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I.  Overview

A. Introduction

SBC’s four operating regions (Ameritech (AIT), Pacific Bell/Nevada Bell (PB/NB), Southwestern Bell Telephone (SWBT) and Southern New England Telephone (SNET)) currently make available to CLECs a wide variety of application-to-application interfaces and graphical user interfaces (GUIs) to access its Operations Support Systems (OSS) within SBC’s 13-State territory.  These interfaces afford access to pre-ordering, ordering, provisioning, maintenance/repair and billing functions for resold services, individual Unbundled Network Elements (UNEs), combinations of UNEs and standalone Local Number Portability.  Because SBC’s operating companies separately developed these interfaces and OSSs, regional variances exist in the interfaces and their operations with regard to system applications, functionality and operations.    

As part of its application for approval to transfer control of licenses and authorizations from Ameritech to SBC, SBC/Ameritech offered certain voluntary commitments intended, among other things, to facilitate local service competition.  Among these voluntary commitments, which were adopted as conditions for Federal Communications Commission (FCC) approval of the merger (Merger Conditions), SBC agreed to develop and deploy commercially ready, uniform application-to-application interfaces and GUIs to support the foregoing OSS functions.

The Merger Conditions establish a two-step process for achieving this commitment.  In step one, SBC committed to develop and deploy uniform application-to-application and graphical user interfaces, which are defined in the Merger Conditions as “interfaces that present telecommunications carriers that are users of the interfaces with the same version(s) of industry standards, data formatting specifications, and transport and security specifications.”  In step two, SBC committed to develop and deploy throughout its service areas, “either (i) a software solution that shall ensure that CLEC-submitted local service requests are consistent with SBC/Ameritech’s business rules, or (ii) uniform business rules for completing CLEC Local Service Requests [LSRs], excluding those differences caused by state regulatory requirements and product definitions.”  

The Merger Conditions further establish a multi-phase process for completing each step.  In general, for each step, SBC agreed to: (1) prepare publicly available plans of record (PORs) outlining the steps SBC will take to achieve uniform OSS interfaces in step one, and uniform business rules for LSRs in step two (Phase I); (2) collaborate with interested CLECs to reach agreement on the interfaces and business rules to be implemented (Phase II); and (3) develop and deploy interfaces and business rules consistent with each POR within specific periods of time (Phase III).  

SBC’s plan for achieving step one (uniform application-to-application and graphical user interfaces) is set forth in the Uniform and Enhanced Operations Support Systems Plan of Record (U&E POR), which was approved by the Commission on September 22, 2000.  SBC currently is engaged in Phase III (implementation) of that plan, which will attain the first level of OSS uniformity required by the Merger Conditions.  

SBC’s plan for achieving step two (uniform business rules or a software solution for completing local service requests – excluding differences caused by state regulatory requirements and product differences) is set forth in this Business Rules Plan of Record (BR POR).  Implementation of this plan will attain the second, and final, level of uniformity required by the Merger Conditions.

B. Scope

This BR POR consists of SBC’s assessment of its business rules for completing LSRs, and its plan for developing and deploying a software solution that will ensure that CLEC-submitted LSRs are consistent with SBC/Ameritech’s business rules, or uniform business rules for completing CLEC LSRs, excluding those differences caused by state regulatory requirements and product differences.  The BR POR includes a field-by-field assessment of the business rules necessary for completing an LSR for the ordering of resold services, individual Unbundled Network Elements (UNEs), combinations of UNEs, and standalone Local Number Portability, and the differences that will remain following implementation of the U&E POR.  Although SBC was not required to implement uniform business rules until this POR, SBC will achieve substantial business rule uniformity through the U&E POR.  This BR POR document also identifies the origins of various differences in SBC’s business rules for completing LSRs, and, in particular, whether such differences result from state regulatory requirements or product definitions.  This BR POR further provides details regarding SBC’s plans to achieve uniform business rules, except where differences are permitted under the Merger Conditions.  

