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this issue.?® Verizon conducted a review of sample MetTel data as well as its own data, and
identified four scenarios in which MetTel’s allegations that misdirected or late usage could have
occurred were, for the most part, mistaken.”® Verizon asserted that the facts behind these
scenarios provide empirical refutation of MetTel's analysis.*®' The Board heard live testimony
specifically on this issue,™ and both MetTel and Verizon filed post-hearing briefs that addressed
these issues.” Therefore, the Board had a sufficient record, and there is nothing to show that the
Board acted unreasonably in agreeing with Verizon and finding that Verizon is performing its
completion notifier obligations satisfactorily.”

106. Moreover, while our 90-day review does not permit us to act as the exclusive fact-
finder here, especially when such an inquiry would require us to undertake a PON-by-PON
analysis, MetTel’s summarized data submissions do not persuade us that Verizon’s completion
notifiers are inaccurate. First, according to MetTel, usage based on the Daily Usage File

%% See Appendix C at para. 2 (stating that the Commission has discretion in each section 27] proceeding to
determine the amount of weight to give the state commission’s verification). Verizon filed a reply deciaration in the
state proceeding specifically to address MetTel’s concerns. Letter from Clint Odom, Verizon, to William Caton,
Acting Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, CC Docket Mo, 0i-347 (filed February 22, 2002),
Document Appendix; Tab 6, Verizon Reply Declaration in Response to Metropolitan Telecommunications, Docket
No. TO01090541 (filed with New Jersey Board Nov. 19, 2001) (Verizon NJj 1 Feb. 22 Ex Parre Letter, New Jersey
Reply Decl., Tab &).

% Verizon NJ [ Feb. 22 Ex Parte Letter, New Jersey Reply Decl., Tab 6 at paras. 18-21. First, and predominantly,
according to Verizon, MetTel continues to migrate end-users 1o platform service without changing the long distance |
or local PIC to MetTel at the time of the initial migration. See also Verizon NJ | McLean/Wierzbicki/Webster Reply
Decl. at para. 38 (stating that Verizon’s review of QOctober PONs revealed that less than half requested that the PIC
be changed to MetTel). Second, Verizon may have won back the customer shortly after the initial migration. See id.
(finding that over 15% of the PONs listed by MetTel for October had either been won back to Verizon or had
migrated to another competitive LEC). Third, for a very small group of PONs where MetTel was migrating an
existing competitive LEC UNE loop end user 1o MetTe! UNE-platform service, Verizon concedes that there were a
few exampies in MetTel’s data where this migration was not handled smoothiy by Verizon, and could have resulted
in delayed usage to MetTel. Fourth, Verizon recognized that there were some PONs where a Verizon error resulted
in end users being P1C’d incorrectly to MetTel, although the trouble ticket process can address these errors, and their
incidence is low. See PR-6-02-3140 (% Installation Troubles Reported Within 7 Days - Platform) (ranging from
.14% to a high of .0.50% from April through November 2001, and aiways less than retail),

¥ Verizon NJ | Feb. 22 Ex Parte Letter, Tab 6, at para. 21.
%2 Verizon NI I Application, App. B, Vol. 7a-b, Tab 11.

See Verizon NJ | Feb. 22 Ex Parte Letter at 2; Verizon NI 1 Feb. 25 Ex Parie Letter, Document Appendix, Tabs
10, 12; Verizon NJ | Application, App. B, Vol. 8, Tabs 13 and 14.

¥4 New Jersey Board NJ I Comments at 34. MetTel implies that the New Jersey Board improperly viewed the
usage issue as a billing jssue by discussing it in the Billing section of its Consultative Report, MetTel Feb. 1 Ex
Parte Letter at 24, but no such organizational criticism undermines the merits of the Beard's findings. We are also
encouraged by Verizon's commirment to meet with MetTel to review the trouble tickets submitted by MetTel for
New York, Pennsylvania, and New Jersey that claim no usage. Verizon NJ 1 McLean/Wierzbicki/Webster Reply
Decl. at para. 39.
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(DUF)® for a significant percentage of customers starts significantly later than usage as

indicated by the notifiers, and sometimes not at all.? Specifically, MetTel asserts that where
there is no indication of usage in the DUF within three days of the issuance of a BCN, the notifier
is “false” and unreliable.”” Using this assumption, MetTel has found that 39 percent of end user
migrations to MetTel in November and December 2001 were not completed as per the BCN,**
We do not accept MetTel’s argument that a lack of usage for three days following the issuance of
a BCN necessarily proves that the notifier is faulty. Such delayed usage appears to be more the
exception than the rule, and moreover, there are several plausible explanations for customer -
usage to begin several days after migration at the DUF.**® We are thus not persuaded that such a
lack of usage is a reliable proxy for a conclusion that notifiers are inaccurate. Further, Verizon
has reviewed records for the nearly 1,000 biliing telephone numbers for which MetTel submitted
trouble tickets for missing usage in New Jersey.”® In 75 percent of these cases, Verizon either
found usage at some point in time or MetTel agreed that no usage was due. For the remaining
251 cases, Verizon did not find usage and did not detect any problem. We take comfort in the
further investigation that Verizon has undertaken for the remaining accounts where missing
usage was reported.*® If this remaining reconciliation effort demonstrates that Verizon’s systems
are deficient, we will not hesitate to take action pursuant to section 271(d)(6).**

2% The DUF is the cumuiative record of the total customer usage of a competitive LEC. Verizon Pennsylvania
Order, 16 FCC Rcd at 17426, para. 14.

2% MetTel NJ I Comments at 9-14. For example, MetTel alisges that Verizon's explanation that a lack of usage in
many instances arising from winbacks soon after migration to MetTel is suspect. According to MetTel, even under
this “guick winback” operational scenario, at least some usage should take piace. MetTel NJ I Comments at {1,

7 See MetTel NJ II April 15 Ex Parie at Attachment 1, at 16-17; MetTel NJ II Reply at 7.

% MetTel NJ 1T April 15 Ex Parte at Attachment i, p.18. MetTel also reports that for the January | - May 23,
2002 timeframe, over 14% of al] orders migrated to MetTel did not register usage in the first three days afier the
completion date. MetTel NJ II May 14 Ex Parte Letter at 3. MetTel also conducted an analysis of the converse
scenario — usage after loss of line (LOL) — and reports that it received usage past the effective migration date for
over 31% of the lines which MetTel lost to another carrier. MetTel NJ I June 4 Ex Parre Letter at 2-3 {covering the
January 1- May 27, 2002 period).

*  See supra at n.290.

3% Verizon NI IT McLean/Wierzbicki/Webster Reply Decl. at para. 27; Verizon NJ I1 McLean/Wierzbicki/
Webster/Canny Decl. at para. 32. :

¥ Yerizon explains that 62% of the payphone accounts where usage was supposedly missing were actually in a

seasonal suspend status, and that 4% had been disconnected. Verizon NJ I McLean/Wierzbicki/Webster Reply
Decl. at para. 28. Verizon also investigated the locations of a sample of 41 of the remaining coin account telephone
numbers, and found that these locations either had no phone (28 numbers); had phonas, but the phone was not
working (7 numbers); had phones that were not MetTel’s (5 numbers); or was a MetTel phone but had a phone
number other than the one submitted (1 phone). Verizon NJ Il McLean/Wierzbicki/Webster Reply Decl. at para. 28.

47 0.8.C. § 271(d)(6).
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107.  Second, MetTel submits data that purport to show that usage has accumulated
when it should not. Specifically, MetTel claims that it had received usage on 88 lines after it
submitted an order to suspend the line for non-payment (SNP) and received a BCN.*® However,
Verizon's research indicates that for 73 of these lines, MeiTel had actually submitted a later order
to restore the line, and that first usage came after the restoral order was submitted.” For the
remainder of the lines, Verizon's investigation reveals similar explanations for usage ** Based
on the record before us, we are satisfied that the results of these inquiries address MetTel’s
concerns about the accuracy of usage accumulation.

108, Third, MetTel claims that its examination of the DUF indicates errors in
provisioning the presubscribed interexchange carrier (PIC) on an end user’s account.’® We are
satisfied with Verizon's explanation that these concerns do not reveal sysiemic OSS failure that
would lead us to find checklist non-compliance. Verizon points out several plausible
circumstances where the usage records could reflect a different carrier identification other than

B See MetTel NJ 1 Comments, Attachment 7.
34 Verizon NJ II McLean/Wierzbicki/Webster Reply Decl. at para. 29.

el exampie, Verizon won back eleven of the lines, but because a suspended line cannot be migrated, Verizon
restored the lines solely in preparation for migration. Such restorals are penerally for one day or less prior to the
win-back disconnect order for the competitive LEC losing the customer. /4. 1n addition, three of the lines were
compiex Centrex lines that are not designed for service suspension. /d. Although MetTel compiains that its inability
o block these lines to suspend service indicates that the BCN is “false™ and that Verizon’s recognition of an
“improper” PCN is indicative of the problem, MetTel has been aware of this Jimitation in New York since 2000, and
the limitation on a discrete set of offerings is the same in New Jersey as in New York and other states that the
Comumission has already approved under section 271. See MetTel NJ 11 May 14 £x Parre Letter at 3; MetTel NJ II
June 13 Ex Parte Letter at 2, Because the inability to suspend Centrex lines is applicable to both retail and
wholesale customers, we do not make a finding of discrimination. See Verizon NJ Il May 17 Ex.Parte Letter at 7.
Further, although MetTel alleges that Verizon has been restoring accounts an average of two days prior to migration
rather than one day, we note that no other party makes such a claim. See MetTel NJ II June 13 Ex Parte Letter at 2.
Moreover, it appears that this issue may again represent primarily a dispute over the application of the relevant
business rules.

% MetTel NJ II Reply at t1-13. According to MetTel, 9.7% of PIC change transactions indicate usage to a
predesignated carrier other than the one indicated on the BCN, and MetTel verifies the PIC change by examining Cat
11 (Carrier Access Usage) records. MerTei NJ 1 Feb. 1 Ex Parte Letter at 12-13. MetTel recently supplemented its
analysis of the Cat 11 records for November and December 2001 with an analysis of those records for the January-

*. March 2002 time period. MetTel NJ II May 14 Ex Parre Letter at 3. MetTel submits that Verizon’s performance

has been deteriorating, based upon its review of whether the first call subsequent to the issuance of a BCN reflecting
the change to MetTel's Carrier Identification Code (CIC) did in fact go to the proper presubscribed carrier. See
Verizon NJ Il May 17 Ex Parte Letter at 6 (noting that MetTel ciaims that 46 percent of first calls examined were
not routed to MetTel’s CIC for March 2002), Further suppiementing this data, MetTel also reports that over 21
percent of New Jersey lines reflecting calls to a presubscribed carrier were not correctly provisioned during the first
quarter of 2002. MetTel NJ II June 10 Ex Parte Letter at 3-4. Reiterating this argument, MetTel submits an
additiona! filing on the progress of its reconciliation with Verizon, and reports that it continues to find fault with

Verizon's investigation. MetTel NJ I June 18 Ex Parte Letter at 5-7.
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the predesignated carrier shown on the BCN,*” and also reports the results of specific

investigations that it undertook which contradict MetTel’s claims’® Despite the presence of
other UNE-platform providers in operating New Jersey, the record does not indicate that any of
these carriers share MetTel’s reported difficulties. We also find it significant that no other

' commenter complained about the issue. We recognize, however, that the data reconciliation
process between MetTel and Verizon is still ongoing and not complete. If at the end of the
process the reconciliation indicates that Verizon has violated our rules, we will take appropriate
action.

109.  Although we recognize that the notifier accuracy issues raised by MetTel appear
to be more than just a few isolated incidents, we find it significant that, proportionally, the
number of customers impacted has been relatively low, and is thus not cdmpetitively significant.

As a general matter, such cases are more appropriately handled as a carrier-to-carrier dispute.
However, we also view the manner in which Verizon handles these issues with the competing
carriers to be a factor in our decision here. Therefore, we emphasize that our approval is based
not only on the substantive explanations that Verizon has determined through detaiied
investigation, but also the thoroughness of the investigative process itself, which demonstrates
Verizon's commitment to ensuring nondiserimination.® '

37 See Verizon NJ I Feb. 25 Ex Parte Letter (MetTel Issues) at I1.C; Verizon NI 11 McLean/Wierzbicki/Webster/
Canny Decl. at para. 33. These scenarios inciude calls 1o 2 toll-free number; casually dialed numbers (dial-arounds);
and terminating usage. In its review of MetTel’s January 2002 usage records, Verizon found that 12.4% of MetTel’s
migration PONs did not request MetTel’s usuai carrier as the PIC, and that 76.8% of the usage records for the
telephone numbers associated with these migration orders appropriately contained carrier [Ds other than the PIC ID
that MetTel specified {e.g., toll-free calls, casually dialed calls, terminating usage). Verizon NJ II
McLean/Wierzbicki/Webster/Canny Decl. at para. 34.

388 14 another review, Verizon examined trouble tickets submitted between December [, 2001 and February 28,

2002 for UNE-piatform lines that were determined to be switch translation problems. Of the more than 25,000
platform lines provisions, Verizon received only 145 trouble reports that were determined to be switch ranslation
problems, a trouble rate below 1 percent. Of the switch translation trouble reports, the narrative text identified only
7 of them as having PIC problems. Verizon NJ If McLean/Wierzbicki/Webster/Canny Decl. at para. 35. For March
2002, of the more than 7,000 platform line provisions, Verizon received only 2 PIC-related installation trouble
reports, and anly 80 trouble reports that were determined to be central office problems. Verizon NJ Il May 17 £x
FParte Letter at 6.

%% We are not convinced by MetTel's argument that Verizon improperly exciuded certain “project” PONs from its

performance measurement calculations, particulariy for the time from SOP to BCN. MetTel NJ II Reply at 17-18;
MetTel NJ Il May 14 Ex Parte Letter at 2. Specifically, MetTel objects to Verizon's calculation of OR-4-09 without
inciuding 3500 PONs associated with a “project” to migrate coin telephones from another LEC to MetTel. MetTel
NI IT Reply at 17-18 (citing Verizon NJ II April 15 £x Parte Letter at 5 n.1). MetTel admits that it signed an
agreement to exclude project orders from certain performance measurements, but Verizon and MetTel disagree
about the scope of the exclusion. E.g., MetTel NJ II June 13 Ex Parre Letter at 6-7. In light of the expedited nature
of this proceeding and the apparent lack of an explicit provision in the business rules to cover migration projects, we
do not find that MetTel project data must be inciuded in measurement OR-4-09. Qur acceptance of Verizon's
performance data here is not meant to preclude MetTel or any other carrier from challenging Verizon's calculation of
project data, or any other interpretation of the Carrier-to-Carrier Guidelines, before the New Jersey Board, the New
York Public Service Commission Carrier-to-Carrier Working Group, or any other forum.
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(b)  Timeliness of Order Completion Notifiers

110.  Although we recognize that Verizon has not consistently met the state-established
performance thresholds performance in delivering completion notices in the aggregate, we find
that the timeliness concerns raised by MetTel and AT&T do not warrant a finding of checklist
non-compliance. In addition to MetTel's disputes regarding the accuracy of Verizon’s PCNs and
BCNs, MetTel and AT&T raise challenges over the timeliness with which Verizon provisions
PCNs and BCNs.*'? Both criticize Verizon's shoricomings in meeting the benchmark for certain
performance metrics that measure the interval between the time an order has been recorded at the
SOP and the time Verizon generates a notifier at the gateway and sends the order to the -
competitor’s interface.”"’ In addition, MetTel has also placed into the record several statistical
charts which purport to show deficiencies i"'BCN timeliness based on MetTel’s own data*”
Nevertheless, we find that Verizon has sufficiently improved its performance and undertaken
modifications to improve its svstems, and that its overall performance is sufficient to allow an
efficient competitor a meaningful opportunity to compete.

111. Our analysis of order completion notices relies heavily on the performance
measures that the New Jersey Board developed through a collaborative process with the carriers
to determine order processing timeliness, and we place substantially less reliance on altemative
statistical measures submitted by either Verizon or MetTel. Verizon’s performance for most of
the completion notifier metrics from November, 2001 through February, 2002 has been strong,*"
and despite misses for certain BCN metrics, we are not persuaded that they warrant 2 finding of
checklist non-compliance. For the last four months, although Verizon missed the BCN
timeliness benchmark for UNEs (97 percent by noon of the next business day) in two of the
months, the scores were over 95 percent in both instances,** near-misses which we do not find
competitively significant in the context of the other performance data. Verizon's improved
performance also eliminates the concerns about completion notifiers that AT&T ratsed in its
objections to NJ I and incorporates into this proceeding. AT&T complains that near-misses from
July-November 2001 with an aberrantly low score for October indicates inadequate

*® In Section I11.B.2.a, above, we address separately MetTel’s related questions concerning the accuracy of
Verizon's measurement of the timeliness of its generation of order completion notifiers.

' See AT&T NI Kirchberger/Nurse/Kamal Decl. at paras. 97-98; MetTel NJ Il Comments at 5. A gateway
connects the BOC’s OSS to a competing carrier’s own OSS. See Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red 3953,
3992 at para. 87 n.212.

12 See, e.g., MetTel NJ I Feb.] Ex Parte Letter ; MetTel NJ I April 15 Ex Parte Letter, Attachment at 9-28.

313

For example, Verizon scored above 99% for both UNE and resale PCN provisioning, OR-4-05 (Work
Completion Notice ~ % On Time) (95% by next business day), and has provisioned resale BCNs above the
benchmark of 97% within three business days, OR-4-09-2000 (% SOP to Bill Completion w/in 3 Business Days).

% For November, 2001 and January, 2002, Verizon's scores for OR-4-02 (Completion Notice - % on Time) were

95.24 and 96.00, respectively.

12327



Federal Communicafions Commission FCC 92-189

performance.*” In our review of this application, we rely on Verizon's performance for the
relevant review period, November 2001 through March 2002 and find this performance to be
consistent with 1ts past performance.

112, After reviewing Verizon’s aggregate performance data in provisioning timely
order completion notifiers to all carriers, we next address MetTel’s allegations and examine the
timeliness with which Verizon issues these natifiers to MetTel. As explained below, upon -
review of Verizon’s performance specific to MetTel, we conclude that Verizon does not
discriminate against MetTel with regard to the timeiiness of its order completion notifiers.

113.  Despite alternative proposals from both Verizon and MetTel, we nevertheless
defer to the performance measurement standards set by the New Jersey Board, including the
benchmark of three business days for the SOP-to-Billing Completion in the New Jersey Carrier-
to-Carrier Guidelines *® Verizon criticizes the three-day interval as being unduly short, because
the standard bill cycle in New Jersey is three business days per month, with some four-day
cycles’”” During this cycle, a customer’s account is “frozen” and the systems cafinot update an
account, including migrations to a new service provider and feature changes to an existing
customer’s service.’’® Verizon states that this cycle is the same in New Jersey as in Pennsylvania,
and that because we determined in the Ferizon Pennsylvania Order that four days was a
reasonable benchmark for this metric, it is appropriate to use such a standard here.'* While we
did find that Verizon’s reliance on a four-day benchmark was reasonable in that Order, we only
accepted Verizon’s reliance on that standard in the absence of a metric to track BCNs that was
approved by the Pennsylvania-Commission.” Here, we look to the measurement that the New
Jersey Board adopted. : '

114.  Inrelying on the New Jersey business rules, we also place little weight on
MetTel’s comparison of the timeliness with which it receives order completion notices in New
Jersey against Pennsylvania. In particular, MetTel submits a comparison of systems transactions
that shows that it takes an average of one day for its BCNs and PCNs to be received in New

33 AT&T NI | Kirchberger/Nurse/Kamal Decl. at paras. 97-107 (citing a 75.91 score for OR-4-02-3000 for
Ociober). '

1€ See OR-4-09. For an explanation of our preference for the merrics resulting from industry-wide participation,
see paragraph 100, above.

317 Verizon NJ [1 McLean/Wierzbicki/Webster/Canny Decl. at para. 11.

318 See Verizon NJ Il McLean/Wierzbicki/Webster/Canny Decl. at para. 19. During a migration berween
competitive LECs, the billing systems are unable to update accounts during any one of three different monthly biliing
cycles -- the wholesale biliing cycie of either competitive carrier, or the billing cycle for the retail end-user. See
Verizon NJ I April 15 Ex Parte Letter at 4-5.

3% Verizon NJ II McLearyWierzbicki/Webster/Canny Decl. at para. 19 (citing Ferizon Pennsyivania Order at para.
44).

32C

Verizon Pennsylvania Order, 16 FCC Red at 17446-47, para. 44,
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Jersey, as opposed to none in Pennsylvania and New York,™ and claims that its cormpletion

notices take twice as long 1o arrive in New Jersey as in Pennsylvania.’® However, even if

Verizon’s timeliness in 1ssuing notifiers varies from state to state, where performance is at or
etter than benchmark standards in both states, we do not make a finding of discrimination.®®

115.  With regard to Verizon's performance in providing BCNs to MetTel specifically,
as we discussed above, we rely on the data that Verizon has submitted in this Application and
that it has compiled in response to its obligations under the New Jersey Carrier-to-Carrier
Guidelines. Verizon undertook a special study which shows that 95 percent of MetTel’s BCNs
were generated within five business days for November 2001, and improved to within four for
December 2001 and January 2002.** Accordingly, we do not accept MetTel’s assertion that
Verizon takes over 31 days 10 complete 93 percent of BCNs after the work has been completed.®”

116. While Verizon does not meet the three-day benchmark for BCNs with regard to
MetTel, this is not sufficient to result in a finding of checklist non-compliance. These disparities
have improved for December and January to be within one day, and appear to be attributable for
the time to clear post-completion discrepancies for certain PONs.”* Moreover, we find the
absolute number of orders affected not to be competitively significant, and that such lesser
deficiencies may be appropriately addressed by remedies contained in the Incentive Plan. Our
finding that Verizon’s systems and processes demonstrate nondiscrimination also rests in part on
Verizon’s efforts to work closely with MetTel to fix any problems.

117.  Finally, we also take comfort in a change that Verizon made to its order
processing systems on March 18, 2002, just prior to filing this application. Specifically, Verizon
changed the daily sequencing of orders assembled by the SOP so that disconnect orders precede
new connect orders. Verizon expects this change in sequencing protocol to reduce the time it

-takes to generate a BCN for an LSR that involves a migration with these internal service

orders.’” Depending upon the mix of UNE-platform orders submitted each month, Verizon

21 MetTel NJ 1 Feb. 1 Ex Parte Letter, OSS Issues Chart 2A: System Transaction Comparison.

322

MetTel NJ 1 Feb. 1 Ex Parte Lener at 6.

23

[}

See Verizon NJ [ Feb. 25 Ex Parte Letter (MetTel Issues) at 1A 3 (arguing that so long as the notifications are
timely, as they are here, then the comparatwe timeliness is not reievant).

34 Verizon NJ II McLean/Wierzbicki/Webster/Canny Decl. at para, 21; Verizon NI 1 Feb. 25 Ex Parte Letter at
LB.3.

i See MetTel NJ I Feb.1 Ex Parte Letter at 6.

3% Verizon NJ I McLean/Wierzbicki/Webster/Canny Dec. at para. 21; Verizon NJ | Feb. 25 Ex Parte Letter at

[.B.3. More specifically, the one extra day in these rwo months may be attributed to late notices for eight orders in
November and nine orders in December, which are not indicative of a systemic probiem. /¢. In addition, we note

that the hold status for bill cycle updates may also be a factor.

1 Verizon NJ II April 4 Ex Parte Letier at 2.
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believes that this sequencing change couid improve BCN timeliness for those orders affected by
up to 24 hours.**

(iii)  Notifier Trouble Tickets

118. We find that Verizon administers notifier trouble tickets in a manner that provides
a competitor with a meaningful opportunity to compete. As a check on missing notifiers, notifier
trouble tickets play an important role in tracking and communicating the status of order
processing to competing carriers. When a competitive LEC expects to receive a status notifier
from Verizon but fails to do so, it may contact Verizon's Wholesale Customer Care Center
(WCCC) to open a notifier trouble ticket, and then submit a file containing specified information
about the relevant PONs to the WCCC.”? Using the same trouble ticket (or PON exception)
process that has been 1n place when the Commission granted 271 approval in Massachusetts,
Connecticut, and Pennsylvania, Verizon responds to a competitive LEC’s submission of a PON
exception by providing the status of each PON listed on the trouble ticket.”® This is the same
process for “clearing” delayed or missing notifiers that Verizon began in Néw York in February
2000, and that the Commission relied on in June 2000 in determining that Verizon had satisfied
the performance objective of the March 9, 2000 Consent Decree.”®! If the requested notifier or a
later notifier has been generated, Verizon's poticy is to resend the notifier within three business
days.

28 Verizon expects the change will reduce the time for migration order types involving a “disconnect” order and
“new connect” order. Verizon NJ II April 4 Ex Parte Letter at 2, At the close of business each business day,
Verizon's SOP creates 2 file with all internal service orders that were work completed that day to be processed
during a nightly batch process. Verizon NJ I April 4 Ex Parte Letter at [. A batch process reads and processes a file
of input records through programs that process in a defined sequence, beginning with the first record and ending with
the last, Verizon NJ 1l April 4 Ex Parte Letter at 2. A single local service request from a competitive LEC may
generate multipie internal service orders. Jd.; Verizon NJ I McLean/Wierzbicki/Webster Reply Decl. at para. 31.
The internal service orders also update the billing svstems, which also use a baich process, Verizon NJ I
McLean/Wierzbicki/Webster/Canny Decl. at para. 13; Verizon NJ II April 4 Ex Parte Letter at 2, In assembling the
service orders for the SOP’s batch processing, Verizon's legacy systems used a sort sequencing protocol that would
process connect orders ahead of disconnect orders. Verizon NJ II April 4 Ex Parte Letter at 2. However, the billing
svstemn does not allow a new connect order to be processed before a disconngct order, so the system would process
the new connect order, but “re-cycle” the disconnect order, placing it in a sort sequence that allowed it to be
processed during the next baich process.

2 verizon NJ 1 McLean/Wierzbicki/Webster Decl. at para. 158.

30 verizon NJ I McLean/Wierzbicki/Webster Reply Decl. at para. 59; Verizon NJ I Feb. 22 Ex Parte Letter
{MetTel Issues) at [TLA.

B1 Verizon NJ I Feb. 25 Ex Parte Letter (MetTel Issues) at [IL.A; see New York Telephone Company (d/b/a Bell
Atlantic-New York), Consent Decree, 15 FCC Red 5415 (2000) (New York Consent Decree), See Verizon NJ |
MecLean/Wierzbicki/Webster Reply Decl. at para. 60; Verizon Feb. 25 Ex Parte Letter (MetTel Issues) at I11.A ;
Verizon NJ I Feb. 22 Ex Parte Lener, New Jersey Reply Decl,, Tab 6 at para. 23, The Consent Decree resulted from
an investigation by the Commission that focused on Bell Atlantic’s problems associated with lost or mishandled
orders. New York Consent Decree, 15 FCC Red at 5413 para. 1.
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119. The New Jersey Board does not require Verizon to track its responses to trouble
tickets, and we have noted that the absencs of a particular metric is not fatal to the ability of an
applicant to demonstrate checklist compiiance.’® Without a Board-approved measurement,
MetTel alleges that Verizon does not respond to notifier trouble tickets in a commercially viable
timeframe because it does not resolve trouble tickets within three days. Specifically, MetTel
alleges that Verizon only resolved 88 percent of MetTel trouble tickets within three days. ™
MetTel argues that the New York Consent Decree benchmark of clearing missing notifier trouble
tickets within three business days® is the only standard in this area, and Verizon “fails
miserably” under it.% '

120. In evaluating Verizon’s performance data, we look at the totality of Verizon’s
responsiveness to trouble tickets, and do not rely specifically on either the definitions or
performance standards associated with the rouble ticket clearance measurement that the
Comrnission relied on in finding Verizon to have complied with the 2000 Consent Decree.? We

32 Verizon Pennsyivania Order, 16 FCC Red at 17446, para. 43. More recently, we note that effective February 1,
2002, the New York Public Service Commission implemented a performance measurement under which Verizon
should resolve 95% of its PON Notifier Exceptions within 3 business days, and 99% within 10 business days. Order
Modifying Existing and Esiablishing Additional inter-Carrier Service Quality Guidelines, Case 97-C:0139 (NYPSC
Oct. 29, 2001) at Attachment 1, Section G. Pursuant to that metric, a PON notifier exception is considered
“resolved” when Verizon has either sent the requested notifier or subsequent notifier, requested the competitor to
resubmit the PON if no notifier has been generated, or taken one of three other steps. /4. at Attach. 1, Section G,
OR-XX PON Notifier Exception Resolution Timeliness. Specifically, the other three steps for resolution are when
Verizon has compieted the investigation showing the next action is a competitor’s action and that the competitor has
been sent or resent the notifier; has completed work that will allow the PON to proceed to the next step in the
business process, and sent the appropriate notifier 10 the competitor; or has notified the competitor that the confirmed
due dare plus the notifier production interval has not yet passed for requested PON notifier and provided the current
work status of the PON, Jd. This definition is substantially similar to the definition of “resolved” that Verizon has
presented in this proceeding. Namely, Verizon deems a trouble ticket to be “resolved” if it takes a cormrective action;
if it determines that the competitive LEC must take the corrective action and Verizon communicates that finding to
the competitive LEC; or if it determines the sought notifier will never exist. Verizon Feb, 25 Ex Parre Letter
(MetTel Issues) at [11.A. 1, HILB; see aiso Verizon NJ I McLean/Wierzbicki/Webster Reply Decl. at para. 60.

2 MetTel NJ IT April 15 Ex Parte Letter at Attachment, p. 29; MetTel NJ II May 14 Ex Parte Letter,
Supplemental Decl. of Elliott Goldberg at 1 (correcting information for the period August through December 2001,
not including September or October 27-31). Two examples of notifiers that will never come into existence are listed
below in footnote 341.

% In agreeing to the Consent Decree in New York, Verizon agreed to a metric based upon the percentage of
missing notifier trouble ticket PONs cleared within 3 business days. New York Consent Decree, Appendix A, 15
FCC Red at 5425.

335 MetTel NJ il April 15 Ex Parte Letter at 4. MetTel aiso questions the timeliness and accuracy of Verizon's
responses to trouble tickets, accusing Verizon of improperly creating a dichotomy between “clearing” and “solving”

a netifier trouble ticket in order 10 improve its score on trouble ticket metrics. MetTel Comments at 14-135; MetTel

Ex Parte at Siides 1§-19,

% We are aware that MetTel sought the adoption of a three-day standard for notifier trouble ticket resolution in the
underlying state proceeding, but the New Jersey Board specifically noted that MetTel failed to demonstrate why it
(cominued....}
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accord substantial weight to the New Jersey Board’s factual findings that Verizon does meet its
responsibilities in administering trouble tickets, and combined with KPMG’s testing of this
aspect of OSS and the available performance data, we find that Verizon’s OSS systems are in
compliance with the checklist.”™ Using data generated through a special study, Verizon reports
that it has cleared all PONs submitted in New Jersey within three business days. Specifically, of
the approximately 490,000 PONs submitted in New Jersey, competitive LECs submitted
exception trouble tickets (for a notifier believed to be delaved or missing) for only 454 PONS.
All of these PONs were cleared within three business days,’” and also were resolved on average
in less than four business days.**® Thus, we are persuaded that MetTel’s claims of improper
resolution are overstated, and do not warrant a finding that Verizon’s OSS systems are not in
compliance with the checkiist.* Further, even MetTel recognizes that Verizon has improved in
this area, resolving over 96% of missing trouble ticket notifiers in New Jersey in three business
days for March and April 2002.°# We find that, absent a state-sanctioned performance
measurement and standard, combined with the relatively low number of notifier trouble tickets
submitted and in upward trend in timely resolution, Verizon's performance in administering
trouble tickets is sufficient for the purpose of checklist compliance.

(Contiﬁued from previous page) _
shouid conclude that three days is the reasonable commercial standard. New Jersey Board NJ | Comments at 42.
Similarly, we do not rely on the current trouble ticket resolution measurement used in New Y ork.

T Id.

3% New Jersey Board NJ | Comments at 42; KPMG Final Report at 43-48, 114-16.

% Verizon NJ | McLean/Wierzbicki/Webster Reply Decl. at para. 63.

% Yerizon NJ I McLean/Wierzbicki/Webster Reply Decl. at para. 34,

%! Verizon points to two categories of trouble tickets submitted by MetTel and resolved by Verizon where MetTel

wrongly believes it is entitied to a notifier that may not exist: (1) requested notifiers for orders that were rejected
(negatively acknowledged} by the EDI interface and never submitted into the SOP; (2) requests for notifiers where
MetTel had already cancelled the order, but its systems or processes failed to record the cancellation. Verizon NJ |
McLean/Wierzbicki/Webster Reply Decl. at para. 61; Verizon NJ I Feb. 25 Ex Parte Letter (MetTel Issues) at
1I[.A.1. Further, we also disregard MetTel's criticism that “Verizon required 39+ davs to resolve §7% of MetTel
trouble tickets.” MetTel NJ [ Feb. | Ex Parte Letter at 14, Because a trouble ticket may contain hundreds of PONs
and is not closed until every PON is resolved, a per-ticket analysis is misleading. Verizon represents that from
August 0 December 2001 it resolved 90% of the PONs on MetTel’s trouble tickets within four business days and
100% with 30 business days. Verizon NJ I Feb: 25 Ex Parte Letter (MetTel [ssues) at IT1.D.

1 MetTel NI 11 June 7 Ex Parte Letter at 1. MetTel compares this high score in New Jersey with an 88% and 74%

scores in New York and Pennsylvania, respectively, as evidence that Verizon as evidence of “special handiing” that
“favored New Jersey items.” Id. at 1-2; see also id. at 2 (“Merely shifting resources temporarily in order 1o
demonstrate ‘good numbers’ 1o the Cornrnission is deceptive and counterproductive.) We cannot agree with MetTel

that such performance resuits necessarily demonstrate that Verizon is prioritizing New Jersey trouble rickets ahead of
others.
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d. Wholesale Biliing

121.  The Comunission has established in past section 271 orders that, as part of its OSS
showing, a BOC must demonstrate that competing carriers have nondiscriminatory access to its
billing systems.** As the Commission has held previously, BOCs must provide two essential
billing functions: (1)} complete, accuraie and timely reports on the service usage of competing
cammers’ customers, which Verizon records in the DUF; and (2) complete, accurate, and timely
wholesale bills.** Service usage reports are issued to competitive LECs that purchase unbundled
switching and measure the types and amounts of incumbent LEC services that a competitve
LEC’s end user-customers use, typically measured in minutes of use, for a specific period of time
(usually one dav).**® An incumbent LEC issues wholesale bilis to competitive LECs to collect
compensation for the wholesale inputs, such as UNEs, purchased by competitive LECs from the
incumbent LEC, to provide service 1o their end users. These bills are usually generated on a
monthly basis, and allow competitors to monitor the costs of providing service.™*

122.  We find that Verizon complies with its obligation to provide nondiscriminatory
access 1o its billing functions on the basis of its provision of: (1) timely and accurate service
usage data to competitive LECs; and (2) wholesale billing in a manner that provides competing
carriers with a meaningful opportunity to compete.**’ No party raises any issues with Verizon’s
provision of service usage data to competitive LECs; and based on the evidence in the record, we
find that Verizon's provision of the DUF meets its obligations in this regard: Several parties,
however, raise issues with Verizon’s provision of wholesale billing, which we discuss below.
Specifically, a number of parties dispute the accuracy of the wholesale bill, based on both the
BOS BDT format and the retail format.** AT&T also asserts that evidence provided by Verizon

343

Appendix C at para. 39.

344

Verizon Pennsylvania Order, 16 FCC Red at 17425, para. 13,
ol

346 Id

%7 Appendix C at para. 39.

AT&T N! I Comments at 19, 21-23; Joint Commenters NJ II Comments at 4; Metro Teleconnect NJ 1]
Comments at 3. Verizon operaies two systems to generate bills for resale and UNEs. The Customer Record
information System {CRIS) generates bills for UNE-platforms, resale offerings, and some UNEs, such as loops; the
Carrier Access Billing System (CABS) generates bills for access services, collocation, and the remaining UNEs,
such as switching. Verizon NJ I McLean/Wierzbicki/Webster Decl. at para. 108, Ferizon Pennsyivania Order,

16 FCC Red at 17428, para. 17. Verizon can then use these systems to provide a competitive LEC with either a
“retail-formatted™ bill or 2 “BOS BDT” bill. Although a retail-formatted bill can be transmitted to competitive LECs
in a variety of media, Verizon usually prints its retail-formatted wholesale biils on paper. Verizon Pennsylvania
Order, 16 FCC Red at 17428, para. 17. Regardiess of the medium, Verizon's retail-formarted bill cannot be easily
transferred to 2 computer spreadsheet or other electronic system that allows for computer auditing. /4. at para. 17
n.51. We refer to “paper billing" and “retail-formatied billing” interchangeably. In contrast, 2 BOS BDT bill
appears in the indusiry-standard Billing Output Specification (BOS) Bill Data Tape (BDT) format tha: permiis a
(continued....)
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in this application 1s insufficient to demonstrate the accuracy of the BOS BDT format.**® In
addition, AT&T alleges that Verizon’s BOS BDT bil] does not conform to industry standards and
therefore cannot be considered “readable and auditable.”° Although we review the timeliness
and accuracy of both bill formats, the primary focus of our review 1s on Verizon’s BOS BDT bill
format due to its compliance with industry standards and the need for electronic billing once
wholesale volumes reach a certain threshold.*' We note that no party directly challenged the
timeliness of Verizon’s wholesale bills, and we find that Verizon demonstrates that it is
providing-both bill formats on a timely basis.** '

123, Verizon employs the same billing systems in New Jersey as it does in
Pennsylvania,** where our evidentiary finding that Verizon’s wholesale bills were checklist
compliant was a “close call,”* and many of the issues commenters raise in New Jersey are
similar to the issues raised in Pennsylvania. Accordingly, we agree with the Department of
Justice that the competitive experience in New Jersey is informed by that of Pennsylvania.’* We
recognize, however, that while the billing systems in New Jersey and Pennsyivania are identical,
the overall billing processes differ. In particular, while the billing software used to store and
update the customer service records is the same, account establishment and updates are applied
from service orders that are created by different SOPs.** We cannot, therefore, merely rely on
our previous review of Verizon’s billing system in Pennsylvania to make our finding here.

124, The Commission has held that a BOC must provide a wholesale bill that is
“readable, auditable and accurate” to satisfy its checklist obligations.*® As an initial matter, we
find that Verizon has made a sufficient showing that both its retail-formatted and BOS BDT bills
are accurate, and we reject assertions by AT&T that KPMG's failure to test the BOS BDT bil!
format fatally undermines Verizon's showing.*® To demonstrate the accuracy of its retail-
{Continued from previous page)

wholesale carrier 1o use computer software 1o readily audit the data. We refer to “electronic billing” and “BQS BDT
billing” interchangeably.

**  AT&TNIII Reply at 12-13, n.15.
30 AT&T NI 11 Comments at 19-21; AT&T NJ I Kamal Decl. at paras. 14-21.

31 See Verizon Pennsylvania Order, 16 FCC Red at 17432, 1.80; Local Competition Order, 11 FCC Red at 15767-
68, paras, 523, 527.

/

32 See BI-2-01-2030 (Timeliness of Carrier Bill).

33 Verizon NJ I Application at 66.

¢ Verizon Pennsyivania Order, 16 FCC Red. at 17427, para. 15.
Department of Justice NJ II Evaluation at 5.

Verizon NI I Feb. 25 Ex Parte Letter at 3.

Verizon Pennsylvania Order, 16 FCC Rcd at 17431, para. 22,

See AT&T NI Il Reply at 12-13, n.15; NJDRA NI II Reply at 8-9.
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formatted bill, Verizon relies on the successful test of that format by KPMG.** Because the BOS
BDT bill was not part of the KPMG third-party test, Verizon must rely on other evidence to
demonstrate the accuracy of the BOS BDT bill format.*

125. We find that Verizon demonstrates the accuracy of the BOS BDT bill format
based on the limited commercial performance data available from its use in New Jersey, and
consisten: with our findings in the Verizon Pennsylvania Order, the PwC attestation that
Verizon's BOS BDT bills are consistent with the retail format.** Our concerns are satisfied by
the recent performance data, by the low and decreasing number of discrepancies berween the
electronic and paper bills,** and by PwC’s attestation that the BOS BDT bills in September
contained a de minimis amount of erroneous charges.*® Further, we find that Verizon has
adequately demonstrated the accuracy of the BOS BDT bill by having PwC attest that it is
reconcilable against the retail-formatied bill, which KPMG had previously found reconcilable

%% KPMG Final Report at 347-52,
3% Verizon implemented its BOS BDT bill in April 2001, but did not make. it available as a “bill of record” until
September 2001, shortly after KPMG concluded its test. Verizon NJ I McLean/Wierzbicki/Webster Decl. at para.
113. According to AT&T, the timing of this announcement raises “serious questions” as to whether Verizon delayed
it to avoid KPMG's test of the BOS BDT bill. AT&T NJ 1 Kirchberger/Nurse/Kamal NJ I Decl. at para. 52. We
accept Verizon’s explanation that it enhanced the quality assurance process of the BOS BDT bill process during June
and July, and was unabie to commit to making its BOS BDT bill the bill of record until it completed its programming
of certain New Jersey products in August. Verizon NJ 1 February 25 Ex-Parte Letter at 5.

*  In considering Verizon’s showing in Pennsylvania, the Commission did not rely on certain billing accuracy

metrics that compared billing dispute settlement amounts against monthly billed totals, as a number of parties,
including Verizon, asserted that they were flawed measures. Verizon Pennsylvania Order, 16 FCC Red at 17443,
n.157. We similarly do not rely on such metrics, including New Jersey BI-3-01, in reaching our decision here.
Specificaliy, Verizon explains that the numerator for BI-3-01 (Percent Billing Adjusmments — Including Charges
Adjusted Due to PCDs) is the total amount of doliars credited to competitive LECs as a result of billing errors in the
reporting month, regardless of when the competitive LECs submitted the claim for the error or when the errors
occurred. Verizon NI I McLean/Wierzbicki/Webster Reply Decl. at para. 45.- Therefore, by comparing what could
be credits reiating to muitiple months against the denominator of the current charges billed to competitive LECs, this
metric can be misleading with ragard to the reporting month. Verizon NJ I McLean/Wierzbicki/Webster Reply Decl.
at paras. 43-51; Verizon Guerard/Canny/DeVito NJ I Reply Decl., Att. 3, Pennsylvania BI-2-02 (Timeliness of
Carrier Bill — Electronic — BOS BDT Format).

32 pwC found that for September bills, the absolute value of the manual adjustments of the balancing records
inserted into all BDTs measured against the paper bilis was only 0.72%, expressed as a percentage of the total
current charges. Verizon NI I Bluvol/Kumar Suppl. Decl. at para. 86; Verizon NJ I McLean/Wierzbicki/Webster
Decl. at para. 117, Verizon performed the same examination for October bills, and found that the absolute value has
been further reduced to 0.32%. Verizon NJ [ McLean/Wierzbicki/Webster Decl. at para. 117, Att. 16. This amount
dropped 10 less than 0.5% for November and December 2001, Verizon NJ I McLean/Wierzbicki/Webster Reply
Decl. at para. 51. - '

> Verizon NJ I Bluvol/Kumar Suppl. Decl. at para. 6; Verizon NJ I McLean/Wierzbicki/Webster Decl. at parz.

