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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In Re: Consideration of BellSouth 
Telecommunications, Inca’s entry into ) Docket No. 960786-B-TL 
interLATA services pursuant to Section ) & Docket No. 98 1834-TP 
27 1 of the Federal Telecommunications 
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Act of 1996. 1 
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BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC’S NOTICE OF FILING -. 
BellSouth Telecommunications, Tnc. (“BellSouth’) hereby files the Affidavit of 

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

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

the performance data and explain the conclusions that can be drawn from it. 
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Before the 
Florida Public Service Commission 

Tallahassee, Florida 

AFFIDAVIT OF ALPHONSO J. VARNER 

ON BEHALF OF BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. 

FILED MAY 24,2002 

I, Alphonso J. Varner, being of lawful age and duly sworn upon my oath, depose 

and state: 

I. My name is Alphonso J. Varner. I am employed by BellSouth as Senior 

Director in Interconnection Services. My business address is 675 West 

Peachtree Street, Atlanta, Georgia 30375. 

PROFESSIONAL AND EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND 

2. I graduated from Florida State University in 1972 with a Bachelor of 

Engineering Science degree in systems design engineering. I 

immediately joined Southern Bet1 in the division of revenues organization 

with the responsibility for preparation of all Florida investment separations 

studies for division of revenues and for reviewing interstate settlements. 

Subsequently, I accepted an assignment in the rates and tariffs 

organization with responsibilities for administering selected rates and 

tariffs including preparation of tariff filings. In January 1994, 1 was 

appointed Senior Director of Pricing for the nine-state region. I was 

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

3. 



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

BellSouth region, and I accepted my current position in March 2001, 

II. PURPOSE OF AFFIDAVIT 

4. The purpose of my Affidavit is to provide data specific to BellSouth’s 

operations in Florida. This filing reflects performance for the month of 

March 2002. Exhibit March 2002 PM Data and Attachments I J though 3J 

that accompany this filing describe the data and explain the conclusions 

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

I. ANALYSIS OF PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS 

A. Introduction 

Attachment 1 J is the Monthly State Summary (MSS) for Florida Performance 

Measurements for March 2002. The MSS contains 2,330 sub-metrics based 

on the Georgia Public Service Commission (GPSC) Docket 7892-U. As 

shown in Attachment 1J, there were 874 sub-metrics for which there was 

CLEC activity in March 2002 and that were compared to either benchmarks or 

retail analogues. BellSouth met or exceeded the criteria for 741 of these 874 

sub-metrics, or 85%. 

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

identified by BellSouth as having deficiencies in their calculations and were 

investigated and evaluated for appropriate program code corrections. These 

.three measures were Average Jeopardy Notice Interval, FOC & Reject 

Completeness (including the “Multiple Responses” sub-metrics), and LNP 

Disconnect Timeliness. Program coding modifications have been completed 

for the Average Jeopardy Notice Interval and FOC and Reject Completeness 

measures. A variation on the FOC & Reject Response Completeness (0-1 I) 

2 
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measurement, FOCIReject Completeness (Multiple Responses), indicates the 

proportion of times that multiple FOCs/Rejects for an LSR are returned. The 

Georgia PSC did not order this measure to be implemented. Also, this 

measurement can be misleading because sometimes multiple responses are 

required for efficient operation of the business, such as when a second FOC 

is returned to notify a CLEC when a jeopardy is cleared. Consequently, while 

BellSouth reports data on this measure in the Monthly State Summary, 

BellSouth has not included it in the calculation of performance measurements 

that had CLEC activity and has not addressed those sub-metrics in this 

Exhibit. The LNP Disconnect Timeliness measure is still under review by the 

Georgia PSC. These measures are included in the MSS and in the total 

number of measurements calculation (2,330), but are excluded from the 

“Metrrotal” (741 I874) percentage calculations. 

During 

for the 

the three-month period, January through March 2002, again adjusting 

measures mentioned above where appropriate, there were a total of 

792 sub-metrics that had CLEC activity for all three months and that were 

compared with either benchmarks or retail analogues. Of these 792 sub- 

metrics, 689 sub-metrics (87%) satisfied the comparison criteria in at least 

two of the three months. 

3 
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Two general issues can impact the degree to which BellSouth’s performance 

data is meaningful. First, the extreme disaggregation of the data in the 

reports often dilutes the universe size of individual measurements, which in 

turn reduces the confidence level of each of the individual Z-test results. As a 

result, there are many performance measurements for which the results are 

statistically inconclusive due to the small number of observations. Second, in 

situations in which there are a large number of observations and the 

difference between the means is very small, the results can be misleading 

and not indicative of the absolute level of performance that BellSouth 

provides to CLECs. 

With respect to the first issue, in many cases, the extensive levels of 

disaggregation leads to numerous sub-metrics with fewer than 30 

observations, which is generally accepted as the smallest number of 

observations for application of the Z-test. Despite this fact, BellSouth has 

reported results for all of the measures, even those with statistically 

inconclusive universe sizes. 
. .  

The second issue arises in situations where BellSouth provides very high 

quality service to both BellSouth’s retail units and the CLECs, where there are 

very large universe sizes, and the difference between the means is very 

small. This scenario can cause an apparent missed condition from a 

4 
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quantitative viewpoint. For example, in March 2002, the YO Missed Installation 

Appointments (%MIA), for Resale Residence / Non-Dispatch / 10 Circuits 

(A.2. I I .I. 1.2) showed that BellSouth retail had 0.02% missed appointments 

for the 630,511 scheduled orders. The CLEC %MIA for the same period is 

0.31 YO missed appointments for 57,81 I scheduled orders. While there is very 

little difference in the results, less than one half of a percentage point, the 

universe is so large that the Z-test becomes overly sensitive to any difference. 

As a result, the statistical test shows that the sub-metric missed the standard 

criteria, but BellSouth’s actual performance is at a very high level for both the 

CLECs and BellSouth retail, in this case, over 99.6%. From a practical point 

of view, the CLECs’ ability to compete has not been hindered, even though 

the statistical result does not technically meet the retail analogue. 

In reviewing the data, the Florida Public Service Commission (Commission) 

should use the data as a tool in analyzing whether BellSouth has met its 

commitments. It is not a substitute for the qualitative evaluation of 

BellSouth’s performance. The commission will still need to conduct a 

qualitative assessment -.. of the data that considers, among other things, 

universe size, distributional properties of the data, as well as overall 

performance. 

5 
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Each sub-metric designated as having not satisfied the benchmark or 

BellSouth retail analogue requirement for January, February and/or March 

2002 is included in this Exhibit. Each sub-metric discussed is labeled as 

being missed in any one or more of the months (Januaty/February/March) 

included in this filing. 

The following paragraphs will address specific performance measurements 

associated with each checklist item. 

B. CHECKLIST ITEM I - INTERCONNECTION 

I. Collocation 

BellSouth provides three separate collocation reports: 1 ) Average Response 

Time; 2 )  Average Arrangement Time; and 3) Percent of Due Dates Missed. 

Section E in Attachment IJ ,  Items E.I.I.1 through E.I.3.2, provides these 

results. BellSouth met the approved benchmarks for all 10 of the I O  sub- 

metrics that had CLEC activity in January, for all 9 of the 9 benchmarks that 

had CLEC activity in February and for all I 1  of the I 1  benchmarks that had 

CLEC activity in March 2002. 

. * ,  

For the three-month period, January through March 2002, there were 8 sub- 

metrics for which there was CLEC activity in all three months and were 

6 
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compared to retail analogues or benchmarks. All 8 of these sub-metrics met 

the retail analogue/benchmark comparisons in a tI three months. 

2. Local Interconnection Trunkinq 

Trunkinq Reports 

Attachment IJ ,  Section C, Items C.1.1 to C.4.2 of the MSS contains data for 

ordering, provisioning, maintenance and repair, and billing associated with 

Local Interconnection Trunks. Trunk Blocking, Item C.5.1, will be discussed 

separately following this suction. 

In January BellSouth met 20 of 25 sub-metrics or 80% and in February 2002, 

met 22 of the 24 sub-metrics or 92% of the applicable benchmarks/analogues 

for all local interconnection trunking measures having CLEC activity. In 

March 2002, BellSouth met 24 of the 25 sub-metrics or 96% of the 

benchmarkdretail analogues having CLEC activity. The sub-metrics that did 

not meet the benchmarkslretail anatogues for January, February and/or 

March 2002 are as follows: 

FOC Timeliness / Local Interconnection Trunks (C.1.3) (January) 

BellSouth met the IO-day benchmark interval for I47  of the 159 FOCs 

(92.45%) returned for this sub-metric in January 2002. The 95% benchmark 

required that 152 of the 159 FOCs meet the standard interval, based on the 

7 
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number of orders in the period. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub- 

metric in February and March 2002. 

Order Completion Interval I Local Interconnection Trunks (C.2. I ) (Februaw) 

The average order completion interval for CLEC orders for this sub-metric for 

February was 21.96 days compared to 15.49 days for the BellSouth retail 

analogue. The standard interval for trunk orders covered by this 

measurement is 30 days for new trunks and 20 days for augments, and the 

orders are managed as “projects.” The CLEC orders are meeting the due 

dates committed to the customer, but the intervals are longer than for the 

retail analogue. BeilSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this sub- 

metric in January and March 2002. 

Customer Trouble Report Rate I Local Interconnection Trunks / Dispatch 

((2.3.2.1) (January) 

In January 2002, there were only 3 troubies reported for the 142,560 lines in 

service for the sub-metric, a trouble report rate of only 0.002%. BellSouth 

provided over 99.9% trouble free service for both retail and CLEC orders in 

this sub-metric for the month. When BellSouth provisions high quality service 

coupled with very large universe sizes, it can cause an apparent out of equity 

condition from a quantitative viewpoint. In these cases, there is very little 

variation and the universe size is so large that the Z-test becomes overly 

8 
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sensitive to any difference. In other words, the statistical test shows that the 

measurement does not meet the fixed critical value when compared with the 

retail analogue, but BellSouth’s actual performance for both CLECs and its 

own retail operations is at a very high level - in this case over 99%. From a 

practical point of view, the CLECs’ ability to compete has not been hindered 

even though the statistical results may technically show that BellSouth failed 

to meet the benchmarldanalogue. BellSouth met the retail analogue for this 

sub-metric in February and March 2002. 

Customer Trouble Report Rate I Local Interconnection Trunks 1 Non-Dispatch 

16.3.2.2) (January) 

In January 2002, there were 53 troubles reported for the 142,560 lines in 

service for the sub-metric, a trouble report rate of only 0.04%. BellSouth 

provided over 99.9% trouble free service for both retail and CLEC orders in 

this sub-metric for the month. When BellSouth provisions high quality service 

coupled with very large universe sizes, it can cause an apparent out of equity 

condition from a quantitative viewpoint. In these cases, there is very little 

variation and the universe size is so large that the 2-test becomes overly . 

sensitive to any difference. In other words, the statistical test shows that the 

measurement does not meet the fixed critical value when compared with the 

retail analogue, but BellSouth’s actual performance for both CLECs and its 

own retail operations is at a very high level - in this case over 99%. From a 
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practical point of view, the CLECs’ ability to compete has not been hindered 

even though the statistical results may technically show that BellSouth failed 

to meet the benchmarWanalogue. BellSouth met the retail analogue for this 

sub-metric in February and March 2002. 

Maintenance Average Duration / Local Interconnection Trunks / Non-Dispatch 

(C.3.3.2) (January) 

In January 2002, appropriate adjustment of the duration interval data for 

orders in this sub-metric to exclude the “non-circuit specific” troubles would 

have produced a CLEC result better than for the retail analogue. BellSouth 

met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in February and March 

2002. 

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

J an ua w/Ma rc h 1 

In January 2002 there were 4 repeat troubles for this sub-metric. In actuality, 

all four of the reports were due to routing troubles and should not have been 

included in this measure. This reporting related error was corrected in 

January 2002. In March 2002, there were only two orders for the sub-metric. 

The small universe size does not provide a conclusive benchmark 

comparison. BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric 

in February 2002. 
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Invoice Accuracy - Interconnection (C.4.1) (February) 

The CLECs experienced Local Interconnection invoice accuracy rates in 

February that were slightly less than for the invoices BellSouth sent to its 

customers (97.86% accuracy for BellSouth versus 97.34% for the CLEC 

invoices). The difference in performance was the result of adjustments given 

to customers who were billed for some rate elements for which they should 

not have been billed because of bill and keep provisions in their contracts. 

These bill and keep rate elements were not distinguishable in the contract so 

the corresponding rate element fields were populated with non-zero amounts 

on the rate file. As a result, a new process was implemented which requires 

all bilt and keep rate element Universal Service Order Codes (USOCs) be 

followed by “BK” so that the rate groups will know to zero rate these 

elements. BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in 

January and March 2002. 

Trunk Blockage 

BellSouth has developed a trunk blocking report that compares BellSouth 

retail’s trunk blockage rates to those of CLECs. The report, Trunk Group 

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

manner that accurately represents the customer experience. The TGP report 

tabulates actual call blocking as a percentage of call attempts for all 

comparable trunk groups administered by BellSouth that handle CLEC and 

BellSouth traffic, and provides a direct comparison of hour-by-hour blocking 

between CLEC and BellSouth trunk groups. The analogue/benchmark for the 
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Trunk Group Performance measure is any consecutive two-hour period in 24 

hours where CLEC blockage exceeds BellSouth blockage by more than 

0.5%. BellSouth met or exceeded the benchmark for this sub-metric in 

January, February and March 2002. 

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

This section addresses the measures associated with UNEs under checklist 

item 2. Attachment IJ ,  Sections 81 - B3, provides data that is divided into 

Ordering, Provisioning and Maintenance & Repair operations. In general, the 

Ordering function is disaggregated into 1 7 sub-metrics, the Provisioning 

function has 19 sub-metrics, and there are 12 sub-metrics for the 

Maintenance & Repair function. All Ordering measures will be included in this 

checklist item because of the overall relationship of the mechanized, partially 

mechanized and manual processing of local Service Requests (LSRs). The 

Provisioning and Maintenance & Repair measures for the following products 

are included in the checklist item as shown below: 

Product Checklist 1 tern: 

Combo (Loop & Port) 

Combo (Other) 

Other Design 

Other Non-Design 

#2 - Unbundled Network Elements 

#2 - Unbundled Network Elements 

#2 - Unbundled Network Elements 

#2 - Unbundled Network Elements 
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xDSL Loop 

UNE ISDN Loop 

Line Sharing 

2w Analog Loop Design 

2w Analog Loop Non Design 

2w Analog Loop w/lNP Design 

2w Analog Loop w/lNP Non Design 

2w Analog Loop w/LNP Design 

2w Analog Loop w/LNP Non Design 

Digital Loop < DSI 

Digital Loop => DSI 

Local Interoffice Transport 

Switch Ports 

INP Standalone 

LNP Standalone 

#4 - Unbundled Local Loops 

#4 - Unbundled Local Loops 

#4 - Unbundled Local Loops 

#4 - Unbundled Local Loops 

#4 - Unbundled Local Loops 

#4 - Unbundled Local Loops 

#4 - Unbundled Local Loops 

#4 - Unbundled Local Loops 

#4 - Unbundled Local Loops 

#4 - Unbundled Local Loops 

#4 - Unbundled Local Loops 

#5 - Unbundled Local Transport 

#6 - Unbundled Local Switching 

#I 1 - Local Number Portability 

#I I - Local Number Portability 

An overall review of the UNE sub-metrics for Ordering, Provisioning, 

Maintenance & Repair and Billing indicates that BellSouth met the 

benchmarWanalogue for 88%, 84% and 84% of the sub-metrics during the 

months of January, February and March 2002, respectively. 
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For the three-month period, January through March 2002, there were 445 

sub-metrics in the UNE measurements for which there was CLEC activity in 

all three months and that were compared to retail analogues or benchmarks. 