For purposes of this Plan, an LSR includes the series of forms identified in the Local Services Ordering Guidelines established by the Ordering and Billing Forum (OBF), as well as certain other forms adopted by SBC in advance of OBF guidelines.  The OBF is an industry body, sponsored by the Alliance for Telecommunications Solutions (ATIS), in which both ILECs and CLECs participate, that is charged with creating voluntary guidelines for the exchange of information necessary for, among other things, ordering facilities and services in a competitive telecommunications environment.  Because OBF operates by consensus on proposals by its members, carriers like SBC often must adopt new forms, interfaces and/or business rules in order to offer new products and services, or to comply with regulatory requirements, in advance of industry guidelines.  

In its voluntary commitment (i.e., the Merger Conditions), and hence for purposes of this POR, SBC used the term “business rule” to refer to the information that must be exchanged for SBC to provide OSS functionality, relationships between data elements, explanations of data dependencies as well as the syntax and permissible entries associated with exchanged information so that the information can be accepted and processed by the receiver.  Business rules thus establish the information and valid entries that may be exchanged, and the format in which such information must be submitted, to order local exchange services and facilities.

Finally, although the BR POR Merger Condition is limited only and specifically to business rules for completing and submitting CLEC LSRs, SBC fully intends to maintain certain elements of uniformity in SBC’s interfaces and synchronization between SBC’s pre-ordering and ordering interfaces to the extent reasonably possible.  SBC voluntarily includes this affirmation in this BR POR, because SBC recognizes this will enhance the overall effectiveness of SBC’s processes.  SBC will further discuss during the BR POR collaborative, with CLECs, how pre-order and ordering uniformity will be maintained.

C. Process Methodology

SBC began the assessment of its business rules for completing LSRs with the field usage data that was the subject of lengthy discussions with SBC's CLEC customers during the “Additional Collaborative” sessions in Phase III of the U&E POR (Category IV Data Collaboratives).  In preparation for those collaborative sessions, SBC performed an extensive analysis of its LSR business rules under both its present and future methods of operations (PMO & FMO).  This analysis included a detailed comparison of LSR field usage in each of SBC’s regions.

Using its field usage analysis for the U&E POR as a starting point, SBC identified those differences in its business rules for completing an LSR that will remain following implementation of the U&E POR.  SBC further identified the origins of such differences, and, in particular, whether such differences are attributable to state regulatory requirements or differences in product offerings.  For those differences not attributable to product differences or state regulatory requirements, SBC analyzed the ramifications of making its LSR business rules uniform and of developing a software solution that would make any differences in the rules transparent to the CLEC when completing an LSR.  The following plan is the product of that analysis.

Finally, although not required by the Merger Conditions, SBC analyzed regional differences in the actual valid values (such as USOC and NC/NCI codes) required to order specific local exchange facilities and services, which were identified during the Category IV Data Collaborative sessions in Phase III of the U&E POR.  Based on this analysis, and consistent with the U&E POR, SBC has developed a plan for establishing uniform USOCs for ordering local exchange facilities and services (except for differences caused by state regulatory requirements and product definitions) to the extent reasonably possible. That plan too is set forth below.

II. ASSESSMENTOF SBC's BUSINESS RULES

A. SBC Business Rules

SBC’s business rules for completing LSRs are contained in its Local Service Ordering Requirements (LSOR).  The LSOR is a document created and maintained by SBC to assist CLECs in creating an interface for the exchange of ordering information with SBC’s operations support systems.  Among other things, the LSOR sets forth SBC’s field usage definitions and rules for completing an LSR for the purchase of various UNEs, UNE combinations, and Resold services.  The information contained in the LSOR is modeled upon the OBF Local Service Ordering Guidelines (LSOG) practices, and includes SBC’s usage definitions and rules of application for ordering UNEs, Directory Listings, Number Portability and Resale Services from SBC.  The following OBF-based forms are included within the LSOR: 

·             CRS (Centrex Resale)

· LSR (Local Service Request)

· EU (End User)

· LS (Loop Service)

· NP (Number Portability)

· LSNP (Loop Service w/Number Portability)

· RPL (Resale Private Line)
· RS (Resale Service)

· PS (Local Switched Element – Port, includes Port combined 
            with Loop)

· DSR (Directory)

· DL (Directory Listing)

