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Pricewaterhouse Coopers (PwC) evaluated the five OSS functions that provide competing LECs
access to Verizon’s systems and found them to be “identical” in Rhode Island and
Massachusetts.'™ In the second instance, KPMG concluded that the systems or interfaces,
processes, personnel, facilities, management structures, and performance measures were the same
for both Rhode Island and Massachusetts.'” The Rhode Island Commission also engaged KPMG
to conduct three stand-alone tests in connection with Verizon’s OSS, reviewing electronic
jeopardies, line loss reports, and line sharing.' The Rhode Island Commission also concluded
that Verizon uses a common OSS in both states.'

60.  We conclude that Verizon, through the PwC report, its declaratory evidence, and
the KPMG report, demonstrates that the OSS in Massachusetts are the same as the OSS in Rhode
Island and, therefore, evidence concerning its OSS in Massachusetts is relevant and should be
considered in our evaluation of Verizon’s OSS in Rhode Island. Verizon’s showing enables us to
rely, for instance, on findings relating to Verizon’s OSS from the Verizon Massachusetts Order
in our analysis of Verizon’s OSS 1n Rhode Island. In addition, because the OSS are the same in
both states, where low volumes in Verizon’s performance data in Rhode Island yield only
inconclusive and inconsistent statistical findings concerning Verizon’s compliance with the
competitive checklist, we will examine data reflecting Verizon’s performance in Massachusetts.

b. Verizon’s Loop Qualification Process

61. Based on the evidence in the record, we find, as the Rhode Island Commission
did, that Verizon provides access to loop qualification information in a manner consistent with
the requirements of the UNE Remand Order.'”’ Specifically, we find that Verizon provides
competitors with access to all of the same detailed information about the loop that is available to
itself, and in the same time frame as any of its personnel could obtain it.'® Verizon provides four
ways for competing carriers to obtain loop make-up information: (1) access to loop make-up
information in its Loop Facility Assignment and Control System (LFACS) database; (2) manual
loop qualification; (3) mechanized loop qualification based on information in its LiveWire
database: and (4) engineering record requests. We evaluate all four of these methods below, and
we pay particular attention to the permanent OSS Verizon has implemented since the time of the
Verizon Massachusetts Order 10 enhance the first two aspects of the OSS described above:

[Lik3

See PwC Report at 9.

' See KPMG Report at 13. Only in a single area, Metrics Change Management. did KPMG conclude that there

were existing material differences. KPMG found that these differences reflected enhancements to Verizon’s 0SS
since the time of the Massachuseus test. KPMG Report at 13.

5 1d a5,

1% Rhode Istand Commission Comments at 92.

167

92.

UNE Remand Order, 15 FCC Red at 3885-87, paras. 427-31 (1999); Rhode Island Commission Comments at

'8 See Verizon Massachusens Order, 15 FCC Red at 9016-17, para. 54. Additional support can be found in the

PwC and KPMG reports. See PwC Report at 17-18; KPMG Report at 20,
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access to loop make-up information in LFACS and manual loop gualification."® No commenter
has raised concerns with regard to any aspect of Verizon’s loop qualification OSS.

62.  Accessto LFACS. Since the adoption of the Verizon Massachusetts Order,
Verizon has implemented a transaction by which competing LECs can obtain access to the loop
make-up information contained in Verizon’s LFACS database."™ Verizon now retumns loop
make-up information in LFACS to requestors in a parsed format, which permits competing LECs
to integrate the information between the pre-ordering and ordering systems. Verizon also now
responds to requests for information from LFACS in real time."”' We commend Verizon for
making these improvements to its loop qualification OSS, and we find that Verizon satisfies this
element of checklist item two.

63. Manual Loop Qualification. Since the time of the Verizon Massachusetts Order,
Verizon has implemented a pre-order transaction by which competing LECs can reguest that
Verizon perform a manual loop qualification.'” Using this transaction, competing LECs can
request manual loop qualification prior to actually placing their orders for the loops."” Verizon
consistently responds to manual loop qualification requests within the 48-hour benchmark in
Rhode Island."” We commend Verizon for implementing these enhancements, and we find that

Verizon’s manual loop qualification process complies with the requirements of this checklist
item.

64.  Mechanized Loop Qualification. We find that Verizon continues to provide
competing LECs with timely and nondiscriminatory access to the mechanized loop qualification

169 . . . . .o . ,
The Commission stated in the Verizon Pennsylvania Order that it intended to evaluate Verizon’s permanent

loop qualification OSS in section 271 applications Verizon filed after October 2001. See Verizon Pennsylvania
Order, 16 FCC Rcd at 17447-48, para. 45. This is the first such application.

' See Verizon McLean/Wierzbicki Decl. at para. 46.

" See Verizon McLean/Wierzbicki Decl. Tab 2, at 5; Letter from Clint Odom, Director, Federal Regulatory, 1o

Magalie Roman Salas, Secretary, Federal Communtcations Commission, CC Docket No. 01-324 (filed Jan. 11,
2002) (Verizon Jan. 11 Ex Parte Letter). There are no performance measures to illustrate the timeliness of
competinive LEC access to the LFACS information. To demonstrate timeliness, Verizon conducted a special swudy
of Loop Make-Up transaction performance for the months of November and December 2001. During this time there
were no competitive LEC transactions regarding loop make-up in Rhode Island. Additionally, there were no
competitive LEC requests using the CORBA interface for loop make-up information in any area within the former
Bell Atlantic footprint. There were 12 requests using EDI and the average response time was 13.16 seconds. There
were 544 requests using the Web GUI interface and the average response time for these was 15.06 seconds. See
Verizon Jan. 11 Ex Parte Letter.

'™ See Verizon McLean/Wierzbicki Decl. at para. 45. Cf. Verizon Massachusetts Order, 15 FCC Red at 9023-24,
para. 65.

"7 Cf. Verizon Massachusetts Order, 15 FCC Red at 9023-24, para. 65.

'™ See Verizon Guerard/Canny/Abesamis Decl. Tab 4.
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information contained in its LiveWire database.”” Verizon also continues to provide competing
LECs with the ability to obtain loop pre-qualification information “in bulk,” by downloading
files from Verizon’s server that contain information on all pre-qualified loops served by a single
central office.' Thus, we find that this process complies with the requirements of the UNE
Remand Order and section 271.

