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REPLY TO: 
P.O. BOX 10095 
TALLAHASSEE, FL 32302-2095 

Mrs. Blanca S. Bay0 
Director, Division of the Commission Clerk 

and Administrative Services 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

Re: Documentation of Anti-Competitive Behaviors and Practices of 
BeIlSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
Docket No. 01 1077-TL - Investigation into allegations of anti- 
competitive behaviors and practices of BellSouth 
Telecommunications, Inc. 

Dear Ms. Bayo: 

Pursuant to Mr. Walter D’Haeseleer’s lefder dated September 14,2001, Time 
W m e r  Telecom of Florida (‘VrWTC’’) submits the attached documentation in the above- 
captioned docket for the consideration by the Florida Public Service Commission. 
TWTC did meet with Staff in Orlando on July 19,2001. A list of the bullet points is 
provided as Exhibit A. Also enclosed is more detailed information on the following 
issues: 

Performance MeasuredRemedy Plan for Special Access (Applies to all ILECs) - 
several states have ordered or are considering performance measures for special 
access including Texas, Indiana, Colorado and New York. These states have 
acknowledged that special access is used by competing carriers to provision special 
access and the carriers should not be penalized for their mode of entry. As an 
alternative, the ILEC should be ordered to provide a local product that is exactly the 
same as special access as the current ILEC classification no longer meets the business 
needs of competitors. If there was such a local product, the performance measures 
and remedies already ordered in the states would apply to it. TWTC did try to 
negotiate performance measures with remedies with BST for over a year to no avail. 
We have now turned to the various regulatory forums to try to meet these business 
needs. Please find attached in Exhibit B testimony that was filed by TWTC in 
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Tennessee detailing the performance measures that are necessary for special access 
regardless of where the service is offered (Le., interstate tariffs, intrastate tariffs or 
interconnection agreements); the opening remarks given in Tennessee which provide a 
good executive summary of the issue; and the request recently made by TWTC to BST 
for a new local service. A response to this request is not due from BST until 11/5/01. 

Ordering Issues (Applies to BST) - 
TWTC has had long-standing issues with “PF Status” on orders to BST. A request 
was filed at the end of last year with the FCC asking for an accelerated docket to be 
opened to address this issue. While the FCC denied the request for an accelerated 
docket, we were told in a mediation meeting that the FCC believed a formal 
complaint could be pursued with the information that they had reviewed. The 
information that was provided to the FCC is attached as Exhibit C. TWTC has not 
yet pursued a formal complaint due to resource constraints, but may pursue this path 
in the future. 

Please be advised that it may be necessary for Time Warner Telecom of Florida, 
L.P., to bring forward additional issues. If so, we will do provide additional 
documentation to you as soon as practicable. If you have any questions or require 
additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Respectfully, 

PENNXNGTON, MOORE, W L m S O N ,  

W 

Karen M. Camechis 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
DOCKET NO. 011077-TI, 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing Time Warner Telecom of 

Florida, L.P.'s Documentation of Anti-Competitive Behaviors and Practices of BellSouth 

Telecommunications, Inc. has been served by US.  Mail on this 3rd day of October, 200 1, to the following 

parties of record: 

AT&T 
Jim P. Lamoureux, Esq. 
1200 Peachtree St., NE 
Atlanta, GA 30309 

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
Ms. Nancy 13. White 
c/o Ms. Nancy H. Sims 
150 South Monroe Street, Suite 150 
Tallahassee, FL 3230 1 - 1556 

Covad Communications Company 
Catherine F. Boone 
10 Glenlake Parkway, Suite 650 
Altanta, GA 30328-3495 

Florida Cable Telecommunications Assoc., Inc. 
Michael A. Gross 
246 E. 6th Avenue, Suite 100 
Tallahassee, FL 32303 

Florida Digital Network, Inc. 
Mr. Matthew Feil 
390 North Orange Avenue, Suite 2000 
Orlando, FL 3280 1-1 640 

Florida Public Telecommunications Assoc. 
Angela Green, General Counsel 
2292 Wednesday Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32308-4334 

McWhirter Law Firm 
Vicki Kauhan 
1 17 S. Gadsden St. 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Messer Law Firm 
Norman H. Horton, Jr. 
P.O. Box 1876 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 

NewSouth Communications Corp. 
Ms. Lori Reese 
NewSouth Center 
Greenville, SC 2960 1-27 19 

Supra Telecommunications & Information 
Systems, Inc. 
Brian Chaiken 
2620 S.W. 27th Avenue 
Miami, FL 33133 

Supra Telecommunications and Information 
Systems, Inc, 
Ms Ann H. Shelfer 
Koger Center - Ellis Building 
Tallahassee, FL 3230 1-5027 

Time Warner Telecom of Florida, L.P. 
c/o Ms. Carolyn Marek 
233 Bramerton Court 
Franklin, TN 37069-4002 

XO Florida, Inc. 
Ms. Dana Shaffer 
105 Molloy Street, Suite 100 
Nashville, TN 3720 1-23 15 
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. CAMECHIS, ESQ. 
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Time Warner Telecsm 
Meeting with the FPSC §taff 
Orlando, FL - July 19,2001 

S tratew with Trading Partners: “Cooperate versus Litigate” 

Issues: 
Performance Measureshtemedy Plan for Intrastate Special Access - all ILECs 
0 

0 

PF 
0 

0 

Should not be penalized for chosen mode of entry 
Premium services should have equal or better benefits 
NY, TX and other states are considering or have ordered PMs for special access - 
recommend FPSC to initiate rulemaking 
Status - BST 
PF before FOC - black hole 
PF before CDDD - poor customer perception of CLEC service 
Poor or no status of PFs 

Meetpoint - BST and Sprint 
0 BST -breakdown between ACAC and IROC 

Documented process 
Sense of Urgency - only one phone call for escalations 

Notification process - BST 
‘cDi~tated’’ rules of the game 
High-level outline of changes versus impact on companies 
Example - expedite fees; collections process 

Win-back strategies - BST and Verizon 
. Appropriate investigation into win-back efforts - does retail side have any access 
to wholesale information 
Example - flow-thru o f  construction charges on wholesale, but not on retail side; 
lost customer over $75,000 of construction charges 

Who monitors prices offered in CSAs? 
Example - Customer purchased 20 miles of dark fiber from BST for 
$5000/month. Can we get the same deal if we are similarly-situated? 

Operational Issues - BST 
When the ILEC makes a mistake, they ought to expedite the order and waive 
expedite fees. 
Example - After giving us incorrect ACTLs, BST still stuck to standard intervals. 

What are the rules about BST sharing information with its CLEC operations? - 
Even out of BST’s territory, as a result of meetpoint arrangements, BST has a lot 
of knowledge about customers outside of their current serving area that other 
ALECs do not have. 

0 Additionally, customers who have offices across the region are offered multi-state 
deals even thought some of the offices are out of territory (Le., Fed Ex). 

Predatory pricing 

0 

0 

BSTtheALEC 
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MEMPHIS DOWNTOWN: 
One Commerce Square, Sce 2000 

Memphis, Tennessee 38103 
telephone: (901) 259-7100 
facsimile: (901) 259-7150 

Charles B. Welch, Jr. 
c bwelc h@farris-lawxom 

FARRIS MATZIEWS BRANAN 
BOBANGO & HELLEN, PLC 

ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

HISTORIC CASTNER KNOTT BUILDING 
618 CHURCH STREET, S U I T E  300 

NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE 37219+2434 

(615) 724-1200 Telephone 
(615) 726-1776 Facsimile 

July 16,2001 

David Waddell 
Executive Secretary 
Tennessee Regulatory Authority 
460 James Robertson Parkway 
Nashville, TN 37243 

MEMPHIS EAST: 
530 Oak Court Drive, S te. 345 

Memphis, Tennessee 38 1 17 
telephone: (901) 762-0530 
facsimile: (901) 483.2553 

Writer's Direct Dial: 
(615) 687-4230 

VIA HAND DELIVERY 

Re: Docket to Establish Generic Performance Measures, Benchmarh and Enforcement 
Mechanisms for BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
Docket No. 0 1-00 193 

Dear Mr. Waddell: 

Please find enclosed the original and thirteen copies of the testimony of Tim Kagele filed on 
behalf of Time Warner Telecom of the Mid-South, L.P. in the above-captioned proceeding. I have 
provided copies to all counsef of record. 

Very truly yours, 

FARRTS, MATHEWS, BRANAN, 
BOBANGO & HELLEN, P.L.C. 

Charles B. WeIch, Jr. L/ 

CBW:lw 

Enclosures 

cc: Carolyn Marek 



BEFORE 

THE TENNESSEE REGUALTORY AUTHOIRITY 

IN RE: 1 
DOCKET TO ESTABLISH GENERK 1 

BENCHMARKS AND ENFORCEMENT 1 
MECHANISMS FOR BELLSOUTH 1 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC 1 

PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS, 1 Docket No. 01 -00 193 

TESTIMONY OF TIM KAGELE 
ON BEHALF OF 

TIME WAIUVER TELECOM OF THE MID-SOUTH, L.P. 

1‘ Q- 

A. 

2. Q* 

A. 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, OCCUPATION AND BUSINESS 
ADDRESS. 

My name is Tim Kagele, Vice President Carrier Relations & Interconnect 

Operations for Time Warner Telecom. My business address is 10475 Park 

Meadows Drive, Littleton, Colorado, 80 124. 

WHAT IS THE PUFWOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 

The purpose of my testimony is to request that the Tennessee Regulatory 

Authority (TRA) incorporate equivalent high capacity Special Access services 

ordered from BellSouth Telecommunications, I n c h  (BST) state andlor federal 

tariffs into Docket No. 00-00193, subjecting Special Access services to 

performance measurements, benchmarks and enforcement mechanisms. My 

testimony is filed on behalf of Time Warner Telecom of the Mid-South, L.P. 

(hereinafter “TWTC”). Additionally, TWTC requests the aforementioned Special 
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Access services be subjected to an approved Authority ordered remedy plan as 

part af this same proceeding. 

3. Q. WHAT DO YOU MEAN BY SPECIAL ACCESS SERVICES? 

A. Special Access services are services that are purchased out of an ILEC’s federal 

or state tariff. For example, BST offers high capacity circuits, such as a DSI and 

DS3 service, in its state and federal tariffs. These services are functionally 

equivalent to the unbundled network elements (“UNEs”) and resold high capacity 

services that BST offers via its interconnection agreements or Resale tariffs. 

Special Access DSl and DS3 services , UNE DSl and DS3 andor resale DSl 

and DS3 services offer a combination of functionally equivalent, dedicated 

transport and loop network elements used to deliver a mixture of intrastate and 

interstate traffic to CLEC end user customers. 

4. Q. WHY ARE SPECIAL ACCESS SERVICES IMPORTANT TO THE 
DEVELOPMENT OF COMPETITION? 

A. Timely provisioning of Special Access services is critical to the development of 

robust local competition. These services provide end users with high capacity 

bandwidth and are designed for and utilized by BST’s competitors to serve large 

and medium size business customers. Since BST’s competitors often lack the 

ubiquitous network reach of BST, they must utilize a combination of their own 

network assets augmented by a high capacity circuit from BST to complete the 

link to the customer. Competitors rely upon the Special Access services, then, to 

complete the service to their end users instead of duplicating BST’s existing 

network. Therefore, the use of high capacity circuits directly supports intrastate 

727785~1 
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BST remains the dominant provider of Special Access Service in 

Tennessee. BST is the only economically viable option for providing last mile 

facility to competitors’ end user customers. Therefore, CLECs are just as 

dependent on the timely and proper provisioning by BST of Special Access 

services as are CLECs that purchase equivalent high capacity services on an 

unbundled or resale basis. 

BST has different ordering arrangements that competitors must use 

depending on whether the high capacity circuits are ordered out of a tariff or an 

interconnection agreement. The processes and procedures associated with 

ordering Special Access have been used for many years and is well developed, but 

the processes for ordering unbundled or resold services are still new and 

competitors experience delays in provisioning. Hence, many CLECs utilize the 

special access ordering Access Service Request (ASR) ordering process to avoid 

the pitfalls of UNEs, and pay a premium over the prices paid for equivalent 

unbundled services. 

Delays in provisioning are particularly harmhl in this market segment. 

Large business customers are not tolerant of any unanticipated delays or problems 

in obtaining service. If a CLEC promises a customer service on a certain date and 

the date is not met because of BST’s problems, the CLEC’s reputation suffers 

irreparable harm. Receiving quality service from the ILEC, whether the CLEC 

orders that service out of a tariff or an interconnection agreement, is essential to 

727785~1  
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5. Q. WHY ARE BST’S CU€ZRENT SPECIAL ACCESS =PORTING 
METRIC‘S INSUFFICIENT TO ENCOURAGE ROBUST COMPETITION? 

A. Currently, BST makes available only a handful of reporting metrics across a 

limited number of OSS reporting categories that capture its performance of 

Special Access services. To illustrate, for Special Access services, BST currently 

provides approximately six reporting metrics in three basic OSS reporting 

categories (ordering, provisioning and maintenance) while reporting numerous 

metrics in six OSS categories (ordering, provisioning, maintenance, billing, 

administrative and additional measures) for unbundled and resale services. 

However, TWTC has identified nineteen reporting metrics that are critical to be 

measured across six OS S categories (ordering, provisioning, maintenance, billing, 

administrative and additional measures) for Special Access services. See Exhibit 

A - Proposed Special Access Business Rules. 

Currently, BST’s Special Access reporting metrics are significantly 

lacking. Essential reporting of hold time performance in the ordering and 

maintenance centers, PF status, and billing dispute resolution is completely 

ignored in the current Special Access reporting metrics. 

Today, any CLEC that wishes to receive Special Access reporting data for 

its own company may request it from BST. The data reported by BST is limited, 

failing to capture the critical measures that are designed to demonstrate that B ST 

is providing quality services. TWTC believes that BST’s available Special 

Access reporting metrics are insufficient to support a “level” playing field and to 

ensure robust competition when CLECs choose this mode of market entry. 

W€N A m  CLECS THAT USE SPECIAL ACCESS SERVICES PLACED 
AT A COMPETITIVE DISADVANTAGE? 

6. Q. 

727785~1 4 



A. CLECs that use Special Access services are placed at a competitive disadvantage 

relative to CLECs that purchase equivalent high capacity services on a resold or 

unbundled basis. CLECs that purchase high capacity services on a resold or 

unbundled basis will have more performance data, metrics and benchmarks to 

measure whether they are receiving quality service, and if BST’s performance is 

below the standards, those CLECs will have remedies and penalties to 

compensate them for that poor service. Therefore, BST will be incented to ensure 

that it complies with the metrics for resold and unbundled high capacity services, 

but will not have that same incentive for the equivalent services purchased by 

CLECs utilizing BST’s tariff-based Special Access services. CLECs should not 

be penalized based upon their mode of entry. 

TWTC has made substantial investment in plant and equipment to enable 

delivery of a high quality and reliable product to their end user customers. To 

exclude Special Access high capacity services from performance reporting 

requirements and a Commission ordered remedy plan effectively penalizes 

CLECs because of their business decision to purchase high capacity services out 

of a tariff instead of purchasing UNEs. 

7. Q. ARE THERE: OTHER MASONS THAT THESE FUNCTIONALLY 
EQUIVALENT SERVICES SHOULD HAVE THE SAME 
PERFORMANCE METRICS AND ASSOCIATED PENALTIES APPLIED 
TO THEM? 

A. Yes. The services offered are functionally equivalent, whether offered under a 

tariff or under an interconnection agreement. Any distinction between the Special 

Access services and UNEs is premised entirely on BST’s unilateral regulatory 

decision whether to offer a particular service through its state or federal tariff or 

pursuant to an interconnection agreement. Without imposing metrics on the 
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equivalent Special Access services, BST could simply avoid metrics and remedies 

by assigning a particular service to the most favorable regulatory classification. 

Second, BST has not identified any actual differences between equivalent 

high capacity Special Access facilities, unbundled facilities, and resold facilities 

that would justify different treatment. Exclusion of high capacity Special Access 

services that are used to deliver mixed traffic (intrastate and interstate) amounts to 

disparate treatment of CLECs choosing this mode of market entry where no 

apparent distinction is made for equivalent unbundled or resale services. 

Moreover, inclusion of Special Access services ordered from tariffs 

appears to be an overlooked area of local market competition that requires 

immediate attention by the TRA to protect against backsliding by BST. Other 

state commissions, such as Minnesota and New York, have taken steps to ensure 

that local competition develops by beginning to review need for service standards 

for Special Access services. For example, due to the large number of systemic 

problems CLECs in the state of New York have experienced with Verizon’s 

delivery of tariff based Special Services, CLECs have asked the New York 

Commission to open an investigation into Verizon’s performance in this areal. 

Although the New York proceeding is just getting under way, there appears to be 

substantial support €or regulation of tariff based Special Access service in a 

fashion that is consistent with regulation of the incumbent provider’s wholesale 

services. This Commission should include a similar review as part of this 

proceeding. 

NY PSC Case 00-C-205 I - Proceeding to Investigate Methods to Improve and Maintain High Qual@ Special 
Services Performance by Verizon New York, Inc.; and NY PSC Case 9242-0665 - Proceeding on Motion of ,he 
Commission to Imestigate Performance Based Incentive Regulatory Plans for New York Telephone Company. 

727785~ 1 6 



8. Q. HOW COULD EQUIVALENT SPECIAL ACCESS HIGH CAPACITY 
SERVICE BE EASILY INCORPORATED INTO PERFORMANCE 
MEASUREMENTS AND A REMEDY PLAN? 

A. Using the same framework for Special Access services as is used for unbundkd 

and resold services would result in a single measurement and enforcement process 

being utilized to measure performance for all high capacity circuits, whether 

ordered as Special Access, unbundled, or resold products. Tariff based Special 

Access services can simply be disaggregated and reported monthly by BST along 

with all the other equivalent high capacity unbundled or resale services. In this 

way, a11 “wholesale” services will be measured and reported. This could be 

important in the future if structural separation is ordered as all wholesale services 

would have to be identified in that process. Including Special Access would also 

aIIow direct comparison between BST’s Special Access performance and its 

performance on other services like resale, interconnection trunks, and unbundled 

services. The TRA, as well as CLECs, would have all of the data necessary to 

ensure non-discriminatory treatment. The use of a process worked out by all 

parties over several months would be far more efficient than establishing and 

monitoring an entirely separate regime just for Special Access. 

9. Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 

A. Yes. 

727785v1 7 



EXHIBIT A 
Proposed 

Special Access Business  Rules 

Disconnect Orders 
BST Administrative orders 
Record Orders 
Orders that are not complete. (Orders are included in the month that they are completed} 

Report By: 
BST Retail 
CLEC or Carrier Aggregate 
M C S p e c i f i c  
BSE Affiliate Aoareclate 

Geography: 
Intra LATA Services: Current regional levels of 

Exchange Access Services: Current regional levels of 
disaggregation 

disaggregation 

Rule circuit is counted as a separate order, even if multiple circuits are ordered at the same 
time. A requested change in order due date is communicated by a supplemental issue 
of the ASR (“SUPP”). 



BST Test Orders 
Disconnect Orders 
BST Administrative orders 
Record Orders 
Orders that are not complete. (Orders are included in the month that they are completed) 
Customer Not Ready (CNR), No Access (NA) and Lost Access (LA) only if verified by the customer. 
Saturdays, Sundays, and Legal Holidays are not counted as Delay Days. 

11 Report By: I Geography: 
 retail 
CLEC or Carrier Aggregate 
TWTCSpecific 
BSE Affiliate Aggregate 

Intra LATA Services: Current regional levels of 

Exchange Access Services: Current regional levels of 
disaggregation 

disaggregation 

Rule subsequent customer initiated due date that was verified by the customer) and the 
actual work completion date as verified by the customer. Each circuit is counted as a 
separate order, even if multiple circuits are ordered at the same time. A requested 
change in order due date is communicated by a supplemental issue of the ASR 
('SUPP"). 

~ _ _ _ _ _  ~ _ _ _ _ ~ ~  

!~%&%@%%!$%%$~;l Sum of the completion date minus due date Number of orders missed for BST 
reasons. ?d due to BST reasons. 



found in the network within 30 days of order completion. Includes Test OK and’found OK trouble 
disposition codes. 

Troubles closed due to customer action. 
Troubles reported by BST employees in the course of performing preventative maintenance, where 
no customer has reported a troubte. 

11 Report By: I Geography: 
8ST Retail 
CLEC or Carrier Aggregate 

9 TWTCSpecific 
BSE Affiliate Aaareaate 

Intra LATA Services: Current regional levels of 

Exchange Access Services: Current regional levels of 
disaggregation 

disaggregation 



BST Test Orders. 

0 

Weekend and holiday hours (other than flow-through): 
Weekend hours (5:OO PM Friday to 8:OO AM Monday). 
Holiday hours (500 PM of the business day preceding the holiday to 8:OO AM of the first business 
dav foliowina the holidavl. 

Firm Order Confirmation: 

Design Layout Record: 
Electronically submitted or Manually submitted Orders with facility check: 95% within 48 hours. 

CLEC or Carrier Aggregate 
TWTCSpecific 
6SE Affiliate Aggregate 

Intra LATA Services: Current regional levels of 

Exchange Access Services: Current regional levels of 
disaggregation 

disaaareaation 

Rule Service Request (ASR) and distribution of a Firm Order Confirmation (FOC), with facility 
check, to TVVTC. Measures percentage on-time FOCs returned to M C ,  and 
subsequent BST delivery of DLR within 5 business days completed between the 
measured dates. Note: The received date is restarted for rejected orders, and for each 
SUPP to change address, connecting facility assignment (CFA), or anything that 
materially affects the design of the circuit. 

11 SA 4 - 01 I Yo On Time FOC - Facility Check (Electronicallv or Manually submitted) 

@ confirmed with a facilities check, sent where k< 
$! confirmation date and time minus 
@ submission date and time is less than 

standard for specified product. 

ASRs due for confirmation with a facility 
check. 

1 Special Access Services: 
Same as FOC products 

Number of DLRs completed on or before 5 Number of DLRs due in month. 
days. I 



Percent Missed Customer Desired Due Dates (CDDD) Due to a Lack of Facilities 
(SA 51 

11 IPF) status. 

8ST Test Orders 
Disconnect Orders 
BST Administrative orders 
Record Orders 
Orders that are not complete. (Orders are included in the month that they are completed) 

Report By: 
M C  Specific 

Geography: State 

that results in a missed CDDD. 
Retail Specials: 

placed in PF status due to lack of BST 
facilities that result in a missed CDDD. 



duration time from trouble receipt to troubte clearance. It includes Test-OK and Found-OK. Measured on 
a running clock basis, but excludes customer validated no access time. 

Subsequent reports (additional customer calls while the trouble is pending) 
Customer Premises Equipment (CPE) troubles 
Troubles closed due to customer action. 
Troubles reported by BST employees in the course of performing preventative maintenance, where 

-- For DSO and DSI products, MTTR is: 
Not to exceed 3 hours. 

For DS3 and OCx, M l T R  is: 
Not to exceed 1 hour. 

Report By: Geography: 
BST Retail Intra LATA Services: Current regional levels of 
CLEC or Carrier Aggregate 
TWTC Specific 
BSE Affiliate Aggregate 

disaggregation 

disaggregation 
Exchange Access Services: Current regional levels of 

elapsed time, measured in hours and tenths of hours, measured from TWTC’s 
submission of a customer trouble to BST, regardless of the ultimate resolution of the 
trouble, to the time BST confirms trouble resolution with M C .  The elapsed time is 
accumulated by service type and trouble disposition code for the reporting period. The 

I DS3 



b 

11 reiecvorder clarification. 

BST Test Orders 
0 

0 

Duplicate Rejects/Queries - RejectsIQueries issued against a unique PON (PON + Version Number 
+ Carrier Id), identical and subsequent to the first rejectlquery. 
Weekend and holiday hours (other than flow-through): 

Weekend hours (5:OO PM Friday to 8:OO AM Monday). 
Holiday hours (500 PM of the business day preceding the holiday to 8:OO AM of the first business 

Report By: 
CLEC or Carrier Aggregate 
M C S p e c i f i c  
BSE Affiliate Aggregate 

Geography: 
Intra LATA Services: Current regional levels of 

Exchange Access Services: Current regional levels of 
disaggregation 

disaggregation 



BST Test Orders. 
Disconnect Orders. 
Orders where customers request a due date that is beyond the standard published product 
installation interval. 
BST Administrative orders. 
Orders with invalid intervals (Negative Intervals or intervals over 200 business days - indicative of 
typographical error). 
Orders that are not complete. (Orders are included in the month that they are complete). 
Orders completed late due to any verified end user or W C  caused delay. 

BSTketail 
CLEC or Carrier Aggregate 
TWTC Specific 
BSE Affiliate Aggregate 

Intra-MiA Services: Current regional ievets of 

Exchange Access Services: Current regional 
disaggregation 

levels of disaggregation 

(24) circuits where compl 
application date is six (6) 





the close of the reporting period. 

An open order is a valid order that has not been completed and has been placed in PF status. Open 
orders in PF status include: 

1. open orders that have passed the original CDDD due to BST placing the order in PF status reasons; 

2. open orders that have not been assigned a completion date due to BST placing the order in PF 
status reasons. 

BST Test Orders. 
Disconnect Orders. 
BST Administrative Orders. 
Orders that are complete or cancelled before the due date. 
Orders that have passed the committed completion date, or whose completion has been delayed, 
due to M C  or end user delay. 
Orders that at the request of TWTC or BST Retail customer have not been assigned a completion 
date. 

II TBD 

Report By: I Geography: State 
9 TWTCSpecific 

fl Business I Measurement of the average resolution interval for open PF status orders that have 
Rule missed their originat CDDD unless a subsequent change of due date is requested and 

verified by TWTC (via SUPP to the ASR for M C ) .  Measurement of the average 
resolution interval for open PF status orders that have not been assigned a completion 
date due to BST reasons will commence with the PF status application date (PF status 
amtication date = Dav 0). 



11 This metric measures the  percentage of orders with missed due dates that receive jeopardy notices on or 

Disconnect Orders. 

provide notice of a missed committed due date and a reason for the miss as soon as it has 
hat the due date will be missed. 

For 100% of missed committed due dates, notice, a reason for the missed date, and an expected 
completion date received as soon as BST has knowledge that the due date will be missed, but no later 
than close of business on due date. 

Report 8y: 
0 BST Retail 

CLEC or Carrier Aggregate 
TWTCSpecific 
BSE Affiliate Aggregate 

Breakdown by Reason Code: 

Geography: 
Intra LATA Services: Current regional levels of 

Exchange Access Services: Current regional levels of 
disaggregation 

disaggregation 

M C  t iat the work will not be completed as committed in the o 
s that BST issues 
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Customer Trouble Report Rate (SA 11) 

This metric measures the total initiat customer direct or referred troubles reported, where the trouble 
disposition was found to be in the network or a trouble condition was not found (Found OK and Test OK), 
per 100 circuits in service. 

Subsequent Reports: Additional customer trouble calls while an existing trouble report is pending - 
typically for status or to change or update information, will be permitted but will not be counted against 
the initial trouble report. 

~- 

e Troubks reported on BST official (administrative) lines. 
Troubles closed due to customer action. 
Troubles reported by BST employees in the course of performing preventative maintenance, where 
no customer has reported a trouble 
Customer Premises Equipment (CPE) troubles 
Subsequent trouble reports while the initial trouble report is pending. 

Not greater than 1.0 trouble reports per 100 circuits (1% CTRR). 

Report By: 1 Geography: 
. BSTketail 
CLEC or Carrier Aggregate 
TVVTC Specific 
BSE Affiliate Aaareaate 

Intra-LATA Services: Current regional levels of 

Exchange Access Services: Current regional levels of 
disaggregation 

disaggregation 



within 30 days for which a network trouble is found. A repeat trouble report is defined as a trouble on the 
same circuit as a previous trouble report that occurred within the last 30 calendar days of the previous 
trouble. Any trouble, regardless of the original Disposition Code, that repeats will be classified as a 

The identification of a repeat report and the scoring (number of days since original report) is based on the 

no customer has reported a trouble. 
Excluded from the repeat reports are: subsequent reports (additionat customer calls while the trouble 
is pending). 
Customer Premises Equipment (CPE) troubles when verified by the customer. 
Troubles reported but not found (Found OK and Test OK). 
Troubles closed due to customer actions. 

. ~ ~ ~ k e t a i l  
CLEC or Carrier Aggregate 
M C  Specific 
BSE Affiliate Aaareaate 

Intra-LATA Services: Current regional levels of 

Exchange Access Services: Current regional levels of 
disaggregation 

disaggregation 

Rule an original customer report. When'the second report is received in 30 days, the original 
report is marked as an original of a repeat report, and the second report is marked as a 
repeat. If a third report is received within 30 days, the second report is marked as an 
original of a repeat report as well as being a repeat, and the third report is marked as a 

us troubles clo 



0 

M C  interface equipment problems. 
Hours of BST pre-scheduled interface downtime. 

0 M C S p e c i f i c  
BSE Affiliate Aggregate 

BST Retail (If analog applies) 0 Statewide 

By interface type 



0 

BST Test Orders. 

Customer requested due dates beyond interval offered. 
Orders delayed for customer reasons. 
Customer premises equipment (CPE) troubles when verified by the customer. 

11 Diaanostic 

Report By: 
BST Retail 
CLEC or Carrier Aggregate 
MCSpecific 

Geography : 
Intra LATA Services: To be determined. 
Exchange Access Services: To be determined. 

11 BSE Affiliate Aggregate I 

11 Business I The clock starts on the date a valid ASR is received and stops on the date that BST 
pletion notice to TWTC. Orders are included in the month they are 

within the calendar month. 



This metric measures the percentage of trouble reports not cleared by the commitment time due to-BT 
reasons. The commitment time is defined in hours. A repair commitment shall be deemed missed when 
the clear date and time (in hours) exceeds the BST commitment to repair the trouble. Reports are 
counted the month they are closed. 

Troubles reported by BST employees in the course of performing preventative maintenance, where 
no customer has reported a trouble. 
Excluded from the missed repair commitments are: subsequent reports (additional customer calls 
while the trouble is pending). 
Customer Premises Equipment (CPE) troubtes when verified by the customer. 
Troubles reported but not found (Found OK and Test OK). 
Troubles closed due to customer actions. 

11 95% or better within the committed remir time. 

11 Report By: I Geography: 
BST Retail 
CLEC or Carrier Aggregate 
TWTCSpecific 

Intra LATA Services: Current regional levels of 

Exchange Access Services: Current regional levels of 
disaggregation 

receive date and time is greater than the committed repair time, it counts as a trouble 
report that missed the repair commitment. Reports are counted in the month they are 
closed. 



Out of Service > 24 Hours (SA 161 

This metric measures the percent of troubles cleared in excess of 24 hours for troubles reporting Out of 
Service (00s) which includes no dial tone, cannot be called, or cannot call out. The clock begins when 
the original trouble report is created in the BST trouble management system and the trouble is counted if 
the time exceeds 24 hours. 

M C  equipment problems. 

Trouble reports with 00s duration of less than 24 hours. 
Troubles reported by BST employees in the course of performing preventative maintenance, where 
no customer has reported a trouble. 
Excluded from the 00s reports are: subsequent reports (additional customer calls while the trouble 
is pending). 
Customer Premises Equipment (WE)  troubles when verified by the customer. 

Troubtes reported but not found (Found OK and Test OK). 
Troubles closed due to customer actions. 

1?40 or less of reported circuit troubtes each month out of service areater than 24 hours. 

Report By: 1 Geography: 
.  retail 
CLEC or Carrier Aggregate 
M C S p e c i f i c  

Intra-MTA Services: Current regional levels of 

Exchange Access Services: Current regional levels of 
disaggregation 



BST Retail 
CLEC or Carrier Aggregate 
BSE Affiliate Aaareaate 

0 

ACAC (Access Carrier Account Center) 
LlSC (Local Interconnection Service Center) 



Timeliness of Dispute Resolution (SA 18) 

the BAR Drocess. 

0 Disputes submitted or initiated to BellSouth outside of the BAR process. 

. . . . . . . . - 

90% resolved within 30 calendar days 
100% resolved within 45 calendar days 
If BellSouth does not resolve after 60 calendar days, the dispute is automatically resolved in initiator's 
favor. 

Report By: 
CLEC or Carrier Aggregate 
W C  Specific 
BSE Affiliate Aggregate 

Billing System Interface Type: CABS 
Monthly recurring. 
Monthly non-recurring. 
Monthly fractional 
Adjustments 
Late Payment Charges 
Taxeskurcharges 

Rule Automatic dispute resolution after 60 days iscontingent upon BellSouth acknowledged 
90% dispute accuracy rate of initiator for previous three reporting periods starting the 
date the dispute becomes sixty days old. On the 90th day, BellSouth would be required 
to credit the amount of the dispute back to the date of initiation. A Reporting Period is 
defined as 30 calendar days. Disputes on all billed rate elements and types of charges, 
including recurring, fractional, non-recurring, late payment, and tax, are included. 

Special Access: 
DSO 
DSI 
DS3 
ocx 

Collocation 
ss7 
Fa? 9 
L-u I I 

Total number of disputes submitted 
within a reporting period. 



fir- 

11 * Excludes late charges resulting from mandated billing changes. 

ecial services bills. 

0 CLEC or Carrier Aggregate 
0 M C S p e c i f i c  

BST Retail (if analog applies) 
Monthly recurring. 
Monthly non-recurring. 

billing tables. This is performed by extracting recurring, non-recurring, & usage 
elements from the CABS billing system and comparing the billed elements to expected 
results. For all validations performed, the number of elements that have been released 
mior to correction are counted as an error acrainst the total elements audited. 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing has been served by placing 
same in U.S. Mail, postage prepaid, this the 16th day of July, 200 1, upon the following: 

Guy Hicks, Esq. 
BellSouth TeIecommunications, Inc. 
333 Commerce St., Suite 2101 
Nashville, TN 37201 -3300 

Jim Lamoureux, Esq. 
AT&T Communications of the South 
Central States 
Room 8068 
1200 Peachtree St., NE 
Atlanta, GA 303039 

Tim Phillips, Esq. 
Office of the Attomey General 
Consumer Advocate and Protective 
Division 
PO Box 20207 
Nashville, TN 37202 

Henry Walker, Esq. 
Boult, Cummings, Comers & Berry 
414 Union St., Suite 1600 
PO Box 198062 
Nashville, TN 372 1 9 

Jon E. Hastings, Esq. 
Boult, Cummings, Comers & Berry 
414 Union St., Suite 1600 
PO Box 198062 
Nashville, TN 372 I9 

- 

Charles B-. Welch, Jr. i 



Opening Remarks for TRA Performance Measures Hearing - TWTC 

Good moming/afternoon, Directors. My n m e  is Tim Kagele and I am the Vice President 

of Carrier Relations & Interconnect Operations for Time Warner Telecom. My 

responsibilities include overall strategic management of Time Warner’s ILEC trading 

partners, negotiation for interconnection agreements, and negotiation of performance 

measures and remedy plans. 

As you may be aware, Time Warner is national facilities-based CLEC operating 

in over 40 markets. Time Warner has invested in, and deployed its own switching and 

fiber optics infrastructure to enable it to serve primarily medium and large size business 

customers. We provision the majority of product offerings using our own network to 

deliver service to OUT end user customers. There are however, occasions where my 

company must rely on BellSouth’s embedded facilities for the “last mile” loop into 

various buildings or geographic locations in order to serve our end user customers. In 

these instances, Time Warner has chosen to purchase high capacity services such as DS 1s 

and DS3 s from BellSouth’s special access tariff, rather than purchase equivalent 

unbundled or resold high capacity circuits through our interconnection agreement. In this 

regard, Time Warner appreciates the opportunity to discuss three key points that address 

the need for a comprehensive set of performance measures, and a corresponding self- 

effectuating remedy plan that include tariff based, specid access services purchased from 

BellSouth. 

First, when Tennessee (and the US Congress) opened up the local exchange 

market to competition, the only method available to facilities-based CLECs needing to 



supplement their own network on day one, was special access. Unbundled services were 

just being developed along with the procedures for ordering, provisioning, and 

maintaining them. But special access was already available for purchase through 

BellSouth’s tariffs, and the back office systems were already in place to support delivery 

of these products. In fact, Time Warner was the first CLEC to negotiate an 

interconnection agreement with BellSouth in June 1996. The only ordering mechanism 

available at the time and offered in the interconnection agreement was the Access Service 

Request or “ASR” - the Local Service Request or “LSR” had not even been invented yet! 