The LSOR also incorporates forms that SBC has adopted in advance of OBF guidelines.  These forms are necessary to provision products and services currently provided in the four SBC regions.  These pre-OBF forms include:
· CUS (Centrex UNE - Port or Port with Loop)

· DPR (Resale PBX/DID )

· DPU (UNE PBX/DID Port or Port with Loop)

· DTR (Resale Digital Trunking)

· DTU (UNE Digital Trunking PORT or Port with Loop)

· ISDN  Resale (Primary Rate ISDN Resale) 

· ISDN  UNE (Primary Rate ISDN Port or Port with Loop)

Each section of the LSOR identifies all of the fields applicable to a specific form and indicates whether a particular field is required, optional, not required, conditional, or prohibited. The LSOR also includes field definitions, valid entries, data characteristics, examples and possible conditions for each field. 

Attachment A to this document sets forth the business rules for those ordering fields and forms necessary to complete an LSR that will be deployed pursuant to the U&E POR.  Through the ordering software releases implemented pursuant to the U&E POR, SBC went to great lengths to provide uniform business rules for most of the fields and forms required to complete an LSR, well in advance of the deadline for completion of Phase III (implementation) of this BR POR.  In fact, SBC eliminated regional differences for 77% of the over 1500 fields that appear on the various forms that make up the LSR, which constitute 93% of the regional differences not attributable to regulatory or product differences.  The fields already altered to have uniform business rules are identified in Attachment B.  Despite SBC's massive effort to minimize the remaining differences, following implementation of the U&E POR ordering releases, differences in LSR business rules still will remain.  These differences are discussed below.

B. Regulatory and Product Differences

Most of the differences in SBC’s business rules for completing an LSR that will remain following deployment of the U&E OSS interfaces result from product differences or state regulatory requirements.  The LSR business rule differences based on those categories are identified in Attachment C.  As noted above, SBC’s commitment to implement uniform business rules for completing and submitting an LSR specifically excluded differences derived from state regulatory requirements and product definitions.  Such differences, therefore, are beyond the gambit of this plan and SBC does not propose to alter the business rule differences pursuant to this plan.

SBC used the following criteria to determine whether an LSR business rule difference is based on state regulatory requirements or product definitions.  A business rule difference is a “state regulatory requirement” difference if it is a difference driven by a state rule, policy, order or other requirement affecting the manner, terms, or conditions pursuant to which SBC provides a particular facility, product, or service.  A business rule difference is a “product definition” difference if it is a difference driven by how a product or service is defined (which includes the manner, terms, or conditions pursuant to which a product or service is offered or provided) in a particular state or region.  

C. Other Regional Differences

The other differences in SBC’s LSR business rules that will remain following deployment of the U&E OSS interfaces are attributable to either regional (and in some cases) state differences in backend systems and databases, or differences in business processes.   The fields in which those business rules arise and the forms on which the fields appear are identified in Attachments D and E.

III. BUSINESS RULES PLAN 

SBC’s plan is to make uniform the business rules for the fields and forms set forth in Attachment D.  The last column of Attachment D identifies SBC’s plan for eliminating the business rule difference (that is, by implementing a software solution or adopting a new business rule).  Consistent with the Merger Conditions, the business rule differences identified in Attachment D are limited to those LSR business rule differences not attributable to state regulatory requirements or product definitions.

In addition to the business rule differences identified in Attachment D, Attachment E identifies a small number of LSR fields for which the business rules or valid entries differ by region.  SBC believes that, to the extent that the fields identified on Attachment E are subject to the uniformity requirement in the Merger Conditions, they should not, and practicably could not, be made uniform.  As described below, modifying the fields identified on Attachment E to eliminate or mask (through a software solution) differences would significantly impair SBC’s ability to successfully provision requested facilities and services.  Furthermore, the system and operational changes necessary to eliminate or mask the differences far exceed the changes contemplated by SBC when SBC made its voluntary commitment (i.e., agreed to the Merger Conditions).  For these reasons, SBC does not propose to alter the business rules for the limited number of fields identified on Attachment E.  SBC will discuss these fields in greater detail during collaborative sessions. 