Of those 445 sub-metrics, 384 sub-metrics (86%) met the retail 

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

I. UNE Ordering Measures 

Items B.1 .I - B.1 . I9  in Attachment I J show data for Percent Rejected 

Service Requests, Reject Interval, FOC Timeliness and FOC & Reject 

Response Completeness. These reports are disaggregated by interface type 

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

Reject Interval 

Items 8.1.4 - B.1.8 in Attachment I J  examine the Reject Interval for the 

month of March 2002. For orders submitted electronically, the benchmark is 

97% within one hour. In January, February and March 2002, 80%, 73% and 

86%, respectively, of ail rejected electronic service requests were delivered 

within the one-hour benchmark interval. (See the write-up below for Items 

B.I.4:2 - B.I.4.17 for further discussion concerning electronically submitted 

orders. ) 
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For partially mechanized orders, which are LSRs submitted electronically and 

requiring service representative intervention, the benchmark is 85% returned 

within I O  hours. BellSouth exceeded these benchmarks in January, February 

and March 2002, with 95%, 93% and 92%, respectively, of partially 

mechanized rejects being returned to the CLECs within the benchmark 

in tewa I .  

For manual orders, the current benchmark is 85% within 24 hours. BellSouth 

also exceeded this requirement, with over 99% of the LSRs submitted 

manually being returned to the CLECs within the 24-hour time period in each 

of the three months. 

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

January, February and/or March 2002: 

Reiect Interval / Combo (Loop & Port) / Electronic (B.I.4.3) 

JJanuarv/Fe bruaw/March) 

Reiect Interval / UNE I S D W  Electronic (B.1.4.6) (March) 

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

Reiect Interval / 2w AnatoQ Loop Desim / Electronic (B.1.4.8) 

5 Jan uarv/Fe bruarv/Ma rc h ) 
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Reiect Interval / 2w Analog Loop Non-Desiqn / Electronic (B.1.4.9) 

{JanuarylFebruarylMarch) 

Reiect Interval / 2w Analog Loop w/LNP Design / Electronic (B.I.4.12) 

(Januan//February) 

Reiect Interval / Other Design I Electronic (B.1.4.14) 

[Januarv/Februarv/March) 

Reiect Interval / Other Non-Design / Electronic (B. I .4.15) 

(Januarv/Fe bruary/March) 

The current benchmark for these sub-metrics is >= 97% 

BellSouth’s root cause analysis determined that a number 

not meet the one-hour benchmark were submitted when 

- 1  

within one hour. 

of LSRS thaf did 

back-end legacy 

systems were out of service and were unable to process the LSRs. 8ecause 

such LSRs should be excluded from the measurement, BellSouth 

implemented a coding change in PMAP, intended to ensure that scheduled 

OSS downtime was property excluded. This change was made with 

September 2001 data and was expected to improve sub-metric results for 

Reject I ntewa I performance. 
.1 I 

The coding change assumed that ED1 and TAG timestamps reflected Eastern 

Time. However, the timestamps used by ED1 and TAG actually reflects 

Central time. As a result of this discrepancy, an hour is being added during 

PMAP timestamp “synchronization,” which causes the results to inaccurately 
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reflect the reject Interval duration. A change to address this issue for ED1 was 

implemented effective with February 2002 data reporting, and BellSouth is in 

the process of scheduling a similar change for TAG. BellSouth’s root cause 

analysis has determined that, had the scheduled OSS downtime exclusion 

been properly implemented, BellSouth’s Reject lntetval performance would 

generally have met the Commission’s benchmark. 

BellSouth’s root cause analysis also identified an additional issue that impacts 

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

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

Clarification, a scenario that occurs when the Local Carrier Service Center 

(“LCSC”) must resolve specific types of errors after the issuance of the FOC. 

This issue distorts the timeliness of BellSouth’s electronic reject notices, and 

BellSouth is currently analyzing this situation to determine an appropriate 

solution. 

Reject Interval I UNE ISON / Partially Electronic (B.l.7.6) (February) 

There were only ten LSRs rejected for this sub-metric in February 2002. The 

small universe of orders for the month does not provide a conclusive 

benchmark comparison for this sub-metric. BellSouth met the benchmark for 

this sub-metric in March 2002. There was no CLEC activity for this sub- 

metric in January 2002. 
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Reiect Interval / Line Sharing / Partially Electronic (8.1.7,7) 

(Jan uaw/Fe bruaw) 

BellSouth met the IO-hour benchmark 

in January and for 67 of the 83 LSRs 

benchmark required that 29 of the 34 

ntewal for 21 of the 34 LSRs rejected 

rejected in February 2002. The 85% 

rejects for January and 71 of the 83 

rejects for February be returned within the benchmark interval. BellSouth met 

the benchmark for this sub-metric in March 2002. 

Reiect Interval / 2w Analog Loop Design I Partially Electronic (B.1.7.8) 

(March) 

SellSouth met the IO-hour benchmark interval for 161 of the 90 (84.74%) 

LSRs rejected for this sub-metric in January 2002. Normal rounding 

convention indicates that there is no significant difference betweenJhe results 

for this sub-metric and the benchmark. BellSouth met the benchmark for this 

sub-metric in January and February 2002. 

Reiect Interval / 2w Analoq Loop Non-Design / Partially Electronic (B.1.7.9) 

(February/March) 

BellSouth met the IO-hour benchmark interval for 114 of the 147 rejected 

LSRs for this sub-metric in February and for 201 of the 283 rejected LSRs in 

March 2002. The 85% benchmark required that 125 of the 147 orders for 
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February and 241 of the 283 orders for March be returned within I O  hours. 

BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in January 2002. BellSouth 

continues to focus on this measurement in order to improve results to meet 

the benchmark. 

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

(6.1.7.12) (FebruaWlMarch) 

BellSouth met the benchmark for 220 of the 275 of the LSRs rejected in this 

sub-metric for February and for 232 of the 288 LSRs rejected in March 2002. 

The 85% benchmark required that 224 of the 275 rejects for February and 

274 of the 288 rejects for March be returned within the benchmark interval. 

BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in January 2002. BellSouth 

continues to focus on this measurement in order to improve results to meet 

the benchmark. 

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

(B.1.7.13) (JanuaW/Februarv/March) 

BeltSouth met the benchmark for 633 of the 747 rejected LSRs for this sub- 

metric in January, for 426 of the 543 rejected LSRs in February and for 639 of 

the 840 rejected LSRs in March 2002. The 85% benchmark required that 635 

of the 747 orders for January, 462 of the 543 orders for February and 714 of 

22 the 840 orders for March be returned within the benchmark interval. 
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BellSouth continues to focus on this measurement in order to improve results 

to meet the benchmark. 

FOC Timeliness 

For LSRs submitted electronically, the benchmark is 95% of the FOCs 

returned within 3 hours. BeilSouth met the benchmark intervat for 99% of the 

electronically submitted LSRs in January, February and March 2002. For 

partially mechanized LSRs, the benchmark is 85% of FOCs returned within 

10 hours. BellSouth met the benchmark for 94%, 92% and 94% of partially 

electronic FOCs in January, February and March 2002, respectively. For 

LSRs submitted manually, the benchmark is 85% returned within 36 hours. 

BellSouth met the benchmark interval for 99% of the manual LSRs submitted 

in all three months. The sub-metrics that did not meet the benchmark in 

January, February and/or March 2002 are as follows: 

FOC Timeliness / UNE ISDN / Electronic (BA .9,6) (February/March) 

BellSouth met the 3-hour benchmark interval for 16 of the I 8  FOCs returned 

for this sub-metric in February and for 51 of the 54 FOCs returned in March 

2002. The 95% benchmark set a requirement that all 18 of the 18 FOCs for 

February and 52 of the 54 FOCs for March meet the interval. BellSouth met 

the benchmark for this sub-metric in January 2002. 
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FOC Timeliness I Line Sharing / Electronic (B.I.9.7) (February) 

BellSouth met the benchmark for I 4 4  of the 152 LSRs (94.74%) that received 

a FOC in February 2002. Normal rounding convention indicates that there is 

no significant difference between the result for this sub-metric and the 

benchmark. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in January and 

March 2002. 
.- 

FOC Timeliness / xDSL / Partially Electronic (B.I.12.5) (March) 

BellSouth met the IO-hour benchmark for I 6  of the 22 FOCs returned for this 

sub-metric in March 2002. The 85% benchmark required that I 9  of the 22 

orders be returned, based on the number of orders for this sub-metric. 

BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in January and February 

2002. 

FOC Timeliness I2w Analog Loop Design / Partially Electronic (B.I.12.8) 

(March) 

BellSouth met the benchmark for 271 of the 319 LSRs (84.95%) that received 

a FOC in March 2002. Normal rounding convention indicates that there is no 

significant difference between the result for this sub-metric and the 

benchmark. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in January and 

February 2002. 
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FOC Timeliness I Other Desian I Partially Electronic (B.1.12.14) 

(J a n u ary/Fe b rua ryl Ma rch ) 

BellSouth met the IO-hour benchmark interval for 75 of the 96 FOCs returned 

for this sub-metric in January, for 146 of the I80 FOCs returned in February 

and for 78 of the 92 FOCs returned in March 2002. The 85% benchmark set 

requirements of 82 of the 96 orders in January, 153 of the 180 orders in 

February and 79 of the 92 orders for March, based on the quantity of orders 

in the sub-metric 

FOC & Reiect Response Completeness / 2 w  AnaloQ Loop wlLNP Non-Design 

/ TAG / Electronic (B.1 A4.13.2) (February) 

BellSouth met the benchmark standard for I 3 4  of the I 4 7  responses for this 

sub-metric in February 2002. The 95% benchmark required that the criteria 

be met for 140 of the 147 responses based on the number of orders for this 

sub-metric. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in January and 

r I. 

March 2002. 

FOC & Reiect Response Completeness / Local Interoffice Transport / Manual 

(B.1.16.2) (January/March) 

BellSouth met the benchmark standard for 47 of the 51 responses for this 

sub-metric in January and for 66 of the 71 responses returned in March 2002. 

The 95% benchmark required that the criteria be met for 49 of the 51 
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responses in January and for 68 of the 71 responses in March, based on the 

number of orders for this sub-metric. BellSouth met the benchmark for this 

sub-metric in February 2002. 

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

fB.7 A6.3) (JanuandMarch) 

BellSouth met the benchmark standard for 694 of the 755 responses for this 

sub-metric January and for 1,357 of the 1,473 responses returned in March 

2002. The 95% benchmark required that the criteria be met for 718 of the 

755 responses in January and for 1,400 of the 1,473 responses returned in 

March, based on the number of orders for this sub-metric. BellSouth met the 

benchmark for this sub-metric in February 2002. 

13 

14 FOC & Reject Response Completeness I UNE ISDN / Manual (B.1 A6.6) 

15 (January) 

16 

17. 

18 

I 9  

20 March 2002. 

21 

BellSouth met the benchmark standard for 633 of the 673 responses for this 

sub-metric in January 2002. The 95% benchmark required that the criteria be 

met for 640 of the 673 responses, based on the number of orders for this sub- 

metric. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in February and 
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FOC & Reject Response Completeness / Line Sharing / Manual (B.I.16.7) 

(Januaw) 

BellSouth met the benchmark standard for 185 of the 203 responses for this 

sub-metric in January 2002. The 95% benchmark required that the criteria be 

met for 193 of the 203 responses, based on the number of orders for this sub- 

metric. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in February and 

March 2002. 

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

Manual (B.1.16.9) (January) 

BellSouth met the benchmark for 1,239 of the 1,309 responses for this sub- 

metric in January 2002. The 95% benchmark set a requirement 1,104 orders, 

based on the number of orders for this sub-metric. BellSouth met the 

benchmark for this sub-metric in February and March 2002. 

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

/ Manual (B.l A6.1 I) (March) 

BellSouth met the benchmark standard for 13 of the 14 responses for this 

sub-metric in March 2002. The 95% benchmark required that the criteria be 

met for all 14 of the 14 responses. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub- 

metric in and January and February 2002. 
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Residence 88.56% 87.17% 86.49% 95% 

Business 74.56% 75.20% 73.55% 90% 

UNE 85.50% 84.86% 83.88% 85% 
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FOC & Reiect Response Completeness / Other Desian / Manual (8.1 -1 6.14) 

/Januan/) 

BellSouth met the benchmark standard for 598 of the 648 responses for this 

sub-metric in January 2002. The 95% benchmark required that the criteria be 

met for 616 of the 648 responses, based on the number of orders for this sub- 

metric. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in February and 

March 2002. 

92.81 % 94.12% 92.25% 85% 

Flow-Throuq h 

Attachment 1 J, Items F.l  .I - FA .3, shows Flow-Through data disaggregated . 

by customer type and for the Summary/Aggregate. Detailed flow-through 

results for individual CLECs are included in Attachment 2J. The following 

table shows the Regional Flow-Through results for January, February and 

March 2002 as compared with the Interim SQM benchmarks. 

YO Flow-throuQh Service Requests (F.1 .I .I - F.1.3.4) 
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The table 

handling. 

above excludes those LSRs designed to “fall out” for manual 

The business flow-through rate is well below the 90% objective. 

Business LSRs are more complex than the typical LSRs and, as a result, 

there is a greater probability for error. For example, an LSR requesting I O  

lines with series completion hunting that are located over multiple floors and 

have a variation of features on the lines presents many more opportunities for 

system mismatches than one that adds just lines and features. 

BellSouth has established a Flow-Through Improvement Program 

Management process that includes seven different internal organizations. 

Ongoing analysis is being done to determine trends and identify flow-through 

problems. To date, fifteen system enhancements have been identified and 

are targeted for Encore releases. Three of the enhancements were 

implemented in August, five enhancements implemented in November and 

two enhancements implemented in January 2002. The remainder of the 

enhancements are scheduled for release during 2002. 

2. UNE Provisioninq Measures 

BellSouth met 88% of the overall UNE Provisioning measurements in the 

month of January, 82% of these measurements in February and 84% in 

March 2002. 
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The following sub-metrics did not meet the applicable retail analogues in the 

months of January, February and/or March 2002: 

Order Completion Interval / Combo (Loop & Port) I 

Based Orders (B.2. I .3.1.3) (Januan//Februarv/March) 

This sub-metric is a further disaggregation of Item B.2.1.3.1.2. The 

completion interval difference between the CLEC result and the result for the 

BellSouth retail analogue for this sub-metric was less than 0.01 days in each 

of the three months. Both measures were approximately one-third day. This 

indicates virtually identical service for both the CLECs and the retail analogue 

for each month. 

I O  Circuits / Switch 

Order Completion Intewat / Combo Other / I O  Circuits / Dispatch 

lB.2.1.4.1 .I) (January/February/March) 

The primary factor for the miss in this sub-metric is that the standard 

installation interval for this product is t O  days. This is much longer than for 

the retail analogue product. Even though the committed dates to the 

customer are being met, the intewals are longer than for the retail analogue 

product. 
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In March 2002, 23 of the 35 CLEC orders for this sub-metric carried a 

standard installation interval of 5 days. This interval is longer than the 

“available in 3 days” standard set for the retail analogue. BellSouth met the 

retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in January and February 2002. 

Order Completion Interval I Other Non-Design I 

(B.2.1 .I 5.1.2) (March) 

There were 26 orders completed for this sub-metric in March 2002. The 

average completion interval for the CLEC orders was 1.9 days compared to .9 

I O  Circuits / Non-Dispatch 

days for the retail analogue. No systemic installation issues were identified 

for the orders in this sub-metric. BellSouth met the retail analogue 

comparison for this sub-metric in January and February 2002. 

YO Jeopardies I Combo Other (B.2.5.4) (FebruandMarch) 

There were nine orders for this sub-metric placed in jeopardy status in 

February and four orders placed in jeopardy ion March 2002. Ail of these 

jeopardy situations were resolved prior to the order due dates and were 

completed as scheduled. BellSouth met the retail analogue for this sub- 

metric in January 2002. 

22 
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% Jeopardies / Other Non-Desiqn (6.2.5.1 5 )  (January) 

There were a total of 2 jeopardies issued for the 25 orders scheduled for this 

sub-metric in January 2002. While the data indicates that BellSouth placed a 

higher percentage of CLEC orders in jeopardy status, all of the jeopardies 

were resolved prior to the due dates, and the orders were completed on time. 

BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in February 

and March 2002. 

YO Jeopardy Notice >= 48 Hours / Combo (Loop & Port) I Electronic (B.2.10.3) 

February) 

BellSouth met the  48-hour benchmark for 17 of the 18 jeopardy notices for 

this sub-metric in February 2002. The 95% benchmark required that all 18 of 

18 notices meet the 48-hour interval. As was discussed in the Introduction 

section, the coding for this measurement was undergoing modification in 

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

metric in March 2002. 

YO Misse'd'lnstallation Appointments 1 Combo (Loop & Port) / e I O  Circuits / 

Dispatch (B.2.18.3.1 .I) (March) 

BellSouth missed 46 of the 998 scheduled appointments in this sub-metric for 

March 2002. BellSouth is investigating the data underlying this sub-metric to 

22 determine the accuracy of the apparent disparity with the retail analogue in 
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March. BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in 

January and February 2002. 

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

No n- Di s p at c h ( B -2. I 8.3.1 .2) (Jan ua ry/Fe brua ty/ Ma rc h ) 

BellSouth missed 32 of the 11,490 scheduled appointments in this sub-metric 

for January, missed 29 of the 12,390 appointments for February and missed 

48 of the 20,137 appointments for March 2002. BellSouth met over 99% of 

the scheduled appointments for both retail and CLEC orders in this sub-metric 

for all three months. When BellSouth provisions high quality service coupled 

with very large universe sizes, it can cause an apparent out of equity. 

condition from a quantitative viewpoint. In these cases, there is very little 

variation and the universe size is so large that the 2-test becomes overly 

sensitive to any difference. In other words, the statistical test shows that the 

measurement does not meet the fixed critical value when compared with the 

retail analogue, but BellSouth’s actual performance for both CLECs and its 

own retail operations is at a very high level - in this case over 99%. From a 

practical point of view, the CLECs’ ability to compete has not been hindered 

I 9  

20 to meet the benchmarWanalogue. 

21 

even though the statistical results may technically show that BellSouth failed 
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O/O Missed Installation Appointments / Combo (Loop & Port) / 

Switch Based Orders (B.2.18.3.1.3) (February) 

This is a further disaggregation. of Item B.2.18.3.1.2, above. BellSouth 

missed only I of the 6,007 appointments in this sub-metric scheduled for 

February 2002. BellSouth met over 99% of the scheduled appointments for 

both retail and CLEC orders in this sub-metric for the month. When 8ellSouth 

provisions high quality service coupled with very large universe sizes, it can 

cause an apparent out of equity condition from a quantitative viewpoint. In 

these cases, there is very little variation and the universe size is so large thaV 

the 2-test becomes overly sensitive to any difference. In other words, the 

statistical test shows that the measurement does not meet the fixed critical 

value when compared with the retail analogue, but BellSouth’s actual 

performance for both CLECs and its own retail operations is at a very high 

level - in this case over 99%. From a practical point of view, the CLECs’ 

ability to compete has not been hindered even though the statistical results 

may technically show that BellSouth failed to meet the benchmarklanalogue. 

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

and March 2002. 

10 Circuits / 

YO Missed Installation Appointments / Combo (Loop 8t Port) / e IO Circuits / 

Dispatch In (8.2.1 8.3.1.4) (January/February/March) 
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This is a further disaggregation of Item B.2.18.3.1.2, above. BellSouth 

missed 32 of the 5,576 appointments in this sub-metric scheduled in January, 

missed 28 of the 6,383 appointments scheduled in February and missed 49 of 

the 9,201 appointments scheduled for March 2002. BellSouth completed 

over 99% of the appointments as scheduled in January, February and March 

2002. From a practical point of view, the CLECs’ ability to compete has not 

been hindered even though the statistical results may technically show that 

BellSouth failed to meet the benchmark/analogue. 

YO Missed Installation Appointments / Combo (Loop & Port) / >= I O  Circuits / 

Dispatch (B.2.18.3.2.1) (Januaw) 

BellSouth completed 14 of the I 9  installation appointments scheduled for this 

sub-metric in January 2002. There were no patterns or systemic installation 

issues identified for any of the 5 missed appointments. BellSouth met the 

retail analogue for this sub-metric in February and March 2002. 

YO Missed Installation Appointments / Combo Other 1 

(B.2.18.4.1 A )  (Januarv) 

BellSouth missed 9 of the 125 installation appointments scheduled for this 

sub-metric in January 2002. None of these missed appointments resulted in 

held orders. No systemic installation issues or patterns were identified for 

10 Circuits I Dispatch 
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BellSouth missed 2 of the 29 installation appointments scheduled for this sub- 

metric in March 2002. No systemic installation issues or patterns were 

identified for these two missed appointments. BellSouth met the retail 

analogue comparison for this sub-metric in January and February 2002. 

% Provisionincl Troubles wli 30 Days / Combo (Loop & Port) / 

Dispatch (8.2.19.3.1 .I) (February) 

There were 57 troubles reported for this sub-metric in February 2002 for the 

779 orders completed in the prior 30 days. Of the 57 total reports, 18 reports 

were closed to “no trouble found.” Without these reports, the CLEC measure 

10 Circuits / 

would have been better than for the retail analogue. BeltSouth met the retail 

analogue comparison for this sub-metric in January and March 2002. 

% Provisioning Troubles w/i 30 Days / Combo (Loop & Port) / >= 10 Circuits / 

Dispatch (B.2.19.3.2.1) (February) 
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There were only 4 troubles reported for this sub-metric in February 2002. 

There were no patterns or systemic installation issues identified for these 4 

reports. BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in 

January and March 2002. 

YO Provisioning Troubles w/i 30 Days I Combo Other / 

(B.2.19.4.1 .I ) (February/March) 

BellSouth is currently checking the data for this sub-metric to verify that the 

appropriate trouble reports are being included in the measurement. Of the I I 

troubles reported for March, 4 reports (36%) were closed as “no trouble 

I O  Circuits / Dispatch 

found.” BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in 

January 2002. 

YO Provisioning Troubles w/i 30 Days I Combo Other / c I O  Circuits / Dispatch 

In (8.2.1 9.4.1.4) (Februarv) 

BellSouth is currently checking the data for this sub-metric to verify that the 

appropriate trouble reports are being included in the measurement. There 

was no CLEC activity for this sub-metric in either January or March 2002. 

YO Provisioninq Troubles w/i 30 Days / Other Desiqn / 

(8.2.19.14.1 .I) (Februaty) 

10 Circuits / Dispatch 
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There were only 2 troubles reported for the 20 orders completed in the 30 

days prior to February 2002 for this sub-metric. No patterns or systemic 

installation issues were identified for the two troubles. BellSouth met the 

retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in January and March 2002. 

YO Provisioning Troubles w/i 30 Days / Other Non-Desiqn / e 10 Circuits / 

Non-Dispatch (B.2.19.15.4 2)  (February) 

There were only five orders completed for this sub-metric in the 30 days prior 

to February 2002. The small universe of orders for this sub-metric does not 

provide a statistically conclusive comparison to the retail analogue. BellSouth 

met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in January and March 

2002. 

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

15 Dispatch In (B.2.21.3. I .4) (JanuawIFebruarv) 

16 

17 
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I 9  
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The difference between the average notice intervals for CLECs and the retail 

analogue for this sub-metric in January 2002 was less than 8 minutes. The 

root cause analysis of this measure indicated that the only differences 

between the performance between BellSouth retail and CLECs are the 

mismatches found when the orders are compared with the original LSRs. 

The start of the completion interval is the point at which the technician 

completes the order, and the interval ends when the completion notice is 
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sent. Any change to a name, number of items, etc., occurring during the 

provisioning process will generate inconsistencies with the original LSRs that 

must be resolved before a final completion notice can be sent. Any time to 

resolve these inconsistencies with the original LSRs is included in the 

average. Because of numerous CLEC changes and order updates, 

mismatches on CLECs orders exceed those for BellSouth retail orders. 

Combining this with the smaller base for the CLECs’ measurement raises the 

average, which results in a miss. Specific Service Representatives within the 

Work Management Centers have been assigned to resolve any completion 

issues that are required. Providing specific training and dedicating personnel 

to this task should reduce the difference between the CLEC and retail 

analogue results. BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this sub- 

metric in March 2002. 

c . 

Service Order Accuracy / Desiqn (Specials) / >= I O  Circuits / Dispatch 

/B.2.34.1.2.1) (February) 

In February 2002, BellSouth met the standard criteria for 27 of the 29 orders 

(93.10%) reviewed. The 95% benchmark set a requirement that 28 of the 29 

orders meet the criteria. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in 

January and March 2002. 

3. UNE Maintenance and Repair (M&R) Measures 
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BellSouth met the applicable performance standard for 87% in January, 83% 

in February and 82% in March 2002 of the overall UNE M&R measurements. 

The sub-metrics that did not meet the fixed critical value for this checklist item 

in January, February andlor March 2002 are as follows: 

6 YO Missed Repair Appointments / Combo (LOOD & Port) / Non-Dispatch 
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(B.3. I .3.2) (March) 

BellSouth completed 1,690 of the 1,720 repair appointments as scheduled for 

this sub-metric in March 2002. This represented an over 98% completion rate 

for the month. There were no systemic maintenance issues identified for the 

missed appointments. From a practical point of view, the CLECs' ability to 

compete has not been hindered even though the statistical results may 

technically show that BellSouth failed to meet the benchmarklanalogue. 

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

and February 2002. 

YO Missed Repair Appointments / Other Design / Dispatch (8.3.1 A O . 1 )  

[February) 

BellSouth completed 13 of the 15 repair appointments as scheduled for this 

sub-metric in February 2002. There were no systemic maintenance problems 

identified for the two missed appointments. BellSouth met the retail analogue 

comparison for this sub-metric in January and March 2002. 
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YO Missed Repair Appointments / Other Non-Design / Non-Dispatch 

(B.3.1 .I 1.2) (March) 

BellSouth missed only 2 of the 51 repair appointments scheduled for this sub- 

metric in March 2002. No systemic problems or patterns were identified for 

the missed appointments. BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for 

this sub-metric in January and February 2002. 

Customer Trouble Report Rate / Combo Other / Dispatch (B.3.2.4.1) 

(Fe bruarv/March) 

There were a total of 34 trouble reports for this sub-metric for the 1,434 lines 

in service in February and 34 trouble reports for the 1,527 lines in service in 

March 2002. Both the CLECs and BellSouth retail customers received more 

than 97% trouble free service for two-month period. From a practical point of 

view, the CLECs’ ability to compete has not been hindered even though the 

statistical results may technically show that BellSouth failed to meet the 

benchmarklanalogue. BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for - ’; this 

sub-metric in January 2002. 

Customer Trouble Report Rate / Combo Other / Non-Dispatch (B.3.2.4.2) 

Februaw) 
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There were a total of 36 trouble reports for this sub-metric for the 1,434 lines 

in service in February 2002. Of the 36 total trouble reports, 19 (53%) were 

closed to “no trouble found.” Both the CLECs and BellSouth retail customers 

received more than 97% trouble free service for the month. From a practical 

point of view, the CLECs’ ability to compete has not been hindered even 

thougb the statistical results may technically show that BellSouth failed to 

meet the benchmarldanalogue. BellSouth met the retail analogue 

comparison for this sub-metric in January and March 2002. 

Customer Trouble Report Rate / Other Desiqn I Dispatch (B.3.2.10.1) 

January/Februaty/March) 

The difference between the results for the retail analogue and the CLEC 

aggregate was 1.1% or less in January and February, and 1.2% in March 

2002. Both the CLECs and BellSouth retail had greater than 98% trouble free 

service for all in service lines in this sub-metric in all three months. Of the 15 

total troubles reported in February 2002, 40% were closed as “no trouble 

found,” indicating minimal impact on the customer. In March, 5 of the 13 total 

trouble reports were the result of one facility problem in one central office. 

From a practical point of view, the CLECs’ ability to compete has not been 

hindered even though the statistical results may technically show that 

BellSouth failed to meet the benchmarklanalogue. 
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Customer Trouble Report Rate / Other Non-Oesian / Dispatch (B.3.2.1 I .I ) 

(January/February/March) 

There were a total of 47 trouble reports for the 616 in service lines for this 

sub-metric in January, 71 trouble reports for the 619 lines in service in 

February and 67 trouble reports for the 590 lines in service in March 2002. 

Continuing analysis is underway to determine if any systemic issues or data 

reporting problems exist with this sub-metric. 

Customer Trouble Report Rate / Other Non-Desiqn / Non-Dispatch 

(B.3.2.11.2) (January/Februaw/March) 

There were a total of 49 troubles reports for the 616 in service lines for this 

sub-metric in January, 46 troubles reported for the 619 lines in service in 

February and 51 troubles reported for the 590 in service lines for March 2002. 

An analysis revealed that 36 of the 49 trouble reports (73%) for January, 26 of 

the 46 reports (57%) for February and 25 of the 51 troubte reports (49%) for 

March 2002 were closed out as “no trouble found,” or about half to two-thirds 

of the troubles reported had minimal impact on the end-user customer. 

Continuing analysis is underway to determine if any systemic issues exist with 

this sub-metric. 

Out of Service > 24 Hours / Other Design / Dispatch (B.3.5.10.1) (February) 
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There were two service affecting trouble reports for this sub-metric in 

February 2002 that caused service outages longer than 24 hours. Neither of 

these outages revealed a systemic maintenance process issue. BellSouth 

met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in January and March 

2002. 

Out of Service > 24 Hours I Other Non-Design I Dispatch (B.3.5.1 I .I) (March) 

There were 40 trouble reports out of service longer than 24 hours for this sub- 

metric in March 2002. Of these I O  outages, 6 were from the same customer 

and were received on Friday but not cleared until Monday. BellSouth met the 

retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in January and February 2002. 
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A3 UNE - Billing 
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Invoice Accuracy - UNE (8.4.1) (January) 

The CLECs experienced UNE invoice accuracy rates that were slightly less 

than the rates for the invoices BellSouth sent to its retail customers during 

January 2002 (98.37% for BellSouth compared to 98.10% for the CLECs). 

The difference in performance was the result of adjustments made to remove 

back-billed zone pricing charges from one CLEC customer's UNE account 

because the customer's contract specifically states that the customer should 

not be back-billed for zone pricing. In order to prevent this'type of problem 
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requires review of a customer’s contracts for back-billing limitations before 

any back billing is done to the customer’s accounts. BellSouth met the retail 

analogue comparison for this sub-metric for February and March 2002. 

Mean Time to Deliver Invoices - CRlS I Reqion (B.4.2) (Februaw/March) 

This metric measures the mean interval for timeliness of billing records 
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delivered to CLECs. The CLECs experienced UNE invoice delivery rates that 

were higher than the rates for BellSouth’s retail customers during February 

and March 2002 (3.64 days for BellSouth versus 6.13 for CLECs in February 

and 3.68 days for BellSouth compared to 7.51 days for CLECs in March). 

The difference in performance for both months was the result of bill period 

delays encountered with BellSouth’s biiling system upgrade associated with 

UNE CLEC bills and usage volumes. Processing cycles ran longer than 

expected. BellSouth is currently working on enhancements that will decrease 

processing time and speed the delivery of bills that will help to improve 

performance for this metric. BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for 

this sub-metric in January 2002. 

4. Other UNE Measures 

Pre-Orderinq 
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Service Inquiry for xDSL loops (F.3.1 .I)$ Loop Makeup Manual (F.2.1) and 

Loop Makeup Electronic (F.2.2) are included in the Pre-Ordering 

measurements. BellSouth met the benchmarks for all four of the sub-metrics 

for these measurements in February and March 2002. The sub-metric that 

did not meet t he  benchmarks in January 2002 is as follows: 

Loop Makeup Inquiry (Electronic) (F.2.2) (January) 

BellSouth met the I-minute response time benchmark for 1,304 of the 1,401 

inquiries for this sub-metric in January 2002. The 95% benchmark set a 

requirement of 1,331 of the 1,401 responses returned within the I-minute 

interval. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in February and 

March 2002. 

