Legal Department

LISA S. FOSHEE
General Attorney

BeliSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
150 South Monroe Street

Room 400

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

(404) 335-0754

October 1,2001

Mrs. Blanca S. Bay6

Director, Division of Records and Reporting
Florida Public Service Commission

2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Re: 960786-A-TL (Section 271)

Dear Ms. Bay6:

Enclosed please find BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.'s Response to AT&T
Communications of the Southern States, Inc.'s Request for Investigation into BellSouth
Telecommunications, Inc.’s Conduct in Processing ALEC Orders and Retiring Key OSS
Systems which we ask that you file in the above-referenced docket.

A copy is enclosed. Please mark it to indicate that the original was filed and
return the copy to me. Copies have been served to the parties by E-Mail and Federal
Express as shown on the attached Certificate of Service.

isa S. Foshee @M)
Enclosures

cc: All Parties of Record
Marshall M. Criser lli
Fred J. McCallum
Nancy B. White



| HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was served by E-
Mail (#) and Federal Express this 1% day of October, 2001 to the following:

Mr. Brian Sulmonetti (+)

LDDS WorldCom Communications

Suite 3200

6 Concourse Parkway
Atlanta, GA 30328

Tel. No. (770) 284-5493

Fax. No. (770) 284-5488
brian.sulmonetti@wcom.com

Floyd R. Self, Esq. (+)
Messer Law Firm

215 South Monroe Street
Suite 701

P.O. Box 1876

Tallahassee, FL 32302-1 876
Tel. No. (850) 222-0720

Fax. No. (850) 224-4359
Represents LDDS/ACSI
fselfi@lawfla.com

Vicki Gordon Kaufman (+)
Joseph A. McGlothlin (+)
McWhirter, Reeves, McGlothlin,
Davidson, Rief & Bakas, P.A.
117 South Gadsden Street
Tallahassee, Florida 32301
Tel. No. (850) 222-2525
Fax. No. (850) 222-5606
Represents FCCA
Represents NewSouth
Represents KMC
Represents NuVox Comm.
Represents ACCESS
Represents XO
Represents Z-Tel
vkaufman@mac-law.com

imcglothlin@mac-law.com

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
DOCKET NO. 960786-A-TL

Charles J. Beck

Office of Public Counsel
111 W. Madison Street
Suite 812

Tallahassee, FL 323991400

Tel. No. (850) 488-9330

Fax No. (850 4884992
Beck.Charles@leg.state.fl.us

Richard D. Melson (+)

Hopping Green Sams & Smith
123 South Calhoun Street

P.O. Box 6526

Tallahassee, FL 32314
Tel. No. (850) 222-7500
Fax. No. (850) 224-8551
Represents MCI, Rhythms
RMelson@hgss.com

Susan S. Masterton (+)

Sprint Communications Co.
Post Office Box 2214 (zip 32316-2214)

1313 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, FL 32301
Tel. (850) 5991560
Fax (850) 878-0777

susan.masterton@mail.sprint.com

Beth Keating, Staff Counsel (X)

Florida Public Service
Commission
Division of Legal Services

2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Tel. No. (850) 413-6212
Fax. No. (850) 4136250
bkeating@psc.state.fl.us




Scott Sapperstein
Intermedia Comm., Inc.

One Intermedia Way
MCFLT-HQ3

Tampa, Florida 33647-1 752
Tel. No. (813) 8294093
Fax. No. (813) 829-4923

Sasapperstein@intermedia.com

Rhonda P. Merritt

AT&T

101 North Monroe Street
Suite 700

Tallahassee, FL 32301
Tel. No. (850) 425-6342
Fax. No. (850) 425-6361
romerritt@ATT.com,

James P. Lamoureux (+)(#)
Senior Attorney

AT&T Communications of
the Southern States, Inc.
1200 Peachtree Street, N.E.

Atlanta, GA 30309

Tel. No. (404) 8104196
Fax No. (404) 877-7648

jlamoureux@att.com

Kenneth A. Hoffman, Esq. (+)

Rutledge, Ecenia, Underwood,
Pumell & Hoffman, P.A.