Rather than waste time, and potentially slow speed to market, some CLECs, 

including Time Warner, chose to purchase special access service over that of UNEs 

because of the problems BellSouth has had in being able to timely provision UNEs. 

Delays in turning up service, especially with the medium and large business segment, can 

damage a CLEC’s reputation with those customers from the very beginning. 

Provisioning intervals are also typically longer for W E  loops vs. for special access 

circuits even though UNE loops and special access circuits often use the exact same 

facilities. 

The ordering and provisioning processes in place for special access are 

established; however, the “weI1-developed” processes and procedures I mentioned in my 

testimony were developed by the industry, not by BellSouth; and just because they are 

available doesn’t mean that BellSouth is actually performing well. To the contrary, the 

reason that Time Warner is actively seeking performance measures and remedies for 

special access is because of the poor service being provided by BellSouth. CLECs 

actually pay a premium of about 10% more to purchase special access service over that of 
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equivalent unbundled high capacity service purchased through an interconnection 

agreement. One would expect better service from BellSouth as a result of the price 

premium, not less. 

A second area that Time Wamer wishes to discuss concerns the availability of 

metrics that capture BellSouth’s actual delivery of special access service, and a system of 

self-effectuating remedies that can serve as an incentive for BellSouth to permanently 

correct its poor service delivery. Today, BellSouth offers numerous performance metrics 

that capture information regarding service delively for UNE and resold services as part of 

their standard interconnection template. There are at least 60 separate metrics that 

address service quality, and some states like Georgia, have ordered even more metrics 

and sub-metrics. Contrast the availability of UNE and resale performance metrics with 

those currently available for special access, and no meaningful comparison can be made, 

For instance, BellSouth captures data and reports its performance on special access for 

eight metrics. However, critical areas of BellSouth’s service delivery, like the length of 

time orders are held in pending facilities (PF) status, is being overlooked, In addition, 

even though BellSouth reports performance on eight different special access metrics, they 

only offer two performance measures as part of their tariff, the Service Installation 

Guarantee (SIG), and the Service Assurance Warranty (SAW) that have associated 

remedies to help compensate their customers for sub-standard service delivery. 

BellSouth argues that if they are to have more performance standards for special access, 

then they would have to lengthen the intervals to provision the circuits, assumedly so that 

they could always meet the published intervals. Performarice measures are supposed to 

improve BellSouth’s service, not give them an excuse to offer deteriorated service. 

3 



The third and final point TWTC wishes to make concerns special access 

remedies. As I mentioned earlier, BellSouth currently has the SIG and SAW metrics that 

have associated remedies as part of their tariff. However, these remedies are ineffective 

for two reasons. First, there is no escalation of the remedy amounts for continued failed 

service delivery by BellSouth comparable to the escalations in their SEEM plan for local 

services. Secondly, the remedy amounts do not provide sufficient incentives to BellSouth 

to permanently correct problems with poor service delivery. In other words, paying 

remedies becomes an acceptable cost of doing business while they continue to deliver 

poor service. Time Warner believes that the remedy plan proposed by the TRA in the 

baseline recommendation would be the appropriate remedy plan for the performance 

measures for special access. 

Currently, special access is offered in BellSouth’s federal and state tariffs. We 

believe that the FCC is planning on opening a docket to address performance measures, 

but certain states such as Texas and New York have taken the lead on this issue, 

understanding the importance of supporting the surviving CLECs and the need for 

comparable performance measures for all wholesale services. Time Warner believes it is 

also important for the TRA to take action on this issue by ordering performance measures 

and a remedy plan for special access or by ordering BellSouth to offer special access as a 

local network element. If the latter recommendation is adopted, then the performance 

measures developed for UNEs in this docket would apply. 

Direct performance comparisons for BellSouth’s delivery of high capacity special 

access service to that of equivalent UNE or resold high capacity services is essentiaf if 

the potential for disparate treatment is to be discouraged. CLECs that choose to purchase 
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special access service as a wholesale service should not be penalized for their choice of 

entry. 

In closing, either BeIlSouth should be ordered to offer comprehensive and 

meaningfbl performance measures for special access, or there should be a special access 

product in the interconnection product line that could take advantage of the existing 

performance measures for local services. Carriers who purchase special access fiom 

BellSouth to supplement their network and ultimately to offer a finished service to their 

end users are purchasing a wholesale service. This Authority should not allow BellSouth 

to set the classifications for essential services that CLECs use to offer local exchange 

service. Indeed, any service that is purchased by a CLEC from BellSouth that is used in a 

wholesale fashion - be it special access, UNEs or resold service - should be subject to 

performance measures and remedies. 

This concludes my summary. 
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Marek, Carolyn 

From: Marek, Carolyn 
Sent: Monday, September 24,2001 228 PM 
To: 'Greg. HarcrowQbridge. bellsouth.com' 
cc: 'Patrick.Finlen@bellsouth.com'; 'cbw@farris-law.com'; Kagele, Tim; Hale, Libby; Mitchel, 

Dolores 
Subject : BFR 

Importance: High 

Pursuant to Attachment 9 of the Interconnection Agreement (ICA) bewteen BST and M C ,  please consider this M C ' s  
request for a new local network element. TWTC requests that BST provide a local product that is technically exactly the 
same as special access, ordered in exactly the same manner (on an ASR), is priced exactly as it is in the federal tariff, but 
is afforded, at a minimum, the same performance measurements and remedies as the other unbundled network elements 
. Given that TWTC purchases special access on a wholesale basis to provision local exchange service to out end user 
customers, the current ctassification of "special access" is no longer appropriate to meet our business needs. I look 
forward to BST's prompt response to this request, but no later than 11/5/01 as provided for in the ICA. Thank-you in 
advance for your support, 

Carolyn Marek 
Time Warner Telecom 
Vice-president Regulatory Affairs - Mid-Atlantic Region 
(61 5)376-6404 
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WILLKIE FARR & GALLAGHER 

VIA HAND DELIVERY 

May 11,2001 

Mr. Frank G. Lamancusa 
Mr. Christopher N. Olsen 
Market Disputes Resolution Division 
Enforcement Bureau 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 Twelfth Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: Potential Accelerated Docket Matter -- Time Warner Telecom v BellSouth 
Telecommunications, Inc. 

Dear Messrs. Lamancusa and Olsen: 

On April 18, 200 1,  your office requested that BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
(“B ST”) provide certain additional information to Time Warner Telecom (“TWTC”) to follow 
up on the pre-complaint mediation conference that took place in the above-referenced matter on 
April 17, 2001, On April 27, 2001, BST responded to the Commission’s request; that response 
clarified certain details regarding BST’s provisioning and repair processes as well as its reporting 
practices. With regard to those claims that TWTC has been able to clarify, and consistent with 
the timetable set forth in the Commission’s April 18, 2001 letter, TWTC hereby supplements its 
request for Accelerated Docket consideration. Specifically, TWTC details ( 1) why BST’s 
existing FCC Tariff No. 1 is unreasonable; and (2) even taking that tariff “as is,” how BST has 
failed to meet its current obligations. At the same time, because BST’s response failed to fully 
respond to two questions posed by the Commission and also raised several other issues, TWTC 
has been unable to formally supplement its request for Accelerated Docket treatment with regard 
to several other potential claims. In hopes of determining the propriety of those potential claims, 
TWTC seeks further clarification of certain issues. TWTC believes that fiirther clarification of 
these issues will help it reach a negotiated agreement with BST regarding the terms and 
conditions of BST’s special access service. This information will also assist the Commission in 
its attempt to mediate the differences between TWTC and BST. Finally, TWTC responds to the 
Commission’s request that TWTC describe how it calculates mean time to restore, including 
what it considers to be valid “stop” time. 



I. BST’s Current FCC Tariff No. 1 Is Unjust And Unreasonable In Violation Of 
Section 201(b) And Likely Results h Unreasonable Discrimination In Violation Of 
Section 202fa). 

Section 201(b) of the Act requires that “[all1 , . . practices . . . for and in connection with 
[interstate communications], shall be just and reasonable, and any such . . . practice . . . that is 
unjust or unreasonable is . . . unlawfbl . . . .” 47 U.S.C. 8 201(b). Section 202(a) prohibits 
“unjust or unreasonable discrimination” in the practices, facilities provided by, or services of a 
regulated common carrier and precludes a carrier from exercising any “undue or unreasonable 
prejudice or disadvantage” against any person or class of persons. Id. $202(a). As the 
Commission has recognized, some of the largest purchasers of special access are new entrants 
such as TWTC Because TWTC is a competitor for these services, BST has an incentive to 
discriminate against TWTC, including slow-rolling its special access installations in hopes of 
tarnishing TWTC’s reputation with its end users. Absent standard intervals, reporting 
requirements, and meaninghl penalties in BST’s tariff governing the provisioning of special 
access circuits, BST also has the ability to discriminate against TWTC with little risk of 
detection. Not only do these deficiencies in the tariff make it more likely that BST will act upon 
its incentives and discriminate against TWTC in violation of Section 202(a), but they also render 
the tariff patently unreasonable under Section 20 1 (b). 

Service Intervals. In its March 14, 200 1 letter, BST indicated that its Guide to 
Interconnection cannot and does not alter the terms of its tariff Rather, BST’s “tariff is the sole 
instrument that governs the provision of its access services.” Letter from Whit Jordan, BST, to 
Frank Lamancusa, FCC, at 5 (3/14/01) ((LBST March 14 Letter”). Yet in response to the 
Commission’s request that BST provide copies of its tariff provisions that set forth standard 
service intervals for the provisioning of DSO, DS 1 ,  and DS3 circuits, BST responded by quoting 
Section 5.1.1 of its FCC Tariff No. 1, which states that service “intervals will be established in 
accordance with published service date interval guidelines,” and attaching excerpts from its 
Guide to Interconnection. Letter from Whit Jordan, BST, to Frank Lamancusa, FCC, at 4 
(4/27/O 1)  (“BST April 27 Letter”). 

First, BST’s tariff does not explicitly reference the standard intervals included in its 
GidiLZ‘L! to Interconnection. By including its standard intervals in a separate document that need 
not be submitted to the Commission and is not subject to approval when modified, BST retains 
the ability to unilaterally change these intervals without notice to the Commission or to CLECs. 
In addition, it would appear that BST also retains the ability to unilaterally alter its software 
systems and databases, such that they would no longer “automatically” return standard intervals 
for DSO and DS1 circuits, as BST claims they do now. BST’s ability to unilaterally change its 
ostensibly binding intervals under the tariff without notice to competitors is unreasonable and 
facilitates BST’s ability to unreasonably discriminate against TWTC without detection. 

Second, as discussed in more detail below, a substantial number of TWTC’s orders are 
classified as “CY,” or pending facilities. Although TWTC seeks clarification below as to 
whether the CY code applies only when a FOC has not been issued, for purposes of this 
discussion, TWTC assumes that this is the case. Given that assumption, for those orders coded 
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CY, it appears that the Guide to IMmconnectioPr contains no standards whatsoever unless and 
until a FOC is issued for a specific order. Nor do any performance criteria apply. Even 
assuming that the Guide to Interconnection is binding -- which is not clear given BST’s earlier 
statements -- BST is still not obligated to provide a circuit classified as CY ud any time under the 
current tariff, p,rior to the issuance of a FOC for that order.’ As the Commission has held in the 
context of Section 27 1 orders, wholesale customers must have nondiscriminatory access to due 
dates in order to compete on an equal footing with the incumbent. BST’s apparent claim that it 
has complete freedom under its tariff to disregard the due date requested by the wholesale 
customer and replace it with BST’s preferred due date -- or no due date at all -- violates this 
principle and is patently unreasonable. In any event, TWTC has no assurances that these CY 
orders will be processed within any interval -- let alone a reasonable one -- and BST suffers no 
consequences if those orders are not processed in a timely manner. The fact that a substantial 
number of TWTC’s orders are coded CY and are thus not governed by standard intervals hrther 
illustrates the unreasonableness of BST’s tariff and its ability to discriminate against TWTC with 
impunity . 

Third, the manner in which BST has set forth its service intervals is ambiguous. As 
noted, BST states that it offers standard 5 and 8 day intervals for DS Z special access circuits and 
a standard 6 day interval for DSO circuits under its Guide to Interconnection. In its April 27, 
2001 letter, BST appended sections of the Guide that describe the Common Access Front End 
(“CAFE”) system, which interfaces with BST’s Facility Availability System and allows a 
customer to determine whether a given end user location qualifies for the 5 or 8 business day 
standard interval. BST April 27 Letter, Attachment 6-2 at page 9 of 33. According to that 
Guide, “[elffective November 28, 2000, the service date for non-project BellSouth SPA DS 1 will 
be a standard interval of 5-business days . . for customer locations found in the Facility 
Availability System (FAS) database; and %business days in all other customer locations where 
facilities are confirmed available. rfthe customer location requested is nut eligpblefor a 5- 
business &y interval, an assessment will be made and the best available service date will be 
communicated via the FOC.” at page 10 of 33 (emphasis added). Another section of the 
attachment states BST’s policy slightly differently, noting that if the CAFEFAS “system 
response indicates that a 5-business day intervaI is not available then this location is sligibk for 
an 8-business day intervaI, gfacilifies are confirmed available when the ASR is processed.” Id. 
at page 9 of 33 (emphasis added). Although the Guide appears to bind BST to a 5 day service 
interval for certain orders, it does not appear to bind BST with regard to the 8 day interval. In 
fact, by stating that “an assessment will be made [for orders that do not qualify for the 5 day 
interval] and the best available service date will be communicated [for those orders] via the 
FOC,” the Guide to Interconnection appears simply to incorporate BST’s standard practice of 
committing to whatever date it returns on the FOC. Thus, contrary to the plain language of 
BST’s tariff and its representations during the April 17, 200 1 meeting, it appears that the only 

A similar problem arises when BST’s database reports a “false negative,” Le.,  the database indicates that 
facilities are not available, when they in fact are available. It I s  not clear how often this situation occurs or 
when, if ever, it would come to BST’s or TWTC’s attention. 

I 
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standard interval to which BST is bound is the 5 day interval for customer locations found in the 
FAS database.2 In all events, the absence of clear guidelines as to the application of BST’s 8 day 
interval makes it impossible for competitors such as TWTC to determine which, if any, standards 
apply to a given order, further highlighting the unreasonableness of BST’s tariff and facilitating 
its ability to unreasonably discriminate against its competitors. 

Return of FOG‘S. As BST construes its tariff, it is under no obligation to provide FOCs 
within a reasonable period of time. BST specifically states in its letter that it is not bound by any 
performance benchmark for the timely provision of FOCs (including the 48 hour timeframe set 
forth in the Guide lo Inlerconnection). BST March 14 Letter at 5. But this again leaves TWTC 
at an unreasonable disadvantage by preventing it from providing prompt and accurate 
information to its end user customers as to the provisioning date. The absence of any standards 
governing the return of FOCs in BST’s tariff is unreasonable and likely allows BST to 
unreasonably discriminate against TWTC. 

Return qfDLRri. Equally unreasonable, EST claims that it is bound only to provide 
Design Layout Reports as of the DLR Date -- the date that BST chooses to provide in the FOC. 
BST claims that it is not under any obligation to ensure that DLRs are delivered before the 
installation date. But the central point of a DLR is to inform the customer where to connect 
facilities and conduct circuit testing prior to installation. Because DLRs are essentially useless 
after installation, it is unreasonable to permit BST to provide them after installation without any 
consequence. 

Orders is? PF Sfatus Prior tu Issuance of a FOC. The absence of any obligation to 
provide data on orders in PF status before a FOC has been issued such that wholesale customers 
can track the progress of orders is unjust, unreasonable, and likely unreasonably discriminatory. 

Reporting and Penalties. BST’s current tariff includes service installation guarantees and 
credit allowances for missed service dates for special access high capacity service. See BST 
FCC Tariff No. 1 fj 2.4.9 (service installation guarantees), 5 7.4.1(C) (services eligible for 
credits). Specifically, in the event that BST misses a committed due date, it will refbnd the 
nonrecurring charge (“NRC”) for that order. Id. 4 2.4.9(A)-(B). Even so, these guarantees do 
not apply to a substantial number of TWTC’s orders. For example, orders coded CY do not 
appear to be eligible for standard intervals or NRC refunds3 Moreover, BST’s tariff does not 

In comparisan to the language in the Guide to IiPferconnection, BellSouth’s Access Sewice Improvement 
Pian (dated April 12,2001) states that the 5 business day interval is available for DSL on-net (fiber) 
facilities and that the 8 business day interval is available for DSl off-net (metallic) facilities. It is not clear 
whether these intervals are simply a different way of stating the 5 and 8 day intervals contained in BST’s 
Guide to Interconnection, or whether they substantiveIy differ from those stated in the Guide. In any event, 
these appear to be examples of additional ambigulties surrounding BST’s intervals. Moreover, as noted, 
prior to a FOC being issued, neither interval applies to TWTC orders that have been placed in pending 
facilities status. 

Again, this is assuming that the CY code applies only to orders that have been placed in a pending facilities 
condition prior to issuance of a FOC. As noted, TWTC has sought further clarification on this issue. 

3 
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include performance measurements (such as average installation intervals or percentage due 
dates met) or benchmarks that trigger penalties if not met. TWTC is thus unable to determine 
whether BST is providing TWTC special access circuits in a reasonable, nondiscriminatory 
fashion. Absent reliable and transparent performance reporting, it is unreasonable to require 
TWTC to rely upon a principal competitor to determine whether it is receiving reasonable and 
nondiscriminatory provisioning. 

11. Even Assuming EST’s Current FCC Tariff Is Reasonable, BST Was Consistently 
Failed To Meet Its Obligations Under That Tariff. 

