks in the JCL are ensuring all files are received before the job loads the data.

Verify and Analyze DataGate queries.

Verify proactive monitoring of load jobs by the performance measurement DSS staff to ensure correct processing.

Verify M&P for proactive monitoring.

Obtain DataGate query counts from CLEC.

Obtain DSS report from Pacific Bell, showing CLEC query counts.

Document findings.

TG

Provide all relevant data, files and documentation as required relevant to this recommendation.

Collaborate with TAM in preparing findings.

14
Follow up on investigating the ability to add multiple paths from the SORD/AOG systems to interface with LASR.  This will help fine tune their system to reduce the order FOC interval times encountered during the capacity stress test.
In response to this recommendation, on December 9, 2000, Pacific's Local Access Service Request (LASR) architecture was upgraded from supporting only a single path to supporting five simultaneous paths when interfacing to Service Order Retrieval and Distribution (SORD)/ Automatic Order Generator (AOG).  This process improves Firm Order Confirmation (FOC) efficiency by increasing the number of request transactions that can be made available for processing between LASR and SORD/AOG.
TAM

Verify Pacific Bell's (LASR) architecture supports five simultaneous paths when interfacing to SORD/AOG and verify if this is on a per CLEC or per transmission basis.

Review any capacity plan Pacific Bell has in place which addresses future anticipated upgrades or changes to accommodate increased order volumes (includes software, hardware and process changes)
Obtain screenshots taken sporadically throughout a given day that show how the five simultaneous paths are functioning as previously described.
Learn the current average hourly volume of orders Pacific is experiencing. 
Document findings.

TG

Provide all relevant data, files and documentation as required relevant to this recommendation.

Collaborate with TAM in preparing findings.

15
Tighten up the controls on loading Due Dates for the EXCO’s prior to the daily production runs rather then periodically during the day.
This error caused a few of the Test Generator's LSRs to reject because one central office table had not been updated with product due date.  DataGate and Verigate performed appropriately since there was no FDD data available for the Exchange Central Offices  (EXCO) at the time the queries were made.  Pacific loads the same due date data for both Pacific and the CLEC's in the EXCOs several times throughout the day.  This process is required due to the constant change in order volume and to balance available field resources.  By routinely adjusting due dates, Pacific ensures that its retail and wholesale customers are treated in parity, and that the best possible due date is provided at any given point within the business day.
TAM

Review the processes and monitoring that were put in place to ensure EXCO due date tables are loaded prior to each day.

Understand the involved systems architecture in obtaining Flexible Due Dates from SORD

Discuss with Pacific Bell the cause of the specific error codes found during previous tests which led to this recommendation 

Document findings.

TG

Provide all relevant data, files and documentation as required relevant to this recommendation.

Collaborate with TAM in preparing findings 

16
Provide complete customer service address information on the Customer Service Record (i.e., sub-location, zip codes where appropriate).
The term "sub-location data" refers to information such as apartment number; room number, suite number, etc.  Although this information is provided on the CSR, for the functionality test, Pacific provided the Test Administrator Manager (TAM) with several hundred retail accounts to be used for conversion to resale and/or UNE products.  These accounts were built with "basic only" addresses, and did not include any sub-location data.  When the functionality test began, the TAM found that it was unable to obtain verification of a basic address without sub-location data if sub-location data was associated with the address in Verigate. Pacific incorporated a fix to address this situation into a scheduled March, 2000 Verigate release.  Specifically, in this release Pacific added an "ignore" button to the Verigate tool bar.  This button allows users to verify "basic only" addresses without providing sub‑location data, even when sub-location data is associated with the address in Verigate.   This information can be found in the CLEC User Guide.
The Pacific Customer Service Record has two address fields.  Although the ZIP Code is used on both retail and wholesale orders, it has never been retained as part of the service address and therefore is not available to return when the CLEC requests a copy of the CSR.  Because it is required for mailing the bill, ZIP Code is included in the billing address section of the CSR. When service address and End User's (EU) billing address are the same, the ZIP Code is provided on the CSR Billing Address.  When service address and EU billing addresses are different, the CLEC may obtain service address ZIP Code through Pacific's Verigate and DataGate pre-order systems, by first retrieving Street Address Guide Area (SAGA), and then typing the SAGA on the address verification screen.
TAM

Verify that service address zip code and sub location information can be retrieved by SAGA and it is included on the CSR by utilizing Toolbar / Verigate.