215 South Monroe Street

Suite 420

P.0. Box 551

Tallahassee, FL 32302

Tel No. (850) 681-6788

Fax. No. (850) 681-6515

Represents TCG

Represents US LEC

Ken@Reuphlaw.com

John R. Marks, Il

215 South Monroe Street
Suite 130

Tallahassee, FL 32301
Tel. (850) 222-3768

Fax. (850) 561-0397
Represents BellSouth
JohnM@KMRIlaw.com

Kenneth S. Ruth

Florida Director CWA
2180 West State Road 434
Longwood, FL 32779

Tel. (407) 772-0266

Fax. (407) 772-2516
Kruth@cwa-union.org

Marilyn H. Ash

MGC Communications, Inc.
3301 N. Buffalo Drive

Las Vegas, NV 89129

Tel. No. (702) 310-8461

Fax. No. (702) 310-5689

Rodney L. Joyce

Shook, Hardy &Bacon, L.L.P.
600 14th Street, N.W.

Suite 800

Washington, D.C. 20005-2004
Tel. No. (202) 639-5602

Fax. No. (202) 783-4211
rjoyce@shb.com

Represents Network Access Solutions

Michael Gross/Charles Dudley (+)
FCTA, Inc.

246 E. 6th Avenue

Suite 100

Tallahassee, FL 32303

Tel. No. (850) 681-1990

Fax. No. (850) 681-9676
mgross@fcta.com

Nanette Edwards

ITC*DeltaCom

4092 South Memorial Parkway
Huntsville, AL 35802

Tel. No. (256) 382-3856

Fax. No. (256) 382-3969
Represented by Hopping Law Firm



Donna McNulty

MCI| WorldCom

325 John Knox Road

Suite 105

Tallahassee, FL 323034131
Tel. No. (850) 422-1254
Fax. No. (850) 422-2586
donna.mcnulty@wcom.com

Network Access Solutions Corp.

100 Carpenter Drive

Suite 206

Sterling, VA 20164

Tel. No. (703) 742-7700

Fax. No. (703) 742-7706

Represented by Shook, Hardy & Bacon

Karen Camechis (+)
Pennington Law Firm

215 South Monroe Street
2" Floor

Tallahassee, FL 32301
Tel. No. (850) 222-3533
Fax. No. (850) 222-2126
Represents Time Warner
pete@penningtonlawfirm.com

Rhythms Links, Inc.

6933 South Revere Parkway

Suite 100

Englewood, CO 80112

Tel. No. (303) 4764200
Represented by Hopping Law Firm

Benjamin Fincher
Sprint/Sprint-Metro

3100 Cumberland Circle

#3802

Atlanta, GA 30339

Tel. No. (404) 649-5144

Fax. No. (404) 649-5174
Represented by Etvin Law Firm

Carolyn Marek

Time Warner

Regulatory Affairs, SE Region

233 Bramerton Court

Franklin, TN 37069

Tel. No. (615) 3766404

Fax. No. (615) 3766405
carolyn.marek@twtelecom.com
Represented by Pennington Law Firm
Represented by Parker Poe Adams

James Falvey

ACSI

131 National Business Parkway
Annapolis Junction, MD 20701
Represented by Messer Law Firm

Matthew Feil (+)

Florida Digital Network, Inc.
390 North Orange Avenue
Suite 2000

Orlando, FL 32801

Tel. No. (407) 835-0460
mfeil@floridadigital.net

Michael Sloan (+)

Swidler Berlin Shereff Friedman, LLP
3000 K Street, N.W.

Suite 300

Washington, D.C. 20007-5116

Tel. No. (202) 2958458

Fax No. (202) 424-7645

Represents FDN
mcsloan@swidlaw.com

Katz, Kutter Law Firm (+)

Charles J. Pellegrini/Patrick Wiggins
106 E. College Avenue

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Tel. No. 850-224-9634

Fax. No. 850-224-9634



Lori Reese

Vice President of Governmental Affairs

NewSouth Communications

Two Main Street

Greenville, South Carolina 29609
Tel. No. (864) 672-5177

Fax. No. (864) 672-5040
Ireese@newsouth.com

Genevieve Morelli
Andrew M. Klein

Kelley Drye & Warren LLP
1200 18th Street, NW
Suite 500

Washington, DC 20036
Represents KMC

John D. McLaughlin, Jr.

KMC Telecom

1755 North Brown Road
Lawrenceville, Georgia 30043

Suzanne F. Summerlin, Esq.
1311 -B Paul Russell Road
Suite 201

Tallahassee, Florida 32301
Tel. No. (850) 656-2288
Fax. No. (850) 656-5589
Represents IDS Telecom

Henry C. Campen, Jr. (+)
Parker, Poe, Adams & Bernstein, LLP
P.O. Box 389

First Union Capital Center
150 Fayetteville Street Mall
Suite 1400

Raleigh, NC 27602-0389

Tel. No. (919) 8904145

Fax. No. (919) 8344564
Represents US LEC of Florida
Represents NuVox Comm.
Represents XO

Represents Time Warner

Catherine F. Boone

Covad Communications Company
10 Glenlake Parkway, Suite 650
Atlanta, Georgia 303283495
Tel. No. (678) 2223466

Fax. No. (678) 320-0004
cboone@covad.com

Bruce Culpepper, Esq.
Akerman, Senteriftt & Eidson
301 South Bronough Street
Suite 200

Post Office Box 10555
Tallahassee, FL 32302-2555
Attys. for AT&T

Mark D. Baxter

Stone & Baxter, LLP

557 Mulberry Street

Suite 1111

Macon, Georgia 312018256
Represents ACCESS

Dana Shaffer

XO Communications, Inc.

105 Molloy Street, Suite 300
Nashville, Tennessee 37201-2315
Tel. (615) 777-7700

Fax. (615) 345-1 564
dana.shaffer@xo.com
Represented by Parker Poe Adams

Peggy Rubino

Z-Tel Communications, Inc.

601 South Harbor Island Boulevard
Suite 220

Tampa, Florida 33602

Y —

Lisa S. Foshee

(+) Signed Protective Agreement



BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In Re Consderation of BellSouth )
Telecommunications, Inc.'s entry into ) Docket No. 960786-A-TL
InterLATA service pursuant to Section 271 )
Of the Federd Telecommunications Act )

)

Of Act

Filed: October 1, 2001

BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.'S RESPONSE TO
AT& T COMMUNICATIONS OF THE SOUTHERN STATES, INC.'S REQUEST FOR
INVESTIGATION INTO BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.’S CONDUCT
IN PROCESSING ALEC ORDERS AND RETIRING KEY OSS SYSTEMS

. INTRODUCTION

On September 18, 2001, AT&T Communications of the Southern States, Inc. and its
dfiliatled companies (collectivdy “AT&T”) filed a request requeding tha the Commisson
investigate BellSouth’s conduct in processing certain LSRs [Local Service Requests] and retiring
key OSS systems. AT&T adleges that, in connection with discovery in other states, AT&T has
uncovered documents which, according to AT&T, edablish that cetain of BellSouth’s Loca
Carier Service Centers (“LCSC”) “engaged in the discriminatory practice of giving LSRs from
certain states priority over LSRs from certain other BellSouth states throughout November 2000,
and a leest one LCSC maintained this practice for severd months in 2001 until April of this
year.” Petition a 5. Furthermore, AT&T dleges that “BellSouth plans to replace many of its
key OSS with new sysems over the next eighteen months’ but “has no intention of derting
ALECs to this OSS trangtion plan through the change control process or otherwise” Reques, at
6.

The moativation for AT&T's peition and request for an invedtigation is clear — to delay

BellSouth’s &bility to obtan inregion, interLATA reief in Florida, thereby postponing the



benefits to Florida consumers of additional competition in the locd and long distance markets.
No such delay is necessary or warranted. AT&T's dlegations of discriminatory preference being
given to cetan daes LSRs during the third-party test and “secret” OSS documents are
serioudy overdated. Furthermore, even if true, such dlegations do not serve as a bass for an
investigation or deferring the Commisson's condderation of BellSouth’s compliance with the
requirements of Section 27 1. Accordingly, AT&T's request that the Commisson conduct an
investigation should be denied.

[I. DISCUSSION

A. Background
In assessng AT&T's dlegations that BellSouth had an “improper practice’ of providing

discriminatory preferentid treetment to LSRs for certain dates, it is imperative to put these
dlegations into proper context. BellSouth’s LCSCs are work centers that are involved in
handiing 1.SRs that are submitted to BellSouth manudly or dectronicaly submitted LSRs that
fdl out for menud handling. By mid-2000, both this Commisson and the Georgia Public
Service Commission had adopted performance standards to be used in connection with the third-
party tests in those dtates. The standards adopted by the Georgia and Florida Commissons
included dgringent targets for the timeliness by which the LCSC returned Frm  Order
Confirmations (“FOCs”) and Reject Notices.

In order to meet the standards established by the Georgia and FHorida Commissons,
BellSouth took steps to increase the workforce in the LCSC. Throughout the late summer and
into the fdl of 2000 BellSouth was training and deploying new service representatives in the
LCSCs. In addition, in order to meet the benchmarks in Georgia and Florida, for a short period

of time, priority was given to al LSRs submitted manudly from these two Sates in a least one



of BellSouth’s LCSCs. This trestment for manuad LSRs from Forida and Georgia was started in
the August-September, 2000 timeframe and was to have ended in the December 2000 timeframe,

From April through July of 2001, Price Waterhouse Coopers (“PWC”) was engaged by
BellSouth to conduct an investigation and prepare a report as to whether BellSouth's operational
support systems used to provide pre-ordering and ordering functions to ALECs ae regiond in
nature. This process was designed based on the same type of audit conducted by Ernst and
Young on behdf of Southwestern Bel Telephone Company and favorably cited by the FCC in
its order gpproving Southwestern Bdll's application for long disgance rdief in Kansas and
Oklahoma. The PWC report would be used to support future applications for Section 271 relief
in other BellSouth states.

During its examination, PWC conducted numerous interviews with personnd in the
LCSCs in Atlanta, Birmingham and Jacksonville. As a result of these interviews, PWC prepared
notes of the substance of the interviews as a part of its backup materid. These notes were
produced to AT&T and others pursuant to discovery requests in connection with BellSouth 271
proceeding in North Carolina. Also in connection with discovery requests in North Caroling,
BellSouth produced a proprietary planning document relaing to its operationd support systems.
This document, the substance of which is proprietary, is a planning tool used to judge which
sysems will need to be replaced and includes a rough edimate of the year in which the
replacement is planned to occur.  Both the PWC notes and the BellSouth planning document
sarve as the basis for AT&T's petition.

B. Preferential Treatment Of Georgia and Florida LSRs

No Commisson investigation is necessary to confirm that a least one of BellSouth’s

LCSCs gave priority to manua [,SRs in order to comply with the sandards established by the



Georgia and Horida commissons, until such time as additiond service representatives could be
hired and traned to handle the increased work while meeting these expedited regulatory
sandards. If BellSouth received two LSRs, one from a dae like Georgia where there is a
Commisson benchmark to return a FOC on a manualy submitted LSR within 36 hours, and the
other from a date with no Imilar mandete, there was nothing nefarious about BellSouth gving
priority to the LSR from Georgia. In any event, once the additiona service representetives were
hired and trained, these measures in the LCSCs became unnecessary and were discontinued.’

However, whatever preference was given to LSRs from Horida during the third-party
test, any such preferentid treatment does not “cast significant doubt regarding whether BellSouth
IS meeting its obligations to provide ALECs with non-discriminatory access to its OSS . . .,” as
dleged by AT&T. The issue before this Commission in this docket is whether BellSouth has
complied with its statutory obligations in Horida That BellSouth may have treated [.SRs from
Forida differently than 1.SRs from other states has no bearing on this issue.

Furthermore, even if this Commisson were concerned about BellSouth’s performance
results in states other than Forida, BellSouth’s performance in dl nine dates has conssently
and dgnificantly improved a reaivey the same levds. If AT&T's dlegaions of sustained
preferentid treatment by BellSouth were true, one would expect that performance results in
Georgia and Horida would be conggently and sgnificantly better for Regect Timeiness and
FOC Timdiness, which are the two measurements that would be primarily impacted by priority

trestment for manud LSRs. In fact, the performance data shows otherwise.

' Although the practice of giving preference to LSRs from Georgia and Florida was supposed to be
discontinued in December 2000, PWC observed that one of BellSouth’s L CSCs inadvertently continued the practice
until April of 2001, when it was discontinued. See Exhibit Cto AT&T’s Petition.



Attached as Exhibit 1 are performance data for the period July 2000 through July 2001,
with respect to the following disaggregated categories with significant volumes: resdle residence
and business non-mechanized orders;, UNE analog loops non-mechanized orders, and UNE-P
combinations non-mechanized orders. The data for these products shows that, beginning in the
January through March 2001 time period, BellSouth's performance has been consistent across al
nine daes, with adl daes exceeding the rdevant benchmark on both the FOC and Regect
timeliness measures for nearly every month. In short, the actud performance in dl of BellSouth's
dates through July 2001 clearly demondrates that any priority given to Georgia and FHorida
manud LSRs was very short-lived and caused very little digparity in the actuad performance
between or among States.

AT&T's dam that any preferentid treatment of Florida LSRs during the KPMG third-
party test has “tainted” the performance data that BellSouth reports each month aso is absurd.
Even if the so-cdled preferentid trestment did cause digparity in performance data (which it did
not), the disparity would have stopped a the latest in April 2001. This is before any of the
performance data upon which BellSouth’s proposes to rey to demongrate its compliance with
Section 271. Furthermore, AT&T conveniently ignores tha KPMG will review BellSouth’s
performance reports under the Commission’s direction.

In short, the trestment that BellSouth gave to LSRs from Georgia and Florida has no
bearing on the vdidity of the Horida third-party test or BellSouth’s performance data or on this

Commisson's ability to determine whether BellSouth’s has complied fully with its obligations

2 Although not specifically alleged in its Petition, AT& T appears to suggest that BellSouth gave preference
to KPMG orders during the third-party test. See Petition at 2. Although BellSouth is looking into such allegations,
any such preferential treatment would not detract from the underlying value of the test itself nor would it have any
affect on BellSouth’s performance data by which the Commission can evaluate the operational readiness of
BellSouth’s OSS and the extent to which BellSouth is providing nondiscriminatory accessto its OSS.



under Section 271, including the obligation to provide nondiscriminatory access to its OSS.  No
additiond hearing or invedigation is warranted a this time,

C. “Secret” OSS Planning Document

AT&T dso dleges that this Commission should, for some reason, investigate BellSouth’s
planned systems retirements and replacements. There is hardly anything unusud or dartling
about the fact that BellSouth as a routine part of its business operations periodicaly assesses the
need for upgrading and replacement of its systems. Every company does this and should do so.
If ongoing business planning were a vdid reason to dday condderation of BellSouth’s 271
gpplicaion, then this Commisson could never vote.

Although AT&T suggedts that BellSouth has a “secret” plan to replace key OSS in the
near future, AT&T fals to mention that BellSouth firg disclosed this “secret” plan in public
testimony filed by BellSouth in Alabama In June 2001, BellSouth submitted the prefiled
testimony of Mr. Ken Ainsworth, who mentioned the fact that the DOE and SONGS applications
were on a sunset list and would be retired sometime in the future. Thus, while AT&T does not
mention this AT&T has known of the exisence of this sunset list for severd months. It has
hardly been kept a “secret.”

BellSouth periodicdly evauates its support syssems in order to determine which systems
need to be enhanced and which systems need to be phased out and replaced over time as the
needs of BellSouth's busness change. AT&T surdy goes through the same type of process and
is familiar with the concepts employed. In this case, BellSouth produced to AT&T the
guidelines that are used by BellSouth to make this evauation, as wel as the planning matrix that
ligts the impacted systems and the planning dates for retirement. As was repeatedly made clear

a the South Cardlina hearing, the transcript from which is atached to AT&T's petition, this



unset lig is a planning tool and not a “concrete” schedule as to when the systems are going to be
replaced. In fact, of the systems discussed by counsd for AT&T a the South Carolina hearing
that were “planned” to be retired in 2001, none of them has actualy been retired because the
replacement systems are dill being evduated a this time. Thus, none of the changes about
which AT&T is so concerned have actudly occurred.

With regard to notification to ALECs, the Change Control Process (“CCP”) dealy
provides that BellSouth is required to notify ALECs of “ALEC Affecting Changes’ reated to the
fdlowing intefaces = LENS, EDI, TAG, TAF, ECTA, and CSOTS. An “ALEC Affecting
Change’ is defined as any change that requires the ALEC to modify the way they operate or to
rewrite system code. AT&T makes much of the fact that BellSouth would not, in the normd
course of events, provide notice to ALECs of changes to the systems discussed at the South
Carolina hearing under the CCP; however, the ample explanation is that none of the sysems
discussed a the hearing is included in the interfaces that are subject to change contral.
Moreover, if they were a part of the CCP, if the changes are seamless to the ALECs, there would
be no need to notify them of changes snce these would not affect them.

[1l. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, AT&T’'s request that the Commission invedigate these
dlegations in the context of the Section 271 process, and thereby delay the process, should be

denied.



Respectfully submitted, this 1st day of October, 2001.

BEEL.SOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.
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Unbundied Net ..nents - Ordering
Reject Inter sion-Mechanized
2W Analog Loop Non-Design %
{% of C1 EC Reject Notification intervais within 24 Hours)
Nunierator indicates total number of CLEC rejeit notification Intervals within 24 hours for this disaggregation in the reporting perfod
Volume Indicates tolal number of service requests (or this disaggregation rejected in the reporting period

105 00%
100 00%
——Fl .
n AL
—o— KY
95 00%
v LA
— MS
- NC
90 00% sC
TN
- GA
-»- Benchmark
85 00% ¢ 4 N " .
80 00%
Better
75 00% Performance
o =3 o = o o . - - — — e -
§ & § & & & & & = ° ¢ 2 2
3 2 > o c o < e 3
3§ 5 8 ¢ & 5 & 2 2 % 3 3
Jd 00 Aug 00 Sep0 | Oaoo | tuvw | “Decoo Jan 01 fob0) | Maor ] Apor | mayo Jun 01 a0y |
GA I P569% | 9560% | 9490%
AL 9550% | 10000% | 9902%
L 9336% | 9321%
KY 8529% | 9667% | 10000%
LA 98 16% 96 10% 95 28%
MS 450% | 10000% | 8880%
NC wa% | e519% | ss3%
SC 9075% | o474% | 9ees%
N G333% | 9647%
[oecman T 3500% | 8soow | #500% | sscow | esoow | ssoow | esoow | esoow | esoow | ssoow | esoow | esoow | B500%

B189

$/17/2001



R« 2 - Ordering
I OC Timeliness - Non-Mechanized
Residence (%)

(% of CLEC F-um Order Confirmation intervals within 36 Hours)
Numerator indicates the total number of CLEC firm order confirmation intervals within 36 hours for this disaggregation i the ieporting peniod

Volume indicates otal numbes of service requests confirmed tor this disaggregation in the teporting petiod
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Re

- Ordering

FOC Timelincss - Non-Mechanized
Business (%)

{% of CLEC Fim Order Confirmation Intervals within 36 Hours)
Numerator indicates total number of CLEC firm order confirmation intervals within 36 hours for this disaggregalion i the reporting pertod

Volume indicates total number of service requests confirmed for this disaggregation in the reporting period
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(o ot CHEC Erm Ocder Confirindlion intervals wiltun 36 Hours)

UNE - Ordering
FOC Timeliness - Non-Mechanized
Loop + Port Combinations (%)

Numerator indicates total number of CLEC funi order confirmation intervals within 36 hours for this disaygicgation in the reporting penod
Volume indicates total number of service requests confirmed for this disaggregation in the reporting period
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UNE - Orderirn,
FOC Timeliness - Non-Mechanized
2W Analog Loop Non-Design (%)

oot CE Gobam Order Contirmation ntervals withen 3o Howrs)
Nuineraior indicates lotal number of CLEC firon order conhirmation intesvals wilhin 36 hours fui ttus uisaygregdliun peniod
Volume indicates total nunibur of service requests confirmed for this disaggregation i the reporting perniod
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