When BST receives an access service request (“ASR’), it communicates a “service date 
I . . to the customer via the Firm Order Confirmation (FOC). This service date is also referred to 
as the BellSouth Committed Due Date (CDD) or Committed Date (CD).” BST April 27 Letter, 
Attachment 6-2 at page 4 of 33.  BST’s tariff in turn dictates that “[tlhe time required to 
provision the seryice ( i t ? . ,  the interval between the Application Date and the Service Date) is 
known as the service interval. Such intervals will be established in accordance with published 
service date interval guidelines which are available to customers upon request, whether the 
customer’s service is subject to standard or negotiated intervais.” BST FCC Tariff No. 1 €j 5 .  I 1, 
Although as noted BST originally indicated that its Guide to Interconnection cannot and does not 
alter the terms of its tariff, BST has since relied upon that document as the source of several 
standard intervals for special access, including a 5 and 8 day interval for DS1 and a 6 day 
interval for DSO circuits. BST April 27 Letter at 4. As discussed below, BST fails to meet 
roughly 20% of the due dates to which it commits for TWTC’s special access orders. In 
addition, as noted earlier, BST’s April 27, 2001 response raised certain issues that must be 
clarified before TWTC is able to assess other potential claims. Accordingly, TWTC sets forth a 
number of questions for which it seeks a response, including two questions originally posed by 
the Commission to which BST did not respond. Once TWTC has received that additional 
information, it believes it will be able to determine whether these potential claims are appropriate 
for inclusion in the accelerated docket. 

A. BST’s Repeated Failure To Timely Provision TWTC’s Special Access 
Facilities Constitutes An Unjust, Unreasonable And Impermissibly 
Discriminatory Practice. 

Once TWTC has stated a claim under Section 208, the burden of proof shifts to BST to 
rebut that claim, Here, BST relies on its percentage met CDD data to support its d a h  that it is 
not acting unreasonably or unreasonably discriminating against TWTC with regard to the 
provisioning of special access circuits. As detailed below, however, because BST’s on-time 
performance for percentage met CDD is at best obscure and at worst overstated, BST cannot 
meet its burden of proof based on this data and thus fails to rebut TWTC’s claims. Specifically, 
BST’s call details for October, November, and December -- which underlie its aggregate 

- 5 -  
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percentage met CDD report -- suffer from at least two in fir mi tie^.^ First, when an order is coded 
CY, or “pending facilities condition,” BST appears in some cases to automatically classify what 
is otherwise a missed due date as a CDD made. Such a system at best skews, or, at worst, 
unfairly inflates, BST’s reported provisioning performance. Nor is this problem academic, as a 
substantial number of orders are coded CY. For example, in October, 42% of TWTC’s orders 
are coded CY, and in November and December 2000,30% and 23.5%, respectively, of TWTC’s 
orders were coded CY. Although, as discussed below, it is not entirely clear what effect this 
code has on BST’s obligations to provide or meet a CDD, it appears that these orders can remain 
pending indefinitely without having a CDD assigned.’ Second, when a CDD is missed due to a 
subscriber reason, rather than exclude those misses entirely from its calculation of on-time 
performance (as it does for ARMIS and as is typically done for Section 271 performance 
reporting), BST instead counts those CDD misses as CDD mades. These problems with BST’s 
“voluntary” reporting firther illustrate the need for binding and transparent reporting 
requirements. 

TWTC lacks sufficient data to control for the effect of the first practice. It is able, 
however, to filter out the effect of the second practice, namely, that of coding CDD misses due to 
subscriber reasons as CDD mades. Removing those orders from the numerator and denominator, 
it appears that for the last quarter of 2000, BST consistently delivered fewer than 80% of 
TWTC’s special access circuits on-time. Specifically, in October, BST delivered 79% of 
TWTC’s circuits on-time. In November, that percentage dropped to 76% on-time, and in 
December, BST delivered 78% of TWTC’s orders on-time! In comparison, ARMIS data from 
other Bell Operating Companies report much higher on-time performance for 2000: Ameritech 
reports that it met its committed date 88% of the time, SWBT, 94% of the time, and Qwest, 
9 1 %.7 BST’s performance therefore appears to be roughly 10- 15 percentage points below 

4 As noted in TWTC’s December 29, 2000 letter, prior to October 2000, BST reported percentage met 
customer desired due date, or CDDD. Thus, for the time frame at issue here, TWTC has Provisioning 
Detail Reports for CDD for October, November, and December only. 

Moreover, it appears that where an order is coded CY, the CDD is missed, and no other company reason is 
designated for the miss, that order is counted as a CDD made. 

5 

6 Specifically, for October, BST classdied 12 misses due to subscriber problems as CDD mades. Subtracting 
those orders from the total reported, 64, leads to 1 I orders missed out of 52, or 2 1.2% missed and 78.8% 
on-time. For November, BST classified 13 subscriber misses out of 76 total orders as CDD mades. Fifteen 
CDDs were inissed out of 63, or 23.8% rnissed and 76.2% on-time. For December, BST classified 5 
subscriber misses out of 5 1 total orders as CDD made. It missed 10 CDDs out of 46, or 2 1.7% missed and 
78.3 % on-time. 

Although Verizon (formerly Bell Atlantic) met its committed date only 82% of the time in 2000, it is 
currently under investigation for similar complaints regarding discriminatory and unreasonable 
provisioning for special access. See. e.p., Communications Daily, March 19, 2001 (Massachusetts DTE 
investigating “complaints from CLECs that Verizon quoted ‘extremely long’ provisioning intervals, failed 
to ineet those extended intervals, failed to keep carriers updated on order progress and had problems 
maintaining existing circuits”); Peter J. Howe, Verizon’s Tardiness on Access Hurts Rivals. Remlators 
Told, Boston Globs, Apr. 5,  2001, at E5; Tom Grchofer, D E  Investigating Verizon, Basfon Heraid. 

7 
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standard industry performance -- a level that must be unreasonable under Section 20 1 (b) of the 
Act. In addition, for 2000, BST reports an aggregate percentage commitments met of 90% -- 
1 1-13 percentage points higher than the percentage of commitments met for TWTC. BST thus 
appears to be discriminating against TWTC vis-&vis other carriers, in violation of Section 
202(a). 

B. Without Additional Information, TWTC Is Unable To Determine Whether 
BST Violates Other Provisions Of Its Current FCC Tariff. 

TWTC believes that there may be other ways in which BST violates the current 
provisions of its FCC Tariff No. 1, including its duty to meet maintenance and repair intervals as 
specified in that tariff However, in part because BST failed to answer two questions posed by 
the Commission and in part because the information provided by BST raised hrther issues, 
TWTC has been unable to accurately assess BST’s performance under its existing tariff or to 
determine the propriety of these potential claims. Because BST is the only party in possession of 
much o f  this information, TWTC respectfblly requests that the Commission require BST to 
answer the following questions as part of the ongoing effort to resolve this matter. 

As noted, BST’s Guide to Zntercomection suggests that the only interval that is 
automatically assigned is the 5 day interval, and hrther indicates that a carrier may be eligible 
for the 8 day interval if the 5 day interval is not available, but only if facilities are confirmed 
when the ASR is processed. If the fadities are not in the FAS, then what steps does BST take to 
confirm that facilities are available? For exampIe, does BST dispatch a technician to check for 
facilities prior to committing a service interval for that order? Do standard timeframes govern 
when BST must take these intermediate steps? Depending on the answers to these questions, it 
may be that BST’s 8 day interval applies to a very narrow subset of orders, or it may apply only 
aRer an unmonitored delay. If that is the case, then the reasonableness of BST’s existing 
intervals is hrther called into question. The Guide also indicates that “[olrder confirmations 
may be updated when unforeseen circumstances require a change in the original service date.” 
BST April 27 Letter, Attachment 6-2 at page 10 of 33. In what situations would such an update 
occur? As with the 8 day interval, the answer to this question goes to the application and 
reasonableness of BST’s existing intervals. 

Several questions also arise with regard to BST’s CDD made/miss coding system. For 
example, if the Guide in fact allows BST to later “update” the original CDD due to “unforeseen 
circumstances,” as suggested in the language quoted in the prior paragraph, what effect would 
such an update have on BST’s classification of that order as a CDD miss or a CDD made? On a 
related note, is a CY code assigned only when FAS indicates that facilities are not available for a 
given order, or is it also assigned when an order that initially received a committed due date on 
the FOC is later placed into pending facilities status? TWTC also seeks clarification of the 
subscriber problem codes. For example, if the committed due date were two weeks away, and 

March 17,2001, at 014. In addtion, Verizon’s performance in the former GTE region has also slipped. In 
1999, GTE’s on-time commitments met was 90% compared to 84% for 2000. 
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BST experienced a problem with accessing the subscriber’s equipment on day 3, obtained access 
on day 4, yet subsequently missed the due date, would that order be classified as a CDD made? 
Alternately, if a customer requested and BST agreed to a later due date, and BST subsequently 
inissed that new due date, would BST count that order as a CDD made? Further, under what 
scenarios would an order be coded SP, or “Subscriber Requests Appointment Prior To Initial 
Appointment,” and what effect would that have on the committed due date? Similarly, what 
types of situations resuit in an order being coded SO, or “Subscriber Other”? Each of these 
questions goes directly to the reliability of BST’s CDD reporting as a means of assessing its 
p rovi si0 ni ng performance. 

With regard to FAS, are there any instances in which FAS reports that facilities are not 
available, and BST subsequently discovers that they are available? If so, does BST have any 
reliable estimate of how often this occurs? If BST determines that this situation has occurred, 
what steps does it take to remedy the situation? For example, does it refbnd any costs that might 
have been assessed to repair or build facilities? Depending on BST’s responses to these 
questions, TWTC and the Commission will be in a better position to determine the 
reasonableness of the existing terms of BST’s tariff and the propriety of relying on FAS to 
determine the availability of facilities and to generate standard intervals for special access orders. 
On a related note, BST’s performance reports to TWTC include data on the “Average CY Gap” 
and “Average Overall Gap,” each of which is reported in business days. What do these data 
points measure? The answer to this question will allow TWTC to better assess the effect of the 
CY code, and whether BST is meeting the provisioning obligations imposed by its current tariff. 

With regard to the interaction of its tariff and the Guide to Interconnection, has BST 
altered its position that its Guide does not govern its provisioning of access services? If the 
Guide does not govern BST’s provisioning practices, then BST’s tariff contains no standard 
intervals and is unreasonable on its face. Are there any standard intervals in BST’s tariff or the 
Guide governing the provision of DS 1 circuits for which facilities are deemed not available prior 
to the issuance of a FOC? If not, then the absence of binding intervals as to those orders prior to 
the issuance of a FOG is unreasonable and is likely unreasonably discriminatory. 

Also, BST failed to answer two questions posed by the FCC. In question 2, the 
Commission asked BST to explain why the CDD YTD Provisioning Report for October 2000 
lists 86 orders while the October 2000 CDD Provisioning Detail Report lists 58 orders (both 
appended as Exhibit D to TWTC’s December 29,2000 letter). The Commission’s question 
appears to focus on the disparities between BST’s aggregate and detailed October data, as that 
data was initially provided to TWTC. BST’s response, however, focuses on why its YTD totals 
for October 2000, as reported in Attachment 3 of BST’s March 14, 2001 letter, did not match its 
October Detail Report, as included in TWTC Exhibit D. Specifically, BST provided a revised 
CDD YTD Provisioning Report for October 2000, indicating that the actual number of orders for 
October totaled 64 and providing a revised CDD Detail Report that includes 64, not 58, orders. 
BST’s response does not, however, explain why its aggregate YTD report for October that was 
originally provided to TWTC listed 86 orders while its Detail Report listed 58 (revised in the 
April 27, 2001 letter to 64) orders. Nor does it explain the disparities between the CDD YTD 
Provisioning Report appended to its March 14, 2001 letter and the CDD YTD Provisioning 
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Report appended to TWTC’s December 29, 2000 letter. Moreover, BST’s revised CDD YTD 
Provisioning Report, Attachment 3 to its April 27, 2001 letter, contains additional -- also 
unexplained -- discrepancies for the number of on-time orders for April-July, as well as the 
number of total orders for May, when compared to the CDD YTD Provisioning Report appended 
as Attachment 3 to BST’s March 14 letter. 

BST also fails to explain why the “on-time” total for orders in the CDD YTD report (738) 
is not the sum of the DSO (7), DS 1 (772) and DS3 (109) orders, as requested by the Commission 
in question 2, and fails to provide a citation to a service warranty provision in its tariff that 
concerns repair intervals, as requested by the Commission in question 4. TWTC respecthlly 
requests that BST respond in full to the Commission’s original questions, including explaining 
the discrepancies identified above. As with the other clarifications requested by TWTC, 
responses to these questions will better enable the Commission and TWTC to assess the 
reasonableness of BST’s existing tariff and whether BST is unreasonably discriminating against 
TWTC under that tariff. 

Finally, during the April 17, 2001 mediation conference, the Commission asked TWTC to 
explain how it Calculates average (or mean) time to restore (“MTTR”) and how it classifies 
stadstop time. Attached please find a summary sheet defining MTTR and describing how 
TWTC calculates that average, including the LEC Duration component. 

Con cIus ion 

As indicated in its December 29, 2000 letter, TWTC believes that consideration of this 
matter by the Commission under the Accelerated Docket is both warranted and appropriate. 
Moreover, TWTC respecthlly urges that it would be appropriate for the Commission to require 
BST to answer the questions posed in Section II.B., since BST is the entity most likely to have 
this information in its possession and readily at its disposal. Please do not hesitate to call us if 
you have any questions or concerns regarding this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas Jones 
A. Renee Callahan 

Attorneys for 
Time Warner Telecom 

cc: Whit Jordan, counsel for BellSouth 
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ATTACHMENT 

TWTC Mean Time To Restore 

Definition of MTTR: 

MTTR {Mean Time To Restore) can be defined as: the average time required to return a failed device or system 
impairment to service. 

How MTTR is Reported on Customer Facilities: 

A customer facility would include any service agreed upon within a contract by Time Warner with our customer, 
where Time Warner has agreed, in any capacity, to maintain that service for the customer. The M3”R is calculated 
from the time the impairment is reported by the customer, or representative of the customer, into Time Warner’s 
National Operations Center (,,NO,’’), to the time the impairment has been restored and accepted by the end user 
customer as restored. The Mean Time To Restore calculates the total duration of a trouble report less any customer 
referred (“stop”) time on the trouble report, and includes both the time required for Time Warner to determine 
whether the trouble is located on Time Warner’s network (“on-net”) or whether it is located on facilities owned and 
maintained by another carrier (“off-net”). Any time accumulated due to no access to the customer site or action 
required by the customer is removed from this time. Montlily MTTR is calculated by adding the elapsed time for 
each trouble ticket and dividing that sum by the total number of trouble tickets resolved during the month. 

How the LEC Duration is Calculated: 

For “off-net” troubles, the MTTR includes a LEC Duration component. The LEC Duration measures the elapsed 
time from when Time Warner notifies the LEC of the trouble Until the time Time Warner accepts the restoral, minus 
any valid stop time. Valid stop time includes customer-related delays. Examples of customer-related delays include 
a lack of access to the customer premises; the customer is not available to test or to accept the repaired service; or 
the customer has otherwise requested a delay of the repair. In addition, any time during that period that the LEC has 
referred the trouble back to Time Warner for action is subtracted from the LEC Duration. 
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202 325 8000 

FLY: 202 887 8979 

PUBLIC VERSION 

Re: Request for Confidential Treatment of Letter Request for Inclusion on the Accelerated Docket 

Dear Mr. Starr: 

As required by Section 1.730(b) of the Commission’s rules, 47 C.F.R. $ 1.730(b), Time Warner 
Telecom (“TWTC”) is filing the attached Request for Inclusion on the Accelerated Docket 
(”Request”). 

TWTC has filed under separate cover a proprietary, unredacted vwion of its Request, as well as 
a request for proprietary treatment under Section 0.459 of the Commission’s rules, 47 C.F.R. Q 0.459. 

Accordingly, TWTC is filing this letter for public inspection. Please call if you have any 
questions regarding this matter. 

Attorneys for 
Time Warner Telecom 

Enclosure 

cc: Frank Lamancusa 
Deputy Division Chief, 

Market Disputes Resolution Division 

IVashington, DC 
New York 
Paris 
London- 
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CONFIDENTIAL 
DE‘C NOT FOR PUBLIC INSPECTION 

Mr. Alexander Stam “M- 
Chief, Market Disputes Resolution Division 
Enforcement Bureau 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 Twelfth Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: Request for Confidential Treatment of Letter Request for Inclusion on the Accelerated Docket 

Dear Mr. Starr: 

As required by Section 1.730(b) of the Commission’s rules, 47 C.F.R. 6 ].730(b), Time Wamer 
Telecom (“TWTC”) is filing the attached Request for Inclusion on the Accelerated Docket (“Request”). 

TWTC hereby requests, pursuant to Section 0.459 of the Commission’s rules, 47 C.F.R. 5 
0.459, that the Commission withhold the enclosed confidential, unredacted version of the TWTC 
Request from public inspection. Proprietary treatment under Section 0.459 is appropriate here because 
this unredacted filing contains privileged and confidential information, and public disclosure of this 
information would likely cause substantial harm to the competitive position of TWTC. 

Accordingly, we have enclosed with this letter an unredacted version of the TWTC Request. 
We have also enclosed a public version of the cover letter. Please call if you have any questions about 
this matter. 

Attorneys for 
Time Wamer Telecom 

Enclosure 

cc: Frank Lamancusa 
Deputy Division Chief, 

Market Disputes Resolution Division 

Washington, DC 
New York 
Paris 
London 
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NOT FOR PUBLIC INSPECTION 
Mr. Alexander Starr 
Chief, Market Disputes Resolution Division 
Enforcement Bureau 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 Twelfth Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: Request for Inclusion in the Accelerated Docket 

DearMr. Starr: 

Pursuant to Section 1.730(b) of the Commission’s rules; Time Warner Telecom, 
Inc. (“TWTC”) requests that the Enforcement Bureau accept for consideration under the 
Accelerated Docket a complaint against BellSouth Telecommunications, Znc. (“BST”). The 
basis for the complaint is that BST has violated its obligation under Sections 201(b) and 202(a) 
of the Communications Act, as amended (“Act”), to provision, maintain, and repair the special 
access circuits it sells to TWTC on just, reasonable, and nondiscriminatory terms and conditions. 
Accordingly, in the complaint, TWTC will request that the Commission compel BST to 
compensate TWTC for the damages TWTC has incurred as a result of BST’s failure to provide 
adequate service and to compel BST to make the necessary improvements to ensure that it 
installs and repairs TWTC’s special access on terms and conditions that are just and reasonable 
and that do not unreasonably discriminate against TWTC. 