65.  Engineering Record Requests. We find that Verizon continues to offer competing
LECs nondiscriminatory access to engineering record requests, as it did at the time of the Verizon
Massachusetts Order."” Accordingly, we find Verizon complies with section 271 in regards to
access to engineering records.

c. Ordering Issues

i) Order Rejection Notices and Order Rejections

66.  We find, as the Rhode Island Commission did,'” that Verizon provides competing
carriers with order rejection notices in a manner that allows them a meaningful opportunity to
compete. We recognize that, at first glance, Verizon’s performance data do not demonstrate that
it notifies competing LECs promptly on rejecting their orders.'” Verizon explains that, in fact, it
has consistently sent rejection notices in a timely fashion, but its data do not reflect this
performance because of a software problem that affected how Verizon’s OSS captured its
performance data under this metric. Specifically, Vernizon incorrectly included some orders for
six or more lines (which have a 72-hour benchmark) in the metric for orders of one to five lines
(which have a 24-hour benchmark).'* Verizon states that it corrected this data capture problem

15 See Verizon McLean/Wierzbicki Decl. Tab 2, at 1-3, Verizon’s Rhode Isiand periormance data demonstrate, in

each month for which data exist, that it provides access to LiveWire within the imeframe adopted by the Rhode
Island Commission. See PO 1-6-6020 (Facility Availability (Loop Qualification) — EDI), PO 1-6-6030 (Facility
Availability (Loop Qualification) - CORBA) (no activity); PO 1-6-6050 (Facility Availability {Loop Qualification) -
Web GUI). Because Verizon only began reporting on its EDI interface in Rhode Island in October, we ook to the
Massachusetts data to support our finding. In Massachusetts, Verizon met the same standard of timely access in all
months (July to October). PO-1-6-6020 (Facility Availability (Loop Qualification) - EDI); PO 1-6-6050 (Facility
Availability (Loop Qualification) - Web GUI): see also KPMG Report at 25 (POP 1-4-1 Pre-Order Response
Timeliness).

' See Verizon McLean/Wierzbicki Dec). Tab 2, at 3.

"7 See Verizon Massachuseus Order, 15 FCC Red at 9020, para. 39; see also Verizon McLean/Wierzbicki Decl.
Tab 2, at 6-7. Verizon states that it received no requests for engineering records in July, August, or September in
cither Rhode Island or Massachusetts. See Verizon McLean/Wierzbicki Decl. at para. 49.

78 See Rhode Island Commission Comments at 92-95.

™ Specifically, Verizon has not consistently provided 95% of reject notices within established timeframes, as

required by the Rhode Island Commission. See OR-2-04-2320 (resale POTS reject umeliness - 1-5 lines) (showing
timeliness rates of 92%, 92%, 93%, and 92% ), OR-2-04-2200 (resale specials reject timeliness) {showing timeliness
rates of 81%, 100%, 90%, and 90%); OR-2-04-3331 (UNE loop/pre-qualified complex/LNP reject umeliness — 1-5

lines) (showing timeliness rates of 89%. 96%, 82%, and 94%).

"0 See Verizon McLean/Wierzbicki Decl. at para. 72; Verizon Guerard/Canny/Abesamis Decl. at para. 37.
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in October; the correction is borne out by the fact that Verizon’s November performance
consistently satisfies the relevant benchmarks.”' No commenter has raised any concern
regarding Verizon’s rejection notices.

(ii)  Jeopardy Information

67. We find that Verizon provides “jeopardy” information to competing LECs — that
is, notification that an order may not be provisioned on the designated due date — in substantially
the same time and manner as it makes this information available to its retail operations. Verizon
provided competing LECs with manual access to jeopardy notices at the time of the
Massachusetts filing, but has recently begun also providing active jeopardy notices to competing
LECs."™ Notwithstanding the availability of this new process, Verizon still provides competing
LECs with manual access to jeopardy information in Rhode Island. We base our finding of
ehecklist compliance in this instance, as did the Rhode Island Commission, on Verizon’s manual
jeopardy process.'” We do not rely on Verizon’s electronic process in reaching this conclusion,
as the evidence provided by Verizon does not allow us to determine that its electronic process
provides competing LECs with sufficient and reliable jeopardy notices. We note that KPMG
tested Verizon’s new electronic jeopardy process, but found that the results were inconclusive.'®

Verizon does not provide performance data or other evidence to support its claims regarding its
electronic jeopardy process.

! In November, Verizon satisfied the relevant benchmarks for all metrics mentioned supra n.179. Verizon’s

performance has been inconsistent under two other metrics that are not affected by the “data capture” problem
identified by Verizon. See OR-2-06-3331 (UNE loop/pre-qualified complex/LNP reject umeliness — 6 or more
lines) (showing timeliness rates of 945, 92%, 100%, and 91%); see also OR-2-04-2200 (resale specials reject
timeliness) (showing timeliness rates of 81%, 100%, 90%, and 90%). We find that these performance disparities are
slight, and note that Verizon’s average timeliness rate for the past five months has been 95% and 94% respectively
for these two measurements. Because this average performance meets, or is so close to, the 95% benchmark, we do

not find Verizon’s occasionally late performance in sending out rejection notices as reflected in these metrics to be
competitively significant.

'®2 See Verizon McLean/Wierzbicki Decl. at paras. 76-83. In the New York and Massachusetts proceedings,
Verizon provided evidence that it provided competitive LECs with Open Query System (OQS) reports, which notify
competitive LECs that a provisioning order or maintenance appointment may be in jeopardy, and that this system
was as good as the system used by Beli Atlantic for its own provisioning and maintenance. The Rhode Island
Commission found that Verizon still has this system in place and therefore passes this checklist item. Rhode Isiand
Commission Comments at 68. Electronic jeopardies have not been found by the Commission to be necessary for
checkiist compliance. See Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4051, para. 184; see also Verizon
Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC Red at 9034, para. 85.

183 As we stated in the Vericon Massachusetts Order, although Verizon’s implementation of a system of active

jeopardy notices likely will provide additional benefit to carriers, it is not relevant to our determination here that its
current system is nondiscriminatory. See Verizon Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC Red at 9034 n.264.

"™ The KPMG test analyzed over 400 orders. Only 10 orders required jeopardy nouices. A jeopardy notice was

provided in 6 of those instances. Of the four for which a jeopardy notice was not issued, Verizon sent a query notice
instead of a jeopardy notice three times. See KPMG Report at 29, POP-1-17-1.

32



Federal Communications Commission FCC 02-63

68. At this time, we conclude that Verizon complies with this checklist item with
regard to electronic jeopardies because of Verizon’s past compliance in this area and the absence
of any record evidence to the contrary. We certainly encourage BOC innovation in bringing new
OSS features to competitive LECs. We also expect, however, that any such changes will operate
in a manner that enhances, rather than impairs, competitive LECs’ ability to compete. We will
continue to monitor this issue and its effect on competitive LECs.

d. Provisioning Issues

69. Average Interval Completed Metrics. Based on the evidence in the record, we
find that Verizon provisions competitive LEC orders for UNE-Platform and resale services in a
nondiscriminatory manner. We note that Verizon has demonstrated that the provisioning systems
and processes used in Rhode Island for UNE and resale service orders are the same as those the
Commission reviewed in the Massachusetts section 271 proceeding. In order to make our
determination that Verizon’s performance reflects parity, we review performance measures
comparable to those we have relied upon in prior section 271 orders.'®