Onerations Support Systems (OSSl 

The OSS/Preordering measures for which BellSouth did not meet the 

benchmarkhetail analogue in January, February and/or March 2002 were: 

18 

I 9  

20 (Februarv) 

21 

22 

Average Response Interval / CRSECSRL / ROS / Reqion (D.1.3.5.2) 

The CLECs received slightly longer response times from this system in 

February 2002 than for the retail analogue standard (3.77 seconds average 
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for CLECS compared to 3.1 1 seconds for BellSouth). BellSouth met the retail 

analogue comparison for this sub-metric in January and March 2002. 

Averaqe Response Interval / CRlS 1 Reqion (D.2.4.1.) 

[ January/Februaw/March) 

The average response interval for this sub-metric is measured in three 

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

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

The average response interval for the CLEC requests did not meet the retail 

analogue intervals for the less than 4-second disaggregation but exceeded 

both the less than I O  and greater than I O  seconds responses. For the 4- 

second interval, there was only approximately 1 % difference between the 

CLEC responses as compared with the retail analogue in all three months. 

Both the C L E O  and the retail analogue received approximately 99% or more 

within the less than I O  second response interval. Similarly, for the greater 

than 10 seconds interval measure, the CLECs and the BellSouth retail 

analogue received approximately lYo or less of responses in over 10 

seconds. These very small differences in response intervals indicate 

equivalent service levels for the CLECs and BellSouth retail. 

Averaae Response Interval I DLR / ReQion (D.2.4.3) 

Ja nua w/Fe brua w/M arch 1 
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The average response intervals for these sub-metrics are measured in three 

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

in less than 4 seconds, less than I O  seconds and greater than 7 0 seconds. 

BellSouth missed the standard for percentage of queries responded to in less 

than 4 seconds during January, February and March 2002, but met the 

standards for both the “less than 10 seconds” and “greater than ten seconds” 

intervals. Even though BellSouth technically missed the standard the 

difference in performance for the CLECs versus BellSouth’s retail analogue 

was only 1.4% in January, 2.4% in February and 1.9% in March. There is no 

evidence of disparate performance for this sub-metric. 

Averaqe Response Interval / LMOSupd / Reaion (D.2.4.5, D.2.5.5, D.2.6.5) 

(Januarv/February/March) 

The average response interval for this sub-metric is measured in three 

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

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

For each of the three sub-metrics, there was less than a 9% difference in the 

percentage of responses received by the CLECs and BellSouth retail in each 

month, January through March 2002. Differences of IO%,  or less, for these 

intervals indicate virtually equivalent service levels for both the CLECs and 

21 

22 

BellSouth retail. 
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In both January and March 2002, the average response interval for the CLEC 

requests did not meet the retail analogue interval for the less than 4-second 

disaggregation but exceeded the less than 10 and greater than I O  seconds 

responses. In January 2002, both the CLECs and BellSouth retail received 

over 98.8% of responses in less than 4 seconds and less than 0.3% in more 

than 10 seconds. The less than one percent difference for these intervals 

indicates virtually equivalent service levels for the CLECs and BellSouth 

13 

14 

retail. In March the “less than 4 second” and “less than I O  second” measures 

for both BellSouth retail and for CLECs was over 99%. The “greater than I O  
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second” measure for both BellSouth retail and for CLECs was less than 0.2%. 

These performance results also indicate virtually equivalent service being 

provided for the CLECs and BellSouth retail. 

Averaqe Response Interval / OSPCM / Region (0.2.4.8) (JanuaWMarch) 

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

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

in less than 4 seconds, less than I O  seconds and greater than I O  seconds. 
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In January 2002, the CLEC response interval for the “less than, or equal to 4 

seconds” measure was 13.92% compared to 26.31 YO for the retail analogue. 

In March the CLECs had 13.59% of responses in less than 4 seconds 

compared to 23.94% for the retail analogue. BellSouth met the retail 

analogue comparison for all three of the sub-metrics in this measure for 

February 2002 and two out of three in both January and March 2002. 

Averaae Response Interval I NIW I Reaion (D.2.4.1 I) (JanuarylMarch) 

The average response interval for this sub-metric is measured in three 

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

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

In both January and March 2002, the average response interval for the CLEC 

requests did not meet the retail analogue intervals for the less than 4-second 

disaggregation but exceeded both the less than I O  and greater than 10 

seconds responses. The CLEC response interval was 85.67% within 4 

seconds in January, as compared with 87.02% for the retail analogue, and 

81.81% within 4 seconds in March, as compared to 82.97% for the retail 

analogue. The small difference between the CLEC and retail analogue 

results should not impede the CLECs’ ability to compete in this area. 

BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in February 

2002. 
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General - Maintenance Center 

Average Answer Time / Reqion (F.5.1) (February) 

BellSouth missed the  retail analogue comparison for this measure in February 

2002 but met the retail analogue comparison for both January and March 

2002. 

General - Billinq 

Usage Data Delivery Accuracy (F.9.1) (February) 

This measure compares the rate at which error-free usage data is sent to 

CLECs with the same measure for the BellSouth retail analog. The CLECs 

experienced usage data delivery accuracy rates that were slightly lower than 

the rates for BellSouth customers during February 2002 (99.85% for 

BellSouth versus 99.62% for CLECs). The difference in performance was the 

result of a problem with ODUF pack sequence numbers. This problem did 

not involve any missing or incorrect usage data from ODUF. The problem 

only involved ODUF pack sequence numbers which normally go in sequence 

from ‘01’ to ‘99’ for each customer. After a system problem occurred with the 

output sequence table on February 19, 2002, the sequence numbers were 

inadvertently restarted to ‘01’ on all ODUFs for all CLECs. The sequence 

table was corrected, and the correct pack number for each customer was 

restarted on February 22, 2002. All CLECs, who questioned BellSouth about 

this problem, reported that they understood that no usage data was actually 
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missing or incorrect as a result of the problem, and none of the CLECs 

requested that BellSouth retransmit any ODUF data. Bellsouth met the retail 

analogue comparison for this sub-metric in January and March 2002. 

Usaqe Data Delivew Timeliness (F.9.2) (March) 

This measure tracks the percentage of usage data delivered within six 

calendar days for both BellSouth retail and the CLEC aggregate. The CLECs 

experienced usage data delivery timeliness rates that were slightly lower than 

the rates for BellSouth customers during March 2002 (98.37% for BellSouth 

compared to 93.1 1% for CLECs). The difference in performance for March 

was the result of bill period delays encountered with BellSouth’s billing system 

upgrade associated with UNE CLEC bills and, usage volumes. Processing 

cycles ran longer than expected. BellSouth is currently working on 

enhancements that will decrease processing time and speed the delivery of 

bills that will help to improve performance for this metric. BellSouth met the 

retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in January and February 2002. 

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

This measure tracks the ability of the ordering and billing systems to begin 

billing a CLEC non-recurring charges for UNE services on the next invoice 

after an order has “completed”. A benchmark of 90% has been set as the 

level of performance to meet. In January 2002, the result was 89.43%. The 
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benchmark was not met in January because of back-billed OSS charges 

applied to CLEC accounts. These OSS charges are due to BellSouth for 

handling LSRs that were cancelled by CLEC customers. In the past, 

BellSouth’s systems have not been equipped to apply these cancellation 

charges. During 2002, BellSouth plans to complete an initiative to bill these 

OSS charges on a current basis for cancelled LSRs. BellSouth met the 

benchmark for this sub-metric in February and March 2002. 

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

J a n u a w/ M a rc h ) 

This measure tracks the ability of the ordering and billing systems to begin 

billing a CLEC non-recurring charges for local interconnection sewices on the 

next invoice after an order has “completed”. A benchmark of 90% has been 

set as the level of performance to meet. In January and March 2002, 

BellSouth’s performance was 79.45% and 89.14%, respectively. This 

measure was missed in both months because of problems encountered in 

correcting service order errors in a timely manner. In January 2002, the 

benchmark was adversely affected due to back-billed OSS charges applied to 

CLEC accounts. These OSS charges are due to BellSouth for handling LSRs 

that were cancelled by CLEC customers. In the past, BellSouth’s systems 

have not been equipped to apply these cancellation charges. During 2002, 

BellSouth plans to complete an initiative to bill these OSS charges on a 

current basis for cancelled LSRs. 
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The benchmark was not met in March because of problems encountered in 

correcting service order errors in a timely manner. In an effort to prevent this 

problem from occurring in the future, BellSouth continues to adjust its error 

handling procedures to recognize, prioritize, work and resolve all errors in a 

timetier manner. The most recent changes made include the implementation 

of changes to the error report to capture the next available bill period date for 

each order. This change will allow BellSouth to prioritize and work errors by 

bill period. However, since this measure is calculated one month in arrears, 

the revised error report will be effective and utilized with errors generated in 

April 2002. 

It is also important to point out that the results for this measure are calculated 

using dollar amounts associated with completed service orders and not by 

using the actual number of orders. This measure was missed in March as a 

result of a large amount of money billed late on a relatively small number of 

orders. BellSouth is currently in the process of trying to develop a way to 

associate dollar amounts to orders in error before billing has occurred for the 

orders. 
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BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in February 2002. BellSouth 

continues to monitor results and will adjust procedures as necessary to 

further improve this metric. 

General - Change Management 

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

BellSouth met the specified benchmark intervals for one of the two software 

releases issued in January 2002. BellSouth met the benchmark intervals for 

all releases in February 2002. There were no releases for these sub-metrics 

in March 2002. 

- .  

O/O Chancle ManaQement Documentation Sent On Time (F.10.3) (February) 

Average Documentation Release Delay Days (F. 10.5) (February) 

There were two Change Management Documentation notices issued in 

February 2002. Both of the notices for February missed the standard notice 

interval. The February notices were only one day short of meeting the  25 

days prior to release benchmark. BellSouth met the benchmark for these 

sub-metrics in January and March 2002. 

General - Orderinq 
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% Acknowledclement Messaqe Completeness I TAG (F.12.2.2) 

(JanuaryIFebruarylMarch) 

BellSouth failed to deliver I (0.00026%) of the 379,170 messages in January 

for this sub-metric, 2 (0.00059Y0) of the 341,453 messages for this sub-metric 

in February and 6 (0.00179%) of the 334,739 messages in March 2002. 

Analysis continues to identify any issues in this process. However, such a 

small number of failed records have not revealed any systemic process 

problems. 

D. CHECKLIST ITEM 4 - UNBUNDLED LOCAL LOOPS 

As discussed in Checklist Item 2, Sections 8.2 and B.3 of Attachment I J  

provide data for provisioning and maintenance 8t repair measures for 

unbundled local loops. 

For purposes of discussion in this checklist item, the local loop sub-metrics 

have been separated into two mode-of-entry groups, xDSL and- 

SLI/SL2/Digital. The xDSL group includes xDSL (ADSL, HDSL, UCL), ISDN 

and Line Sharing sub-metrics. The SL? ISL2IDigital group includes the design 

and non-design 2-wire analog loops, as well as the 2-wire and 4-wire digital 

loop su b-metrics. 

xDSL Group 
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6 Order Completion Inten/al/ Line Sharina / 6 Circuits / Dispatch (8.2.1.7.3.1 ) 

7 (March) 

8 

9 

There were only six orders for this sub-metric in March 2002. The small 

universe of orders for the month does not provide a statistically conclusive 

10 

11 
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A7 
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20 

comparison to the retail analogue. BellSouth met the retail analogue 

comparison for this sub-metric in January and February 2002. 

Held Orders / UNE ISDN / 

There were only two orders for this sub-metric in February 2002. The small 

universe of orders for this sub-metric does not provide a statistically 

conclusive comparison to the retail analogue. BellSouth met the retail 

analogue comparison for this sub-metric in January and March 2002. 

I O  Circuits / Facility (B.2.3.6.1 .I) (Februarv) 

YO Jeopardies 1 UNE ISDN (8.2.5.6) (Februatv/March) 

There were 15 orders placed in jeopardy for facilities reasons for orders in 

21 

22 

this sub-metric in February and 43 orders put in jeopardy for orders in March 

2002. All of the February jeopardies and 39 of the 43 March'jeopardies were 
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resolved prior to the due dates and the orders completed on time. The 4 

jeopardies not resolved by the due dates in March were held due to customer 

reasons. BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in 

January 2002. 

YO Jeopardy Notice >= 48 Hours / xDSL / Electronic (B.2.70.5) 

(Fe bruaw/March) 

There were only five jeopardy notices issued for this sub-metric in February 

and ten notices issued in March 2002. The small universe of orders for this 

sub-metric does not provide a conclusive benchmark comparison. As was 

discussed in the Introduction section, the coding for this measurement was 

undergoing modification in January 2002. 

YO Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days / UNE ISDN / I O  Circuits / Dispatch 

lB.2.19.6.1 .I) (March) 

There were 15 troubles reported for orders that completed for this sub-metric 

in the prior 30 days for March 2002. BellSouth has implemented an improved 

procedure to document circuit test results in the order closeout narratives. 

This initiative, along with added emphasis on cooperative testing procedures, 
- s  

should improve the results for this sub-metric. No patterns or systemic 

installation issues were identified for the trouble reports for this sub-metric. . I- 
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8ellSouth met the retail analogue for this sub-metric in January and February 

2002. 

YO Provisioninq Troubles within 30 Days / tine Sharing / 

Dispatch (B.2.19.7.1 .I 1 (February) 

There were only seven orders for this sub-metric in February 2002. The small 

10 Circuits I 

universe of orders for this sub-metric does not provide a statistically 

conclusive comparison to the retail analogue. BellSouth met the retail 

analogue comparison for this sub-metric in January and March 2002. 

% Provisioninq Troubles within 30 Days / Line Sharing / 

Dispatch (B.2.19.7.1.2) (February) 

There were only thirteen orders completed for this sub-metric in February 

2002. This small universe of orders does not provide a statistically conclusive 

comparison to the retail analogue. BellSouth met the retail analogue 

comparison for this sub-metric in January and March 2002. 

10 Circuits I Non- 

Average Completion Notice Interval / xDSL / < 10 Circuits / Dispatch 

lB.2.21.5.1 .I) (March) 

The root cause analysis of this measure indicated that the only differences 

between the performance between BellSouth retail and CLECs are the 

mismatches found when the orders are compared with the original LSRs. 
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The start of the completion interval is the point at which the technician 

completes the order, and. the interval ends when the completion notice is 

sent. Any change to a name, number of items, etc., occurring during the 

provisioning process will generate inconsistencies with the original LSRs that 

must be resolved before a final completion notice can be sent. Any time to 

resolve these inconsistencies with the original LSRs is included in the 

average. Because of numerous CLEC changes and order updates, 

mismatches on CLECs orders exceed those for BellSouth retail orders. 

Combining this with the smaller base for the CLECs’ measurement raises the 

average, which results in a miss. Specific Service Representatives within the 

Work Management Centers have been assigned to resolve any completion 

issues that are required. Providing specific training and dedicating personnel 

to this task should reduce the difference between the CLEC and retail 

analogue results. There was no CLEC activity for this sub-metric in either 

January or February 2002. 

2. Maintenance & Repair Measures 

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

comparison requirements for January, February and/or March 2002 are as 

follows: 
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% Missed Repair Appointments I UNE ISDN / Non-Dispatch (B.3.1.6.2) 

/Januaw/Fe bruary) 

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

sub-metric in January and 40 of the 41 appointments scheduled for February 

2002. There were no patterns or systemic maintenance issues revealed for 

the 3 missed appointments in January or the I missed appointment .in 

February. BellSouth met the retail anatogue comparison for this sub-metric in 

March 2002. 