117. Specifically, PwC, found that (1) taken as a percent of the total charges on wholesale bills, inappropriate taxes
were 0.17 of the total; (2) no directory advertising appeared in the form of carrier usage; and (3) no usage appeared
on as resale usage on UNE-platform accounts. id.
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with the DUF. This indirect comparison results from the combination of PwC’s comparison
between the BOS BDT bill and the retail-formatted bill with KPMG’s comparison of the retai}-
formatted bill against the DUF., The Commission has accepted this type of indirect evaluation
previously.*® Since the retail-formatted bill has been tested for accuracy by KPMG, and PwC
has reconciled the BOS BDT bill against the retail-formatted bill, it is reasonable to assume that
the BOS BDT bill is aiso reconcilable with the DUF. As with al] OSS functions, although we
must judge Verizon’s wholesale billing at the time of its application, we recognize that access to
OSS is an evolutionary process and we expect that Verizon continue its efforts to improve its
wholesale billing as industry standards evolve.

126.  Several competitive LECs assert that their commercial experience shows that
Verizon's systems produce recurring or “systemic” inaccuracies in its wholesale bilis.** AT&T
claims that its retail-formatted bills contain inappropriate charges for retail services*® and the
Joint Commenters and Metro Teleconnect both claim that “as much as 20 percent of the charges™
are incorrect.*® Metro Teleconnect claims generally that its disputes with Verizon “currently
total almost $3 million.”*® As an initial matter, we note that no commenter has put forth the type
of detailed analysis of its wholesale billing dispute with Verizon that was present in our review
of Verizon’s appiication for section 271 authority in Pennsylvania.®® The general assertions
made by the Joint Commenters and Metro Teleconnect are not persuasive because they lack
additional explanation as to the types of errors that make up the alleged “20 percent” incorrect
charges on their wholesale bills, and because both parties fail to clarify the actual percentage of
their current wholesale bills that they have properly put into dispute with Verizon. As we stated
in the Verizon Pennsylvania Order, “we recognize, as a practical matter, that high-volume,
carrier-to-carrier commercial billing cannot always be perfectly accurate.”” We cannot, without

% Verizon Pennsylvania Order, 16 FCC Red at 17440-41, paras. 35-36.

365 AT&T NJ 1I Comments at 19, 21-23; Joint Commenters NJ II Comments at 4; Metro Teleconnect NJ II

Comments at 3. We note that AT&T refers to ATX comments in NJ 1. However, as noted above, ATX neither
renewed those comments in this proceeding nor filed new allegations concerning alteged inaccuracies in Verizon’s

wholesale billing in this proceeding. See supran. 22. ATX's comments in NJ [, therefore, are not relevant to our
findings in this Order. '

386 1 etter from Amy L. Alvarez, AT&T, 1o Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications Commission,
CC Docket No. 02-67 (fiied April 26, 2002) (AT&T NI I1 Apr. 26 Ex Parte Letter); AT&T NJ Il Comments at 21-
22, AT&T NI U Kamal Decl. at para. 25-27. AT&T alleges that, based on the appearance of inappropriate retail
charges, approximately 2-3% of its wholesale bill is inaccurate.

37 Joint Commenters NJ [J Comments at 4-5; Metro Teleconnect NJ I Comments at 4-5. Both commenters also

assert that Verizon has “inconstent[ly applied] the 32% initial promotional discount to which Verizon agreeds as part
of its merger conditions.” See, e.g., Metro Teleconnect NI Il Comments at 4.

¥ Metro Teleconnect NJ Il Commenms at 4-3.
% See Varizon Pennsylvania Order, 16 FCC Red at 17433-37, paras. 25-29.

50 jd at 17434, n. 93.
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further evidence find that the parties have demonstrated systemic inaccuracies in Verizon’s
wholesale bills that would require a finding of checklist noncompliance,

127. We also do not find AT&T's showing to be persuasive. AT&T alleges only one
type of recurring wholesale bill error, namely, that Verizon includes inappropriate retail charges
for vertical features, such as call waiting, on its wholesale bills.*" AT&T, however, at best
demonstrates that such errors occur on approximately two 1o three percent of its wholesale bills,
which is well within the level of error the Commission concluded was acceptable in the Verizon
Pennsylvania Order.”™ Without additional evidence demonstrating that Verizon’s billing
accuracy performance in New Jersey is materially worse than it was in Pennsylvania at the time
of Verizon's application in Pennsyivania, or that Verizon’s performance in Pennsylvania has
materially deteriorated since our grant of section 271 authoritv in that state, we are unable to find
that Verizon’s billing performance in New Jersey does not provide competing carriers a
meaningful opportunity to compete.

128.  Finally, we address AT&T’s allegations that Verizon’s BOS BDT bill does not
comply with industry standards.*” Verizon explains that the issues raised by AT&T are in fact
deviations that are allowed under the industry standard and for which Verizon has provided clear
documentation.’™ AT&T also acknowledges that Verizon has made atiempts to comply with
AT&T’s specific requests regarding the BOS BDT bill.*” We find that Verizon complies with its
obligation to provide clear documentation and assistance to AT&T regarding the BOS BDT bill,
and that AT&T provides insufficient evidence to support its claim that Verizon does not offer a
“readable and auditable” electronic bill format or that Verizon’s BOS BDT bill impermissibly
deviates from accepted industry standards. Moreover, AT&T s assertions regarding Verizon’s

' AT&T NJ Il Comments at 21-22; AT&T NJ 1l Kamal Decl. at para. 25-27.

. AT&TNI I Apr. 26 Ex Parte Letter-at 3; AT&T NJ 1l Kamal Decl. at para. 26, See Verizon Pennsylvania
Order, 16 FCC Rcd at 17433-34, paras. 25-26. In addition, the amount of the bill placed in dispute by AT&T
represents an amount that may be higher than the ulitimate amount in error. See id. at n.97. Seetalsc Department of

~ Justice NJ II Evaluation at 7 (“The evidence, however, suggests that these inaccuracies do not represent a substantial

poriion of the carrier bill.”™); Letter from Clint Odom, Verizon, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, Federal
Communications Commission, CC Docket Ne. 02-67 (filed May 17, 2002) (Verizon NJ II May 17 Ex Parte Letter)
(Verizon concludes from its review of AT&T's February wholesale bill that the total dollar amount of the errongous
vertical features charges was less than 1% of AT&T's bill.)

3 AT&T NJ Il Comments at 19-22. AT&T alleges that contrary to industry standards, Verizon uses telephone
numbers instead of circuit nurnbers, as the field identifies for directory listings on customer service records for UNE
loops. AT&T also alleges certain other technical deviations from the BOS BDT standard, such as improper use of
the “X99" code. AT&T NJ Il Apr. 26 Ex Parte Letter at1-3; AT&T NJ H Reply at n.12; AT&T NI II Kamal Decl.
at paras. 16-18. ’

74 Verizon explains that it provides the appropriate Field Identifier (FID) in Customer Service Records (CSR} for
UNE loop and directory listing orders. It also explains that its use of the X99 code is valid under OBF guidelines.
Verizon NJ Il May 17 Ex Parte Letter at 1-2; Verizon NJ II McLeaanxerzblck]/Webster Rep!y Decl. at paras. 41-
45. A

% AT&T NJ 1l Comments at 20; AT&T NJ [T Kamal Deci. at paras. 16, 20.
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implementation of the BOS BDT bill format are a fact-specific, carrier-to-carrier dispute
concerning AT&T s use of Verizon’s BOS BDT bill. As the Commission has stated in prior
proceedings, given the statutory period for our review, the section 271 process simply could not
function if we were required to resolve every individual factual dispute between a BOC and each
competitive LEC regarding the precise content of the BOC's obligations to each competitor.*”

129.  In addition, although not a basis for our decision here, we take added comfort in
the special measures that the New Jersey Board announced to ensure nondiscriminatory access to
electronic billing.””" In particular, the New Jersey Board declared that it wouid condition its
approval of Verizon's 271 application on Verizon's retention of the current manual review and
balancing procedures until it satisfies the Board’s staff that manual balance records are '
unnecessary to produce adequately balanced BOS BDT bills for competitive LECs:*” Further,
the New Jersey Board conditioned its findings of OSS compliance on the requirement that,
effective February 2002, Verizon include two additional billing metrics in the New Jersey
Carrier-to-Carrier Guidelines and the New Jersey Incentive Plan, identical to those that Verizon
voluntarily agreed to adopt in Pennsylvania.*”

e Order Flow-Through and Reject Rate

» 130. We conclude, as did the New Jersey Board, that Verizon’s electronic processing
of orders is sufficient to provide carriers with a meaningful oppoertunity to compete.®® Flow-

% See, e.g., SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Red at 6355, para. 230.

*7 New Jersey Board NI 1 Comments at 41.
*® The number of manual adjustments 1o balance the records inserted imo BDTs against the retail-formaned bills in
Pennsyivania and New Jersey, expressed as a percentage of the total current charges, has been improving since the
issuance of the Verizon Pennsylvania Order. For Pennsvivania, the manual adjustments have dropped to below
0.3% starting in September 2001 ; in New Jersey, the adjusmments have fallen from 0.3% in November and December
2001 to 0.48% in January 2002, 0.44% in February 2002 and 0.28% in March 2002, Verizon NJ II

McLean/Wierzbicki/Webster Reply Decl. at Att. 12; Verizon NJ 1 McLean/Wierzbicki/Webster Reply Decl. at para.
51, Att. 10. B

 In the Verizon Pennsylvania Order, the Commission found these two measures represented important new steps
to discourage wholesale billing errors and to ensure that any errors that occur are resolved as quickly as possible,
Verizon Pennsyivania Order, 16 FCC Red at 17444-45, para. 41, We note that Verizon provided New Jersey data
using Pennsyivania billing metrics Bi-3-04 and BI-3-05 for November and December in its application. Verizon
acknowledged 17 out of 17 billing claims on time for November and 8 out of 10 for December. See Pennsylvania
BI-3-D4 (Percentage Billing Claims Acknowledged Within Two Business Days). In November, Verizon resolved 10
of 11 billing claims within 28 days afier acknowledgement, and 18 out of 18 in December. See Pennsylvania BI-3-
05 (Percentage CLEC Billing Claims Resolved Within 28 Calendar Days After Acknowledgement). Although not
all of these figures reach the 95% benchmark for these metrics, we accord them little weight due to the small sample
size. Since the BOS BDT bill was unavailabie as a bill of record prior to September, and no-carrier signed up for
that billing format in New Jersey until QOctober, there is no relevant data prior to November. '

¥ New Jersey Board NJ | Comments at 33-34 (citing KPMG Final Report at 153-59). See Verizon Pennsylvania
Order, 16 FCC Red at 17449, para. 48; see BellSouth Louisiana [T Order, 13 FCC Red at 20670-71, para. 107.
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through measures the number of orders that are electronically processed by an incumbent LEC’s
0SS without the need for manual intervention.®®' Consistent with previous section 271 orders,
we do not examine fiow-through measures in isolation, but as “one indicium among many of the
performance of Verizon's 08S."*# Indeed, we review flow-through rates in conjunction with
several other factors in order to assess the BOC’s overall ability to provide access to its ordering
functions in a nondiscriminatory manner.’® Accordingly, where other evidence demonstrates
that the BOC's OSS is able to process competing carrier’s orders at reasonably foreseeable
commercial volumes, it is not necessary to focus our analvsis solely on flow-through rates.*® As
discussed above, Verizon demonstrates that it provides timely order confirmation and reject
notices.”® In addition, Verizon demonstrates that it processes both resale and UNE orders
accurately.”™® Finally, we note thai the New Jersey Board concluded that Verizon's svstems and
processes were “readv for increased UNE order volumes.”"

131.  AT&T asserts, nevertheless, that Verizon’s flow-through and order reject rates
constitie discriminatory treatment, particularly as compared to Verizon’s performance in other
states where it has received section 271 authority.®® In particular, AT&T points to the contrast

! Verizon measures three flow-through rates: total flow-through, achieved flow-through, and simple flow-
through. The total flow-through rate measures the percentage of valid orders processed directiy without manual
intervention without excluding those orders Verizon has not vet designed its systems to process electronically. The
achieved flow-through rate measures the percentage of valid orders that are designed to flow through that actually do
flow through, and simple flow-through evaluares the percentage of valid orders for basic POTS services that flow-
through. New Jersey Carrier-io-Carrier Guidelines at 41,

8 Verizon Massachuserts Order, 16 FCC Red at 9030, para. 77 (quoting Bell Atiantic New York Order, 15 FCC
Red at 4034, para. 161).

8 Specifically, these factors include the BOC's ability to: (1) accurately process manually handled orders;

{2) uimely return order confirmarions and reject notices; and (3) the overall scalability of its systems and processes.
See BellSouth Georgia/l.ouisiana Order at para. 143; Verizon Permsylvania Order, 16 FCC Red at 17449, para. 48;
Verizon Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC Red at 9010, para. 43; SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 1344344, para.
179; Bell Atiantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4034-35, paras. 161-163; BellSouth Louisiana Il Order, 13 FCC
Red at 20671, para. 108, .

B4 See Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4034, para. 162,
5 See discussion supra paras. 98-101.

6 See 01-3000 (% Accuracy — Orders — UNE) (96.85, 96.65); OR-6-02-3000 (% Accuracy ~ Opportunities —
UNE) (99.32, ©9.80); OR-6-03-3000 (% Accuracy — Local Service Request Confirmations — UNE) (0.02, 0.00); OR-
6-01-2000 (% Accuracy — Orders — Resale) (97.70, 96.66); OR-6-02-2000 (% Accuracy -- Opportunities — Resale)
(99.64, 99.72); OR-6-03-2000 (%t Accuracy — Local Service Request Confirmations — Resale) ( 0.00, 0.02). See
also Verizon NJ I McLean/Wierzbicki/Webster Decl. at para. 23; Bell Atlaniic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at
4042, para. 171 (concluding that there is no reliable evidence that Bell Atlantic’s manual processing of orders per se
injects a level of error that prevents efficient competitors 2 meaningful opportunity to compete).

%7 New Jersey Board NJ 1 Comments at 33-34; KMPG Final Report at 153-59.

M8 AT&T NJ Il Comments at 27-29. AT&T criticizes both Verizon’s total and achieved flow-through performance
data. /d. ’
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between Verizon’s flow-through performance in New Jersey versus its performance in New
York, Mas};sachusetts, and Pennsylvania.™

132,  Wereject AT&T s assertions. We generally find the achieved flow-through
measure is the most indicative of the BOC’s ability to electronically process orders and we look
at this measure as evidence of potential discrimination. In New Jersey, while Verizon's achieved
flow-through rate for UNEs has been below the 95 percent standard set by the New Jersey Board,
there nevertheless, has been a consistent, upward trend in the rate, reaching 85.34 percent in
January, 89.82 percent in February and 90.50 percent in March 2002.** Even if we look beyond
achieved flow-through to total flow-through rates and order reject rates, we note that Verizon’s
performance appears to show an improving trend.”® Moreover, we note that KPMG’s OSS test
included an examination of Verizon’s ability to electronically process service orders in varying
mixes of order types at reasonably foreseeable commercial volumes and that KPMG and'the New
Jersev Board found Verizon’s performance satisfactory.*”

133.  Finally, we generally do not find mere state to state comparisons regarding flow-
through and order reject rates to be persuasive. We have previously found that the mix of order
types submitted in each state can vary widely and this variation can have a significant impact on
the proportion of orders that will be handled on a ﬂow-through basis. We have previously found
that it would not be apprepriate to attribute such a wide range of results entirely 10 Verizon.’

134.  As we noted above, flow-through and order reject rates are not solely dispositive
of the BOC’s ability to process orders in a nondiscriminatory manner. We find that the positive
trends in both Verizon's flow-through and order reject rates, along with Verizon’s overall

# AT&T NI Il Comments at 27-29 (incorporating AT&T NJ 1 Kirchberger/Nurse/Kamal Decl. at para. 65).

™ See OR-5-02-200- (% Flow Through — Achieved — Resale) (94.20, 93.81). Although we do not demand a
specific level of flow-through performance in reviewing a section 271 application, we do not intend to suggest that
the New Jersev Board’s use of a benchmark standard for flow-through performance is not a valid tool for the Board’s
role in monitoring and enforcing Verizon’s ongoing local competition obligations under federal and state Jaw,

¥ Verizon's total flow-through rate continues to improve, reaching more than 50% in February 2002. Verizon

NJ II McLean/Wierzbicki/Websier Reply Decl. at para. 5. See OR-5-01-3000 {% Flow-Through — Total). Verizon’s
total flow-through for January 2002 dropped to 35.78%; however, Verizon explains that competitive LEC order
volume spiked dramatically that month because Verizon completed a one-time project, and the types of orders
included in that project were not designed to flow-through its OSS. See Verizon NI II Reply at 30; Verizon NJ 11
McLean/Wierzbicki/Webster Reply Decl. at para. 5. The percentage of UNE orders rejected continues its overall
downward trend, decreasing from 47.22% in November 2001 to 38.39% in February 2002, See OR-3-01-3000
(POTS Special Services Aggregate — % Reject). We have previousiy relied on improvements in performance to
indicate non~discrithinatory OSS. See, e.g., Verizon Pennsyivania Order, 16 FCC Red at 17433-34, para. 26.

¥ KPMG Final Report at 153-39; New Jersey Board NJ I Comments at 33-34.

% Verizon Pernsylvania Order, 16 FCC Red at ]7450 para. 49. For example, Verizon presented evidence that the

UNE flow-through rate for individual competitive LECs from August to October 2001 ranged from under 5% to over
90%. Verizon NI 1] McLean/Wierzbicki/Webster Reply Decl. at Att. 2.
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performance in providing service order information in a timely and accurate manner and
KPMG’s findings regarding the scalability of Verizon’s OSS are sufficient to demonstrate
checklist compliance.

f. Other Issues

135.  AT&T claims that Verizon’s ordering process for line splitting is burdensome,
because a requesting carrier must submit an LSR to migrate the customer for voice service and
later submit a second LSR to add the line splitting arrangement.’® In addition, AT&T charges
that this two-step process is discriminatory because Verizon's retail operations can request both
voice and data service for a single orders.® We reject these challenges, and find that Verizon’s
ordering process for line splitting in New Jersey allows efficient compettors a meaningful
opportunity to compete. Verizon uses the same process for line splitting in New Jersey that it
uses in other states and which the Commission has previously found to be checklist-compliant.®*

In addition, Verizon has recently implemented additional OSS functionalities to facilitate the
availability of various line splitting scenarios, including the ability for a data LEC to add DSL
capability to a loop in an existing UNE-platform arrangement.*” Although no carrier had
submitted an order for this functionality as of February, 2001, we recently found it to be
checklist-compliant and are further satisfied with the results of Verizon's internal tests.””

C. Checklist Item 4 — Unbundled Local Loops

136.  Section 271(c)(2)B)(iv) of the Act requires that 2 BOC provide “[IJocal loop
transmission from the central office to the customer’s premises, unbundled from local switching
or other services.”® We conclude, as did the New Jersey Board, that Verizon provides
unbundled local loops in accordance with the requirements of section 271 and our rules.*® Our

¥ AT&T NI | Kirchberger/Nurse/Kamal Decl. at paras. 43-48. While Verizon has recently implemented a single
LSR OSS capability for competitive LECs to add line splitting to a UNE-platform arrangement to migrate from 2
line sharing arrangement, Verizon NJ [ Application at 39-40, AT&T notes that this new process has not been tested,
has never been used in New Jersey, and does not apply to other forms of line splitting migration. AT&T NI I
Kirchberger/Nurse/Kamal Decl. at paras. 45-46,

¥ AT&T NI I Kirchberger/Nurse/Kamal Decl. at para. 44.

% Verizon NJ I Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 131; see, e.g., Yerizon Vermont Order at para. 55; Verizon
Rhode Isiand Order, 17 FCC Red at 3343-44, para. 90.

#7 Letter from Clint E. Odom, Verizon, to William Caton, Acting Secretary, Federal Communications Commission,
CC Docket Na. 01-347 (filed Feb. 19, 2002} (Verizon Feb. 1% Ex Farte Letter).

8 See Verizon NJ I May 21 Ex Parte Letter at 1; Verizon Rhode Island Order, 17 FCC Red at 3343-44, para. 90.
¥ 47U.S.C. § 271()QXB)(Iv).

%0 See New Jersey Board NI I Comments at 45-49; New Jersey Board NJ II Comments at 2. The Department of
Justice concluded that there are no “marerial non-price obstacles to competition in New Jersey.” Department of
Justice NJ I Evaluation at 3; see also Department of Justice NJ Il Evaluation at 2 n.2,
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conclusion is based on our review of Verizon's performance for all loop types, which include, as
in past section 271 orders, voice grade loops, hot cut provisioning, xDSL-capable loops, digital
loops, and high capacity loops, and our review of Verizon's processes for line sharing and line
splitting. As of February 2002, competitors in New Jersey have acquired from Verizon and
placed into use approximately 59,000 stand-alone loops (including DSL loops), and about 51,000
loops provided as part of network element platforms that include switching and transport
elements,**!

137.  Conststent with prior section 271 orders, we do not address every aspect of
Verizon's loop performance where our review of the record satisfies us that Verizon’s
performance is in compliance with the relevant performance standards established by the New
Jersey Board.*® Instead, we focus our discussion on those areas where the record indicates
discrepancies in performance between Verizon and its competitors. In making our assessment,
we review performance measurements comparable to those we have reiied upon in prior section
271 orders, primarily those associated with measuring the timeiiness and quality of loop
provisioning and loop maintenance and repair.*® As in past section 271 proceedings, in the
course of our review, we look for patterns of systemic performance disparities that have resulted
in competitive harm or that have otherwise denied new entrants a2 meaningful opportunity to
compete.** Isolated cases of performance disparity, especially when the margin of disparity is
small, generally will not result in a finding of checklist noncompliance.**

138. Asan initial matter, we recognize that during the relevant November-March
period, Verizon fails to achieve parity performance for several loop types under the average
completed interval metric.**® Although one commenter points to Verizon’s performance under
this metric as evidence of Verizon’s discrimination against competitive LECs, we find that this
‘performance does not warrant a finding of checklist noncompliance. Specifically, we do not rely

®! See Verizon NI [I Lacouture/Ruesterholz Repiy Decl. at para. 4. As of February, 2002, Verizon had in service

approximately 44,500 stand-alone competitive LEC POTS loops, 400 high capacity 3$-] loops, 15,000 DSL-
capabie loops, 2,600 2-wire digital loops and 1,800 line sharing arrangements. See Verizon NJ II
Lacouture/Ruesterholz Reply Decl. at paras. 5, 27, 36, 48, 59; Letter from Clint E. Odom, Verizon, to Marlene H.
Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, WC Docket No, 02-67 (filed May 6, 2002) (Verizon NJ I
May & Ex Parie Letter); Letter from Clint E. Odom, Verizon, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, Federal
Communications Comrmnission, WC Docket No. 02-67 (filed May 9, 2002} {(Verizon NJ Il May 9 Ex Parte Errata
Letter).

02 Seg e, g., Verizon Connecticut Order, 16 FCC Red at 14151-52, para. 9.
89 See Verizon Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC Red a't. 9078-79, para. 162.
4 See id. at 9055-56, para. 122.

4 See id.

% Verizon’s performance under the PR-2 metric, which measures the time it takes Verizon to complete orders for

service, indicates that for at least one month during the relevant period there was a longer average completed interval
for voice grade loops, hot cuts, xDSL capabie loops. and high capacity loops provided to competitive LECs.
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on Verizon's performance under the average completed interval metric as a measure of Verizon's
timeliness in provisioning unbundled loops. We conclude, as we have in pnior section 271
orders, that the average completed interval metric is not the most accurate measure of
provisioning timeliness.*” Instead we find that the missed appointment metric is a more reliable
indicator of provisioning timeliness because it measures Verizon’s performance in provisioning
loops at the scheduled time that competitive LECs request. We also find that performance under
the missed appointment metric, uniike the average completed interval metric, cannot be skewed
by competitive LEC customers that request installation intervals beyond the standard interval.**
Therefore, consistent with previous section 271 orders, we place greater weight on Verizon'’s
performance under the missed appointment metric as a2 measure of provisioning timeliness for all

loop types.*®

139.  Voice Grade Loops. We find that Verizon provisions voice grade loops in a
nondiscriminatory manner. We note that voice grade loops comprise the overwhelming majority
of loops ordered by competitive LECs in New Jersey.*'® Verizon states that, as of February 2002,
It has provided competing carriers in New Jersey with approximately 44,300 voice-grade (i.e.,
Piain Old Telephone Service (POTS)) loops on a stand-alone basis.*"

140. We note that Verizon’s performance in provisioning voice grade loops has met the
relevant parity standard throughout the November-March period with respect to timeliness and
quality. Specifically, Verizon achieves parity for all relevant months under the missed

O See Verizon Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC Red at 9038-39, para. 92, Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC
Red at 4061-64, paras. 203-205. See also Verizon NJ [ Application at 27 n.28; Verizon NJ | Lacouture/Ruesterhoiz

Decl. at paras. 81-82.

™ For similar reasons, our analysis does not rely on the average offered interval as the most reliable measure of
provisioning timeliness. We note that the New York Commission has issued a decision eliminating the average
interval completed PR-2 measure from the Carrier-to-Carrier Performance Reports in accordance with a decision by
the New York Carrier Working Group. See Verizon NJ 1 Application App. J, Tab 18 (New York Commission
Service Quality Order) at 3. The Carrier Working Group agreed to eliminate this metric because, among other
reasons, other metrics capture performance in this area: PR-] captures the provisioning interval offered, while PR-3
(Percent Compieted Within X Days) and PR-4 (Missed Appointments} adequately measure success meeting the
promised interval. See id. at 3. In past orders, we have accorded much weight to the judgment of collaborative state
proceedings and encouraged carriers 10 work together in such fora to resolve metrics and other issues. See, e.g.,
Verizon Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC Red at 9057, para. 126.

“® See Bell Atlantic New York Order, |5 FCC Red at 4103, para. 288; see also Verizon Massachuserts Order, 16
FCC Red at 9037-39, paras. 91-92 (regarding use of missed appointments in resale analysis). In the Bell Atlantic
New York Order, the Commission found the rate of missed installation appointments to be the most accurate
indicator of Bell Atlantic’s ability to provision unbundied loops. See Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at
4103, para. 288. We note that the rate of on time performance under PR 9-01 captures provisioning timeliness for
hot cuts in essentially the same manner as missed appointments under PR 4. See PR 9-01 (Percent On Time
Performance — Hot Cut).

M See supra n.401.

1" See Verizon NI II Lacouture/Ruesterholz Reply Decl. at para. 3.
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appointment metric, which we rely on to measure provisioning timeliness.? Verizon also
achieves parity for all relevant months under the provisioning quality mewic that measures the
percentage of installation troubles reported within 30 days.** Furthermore, Verizon’s
performance for repair and maintenance timeliness under the mean time to repair metric also
demonstrates parity during the November-March period.*"

141.  AT&T states that, during the relevant period, Verizon only achieves parity in
February with respect to one repair and maintenance metric that we traditionally rely on, the
repeat trouble report rate.*’ However, consistent with statements made in its Rhode Island
section 271 application, Verizon explains that performance results under this metric may be
skewed by the presence of misdirected dispatches that result in overstated repeat troubles.*'®
Verizon states that in October, 2001, the New York Commission revised the guidelines for the
repeat trouble report rate to account for this problem. Verizon provides performance results for
New Jersev using the revised guidelines and urges us to rely on these results instead "
Consistent with our analysis in the Rhode Island 271 Order, we agree that the revised metric
more accurately reflects Verizon’s performance, and find that when Verizon’s performance under
this metric is recaiculated to account for misdirected dispatches, the difference in performance
provided to Verizon retail and competitive LECs is not competitively significant.*®

412

See PR 4-04-3113 (% Missed Appointment — Verizon — Dispatch). See also Verizon Massachusents Order, 16
FCC Rcd at 9065-66, para. 141; Verizon Pernsylvania Order, 16 FCC Rcd at 17463, para. 80 n.278. As discussed
above, we find that Verizon’s performance under the missed appoinmment metric serves as an adequate measure of
provisioning timmeliness. See supra para. 137.

413 See PR 6-01-3112 (% Installation Troubles Reported Within 30 Days — Loop).

44 See MR 4-01/02/03-3112 (Mean Time to Repair — Total/Loop/Central Office Trouble — Loop.

3 See AT&T NJ II Comments at 28. Repeat trouble reports for Verizon retail customers were observed at rates of

17.82%, 18.88%, 17.83%, 17.22% and 17.91%, respectively, during the relevant November-March period. See MR
3-01-3112 (% Repeat Reports Within 30 Davs). The percentage of repeat trouble reporis observed under this merric
for competitive LEC customers during the same period was 25.76%, 26.44%, 24.30%, 18.08% and 18.95%. id.

¢ See Verizon NJ I Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para, 88; Verizon NJ II Lacouture/Ruesterholz Reply Decl. at
paras. 11, 13.

47 See Verizon NJ I Lacouture/Ruesterholz Dec!. at para. 88; see alse New York Commission Service Quality

Order at4-3, In its order, the New York Commission modified the guidelines for the MR-3 measure to eliminate the
so-called “double-trouble” phenomenon, which occurs when a competitive LEC misdirects Verizon to dispatch a
technician either inside or outside the central office and no wouble is found. See New York Commission Service
Quality Order at 4. Verizon explains that when this occurs, the trouble ticket must be closed and the competitive
LEC must initiate a second (“doubie”) trouble ticket directing dispatch in the apposite direction. See Verizon NJ 1
Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 88; Verizon NJ II Lacourure/Ruesternolz Decl. at para. 11.

"B See Verizon Rhode Island Order, 17 FCC Red at 3342, para. 85. Applying the business rules adopted in New
York to the instant proceeding, Verizon's adjusted repeat trouble report rate from November 10 February would be
approximately 19.32%, 19.66%, 18.31% and 14.02%, respectively, for competitive LECs, and 17.82%, 18.88%,
(continued....)
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142, Hot Cut Activity. We find that Verizon is providing voice grade loops through hot
cuts in New Jersey in a nondiscriminatory manner.*”® Verizon has satisfied its benchmark for on
time performance for hot cuts for each month of the relevant November-March period.
Although Verizon's installation quality performance for hot cuts is not reported in the New
Jersey Carrier-io-Carrier Performance Reports, Verizon does provide a calculation of its
performnance under the New York guidelines. Verizon states that its installanon quality
performance has consistently been better than the two percent New York benchmark for trouble
reports received within seven days of instaliation.™

143.  AT&T claims that the disparity in Verizon's performance under the average
interval completed metric for hot cuts indicates that Verizon discriminates against competitive
LECs in the provisioning of unbundled loops.“* We disagree. For the reasons stated above, we
beiieve that the missed appointment metric (in this case, on time performance) is a more
probative indicator of provisioning timeliness than the average completed interval

(Continued from previous page)
17.83% and 17.22% for the retail comparison group. See Verizon NJ I Lacouture/Ruesterholz Reply Decl. at para.
10, Tab 6; Verizon NJ II Lacouture/Ruesterhoiz Reply Decl. at para. 12, Antach. 1. :

% The hot cut process is-designed to move a POTS loop that is in service from Verizon’s switch to a competitive
LEC’s switch. See Verizon NJ | Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 91. This process requires a coordinated effort
by Verizon and 2 competing carrier, and includes a number of steps that the parties must take before the actual hot
cut is performed. /d. at 91-92. These steps include pre-wiring a cross-connection from the competitive LEC's
collocation arrangement to Verizon's main distribution frame prior to the actual committed date and time of the
migratien or cut. /d. at 92. A competitive LEC can.request that each voice grade hot cut be scheduled for
completion during a specific appointment window, with the objective being that the customer be out-of-service for
no more than five minutes. /d. at 91. Alternatively, if the competitive LEC wants to hot cut a [arge group of lines,
the entire group can be handled on a project basis, where Verizen’s technician coordinates with the competitive
LEC’s technician to cut one loop right after another in a particular central office. /4.

0 See PR 9-01-3114 (% On Time Performance — Hot Cut), Verizon Application 11 App. B, Tab 2 at 172. As
discussed above, we note that the rate of on time performance may serve as an accurate indicator of timely
provisioning in the context of hot cut loops. See supra n.408; see also Verizon NJ I Lacouture/Ruesterholz Repiy
Decl. at para. 12; Verizon NJ 1T Lacouture/Ruesterholz Reply Decl. at para. [5.

! Verjzon shows that from November-February it received trouble reports within seven days of installation for an
average of only 0.83% of the'hot cuts installed. Troubles for competitive LEC hot cuts were reporied within seven
days of installation in New Jersey at a rate of 0.51 in November, 0.96 in December, 1.22 in January, and (.79 in
February. See Verizon NJ I Lacouture/Ruesterholz Reply Decl. at para, 13 and Attach, 8; Verizon NJ I
Lacouture/Ruesterholz Reply Decl. at para. 16 and Attach. 2.

2 See AT&T NJ 1 Comments at 23; AT&T NJ II Comments at 28. From November to February, Verizon fails to
achieve parity under the PR 2-01-3111 {Average Interval Completed — Total No Dispatch) metric. Verizon's
average interval completed for competitive LECs was 6.23, 547, 5.36, 4.94 and 5.10 respectively during the relevant
November-March period. The average interval completed for Verizon retail was 2.62, 3.66, 2.44, 1.82 and 2.75
during the same period.

i3 See supra para. 138.
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144,  xDSL-Capable Loops. We find that Verizon demonstrates that it provides stand-
alone xDSL-capable loops in a nondiscriminatory manner. Verizon makes xDSL-capable loops
available in New Jersey under approved interconnection agreements,* and provides timely order
confirmation notices to competitors.** Verizon’s performance for all relevant months under the
missed appointment metric indicates that Verizon provisions xDSL loops in a timely manner.*
With respect to installation quality, Verizon also maintained parity during the relevant months
under the installation quality measure.”” For almost every month during the relevant period,
Verizon also maintained parity for measures of repair and maintenance timeliness and quality.*®

145,  We reject AT&T's contention that Verizon's performance in recent months, with
respect to the average interval offered and completed, indicates discriminatory performance in
the provisioning of 2-wire xDSL loops where no dispatch is required.*® As discussed above, we
find Verizon’s performance under the missed appointment metric to be a more probative
indicator of Verizon’'s provisioning timeliness.**

146.  Digital Loops. We find that Verizon provisions digital loops to competitors in a
nondiscriminatory fashion in New Jersey. As an initial matter, we note that digital loops only
represent a small number of the total loops provided by Verizon in New Jersey.”! We find that
Verizon provided digital loops to competitors in a timely manner throughout the reievant

Verizon NJ I Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 74.

% See OR 1-04-3342 (% on Time LSRC < 6 Lines — Electronic — No Flow-Through).
% See PR 4-04-3342 (% Missed Appointments — Verizon — Dispatch).

77 See PR 6-01-3342 (% Installation Troubies Reported Within 30 Days).

28 See MR 4-02/03-3342 (Mean Time to Repair — Loop/Central Office); MR 5-01-3342 (% Repeat Reports Within
30 Days). Verizon maintains parity under the MR 3-01 mertric for all months during the reievant period except
March, when repeat reports occurred at a rate of 21.08% for Verizon retail and 28.00% for competitive LECs.

2 AT&T NJ 1 Comments at 23; AT&T NJ 1 Comments App. C, Kirchberger/Nurse/Kamal Decl. at para. 114;
AT&T NI II Comments at 28. See alse PR 1-01-3342 (Average Interval Offered — Total No Dispatch); PR 1-02-
3342 {Average-Interval Offered — Total Dispatch); PR 2-01-3342 (Average Interval Completed — Total No
Dispatch); and PR 2-02-3342 (Average Interval Completed — Total Dispatch).

430 See supra para. 138. Verizon also notes that under the October 2001 Guidelines, the New Jersey BPU
eliminated the retail comparison group standard for-2-wire xDSL loops with respect to the PR 1-01/02 Average
Interval Offered measures. See Verizon NJ II Lacouture/Ruesterholz Reply Decl. at para, 47; Verizon NJ [
Guerard/Cannyv/DeVio Decl. at para. 72.

#1 Verizon states that, as of the end of February 2002, it had a totai of approximately 2,600 2-wire digital loops in
service. Verizon NJ I Lacouture/Ruesterholz Reply Decl. at para. 48. According to Verizon, competitive LECs
rypically order 2-wire digital loops when DSL loops are not available, and the volume of digital loops that Verizon
has provided has steadily declined. Verizon NI I Lacouture/Ruesterholz Reply Decl. at para. 37; Verizon NJ II
Lacouture/Ruesterholz Reply Decl. at para. 48, Verizon states that in February 2002, it provisioned only about 70 2-
wire digital loops in New Jersey. Verizon NJ Il Lacouture/Ruesterholz Reply Decl. at para. 48.
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period.*? Verizon also achieves parity from November through March, with respect to the
measure of installation guality we have traditionally relied on which measures the percent of
installation troubles reported within 30 days.”*

147. In addition, we find that Verizon’s maintenance and repair performance 1s
nondiscriminatory. For example, Verizon achieved parity performance throughout the relevant
period with respect to maintenance and repair timeliness under the mean time to repair metric.*
Verizon also maintained parity performance during the reievant period for every month except
February with respect to a measure of maintenance and repair quality — the percentage of repear
trouble reports within 30 days.*** We note that Verizon’s performance under this measure
indicates a large disparity in February with respect to the percentage of repeat reports observed
for competitive LECs and Verizon retail.** Verizon explains, however, that the small sample
size of competitive LEC trouble reports observed in February contributed 1o the wide fluctuation
in performance under this measure.*’ Moreover, we find that this one month disparity is not
competitively significant and does not warrant a finding of checklist noncompliance, given that
Verizon returns to parity performance under this measure in March.**

148.  High Capaciry Loops. Given the totality of the evidence, we find that Verizon’s
performance with respect to high capacity loops does not result in a finding of noncompliance for
checklist iterm 4. Verizon states that, as of February 2002, competitive LECs have in service in
New Jersey approximately 400 high capacity DS-1 loops, and no high capacity DS-3 loops,
provided by Verizon.*® Verizon also states that high capacity loops are available in New Jersey
under interconnection agreements, and that unbundled access to these {oops is offered in the

same manner as in other Verizon states the Commission has found to be checklist compliant.*”

2 See PR 4-04-3341 (% Missed Appointments — Verizon — Dispatch) indicating parity performance for all
relevant months. As discussed above, we find that Verizon's performance under the missed appointment metric is a
better indicator of Verizon's provisioning timeliness than performance under the average completed interval metric.
See supra para. 138.

43 See PR 6-01-3341 (% Instailation Troubles Reported Within 30 Days) indicating a lower percentage of
instatlation troubles reported for competitive LECs in November, and performance at statistical parity in December,
January, February and March.

9 See MR 4-01-3341 (Mean Time To Repair - Total).
45 See MR 5-01-3341 (% Repeat Reports Within 30 Days).
% See id, indicating a rate, in February, of 16.84 for Verizon retail and 40.91 for competitive LECs.

“7  See Verizon NJ 11 Lacouture/Ruesterholz Reply Decl. at para. 58. Verizon states that additional factors
affecting the February results include an administrative error in the maintenance center, and the inability to reach a
compentwe LEC for a cooperative test. /d.

38 See MR 5-01-3341 (% Repeat Reports Within 30 Days).
%% Verizon'NJ 1] Lacouture/Ruesterhoiz Reply Decl. at para. 27.

“® Yerizon NJ I Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 98.
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According to Verizon, high capacity loops represent only about 0.4 percent of all unbundiéd
loops provisioned to competitors in New Jersey.*"

149.  Verizon’s performance under the missed installation appointment metric suggests
that Verizon has generally been timely in the provisioning of high capacity loops.*? Verizon
achieved parity for repair and maintenance timeliness under the mean time to repair metric for
three of the five relevant months.*’ Verizon’s performance with respect to repair and
maintenance quality also indicates parity for four of the five months during the relevant period.*“

150. We recognize, however, that Verizon does not achieve parity during the relevant
period other than in February with respect to the installation quality metric, the percentage of
installation troubles reported within 30 days.*® Verizon contends that this measure may not be
an accurate indicator of its performance because the retail group for this metric (Verizon retail)
does not provide a meaningful comparison.*® For example, Verizon explains that the retail
comparison group for this measure includes a large percentage of DS-0 loops, which are less
complicated to provision than DS-1 loops.*’ Verizon also argues that the small number of
installation trouble reports received during the relevant period for high capacity loops, interoffice
facilities, and loop/transport combinations are too few to provide meaningful performance

“_' Verizon NJ [I Lacouture/Ruesterholz Reply Decl. at para. 27.
“? See PR 4-01-3200 (Missed Appointment ~ Verizon — Total), which indicates that Verizon achieved parity for
every month of the relevant period. We note that Verizon’s performance with respect to DS-1 ioops is not separately
reported on New Jersey Carrier-to-Carrier Performance Reports. Verizon's performance for DS-1 (oops is included,
however, in the New Jersey metrics for special services, which include high capacity loops, interoffice facilities, and
loop/transport combinations. See Verizon NJ | January 22 Ex Parte Letier at 1; Verizon NJ II Lacouture/
Ruesterholz Reply Decl. at para. 29,

5 See MR 4-01-3200 (Mean Time to Repair — Total). Although Verizon appears 10 miss parity in November with
& mean time to repair of 5.09 for Verizon retail and 8.40 for competitive LECs, low competitive LEC voiumes make
it difficult to draw strong conclusions regarding this data. Verizon’s performance improves to achieve parity in
December, January and February. Verizon does, however, miss parity in March with a mean time to repair of 5.36
for Verizon retail and §.30 for competitive LECs.

“4 " See MR 5-01-3200 (% Repeat Reports Within 30 Days). Although there appears 10 be a disparity in the rate of
repeat troubie reports in November, we do not find this disparity to be competitively significant in light of Verizon's
parity of performance in the following four months. See Verizon NJ II Application App. B, Tab 2, at 235.

“> See PR 6-01-3200 (% Installation Troubies Reported Within 30 Days). Instaltation troubles reported within 30
days occurred for Verizon retail customers and competitive LEC customers at respective rates of 2.14% and 11.11%
in November; 1.71% and 6.90% in December; 1.89% and 8.96% in January, 2.92% and 4.07% in: February; and
3.18% and 7.41% in March. See id.; Verizon NJ 1 Guerard/Canny/DeVito Reply Decl. at Attach. 1, page 31;
Verizon NJ I Application App. B, Tab 2 at 208.

M6 Sep Verizon NJ I Mar. 6 Fx Parte Letter at 2.