70. We recognize that Verizon’s performance with respect to one specific
performance metric, which measures the time it takes Verizon to complete competing LEC
orders for UNE-Platform service,”* appears to be out of parity in Rhode Island for several recent
months. We find, however, that Verizon’s performance with regard to this metric does not
warrant a finding of checklist non-compliance. First, we note that Verizon’s performance
reflected by another metric measuring provisioning — the “missed appointments” metric — reflects
parity performance with respect to UNE-Platform orders for the relevant months.'’ The
Commission has given substantial weight to this metric in previous section 271 applications.
Second, we note that the “average completed interval” metric, because of the way it 18 designed,
may not be an accurate indicator of Verizon’s provisioning performance. Verizon has explained
that, while retail and wholesale orders are provisioned according to the same list of “standard
intervals,” these intervals vary from product to product.'"™ Accordingly, this metric could suggest
unequal treatment simply because a competing LEC orders a disproportionate share of products
with a longer-than-average standard provisioning interval.'"™ Significantly, the Commission has
discounted the relevance of this metric in prior section 271 orders where there is evidence of this
“order mix” concern.””® We also take note of the fact that the Carrier Working Group in New

% See Appendix D at para. 37; see also Verizon Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC Red at 9078-79, para. 162.

186

OR 2-1-3140 (Average Completed Interval - Av. Completed Interval - Total No Dispatch).

87 PR 4-4-3140 (Provisioning - Missed Appointments - % Missed Appt. - Verizon — Dispatch).

1% See Letter from Clint Odom, Director, Federal Regulatory, Verizon, to Magalie Roman Salas, Secretary, Federal

Communications Commission, CC Docket No. 01-324 at 2 (filed Jan. 8, 2002) (Verizon Jan. 8 Ex Parte Letter).

g .
‘%9 See Verizon Jan. 8 Ex Parie Letter at 2.

10 See Verizon Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC Red at 9038-39, para. 92; see also Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15
FCC Rcd at 4061-62, paras. 203-05.
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York has decided to eliminate the “average interval completed” series of metrics.'”" Finally, even
setting aside the questions about the accuracy of this metric, we find that the performance
differences reported under this metric are relatively slight and do not appear to be competitively
significant to competing LECs."” Indeed, no commenter has indicated that UNE-Platform
provisioning is a problem in Rhode Island. As the Commission has stated in the past, isolated
cases of performance disparity, especially when the margin of disparity is small, generally will
not result in a finding of checklist noncompliance.

e. Billing

71.  We find, as did the Rhode Island Commission, that Verizon provides
nondiscriminatory access to the functionality of its billing systems in Rhode Island.'” Verizon
provides competing LECs with usage information necessary to bill their end users, and it
provides competing carriers with wholesale bills."” Verizon also demonstrates, through the PwC
report, the KPMG report, and its declarations, that its billing systems in Rhode Island are the
same as its Massachusetts systems, which the Commission found to comply with the
requirements of this checklist item.'® Verizon explains in this proceeding that its billing system
in Rhode Island is different from the billing system in Pennsylvania because the relevant aspects
of its Rhode Island and Pennsylvania billing systems evolved separately after divestiture in
1984."" No commenter has raised concerns with Verizon’s billing OSS in this proceeding.™

3. UNE Combinations

72. In order to comply with checklist itern two, a BOC also must demonstrate that it
provides nondiscriminatory access to network elements in a manner that allows requesting
carriers to combine such elements and that the BOC does not separate already-combined

191

See infra para. 86.

192

PR 2-01-3140 differences of .51 to 1.37 days are reported for the last four months of data.

193 See Verizon Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC Red at 9055-56, para. 122.

Rhode Island Commission Comments at 95.

" Verizon McLean/Wierzbicki Decl. at paras. 103-05.

196

PwC Report at 33-41; KPMG Report at 145-89; Verizon McLean/Wierzbicki Decl. at paras. 102-11; Verizon
Guerard/Canny/Abesamis Decl. at paras. 68-73.

BT See Letter from Clint Odom, Director, Federal Regulatory, Verizon, to Magalie Roman Salas, Secretary, Federal

Communications Commission, CC Docket No. 01-324 at 1-3 (filed Jan. 7, 2002) (Verizon Jan. 7 Ex Parte Letter).

' We note that although Z-Tel raised the biliing concerns with regard to Verizon’s Pennsylvania section 271

application, the Verizon Massachusetts billing systems was applauded. See Z-Tel Comments on the Application by
Verizon Pennsylvania Inc., Verizon Long Distance, Verizon Enterprise Solutions, Verizon Global Nevworks, Inc.,
and Verizon Select Services Inc., for Authorization 1o Provide In-Region, InterLATA Services in Pennsylvania, CC
Docket No. 01-138, at 6 (filed Aug. 6, 2001).
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elements, except at the specific request of the competitive carrier.'” Based upon the evidence in
the record, we conclude, as did the Rhode Island Commission, that Verizon demonstrates that it
provides nondiscriminatory access to network element combinations as required by the Act and
our rules.*® Additionally, no commenter raised any concerns with Verizon providing
nondiscriminatory access to UNE combinations.

B. Other Items
1. Checklist Item 1 - Interconnection

73. Section 271(c}2)}BX1) requires the 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 conclude, as did the Rhode Island Commission,™ that Verizon complies with the
requirements of this checklist item. In reaching this conclusion, we have examined Verizon's
performance with respect to collocation and interconnection trunks, as we have done in prior
section 271 proceedings.”” We find that Verizon’s performance generally satisfies the applicabie
benchmark or retail comparison standards.”™ As described below, we also examine Verizon’s
compliance with the Commission’s more recent Collocation Remand Order.” Finally, we note
that no commenter raises issues concerning Verizon’s interconnection offering. '

74. On August 8, 2001, the Commission released its Collocation Remand Order,
which changed the collocation obligations of incumbent LECs in response to the D.C. Circuit’s
remand of certain aspects of the Commission’s earlier collocation order.’® In particular, the

199

47 U.S.C. § 271(cH2)(B)ii); 47 CF.R. § 51.313(b).

*®  Rhode Island Commission Comments at 43.

R

See Appendix D at para. 17.

202

Rhode Island Commission Comments at 33.

203

See, e.g., Verizon Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC Red at 9092-95, 9098, paras. 183-87, 195.

i)

See Appendix B.
=0 Deployment of Wireline Services Offering Advanced Telecommunications Capability, Fourth Report and Order,
CC Docket No. 98-147, 16 FCC Rced 15435 (rel. Aug. 8, 2001) {Collocation Remand Order) (on remand from GTE
Service Corp. v. FCC, 205 F.3d 416 (D.C. Cir. 2000)); peiition for recon. pending, Petition for Partial Clarification
or Reconsideration of the Association for Local Telecommunications Services, et al., CC Docket No. 98-147 (filed
Sept. 19, 2001); petitions for review pending sub nom. Verizon California Inc., et al. v. FCC, D.C. Circuit Nos. 01-
1371 et al. (filed Aug. 23, 2001). We address Verizon’s compliance with this order for the first time here, as this is
the first section 271 application Verizon has filed since that order took effect.