Verify ignore button in Verigate and associated documentation in the “CLEC User Guide”.

Execute similar activities utilizing Pacific Bell LSC software.

Use Verigate to analyze a set of Customer Service Records.

Verify TG findings.

Document findings.

TG

TG and TAM will jointly prepare findings on this recommendation.

Process Virtual Line accounts using service address on CSR.

Collaborate with TAM in preparing findings.

21
After account migration to a CLEC, any changes made to the account by Pacific must be notified to the CLEC both verbal and written.
Pacific does not make changes to a CLEC's account without an LSR (Local Service Request).  In the event a service-affecting error is discovered after the SOC has been returned (for example, if a feature was not provided due to LSC manual error in typing the order), the CLEC is not required to send a subsequent LSR.  Rather, the LSC or LOC (in the case of an error discovered as a result of a CLEC trouble ticket) will notify the CLEC of the error via telephone call and, after receiving verbal authorization, will issue an order to correct the error.  In response to this recommendation, Pacific will present the subject of written notifications to the next CLEC Users Forum Executive Steering Committee.  If the participating CLECs express interest, the subject will be placed on the agenda so that various options can be discussed and agreement can be reached on the manner for such notifications to be provided.
TAM

Verify that the CLEC is called when a manually created error occurs. 

Request date and findings from CLEC User Forum Exec. Steering Committee meeting and CLEC User Forum meeting.

Investigate written and verbal notification, sent and received prior to any change being made to an LSR and associated M&P’s and reports.

Document findings. 



26
Continue to proactively monitor modem pools and connectivity software and hardware to ensure that dial-in users are adequately being connected.  Assess the network connectivity logs to ensure that Pacific staff can readily identify when users log on and log off the network and whether they provide the needed information to track dial-in users encountering problems.
As recommended by the TAM, Pacific will continue to monitor modem pools and connectivity software and hardware.  The network components for dial-in currently do log information on end user connections and are used for troubleshooting and problem resolution.  In addition, the dial-in hardware and software components are proactively monitored and maintained.
TAM

Verify proactive monitoring of modem pools and connectivity software and hardware is occurring.

Review dial-in network components monitoring processes/scripts as related to obtaining information on end user connections, and turn around time of correction to any connection problems.

Verify M&P regarding monitoring.

Document findings. 

29
Provide separate training and/or test environments, similar to the EDI test environment, for each CLEC-accessible Pacific OSS
SBC has committed to providing a uniform testing environment for the Uniform and Enhanced OSS.  As documented in the Uniform and Enhanced OSS Plan of Record (POR) approved by the FCC, SBC will support a CLEC's ability to test the uniform ordering application-to-application interface, the uniform ordering GUI, and the Uniform pre-ordering application-to-application interfaces.  SBC will make the LSR Exchange (LEX) system available for CLEC testing for a 60-day window beginning 67 days prior to a Uniform and Enhanced POR release.  All other releases will have a 30-day window that begins 37 days prior to that scheduled release.  Actual test window dates are announced via Accessible Letter in accordance with the Change Management Guidelines.
TG

Perform a document review of Pacific Bell’s CLEC Handbook.  

Conduct discussions with CLECs and Pacific Bell, as necessary, to prepare findings.  

Document and present findings to TAM for validation.

TAM

Discuss test bed requirements with CLECs and Pacific Bell, as necessary.

Validate TG findings.
Document findings.   

39
Bring up Verigate each day at least an hour earlier to coincide with or precede LEX availability
An Accessible Letter CLEC CS01-011 was sent out On Feb. 9, 2001, Pacific issued an accessible letter advising CLECs that, effective March 18, 2000, Verigate availability would begin one hour earlier (6:00 a.m.).  With this extension, Verigate and LEX are available at the same start time.
TG

Perform a document review of Pacific Bell’s CLEC Handbook.  

Install latest version of Toolbar / Verigate. 

Determine when Verigate is available. 

Conduct discussions with CLECs and Pacific Bell, as necessary, to prepare findings.  

Document and present findings to TAM for validation.

TAM

Discuss test bed requirements with CLECs and Pacific Bell, as necessary.

Validate TG findings.
Document findings.     