4, .
41 Seeid.
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results, and are “not as reliable an indicator of checklist compliance.”*® We do not find that
Verizon’s performance with respect 1o troubles reported within thirty days warrants a finding of
checklist noncompliance, given that high capacity loops represent less than one percent of the
unbundled loops that Verizon provides to competitors in New Jersey, and in light of Verizon’s
generally good performance under the other measures of high capacity loop provisioning,
maintenance, and repair discussed above.**

151. XO Communications argues that Verizon unreasonably requires XQ to submit test
orders for high capacity loops before live orders will be accepted.”® We note, however, that
Verizon denies that it has refused to accept XO high capacity loop orders without prior testing.***
Because XQ’s assertions concerning this matter are merely conclusory and not supported by any
specific evidence, we cannot find that they warrant a finding of checklist noncompliance. XO
and Allegiance also argue that Verizon rejects competitive LEC UNE orders under its “no
facilities™ policy when any “necessary” facilities are unavailable.*” Verizon explains that it
provides unbundled high capacity loops where facilities are available, and that it will also
provide competitive LECs with unbundied high capacity loops where not all necessary facilities
are available, but the centrai office common equipment and equipment at the end user’s location
necessary to create a high capacity loop can be accessed.*” This is the same policv the
Commission found not to expressly violate the Commission’s unbundling rules in our Verizon

“%  Verizon NJ [ January 22 Ex Parte Letier at 3 (citing SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Red at 6254,
para. 36.), Verizon staies that it received approximately 6 installation rouble reports in November, 4 in December, 6
in January, and 3 in February. See Verizon NJ | Lacouture/Ruesterhoiz Reply Decl. at para. 20; Verizon NJ 1]
Lacouture/Ruesterholz Reply Decl. at para. 29.

“? We also note tha: commenters did not criticize Verizon's high capacity loop performance under this measure.

0 X0 NI I Comments at 14.

' Verizon NJ I McLean/Wierzbicki/Webster Reply Decl. at para. 13.

2 X0 NJ 1 Comments at 15-17; Allegiance NJ II Comments at 2-5. Allegiance also argues that Verizon has
contacted Allegiance customers directly after Allegiance places an order for high capacity loops to determine
whether facilities are available and that Verizon has updated customers on the status of available facilities, but has
not provided the same information to Allegiance. Allegience NJ IT Comments at 4-3. In response, Verizon indicates
that it has contacted Allegiance executive management regarding this issue and expects to resolve any
miscommunication through further training of Verizon and Allegiance personnel. See Verizon NJ II Lacouture/
Ruesterholz Reply Decl. at para. 35. We expect that Verizon will resolve this issue in a business-to-business

manner.

3 Verizon NJ I Lacouture/Ruesterholz Reply Decl. at para. at 22-23; Verizon NJ I Lacouture/Ruesterholz Reply
Decl. at para. 34. Specifically, Verizon states that it will install the appropriate high capacity card in the spare slots

or ports of the equipment, and perform cross connection work between the common equipment and the wire or fiber
facility between the central office and the customer premises. Verizon states that it will correct conditions on an
existing copper facility that could affect transmission characteristics, and terminate the high capacity loop in the
appropriate network interface device at the customer premises, such as a Smart Jack or a Digital Cross Connect
(DSX). Verizon NJ I Lacouture/Ruesterholz Reply Decl, at para. at 22-23; Verizon NJ [I Lacouture/Ruesterholz
Reply Decl. at para. 34. :
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Pennsylvania Order.** Accordingly, we decline to find that these allegations warrant a finding of
checklist noncompliance.

152.  Line Sharing and Line Splitting. We find that Verizon demonstrates that it
provides nondiscriminatory access to the high frequency portion of the Joop, and access to
network elements necessary for competing carriers to provide line splitting.** Verizon provides
line sharing pursuant to its interconnection agreements and in accordance with our rules,**
Verizon states that it provides line sharing to competitive LECs using substantially the same
methods and procedures as in the other states where the Commission has found Verizon to'be
checklist compliant.*”” According to Verizon, it had in service approximately 1,800 line sharing
arrangements in New Jersey as of February 2002.* We note that Verizon generally has met the
relevant performance standards for provisioning, maintaining and repairing line-shared loops for
competitors in New Jersey.*” We also note that commenters in this proceeding do not criticize
Verizon’s performance with regard to the provisioning, maintenance and repalr of line shared
loops.

153. We find that Verizon also provides nondiscriminatory access to line-splitting in
accordance with our rules.* Verizon provides carriers that purchase line splitting with access to
the same pre-ordering capabilities as carriers that purchase unbundled DSL loops or line
sharing.*®' In addition, working with competitive LECs through the New York DSL

43¢ See Verizon Pennsylvania Order, 16 FCC Red at 17470, para. 92.
5 See supran.26. |
4% See Verizon NJ I Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at paras. 131-132.

# d at para. 132 (citing to Verizon Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC Red at 9081, para. 163; Verizon Connecticur
Order, 16 FCC Rced at 14157-58, para. 23; Verizon Pennsylvania Order, 16 FCC Red at 17467-68, para. 38).

% Verizon NJ II Lacouture/Ruesterholz Reply Decl. at para. 59; Verizon NJ [l May 6 Ex Parte Letter at 1

Verizon NJ I1 May @ Ex Parte Errata Letter at 1.
**¥  Verizon achieved parity in November, December, January and March during the relevant period and missed
only about 2% of competitive LEC non-dispatch line sharing provisioning appointments in February (PR 4-05-3343
{% Missed Appointment — Verizon — No Dispatch). The quality of Verizon competitive LEC line sharing
installations under PR 6-01-3343 (% Installation Troubles Reported Within 30 Days) was at parity with Verizon
retail during this period. Verizon appears to maintain parity for almost every month during the relevant period under
standards for maintenance and repair on which we traditionally rely, but it is difficult to draw further conclusions,
given the low competitive LEC volumes observed under these measures. See MR 4-02/03-3343 (Mean T1me 0
Repair — Loop/Central Office Trouble); MR 5-01-3343 (% Repeat Reports Within 30 Days).

9 See Line Sharing Reconsideration Order, 16 FCC Red at 2111, para, 20 n.36. Verizon states, however, that it
has not provided any competitive LEC line splitting arrancements through February 2002. See Verizon NJ II
Lacouture/Ruesterholz Reply Decl. at para. 539.

461

Competitive LECs have a choice of submitting pre-ordered queries over the Web GUI, EDI, or CORBA
electronic interfaces. See Verizon NJ | McLean/Wierzbicki/Webster Decl. Attach. 2 at 12. Verizon confirms that
the line splitting ordering process for competitors is at parity with Verizon’s retail provisioning. Regardless of
{continued....)
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Coliaborative, Verizon implemented a permanent OSS process for line splitting on October 20,
2001, throughout the Verizon East territory, including New Jersey.** As discussed above in our
section on OSS. we note that AT&T raises challenges to Verizon’s ordering process for line
splitting, but we find that this process allows competitors a meaningful opportunity to compete.
Accordingly, we find that Verizon complies with the requirements of this checklist item with
respect 1o its line sharing and line splitting processes.

463

IV. OTHER CHECKLIST ITEMS
A. Checlklist Item 1 ~ Interconnection

154.  Section 271(c)(2)(B)(i) requires a BOC to provide equal-in-quality
interconnection on terms and conditions that are just, reasonable, and nondiscriminatory in
accordance with the requirements of sections 251 and 252.* Based on our review of the record,
we conciude as did the New Jersey Board, that Verizon complies with the requirements of this
checklist item.** In reaching this conclusion, we have examined Verizon’s performance in
providing collocation and interconnection trunks to competing carriers, as we have done in prior
section 271 proceedings.*® We note that no commenter faults 'Verizon’s interconnection quality
or timeliness, and that the New Jersey Board found that Verizon provides equal-in-quality

{Continued from previous page)
whether voice and data are provided through line splitting or line sharing by Verizon retail and VADI, the voice
service must be established first, and a second order must be submitted to order DSL. See Verizon NJ 11 June 20 Ex
Farte Letter at 2,

482 gpecifically, Verizon began offering new OSS functionality that enables a competitor o submit a single Local

Service Request (LSR) to add DSL capability to a loop in an existing UNE-platform arrangement while re-using the
same network elements, including the loop, if it is DSL-capable. In addition, Verizon implemented the ability for a
competitive LEC to convert from line sharing to line splitting using a single LSR, or drop data from a line-splitting .
arrangement and revert back to UNE-platform with a single LSR. See Verizon NJ [ Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at
para. 159; see also Verizon NJ [ McLean/Wierzbicki/Webster Decl, Attach. 2 at 12-13, As of November 30, 2001,
Verizon had received 34 commercial line splitting orders from competitive LECs (utilizing the new line splitting
OSS capabilities) outside of the pilot. None of these orders were submitted in New Jersey. See Verizon NJ I
Lacouture/Ruesterholz Dec!. at para. 159,

43 See supra para. 133.

4 47 U.S.C. § 271(c)(2)BXi). See Appendix C at para, 17.

> For example, among other measurements, interconnection quality was measured in NP 1-01 (% Final Trunk

Group Blockage), and interconnection timeliness was measured in PR 4-01 (Missed Installation Appointments) and-
in PR 2-09 (Average Installation Intervals); see Verizon NJ I Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 12. Consistent
with the absence of comments by parties, the interconnection metrics identify no areas of concern.

466 See, e.g., Verizon Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC Red at 9092-95, 9098, paras. 183-87, 195. Verizon states that
it has modified its New Jersey collocation offering to comply with the Commission’s Collocation Remand Order and
has filed amendments to both its federal and state collocation tariffs to reflect the new order. Verizon also states that
its collocation offering meets the requirements of its September 14, 2001 consent decree with the Commission to
assure that Verizon complies with the information posting requirements of the Commission’s collocation rules.
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interconnection on terms and conditions that are _]'LlSt and reasonable and in accordance with the
section 271 .

155, Although several commenters assert that Verizon does not permit interconnection

at a single point per LATA, we conclude that the evidence presented does not demonstrate a
violation of our existing rules.*® Specifically, Verizon has demonstrated that it has entered into
at Jeast one interconnection agreement in New Jersey that allows a competing carrier to
interconnect at a single physical point in a LATA.*® Although certain contract language
proposed by Verizon in interconnection negotiations and arbitration proceedings in New Jersey

. might raise potential compliance issues with our current rules governing reciprocal compensation
if it were the only terms available to competing carriers in New Jersey, our review is necessarily
limited to present issues of compliance.*”

B. Checklist Item 8 — White Pages Directory Listings

156.  Section 271{c)(2}(B)(viii) requires a BOC to provide “[w]hite page directory
listings for customers of the other carrier’s telephone exchange service.””' Based on the
evidence in the record, we conclude, as did the New Jersey Board,*” that Verizon satisfies the
requirements of checklist item 8.*" '

“67 New Jersey Board NJ | Comments at 17-18. We note that, although AT&T filed testimony before the New
Jersey Commission regarding the adequacy of Verizon’s collocation performance, the New Jersey Board found that
the procedures Verizon uses to provide collocation are consistent with the law. AT&T does not discuss collocation
in New Jersey in-its comments or reply comments.

% See AT&T NJ I Comments at 29-32, Cavalier NJ [1 Comments at 3-6. The commenters generally assert that

Verizon improperly distinguishes between the physical point of interconnection (PQI) and the point at which the
parties are responsible for facilities cost and compensation for transport and termination under Section 251(b)(5)
thereby improperly shifting costs from Venzon to the competitive LEC.

% Seg Petition of Cablevision Lightpath — NJ, Inc. for Arbitration Pursuant to Section 252(b) of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 10 Establish an interconnection Agreement with Verizon New Jersey Inc., Docket
No. TO01080498, Arbitrator’s Recommended Decision at 18-19, 28, 30 (Dec. 12, 2001) (adopted by the New Jersey
BPU on January 9, 2002),

N See SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Red at 6357-58, paras. 234-35. We note that the Commission has
requested comment on certain issues concerning the allocation of financial responsibility for interconnection
facilities in the Intercarrier Compensation NPRM. See Developing a Unified Intercarrier Compensation Regime, 16
'FCC Red 9610, 9634-35, para. 72; 9650-52, paras. 112-14 (2001). In general, our current reciprocal compensation
rules preclude an incumbent LEC from charging carriers for local traffic that originates on the incumbent LEC’s
network. These rules also require that an incumbent LEC compensate the other carrier for transport and termination
of local traffic that originates on the network facilities of such other carrier, 47 C.F.R. § 51.701.

047 US.CL § 27 (e)2X(B)(viii).

72 New Jersey Board NJ I Comments at 64.

% Verizon NI I Application at 51; Verizon NJ [ Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at paras. 267-285. Verizon states

that it provides competitors with access to directory llstmgs in New Jersey in the same manner as it does in other
{continued....)
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157. One commenter, XO, alleges that Verizon does not meet the requirements of this
checklist item, because Verizon employs manual processing for certain types of directory listing
requests from competitive LECs.*”* We reject, for the same reasons articulated in the
Pennsyivania 271 Order, that such manual processing gives rise to a per se violation of this
checklist item.*” XO further claims that Verizon's manual approach has resulted in numerous
unnecessary errors to “as is” requests (i.e., where no change is requested from an existing
Verizon directory listing).*® The New Jersey Board, however, found that XO presented no
evidence in suppon of its claims, and XO provides no additional evidence in this proceeding.*”
Finally, XO asserts that the timeframe provided for review of the Listings Verification Report
(“LVR™) 1s not sufficient for it to review and correct al] errors prior to publication.”® Verizon
asserts that it provides competitive LECs with thirty business days to review the LVR and that it
also provides ongoing electronic access 1o directory listings that allows competitive LECs to
review and make corrections at any time.'” We find, based on the evidence presented in this
record, that Verizon provides sufficient opportunity to competitive LECs to review and correct
errors in their directory iistings.**

C. Checklist item 13 — Reciprocal Compensation

158.  Section 271(c)(2)(B)(xiti) of the Act requires BOCs to enter into “[r)eciprocal
compensation arrangements in accordance with the requirements of section 252(d){2).”*' In
turn, section 252(d)(2)(A) specifies the conditions necessary for a state commission to find that

{Continued from previous page)
states where it has been approved for Section 271 authority. Verizon NJ [ Application at 51. We also note that
KPMG reviewed Verizon's provision of directory listings and found that Verizon provides accurate listings o
competitive LECs. KPMG Final Report at 229; see also Verizon NJ | Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 284.

™ XO states that the practical effect of Verizon's policy is to subject the majority of competitors’ directory listings

to re-typing by Verizon's National Marketing Center personnel before the order is actually submitied to Verizon
Directory Services. XO NJ I Comments at 10-11.

* Verizon Pennsylvania Order, 16 FCC Red at 17482-83, pard. 117; see generaily Bell Atlantic New York Oraer,
15 FCC Red at 3992, paras. 83-84, 87-89; Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20616-18, paras. 137-38, and
20638, para. 180.

% X0 asserts that Verizon manually processes (i.e., retypes the order) the foliowing order types: (1) an order
invelving migration from.Verizon facilities to competitive LEC facilities; (2) an order with greater than six iines;
(3) an order that modifies directory listings; or (4) an order deemed “complex.” XO NJ i Comments at 10.

7 New Jersey Board NJ I Comuments at 64,

8 3O NJ I Comments at 13.
¥ Yerizon NJ I Lacourure/Ruesterholz Decl. at paras. 280-82.
“® Verizon Pennsylvania Order, 16 FCC Red at 17481-82, para. 115.

B 47 U.S.C. § 271(c)@)(B)(xiii).
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the terms and conditions for reciprocal compensation are just and reasonable.*® We conclude

that Verizon provides reciprocal compensation as required by checklist item 13.

159.  Cavalier alleges that Verizon refuses to provide compensation for Verizon-
originated traffic that Cavalier carries from the physical interconnection point to Cavalier’s
switch.** We note that the New Jersey Board found that Verizon complies with its obligations to
provide reciprocal compensation for transportation and termination of local calls to competing
carriers in New Jersey.® On the record before us, we agree. Verizon acknowledges the
existence of a billing dispute with Cavalier concerning the obligation to pay Cavalier both
reciprocal compensation and for use of interLATA transrnission facilities.*® Verizon contends,
however, that Cavalier is “attempting to charge Verizon twice for the same thing.”**¢ This billing
dispute conceming conflicting interpretations of an interconnection agreement should be
resolved by the New Jersey Board.*" As we have stated in prior section 271 orders, “section 271
does not compel us to preempt the orderly disposition of intercarrier disputes by the state
commissions. 4%

160. ATE&T and XO also argue that Verizon's refusal 1o pay reciprocal compensarion
for Internet-bound traffic violates checklist item 13.** The Commission previously determined
that whether a BOC pays reciprocal compensation for Internet-bound traffic “is not relevant to
compliance with checklist item 13.”*° In addition, as the New Jersey Board stated, allegations
“that [competitive LECs] are entitled, under their interconnection agreements, to reciprocal
compensation for Internet-bound traffic are aiready the subject of pending complaint proceedings
. ... [and] will be resolved by the Board in due course.”® There is no evidence on the record

2 1d. § 252(d)(2)(A).

3 Cavalier NJ [I Comments at 3-4. Cavalier also characterizes this claim as showing non-compliance with

checklist item 1, but we have already found that Verizon satisfies that item. See supra paras. 154-53.
484 New Jersev Board NJ | Comments at 73. See also New Jersey BPU Final UNE Rate Order at 250-52.
85 See Verizon NJ I Lacouture/Ruesterholz Reply Decl, at para. 65.

486 id.

7 Cavalier's allegations are also the subject of an ongoing proceeding in Delaware, where Cavalier's switch is

located. Cavalier NJ Il Comments at 3-5 & n.1. As stated above, we decline to interfere with an ongoing state
proceeding that is expected to resolve a dispute over an inierconnection agreement.

8 Verizon Pennsylvania Order, 16 FCC Red at 17484, para. 118.
9 AT&T NI I Comments at 41-42; XO NJ I Comments at 4-6.

% Verizon Connecticut Order, 16 FCC Red at 14177, para. 67. Accord Verizon Pennsylvania Order, 16 FCC Red
at 17484, para. 119, Verizon Massachuseits Order, 16 FCC Red at 9108-09, para. 213,

' New Jersey Board NJ.I Comments at 73. See also New Jersey BPU Final UNE Rate Order at 252; Verizon
Pennsylvania Order, 16 FCC Red at 17484, para. 118,
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before us that warrants our interfering with these ongoing state proceedings. We therefore reject
XO and AT&T’s claims concerning reciprocal compensation for Internet-bound waffic.*?

D. Checklist Item 14 — Resaie

. 161, Section 271{c)}(2)(B)(xiv) of the Act requires that a BOC make
“telecommunications services . . . available for resale in accordance with the requirements of
section 251(c)(4) and section 252 (d)(3).”** Based on the record in this proceeding, we conclude
as did the New Jersev Board, that Venizon satisfies the requirements of this checklist item in New
Jersey. ™

162. Metro Teleconnect and Joint Commenters allege that Verizon unreasonably
requires resellers to either purchase call blocking services or be liable for casual, third-parry, and
collect call charges incurred by their end users. Metro Teleconnect and Joint Commenters claim
that such a policy impermissibly shifts risks and costs to the reseller from Verizon.” In addition,
because Verizon’s services will not block certain types of calls, including calls from
interexchange carriers that have not opted to participate in Verizon's screening process,
commenters contend that Verizon effectively requires resellers 1o pay for both ineffective call
blocking services and for all calls that are not blocked.*® Metro Teleconnect and Joint
Commenters argue that such policies do not comply with Verizon's obligations under checklist
item 14,

163. We reject these claims and agree with Verizon that its resale policies do not

‘impermissibly shift risks and costs from Verizon to resellers.*” As Verizon has explained, it

offers resellers both a call blocking service, which restricts an end user’s ability to make 10-
10XXX intralLATA calis, and a Toll Billing Exception screening service, which restricts an end
user’s ability to accept collect and third-party or third-number calls.”® Verizon has also

% For the same reasons, we reject XO’s additional argument that Verizon improperly amended an interconnection

agreement in violation of the Commission’s Reciprocal Compensation Order. See X0 NJ I Comments at 7 (citing
Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the Telecommunications Act of 1996 and Inter-Carrier
Compensation for ISP-Bound Traffic, CC Docket Nos. 96-98 and 99-68, Order on Remand and Report and Order,
FCC 01-131 (rel. April 18, 2001} (Reciprocal Compensation Order). The D.C. Circuit’s ruling in WorldCom, Inc. v.
FCC, No. 01-1218, 2002 WL 832541 (D.C. Cir. May 3, 2002}, does not affect this conclusion.

%47 U.S.C. § 271(c)2)B)(xiv). See Appendix C at para. 67.

% Verizon has a concrete and specific legal obligation in its interconnection agresments and tariffs to make its
retail services available for resale to competing carriers at wholesale rates. See Verizon NJ I Application at 55;
Verizon NJ II Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 331.

93 Metro Teleconnect NJ II Cornments at 5; Joint Commenters NI IT Comments at 5.

¢ Metro Teleconnect NJ II Commenms at 6; Joint Commenters NJ Il Comments at 6.
“7 Verizon NJ It McLean/Wierzbicki/Webster Reply Decl. at paras. 66-67.

“* Id. at paras, 67-68.
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explained that.not all operator service providers and interexchange carriers have opted to

. participate in the Toll Billing Exception screening process. As a result, Verizon cannot
guarantee that all such calls made by end users will be prevented by subscription to this
service.*® We agree with Verizon, however, that the absence of such a guarantee should not
place responsibility for charges associated with such calls on Verizon. A reseller, like any other
telecommunications carrier — including Verizon, with respect to its retail customers — is
responsible for the charges incurred by its own end users. Therefore, we find Verizon's policy in
this case is not unreasonable.

E. Remaining Checklist Items

164. In addition to showing compliance with the statutory requirements discussed
above, an applicant for section 271 authority must demonstrate that it complies with checklist
item 3 {access to poles, ducts, and conduits),*® item 3 (transport),” item 6 (switching),” item 7
(911/E911, directory assistance, and operator services),”” item 9 (numbering administration),**
itemn 10 (databases and associated signaling),” item 11 (number portability),*® and item 12 (local
dialing parity).”™ Based on the evidence in the record, we conclude as did the New Jersey Board,
that Verizon demonstrates that it is in compliance with checklist items 3, 3,6, 7, 9, 10, 11, and
12 in New Jersey.”® None of the commenting parties challenge Verizon’s compliance with these -
checklist items.

% Id. at para. 68. It is the resellers’ obligation to inform their end users that Verizon's Toll Billing Exception
service is not a guaranteed block, and that some cails may go through and will be billed accordingiy.

47 US.C. § 271()2XBXii).
0 Jd §271(e)2)UBYV).
3214 § 271(eX2)B)(vi).
4§ 271(cK2)XBYv).

S 1d § 271{e)2)(B)(ix).
14 §271(c)2)BYX).

M Jd §271(e)2)B)xi).

07 Id § 271(e)(2)(B)xii).

% Verizon NJ I Application at 48 (item 3), 45-46 (item 5), 43-45 (item 6), 48-50 (item 7), 52 (item 9), 52-53 (item

10), 53-54 (item 11), and 54 (item 12); Verizon NJ | Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at paras. 218-232 (item 3), paras.
188-206 (itern 5), 168-87 (item 6), 233-266 (item 7), 286-289 (item 9), 290-313 (item 10}, 316-320 (item 11), and
321-326 (item 12). See Appendix B.
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V. SECTION 272 COMPLIANCE

165.  Section 271(d)(3)XB) provides that the Commission shall not approve a BOC's
application to provide interLATA services unless the BOC demonstrates that the “requested
authorization will be carried out in accordance with the requirements of section 272."%% Based
on the record, we conclude that Verizon has demonstrated that it will comply with the
requirements of section 272.°'° Significantly, Verizon provides evidence thar it maintains the
same structural separation and nondiscrimination safeguards in New Jersey as it does in
Pennsylvania, New York, Connecticut, and Massachusetts — states in which Verizon has already
received section 271 authority.*"’ No party challenges Verizon’s section 272 showing.*" '

V1. PUBLIC INTEREST ANALYSIS

166.  Apart from determining whether a BOC satisfies the competitive checklist and
will comply with section 272, Congress directed the Commission to assess whether the requested
authorization would be consistent with the public interest, convenience, and necessity.’”* At the
same time, section 271(d)(4) of the Act states that “[tfhe Commission may not, by ruie or

% 47 U.S.C. § 271(d)(3)(B); Appendix C at paras. 68-69.

3% See Verizon NJ | Application at 71-76; Verizon NJ I Application App. A, Vol. 3, Tab E, Declaration of Susan
C. Browning, at para 4 (Verizon NJ | Browning Declaration). As noted infra at Section VI.C, issues concerning
premature marketing of Verizon long distance service in New Jersey arose Jate in this proceeding. On Day 83 of the
90-day review period, AT&T filed an ex parre suggesting that Verizon’s marketing conduct violated Section
272(g)(2) of the Act, 47 U.S.C. § 272(g)(2). See Reply of AT&T Corp. in Support of Motion for Emergency Relief,

. WC Docket No. 02-67, at 4 and 10 (filed June 17, 2002). We take no position on the validity of AT&T's section

272(g) claims here. Instead, we defer any enforcement action pending the ontcome of the Enforcement Bureau's
investigation of this matter. See infra at paras. 188-190.

S Verizon Pennsyivania Order, 16 FCC Rcd at 17486, para. 124; Verizon Connecticut Order, 16 FCC Red at
14178-79, para. 73; Verizon Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC Red at 9114-17, paras. 226-31; Bell Atlantic New York
QOrder, 15 FCC Red at 41352-61, paras. 401-21; Verizon NJ I Appiication at 71-76; Verizon NJ I Browning Decl. at
paras. 4- 7.

*12 pricewaterhouseCoopers completed the first independent audit of Verizon's section 272 compliance pursuant

section 53.209 of the Commission’s rules. Sez Letter from PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP to Magalie Roman Salas,
Secretary, Federal Communications Commission {June 11, 2001) (transmitting audit report). While the audit raises
issues that may require further investigation, the audit results, standing alone, are insufficient to establish whether”
Verizen is in compliance with section 272. Parties were required to submit comments on the audit report no later
than January 24, 2002. See Accounting Safeguards Under the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket No. 96-
150, DA 01-2670, Order (rel. Nov. 15, 2001) (extending deadline for filing comments). On February 6, 2002, the
independent auditor submirted the unredacted audit report and supplemental report. The Comrmission granted an

. extension of time for submitting comment on Verizon's section 272(d) biennial audit report. See Accounting

Safeguards Under the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket No. 96-150, DA 02-372, Order (rel. Feb. 15,
2002) (extending deadiine for filing comments). Because the Commission will not have had the opportunity to
complete its own review of the andit results before it is required to issue a decision on this section 271 application, it
would be premature to consider the audit as evidence of shortcomings in Verizon's section 272 compliance.

3B 47U.8.C. § 271{d)(3)(C); Appendix C at paras. 70-71.
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otherwise, limit or extend the terms used in the competitive checklist set forth in subsection
(c)(2)(B).”** Accordingly, although the Commission must make a separate determination that
approval of a section 271 application is “consistent with the public interest, convenience, and
necessity,” it may neither limit nor extend the terms of the competitive checklist of section
271(c)(2)B). Thus, the Commission views the public interest requirement as an opportunity to
review the circumstances presented by the application to ensure that no other relevant factors
exist that would frustrate the congressional mtent that markets be open, as required by the
competitive checklist, and that entry will serve the public interest as Congress expected.

167. We conclude that approval of this application is consistent with the public
interest. From our extensive review of the competitive checklist, which embodies the critical
elements of market entry under the Act, we find that barriers to competitive entry in New

Jersev’s local exchange market have been removed, and that the local exchange market is open to

competition. We further find that the record confirms the Commission’s view that BOC entry
into the long distance market will benefit consumers and competition if the'relevant local
exchange market is open to competition consistent with the competitive checklist.’"

168. We disagree with commenters who assert that we must, under our public interest
standard, consider a variety of other factors as evidence that the local market is not yet truly open
to competition, despite checklist compliance.*® For example, some commenters argue that low
levels of residential competition in New Jersey indicate that Verizon’s application is
premature.’’” We note that Congress specifically declined to adopt a market share or other,
similar test for BOC entry into long distance.*”® Given an affirmative showing that the
competitive checklist has been satisfied, low customer volumes or the failure of any number of
companies to enter the market in and of themselves do not necessarily undermine that showing.
As the Commission has stated in previous section 271 orders, factors bevond the control of the
BOC, such as individual competitive LEC entry strategies, can explain low levels of residential
competition.”’”

47 U.8.C. § 271(d)(4).

319 See SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18558-89, para. 419,

¢ Those factors include the level of competitive LEC market share, the level of competition in all geographic

regions in New Jersey, the financial strength of competitive LECs, and the failure of other BOCs to enter the market
in New Jersey. See, eg., AT&T NJ I Comments at 32-40; AT&T NJ [l Comments at 29; NJCTA NJ | Comments at
4; NJCTA NI II Reply at 6; NJDRA NJ I Comments at 28-29; NJDRA NI Il Comments at 17-18; Sprint NJ 1
Comments at 4-1 1; Sprint NJ [t Comments at 2-3; WorldCom NJ | Comments at 5-§.

7 AT&T NI 1 Comments at 47; NJDRA NJ | Comments at 28-29; Sprint NJ | Commens at 11; NJDRA NJ |
Reply at 3 3; NJCTANJ II Reply at 6.

518 See, e.g., Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20585, para. 77; Sprint v. FCC, 274 F, 3d at 553-34.

39 See Verizon Pennsylvania Order, 16 FCC Red 17487, para. 126.
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A. Price Squeeze Analysis

169. Commenters allege the existence of a.price squeeze in New Jersey that, they
assert, compels a finding that the grant of Verizon’s NJ Il application is not in the public
interest.”™ As an initial matter, no commenter argues that the $35 hot cut rate in New Jersey
effects a price squeeze on competitors.®®' XO does contend, however, that the Commission must
determine whether Verizon's previous hot cut rates of $159.76 and $233.13 constitute a price
squeeze.’? In addition, AT&T re-asserts its NJ I argument that Verizon’s UNE rates effect a
price squeeze, are discriminatory, and violate checklist item two.** WorldCom also incorporates
by reference its NJ I argument that the profit margin available to competitors in the New Jersey
residential market is insufficient and constitutes a price squeeze.”* We do not find any of these
price squeeze arguments to be persuasive.

170.  XO bases its contention that we must evaluate Verizon’s previous hot cut rates on
the claim that there are material differences berween the New Jersey’'s §35 hot cut rate and New
York’s $35 hot cut rate. XO specifically alleges that the 335 rate in New Jersey, unlike that in
New York, is merely a temporary credit.”** There is no evidence that the specific hot cut terms in
New York differ significantly from those in New Jersey.*® In fact, as Verizon recently
announced, the $335 hot cut rate in New Jersey will remain in effect for at least two years, until
March 1, 2004, just as in New York.” We therefore reject commenters’ argument that that there
are material differences between the New Jersey and New York hot cut rates that would warrant

2 1n our Vermont Order, we noted that the Commission intends to release an order addressing the issues posed in

Sprintv. FCC, 274 F.3d 5349 (D.C. Cir. 2001}, concerning how we should consider allegations of a price squeeze in
section 271 proceedings. Ferizon Vermont Order at para. 66. We also stated that, because we have not yet
addressed the issues remanded by the court, we would consider the specific allegations presented by the parties in
that application. /4. We follow the same approach in this application. We also incorperate by reference our
discussion in the Vermont Order of FPC v, Conway, 426 U.S. 271 (1976). See Verizon Vermont Order at para. 67.

21 While AT&T claims that the $35 hot cur rate in New Jersey does not comply with TELRIC, see AT&T NJ I
Comunents at 7-9, AT&T does not argue that this rate constitutes a price squeeze. In addition, the Joint Commenters
state, without support or elaboration, that Verizon’s prices for call blocking services constitute a price squeeze. Joint
Commenters NJ 1] Comments at 9. We reject this unsupported statement, which is contained in a single sentence in
the conclusion of the Joint Commenter’s comments. See id.

*Z XO NI II Comments at 5 n.13.
SHAMﬁmldmmmm@%.

M WorldCom NI I Comments at 6 & n.4.
X0 NJ1I Comments at 3-4,

Contrary to commenters’ claims, see, e.g., id. at 4 n.10 and AT&T NJ II Comments at 9-10, the existence of a
giobal settlement in New York does not demonstrate that the hot cut rate terms and condmons differ from those in
New Jersey.

¥ Yerizon NJ Il May 8 Ex Parte Letier at Attach, 3.
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disapproval of the NJ II application,” and we also decline to conduct a price squeeze anaiysis
using Verizon’s previous hot cut rates of $159.76 and $233.13.5%

171. We also reject the UNE price squeeze arguments of AT&T and WorldCom from
NI I, which they incorporate by reference in NJII.*° Both commenters make related arguments
concerning the allegedly insufficient profit margin available to them in the residential telephone
market in New Jersey. AT&T specifically claims that Verizon’s UNE prices “effect a price
squeeze that prevents UNE-based competitors from earning sufficient margins to provide local
service economically in competition with Verizon, by imposing wholesale costs on Verizon's
competitors that render it impossible for them to offer a retail service that would be price
competitive.”! Similarly, WorldCom argues that “[tThere is a serious price squeeze in New
Jersey” because, even in the most favorable zone, “the gross margin between a CLEC’s revenues
and telco costs using UNE-P would be only $7.44 per line each month, which is not sufficient to
cover a company’s intemal costs of more than 310 per iine each month.”*

172.  Significantly, neither commenter claims that it cannot earn’a positive gross margin
in New Jersey. WorldCom concedes that residential profit margins in the state range from $7.44
to $3.85 and that the statewide average is $5.62.%* WorldCom suggests, however, that the
margin must be at least $10.00 but provides no-cost and other data to support that assertion. As
we have noted previously, conducting a price squeeze analysis requires a determination of what a
“sufficient” profit margin is.* Resolving that issue requires more than simpiy determining what
is sufficient for a particular carrier. Although WorldCom alleges that it requires at least $10.00
per line to cover its internal costs, we are concerned here not with WorldCom’s own particular
profit margin requirements, but with sufficient profit for an efficient competitor. The evidence
before us demonstrates that competitive LECs in New Jersey can realize positive margins in 100
percent of the state and that the statewide average gross margin is $5.62. There is no record
evidence before us that these profit margins are inadequate for an efficient competitor. Thus, the

2 See, e.g., XO NI Il Comments at 4 n.10; AT&T NJ Il Reply at 5 n.5. For the same reasons, we also reject the

NIDRA’s contention that Verizon’s £33 hot cut rate in New Jersey is “tenuous at best and possibly illusory.”
NIDRA NJ I Repiy at 4.

529 We similarly dismiss commenters’ claims asserted in NI I, which they incorporated by reference in NJj 11, that
the $158.76 and $233.13 hot cut rates effect a price squeeze on competitors, See AT&T NJ I Comments at 13; X0
NJ 1 Comments at [7-21. : -

o

330 AT&T NJ 1I Comments at 1 n.1; WorldCom NJ [T Comments at i,
31 AT&T NI I Comments at 42.

2 WorldCom NJ | Comments at 6.

533 Ia)

3 Verizon Vermoni Order at para.70; Verizon Massachuseits Order, 16 FCC Red a1 9008-09, para. 41.
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evidence submitted by WorldCom is inadequate for us to determine that a price squeeze exists in
the New Jersey residential market.*

173. We also note that the New Jersey Board itself considered allegations of a price
squeeze in the New Jersey residennial market: During a November 20, 2001 state hearing, staff
of the New Jersey Board presented evidence that the average residential customer generates
approximately $30.00 in monthly revenue.”® New Jersev Board staff noted that local competitors
such as AT&T who are also iong distance carriers would receive net access savings or
revenues.>” “As CLEC[s], (companies such as AT&T] would be providing local service to their
customer[s] and they would then also be receiving access payments from long-distance carriers
and/or they would not be paying access revenues to the ILEC.”™® After subtracting UNE-
platform costs from estimated monthly residential rates, staff of the New Jersey Board
determined that competitors could expect to earn a monthly gross profit of approximately
$6.50.°* According to the staff. this figure is “probably understated, but it’s certainly indicative
of an illustrative calculation that a CLEC could utilize in order to be able to decide whether it
wants to enter the residenuial market here in New Jersey en masse.”™ New Jersey Board
Commissioner Butler concluded that the staff’s price squeeze analysis addressed any “excuse that
these [UNE-platform} rates are higher than the income that the competitor would realize if they
came in and sold service to a Jocal customer.”*' We commend the New Jersey Board’s
independent analysis of the price squeeze issue and find that it provides additional support for
our conclusion that commenters have not established the existence of a price squeeze in New
Jersey. ’

174. AT&T aiso contends that its evidence of a price squeeze also establishes that
Verizon’s New Jersey UNE rates are discriminatory in violation of checklist item two.** As

3 AT&T submits no cost or other evidence in support of its profit margin claim, and we therefore reject it.

% Board's Review of Unbundied Network Elements, Rates, Terms, and Conditions of Bell-Atantic-New Jersey,
Inc., Docket No. TOO060356, Transcript of Board Meeting at 33, 39-40 (Nov. 20, 2001).

7 Id. at 34.
538 fd
% 1d. at 35,
0 1d

114 at 39,

2 AT&T NJ I'Comments at 43; Letter from Robert W. Quinn, Jr., Vice President, Federal Government Affairs,

AT&T, to William F. Caton, Acting Secretary, Federal Communications Commissiop (March 1, 2002) (AT&T NJ1
March | £x Parie Letter) at 8 (stating that, if “high-end UNE rates foreclose UNE purchasers from economically

-providing residential competition, then . . . Verizon is engaged in “‘discrimination,” and it has not satisfied checklist

item two even if the UNErates . . . fail within some range of cost-based rates”). We do not agree that evidence of a
price squeeze necessarily demonstrates discriminatory rates in violation of checklist itern two. This is because, as the
D.C. Circuit recognized, “the residential market may not be attractive to competitors even if UNE costs are at the
lower end of the TELRIC (assuming it to have a material range).” Sprint v. FCC, 274 F.3d at 536 (ciations
(continued.. .)
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discussed above, we conclude that AT&T has not established the existence of a price squeeze in
the residential market. AT&T submits no other price squeeze analysis in support of this claim.
Accordingly, we need not decide whether the existence of a price squeeze in the residential
market would constitute a separate violation of checklist item two.**

175.  For the reasons stated above, we reject commenters’ allegations of a price squeeze
and conclude that there is no evidence in the record that warrants disapproval of this application
based on such contentions, whether couched as a violation of the public interest standard or as
discrimination in violation of checklist item two.

B. Assurance of Future Compliance

176.  As set forth below, we find that the Incentive Plan (IP) currently in place in New
Jersey provides assurance that the local market will remain open after Verizon receives section
271 authorization. We find that the plan falls within a zone of reasonableness and is likely to
provide incentives that are sufficient to foster post-entry checklist compliance. In prior orders,
the Commission has explained that one factor it may consider as part of its public interest
analysis is whether 2 BOC would have adequate incentives to continue to satisfy the
requirements of section 271 after entering the long distance market.** Although it is not a
requirement for section 271 authority that a BOC be subject to such performance assurance
mechanisms, the Commission previously has stated that the existence of a satisfactory
performance monitoring and enforcement mechanism would be probative evidence that the BOC
will continue to meet its section 271 obligations after a grant of such authority.** The IP, in
combination with the New Jersey Board’s active oversight of the IP and its stated intent to
undertake a comprehensive review to determine whether modifications are necessary, provides
additional assurance the local market will remain open.™¢

177.  In prior section 271 orders, the Commission has generally reviewed plans
modeled afier either the New York or the Texas plans.”*’ However, the Commission has also

(Continued from previous page)
omitted). For example, “[ijn many states, . . . higher business rates subsidize some residential rates, and,
consequently, certain residential services are priced below cost.” Ferizon Vermont Order at para. 68,

3 4ecord id, at para. 72,

4 See, e.g., Verizon Pennsylvania Order, 16 FCC Red. at 17487-88, para. 127.

S dmeritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Rod at 20748-50, paras. 393-398. We note that in ail of the previous
applications that we have granted to date, the applicant was subject to an enforcement plan administered by the
relevant state commission to protect against backsliding afier BOC enwry into the long-distance market.

48 NI Incentive Plan at 23.
7 See, e.g., Verizon Connecticut Order, 16 FCC Red at 14181, para. 78; Verizon Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC

Red at 9120, para. 238; SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18360, para. 421: Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15
FCC Red at 4166-67, para, 433,
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approved plans that are not modeled on either of those two plans.**® As the Commission has
stated in prior orders, we recognize that states may create plans that ultimately vary in their
strengths and weaknesses as tools for post-section 271 authority monitoring and enforcement.*”

178. We conclude that the New Jersey IP provides incentives to foster post-entry
checklist compliance. As in prior section 271 orders, our conclusions are based on a review of
several key elements in any performance remedy plan: total liability at risk in the plan;
performance measurement and standards definitions; structure of the plan; self-executing nature
of remedies in the plan; data validation and audit procedures in the plan; and accounting
requirements.”® We note that the New Jersey IP does not impose an absolute cap on'the
Verizon's potential liability.*”’ The amount of credits and payments due to competitive LECs
under the TP increases with the severity and duration of a faiiure to meet performance standards,
and with the number of competitive LECs affected.® Under the New Jersey IP, most payments
to competitive LECs are based the difference between Verizon's actual performance for that
competitive LEC and the applicable standard, rather than overal] performance to competiiive
LECs on an aggregate basis compared to the applicable standard.”® We also note that the New
Jersey IP includes provisions that impose penalties on Verizon for submitting incomplete or
revised reports and/or reports found to require revision.**

179.  As the Commission has stated in prior orders, the IP is not the only means of
ensuring that Verizon continues to provide nondiscriminatory service to competing carriers.”
Moreover, in addition to the monetary payments at stake under this plan, Verizon faces other
consequences if it fails to sustain an acceptable level of service to competing carriers, including
enforcement provisions in.interconnection agreements, federal enforcement action pursuant to
section 271(d)(6), and remedies associated with antitrust and other legal actions.

% See Verizon Pennsylvania Order, 16 FCC Red at 17488-89, paras. 128-129.
9 See id. at 17488, para. 128.

30 See, e.g., Verizon Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC Red at 9121-24, paras. 240-47; SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma
Order, 16 FCC Rced at 6377-81, paras. 273-78.

51 1P Order at 21.
32 NJ Board NJ I Comments at 76.

3 NJ Incentive Plan at 3. Therefore, Verizon may have to pay a penalty to one competitive LEC even if it meets
the overall performance standard.

354 1P Order at 22.