% See Collocation Remand Order, 16 FCC Red at 15435; see also Deployment of Wireline Services Offering
Advanced Telecommunications Capabiliry, CC Docket No. 98-147, First Report and Order and Further Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking, 14 FCC Red 4761, 4773-74, paras. 23-24 (1999), aff'd in parr, 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 at 17806-39, paras. 1-69;
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Commission established the criteria for equipment that is “necessary for interconnection or
access” under section 251(c)(6); required incumbents to provide cross-connects between
collocated carriers; and established principles for physical collocation space and conf“lgurfcltion.207
Verizon states that it has modified its Rhode Island collocation offering to comply with the
order, and has filed amendments to both its federal and state collocation tariffs to reflect the new
order — both of which have gone into effect.’” Based on the record in this proceeding, we find

that Verizon’s collocation offerings in Rhode Island satisfy the new requirements set forth in the
Collocation Remand Order.

75.  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.”” We note that the
Bell Atlantic-GTE auditing process will assure that Verizon does, and will continue to, fulfill the
consent decree and meet the requirements of checklist item one.™

2. Checklist Item 4 — Unbundled Local Loops

76. Section 271(c)(2)(B)(iv) of the Act requires that a BOC provide “[1}ocal loop
transmission from the central office to the customer’s premises, unbundled from local switching
or other services.”'' Based on the evidence in the record, we conclude, as did the Rhode Island
Commission, that Verizon provides unbundled local loops in accordance with the requirements
of section 271 and our rules.” Our 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 (including 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 September 2001, competitors have
acquired and placed into use over 28,000 stand-alone loops (including DSL loops) from Verizon

7 Collocation Remand Order, 16 FCC Red at 15436, para. 2.

*® See Verizon Application at 23; Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 54 and Attach. 7 at 1, 3,4, 11 (Rhode
Island wholesale tariff); Tanff F.C.C. No. 11, Part 27.

¥ See Verizon Application at 23; Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 49; Verizon Communications Inc.,
Order and Consent Decree, File No. EB-01-11-0236. 16 FCC Rcd 16270 (EB 2001).

2 See Application of GTE Corp., Transferor, and Bell Atlantic Corp., Transferee, for Consent To Transfer
Control of Domestic and International Sections 214 and 310 Authorizations and Application To Transfer Control of
a Submarine Cable Landing License, Order, 15 FCC Red 14032, 14327-28, App. D, para. 56 (2000).

47 US.C. § 271(c)(2)(B)iv); see Appendix D at paras. 48-52 (regarding requirements under checklist item
four).

M2 See Rhode Island Commission Comments at 133-36. The Department of Justice concluded that “Verizon has
generally succeeded in opening its local markets in Rhode Island to competition.” Department of Justice Evaluation
at 6. The Department cites Verizon’s estimate that using all medes of entry, for business and residential customers

combined, competitors serve approximately 119,000 lines in Rhode Island, around 16% of all lines in the state. /d.
at 4.
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in Rhode Island.*” Finally, we note that commenters have not raised any issues with respect to
any aspect of Verizon’s loop performance.

77. Consistent 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 parity and benchmark measures established in Rhode
Island.*"* Instead, we focus our discussion on those areas where the record indicates minor
discrepancies in performance between Verizon and its competitors. 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 a 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.”* We note
that, when reviewing Verizon’s performance with respect to a certain category of loop in a given
month, the volume of orders may be too low to provide a meaningful result. Because we find
that Verizon uses the same provisioning and maintenance and repair processes in Massachusetts

and Rhode Island, we may look to Verizon’s performance in Massachusetts to inform our
analysis.”"”

78.  xDSL-Capable Loops. Based on the evidence in the record, we find, as did the
Rhode Island Commission, that Verizon demonstrates that it provides stand-alone xDSL-capable
loops in accordance with the requirements of checklist itemn four.”"® Verizon makes available
xDSL-capable loops in Rhode Island through interconnection agreements and pursuant to tariffs
approved by the Rhode Island Commission.”” In analyzing Verizon's showing, we review
performance measures comparable to those the Commission has relied upon in prior section 271
orders: order processing timeliness, installation timeliness, missed installation appointments,
installation quality, and the timeliness and quality of the maintenance and repair functions.*

13 See Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 86. As of September, 2001, Verizon had provisioned

approximately 28,000 stand-alone loops (including DSL loops), 300 high capacity DS1 loops, approximately 58
digital loops (from July-October) and 4 line sharing arrangements. See Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at
paras. 86, 118, and 175; see also PR 6-03-3341.

214

See, e.g.. Verizon Connecticut Order, 16 FCC Red at 14151-52, para. 9.

P See Verizon Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC Red at 9055-56, para. 122,

M8 Seeid.

217 . - o
KPMG Consulting found that the systems or interfaces, processes, personnel, facilities, management structures,

and performance measures were the same for both Rhode Island and Massachusetts. See KPMG Report at 13.

1% Rhode Isiand Commission Comments at 133-36.

1% Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 131.

=0 See Verizon Pennsylvania Order, 16 FCC Red at 17462-63, para. 79; Verizon Connecticut Order, 16 FCC Red
al 15153-56, paras. 15-20 Verizon Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC Red at 9056, para. 123, and 9059, para. 130;
SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Red at 6326-27, paras. 181-82. We note that individual states and BOCs
may define performance measures in different ways. We look to those measurements, however, that provide data
most similar to data we have relied upon in past orders.
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Based on our analysis of Verizon’s performance under these measures, we conclude that
Verizon’s performance for competitive LECs has generally met the benchmark and parity
standards established in Rhode Island.™

79.  Upon initial review, the overall level of trouble reports for stand-alone xDSL-
capable loops in Rhode Island appears to be out of parity.*” The current version of the relevant
performance metric used in Rhode Island compares competitive LEC troubles to those
experienced by Verizon’s advanced services affiliate. However, the New York Commission
recently established retail POTS service as the applicable comparison group.™ As described
above, the New York Commission developed Verizon’s performance measurements, business
rules and standards in a collaborative state proceeding with input from competing carriers, and
the Rhode Island Commission has adopted these performance measures, business rules and
standards.™ Accordingly, we agree that retail POTS service appears to be a more probative

comparison in this context.”” Verizon has calculated its performance using the revised analogue,
and it is in parity.”®

80.  Digital Loops. Based on the evidence in the record, we find, as did the Rhode
Island Commission, that Verizon’s performance with respect to digital loops complies with
checklist item four.™ For the relevant four month period, Verizon provisioned, on average, only
14.5 digital loops per month in Rhode Island.” Because these volumes are insufficient upon
which to make a finding, we look at Massachusetts data, which show that Verizon’s performance

el

See supra part ITLA.2.c(i).