41
Consolidated documentation describing how Pacific’s business rules differ from EDI standards
As noted in Pacific's response to Recommendation No. 6, SBC strictly adheres to the Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions (ATIS) specifications for EDI ordering with the exception of the variances documented on the SBC CLEC Online Website.  These variances are available in the OSS Section of the SBC CLEC Handbook at https://clec.sbc.com/restr/clechb/statebooks3.cfm?states=2. 

With the implementation of the Uniform 13 State Local Service Ordering Requirements (LSOR), SBC will also document the EDI mapping specifications for each LSR field within the LSOR.  These changes are a result of SBC implementing new product types in advance of ATIS Industry Standards.  The LSOR publication dates are announced via Accessible Letter in accordance with the Change Management Guidelines.
TG

Perform a document review of Pacific Bell’s EDI guides.  

Research standard industry practices in providing this information.  

Conduct discussions with CLECs and Pacific Bell, as necessary, to prepare findings.  

Document and present findings to TAM for validation.

TAM

Discuss test bed requirements with CLECs and Pacific Bell, as necessary.

Validate TG findings.
Document findings.   
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Recommendation Description:

Contains the description of the recommendation listed in the OSS Test Final Report

Proposed Corrective Activities:

Contains proposed additional activities that must be satisfied to attain compliance. 

Responses: (date)

Contains information from Pacific Bell and CLECs obtained during discussion.

CLEC Responses:

Pacific Bell Responses:

Required Corrective Activities: (date)

Contains finalized required corrective activities determined after discussion.

Pacific Bell Activity Performed: (date)

Contains all action taken by Pacific Bell at the completion of the activities.

This disclosure does not imply that the recommendation has or has not been satisfactorily addressed.

Recommendation Description:

Contains the complete description of the stated recommendation.

Additional Activities Performed:

Contains additional activities that Pacific Bell performed, relative to the compliance of this recommendation, prior to any remediation activity.

Appendix B

Remediation Reports

Recommendation Description:

TG recommends that comprehensive inbound matrices documentation be published by Pacific Bell.

Proposed Corrective Activities:

Contains proposed additional activities that must be satisfied to attain compliance.

For current production EDI:

· Add EDI Information to the Notification Table (LSOR Section 5) for each data element that does not have a corresponding form in the EDI matrix mapping OBF data to EDI data put out by the SOSC committee or add this information to LSOR Section 4 - EDI.  This includes completions, jeopardies, cancels and errors.

· Add a notation to LSOR Section 5 to use the SOSC matrix for EDI mapping for confirmation notifications sent by Pacific Bell.  

· Depending on Section updates based on proposed corrective activity #1, add any variance information from SOSC matrix for notifications to the appropriate section.

Responses: (6/4/01)

Contains information from Pacific Bell and CLECs obtained during discussion.

CLEC Responses:

Pacific Bell Responses:

Updated Website as of this morning. (https://clec.sbc.com) and will update the information in LSOG Updating this information in LSOG 5 was previously discussed and agreed upon with all CLECs. 

The Website is what will be useful until the LSOG 5 updates are made in the first quarter of 2002.

Required Corrective Activities: (6/4/01)

Contains finalized required corrective activities determined after discussion.

Pacific Bell will need to document the above stated activities, included in the Pacific Bell Responses section, for additional verification.

Pacific Bell Activity Performed: (06/04/01)

Pacific Bell did the following by item:

PB/SBC launched a new Website addressing EDI Support.  This site is accessible through CLEC Online (https://clec.sbc.com) through either the OSS section or User Guides and Tech Pubs for any region, or directly at https://clec.sbc.com/edisupport.  At this site PB/SBC lists the ANSI ASC X12 standards supported across PB/SBC and for the Uniform Release.  The site also links directly to ATIS.org to gain access to the SOSC matrices so that the CLECs can identify the mapping necessary for all of the fields in responses.  The specific responses listed above have fields that are a part of the confirmation matrices provided by SOSC.

This new Website (https://clec.sbc.com/edisupport) provides information that the CLECs can utilize to link to SOSC so they might also code for responses including confirmation notifications as noted above in response to item 1.

The new Website (https://clec.sbc.com/edisupport) provides for EDI documented differences for incoming or out going flows to PB/SBC from the standards as listed by the SOSC matrices.