%% See Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4165, para. 430; SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18560,
para. 421; Verizon Pennsylvania Order 16 FCC Red at 17489, para. 130.
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180. AT&T contends that the IP will not be effective at deterring poor performance.3*
AT&T contend that Verizon’s performance réports, which the IP uses to determine poor
performance, are inaccurate, incomplete, and untrustworthy.” We disagree.”* The metrics
adopted by the New Jersey Board are comprised of a combination of metrics in effect in
Pennsylvania and New York, states where the Commission has aiready granted Verizon section
271 authority.*® We take further comfort in the provisions in the IP which impose penalties for
late, inaccurate, or incomplete performance reports.®

181. We disagree with AT&T’s further assertions that the IP will not deter backsliding
- due 1o a variety of deficiencies: (1) the IP contains no penalty for low total flow-through rates;
(2) the penalties in the IP are too low or are not correctly correlated with the severity of -
competitive harm, (3) the [P relies on flawed statistical analysis; (4) Verizon has improperly
excluded “projects” in the IP and Carrier-to-Carrier (C2C) Reports;*' and (5) the IP contains an
overbroad force majeure prov1sxon that places the burden on the competing LEC to challenge
Verizon’s invocation of the provision.®” First, although we acknowledge that the IP does not
contain penalties for total flow-through, the IP does contain penalties for Verizon’s failure to
meet achieved flow-through targets of 95 percent for both resale and UNEs.*® Second, the IP
also provides for penalties that increase in severity with the number of misses.* Third, the
statistical methodology chosen by the New Jersey Board is substantially similar to the
methodologies used in other states in which Verizon has received section 271 approval. Fourth,
whether special “projects” should be excluded from the C2C reports or the IP is best dealt with
as part of the state’s oversight of the performance measurements and incentive plan. As
discussed above, we find that, at least for purposes of this application, Verizon’s performance

¢ AT&T NJ 1 Comments at 25-26; MetTel NJ I Comments at 4-5; AT&T NI I Reply at 23. MetTel NJ Il Reply at
17-18.
557 AT&T NI 1 Comments at 25-26.

358 See supra Section 111.2.B.2 for further discussion.

5% NJ Board NJ I Comments at 80.

560 NJ Board NJ 1 Comments at 81,

%81 MetTel also claims that the exclusion for projects in the Carrier-to-Carrier Reports means that Verizon's

performance data is flawed. See MetTel NI 1I Reply at 17-18.

2 AT&T NI I Bloss/Nurse Decl. at paras, 28-37; AT&T NI I Reply at 30; AT&T NI II Comments at 29-30; See
MetTel NI I Reply at 17-18§ for additional comments on exclusions for “projects”.

%6 «Achieved flow-through” measures the percentage of vaiid order received through the-electronic ordering
imterface (EDI, Web GUI) that are designed to flow through that actually do flow through, but excluding those orders
that do not flow through due to competitive LEC errors, “Total flow-through” measures the percentage of valid
orders received through the electronic ordering interfaces (ED!, Web GUI) and processed directly to the service
order processor withour manual intervention. See New Jersey C2C Guidelines at 41.

64 NJ Incentive Plan at 1,
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data are generally reliable and reflective of Verizon’s wholesale performance.”® Finally, we
agree with Verizon that the force majeure conditions available in the New Jersey plan are not
materially different from the comparable provisions of the New York and Pennsylvania plans,
which the Commission has previously found to provide incentives to foster post-enury checklist
compliance. %

C. Other Issues

182. Commenters raise several other concerns which they contend support a finding
that a grant of this application is not in the public interest.**’ Based on the record before us, we
are unable to find that Verizon's processes or practices in the areas raised by commenters have
such an anti-competitive impact as to raise public interest concerns necessitating withholding of
section 271 approval.

183.  The NIDRA contends that approval of Verizon’s application for section 271
authority is not in the public interest without first requiring structural separation of Verizon’s
retail and wholesale operations.*® However, the Act does not require structural separation as a
condition to section 271 approval, and we do not require it here.

184. In addition, Allegiance alleges that Verizon engages in anti-competitive practices
that make it difficult for competitors to enter or continue in the New Jersey market.*’ In support
of this generalized claim, Allegiance recounts the experience of a single customer.*™ Consistent

%3 See supra, Section I11.B.2.b for further discussion.

** In the event of a force majeure event, Verizon will pay the appropriate remedy under the IP into an escrow
account. lnterested parties must request that the New Jersey Board institute an appropriate proceeding to resolve the
dispute within 30 days after the monthly report. Verizon NJ I Appl., App. ], Tab 2 at 168, Verizon notes that the
amount of time interested parties have to file with the New Jersev Board is longer in New Jersey than in New York
or Pennsyivania. Verizon NI I Feb. 19 Ex Parte Letter at 3.

%7 See Allegiance NJ 11 Comments at 5-7; NJDRA NJ 1 Comments at 33; XO NJ | Comments at 26-27; see also
Joint Commenters NJ Il Comments at 7-8, alleging that Verizon does not provide access to almost 12% of its
residential access fines. Verizon’s testimony that it has provided access to 88.8% of its residential access lines
through collocation arrangements does not mean that Verizon has denied competitive LECs access to 12% of its
lines. See Application of Verizon New Jersey Inc. for FCC Authorization to Provide In-Region InterLATA Service in
New Jersey, New Jersey BPU Docket No. TO01090541, Checklist Declaration on Behalf of Verizon New Jersey
Inc., at para, 75. :

%% NJDRA NJ 1 Comments at 33. We note that the New Jersey Board is.considering structural safeguards in a
pending case. New Jersey Board NJ I Comments at 87.

%% Allegiance NJ I Comments a 5-7.
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with our section 271 precedent, we find that such anecdotal evidence is not sufficient to
demonstrate that this application is not in the public interest.””

185.  Similarly, XO uses anecdotal evidence to support its claim that Verizon imposes
barriers on “CLEC-to-CLEC migrations.”™"” Currently, the Commission has no specific rules
regarding such migrations; however, they must be executed in accordance with Verizon’s general
duty of non-discrimination. To the extent that XO believes specific rules are now required, it
may file a petition for rulemaking or seek specific rules at the state level. Indeed, as XO notes,
the New York Public Service Commission has already starting working on such rules.’”
However, we find that XO has not submitted sufficient evidence for us to conclude that granting
this application is not in the public interest.

186. We also disagree with commenters who argue that the Access New Jersey
program must be available to participation by carriers other than Verizon as a precondition to
satisfying the public interest requirements of section 271.5 Access New Jeérsey was established
through an agreement reached in April 1997 by the New Jersey Board, Verizon, the Department
of Education, and NJDRA. The program allows schools and libraries to receive heavily
discounted internet services through Verizon. XO argues that these discounts create barriers to
entry-in the schools and libraries market.*”” Section 271 review is not the appropriate forum for
resolving this issue; rather, Congress established section 253 as the appropriate vehicle for
parties to challenge state or local laws that create barriers to competitive entry.’”

187. We also disagree with commenters’ arguments concerning Verizon’s declaration
of a force majeure event in New Jersey following the events of September 11.°”7 XO also claims
. that Verizon is not reporting its compliance with applicable performance standards in New
Jersey.*™ As Verizon has not insisted on applying force majeure conditions in New Jersey, we
do not believe XO’s comments in this respect warrant a finding that granting this application is
contrary to the public interest.

ST See, e.g., SWBT Texas Order 15 FCC Red at 18375, para. 50,
7 XONJ I Comments at 26-27.

BoId at27.

. Id. at 24-26.

7 1d. ar25.

6 47U.8.C. §253(c).

577 XONI I Comments at 22-23 (arguing that it would not be consistent with the public interest to grant this

application while Verizon is operating under a force majeure declararion, as Verizon may be excused from meeting
its contractual obligations to competitors while operating under such conditions).

578 4.
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188. Finally, we note that Verizon recently disclosed that it had engaged in two
incidents of premature mail solicitations offering long distance service in New Jersey. According
to Verizon, approximately 558,000 New Jersey customers received such a solicitation.’”® AT&T
subsequently filed a motion seeking an investigation of Verizon's premature marketing of long
distance service in New Jersey, issuance of a “standstill order” directing Verizon to immediately
cease and desist from advertising long distance service in New Jersey, and denial of this
application on the grounds that Verizon has not met the pubhc interest standard of section
271(d)(3XC) due to these solicitation incidents.*®

189.  Upon learning of the mailings, Verizon notified the Commission and began taking
corrective action, including mailing Western Union letters to affected customers to inform them
that the direct mailings and bill inserts had been sent erroneously and that Verizon was not yet
authorized to provide long distance service.”® Verizon also began developing additional internal
safeguards to prevent incidents of this natre from occurring in the future.®® Verizon contends
that,-even 1if a customer were to call to request long distance service in New Jersey, its customer
service representatives have been trained to respond that Verizon is not authorized to provide
such service.*® In addition, Verizon claims — and AT&T has not disputed — that, if a customer
service representative were to submit an order 10 provide Verizon long distance service in New
Jersey prior to FCC approval of this application, any long distance calls placed by the customer
would be blocked and would not go through because the long distance affiliate’s switching
equipment has not been modified to allow such calls 10 be compieted.”™

*7  See Letter from Dee May, Asst. Vice President, Federal Regulatory, Verizon, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary,
Federal Communications Commission, WC Docket No. 02-67 (filed May 31, 2002) (Verizon NJ Il May 31 Ex Parte
Letter); Letter from Dee May, Asst. Vice President, Federal Regulatory, Verizon, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary,
Federal Communications Commission, WC Docket No. 02-67 (filed June 12, 2002) (Verizon NJ II June 12 Ex Parte
Letter.

0 Motion of AT&T Corp. for Emergency Relief, WC Docket No. 02-67, at 4-5 (filed June 13, 2002}. Shortly
thereafter, AT&T supplemented its motion with affidavits from two of its employees, one alleging that Verizon had
engaged in telephone solicitation for its unauthorized New Jersey long distance service, and the other providing
documentation of a confirmed-order placed for Verizon long distance service in New Jersey on June 17, 2002, seven
days prior to the statutory deadline for review of this application. See Letter from Robert H. Quinn, Jr., Vice
President, Governmental Affairs, AT&T, to Mariene H. Dorich, Secretary, Federal Communications Commission,
WC Docket No. 02-67 (filed June 14, 2002) (AT&T NI II June 14 Ex Parte Letter), attaching Declaration and
Affidavit of Dilshad Khawaja, Ph.D.; Letter from Robert H. Quinr, Jr., Vice President, Governmental Affairs,
AT&T, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, WC Docket No. 02-67 (filed June
17,2002) (AT&T NI II June 17 Ex Parte Letter), attaching Declaration and Affidavit of Michae} C. Lamb.

81 Verizon NJ Il May 31 Ex Parte Letter at 1-2; Verizon's Reply to AT&T's Monon Jor Emergency Rehef WC
Dacket No. 02-67, at 34 (filed June 14, 2002).
8 Verizon's Reply to AT&T's Motion for Emergency Relief at 4.

%83 Verizon NJ II June 12 Ex Parte Letter at 1.

584 ]d
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190.  We recognize that potential violations of federal telecommunications law could be
relevant to the section 271 inquiry.*® Given the facts presented here, however, because the
allegations do not relate to the openness of the local telecommunications markets to competition,
we reject AT&T s argument that we should deny or delay this application under the public
interest standard.®® As a result, the Commission need not make any further determination here.
Instead, we defer any enforcement action pending the outcome of the Enforcement Bureau's
investigation of this matter. Regardless of what enforcement action we may take in the future,

BOCs should not market long distance service in an in~region state prior to receiving section 271
approval from the Commission for that particular state, and we remind Verizon and all BOCs to
exercise caution in this regard.

VII. SECTION 271(d)(6) ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY

191.  Section 271(d)(6) of the Act requires Verizon to continue to satisfy the
“conditions required for . . . approval” of its section 271 application after the Commission
approves its application.”® Thus, the Commission has a responsibility not only to ensure that
Verizon is in compliance with section 271 today, but also that it remains in compliance in the
future. As the Commission has already described the post-approval enforcement framework and
its section 27 1(d)}(6) enforcement powers in detail in prior orders, it is unnecessary to do so again
here.*®

192.  Working with the New Jersey Board, we intend to closely monitor Verizon's post--
approval compliance for New Jersey to ensure that Verizon does not “cease[] 10 meet any of the
conditions required for [section 271] approval.”® We stand ready to exercise our various
statutory enforcement powers quickly and decisively in appropriate circumstances to ensure that
the local market remains open in New Jersey.

85 See Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20748-50, para. 397 (“Because the success of the market
opening provisions of the 1996 Act depend, to a large extent, on the cooperation of incumbent LECs, including the
BOCs, with new entrants and good faith compliance by such LECs with their statutory obligations , evidence that a
BOC has engaged in a patiern of discriminatory conduct or disobeying federal and state telecommunications
regulations would tend to undermine our confidence that the BOC’s local market is, or will remain, open to
competition once the BOC has received interL.ATA authority.”).

% See, e.g., Bell Aulantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red 4126-27, para. 340; Verizon Massachusetts Order, 16
FCCRed at 9107, para. 211.

7 47U.S.C. § 271(d)(6).

58 See. e.g., SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Red at 6382-84, paras. 283-85; SWRT Texas Order, 15 FCC
Red at 18567-68, paras. 434-36; Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4174, paras, 446-53; see alse
Appendix C.

®47U.8.C. § 271(S)6XA).
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193, In the course of this proceeding, we have given Verizon's billing system close
scrutiny, as have the New Jersey Board, the Department of Justice, and other commenters.*® We
wiil continue to monitor Verizon’s 0SS performance closely, especially its performance
associated with notifiers, wholesale billing. and electronic order processing. As the Department
of Justice recommends, in light of the.relative lack of commercial usage of Verizon’s OSS
sysiems in New Jersey and Verizon’s reliance on a similar manual reconciliation process in New
Jersey as in Pennsylvania, we will closely monitor Verizon's wholesale billing performance in
New Jersey following section 271 approval, as we are doing in Pennsylvania.® We are prepared
1o use our authority under section 271(d)(6) if evidence shows that recent improvements in '
Verizon's OSS performance have not been maintained.

164,  Consistent with prior section 271 orders, we require Verizon to report to the
Commission all New Jersey carrier-to-carrier performance metrics results and Incentive Plan
monthly reports, beginning with the first full month after the effective date of this Order, and for
each month thereafter for one vear, unless extended by the Commission.” These results and
reports will allow us to review Verizon's performance on an ongoing basis to ensure continued
compliance with the statutory requirements. We are confident that cooperative staie and federal
oversight and enforcement can address any backsliding that may arise with respect to Verizon’s
entry into the New Jersey.

VIIL. CONCLUSION

193, For the reasons discussed above, we grant Verizon’s application for authornization
under section 271 of the Act to provide in-region, interLATA services in the state of New Jersey.

IX. ORDERING CLAUSES

196.  Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED that, pursuant to sections 4(i), 4(j), and 271 of the
Communications Act of 1934, as amended, 47 U.S.C. §§ 154(i), 154(j) and 271, Verizon’s
application to provide in-region, interLATA service in the state of New Jetsey, filed on March
26,2002, IS GRANTED.

*®  See New Jersey Board NJ 1 Comments at 40-41; Department of Justice NJ I Evaluation at 5-6 n.21; Department
of Justice NI Il Evaluation at 5-9; AT&T NJ I Comments at 22.

i Department of justice NJ II Evaluation at 7 and n.27 (citing Verizon Pennsyivania Order, 16 FCC Red at
17445, at para. 42). ' '

0 These reports shouid include the electronic billing metrics identical to those reported in Pennsylvania.
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197.  IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that this Order SHALL BECOME EFFECTIVE
Tuly 3, 2002. ' :

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Marlene H. Dertch
Secretary
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WorldCom, Inc.

X0 Communications, Inc.

Replv Commenter

AT&T Corp.

Conversent Communications of New Jersey, LLC
Metropolitan Telecommunications

New Jersey Cable Telecommunicarions Association
New Jersey Division of the Ratepayer Advocate
Verizon New Jersev Inc., er al.

WorldCom, Inc.
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APPENDIX A
LIST OF COMMENTERS

Commenter Abbreviation
Allegiance Telecom of New Jersey, Inc. Allegiance
Association of Communications Enterprises ASCENT
AT&T Corp. AT&T
Cavalier Telephone Mid-Atlantic, L.L.C. Cavalier
Metro Teleconnect Companies, Inc. ' Mewo Teleconnect
MetTel

Joint Commenters

~ New Jersey Board

NJDRA
Sprint
WorldCom
X0

Abbreviation

AT&T Reply
Conversent Reply
MetTel Reply
NICTA Reply
NJIDRA Reply
Verizon Reply
WorldCom Reply
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Appendix B

New Jersey Performance Metrics

cLeTl

All data included here are taken from the New Jersey Carrier-to-Carrier Reports. This table is provided as a reference tool for the
convenience of the reader. No conclusions are to be drawn from the raw data contained in this table. Qur analysis is based on the
totality of the circumstances, such thal we may use non-metric evidence, and may rely more heavily on some metrics more than others,
in making our determination. The inclusion of these particular metrics in this table does not necessarily mean that we relied on all of
these metrics nor that other inetrics may not also be importaut in our analysis. Some metrics that we have relied on in the past and
may rely on for a future application were not included here because there was no data provided for them (usually either because there
was 1o activity, or because the metrics are still under development). Metrics with no retail analog provided are usually compared with

a benchmark. Note that for some metrics during the period provided, there may be changes in the metric definition, or changes in the
retail analog applied, making it difficult to compare the data over time.
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AGGREGATE METRICS
Metric No. ]r Metric Name Metric No. Metric Name

Preorder and OSS Availability: MR-1-01 Average Response Time —~ Create Trouble

PO-1-01 Ave Resp Tin — Customer Service Record MR-1-02 Average Response Time — Status Trouble

PO-1-02 Ave Resp Tm — Due Date Availability MR-1-03 Average Response Time - Modify Trouble’

PO-1-03 Ave Resp Tm — Address Validation MR-1-04 Average Response Time — Request Cancellation of
ro-1-4 Ave Resp Tm — Product and Service Availability Trouble

PO-1-65 Ave Resp Tim — Tel Number Availability and Reservation MR-1-05 Average Response Time ~ Trouble Report History (by

N Ave Resp Tm - Facility Availability — (ADSL Loop TN/C ircuit)

PO-1-06 Qual) MR-1-06 Average Response Time — Test Trouble (POTS Only)
PO-1-97 Ave Resp Tm ~ Rejected Query Change Management, Billing, OS/DA, Interconnection and
ro-1-09 Parsed CSR Collocation: .

ro-1-10 Parsed CSR — CLEC Total PO-4-01 % Chng Magnut Nics & Chng Mngnmnt Cnfimtns sent on
PO-2-01 OSS Interface Availability — Total * Time — (Combined Types 1-5)
ro-2-02 0SS Interface Availability — Prime Time Bi-1-02 % DUF in 4 Business Days
PO-2-03 0SS Interface Availability - Non-Prime Time BI-2-0% Timeliness of Carrier Bill
ro-8-01 % On—Time — Manual Loop Qualification BL3-01 % Billing Adjustments — Including Charges Adjusted Due
PO-8-02 % On-Time — Engineering Record Request oPCs - -
OR-1-02 % On Time LSRC — Flow—Through BI-3-03 % Billing Adjustments — Excluding Charges Adjusted
OR_1.04 % On Time LSRC < 6 Lines — Electronic — No Flow— : OD ue to PCDs

: Through BI-4-01 % Usage Accuracy )
OR-1.06 %, On Time LSRC >= 6 Li_nes _Electronic — No Flow_ BI1-4-02 % Corrected Usage Reclords D.elivered on Time
Through B1-5-01 % Accuracy of Mechanized Bill Feed
OR-1-08 9% On Time LSRC < 6 Lines — Fax BI-6-01 Yo Col_nplelcncss of Usage Charges — Including PCD
OR-1-10 % On Time LSRC >=6 Lines — Fax Delayed Charges
OR-1-11 Average Firm Order Confirmation (FOC) Time <=192 BI-6-02 % Complfteness of Usage Charges — Excinding PCD
Forecasted Trunks Delayed Charges '

OR-1-12 %, On Time FOC <= 192 Forecasted Trunks RI-7-01 % COII'IPIPJ!CI!CSS of Fractional Recurring Charges —
OR-1-13 % On Time Design Layout Record (DLR) iucludmg PCD Delayed (;Imrgcs .

7 % On Time Response - Request for inbound (VZ_CLEC BI7-02 %% Cmnlplelcness of Fractional Recurring Charges —
OR-1-19 augment) Excluding I'CD Delayed Charges
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~Metric No. Metric Name . Metric No. Metric Name
r! 01 % Completeness of Non—Recutring Charges — Including OR-5-02 % Flow Through - Simple
b1-8- PCD Defayed Charges _OR-5.03 % Flow Through — Achieved
BI8.02 % Completeness of Non-Recurring Charges — Excluding OR-6-01 % Accuracy - Orders
ha PCD Delayed Charges .| OR-6-02 % Accuracy — Opporiunities
|_NP-1-01 % FTG Exceeding Blocking Standard OR-6-03 % Accuracy — LSRC
NP-1-02 % FTG Exceeding Blocking Standard (No Exceptions) Provisioning:
NP— 1-03 E:An;l::lr]?edlcated FTG Exceeding Blocking Standard — PR-1-09 Average Interval Offered - Total
: : - : PR-2-01 Average laterval Completed — Total No Dispatch
: GE ding Blocking Standard —
NP-1-04 ?Kdn;:fﬁl;)ed:caled FTG Exceeding Blocking Star PR-2-02 Average lnterval Completed — Total Dispatch
% On Time Response 1o Request for Collocation PR-2-03 Average interval C‘ompleted - D.lspalch (-5 l:ines)
NP-2-01 (Physical, SCOPE, CCOE, Virtual) PR-2-04 Average Interval Completed — Dispatch (6-9 Lines)
NP-2-02 Average luterval — Physical Callocation PR-2-05 Average Interval Completed — Dispatch (>= 10 Lines)
NP-2-03 Average Interval — SCOPE PR-2-06 Average Inferval Compieted — D30
NP-2-04 Average Interval — CCOE — VZ Equipment is Secure PR-2-07 Average Interval Completed — DS|
NP-2-05 - Average Interval - CCOE — VZ Equipment is Unsecured PR-2-08 Average [nterval Completed — DS3
) NP-2-06 Average Interval — Virtual Collocation PR-2-09 Average Interval Completed
et NP-2-07 % On Time (Plysical, SCOPE, CCOE, Virtual) PR-2-18 Average Interval Completed - Disconnects
~ NP-2-08 - Average Delay Days (Physical, SCOPE, CCOE, Vistual) PR-4-01 ¥ Missed Appointment — Verizon
Ordering: PR-4-02 Average Delay Days
_ i : -4 % Missed . — VZ — Dispatc)
0OR-2-02 % On Time LSR Reject ~ Flow-Through PR-4-04 DA) Mfsse Appt. - V Dlspa. =
% On Time LSR Reject < 6 Lines — Efectronic — No PR-4-05 % Missed Appt. — VZ - No Dispaich
OR-2-04 Flow Through PR-4-07 % On Time Performance — LNP
% On Time LSR Reject >= 6 Lines - Electronic - No PR-4-09 % Missed Appt. — VZ — Standard Interval (W Coded)
OR-2-06 Flow--Thréugh . Orders —Total .
0 1 — —_ —
OR-2-08 % On Time LSR Reject <6 Lines — Fax PR-4-10 S’lx;iiid Appt. — VZ ~Std. Int. (W Coded) Orders
OR-2-10 % On Time LSR Reject >= 6 Lines — Fax T
Average Trunk ASR Reject Time <= 192 Forecasted PR-4-11 A’. Nfl’lssed Appli_ VZ = Std Int. (W Coded) Orders - No
OR-2-11 Trunks -| Dispatch
‘ ; 3 9 tet ime — Wit X i
OR-2-12 % On Timne Trunk ASR Reject <= 192 Forecasted Trunks PRR-4-14 ;:&CSO:SE;; l:f ed On Time — With DD-2 Test Rslits, with 800
—
OR-3-01 '| % Rejects - p -
- % Completed On Time — With DD-2 Test Rslts, with 800
OR-4-G2 Completion Notice — % On Time PR-4-15 #u& witE/without' Serial #
OR-4-05 Work Completion NOﬁ‘fe ~% On Time PR % Completed On Time — Without DD-2 Test,with 800 #
OR-4-09 % SOP to Bill Completion w/in 3 Business Days -4-16 & Serial #
OR-5-01 % Flow Through — Total
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Metric No. Metric Name
Pﬁ— W17 % Completed On Tiime — Without DD-2 Test Rslis, with
800 # & with/without Serial #
Pi{- 418 % Completed On Tinne — Without DD-2 Test Rslts, -
without 800 # & without Serial #
PR-5-01 % Missed Appointment — Verizon — Facilities
PR-5-02 | % Orders Held for Facilities > 15 Days
PR-5-03 % Orders Held for Fagilities > 60 Days
I'R-6-01 % Installation Troubles reported within 30 Days
PR-6-02 % Installation Troubles reported within 7 Days
PR-6-03 % lnst. Troubles reported w/ i 30 Days -
FOK/TOK/CPE )
PR-8-01 % Open Orders in a Hold Status > 30 Days .
PR-8-02 % Open Orders it 2 Hold Status > 90 Days -
PR-9-08 Average Duration of Service Interruption :
Maintenance and Repair:
— MR-2-01 Network Trouble Report Rate .
o MR-2-02 Network Trouble Report Rate — Loop
[}], MR-2-03 Network Trouble Report Rate — Central Office
-MR-2-04 % Subsequent Reports
MR-2-05 % CPE/TOK/FOK Trouble Report Rate
MR-3-01 % Missed Repair Appointment — Loop
MR-3-02 % Missed Repair Appointment — Central Office
MR-3-03 % Missed Repair Appointment — CPE /TOK/FOK
MR-4-01 Mean Time To Repair — Total
MR-4-02 Mean Time to Repair - Loop Trouble
MR-4-03 Mean Time To Repair — Central Oftice Trouble
MR-4-04 % Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours
MR-4-05 % Out of Service > 2 Hours
MR-4-06 % Out of Service > 4 hours
MR-4-07 % Qut of Service > 12 hours
MR-4-08 % Out of Service > 24 Hours
MR-5-01 % Repeat Repotts within 30 Days
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DISAGGREGATED METRICS
Metric Metric Name November December Jauuary 7 February March Notes
Number _ vz |ciec| vz |cLec | vz Jcuec | vz feLec | vz foiec
PRE-ORDERING & OSS AVAILIBILITY
PO-1 - Response Time OSS Pre-Ordering Interface
PO-1-01-6020 ’gl‘;‘i Resp Tm — Customer Service Record - 124 298| 022] 3.08] 0.8 .3.05| 017] 295| 0.18] 2.93
PO-1-01-6030 | 22Ve Resp Tm — Customer Service Record — 124 097] 022| 098] o018| 128] 017 100! 0.18| 0095
CORBA : .
PO-1-01-6050 3\;\:,?3} Tm - Customer Service Record - 24| 284) 022 267| 048 269] 0.17] 261] 018 2.69
PO-1-02-6020 | Ave Resp Tm — Due Date Availability — EDI 2361 470 2.03 4601 2.04 458 205 4731 205 4.64
— . o — ——
PO-1-02-6030 éé;l;fp Im —Due Date Availability 2.36 | NA 2.03 | NA 204 273| 2.05|NA 205| 272
. _ t A - ’p . - -
PO-1-02-6050 é:’;’l Resp 1 " Due Date Availability - Web 1 35| 4741 203] as53| 204] 472] 205| 449| 205] 4l
PO-1-03-6020 | Ave Resp Tm — Address Validation - EDI 5841 671]- 5.53 758 585 720 5.77 6.06| 559| 6.25
PO-1-03-6030 | Ave Resp T — Address Validation — CORBA 5.84 6.18 5.53 630 585 557 5.77 5421 5.59| 3.72
sp Tmr— Ad Validation —
PO-1-03-6050 ét’; Resp T — Address Validation — Web s84| s594) s5s53] sssl sss5| 579! 577! sa0| sso| 57
Ave Resp Tm — Product and Service
PO—I—U4—6020 Availability — EDI 1592 [ NA 10.32 | NA 11.47 | NA 11.25 | NA 11.14 | NA
Ave Resp Tin - Product and Service -
PO-1-04-6030 Availability — CORBA [5.92 | NA 10.82 | NA 1147 [ NA, 11.25 | NA 11.14 [ NA
Ave Resp Tm — Product and Service
PO-1-04-6050 Availability — Web GUI 1592 13.55] 10.82 ] 134} 11.47 '13.71 1125 13571 11.14 14,10
Ave Resp Tm — Tel Number Availability and .
PO? 1-05-6020 Reservation — EDI 8§27 7.719| 6.33 829 6.66 2731 6581 566§ 6361 RS2
S Ave Resp Tm — Tel Number Availability and :
PO-1-05-6030 1| Reservation — CORBA 8271 623 6.33 [ NA 6.66 3.27| 6.58 ,NA 6.36 ] 388
Ave Resp Tm — Tel Nutnber Availability and '
PO-1-05-6050 | o o8 T GUl , 827| 667 633] 639| 666 638 658] 627] 636| 644
) Ave Resp Tm - Facility Availability - (ADSL ;
PO-1-06-6020 Loop Qual) ~ EDI 1330 4.03] 12.55 417 12.57 3.93 | 12,49 41111236 4.06
I TN I IS B E B TS B I T .. I T I T I
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Metric Metric Name November December Jannary February Maich Notes
Number VZ [CLEC | VZ |[CLEC | VZ {CLEC| VZ [CLEC | VZ |CLEC
‘ Ave Resp Tm - Facility Availability — (ADSL
0)- 1 -06-
PO-1-06-6030 Loop Qual) - CORBA 13.30 { NA 12.55 [ NA 12.57 | NA 12491 2371236 2.58
Ave Resp Tm — Facility Availability - (ADSL -
PO-1-06-6050 Loop Qual) — Web GUI 1330 4.47 12.55’ 4301 12.57 4431 1249 421112361 432
PO-1-07-6020 | Ave Resp Tin— Rejected Query —EDI 026 2.15] 0.03 20171 002 226] 0.02] 230 0.02] 23]
PO-1-07-6030 | Ave Resp Tm — Rejected Query — CORBA 026 067| 0.03] 064| 0.02]| 059| 002] 0.58} 002] 0.61
PO-1-07-6050 | Ave Resp Tm — Rejected Query — Web GU] 026 2.94) 0.03 270 002] 283 0.02 283 0.02¢ 270
PO-1-09-6020 | Parsed CSR— EDI 1241 202} 0.22 209 018] 206] 0.17 1961 0.181 1.99
PQ-1-09-6030 | Parsed CSR — CORBA 1241 033} 022 02'] 048] 034 0.17 034 018} 0.36
PO-2 - OSS Interface Availability : -
O3S lalerface Availability — Total - CORBA —
PO-2-01 —6030. Pre—Ordering 99.99 99.94 100.0 ] 00.0 99.99
0SS Interface Availability — Total - Web —
PO-2-01-6040 GUI — Maintenance 99.43 . 99.48 99.39 99.45 99.15
(Q8S Interface Availability — Total — Electronic ’
(-2-(}] -
PO-2-11-6060 Bonding — Maintenance 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 160.0
0SS Interface Availability — Prime Time — ED :
PO-2-02-6020 — Pre—Ordering 100.0 99.99 100.0 99.84 99.99
‘ (OSS lnterface Availability — Prime Time —
¥ - -] -] -
!O 2-02-6030 CORBA — Pre-Ordering 100.0 99.90 IU()I.H 100.0 100.0
. 0SS Interface Availability — Prime Time —
M} —
PO-2-02-6040 Web GUI — Maintenance 99.87 100.0 49.83 99.84 99.50
0SS Interface Availability - Prime Time - '
PO-2-02-6050 Web GUI — Pre-Ordering 99.92 100.0 99.80 99.82 99.65
0SS Interface Availability — Prime Time —
P0O-2-02-6060 Electronic Bonding — Maintenauce 100.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
OSS Interface Availability —- Non-Primne Time
PO-2-03-6030 | - CORBA — Pre- Ordering . 99.97 99.99 100.0 100.0 . ] 9999
0SS Interface Availability — Non—Prime Time T
{PO-2-03-6040 | - Web GUI — Maintenance 98.70 98.67 94.66 98.75 28.55
0SS Interface Availability — Non—-Prime Tine
\Tg e - .
t_} 0-2-03-6060 | ~ Electronic Bonding - Maintenance 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 1900
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Metric Metric Name November December January February March Notes
Number VZ ICL.EC VZ |CLEC § VZ [CLEC| VZ |CLEC | VZ |[CLEC/|. -
| PO-4 - Timeliness of Chng Mngmnt Notices & Confirinations C
% Chng Mngmnt Ntcs & Chng Mngmnt
PO-4-01-6600 | Cnfrmtns sent on Time — (Combined Types 1- 100.0 100.0 100.0 |- 100.0 100.0 1
5) - ‘
PO-8 - Manual Loop Qualification
PO-8-01-2000 | % On—Time — Manual Loop Qualification 99.76 100.0 99.61 100.0 06.67 1
PO-8-02-2000 | % On-Time - Engineering Record Request NAC NA NA NA NA
Trouble Reporting (OSS) ) '
MR-1 - Response Time OSS Maintenance Interface ,
— ” — = : :
MR-1-01-604p | Average Response Time — Create Trouble 72| 395) 855| 418| 1i22{ 384| su9| 371 s62| 3.82
Web GU] :
Average Response Time — Create Trouble — : . '
MR-1-01-6060 Electronic Bonding 7421 9070 8551 1p92| 11221 11.77] 8.19 13..18 8.62) 1539
Res ime — : -
MR-1-02-604g | Average Response Time = Stafus Trouble 01| 04s| 127 o041] 1.88] 039] 394| 342| 441 421
Web GUI
Average Response Time — Status Trouble —
| MR-1-02-6060 Electronic Bonding. 1.01| 021 1.27 020 1.88| 02!} 3.94 020] 441 023
MR-1-03-6040 | 2verage Response Time —Modify Trouble - 702{NA | 855| 044|122 785] 819|NA 8.40| 3.97
Web GUIL ,
: Average Response Time — Modify Trouble —
MR-1-03-6060 Electronic Bonding 702 630| 855 674 [ 1122 7.27) 8.19| 682 840| 836
i Average Response Time — Request ' :
MR-1-04-6040 Cancellation of Trouble — Web GUI 873 538( 10.06 4.13 12.§l 7.551 949 816 977 5.75
Average Response Time — Request ‘
MR-1-04-6060 Cancellation of Trouble — Elecironic Bonding 8.73 | NA 10.06 | NA 12.61 I NA 9.49 | NA 9.77 1 NA
ne. Average Response Time — Trouble Report ‘
MR-1-05-6040 History (by TN/Circuit) — Web GUI 052 t56] 045 1.67 0.4% 1.341 0.34 1121 0341 106
Average Response Time — Trouble Report . . : _ ]
Ml? [-05-6060 History (by TN/Circuit) - Electronic Bonding NEF | NEF |NEF |NEF . NEF [NEF |NEF [NEF {NEF | NEF
' | Average Response Time — Test Trouble (POTS
MR-1-06-6040 Only) — Web Gui 48.07 | 48813 50111 41111 5156 42785205 41.15]53.37| 43.48
Average Response Time — Test Trouble (POTS : ' : ‘
MR-{-06-6060 Only) - Electronic Bonding ‘48.07 51.77 _50.] ) 59 10| 51.56 | 48.00 | 52.05 5?.92 53.371 47.76
4 I =
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Metric Metric Name November December January February March Notes
Number ' - VL ]CLEC VZ |CLEC | VZ [CLEC } VZ [CLEC || VZ |CLEC
BILLING
Bl-1 - Timeliness of Daily Usage Feed - 1- : : :
BI-1-02-2030 | % DUF in 4 Business Days 99.i6 99.07 99.37 99.37 75.99
B1-2 - Timeliness.of Carrier Bill .
BI-2-01-2030 Timeliness of Carrier Bill i00.0 100.0 " 100.0 100.0 100.0
BI-2-01-2000 | Timeliness of Carrier Bill
Bi-3 - Billing Accuracy '
% Billing Adjustmnents — Including Charges '
Bi-3-01-2030 Adjusted Due to PCDs led| 093] 122 1.15] 1.24| 10.88{ 0.8] 072 1.48| 0.62
% Billing Adjustments — Excluding Charges ‘

-3-03- . . . 1. . . . . .
131-3-03-2030 Adjusted Due to PCDs 160 092 1.16 15 j.19| 1038 0.79 0721 143) 062
Bl-4 - DUF Accuracy -

B1-4-01-2030 | % Usage Accuracy 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
B1-4-02-2030 | % Corrected Usage Records Delivered on Fime NA NA NA NA NA
BI-5 - Accuracy of Mechanized Bill Feed
BI-5-01-2030 I % Accuracy of Mechanized Bill Feed 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
BI-6 - Completeness of Usage Charges
. % Completeness of Usage Charges — Including : ; c
BI-6-01-2030 PCD Delayed Charges 99.85] 99.78 | 99.30| 99.90| 99.99 9.)'99 100.0| 100.0 | 99.99 1 100.0
.| % Completeness of Usage Charges — Excluding

BI-6-02-2030 PCD Delayed Charges 99.85) 99.78] 9932 99.90 | 99.99 | 99.99 | 100.0 | 100.0 { 99.99 | 100.0
B1-7 - Completeness of Fractional Recurring Charges

% Completeness of Fractional Recurring
BI-7-01 —2()30_ Charges — Including PCD Delayed Charges 66.94 | 9381 74.62| 93.04( 97.15| 9798|3738 | 93.92|58.89 | 35.80
: % Completeness of Fractional Recurring )
BI-7-02-2030 Charges — Excluding PCD Delayed Charges 68.13( 95961 76.53! 93.71| 97.84| 99.45] 34.04 | 9346 | 60.08 | 33.83
BI-8 - Non-recurring Charge Completeness '

Ol % Completeness of Non—Recurring Charges — '
BI-8-01-2030 Including PCD Delayed Charges 86.99 | 99.10 90.32) 99.73| 99.94 | 99991 99.54 | 9991 | 9832 | 99.50

% Completeness of Non—Recurring Charges — :
BI-8-02-2030 . Excluding PCD Delayed Charges 86.76 1 99.35] 92421 99.87| 99.93{ 99.99 [ 99.53 [ -99.91 [ 98.54 | 99.48
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Metric . November December January February Mairch .
Metric Name Notes
Number VZ |[cLEC | vz [cLEC | VvZ [CLEC | vz |CLEC | VZ |cLEC
POTS & Pre-qualified Complex
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness
| OR-1-02-2320 | % On Time LSRC - Flow-Through : 96.88 | 9933 99.99 99.47 28.48
% On Time LSRC < 6 Lines — Electronic — No '
OR-1-04-2320 Flow-Through 97.98 098.17 98.59 98.40 99.18
OR-1:06-2320 | /2 O Time LSRC >=6 Lines - Electronic - 99.67 98.74 | 99.74 99.66 99.76
- No Flow—Through
OR-1-08-2320 | % On Time LSRC < 6 Lines — Fax NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-10-2320 | % On Time LSRC >= 6 Lines — Fax . NA : NA NA NA NA
OR-2 - Reject Fimeliness '
OR-2-02-2320 | % On Time LSR Reject — Flow—-Through ‘9836 99.72 ] . 99.93 99.55 99.56
% On Time LSR Reject < 6 Lines — Electronic ' '
-2-04- 2
OR-2-04-2320 — No Flow-Through 99.23 | | 9892 99.45 99.66 99.65
% On Time LSR Reject >= 6 Lines —
-2-06- Stk 99.6 . .
— OR-2-06-2320 Electronic —No Flow—Through 99.65 to.o 100.0 99.68 100.0
B OR-2-08-2320 | % On 'F'ime LSR Reject < 6 Lines — Fax NA NA NA ' NA NA
x OR-2-10-2320 [ % On Time LSR Reject >=6 Lines — Fax NA NA NA NA NA
Complex Services - 2 Wire Digital
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness - Requiring Loop Qualification
. preve P T
OR-1-04-2341 % O I‘um? LSRC <6 Lines — Electronic ~ No 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Flow-Through :
- % On Time LSRC >= 6 Lines — Electronic — : X
OR-1-06-2341 | O Flow-Through 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 1000|2345
OR-1-08-234] "} % On Time LSRC < 6 Lines — Fax NA NA NA NA NA
OR-:1-10-2341 { % On Time LSRC >= 6 Lines — Fax NA NA NA NA. NA
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness - Requiring Loop Qualification k
% On Time LSR Reject < 6 Lines — Electronic i
OR-2-04-2341  No Flow-Through . 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
% On Time LSR Reject >= 6 Lines —
-2-06-23 . .
OR-2:062341 | b o o Flow-Through 100.0 100.0 88.89| . | 1000 100.0 | 4,5
OR-2-08-2341 | % On Time LSR Reject < 6 Lines — Fax NA NA NA NA NA
OR-2-10-2341 | % On Time LSR Reject >= 6 Lines — Fax NA NA NA NA : NA




13€C1

Federal Communications Commission FCC 02-189
Metric . Metric Name Nnvelmber Decc:l’llber January Febr{'ua‘ry March Notes
Number _ VI [CLEC| VZ {CLEC | VZ |[CLEC| VZ |[CLEC | VZ |CLEC
Complex Services - 2 Wire xDSL
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness - Requiring Loop Qualification
- 5 - - = —
OR-1-04-2342 % On Time LSRC < 6 Lines — Electronic — No NA NA NA NA NA
: Flow—Through , _
. D Ti >=6 Li — ic —
OR-1-06-2342 Y On Time LSRC 6 Lines — Electronic NA NA NA NA NA
Nao Flow—Through
OR-1-08-2342 | % On Time LSRC < 6 Lines — Fax NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-10-2342 | % On Time LSRC >= 6 Lines — Fax NA NA NA NA NA
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness - Requiring Loep Qualification
5 - : PR :
OR-2-04-2342 % On Time .LSR Reject < 6 Lines — Electronic NA NA NA NA NA
— No Flow—Through
: % On Time LSR Reject >= 6 Lines —
OR-2-06-2342 Electronic — No Flow—Through NA NA NA NA NA
OR-2-08-2342 | % On Time LSR Reject < 6 Lines — Fax NA NA NA NA NA
OR-2-10-2342 | % On Time L3R Reject >= ¢ Lines — Fax NA NA NA NA NA
Special Services .
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness
% On Time LSRC < 6 Lines — Non DS0, DSI,
OR-1-04-2214 DS3 — Electronic — No Flow—Through 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0
% On Thne LSRC >=6 Lines -DS0 —
OR-1-06-2210 Electronic — No Flow—Tlhrough NA NA NA NA NA
- % On Time LSRC >=6 Lines DS —- ’ ‘
OR-1-06-2211 Electronic ~ No Flow—"Through NA NA NA NA 100.0 >
% On Time LSRC >=6 Lines —DS83 —
OR-1-06-2213 Electronic — No Flow—Through ) NA NA A NA NA |,
% On Time LSRC >=6 Lines -- Non DS0
-1-06-2214 :
OR-1-06-221 DS1, DS3 -- Electronic — No Flow-Through 100.0 87.50 100.0 1000 1000) 123
% Onb Time LSRC < 6 Lines — Non DS0,DS|
R-1-08-2214 . . ! ?
¢ 1 & DS3— Fax NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-10-2210 | % On Time LSRC >= 6 Lines -DS0- — Fax NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-10-2211 { % On Time LSRC >= 6 Lines -DS1— — Fax NA NA NA NA NA
OR-[-10-2213 | % On Time LSRC >= 6 Lines -DS3— — Fax T NA NA NA NA NA
% On Time LSRC >= 6 Lines — Non DS0,
OR-§-10-2214 DS1, DS3 — Fax NA NA NA NA NA




¢8¢T1

¥ederal Communications Commission FCC 02-189
Metric Metric Name Movember December January February March Notes
Number vz JcLkc | vz |cLec | vz |cLec | vz |crec | vz lcLec
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness
- — I -
OR-2-04-2200 | 7° On Time LSR Reject <6 Lines — Electronic 100,0 100.0 100.0 99.10 | 100.0
— No Flow—Through
; % On Time LSR Reject >= 6 Lines —
OR-2-06-2200 Electronic — No Flow-Through 100.0 140.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
OR-2-08-2200 | % On Time LSR Reject <6 Lines — Fax NA NA NA NA NA
OR-2-10-2200 ] % On Time L3R Reject >=6 Lines — Fax NA NA NA NA NA
POTS / Special Services - Aggregate
OR-3 - Percent Rejecis
OR-3-01-2000 | % Rejects 24.78 21.53 19.48 22.05 19.91 ]
OR4 - Timeliness of Cowmpletion Nolification
OR-4-02-2000 | Completion Nolice — % On Time 97338 | 99.05 99.22 099.19 9907
OR-4-05-2000 | Work Completion Notice — % On Time 99.91 100.0 100.0 99.92 100.0
OR-5 - Percent Flow-Through _ ' . ,
OR-5-01-2000 | % Flow Through -~ Total 80.90 ¢ . 79.79 82.79 80.08 80.03
| OR-5-03-2000 | % Flow Through - Achieved 94,20 j 93.81 94,77 9398 94 66
OR-6 - Order Accuracy
OR-6-01-2000 | % Accuracy — Qrders 96.06 96.14 97.70 96.66 98.75
OR-6-02-2000 | % Accuracy — Opportunities 99.66 9962 99.64 99.72 99.90 B
OR-6-03-2000 9% Accuracy -~ LSRC 0.08 0.09 0.00 0.02 0.02
PQTS - Provisioning - Total '
PR-2 - Average Completed Interval .
‘ A terval leted — Dispatch (6-9 !
PR-2-04-2100 L;l fgge Interval Completed — Dispatch ( 645 3.75| 552| 160 7.06| 222| 601] 200 584| 2001245
tervai | — Dispatch (>= 10 ‘
PR-2-05-2100 ﬁ;g;ge terval Compieted — Dispatch ( 7at) 3200 723| 200) 7.59) 433] 64| 380| 18| 100 "P0
PR-4 - Missed Appointments ‘ : ]
PR-4-02-2100 | Average Delay Days — Total 350 266| 3.36 193] 224 504 358| 2071 248! 177
PR-4-04-2100 | % Missed Appt. — VZ — Dispartch 11.270 297| t1.86 3371 1074 383 | 1155 5.88{11.08| 420
PR-4-05-2100 | % Missed Appt. — VZ — No Dispatch 0.65[ 026} 099 0.61| 0.66 0.15) 0.79 0.17{ 073 022
% Missed Appt. - VZ — Standard Interval {W
PR-4-10-2100 Coded) Orders — Dispatch . 1138 3.28]| 11.81 2.74 1 10.62 338 11.57 5771 1140 471
% Missed Appt. - VZ — Standard Juterval (W -
PR-4-11-2100 Coded) Orders — No Dispatch 0637 022) 0.73 063| 066 0.i1| 0.64 017! 071 0.18 N




Federal Communications Commission FCC 02-189
Metric | Metric Name 1 November December January Februa:ry March Notes
Number : ) ¥Z [CLEC| VZ |CLEC | VZ |CLEC| VZ |[CLEC | VZ. |CLEC

[ PR-6 - Installation Quality :

% Installation Troubles reported within 30

Days .