™ See MR 2-02-3342 (Network Trouble Report Rate ~ Loop). Since July, Verizon has not achieved parity. See
also MR 2-03-3342 {Network Trouble Report Rate — Central Office). Verizon missed parity in July and September.
During the months of July through September, 0.56% of DSL loops in Rhode Island reported troubles found in either

the outside plant (MR-2-02) or the central office (MR-2-03}, compared 10 0.09% for the current retail comparison
group (VADI).

*** For the MR-2 through MR-5 metrics, the New York Commission adjusted the retail analogue to compare
Verizon’s performance for competitors with Verizon's own retail POTS service rather than its DSL service because
the Carrier Working Group reached consensus that retail POTS troubles are more similar (than VADI line sharing
troubles) 10 2-Wire digital and 2-Wire xDSL Loop troubles. See Verizon Application App. N, Tab 6, State of New
York Public Service Commission Order Modifying Existing and Establishing Additional Inter-Carrier Service
Quality Guidelines at Attach. i, Section E. page 29 (Oct. 29, 2001) (New York Commission October Order).

See supra part 11.
**  In prior section 271 proceedings, the Commission has given deference (o business rules developed in a
collaborative state proceeding. See Verizon Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC Red at 9057, para. 126.

=26 During July, August and September, 2001, 1.11% of DSL loops in Rhode Island reported troubles found in
either the outside plant or the central office, compared to 1.24% for the retail comparison group {retail POTS
service). See Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 157, Attach. 38.

27 See Rhode Island Commission Comments at 133-36.

** The number of digital loops provisioned on average for July-October was taken from the performance data
provided for the PR 6-03-3341 (Percent Installation Troubles Reported Within 30 Days — FOX/TOK/CPE) measure.
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with respect to digital loops continues to meet the requirements of checklist item four.™ We
reach this conclusion despite the fact that the measures for Installation Trouble™ and Repeat

Trouble Reports™' show Verizon’s performance to be out of parity for almost every month
reported.

8l.  According to Verizon, however, the disparate performance results are not the
result of discriminatory conduct, but rather the result of a flawed metric. Verizon argues that the
Installation Trouble measure may not be an accurate indicator of Verizon’s performance because
the retail comparison group for this metric (Verizon retail) does not provide an “apples-to-
apples” comparison.™ For example, Verizon explains that most of the competitor LEC 2-wire
digital loops are provisioned using fiber, while most of the orders in the retail comparison group
are provisioned using copper.”™ Verizon also explains that competitive LEC loops are
predominantly used for data transmission (IDSL), while the retail comparison group loops are
predominantly used for voice transmission (either POTS or ISDN).™ Accordingly, we agree
with Verizon that this metric may appear to suggest unequal treatment simply because of the
comparison group used. In addition, we find that Verizon’s disparate performance under the
Repeat Trouble Report metric apparently is the result of a flawed measurement. First, as
explained above, for the MR-2 through MR-5 metrics, the New York Commission recently
established retail POTS service as the applicable comparison group for 2-Wire digital and xDSL-

Verizon's performance for timeliness of order confirmation notices in Massachusetts generally meets or exceeds
the benchmark from July through October. See OR 1-02-3331 (Percent On Time LSRC - Flow Through). OR 1-04-
3331 (Percent On Time LSRC/ASRC - No Facility Check), and OR 1-06-3331 (Percent On Time LSRC/ASRC -
Facility Check). Verizon is also provisioning digital loops in a timely manner in Massachusetts. For PR 4-04-3341
(Percent Missed Appointments — Dispatch) and PR 4-05-3341 (Percent Missed Appointments — No Dispatch),
Verizon's performance is at parity for non-dispatch from July through October, and better than parity for dispatch for
this same period of time. Also, Verizon’s performance for most maintenance and repair functions for digital loops is
comparable for Verizon retail customers and competitive LECs. For example, the Mean Time to Repair for digital
loops exceeded parity from July through Oclober. See MR 4-01-3341 (Mean Time to Repair — Total). However,
between July and October, Network Trouble reports for competitive LECs found in either the outside plant or the
central office were reported slightly more ofien than for Verizon’s retail customers, but, on average, still less than
3% of the time (1.55% for MR-2-02 and 0.36% for MR-2-03). See¢ MR 2-(02-3341 (Network Trouble Report Rate —
Loop) and MR 2-03-3341 (Network Trouble Report Rate — Central Office).

B0 See PR 6-01-3341 (Percent Installation Troubles Within 30 Days). The July-October average for this measure is

12.85% for competitive LECs and 1.28% for Verizon retail.

21 See MR 5-01-3341 (Percent Repeat Reports Within 30 Days). The July-October average for this measure is

34.46% for competitive LECs and 19.69% for Verizon retail. However, as it did with xDSL-capable loops, the New
York Commission has adjusted the retail analogue for digital loops to compare Verizon's performance for
competitors with Verizon's own retail POTS service. See supra n.223.

See Letter from Clint Odom, Director, Federal Regulatory, Verizon 1o Magalie Roman Salas, Secretary, Federal
Communications Commission, CC Docket No. 01-324 at 1 (filed Jan. 17, 2002) and Verizon Jan. 8 Ex Parte Letter
al 6.
23

Id.

o

39 -



Federal Communications Commission FCC 02-63

capable loops.™ Second, as explained in more detail below, the New York Commission has also
further revised the MR-5 measure (the Repeat Trouble Report metric) for all loop types to
exclude misdirected dispatches in order to more accurately capture performance for which
Verizon is responsible.”™ We believe that these revisions reasonably demonstrate that the current
version of the Repeat Trouble Report metric is flawed, which likely accounts for some of the
performance disparities.

82.  Moreover, given Verizon’s generally acceptable performance for all other
categories of loops, and recognizing that digital loops represent only a small percentage of
overall loop orders in Rhode Island,”” we do not believe that the uncertain performance for
digital loops discussed above merits a finding of checklist noncompliance. Commenters in this
proceeding do not criticize Verizon’s performance with regard to digital loops.

83. Hot Cut Activity. Based on the evidence in the record, we find, as did the Rhode
Island Commission, that Verizon is providing voice grade loops through hot-cuts in Rhode Isfand
in accordance with the requirements of checklist item four.”™® Verizon has satisfied its
benchmark for on-time performance for hot-cuts for the relevant four month period,239 and
Verizon indicates that trouble reports received within seven days of installation have been fewer
than one percent.* In addition, Verizon indicates that during July, August and September 2001,
it completed hot-cuts in Rhode Island within, on average, 5.19 days, which 1s just slightly longer
than the standard five day interval for orders of one to nine lines.” We note, however, that the
performance metric that captures Verizon’s performance includes orders for both one to nine
lines (which have a five day standard provisioning interval) as well as orders for ten or greater
lines (which have a negotiated provisioning interval).”* Accordingly, we find that the difference
between Verizon's overall hot-cut performance and the five day benchmark is not competitively
significant in these circumstances. No commenter has raised concerns with Verizon’s hot-cut
provisioning.