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

/ Fe brua wlMa rc h ) 

BellSouth completed 28 of the 34 repair appointments as scheduled for this 

sub-metric in February and 27 of the 37 appointments scheduled for March 

2002. There were no patterns or systemic maintenance issues revealed for 

the 6 missed appointments in February. In March, all ten of the trouble 

reports associated with these missed due dates were closed as “no trouble 

found,” but the appointment dates were missed due to improper order 

closeout procedures. The following of proper Line Sharing methods and 

procedures is being emphasized to all Central Office technicians. BellSouth 

met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in January 2002. 
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Customer Trouble Report Rate / UNE ISDN / Dispatch (B.3.2.6.1) 

(Januaw/Fe bruary/March) 

Both the CLECs and BellSouth retail had 97% to 98% trouble free service for 

all in service lines in this sub-metric in January, February and March 2002. 

Even though the measurement indicated that BellSouth did not meet the retail 

analogue, both SelfSouth and the CLECs were being provided a high level of 

service for this sub-metric. BellSouth is developing an action plan to improve 

circuit testing and turn-up documentation. ISDN test jacks have been 

installed in each central office to facilitate improved testing and turn-up control 

procedures. 

Customer Trouble Report Rate I Line Sharing / Non-Dispatch (8.3.2.7.2) 

(Januan//February) 

There were a total of 67 troubles for the 1,316 in service lines for this sub- 

metric in January and 34 troubles reported for the 1,565 lines in service in 

February 2002. In January and February 2002, 55 of the 67 troubles (83%) 

and 29 of the 34 troubles (85%) were closed as “no trouble found,” indicating 

minimal impact on the customer. Even though the measurement indicated 

that BellSouth did not meet the retail analogue, both BellSouth and the 

CLECs were being provided a high level of service for this sub-metric. 

BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in March 

2002. 
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Maintenance Average Duration I UNE ISDN I Non-Dispatch (8.3.3.6.21 

(January/Februaty/March) 

In January 2002, the  average maintenance duration for CLEC orders was 

7.27 days compared to 2.60 days for the retail analogue. In February 2002, 

the average maintenance duration for CLEC orders was reduced to 5.67 days 

compared to 2.45 days for the retail analogue. In March the average duration 

for CLEC orders was further reduced to 3.88 days compared to 2.60 days for 

the retail analogue. The average maintenance interval for CLEC orders has 

been reduced by over 50% over the three-month period. BellSouth is tracking 

this item on a daily basis to identify opportunities for further improvement 

Maintenance Averaqe Duration I Line Sharing I Non-Dispatch (B.3.3.7.2) 

(March) 

The average maintenance interval for CLEC orders in this sub-metric was 

17.86 hours in March compared to 4.28 hours for the retail analogue. Of the 

37 total trouble reports for the orders associated with this sub-metric, 28 

(76%) were closed as “no trouble found.” Ten of the trouble reports that were 

closed as “no trouble found,” had abnormally long completion intervals due to 

improper order closeout procedures. The fotlowing of proper Line Sharing 

methods and procedures is being emphasized to ali Central Office 
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technicians. BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this sub- 

metric in January and February 2002. 

O/O Repeat Troubles within 30 Davs I Line Sharinq I Non-Dispatch (6.3.4.7.2) 

(Januan/lFebruan/lMarch) 

Of the 67 total trouble reports for this sub-metric in January 2002, I 9  reports 

were repeat reports. All of the 19 repeat troubles were reported by the same 

CLEC and I 7  of the I 9  repeat reports were closed as “no trouble found.” 

There were I I repeat reports for February 2002 of the 34 total reports. All 1 I 

of the repeat reports were closed as “no trouble found.” Of the 37 total 

trouble reports for March, 12 were repeat reports. Nine of these twelve 

repeat reports were dosed as “no trouble found.” 

Out of Service > 24 Hours I UNE ISDN I Non-dispatch (8.3.5.6.2) 

f Januarylfebruary) 

Of the 44 “out-of-service” trouble reports for this sub-metric in January 2002, 

only 3 repair orders were out longer than 24 hours. Only I of the 41 repair 

orders in February was out of service longer than 24 hours. No pattems or 

systemic maintenance issues were identified for any of the missed orders. 

BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in March 

2002. 

22 
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SLlISL2/Diqital Loop Group 

1. Provisioninq Measures 

The SLl/SLZ/Digital Loop group sub-metrics that did not meet the fixed 

critical value comparison requirements for January, February and/or March 

2002 are as follows: 

Order Completion Interval (OCI) 

OCI is adversely affected by LSRs for which CLECs request intervals beyond 

the offered interval. When a CLEC requests an interval beyond the available 

interval offered by BellSouth, an “L” code should be entered on the Service 

Order generated by BellSouth. Such “L” coded orders are excluded from the 

OCI metrics. 

Order Completion Interval / 2w Analog Loop Design / c 10 Circuits / Dispatch 

IB.2.1.8.1 . A )  (January/Februaw/March) 

There were a total of 235 orders completed for this sub-metric in January, 365 

orders completed in February and 298 orders completed in March 2002. The 

primary factor for the misses in this sub-metric is that the standard installation 

interval for this product is 4 business days. Even though the committed dates 

to the customer are generally being met, the intervals for orders in this sub- 

metric are longer than for the retail analogue product. BellSouth continues to 
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work to lower the interval for this sub-metric to meet the “3 calendar day” 

interval ordered for the POTS type retail analogue services in Florida. 

Order ComDletion Inten/al/ 2w Analocl Loop Non-Desiqn / 

Dispatch (B.2.1.9.1 .I) (January/Februarv/March) 

The January, February and March 2002 misses were caused in large part due 

to the 4-day standard interval for orders in this sub-metric as compared to the 

3-day interval required for the  retail analogue. BellSouth continues to work to 

lower the interval for this sub-metric to meet the “3 calendar day” interval 

ordered for the POTS type retail analogue services in Florida. 

I O  Circuits / 

I 2  Order Completion Interval / 2w Analoq Loop Non-Design / < 10 Circuits I 

13 Dispatch In (6.2.1 -9.1.4) (February/March) 

14 There were only five orders for this sub-metric in February and fifteen orders 

15 in March 2002. The small universe of orders for this sub-metric does not 

16 

17 

18 

19 

provide a statistically conclusive comparison to the retail analogue. BellSouth 

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

Order Completion Interval / 2w Analor, Loop w/LNP Design / 10 Circuits / 

20 Dispatch (B.2.1 A2.1 .I) (January/February/March) 

21 There were a total of 182 orders that completed for this sub-metric in January, 

22 I 72  orders that completed in February and 125 orders that completed in 
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March 2002. A detailed analysis indicated a significant number of orders with 

customer requested extended intervals were not “L coded” and should have 

been excluded from the measurement. BellSouth continues to work to lower 

the interval for this sub-metric to meet the “3 day” interval ordered for the 

POTS type retail analogue services in Florida. The current standard interval 

for orders in this sub-metric is four business days as compared to the three 

calendar day interval for the retail analogue. 

Order Completion Interval /2w Analoq Loop w/LNP Non-Design / e I O  

Circuits / Dispatch (B.2.1.13.1A) (January/Februaw/March) 

There were a total of 269 orders that completed for this sub-metric in January, 

270 orders that completed in February and 566 orders that completed in 

March 2002. BellSouth continues to work to lower the interval for this sub- 

metric to meet the “3 calendar day” interval ordered for the POTS type retail 

analogue services in Florida. The current standard interval for this sub-metric 

is four business days as compared to the three-day interval for the retail 

analogue. 

Order Completion Interval /2w Analoa Loop w/LNP Non-Desim / c I O  

Circuits / Dispatch In (B.2.1 .I 3.1.4) (January/February/March) 

There were a total of 248 orders completed for this sub-metric in January, 360 

orders that completed in February and 491 orders that completed in March 
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2002. BellSouth continues to work to lower the interval for this sub-metric to 

meet the “3 calendar day” interval ordered for the POTS type retail analogue 

services in Florida. The current standard interval for this sub-metric is four 

business days as compared to the three-day interval for the retail analogue. 

Order Completion Interval / Digital Loop < DS1 / < 10 Circuits / Dispatch 

16.2.1.18.1 .I) (Januaw/February/March) 

There were a total of 353 orders that completed for this sub-metric in January, 

366 orders that completed in February and 391 orders that completed in 

March 2002. BellSouth continues to work to lower the interval for this sub- 

metric to meet the “3 calendar day” interval ordered for the POTS type retail 

analogue services in Florida. The current standard interval for this sub-metric 

is four business days as compared to the three-day interval for the retail 

analogue. In January and February 2002, 323 of the 353 orders and 330 of 

the 366 orders, respectively, in this sub-metric were completed on or before 

the committed due date. Only 17 of the January orders, 14 of the February 

orders and 13 of the March orders missed the committed installation interval 

due to company reasons. 

The remainder of the provisioning measures that did not meet the retail 

analogue for provisioning is as follows: 
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Held Orders / 2w Analog Loop w/LNP Non-Design / >= 10 Circuits / Facilitv 

lB.2.3.13.2.1) (Februaty) 

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

universe size for this sub-metric does not provide a statistically conclusive 

comparison to the retail analogue. BellSouth met the retail analogue 

comparison for this sub-metric in January and March 2002. 

% Jeopardies / 2w Analog Loop Design (B.2.5.8) (January/February/March) 

In January 2002, there were a total of 43 jeopardies issued for the 262 orders 

that were scheduled for this sub-metric. All but I O  of the jeopardies were 

resolved prior to the due date and the orders worked as scheduled. Of the I O  

January jeopardies, only 2 caused missed installation appointments for 

company reasons. In February 2002, there were a total of 67 jeopardies 

issued for the 486 orders that were scheduled for this sub-metric. Of the 67 

February jeopardies, 42 were resolved prior to the due dates and the .I . orders 

completed on time, and the remaining I 5  jeopardy orders were held for 

customer reasons. In March 2002, there were a total of 61 jeopardies issued 

for the 405 orders that were scheduled for this sub-metric. All but 8 of the 

jeopardies were resolved prior to the due date and the orders worked as 

scheduled. Of the 8 unresolved jeopardies, all 8 orders were held due to 

custom e r re aso ns . 

22 
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% Jeopardies I 2 w  Analoq Loop Non-Design 18.259) 

(Januarv/February/March) 

In January 2002, there were a total of 5 jeopardies issued for the I09  orders 

that were scheduled for this sub-metric. Of the 5 January jeopardies, only 1 

resulted in a missed installation appointment due to the requirement to add 

new conduit into the central office building. In February 2002, there were a 

total of 61 jeopardies issued for the 745 orders scheduled. All but 6 of the 

February jeopardies were resolved prior to the due date and the orders were 

completed as scheduled. Four of the six missed February appointments were 

due to customer reasons, and only two were due to company reasons. In 

March 2002, there were a total of 103 jeopardies issued for the 912 orders 

that were scheduled for this sub-metric. Of the 103 total March jeopardies, 90 

were resolved prior to the due dates and the orders completed on time. All I 3  

of the orders with missed due dates were held due to customer reasons. 

% Jeopardies /2w Analoq Loop w/LNP Design (B.2.5.12) 

(January/Februaw/March) 

In January 2002, there were a total of 27 jeopardies issued for the 240 orders 

that were scheduled for this sub-metric. Of the 27 January jeopardies, 26 

were resolved prior to the scheduled due date. The other jeopardy was 

associated with an order that was subsequently cancelled and should not 

have been included in this measurement. In February 2002, there were a 
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sub-metric. All but 6 of the February jeopardies were resolved prior to the 

due dates, and the orders were completed on time. All six of the jeopardies 

causing missed appointments in February were due to customer reasons. In 

March 2002, there were a total of 21 jeopardies issued for the 273 orders that 
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were scheduled for this sub-metric. Of the 21 total March jeopardies, I 8  were 

resolved prior to the due dates3 and the orders completed on time. All 3 of the 

orders with missed due dates were held due to customer reasons. 

YO Jeopardies I 2w Analoa Loop wllNP Non-Design (8.2.5.1 3) 

(Ja n ua w/Fe b rua n//Marc h ) 

In January 2002, there were a total of 51 jeopardies issued for the 1,030 

orders that were scheduled for this sub-metric. Of the 51 January jeopardies 

for this sub-metric, 46 were resolved prior to the due dates and the orders 

completed on time. Only 2 of the missed appointments were missed for 

company reasons. In February 2002, there were a total of 69 jeopardies 

issued for the 1,036 scheduled orders. Only 4 of the 69 February jeopardies 

resulted in missed installation appointments, all of which were missed due to 

customer reasons. In March 2002, there were a total of 87 jeopardies issued 

for the 1,694 orders that were scheduled for this sub-metric. Of the 87 total 

March jeopardies, 78 were resolved prior to the due dates and the orders 
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completed on time. All of the orders with missed due dates were held due to 

custo mer rea so n s . 

YO Jeopardies / Diqital Loop >= DSI (B.2.5.19) (JanuarylFebruarylMarch) 

There were a total of 51 jeopardies issued for the 63 installation appointments 

that were scheduled for this sub-metric in January, 91 jeopardies for the 177 

appointments scheduled for February and 69 jeopardies issued for the 139 

orders scheduled for March 2002. While the data indicates that BellSouth 

placed a higher percentage of CLEC orders in jeopardy status, all but 2 of the 

January jeopardies were resolved prior to the due dates, and the orders were 

worked on time. Of the 91 February jeopardies, all but 14 jeopardies were 

resolved prior to the due dates, and the orders were worked on time. All I 4  of 

the February jeopardies and all 9 of the March jeopardies causing missed 

appointments were missed due to customer reasons. 

i '  . .- ~. 

YO Jeopardy Notice >= 48 Hours / 2w Analog Loop Non-Design / Electronic 

jB.2.10.9) (February) 

BellSouth met the 48-hour benchmark for 47 of the 50 jeopardy notices for 

this sub-metric in February 2002. The 95% benchmark required that 48 of the 

50 notices meet the 48-hour interval. As was discussed in the Introduction 

section, the coding for this measurement was undergoing modification in 
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January 2002. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in March 

2002. 

% Jeopardy Notice >= 48 Hours / Digital Loop 

(March) 

BellSouth met the 48-hour benchmark for 48 of the 52 jeopardy notices for 

this sub-metric in March 2002. The 95% benchmark required that 50 of the 

52 notices meet the 48-hour interval. As was discussed in the Introduction 

section, the coding for this measurement was undergoing modification in 

January 2002. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in February 

DSI / Electronic (B.2.10.18) 

2002. 

% Missed Installation Appointments I2w Analog Loop Non-Desian / >= 10 

Circuits / Dispatch (B.2.18.9.2.1) (Februaw) 

BellSouth completed 13 of the 16 installation orders as scheduled for this 

sub-metric in February 2002. There were no patterns or systemic installation 

issues identified for the 3 missed orders. BellSouth met the retail analogue 

comparison for this sub-metric in January and March 2002. 

% Missed Installation Appointments /2w  Analog Loop w/LNP Non-Design / 

21 10 Circuits / Dispatch In (B.2.18.13.1.4) (FebruandMarch) 
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BellSouth completed 584 of the 587 (99.5%) installation orders as scheduled 

for this sub-metric in February and completed 814 of the 819 (99.4%) 

appointments as scheduled in March 2002. There were no patterns or 

systemic installation issues identified for any of the missed orders. BellSouth 

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

% Missed Installation Appointments I Diqital Loop >= DSI / I O  Circuits / 

Dispatch (B.2.18.19.1 .I) (Januan//FebruaW) 

BellSouth completed 246 of the 273 installation appointments as scheduled 

for this sub-metric in January 2002 and 348 of the 363 appointments as 

scheduled for February 2002. The majority of the January and February 

missed appointments were due to lack of available company facilities. The 

remainder of the missed appointments was due to various scheduling and 

prioritization probtems. BellSouth is refocusing its efforts on this area to 

improve its performance on these orders. BellSouth met the retail analogue 

comparison for this sub-metric in March 2002. 