PR-6-02-2100 | % luostallation Troubles reporied within 7 Days 3631 346 3.70 343 3.12| 4.9 3.12| 3.48| 323§ 325
: - |-% Installation Troubles repotied within 30 :

PR:6-03-2100 Days - FOK/TOK/CPE P 396 326( 372 251 312 347 3.23 3.I§ 3351 3.02|

PR-8 - Open Orders in a Ilold Status .

PR-8-01-2100 | % Open Orders in a Hold Status >-30 Days 0.001 000 0.00 000 000 0.00( 0.00 000 0.00] 0.00

.| PR-8-02-2100 | % Open Orders in a Hold Status > 90 Days 000 000 000]. 000]| 000] 000 000| 000 000} 0.00

POTS - Business '

PRR-2 - Average Completed Interval

PRI01-2110 Average Interval Completed — Total No

Dispatch

PR—2 03— 2I 10 Average Interval Completed — Dlspatch (]—5

. Lines) .

PO 1S - Resuience

PR-2 - Average Completed Interval

PR-2-01-2120 ° Average Interval Completed T otal No

Dispatch

"Average Interval Completed — Dlspatch (1-5

Lines)

Complex Services - 2 Wire Digital

PR-2 - Average Completed Interval

PR2-01-2341 Ayerage Intervatl Campleted — Total No

Dispatch

PR-2-02-2341 | Average Interval Completed — Total Dispatch 603} 6.00| 6.48| 10.50] 6.04 [ NA 6.17 | NA 6.18] 6.00| 1725

PR-4 - Missed Appointment ] '

PR-6-01-2100 540 528| S557| 4.98| 461 600| 472| 523] 486 5.06

262 120] 3.66 099 244 .05 1.82 1201 275 1.32

424 237 441 2781 4351 2.89| 4.8 2267 433} 3.38

£8¢cTl

1.071 118 1.23 Lit| 098 (.00 0.88 0541 078 134

PR-2-03-2120 4.11 2551 426 251 410 26%1( 4.08 264 4.04] 274

6.00 | NA 6.00 | NA 6.00 | NA 6.00 | NA 6.20 | NA

PR-4-02-2341 [ Average Delay Days — Totail 2.33 | NA 3.73 1.00] 2.57| 3.00] L.77[NA 2.53 | NA 23
PR-4-04-2341 | % Missed Appt. — VZ — Dispatch 804 0.00] 738) 18.i8] 645 000} 874| 0.00f 736 0.00( 145
'PR-4-05-2341 | % Missed Appt. — VZ — No Dispatch 0211 0.00] 1.10 0001 0791 1250 030 000( 1.80] 000 34
- % Mi .—VZ-Std. Int. ' .
PR-4-10-234] | /° Missed Appt. = VZ - 8td. Int. (W Coded) 956 0.00| 923| 1250{ 7.99| 0.00]1088] 000|1052] 0.00] 1245

Orders — Dispatch
% Missed Appt. — VZ — Sud. Int. (W Coded)
Orders — No Dispatch

PR-4-11-2341 024 ooo| 132 000 086| 667 036 voo| 2.02{ 0.00
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Federal Communications Conimission
Metric Metric Name November December January February March Notes
Number VZ [CLEC ) VZ |CLEC | VZ |[CLEC| vZ |CLEC | VZ |CLEC
PR-6 - Installation Quality ~
o . - - -
PR-6-01-2341 S’a];s’“a“a“o" Troubles reported within 30 5.58|2727| 4.76| 833 493| 000] 521 000} 522| 1429 45
% Inst. Troubles reported w/ in 30 Days - 7
. PR-§—03-234I FOK/TOK/CPE _ 5491 000 396 8331 3.01( 3571} 408] 000| 6294286 45
PR-8 - Open Orders in a Hold Status )
PR-8-01-234] % Open Orders in a Hold Status > 30 Days 000} 0.00] 0.00 0.001 0.00 0.00} ¢.00 0.00) 000{ 0.00 4
PR-8-02-2341 % Open Orders in a Hold Status > 90 Days 0.00| 0.00 0.00 0.00| 0.00 .00 0.00 000| 000§ 0.00 4
Complex Services - 2 Wire xDSL
PR-2 - Average Completed Interval
PR-2-01-2342 gi‘;‘::tgcil"‘ma] ‘ompleted — Total No 462|NA | 420|NA 398 {NA | 333|NA | 321|NA
PR-2-02-2342 | Average luterval Completed — Total Dispatch 4.74 | NA 525 | NA 4.65 | NA 3.63 | NA 3.50 | NA
PR-4 - Missed Appointment
PR-4-02-2342 | Average Delay Days — Total 7741 300 7.72]NA 292 | NA 3.83 | NA 1.76 | NA 1
PR-4-04-2342 | % Missed Appt. — VZ — Dispalch 7471 100.0] 6.12 | NA 592 0.00] 409 NA S41 | NA i3
PR-4-05-2342 | % Missed Appt. — VZ — No Dispaich 0521 0.00] 146 000 6227 0.00| 0.28] 0.00| 0.06] 000[ 1,235
% Missed Appt. — VZ — Std. Int. (W Coded) ;
PR-4-1 0-2342 ‘Orders — Dispatch 339 | 106! 7.95|NA 7.54 | NA 0.04 [ NA 7.36 [ NA 1
R % Missed Appt. ~ VZ — Std. Int. (W Coded) £2.3
PR-4-11-2342 | 0o P Dispatch 0451 000 044| 000 049| 000| 035| o0o00| 007 0.00 s
PR-6 - Installation Quality
o 1o ron Troubl P T
PR-6-01-2342 Sa;‘:‘a”a"““ Troubles reported within 30 1284 0.00] 1158] 714 695| ooo| 359] 096] 316| 227
% InsL. Troubles reported w/ in 30 Days —
PR-6-03-2342 FOR/TOK/CPE 10| D00 893 0001 567 200| 285| 385} 2.66| 0.00
PR-8 - Open Orders in a Hold Status _ :
PR-8-01-2342 | % Open Orders in a Hold Status > 30 Days 0001 0.00| 0.00 0001 0007 000( 000 0.00] 0.00]| 000{ 1235
PR-8-02-2342 | % Open Orders in a Hold Status > 90 Days 000§ 0.00| 0.00 000 0001 000]| 000 000]| 0.00| 000f 1235
POTS & Complex Aggregate :
PR-2 - Average Completed Interval . _
PR-2-18-2103 [Average Intervai Completed — Disconnects 329 lLiol 337 120 2821 123 323 1.59] 353} 1.82




Federal Communications Commission

FCC 02-189

Metric . November December January February March
Metric Nane Notes
Number vZ |CLEC | vz [cLEC | vz |cLEc| VZ |cLEC | vz |cLEC
Special Services - Provisioning
PR-2 - Average Completed Interval '
PR-2-01-2200 | Average lnterval Completed —Total No 750 17.24) 797| 300| 7.89|NA | 1092| 525[1471) 1320 4
Dispatch )
PR-2-02-2200 | Average Interval Completed — Total DiSpélch 680 7.00| 887 500 9354 BOO| 945 500 17.06] 15.20 1112‘53’
'R-2-06-2210 | Average Interval Completed — DSO 5.58 | NA 7.60 200{ B.I0|NA 13.44 | NA 16.33 | NA 2
PR-2-07-2211 | Average Interval Completed — DS! 743 2027 921 3.00 | 9.04 | NA _9.58 6.00| 150013020 24,5
‘PR-2-08-2213 | Average Interval Completed — DS3 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA | NA
I’R-2-18-2200 | Average Interval Completed - Disconnects 1149 472| 823 4101 7.16| 6.80( 1145 50011541 4.8] 4
PR-4 - Missed Appointments
PR-4-01-2200 | % Missed Appt. — VZ — Total 8.80| 1343 2.52 435] 425| 12,12 3.85 6901 401 744
PR-4-02-2200 | Average Delay Days — Total 726 233 3.88 200 697 238 7.87| 1150} 6.77| 233] 234
: %% Missed Appt. — VZ — Standard Interval (W '
¥ - - -
I"R-4-09-22060 Coded) Orders —Total 8821 000 3.21 000 430 7.14] 396, 0.00]| 4.01] 0.00
P’R-6- Instaliation Quality
. : - —
PR-6-01-2200 g;;fta”a“"“ Troubles reported within 30 214) 000 170) 417 1.89] 179| 292| 588( 38| 0.00
% Installation Troubles reporied within 30 '
‘R-G-073- {
PR-6-03-2200 Days - FOK/TOK/CPE LoZ | 0.00 1.32 0.00; 0.90 1.791 0.73 .00 1.6_3 0.00
PR-8 - Open Orders in a Hold Status
FPR-8-{11-2200 | % Open Orders in a Hold Status > 30 Days 0.00| 0.00] 000 0.00| 0.00 (.00 0.00 .00 000 0.00
’R-8-02-2200 | % Open Orders in a Hold Status™> 90 Days 000 00071 0.00 0.00] 000 0006] 0.00 0.00( 000 0.00
POTS - Maintenance
MR-2 - Trouble Report Rate
MR-2-02-2100 | Network Trouble Report Rate — Loop 090] 0871 0098 086 0.95 1.o1| 0.83 085 1.00 1.01
MR-2-03-2100 | Network Trouble Report Rate — Central Office 0.11] 0.07]1 0.I5 007 0.12] 0.10] 0107 0.07( 010 0.08
MR-2-04-2100 | % Subsequent Reports 8.04 6.01 8.12 8431 624 698 590 (022] 591 8.16
MR-2-05-2100 | % CPE/TOK/FOK Trouble Report Rate 0.81 0.55 0.86 052 0.82 0.59 ] 0.69 052 0.77¢{ (.59
MR-3 - Missed Repair Appointmenis '
.MR-3-01-2100 | % Missed Repair Appointment —~ Loop ) 16.52| 8.65| 1989 | 12,07 17.70 | 12,18 18.87| 12.17]19.87] 13.51
MR-3-02-2100 | % Missed Repair Appointment — Central Office | 14.50 | 24.37{ 2347| 2966 | 1081 1648 7.73( 862 6701 800
% Missed Repair Appointment — CPIE o : :
R-3-03-2 2 pair Api
M 100 ITOX/FOK 983 1190 1505 1435 9.26{ 927] 9.01 636 9.03| 847
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FCC 02-189
Metric Metric Name November December January February March Notes
Number VZ |[CLEC | VZ |CLEC VZ |CLEC| VZ |CLEC | VvZ [CLEC
MR-4 - Trouble Duration Intervals -
MR-4-01-2100 ' | Mean Time To Repair - Total 2058 16.84 ] 2343 1971]| 20551 177512197 1838|2269 19.58
MR-4-02-2100 | Mean Time to Repair — Loop Trouble 20770 16931 24941 1985} 2202} 18.18123.71 ) 189912428 2032
MR-4-03-2100 | Mean Time To Repair — Central Office Trouble | 10.80 | 15.77) 1345} 1791 930 1362 797| 11.02]| 7.50] 19.39
MR-4-04-2100 | % Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours 7446 8299 67.3%| 7595| 73.54] 78.95| 71.00| 7992 | 68.13 ]| 76.97
MR-4-06-2100 | % Out of Service > 4 hours 78.07{ 69.63 | 80.76 | 74.68| 77.65| 6991 | 79.46| 74.53.183.50| 81.79
MR-4-07-2100 ‘| % Out of Service > 12 hours 61.11[ 58.86 | 64.89 | 64.44{ 62.08| 59.01 | 6431 | 63.40{68.31 ]| 68.34
MR-4-08-2100 | % Out of Service > 24 Hours 23.64| 16.08[ 2939 | 2199|2390 2017|2585} 18.61[29.05] 22.82
MR-5 - Repeat Trouble Reports
MR-5-01-2100 | % Repeat Reports within 30 Days 17.82 | 2048 | 18.88 | 20.75| 17.83( 2073 [ 17.22]| 2047|1791 ] 18.64
Complex Services - 2 Wire Digital
MR-2 - Trouble Report Rate
"MR-2-02-2341 | Network Trouble Report Rate — Loop 052 041 048 032| 047( 038] 048 031 0521 018
MR-2-03-2341 | Network Trquble Report Rate — Central Office 0.14 0.14 0.15 005] 015 020 0.15 0071 0.15 0.04
MR-2-04-2341 | % Subsequent Reports 14.62 | 20.00) 1097 2727 11.56| 10341} 11.71 5.56 [ 14.75 | 16.67
MR-2-05-2341 - | % CPE/TOK/FOK Trouble Report Rate 088) 036] 036 0431 0.88 135 0.79 029 08| 038
MR-3 - Missed Repair Appoeintiients -
MR-3-01-2341 | % Missed Repair Appointment — Loop 43.14 1 8333 | 4580 | 6429) 47.27| 70.59 | 4835| 7143 (39.74( 5000| 5
MR-3-02-2341 | % Missed Repair Appointment — Central Office | 41.12 | 50.00 | 32.20 0.00 | 3448 55.56 | 30.63| 33.33]31.86] 50.00 1,2.4,5
YEVT ; ; ‘ 4
MR-3-03-2341 ;;‘.ggff(‘)’lfe"a" Appointment — CPE 3495 | 37.50| 2628 | 2632|3250 3000 | 3065 | 46.15|29.26 | 17.65
MR-4 - Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-01-2341 | Mean Time To Répair — Total 23.67| 3852 | 23.87| 33.50| 25.73| 2024 | 2545 27.22|21.72| 15.07
MR-4-02-2341 | Mean Time to Repait — Loop Trouble 25241 4335] 2682 3590]29.26| 23.05) 2680 3090|24.15| 4:38 5
MR-4-03-2341 | Mean Time To Repair ~ Central Office Trouble | 17.80 | 24.03 | 14.64| 1666 | 1459 1494} 21.05]| 10.03]13.32] 57.83 1,2,4,5
MR-4-04-2341 | % Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours 63.19| 58.33 | 64.89 | 56.25| 6349 61.54 [ 65.68 ] '64.71 | 69.58 | 90.00
MR-4-07-2341 | % Qut-of Service > 12 hours 5387 7333 61.78 | 8750 6272 73.33) 6069 76.92|52.69| 0.00 25
MR-4-08-2341 | % Out of Service > 24 Hours 3592 33.33 | 35.91 | 50.00 | 34.49| 46.67 | 35.11| 38.46]27.96| 000 2.5
MR-5 - Repeat Trouble Reports
MR-5-01-2341 [ % Repeat Reports within 30 Days 13781 16.67} 14.99] 1250] 14.73 | 1923 | 1684 | 1176} 17.10] 0.00
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Metric . November December January ¥ebruary March
Metric Name Notes
Number VZ 'CLEC VZ |CLEC | VZ |CLEC| VZ |{CLEC | VZ |CLEC
Complex Services - Z Wire xDSL
MR-2 - Trouble Report Rate -
MR-2-02-2342 | Network Trouble Report Rate - Loop i.e8| 2.71 1.73 260] 173 092] 151 0.87) 1.72] 085
MR-2-03-2342 | Network Trouble Report Rate — Cenltral Office 028| 034] 033 065 0341 0.00] 0.25 0.00| 0.26] 0.00
MR-2-04-2342 | % Subscquent Repoits - 13.52 | 10.00 t085| 0.00( 929 0.00 7.77 0.00] 8.07] 25.00] 34,5
MR-2-05-2342 | % CPE/TOK/FOK Trouble Report Rate 1.82 1.02| 1.77 032 175] 1.83] 1.43 45| 1.61| 085
MR-3 - Missed Repair Appointments
MR-3-01-2342 } % Missed Repair Appointment — Loop 20.82 | 3750 24.15| 3750 2113} 0.00)21.50( 0.00}23.15( 33.33 1:42’53’
MR-3-02-2342 | % Missed Repair-Appointment — Central Office | 25.95| 0.00] 30.51 0.00} 20.51 | NA 14.25 | NA 14.21 NA| 1,2
% Missed Repair Appointment — CPE 1,2,3
-3-03- : 00 . . . . . . . 2
MR-3-03-2342 [TOK/FOK 13771 0 19.51 0.00) 13,59 16.67| 11.87 00011254 | 33.33 4.5
.| MR-4 - Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-01-2342 § Mean Time To Repair - Total
MR-4-02-2342 | Mean Time to Repair — Loop Trouble’ 25.73 | 24.48 | 2961 | 26.08| 26.72 | 1543 (2721 2991|2796 26.29 lf’;”
MR-4-03-2342 | Mean Time To Repair — Central Office Trouble | 21.37 | 21.82| 19.91 B.09 1 [8.22 | NA 1436 | NA 13.18 NA| 1.2
MR-4-04-2342 | % Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours 65.07) 55.56 | 59.27 | 80.00 | 66.18 | 100.0 | 63.74 | 66.67 { 62.15| 66.67 | 3,4,5
MR-4-07-2342 | % Out of Service > 12 hours 72.561 75.00 | 75.53 | 77.78| 73.58 | 66.67 [ 74.91| 100.0)77.67 | 66.67 | 1,3,4,5
MR-4-08-2342 | % Out of Service > 24 Hours 33.04 ) 37.50| 39.38 | 2222|3229 | 0.00]3452] 3333|3511} 3333|1345
MR-5 - Repeat Trouble Repeoris
MR-5-01-2342 I % Repeat Reports within 30 Days 2143 000} 2213 0.00 | 20.23 0.00 | 19.99 0.00121.08] 3333 | 3,45
Special Services - Maintenance
MR-2 - Trouble Report Rate _
MR-2-01-2200 | Network Trouble Report Rate — Total - Ci71 0007 0.16 0431 620f 030 0.147] 0.41] 0.147] 008
MR-2-05-2200 | % CPE/TOK/FOK Trouble Report Rate 0241 033] 024 0.82| 024 0.971 022 070 0251 042
MR-4 - Trouble Duration Intervals .
MR-4-01-2200 | Mean Time To Repair — Total 5.09 { NA 5.90 3.141 526 4921 502| 401| 536| 296 3,5
i Repair — Loop ' le — :
MR-4-02-2200 g’:}f::;;me to Ropair = Loop Trouble 629 |NA | 798| 4.19| 674| 320| 671| 4a55| 7.03] 392{234;5
MR-4-04-2200 | % Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours 98.72 | NA 97.26 | 100.0} 98.06 | 100.0) 9836 | 100.0}97.92| t00.0| 3.5
MR-4-06-2200 | % Out of Service > 4 hours — Specials 46.47 | NA 4931 | 33.33 ] 48541 500014671 250014808 0.00| 34,5
MR-4-07-2200 | % Out of Service > [2 hours - Specials 5.77 | NA {1.17 0001 791 16.67| 6.91 000 7.851 0001 345
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Metric . Me; tric Name - November December January February March -— | Notes
Number VZ |CLEC| VZ |CLEC | VZ [CLEC{ VZ |CLEC | VZ ICLEC
MR-4-08-2200 | % Out of Service > 24 Hours - Specials 1.28 | NA 2.75 0.00] 1.94 0.00{ 1064 000 2081 000 34,5
MR-5 - Repeat Trouble Reports )
MR-5-01-2200 [ % Repeat Reports within 30 Days ' 19.39 | NA 1561] 3000 18311 4286} 15.60 ] 20.00| 18271 0.00 3,5
UNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENTS (UNEs)
POTS Loop/Pre-Qualified Complex/LNP
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness
OR-1-02-3331 | % On Time LSRC — Flow—Through 98.87 99,95 99.71 99.14 99.01
OR-1-04-3331 % On Time LSRC < 6 Lines — Electronic —No 97.03 9923 97 44 98.36 | 0823
Flow-Through
OR-1-06-3331 | % On Time LSRC >=6 Lines — Eleclronic 98.36 99.28 99.44 99.78 9921
OR-1-08-3331 | % On Time LSRC <6 Lines — Fax NA NA NA : NA NA
OR-1-10-3331 | % On Time LSRC >= 6 Lines - Fax NA NA NA NA NA
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness
OR-2-02-3331 | % On Time LSR Reject — Flow—Through 99.19 9974 { . 100.0 10007 - 9975
OR-2-04-333 1 % On Tine l’,‘SR Reject < 6 Lines — Electronic 97 82 97 70 99.06 98.59 08.82
‘ - No Flow=Through
OR-2.06-3331 | 0 O Time 1SR Reject >=6 Lines - 98.72 100.0 100.0 1000 - | 99.54
Electronic :
OR-2-08-3331. | % On Time LSR Reject < 6 Lines — Fax NA NA ' NA NA NA
OR-2-10-3331 | % On Time LSR Reject >=6 Lines — Fax NA NA NA NA NA
POTS Platform ‘
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness
OR-1-02-3140 | % On Time LSRC — Flow—Through 99.50 99 44 100.0 ' 99.56 99.80
OR-1-04-3140 % On Time LSRC < 6 Lines — Electronic — No 97 58 08.64 98.16 ’ 98.03 98.14
] Flow—Through
OR-1-06-3140 :{;’;}’;;‘I‘T"lﬁﬁl >=6 Lines —Electronic - 100.0 9964| | 1000 100.0 99.66
OR:-1-08-3140 | % On Time LSRC < 6 Lines — Fax NA NA NA NA - NA
OR-1-10-3140 | % On Time LSRC >=6 Lines — Fax NA NA NA NA NA
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness '
OR-2-02-3140 { % On Time LSR Reject — Flow=Through 98.72 100.0 100.0 98.10 99.16
OR-2-04-3140 % On Time l:SR Reject < 6 Lines — Electronic 08 38 §9.00 98.71 98.68 9926
— No Flow—Through
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Metric Metric Name November December Jm_: uary February March Notes
Number ) : VZ |CLEC| VZ |CLEC | VZ |CLEC| VZ |CLEC || VZ |CLEC
% On'Time LSR Reject >= 6 Lines — '

-2-06- . . . 0 . ). .
OR-2-06-3140 | o0 0 o Flow Throval | 100.0 100 99.66 100.0 100.0
OR-2-08-3140 | % On Time LSR Reject < 6 Lines — Fax NA NA NA NA NA
OR-2-10-3140 | % On Time LSR Reject >=6 Lines —Fax - NA NA NA NA NA
Complex Services - 2 Wire Digital
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness - Requiring Loop Qualification

9 Ti < ines — ic —
OR-1-04-3341 | 22 On Time LSRC <6 Lines - Electronic —No 99.31 11000 100.0 100.0 98.82
Flow —Through
0, 3 == H — H —
OR-1-06-3341 fm On T:me LSRC >=6 Lines Electronic — No NA NA NA NA NA
Flow—1{lrough
OR-1-08-3341 | % On Time LSRC < 6 Lines — Fax NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-10-3341 | % On Time LSRC >= 6 Lines — Fax NA NA NA NA NA
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness - Requiring Loop Qualification
o - ool <6 Linos . '
OR-2-04-334] iag: ;‘;‘\‘;ﬁﬁ;ggf‘“ 6 Lines — Electrottic 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 (060
; % On Time L8R Reject >= 6 Lines —
OR"Z-06_3_34] Electronic — No Flow—Through NA NA NA NA NA
OR-2-08-3341 [ % On Time LSR Reject <6 Lines — Fax NA . NA NA NA NA
OR-2-10-3341 | % On Time LSR Reject >=6 Lines — Fax NA NA NA | NA NA
Complex Services - 2 Wire xDSL ‘ '
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness - Requiring Loop Qualification ]
Lt I H — 5 - 1 —
OR-1-04-3342 F‘;ﬁ‘_?;}';i:jlm <6 Lines —Electronic —No 99.42 100.0 97.87 99.17 97.67
S - C <6 Linos - —
OR-1-04-3343 | 76 On Time LSRC <6 Lines - Electronic - No 97.37 96.88 100.0 100.0 100.0
Flow -Through _
% On Time L.SRC >=6 Lines — Electronic — No :
OR-1-06-3342 Flow—Througlh NA NA NA NA NA
— % Oun Time LSRC >=6 Lines - Electronic - No )
OR-1-06-3343 Flow-Througi : NA NA - NA NA NA
OR-1-08-3342 | % On Time LSRC < 6 Lines — Fax NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-10-3342 | % On Time LSRC >= 6 Lines — Fax NA - NA NA NA NA
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Metric Melric Name November _December January Febrqary March Notes
Number . VZ |CLEC | VZ |CLEC VZ ICLEC || VZ |CLEC | vZ |CLEC
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness - Requiring Loop Qualification
o - ; T -
OR-2-04-3347 /_u 1(32 g'll(r)n\:_%i}josglect < 6 Lines — Electronic 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
OR:2-04-3343 % On T]mt? LSR Reject < 6 Lines - Electronic 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 3
~ No Flow-Through :
% On Time LSR Reject >= 06 Lines —
OR-2-06-3342 | &1 tronic No Flow-Through NA NA NA NA NA
. p— - NPTy -
OR-2-06-3343 Ye On Time LSR Reject >= 6 Lines - Electronic NA NA NA NA NA
~ No Flow-Through
OR-2-08-3342 | % On Time LSR Reject < 6 Lines — Fax NA NA NA NA NA
OR-2-10-3342 | % On Time LSR Reject >=6 Lines — Fax NA NA NA NA NA
Special Services
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness |
% On Time LSRC < 6 Lines — Non DS0, DS],
OR-1-04-3214 | o o e Flow-Through 95.35 100.0 100.0 100.0 10001 4,5
% On Time LSRC >=6 Lines —DSQ —
-1-06- N .
OR-1-06-3210 Electronic — No Flow-Through A NA NA NA. NA
% On Time LSRC >=6 Lines -DSI —
OR-1-06-3211 Electronic — No Fiow--Through 100.0 100.0 NA NA 67T 1.2
' % On Time LSRC >=6 Lines —DS3 — - .
-1-06- . . - A .
OR-1-06-3213 Electronic — No Flow-Through N NA NA NA 89.13
% On Time LSRC >=6 Lines — Non DS0, o
OR-1-06-3214 DS1, DS3 — Electronic — No Flow-Through 100.0 100.0 1000 1000 NA 12,34
0 i <6 Lines — ‘
OR-1-08-3214 2333T_I.HE:Z:SRC 6 Lines — Non DS0,DSI, NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-10-3210 | % On Time LSRC >= 6 Lines —DS0 — Fax NA NA | NA NA NA
OR-1-10-3211 | % On Time LSRC >= 6 Lines -D$1 — Fax NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-10-3213 | % On Time LSRC >= ¢ Lines -DS3 — Fax NA NA NA I NA NA
, S o T e .
OR-1-10-3214 S’S?”Sé';‘ilgi{c >~ 6 Lines — Non DSO, NA NA NA NA NA




Federal Communications Commission FCC02-18Y
Meiric Metric Name November December January February March Notes
Number . vz [cLEC || vz |cLEC | vz |cLEC | vZ |CLEC || vZ |CLEC
OR-2 -~ Reject Timeliness
° [i ject < 6 Lines — Electroni . '
OR-2-04-3200 | 7 On Time LSR Reject <6 Lines — Electronic 85.93 85.00 7235, 91.94 1000} 5
- No Flow Through ~
Py - : o :
OR-2-06-3200 | 22 On Time LSR Reject >= 6 Lines 100.0 100.0 100.0 ‘INa 9527| 12
Electronic — No Flow—Through .
OR-2-08-3200 | % On Time L3R Reject < 6 Lines — Fax NA NA ' NA NA NA
OR-2-10-3200 | % On Time LSR Reject >=6 Lines — Fax NA NA NA NA NA

| POTS / Special Services - Aggregate
| OR-3 - Percent Rejects

OR-3-01-3000 l % Reijects . 47.22 40.86 35.55 38.39 40.21
OR-4 - Timeliness of Completion Notification . .

OR-4-02-3000 | Completion Notice —% On Time 95.24 97.30 . 96.00 97.11 95.10
OR-4-05-3000. | Work Completion Notice —% On Time 100.0 : 100.0 100.0 100.0] . 100.0
él(—4—09-3000 % SOP to Bill Completion w/in 3 Business 94,57 RE 97.94 91 12 ' 95.43 9188

S Days

o%) OR-5 - Percent Flow-Through .

E OR-5-01-3000 | % Flow Through — Total . 1 47.84 51.35 35.78 53.95 52.72
OR-5-02-3000 | % Flow Through — Simple 47.06 51.01 31.29 52.00 51.16
OR-5-03-3000 | % Flow Through — Achieved 82.83 77.93 85.34 89.32 20.50
OR-6 - Order Accuracy '

OR-6-01-3000 | % Accuracy — Orders - 97.71 97.92 96.85 96.65 97.25

OR-6-02-3000 | % Accuracy — Opportunities : 97.29 99.26 99.32 99.80 99.88
. % Accuracy — Local Service Request

OR-6-03:3000 | 02 _ 1 0.02 0.02 L 0.02 0.00 0.00

POTS - Provisigning

PR-2 - Average Completed Interval

Average Interval Completed — Total No
Dispatch — Hot Cul Loop

Average Interval Completed — Total No : .
PR-2-01-3122 Dispaih  othor (Swill)ch & INP) 2.62| 000| 3.66|NA 244 | 308 182] 321) 275 246| 1
Average Interval Completed — Total No
Dispaich — Platform

Average Interval Completed — Dispatch (1-5
Lines) — Loop

PR-2-01-3111 262 623] 3.66 547 244 536( 1.82 4.94 | 2.75( 5.10

PR-2-01-3140 2621 1.59] 3.66 1.54 244 .64 1.82 1421 2751 1.49

PR-2-03-3112 424 456] 441 5867 435 559 4.18 633 433] 520} 245
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Federal Communications Commission "FCC 02-189
Metric Metric Name November December January February March Notes
Nuomber ' YZ ICLEC VZ [CLEC { VZ ICLEC| VZ |CLEC [ VZ ICLEC
PR-2-03-3140 | fverage Interval Completed —Dispatch (1-5 |y} 575l 4ai| 239 a3s| 308 418| 241| 433] 353
. Lines) — Platform .
PR-2-04-3112 | AAverage lnterval Completed — Dispatch (6-9 645 NA | 552{NA 706 6.00| 601] 18.00| 584| 600| 345
Lines) — Loop . T
PR-2-04-3140 | /verage Interval Completed — Dispatch 69 | ¢ 21 5 00 552| 150| 706| 3.50| 601 157| s84| 167] 12>
Lines) — Platform . ‘ ; _ ‘ 4.5
PR—2—05-5 112 Average luterval Completed — Dispatch (>= 10 741 | NA 793 9.00 | 7.59 | NA 6.14 8.50| 6.1 8. NA 24
: Lines) — Loop .. . , .
Average Interval Completed — Dispatch (>'- 10 1,2,3,
PR-2-05-3140 Lines) — Platform 741 2.00 7.23 . 2.00| 7.59 2_2.5 6.14 2_33 6.18| 2.00 4,5
PR-4 - Missed Appointments ]
PR-4-02-3100 | Average Delay Days — Total - 3.50] -3.50| 336) . 4.13| 2.24- 14.05{ 3.58| 3.73| 2.48| 1.91
Q . — —_
PR-4-04-3113 | -¢ Missed Appointment -~ Verizon — D spatcl 11.27( 3.03[ 1186 238|1074{ 182)1155| 1.41l11.08] 150
Loop New . .
- — — — .
PR-4-04-3140 | ¢ Missed Appointment —Verizon —Dispatch —{ 57 340 1y 56| '524| 1074 | 5491155 34811108 805
Platform .
% Missed Appointment — Verizon — No ;
PR-4-05-3123 Dispatch — Other than Platform & Hot Cut 0.65( 0.00] 0.99 0007 0661 0.00 0'7-9 0-191 0731 000
T - v
PR-4-05-3140 | 72 Missed Appointment — Verizon —No 065[ 025| 099| 022| 066| 044] 079] 033] 0731 023
Dispatch — Platform -
PR-4-07-3540 | % Ou Time Performance —~ LNP 97.80 98.62 95.59 96.43 95.82
o, .
PR-d-103113 | 0 MA~VZ-Std Interval (W Coded) Orders | |\ o0 o o0l ot 0 o0 1062 3.13|15.57] 714§ 11.40] 0.00
i — Disp. — Loup New
a . .
PR-4-10-3140 | 0 MA=VZ - Std. Intervai (W Coded) Orders |\ 5ot 4y sct |y 01| 789 | 10.62] 7.60| 1157 20a] 1140 286
— Disp. — Platiorm :
) % MA — VZ - Sud. Interval (W Coded) Orders ' 5
PR-4-11- ] . .0 . 0.0 0, ) 0.64 ; . .
PR-4-11-3123 _ No Disp. — Other than Platform & Hot Cut 0.63 0.00] 073 0 66 0.00 250 0.71 0.00 2
9, - _ ) . i
PR-4-11-3140 | 70 MA ~VZ—Std. Interval (W-Coded) Orders | ¢ ot 000t 4731 o028 o6 053) 064 035| 071 0.8
— Na Disp. — Platform
PR-6 - Installation Quality
> o Troubl - —
PR-6-01-3112 Yo Ins_tallallon Troubles reported within 30 5.40 197 557 225 | 461 2181 47 1901 486 237
Days — Loop o
PR-6-01-3140 % Insta[lat:qn Troubles reported within 30 s40! 110l 557 0631 461 097 472 1.02] 48] 133
Days — Platform