In combination the Website provides a comprehensive notification to CLECs as to what EDI matrix to code and develop for transmittal of LSRs and responses from PB/SBC.  We have committed as part of the Plan of Record in collaboration with the CLECs to include EDI response information within the LSOR with LSOG5 implementation scheduled for 1Q 2002 in PB.  A draft copy of the LSOR 05.00 can be downloaded from the CLEC Online.

Recommendation Description:

Publish and Maintain CLEC Managed Introduction documentation.

Proposed Corrective Activities:

Contains proposed additional activities that must be satisfied to attain compliance. 

· Revise CLEC Website search function to include MI.

· End user should be able to locate the Managed Introduction section, within the M&P document, via a search query. 

Responses: (5/30/01)

Contains information from Pacific Bell and CLECs obtained during discussion.

CLEC Responses:

AT&T – Need to be able to find information when entering the words “Managed Introduction”.

Wcom – No additional comment at this time. In agreement with the response that AT&T supplied.

Pacific Bell Responses:

No comment at this time. We now have a clear direction with what is required here.

Required Corrective Activities: (5/30/01)

Contains finalized required corrective activities determined after discussion.

Pacific Bell will update the query to include a search function, via the words “Managed Introduction”, to allow accessibility of the Managed Introduction document.

Pacific Bell Activity Performed: (5/31/01)

Pacific Bell added to search engine the ability to locate documentation pertaining to Managed Introduction by using the words: “Managed Introduction”.

Pacific Bell modified the SBC-LEC (13 State) – CLEC Testing M&P document to allow for viewing in outline format, allowing for easier search within the document for the specific piece on Managed Introduction.

Recommendation Description:

TG recommends consolidated documentation describing how Pacific Bell’s business rules differ from EDI standards.

Proposed Corrective Activities:

Contains proposed additional activities that must be satisfied to attain compliance.

For current production EDI:

· Add information on where to locate other EDI information for a Pacific Bell order interconnection in the next LSOR release for LSOG 3 (Section 4 - EDI) or that there be a consolidated area on the Pacific Bell web site for EDI information.

· Include the ATIS URL information and information on variances (or statement if none) in Section 4 - EDI.

· Include TCIF X12 version being used and the SOSC matrix used in Section 4 – EDI.  

For LSOG5 documentation:

· Since PB plans to release LSOG 5 in the future (and mentioned in recommendation response) The Local Response Directory Only Confirmation and the Local Response Reject sections be updated to be consistent with others sections of the Response Notification Section in the LSOR.

· Changes to Section 4 – EDI noted above ‘For current production EDI’ should be brought forward to the LSOG 5 LSOR.  Note: The SOSC matrix changes names to the ELMS matrix.

Responses: (6/4/01 & 6/7/01)

Contains information from Pacific Bell and CLECs obtained during discussion.

CLEC Responses:

AT&T: No input 

WCOM: No input

Pacific Bell Responses:

Pacific Bell has question on #1 under LSOG 5 documentation. TAM stated that this is mainly a formatting issue and want to ensure that the items listed here are included in the documentation. PB states these are subsets of a confirmation and did not have their own section. This information is already included.

Pacific Bell response to item 2 under current EDI documentation is captured on the Website as a link. TG states it may be useful to give the URL and when it was active. PB is concerned that this would leave the clients out in the wrong direction. PB believes the link on the Website is the quickest, easiest way to do this. 

Pacific Bell response to item 2 under LSOG 5 documentation – believes this is unnecessary as Pacific states the LSOR 5 documentation will include EDI mapping for every field. 

We will continue the discussions on this report Thursday, 6/7/01, as the TG SME who wrote this is out of the country today. 

6/7/01 - Cherrie placed this here because looked at LSOG 5 documentation and in most cases the EDI mapping was missing in some sections, when it was located in others. Pacific states these are subsections. Cherrie mentioned from CLEC perspective, there should be a statement stating such and cross-reference the information to the other section. Basically the sections are not consistent.

Required Corrective Activities: (6/8/01)

With the 6/04/01 addition of an EDI section on the Pacific Bell web site, portions of #1-3 under For current production EDI’ have been met.  Pacific Bell should now:

· Update Section 4- EDI of the next LSOR release for LSOG 3 to reference the new web site location and outline what information is contained therein.

· Either include the SOSC matrix used in Section 4 – EDI or add this information to the new web site section.