Y See supra para. 79 and n.223.

P See infra para. 85 and n.247.

7 In Tuly, Verizon provisioned approximately 28 digital loops for competitors; in August, it provisioned
approximately 19 digital loops; in September, it provisioned approximately 5 digital toops; and in October, Verizon
provisioned approximately 6 digital loops for competitors. See PR 6-03-3341.

2 See Rhode Island Commission Comments at 133-36.

239

See PR 9-01-3520 {Percent On Time Performance — Hot Cut).

% See Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 115; see also PR 6-02-3520 (Percent Installation Troubles

Reported Within 7 Days — Hot Cut Loop). Verizon’s performance exceeds the benchmark for hot cuts in Rhode
island for July-October.

! See Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 113. See also PR 2-01-3111 {Average Completed Interval-

Total No Dispatch — Hot Cut Loop).

" See PR 2-01-3111t (Average Completed Interval-Total No Dispatch — Hot Cut Loop).
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84. Voice Grade Loops. Based on the evidence in the record, we find, as did the
Rhode Island Commission, that Verizon provisions voice grade loops in a nondiscriminatory
manner.”” In order to determine that Verizon’s performance reflects parity, we review
performance measures comparable to those we have relied upon in prior section 271 orders.*"
We note that no commenter has raised an issue relating to provisioning of voice grade loops.

85. We recognize that Verizon’s performance with respect to two specific
performance metrics appears to be out of parity in Rhode Island for several recent months. We
find, however, that this performance does not warrant a finding of checklist noncompliance.
First, upon initial review, Verizon’s performance with respect to a maintenance and repair
measure — the repeat trouble report rate — appears to be out of parity in two of the last four
months.* According to Verizon, however, when its performance under this metric is
recalculated under the new guidelines adopted by the New York Commnission, its performance
under this measure is at parity.”*® Verizon explains that the New York Commission has recently
revised the repeat trouble report rate to account for misdirected dispatches that skew performance

results by overstating repeat troubles.” We agree that the revised metric will more accurately
reflect Verizon’s performance. **

86.  Second, Verizon’s performance with respect to a provisioning timeliness metric -
the average completed interval metric — appears to be out of parity in Rhode Island for several
recent months.™* We note, however, that Verizon’s performance reflected by another

3 See Rhode Island Commission Comments at 133-36.

o See Appendix D at para. 37; see also Verizon Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC Rcd at 9078-79, para. 162.

245

For repeat trouble repors within 30 days, MR 5-01-3550, Verizon did not achieve parity in July and October.
=6 During July, August, and September 2001, Verizon’s repeat trouble report rate in Rhode Island under the new
business rules was 16.67% for competitive LECs and 16.63% for the retail comparison group. See Verizon
Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 104 and Atach. 21.

" 1In its Order, the New York Commission states that the Carrier Working Group reached consensus to exclude
misdirected dispatches from the MR-5 metric to more accurately capture performance for which Verizon is
responsible. Specifically, the New York Commission modified the guidelines for the MR-5 measure to eliminate the
so-called “double-trouble” phenomenon, which occurs when the competitive LEC misdirects Verizon to dispatch a
technician either inside or outside the central office and no trouble is found. Verizon explains that when this occurs,
the trouble ticket must be closed and the competitive LEC must initiate a second (“double™) trouble ticket directing
dispatch in the opposite direction. See New York Commission October Order at 4; see alse Verizon
Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 104.

W See supra n.225.

% Verizon missed parity from July-October. In July, Verizon completed POTS loop orders of 1-5 lines in 2.40
days for Verizon retail and 4.55 days for competitors. The comparable numbers for August were 2.51 for the
Verizon retail affiliate and 6.27 for competitors and 4.28 for Verizon retail and 5.48 for competitors in Seplember
and 3.56 for Verizon retail and 4.84 for competitors in October. For November, performance data demonstrate that
Verizon provisioned voice grade loops to competitors at parity with its own retail customers. See PR 2-03-3112
{Average Completed Interval — Dispatch (1-5 lines) - Loop).
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provisioning timeliness metric — the “missed appointment” metric — satisfies the benchmark for
all relevant months.™ Next, as explained in more detail above, this metric, because of the way it
is designed, may not be an accurate indicator of Verizon’s performance.” Furthermore, the
Carrier Working Group in New York, working through the collaborative process, has agreed to
the deletion of this provisioning timeliness metric.”™ Finally, even setting aside the questions
about the accuracy of this metric, we find that the performance differences reported under this
metric are relatively slight and do not appear to be competitively significant to competing
LECs.” Indeed, no commenter has indicated that the provisioning of voice grade loops is a
problem in Rhode Island. As the Commission has stated in the past, isolated cases of
performance disparity, especially when the margin of disparity is small, generally will not result
in a finding of checklist noncompliance.*

87.  High Capacity Loops. Based on the record, we find, as did the Rhode Island
Commission, that Verizon’s performance complies with the requirements for checklist item
four.*” From July through September, Verizon provisioned approximately ten DS-1 loops in
Rhode Island.”™ Because these volumes are insufficient upon which to make a finding, we look
at Massachusetts data, which show that Verizon’s performance with respect to high capacity
loops meets the requirements of checklist item four.

% See PR 4-04-3113 (Percent Missed Appointment - Dispatch — Loop New). In the Bell Atlantic New York

Order, the Commission found the missed rate of installation appointments to be the most accurate indicator of Bell
Atlantic’s ability to provision unbundled loops. See Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4103, para. 288.

251

See supra part 1ILA.2.d.; Verizon Jan. 8 Ex Parre Letter at 2-3.
! The New York Commission has issued an order eliminating the average interval completed PR-2 measures from
the Carrier-to-Carrier Performance Reports. See New York Commission October Order at 3. Specifically. the New
York Commission indicates that the Carrier Working Group agreed to eliminate this metric because other metrics
capture performance in this area: PR-1 captures the provisioning interval offered, while PR-3 Percent Completed
Within X Days and PR-4 Missed Appointments adequately measure success meeting the promised interval. /d. In
past orders, we have accorded much weight to the judgment of collaborative state proceedings and encouraged
carriers to work together in such fora to resolve metrics and other issues. See Verizon Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC
Red at 9057, para. 126,

** Verizon explains that the average completed nterval for August through November in Rhode Island was 5.28
days for competitive LECs and 3.54 days for the retail comparison group. a difference of only 1.74 days. In
addition, competitive LECs’ average completed intervals in Rhode Island have decreased from August-November
{6.27, 5.48, 4.84, and 4.80) even as competitive LEC volumes have generally mcreased (22, 33, 43, and 20). See
Verizon Jan. 8 Ex Parte Letter at 4.

™ See Verizon Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC Red at 9055-56, para. 122.

255

See Rhode Island Commission Comments at 133-36.