O/O Provisioning Troubles wli 30 Days I 2w Analog Loop Design / 

/ Dispatch (B.2.19.8.’l .I) (January/February/March) 

There were 28 troubles reported for this sub-metric in January for the 324 

orders completed in the prior 30 days, 38 troubles reported in February for the 

I O  Circuits 

364 orders completed in the prior 30 days and 46 troubles reported in March 
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2002 for the 459 orders completed in the prior 30 days. The majority of the 

troubles were due to defective cable facilities and serving wire. Of the 38 

troubles reported for February and 46 reports for March, 24% and 26%, 

respectively, were ctosed as “no trouble found.” Of the 28 total trouble 

reports for January, 38 total reports for February and 46 trouble reports for 

March, 79%, 84% and 93%, respectively, were reported by the same CLEC. 

BellSouth has begun a trial with that CLEC to improve the provisioning 
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process on conversion orders. An analysis of the remainder of the troubles 

revealed no specific patterns or trends. 

YO Provisionincr Troubles w/i 30 Days / 2w Analog Loop Non-Desim / 4 10 

Circuits I Dispatch (B.2.19.9.1 .I ) (January/Februarv/March) 

There were a total of 56 troubles reported for this sub-metric for the 679 

orders that completed in the 30 days prior to January, 57 troubles reported for 

the 759 orders that completed in the 30 days prior to February and 59 

troubles reported for the 762 orders completed in the 30 days prior to March 

2002. Most of the reported troubles for this sub-metric were due to defective 

cable facilities. Of the 56 total trouble reports for January, 57 total reports for 

February and 59 total reports for March, 45%, 49% and 53%, respectively, 

were reported by the same CLEC. BellSouth has begun a trial with that 

CLEC to improve the provisioning process on conversion orders. 

. 
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% Provisionina Troubles w/i 30 Days / 2w Analog Loop Non-Design / < I O  

Circuits / Dispatch In (B.2.19.9.1.4) (March) 

There were only six orders for this sub-metric in March 2002. The small 

universe of orders for this sub-metric does not provide a statistically 

conclusive comparison to the retail analogue. BellSouth met the retail 

6 

7 

analogue comparison for this sub-metric in January and February 2002. 

8 % Provisionha Troubles w/i 30 Days / 2w Analoa Loop Non-Desiqn / >= 10 

9 Circuits / Dispatch (8.2.1 9.9.2.1 ) (March) 
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There were only four troubles reported fur the CLEC aggregate for this sub- 

metric in March 2002. This small universe does not provide a statistically 

conclusive comparison to the retail analogue. BellSouth met the retail 
C T .  4’ 1 

analogue comparison for this sub-metric in January and February 2002. 

YO Provisioning Troubles w/i 30 Days / 2w Analoa Loop w/LNP Design / I O  

Circuits / Dispatch (B.2.19.12.1.1) (JanuardFebruandMarch) 

There were a total of 34 troubles reported for this sub-metric for the 444 

orders that completed in the 30 days prior to January, 31 troubles reported for 

the 363 orders that completed in the 30 days prior to February and 31 

troubles reported for the 386 orders completed in the 30 days prior to March 

2002. Of the 34 January trouble reports, I 2  (35%) were closed as “no trouble 

found.” Of the 31 February trouble reports, 5 (16%) were closed as “no 
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trouble found.” Of the 31 March trouble reports, 13 (42%) were closed as “no 

trouble found.” The remainder of the troubles was generally due to facility 

and equipment wiring problems. BellSouth is currently investigating the 

causes for the level of facility problems for this sub-metric. 

Yo Provisioninq Troubles w/i 30 Days / 2w Analog Loop w/LNP Non-Design / e 

7 10 Circuits / Dispatch (B.2.19.13.1. I ) (January) 
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There were a total of 59 troubles reported for this sub-metric for the 861 

orders that completed in the 30 days prior to January 2002. Of the 59 total 

January trouble reports for this sub-metric, 69% were reported by one CLEC. 

No other trends or systemic installation issues were identified for this sub- 

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

February and March 2002. 

YO ProvisioninQ Troubles wli 30 Days / 2w Analog Loop w/LNP Non-Design / 

>= I O  Circuits / Dispatch (8.2.1 9.1 3.2.1 ) (February/March) 

There were a total of 9 troubles reported for this sub-metric for the 45 orders 

that completed in the 30 days prior to February and 4 troubles reported for the 

26 orders that completed in the 30 days prior to March 2002. No trends or 

systemic installation issues were identified for the troubles reported for this 

sub-metric. BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric 

in January 2002. 
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YO Provisioning Troubles wli 30 Days / 2w Analoa Loop w/LNP Non-Design I 

>= I O  Circuits l Dispatch In (8.2.1 9.1 3.2.4) (Februaty/March) 

There were a total of 3 troubles reported for this sub-metric for the 28 orders 

that completed in the 30 days prior to February and 1 trouble reported for the 

I 5  orders that completed in the 30 days prior to March 2002. No trends or 

systemic installation issues were identified for the troubles reported for this 

sub-metric. BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric 

in January 2002. 

% Provisioninq Troubles w/i 30 Days / Dicjtal Loops >= DS1 / 

Dispatch (B.2.19.19.1 .I) (January/Februan//March) 

There were a total of I 8  troubles reported for this sub-metric for the 409 

orders that completed in the 30 days prior to January, I 8  troubles reported for 

the 273 orders that completed in the 30 days prior to February and 19 

troubles reported for the 363 orders that completed in the 30 days prior to 

March 2002. In January, February and March 2002, 33%, 5% and 32%, 

respectively, of the trouble reports in this sub-metric were closed as “no 

trouble found” indicating minimal impact on the end user. BellSouth , - i  is 

currently investigating the caused for the misses in this sub-metric. 

I O  Circuits / 
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Averaqe Completion Notice Interval / 2w Analoq Loop Desiqn / I O  Circuits / 

Dispatch (B.2.21.8.1 .I 1 (Januaty/Februarv/March) 

Averaqe Completion Notice Interval / 2w Analoa Loop w/LNP Design / 

Circuits / Dispatch (B.2.21 . I  2.1 . I  ) (Januan//Februaty/March) 

Average Completion Notice Interval / 2w Analoq Loop wLNP Desiqn / >= 10 

I O  

Circuits / Dispatch (B.2.21.7 2.2. I ) (January) 

Averaqe Completion Notice Interval I Digital Loop < DSA / e I O  Circuits / 

Dispatch (B.2.21.18.1 .I) (March) 

The root cause analysis of these measures indicated that the only differences 

between the performance between BellSouth retail and CLECs are the 

mismatches found when the orders are compared with the original LSRs.. 

The start of the completion interval is the point at which the technician 

completes the order, and the interval ends when the completion notice is 

sent. Any change to a name, number of items, etc., occurring during the 

provisioning process will generate inconsistencies with the original LSRs that 

must be resolved before a final completion notice can be sent. Any time to 

resolve these inconsistencies with the original LSRs is included in the 

average. Because of numerous CLEC changes and order updates, 

mismatches on CLECs orders exceed those for BellSouth retail orders. 

Combining this with the smaller base for the CLECs’ measurement raises the 

average, which results in a miss. Specific Service Representatives within the 

Work Management Centers have been assigned to resolve any completion 
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issues that are required. Providing specific training and dedicating personnel 

to this task should reduce the difference between the CLEC and retail 

an a log ue res u Its. 

2. Maintenance & Repair Measures 

The SLI/SL2/Digital Loop group sub-metrics that did not meet the fixed 

critical value comparison requirements for January, February and/or March 

2002 are as follows: 

YO Missed Repair Appointments / 2W Analog Loop Non-Desian / Dispatch 

(B.3.1.9.1) (Januarv) 

BellSouth completed 903 of the 1,028 repair appointments for this sub-metric 

as scheduled in January 2002. 96% of the January troubles were caused by 

defective cable or network terminating wire facilities, necessitating an 

additional technician to be dispatched. BellSouth met the retail analogue 

comparison for this sub-metric in February and March 2002. 

YO Missed Repair Appointments /2W Analog Loop Non-Desian / Non- 

Dispatch (B.3. I .9.2) (Januaw/Februarv/March) 

BellSouth completed 47 of the 49 repair appointments for this sub-metric as 

scheduled in January, 61 of the 63 appointments scheduled for February and 

50 of the 55 repair appointments as scheduled for March 2002. Both of the 
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orders shown missed for February were vendor meet requests and should 

have been excluded from this measure. Alt 5 of the missed dates in March 

were due to one C.O. equipment failure and affected one customer. Repair 

Service Attendants are being re-covered on proper order closeout 

procedures. There were no distinct patterns or systemic maintenance 

problems identified for any of the remainder of the missed appointments in 

these three months. 

Out of Service > 24 Hours / 2W Analog Loop Non-Desiqn / Dispatch 

(B.3.5.9.1) (February) 

Of the 36 total “service affecting” trouble reports for this sub-metric in 

February, 9 were out of service longer than 24 hours. No patterns or 

systemic maintenance issued were identified for any of these nine reports. 

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

and March 2002. 

Out of Service > 24 Hours I2W Analog Loop Non-Design / Non-Dispatch 

(8.3.5.9.2 ) (Jan ua rv/M arch) 

There were only 4 “out of service” trouble reports for this sub-metric in 

January and 4 reports for March 2002. The small universe of orders for this 

sub-metric does not provide a statistically conclusive comparison to the retail 
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analogue. BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in 

February 2002. 

E. CHECKLIST ITEM 5 - UNBUNDLED LOCAL TRANSPORT 

The Provisioning and Maintenance & Repair sub-metrics that did not meet the 

retail analogue in January, February and/or March 2002 associated with 

Checklist Item 5 are as follows: 

Order Completion Interval / Local Interoffice Transport / < 10 Circuits / 

Dispatch (B.2.1.2.1 .I) (JanuarylFebruary/March) 

In January 2002, there were 17 orders for the sub-metric with an average 

completion interval of 25 days. In February 2002, there were 21 orders for 

the sub-metric with an average completion interval of 21 days. There were 29 

orders for this sub-metric in March 2002, with an average completion intewal 

of 20 days. All the orders in January 2002, and 19 of the 21 orders for 

February and 25 of the 29 orders for March 2002, completed within the 

standard order interval or met the due date requested by the customer, if iater 

than the standard interval due date. Of the 21 orders for February 2002, I 1  

had extended due date intervals at the customer request, but were not given 

an “L” code. These orders should have been excluded from the 

measurement for February. Proper coding of these orders would have 
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produced an average CLEC OCI for this sub-metric of 14.45 days, which is 

below the average OCI for the retail analogue for the month. 

Missed Repair Appointments I Local Interoffice Transport I Dispatch 

[B.3.1.2.1) (March) 

There was only one order for this sub-metric in March 2002. The small 

universe of orders for the month does not provide a statistically conclusive 

comparison to the retail analogue. BellSouth met the retail analogue 

comparison for this sub-metric in January and February 2002. 

Maintenance Average Duration / Local lnteroff ice Transport / Dispatch 

(B.3.3.2.1) (March) 

There was only one order for this sub-metric in March 2002. The small 

universe of orders for the month does not provide a statistically conclusive 

comparison to the retail analogue. BellSouth met the retail analogue 

comparison for this sub-metric in January and February 2002. 

Out of Service > 24 Hours / Local Interoffice Transport / Dispatch (B.3.5.2.1) 

(m 
There was only one order for this sub-metric in March 2002. The small 

universe of orders for the month does not provide a statistically conclusive 
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comparison to the retail analogue. €!ellSouth met the retail analogue 

comparison for this sub-metric in January and February 2002. 

F. CHECKLIST ITEM 6 - UNBUNDLED 1OCAL SWITCHING 

The data in these measures 

benchmark/anafogue requirements for 

for January, February and March 2002, 

ndicate that BellSouth met the 

all measurements in Checklist Item 6 

G. CHECKLIST ITEM 7a - 91 1 AND E91 I SERVICES 

H. CHECKLIST ITEM 7b - DIRECTORY ASSISTANCE/OPERATOR 

SERVICES 

As indicated in Attachment IJ,  Sections F.6, F.7 and F.8, BellSouth met the 

benchmarldanalogue requirements of Checklist Items 7a and 7b in January, 

February and March 2002. Even though BellSouth tracks and reports these 

measures, the processes used in providing these services are designed to 

provide parity for all users. 

L .  

I. CHECKLIST ITEM I O  -ACCESS TO DATABASES AND ASSOCIATED 

SIGNALING 

BellSouth met the required benchmarks for all four of the four. sub-metrics 

associated with this checklist item in January and February 2002 and met 
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three of the four sub-metrics in March 2002. See items F.13.1 .I through 

F.13.3 in Attachment I J  for further details. The sub-metric that did not meet 

the benchmark for March 2002 was as fotlows: 

% NXXs / LRNs Loaded by LERG Effective Date I Region (F.3.3) (March) 

BellSouth met the effective date for loading 29 of the 30 NXXs implemented 

during March 2002. This is regional measure. BellSouth met the LERG 

effective dates for all NXXs loaded for Florida operations in March 2002. 

BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in January and February 

2002. 

J. CHECKLIST ITEM I I - NUMBER PORTABILITY 

All the measurements in this Checklist Item were met or exceeded for 

January, f ebruary and/or March 2002 except for the following: 

17 */o Missed Installation Appointments I LNP (Standalone) / < 10 Circuits I Non- 

18 Dispatch (B.2.18.17.1.2) (JanuarvlFebruavdMarch) 

I 9  BellSouth missed only 5 of the 4,076 installation appointments scheduted for 

20 this sub-metric in January, missed only 9 of the 3,475 appointments 

21 scheduled for February and missed only 3 of the 3,341 appointments 

22 scheduled for March 2002. BellSouth met over 99.7% of the scheduled 

82 



Exhibit March 2002 PM Data 
May 24,2002 

I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

I O  

I 1  

12 

13 

14 

15 

t 6  

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

appointments for both retail and the CLECs in this sub-metric for January and 

February and over 99.9% in March. When BellSouth provisions high quality 

service coupled with very large universe sizes, it can cause an apparent out 

of equity condition from a quantitative viewpoint. In these cases, there is 

very little variation and the universe size is so large that the Z-test becomes 

overly sensitive to any difference. In other words, the statistical test shows 

that the measurement does not meet the fixed critical value when compared 

with the retail analogue, but BellSouth’s actual performance for both CLECs 

and its own retail operations is at a very high level - in this case over 99%. 

From a practical point of view, the CLECs’ ability to compete has not been 

hindered even though the statistical results may technically show that 

BellSouth failed to meet the benchmarWanalogue. 

Disconnect Timeliness / LNP 1 e I O  Circuits (B.2.31) 

The Disconnect Timeliness measure is supposed to track the time it takes to 

disconnect a number in the central office switch after the message has been 

received from the Local Number Portability (LNP) Gateway that it is ready. 

However, this measurement does not track the relevant time to perform this 

function. 

On a great majority of LNP orders, BellSouth creates what is referred to as a 

“trigger” in conjunction with the order. This trigger gives the end user 
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customer the ability to make and receive calls from other customers who are 

served by the customer’s host switch at the time of the LNP activation. This 

ability is not dependent upon BellSouth working a disconnect order in the 

central office switch. In other words, when a trigger is involved, an end user 

customer can receive calls from other customers served by the same host 

switch before the disconnect order is ever worked. 

As it currently exists, Performance Measure P-I3 does not recognize the 

importance of triggers and their effect on the LNP process. Rather, the 

current measure calculates the end time of the LNP activity as the processing 

of the actual disconnect order in the host switch, even though, from a 

customer’s perspective, this activity is totally meaningless on most LNP 

orders. It is the activation of the LNP and the routing function accomplished 

by the E M S  that ultimately determines whether the end user is back in full 

service and is able to make and receive calls when a trigger is used in porting 

a telephone number. So, while BellSouth may be missing this measure, the 

actual impact on CtECs and their end users, for a great majority of the orders 

is minimal, or nonexistent. The Georgia PSC is currently evaluating a change 

in this measure 

on end users. 

that more accurately reflects the LNP process and its impacts 
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K. CHECKLIST ITEM 14 - RESALE 

BellSouth has met or exceeded the benchmarks/analogues for 84% of the 

219 Resale metrics for the month of January, for 86% of the 213 metrics in 

February and for 84% of the 220 metrics in March 2002. The details are 

delineated in Attachment I J, Items A.1 .I .I through A.4.2. 