I. Background 

TWTC is a competitive local exchange carrier ((TLEC”) that sells “last-mile” 
broadband data, Internet access and voice to businesses. TWTC currently serves customers in 
twenty-two U.S. metropolitan areas in eleven states. In BST’s region, TWTC serves customers 
in Charlotte, Fayetteville, Greensboro and Raleigh, North Carolina; Memphis, Tennessee; and 
Orlando and Tampa, Florida. Throughout these markets, TWTC builds its own connections to 
customer locations whenever possible. In some cases, however, it is not efficient for TWTC to 
construct its own last mile connections. Where this is the case, TWTC instead purchases special 
access service from SST pursuant to BST’s FCC Tariff No. 1, Although TWTC purchases 
services from other providers when available, BST continues to maintain overwhelming control 
over the access market in its nine state region. TWTC is, therefore, critically dependent upon 
BST in serving its customers in a timely and reliable manner. 
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BST’s performance in providing special access service to TWTC has been and 
continues to be poor. TWTC has tried time and again to obtain BST’s cooperation in fixing the 
problems with provisioning, maintenance and repair. Despite these efforts and TWTC’s repeated 
requests to BST to implement procedures to enhance its performance, BST’s performance 
continues to deteriorate. Although BST agrees to discuss TWTC’s concerns and often even 
promises to improve its performance, BST invariably fails to follow through. Due to BST’s 
repeated failure to meet its legal obligations to provide service on just, reasonable, and 
nondiscriminatory terms and conditions, TWTC has been forced to file this letter to seek 
inclusion in the Commission’s accelerated complaint docket. 

n. BST Installs And Repairs Special Access Services For TWTC On Terms And 
Conditions That Violate Sections 201(b) and 202(a) Of The Communications Act. 

Section 201(b) of the Act requires that “[a111 , , . practices . . . for and in 
connection with [interstate communications], shall be just and reasonable, and any such . . . 
practice . . . that is unjust or unreasonable is , . . unlawful . . .’’ 47 U.S.C. 5 201(b). Section 
202(a) prohibits “unjust or unreasonable discrimination” in the practices, facilities provided by, 
or services of a regulated common carrier and precludes a carrier from exercising any “undue or 
unreasonable prejudice or disadvantage’’ against any person or class of persons.’ 47 U.S.C. 8 
202(a). In determining whether a carrier has discriminated in violation of Section 202(a), the 
Commission applies a three-prong test. TWTC has the burden of persuasion to show (1) that the 
services are “fike,” and (2) that there is disparate treatment between the “like” services. Once 
TWTC has made this primafacie showing of discrimination by establishing the first two prongs 
of the test, the burden of persuasion shifts to BST to show that (3) the discriminatory treatment is 
not unjust or unreasonable.2 

As demonstrated below, EST’s installation and repair intervals for TWTC are 
significantly longer than BST’s internal benchmarks for these intervals. BST’s intervals for 
TWTC are also inexplicably lengthy when compared to the average intervals reported by other 
LECs in their A R M I S  data. By any reasonable measure, BST has failed to provide special 
access to TWTC on just and reasonable terms and conditions. Moreover, TWTC’s service 
intervals are also longer than BST’s regionwide average intervals for other carriers, as reported 
in its A R M I S  data. BST’s practice of providing TWTC inferior service unduly disadvantages 
TWTC vis a vis these competing carriers, and constitutes an unjust and unreasonabIy 
discriminatory practice. 

The Act def’mes person to include a corporation. 47 U.S.C. § 153(32). 1 

See,, Metrocall v. WorldCom, 15 FCC Rcd 10826,n 13 (2000); MCI Telecom. Corp. v. FCC, 9 17 
F.2d 30,39 (D.C. Cir. 1990). 

2 
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A. BST’s Repeated Failure TO Timely Provision TWTC’s Special Access 
Facilities Constitutes An Unjust, Unreasonable And Impermissibly 
Discriminatdry Practice. 

Under BST’s procedures, a requesting carrier such as TWTC submits an Access 
Service Request (“ASK’) to the appropriate Interexchange Customer Service Center (“ICSC”) to 
initiate an order for special access. One component of the ASR is the Customer Desired Due 
Date (L‘CDDD’’), which is the date by which TWTC seeks to have BST’s portion of the service 
operational. The CDDD is particularly critical because the installation date that TWTC provides 
to its end user customers is based upon the assumption that BST will meet TWTC’s CDDD. 
Once BST accepts an ASR, its published guidelines provide that it will communicate a service 
date, or committed due date, to the customer (TWTC in this case) via a Firm Order Confirmation 
(“FOC”). At a minimum, receipt of a FOC is supposed to confirm (1) availability of facilities, 
and (2) a firm service commitment date. Once it has received st FOC, TWTC relies upon these 
commitments to move forward with its own provisioning processes. 

TWTC receives reports on BST’s ordering and provisioning performance 
pursuant to a verbal agreement made during one of TWTC’s periodic operational meetings with 
BST. According to the BST data for 1999 and year-to-date 2000 provided pursuant to this oral 
agreement, BST fails to meet TWTC’s CDDD roughly one-quarter of the time for special 
access. Out of 780 orders processed from January to September 2000, BST met 74.9% of 
TWTC’s desired due dates. See BST Provisioning Results 2000 at 2 (attached as Exhibit A). 
SimiIarly, out of 1030 orders processed for 1999, BST met 76.6% of TWTC’s desired due dates. 
See BST Provisioning Results 1999 at 3 (attached as Exhibit B). Monthly results for the 
percentage CDDD met by BST appear below: 

3 

Calculation of whether BST has met the CDDD does not begin until BST accepts a complete or a “clean” 
ASR. In TWTC’s experience, BST often rejects an ASR because of inaccurate or incomplete information 
contained in a portion of the ASR. Upon receipt of a rejection, TWTC must supplement the  order to 
correct the deficiency and re-submit the ASR to BST. BST then often “re-rejects” the m e  ASR for other 
inaccurate or incomplete information contained in some other portion of the ASR. This process continues 
through multiple cycles, until the ASR is deemed “clean” by BST. Although tkis practice of serially 
identifying ASR deficiencies unreasonably delays the ordering process, its effect is not reflected by any 
existing BST performance measurement. 

3 
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February 

March 

April 

January-September 2000 -- % CDDD Met by BST 

73.3% 86 

8 1.4% 140 

84.6% 104 

I January I 75.3% I 77 I 

80.5% 77 

I 72 I 54.2% I June I 
July 76.6% 77 

August 65.9% 82 

I September I 72.3% I 65 1 
BST Provisioning Results 2000 at 2. 

In a September letter to TWTC, BST indicated that its internal benchmark for 
DSO circuits is 92.27% on-time performance and for DS1 and DS3 circuits, 90% on-time 
performance. See Letter from Marcus B. Cathey, BST, to Carolyn Marek, TWTC, at 1 (Sept. 28, 
2000) (“BST September Letter”) (attached as Exhibit C).4 Thus, according to BST’s own data, it 
i s  not meeting its own internal service interval, which by definition is what BST considers to be a 
reasonable benchmark. Other ILECs’ recent provisioning intervals, as reported in ARMIS 
Report 43-05, Row 112, percentage “Commitments Met,” fbrther underscore the 
unreasonableness of BST’s performance. Row 1 12 measures the percentage “Commitments 
Met” for all special access services. This percentage is calculated by dividing the number of 

Inexplicably, BST indicates in that m e  letter that it has provisioned loo%, 90.6%, and 92.3% of TWTC’s 
DSO, DS 1, and DS3 circuits, respectively, on-time year-to-date. See BST September Letter at 1. 
Furthermore, BST recently sent TWTC a newly formatted report entitled ‘‘Performance Results October 
2000.” 
contains a measurement of the percentage of TWTC orders completed on or before the Committed Due 
Date from January to October 2000. See id., Tab 4 at 1. It reports hat, year-to-date, BST has met its 
Committed Due Date for all classes of TWI’C special access 76.48% of the time. Td. However, the same 
page of that report shows that BST is meeting the Committed Due Date for DSO, DS 1, and DS3 circuits 
loo%, 91.8%, and 93.16% of the time, respectively, year-todate, Id. Because BST has control over the 
underlying data and unilaterally determines how it wilI report that data, however, TWTC cannot reconcile 
these figures with the data for percentage CDDD met, as reported by BST for year-to-date in September. 
Compare id., 

4 

BSTPerformance Results October 2000 (attached as Exhibit D). Among other data, this report 

BST Provisioning Results 2000 at 2. 
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installation orders or circuits from the carrier customer completed by the commitment date’ by 
the total number of installation orders or circuits. Ln 1999, Verizon (then Bell Atlantic) met 
84.71% of its committed due dates; Ameritech, 93.61%; SBC, 97.02%; Qwest (then U S West), 
83.97%; and GTE, 90.26%. SBC, which is required to report ARMIS data on a quarterly basis 
as a result of its merger with Ameritech, reported 92% Commitments Met or higher for all but 
one state (California, 76.60%) for 1“ Quarter 2000 and 92% Commitments or hi her for all but 
three states (California, 69.30%; Illinois, 87.76%; and Michigan, 86.94%) for 2” Quarter 2000. 
BST’s provisioning of TWTC special access circuits at a level that is roughly 15 percentage 
points below BST’s internal benchmark -- and nine to 22 percentage points below the level of 
service provided by other ILECs -- is unjust and unreasonable, in violation of Section 201(b). 

5 

Even if BST had not indicated what it believed to be a reasonable time frame, 
ARMlS Report 43-05, Row 112 also demonstrates that BST has provisioned special access 
circuits to TWTC on unreasonably discriminatory terms and conditions. As noted, Row 112 
measures the percentage Commitments Met for all special access services. For 1999, BST’s 
regionwide percentage Commitments Met was 85.12%. State-specific percentages were as 
follows: Florida, 86.95%; North Carolina, 84.48%; and Tennessee, 86.02%. ARMIS Report 43- 
05 states that BST is required to publish its service installation intervals. In addition, Section 
5.1.1 of BST’s FCC Tariff No. 1 states that BST’s service intervals “will be established in 
accordance with published service date interval guidelines which are available to customers upon 
request.” Prior to September 2000, TWTC had repeatedly requested, but did not receive written 
documentation of BST’s special access service intervals. While TWTC is not sure, it believes 
that BST’s 1999 ARMIS reporting for Row 112 was based on the then-effective industry 
standard interval of 12 business days for DS1. But regardless of whether the intervals were 
longer or shorter, the key fact is that in 1999, BST on average regionwide met over 85% of its 
committed due dates, while it met only 76% of those dates for TWTC. 

In addition to its failure to meet TWTC’s CDDD, BST also fails to provide 
TWTC timely documentation regarding the status of its orders. As noted, according to BST’s 
Guide to Interconnection and other oral and written representations, BST is obligated to provide 
TWTC with a FOC within 48 hours of receiving a clean ASR! The service, or committed, due 
date for delivery of the services ordered is the most significant element of the FOC. For the time 
period at issue here, BST has not reported performance data for on-time delivery of FOCsS7 

The co“itment date is in turn based on the ILEC’s mitallation intervals. Instahtion intervals are 
discussed below. Commitment dates may be extended at the customer’s request. 

5 

See Guide tu Interconnection at 17 (Dec. 2000) (Issue 9f) <http://~v.interconnection.tKU~outh. 
codguides/activation/pWgticOO 1 .p@. 

6 - 

As noted, BST recently datera l ly  reformatted its w i d  access performance reports. See su~ra note 4. 
While the explanatory portion of BST’s PerJ-ormance Resulfs October 2000 (Tab 3 at 4) indicated that the 
report included the “lplercentage of Firm Order Confumations sent back to the customer within 24,48 and 
72 hours of receipt of a complete and accurate ASFt,” TWTC’s copy of that report did not contain any 
performance data for delivery of FOG. On December 27,2000, TWTC received BST’s Performance 

7 
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Even so, it is TWTC’s experience that BST consistently fails to provide FOCs within 48 hours.’ 
For the vast majority of orders, TWTC receives a Preliminary Order Confirmation (“POC”) 
within three business days of BST’s acceptance of the ASR, and a FOG or a Pending Facilities 
(“PF”) status assignment within five business days of BST’s acceptance of an ASR. A PF status 
indicates that BST does not have facilities in place to provide the service or that existing 
facilities are inoperable due to the need for repair. BST will provide an explanation for why an 
order is in PF status if -- and an& if-- TWTC specifically requests hrther information on the 
order. Even then, BST takes approximately three to five business days to provide any additional 
inf~rmation.~ Moreover, in many instances, even though BST has already issued a FOC with a 
committed due date, it wj11 subsequently move an order to PF status -- oftentimes on the dzre date 
or the d q  before ihe d2ie date. 

BST’s performance data for on-time delivery of Design Layout Records 
(“DLRs”) firther demonstrates its shoddy performance in provisioning special access to TWTC. 
A DLR is another document generated by BST in response to TWTC’s ASR. The DLR contains 
technical and administrative information that describes BST’s access service, including cable 
make-up (gauge, loading, length, etc.), camer channel bank type and systems mileage, and 
facility interfaces.” TWTC uses this information to design the overall service for its end user 
customer. According to BST’s own data, for 2000 year-to-date, it has delivered 77.0% of 
TWTC’s DLRs on-time. 
ranged from a high of 90.6% in January 2000 to a low of 62.7% for September. 
recent report for October 2000 indicates that, out of I 1  1 total items for which DLRs were to be 
generated, BST delivered 48 of those -- or 43.24% -- on-time. 
October 2000, Tab 4 at 4. BST’s performance was similarly unacceptable in 1999, when it 
delivered 77.9% of TWTC’s DLRs on-time. See BST Provisioning Resttlts 1999 at 3.  

BST Provisioning Reszrlts 2000 at 2. BST’s performance has 
BST’s most 

BSTPe$wmance Results 

Results for November 2000. Whi le  TWTC has not had time to review that report, it does include a page 
entitled “Firm Order Confirmation (FOC) Report for Time Wamer,” which appears to report the number of 
FOCs returned within 48,72, 96, and 120 hours for November 2000. (Incidentally, BST indicates that it 
retuned a paltry 50.71% of FOCs within 48 hours in November.) 

As discussed below, a signllicant number of the orders that are escalated to Level 4 of BST’s escalation 
procedures are due to BST’s failure to timely return a FOC. 

8 

To the extent that BST assigns an order to PF status, it should be required to identifv the problem, what 
steps must be taken to remedy the problem, and how long those steps will take. For example, if an order is 
in PF status because of “bad cable pairs” or “no facilities” (as often happens), BST should be required to 
provide a job number and estimated completion date. At a minimum, BST should be required to indicate 
the type of problem, because, to continue with the example, the time for repairing a bad pair (perhaps a few 
days) can m e r  dramatically from the time required to lay new cable (oftentimes 15 business days or 
longer). The more facts that TWTC has regarding the status of its order, the better T W C  is equipped to 
manage customer expectations. Unfortunately, BST does not provide TWTC this kind of information. 

9 

BST’s Guide to lnterconnection states that the minimum contents for the DLR are defined in the Ordering 
and Billing Forum (OBF) Generic DLR Guidelines, October 1985, SR STS-000304. Guide fo 
Interconnection at 40. 

10 
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Ostensibly, TWTC can utilize BST’s seven level “escalation process” to remedy 
any problems that arise in connection with the ordering and provisioning process. This process 
is purportedly designed to focus the efforts of available personnel to avoid inordinate delays in 
the provisioning process. TWTC personnel responsible for ordering services from BST are 
instructed to use the escalation process through Level 3. The Level 1 escalation stage is initiated 
by calling an 800 number provided by BST. TWTC’s calls are received by an automated system 
requiring the caller to hold before speaking directly to BST personnel, Hold times average 
approximately 45 minutes, although some calls have lasted as long as one hour and 37 minutes. 
Escalation Levels 2 and 3 require direct calls to a BST ICSC supervisor. In TWTC’s experience, 
these calls are rarely answered on the first attempt. TWTC’s policy is that staff seeking 
escalation are instructed to leave messages requesting a return call fiom the ICSC supervisor. 
Again, in TWTC’s experience, the majority of these messages are not answered. 

If the problem has not been resolved by Level 3, hrther escalations (through 
Level 7) are processed by TWTC’s Offnet Escalation Team. Similar logistical problems arise at 
these higher levels, too. On a more practical note, a majority of the problems that result in 
missed customer desired due dates can be traced to BST’s failure to timely issue FOG, or its 
failure to verify availability of facilities necessary to provide the order in a timely manner. 
Obviously, an inability to timely provision service adversely affects TWTC’s relationships with 
its customers and sometimes resuIts in the loss of a customer. Although TWTC acknowledges 
that not all provisioning problems are necessarily BST’s fault, in TWTC’s experience, far too 
often troubles that should properly be resolved at a lower level must be repeatedly escalated to 
obtain relief. Overall, BST’s current escalation procedures are inadequate and must be 
reworked. 

B. BST Has Consistently Failed To Repair TWTC’s Special Access Facilities 
Within A Reasonable Time Frame. 

When a customer experiences problems with its telephone service, that customer 
expects prompt restoration of the service to normal operating parameters. The longer that a 
customer has to wait for problems to be corrected or service restored, the greater the likelihood 
of customer dissatisfaction with the providing carrier. Whenever TWTC provides service to its 
customers using facilities leased fiom BST, TWTC must rely on BST to perform maintenance 
and repair on those facilities. Even though TWTC is unable to perform the maintenance and 
repair itself, any inefficiency on BST’s part will be perceived by TWTC’s customers as 
inefficiency on the part of TWTC, as the providing carrier. One of the measurements that 
TWTC uses to monitor how quickly BST is providing maintenance and repair services to TWTC 
is known as the “average time to repair” or “ATTR.” This data demonstrates that BST fails to 
repair special access circuits it sells to TWTC on just, reasonable, and nondiscriminatory terms 
and conditions. 

When a customer calls TWTC to report a service problem requiring repair, 
TWTC’s National Operations Center (“NOC”) documents that call in the form of a “trouble 
ticket” or “trouble report,” which is used to monitor the disposition of the maintenance or repair 
request. TWTC first tests the identified circuit to determine the location of the trouble. When 
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the problem is locateG on the portion of the‘facilities owned and maintainec dy BST, ioc 
personnel contact BST’s regional trouble center, known as the Access Customer Advocate 
Center (“ACAC”), and relay the request for maintenance or repair. After this notification is 
transmitted, TWTC is dependent upon BST to investigate the problem and perform repairs on its 
network so that TWTC can restore service to its end user customer. 