The fields listed on Attachment E can be grouped into categories as follows: a) circuit formats (CCEA, ECCKT, RECCKT); b) trunk provisioning differences (DRTI, DTGN, LTGN, TGN, TGRTI); c) billing system formats (ATN, CFA BTN and EATN); d) 911 process (NAME, NENA/ECC, PRILOC and SASN); e) service order system differences (AAI); and f) provisioning differences (AUTH NUM, NC, SECNCI, TGSGNL and TNS).  Although the circumstances and reasons for not eliminating or masking the differences in valid entries for each set of fields vary, they lead to the same conclusion – eliminating or masking the differences in valid entries for those fields would create more problems than either would solve.

To alter the circuit fields so that their format would be consistent would require fundamental changes to virtually all (if not all) of SBC’s ordering, provisioning, maintenance, billing and inventory systems (e.g. SORD, SOAC, TIRKS, WFA, NSDB, CRIS, CABS), as well as to the physical “stencils” marking the circuit identification on literally millions of facilities.  Any change to SBC’s embedded base of millions of circuit identifications would require SBC’s wholesale and retail operations throughout SBC’s thirteen state region to change fundamentally their inventory systems and records, potentially causing widespread confusion and service disruption during the transition process.  Because these circuit fields are the root records for all specials, message, UNEs and high capacity designs, changing SBC’s circuit identifications also would require CLECs and interexchange carriers to alter their inventory systems to reflect the change in SBC’s circuit identification numbers and systems, again threatening confusion and service disruption. For example, CLECs would need to time their conversions to ensure that subsequent change activity was in synch with “changed” circuit identification.  In addition, modifying circuit identification numbers and fields would require changes to SBC’s maintenance systems and their tracking of circuit IDs.  Moreover, because history records in TIRKS would remain with the old circuit ID, modifying SBC’s embedded base of circuit identification numbers would likely lead to considerable confusion and undermine SBC’s ability to quickly isolate and correct network outages or other problems.  And, even if modifying SBC’s inventory and provisioning systems to alter the huge embedded base of circuit identification numbers made sense, it would literally take years to accomplish, far beyond the 18-month target date for completion of phase 3 – and this does not even consider the time necessary to modify the stenciling on individual facilities throughout SBC’s network.

SBC considered whether it could convert to a uniform circuit identification format only on a going forward basis, and determined that such an option was not reasonably practicable.  SBC’s systems utilizing circuit identification information can operate with only one format and would not be able to retain the embedded base with a different format.  Consequently, SBC would have to convert on a flash cut basis the huge embedded base of circuit IDs contained on SBC’s various data bases.

Any change to the embedded base of circuit identifications would require SBC to change the physical “stencils” (i.e. tags) on millions of facilities at both the customer premises’ point of presence and central office locations.  The risk of error in such a colossal and manually intensive process would be enormous, and practicably could not be eliminated.  Moreover, given the magnitude of the task, there simply is no way SBC could achieve a flash cut conversion of its circuit identification numbers in a short period of time.  During the lengthy transition period, the risk of a mismatch between the identification numbers on SBC’s facilities and in its inventory and maintenance systems, not to mention between those facilities and the systems of CLECs and interexchange carriers, would be huge.  Thus, threatening SBC’s ability to provision, maintain and repair facilities and services to carriers and end users alike.

Rather than eliminating the foregoing risks, a software solution likely would exacerbate them and complicate the operating environment.  Although a software solution would allow the uniform exchange of information related to a request, it would not allow for this same information to be used on provisioning inventory, maintenance records or billing statements.  As a consequence, two different sets of identification numbers would exist for the same facilities, raising all of the problems identified above.  