For LSOG5 documentation:

· LSOG 5 changes for Local Response Directory Only Confirmation and the Local Response Reject sections still need to be updated to be consistent with other sections of the Response Notification Section in the LSOR to include EDI information. Pacific Bell indicated that these were a subset of other notifications and thus EDI had not been included. Pacific Bell either needs to add the EDI or document why it is not shown and where the CLEC can find the information within the LSOR.

· Changes to Section 4 – EDI noted above ‘For current production EDI’ should be brought forward to the LSOG 5 LSOR.  Note: The SOSC matrix changes names to the ELMS matrix.

Pacific Bell Activity Performed: (06/04/01)

Pacific Bell did the following by item for current production EDI:

1. PB/SBC launched a new website addressing EDI Support.  This site is accessible through CLEC OnLine (https://clec.sbc.com) through either the OSS section or User Guides and Tech Pubs for any region, or directly at https://clec.sbc.com/edisupport.  At this site PB/SBC lists the ANSI ASC X12 standards supported across PB/SBC and for the Uniform Release.  The site also links directly to ATIS.org to gain access to the SOSC matrices so that the CLECs can code for EDI transmittals to and from PB/SBC.  This site consolidates all EDI related information into one central repository for CLEC use.

2. This new website (https://clec.sbc.com/edisupport) provides a link to ATIS.org for the SOSC matrices as noted above in response to item 1.  The differences from the SOSC matrices are listed on the CLEC EDI Support website (https://clec.sbc.com/edisupport) so that CLECs can identify PB/SBC variances form the TCIF standards.

3. The new website (https://clec.sbc.com/edisupport) provides the ANSI ASC X12 version supported by PB/SBC.  In addition the LSOR release scheduled for June 23, 2001 will have the X12 version included in the PB LSOR.  This information will also be carried going forward in future LSOR versions

Pacific Bell did the following by item for LSOG 5 documentation:

1. The Local Response Directory Only Confirmation and Local Response Rejects are sub-sections of the general Local Response Confirmation section and as such are already documented in the draft LSOR 05.00 already available.  The matrices included in the LSOG 5 documentation are consistent for all response types including the Directory Only Confirmation and Local Response Rejects by having the EDI mapping for all the fields.  No changes were made to the draft LSOG 5 document because of this request.

2. The LSOR 05.00 for LSOG 5 will include the EDI mapping for responses from PB/SBC as well as the mapping of the individual fields sent in on the LSR order.  A draft copy of the LSOR 05.00 is available on the CLEC OnLine.

In combination the website provides a comprehensive notification to CLECs as to what EDI matrix to code and develop for transmittal of LSRs and responses from PB/SBC.  We have committed as part of the Plan of Record in collaboration with the CLECs, to include EDI mapping information within the LSOR for LSOG5 implementation scheduled for 1Q 2002 in PB.  A draft copy of the LSOR 05.00 can be downloaded from the CLEC OnLine.

Response to Required Corrective actions: 06/13/01
Current Production EDI:

1. PB/SBC will include in the October, 2001 LSOR Release, information within the LSOR section 4.1 to give reference to the EDI Support website as a location for information regarding mapping of EDI for CLECs.

2. PB/SBC updated the website on 6/8/01 for EDI Support to include navigation from the SOSC main page to the matrices used for EDI mapping.

For LSOG 5 documentation:

1. PB/SBC as stated above and discussed on the daily calls 06/12 & 6/13, the TAM agreed that the EDI mapping information for the Directory Only Confirmations and the Local Response Rejects are a part of the LSOG 5 documentation.  No changes were made to the LSOG 5 document because the EDI mappings already exist in the Draft available on the CLEC Online website .

PB/SBC understands this to be related exclusively to changes to add information to inform the CLECs regarding the EDI Support website in section 4.1.   PB/SBC will include this information in the Final LSOG 5 documentation.

Appendix C

Additional Activities Disclosure Reports

This disclosure does not imply that the recommendation has or has not been satisfactorily addressed.