Upon receipt of the request, BST performs certain testing and repair procedures 
aimed at identifying the source of the network trouble. If, after testing, BST determines that on- 
site repair is required, BST must either contact maintenance personnel at the site, if attended, or 
dispatch maintenance personnel to the site, if unattended. In the interim, TWTC telephones BST 
on an hourly basis for a status update. The remarks from these conversations are textually 
incorporated into TWTC’s trouble ticket. Once BST has isolated the trouble and performed the 
requested maintenance or repair, it notifies TWTC’s NOC that the trouble has been resolved, 
typically through a return telephone call. 

TWTC calculates the ATTR by measuring the elapsed time from the time it 
notifies BST of the trouble until the time that the trouble is repaired, minus any valid “stop 
time.” The most common example of “stop time” is time during which BST is unable to access 
the customer’s premises to remedy the problem (e.g., late evening or weekend hours). Monthly 
ATTR is calculated by adding the elapsed time for each trouble request submitted to BST, and 
dividing that sum by the total number of BST trouble tickets resolved during the month. 

According to TWTC’s data, for the period from May 1 through October 3 1,2000, 
BST took an average of 15 hours, 16 minutes to repair TWTC’s special access facilities.” See 
TWTC Measurements for BST at 1; Trouble Tickets - BST at 7 (attached as Exhibit E). Broken 
down on a monthly basis, BST’s record, as summarized below, has been particularly erratic: 

I 

ATTR is reported in the attached TWTC Measurements for BST as “8s Avg Duration.” Similarly, it is 
also reported on the Trouble Tickets - BST spreadsheet under the column entitied “LEC Duration.” 

11 
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May 

June 

May-October 2000 -- Average BST Time to Repair’’ 

3 1 5 5  104 

1058 123 

July 8:34 115 

I 103 I 9:29 I August 1 
I September I 13:04 - I  108 I 

~~ 

I 92 I 19147 I October 1 
- See TWTC Measurements for BST at 1, As is shown, BST’s poorest performance occurred in 
May and October 2000. Yet, those two months have the lowest (October, 92 tickets) and third 
lowest (May, 104 tickets) number of troubles traceable to BST’s network. AI1 things being 
equal, one would reasonably think that where volumes of troubles were lower, BST would have 
more personnel available, and thus troubles would be resolved faster. Yet precisely the opposite 
phenomenon occurred here. BST’s performance in certain metropolitan areas has also been 
particularly abysmal. For example, it took BST an average of 400 hours to repair five reported 
troubles for TWTC special access facilities in Greensboro during May 2000. Id. While no other 
city experienced such a high average repair interval, Charlotte experienced intervals in excess of 
30 hours in May (3599 hours) and October (63:00), and Greensboro was again plagued by poor 
repair service in June (38:09), September (70:00), and October (4059). Id. While BST will no 
doubt claim that these examples are statistical anomalies, such a response provides little comfort 
to the TWTC end users experiencing these intolerable outages. l 3  

Under any reasonable standard, these repair intervals would be considered unjust 
and unreasonable. Indeed, BST’s own internal benchmark to repair DSO circuits is 3.5 hours and 
its benchmark for DS 1 and DS3 circuits is 3.4 hours. 
BST is nowhere near that standard for TWTC.14 Similarly, the repair intervals reported by other 

BST September Letter at 1. Clearly, 

TWTC did not have automated systems for processing trouble tickets until May, so it cannot report ATI’R 
prior to May unless it manually retrieves and reviews each record, an endeavor for which TWTC simply 
does not have the resources. 

12 

BST’s explanation of the service problem for 83 of the 645 total trouble tickets for the reporting period, or 
13% of all trouble tickets, is “came clear.” To TWTC’s knowledge, the term “came clear” has no @CUI= 
meaning or significance in the industry and frustrates its efforts to analyze the efficiency of its own process 
and to implement procedures designed to avoid similar problems on a going-forward basis. 

BST has inexplicably reported a year-to-date MTTR for TWTC specid access of 5.33 hours (or 5 hours, 20 
minutes). B f l  Performance Results October 2000, Tab 2 at 5. TWTC believes that BST 

14 
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ILECs further demonstrate how unreasonable BST’s performance is. Row 121 of ARMIS 
Report 43-05 measures “average interval, in  hours to the nearest tenth based on a stopped clock, 
from the time of the reporting carrier’s receipt of the trouble report to the time of acceptance by 
the complaining carrier/customer. This interval is defined as ‘Interval measured in clock hours, 
excluding only time when maintenance is delayed due to circumstances beyond the ILEC’s 
control. Typical reasons for delay include, but are not limited to, premise access when a problem 
is isolated to the location or to absence of customer support to test fa~i l i t ies .~”’~ In comparison 
to BST’s average interval of 15+ hours fiom May to October 2000, Verizon’s (then Bell 
Atlantic) regionwide Average Interval in 1999 was 4.4 hours; Ameritech, 3.5 hours; SBC, 2.1 
hours; Qwest (then U S West), 4.5 hours; and GTE, 4.0 hours. For 2000, SBC reported (again, 
pursuant to its merger conditions) a repair interval for high speed special access of 4.4 hours or 
less for all but one state (Nevada, 13.22 hours and 9.4 hours, respectively) for both lSt and 2”d 
Quarters. 

BST’s repair intervals for all customers in its region also demonstrate that it 
unreasonably discriminates against TWTC. In comparison to a repair interval for TWTC of over 
15 hours for May to October 2000, BST’s regionwide Average Interval in 1999 (as reported in 
ARMIS Row 121) for high speed special access was 4.6 hours. State-specific intervals were 
similarly incongruous: Florida, 4.3 hours; North Carolina, 4.7 hours; and Tennessee, 4.5 hours. 

Far from fixing these problems, certain deficiencies within BST’s escalation 
process appear in fact to contribute to the extended service outages experienced by TWTC 
customers year-to-date. First, TWTC believes that one of the primary reasons for these extended 
service outages is the chronic unavailability of BST personnel after hours for purposes of 
escalating maintenance and repair requests. As a result, despite the fact that BST’s Guide to 
Interconnection (at 49) provides that BST is to hmish TWTC with a trouble reporting telephone 
number for special access that “should be readily accessible 24 hours, 7 days a week,” in 
TWTC’s experience, troubles reported to EST after 500 p.m. are often not addressed until the 
following day. Second, TWTC believes that the lack of communication between BST’s ACAC 
and its service representatives and technicians firrther lengthens repair intervals. For example, at 

systematically understates its repair intervals under this measurement; however, TWTC is unable to 
determine the reason that BST’s estimates are so much lower than TWTC’s. In any event, even if one 
assumes that BST’s own estimate for year-to-date repair intervals is correct (which it is not), BST still fails 
to meet its own internal benchmarks by almost two hours. 

Row 12 1 is reported for both “All Special Access,” which includes circuits “from the ILEC facilities to the 
Interexchange carrier POP or customer premises for voice grade service, WATS/800, metallic and 
telegraph services, audio or video program services, wideband services, DDS, high capacity, DS1, DS3, 
and switched Feature Group A services,” and for “High Speed Special Access,” which includes only “DS 1, 
DS2, DS3 and other similar digital services.” The ovenvhelming majority of TWTC’s special access 
circuits are DS Is. Thus, for repair intervals, it appears that the Row 12 1 data for *‘Hi& Speed Special 
Access” is a more appropriate benchmark against which to compare BST’s repair interval for TWTC. Ln 
contrast, for provisioning, Row 112 is not separated into ‘‘High Speed” versus “All Special Access.” As a 
result, Row 1 12 reports data for “All Special Access,’’ rather than “High Speed Special Access.” 

15 
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the point of transfer of the trouble ticket from the ACAC to the field, the escalation process starts 
anew at Level 1 priority even though it may have reached a higher level of escalation at the 
ACAC. Practically, this doubles the length of time of the escalation process. Third, the absence 
and inaccuracy of repair status reports further contribute to BST’s poor repair record. For 
example, on numerous occasions, BST technicians have provided a status report of “loaded for 
dispatch.” Customarily, this notation indicates that a technician is en routs to a trouble site to 
make repairs, TWTC has frequently relied upon this information to advise its customers that the 
outage would be promptly remedied. After investigation of further unexplained delays following 
such status reports, TWTC has discovered that, in many instances, the technician had not 
actually been dispatched, but that the trouble ticket was only ready for the next available BST 
technician. 

As with provisioning, BST’s failure to render maintenance and repair services in a 
timely fashion is perceived by TWTC’s customers as a service failure on TWTC’s part. This 
perception occurs even in those instances in which the customer understands that TWTC is 
relying on BST to repair the services. Although TWTC is eligible for service installation 
guarantees and outage credits under BST’s FCC Tariff No. 1, as BST has conceded, “you can’t 
base a successfbl end user relationship on receiving outage credits.” BST September Letter at 2. 
TWTC’s performance in the market should be based on factors within TWTC’s -- not BST’s -- 
control. Until and unless BST is forced to timely provision and repair TWTC’s special access 
facilities, TWTC will be hobbled in its ability to compete against BST and other CLECs. 

Ill .  Inclusion Of This Matter On The Accelerated Docket Is Appropriate And 
Warranted. 

In Section 1.730(e) of its rules, the Commission has identified several factors to 
be considered in determining whether to admit a proceeding onto the Accelerated Docket. 
TWTC believes that this matter meets the criteria specified in that rule:. 

(0 

(ii) 

(iii) 

Expedited resolution of this dispute would advance competition in the 
telecommunications market. TWTC depends upon BST to provision and repair 
special access circuits that are in turn used to provide both local exchange and 
exchange access services. The inability to install and repair a customer’s service 
oiTering in a timely and eflicient manner imposes immediate harms on TWTC’s 
ability t o  compete and unnecessarily increases TWTC’s operational costs. 
Expedited resolution of this dispute is critical to the continued development of 
competition in BST’s region. 

This dispute is suited for resolution under the constraints of the Accelerated 
Docket because resolution of this dispute will involve straightfoward application 
of the Act to a distinct set of issues with quantifiable underlying facts. 

This dispute sets forth claims that are co@izable under the Act and within the 
Commission’s jurisdiction. As discussed, this dispute involves the violation of 
Sections 20 1 (b) and 202( a) of the Act. 
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(iv) Inclusion in the Accelerated Docket would not be unfair to BST. BST is a major 
ILEC with the resources to participate in an Accelerated Docket proceeding. 

Based on the foregoing, TWTC believes that consideration of this matter by the 
Commission under the Accelerated Docket is both warranted and appropriate. If you have any 
questions or concerns regarding this matter, please do not hesitate to call us. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas Jones 
A. Renke Callahan 

Attorneys for 
Time Warner Telecom, Inc, 

cc: Frank Lamancusa, Deputy Division Chief, 
Market Disputes Resolution Division 
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Yo CDDD METlPercent Customer Desired Due Date) Number of ASRdOrders completed on the customer requested Due Date, 
divided by the total number of Access Service Requests received for the 
report month, expressed as a percentage. 

% DLRs ON TIME(Desiqn Line Record) Number of DLRs received by the customer prior to installation, divided by the total 
DLRs for the report month, expressed as a percentage. 

NCFR(New Circuit Failure Ratel Number of troubles within 30 days of installation, divided by the number of circuits 
turned up 60 days back- expressed as a percentage. 

PVLTLSUM .XLS 0 1/20/2000 



BELLSOUTH/TIME WARNER-TIM PROVISIONING RESULTS 1999 

85.7% 80.6% 84.6% 87.3% 67.8% 77.1% 76.8% 63.1% 71.1% 74.3% 72.3% 76.1% 

24 2211 
#ASRS( fTEM LVL) 69 48 293 1077 37 68 86 45 204 586 42 

#DLR OT 47 21 189 1056 24 30 54 29 123 584 30 
22 27 104 21 13 30 32 16 81 2 I2 

68.1% 43.0% 64.5% 98.1% 64.9% 44.1% 62.8% 64.4% 60.3% 99.7% 71.4% 8.5% 

2215 2336 2893 14819 

1.3% 8.9% 10.1% 1.6% 0.6% 0.5% 0.6% 0.8% 0.3% 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 0.5% 

* THE FlGURES FOR CDDD & NCFR (JAN - MAY) WERE RECALCULATED TO EXCLUDE UNE CIRCUITS 

S0URCE:ICAIS:EXACT:SOCS:WFNC 
PVTIMSUM.XLS 

2 
01/20/2000 

ISSUE 1 
Prepared by ACAC MEASUREMENT GROUP 

PRIVATE/PROPRIETARY: NOT FOR DISCLOSURE OUTSIDE BELLSOUTH EXCEPT BY WRIlTEN AGREEMENT 



BELlSOUTH/TlMEWARNER=TlM PROVlSlONlNG 1 999 
Yo CDDD MET BY SPECIFIED TURF 

--. 
\ 

55.6% 43.8% 75.0% 90.9% 77.8% 77.0 92.3% 76.5% 100. 1 
/-’> 

66.7% 100.0% 66.7% 96.0% 1OO.Wo 1OO.W 100.00/0 66.7% 100.0% 25.0% 100.OY0 33.3% 85. 

26 29 17 21 I 1  31 18 15 13 I 8  17 23 239 
19 27 13 15 7 21 I1  1 1  7 13 7 15 166 
7 2 4 6 4 10 7 4 6 5 10 8 73 

?XIYO 93.IYo 76.5% 71.4% 63.6% 67.7% 61.1Yo 73.3% 53.8% 72.2% 41.2% 65.2% 69.5% 

0 2 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 

0.0% 100*0Y0 100.0% 1oo.wo 0.0% 0.0% O.OY0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 

100.0% lOO.oO/o 83.3% W . W o  83.3% 78.6% 94.7% 64.3% 63.2% 94.1% 85.2% 90.3% 85-8Yo 

71.4% 64.5% 77.8% 96.0% 57.IYo 54.5% 60.0% 53.3% 87.5% 30.0% 42.9% 7o.oo/a 66.7% 

SOURCE ICAIS: W FNC: EXACT: SOCS 
PVTIMSUM.XLS Prepared by ACAC MEASUREMENTS GROUP 
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BELLSOUTH/TlME WARNER-TIM Ticket Counts And Duration Measurements 1999 

M 
S 
S 
S 
c 

Service 
Message 
DDS 
DSl/DS3 
os0 
DSl/DS3 

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 13 01 29 3 50 96 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

129 142 185 252 118 253 I 58 169 136 181 96 97 1916 

L 20 372 35 29 30 66 21 18 5 45 35 79 420 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -_____------ ~~ - ~ -  

0 
0 

54 
0 
5 

Total 149 t 79 220 281 140 31 9 180 200 141 255 134 226 2432 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 29 0 0 29 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

50 60 65 75 86 98 103 94 86 51 43 865 
0 0 0 0 0- 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 2 4 10 9 2 0 1 1 0 3. 40 

Message 
DDS 
DSllDS3 
DSO 
DS1 IDS3 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

281.46 597.98 657.84 577.61 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
7.29 35.17 20.16 7.57 

M 
S 
S 
S 
C 

0.00 0.00 82.68 0.00 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

592.13 566.99 376.59 301.40 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0.00 63.98 7.23 0.00 

0.ool 0.00 0.00 0.001 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.85 0.00 0.00 2.85 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
3.42 5 -87 5.07 4.33 7.97 7.65 5.89 5.75 6.03 4.38 5.91 6.17 5.70 
- 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

---__I__--- 

2.04 6.24 8.39 1.82 3.52 2.24 3.79 0.00 63.98 7.23 0.00 = 

Total 59 53 62 69 a5 95 100 103 95 116 51 46 934 

Message M 0.00 
DDS S 
DSl/DS3 S 184.59 293.41 304.44 
DSO S 0.00 0.00 
DSl/DS3 C 10.19 18.72 16.78 

265.47 4999.91 

18.23 205.32 

Hours 194.78 31 2.1 3 321.22 288.75 633.1 5 678.00 585.1 8 592.1 3 630.97 466.50 301.40 283.70 5287.91 

Message 
DDS 
DSI/DS3 
DSO 
DSllDS3 

M 
S 
S 
S 
C 

Hours 1 3.301 5.891 5.181 4.18) 7.45) 7.14) 5.851 5.751 6.641 4.021 

2 
0 1 /20/2000 

ISSUE 2 
SOURCE: ICAIS: WFNC 
99im.xls 

Prepared by ACAC MEASUREMENT GROUP 
BELLSOUTH PROPRIETARY: NOT fOR DISCLOSURE WITHOUT WRITTEN AGREEMENT 



CHARLOTTE 
GREENSBORO 
MEMPHIS 
MISSISSIPPI 
ORLANDO 
RALEIGH 

Total tickets 58 45 55 62 75 a2 82 75 79 70 45 36 764 

12 13 11 13 11 15 14 26 15 18 12 6 1 66 
2 0 5 0 2 1 1 1 1 2 0 2 17 

27 19. 21 29 19 21 34 24 18 23 21 1 257 
5 0 2 4 4 1 2 3 1 5 1 18 46 
3 4 6 3 15 14 18 10 4 12 5 3 97 
9 9 10 13 24 30 13 11 40 10 6 6 t 61 

TtM MEASURED TICKETS - TOTAL DURATION 
TURF 

19.22 45.15 
2.57 0.00 

124.13 135.30 
9.18 0.00 

11.13 15.62 

CHARLOlTE 
GREENSBORO 
MEMPHIS 
MISSISSIPPI 
ORLANDO 
RALEIGH 

66.17 55.20 42.78 35.97 84.63 158.17 127.52 93.30 87.50 40.12 855.73 
32.48 0.00 5.52 3.08 7-67' 4.58 4.63 6.35 0.00 8.50 75.38 

104.75 186.80 180.07 113.98 288.55 155.97 191.83 106.70 164.57 1.98 1754.63 
8.43 17.40 11.32 2.70 4.90 6.78 9.55 26.25 0.25 94.20 190.96 
34.83 2.00 63.35 60.12 79.88 53.80 18.03 65.27 17.98 14.73 436.74 

40.93 

Total Hours 207.17 206.57 309.44 327.87 587.94 609.35 539.40 467.78 628.96 339.94 301.47 216.03 4821.91 

m.sOl 62.78 66.47 284.90 393.50 73.77 88.48 277.40 42.07 31.17 56.50 1508.47 

CHARLOTTE 
GREENSBORO 
MEMPHIS 
MlSSlSSl PPI 
ORLANDO 
RAEIGH 

SOURCE: ICAl S: W FAX 
99t im .XIS 

r 
1.60 3.47 6.02 4.25 3.89 2.40 6.05 6.08 8.50 5.18 7.29 6.69 ' 5;15 
1.28 0.00 6.50 0.00 2.76 3.08 7.67 4.58 4.63 3.18 0.00 4.25 4.43 
4.60 7.12 4.99 6.44 9.48 5.43 8.49 6.50 10.86 4.64 7.84 1.98 6.83 
1.04 0.00 4.22 4.35 2.83 2.70 2.45 2.26 9.55 5.25 0.25 5.23 4.15 
3.71 3.90 5.81 0.67 4.22 4.29 4.44 5.38 4.511 5.44 3.60 4.91 4.50 

4 4.55 10.06 6.28 5.11 11.87 13.12 5.67 8.04 6.94) 4.21 5.20 9.42 8.33 

Prepared by ACAC MEASUREMENTS GROUP 
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@ BELL SOUTH 

MTTR 

On-the Performance 

Facilities Availability 

BrllSourh lmrconnectron Senrlcss 
600 North 19th Street 
an floor 
Birmingham, A L  35203 

Marcus 8. C o l s y  
Sales  Assistant Vlca Prosideni 
CLEC Intcrconnectron Sares 

97% within 4 hours DSO 3.5 hrs No DSO Results 

95% by Committed , DSO 92.27% DSO 100% YTD 
DD DSlfDS3 90.00% DSl 90,6%YTD 

DS3 92.3%YTD 
95% of FOC Not Measured Not Measured 
orders delivered on 
mmmitttd DD 

DWDS3 3 . 4 h  529 hrs YTD 

Marcus 6 ~ 8 t n o y ~ b r ~ d ~ o . b e l l s o ~ ~  com 
Interbctive Pager  Address m c a ~ e y @ b e l l s o u t n ~ p s  com 

20s 327 -4100 
Far 205 3214334 
lnreracrive Pagor 877 318-6431 

Septmbm 28,2000 

> Ms. Carolyn Muck 
Vice President ReguIatory 
Time Warner Telecom, Inc, 
233 Bramerton Court 
Franklin, TN 37069 

Dear Carolyn: 

This is in response to your request for improved service performance levels for special access 
services. As conveyed in our meeting on August 8' and in subsequent discussions sincc then, 
BellSouth greatly values Time Warner's sctertion of BellSouth's Access Products to provide 
local service to your end users. We realize that this pla'ccs us in an essential supplier position 
who must deliver service predictably in an accurate manner. 