The next set of fields relates to the trunk provisioning process.  The provisioning processes used in SWBT, AIT, and SNET are fundamentally different from the process used in PB/NB.  Because of the design of the processes in the SWBT, AIT, and SNET, those operating companies require trunking identification and routing specifications to be populated on the service order, providing down stream work groups the information necessary for translations, provisioning, and testing.  The trunking identification and routing specifications in those regions is then retained and included on the customer service record.  In contrast, PB/NB’s systems and processes do not utilize the service order for trunking identification and routing information, nor is such information made available through the customer service record.  Modifying these systems and processes would require fundamental changes in the overall provisioning process and associated systems.  Moreover, the process for Local Wholesale mirrors the current process being used for retail and wholesale Access provisioning of complex trunking services.  The changes necessary to make the provisioning process uniform across all regions would require the redesign of service orders, changes to the translations group process and systems used to initiate the translations activity.  This would involve systems and process changes, as well as training of the impacted work groups.  Making these changes not only would entail significant work over an extensive period of time, but would also increase the risk of error in the provisioning process for retail, wholesale, and access services and facilities.  SBC believes that the risks associated with and the complexity of such changes would far outweigh the possible benefit of such changes, which would be the ability to populate the relevant fields with the same value for 4 regions, rather than the same value for 3 regions and a null value (or prohibiting) the fields for one region.  And, while a software solution would allow the uniform exchange of information related to a request, it would not allow for this same information to be used on provisioning inventory, maintenance records or billing statements, raising essentially the same problems as those identified for the circuit fields above. 

Another category of fields, relating to billing system formats, results from regional differences in SBC’s billing systems, which segregate information in the billing system databases in different ways.  Within each system, SBC’s operating companies created billing account structures to accommodate conventional dial up telephone numbers, and circuits or systems that are not based on telephone numbers.  In some regions, these types of accounts were designated with a numbering convention that includes alpha characters. Altering this convention is not practicable because the factors that drove the original decision to introduce alpha characters still exist.  In addition, a masking solution likely would create duplicate account numbers with retail or another CLEC.  While there has been dialogue about using the AN field for the alphanumeric account numbers, this really does not alter the situation and, in SBC's opinion, could lead to confusion, as these fields would be used for the same purpose. 

The category of fields relating to 911 processing differences results from the regional difference in the PB process.  The NENA/ECC field is the unique identifier for the customer.  The NENA/ECC field and additional fields are required to be populated on the LSR in certain circumstances to update the end user’s 911 information.  Exploration of alternatives indicated that the changes required to backend processing could result in other complications that could prove more onerous on all parties than populating the data in these fields.  

The service order system processing difference relates to the use of certain special characters.  Many of the AAI field's special characters are not available for SWBT.  This field is used for additional descriptive location information when the other location fields do not accommodate the entire description.  Limiting the use of the special characters in other regions does not seem appropriate and translating them for application in SWBT does not seem feasible. 

The provisioning differences are the final category and come from both regional concerns and back end system differences that cannot be overcome.  Due to capacity concerns in AIT for ISDN-PRI, AIT implemented a process to allow retail end users and CLECs to reserve facilities in advance, for thirty days.  For the ISDN-PRI sales, a verification of PRI hardware, software and facilities must be made in advance.  This check allows switch capacity planners to order additional facilities if needed to accommodate the order.  This process will not be expanded to the other SBC regions nor done away with in AIT.  Further, in AIT region, a TN is not required for an ISDN-BRI (0B+D configuration).  The other regions, because of their network provisioning configurations, do need the TN to be populated.  Also, the population of NC and SECNCI fields differ by regions due to provisioning differences of products.  SWBT requires TGSGNL to be populated for SuperTrunk provisioning.  Alterations to these processes are not achievable.   

IV. Ordering Codes Assessment and Plan

Consistent with its commitment in the U&E POR, SBC established a team to analyze certain code sets (USOC and NC/NCI codes) for ordering local facilities and services across its 13-state region, and to determine which USOC and NC/NCI codes could be made uniform in conjunction with this plan.  The team was also charged with identifying which USOC and NC/NCI codes differ due to product differences and state regulatory requirement differences.  As set forth in the U&E POR, codes that differ for those reasons will not be made uniform. 