For the three-month period, January through March 2002, there were I99  

sub-metrics in the Resale measurements for which there was CLEC activity in 

all three months and were compared to retail analogues or benchmarks. Of 

those 199 sub-metrics, 171 sub-metrics (86Yo) met the retail. 

analoguehenchmark comparisons in at least two of the three months. 

I. Resale Orderinq Measures 

Reject I nterva I 

The benchmark for electronic rejects is 97% within 1 hour. In January 2002, 

there were a total of 23,390 resale LSRs rejected, with 94% meeting the 

relevant benchmark. Of the 23,390 rejected LSRs, 65% were processed 

electronically with 95% of them meeting the 1-hour benchmark interval. In 

February 2002, 26,200 resale LSRs were rejected, with 87% meeting the 

relevant benchmark or retail analogue. Of the 26,200 rejected LSRs, 71% 

were processed electronically with 91% of them meeting the I-hour 
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benchmark interval. In March 2002, 21,827 resale LSRs were rejected, with 

90% meeting the relevant benchmark or retail analogue. Of the 21,827 

rejected LSRs, 66'/0 were processed electronically with 93% of them meeting 

the I-hour benchmark interval. See Attachment IJ ,  Items A . I . 4  through A.1.8 

for further details. 

FOC Timeliness 

In January 2002, BellSouth issued FOCs for 81,891 resale LSRs and met the 

relevant benchmark for 98% of them. Of the 81,891 FOCs returned, 64,011 

were fully mechanized with 99.9% meeting the 3-hour benchmark interval. In 

February 2002, BellSouth issued FOCs for 76,781 resale LSRs and met the 

relevant benchmark for 93% of them. Of the 76,781 FOCs returned, 57,899 

were fully mechanized with 99.5% meeting the 3-hour benchmark interval. In 

March, BellSouth issued FOCs for 72,739 resale LSRs and met the relevant 

benchmark for 95% of them. Of the 72,739 FOCs returned, 54,602 were fully 

mechanized with 99.5% meeting the 3-hour benchmark interval. See 

Attachment I J, Sections A.I .9  through A.1 .I 3 for further details. 

The Resale Ordering sub-metrics for which BellSouth did not meet the  

20 benchmarkslanalogues for January, February and/or March 2002 were: 

21 

22 Reiect Interval I Residence I Electronic (A. I -4.1 1 (JanuarylFebruawlMarch) 
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The current benchmark for this sub-metric is >= 97% within one hour. In 

January, 13,476 of the 14,136 total rejected LSRs met the one-hour 

benchmark, and in February 2002, 16,013 of the 17,576 rejected LSRs in this 

sub-metric met the benchmark interval. In March 2002, 12,603 of the 13,556 

total rejected LSRs for this sub-metric met the 1 -hour benchmark interval. 

BellSouth’s root cause analysis determined that a number of LSRs that did 

not meet the one-hour benchmark were submitted when back-end legacy 

systems were out of service and were unable to process the LSRs. Because 

such LSRs should be excluded from the measurement, BellSouth 

implemented a coding change in PMAP to ensure that scheduled OSS 

downtime was properly excluded. This change was made with September 

2001 data and was expected to improve sub-metric results for Reject Interval 

performance. 

. I _  

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

The coding change assumed that ED1 and TAG timestamps reflected Eastern 

Time. However, the timestamps used by EDI and TAG actually reflect 

Central Time. As a result of this discrepancy, an hour is being added during 

PMAP timestamp “synchronization,” which causes the results to inaccurately 

reflect the reject Intewal duration. A change to address this issue for ED1 was 

implemented effective with February 2002 data reporting, and BellSouth is in 

the process of scheduling a similar change for TAG. BellSouth’s root cause 

. 6  . 
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analysis has determined that, had the scheduled OSS downtime exclusion 

been properly i m p I e me n ted , 8 el 1 South’ s Reject 

generally have met the Commission’s benchmark, 

nterval performance would 

BellSouth’s root cause analysis also identified an additional issue that impacts 

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

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

Clarification, a scenario that occurs when the Local Carrier Service Center 

(“LCSC”) must resolve specific types of errors after the issuance of the FOC. 

This issue distorts the timeliness of BellSouth’s electronic reject notices, and 

BellSouth is currently analyzing this situation to determine an appropriate . 

solution. 

Reiect Interval / Business / Electronic (A.1.4.2) (January/Februarv/March) 

The current benchmark for this sub-metric is >= 97% within one hour. In 

January, 974 of the I ,019 rejected LSRs for this sub-metric met the one-hour 

benchmark, and in February 2002, 860 of the 920 rejected LSRs met the 1- 

hour benchmark. There were 816 LSRs rejected in this sub-metric in March 

2002, with 765 meeting the one-hour benchmark. BellSouth is conducting a 

detailed root cause analysis of the process for electronic ordering. This 

analysis addresses the ordering systems (EDI, TAG, and LENS) used by the 

CLECs and the back-end legacy applications, such as SOCS, that are 
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accessed by the ordering systems. For further information see the  

explanation included with the electronic reject interval measurement, item 

A.1.4.1. 

Reiect Interval I Design (Specials) / Electronic (A. I .4.3) (Januar-v) 

ffiere was only one LSR rejected for this sub-metric in January 2002. The 

small universe of orders for this sub-metric does not provide a conclusive 

benchmark comparison. There was no CLEC activity for this sub-metric in 

either February or March 2002. 

Reiect Interval 1 Residence 1 Partial Electronic (A.I.7.1) (Februaw/March) 

BellSouth met the IO-hour benchmark interval for 4,386 of the 6,001 rejected 

LSRs for this sub-metric in February and for 4,349 of the 5,523 rejected LSRs 

in March 2002. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in January 

2002. 

Reiect Interval / Design (Specials) / Partial Electronic (A.I.7.3) (January) 

There were only two LSRs rejected for this sub-metric in January 2002. The 

small universe of orders for this sub-metric does not provide a conclusive 

benchmark comparison. 

either February or March 

There was no CLEC activity for this sub-metric in 

2002. 
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There was only one LSR rejected for this sub-metric in March 2002. This 

small universe does not provide a conclusive benchmark comparison. There 

was no CLEC activity for this sub-metric in either January or February 2002. 

6 Reject Interval / lSDN / Partial Electronic (A.I.7.6) (January) 
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There were only two LSRs rejected for this sub-metric in January 2002. This 

small universe does not provide a conclusive benchmark comparison. There 

was no CLEC activity for this sub-metric in either February or March 2002. 

FOC Timeliness / Residence / Partial Electronic (A.1.12.1) (FebruandMarch) 

BellSouth met the IO-bur  benchmark interval for 1 1,303 of the 16,433 FOCs 

returned for this sub-metric in February and for 12,470 of the 15,771 FOCs 

returned in March 2002. BeltSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in 

January 2002. 

FOC Timeliness / lSDN I Partial Electronic (A. I .12.6) (JanuaWMarch) 

There were only two LSRs rejected for this sub-metric in January and one 

LSR rejected in March 2002. This small universe does not provide a 

conclusive benchmark comparison. BellSouth met the benchmark for this 

sub-metric in February 2002. 

22 
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The following FOC & Reject Response Completeness sub-metrics did not 

meet the benchmarks for January, February andlor March 2002: 

FOC Reiect & Response Completeness / ISDN / TAG / Electronic (A,I .14.6.2) 

(February) 

There was only one order for this sub-metric in February 2002. The small 

universe for this sub-metric does not provide a conctusive benchmark 

comparison. There was no CLEC activity for this sub-metric in either January 

or March 2002. 

FOC Reject & Response Completeness / Residence / Manual (A.1 A6.1) 

(J a n u a ry/M a t-c h ) 

BellSouth met the compteteness criteria for 1,326 of the 1,432 responses for 

this sub-metrjc in January and for 762 of the 821 responses in March 2002. 

The 95% benchmark required that 1,361 of the 1,432 LSRs in January and 

780 of the 821 LSRs in March meet the criteria. BeltSouth met the 

benchmark for this sub-metric in February 2002. 

FOC Reiect ti Response Completeness / Business I Manual (A.1 A6.2) 

(Januarv/February/March) 

BellSouth met the completeness criteria for I ,I 06 of the I ,I 94 responses for 

this sub-metric in January, for 884 of the 933 responses in February and for 
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1,026 of the 1,093 responses in March 2002. The 95% benchmark required 

that 1,135 of 1,194 LSRs for January, 887 of the 933 LSRs for February and 

1,039 of the 1,093 LSRs for March meet the criteria. BellSouth continues to 

focus on this measurement in order to improve results to meet the 

benchmark. 

_ *  

FOC Reject & Response Completeness / Desiqn (Specials) / Manual 

(A.l.16.3) (Febr-uaw/March) 

BellSouth met the completeness criteria for I I 2  of the 11 9 responses for this 

sub-metric in February and for 102 of the 114 responses returned in March 

2002. The 95% benchmark required that 114 of 119 LSRs for February and 

109 of the 114 responses for March meet the criteria. BellSouth met the 

benchmark for this sub-metric in January 2002. 

FOC Reject & Response Completeness / PBX / Manual (A.1.16.4) 

(Januarv/February/March) 

BellSouth met the completeness criteria for 52 of the 56 responses for this 

sub-metric in January, for 30 of the 34 responses in February and for 32 of 

the 36 responses in March 2002. The 95% benchmark required that 54 of 56 

LSRs in January, 33 of 34 LSRs in February and 35 of 36 LSRs in March 

meet the criteria. BellSouth continues to focus on this measurement in order 

to improve results to meet the benchmark. 

,, .. 
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FOC Reject & Response Completeness I Centrex / Manual (A.1 .I 6.5) 

(January) 

BellSouth met the completeness criteria for 9 of the 10 orders for this sub- 

metric in January 2002. The 95% benchmark required that all I O  of I O  LSRs 

meet the criteria. With a universe size of only I O  orders and a 95% 

benchmark, a problem on even one order would cause a miss for the entire 

sub-metric. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in February and 

March 2002. 

FOC Reject & Response Completeness I ISDN / Manual (A.1 A6.6) (March) 

BellSouth met the completeness criteria for 24 of the 27 orders for this sub- 

metric in March 2002. The 95% benchmark required that 26 of 27 LSRs meet 

the criteria. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in January and 

February 2002. 

2. Resale Provisioninq Measures 

For the months of January, February and March 2002, BellSouth met or 

exceeded the benchmark or retail analogue for 86%, 87% and 88%, 

respectively, of all Resale provisioning measures. The details supporting the 
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March 2002 percentage are delineated in Items A.2.1 .I -1 .I through 

A.2.25.5.2.2 of Attachment 1 J. 

The following are the Resale provisioning measures for which BellSouth did 

not meet the retail analogue in January, February and/or March 2002: 

Order Completion Interval / Business / e I O  Circuits / Dispatch (A.2.1.2.1 .I ) 

(Jan u a wlFe b rua ry/Ma rc h) 

The average order completion interval for CLEC orders in this sub-metric for 

January was 2.89 days compared to an average of 2.29 days for the retail 

analogue, for February was 2.94 days for CLECs compared to 2.35 days for 

the retail analogue and for March 2002 was 2.96 days for CLECS compared 

to 2.1 6 days for the retail analogue. These differences of less than one day, 

on average, do not hinder the CLECs’ ability to compete in this area. .. 

Order Completion Interval / PBX I >= I O  Circuits / Dispatch (A.2.1.4.2.7 ) 

(February) 

There was only one order for this sub-metric in February 2002. The small 

universe of orders for this sub-metric does not provide a statistically 

conclusive comparison to the retail analogue. BellSouth met the retail 

analogue comparison for this sub-metric in January and March 2002. 
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Order Completion Interval I PBX I >= 10 Circuits I Non-Dispatch ( A 2 1  -4 .22)  

(Jan ua wlM a rc h 1 

There were only seven orders for this sub-metric in January and four orders 

for March 2002. The small universe of orders for this sub-metric does not 

provide a statistically conclusive comparison to the retail analogue. BellSouth 

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

Order Completion Interval / Centrex I < 10 Circuits / Non-Dispatch 

(A.2.1.5.1.2) (February) 

There were only ten orders for this sub-metric in February 2002. The small 

universe of orders for this sub-metric does not provide a statistically 

conclusive comparison to the retail analogue. BellSouth met the retail 

analogue comparison for this sub-metric in January and March 2002. 

Order Completion Interval / Centrex I >= I O  Circuits / Non-Dispatch 

(A.2.1.5.2.2) (January) 

There was only one order for this sub-metric in January 2002. The small 

universe of orders for'this sub-metric does not provide a statistically 

conclusive comparison to the retail analogue. BellSouth met the retail 

analogue comparison for this sub-metric in February and March 2002. 
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Order Completion Interval / ISDN / >= I O  Circuits / Non-Dispatch (A.2.1.6.2.2) 

(W 

The average order completion interval for CLEC orders in this sub-metric for 

March was 9.79 days compared to an average of 3.73 days for the retail 

analogue. OCI is adversely affected by LSRs for which CtECs request 

intervals beyond the offered interval. When a CLEC requests an intewal 

beyond the available intewal offered by BellSouth, an “L” code should be 

entered on the Service Order generated by BellSouth. Such “L” coded orders 

are excluded from the OCI metrics. BellSouth met the retail analogue 

comparison for this sub-metric in January and February 2002. 

. .. . 
YO Missed Installation Appointments / Residence / < I O  Circuits / Non- 

Dispatch (A.2.1 I .I .I 2) (January/February/March) 

BellSouth missed only 141 of the 61,307 installation appointments scheduled 

for this sub-metric in January, missed 216 of the 55,392 appointments 

scheduled in February and missed 179 of the 57,811 installation 

appointments scheduled for March 2002. Both the CLECs and BellSouth 

retail had over 99% of all orders completed as scheduled in January, 

February and March 2002. When BellSouth provisions high quality service 

coupled with very large universe sizes, it can cause an apparent out of equity 

condition from a quantitative viewpoint. In these cases, there is very little 

variation and the universe size is so large that the Z-test ‘becomes overly 
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sensitive to any difference. In other words, the statistical test shows that the 

measurement does not meet the fixed critical value when compared with the 

retail analogue, but BellSouth’s actual performance for both CLECs and its 

own retail operations is at a very high level - in this case over 99%. From a 

practical point of view, the CLECs’ ability to compete has not been hindered 

even though the statistical results may technically show that BellSouth failed 

to meet the benchmarklanalogue. 

YO Missed Installation Appointments / Business / c I O  Circuits / Dispatch 

( A 2 1  I .2.1 .I) (January/February/March) 

BellSouth missed only 28 installation appointments out of the 554 

appointments scheduled for this sub-metric in January, missed 15 of the 393 

appointments scheduled in February and missed 12 of the 396 appointments 

scheduled for March 2002. BellSouth completed between 95% and 97% of 

appointments for both BellSouth retail and the CLECs over the three-month 

period. 

% Missed Installation ADpointments / Business I c I O  Circuits / Non-Dispatch 

19 jA.2.11.2.1.2) (FebruaWlMarch) 

20 

21 

22 

BellSouth missed only 7 of the 2,980 scheduled appointments for this sub- 

metric in February and missed 17 of the 2,868 appointments scheduled for 

March 2002. Both the CLECs and BellSouth retail had over 99% of all orders 
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retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in January 2002. 
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YO Missed Installation Appointments / PBX / < I O  Circuits I Non-Dispatch 

BellSouth completed 25 of the 26 installation appointments as scheduled in 

7 February 2002. There were no systemic installation issues identified for the 

8 missed appointment. BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this 

9 sub-metric in January and March 2002. 

I 1  Missed Installation Appointments I ISDN I 10 Circuits I Dispatch 

12 jA.2.1 I .6.1 .I) (Januarv) 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 - r  I 

21 

BellSouth completed I O  of the 12 scheduled appointments for this sub-metric 

in January 2002. There were no patterns or systemic installation issues 

identified for the two missed appointments. BellSouth met the retail analogue 

comparison for this sub-metric in February and March 2002. 