236

See Verizon Application at 42. High capacity loops in Rhode Island represent less than 1% of all unbundled
loops provisioned to competitors. See id.
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88.  We note that Verizon’s performance in Massachusetts with respect to high
capacity loops has generally improved since grant of section 271 authority in Massachusetts.™
While the installation troubles reported and network trouble report rate in Massachusetts have
been out of parity for competitive LECs for almost all reported months, we find that these
disparities are slight and thus not competitively significant.” Moreover, given Verizon’s
generally acceptable performance for all other categories of loops, and recognizing that high
capacity loops represent only a small percentage of overall loop orders in Rhode Island and
Verizon’s improved performance in regard to high capacity loops, we find that Verizon’s
performance is in compliance with checklist item four. We note that commenters in this
proceeding do not criticize Verizon’s performance with regard to high capacity loops.

89. Line Sharing. Based on the evidence in the record, we find, as did the Rhode
Island Commission,” that Verizon demonstrates that it provides nondiscriminatory access to the
high frequency portion of the loop.™ Through September 2001, Verizon had completed
approximately four line sharing orders in Rhode Island for unaffiliated competitive LECs*' and
the Rhode Island performance data show almost no competitive LEC activity for line shared DSL
services in September and October.” Although there has been very little ordering activity in
Rhode Island for line sharing for the months reported, there has been much ordering activity in
Massachusetts during the same period of time.” Verizon’s Massachusetts performance data

*1 See Verizon Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC Red at 9075-76, para. 156,
** For PR 6-01-3200 (Percent Installation Troubles Within 30 Days), Verizon performed slightly better for its own
retail affiliate from July-September. In October. it performed at parity. For MR 2-01-3200 (Network Trouble
Report Rate), Verizon states that during July, August and September, the percentages have generally been under 2%.
In October, the percentage was under 2% as well. See also Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 126.

259

See Rhode Island Commssion Comments at 133-36.
0 As part of KPMG's stand-alone testing in Rhode Island, KPMG evaluated Verizon's line sharing installations in
Massachusetts to validate that Verizon's technicians performed all of the required tasks defined in the line sharing
documentation. KMPG examined line sharing in Massachusetts rather than in Rhode Island because Massachusetts
line sharing volumes were greater. See Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 176. Verizon received a
“satisfied” rating based on KPMG Consulting evaluation criteria. See KPMG Report at 13. Specifically, during 78
ADSL Line Sharing installations, KPMG Consulting ohserved Verizon-MA technicians execute 624 installation
tasks. Verizon-MA technicians executed 615 (99%) of these tasks as defined in their documentation. See KPMG
Report at 93. We encourage state commissions and BOCs to engage in testing of new or changed aspects of a
BOC’s OSS. See also Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at paras. 165-66.

*®1 See Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 175.

2 See the PR-6 Installation Quality metrics.

3 Through September 2001, Verizon had completed over 3,600 line sharing orders for unaffiliated competitive
LECs in Massachusetts. See Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 175,
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demonstrate that it is provisioning line shared DSL loops to competitors at parity with its own
retail provisioning, and that its maintenance and repair performance is also acceptable.™

90.  Line Splitting. Based on the evidence in the record, we find, as did the Rhode
Island Commission,™ that Verizon complies with its line-splitting obligations and provides
access to network elements necessary for competing carriers to provide line splitting.”® Verizon
provides access to the same pre-ordering capabilities to carriers that purchase line splitting as it
does to carriers that purchase unbundled DSL loops or line sharing.” In addition, working with
the competitive LECs through the New York DSL Collaborative, Verizon implemented a
permanent OSS process for line splitting throughout the Verizon East territory, including Rhode
Island, on October 20, 2001.*® Thus, Verizon has met its goal to implement permanent OSS by
October 2001.** Competitive LECs have raised no complaints about this new process. We find,
therefore, given the record before us, that Verizon’s process for line-splitting orders is in
compliance with the requirements of this checklist item at this time.”™ As competing LEC needs

264

See PR 1-01-3343 (Average Interval Offered — Total No Dispatch) and PR 1-02-3343 (Average Interval Offered
— Total Dispatch); PR 2-01-3343 (Average Interval Completed — Total No Dispatch) and PR 2-02-3343 (Average
Interval Completed — Total Dispatch); and PR 4-05-3343 (Percent Missed Appointments - No Dispatch). For PR 6-
01-3343 (Percent Installation Troubles Reported Within 30 Days), Verizon's performance with regard 1o installation
troubles reported within 30 days in Massachusetts is out of parity for September and October, but from July-October,
the rate of such installation troubles was less than 2% for both competing LECs and Verizon's own affiliate. See
Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 188; see also MR 2-03.3343 (Network Trouble Report Rate — Central
Office) and MR 4-03-3343 (Mean Time to Repair — Central Office Trouble}.

35 See Rhode Island Commission Comments at 133-36.

M See Deplovment of Wireline Services Offering Advanced Telecommunications Capabilities and Implementation
of the Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Third Report and Order on
Reconsideration, CC Docket No. 98-147; Fourth Report and Order on Reconsideration, CC Docket No. 96-98; Third
Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, CC Docket No, 98-147; Sixth Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, CC
Docket No. 96-98, 16 FCC Red 2101, 2111, para. 20. Verizon states, however, that it is not aware of any
competitive LECs that are engaging in line splitting in Rhode Island or Massachusetts using existing network
elements. See Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 193.

=7 Competitive LECs have a choice of submitting pre-ordering queries over either the Web GUL EDI, or CORBA
electronic interfaces. See Verizon McLean/Wierzbicki Decl. Attach. 2 at 11.

768 Specifically, Verizon began offering new OSS functionality that enables a competitor to submit a single Local
Service Request (ISR} to add DSL capability to a ioop 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 Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para.
202; see also Verizon McLean/Wierzbicki Decl. Attach. 2 at 12.

%9 See Verizon Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC Red at 9091-92, para. 181 (Verizon agreed to an implementation
schedule to offer line splitting-specific OSS capabilities under the supervision of the New York Commission in
response to concerns raised by WorldCom.).

0 As of November 9, 2001, Verizon had received 10 commercial line splitting orders from competitive LECs
(utilizing the new line splitting OSS capabilities) outside of the pilot. None of these orders was submitied in Rhode
Island or Massachuseus. See Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 202.
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continue to evolve, however, we may revisit Verizon’s line splitting OSS in a future section 271
proceeding that includes more or different evidence 1n the record.

3. Checklist Item 5 — Transport

91. Section 271(c}2)(B)(v) of the competitive checklist requires a BOC to provide
“[}ocal transport from the trunk side of a wireline local exchange carrier switch unbundled from
switching or other services.”””" Based on our review of the record,”” we conclude, as did the
Rhode Island Commission,*™ that Verizon complies with the requirements of this checklist item.

92.  In past orders, the Commission has relied on the missed appointment rate to
deterrnine whether a BOC is provisioning transport to its competitors in a nondiscriminatory
fashion.”” The volume of transport orders in Rhode Island is extremely low.”” but Verizon’s
performance for this metric in Massachusetts during July through October shows that Verizon

missed fewer appointments provisioning transport o its competitors than for its own retail
customers.””