Recommendation Description:

Overview

Reference Documentation (background/history):

Description of the Issue

A key Test Generator objective during the course of the OSS test was to ensure orders processed were included in Pacific Bell performance measurements.  For order entry for all orders, the TG had to enter the Desired Due Date (DDD) on the LSR, calculating the date from standard Due Date Intervals.  If the Due Date requested was outside the standard Due Date interval, the associated order was considered ‘X-coded’ and was not included in performance measurements.  When it became apparent many orders were being X-coded, the TG requested specific clarification on standard Due Dates from Pacific Bell.  On April 26, 2000, the Account Manager informed the consultants, via e-mail (excerpt follows,) where Local Number Portability order due date information could be found on the FCC NANC Website: 

“I was able to get help on finding the LNP dates on the Website, which are exactly as I thought - 3 days, once the first TN in the NPANXX has been ported.  

www.fcc.gov/ccb/Nanc/
then go to

LNPA Working Group Website (select LNPAWG from Left hand side of NANC Web page)

click on NANC LNPGWG Website button and 

then select

LNPA-WG DOCUMENTS (listed above LNPAWG Co-Chair information)

then select 

Miscellaneous from the Page Notification list (for Miscellaneous Documents)

then select

LNP  OpsFlows042597.doc (Narratives for process flows)

then select

OpsFlows Prov042597.ppt (actual flows)

When I did this today, I found the reference to 3-day interval in step #7.  Unfortunately, the link to the PowerPoint actual flows was not working while I was on the site; hopefully it will be working when you go in.”

The consultants verified at that time (April 2000) that we were able to locate the FCC/NANC due date information.

There was some question over whether stand-alone local number portability orders (LNPO) orders were included in the X-coded order count.  Pacific Bell stated verbally that LNP stand-alone orders could not be X-coded, but yet these orders appeared on the weekly X-Coded report. To ensure there would be no issue, the consultants put a process in place to always enter the correct DDD on the order, by daily posting of proper due dates for each product type and activity type. 
For LNPO, there were initial difficulties with due date calculations as it was not immediately apparent that for this order type only Saturday counted as a business day. On May 16, 2000 the Pacific Bell Account Manager confirmed that Saturday does count as a business day. This created a challenge for scheduling LNPO orders, as the supporting CLEC was not available to work these orders on a Saturday, so TG/TAM had to ensure that no LNPO orders were assigned a Saturday DD. 

This recommendation states that Pacific Bell needs to publish and maintain documentation better summarizing standard due date intervals, including typical post-SOC completion intervals, by product and activity type.  

Synopsis of activity and request:

During this verification process, the consultants performed an initial analysis on 5/11/2001. Subsequently on 5/25/2001 in an effort to confirm the findings of 5/11/2001 for their report, TG discovered that the Website had changed. 

This request is for Pacific Bell to document all the activities, as it relates to this recommendation, which transpired during this verification process from the initial start of 5/7/2001 to the present.

Additional Activities Performed:

Contains additional activities that Pacific Bell performed, relative to the compliance of this recommendation, prior to any remediation activity.

Doing a search in the CLEC Handbook under the state of California using the keywords of “Due Date Matrix” the systems returns results that say 85.1% Untitled and 77.42% “General Ordering via the LSOR”.  The first return leads to an error and this link that has been removed.  The second link is valid and shows a link in paragraph 6.9 to the “UNE Flow-through Due Date Matrix.”  An additional link has been added on 6/12 that shows a link directly to the “UNE Flow-Through Due Date Matrix. “

On May 11, 2001, upgrades were made to the CLEC Handbook that included; More robust menus, faster loading of data, fixing of broken links, and print screen capability.  
This disclosure does not imply that the recommendation has or has not been satisfactorily addressed.

Recommendation Description:

Recommendation Statement

Contains the complete description of the stated recommendation.

Tighten up the controls on loading due dates for the EXCOs prior to the daily production runs rather than periodically throughout the day.

Recommendation Verification Activity

Contains an overview of the steps that took place surrounding the additional activities performed.

In an attempt to better learn the origin of this recommendation, the TAM obtained, from the Test Generator, the error codes encountered during the original capacity tests conducted in September 2000.  It was these error codes that created this recommendation.  The consultants analyzed these error codes and forwarded them on to the appropriate Pacific Bell Resources for explanation.  Pacific Bell discovered that there were two major causes of the error codes:  1) The capacity tests began in the morning before Pacific Bell normally loads the due date tables, and 2) FDDs were disappearing within SORD.   