We have reviewed your suggested performance benchmarks and believe they are a rcasonablc 
starting point for establishing a base lint for service expectation. For the three metrics you 
provided a recommended benchmark, we have compared than to an equivalent benchmark 
C U K ~ Y  tied to BellSouth's key pdormance indicators, Listed beiow is the result of our 
findings: 



With our new Access Service Delivery Filing planned to be effective October 17,2000, you will 
find that our on time performance should improve to your 95% benchmark for basic non-projcct 
special access DS Is which meet our standard interval guidelines. These standard intetvals will 
be backed by our service installation guarantee which i f  we miss a committed due date, Timc 
Warnm is credited automatically with the full installation charge. 

Our Service Assurancc Warranty that exists today covers all DSO through OCX spccial acccss 
services. The outage parameters vary by service level and zone. When an outagc occurs longcr 
than the stated duration, Time Warner is credited with up to a fbll month's retuning charge (we 
attachment), While we understand that you can't base a successfut end user relationship on 
receiving outage credits, BeIISouth is financially incented to prevent or respond quickly to 
outages as they occur. 

While we currently have no facilities availability benchmark, OUT Access Service Delivery 
Filings coupled with OW new mechanized ASR Common Access Front End (CAFE) systcm 
available in late October will improve your ability to view address specific information. Amcd 
with this information, Time W m e r  will be in a better position to know if an end user's location 
is included in our standard interval program, thereby significantly improving the likelihood that 
facilities will be in place to deliver service on the committed date. 

You also provided w with a list of some 31 measures without stated benchmark objectives, 
Currently most of these items are not measured for access services. We plan to USC thc list in a 
collaborative manner with Time Warner. We anticipate including the most important measures 
in a Service Level Agreement beginning with Pricing Flexibility negotiations during IQ 2001 
(providing our petition filed on August 24 i s  granted FCC relief). We believe this effort will 
counter balance any improvements made in local services once 271 reliefs are obtained. 

As we strive for s d c e  improvement, we will never completely eliminate scmice errors. 
However, what we can commit to as these opprtunitics surface is to communicate and to care. 
Our communication plan is to contact you on all service outages which exceed two hours, at 
regular intervals until service is restored. Our ACAC personnel will champion escalations with 
the Be\\Suuth Network organization when they see that meaningful progress is not being made. 
Lastly, where BellSouth was responsible for the error, we will join you on a call with your end 
usa when needed and clearly explain our role and take responsibility for the problem. 

I hope this communication and the ones which follow will reinforce our commitment to service 
iinprovement. Thank you for clearly stating your expectations for service performance. Our 
goal i s  to restore your confidence that Time Warner has chosen the right service and the best 
supplier to provide local service to your end uscrs. 

Cc: John Irwin 
Brigitte Nix 



CREDIT ALLOWANCE FOR SERVICE INTERRUPTIONS 

OC-3,12,48 SMARTRing 
DS3 LightGate 
Shared Ring DS 1 /3 SMARTPath 
DS1 (Zone 1) 
DSI (Zones 2 & 3) 
DSO 
All Others 

An Access service is considered interrupted when i t  becomes unusable to the customer because 
of a failure of a facility component used to furnish service under Tariff F.C.C. No.1 or in the 
went that the protective controls applied by BellSouth result in the complete loss of use of the 
service by the customer. 

1 Second 
1 Minute 
1 Minute 
1 Minute 
30 Minutes 
30 Minutes 
30 Minutes 

An intcrruption period starts when the customer reports the interruption to BellSouth, 
and ends when the  service is operative. If customer does not report the interruption, no 
credit applies. Tariff F.C.C. No& Sec.2.4.4. 

Audio,Telcgraph, Broadcast 
L Quality Video 

Credit allowance: 
OC-3; 12,48 SMARTRing 

DS3 LightGate 

Shared Ring DSU3 SMARTPath 

DS 1 

I DSO - DDAS, Analog, Program 

MRC = Monthly Rccwring Charge 
100% of MRC after 
1 second outage 
100% of MRC afier 
1 minute outage 
100% of MRC after 
1 minute outage 

Zone 1 
100% of MRC 
after 1 minute outage 

Zones 2 & 3 
25% of MRC 
30- 150 min. outage 

50% of MRC 
15 1-2 10 min. outage 

100% of MRC 
21 1+ min. outage 
M440 th of MRC after 
30-minute outage for 
each 30 minutes of outage 
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I .  BELLSOUTH/TIME WARNER MAINTENANCE RESUL TS 