SBC’s team completed an initial review of all USOC and NC/NCI codes that are required for ordering on an LSR and it was provided to the CLECs participating in the collaborative process.  With regard to USOCs, the team’s analysis indicated that SBC’s regional operating companies have implemented widely varying USOCs and that many of these differences were related to product or regulatory differences.  In other words, adopting uniform codes across all regions will not reduce significantly the total number of USOC codes, because the features and packaging of these capabilities differ across regions.  However with regard to NC/NCI codes, the analysis indicated that there already is a high degree of commonality in SBC’s implementation of NC/NCI codes across regions.  In other words, uniformity has already been practically achieved.  As a result, SBC confirmed its’ commitment to ensure that when new codes are assigned they will be established in a manner to optimize uniformity. 

Attachment F of this document was provided to the participating CLECs by SBC on August 17, 2001.  This document’s purpose is twofold.  First, it describes a new process that SBC is conducting to re-validate the original USOC Analysis (as described above).  This is being done in order to determine where product/feature capabilities are the same across regions in order to identify opportunities to establish uniform ordering code sets.  This additional assessment work is being conducted in response to concerns that SBC’s initial USOC Analysis did not effectively identify the total opportunity for using Uniform codes to consolidate regional code differences where the product/feature capability was the same.  Second, it provides SBC’s plan to implement a software solution to translate regional USOCs from uniform ordering codes should that option be required.

SBC questions whether implementation of this plan would benefit either CLECs or SBC.  To date, SBC’s re-validation efforts have not rendered any findings that show significantly better opportunity for USOC code compression.  In addition, all of the operational concerns identified in the original analysis still exist.  Instead, SBC findings to date have reinforced the need for improved capability to provide current and complete regional USOC information in a single source.   As a result, SBC and the participating CLECs met on August 27, 2001 to begin discussions on the development of a USOC Search capability (“USOC Search Engine”) instead of the plan described in Attachment F.  Based upon CLEC input, SBC provided a plan by September 14, 2001.  SBC and participating CLECs discussed the USOC Search Engine Plan in a conference call on September 17, 2001.  

The parties engaged in further discussions regarding the USOC Search Engine on November 7, 2001 during the Business Rules Plan of Record collaboratives, and agreed that SBC should implement the Search Engine in lieu of the plan described in Attachment F.  In particular, they agreed on the process, implementation date and scope of the Search Engine. The details of which are incorporated in the document attached as Attachment G.  
V. Timeline 

The SBC Competitive Local Exchange Carrier (CLEC) 13-State Interface Change Management Process  (Version 1.2 dated 6/21/01) will be followed to manage implementation of the enhancements identified in this Plan.  Paragraph 3.3.2 of the 13-State CMP includes a process that SBC will provide a 12-Month Development View as follows: 

“Regardless of the change driver, SBC will prepare a preliminary package of the then known required changes and share these plans at a scheduled Change Management meeting nine (9) to twelve (12) months in advance of the target implementation date.  SBC will share its plans as part of its 12-Month Development View on a quarterly basis or more often as necessary.  POR Enhancements will be included in the 12-Month Development View and will be flagged as POR items.”

The 12-Month Development View is available on SBC’s CLEC OnLine website in the Change Management Section.

Any pending CLEC initiated Change Request (CCRs) will be examined to determine whether it can or should be implemented on a 13-state basis.  Implementation of CCRs will maintain uniformity created by the Uniform and Enhanced OSS POR Plan unless otherwise agreed to through CMP.

Due to the coordinated and integrated nature of the changes contemplated by this plan, SBC will implement all of such changes in a single release no later than seventeen months after the completion of Phase II of the BR POR process.  Phase II of this POR process is scheduled to complete on November 19, 2001, unless extended by the Commission or the parties fail to reach agreement.  If the parties fail to reach agreement, Phase II will conclude upon an order by the Commission approving SBC’s plan in its entirety or an arbitration decision finalizing the plan.  Phase III (implementation) of this Plan will commence once the plan is finalized in Phase II. The following is a timeline of the activities associated with this plan:

Activity
Completion Date

Work collaboratively with CLECs operating in SBC’s Service Areas, in a single series of workshop sessions (in multiple locations, if necessary) to obtain a written agreement.
November 19, 2001, unless extended.

Implementation of Business Rules Plan  
No later than seventeen months following the completion of Phase II

Implementation of the USOC Search Engine
No later than June 30, 2002 
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