For Cause #1 above (“The capacity tests began in the morning before Pacific Bell normally loads the due date tables”). The consultants asked the Pacific Bell Resources to set up a conference call with representatives from each of the WCCs to better understand the process and time frame for how each WCC initially loads their due date tables each morning.  Between a visit to the San Ramon WCC and this conference call with the remaining WCCs, the consultants learned the process each Pacific Bell WCC uses to load and update due date tables, but the consultants have the following question: 

QUESTION #1: HOW DOES PACIFIC BELL ENSURE FDD TABLES ARE LOADED BEFORE THE START OF BUSINESS EACH DAY?

In reference to Cause #2 above (“FDDs were disappearing within SORD”), Pacific Bell Resources e-mailed the consultants stating that they were able to get a SORD fix that solved the problem of the due dates disappearing in SORD.  The consultants then asked Pacific Bell the following question:

QUESTION #2: CAN PACIFIC BELL EXPLAIN THE SORD PROBLEM THAT RESULTED IN THESE ERROR CODES AS WELL AS THE FIX THAT WAS PUT IN PLACE?  

Additional Activities Performed:

Contains additional activities that Pacific Bell performed, relative to the compliance of this recommendation, prior to any remediation activity.

In December 2000, WCC’s changed their commitment to load FDDs from 8 AM to 7 AM.

There was an error in the program for the SORD FDD Online update program.   The program was designed so that when a date was added at the top or Installation Center Level, this date was implied for all the EXCO’s in that Installation Center and no dates could be added for the individual EXCO’s.  To insure that this “rule” was adhered to, the program had logic that “blanks out” all individual level EXCO’s for an Installation Center when a date is added at the top or Installation Center Level.  The error was when this logic was executed, the program “blanked out” one record too many in the loop.  This extra record was always the top or Installation Center Level record for the next ascending Installation Center in the file.  If a date existed at this next top or Installation Center Level, that date was “lost”.  The programmer fixed the loop logic to “end the loop” at the last EXCO level record for the given Installation Center that was being updated. 

Appendix D

Recommendation Considerations

Recommendation Considerations

Recommendation
Consideration

6. In EDI documentation, include comprehensive inbound Matrices.


Additionally, to further enhance the clarity of inbound EDI matrix information, the consultants recommend that Pacific Bell consider:

· Add ATIS Website information to the ‘Useful Links’ section of the CLEC Website.  References should include information on matrices, location to support, current environment and new environments as Pacific Bell moves forward to LSOG 5 implementation.

· If the “What’s New” section of the of the SBC CLEC Website will continue to be used, any documents that have EDI updates contained within, have ‘EDI’ mentioned in the title.

7. In DataGate documentation, include a more complete description of Application Programming Interfaces (APIs).


Despite the accessibility of the data dictionary structure, Pacific Bell should also ensure that the Structures in the LSP West Services Structure Definitions Section are accessible via the index.  For example, the primitive data elements in Appendix B are directly accessible from the PDF index in the Data Dictionary.

7. In DataGate documentation, include a more complete description of Application Programming Interfaces (APIs).


The consultants find that Pacific Bell has not included a complete description of Application Programming Interfaces (APIs) in The DataGate CLEC Access Developer Reference Guide.  Common Middleware developer manuals would normally provide detailed information for each available API.  Each API would normally be described in detail including:

· Usage

· Required/optional parameters

· Definition/structure

· Return values



7. In DataGate documentation, include a more complete description of Application Programming Interfaces (APIs).


Pacific Bell has provided this respective information in separate training materials, and Power Point presentations, but not in what the consultants would consider to be an API manual. The consultants would prefer to see this information included in The DataGate CLEC Access Developer Reference Guide or a separate API developer’s manual and not only as a presentation within the DataGate Developers training class. While the DataGate CLEC Access Developer Reference Guide does not include an API reference, the code required to use the APIs is included in the DataGate training attended. The consultants found that a "complete" DataGate client could be designed and implemented with the current Version 12 document and training materials.



7. In DataGate documentation, include a more complete description of Application Programming Interfaces (APIs).


The DataGate CLEC Access Developer Reference Guide is a 464-page PDF document.  The consultants believe that Pacific Bell should enhance navigation within this document.  



7. In DataGate documentation, include a more complete description of Application Programming Interfaces (APIs).


Pacific Bell should also consider:

· Ensuring that the Structures in the LSP West Services Structure Definitions Section are accessible via the index

· Including API document in The DataGate CLEC Access Developer Reference Guide or a separate API developer’s manual.  (not only as a presentation within the DataGate Developers training class)

· Ensuring that all words that appear to be links in the DataGate CLEC Access Developer Reference Guide work. 