Tab 1. Standardized Maintenance Report Description 

Tab 2. BELLSOUTH/TIM Special Access Maintenance Results October 2000 

MTTR Monthly 

MTTR Detail Tickets 

MTTR YTD 

Repeats 

Availability 

Failure Frequency 

~~~ 
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11. BELLSOUTH TIME WARIVER PROVISIONING RESULTS 

Tab 3. Standardized Provisioning Report Description 

Tab 4. BELLSOUTWTIM PROVISIONING SUMMARY 2000 

CDD Monthly 

CDD Details 

CDD YTD 

DLR 

NCFR 

FOC 

Order Interval 
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intenance Report Descriptions 
- (monthly results) 

Mean Time-To-Repair Total Responsible Duration, divided by the 
total tickets received as Customer Reports(CR), Referred In (RN), 
and Referred To Self (RS). Excludes tickets closed to CPE, IEC,’ 
and INF, such as; Joint MeeWendor, Visual inspections at 
customer premises, tickets for tracking purposesi etc ....... 
Special Access Only, Adds & Rearrangements 

MTTR Detail Ticket Report = (monthly results) 

Detailed listing of all closed trouble tickets. See Report Glossary 
for field names and definitions 

Special Access Only, Adds & Rearrangements 

MTTR YTD Maintenance Report = (year to date results) Same as above 

>>> connect 3> und creute something @ BELLSOUTH 
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Specials MTTR Maintenance Report for TIME WARNER 

GAC: TIM 

DSI 

DS3 

Total 

Key: 

Class 
229.42 

46 
4.99 

11.37 
2 

5.68 

240.78 
48 

5.02 

NF 
53.17 

15 
3.54 

0.00 
0 

0.00 

53.17 
15 

3.54 . 

TN 
125.83 

25 
5.03 

0.00 
0 

0.00 

125.83 
25 

5.03 

Total 
408.42 

86 
4.75 

11.37 
2 

5.68 

4 19.78 
88 

4.77 

Outage Hours for Measured tickets ( Excludes CPE, IEC, INF ) 
Number of TroubleTickets 
Average Duration: Hours & fraction of hours 

ElellSouth Network Services Customer Services 

Measurements Group 
Priva te/hopietary: 

No disclosure outside BellSouth except by w h e n  agreement 

Report Month: October, 2000 
Data results as of 1 I / 1 1/00 

Monthly Standard M l 7 R  Report by GAC 

\UcsopsntO 1 bhinpur\rrports\-cl fb29l.rpt 

Printed 1 111 1/00 4:02:5 I PM 



Report Month: Orlobtr, Zoo0 

G AC t a l c :  TIM 

S t l I C  

NC 
FUI 
Nc 
NC 
Nr 
nr 
Mc 
Nc 
Nc 
Nr 
Hc 
Nc 
NC 
NC 
NT 
m: 
K 
w 
w 
w 
NC 
Nc 
Nc 
Nr 
Hc 
m: 
Hc 
Nc 
NC 
Nc 
NC 
Nc 
Nc 
Nc 
w 
NC 
NC 
Nc 
Hc 
Nc 
NC 
NC 
NC 
Nc 
Nc 
NT 
Nc 
Nc 
Nc 
m: 
?K 
)ry 

Nc 
NC 
Nc 
Nc 
NC 
Nc 
Nc 
Nc 
tK 
m: 
Nc 
NC 
Nc 
m: 
Hc 
Hc 

NC 

h-F 
NF 
UF 
NF 
NF 

13 43 
I I  3 
17 I 1  
21 43 
06 33 
07.23 
3 39 
14 13 
I527 
I t  37 
23 53 
?or0 
I? 13 
14 41 
S I  11 
17 08 
-33 19 
3 5s 
07 05 
0797 
O7Ga 
07M 

07 IO 
13 50 
I2 51 
13 12 
I1  3 
11 33 
09% 
01% 
07 17 
0131 
16 42 

LIY) 
16.09 
09.47 
16 59 
1709 
1509 
1942 
2023 
21 I S  
06 43 
23 3 
21 31 
10 34 
M, 10 
I 1  3 5  
08 34 
0016 
I 7  21 
10 
03 2E 
16 10 
2117 
I6 49 
16 44 
I4 37 
I 1  13 
16 12 
21 17 
16 IS 
12 DZ 

23 49 
?om 
I5 31 
I9 I4 

0709 

IO 46 
lo46 
17 51 
I6 26 
08 14 

9 53 
I 1  '13 
0 IS 
6 37 

527 
6 47 
3 52 
140 

3 13 
2 38 
2 77 
118  

13 W 
182 
? 37 
0 17 

I 95 
2 08 
2 01 
2 05 
2 03 
2 01 
I 95 
190 
4 23 
4 -3 
6 63 
6 63 
?ad 
4 25 
I4 IO 
5 72 
4 23 
I 1  42 
0 10 
2 17 
0 13 
3 02 
z.?n 
2 62 
I &  
0 I2 
2 13 
0 13 
1 7 2  

?I  03 
1.17 

21.11 
3.60 
2 32 
692 
700 
5 I O  
730 
-7 78 

I 7s 
23 IS 
17 OS 
IO 78 
0 17 
0 05 
I 1  32 
90 82 
0 18 
0 47 
430 

7m 

-- - 

r 47 

0 91 
2 2 5  
5 55 
24a  
8 7 0  

FAC 
f AC 
TOK 
FAT 
FAC 
FAC 
FAC 
NE 
SVB 
NTF 
FAC 
SVB 
TOK 
FAC 
CO 
SVB 
TUK 
FAC 
FAC 
FAC 
FAC 
FAT 
FAC 
FAC 
FAC 
FAC 
FAC 
FAC 
FAC 
FAC 
HIF 
co 
FAC 
co 
FAC 
SVB 
TOK 
?OK 
HIT 
FAC 
FAC 
FAC 
m 
co 
TOK 
SYB 
mF 
INF 
MF 
C R  
mF 
MF 
mF 
MF 
mF 
mF 
MF 
IEC 
ac 
mF 
RiF 

FAC 
CQ 
INF 
mF 
m 
UiT 
MI 

IHF 
FAC 
FAC 
CO 

FAC 

Y a  
Y u  
YCl 
Y a  
Y o  
Y e  
YCr 
Y a  
Ycl 
Y u  
Ya 
Ya 
Y a  
Y S  
YO 
YCS 
Y O  
Y u  
Y U  
YO 
Yu 
Y a  
Y a  
Ycl 
Y U  
YCY 
Yw 
Y a  
Y a  
Y a  
YU 
Y a  
YO 
Y u  
Yu 
Ym 
Y o  
Y a  
Ye 
Ycl 
Y a  
Y a  
Y a  
Y a  
Y a  
YU 
No 
No 
No 
wa 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
NO 
No 
No 
No 
wo 
Y a  
Y a  
No 
NO 

Na 
No 

McuurrdTItLm 

No 



%me 

NF 
w 
NF 
NF 
NF 
hT 
NF 
NF 
HT 
UF 
w 
NF 
NF 
NF 
NF 
NF 
NF 
M 
NF 
NF 
NF 
NF 
NF 
NF 
NF 
NF 
NF 
NF 
M 
t4T 
NF 
M 
hT 
NF 
NF 
NF 
NF 
w 
w 
NF 
M 
NF 
HF 
w 
NF 
NF 
NF 
NF 
NF 
NF 
NF 
NF 

wc 

m 
R4 
TN 
TN 
tN 
R1 
m 
m 
TN 
TH 
Tw 
TN 

ln 
RJ 
TH 
TH 
TN 
TN 
m 
TN 
TN 
TN 

TN 

m 

m 

Clm 

DSI 
DSI 
IJSl 
Os1 
DSI 
DSl 
DSI 
DSI 
DSI 
DSI 
DSI 
Llsl 
DSI 
Dst 
SI 
DSI 
DSI 
DSI 
DSI 
D S I  
DSI 
DSI 
WI 
DsI 
DSI 
DSI 
DSI 
DSI 
DSl 
DSI 
Os1 
DSI 
Os1 
DSI 
Os1 
DSl 
DSI 
Ds3 
D53 
Ds3 
Ds3 
Ds3 
Ds3 
Ds3 
DS3 
as3 
Ds3 
a 5 3  
0 5 3  

M 3  
r 6 3  

m 3  

Tarl Ti- 57 

16 37 
10 55 
I8 24 
01 ? I  
17 53 
I 7  27 
M 53 
16 45 
a, 21 
09 37 
I T  59 
21 47 
lu 28 
20 42 
02 $2 
I 6  16 
I6 43 
13:13 
II 53 
02 $4 
11 I2 
07 37 
17 3 
17 43 
I 7  41 
I7 42 
17 43 
17 U 
17 45 
17 44 
17 46 
17 47 
17 48 
I7  49 
?I 45 
17 48 
07 56 
13 56 
13 59 
I1 55 
1659 
1041 
I9 48 
IP38 
Oa 26 
23.05 
Z3 25 
1122 
W 0 2  
w44 
0 9 4  
I8 I4 

M 58 
2036 
20 47 
17M 
w 12 
03 9 
1343 
OS 31 
IM 07 
06 43 
01 40 
04-06 
11.17 
00.08 
16 25 
I5 31 
18.24 
l S 0 l  
1401 
a5 45 
( W 1 a  

1603 
82-28 
I? 36 
19 31 

2 OS 
8 38 
5 05 
2 82 
I 70 
z IO 
0 3  
5 0 3  
0 73 
I55 
4 52 
I 28 
0 33 
7 07 
1 SJ 
197 
6 43 
2 8  
185 
2n 
0 78 
7 27 
1 6 6  
I 5 1  
I 113 
I 52 
1.50 
I 4 8  
1 45 
143 
I 4 3  
I 4 2  
I 38 
1 37 
4 17 
230 
0 13 
IM 
I IZ 
169 
5 3s 

I49 93 
130 83 
39 78 
2160 
3 87 
4 72 
47 53 
2M) 
4 57 
4 43 
150 

2 3B 
7 63 
680 
260 
17 25 
4 %  
1110 
3 07 
5 8 8  
0 52 
35 03 
Y) 33 
27 1 
1102 
IO I 7  
4 33 
4.13 
4 72 
6 31 
I 33 
7 37 
249 
478 
177 
0 72 

cc 
co 
FAC 
FAC 
co 
NTF 
TOK 
FAC 
SVB 
m 
m 
M1 
CPE 
INF 
MF 
mF 
MF 
mF 
MF 
CPE 
IEC 
M 
IEC 
IEC 
IEC 
IEC 
E 
IEC 
IH: 
IEC 
Iff 
IEC 
tEc 
IEC 
CPE 
LEC 
IEC 
IEC 
OEC 
CPE 
MF 
MF 
DIF 
ra: 
w 
MF 
MF 
MI 
w 
mF 
mF 
ec 

m 
INF 
w 
mF 
w 
w 
IHF 
m-F 
INF 
INF 
R E  
RJF 
INF 
UJF 
FAC 
FAC 
FAC 
FAC 
FAC 
SVB 
FAC 
FAC 
co 
FAC 
Tolc 

Y a  
Y a  
Y o  
Y a  
Y a  
Ya 
Y a  
Y a  
Y a  
Y a  
Y a  
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
NO 

NO 

NO 

No 
Hc 
No 
No 
No 
NO 
No 
NO 
no 
No 
Ho 
No 
No 
No 
Na 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
Ha 
No 
No 

ManrrdnCkEU 

Ho 
No 
NO 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
NO 
NO 
No 
No 
No 
Ya 
Ya 
YSr 
Y a  
Y E  

Y u  
Y a  
Y u  
Y a  
V a  

Y E  



19 44 
17 %l 

04 49 
05 26 
MOS 
I4 34 
21  I5 
OL 35 
0: 36 
02 31 
11-39 
1 3 6  
02 40 
1536 
13 25 
05 I I  
? I  32 
16 31 
06 42 
16 IS 
I5 27 
I5 17 
IS 26 

3 22 
S K I  
6 28 
3 01 
I I  01 

1 3 8  
7 IS 
7011 
7 07 
707 
I 93 
4 17 
2 32 
3 87 
086 
023 
0 53 
5 03 
7 03 
567 
1.58 
6 75 
103 

Fhf 
FAC 
FAC 
FhC' 
FAC 
FAC 
FAC 
co 
co 
co 
co 

FAC 
PAC 
PAC 
INF 
INF 
mF 
INF 
mF 
INF 
lm 
ec 
IHF 



MTTR Maintenance Report for TIME WARNER 

GAC Code : TIM 

Class 

DSI 373.32 242.68 
66 72 

5.66 3.37 

January February 

os3 

Total 

1.20 1 S O  
1 1 

1.20 1 S O  

3 75 244 
67 73 

5.59 334 

March 
59 1.85 

90 
6.58 

3.67 
1 

3.67 

596 
91 

6.54 

April 
275. f 5 

58 
4.74 

0.00 
0 

0.00 

2 75 
58 

4.74 

Key: Outage Hours for Measured Tickets ( Excludes CPE, IEC, INF ) 
Average Duration: ( hours & fraction of hours ) 
Number of Trouble Tickets 

May 
423.62 

103 
4.1 1 

3.40 
2 

1.70 

427 
105 

4.07 

June 
748.88 

1 I3 
6.63 

6.40 
1 

6.40 

755 
114 

6.63 

July 
727.92 

128 
5.69 

36.35 
1 

3635 

764 
129 

5.92 

BellSouth Interconnection Services 
NSCS Measurements Group 

Privatdl'mpietary : 
No disclosure outside BellSouth except by written agreement 

August September 
536.22 68 1.53 

114 112 
4.70 6.09 

0.00 0.00 
0 0 

0.00 0.00 

536 682 
114 112 

4.70 6.09 

Report Month: October, 2000 

Octo be r 
408.42 

86 
4.75 

11.37 
2 

5.68 

420 
88 

4.77 

YTD 
5,009.58 

942 
532 

63.88 
9 

7.10 

5,073 
95 1 
5.33 

Standard MTTR YTD Report by CAC 
\UCSOPSNTO I \SNnput\Reports\-ci88dmJ .rpt 

Printed I1/10/00 5:29:14PM 



Repeat Failure Rate Maintenance Report for Time Warner Report Month: October, 2000 

Special Access Services 
GAC TIM 

Data collected is for the measurement month of 9/1/00 . 
Total Initial Circuits with a reacuring trouble within 30 days of initial trouble in (September) 

Class of Service AL 
DSO Prev Month Trbls 0 

Repeated TroubIes 0 
Repeat Failure Rate 0.00% 

FL 
0 
0 

o.ooo/e 

GA 
0 
0 

0.00% 

K x  
0 
0 

0.00% 

LA 
0 
0 

0.00% 

MS 
0 
0 

0.00% 

NC 
0 
0 

0.00% 

sc 
0 
0 

0.00% 

TN 
0 
0 

0.00% 

Total 
0 
0 

0.00% 

frev Month Trbls 0 
Repeated Troubles 0 
Repeat Failure Rate 0.00% 

20 
7 

35.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

1 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

13 
55 

23.64% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

29 
8 

27.59% 

105 
28 

2 6.67% 

Prev Month Trbls 0 
Repeated TroubIes 0 
Repeat Failure Rate 0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

- DS3 0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

1 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

55 
13 

23.64% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

29 

2 7.59 Yo 
a 

105 
28 

26.67% 

All Classes Prev Month Trbls 0 
Repeated Troubles 0 
Repeat Failure Rate 0.00% 

Stmdard Rcpcats Month 
\\rcsopmrO I k Amputvc 

Pmtcd t I 

RivatelRopictzq: 

No disclosure outside Bcllswlb cxccpt by written agreement 
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Failure Rate Report for TIM (AH TroubIes) 

Special Access Services, GAC: TIM 

Report Month:October ,2000 

Class 

DSO 

AL GA KY LA M S  NC NF sc SF TN Total 

Total Circuit Base 
Total Failure 
Percent Failed 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

O.OO~/O 

56 
0 

0.00% 

33 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

27 
0 

0.00% 

116 
0 

0.00% 

DS 1 Total Circuit Base 
Total Failures 
Percent Failed 

2 
0 

0.00% 

1 
0 

0.00% 

2 
0 

0.00% 

2 
0 

0.00% 

3 
0 

0.00% 

4,080 
43 

1.05% 

1,650 
15 

0.91% 

3 
0 

0.00% 

13 
0 

0.00% 

7,40 1 
81 

1.09 yo 

DS3 Total Circuit Base 
Total Failures 
Percent Filled 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

1,072 
2 

0.19% 

860 
0 

0.00% 

1 
0 

0.00% 

1 
0 

0.00% 

144 
0 

O.OOY0 

2,078 
2 

0.10% 

All Classes Total Circuit Base 
Total Failures 
Percent Failed 

2 
0 

o.ooo/r 

1 
0 

0.00% 

2 
0 

0.00% 

2 
0 

0.00% 

3 
0 

0.00% 

5,208 
45 

0.86% 

2,543 
15 

0.59% 

4 
0 

0.00% 

14 
0 

0.00% 

1Jt6 
23 

1.27% 

9,595 
83 

0.87% 

Failure Rate Report (ALL Troubles) V2 By GAC 

\UCSOPSNTO 1 Vi nlnputVtcports\-c ih bg41 rpt 

hinted I 1/13/00 5:3 I .30PM 

Private/Ropia;lry: 
No disclosurc outside BcllSouib except by written agreement 
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isioning Report Descriptions 
= (monthly results) 

, +  

Percentage of completed orderditems? completed on or before 'the 
Customers Desired Due Date 

Special Access Only, Adds & Rearrangements 

CDDD Provisioning Detail Report - (monthly results) 

Detailed listing of all completed orders. See Report Glossary for 
field names and definitions 

Special Access Only, Adds & Rearrangements 

CDDD YTD Provisioning Report - (year to date results) 

Percentage of completed orderslitems? completed on or before the 
Customers Desired Due Date 

Special Access Only, Adds & Rearrangements 

>>> connect >> and create something @ BEL LSOUTU' 



visioning Report Descriptions 
uit Failure Rate (NCFR) Report = (monthly results) 

t J  I - 

Percentage of newly installed circuits (installed in previous month) 
that have a measured trouble within 30 days of installation. 

. I  :I 

Special Access Only, Adds & Rearrangements t *  

Percent of DLRs Received -Percent of DLRs received prior to installation. 

>>> connect >> and create something @ SELLSOUTH ' 
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DLR Rreport for TIME WARNER Report Month: October 2000 

Special Access Services 

GAC: TIM 

MS NC NF SC SF TN No ST Total GA LA w AL 

DSl TOTAL ITEMS 
TOTAL MADE 
PERCENT OT 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

57 23 
28 5 

49.12% 2 1.74% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 20 0 i00 
0 8 0 41 

O.OO% 41.OOYo 0.00 40.00% 

DS3 TOTAL ITEMS 
TOTAL MADE 
PERCENT OT 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

8 3 
6 1 

75.00% 3333 Yo 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 0 0 11 
0 0 0 7 

0.00 0.00% 0.00% 63.64% 

All Classes TOTAL ITEMS 
TOTAL MADE 
PERCENT OT 

0 
0 

o.oo!Yo 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

65 26 
34 6 

23.08% 52.3 1 Yo 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 20 0 I l l  
0 8 0 48 

40.00% 0.00% 43.24% 0.00% 

DLR Report by GAC 

PrivateWropietary 
No disctosure outside BellSouth except by written agrttmcnt 

\MCSOPSNTO 1 \SNnput\Rtports\-cihul4p.rpt 
hinted 1 1/2/00 I I :3 I .  18AM BellSouth lnterconnectiou Service NCSC Measurements Group 



New Circuit Failure Rate (NCFR) Report for TIME WARNER 
Report Month: October, 2000 

Special Access Services 
GAC: TIM 

DSO 

DS 1 

DS3 

All Classes 

Trouble Tickets 
Circuits Installed 
Percent NCFR 

Trouble Tickets 
Circuits lnstnlled 
Percent NCFR 

Trouble Tickets 
Circuits Instatled 
Percent NCFR 

Trouble Tickets 
Circuits Installed 
Percent NCFR 

AL 
0 
0 

0 .0% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

GA 
0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

Circuits Installed = New circuits installed in previous month ( September 
Trouble Tickets = Measured Customer Reports (Excludes CPE, INF, IEC) 

BcISouth lntcsconnection Services 
NCSC Measurements Group 

KY 
0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

LA 
0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

MS 
0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

NC 
0 
2 

0.00% 

I 
36 

2.78% 

0 
5 

0.00% 

I 
43 

2.3394 

Pri vatc/Propiehry: 
No disclosure outside BeltSouth exccpt by written agreement 

NF 
0 
18 

0.00% 

2 
127 

1.57% 

0 
I IO 

0.00% 

2 
255 

0.78% 

sc 
0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

O*OO% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

0 
0 

0.00% 

SF TN Total 
0 0 0 
0 0 20 

0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

0 4 7 
0 33 196 

I 2.1 2% 3.57% 0.00% 

0 0 0 
0 0 115 

0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

0 4 7 
0 33 33 1 

0.00% 12.12% 2.1 1% 

New Circuit Faiturc Rcport BY GAC ( VI) 
\UCSOPSNTO I \SNnput\Reports\-ciihpyV.rpi 

Rinted 1 1/8/00 10: 15:07AM 



Ordering Profile Report for TIME WARNER 

Special Access A + R  
GAC: TIM 

Order Interval Data: 

ASR SUPP Data: 

BellSouth Commitment Data: 

&IISouth Interconnection Services 
NSCS Mcasttcmcnts Gmup 

IC Requested Interval - Initial 
Interval (days) Count Percent 
0 - 4 Days 7 10.94% 
5 - 7 Days 16 25.00% 
8 - 1 1  Days 9 14.06% 
12 - 14 Days 12 18.75% 
15 + Days 20 3 1.25% 

Total ASR's 64 

Avg. Interval 13.50 

Total Supped 
ASR's ASR's 
64 39 

Total 
ASR's 

64 

# of CDDD = 

Commited Date 
37 

Total 

95 
SUPP 

REPORT MONTH: October. 2000 

IC Reauested Interval - After Clarification 
Interval (days) Count Percent 

0 - 4 Days 24 37.50% 
18.75% 

8 - 11 Days 8 14.06% 
12 - 14 Days 5 7.8 1 Yo 

15 + Days 15 23.44% 

5 - 7 Days 12 

Total ASKS 64 

Avg. Interval 9.8 1 

Requested Changes 
to CDDD 

23 

P m " t  of CDDD = 
Commited Date 

Average CY Gap (Bus days) 

58% 6.93 

Average Overall Gap (bus days) 

3.22 

CDDD - CDD Report wilh Intervals 
\\icsopmto Ibihpukcporls\-cibikjr rpl 

h l e d  12/4/00 9.47.47AM 





Time Warner Measurements for Bell South 

Charlotte 9420 9154 9018 9195 9430 9915 
Greensboro 3128 3822 3955 4016 4443 4564 

Memphis 14057 14472 14880 1517’1 15759 16137 
Orlando 13806 13836 14030 14080 13775 13942 
Raleigh 11827 12300 13838 13898 14614 15022 

Total TWT TTs By Group 868 967 931 1029 992 952 
Customer 558 553 555 659 651 635 

IXC 25 21 52 17 26 22 
LEC 156 170 149 166 146 137 

Time Warner 129 223 I75 187 169 158 

Total TWTC Tickets Closed 868 967 931 1029 992 952 
CharlotteTTs 206 210 186 273 254 198 

Greensboro TTs 77 80 99 137 103 97 
MemphisTTs 214 185 235 187 197 198 
OrlandoTTs 179 301 210 232 204 233 
RaleighTTs 192 191 201 200 234 226 

Totai BS Tickets 104 123 115 103 108 92 
Charlotte TTs 15 18 18 24 23 12 

Greensboro TTs 5 7 7 6 7 7 
Memphis TTs 54 52 37 44 38 32 
OrlandoTTs 12 20 23 16 19 14 
Raleigh TTs 18 26 30 13 21 27 

YO of BS Troubles on lW Services 33.5% 29.7% 30.6% 27.8% 31.7% 29.0% 
*BS TTs / (IXC+LEC+TW) 

BS Avg Duration 3155 t0:58 8:34 9:29 t3:04 19:47 
Charlotte Duration 3509 12:03 14:39 8:04 7:21 63:OO 

Greensboro Duration 400:06 38:09 858 21 :52 70:OO 40:59 
Memphis Duration 7:24 8:16 8:26 9:08 8:06 502 
Orlando Duration 16:49 8:41 6:27 6 5 0  1 1 :40 18:46 
Raleigh Duration 10:39 10:55 6:35 10:44 12:49 12:14 

Total BS TTs ~ 4 H r s  Duration 70 88 77 72 75 61 
CharlotteTTs 9 14 15 19 13 10 

Greensboro TTs 3 5 7 5 4 7 
Memphis TTs 33 33 21 27 23 17 
Orlando TTs 10 15 16 10 16 11 
Raleigh TTs 15 21 18 11 19 16 

Percentage of TTs >4Hrs in Duration 67.3% 71.5% 67.0% 69.9% 69.4% 66.3% 
Charlotte TTs 60.0% 77.8% 83.3% 79.2% 56.5% 83.3% 

Greensboro TTs 60.00/0 71.4% 100.0% 83.3% 57.1% 100.0% 
Memphis TTs 61 .1 %O 63.5% 56.8% 61.4% 60.5% 53.1 YO 
Orlando TTs 83.3% 75.0% 69.6% 62.5% 84.2% 78.6% 
Raleigh TTs 83.3% 80.8% 60.0% 84.6% 90.5% 59.3% 

Total BS TTs Coded to Came Clear 22 20 6 19 9 7 
% of 6s TTs Coded to Came Clear 21.2% 16.3% 5.2% 18.4% 8.3% 7.6% 

BS TTs >4hrs Coded to Came Clear 8 12 2 8 6 5 
%BS TTs >4hrs Coded to Came Clear 1 1.4% 13.6% 2.6% 1 1.1 *IO 8.0% 8.2% 

991 5 
4564 
16137 
13942 
15022 

5739 
361 I 
163 
924 
1041 

5739 
1327 
593 
1216 
1359 
1244 

645 
110 
39 
257 
104 
135 

30.3% 

1316 
19:OO 
84:37 
754 
10:45 
10:19 

443 
80 
31 
154 
78 
100 

68.7% 
72.7% 
79.5% 
59.9% 
75.0% 
74.1 Yo 

83 
1 2.9% 

41 
9.3% 

Time Warner Communications - Proprietary Confidential 
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I1  
I1 
11 
11 
I1 
I, 
II 
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ICC 
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LET 
IK 

8 . 4  
1100 
l J W  
I I5 
I O 1  
l%3 
I117 

I 1  16 
7 11 
I l l  
I) .M 
4 51 
6 I 4  

I1  4 i  
86)  I* 

15 m 
I I  n 
m.70 
Is I1 
X b l  

I16 b9 
a64 

I J W  
Ea J2 
118.11 
Ills3 
I 9  51 

I41 M 
4 %  

15999 
4149 
17 n 
91 m 

141 m 
1 J I  

111 
1.11 
1 I 1  
0 9 1  
9.91 
6 II 

1092 
181 

I O  IO 
t 9 J  
I 59 
I l l  

10 51 
1511 
14 tu 
b t a  
1% 
4 4 8  
1 I 9  

1165 
u.40 

I 2 1  

15.81 
181  
b.57 
I I 7  

1161 
B.14 
8.19 

1I.M 
0.91 

I 4  11 
41 I 1  
I M  
J a  
2.12 
1.a 
1.61 
0 92 

12591 
Jab 

14.M 
I t a  
098 
2.15 

10 70 
11.) 

yl 51 
5 5 9  

I J W  
41.44 

1 4 1  
I .a 
0 1  

l JP0 
m.Jb 

0 19 
4OM 
*I 81 
0 I 1  ,.,, 
I 11 
II J l  
s.4 I 

a 92 

/HI 
11.11 
10.17 
112  
1.16 
I 1 0  
1.16 

n L( 
7 1 8  
I t 2  
4 m  
I b l  
1 1 5  

I066 
4 ) 8  

1 1 4 1  
19 W 
II) 21  
66 79 

11b11 
I1 I 1  

I 8  65 
A4 Ib 
I1 IO 

108.19 
11x.51 
614 1 

1.11 
IM 14 
I1 90 
I) I b  
4 49 

91.15 
111 46 

b I4 
4.81 
0 44 
1 I 4  
9 2 1  
1 61 
0 10 
J 11 
759 
191 
b I* 
121 
9 %  
I14  

11 I J  
4 4 1  
112 
2 11 
I .M 

M-Y, 
J W  

11.90 
I -  
4 I 2  

11 97 
11.40 
I J  44 
4 81 

14.94 

16.00 
M.91 

4.24 
5.X 
011 

11 18 
7.51 

I 9  Do 
J W  

16 I 4  

0 94 
1 I 5  
I 1 5  

1w 
b i 9  

I1  In 
Is03 

II n 

1.90 

1 I1 

91 YI 
I I M  
I 1 9  
I 9 1  

05 B 
4 1% 

16 16 
ORB 
I I 1  
4 8 )  

8 %  
l ? M  
I2 ?$ 
1 OJ 
b I 2  
6 W  
608 

49.05 
111 
1 8 5  

11541 
1 5 9 4  

I9  A 
6 6 6  

11.11 
Y) I 1  
4 5  51 

119 69 
m 11 
11191 
I I b I I  
I 6 1  I 1  

mal 

Ipb9J 
111147 
691.97 

21 I 4  
I b l B 5  
11601 
X 1  
m.41 
%M 

14 m 

411 m 

m m  

141 m 

t 2 m  
I 9  01 

117 I 4  
6 I 2  

1 ) M  

411 17 
1005 
11 9J 
4 1  21 
11 90 
111 

10 J l  

81 M 

I %  
4-  

11.41 

7 11 
B P I  

IMOJ 
4 111 

1191 
1189 
*I9 
I) I 9  

l..JJ 
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