Federal Communications Commission ‘ FCC 02-189
Metric Metric Name November December . January February March Notes
Number VZ |CLEC| VZ |[CLEC vZ [CLEC| VYZ |CLEC | VZ jCLEC
: ° i d within 7 D
PR-6-02-3012 | * °]f:2§“a‘1°“ Trovbles reported within 7Days | 3 63| 090 370] 119] 3.12] 128( 32| 123] 323] 13
PR-6-02-3140 | *° Installation Troubles reported within 7Days {3 0| 351 370 032 3.42| o028 3.02| 040| 323| 062
—~ Platform
: % Installation Troubles reporied within 30
-6-03- . kY, 3. 0 35 2.42
PR-6-03-3112 Days — FOK/TOK/CPE — Loop 3964 360] 3712 385) 3.12; 3.08) 323 201 3
% Installation Troubles reported within 30,
PR-6-03- . . . . . . 1.4 3.35 0.0 2
PR-6-03-3121 Days —- FOK/TOK/CPE — Other 3.96 | NA 3720 2350 3.12| 38.82] 3.23] 7041 351 70.09
I'R-8 - Open Orders in a Hold Status
I'R-8-01-3100 | % Open Orders in a Hold Status >30Days -1 0.00| 000} 0.00 0,001 0.00{ 000 000] 000} GO0} 0.00
PR-8-02-3100 | % Open Orders in a Hold Status > 90 Days 0.00 0.00] 0.00 0.00] 0.00] 0.00] 000 0.00] 000 0.00
I'R-9 - Hot Cuts _
I'R-9-08-3520 | Average Duration of Service Interruption 11.56 18.63 19.59 22.43 8.01 5
Complex Services - 2 Wire Digital _
— I’R-2 - Average Completed Interval
> Average Interval Completed — Total No
et PR-2-01-334] | 2YCr35 P 6.00 | NA 6.00 | NA 6.00 { NA 6.00 | NA 620 000| s
st Dispatch _
PR-2-02-334] Average Interval Completed — Tatal Dispatch 603} 557 648 500 6.04} 500| 6.17 560 6.18] 16.50 !:12'53’
PR-4 - Missed Appointments :
PR-4-02-3341 | Average Delay Days — Total 2331 200 3731 350) 2.57| 200| .77 NA 2531 1.50{1235
PR-4-04-3341 | % MA - VZ - Dispatch 8.04] 000 738 1.75] 6.45] 1301 B.74 0.001 7361 0.00
’R-4-05-3341 % MA — VZ — No Dispatch 0.21 [ NA 1.10 | NA 0.79 | NA 0.30 | NA 1.830 | NA
o, — —_—
PR-d-10-3341 | %0 MA - V=S Interval (W Coded) Ordets | g 561 031 923| 250| 799 172] 1088 o00li0s2| 182
— Dispatch
PR-6 - Lustallation Quality
o T o
PR-6-01-3341 é;;;s“" ation Troubles reported within 30 s58| sa9| 476| 862| 493] 633{ s21| s556| s22| 568
% Inst. Troubles reported w/ in 30 Days —
'R-6-03-334 )
6 l FOK/TOK/CPE 5191 1039 3.96 6901 3.00] 5.06] 4.08 833] 629 0.00
PR-8 - Open Orders in a Hold Status '
I'R-8-01-3341 | % Open Orders in a Hold Status > 30 Days 0,001 0.00( 0.00 000( 0001 QOu| 0.00 g.001 0.00] 000
’R-8-02-3341 | % Open Orders in a Hold Status > 90 Days 1000 0:00] 0.00 000 0.00) 000] 000 0G00] 0,00¢ 0.00
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i N b D -
Metric Metsic Name November ecember . January February March Notes
Number vZ |CLECi{ V¥Z |CLEC [ VZ |CLEC | VZ |CLEC | VZ [CLEC
Complex Services - 2 Wire xDSL
PR-2 - Average Completed Interval
PR-2-01-3342 A\'fcrage Interval Complf.:led —.Tolal No ae2| ss3| 420 360l 308! 42s| 333 600l 3211 s.40 123,
: Dispaich - 4,5
PR-2-01-3343 gz’s‘g:ii'“‘e”a' Completed — Total No 302| 4200 3.04| 398] 302] 333| 301 321 3.48
PR-2-02-3342 | Avcrage Interval Completed — Tolal Dispatch 474 572 525| 557 4.65| 544| 3.63 559 | 350 5.65
PR-2-02-3343 | Average Interval Completed — Total Dispatch | 322] 5325 3.141 465 3.09] 3.63 300 3.50| 3.11 2
PR-4 - Missed Appointments o .
PR-4-02-3342 | Average Delay Days — Total 9023 L70| 3.00 250 8.95 1.25] 11.32 120 760] 2.00[2345
PR-4-02-3343 | Average Delay Days — Total 1.00 | 7.72 100 292 6.00]| 883) 450 1.76 | NA 1,234
PR-4-04-3342 | % MA - VZ — Dispalch 7471 0.00] 6,12 000 592 031] 409 0.00} 541 024]
PR-4-04-3343 | % MA — VZ — Dispatch 157 6.12 6.25| 592| 588) 409 000} 541] 0.00
PR-4-05-3342 | % MA — VZ —No Dispalch '
PR-4-05-3343 | % MA — VZ < No Dispatch NA 146 0.00] 022 000} 028] 225| 0.06| 0.00
Jo _ — :
PR-4-10-3342 _/“l;‘fs?am}:z Std. Interval (W Coded) Orders 3.4 7951 97| 753] 1790 604| 127] 736| 033
: % MA — VZ —Std. Interval (W Coded) Orders
4-11- . . A . .
PR-4-11-3342 _ No Dispatch . 1.49 | 0.44 000 049| 0.00] 035 3304 007} 0.00
: | % Completed On Time - With DD-2 Test
R-4-14- X . .
PR-4-14-3342 Rslts, with 800 #& Serialt 100.0 99.70 98.72 97.27 97.88
PR-6 - lustallation Quality
PR-6-01-3342 3’12;5‘“”3‘“0" Iroubles reported within 30 1042 836 1009 406 987| 693| 960| 743| 920| 505
PR-6-01-3343 ga:‘:‘a"a“”" Troubles reported within 30 123 1158 000| 695 115| 359] 0.56] 3.16| 047
% lust. Troubles reported w/ in 30 Days - )
-6-03- s e . . . . .
PR-6-03-3342 FOK/TOK/CPE 1011 5791 893 6.07| 5.67 4821 285 8.1l | 266 7.34
% Inst. Troubles reported w/ in 30 Days -
PR-6-03-3343 FOK/TOK/CPE I 741 8931 1053 5677 4.60] 2.85 335 266| 6.13
PR-8 - Open Orders in a Hold S{atus
PR-8-01-3342 | % Open Orders in a Hold Status > 30 Days 0.601 0.00] 0.00 0.00) 000§ 0.00] 000f 000]| 000| 000
PR-8-01-3343 | % Open Orders in a Hold Status > 30 Days 0.00 0.00 000F 0.00{ - 0.00| 0.00 0001 0.00 000
PR-8-02-3342 | % Open Orders in a Hold Stalus > 90 Days 000) 000f( 000 000} 0.00] 0001 0.00 0.00| 000| 0.00
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Metric Metric Name Ngvember December January February March Notes
Nummber VZ [CLEC| VZ |CLEC | VZ [CLEC{ VvZ |[CLEC | VZ |CLEC
PR-8-02-3343 | % Open Orders in a Hold Status > 90 Days 000] 0003 000] 000] 000] 000] 0.00] 0.00( 0.00
POTS & Complex Aggregate .
Special Services - Provisioning
PR-2 - Averag_eﬁCompleted Interval
PR-2-01-3200 g‘i’:;:iil"tem' Completed —Total No 7.50 | NA 7.97 | NA 789|{NA | 1092|NA | 1471 |NA-
PR-2-02-3200 | Average Interval Completed - Total Dispaich 6.80 [ 1325| 887] 14.00) 9.35| 1529{ 945]| 11.00]17.06 | 13.86| 1,2,3-
PR-2-06-3210 | Average laterval Completed — DS0 5.58 | NA 7.60 | NA 8.10| 6.67] 1344 7.00]1633 ] 6.00( 34,5
PR-2-07-3211 Average Interval Completed — DS| 743 | 13.00 9.21 14.00] 9.04] 13.00] 9.58 93315011 1467 1,2,3,5
PR-2-08-3213 | Average Interval Completed - DS3 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA | NA NA INA
PR-2-09-3510 | Average Interval Completed - EEL 7.43 | 1333 12.00 19.00 12.75 13.04| 20
PR-4 - Missed Appointments )
PR-4-01-3200 | % Missed Appointment — Verizon — Specials 8861 0007 252 4761 425] 556| 3.85 476 | 4.001| 8.82
PR-4-01-3510 | % Missed Appointment — Verizon — EEL 880 435] 299 0.00) 3.06 8OO |[-2.19 1.821 3.53 | 1522,
PR-4-01-3530 | % Missed Appointrient — Verizon — 10F NA 0.00 [ NA 0.00 | NA 0.00 [ NA 000 NA | 0.00]1233
PR-4-02-3200 | Average Delay Days — Specials 7.26 | NA 3.88 1.00 6.97] 11.00| 7.87 100 6.77| 3.67]2,34,5
PR-4-02-3510 | Average Delay Days — EEL 5100 2.00| 4.24 | NA 2.63 450] 4.05 4.00] 6.79% 271 1,345
PR-4-02-3530 | Average Delay Days — [OF NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
g -— i —_ : ’ .
PR-4-09-3200 | /2 MA = Verizon - Standard Interval (W 882 000 321| 000| 430| 000 396} 625| 4.01|2000] 12
Coded) Orders — Specials .
% MA — Verizon — Standard Interval (W
PR-4-09-3510 Coded) Orders — EEL 980 | i6.67( 440 000] 3.03| 2500] 0.81 9.091 246 17.65] 1,23
i % MA — Verizon — Standard Interval (W _
PR-4-09- .
PR-4-09-3530 Coded) Orders — IOF NA NA NA 0:00 | NA (.00 | NA 0.00 | NA 0.00] 2,3,4,5
PR-6 - Installation Quality
. — pyrar
PR-6-01-3200 I/)"a;';“a"a“"“ Troubles reported within 30 214 | 1L1E] 17E] 690) 1.89| 896| 292| 407 38| 741
% Installation Troubles reported within 30 )
L - - -
PR-6-03-3200 Days — FOK/TOK/CPE 102 000 132 3451 090 000{ 073 2441 1631 093
I'iR-8 - Open Orders in a Hold Status
PR-8-01-3200 | % Open Orders in a Hold Status > 30 Days 0.00] 0.060] 0.00 0.00) 0.001 0.00f 0.00[ 0.00[ 000 ©.00
PR-8-02-3200 | % Open Orders in a Hold Status > 90 Days 0001 0.00§ 0.00 0.00¢ 0.00] 000} 0.00[ 0.00] 000[ 0.00
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Metric Metric Name November December January February March Notes
Number vz |cuecl| vz |cLEc | vz [cLEc| vz [cLEcC | vz JcLEC
POTS - Mainlenance
MR-2 - Trouble Report Rate _
MR-2-02-3112 | Network Trouble Report Rate — Loop 090) 0.63] 098 0.59] 095 061} 083] 0551 1.00| 0.60
MR-2-02-3140 | Network Trouble Report Rate - Platform _090) 0.80] 098 0761 095} 0.83| 0.83 0.69| 1.00| 077
MR-2-03-3112 ]_qi‘:;)‘:k Trouble Report Rate - Central Office | 1| 0031 o15| o06| 012| 002] 010| oo4{ 010 oos
MR-2-03-3140 | Network Trouble Report Rate - Central Office | |\ o501 o45| 025| 012| 024| 010 o022] 0.10] 016
— Platforin
MR-2-04-3112 | % Subsequent Reports — Loop 804| 000 8.12 000] 624] 0.00| 590 000 591 0.00
rMR—2-04-3 140 | % Subsequent Reports — Platform 804 | 529] 82| 459] 624} 6.69] 590] 13.43) 5.91] 19.92
a _
MR-2-05-3112 fOS;E/ TOK/FOK Trouble Report Rate 0.81| 098] 086{ 090| 0.82| 0.83| 069 068| 0.77[ 070
o, P . .
MR-2-05-3140 l’f]a?t!;ﬁflmwmi( Trouble Report Rate 08| 082 oss| o71] 082 os6s| 060! o0s7| 077 o058
MR-3 - Missed Repair Appoigtments - .
MR-3-01-3112 { % Missed Repair Appointiment - Loo 1652 929 19.89 6.69 | 17.70| 10.51 | 18.87 794 (1987} 6.74
MR-3-01-3140 | % Missed Repair Appointment — Platform 16.52| 18.05| 19.89 | 27391 17.70] 27781 18.87| 20.87|19.87 | 22.61
: Q, e 1 H —_ t '
MR-3-02-3112 f’lhgg;”d Repair Appotntment —Central Office \ 4 501 1333 | 23.47| 3462 | 1081 | 2500] 773] s26] 671] 833] 3
% Missed Repair Appointment — Central Of
MR-3-02-3140 f“[f;’:fff;“mpa" Appointment - Central Office | 4 50 51 20 | 2347( 3922 | 1081 | 2381 773| 2.74| 6.71] 1250
a1 % Missed Repair Appointment — CPE ¢
MR3-03-3112 | /S bOK — Loop 9831 618| 1505) 9761 926| 690) 901| 2.86| 9.03| 334
% Missed Repair Appointinent — CPE _
MR-3-03-3140 | ' o 9.83| 2279 | 1505 3129| 926| 2024 901 11.11] 9.03| 10.68
MR-4 - Trouble Duration Inlervals
MR-4-01-3112 | Mean Time To Repair — Total — Loop 20.58 1 1939 2343 1825|2055 17.13|21.97| 15.54(22.69| 15.92
MR-4-01-3140 | Mean Time To Repair — Total — Platform 2058 21.69] 2343 | 2501 ] 20551 23.51{ 2197 17.53122.69| 19.01
MR-4-02-3112 | Mean Time to Repair — Loop Trouble —Loop | 21.77] 19.76 | 24.94 | 18.13| 22.02| 1730|2371 | 16.06 | 2428 16.38
Mean Time to Repair — Loop Trouble — ,
MR-4-02-3140 p[;ff?)n.:me 0 Repair - Loop Troubie 2177 | 2361 | 2494 | 26031 22.02| 25.07| 23.71| 2057|2428 20.83
“{ Mean Time To Repair — Central T
MR-4-03-3112 | " E:‘(‘)p me To Repair — Central Office Trowble \ o oo | 15 50| 13.45| 1948| 930( 1126] 797] s863| 7.50 10.51] 3
I Ea




Federal Communications Commission rCC02-189

Metric Mefric Name November December January February Magch Notes

Number _ VZ |CLEC| VZ |[CLEC | VZ |CLEC| VZ |[CLEC | VZ [CLEC
MR-4-03-314¢ | Mean Time To Repair —Centra Office Trouble | 10 0| 46 151 1345 | 2086| 930| 18.07| 797] 7921 7.50] 10.10

— Platform .
0 ithi —

MR-4-04-3112 | S;"ared (all troubles) within 24 Hours 7446 | 79.66 | 6739 | 80.68 | 7354 8521 | 71.00| 8598 | 68.13 | 82.68
MR-4-04-3149 | 78 Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours ~ 7446 | 7542 | 67.39| 6250 | 73.54 | 69.89 | 7100 | 77.23]68.13 | 77.25
MR-4-06-3140 | % Out of Service > 4 hours - Platform 78.07| 77.05| 80.76 | 82.44| 7765 78.95{ 79.46| 74.76 | 83.50 | 80.88
MR-4-G7-3112 | % Qut of Service > 12 hours — Loop 61.11) 59.9i | 64.89 | 59.56| 62.08 | 53.47]6431| 47.98|68.31 | 55.65
MR-4-07-3140 | % Out of Service > 12 liours - Platform 61.11] 68.03| 64.89( 7099 6208 | 64.74 | 64.31 | 60.00| 6831 63.24
MR-4-08-3112 | % Qut of Service > 24 Hours — Loop 23.64 ] 17.971 29391 19.56]23.90| 13.86] 2585 15.66129.05| 18.83
MR-4-08-3140 | % Oul of Service > 24 Hours — Platform 23.64| 2459 29.39| 3588|2390} 28.95| 25.85| 26.67 | 29.05| 21.69
MR-5 - Repeat Trogble Reports
MR-5-01-3112 | % Repeat Reports within 30 Days — Loop 17821 25776 | 1888 2644 | 1783 | 2430|1722 18.08]| 1791 | 18.95
MR-5-01-3140 | % Repeat Reports within 30 Days — Platform 17.821 1229 18881 18.75| 17.83| 17.20{ 17.22| 13.86] 17.91 | 16.93
Complex Services - 2 Wire Digital
MR-2 - Trouble Report Rale .
MR-2-02-334} | Network Trouble Report Rate — Loop 052 081}] 048 067 047| 1.05) -048| 064]| 0.52] 067
MR-2-03-3341 | Network Trouble Report Rate — Central Office 0.14} 0.121 0.15 0.19 | 0.15 0144 O.15 0.101 0.I5] 0.03
MR-2-04-3341 | % Subsequent Reports 14621 000 1097 000[11.56] 0.00] 11.71 0.00114.751 0.00
MR-3 - Missed Repair Appointments :
MR-3-01-3341 | % Missed Repair Appointment — Loop 43.14 | 14.29 | 45.80| 4.76| 4727 | 6.45] 48.35 5263974 5.00
MR-3-02-3341 | % Missed Repair Appointment — Central Office | 41.12| 0.00| 32.20| 16.67 | 34.48 | 25.00| 30.63 0.00 | 3186 ( 000 If';'
MR-4 - Trouble Duration Intervals ’
MR-4-01-3341 | Mean Time To Repair -- Total 23.67 | 27.89 | 2387 17.06) 2573 | 21.50 | 2545 20.71 {21.72 | 21.29
MR-4-02-3341 | Mean Time to Repair — Loop Troubje 25241 3095 2682 1699} 2926 2043|2680 21.76)24.15| 2152
MR-4-03-3341 | Mean Time To Repair — Central Office Trouble | 17.80 | 6.46 | 14.64| 1730) 1450 2077 21.05] 14.08] 13,32 16.77 ]:‘2’53’
MR-4-07-3341 [ % Out of Service > 12 howrs 53.87 ] 76.67| 61.78 | 44.00] 62.72 | 69.70 6@.69 73.68 | 52.69| 63.16
MR-4-08-3341 | % Out of Service > 24 Hours 35921 36.67| 3591 | 20.00 ] 3449} 27.27| 35.11 | 31.5827.96| 21.05
MR-5 - Repeat Trouble Reports . - ) :
MR-5-01-3341] [ % Repeat Reports within 30 Days 1378 21.88 | 14.99( 14.81) 1473 | 1429|1684 | 4091 {17.10| 952
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Metric Metric Name NOVCI.IIbEl’ _ December January February March Notes

Number VZ ICLEC VZ (CLEC VI |{CLEC | VZ |CLEC | VZ |CLEC
Complex Services - 2 Wire xDSL
MR-2 - Trouble Report Rate )
MR-2-02-3342 | Network Trouble Report Rate — Loop 079 1211 072 128| 080] L10| 058 1.27| 072
MR-2-02-3343 | Network Trouble Report Rate — Loop .00 1.21 0.00] 1.287 0.00] 1.10 000 127 0.05
MR-2-03-3342 | Network Trouble Report Rate — Central Office 0.06 | 0.17 0.06( 0204 011] 0I5| 005] 0.15] 0.05
MR-2-03-3343 | Network Trouble Report Rate — Central Office 0.13 | 0.17 000 020( 0.06] 0.15 0.06| 0.15] 0.00
MR-3 - Missed Repair Appointments -
MR-3-01-3342 | % Missed Repair Appointment — Loop 9.93 | 24,151 .7.21 | 2113 | 11.54 ] 21.50 | 10.20]23.15] 12.07
MR-3-01-3343 | % Missed Repair Appointment — Loop NA 24.15 | NA 21.13 | NA 21.50 | NA 23.15] 0.00 5
MR-3-02-3342 | % Missed Repair Appoiniment — Central Office 33.33| 3051 20.00( 20,511 1333 14.25 0001421 0.00 4
MR-3-02-3343 | % Missed Repair Appointinent - Central Office 25.00 | 30.51 | NA 20511 0.00] 14.25 0.00] 1421 0.00] 1,34,5
MR-4 - Trouble Duration Intervals :
MR-4-01-3342 | Mean Time To Repair — Total e _ ]
MR-4-02-3342 | Mean Time to Repair — Loop Trouble 22821 2961} 21.20] 26.72] 24.57 [ 2721 | 20.45|2796( 20.79
MR-4-02-3343 | Mean Time to Repair - Loop Trouble 1 NA 29.61 | NA 26.72 | NA 27.21 | NA 2796 | 75.92 5
MR-4-03-3342 | Mean Time To Repair — Central Office Trouble 14.57 | 1991 ] 2130) 1822} 1346|1436 | 948/ 13.18} 1295 4
MR-4-03-3343 | Mean Time To Repair — Central Qffice Trouble 19.98 [ 1991 [ NA 18221 1643 | 14.36 7.50 11318 1.03[ 1345
MR-4-04-3343 | % Cleared (all lroubles) within 24 Hours 50.00 [ 59.27 [ NA 66.18 | 66.67 [ 63.74 | 100.0 | 62.15| 50.00] 1,3,4,5
MR-4-07-3342 | % Out of Service > 12 hours 62.76 | 75:53 | 53.70| 73.58] 62.96 | 7491.{ 51.65{77.67]| 61.32
MR-4-07-3343 | % Qut of Service > 12 hours 66.67 | 75.53 | NA 73.58 1 33331 74.91 0.00]77.67| 0.00{1,34,5
MR-4-08-3342 | % Out of Service > 24 Hours 25.52| 39.38| 28.70| 3229| 31.85]34.52| 20.881]35.11| 26.42
MR-4-08-3343 | % Out of Service > 24 Hours 33.33 | 39.38 | NA 3229 33.33] 34.52 0.00135.11'1 000 1,34,5
MR-5 - Repeat Trouble Reports _
MR-5-01-3342 | % Repeat Reports within 3¢ Days 14.00| 22,131 14.05]20.23] 13.10] 19.99} 16.98|21.08 | 28.00
MR-5-01-3343 | % Repeat Reports within 30 Days 000} 22.13 [ NA 20,23 0001999 "0.00(21.08] 5000 1,345
Special Services - Maintenance
MR-2 - Trouble Report Rate
MR:2-01-3200 | Network Trouble Report Rate 0.17] 2.59| 0.16 170 020} 1424 0171 222 0.17| 2.72
MR-2-05-3200 | % CPE/TOK/FOK Trouble Report Rate 024 222 024 204 0241 2.07] 022) 241 0.25] 343
MR-4 - Trouble Duration Intervals -
MR-4-01-3200 | Mean Time To Repair — Total 509; 840{ 590 870} 526 -439] 502 570) 536 880 1
MR-4-02-3200 | Mean Time to Repair — Loop Trouble 6291 7.58{ 7.98 8991 674 494| 6.71 558 7.03| 1334 [2
MR-4-04-3200 | % Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours 98.72| 9048 97.26{ 93.33 [ 98.06{ 100.0 | 9836 95.65|97.92| 93.55 1
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Metric | ‘ Metric Name November December January February March Notes
Number VZ [CLEC| VZ |CLEC | vz |CLEC | vz [CLEC || VZ |CLEC .
MR-4-06-3200 | % Qut of Service > 4 hours . 4647 | 60.00 | 49311 46.15| 48.54 | 50.00( 46.71 | 37.50{ 48.08 | 45.83 |
MR-4-07-3200 | % Out of Service > 12 hours 5771 1500 11.17] 23.08| 791 0001 6.91 6.25] 7.85) 12.50 1
MR-4-08-3200 | % Out of Service > 24 Hours [.28] 10.00] 2.75 7.69 1.94 000 1.64 0.00] 2.08| 833 1
MR-5 - Repeat Trouble Reports
MR-5-01-3200 | % Repeat Reports within 30 Days 19.39] 9.52] 15.61|. 26.67 1831 15.38] 15.60| 17.39]18.27| 16.13 I
TRUNKING :
Ordering l
ORI - Order Confirmation Timeliness
. Average Finm Order Confirmation (FOC) Time
OR-1-11-5020 <=192 Forecasted Trunks 578 0.67 356 573 347
OR-1-12-5020 { % On Time FOC <= 192 Forecasted Trunks 711.78 100.0 100.0 90.91 98.25 2
OR-1-13-5000 | % On Time Design Layout Record (DLR) 37.50 0.00 | 60.00 100.0 10001 1,23,5
% On Time Response — Request for inbound '
OR-1-19-5020 | (VZ-CLEC augment) <=192 Forecasted 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 NA 1,2,3,4
o - | Trunks : '
N % On Time Response — Request for inbound
\O -1-19-
O OR-1-19-5030 1 (7_CLEC augment) > 192 Forecasted Trunks 100.0 NA 100.0 NA NA 13
| OR-2 - Reject Timeliness
OR2-11-5020 | Averase Truuk ASR Reject Time <=192 5.20 | 250 2.00 2.00 NA
Forecasted Trunks
Q ' ¥ H =
OR-2-12-5020 | - On Time Trunk ASR Reject <= 192 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 NA {1234
Forecasted Trunks : !
Provisioning
PR-1 - Average Interval Offered
~T <=
PR-1-09-5020 | Average Interval Offered —Total <= 192 1244 | 1233 13.72| 12.00| 13.08| 11.17{ 1244 1250 | 1045]| 9.00] 1235
Forecasted Trunks ’
Averape Interval Offered — Total > 192 .
i - - -
PR-1-09-5030 Forecasted & Unforecasted 10321 7421 13.03( 1045} 14164 10450 1224 763112284 11.57 5
PR-2 - Average Interval Completed
Average Interval Completed — Total <= 192
MR2-09-
PR-2-09-5020 Forecasted Trunks 8.67 | 17.00| 13.88 | NA 1445 14.00 [ 10.67 | 12.50 ] 13.09 [ NA 1,3,4
Average Interval Completed — Total > 192 )
> - - -
PR-2-09-5030 Forecasted & Unforecasted NA NA NA NA NA NA NA .} NA NA NA
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Metric . Nouvember December January February March

Number Metric Nawe | "vz Jerec] vz Joiec | vz JcLec | vz JcLec | vz Jciec) o
PR-4 - Missed Appointment :
PR-4-01-5000 | % Missed Appointinent — Verizon — Total 1.25] 0.06¢{ 0.75 ¢00] 00| 0927 0.90 0921 1.53] 0.64
PR-4-02-5000 | Average Delay Days — Total 2280 1.007 2.67|NA NA 1.33| 3.80 200] 525] 2.00 I

Yo MA-VZ .. C;ld Interval (W Coded) Orders
—Total .

PRR-5 - Facility Missed Orders
PR-5-01-5000 | % Missed Appointinent — Verizon - Facilities 000 Q00| 0.00] 000 000 000] 000 0.00]| 0.00| 0.00

PR-4-09-5000 0.00| 000 0.00}NA 000 000] 000| 0001250 NA

PR-5-02-5000 | % Orders Held for Facilities > 15 Days 0.00) 0.00] 0.00 000 000] 0.00] 0.00 0.00] 0.00{ 0.00
PR-5-03-5000 | % Orders Held for Facilities > 60 Days 000 000] 0.00 0.00] 0.00] 0.00]| 0.00 .00 0.00| 0.00
PR-6 - Installation Quality

X P = —
PR-6-01-5000 %a Installation Troubles reporied within 30

Days 0.02| 002| 0os| 000| 002 000| 007 o0w00| 0.02| 000
% Inst. Troubles reported within 30 Days - T
R -6-03- R
PR-6-03-5000 FOK/TOK/CPE 0.00] 000( 000 000 000 00O| 000 000} 0.00] 0.00
S PR-8 - Average Days lleld on Pending Orders
Ep PR-8-01-5000 | % Open Orders in a Hold Statlus > 30 Days 025 0.00] 0.25 000 042 000} 0.01 0.00] 0.00| 0.00
8 PR-8-02-5000 | % Open Orders in a.Hold Status > 90 Days 0.00[ 000 025 000] 0101 0.00] 0.00 0.00] 0.001 0.00

Mainienance
MR-2 - Trouble Repori Rate

MR-2-01-5400 | Network Trouble Report Rate — Tolal 001 001] 0.0] 002 001| 001] 0.02 0.00] 0.01] 0.01
MR-4 - Trouble Duration Intervals ' '

MR-4-01-5000 | Mean Tiine To Repair — Total 2191 1.73] 3.14 227] 956 380| 2.87 322 3.03] 294
MR-4-04-5000 | % Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours 100.0 ] 100.0 | 100:0{ 100.0| 91.38} 100.0]| 100.0]| 100.0]|94.74] 96.43
MR-4-05-5000 | % Out of Service > 2 Hours 31.58{ 37501 68421 39.29) 58.62 | 40.74 | 33.80 | 28.57126.32| 17.36
MR-4-06-5000 | % Oul of Service > 4 hours 1316 | 6251 15.79| 1250 | 3448| 29.63|22.54| 2143|1053 7.14
MR-4-07-5000 | % Qut of Service > 12 hours 000 000] 0.00 1.79 | 1724 | 741} 423] 1429 526 357
MR-4-08-5000 | % Out of Service > 24 Hours 0.001- 000} 0.00| -000| 8621 0.00| 0.00 0.00| 526 3.57
MR-5 - Repeat Trouble Report Rates :

MR-5-0i-5400 I % Repeat Reports within 30 Days 526 938} 10.53 7041 1724] 185212535 214331842 7.14




T0¥C1

Federal Cemmunications Commission FCC 02-189
Meiric Metric Name Nuvem_ber December January February Marcl Notes
Number : vVZ ]CLEC VZ |CLEC § VZ ]CLEC VZ (CLEC | VZ iCLEC
NETWORK PERFORMANCE
NP-1 - Percent Final Trunk Group Blockage
py— : - ——
NP-1-01-5000 Yo l‘TGV Exrfeedfng Blocking Standard 147 0.98 171 0.98 0.98
Comunon Final Trunks
, | % FTG Exceeding Blocking Standard -
NP-1-01-5400 Dedicated Final Trunks .70 0.00 0.00 1.34 .00
% FTG Exceeding Blocking Standard (No
N_] - - C
NP-1-02-5000 Exceptions) — Comimon Final Trunks 1.47 0.98 L7 0.98 0.98
‘ % FTG Exceeding Blocking Standard (No .
NP-1-02 5400_ Exceptions) — Dedicated Final Trunks 11.27 10.96 9.40 10.74 6.25
, Nuniber Dedicated FTG Exceeding Blocking
NP.]1-03-5400 Standard — 2 Months 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Number Dedicated FTG Exceeding Blocking
)_ - 4 8
NP-1-04-5400 Standard — 3 Months 7(}.00 0.00 0.00 . 0.00 .00
NP-2 - Collocation Performance
% On Time Response to Request for
NP-2-01-6110 | Collocation (Physical, SCOPE, CCOE, Virtual) NA 100.0 100.0 NA 0.0 235
—New ' -
% On Time Response to Request for -
NP-2-01-6120 | Collocation (Physical, SCOPE, CCOE, Virtual) 100.0 100.0 |- 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 1,2,3,5
- Auginent
NP-2-02-6110 | Average Interval — Physical Collocation — New 96.00 NA - (105,00 NA NA 1.3
NP-2-02-6120 | Average Interval - Physical Collocation ~ 99.25 105.00 NA 6.92 7250 | 12,5
Aupment ,
NP-2-03-6110 | Average Interval — SCOPE — New 93.25] . NA ' 105.00 104.57 NA 1,34
NP-2-03-6120 [ Average Interval — SCOPE — Augment ]04'(5) 135.00 NA 67.00 29001 1,2,4,5
N Average Interval — CCOE ~ VZ Equipment is
204~
NP-2-04-6110 Secure — New NA NA NA NA NA
Average Interval — CCOE — VZ Equipinent is
3,204 - .
NP-2-04-6120 | "% Augment NA 64.00 NA NA 00| 25
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Metrlc. Metric Name November December _January February March Notes
Namber VZ |CLEC| VZ |CLEC | VZ |CLEC| VZ ICLEC | VZ |CLEC
Average Interval — CCOE — VZ Equipment is : :
NP-2-05-6110 Unsecured — New NA NA NA NA NA
' ' Average Interval -- CCOE -~ VZ Equipment is
NP-2-05-6120 Unsecured - Augment NA . I NA NA NA
NP-2-06-6110 | Average Interval — Virtual Collocation — New NA 43.00 39.00 NA NA 2,3
- Average Interval — Virtual Collocation - .
NP-2-06-6120 Augment 75.00 38.00 47.50 . 68.50 NA I ,2,3,jt
% OnTi i or 5, Vi :
NP-2-07-6110 | Sgwr""e (Physical, SCOPE, CCOE, Virtual) 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 NA | 124
i % On Time (Physical, SCOPE, CCOE, Virtual) . :
NP-2-07-6120 | ™ Augment 100.0 100.0 160.0 100.0 1000 23,5
e Average Delay Days (Physical, SCOPE,
NP-2-08-a1 10 CCOE, Virtual) — New . | NA NA NA NA NA
i Average Delay Days (Fhysical, SCOPE, :
NP-2-08-6120 CCOE, Virtual) -— Augment NA NA NA . NA NA

Abbreviations:  NA = No Activity.
UD = Under Development.
NEF = No Existing Functionality
blank cell = No data provided. :
VZ = Verizon retail analog. If no data was provided, the metric may have a benchmark.

(40 74!

Notes: | = Sawmple Size under 10 for November.
2 = Sample Size uuder 10 for December.
3 = Sample Size under 10 for January.
4 = Sample Size under 10 for February.
5 = Sample Size under ]0 for March.



Federal Communications Commission FCC 02-189

Appendix C
Statutory Requirements

L STATUTORY FRAMEWORK

1. The 1996 Act conditions BOC entry into the market for provision of in-region
interLATA services on compliance with certain provisions of section 271." BOCs must apply to
the Federal Communications Commission (Commission or FCC) for authorization to provide
imerLATA services originating in any in-region state.” The Commission must issue a written
determination on each application no later than 90 days after receiving such application’ Section
271(d)(2)(A) requires the.Commission 1o consult with the Attorney General before making any
determination approving or denying a section 271 application. The Attorney General is entitled
to evaluate the application “using any standard the Attorney General considers appropriate,” and
the Comrmission is required to “give substantial weight to the Attorney General’s evaluation.™

2. In addition, the Commission must consult with the relevant state commission to
verify that the BOC has one or more state-approved interconnection agreements with a facilities-
based competitor, or a Statement of Generally Available Terms and Conditions (SGAT), and that
either the agreement(s) or general statement satisfy the “competitive checklist.”” Because the Act
does not prescribe any standard for the consideration of a state commission’s verification under
section 271(3)(2)(B), the Commission has discretion in each section 271 proceeding to determine

' For purposes of section 27! proceedings, the Commission uses the definition of the term “Bell Operating
Company” contained in 47 U.S.C. § 133(4). '

k|

© 47 U.S.C. §271{d)1). For purposes of section 271 proceedings, the Commission utilizes the definition of the
term “in-region state” that is contained in 47 U.S.C. § 271(1)(1). Section 271(j) provides that a BOC’s in-region
services include 800 service, private line service, or their equivalents that términate in an in-region state of that BOC
and that allow the called party to determine the interLATA carrier, even if such services originate out-of-region. /d.
§ 271(j). The 1996 Act defines “interLATA services” as “telecommunications between a point locared in a local .
access and transport area and a point located outside such area.” /d. § 153(21). Under the 1996 Act, a “local access
and transport area” (LATA) is “a contiguous geographic area (A) estabiished before the date of enactment of the
[1996 Act] by a [BOC] such that no exchange area includes points within more than 1 metropoiitan statisticaj area,
consolidated metropolitan statistical area, or State, except as expressly permitted under the AT&T Consent Decree;
or (B) established or modified by a [BOC] after such date of enactment and approved by the Commission.” Jd

§ 153(25). L.ATAs were created as part of the Modification of Final Judgment's (MFJ) “plan of reorganization.”
United States v. Western Elec. Co., 569 F. Supp. 1057 (D.D.C. 1983), af'd sub nom. California v. United States,
464 U.S. 1013 (1983). Pursuant to the MFJ, “all [BOC] territory in the continental United States {was] divided into
LATAs, generally centering upon a city or other identifiable community of interest.” United States v. Western Elec.
Co., 569 F. Supp. 990, 993-%4 (D.D.C. 1983).

P 47US.C.§27Hd)3).
! 1d.§271(d)(2)(A)..

Y Id § 271(d)(2)(B).

12403



Federal Communications Commission FCC 02-189

the amount of weight to accord the state commission’s verification.® The Commission has held
that, although it will consider carefully state determinations of fact that are supported by a
detailed and extensive record, it is the FCC’s role to determine whether the factual record
supports the conclusion that particular requirements of section 271 have begn met;’

3. Section 271 requires the Commission to make various findings before approving
BOC entry. In order for the Commission to approve a BOC's application to provide in-region,

interLATA services, a BOC must first demonstrate, with respect to each state for which it seeks’

authorization, that it satisfies the requirements of either section 271(c)(1)(A) (Track A) or
271(c)(1)XB) (Track B).* In order to obtain authorization under section 271, the BOC must also
show that: (1) it has “fully implemented the competitive checklist” contained in section
271(c)}(2)(B);’ (2) the requested authorization will be carried out in accordance with the
requirements of section 272;" and (3) the BOC’s entry into the in-region interLATA market is
“consistent with the public interest, convenience, and necessity.”" The statute specifies that,
urless the Commission finds that these criteria have been satisfied, the Commaussion “shall not
.approve” the requested authorization.” '

Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3962, para. 20; Application of Ameritech Michigan Pursuant 1o

Section 271.of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended, CC Docket No. 97-137, 12 FCC Red 20543, 20559-
60 (1997) (dmeritech Michigan Order). Asthe D.C. Circuit has held, “[a]ithough the Commission must consult
with the state cormumissions, the statute does not require the Commission to give State Comumissions’ views any
particular weight.” SBC Communications Inc. v. FCC, 138 F.3d 410, 416 (D.C. Cir. 1998).

T Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20560; SBC Communications v. FCC, 138 F.3d at 416-17.

8o U.S.C. § 27U{d)(3)(A). See Section 111, infra, for a complete discussion of Track A and Track B

requirements,

L]

Id §8 271{e)2)(B), 27 1{d)(3)(AN). .
" 1d § 272; see Implementation of the Non-Accounting Safeguards of Sections 271 and 272 of the
Communications Act of 1934, as amended, CC Docket No. 96-149, First Report and Order and Further Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking, 11 FCC Red 21905 (1996) (Non-Accounting Safeguards Order), recon., Order on
Reconsideration, 12 FCC Red 2297 (1997), review pending sub nom., SBC Communications v. FCC, No. 97-1118
{D.C. Cir., ftled Mar. 6, 1997) (held in abevance pursuant to court order filed May 7, 1997), remanded in part sub
nom., Bell Atlantic Telephone Companies v. FCC, No. 97-1067 (D.C, Cir., filed Mar. 31, 1997), on remand, Second
Order on Reconsideration, FCC 97-222 (rel. June 24, 1997), petition for review denied sub nom. Bell Alantic
Teiephone Companies v. FCC, 113 F.3d 1044 (D.C. Cir. 1997); Implementation of the Telecommunications Act of
1996, Accounting Safeguards Under the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Report and Order, 11 FCC Red 17539

(1996).
" 47U.8.C. §27UAB)C).

12

©Id § 271(d)(3); see SBC Communications, inc. v. FCC, 138 F.3d at416.
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1L PROCEDURAL AND ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK

4, To determine whether a BOC applicant has met the prerequisites for entry into the
long distance market, the Commission evaluates its compliance with the competitive checkiist, as
developed in the FCC’s local competition rules and orders in effect at the time the application
was filed. Despite the comprehensiveness of these rules, there will inevitably be, in any section
271 proceeding, disputes over an incumbent LEC’s precise obligations to its competitors that
FCC rules have not addressed and that do not involve per se violations of self-executing
requirements of the Act. As explained in prior orders, the section 271 process simply could not
function as Congress intended if the Commission were required to resolve all such disputes as a
precondition to granting a section 271 application.” In the context of section 271°s adjudicatory
framework, the Commission has established certain procedural rules governing BOC section 271
applications.” The Commission has explained in prior orders the procedural rules it has
developed 10 facilitate the review process.” Here we describe how the Commission considers the
evidence of compliance that the BOC presents in its application.

5. As part of the determination that a BOC has satisfied the requirements of section
271, the Commission considers whether the BOC has fully implemented the competitive
checklist in subsection (c)(2)(B). The BOC at all times bears the burden of proof of compliance
with section 271, even if no party challenges its compiiance with a particular requirement.'® In
demonstrating its compliance, a BOC must show that it has a concrete and specific legal
obligation to furnish the item upon request pursuant to state-approved interconnection
agreements that set forth prices and other terms and conditions for each checklist item, and that it
is currently furnishing, or is ready to furnish, the checklist items in quantities that competitors
may reasonably demand and at an acceptable level of quality.” In particular, the BOC must
demonstrate that it is offering interconnection and access to network elements on a

*  See SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Red at 6246, para. 19; see also American Tel. & Tel. Co. v. FCC,
220 F.3d 607, 631 (D.C. Cir. 2000).

" See Procedures for Bell Operating Company Applications Under New Section 271 of the Communications Act,

Public Notice, 11 FCC Red 19708, 19711 (1996); Revised Comment Schedule For Ameritech Michigan Application,
as amended, for Authorization Under Seciion 271 of the Communications Act to Provide In-Region, InterLATA
Services in the State of Michigan, Public Notice, DA 97-127 (rel. Jan. 17, 1997); Revised Procedures for Bell
Operating Company Applications Under Section 271 of the Communicarions Act, Public Notice, 13 FCC Red 17457
(1997); Updated Filing Requirements for Bell Operating Company Applications Under Section 271 of the
Communications Act, Public Notice, DA 99-1994 (rel. Sept. 28, 1999); Updated Filing Reguirements for Bell
Operating Company Applications Under Section 271 of the Communications Act, Public Notice, DA 01-734 (CCB
rel. Mar. 23, 2001) (collectively “271 Procedural Public Notices™),

5 See, e.g., SWBT Kansas/Okiahoma Order 16 FCC Red at 6247-50, paras. 21-27, SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC
Red at 18370-73, paras. 34-42; Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3968-71, paras. 32-42.

' See SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18374, para. 46; Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3972,
para. 46.

7" See Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3973-74, para. 52.
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nondiscriminatory basis.” Previous Commission orders addressing section 271 applications have
elaborated on this statutory standard," First, for those functions the BOC provides to competing
carriers that are analogous to the functions 2 BOC provides to itself in connection with its own
retail service offerings, the BOC must provide access to competing carriers in “substantially the
same time and manner” as it provides to itself.* Thus, where a retail analogue exists, a BOC
must provide access that is equal to (1.e., substantially the same as) the level of access that the
BOC provides itself, its customers, or its affiliates, in terms of quality, accuracy, and timeliness.!
For those functions that have no retail analogue, the BOC must demonstrate that the access it

provides to competing carriers would offer an efficient carrier a “meaningful opportunity to
compete.”™

6. The determination of whether the statutory standard is met is ultimately a
judgment the Commission must make based on its expertise in promoting competition in local
markets and in telecommunications regulation generally.® The Commission has not established,
nor does it believe it appropriate to establish, specific objeciive criteria for what-constitutes
“substantially the same time and manner” or a “meaningful opportunity to compete.”* Whether
this legal standard is met can only be decided based on an analysis of specific facts and
circumstances. Therefore, the Commission looks at each application on a case-by-case basis and
considers the totality of the circumstances, including the origin and quality of the information in
the record, to determine whether the nondiscrimination requirements of the Act are met.

A. Performance Data

7. As established in prior section 271 orders, the Commission has found that
performance measurements provide valuable evidence regarding 2 BOC’s compliance or
noncompiiance with individual checklist items. The Commission expects that, in its prima facie
case in the initial application, a BOC relying on performance data will:

B See 47 U.S.C. § 271()(2)(BX), Gii).

' See SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Red at 6250-51, paras. 28-29, Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15
FCC Red at 3971-72, paras. 44-46. .

3 SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18373, para. 44; Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3971, para.
44, '

i

2 Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3971, para, 44, Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at
20618-19.

2

2 SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18374, para. 46; Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red &t 3972, para.
46. ’

¥
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a) provide sufficient performance data to support its contention that the statutory requirements
are satisfied;

b) identify the facial disparities between the appiicant’s performance for itself and its
performance for competitors;

¢) explain why those facial disparities are anomalous, caused by forces beyond the applicant’s
control {e.g., competing carrier-caused errors), or have no meaningful adverse impact on a
competing carrier’s ability to obtain and serve customers; and

d) provide the underlying data, analysis, and methodologies necessary to enable the Commission
and commenters meaningfully to evaluate and contest the validity of the applicant’s
explanations for performance disparities, including, for exampie, carrier specific carrier-to-
carrier performance data.

8. The Commission has explained in prior orders that parity and benchmark
standards established by state commissions do not represent absolute maximum or minimum
levels of performance necessary to satisfy the competitive checklist. Rather, where these
standards are developed through open procesdings with input from both the incumbent and
competing carriers, these standards can represent informed and reliable attempts to objectively
approximate whether competing carriers are being served by the incumbent in substantially the
same time and manner, or in & way that provides them a meaningful opportunity to compete.™
Thus, to the extent there is no statistically significant difference between a BOC’s provision of
service to competing carriers and its own retail customers, the Commission generally need not
look any further. Likewise, if a BOC’s provision of service to competing carriers satisfies the
performance benchmark, the analysis is usually done. Otherwise, the Commission will examine
the evidence further to make a determination whether the statutory nondiscrimination
requirements are met.”* Thus, the Commission will examine the explanations that a BOC and
others provide about whether these data accurately depict the quality of the BOC’s performance.
The Commission also may examine how many months a variation in performance has existed
and what the recent trend has been. The Commission may find that statistically significant
differences exist, but conclude that such differences have little or no competitive sxgmﬁcance in
the marketplace. In such cases, the Commission may conclude that the differences are not
meaningful in terms of statutory compliance. Ultimately, the determination of whether a BOC’s
performance meets the statutory requirements necessarily is a contextual decision based on the
totality of the circumstances and information before the Commission.

9. Where there are multiple performance measures associated with a particular
checklist item, the Commission would consider the performance demonstrated by all the
measurements as a whole. Accordingly, a disparity in performance for one measure, by itself,

®  See SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Red at 6252, para. 31; SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18377,
para. 55 & n.102.

% See Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3970, para. 39.
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may not provide a basis for finding noncompliance with the checklist. The Commission may
also find that the reported performance data are affected by factors beyond a BOC’s control, 2
finding that would make it less likely to hold the BOC wholly accountable for the disparity. This
Is not to say, however, that performance discrepancies on a single performance metric are
uriimportant. Indeed, under certain circumstances, disparity with respect to one performance
measurement may support a finding of statutory noncompliance, particularly if the disparity is
substantial or has endured for a long time, or if it is accompanied by other evidence of
discriminatory conduct or evidence that competing catriers have been denied a meaningful
opportunity to compete.

~10. In sum, the Commission does not use performance measurements as a substitute
for the 14-point competitive checklist. Rather, it uses performance measurements as valuable
evidence with which to inform the judgment as to whether a BOC has complied with the
checklist requirements. Although performance measurements add necessary objectivity and
predictability to the review, they cannot wholly replace the Commission’ s own judgment as to
whether a BOC has complied with the competitive checklist.

B. Reievance of Previous Section 271 Approvais

11. In some section 271 applications, the volumes of the BOC’s commercial orders
may be significantly lower than they were in prior proceedings. In certain instances, volurnes
may be so low as to render the performance data inconsistent and inconclusive.”’ Performance
data based on low volumes of orders or other transactions are not as reliable an indicator of
checklist compliance as performance based on larger numbers of observations. Indeed, where
performance data are based on a low number of observations, small variations in performance
may produce wide swings in the reported performance data. It is thus not possible to place the
same evidentiary weight upon — and to draw the same types of conclusions from — performance
data where volumes are low, as for data based on more robust activity.

12, In such cases, findings in prior, related section 271 proceedings may be a relevant
factor in'the Commission’s analysis. Where a BOC provides evidence that a particular system
reviewed and approved in a prior section 271 proceeding is also used in the proceeding at hand,
the Commission’s review of the same system in the current proceeding will be informed by the
findings in the prior one. Indeed, to the extent that issues have already been briefed, reviewed
and resolved in a prior section 271 proceeding, and absent new evidence or changed
circumstances, an application for a related state should not be a forum for re-litigating and
reconsidering those issues. Appropriately empioyed, such a practice can give-us a fuller picture
of the BOC’s compliance with the section 271 requirements while avoiding, for all parties

¥ Thé Commission has never required, however, an applicant to demonstrate that it processes and provisions a

substantial commercial volume of orders, or has achieved a specific market share in its service area, as a prerequisite
for satisfying the competitive checkiist. See Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20585, para. 77 (explaining
that Congress had considered and rejected language that would have imposed a “market share” requirement in
section 27 L{e)(1)(A)).
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involved in the section 271 process, the delay and expense associated with redundant and
unnecessary proceedings and submissions.