· Ensuring that the 110 missing primitive data element structures from the index are all listed under Appendix C: LSP West Services Data Dictionary  (See observation under the Section 2.7.3 of this document)



8. Publish and maintain CLEC Managed Introduction process documentation.
Since Pacific Bell has included MI information in the SBC-LEC (13 State) / CLEC testing M&P Managed Introduction document, ensure that Managed Introduction is fully detailed to include:

· Applicable dates for test plan & test development

· Sample MI production schedules



9. Publish and maintain documentation better summarizing standard due date intervals, including typical post-SOC completion intervals, by product and activity type.


With multiple due date reference sources remaining on the Website, there is still likelihood for some CLEC confusion, as the consultants experienced.  If any standard due date interval changes occur, there is risk that not all due date references will be consistently updated.



29. Provide separate training and/or test environments, similar to the EDI test environment, for each CLEC-accessible Pacific OSS.
It would be beneficial for Pacific Bell to:

· Create Toolbar/Verigate test and training environments separate from production.

· Open existing LEX test environment for hands-on use in training classes or create separate LEX training environment.

39. Bring up Verigate each day at least an hour earlier to coincide with or precede LEX availability.


Obtaining and installing the proper version of Toolbar was problematic.  Installation instructions were not always clear. The consultants had to consult the SBC IS Call Center on multiple occasions.  It took the consultants five days to get this latest version installed. Much of that time was because the ISC did not have a CD-ROM of the proper Toolbar version available to distribute, had no secure Website available for download, and therefore chose to e-mail the Toolbar software to the consultants.   The e-mailed version of Toolbar was too large (5.2MB) for the consultants to receive via e-mail.  If other CLECs experience similar timelines for Toolbar/Verigate installation, it could definitely impact their day-to-day business to process pre-order and ordering business with Pacific Bell.



39. Bring up Verigate each day at least an hour earlier to coincide with or precede LEX availability.


Pacific Bell should also consider:

· Providing another medium other than E-mail to distribute newer version of Toolbar/Verigate.  Inbox size limitations are probably the norm to anyone using Microsoft Outlook.

· Providing more clarity in instruction for installing and uninstalling earlier versions of Toolbar.



41. Pacific Bell should provide consolidated documentation describing how Pacific’s business rules differ from EDI standards.
The consultants recommend the Pacific Bell also recognize:

· Title of the “What’s New” Update section of the CLEC Website should include ‘EDI’ or ‘EDI’ variance in the title. (This would allow CLECs to easily identify updates for these areas.)

� EMBED Visio.Drawing.5  ���








[image: image2.png]E CAP GEMINI
ERNST & YOUNG




 

[image: image2.png][image: image3.png]E CAP GEMINI
ERNST & YOUNG



[image: image4.png]E CAP GEMINI
ERNST & YOUNG



[image: image5.png]E CAP GEMINI
ERNST & YOUNG



[image: image6.wmf]Inform PB and CLECs,

discuss, and document

the remediation activities

Yes

No

2.

Has PB's effort

satisfied  the

recommendation?

DONE

Recommendation

satisfied

DONE

Recommendation not

satisfied

RECOMMENDATION VERIFICATION

PROCESS

HasPB performed &

documented all

additional activities?

Start recommendation

verification

Yes

No

3.

Determine what PB

needs to do to satisfy

 the recommendation

1.

Verify what PB did

(Verification)

(Evaluation)

(Remediation)

PB report when all

additional activities are

completed

(Re-verification)

_1053364534.doc
[image: image1.png]E CAP GEMINI
ERNST & YOUNG







_1053365533.doc
[image: image1.png]E CAP GEMINI
ERNST & YOUNG







_1052047579.vsd
2.
Has PB's effort satisfied  the recommendation?�

DONE

Recommendation satisfied�

RECOMMENDATION VERIFICATION PROCESS�

Inform PB and CLECs, discuss, and document  the remediation activities�

Start recommendation verification�

(Verification)�

HasPB performed & documented all additional activities?�

(Evaluation)�

3.
Determine what PB needs to do to satisfy
 the recommendation�

1.
Verify what PB did�

DONE

Recommendation not satisfied�

PB report when all additional activities are completed�

(Re-verification)�

(Remediation)�


