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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In Re: Consideration of BellSouth
Telecommunications, Inc.’s entry into
interLATA services pursuant to Section
271 of the Federal Telecommunications

Docket No. 960786-B-TL

Act of 1996.
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Filed: March 26, 2002

BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.’S NOTICE OF FILING

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. (“BellSouth”) hereby files the Affidavit of

Alphonso J. Varner that attaches BellSouth’s performance data reflecting performance

for the month of January, 2002. The Affidavit and the accompanying attachments

describe the performance data and explain the conclusions that can be drawn from it.

Respectfully submitted this 26th day of March 2002,
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Before the
Florida Public Service Commission
. Tallahassee, Florida

AFFIDAVIT OF ALPHONSO J. VARNER
ON BEHALF OF BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.
FILED MARCH 26, 2002

I, Alphonso J. Vamner, being of tawful age and duly sworn upon my oath, depose

and state:

1. My name is Alphonso J. Varner. | am employed by BellSouth as Senior
Director in Interconnection Services. My business address is 675 West

Peachtree Street, Atlanta, Georgia 30375.

PROFESSIONAL AND EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND

2. | graduated from Florida State University in 1972 with a Bachelor of
Engineering Science degree in systems design engineering. |
immediately joined Southern Bell in the division of revenues organization
with the responsibility for preparation of all Florida investment separations
studies for division of revenues and for reviewing interstate settlements.

3. Subsequently, | accepted an assignment in the rates and tariffs
organization with responsibilities for administering selected rates and
tariffs incl.uding preparation of tariff filings. In January 1994, | was
appointed Senior Director of Pricing for the nine-state region. | was

named Senior Director for Regulatory Policy and Planning in August 1994.



In April 1997, | was named Senior Director of Regulatory for the nine-state

BellSouth region, and | accepted my current position in March 2001.

PURPOSE OF AFFIDAVIT

The purpose of my Affidavit is to provide data specific to BellSouth’s
operations in Florida. This filing reflects performance for the month of
January 2002. Exhibit January 2002 PM Data and Attachments 1H
though 3H that accompany this filing describe the data and explain the

conclusions that can be drawn from it.
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DISCUSSION OF PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS DATA

. ANALYSIS OF PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS

A. Introduction

BellSouth is currently producing state level results based on the January 12,
2001, Georgia Order from Docket 7892-U. While there are some differences
from the interim Service Quality Measurement (SQM) Version 3.0 approved
by this Commission on July 3, 2001, they are minor and should not cause any

difficulty in determining BellSouth’s overall performance level.

Attachment 1H is the Monthly State Summary (MSS) for Florida for January
2002. The MSS contains 2,331 sub-metrics based on the Georgia Public
Service Commission (GPSC) Docket 7892-U. As shown in Attachment 1H,
there were 860 sub-metrics for which there was CLEC activity in Janaury
2002 and that were compared to either benchmarks or retail analogues.
BellSouth met or exceeded the criteria for 747 of these 860 sub-metrics, or

87%.

As explained in previous updates to this Exhibit, three of the measures were

identified by BellSouth as having deficiencies in their calculations and were
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investigated and evaluated for appropriate program code corrections. These
three measures were Average Jeopardy Notice Interval, FOC & Rejec't‘
Completeness (including the “Multiple Responses” sub-metrics), and LNP
Disconnect Timeliness. Program coding modifications have been completed
for the FOC and Reject Completeness measure. A variation on the FOC &
Reject Response Completeness (0-11) measurement, FOC/Reject
Completeness (Multiple Responses), indicates the proportion of times that
multiple FOCs/Rejects for an LSR are returned. The Georgia PSC did not
order this measure to be implemented. Also, this measurement can be
misleading because sometimes multiple responses are required for efficient
operation of the business, such as when a second FOC is returned to notify a
CLEC when a jeopardy is cleared. Consequently, while BellSouth reports
data on this measure in the Monthly State Summary, BellSouth has not
included it in the calculation of performance measurements that had CLEC
activity and has not addressed those sub-metrics in this Exhibit. \The Average
Jeopardy Notice Interval measures are still undergoing program coding
changes. As these corrections are completed, the additional sub-metrics
affected by the changes will be included in the Exhibit updates. The LNP
Disconnect Timeliness measure is still under review by the Georgia PSC.
These measures are included in the MSS and in the total number of
measurements calculation (2,331 ), but are excluded from the “Met/Total”

(747/860) percentage calcuiations.
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During the three-month period, November 2001 through January 2002, again
adjusting for the measures mentioned above where appropriate, there were a
total of 780 sub-metrics that had CLEC activity for all three months and that
were compared with either benchmarks or retail analogues. Of these 780
sub-metrics, 678 sub-metrics (87%) satisfied the comparison criteria in at

least two of the three months.

Two general issues can impact the degree to which BellSouth’s performance
data is meaningful. First, the extreme disaggregation of the data in the
reports often dilutes the universe size of individual measurements, which in
turn reduces the confidence level of each of the individual Z-test results. As a
result, there are many performance measurements for which the results are
statistically inconclusive due to the small number of observations. Second, in
situations in which there are a large number of observations and the
difference between the means is very small, the results can be misleading
and not indicative of the absolute level of performance that BellSouth

provides to CLECs.

With respect to the first issue, in many cases, the extensive levels of
disaggregation leads to numerous sub-metrics with fewer than 30

observations, which is generally accepted as the smallest number of
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observations for application of the Z-test. Despite this fact, BellSouth has
reported results for all of the measures, even those with statistically

inconclusive universe sizes.

The second issue arises in situations where BellSouth provides very high
quality service to both BellSouth’s retail units and the CLECs, where there are
very large universe sizes, and the difference between the means is very
small. This scenario can cause an apparent missed condition from a
quantitative viewpoint. For example, in January 2002, the % Missed
Installation Appointments (%MIA), for Resale Residence / Non-Dispatch / <
10 Circuits (A.2.11.1.1.2) showed that BellSouth retail had 0.04% missed
appointments for the 710,476 scheduled o;ders. The CLEC %MIA for the
same period is 0.23% missed appointments for 61,307 scheduled orders.
While there is very little difference in the results, less than two tenths of a
percentage point, the universe is so large that the Z-test becomes overly
sensitive to any difference. As a result, the statistical test shows that the sub-
metric missed the standard criteria, but BellSouth’s actual performance is at a
very high level for both the CLECs and BellSouth retail, in this case, almost
99.9%. From a practical point of view, the CLECs' ability to compete has not
been hindered, even though the statistical result does not technically meet the

retail analogue. =
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In reviewing the data, the Florida Public Service Commission (Commission)
should use the data as a tool in analyzing whether BellSouth has met its
commitments. It is not a substitute for the qualitative evaluation of
BellSouth’s performance. The commission will still need to conduct a
qualitative assessment of the data that considers, among other things,
universe size, distributional properties of the data, as well as overall

performance.

Each sub-metric designated as having not satisfied the benchmark or
BellSouth retail analogue requirement for November, December 2001 and/or
January 2002 is included in this Exhibit. Each sub-metric discussed is
labeled ag being missed in any one or more of the months

(November/December/January) included in this filing.

The following paragraphs will address specific performance measurements

associated with each checklist item.

B. CHECKLIST ITEM 1 — INTERCONNECTION

1. Collocation

BellSouth provides three separate collocation reports: 1) Average Response

Time; 2) Average Arrangement Time; and 3) Percent of Due Dates Missed.
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Section E in Attachment 1H, ltems E.1.1.1 through E.1.3.2, provides these
results. BellSouth met the approved benchmarks for all 10 of the 10 sub-
metrics that had CLEC activity in November and December 2001 and January

2002.

For the three-month period, November 2001 through January 2002, there
were 9 sub-metrics for which there was CLEC activity in all three months and
were compared to retail analogues or benchmarks. Ail 9 of these sub-metrics

met the retail analogue/benchmark comparisons in all three months.

2. Local Interconnection Trunking

Trunking Reports

Attachment 1H, Section C, Items C.1.1 to C.4.2 of the MSS contains data for
ordering, provisioning, maintenance and repair, and billing associated with

Local Interconnection Trunks.

In November 2001, BellSouth met 21 of 25 sub-metrics or 84% and in
December 2001, met 18 of the 25 sub-metrics or 72% of the applicable
benchmarks/analogues for all iocal interconnection trunking measures having
CLEC activity. In January 2002, BellSouth met 20 of the 25 sub-metrics or

80% of the benchmarks/retail analogues having CLEC activity. The sub-
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metrics that did not meet the benchmarks/retail analogues for November,

December 2001 and/or January 2002 are as follows:

FOC Timeliness / Local Interconnection Trunks (C.1.3)

(November/December/January)

BellSouth met the 10-day benchmark interval for 142 of the 153 FOCs
(91.03%) returned for this sub-metric in November, for 109 of the 116 FOCs
(93.97%) returned in December 2001 and for 147 of the 159 FOCs (92.45%)
returned in January 2002. The 95% benchmark required that 146 of the 153
FOCs for November, 111 of the 116 FOCs for December and 152 of the 159
FOCs for January meet the standard interval, based on the number of orders

in the period.

FOC & Reject Response Completeness / Local Interconnection Trunks

(C.1.4) (November)

BellSouth met the standard criteria for 113 of the 120 responses returned in
November 2001. The 95% benchmark required that 114 of the 120
November responses meet the criteria. BellSouth met the benchmark for this

sub-metric in December 2001 and January 2002.

Service Order Accuracy / Local Interconnection Trunks / < 10 Circuits / Non-

Dispatch (C.2.11.1.2) (November)
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BellSouth met the standard for 24 of the 26 orders (92.31%) reviewed for
November 2001. This was only one order short of the 25 orders required by
the 95% benchmark. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in

December 2001 and January 2002.

Customer Trouble Report Rate / Local Interconnection Trunks / Dispatch

(C.3.2.1) (December/January)

There were only 4 troubles reported for this sub-metric in December 2001 for
the 143,615 lines in service, a trouble report rate of only 0.002%. In actuality,
three of the troubles were due to routing troubles and should not have been
reported in this measure. This reporting related error was corrected in
January 2002 and should be reflected in the February 2002 data. In January
2002, there were only 3 troubles reported for the 142,560 lines in service for
the sub-metric, a trouble report rate of only 0.002%. BellSouth met over
99.9% of the scheduled appointments for both retail and CLEC orders in this
sub-metric for both months. When BellSouth provisions high quality service
coupled with very large universe sizes, it can cause an apparent out of equity
condition from a quantitative viewpoint. In these cases, there is very little
variation and the universe size is so large that the Z-test becomes overly
sensitive to any difference. in other words, the statistical test shows that the
measurement does not meet the fixed critical value when compared with the

retail analogue, but BellSouth’s actual performance for both CLECs and its
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own retail operations is at a very high level — in this case over 99%. From a
practical point of view, the CLECs’ ability to compete has not been hindered
even though the statistical results may technically show that BellSouth failed
to meet the benchmark/analogue. BellSouth met the retail analogue for this

sub-metric in November 2001.

Customer Trouble Report Rate / Local Interconnection Trunks / Non-Dispatch

(C.3.2.2) (January)

In January 2002, there were 53 troubles reported for the 142,560 lines in
service for the sub-metric, a trouble report rate of only 0.04%. BellSouth met
over 99.9% of the scheduled appointments for both retail and CLEC orders in
this sub-metric for both months. When BeliSouth provisions high quality
service coupled with very large universe sizes, it can cause an apparent out
of equity condition from a quantitative viewpoint. In these cases, there is
very little variation and the universe size is so large that the Z-test becomes
overly sensitiy_g—:: to any difference. In othérrwords, the statistical test shows
that the measurement does not meet the fixed critical value when compared
with the retail analogue, but BellSouth’s actual performance for both CLECs
and its own retail operations is at a very high level — in this case over 99%.
From a practical point of view, the CLECs’ ability to compete has not been

hindered even though the statistical results may technically show that

10
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BeliSouth failed to meet the benchmark/analogue. BellSouth met the retail

analogue for this sub-metric in November and December 2001.

Maintenance Average Duration / Local Interconnection Trunks / Dispatch

(C.3.3.1) (December)

There were only four trouble reports for this sub-metric in December 2001. In
actuality, three of the troubles were due to routing troubles and should not
have been reported in this measure. This reporting related error was
corrected in January 2002 and should be refiected in the February 2002 data.
BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in November

2001 and January 2002.

Maintenance Average Duration / Local Interconnection Trunks / Non-Dispatch

(C.3.3.2) (December/January)

There were sixteen trouble reports for this sub-metric in December 2001. In
actuality, twelve of the troubles were due to routing troubles and should not
have been reported in this measure. This reporting related error has been
corrected in January 2002 and should be reflected in the February 2002 data.
In January 2002, appropriate adjustment of the duration interval data to
exclude the “non-circuit specific” troubles would have produced a CLEC result
better than for the retail analogue. BellSouth met the retail analogue

comparison for this sub-metric in November 2001.

11
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% Repeat Troubles within 30 Days / Local Interconnection Trunks (C.3.4.1)

(December)

There were only four orders for this sub-metric in December 2001. In

actuality, three of the troubles were due to routing troubles and should not
have been reported in this measure. This reporting related error was
corrected in January 2002 and should be reflected in the February 2002 data.
BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in November

2001 and January 2002.

% Repeat Troubles within 30 Days / Local Interconnection Trunks (C.3.4.2)

(December/January)

In December 2001 there were 6 repeat troubles for this sub-metric for the 16
repair orders completed in the month. In actuality, twelve of the sixteen
December troubles were due to routing troubles and should not have been
reported in this measure. Similarly, in January 2002, there were four trouble
reports for the sub-metric, and all four should not have been included in the
measurement reporting. This reporting related error was corrected in January
2002 and should be reflected in the February 2002 data. BellSouth met the

retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in November 2001.

Invoice Accuracy — Interconnection (C.4.1) (November)

The CLECs experienced Local Interconnection invoice accuracy rates in

November 2001 that were less than for the invoices BellSouth sends to its

12
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customers (98.32% accuracy for BellSouth versus 97.71% for the CLEC
invoices). The difference in November performance was the result of three
different problems. The first problem invoived the discovery by BellSouth that
mileage quantities on numerous CLEC dedicated transport accounts were
incorrectly understated. Service orders were issued to correct the billing.

The second problem involved problems that BellSouth had in turning up
SMARTRIing® service for one CLEC customer. Consequently, the due dates
on the DS1 and DSO0 orders were missed. Adjustments were given to waive
the non-recurring charges associated with SMARTRing®. The third problem
involved adjustments for non-recurring charges that were billed in error to a
CLEC customer who has a bill-and-keep arrangement for trunks and facilities.
BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in December

2001 and January 2002.

Mean Time to Deliver Invoices — CABS / Local Interconnection Trunks (C.4.2)

(December)

The CLECs experienced Interconnection invoice delivery rates that were
slightly higher than the rates for BellSouth’s retail customers during
December 2001 (4.85 days for BellSouth versus 4.97 days for CLECs). The
small difference in performance was the result of recent shifts in workloads
within the BellSouth Bill Distribution department. BellSouth met the retail
analogue comparison for this sub-metric in November 2001 and January

2002,

13



10
11
12
13
14
15

16
17

18

19

20

21

22

Exhibit January 2002 PM Data
March 25, 2002

Trunk Blockage

BellSouth has developed a trunk blocking report that compares BellSouth
retail's trunk blockage rates to those of CLECs. The report, Trunk Group

Performance Report (TGP), Attachment 3G, displays trunk blocking in a

manner that accurately represents the customer experience. The TGP report
tabulates actual call blocking as a percentage of call attempts for all
comparable trunk groups administered by BeliSouth that handle CLEC and
BellSouth traffic, and provides a direct comparison of hour-by-hour blocking
between CLEC and BellSouth trunk groups. The analogue/benchmark for the
Trunk Group Performance measure is any consecutive two-hour period in 24
hours where CLEC blockage exceeds BellSouth blockage by more than
0.5%. BellSouth met or exceeded the benchmark for this sub-metric in

November and December 2001 and January 2002.

C. CHECKLIST ITEM 2 - UNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENTS (UNE)

This section addresses the measures associated with UNEs under checklist
item 2. Attachment 1H, Sections B1 — B3, provides data that is divided into
Ordering, Provisioning and Maintenance & Repair operations. In general, the
Ordering functiqn is disaggregated into 17 sub-metrics, the Provisioning
function has 19 sub-metrics, and there are 12 sub-metrics for the

Maintenance & Repair function. All Ordering measures will be included in this
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checklist item because of the overall relationship of the mechanized, partially
mechanized and manual processing of Local Service Requests (LSRs). The

Provisioning and Maintenance & Repair measures for the following products

are included in the checklist item as shown below:

Product

Combo (Loop & Port)

Combo (Other)

Other Design

Other Non-Design

xDSL Loop

UNE ISDN Loop

Line Sharing

2w Analog Loop Design

2w Analog Loop Non Design

2w Analog Loop w/INP Design

2w Analog Loop w/INP Non Design
2w Analog Loop w/LNP Design

2w Analog Loop w/LNP Non Design
Digital Loop < DS1

Digital Loop => DS1

Local Interoffice Transport

Switch Ports

15

Checklist ltem:

#2 — Unbundled Network Elements
#2 — Unbundled Network Elements
#2 — Unbundled Network Elements
#2 — Unbundled Network Elements
#4 — Unbundled Local Loops

#4 — Unbundled Local Loops

#4 — Unbundled Local Loops

#4 — Unbundled Local Loops

#4 — Unbundled Local Loops

#4 — Unbundled Local Loops

#4 — Unbundled Local Loops

#4 — Unbundled Local Loops

#4 — Unbundled Local Loops

#4 — Unbundled Local Loops

#4 — Unbundled Local Loops

#5 — Unbundled Local Transport

#6 — Unbundled Local Switching
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INP Standalone #11 — Local Number Portability

LNP Standalone #11 — Local Number Portability

An overall review of the UNE sub-metrics for Ordering, Provisioning,
Maintenance & Repair and Billing indicates that BeflSouth met the
benchmark/analogue for 78%, 86% and 88% of the sub-metrics during the

months of November and December 2001 and January 2002, respectively.

For the three-month period, November 2001 through January 2002, there
were 436 sub-metrics in the UNE measurements for which there was CLEC
activity in all three months and that were compared to retail analogues or
benchmarks. Of those 436 sub-metrics, 378 sub-metrics (87%) met the retail

analogue/benchmark comparisons in at least two of the three months.

1. UNE Ordering Measures

ltems B.1.1 — B.1.19 in Attachment 1H show data for Percent Rejected
Service Requests, Reject Interval, FOC Timeliness and FOC & Reject
Response Completeness. These reports are disaggregated by interface type

(electronic, partial electronic and manual), as well as product type.

Reject Interval

16
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Items B.1.4 - B.1.8 in Attachment 1H examine the Reject Interval for the
month of January 2002. For orders submitted electronically, the benchmark
is 97% within one hour. In November and December 2001 and January
2002, 78%, 72% and 80%, respectively, of all rejected electronic service
requests were delivered within the one-hour benchmark interval. (See the
write-up below for ltems B.1.4.2 — B.1.4.17 for further discussion concerning

electronicaily submitted orders.)

For partially mechanized orders, which are LSRs submitted electronically and
requiring service representative intervention, the benchmark is 85% returned
within 10 hours. BellSouth exceeded this benchmarks in November and
December 2001 and January 2002, with 94%, 89% and 95%, respectively, of
partially mechanized rejects being returned to the CLECs within the

benchmark interval.

For manual orders, the current benchmark is 85% within 24 hours. BellSouth
also exceeded this requirement, with 99% of the LSRs submitted manually
being returned to the CLECs within the 24-hour time period in each of the

three months.

The following sub-metrics did not meet the established benchmarks in

November, December 2001 and/or January 2002:

17
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Reject Interval / Combo (Loop & Port) / Electronic (B.1.4.3)

(November/December/January)

Reject Interval / UNE ISDN / Electronic (B.1.4.6) (November)

Reject Interval / Line Sharing / Electronic (B.1.4.7)

(November/December/January)

Reject Interval / 2w Analog Loop Design / Electronic (B.1.4.8)

(November/December/January)

Reject Interval / 2w Analog Loop Non-Design / Electronic (B.1.4.9)

(November/December/January)

Reject Interval / 2w Analog Loop W/LNP Design / Electronic (B.1.4.12)

{(November/December/January)

Reject Interval / 2w Analog Loop W/LNP Non-Design / Electronic (B.1.4.13)

(November/December)

Reiject Interval / Other Design / Electronic (B.1.4.14)

(November/December/January)

Reject Interval / Other Non-Design / Electronic (B.1.4.15)

(November/December/January)
Reject Interval / LNP (Standalone) / Electronic (B.1.4.17)

(November/December)

The current benchmark for these sub-metrics is >= 97% within one hour.

BellSouth’s root cause analysis determined that a number of LSRs that did
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not meet the one-hour benchmark were submitted when back-end legacy
systems were out of service and were unable to process the LSRs. Because
such LSRs should be excluded from the measurement, BellSouth
implemented a coding change in PMAP, intended to ensure that scheduled
OSS downtime was properly excluded. This change was made with
September 2001 data and was expected to improve sub-metric resuits for

Reject Interval performance.

The coding change assumed that EDI and TAG timestamps reflected Eastern
Time. However, the timestamps used by EDI and TAG actually reflects
Central time. As a result of this discrepancy, an hour is being added during
PMAP timestamp “synchronization,” which causes the results to inaccurately
reflect the reject Interval duration. A change to address this issue for EDI is
being implemented for February 2002 dgta reporting, and BellSouth is in the
process of scheduling a similar change for TAG. BellSouth’'s root cause
analysis has determined that, had the scheduled OSS downtime exclusion
been properly implemented, BellSouth’s Reject Interval performance would

generally have met the Commission’s benchmark.
BellSouth’s root cause analysis also identified an additional issue that impacts

the electronic Reject Interval sub-metrics. This issue arises when a fully

mechanized Firm Order Confirmation (“FOC”) is followed by a manual

19
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Clarification, a scenario that occurs when the Local Carrier Service Center
(“LCSC”) must resolve specific types of errors after the issuance of the FOC.
This issue distorts the timeliness of BellSouth’s electronic reject notices, and
BellSouth is currently analyzing this situation to determine an appropriate

solution.

Reject Interval / Line Sharing / Partially Electronic (B.1.7.7)

(November/December/January)

There were only eight LSRs rejected for this sub-metric in November 2001.
The small universe of orders for the month does not provide a conclusive
benchmark comparison. BellSouth met the 10-hour benchmark interval for 9
of the 16 LSRs rejected in December 2001 and for 21 of the 34 LSRs rejected
in January 2002. The 85% benchmark required that 14 of the 16 rejects for
December and 29 of the 34 rejects for January be returned within the
benchmark interval. BellSouth continues to focus on this measurement in

order to improve results to meet the benchmark.

Reiject Interval / 2w Analog Loop Non-Design / Partially Electronic (B.1.7.9)

(November)

In November 2001, BeliSouth met the 10-hour benchmark interval for 141 of

the 176 rejected LSRs. The 85% benchmark required that 150 of the 176

20
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orders be returned within 10 hours. BellSouth met the benchmark for this

sub-metric in December 2001 and January 2002.

Reject Interval / 2w Analog Loop w/LNP Design / Partially Electronic

(B.1.7.12) (December)

BellSouth met the benchmark for 211 of the 300 of the LSRs rejected in this
sub-metric for December 2001. The 85% benchmark required that 255 of the
300 rejects be returned within the benchmark interval. BellSouth met the

benchmark for this sub-metric in November 2001 and January 2002.

Reject Interval / 2w Analog Loop w/LNP Non-Design / Partially Electronic

(B.1.7.13) (November/December/January)

BellSouth met the benchmark for 431 of the 547 rejected LSRs for this sub-
metric in November and for 536 of the 706 LSRs rejected in December 2001.
The 85 % benchmark required that 465 of the 547 orders for November and
600 of the 706 orders for December be returned within the benchmark
interval. In January 2002, BellSouth returned 633 of the 747 rejected LSRs
within the 10-hour interval. This was only 2 rejects short of the 635 required
to meet the bencﬁmark for the month. BellSouth continues to focus on this

measurement in order to improve results to meet the benchmark.

FOC Timeliness
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For LSRs submitted electronically, the benchmark is 95% of the FOCs
returned within 3 hours. BellSouth met the benchmark interval for 99% of the
electronically submitted LSRs in November and December 2001 and January
2002. For partially mechanized LSRs, the benchmark is 85% of FOCs
returned within 10 hours. BellSouth met the benchmark for 97%, 89% and
94% of partially electronic FOCs in November and December 2001 and
January 2002, respectively. For LSRs submitted manually, the benchmark is
85% returned within 36 hours. BellSouth met the benchmark interval for 93%,
99% and 99% of the manual LSRs submitted in November and December
2001 and January 2002, respectively. The sub-metrics that did not meet the
benchmark in November, December 2001 and /or January 2002 are as

follows:

FOC Timeliness / Line Sharing / Electronic (B.1.9.7) (December)

BellSouth met the benchmark for 37 of the 39 LSRs (94.87%) that received a
FOC in December 2001. Normal rounding convention indicates that there is
no significant difference between the result for this sub-metric and the
benchmark for December 2001. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-

metric in November 2001 and January 2002.

FOC Timeliness / 2w Analog Loop w/LNP Design / Electronic (B.1.9.12)

(November)
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BellSouth met the benchmark for 36 of the 38 LSRs in November that
received a FOC for this sub-metric. BellSouth is conducting a detailed root
cause analysis of the process for electronic ordering. This analysis
addresses the ordering systems (EDI, TAG, and LENS) used by the CLECs
and the back-end legacy applications, such as SOCS, that are accessed by
the ordering systems. For further information, see the explanation included
with the electronic reject interval measurement, item B.1.4.x. BellSouth met

the benchmark for this sub-metric in December 2001 and January 2002.

FOC Timeliness / LNP Standalone / Electronic (B.1.9.17) (November)

BellSouth met the benchmark for 2,024 of the 2,313 LSRs in November that
received a FOC for this sub-metric. BellSouth is conducting a detailed root
cause analysis of the process for electronic ordering. This analysis
addresses the ordering systems (EDI, TAG, and LENS) used by the CLECs
and the back-end legacy applications, such as SOCS, that are accessed by
the ordering systems. For further information, see the explanation included
with the electronic reject interval measurement, item B.1.4.x. BellSouth met

the benchmark for this sub-metric in December 2001 and January 2002.

FOC Timeliness / UNE ISDN / Partially Electronic (B.1.12.6) (December)

There were only two FOCs returned for this sub-metric in December 2001.

The small universe of orders for the month does not provide a conclusive
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benchmark comparison. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in

November 2001 and January 2002.

FOC Timeliness / 2w Analog Loop w/LNP Design / Partially Electronic

(B.1.12.12) (November/December)

BellSouth met the 10-hour benchmark for 313 of the 411 FOCs returned for
this sub-metric in November and for 376 of the 473 FOCs returned in
December 2001. The 85% benchmark required that 350 of the 411 orders for
November and 402 of the 473 orders for December be returned, based on the
number of orders for this sub-metric. BellSouth met the benchmark for this

sub-metric in January 2002.

FOC Timeliness / Other Design / Partially Electronic (B.1.12.14)

(November/January)

BellSouth met the 10-hour benchmark interval for 67 of the 84 FOCs returned
for this sub-metric in November 2001 and for 75 of the 96 FOCs returned in
January 2002. The 85% benchmark set requirements of 72 of the 84 orders
in November and 82 of the 96 orders in January, based on the quantity of
orders in the sub-metric. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in

December 2001.
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The following FOC & Reject Response Completeness sub-metrics did not

meet the benchmarks for November, December 2001 and/or January 2002:

FOC & Reject Response Completeness / xDSL / EDI / Electronic (B.1.14.5.1)

(November)

BellSouth met the benchmark standard for 35 of the 39 responses for this

sub-metric in November 2001. The 95% benchmark required that the criteria
be met for 38 of the 39 responses. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-

metric in December 2001 and January 2002.

FOC & Reject Resppnse Completeness / xDSL / TAG / Electronic

(B.1.14.5.2) (November)

Belléouth met the benchmark standard for 194 of the 249 responses for this
sub-metric in November 2001. The 95% benchmark required that the criteria
be met for 237 of the 249 responses based on the number of orders for this
sub-metric. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in December

2001 and January 2002.

FOC & Reject Response Completeness / Line Sharing / TAG / Electronic

(B.1.14.7.2) (November)

BellSouth met the benchmark standard for 67 of the 71 responses for this

sub-metric in November 2001. The 95% benchmark required that the criteria
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be met for 68 of the 71 responses based on the number of orders for this sub-
metric. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in December 2001

and January 2002.

FOC & Reject Response Completeness /2w Analog Loop Design / EDI /

Electronic (B.1.14.8.1) (November)

BellSouth met the benchmark standard for 293 of the 316 responses for this
sub-metric in November 2001. The 95% benchmark required that the criteria
be met for 301 of the 316 responses based on the number of orders for this
sub-metric. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in December

2001 and January 2002.

FOC & Reject Response Completeness / 2w Analog Loop Non-Design / TAG

/ Electronic (B.1.14.9.2) (November/December)

BellSouth met the benchmark standard for 466 of the 492 responses for this
sub-metric in November and for 373 of the 414 responses returned in
December 2001. The 95% benchmark required that the criteria be met for
468 of the 492 responses for November and for 394 of the 414 responses
returned in December, based on the number of orders for this sub-metric.

BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in January 2002.
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FOC & Reject Response Completeness /2w Analog Loop w/LNP Design /

EDI / Electronic (B.1.14.12.1) (November)

BellSouth met the benchmark standard for 33 of the 35 responses for this
sub-metric in November 2001. The 95% benchmark required that the criteria
be met for 34 of the 35 responses based on the number of orders for this sub-
metric. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in December 2001

and January 2002.

FOC & Reject Response Completeness /2w Analog Loop w/LNP Design /

TAG / Electronic (B.1.14.12.2) (November)

BellSouth met the benchmark standard for 23 of the 26 responses for this
sub-metric in November 2001. The 95% benchmark required that the criteria
be met for 25 of the 26 responses based on the number of orders for this sub-
metric. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in December 2001

and January 2002.

FOC & Reject Response Completeness /2w Analog Loop w/LNP Non-

Design / TAG / Electronic (B.1.14.13.2) (November)

BellSouth met the benchmark standard for 190 of the 232 responses for this
sub-metric in November 2001. The 95% benchmark required that the criteria

be met for 221 of the 232 responses based on the number of orders for this
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sub-metric. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in December

2001 and January 2002.

FOC & Reject Response Completeness / Other Design / TAG / Electronic

(B.1.14.14.2) (November)

BellSouth met the benchmark standard for 127 of the 140 responses for this
sub-metric in November 2001. The 95% benchmark required that the criteria
be met for 133 of the 140 responses based on the number of orders for this
sub-metric. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in December

2001 and January 2002.

FOC & Reject Response Completeness / LNP Standalone / TAG / Electronic

(B.1.14.17.2) (November)

BellSouth met the benchmark standard for 293 of the 311 responses for this
sub-metric in November 2001. The 95% benchmark required that the criteria
be met for 296 of the 311 responses based on the number of orders for this
sub-metric. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in December

2001 and January 2002.

FOC & Reject Response Completeness / xDSL / EDI / Partial Electronic

(B.1.15.5.1) (November)
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There were only four orders for this sub-metric in November 2001. The small
universe of orders for this sub-metric does not provide a conclusive
benchmark comparison. BeliSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in

December 2001 and January 2002.

FOC & Reject Response Completeness / xDSL / TAG / Partial Electronic

(B.1.15.5.2) (November)

BellSouth met the benchmark standard for 14 of the 29 responses for this
sub-metric in November 2001. The 95% benchmark required that the criteria
be met for 28 of the 29 responses in November based on the number of
orders for this sub-metric. BeliSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in

December 2001 and January 2002.

FOC & Reject Response Completeness / Switch Ports / Manual (B.1.16.1)
(December)

There was only one order for this sub-metric in December 2001. The small

universe of orders for this sub-metric does not provide a conclusive
benchmark comparison. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in
November 2001. There was no CLEC activity for this sub-metric in January

2002.
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FOC & Reject Response Completeness / Local Interoffice Transport / Manual

(B.1.16.2) (November/January)

BellSouth met the benchmark standard for 75 of the 81 responses for this
sub-metric in November 2001 and for 47 of the 51 responses in January
2002. The 95% benchmark required that the criteria be met for 77 of the 81
responses in November and for 49 of the 51 responses in January based on
the number of orders for this sub-metric. BellSouth met the benchmark for

this sub-metric in December 2001.

FOC & Reject Response Completeness / Combo (Loop & Port) / Manual

(B.1.16.3) (November/December/January)

BellSouth met the benchmark standard for 802 of the 866 responses for this
sub-metric in November, for 782 of the 832 responses in December 2001 and
for 694 of the 755 responses returned in January 2002. The 95% benchmark
required that the criteria be met for 823 of the 866 responses in November,
for 791 of the 8832 responses in December 2001 and for 718 of the 755
responses returned in January 2002, based on the number of orders for this
sub-metric. BellSouth continues to focus on this measurement in order to

improve results to meet the benchmark.

FOC & Reject Response Completeness / UNE ISDN / Manual (B.1.16.6)

(November/December/January)
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BellSouth met the benchmark standard for 555 of the 595 responses for this
sub-metric in November, for 476 of the 509 responses returned in December
2001 and for 633 of the 673 responses returned in January 2002. The 95%
benchmark required that the criteria be met for 566 of the 595 responses for
November, for 484 of the 509 responses returned in December 2001 and for
640 of the 673 responses for January 2002, based on the number of orders
for this sub-metric. BellSouth continues t¢ focus on this measurement in

order to improve results to meet the benchmark.

FOC & Reject Response Completeness / Line Sharing / Manual (B.1.16.7)

(November/December/January)

BellSouth met the benchmark standard for 112 of the 120 responses for this
sub-metric in November, for 120 of the 130 responses in December 2001 and
for 185 of the 203 responses returned in January 2002. The 95% benchmark
required that the criteria be met for 114 of the 120 responses in November,
for 124 of the 130 responses in December 2001 and for 193 of the 203
responses for January 2002, based on the number of orders for this sub-
metric. BellSouth continues to focus on this measurement in order to improve

results to meet the benchmark.

FOC & Reject Response Completeness / 2w Analog Loop Design / Manual

(B.1.16.8) (November)
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BeliSouth met the benchmark for 204 of the 228 responses for this sub-metric
in November 2001. The 95% benchmark set a requirement of 217 of the 228
responses based on the number of orders for this sub-metric. BellSouth met

the benchmark for this sub-metric in December 2001 and January 2002.

FOC & Reject Response Completeness / 2w Analog Loop Non-Design /

Manual (B.1.16.9) (November/December/January)

BellSouth met the benchmark for 1,241 of the 1,346 responses for this sub-
metric in November, for 1,087 of the 1,169 responses in December 2001 and
for 1,239 of the 1,309 responses returned in January 2002. The 95%
benchmark set a requirement of 1,273 orders in November, for 1,111 orders
in December 2001 and for 1,104 orders in January 2002, based on the
number of orders for this sub-metric. BellSouth continues to focus on this

measurement in order to improve results to meet the benchmark.

FOC & Reject Response Completeness /2w Analog Loop W/INP Non-Design

/ Manual (B.1.16.11) (November)

BellSouth met the benchmark standard for 11 of the 13 responses for this
sub-metric in November 2001. The 95% benchmark required that the criteria
be met for all 13 of the responses. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-

metric in December 2001 and January 2002.
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FOC & Reiject Response Completeness / 2w Analog Loop w/LNP Design /

Manual (B.1.16.12) (December)

BellSouth met the benchmark standard for 34 of the 38 responses for this
sub-metric in December 2001. The 95% benchmark required that the criteria
be met for 37 of the 38 responses based on the number of orders for this sub-
metric. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in November 2001

and January 2002.

FOC & Reject Response Completeness / Other Design / Manual (B.1.16.14)

(November/December/January)

BellSouth met the benchmark standard for 554 of the 603 responses for this
sub-metric in November, for 627 of the 671 responses in December 2001 and
for 598 of the 648 responses returned in January 2002. The 95% benchmark
required that the criteria be met for 573 of the 603 responses in November,
for 638 of the 671 responses in December 2001 and for 616 of the 648
responses for January 2002, based on the number of orders for this sub-
metric. BellSouth continues to focus on this measurement in order to improve

results to meet the benchmark.

FOC & Reject Response Completeness / Other Non-Design / Manual

(B.1.16.15) (November)
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BellSouth met the benchmark standard for 1, 423 of the 1,549 responses for
this sub-metric in November 2001. The 95% benchmark required that the
criteria be met for 1,472 of the 1,549 responses based on the number of
orders for this sub-metric. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in

December 2001 and January 2002.

FOC & Reject Response Completeness / INP Standalone / Manual

(B.1.16.16) (November)

BellSouth met the benchmark standard for 58 of the 63 responses for this
sub-metric in November 2001. The 95% benchmark required that the criteria
be met for 60 of the 63 responses based on the number of orders for this sub-
metric. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in December 2001

and January 2002.

Flow-Through

Attachment 1H, ltems F.1.1 - F.1.3, shows Flow-Through data disaggregated
by customer type and for the Summary/Aggregate. Detailed flow-through
results for individual CLECs are included in Attachment 2H. The foliowing
table shows the Regional Flow-Through results for November and December

2001 and January 2002 as compared with the Interim SQM benchmarks.
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% Flow-through Service Requests (F.1.1.1 - F.1.3.4)

Customer Type | November 2001 | December 2001 January 2002 | Benchmark
Residence 89.40% 89.50% 88.56% 95%
Business 75.18% 74.07% 74.56% 90%
UNE 79.66% 82.67% 85.50% 85%
LNP 91.24% 87.62% 92.81% 85%

The table above excludes those LSRs designed to “fall out” for manual
handling. The business flow-through rate is well below the 90% objective.
Business LSRs are more complex than the typical LSRs and, as a result,
there is a greater probability for error. For example, an LSR requesting 10
lines with series completion hunting that are located over multiple floors and
have a va(iation of features on the lines presents many more opportunities for

system mismatches than one that adds just lines and features.

BellSouth has established a Flow-Through Improvement Program
Management process that includes seven different internal organizations.
Ongoing analysis is being done to determine trends and identify flow-through
problems. To date, fifteen system enhancements have been identified and
are targeted for Encore releases. Three of the enhancements were

implemented in August, five enhancements implemented in November and
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two enhancements implemented in January 2002. The remainder of the

enhancements are scheduled for release during early 2002.

2. UNE Provisioning Measures

BellSouth met 84% of the overali UNE Provisioning measurements in the
month of November 2001, 87% of these measurements in December 2001

and 88% in January 2002.

The following sub-metrics did not meet the applicable retail analogues in the

months of November, December 2001 and/or January 2002:

Order Completion Interval / Combo (Loop & Port) / < 10 Circuits / Switch

Based Orders (B.2.1.3.1.3) (November/December/January)

This sub-metric is a further disaggregation of ltem B.2.1.3.1.2. The
completion interval difference between the CLEC result and the result for the
BellSouth retail analogue for this sub-metric was only 0.03 days for November
and 0.01 days for December 2001 and were virtually identical for January
2002.. Both measures were approximately one-third day. This indicates
virtually identical service for both the CLECs and the retail analogue for each

month.
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QOrder Completion Interval / Combo (Loop & Port) / >= 10 Circuits / Non-

Dispatch (B.2.1.3.2.2) (November)

There was only one order for this sub-metric in November 2001. The small
universe of orders for this sub-metric does not provide a statistically
conclusive comparison to the retail analogue. BellSouth met the retail
analogue comparison for this sub-metric in December 2001 and January

2002.

Order Completion Interval / Combo (Loop & Port) / >= 10 Circuits / Dispatch

In (B.2.1.3.2.4) (November)

There was only one order for this sub-metric in November 2001. The small
universe of orders for this sub-metric does not provide a statistically
conclusive comparison to the retail analogue. BellSouth met the retail
analogue comparison for this sub-metric in December 2001. There was no

CLEC activity for this sub-metric in January 2002.

Order Completion Interval / Combo Other / < 10 Circuits / Dispatch

(B.2.1.4.1.1) (November/December/January)

The primary factor for the miss in this sub-metric is that the standard
installation interval for this product is 10 days. This is much longer than for

the retail analogue product. Even though the committed dates to the
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customer are being met, the intervals are longer than for the retail analogue

product.

% Jeopardies / Other Non-Design (B.2.5.15) (November/January)

There were a total of 2 jeopardies issued for the 32 orders that were
scheduled for this sub-metric in November 2001 and 2 jeopardies issued for
the 25 orders scheduled for January 2002. While the data indicates that
BellSouth placed a higher percentage of CLEC orders in jeopardy status, all
of the jeopardy orders except one in November were resolved prior to the due
dates, and the orders were completed on time. BellSouth met the retail

analogue comparison for this sub-metric in December 2001.

% Missed Installation Appointments / Combo (Loop & Port) / < 10 Circuits /

Non-Dispatch (B.2.18.3.1.2) (November/December/January)

BellSouth missed 12 of the 10,916 scheduled appointments in this sub-metric
for November, missed 16 of the 15,733 appointments for December 2001 and
missed 32 of the 11,490 appointments for January 2002. BellSouth met over
99% of the scheduled appointments for both retail and CLEC orders in this
sub-metric for all three months. When BellSouth provisions high quality
service coupled with very large universe sizes, it can cause an apparent out
of equity condition frorh a quantitative viewpoint. In these cases, there is

very little variation and the universe size is so large that the Z-test becomes
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overly sensitive to any difference. In other words, the statistical test shows
that the measurement does not meet the fixed critical value when compared
with the retail analogue, but BellSouth’s actual performance for both CLECs
and its own retail operations is at a very high level — in this case over 99%.
From a practical point of view, the CLECs’ ability to compete has not been
hindered even though the statistical results may technically show that

BellSouth failed to meet the benchmark/analogue.

% Missed Installation Appointments / Combo (Loop & Port) / < 10 Circuits /

Dispatch in (B.2.18.3.1.4) (November/December/January)

This is a further disaggregation of Iltem B.2.18.3.1.2, above. BellSouth
missed 12 of the 5,253 appointments in this sub-metric scheduled in
November, missed 16 of the 8,281 appointments scheduled in December
2001 and missed 32 of the 5,576 appointments scheduled in January 2002.
BellSouth completed over 99% of the appointments as scheduled in
November and December 2001 and January 2002. From a practical point of
view, the CLECs’ ability to compete has not been hindered even though the
statistical results may technically show that BellSouth failed to meet the

benchmark/analogue.

% Missed Installation Appointments / Combo (Loop & Port) / >= 10 Circuits /

Dispatch (B.2.18.3.2.1) (January)
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BellSouth completed 14 of the 19 installation appointments scheduled for this
sub-metric in January 2002. There were no patterns or systemic installation
issues identified for any of the 5 missed appointments. BellSouth met the

retail analogue for this sub-metric in November and December 2001.

% Missed Installation Appointments / Combo Other / < 10 Circuits / Dispatch

(B.2.18.4.1.1) (January)

BellSouth missed 9 of the 125 installation appointments scheduled for this
sub-metric in January 2002. None of these appointment misses resulted in
held orders. No systemic installation issues or patterns were identified for
these missed appointments. BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison

for this sub-metric in November and December 2001.

% Missed Installation Appointments / Other Non-Design / >= 10 Circuits /

Dispatch (B.2.18.15.2.1) (November)

There were only two orders for this sub-metric in November 2001. The small
universe of orders for this sub-metric does not provide a statistically
conclusive comparison to the retail analogue. BellSouth met the retail
analogue comparison for this éub-metric in December 2001 and January

2002.
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% Provisioning Troubles w/i 30 Days / Combo Other / < 10 Circuits / Dispatch

(B.2.19.4.1.1) (November)

There were 6 troubles reported for the 32 orders completed for this sub-metric
in the 30 days prior to November 2001. No patterns or systemic installation
issues weré identified for any of these trouble reports. BellSouth met the
retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in December 2001 and January

2002.

% Provisioning Troubles w/i 30 Days / Other Design / < 10 Circuits / Dispatch

(B.2.19.14.1.1) (November)

There were 27 troubles reported for the 375 orders completed in the 30 days
prior to November 2001 for this sub-metric. The majority of the troubles were
for various facility and central office problems with no patterns or systemic
issues identified. BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-

metric in December 2001 and January 2002.

Average Completion Notice Interval / Combo (Loop & Port) / < 10 Circuits /

Dispatch In (B.2.21.3.1.4) (January)

The difference between the average notice intervals for CLECs and the retail

analogue for this sub-metric in January 2002 was less than 8 minutes. The
root cause analysis of this measure indicated that the only differences

between the performance between BellSouth retail and CLECs are the
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mismatches found when the orders are compared with the original LSRs.

The start of the completion interval is the point at which the technician
completes the order, and the interval ends when the completion notice is
sent. Any change to a name, number of items, etc., occurring during the
provisioning process will generate inconsistencies with the original LSRs that
must be resolved before a final completion notice can be sent. Any time to
resolve these inconsistencies with the original LSRs is included in the
average. Because of numerous CLEC changes and order updates,
mismatches on CLECs orders exceed those for BellSouth retail orders.
Combining this with the smaller base for the CLECs’ measurement raises the
average, which results in a miss. Specific Service Representatives within the
Work Management Centers have been assigned to resolve any completion
issues that are required. Providing specific training and dedicating personnel
to this task should reduce the difference between the CLEC and retail

analogue results.

Service Order Accuracy / Loops Non-Design / < 10 Circuits / Non-Dispatch

(B.2.34.2.1.2) (November)
In November 2001, BellSouth met the standard for 284 of the 300 orders

(94.67%) reviewed. Normal rounding convention indicates that there is no

significant difference between the CLEC result and the benchmark for
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November. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in December

2001 and January 2002.

Service Order Accuracy / Loops Non-Design / >= 10 Circuits / Non-Dispatch

(B.2.34.2.2.2) (November)

BellSouth met the standard for 49 of the 58 orders reviewed for this sub-

metric in November 2001. The 95% benchmark set a requirement of 56
orders based on the number of orders for the sub-metric. BellSouth met the

benchmark for this sub-metric in December 2001 and January 2002.

3. UNE Maintenance and Repair (M&R) Measures

BellSouth met the applicable performance standard for 89% in November,
89% in December 2001 and 87% in January 2002 of theroverall UNE M&R
measurements. The sub-metrics that did not meet the fixed critical value for
this checklist item in November, December 2001 and/or January 2002 are as

follows:

% Missed Repair Appointments / Combo (Loop & Port / Non-Dispatch

(B.3.1.3.2) (November)
BeliSouth completed 676 of the 697 repair appointments (97%) as scheduled

for this sub-metric in November 2001. Twelve of the twenty-one missed

appointments were grouped together for four customers. Even though the
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statistical test shows that the measurement does not meet the fixed critical
value when cdmpared with the retail analogue, BellSouth's actual
performance for both CLECs and its own retail oﬁérations is at a high level.
From a practical point of view, the CLECs’ ability to compete has not been
hindered even though the statistical results may technically show that
BellSouth failed to meet the retail analogue comparison. BellSouth met the
retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in December 2001 and January

2002.

% _Missed Repair Appointments / Other Non-Design / Non-Dispatch

(B.3.1.11.2) (December)

BellSouth missed 4 of the 51 repair appointments scheduled for this sub-
metric in December 2001. No systemic problems or patterns were identified
for the missed appointments. BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison

for this sub-metric in November 2001 and January 2002.

Customer Trouble Report Rate / Other Design / Dispatch (B.3.2.10.1)
(November/December/January)

The difference between the retail analogue and the CLEC aggregate was
1.1% or less in November and December 2001 and January 2002. Both the
CLECs and BellSouth retail had greater than 98% trouble free service for all

in service lines in this sub-metric in all three months. From a practical point of
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view, the CLECs’ ability to compete has not been hindered even though the
statistical results may technically show that BeliSouth féiled to meet the

benchmark/analogue.

Customer Trouble Report Rate / Other Design / Non-Dispatch (B.3.2.10.2)

{November)

The difference between the retail analogue and the CLEC aggregate was only

0.3% for this sub-metric in November 2001. Both the CLECs and BellSouth
retail had greater than 99% trouble free service for all in service lines in this
sub-metric. Five of the nine trouble reports were closed as “no trouble found.”
BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in December

2001 and January 2002.

Customer Trouble Report Rate / Other Non-Design / Dispatch (B.3.2.11.1)

{(November/December/January)

There were a total of 68 trouble reports for the 656 in service lines for this
sub-metric in November, 40 trouble reports for the 639 lines in service in
December 2001 and 47 trouble reports for the 616 lines in service in January
2002. Continuingvanalysis is underway to determine if any systemic issues

or déta reporting problems exist with this sub-metric.
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Customer Trouble Report Rate / Other Non-Design / Non-Dispatch

(B.3.2.11.2) (November/December/January)

There were a total of 53 troubles reports for the 656 in service lines for this
sub-metric in November, 51 troubles reported for the 639 lines in service in
December 2001 and 49 troubles reported for the 616 in service lines for
January 2002. An analysis revealed that 25 of the 53 trouble reports (47%)
for November, 36 of the 51 reports (71%) for December 2001 and 36 of the
49 trouble reports (73%) for January 2002 were ciosed out as “no trouble
found,” or about half to two-thirds of the troubles reported had minimal impact
on the end-user customer. Continuing analysis is underway to determine if

any systemic issues exist with this sub-metric.

UNE — Billin

Invoice Accuracy — UNE (B.4.1) (December/January)

The CLECs experienced UNE invoice accuracy rates that were slightly less
than the rates for the invoices BellSouth sent to its retail customers during -
December 2001 and January 2002 (98.74% accuracy for BellSouth versus
98.72% for the CLEC invoices in December 2001, and 98.37% for BellSouth
compared to 98.10% for the CLECs in January 2002). The difference in
December 2001 performance was the result of adjustments made to remove

back-billed zone pricing charges from one CLEC customer's UNE account
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because the customer's contract specifically states that the customer should
not be back-billed for zone pricing. In order to prevent this type of problem
from occurring in the future, BellSouth has implemented a procedure that
requires review of a customer's contracts for back-billing limitations before
any back-billing is done to the customer's accounts. BellSouth met the retail

analogue comparison for this sub-metric for November 2001.

4. Other UNE Measures

Pre-Ordering
Service Inquiry for xDSL loops (F.3.1.1), Loop Makeup Manual (F.2.1) and

Loop Makeup Electronic (F.2.2) are included in the Pre-Ordering
measurements. The sub-metrics that did not meet the benchmarks in

November, December 2001 and/or January 2002 are as follows:

Loop Makeup Inquiry (Electronic) (F.2.2) (December/Janua

BellSouth met the 1-minute response time benchmark for 477 of the 569
inquiries for this sub-metric in December 2001 and for 1,304 of the 1,401
inquiries in January 2002. The 95% benchmark set requirements of 541 of
the 569 December responses and 1,331 of the 1,401 January responses
within the 1-minute intervai. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric

in November 2001.
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Service Inquiry with Firm Order/ xDSL (F.3.1.1) (November)

In November 2001, BellSouth met the 5-day interval for 74 of the 78 inquiries
for this sub-metric. At 94.87%, normal rounding convention indicates that
there is no significant difference bétWeen the CLEC result and the benchmark
level. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in December 2001

and January 2002.

Operations Support Systems (OSS)

The OSS/Preordering measures for which BellSouth did not meet the
benchmark/retail analogue in November, December 2001 and/or January

2002 were:

Average Response Interval / COFFI / RNS / Region (D.1.3.6.1) (November)

Average Response Interval / COFFI/ ROS / Region (D.1.3.6.2) (November)

The CLECs received slightly longer response times from this system in
November 2001 than for the retail{ analogue standard (6+ seconds average
for CLECS compared to 4+ to 5+ seconds for BellSouth). One November
transaction was reported as having a duration of approximately three days,
while the average for all the rest of the transactions was less than one

second. BellSouth is investigating the cause of the reported long duration
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transaction. BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for these sub-

metrics in December 2001 and January 2002.

Average Response Interval / CRIS / Region (D.2.4.1.1/D.2.4.1)

(November/December/January)

The average response interval for this sub-metric is measured in three
separate disaggregations -- the percentage of queries that are responded to
in less than 4 seconds, less than 10 seconds and greater than 10 seconds.
The average response intefval for the CLEC requests did not meet the retail
analogue intervals for the less than 4-second disaggregation but exceeded
both the less than 10 and greater than 10 seconds responses. For the 4-
second interval, there was only approximately 1% difference between the
CLEC responses as compared with the retail analogue in all three months.
Both the CLECs and the retail analogue received approximately 99% or more
responses within the Iesé than 10 second interval. Similarly, for the greater
than 10 seconds interval measure, the CLECs and the BellSouth retail
analogue received approximately 1% or less of responses in over 10
seconds. These very small differences in response intervals indicate

equivaient service levels for the CLECs and BellSouth retail.

Average Response Interval / DLR / Region (D.2.4.3) (January)
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The average response interval for this sub-metric is measured in three
separate disaggregations -- the percentage of queries that are responded to
in less than 4 seconds, less than 10 seconds and greater than 10 seconds.
The average response interval for the CLEC requests did not meet the retail
analogue intervais for the less than 4-second disaggregétion but exceeded
the retail analogue response performance for both the less than 10 and
greater than 10 seconds responses. For the 4-second interval, there was
only approximately 1.5% difference between the CLEC responses as
compared with the retail analogue. The very small difference in the 4-second
response measure indicates virtually equivalent service levels for the CLECs
and BellSouth retail. BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison in

November and December 2001.

Average Response Interval / LMOS / Reqion (D.2.4.4.1/D.2.4 4,

D.2.4.4.2/D.2.5.4,D.2.4.4.3/D.2.6.4) (November/December)

The average response intervals for these sub-metrics are measured in three
separate disaggregations -- the percentage of queries that are responded to

in less than 4 seconds, less than 10 seconds and greater than 10 seconds.

For all three measurements, the results were virtually identical in December,

with all the measures being less than 1% apart. In November, the difference
in the less than 4-second interval responses was less than 2%, while the

differences in the less than 10-second and greater than 10-second interval
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responses were less than 0.5%. These results indicate virtually equivalent
service levels for both the CLECs and BellSouth retail. BellSouth met the

retail analogue comparison for all three sub-metrics in January 2002.

Average Response Interval / LMOSupd / Region (D.2.4.5.1/D.2.4.5,

D.2.45.2/D.2.5.5, D.2.4.5.3/D.2.6.5) (November/December/January)

The average response interval for this sub-metric is measured in three
separate disaggregations. The percentage of queries that are responded to
in less than 4 seconds, less than 10 seconds and areater than 10 seconds.
For each of the three sub-metrics, there was less than a 5% difference in the
responses received by the CLECs and BeliSouth retail in each month.
Differences of about 5%, or less, for all of these intervals indicate virtually

equivalent service levels for both the CLECs and BellSouth retail.

Average Response Interval / LNP/ Region (D.2.4.6.1/D.2.4.6)

(November/December/January)
Average Response Interval / LNP/ Region (D.2.4.6.2/D.2.5.6,
D.2.4.6.3/D.2.6.6) (November)

The average response interval for this measurement is measured in three

separate disaggregations -- the percentage of queries that are responded to
in less than 4 seconds, less than 10 seconds and greater than 10 seconds.

In both December 2001 and January 2002, the average response interval for
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the CLEC requests did not meet the retail analogue intervals for the less than
4-second disaggregation but exceeded both the less than 10 and greater than
10 seconds responses. In December and January, both the CLECs and
BellSouth retail received over 99.1% of responses in less than 4 seconds and
less than 0.2% in more than 10 seconds. The less than one percent
difference for these intervals indicates virtually equivalent service levels for

the CLECs and BellSouth retail.

Average Response Interval / MARCH / Region (D.2.4.7.1/D.2.4.7,

D.2.4.7.2/D.2.5.7, D.2.4.7.3/D.2.6.7) (November/December)

The average response interval for this sub-metric is measured in three
separate disaggregations -- the percentage of queries that are responded to
in less than 4 seconds, less than 10 seconds and greater than 10 seconds.
BellSouth missed the retail analogue comparison for this measure in
November and December but met the retail analogue comparison for _'ghesci

sub-metrics in January 2002.

Average Response Interval / OQSPCM / Region (D.2.4.8.1/D.2.4.8)

(December/January)
Average Response Interval / OSPCM / Region (D.2.4.8.2/D.2.5.8,

D.2.4.8.3/D.2.6.8) (December)
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The average response interval for these sub-metrics is measured in three
separate disaggregations -- the percentage of queries that are responded to
in less than 4 seconds, less than 10 seconds and greater than 10 seconds.
For the 4-second response measure, the CLEC response interval was
63.38% as compared to 76.69% for the retail analogue in December 2001
and 13.92% for CLECs as compared to 26.31% for the retail analogue in
January 2002. For the less than 10 second response interval, the CLECs
received 92.96% of their responses and the retail analogue received 98.29%
in December. For the greater than 10 second response interval, the CLECs
received 7.04% of their responses and the retail analogue received 1.71% in
December. There were only 71 and 79 inquiries to this system in December
2001 and January 2002, respectively. BellSouth met the retail analogue

comparison for all three of these sub-metrics in November 2001,

Average Response Interval / SOCS / Region (D.2.4.10.1/D.2.4.10,

D.2.4.10.2/D.2.5.10, D.2.4.10.3/D.2.6.10) (December)

The average response interval for these sub-metrics is measured in three

- separate disaggregations -- the percentage of queries that are responded to

in less than 4 seconds, less than 10 seconds and greater than 10 seconds.
In December 2001, the CLEC response interval was 98.70% within 4 seconds
as compared to 99.75% for the retail analogue. For the less than 10 second

response interval, the CLECsf received 98.87% of their responses and the
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retail analogue received 99.91% in December. For the greater than 10
second response interval, the CLECs received 1.13% of their responses and
the retail analogue received 0.09% in December. The difference between
BellSouth retail resuits and CLEC results was only about 1% for each time
period. BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for all three of these

sub-metrics in November 2001 and January 2002.

Average Response Interval / NIW / Region (D.2.4.11) (January)

The average response interval for this sub-metric is measured in three
separate disaggregations -- the percentage of queries that are responded to
in less than 4 seconds, less than 10 seconds and greater than 10 seconds.
In January, the average response interval for the CLEC requests did not meet
the retail analogue intervals for the less than 4-second disaggregation but
exceeded both the less than 10 and greater than 10 seconds responses. The
CLEC response interval was 85.67% within 4 seconds in January, as
compared with 87.02% for the retail analogue. The small difference between
the CLEC and retail analogue results should not impede the CLECs’ ability to
compete in this area. BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this

sub-metric in November and December 2001.

General — Billin
Usage Data Delivery Timeliness (F.9.2) (November/December)
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This measure tracks the percentage of usage data delivered within six
calendar days for both BellSouth retail and the CLEC aggregate. The CLECs
experienced usage data delivery timeliness rates that were slightly lower than
the rates for BellSouth customers during November and December 2001 (for
November, 98.89% for BellSouth compared to 98.37% for CLECs, and for
December, 99.24% for BellSouth compared to 98.90% for CLECs). The
difference in performance for November was the result of some input files
being left out of the ADUF job before the files were recovered and processed.
The difference in performance for December was the result of usage
processing delays caused by system problems that occurred- during the initial
conversion of usage records to the format used with BellSouth’s Integrated
Billing Solution (IBS) project. Manual processes were temporarily put into
place during the conversion to ensure that all usage data was correctly
converted, processed and verified. It is important to point out that the CLEC
result of 98+% still provides the CLECs a meaningful opportunity to compete.
BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in January

2002.

Usage Data Delivery Completeness (F.9.3) (November/December)

This measure tracks the percentage of usage data delivered within thirty
calendar days for both BellSouth retail and the CLEC aggregate. The CLECs

experienced usage data delivery timeliness rates that were slightly lower than
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the rates for BellSouth customers during November and December 2001 (for
November, 99.85% for BellSouth compared to 99.54% for CLECs, and for
December, 99.80% for BellSouth compared to 99.70% for CLECs). The
difference in performance for November was the resuit of some input files
being left out of the ADUF job before the files were recovered and processed.
The difference in performance for December was the result of usage
processing delays caused by system problems that occurred during the initial
conversion of usage records to the format used with BellSouth’s Integrated
Billing Solution (IBS) project. Manual processes were temporarily put into
place during the conversion to ensure that all usage data was correctly
converted, processed and verified. ltis important to point out that the CLEC
result of 99+% still provides the CLECs a meaningful opportunity to compete.
BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in January

2002.

. Non-Recurring Charge Completeness / UNE (F.9.6.2) (January)

This measure tracks the ability of the ordering and billing systems to begin
billing a CLEC non-recurring charges for UNE services on the next invoice
after an order has “completed”. A benchmark of 90% has been set as the
level of performance to meet. In January 2002, the result was 89.43%. The
benchmark was not met in January because of back-billed OSS charges
applied to CLEC accounts. These OSS charges are due to BellSouth for
handling LSRs that were cancelled by CLEC customers. In the past,

BellSouth’s systems have not been equipped to apply these cancellation
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charges. During 2002, BellSouth plans to complete an initiative to bill these
OSS charges on a current basis for cancelled LSRs. BellSouth met the

benchmark for this sub-metric in November and December 2001.

Non-Recurring Charge Completeness / Interconnection (F.9.6.3)

(November/December/January)

This measure tracks the ability of the ordering and billing systems to begin
billing a CLEC non-recurring charges for local interconnection services on the
next invoice after an order has “completed”. A benchmark of 90% has been .
set as the level of performance to meet. In November and December 2001
and January 2002, BellSouth’s performance was 73.99%, 80.00% and
79.45%, respectively. This measure was missed in all three months because
of problems encountered in correcting service order errors in a timely manner.
A corrective action plan was put into place in November 2001 to improve
service order error correction timeliness. This plan requires ordering center
managers to strictly monitor the service orders that are worked on a daily
basis and to refer any errors that remain unresolved for an extensive period of
time to the center director for handling. In January 2002, the benchmark
was adversely affected due to back-billed OSS charges applied to CLEC
accounts. These OSS charges are due to BellSouth for handling LSRs that
were cancelled by CLEC customers. In the past, BellSouth’s systems have
not been equipped to apply these cancellation charges. During 2002,

BellSouth plans to complete an initiative to bill these OSS charges on a
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current basis for cancelled LSRs. BellSouth continues to monitor results and

will adjust procedures as necessary to further improve this metric.

General - Change Management

% Software Release Notices Sent On Time (F.10.1) (January)

BellSouth met the specified benchmark intervals for one of the two software
releases issued in January 2002. BellSouth met the benchmark intervals for
all releases in November 2001. There were no releases for these sub-metrics

in December 2001.

% Change Management Documentation Sent On Time (F.10.3)

(November/December)

Average Documentation Release Delay Days (F.10.5) (November/December)

There was only one Change Management Documentation notice issued in
November and four notices issued in December 2001. The notice for
November and two of the notices for December did not meet the standard
notice interval. BellSouth met the benchmark for these sub-metrics in

January 2002.

General — Orderin
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% Acknowledgement Message Completéness / TAG (F.12.2.2)

(December/January)

BellSouth failed to deliver 1 (0.0003%) of the 302,925 messages in December
2001 and 1 (0.0003%) of the 379,170 messages in January 2002 for this sub-
metric. Such a small number of failed records have not revealed any
systemic process problems. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric

in November 2001.

D. CHECKLIST ITEM 4 —- UNBUNDLED LOCAL LOOPS

As discussed in Checklist Item 2, Sections B.2 and B.3 of Attachment 1H
provide data for provisioning and maintenance & repair measures for

unbundled local loops.

For purposes of discussion in .this checklist item, the local loop sub-metrics
have been separated int§" two mode-of-entry groups, xDSL and
SL1/SL2/Digital. The xDSL group includes xDSL (ADSL, HDSL, UCL), ISDN
and Line Sharing sub-metrics. The SL1/SL2/Digital group includes the design
and non-design 2-wire analog loops, as well as the 2-wire and 4-wire digital

loop sub-metrics.

xDSL Group
1. Provisioning Measures
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The xDSL group sub-metrics that did not meet the fixed critical value
comparison requirements for November, December 2001 and/or January

2002 are as follows:

Order Completion Interval / Line Sharing / < 6 Circuits / Dispatch (B.2.1.7.3.1)

(December)

One of the fifteen orders for this sub-metric in December 2001 had an

extended interval due to a customer request. This order\should have
received an “L Code” and been excluded from this measure. With this
exclusion, the CLEC result for this sub-metric would have been virtually the
same as for the retail analogue. BellSouth met the retail analogue
comparison for this sub-metric in January 2002. There was no CLEC activity

for this sub-metric in November 2001.

Order Completion Interval / Line Sharing/ < 6 Circuit_s / Non-Dispatch

(B.2.1.7.3.2) (November/December)

There were only five orders for this sub-metric in November 2001. The small
universe of orders for this sub-metric does not provide a statistically
conclusive comparison to the retail analogue: In December 2001, 21 of the
56 orders carried extended intervals requested by the customer. With the

appropriate exclusion of these orders, the remaining orders would have met
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the standard 3-day order interval in December. BellSouth met the retail

analogue comparison for this sub-metric in January 2002.

Order Completion Interval within 14 Days / xDSL w/Conditioning / < 6 Circuits

(B.2.2.1) (November)

There was only one order for this sub-metric in November 2001. The small
universe of orders for this sub-metric does not provide a conclusive
benchmark comparison. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in
December 2001. There was no CLEC activity for this sub-metric in January

2002.

Held Orders / UNE ISDN / < 10 Circuits / Facility (B.2.3.6.1.1)

(November/December)

There were only five orders for this sub-metric in November and three orders
in December 2001. The small universe of orders for this sub-metric does not
provide a statistically conclusive comparison to the retail analogue. BellSouth

met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in January 2002.

Held Orders / UNE ISDN / < 10 Circuits / Other (B.2.3.6.1.3)
(November/December)

There were only two orders for this sub-metric in November and only one

order in December 2001. The small universe of orders for this sub-metric
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does not provide a statistically conclusive comparison to the retail analogue.
BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in January

2002.

% Missed Installation Appointments / Line Sharing / < 10 Circuits / Non-

Dispatch (B.2.18.7.1.2) (December)

BelliSouth completed 69 of the 70 installation appointments for this sub-metric
scheduled in December 2001. There was no systemic installation issue
identified for the one missed appointment. BellSouth met the retail analogue

for this sub-metric in November 2001 and January 2002.

% _Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days / UNE ISDN / < 10 Circuits / Dispatch

(B.2.19.6.1.1) (December)

There were 19 troubles reported for orders that completed for this sub-metric
in the prior 30 days for December 2001. BellSouth has implemented an
improved procedure to document circuit test results in the order closeout
narratives. This initiative, along with added emphasis on cooperative testing
procedures, should improve the results for this sub-metric. BellSouth met the

retail analogue for this sub-metric in November 2001 and January 2002.

% Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days / Line Sharing / < 10 Circuits /

Dispatch (B.2.19.7.1.1) (November)
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There were only seven orders for this sub-metric in November 2001. The
small universe of orders for this sub-metric does not provide a statistically
conclusive comparison to the retail analogue. BellSouth mlet the retail
analogue comparison for this sub-metric in January 2002. There was no

CLEC activity for this sub-metric in December 2001.

% Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days / Line Sharing / < 10 Circuits / Non-

Dispatch (B.2.19.7.1.2) (November/December)

There were 6 trouble reports for the 21 orders completed for this sub-metric in
the 30 days prior to November 2001. In November, 5 of the 6 (83%) of the
reports were closed as “No trouble found.” An analysis of the remainder of
the reports did not reveal any distinct patterns or systemic installation
problems. There were only six orders completed for this sub-metric in
December 2001. This small universe of orders does not provide a statistically
conclusive comparison to the retail analogue. BellSouth met the retail

analogue comparison for this sub-metric in January 2002.

2. Maintenance & Repair Measures

" The xDSL group sub-metrics that did not meet the fixed critical value

comparison requirements for November, December 2001 and/or January

2002 are as follows:

63



10
11
12
13
14
16
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

Exhioit January 2002 PM Data
March 25, 2002

% Missed Repair Appointments / UNE ISDN / Non-Dispatch (B.2.1.5.2)
(January)

BellSouth completed 41 of the 44 repair appointments as scheduled for this

sub-metric in January 2002. There were no patterns or systemic
maintenance issues revealed for the 3 missed appointments. BellSouth met
the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in November and

December 2001.

% Missed Repair Appointments / Line Sharing / Non-Dispatch (B.3.1.7.2)

(November)

BellSouth missed five of thirty-six appointments scheduled for this sub-metric

in November 2001. An action plan has been implemented to cover central
office technicians on proper handling of Line Sharing troubles. BellSouth met
the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in December 2001 and

January 2002.

Customer Trouble Report Rate / UNE ISDN / Dispatch (B.3.2.6.1)

{November/December/January)
Both the CLECs and BeliSouth retail had 97% to 98% trouble free service for

all in service lines in this sub-metric in November and December 2001 and
January 2002. Even though the measurement indicated that BellSouth did

not meet the retail analogue, both BellSouth and the CLECs were being
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provided a high level of service for this sub-metric. BellSouth is developing
an action plan to improve circuit testing and turn-up documentation. ISDN
test jacks have been installed in each central office to facilitate improved

R

testing and turn-up control procedures.

Customer Trouble Report Rate / Line Sharing / Dispatch (B.3.2.7.1)

(November)

There were a total of 14 troubles reported for the 1,132 in service lines for this

_sub-metric in November 2001. Of the 14 November trouble reports, 4 (29%)

were closed as “no trouble found.” There were no distinctive trends or
systemic probiems identified for any of the troubles reported for this sub-
metric. BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in

December 2001 and January 2002.

Customer Trouble Report Rate / Line Sharing / Non-Dispatch (B.3.2.7.2)

{(November/December/January)

There were a total of 33 troubles for the 1,132 in service lines for this sub-

metric in November, 26 troubles reported for the 1,232 lines in service in
December 2001 and 67 troubles reported for the 1,316 lines in service in
January 2002. In November and December 2001 and January 2001, 28 of
the 33 troubles (85%), 29 of the 36 troubles (81%) and 55 of the 67 troubles

(83%) were closed as “no trouble found” indicating minimal impact on the
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customer. Even though the measurement indicated that BeliSouth did not
meet the retail analogue, both BellSouth and the CLECs were being provided

a high level of service for this sub-metric.

Maintenance Average Duration / UNE ISDN / Non-Dispatch (B.3.3.6.2)

(December/January)

The average maintenance duration for this sub-metric for December was 7.93
hours for <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>