13. However, the statute requires the Commission to make a separate determination of
checklist compliance for each state and, accordingly, we do not consider any finding from
previous section 271 orders to be dispositive of checklist compliance in current proceedings.
While the Commission’s review may be informed by prior findings, the Commission will
consider all relevant evidence in the record, including state-specific factors identified by
commenting parties, the states, the Department of Justuce. However, the Commission has always
held that an applicant’s performance towards compeung carriers in an actual commercial
environment is the best evidence of nondiscriminatory access to OSS and other nerwork
elements.®® Thus, the BOC’s actual performance in the applicant state may be relevant to the
analysis and determinations with respect to the 14 checklist items. Evidence of sansfaciory
performance in another state cannot trump convincing evidence that an applicant fails to provide
nondiscriminatory access to a network element in the applicant state.

14. Moreover, bec: ...e the Commission’s review of a section 27! application must be
based on a snapshot of a BOC's recent performance at the 1ime an application 1s filed, the
Commission cannot simply rely on findings relating to an applicant’s performance in an anchor
state at the time it issued the determination for that state. The performance in that state could
change due to a multitude of factors, such as increased order volumes or shifts in the mix of the
types of services or UNEs requested by competing carriers. Thus, even when the applicant
makes a convincing showing of the relevance of anchor state data, the Commission must
examine how recent performance in that state compares to performance at the time it approved
that state’s section 271 application, in order to determine if the svstems and processes continue to
perform at acceptable levels.

IIl. COMPLIANCE WITH ENTRY REQUIREMENTS — SECTIONS 271{c)(1)(A) &
271(c)(1)(B)

15. As noted above, in order for the Commission to approve 2 BOC’s application to
provide in-region, interLATA services, 2 BOC must first demonstrate that it satisfies the
requirements of either section 271(c)(1}(A) (Track A) or 271(c}1)}B) (Track B).* To qualifv for
Track A, a BOC must have interconnection agreements with one or more competing providers of
“elephone exchange service . . . to residential and business subscribers.””® The Act states that
“such telephone service may be offered . . . either exclusively over [the competitor’s} own
telephone exchange service facilities or predominantly over [the competitor’s] own telephone
exchange facilities in combination with the resale of the telecommunications services of another .

*  See SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18376, para. 53; Bell Atiantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3974,
para, 53,

% See47U.S.C.§271(d)(3)(A).

¥ id
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carrier.””! The Commission concluded in the Ameritech Michigan Order that section

271(c)(1)(A) is satisfied if one or more competing providers collectively serve residential and
business subscribers,®

16.  As an alternative to Track A, Section 271(c)(1)(B) permits BOCs to obtain
authority to provide in-region, intetLATA services if, after 10 months from the date of
enactment, no facilities-based provider, as described in subparagraph (A), has requested the
access and interconnection arrangements described therein (referencing one or more binding
agreements approved under Section 252), but the state has approved an SGAT that satisfies the
competitive checklist of subsection (¢)(2)(B). Under section 271(d)(3)(A)(ii) the Commission
shall not approve such a request for in-region, interLATA service unless the BOC demonstrates
‘that, “with respect to access and interconnection generally offered pursuant to [an SGAT], such
statement offers all of the items included in the competitive checklist.”® Track B, however, is
not available to a BOC if it has already received a request for access and interconnection from a
prospective competing provider of telephone exchange service.™

IV. COMPLIANCE WITH THE COMPETITIVE CHECKLIST — SECTION
271(c)(2)(B)-

A, Checklist Item 1 — Interconnection

17. Section 271(c)(2)}(B)(i) of the Act requires a section 271 applicant to provide
“[i]nterconnection in accordance with the requirements of sections 251(c)(2) and 252(d)(1).”*
Section 251(c)(2) imposes a duty on incumbent LECs “to provide, for the facilities and
equlpment of any requesting telecommunications carrier, interconnection with the local exchange
carrier’s network . . . for the transmission and routing of telephone exchange service and
exchange acc:es's.”36 In the Local Competition First Report and Order, the Commission
concluded . that interconnection referred “only to the physical linking of two networks for the

]

2 See Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20589, para. 85; see also Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13

FCC Red at 20633-33, paras. 46-48.

B 47 0.8.C. §27H{AGHAD.
M See Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 2656] -2, para. 34. Nevertheless, the above-mentioned
foreclosure of Track B as an option is subject to limited exceptions. See 47 U.S.C. § 271(c}(1)B); see also

Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Rcd at 20563-64, paras. 37-38.

* 47U.8.C. § 271(cX2XUBXL); see Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3977-78, para. 63; Second

BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20640, para. 61; Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Rcd at 20662,
para. 222

% 47U.8.C. §251(c)2)A).
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murual exchange of maffic.””” Section 251 contains three requirements for the provision of
interconnection. First, an incumbent LEC must provide imerconnection “at any technically
feasible point within the carrier’'s network.”® Second, an incumbent LEC must provide
interconnection that is “‘at least equal in quality to that provided by the local exchange carrier to
itself. ™ Finally, the incumbent LEC must provide interconnection “on rates, terms, and
conditions that are just, reasonable, and nondiscriminatory, in accordance with the terms of the
agreernent and the requirements of [section 251] and section 252.7

18.  To implement the equal-in-quality requirement in section 251, the Commission’s
rules require an incumbent LEC to design and operate its interconnection facilities to meet “the
same technical criteria and service standards™ that are used for the interoffice trunks within the
incumbent LEC’s network.” In the Local Competition First Report and Order, the Commission
identified trunk group blockage and transmission standards as indicators of an incumbent LEC’s
technical criteria and service standards.” In prior section 271 applications, the Commission
concluded that disparities in trunk group blockage indicated a failure to provide interconnection
to competing carriers equal-in-quality to the interconnection the BOC provided 1o its own retail
operations.®

19.  Inthe Local Comperition First Report and Order, the Commission concluded that
the requirement to provide interconnection on terms and conditions that are “just, reasonable, and
nondiscriminatory” means that an incumbent LEC must provide interconnection to a competitor
in a manner no less efficient than the way in which the incumbent LEC provides the comparable

7 Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the Telecommunications Act of 1996, First Report and
Order, 11 FCC Red 13499, 15590, para. 176 (1996) (Local Competition First Report and Order). Transport and
termination of waffic are therefore excluded from the Commission’s definition of interconnection. See id.

¥ 47U.S.C. § 251(c)2)RB). In the Local Competition First Report and Order, the Commission identified a
minimum set of technically feasible points of interconnection. See Local Competition First Report and Order, 11
FCC Rcd at 15607-09, paras. 204-11.

¥ 47U8.C. § 251(c)(2XC).
9 d §251)@2)XD).

" Local Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 13613-15, paras.. 221-225: see Bell Atlantic New
York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3978, para. 64; Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 2064 1-42, paras. 63-

64.
2 Local Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 15614-15, paras. 224-25.

* See Bell Atiantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3978, para. 64; Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC
Red at 2064 8-50, paras. 74-77; Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20671-74, paras. 240-45. The
Commission has relied on trunk blockage dara to evaluate a BOC’s interconnection performance. Trunk group
blockage indicates that end users are experiencing difficulty completing or receiving calls, which may have a direct
impact on the customer’s perception of 2 competitive LEC’s service quality.
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function to its own retail operations.* The Commission’s rules interpret this obligation to
include, among other things, the incumbent LEC’s installation time for interconnection service®
and its provisioning of two-way trunking arrangements.* Similarly, repair time for troubles
affecting interconnection trunks is useful for determining whether a BOC provides
interconnection service under “terms and conditions that are no less favorable than the terms and
conditions” the BOC provides to its own retail operations.

20. Competing carriers may choose any method of technically feasible
interconnection at a particular point on the incumbent LEC’s network.® Incumbent LEC
provision of interconnection trunking is one common means of interconnection. Technically
feasible methods also include, but are not limited to, physical and virtual collocation and meet
point arrangements.* The provision of collocation is an essential prerequisite to'demonstrating
compliance with item 1 of the competitive checklist.*® In the Advanced Services First Reporr and
Order, the Commission revised its collocation rules to require incumbent LECs to inciude shared
cage and cageless collocation arrangements as part of their physical collocation offerings.” In
response to a remand from the D.C. Circuit, the Commission adopted the Collocation Remand
Order, establishing revised criteria for equipment for which incumbent LECs must permit
collocation, requiring incumbent LECs to provide cross-connects between collocated carriers,
and establishing principles for physical collocation space and configuration.” To show

44

Local Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 15612, para. 218; see also Beil Atlantic New York
Order, 15 FCC Red at 3978, parza. 63; Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20642, para. 635.

# 47 C.F.R. § 51.305(a)(5).
“ The Commission’s rules require an incumbent LEC to provide two-way trunking upon request, wherever two-
way trunking arrangements are technically feasible. 47 C.F.R. § 51.305(f); see aiso Bell Atlantic New York Order,
15 FCC Red at 3978-79, para. 65; Second Bel{South Louisiana Order, 15 FCC Red at 20642, para. 63; Local
Compelition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red 13612-13, paras. 219-20.

47 C.F.R, § 51.305(a)(5).
“®  Local Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Rcd at 15779, paras. 549-50; see Bell Atiantic New York
Order, 15 FCC Rcd at 3979, para. 66; Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20640-41, para. 61.

“  47CFR. §51.321(b); Local Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 15779-82, paras. 545-50; see
alse Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3979, para. 66; Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red
at 20640-41, para. 62.

47 U.S.C. § 251(c)(6) (requiring incumbent LECs to provide physical collocation); Bell Atlantic New York
Order, 15 FCC Red at 3979, para. 66; Second BeliSouth Loutsiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20640-4 1, paras. 61-62.

' Deploymeni of Wireline Services offering Advanced Telecommunications Capability, First Report and Order

and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 14 FCC Red 4761, 4784-86, paras. 41-43 (1999), aff"d in part and
vacated and remanded in part sub nom. GTE Service Corp. v. FCC, 205 F.3d 416 (D.C. Cir. 2000}, on recon.,
Collocation Reconsideration Order, 15 FCC Red 17806 (2000); on remand, Deployment of Wireline Services
Offering Advanced Telecommunications Capability, Fourth Report and Order, 16 FCC Red 15435 (2001)
(Collocation Remand QOrder), petition for recon. pending.
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compliance with its collocation obligations, a BOC must have processes and procedures in place
to ensure that all applicable collocation arrangements are available on terms and conditions that
are “just, reasonable, and nondiscriminatory” in accordance with section 251(c)(6) and the FCC’s
implementing rules.” Data showing the quality of procedures for processing appiications for-
collocation space, as well as the timeliness and efficiency of provisioning collocation space, help
the Commission evaluate a BOC’s compliance with its collocation obligations.™

21.  As stated above, checklist item | requires a BOC to provide “interconnection in
accordance with the requirements of sections 251(c)(2) and 252(d)(1).”% Section 252(d)(1)
requires state determinations regarding the rates, terms, and conditions of interconnection to be

"based on cost and to be nondiscriminatory, and allows the rates to include a reasonable profit.*

The Commission’s pricing rules require, among other things, that in order to comply with its
collocation obligations, an incumbent LEC provide collocation based on TELRIC.*”

22.  To the extent pricing disputes arise, the Commission will not duplicate the work
of the state commissions. As noted in the SWBT Texas Order, the Act authorizes the state
commissions to resolve specific carrier-to-carrier disputes arising under the local competition
provisions, and it authorizes the federal district courts to ensure that the results of the state
arbitration process are consistent with federal law.”® Although the Commission has an
independent statutory obligation to ensure compliance with the checklist, section 271 does not

compel us to preempt the orderly disposition of intercarrier disputes by the state commissions,

particularly now that the Supreme Court has restored the Commission’s pricing jurisdiction and
has thereby directed the state commissions to follow FCC pricing rules in their disposition of
those disputes.” :

23.  Consistent with-the Commission’s precedent, the mere presence of interim rates
will not generally threaten a section 271 application so long as: (1) an interim solution to a

(Continued from previous page)
52 See Collocation Remand Order, 16 FCC Red at 1544 1-42, para. 12,

% Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3979, para. 66; Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red
at 20643, para. 66; BellSouth Carolina Order, 13 FCC Red at 649-51, para. 62,

¥ Bell Atlantic New York Oraer, 15 FCC Red at 3979, para. 66; Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red
at 20640-4 1, paras. 61-62.

% 47U.8.C. § 271{c)2)(BXi) (emphasis added).
%14 §252(d)1).

¥ See 47 C.ER. §§51.501-07, 51.509(g); Local Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 15812-16,
15844-61, 15874-76, 15912, paras. 618-29, 674-712, 743-51, 826,

. % See SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18394, para. 88; see also 47 U.S.C. §§ 252(c), (e}(6); Amencan Tel &

Tel Co. v. Towa Ultils. Bd., 525 1.5. 366 (1999) (AT&Tv Towa Utils. Bd.).

¥ SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18394, para. 88; AT&T Corp. v. lowa Utils. Bd., 525 U.S. at 377-86.
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particular rate dispute is reasonable under the circumstances; (2) the state commission has
demonstrated its commitment to the Commission’s pricing rules; and (3) provision is made for
refunds or true-ups once permanent rates are set. In additon, the Commission has determined
that rates contained within an approved section 271 application, including those that are interim,
are reasonable starting points for interim rates for the same carrier in an adjoining state

24. Although the Commission has been willing to grant a section 271 application with
a limited nurnber of interim rates where the above-mentioned three-part test is met, it is clearly
preferable 1o analyze a section 271 application on the basis of rates derived from a permanent
rate proceeding.® At some point, states will have had sufficient time to complete these
proceedings. The Commission will, therefore, become more reluctant to continue approving
section 271 applications containing interim rates. It would not be sound policy for interim rates
to become a substitute for completing these significant proceedings.

B. Checklist Item 2 — Unbundled Network Elements®
1. Access to Operations Support Systems
25.  Incumbent LECs use a variety of systems, databases, and personnel (collectively

referred to as OSS) to provide service to their customers.* The Commission consistently has
found that nondiscriminatory access to OSS is a prerequisite to the development of meaningful

8 SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at i8394, para. 88; see also Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at

4091, para. 258 (explaining the Commission’s case-by-case review of interim prices).
8" SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Red at 6359-60, para. 239.

2 See Bell Atiantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4091, para. 260.

¥ We note that the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit recently opined in two

relevant Commission decisions, Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act
of 1996, Third Report and Order and Fourth Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 15 FCC Red 3696 (1999)
(Local Competition Order) and Deplovmem of Wireline Services QOffering Advanced Tefecommumcauons Capability
and Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Third Report and
Order in CC Doc. No. 98-147 and Fourth Report and Order in CC Doc. No. 96-98, 14 FCC Red 20912 (1999) (Line
Sharing Order). USTA v. FCC, 290 F.3d 415 (D. C. Cir. 2002). The court's decision addressed both our UNE rules
and our line sharing rules. The Commission is currentlv reviewing its unbundled network elements rules, Review of
the Section 251 Unbundling Obligations of Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers, 16 FCC Red 2278 (2001), and
recently extended the reply comment date to allow parties to incorporate their review and analysis of the D.C.
Circuit's recent decision. Wireline Competition Bureau Extends Reply Comment Deadline for Wireline Broadband
and Triennial Review Proceedings, Public Notice, DA 02-1284 (May 29, 2002). Further, the court stated that “the -
Line Sharing Order must be vacated and remanded.” /d. The court also stated that it “grant[ed] the petitions for
review and remand{ed] the Line Sharing Order and the Local Comipetition Order to the Commission for further
consideration in accordance with the principies outlined.” /d.

8 jd, at 3989-90, para. 83; BellSouth South Carolina Order, 15 FCC Rcd at 585.
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local competition.® For example, new entrants must have access to the functions performed by
the incumbent’s OSS in order to formulate and place orders for network eiements or resale
services, to install service to their customers, to maintain and repair network facilities, and to bill
customers.® The Commission has determined that without nondiscriminatory access to the
BOC’s OSS, a competing carrier “will be severely disadvantaged, if not precluded altogether,
from fairly competing” in the local exchange market.’

26.  Section 271 requires the Commission to determine whether a BOC offers
nondiscriminatory access to OSS functions. Section 271(c)(2)(B)(ii) requires a BOC to provide
“nondiscriminatory access 1o network elements in accordance with the requirements of sections
231(c)(3) and 252(d)(1).” The Commission has determined that access to OSS functions falls
squarely within an incumbent LEC’s duty under section 251(c)(3) to provide unbundied network
elements (UNEs) under terms and conditions that are nondiscriminatory and just and reasonable,
and its duty under section 251(c)(4) to offer resale services without imposing any limitations or
conditions that are discriminatory or unreasonable.® The Commission must therefore exarnine a
BOC’s OSS performance to evaluate compliance with section 271(c}(2)(B)(ii) and (xiv).” In
addition, the Commission has also concluded that the duty to provide nondiscriminatory access
to OSS functions is embodied in other terms of the competitive checklist as well.”' Consistent
with prior orders, the Commission examines a BOC’s OSS performance directly under checklist-
items 2 and 14, as well as other checklist terrns.™

27. As part of its statutory obligation to provide nondiscriminatory access to 0SS
functions, a BOC must provide access that sufficiently supports each of the three modes of
competitive entry envisioned by the 1996 Act — competitor-owned facilities, UNEs, and resale,”
For OSS functions that are analogous to those that a BOC provides 1o itself, its customers or its

5 See Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3990, para. 83; BellSouth South Carolina Order, 13 FCC
Red at 547-48, 585; Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20633,

66 Sée Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3990, para. 83.
% Id

% 47U.5.C. § 271(cH2)(BXi).

% Bell Arlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3990, para. 84.
"ol |

" Id As part of a BOC’s demonstration that it is “providing” a checklist item (e.g., unbundied loops, unbundled
local switching, resale services), it must demonstrate that it is providing nondiscriminatorv access to the systems,
information, and personnel that support that element or service, An examination of a BOC's OSS performance is
therefore integral to the determination of whether a BOC is offering all of the items contained in the competitive
checklist. /d. '

" Id at3990-91, para. 84.

B Id at 3991, para. 85.
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affiliates, the nondiscrimination standard requires the BOC to offer requesting carriers access that
is equivalent in terms of quality, accuracy, and timeliness.” The BOC must provide access that
permits competing carriers to perform these functions in “substantially the same time and
manner” as the BOC.” The Commission has recognized in prior orders that there may be
situations in which a BOC contends that, although equivalent access has not been achieved for an
analogous function, the access that it provides is nonetheless nondiscriminatory within the
meaning of the statute.”

28. For OSS functions that have no retail analogue, the BOC must offer access
“sufficient to allow an efficient competitor 2 meaningfu! opportunity to compete.”” In assessing
whether the quality of access affords an efficient competitor a meaningful opportunity to
compete, the Commission will examine, in the first instance, whether specific performance
standards exist for those functions.”™ In particular, the Commission will consider whether
appropriate standards for measuring OSS performance have been adopted by the relevant state
commission or agreed upon by the BOC in an interconnection agreement or during the
implementation of such an agreement.” If such performance standards exist, the Commission
will evaluate whether the BOC’s performance is sufficient to allow an efficient competitor a
meaningful opportunity to compete.*

20. The Commission analyzes whether a BOC has met the nondiscrimination standard
for each OSS function using a two-step approach. First, the Commission determines “whether
the BOC has deployed the necessary systems and personne! to provide sufficient access to each
of the necessary OSS functions and whether the BOC is adequately assisting competing carriers
to understand how to implement and use all of the OSS functions available to them.” The

74 ]d
¥ [d For example, the Commission would not deem an incumbent LEC to be providing nondiscriminarory access
i0 OSS if limitations on the processing of information between the interface and the back office systems prevented a
competitor from performing a specific function in substantially the same time and manner as the incumbent performs
that function for itself. )

*®  Seeid
T 1d at 3991, para. 86.

78 [d

™ [d As a general proposition, specific performance standards adopted by a state commission in an arbitration

decision would be more persuasive evidence of commercial reasonableness than a standard unilaterally adopted by
the BOC outside of its interconnection agreement. /o, at 20619-20.

% Seeid at 399:-92, para. 86.

' Jd at 3992, para. 87; Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20616; see aiso Second BellSouth Louisiana

Order, 13 FCC Rcd at 20634; BellSouth South Carolina Order, 13 FCC Red at 592-93. In making this
determination, the Commission “consider(s] all of the automated and manuai processes a BOC has undertaken to
provide access to OSS functions,” including the interface (or gateway) that connects the competing carrier’s own
operations support systems to the BOC; any elsctronic or manual processing iink between that interface and the
{continued,...)
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- (Continued from previous page)

Commission next assesses “whether the OSS functions that the BOC has deployed are
operatonally ready, as a practical matter.™ :

30. Under the first inquiry, a BOC must demonstrate that it has developed sufficient
electronic (for functions that the BOC accesses electronically) and manual interfaces 1o allow
competing carriers equivalent access to all of the necessary OSS functions.¥ For example, a
BOC must provide competing carriers with the specifications necessary for carriers 1o design or
modify their systems in a manner that will enable them to communicate with the BOC's systems
and any relevant interfaces.* In addition, a BOC must disclose to competing carriers any internal
business rules® and other formatting informartion necessary to ensure that a carrier’s requests and
orders are processed efficiently.® Finally, a BOC must demonstrate that its OSS is designed to
accomrnodate both current demand and projected demand for competing carriers’ access to 0SS
functions.” Although not a prerequisite, the Commission continues 10 encourage the use of
industry standards as an appropriate means of meeting the needs of a competitive local exchange
market.*

31.  Under the second inquiry, the Commission examines performance measurements
and other evidence of commercial readiness to ascertain whether the BOC’s OSS 1s handling
current demand and will be able to handle reasonably foreseeable future volumes.® The most.
probative evidence that OSS functions are operationally ready is actual commercial usage.”

BOC’'s 0SS (inciuding all necessary back office systems and personnei);-and all of the 0SS that 2 BOC uses in
providing network elements and resale services to a competing carrier. Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at
20615; see also Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20654 n.241.

®  See Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3992, para. 88.

¥ Jd at 3992, para. 87; see also Amerttech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Rcd at 20616, para. 136 (The Commission
determines “whether the BOC has deploved the necessary systems and personnel to provide sufficient access to each
of the necessarv 0SS funcrions and whether the BOC is adequately assisting competing carriers to understand how to
implement and use all of the OSS functions available to them.”). For example, a BOC must provide competing
carriers the specifications necessary to design their systems interfaces and business rules necessary to format orders,
and demonstrate that systems are scalable to handle current and projected demand. /d

¥ Id

% Business rules refer to the protocols that a BOC uses to ensure uniformity in the format of orders and inciude

information concerning ordering codes such as universal service ordering codes (USOCs) and field identifiers
(FIDs). Id.; see also Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20617 n.335. -

%  Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3992, para. 88.
¥ o 1d |

B Sée id.

¥ Id at 3993, para, 89.

® id
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Absent sufficient and reliable data on commercial usage, the Commission will consider the
results of carrier-to-carrier testing, independent third-party testing, and internal tésting in
assessing the commercial readiness of a BOC’s 0SS.*' Although the Commission does not
require OSS testing, a persuasive test will provide us with an objective means by which to
-evaluate a BOC’s OSS readiness where there is little to no evidence of commercial usage, or may
otherwise strengthen an application where the BOC’s evidence of actual commercial usage is
weak or is otherwise challenged by competitors. The persuasiveness of a third-party review,
however, is dependent upon the qualiﬁcations experience and independence of the third party
and the conditions and scope of the review itself.” If the review is limited in scope or depth or is
not independent and blind, the Commission will give it minimal weight. As noted above, to the
extent the Commission reviews performance data, it looks at the totality of the circumstances and
generally does not view individual performance disparities, particularly if they are isolated and
slight, as dispositive of whether a BOC has satisfied its checklist obligations.® Individual
performance disparities may, nevertheless, result in a finding of checklist noncompliance,
particularly if the disparity is substantial or has endured for a long time, or if it is accompanied by
other evidence of discriminatory conduct or evidence that competing carriers have been denied a

" meaningful opportunity to compete.

a. Relevance of a BOC’s Prior Seetion 271 Orders

- 32, The SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order specifically outlined a non-exhaustive
evidentiary showing that must be made in the initial application when a BOC seeks to rely on
evidence presented in another application.* First, a BOC’s application must explain the extent to
which the OSS are “the same” — that is, whether it employs the shared use of a single OSS, or the
use of systems that are identical, but separate.” To satisfy this inquiry, the Commission looks to
whether the relevant states utilize a common-set of processes, business rules, interfaces, systems
and, in many instances, even personnel.® The Commission will also carefully examine third
party reports that demonstrate that the BOC’s OSS are the same in each of the relevant states.”
Finally, where a BOC has discernibly separate OSS, it must demonstrate that its OSS reasonably

2] Id

% See id.; Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20659 (emphasizing that a third-party review should

encompass the entire obligation of the incumbent LEC to provide nondiscriminatory access, and, where applicabie,
should consider the ability of actual competing carriers in the market to operate using the incumbent’s OSS access).

% See SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Red at 6301-02, para. 138.

"

% See id. at 6286-91, paras. 107-18

% Seeid. at 6288, para. 111.
% The Commission has consistently heid that a BOC's OSS includes both mechanized systems and manual

processes, and thus the OSS functions performed by BOC personnel have been part of the FCC's OSS functionality
and commercial readiness reviews.

" See SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, id. at 6287, para. 108.
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can be expectéd 1o behave in the same manner.” Second, unless an applicant seeks to establish
only that certain discrete components of its OSS are the same, an applicant must submit evidence
relating to all aspects of its OSS, including those OSS functions performed by BOC personnel.

b. Pre-Ordering

33. A BOC must demonstrate that: (i) it offers nondiscriminatory access to OSS pre-
ordering functions associated with determining whether a loop is capable of supporting xDSL
advanced technologies; (ii) competing carriers successfully have built and are using application-
to-application interfaces to perform pre-ordering functions and are able to integrate pre-ordering
and ordering interfaces; * and (iii) its pre-ordering systems provide reasonably prompt response
times and are consistently available in a manner that affords competitors a meaningful
opportunity to compete. '™

34,  The pre-ordering phase of OSS generally includes those activities that a carrier
undertakes to gather and verify the information necessary to place an order.' Given that pre-
ordering represents the first exposure that a prospective customer has to a competing carrier, it 1s
critical that a competing carrier is able to accomplish pre-ordering activities in a manner no less
efficient and responsive than the incumbent.'® Most of the pre-ordering activities that must be
undertaken by a competing carrier to order resale services and UNEs from the incumbent are
analogous to the activities a BOC must accomplish to furnish service to its own customers. For
these pre-ordering functions, a BOC must demonstrate that it provides requesting carriers access
that enables them to perform pre-ordering functions in substantially the same time and manner as

*  Seeid. at 6288, para. 111.

In prior orders, the Commission has emphasized that providing pre-ordering functionality through an
application-to-application interface is essential in enabling carriers to conduct real-time processing and to integrate
pre-ordering and ordering functions in the same manner as the BOC. SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18426,
para. 148.

"% The Commission has held previously that an interface that provides responses in a prompt timeframe and is
stable and reliable, is necessary for competing carriers to market their services and serve their customers as
efficiently and at the same level of quality as a BOC serves its own customers. See Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15
FCC Red at 4025 and 4029, paras. 145 and 154. .

9 See Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4014, para. 129; see also Second BellSouth Louisiana Order,
13 FCC Red at 20660, para. 94 (referring to “pre-ordering and ordering” collectively as *the exchange of
information between telecommunications carriers about current or proposed customer products and services or
unbundled network elements or some combination thereof”). In prior orders, the Commission has identified the
following five pre-order functions: (1) customer service record (CSR) information; (2) address validation;

/(3 telephone number information; (4) due date information; {3) services and feature information. See Bell Atlantic
New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4015, para. 132; Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20660, para.
94; BellSouth South Carolina Order, 13 FCC Red at 619, para. 147.

2. Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4014, para. 129.
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its retail operations.’” For those pre-ordering functions that lack a retail analogue, a BOC must
provide access that affords an efficient competitor a meamngful opportunity to compete.'® In
prior orders, the Commission has emphasized that providing pre-ordering functionality through
an application-to-application interface is essential in enabling carriers to conduct real-time
processing and to integrate pre-ordering and ordering functions in the same manner as the
BOC."*

) Access to Loop Quaiification Information

35.  Inaccordance with the UNE Remand Order,' the Commission requires
incumbent carriers to provide competitors with access to all of the same detailed information
about the loop that is available to the incumbents,'” and in the same time frame, so that a
competing carrier can make an independent judgment at the pre-ordering stage about whether an
end user loop 1is capable of supporting the advanced services equipment the competing carrier
intends to install.'® Under the UNE Remand Order, the relevant inquiry is not whether a BOC’s
retail arm accesses such underlying information but whether such information exists anywhere in
a BOC’s back office and can be accessed by any of a BOC’s personnel.’” Moreover, a BOC may
not “filter or digest” the underlying information and may not provide only information that is
useful in provisioning of a particular type of xDSL that 2 BOC offers."® A BOC must also

"% Id; see also BellSouth South Carolina Order, 13 FCC Red at 623-29 (concluding that failure to deploy an
application-to-application interface denies competing carriers equivalent access to pre-ordering OSS functions).

04 Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4014, para. 129.

" See id at 4014, para. 130; Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20661-67, para. 103.

'%  UUNE Remand Order, 15 FCC Red at 3883, para. 426 (determining “that the pre-ordering function includes

access to loop qualification information™).

W7 See id. At a minimum, a BOC must provide (1) the composition of the loop material, including both fiber and
copper; (2) the existence, location and type of any electronic or other equipment on the loop, including but not
limited to, digital loop carrier or other remote concentration devices, feeder/distribution interfaces, bridge taps, load
coils, pair-gain devices, disturbers in the same or adjacent binder groups; (3} the loop iength, including the length
and location of each type of transmission media; (4) the wire gauge(s) of the loop; and (5) the electrical parameters
of the foop, which may determine the suitability of the loop for various technologies. fd

%8 As the Commission has explained in prior proceedings, because characteristics of a loop, such as its length and

the presence of various impediments to digital transmission, can hinder certain advanced services technologies,
carriers often seek to “pre-qualify” a loop by accessing basic loop makeup information that will assist carriers in
ascertaining whether the loop, either with or without the removal of the impediments, can support a particular
advanced service. See id, 15 FCC Red at 4021, para. 140.

1% UNE Remand Order, 15 FCC Red at 3885-3887, paras. 427431 (noting that “to the extent such information is
not normally provided to the incumbent’s retail personnel, but can be obtained by contacting back office personnel, it
must be provided to requesting carriers wnhm the same time frame that any incumbent personnel are abie to obtain
such mformamon ™).

U0 See SWBT Kansas.Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Red at 6292-93, para. 121,
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provide loop qualification information based, for example, on an individual address or zip code
of the end users in a particular wire center, NXX code or on any other basis that the BOC
provides such information to itself. Moreover, a BOC must also provide access for competing
carriers to the loop qualifying information that the BOC can itself access manually or
elecrronically. Finally, a BOC must provide access to loop qualification information to _
competitors within the same time intervals it is provided to the BOC’s retail operations or its
advanced services affiliate.'"" As the Commission determined in the UNE Remand Order, -
however, “to0 the extent such information is not normally provided t6 the incumbent’s retail
personnel, but can be obtained by contacting back office personnel, it must be provided to
requesting carriers within the same time frame that any incumbent personnel are abie to obtain
such information.”'”

c. Ordering

36. Consistent with section 271(c)(2)(B)(ii), a BOC must demonstrate its ability to
provide competing carriers with access 1o the OSS functions necessary for piacing wholesale
orders. For those functions of the ordering systems for which there is a retail analogue, a BOC
must demonstrate, with performance data and other evidence, that it provides competing carriers
with access to its OSS in substantially the same time and manner as it provides to its retail
operations. For those ordering functions that lack a direct retail analogue, a BOC must
demonstrate that its systems and performance allow an efficient carrier a meaningful opportunity
to compete. As in prior section 271 orders, the Commission looks primarily at the applicant’s
ability to return order confirmation notices, order reject notices, order completion notices and
jeopardies, and at its order flow-through rate.'®

d. Provisioning

37. A BOC must provision competing carriers’ orders for resale and UNE-P services
in substantially the same time and manner as it provisions orders for its own retail customers.'"
Consistent with the approach in prior section 271 orders, the Commission examines a BOC’s
provisioning processes, as well as its performance with respect to provisioning timeliness (i.e.,

111 Id
Y2 UNE Remand Order, 15 FCC Red at 3885-3887, paras. 427-31.

' See SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18438, para. 170; Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4035-
39, paras. 163-66. The Commission examines (i) order fiow-through rates, (ii) jeopardy notices and (iii) order
completion notices using the “same time and manner” standard. The Commission examines order confirmation.
notices and order rejection notices using the “meaningful opportunity to compete” standard. '

1 See Bell Atlantic New York, 15 FCC Red at 4058, para. 196. For provisioning timeiiness, the Commission looks
to missed due dates and average installation intervals; for provisioning quality, the Commission looks to service
problems experienced at the provisioning stage.
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missed due dates and average installation intervals) and provisioning quality (i.e., service
problems experienced at the provisioning stage).'"

& Maintenance and Repair

38. A competing carrier that provides service through resale or UNEs remains
dependent upon the incumbent LEC for maintenance and repair. Thus, as part of its obligation to
provide nondiscriminatory access to OSS functions, a BOC must provide requesting carriers with
nondiscriminatory access to its maintenance and repair systems.'® To the extent a BOC performs
analogous maintenance and repair functions for its retail operations, it must provide competing
carriers access that enables them to perform maintenance and repair functions “in substantially
the same time and manner” as a BOC provides its retail customers."’ Equivalent access ensures
that competing carriers can assist customers experiencing service disruptions using the same
network information and diagnostic tools that are available to BOC personnel.'® Without
equivalent access, a competing carrier would be placed at a significant competitive disadvantage,
as its customer would perceive a problem with a BOC's network as a problem with the
competing carrier’s own network.'”

£ Billing

39. A BOC must provide nondiscriminatory access to its billing functions, which is
necessary to enable competing carriers to provide accurate and timely bills to their customers. '
In making this determination, the Commission assesses a BOC’s billing processes and systems,
and its performance data. Consistent with prior section 271 orders, a BOC must demonstrate that
it provides competing carriers with complete and accurate reports on the service usage of
competing carriers’ customers in substantially the same time and manner that a BOC provides
such information to itself, and with wholesale bills in a manner that gives competing carriers a
meaningful opportunity to compete. '

115 ,[d

"6 Jd. a1 4067, para. 212; Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20692; Ameritech Michigan Order,
12 FCC Red at 20613, 20660-61.

YW poll Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4058, para. 196; see also Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13
FCC Red at 20692-93. '

"8 Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4058, para. 196,
119 1d
120 See SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18461, para. 210.

21 See id.; SWBT Kansas/Oldahoma Order, 16 FCC Red at 6316-17, at para. 163.
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g, Change Management Process

40.  Competing carriers need information about, and specifications for, an incumbent’s
systems and interfaces to develop and modify their systems and procedures to access the
incumbent’s OSS functions.’” Thus, in order to demonstrate that it is providing ' :
nondiscriminatory access to its OSS, a BOC must first demonstrate that it “has deployed the
necessary systems and personnel to provide sufficient access to each of the necessary OSS
functions and . . . is adequately assisting competing carriers to understand how to implement and
use all of the OSS functions available to them.™* By showing that it adequately assists
competing cartiers to use available OSS functions, a BOC provides evidence that it offers an
efficient competitor a meaningful opportunity 1o compete.'* As part of this demonstration, the
Commission will give substantial consideration to the existence of an adequate change
management process and evidence that the BOC has adhered 1o this process over time.””

4]. The change management process refers to the methods and procedures that the
BOC employs 1o communicate with competing carriers regarding the performance of, and
changes in, the BOC’s OSS."* Such changes may include updates to existing functions that
impact competing carrier interface(s) upon a BOC’s release of new interface software;
technology changes that require competing carriers to meet new technical requirements upon a
BOC’s software release date; additional functionality changes that may be used at the competing
carrier’s option, on or afier a BOC’s release date for new interface software; and changes that
may be mandated by regulatory authorities.”” Without a change management process in place, a
BOC can impose substantial costs on competing carriers simply by making changes to its
systems and interfaces without providing adequate testing opportunities and accurate and timely
notice and documentation of the changes.'® Change management problems can.impair a
competing carrier’s ability to obtain nondiscriminatory access to UNEs, and hence a BOC's
compliance with section 271(2)(B)(11)."**

12 Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3995-4000, para. 102; First BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC
Red at 6279 n.197; BellSouth South Carolina Order, 13 FCC Red at 625 n.467; dmeritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC
Red at 20617 0.334; Local! Competition Second Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 19742.

12

3 Bell Ariantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3999, para. 102,
2414 at 3999-4000, para. 102 |

125 14 at 4000, para. 102.

1% Id. at 4000, para. 103,

127 Id

"% Id at 4000, para. 103.

128 Id
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42.  Inevaluating whether a BOC’s change management plan affords an efficient
competitor a meaningful opportunity to compete, the Commission first assesses whether the plan
is adequate. In making this determination, it assesses whether the evidence demonstrates:

(1) that information relating to the change management process is clearly organized and readily
accessible to competing carriers; ™" (2) that competing carriers had substantial input in the design
and continued operation of the change management process; " (3) that the change management
plan defines a procedure for the timely resolution of change management disputes;'* (4) the
availability of a stable testing environment that mirrors production;"* and (5) the efficacy of the
documentation the BOC makes availabie for the purpose of building an electronic gateway.'*
After determining whether the BOC’s change management plan is adequate, the Commission
evaluates whether the BOC has demonstrated a pattern of compliance with this plan.'*

2. UNE Combinations

43. In order to comply with the requirements of checklist item. 2, a BOC must show
that it is offering “[n]ondiscriminatory access to network elements in accordance with the
requirements of section 251(c)(3).”"** Section 251(c)(3) requires an incumbent LEC 1o “provide,
to any requesting telecommunications carrier . . . nondiscriminatory access to network elements
on an unbundled basis at any technically feasible point on rates, terms and conditions that are
just, reasonable, and nondiscriminatory.™ " Section 251(c)(3) of the Act also requires incumbent
LECs to provide UNEs in a manner that allows requesting carriers to combine such elements in
order to provide a telecommunications service.”®

44, ° In the Ameritech Michigan Order, the Commission emphasized that the ability of
requesting carriers to use UNEs, as well as combinations of UNEs, is integral to achieving
Congress’ objective of promoting competition in local telecommunications markets.” Using

B0 44 ar 4002, para. 107,
Bl 14 at 4600, para. 104.
32 14 a1 4002, para. 108.
59 4 at 4002-03, paras. 109-10.

¥ 1d at 4003-04, para. 11¢. In the Bell Arlantic New York Order, the Commission used these factors in
determining whether Bell Atlantic had an adequate change management process in place. See 7d at 4004, para. 111,
The Commission left open the possibility, however, that a change management plan different from the one
implemented by Bell Atiantic may be sufficient tordemonstrate compliance with the requirements of section 271. /d
U5 1d. at 3999, para. 101, 4004-05, para. 112.

B8 47 U.S.C. § 271(c)2)(B)(D).

BT Id. § 251(c)(3).

138 ]d

3% gmeritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20718-19; BellSouth South Carolina Order, 13 FCC Red at 646,
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combinations of UNEs provides a competitor with the incentive and ability to package and
market services in ways that differ from the BOCs® existing service offerings in order to compete
in the local telecommunications market.'*® Moreover, combining the incumbent’s UNEs with
their own facilities encourages facilities-based competition and allows competing providers to

- provide a wide array of competitive choices.'! Because the use of combinations of UNEs is an

importanti strategy for entry into the local telecommunications market, as well as an obligation -
under the requirements of section 271, the Commission examines section 271 applications to
determine whether competitive carriers are able to combine network elements as required by the

Act and the Commission’s regulations. '
3. Pricing of Network Elements

45,  Checklist item 2 of section 271 states that a BOC must provide

“nondiscriminatory access 1o network elements in-accordance with sections 231(¢)(3) and
252(d)(1)” of the Act.*” Section 251(c)(3) requires incumbent LECs to provide

“nondiscriminatory access to network elements on an unbundled basis at any technically feasibie
point on rates, terms, and conditions thar are just, reasonable, and nondiscriminatory.”*** Section
252(d)(1) requires that a state commission’s determination of the just and reasonable rates for
network elements shall be based.on the cost of providing the network elements, shall be
nondiscriminatory, and may include a reasonable profit."* Pursuant to this statutory mandate, the
Commission has determined that prices for UNEs must be based on the total element long run
incremental cost (TELRIC) of providing those elements.'* The Comrnission also promulgated
rule 51.315(b), which prohibits incumbent LECs from separating already combined elements
before providing them to competing carriers, except on reguest.'” The Commission has

10 BeliSouth South Carolina Order, 13 FCC Red at 646; see also Local Competition First Report and Order, ||
FCC Red at 15666-68.

' Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4077-78, para. 230.

2 Jd. The Supreme Court, on May 13, 2002, upheld the Commission’s combination rules, finding that the
requitement “is consistent with the Act’s goals of competition and nondiscrimination, and imposing it is a sensible
way 1o reach the result the statute requires.” Verizon Communications Inc, v. FCC, 122 8.Ct. 1646, 1687 (2002)

(Verizon v. FCC).
M 47 U.S.C. § 271(c)(2)(BXii).
I § 251(e)(3).

M5 47 U.8.C. § 252(d)(1).

"6 Local Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 15844-46, paras. 674-79; 47 C.F.R. §§ 51.501 et
seq.; see also Deployment of Wireline Services Offering Advanced Telecommunications Capability, CC Docket No.
98-147, and Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC
Docket No, 96-98, Third Report and Order and Fourth Report and Order, 14 FCC Red 20912, 20974, para, 135
(Line Sharing Order) (concluding that stares should set the prices for line sharing as a new network eiement in the
same manner as the state sets prices for other UNEs).

1 See 47 C.ER. § 51.315(b).
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previously held that it will not conduct a de novo review of a state’s pricing determinations and
will reject an application only if “basic TELRIC principles are violated or the state commission
makes clear errors in factual findings on matters so substantial that the end result falls outside the
range that the reasonable application of TELRIC principles would produce.”*®

46. Although the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit stayed the
Commission’s pricing rules in 1996, the Supreme Court restored the Commission’s pricing
authority on January 25, 1999, and remanded to the Eighth Circuit for consideration of the merits
of the challenged rules.'* On remand from the Supreme Court, the Eighth Circuit concluded that

" while TELRIC is an acceptable method for determining costs, certain specific requirements
contained within the Commission’s pricing ruies were contrary to Congressional intent.'' The
Eighth Circuit stayed the issuance of its mandate pending review by the Supreme Court.'*> The
Supreme Court, on May 13, 2002, upheld the Commission’s forward-looking pricing
methodology in determining costs of UNEs and “reverse[d] the Eighth Circuit’s judgment insofar
as it invalidated TELRIC as a method for setting rates under the Act.”™ Accordingly, the
Commission’s pricing rules remain in effect.

C.  Checklist Item 3 — Poles, Ducts, Conduits and Rights of Way

47, Section 271(c)(2)(B)(iii) requires BOCs to provide “[njondiscriminatory access to
the poles, ducts, conduits, and nights-of-way owned or controlled by the [BOC] at just and
reasonable rates in accordance with the requirements of section 224.”%* Section 224(f)(1) states

"% Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4084, para. 244; SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Red at
6266, para. 59.