YO Missed Installation Appointments I ISON I < I O  Circuits I Non-Dispatch 

(A.2.11.6.1.2) (February) 

BellSouth completed I 2  of the 13 scheduled appointments for this sub-metric 

in February 2002. There were no patterns or systemic installation issues 
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identified for the missed appointment. 

comparison for this sub-metric in January and March 2002. 

BellSouth met the retail analogue 

O/O Provisioninq Troubles w/i 30 days / Residence / I O  Circuits / Non- 

Dispatch ( A 2  12.1 .I .2) (Januaw/February/March) 

In January 2002, there were 2,116 troubles reported for the 47,332 orders 

that completed in the prior 30 days. 36% of those troubles were closed as 

“no trouble found.” In February 2002, there were 2,654 troubles reported for 

the 61,307 orders that completed in the prior 30 days. In March 2002, there 

were 2,520 troubles reported for the 55,392 orders that completed in the prior 

30 days. Sixty-five percent of the total trouble reports for this sub-metric over 

the three-month period were associated with one customer. Thirty-six 

percent of the February trouble reports and thirty-three percent of the March 

reports were closed as “no trouble found.” With the exclusion of the “no 

trouble found” reports, CLEC results for this sub-metric would have been 

better than for the retail analogue in each of the three months. BellSouth is 

conducting an analysis of the provisioning situation with CLECs and will 

conduct joint sessions to determine how to reduce the number of “no trouble 

found” reports. 

YO Provisioning Troubles w/i 30 days I Residence / >= I O  Circuits / Dispatch 

/A.2.12.1.2.1) (Februaw) 
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There was only one trouble report for this sub-metric in February 2002. The 

small universe of orders for this sub-metric does not provide a statistically 

conclusive comparison to the retail analogue. BellSouth met the retail 

analogue comparison for this sub-metric in January and March 2002. 

% Provisioning Troubles w/i 30 days / Business / < I O  Circuits / Dispatch 

(A.2.12.2.1.1) (Januaw/Februaw/March) 

There were 30 troubles reported for the 480 orders that completed for this 

sub-metric in the 30 days prior to January 2002. Of the 30 troubles reported 

in January, 13 (43%) were closed as “no trouble found.” In February 2002, 

there were 27 troubles reported for the 554 orders that completed in the prior 

30 days. Of the 27 troubles reported in February, I O  (37%) were closed as 

“no trouble found.” In March 2002, there were 19 troubles reported for the 

393 orders that completed in the prior 30 days. Of the 19 troubles reported, 6 

(32%) were closed as “no trouble found.” 

YO Provisioning Troubles w/i 30 days / Centrex I 10 Circuits / Dispatch 

18 (A.2.12.5.1 .I 1 (March) 

I 9  
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There were only three troubles reported for this sub-metric in March 2002 for 

orders that completed in the prior 30 days. The small universe of orders for 

the month does not provide a statistically conclusive comparison to the retail 
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analogue. BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in 

January and February 2002. 

% Provisioning Troubles w/i 30 days / Centrex / c I O  Circuits / Non-Dispatch 

(A.2.12.5.1.2) (January) 

There was only one trouble reported for this sub-metric in January 2002 for 

orders that completed in the prior 30 days. There were no systemic 

installation issues identified for the one trouble report. BellSouth met the 

retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in February and March 2002. 

Service Order Accuracv / Residence / e I O  Circuits / Dispatch (A.2.25.1 .I .I 

/January/March) 

BellSouth met the standard criteria for 67 of the 74 orders reviewed in this 

sub-metric for January and for 129 of the 140 orders reviewed in March 2002. 

The 95% benchmark required that 71 of the 74 orders for January and 133 of 

the 140 orders for March meet the criteria. BellSouth met the benchmark for 

this sub-metric in February 2002. 

Service Order Accuracy / Residence I >= I O  Circuits / Dispatch (A.2.25.1.2.1) 

{Januarv) 

BellSouth met the standard for I O  of the I I orders reviewed in this sub-metric 

for January 2002. The 95% benchmark required that all 41 'of the 11 orders 
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J a n ua w/F e b ru a rv/M a rc h ) 

BellSouth met the standard for 109 of the 125 orders reviewed in this sub- 

metric for January, for 146 of the 155 orders reviewed in February and for 137 

of the I50  orders reviewed in March 2002. The 95% benchmark required that 

I 19 of the 125 orders for January, 148 of the 155 orders for February and 143 

of the 150 orders for March meet the criteria, based on the quantity of orders 

for the sub-metric. BellSouth continues to focus on improving the 

performance for this measure to meet the benchmark. 

Service Order Accuracy / Business / I O  Circuits / Non-Dispatch 

(A.2.25.2.1.2) (Januarv/March) 

BellSouth met the standard for 69 of the 74 orders reviewed for this sub- 

metric in January and for 122 of the ‘I30 orders reviewed in March 2002. The 

95% benchmark set a requirement of 71 of the 74 orders for January and 124 

of the 130 orders for March, based on the quantity of orders for this sub- 

metric. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in February 2002. 
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Service Order Accuracy / Business I >= 10 Circuits / Dispatch (A.2.25.2.2.1) 

{January) 

BellSouth met the standard for I 1  of the 12 orders reviewed for this sub- 

metric in January 2002. The 95% benchmark set requirements of all 12 of the 

12 orders. With a 95% benchmark and a universe size of only 12 orders, 

problems with even one order causes a miss for the entire sub-metric. 

BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in February and March 2002. 

Service Order Accuracy / Business I >= 10 Circuits I Non-Dispatch 

(A.2 a 25.2 2.2) (Jan ua w/Fe bruarvIMa rc h) 

BellSouth met the standard criteria for I ?  of the 20 orders reviewed for this. 

sub-metric in January, for 15 of the 16 orders reviewed in February and for I I 

of the 13 orders reviewed in March 2002. The 95% benchmark set 

requirements of I 9  of the 20 orders in January, all 16 of the 16 orders in 

February and all 13 of the 13 orders for March, based on the quantity of 

. * I .  
- +  j . .  

orders for this sub-metric. BellSouth continues to focus on improving the 

performance for this measure to meet the benchmark. 

Service Order Accuracy / Design (Specials) / 

(A.2.25.3.1 .I) (FebruaWMarch) 

BellSouth met the standard for 54 of the 60 orders reviewed for this sub- 

metric in February and for 30 of the 37 orders reviewed for March 2002. The 

10 Circuits I Dispatch 
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95% benchmark set a requirement of 57 of the 60 orders in February and 36 

of the 37 orders for March, based on the quantity of orders for this sub-metric. 

BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in January 2002. 

Service Order Accuracy I Design (Specials) / 10 Circuits / Non-Dispatch 

jA.2.25.3.1.2) (March) 

BellSouth met the standard for 

metric in March 2002. The 95% 

orders, based on the quantity of 

benchmark for this sub-metric in 

90 of the 98 orders reviewed for this sub- 

benchmark set a requirement of 94 of the 98 

orders for this sub-metric. BellSouth met the 

January and February 2002. 

Service Order Accuracy / Desian (Specials) / >= 10 Circuits / Non-Dispatch 

(A.2.25.3.2.2) (Januan//February) 

There were only I O  orders reviewed for this sub-metric in January 2002. The 

small number of orders reviewed for this sub-metric does not provide a 

conclusive benchmark comparison. In February 2002, BellSouth met the 

standard criteria for 14 of the 17 orders reviewed for this sub-metric. The 

95% benchmark set a requirement of all I 7  of the 17 orders. BellSouth met 

the benchmark for this sub-metric in March 2002. 

3. Resale Maintenance and Repair (M&R) Measures 
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BellSouth met the relevant retail analogues for 87%, 89% and 84% of all the 

Resale Maintenance & Repair measurements in January, February and 

March 2002, respectively. The sub-metrics for which BellSouth did not meet 

the retail analogues were: 

Missed Repair Appointments / Residence / Non-Dispatch (A.3.1.1.2) 

(J a n ua rv/M a rc h ) 

BellSouth completed 2,697 of the 2,733 repair appointments as scheduled for 

this sub-metric in January and completed 1,787 of the 1,811 appointments 

scheduled for March 2002. BellSouth provided over 98% repair completion 

rate for both CLECs and the retail analogue in both months. In January, -18 of. 

the 36 missed repair appointments were closed to “no trouble found,” but the 

final closeout was after the due date. In March, 14 of the 24 reports (58%) 

were closed as “no trouble found.” No other patterns or systemic issues were 

identified for the missed repair appointments. BellSouth met the retail 

analogue comparison for this sub-metric in February 2002. 

Missed Repair Appointments I PBX I Non-Dispatch (A.3.1.4.2) (March) 

8ellSouth completed 10 of the 15 repair appointments as scheduled for this 

sub-metric in March 2002. There were no patterns or systemic maintenance 

issues identified for the five missed appointments for the month. BellSouth 
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met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in January and 

Missed Repair Appointments / Centrex / Dispatch (A.3.1.5.1) (January) 
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BellSouth completed 13 of the I 9  repair appointments as scheduled for this 

sub-metric in January 2002. There were no maintenance issues or patterns 

identified for the 6 missed appointments. BellSouth met the retail analogue 

comparison for this sub-metric in February and March 2002. 

Customer Trouble Report Rate / Residence / Dispatch (A.3.2.1 .I 1 

(Januaw/Februaty/March) 

There were 4,367 troubles reported for the 206,966 in service lines for this 

sub-metric in January, 3,839 trouble reports for the 190,036 lines in service in 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

I 9  

20 

21 

February and 2,952 trouble reports for the 159,559 lines in service in March 

2002. Both the CLECs and BellSouth retail had no trouble reports for over 

97% of the in service lines in all three months. There was less than 1% 

difference in the report rates between retail and resale results for this sub- 

metric for any'of the three months. Many of the troubles due to wire and 

facilities appear to be caused by CPE and/or CLEC problems. BeliSouth 

technicians will be trained on proper closeout procedures on troubles 

involving CPE and CLEC interfaces. 

22 
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Customer Trouble Report Rate I Residence I Non-Dispatch (A.3.2. I .2) 

(JanuawlFebruaryIMarch) 

There were 2,732 troubles reported for the 206,986 lines in service in 

January, 2,280 troubles reported for the 190,036 lines in service in February 

and 1,811 troubles reported for the 159,559 lines in service in February 2002. 

Both the CLECs and BellSouth retail had no trouble reports for over 98% of 

the in service lines in all three months. There was less than 0.7% difference 

in the report rates between retail and resale results for this sub-metric for any 

of the three months. Of the 2,732 total January trouble reports, 1,973 reports 

(72%) were closed as “no trouble found.” Of the 2,280 total February trouble 

reports, 1,668 reports (73%) were closed as “no trouble found.” Of the 1,819 

total March trouble reports, ?,I73 reports (65%) were closed as “no trouble 

found.” Without these “no trouble found” reports, CLEC results would have 
, ,  

been better than for the retail analogue for this sub-metric in all three months. 

One CLEC generated 84% of the January trouble reports, 83% of the 

February troubte reports and 78% of the March 2002 trouble reports for this 

su b-metric. 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

Customer Trouble Report Rate 1 Business / Dispatch (A.3.2.2.1) 

(Jan u a WlFe b rua ry/M a t-c h 1 

There were 763 troubles reported for the 8,018 in service lines for this sub- 

metric in January, 631 trouble reports for the 6,772 lines in service in 
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February and 383 troubles reported for the 5,832 lines in service in March 

2002. In January, February and March, 129 (17%), 87 (14%) and 55 (14%), 

respectively, of the trouble reports were closed as “no trouble found.” 

BellSouth is still investigating this sub-metric to determine if any  systemic 

maintenance issues are present. 

Customer Trouble Report Rate / Business 1 Non-Dispatch (A.3.2.2.2) 

(Januaw/Februarv/March) 

There were 41 I troubles reported for the 8,018 in service lines for this sub- 

metric in January, 335 troubles reported for the 6,772 lines in service in 

February and 193 troubles reported for the 5,832 lines in service in March 

2002. Of the 41 I total January 2002 trouble reports, 279 (68%) of the reports 

were closed as “no trouble found.” Of the 335 total February trouble reports, 

225 (67%) of the reports were closed as “no trouble found.” Of the 193 total 

March trouble reports, I I O  (57%) of the reports were closed as “no trouble 

found.” 

. 

Customer Trouble Report Rate / Desiqn (Specials) I Dispatch (A.3.2.3.1) 

(Jan uaw/March) 

There were 48 troubles reported in January 2002 for the 2,819 lines in service 

for this sub-metric, and in March, 36 trouble were reported for the 2,717 lines 

in service. Both the CLECs and BellSouth retail customers received over 
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98% trouble free service for the lines in service for this sub-metric in both 

months. BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in 

February 2002. 

Customer Trouble Report Rate / PBX I Non-Dispatch (A.3.2.4.2) (March) 

There were only 15 trouble reports for the 7,292 in service lines for this sub- 

metric in March 2002. BellSouth provided over 99.7% trouble free service for 

both retail and the CLECs for this sub-metric in March. Of the 16 March 

trouble reports, 1 I (73%) were closed as “no trouble found.’’ From a practical 

point of view, the CLECs’ ability to compete has not been hindered even 

though the 

meet the 

comparison 

statistical results may technically show that BellSouth failed to 

benchmarldanalogue. BellSouth met the retail analogue 

for this sub-metric in January and February 2002. 

Customer Trouble Report Rate I Centrex / Dispatch (A.3.2.5.1) (January) 

There were only 19 trouble reports for the 2,096 in service lines for this sub- 

metric in January 2002. BellSouth +provided over 99% trouble free service for 

both retail and the CLECs for this sub-metric in January. From a practical 

point of view, the CLECs’ ability to compete has not been hindered even 

though the statistical results may technically show that BellSouth failed to 

meet the benchmarWanalogue. BellSouth met the retail analogue 

comparison for this sub-metric in February and March 2002. 
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Maintenance Average Duration / PBX / Non-Dispatch (A.3.3.4.2) (March) 

There were only 15 trouble reports for this sub-metric in March 2002. The 

average repair interval for these 15 orders was 8.75 hours for CLEC orders 

compared to 4.05 hours for the retail analogue. There were no patters or 

systemic maintenance issues identified for any of these orders. BellSouth 

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

February 2002. 

% Repeat Troubles within 30 Days / PBX I Non-Dispatch (A.3.4.4.2) 

(Fe bruary/March) 

There were only 8 trouble reports for this sub-metric in February and 4 

troubles reported in March 2002. The small universe of orders for this sub- 

metric does not provide a statistically conclusive comparison to the retail 

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

January 2002. 

O/O Repeat Troubles within 30 Days / ISDN / Dispatch (A.3.4.6.1) (Februaw) 

There was only one trouble report for this sub-metric in February 2002. The 

small universe of orders for this sub-metric does not provide a statistically 

conclusive comparison to the retail analogue. BellSouth met the retail 

analogue comparison for this sub-metric in January and March 2002. 
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Out of Service > 24 Hours / Business / Non-Dispatch (A.3.5.2.2) (February) 

In February 2001, I O  of the 162 trouble reports were out of service longer 

than 24 hours. Seven of the ten orders involved one customer and were out 

of service due to a single switch failure. None of the remainder of the out of 

service orders revealed any systemic maintenance issues. BellSouth met the 

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

- II. Summary 

As stated in the Introduction to the Analysis of Performance Measurements 

section, BellSouth met or exceeded the criteria for 747 of the 860 sub-metrics 

(87%) for which there was CLEC activity in January, for 737 of 863 sub- 

metrics (85%) in February and for 741 of 874 sub-metrics (85%) in March 

2002. 

,lr . 

During the three-month period of January through March 2002, there were a 

total of 792 sub-metrics that had CLEC activity for all three months and that 

were compared with either a benchmark or retail analogue. Of those 792 

sub-metrics, 689 or 87% satisfied the comparison criteria for a minimum of 

two of the three months. 
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