¥ rowa Utils. Bd v. FCC, 120 F.3d 753, 800, 804, 805-06 (8" Cir. 1997).

1% AT&T Corp. v. lowa Utils. Bd., 525 U.S. 366 (1999). In reaching its decision, the Court acknowledged that
section 201(b) “explicitly grants the FCC jurisdiction to make rules governing matters to which the 1996 Act
applies.” /d at 380. Furthermore, the Court determined that section 251(d) also provides evidence of an express
Hurisdictional grant by requiring that “the Commission [shall] complete al! actions necessary to establish regulations
to implement the requirements of this section.” Jd. at 382. The Court aiso held that the pricing provisions -
implemented under the Commission’s rulemaking authority do not inhibit the establisiiment of rates by the states.
The Court concluded that the Commission has jurisdiction to design a pricing methodology to facilitate local
competition under the 1996 Act, including pricing for interconnection and unbundled access, as “it is the States that
will apply those standards and implement that methodology, determining the concrete result.” /d.

81 Jowa Utils. Bd v. FCC, 219 F.3d 744 (8* Cir. 2000), petition for ceri. granted sub nom. Verizon
Communications v. FCC, 121 5. Ct. 877 (2001).

2 Jowa Utils. Bd. v. FCC, No. 96-3321 et al. (8™ Cir. Sept. 25, 2000).
IS Yorizon v. FCC, 122 S.Ct. at 1679.

84 47 U.8.C. §271(c)2)(BYii). As originaily enacted, section 224 was intended to address obstacles that cable
operators encountered in obtaining access to poles, ducts, conduits, or rights-of-way owned or controlled by utilities,
The 1996 Act amended section 224 in several important respects to ensure that telecommunications carriers as well
{continued....)
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that “[a] utility shall provide a cable television system or any telecommunications carrier with
nondiscriminatory access to any pole, duct, conduit, or right-of-way owned or controlled by it.”**
Norwithstanding this requirement, section 224(f)(2) permits a utility providing electric service to
deny access 10 its poles, ducts, conduits, and rights-of-way, on a nondiscriminatory basis, “where
there 1s insufficient capacity and for reasons of safety, reliability and generally applicable
engineering purposes.”*® Section 224 also contains two separate provisions governing the
maximum rates that a utility may charge for “pole attachments,”*” Section 224(b)(1) states that
the Commission shall regulate the rates, terms, and conditions governing pole attachments to
ensure that they are “just and reasonable.”'”® Notwithstanding this general grant of authority,
section 224(c)(1) states that “[n]othing in [section 224] shall be construed to apply to, or to give
the Comumission jurisdiction with respect to the rates, terms, and conditions, or access to poles,
ducts, conduits and rights-of-way as provided in [section 224(f)], for pole attachments in any
case where such matters are regulated by a State.”® As of 1992, nineteen states, including
Connecticut, had certified 1o the Commission that they regulated the rates, terms, and conditions
for pole attachments. '¢

(Continued from previous page)
as cable operators have access to poles, ducts, conduits, or rights-of-way owned or controlled by utility companies,
including LECs. Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Rced at 20706, n.574,

1% 47 U.S.C. § 224(f)(1). Section 224(a)(1) defines “utility” to include any entity, inciuding a LEC, that controls
“poles, ducts, conduits, or rights-of-way used, in whole or in part, for any wire communications.” 47 U.S.C..

§ 224(a)(1).

B8 47 U.S.C. § 224(N(2). In the Local Competition First Report and Order, the Commission concluded that,
although the statutory exception enunciated in section 224(f)(2) appears to be limited to utilities providing electrical
service, LECs should also be permitted to deny access to their poles, ducts, conduits, and rights-of-way because of
insufficient capacity and for reasons of safety, reliability and generally applicable engineering purposes, provided the
assessment of such factors is done in 2 nondiscriminatory manner. Local Competition First Report and Order, 11
FCC Red at 16080-81, paras. 1175-77.

Section 224(a)(4) defines “pole attachment™ as “any attachment by a cable television system or provider of
telecommunications service to 2 poie, duct, conduit, or right-of-way owned or controlled by a utility.” 47 U.S.C.
§ 224(a)(4).

B3 47U.8.C. § 224(b)(1).

“% Jd. § 224(c)(1). The 1996 Act extended the Commission’s authority to include not just rates, terms, and
conditions, but also the authority to regulate nondiscriminatory access to poles, ducts, conduits, and rights-of-way.
Local Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 16104, para. 1232; 47 U.S.C. § 224(f). Absent state
regulation of terms and conditions of nondiscriminatory attachment access, the Commission retains jurisdiction.
Local Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 16104, para. 1232; 47 U.5.C..§ 224(c)(1); see aiso Bell
Atlantic New York Grder, 15 FCC Red at 4093, para. 264.

10 See States That Have Certified That They Regulate Pole Attachments, Public Notice, 7 FCC Red 1498 (1992);
47 U.S.C. § 224(f).
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D. Checklist Item 4 - Unbundied Local Loops

48.  Section 271(c)(2)(B)(iv) of the Act, item 4 of the competitive checklist, requires
that 2 BOC provide “[lJocal loop transmission from the central office to the customer’s premises,
unbundled from local switching or other services.”"*' The Commission has defined the loop as a
transmission facility between a distribution frame, or its equivalent, in an incumbent LEC central
office, and the demarcation point at the customer premises. This definition includes different
types of loops, including two-wire and four-wire analog voice-grade loops, and two-wire and
four-wire loops that are conditioned to transmit the digital signals needed to provide service such
as ISDN, ADSL, HDSL, and DS1-level signals.'®

49, In order to establish that it is “providing” unbundled local loops in compliance
with checklist item 4, 2 BOC must demonstrate that it has a concrete and specific legal obligation
to furnish loops and that it is currently doing so in the guantities that competitors demand and at
an acceptable level of quality. A BOC must also demonstrate that it provides nondiscriminatory
access to unbundled loops.'® Specifically, the BOC must provide access to any functionality of
the loop requested by a competing carrier unless it is not technically feasible to condition the
loop facility to support the particular functionality requested. In order to provide the requested
loop functionality, such as the ability to deliver xDSL services, the BOC may be required to take
affirmative steps to condition existing loop facilities to enable competing carriers to provide
services not currently provided over the facilities. The BOC must provide competitors with
access to unbundled loops regardless of whether the BOC uses digital loop carrier (DLC)
technology or similar remote concentration devices for the particular loops sought by the
competitor. ' '

50. On December 9, 1999, the Commission released the Line Sharing Order, which
introduced new ruies requiring BOCs to offer requesting carriers unbundled access to the high-
frequency portion of local loops (HFPL).'® HFPL is defined as “the frequency above the
voiceband on a copper loop facility that is being used to carry traditional POTS. analog circuit-
switched voiceband transmissions.” This definition applies whether a BOC’s voice customers
are served by cooper or by digital loop carrier equipment. Competing carriers should have access

1 47U.8.C. § 271(c)2)B)(iv).

162 1 ocal Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 15691, para. 380; UNE Remand Order, 15 FCC Red
at 3772-73, paras. 166-67, n.301 (retaining definition of the local loop from the Local Competition First Report and
Order, but replacing the phrase “network interconnection device” with “demarcation point,” and making explicit that
dark fiber and loop conditioning are among the features, functions and capabilities of the loop).

6} SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18481-81, para. 248; Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 40.95,
para. 269; Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20637, para. 185,

1 See Line Sharing Order, 14 FCC Red at 20924-27, paras. 20-27; see also n.63 at C-12 supra.
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to the HFPL at either a central office or at a remote terminal. However, the HFPL network
element is only available on a copper loop facility.'®

51. To determine whether a BOC makes line sharing available consistent with
Commission rules set out in the Line Sharing Order, the Commission examines categories of
performance measurements identified in the Bell Atlantic New York and SWBT Texas Orders.
Specifically, a successful BOC applicant could provide evidence of BOC-caused missed
installation due dates, average installation intervals, trouble reports within 30 days of installation,
mean tme to repair, trouble report rates, and repeat trouble report rates. In addition, a successful
BOC applicant should provide evidence that its central offices are operationally ready to handle
commercial volumes of line sharing and that it provides competing carriers with
nondiscriminatory access to the pre-ordering and ordering OSS functions associated with the
provision of line shared loops, including access to loop qualification information and databases.

52, Section 271(c)(2)(B)(iv) also requires that a BOC demonstrate that it makes line
splitting available to competing carriers so that competing carriers may provide voice and data
service over a single loop.'* In addition, a BOC must demonstrate that a competing carrier,
either alone or in conjunction with another carrier, is able to replace an existing UNE-P
configuration used to provide voice service with an arrangement that enables it to provide voice
and data service to a customer. To make such a showing, a BOC must show that it has a Jegal
obligation to provide line splitting through rates, terms, and conditions in interconnection
agreements and that it offers competing carriers the ability to order an unbundled xDSL-capable
loop terminated to a collocated splitter and DSLAM equipment, and combine it with unbundled -
switching and shared transport.'®’

E. Checklist Item 5 ~ Unbundled Local Transport

53. Section 271{c}2)(B)(v) of the competitive checklist requires a BOC to provide
“[Nocal transport from the trunk side of a wireline local exchange carrier switch unbundled from
switching or other services.”® The Commission has required that BOCs provide both dedicated
angd shared transport to requesting carriers.'” Dedicated transport consists of BOC transmission

'S See Deployment of Wireline Services offering Advanced Telecommunications Capability and Implementation of
the Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Third Report and Order on
Reconsideration in CC Docket No. 98-147, Fourth Report and Order on Reconsideration in CC Docket No. 96-98,

- 16 FCC Red 2101, 2106-07, para. 10 (2001}

8 See generally SWBT Texas Ordef, 15 FCC Red at 18515-17, paras. 323-329 (des.cribing line splitting); 47
C.FR. § 51.703(c) (requiring that incumbent LECs provide competing carriers with access to unbundied loops in 2
manner that allows competing carriers “to provide any telecommunications service that can be offered by means of
that network element™).

" See SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Red at 6348, para. 220.

1 470U.8.C. § 271(c)2)(B)V).

18 Second BellSouth Louisians Order, 13 FCC Red at 20719, para. 201.
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facilities dedicated to a particular customer or carrier that provide telecommunications between
wire centers owned by BOCs or requesting telecommunications carriers, or between switches
owned by BOCs or requesting telecommunications carriers.'”” Shared transport consists of
transmission facilities shared by more than one carrier, including the BOC, between end office
switches, between end office switches and tandem switches, and between tandem switches, in the
BOC’s network.'" ' '

F. Checklist Item 6 — Unbundied Local Switching

. 54.  Section 271(c)(2)(B)(vi) of the 1996 Act requires a BOC to provide “[ljocal
switching unbundied from transport, local loop transmission, or other services.”” In the Second
BellSouth Louisiana Order, the Commission required BellSouth to provide unbundled local
switching that included line-side and trunk-side facilities, plus the features, functions, and
capabilities of the switch.' The features, functions, and capabilities of the switch include the
basic switching function as well as the same basic capabilities that are available to the incumbent
LEC’s customers.'” Additionally, local switching inchudes all vertical features that the switch is
capable of providing, as well as any technically feasible customized reuting functions.'”

1" Jd A BOC has the following obligations with respect to dedicated transport: (a) provide unbundied access to
dedicated ransmission facilities between BOC central offices or berween such offices and serving wire centers
(SWCs); between SWCs and interexchange carriers points of presence (POPs); between tandem switches and SWCs,
end offices or tandems of the BOC, and the wire centers of BOCs and requesting carriers; (b) provide all technically
feasible transmission capabilities such as DS1, DS3, and Optical Carrier levels that the competing carrier conld use
to provide telecommunications; (¢) not limit the facilities to which dedicated interoffice transport facilities are
connected, provided such interconnections are technically feasible, or restrict'the use of unbundled transport
facilities; and (d) to the extent technically feasible, provide requesting carriers with access to digital cross-connect
system functionality in the same manner that the BOC offers such capabilities to interexchange carriers that purchase
transport services. /d. at 20719,

M Id at 20719, n.650. The Commission also found that a BOC has the following obligations with respect to
shared transport: (a) provide shared transport in a way that enables the traffic of requesting carriers o be carried on
the same transport facilities that a BOC uses for its own traffic; (b} provide shared transport transmission facilities
between end office switches, between its end office and tandem switches, and between tandem switches in its
network; (¢) permit requesting carriers that purchase unbundled shared transport and unbundled switching 10 use the
same routing tablethar is resident in the BOC's switch; and (d) permit requesting carriers to use shared (or
dedicated) transport as an-unbundled element o carry originating access traffic from, and terminating traffic to,
customers to whom the requesting carrier is also-providing local exchange service. /d. at 20720, n.652.

™ 47 U.S.C. § 271(c)2)B)(VD); see also Seconc BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20722, A switch
connects end user lines to other end user lines, and connects end user lines to trunks used for transporting a call to
.another central office or to a long-distance carrier. Switches can also provide end users with “vertical features™ such
as call waiting, call forwarding, and caller ID, and can direct a call to a specific trunk, such as to a competing
carrier’s operator services. '

'3 Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at- 20722, para. 207.
174 Id. ’

"™ Id at20722-23, para. 207.
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55.  Moreover, in the Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, the Commission required
BellSouth to permit competing carriers to purchase UNEs, including unbundled switching, in 2
manner that permits a competing carrier to offer, and bill for, exchange access and the _
termination of local traffic.'’® The Commission also stated that measuring daily customer usage
for billing purposes requires essentially the same OSS functions for both competing carriers and
incumbent LECs, and that a BOC must demonstrate that it is providing equivalent access to
billing information.'” Therefore, the ability of 2 BOC to provide billing information necessary
for a competitive LEC to bill for exchange access and termination of local traffic is an aspect of
unbundled local switching.'” Thus, there is an overlap between the provision of unbundled local
switching and the provision of the OSS billing function.'” :

36.  To comply with the requirements of unbundled local switching, a BOC must also
make available trunk ports on a shared basis and routing tables resident in the BOC’s switch, as
necessary to provide access to shared transport functionality."™ In addition, a BOC may not limit
the ability of competitors 1o use unbundied local switching to provide exchange access by
requiring competing carriers to purchase a dedicated trunk from an interexchange carrier’s point
of presence to a dedicated trunk port on the local switch.'

G. Checklist Item 7 — 911/E911 Access and Directory Assistance/Operator
Services

57. Section 271(c}X2)(B)(vii) of the Act requires a BOC to provide
“[n}ondiscriminatory access to — (I) 911 and E911 services.”'® In the 4meritech Michigan
Order, the Commission found that “section 271 requires 2 BOC to provide competitors access {0
its 911 and E911 services in the same manner that a BOC obtains such access, i.e., at parity,”'®
Specifically, the Commission found that a BOC “must maintain the 911 database entries for
competing LECs with the same accuracy and reliability that it maintains the database entries for

8 1d at 20723, para. 208.

1 a 20723, para. 208 (citing Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20619, para, 140),

" 1d
' % g '

80 Jd at 20723, para. 209 (citing the Ameritech Mfchfgan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20703, para. 306).
8 Jd (citing the Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20714-15, paras. 324-25).

8 47 U.8.C. § 271(c)(2XB)(vi). 911 and E911 services transmit calls.from end users to emergency personnel. It
is critical that a BOC provide competing carriers with accurate and nondiscriminatory access to 911/E911 services so
that these carriers’ customers are abie to reach emergency assistance. Customers use directory assistance and
operator services to obtain customer listing information and other call completion services.

' dmeritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20679, para. 256.
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its own customers.”® For facilities-based carriets, the BOC must provide “unbundled access to
[its] 911 database and 911 interconnection, including the provision of dedicated trunks from the
requesting carrier's switching facilities to the 911 control office at parity with what [the BOC]
provides to itself.”™'* Section 271(c)(2)B)(vii)(II) and section 271(c)(2)(B)(vii)(III) require a
BOC 1o provide nondiscriminatory access to “directory assistance services to allow the other
carrier’s customers to obtain telephone numbers™ and “operator call completion services,”
respectively.'™ Section 251(b)(3) of the Act imposes on each LEC “the duty to permit all
[competing providers of telephone exchange service and telephone toll service] to have
nondiscriminatory access to . . . operator services, directory assistance, and directory listing, with
no unreasonable dialing delays.”"®” The Comrnission concluded in the Second BellSouth
Louisiana Order that a BOC must be in compliance with the regulations implementing section
251(b)(3) to satisty the requirements of sections 271(c)(2)(B)(vii)(I) and 271(c)2)B)(vii)}II).'**
In the Local Competition Second Report and Order, the Comimission held that the phrase
“nondiscriminatory access to directory assistance and directory listings” means that “the
customers of all telecommunications service providers should be able to aceess each LEC’s

184 Id
185 Id

47 U.S.C. 8§ 27L(eH2XB)(vin(ID), (IIN).
%7 1d. §251(b)(3). The Commission impiemented section 251(b)(3) in the Local Competition Second Report and
Order. 47 C.F.R. § 51.217; implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Aet of
1996, Second Report and Order and Memorandum Opinion and Order, 11 FCC Red 19392 (1996) (Local
Competition Second Repori and Order) vacated in part sub nom. People of the State of California v. FCC, 124 F.3d
934 (8th Cir. 1997}, overruled in part, AT&T Corp. v. lowa Utils. Bd,, 525 1.5, 366 (1999); see also
Implementation of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. Provision of Directory Listings information under the
Telecommunications Act of 1934, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 14 FCC Red 15550 (1999) (Directory Listings
Information NPRM).

188 While both sections 251(b)(3) and 271(c)(2XB)(vii)(II) refer to nondiscriminatory access to “directory
assistance,” section 251(b)(3) refers to nondiscriminatory access 1o “operator services,” while section

271(c)(2)(B) viD)(III) refers to nondiscriminatory access to “operator call compietion services.” 47 U.S,C.

§8 251(b)(3), 271{c)(Q)(B)(viiIIT). The term “operator call completion services” is not defined in the Act, nor has
the Commission previously defined the term. However, for section 251{b)(3) purposes, the term “operator services”
was defined as meaning “any automatic or live assistance to a consumer to arrange for billing or completion, or both,
of a telephone call.” Local Competition Second Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 19448, para, 110, In the same
order the Commission concluded that busy line verification, emergency interrupt, and operator-assisted directory
assistance are forms of “operator services,” because they assist customers in arranging for the billing or completion
(or both) of a telephone call. Id at 19449, para. 111. All of these services may be needed or used to piace a call.
For example, if a customer tries to direct dial a telephone number and constantly receives a busy signal, the customer
may contact the operator to attempt to complete the call. Since billing is a necessary part of call completion, and
busy line verification, emergency interrupt, and operator-assisted directory assistanée ‘can all be used when an
operator completes a cali, the Commission concluded in the Second BellSouth Louisiana Order that for checklist
compliance purposes, “operator call compietion services” is a subset of or equivaient to “operator service.” Second
BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20740, n.763. As a result, the Commission uses the nondiscriminatory
standards established for operator services to determine whether nondiscriminatory access is provided,
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directory assistance service and obtain a directory listing on a nondiscriminatory basis,
notwithstanding: (1) the identity of a requesting customer’s local telephone service provider; or
(2) the identity of the telephone service provider for a customer whose directory listing is
requested.”'® The Commission concluded that nondiscriminatory access 1o the dialing patterns
of 4-1-1 and 5-3-5-1-2-1-2 to access directory assistance were technically feasible, and would
continue.'® The Commission specifically held that the phrase “nondiscriminatory access to
operator services” means that “a telephone service customer, regardless of the identity of his or
her local telephone service provider, must be able to connect to a local operator by dialing ‘0,” or
‘0 plus’ the desired telephone number.™""

38. Competing carriers may provide operator services and directory assistance by
reselling the BOC’s services, outsourcing service provision to a third-party provider, or using
their own personnel and facilities. The Commission’s rules reguire BOCs to permit competitive
LECs wishing to resell the BOC’s operator services and directory assistance to request the BOC
10 brand their calls.” Competing carriers wishing to provide operator services or directory
assistance using their own or a third party provider’s facilities and personnel must be able to
obtain directory listings either by obtaining directory information on a “read only” or “per dip”
basis from the BOC's directory assistance database, or by creating their own directory assistance
database by obtaining the subscriber listing information in the BOC’s database.'™ Although the

'8 47 C.F.R. § 51.2)7(c)(3); Local Competition Second Report and Order, 11 FCC Rcd at 19456-58, paras. 130-
35. The Local Competition Second Report and Order’s imerpretation of section 251(b)(3) is limited “to access to
each LEC’s directory assistance service,” /d. at 19436, para. 133, However, section 271{c)(2)(B)(vii) is not limited
to the LEC’s systems but requires “nondiscriminatory access to . . . directory assistance to allow the other carrier’s
customers to obtain telephone numbers.” 47 U.S.C. § 271(¢)(2)(B){vii). Combined with the Commission’s
conclusion that “incumbent LECs must unbundle the facilitiss and functionalities providing operator services and
directory assistance from resold services and other unbundied network slements to the extent technically feasible,”
Local Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 15772-73, paras. 535-37, section 27 1(c)(2)(BXvii)'s
requirement should be undersiood to require the BOCs to provide nondiscriminatory access to the directory
assistance service provider selected by the customer’s iocal service provider, regardless of whether the competitor;
provides such services itself; selects the BOC 1o provide such-services; or chooses a third party to provide such
services. See Directory Listings Information NPRM.

0" Local Competition Second Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 19464, para. 151.

' jd. at 19464, para. 151,

2 47 C.F.R. § 51.217(d); Local Competition Second Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 19463, para, 148. For
exampie, when customers call the operator or calls for directory assistance, they typically hear a message, such as
“thank you for using XYZ Telephone Company.” Competing carriers. may use the BOC’s brand, requést the BOC to
brand the call with the competitive cartiers name or request that the BOC not brand the call at all. 47 C.F.R.
§51.217(d).

47 CER. § 51.217(C)3)ii); Local Competition Second Repart and Order, 11 FCC Red at 19460-61, paras.
141-44; Implementation of the Telecommunications Act of 1996: Telecommunications Carriers’ Use of Cusiomer
Proprietary Network Information and Qther Customer Information, Implementation of the Local Competition
Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Provision of Directory Listing Information Under the
Communications Act of 1934, as amended, Third Report and Order, Second Order on Reconsideration, and Notice
of Proposed Rulemaking, 14 FCC Red 15550, 15630-31, paras. 152-34 (1999): Provision of Directory Listing
{continued....)
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Commission originally concluded that BOCs must provide directory assistance and operator
services on an unbundled basis pursuant to sections 251 and 252, the Commission removed
directory assistance and operator services from the list of required UNEs in the UNE Remand
Order."™ Checklist item obligations that do not fall within a BOC’s obligations under section
251{(c)(3) are not subject to the requirements of sections 251 and 252 that rates be based on
forward-looking economic costs.'™ Checklist item obligations that do not fall within 2 BOC’s
UNE obligations, however, still must be provided in accordance with sections 201(b) and 202(a),
which require that rates and conditions be just and reasonable, and not unreasonably
discriminatory. '

H. Checklist Item 8 — White Pages Directory Listings

39. Section 271(c)(2)(B)(viii) of the 1996 Act requires a BOC to provide “[w]hite
pages directory listings for customers of the other carrier’s telephone exchange service.”"”’
Section 251(b)(3) of the 1996 Act obligates all LECs to permit competitive providers of
telephone exchange service and telephone toll service to have nondiscriminatory access to
directory listing.”*® '

60. In the Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, the Commission concluded that,
“consistent with the Commission’s interpretation of ‘directorv listing’ as used in section
251(b)(3), the term ‘white pages’ in section 271(c)(2)}(B)(viii) refers to the local alphabetical
directory that includes the residential and business listings of the customers of the local exchange
* provider.”"® The Commission further concluded, “the term ‘directory listing,’ as used in this
section, includes, at a minimum, the subscriber’s name, address, telephone number, or any
combination thereof.””® The Commission’s Second BellSouth Louisiana Order also held that a
(Continued from previous page) -

Information Under the Communications Act of 1934, as amended, First Report and Order, 16 FCC Red 2736, 2743-
51 (2001). :

% UNE Remand Order, 15 FCC Red at 3891-92, paras. 441-42.

1% UNE Remand Order, 15 FCC Red at 3905, para. 470; see generally 47 U.S.C. §§ 251-52; see also 47 U.S.C. §
252(dX 1)(AXi) (requiring UNE rates to be “based on the cost (determined without reference to a rare-of~return or
other rate-based proceeding) of providing the ... network element™),

%6 UNE Remand Order, 15 FCC.Red at 3905-06, paras. 470-73; see also 47 U.S.C. §§ 201(b), 202(a).
¥ 47U.8.C. § 271(c)X2)(B)(viii). '
8 1d. § 251(b)3).

%9 Second BeliSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20748, para. 255.
20 Id. In the Second BellSourh Louisiana Order, the Commission stated that the definition of “directory listing”
was synonymous with the definition of “subscriber list information.” Id at 26747 (citing the Local Competition
Second Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 19458-59). However, the Commission’s decision in a later proceeding
obviates this comparison, and supports the definition of directory listing delineated above, See Implementation of
the Telecommunications Carriers' Use of Customer Proprietary Network Information and Other Customer
Information, CC Docket No. 96-115, Third Report and Order: Impiementation of the Local Competition Provisions
{continued....)
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BOC satisfies the requirements of checklist item 8 by demonstrating that it: (1) provided
nondiscriminatory appearance and integration of white page directory listings to competitive

" LECs’ customers; and (2) provided white page listings for competitors’ customers with the same

accuracy and reliability that it provides its own customers.*

L Checklist Item 9 — Numbering Administration

61. Section 271 (c)(2)(B)(ix) of the 1996 Act requires a BOC to provide
“nondiscriminatory access to telephone numbers for assignment to the other carrier’s telephone
exchange service customers,” until “the date by which telecommunications numbering
administration, guidelines, plan, or rules are established.”™® The checklist mandates compliance
with “such guidelines, plan, or rules” after they have been established ** A BOC must
demonstrate that it adheres to industry numbering administration guidelines and Commission

rules.”™
J. Checklist Item 10 — Databases and Associated Signaling

62. Section 271{c}2XB)(x) of the 1996 Act requires a BOC to provide
“nondiscriminatory access to databases and associated signaling necessary for call routing and
completion.”™” In the Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, the Commission required BeilSouth to
demonstrate that it provided requesting carriers with nondiscriminatory access to: “(1) signaling
networks, including signaling links and signaiing transfer points; (2) certain call-related
databases necessary for call routing and completion, or in the alternative, a means of physical
access to the signaling transfer point linked to the unbundled database; and (3) Service
Management Systems (SMS).”?* The Commission also required BellSouth to design, create,
test, and deploy Advanced Intelligent Network (AIN) based services at the SMS through a

(Continued from previous page)
of the Telecommunications Acr of 1996, CC Docket No. 96-98, Second Order on Recon51derat10n, Provision of

Directory Listing Information under the Telecommunications Act of 1934, As Amended, CC Docket No. 99-273,
FCC 98-227, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, para. 160 (rel. Sept. 9, 1999).

201 fd,
202 47 U.8.C. § 271(c)(2XB)(ix).
203 Id .

2% See Second Bell South Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20752; see also Numbering Resource Optimization,
Report and Order and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 15 FCC Red 7574 (2000); Numbering Resource
Optimization, Second Report and Order, Order on Reconsideration in CC Docket No. 99-200 and Second Further
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in CC Dacket No. 99-200, CC Docket Nos. 96-98; 99-200 (rel. Dec. 29, 2000);
Numbering Resource Optimization, Third Report and Order and Second Order on Reconsideration in CC Docket
No. 96-98 and CC Docket No. 99-200 {rel. Dec, 28, 2001).

2547 U.S.C. §271{cH2)BXxX).
™ Second BeliSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20753, para. 267.
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Service Creation Environment (SCE).>” In the Local Competition First Report and Order, the
Commission defined call-related databases as databases, other than operations support systems,
that are used in signaling networks for billing and collection or the fransmission, routing, or other
provision of telecommunications service.” At that time the Commission required incumbent
LECs to provide unbundled access to their call-related databases, including but not imited to:
the Line Information Database (LIDB), the Toll Free Calling database, the Local Number
Portability database, and Advanced Intelligent Network databases.”® In the UNE Remand Order,
the Commission clarified that the definition of call-related databases “includes, bt is not limited
to, the calling name (CNAM) database, as well as the 911 and E911 databases.””?"

K. Checldist Item 11 — Number Portability

63. Section 271{c)2)(B) of the 1996 Act requires a BOC to comply with the number
portability regulations adopted by the Commission pursuant to section 251.%"" Section 251(b)(2)
requires all LECs “to provide, to the extent technically feasible, number portability in accordance
with requirements prescribed by the Commission.”" The 1996 Act defines number portability
as “the ability of users of telecommunications services to retain, at the same location, existing
telecommunications numbers without impairment of quality, reliability, or convenience when
switching from one telecommunications carrier to another.”?” In order to prevent the cost of
number portability from thwarting local competition, Congress enacted section 251(e)(2), which

requires that “[tlhe cost of establishing telecommunications numbering administration
arrangements and number portability shall be borne by all telecommunications carriers on a
competitively neutral basis as determined by the Commission.”™" Pursuant to these statutory
provisions, the Commission requires LECs to offer interim number portability “to the extent
technically feasible.”* The Commission also requires LECs to gradually replace interim number

M7 Id at 20755-56, para. 272.

208 ) ocal Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 15741, n.1126; UNE Remand Order, 15 FCC Red at
3875, para. 403. ‘

2%° Jd. at 15741-42, para. 484.

20 UNE Remand Order, 15 FCC Red at 3873, para. 403.
147 U.8.C. § 271(c)(2)(B)(xii).

2214 at § 251(b)(2).

W74 at § 153(30), : ‘

B4 Id at § 251(e)(2); see aiso Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Rcd at 20757, para. 274; In the Matter
of Telephone Number Portability, Third Report and Order, 13 FCC Red 11701, 11702-04 (1998) (Third Number
Poriability Order); In the Matter of Telephone Number Portability, Fourth Memorandum Opinion and Order on
Reconsideration, 15 FCC Red 16459, 16460, 16462-65, paras. 1, 6-9 (1999) (Fowrth Number Portability Order).

2% Fourth Number Porability Order, 15 FCC Red at 16463, para. 10; Telephone Number Portability, First Report

and Order and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 1i FCC Rcd 8352, 8409-12, paras. 110-16 (1996) (First
Number Porrability Order); see also 47 U.S.C. § 251(b)(2). .
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portability with permanent number portability.2'® The Commission has established guidelines for

states 1o follow in mandating a competitively neutral cost-recovery mechanism for interim
number portability,?"” and created a competitively neural cost-recovery mechanism for long-term
number portability.?*

L.  Checklist Item 12 — Local Dialing Parity

64.  Section 271(c)2)(B)(xii) requires a BOC to provide “[n]ondiscriminatory access
to such services or information as are necessary to allow the requesting carrier to implement local
dialing parity in accordance with the requirements of section 251(b)(3).”** Section 251(b)(3)
imposes upon all LECs “[t)he duty to provide dialing parity to competing providers of telephone
exchange service and telephone toll service with no unreasonable dialing delays.”™® Section
153(15) of the Act defines “dialing parity” as follows:

[A] person that is not an affiliate of a local exchange carrier is able
to provide telecommunications services in such a manner that
customers have the ability to route automatically, without the use
of any access code, their telecommunications to the
telecommunications services provider of the customer’s

~ designation.® '

65. - The rules implementing section 251(b)(3) provide that customers of competing
carriers must be able to dial the same number of digits the BOC’s customers dial to complete a
local telephone call.® Moreover, customers of competing carriers must not otherwise suffer

¥ See 47 C.F.R. §§ 52.3(b)-(f); Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20758, para. 275; First
Number Portability Order, 11 FCC Red at 8355, 8399-8404, paras. 3, 91; Third Number Porability Order, 13 FCC
Red at 11708-12, paras. 12-16.

" See 47 C.F.R. § 52.29; Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20758, para. 275; First Number
Portability Order, 11 FCC Red at 8417-24, paras. 127-40.

2 See 47 C.F.R. §§ 52.32, 52.33; Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20758, para. 275; Third
Number Portability Order, 13 FCC Red at 11706-07, para. 8; Fourth Number Portability Order at 16464-65, para.
9,

" Based on the Commission’s view that section 251(b)(3) does not limit the dutyto provide dialing parity to any

particular form of dialing parity (i e., international, interstate, intrastate, or iocal), the Commission adopted rules in
August 1996 to implement broad guideiines and minimum nationwide standards for dialing parity. Local
Competition Second Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 19407; Interconnection Between Local Exchange Carriers
and Commercial Mobile Radio Service Providers, CC Docket No. 95-185, Further Order On Reconsideration, FCC
99-170 (rel. July 19, 1999).

0 47U.8.C. § 251(b)(3).
21

274§ 153(15).

™ 47 CF.R §§ 51.205, 51.207.
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inferior quality service, such as unreasonable dialing delays, compared to the BOC’s
customers.?® _ ‘ :

M. Checklist Item 13 ~ Reciprocal Compensation

66. Section 271(c)(2)(B)(xiii) of the Act requires that a BOC enter into “{rjeciprocal
compensation arrangements in accordance with the requirements of section 252(d)(2).”** In turn,
pursuant to section 252(d)(2)(A), “a state commission shall not consider the terms and conditions
for reciprocal compensation to be just and reasonable unless (i) such terms and conditions
provide for the mutual and reciprocal recovery by each carrier of costs associated with the
transport and termination on each carrier’'s network facilities of calls that originate on the
network facilities of the other carrier; and (i1) such terms and conditions determine such costs on
the basis of a reasonable approximation of the additional costs of terminating such calls.”®

N. Checklist Item 14 — Resale

67. Section 271(c)(2)(B)(xiv) of the Act requires a BOC to make
“telecommunications services . . . available for resale in accordance with the requirements of
sections 251(c)(4) and 252(d)(3).”* Section 251(c)(4)(A) requires incumbent LECs “to offer for
resale at wholesale rates any telecommunications service that the carrier provides at retail 1o
subscribers who are not telecommunications carriers.”™ Section 252(d)(3) requires state
commissions to “determine wholesale rates on the basis of retail rates charged to subscribers for
the telecommunications service requested, excluding the portion thereof attributable to any
marketing, billing, collection, and other costs that will be avoided by the local exchange
carrier.”#. Section 251(c)(4)(B) prohibits “unreasonable or discriminatory conditions or
limitations” on service resold under section 251(c)(4)(A).* Consequently, the Commission
concluded in the Local Competition First Report and Order that resale restrictions are presumed
to be unreasonable unless the LEC proves to the state commission that the restriction is
reasonable and nondiscriminatory.”® If an incumbent LEC makes a service available only to a

*  See 47 C.F.R. § 51.207 (requiring same number of digits to be dialed, Local Competition Second Report and

Order, 11 FCC Red at 19400, 19403.
2447 US.C. § 27 1{c)(2XBX(xiii).
= Id. §252(dD2)A).

B 1d. § 271(c)(2)XB)(xiv).

2T Id. § 251(c)(4)A).

2 1d §252(d)(3).

=14 §251(c)(4)B).

3% Local Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 15966, para. 939; 47 C.F.R. § 51.613(b). The

Eignthr Circuit acknowledged the Commission’s authority to promulgate such rules, and specifically upheld the
sections of the Comymission’s rules concerning resale of promotions and discounts in Jlowa Utilities Board. [owa
(continued....}
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specific category of retail subscribers; however, a state commissiont may prohibii a carrier that
obtains the service pursuant to section 251(¢c)(4)(A) from offering the service to a different
category of subscribers.?! If a state creates such a limitation, it must do so consistent with
requiremnents established by the Federal Communications Commission.” In accordance with
sections 271(c)(2)(B)(ii) and 271(c)(2}B)(xiv), a BOC must also demonstrate that it provides
nondiscriminatory access to operations support systems for the resale of its retail
telecommunications services.” The obligations of section 251(c)(4) apply to the retail
telecommunications-services offered bv a BOC’s advanced services affiliate. ™

V. COMPLIANCE WITH SEPARATE AFFILIATE REQUIREMENTS SECTION
272

68. Section 271(d)(3)(B) requires that the Commission shall not approve a BOC's
application to provide interLATA services uniess the BOC demonstrates that the “requested
authorization will be carried out in accordance with the requirements of section 272.7** The
Commission set standards for compliance with section 272 in the Accounting Safeguards Order
and the Non-Accounting Safeguards Order ™ Together, these safeguards discourage and
facilitate the detection of improper cost allocation and cross-subsidization between the BOC and

(Continued fram previous page)
Utils. Bd. v. FCC, 120 F.3d at 818-19, aff'd in part and remanded on other grounds, AT&T v. fowa Utzls Bd., 525
U.S. 366 (1999). See also 47 C.F.R. §§ 51.613-51.617.

Bt 47U.S.C. § 251(c)(4)(B).
m‘]d_ ' '

5 See, e.g., Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4046-48, paras. 178-81 (Bell Atlantic provides
nondiscriminatory access to its OSS ordering functions for resale services and therefore provides efficient
competitors a meaningful oppdrmnity to compete),

B4 See Verizon Connecticut Order, 16 FCC Red 14147, 14160-63, paras. 27-33 (2001); Association of
Communications Enterprises v. FCC, 235 F.3d 662 (D.C. Cir. 2001).

25 47U.8.C. § 27Ud)3)B).

B8 See Implementation of the Accounting Safeguards Under the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket No.
96-150, Report and Order, 11 FCC Red 17539 (1996) (Accounting Safeguards Order), Second Order On
Reconsideration, FCC 00-9 (rel. Jan. 18, 2000); /mplementation of the Non-Accounting Safeguards of Sections 27]
and 272 of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended, CC Docket No. 96-149, First Report and Order and
Further Notice of Proposed Rulemnaking, 11 FCC Red 21905 (1996) (Non-Accounting Safeguards Order), petition
Jor review pending sub nom. SBC Communications v. FCC, No. 97-1118 (filed D.C. Cir. Mar. 6, 1997) (held in
abeyance May 7, 1997), First Order on Reconsideration, 12 FCC Red 2297 (1997) (First Order on
Reconsideration), Second Order on Reconsideration, 12 FCC Red 8653 (1997) (Second Order on Reconsideration),
aff'd sub nom. Bell Atlantic Telephone Companies v. FCC, 131 F.3d 1044 (D.C. Cir. 1997), Third Order on

Reconsideratian, FCC 99-242 (rel. Oct. 4, 1999) (Third Order on Recorsideration).
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its section 272 affiliate.®’ In addition, these safeguards ensure that BOCs do not discriminate in
favor of their section 272 affiliates.*

69.  Asthe Commission stated in the Ameritech Michigan Order, compliance with
section 272 is “of crucial importance” because the structural, transactional, and
nondiscrimination safeguards of section 272 seek to ensure that BOCs compete on a level playing
field.* The Commission’s findings regarding section 272 compliance constitute independent
grounds for denying an application.**® Past and present behavior of the BOC applicant provides
“the best indicator of whether [the applicant] will carry out the requested authorization in
compliance with section 272.7*

VI. COMPLIANCE WITH THE PUBLIC INTEREST - SECTION 271{D}3)XC)

70. In addition to determining whether 2 BOC satisfies the competitive checklist and
will comply with section 272, Congress directed the Commission to assess whether the requested
authorization would be consistent with the public interest, convenience, and necessity.?*
Compliance with the competitive checklist is itself a strong indicator that long distance entry is
consistent with the public interest. This approach reflects the Commission’s many years of
experience with the consumer benefits that flow from competition in telecommunications -
markets.

71.-  Nonetheless, the public interest analysis is an independent element of the stawtory
checklist and, under normal canons of statutory construction, requires an independent
determination.”® Thus, the-Commission views the public interest requirement as an opportunity
to review the circumstances presented by the application to ensure that no other relevant factors
exist that would frustrate the congressional intent that markets be open, as required by the
competitive checkiist, and that entry will therefore serve the public interest as Congress expected.

5T Non- Accounting Safeguards Order, 11 FCC Red at 21914; Accounting Safeguards Order, 11 FCC Red at
17530; Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20725,

B Non-Accounting Safeguards Order, 11 FCC Red at 21914, paras. 15-16; Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC
Red at 20725, para. 346.

2% Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20725, para. 346; Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at
4153, para, 402,

9 Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20785-86, para. 322; Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC
Red at 4153, para. 402,

#! " Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4153, para, 402.
147 US.C. §27HABXC).

¥  In addition, Congress specifically rejected an amendment that would have stipulated that full implementation of

the checklist necessarily satisfies the public interest criterion. See Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20747
at para. 360-66; see also 141 Cong. Rec, 57971, S8043 (June: 8, 1995).
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Among other things, the Commission may review the local and long distance markets to ensure
that there are not unusual circumstances that would make entry contrary 10 the public interest
under the particular circumstances of the application at issue.” Another factor that could be
relevant to the analysis is whether the Commission has sufficient assurance that markets will
remain open after grant of the application. While no one factor is dispositive in this analysis, the
overriding goal is to ensure that nothing undermines the conclusion, based on the Commission’s
analysis of checklist compliance, that markets are open to competition. :

244

See Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20805-06, para. 360 (the public intersst anaiysis may
include consideration of “whether approval . . . will foster competition in all relevant telecommunications markets™).
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Statement of
Commissioner Michael J. Copps

Re:  Application by Verizon New Jersey, Inc., Bell Atlantic Communications, Inc, (d/b/a
Verizon Long Distance), NYNEX Long Distance (d/b/a Verizon Enterprise Solutions}
Verizon Global Networks Inc., and Verizon Select Services Inc., for Authorization to
Provide In-Region InterLATA Services in New Jersey (WC Docket No. 02-67)

- Just last week, we granted Verizon’s application to provide long-distance services in
Maine. That application was a strong one that raised relatively few issues and I commend
Verizon and the Maine Public Utilities Commission for their efforts to open the local markets to
competition. That decision demonstrated yet again that consumers in rural states benefit as

greatly as anyone from the expanded competition contemplated by the Telecommunications Act
of 1996.

Today, we grant Verizon's application to provide long-distance services in New Jersey.
This application raised several more significant issues, focusing primarily on the pricing of
network elements, and in particular the rates for unbundled svmchmg, and on the operations
support systems. 1t is thus a more difficult call. A

In fact, the Commission recognized serious questions about the calculation of switching
costs. For example, the Commission found there were serious concerns about calculating switch
costs based on 251 business days. Although we approve this application due to a comparison to
a benchmark rate from another state, [ expect that the New Jersey Board will examine these
pricing issues and correct any errors that were made in calculating the rates. For the operations
support systems, our expectation is that Verizon will continue to work cooperatively with other
carriers to reconcile data and to address any issues that develop. To the extent that backsliding
occurs or evidence of systemic problems surfaces, the Commission and our state colleagues must
be prepared to take action to ensure that carriers continue to meet their statutory market-opening
obligations.

Finally, I was troubled by Verizon's actions to market its long-distance services prior to
the grant of this application in violation of the law. We note that Verizon has taken steps to
communicate its error to every customer that received the announcement. [ caution other
applicants not to jump the gun or to presume to predict a decision of this Commission.
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