93.  Wedisagree with CTC’s argument that Verizon’s dark fiber offering does not
comply with the requirements of this checklist item. CTC argues that we should condition
Verizon's section 271 authority on Verizon’s compliance with a recent Rhode Island
Commission order that requires Verizon ‘“‘to splice dark fiber at any technically feasible point so
as to make dark fiber continuous through one or more intermediate central offices without
requiring a CLEC to be collocated at any such intermediate office.”™ We reject CTC’s claim.
Verizon has amended its tariff in Rhode Island to accommeodate these new requirements effective

2

47 U.S.C. § 2ZTH)(2XB){v); see alse Appendix D at para. 53.

272

See Verizon Application at 46-47, and Exh. A; Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at paras. 236-47.

2 Rhode Island Commission Comments at 144.

274

See, e.g., Verizon Massachuserts Order, 16 FCC Red at 9106-07, para. 210.
™ Verizon provisioned 21 orders 10 competitors from July through October, but only one retail DS3 order — the
accepted retail analogue for this metric — during the same period. See PR-4-01-3530 (% missed appotniments —
Verizon — Total-10F). It is thus not possibie to determine, based on this metric, whether Verizon’s transport
provisioning has been nondiscriminatory. We note, however, that Verizon missed only 14% of appointments for
competitors during this period. See id.

7% See PR-4-01-3530 (% missed appointments — Verizon — Total-10F). In July 2001, Verizon missed 50% of its
appointments for its own customers, but only 3.23% of those for its competitors. Figures for August, September and

October, 2001, are similar: 66.67% vs. 2.38%; 80% vs. no appointments missed; and 66.67% vs. no appointments
missed, respectively.

7 CTC Comments at 8-9 (quoting Letier from Clint Odom, Director, Federal Regulatory, Verizon. to Magalie
Roman Salas, Secretary. Federal Communicauons Commission, CC Docket No. 01-324 (filed Dec. 4, 2001), Auach.
at 19 (Rhode Island PUC Dec. 3 Order)).
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February 1, 2002,*™ and the time to appeal the order in Rhode Island has elapsed.”” CTC also
argues generally that Verizon’s dark fiber offering does not satisfy section 251(c)(3).®° CTC
does not, however, support its assertions with references to our rules or precedent. We will not
find noncompliance based on such vague assertions.

4. Checklist Item 14 — Resale

94. Section 27 1{c)(2)}(B)(xiv) of the Act requires that a BOC make
“[t]lelecommunications 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 Rhode Island Commission, ™ that Verizon satisfies the requirements of this checklist
item in Rhode Island.™ Importantly, none of the commenting parties questions Verizon’s
showing of compliance with the requirements of this checklist item, including the area of resale
of Verizon Advanced Data Inc.’s (VADI) retail DSL-based telecommunications service offering
(DSL resale).”™

95.  We conclude that Verizon demonstrates current compliance with the checklist
requirements with regard to DSL resale as articulated in our recent section 271 orders.™ First,
Verizon already offers the resale of DSL services when Verizon provides voice services on the
line involved.™ Second, in accordance with the United States Court of Appeals decision in
ASCENT v. FCC, VADI has made enhancements to its federal tariff. Specifically, VADI has

2% See Letter from Clint Odom, Director, Federal Regulatory, Verizon, to Magalie Roman Salas, Secretary, Federal

Communications Commission, CC Docket No. 01-324 (filed Dec. 19, 2001) (Verizon New England Inc, Rates and
Charges Effective in the State of Rhode Island PUC RI No. 18), at Part 10.2.1.G (“The Teiephone Company will not
require collocation at an intermediate office if it can provide intermediate cross connections between fiber
distribution frames or can sphice fibers at any technically feasible point in the intermediate office(s).”).

% “We note that the time for VZ-RI to appeal our decision on dark fiber has expired pursuant to R 1.G.L. § 39-5-1.
In addition, on December 14, 2001, VZ-RI made a compliance filing in conformity with our order regarding dark
fiber.” Rhode Island Commission Reply at 4 (footnotes omitted).

0 See CTC Comments at 11.

1 47 US.C. § 271(c)2)B)xiv); see Appendix D at para. 67.

2 See Rhode Island Commission Comments at 186-88.
* Verizon has a concrete and specific legal obligation in its interconnection agreements and tariffs to make its
retail services available for resale to competing carriers at wholesale rates. See Verizon Application at 56, n.52;
Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 386.

= In this proceeding, unlike in the SWBT Arkansas/Missouri Order, no party, including Verizon, has questioned

the appticability of § 251(c)(4) to VADY's DSL resale service. Cf. SWBT Arkansas/Missouri Order, 16 FCC Red at
20758-59, paras. 79-81.

B3 See Verizon Pennsvivania Order, 16 FCC Red at 17471, para. 94; Verizon Connecticut Order, 16 FCC Red at
14164-65, para. 39.

H  See Verizon E.C.C. Tariff No. 20, Section 5.1.
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made resold DSL over resold voice lines, Verizon's expanded DSL resale offering, available in
Rhode Island.® This offering became effective November 21, 2001 and is the same as that in
Connecticut and Pennsylvania except for certain implementation details.”™ Verizon has also
implemented OSS changes that enable Verizon to receive VADI's expanded DSL resale orders
via the EDI interface and to track those orders through the provisioning process.™

96.  We also conclude that Verizon has appropriate resold DSL order processing
procedures in place. In the Verizon Connecticut Order, the Commission indicated that several
aspects of Verizon’s expanded DSL resale OSS should be revised as Verizon develops
permanent order processing procedures.” Verizon addresses each of these issues, but concedes
that its permanent ordering procedures continue to evolve.” As a result, it has not yet developed
permanent ordering procedures that fully satisfy all three expectations in Rhode Island. Because
no carrier has placed an order for resold DSL in Rhode Island, however, and no carrier
commented on this issue in this proceeding, we have no basis for evaluating whether the absence
of these changes has any impact on competition. Moreover, as explained below, we accept
Verizon’s explanation regarding why it has not fully implemented these changes, for the purpose
of this proceeding. In particular, the Commission expected that Verizon’s performance in
providing an expanded DSL resale offering would be reflected in its performance data.”” Verizon
indicates that it has implemented enhancements to its systems to allow it to capture performance
data for its resold DSL over resold voice lines offering, and it will begin reporting data after
performance measures are developed by the states.” The Commission also expected that
permanent ordering procedures would eliminate Verizon’s requirement that it disconnect resold
DSL service if the customer switches from the reseller back to Verizon as the underlying voice
provider.™ Verizon indicates that, to date, it has not received any such requests, but it confirms

287

Association of Communications Enmterprises v. FCC, 235 F.3d 662 (D.C. Cir. 2000); see also Tariff Revision
filed by VADI 10 VADI F.C.C. Tariff F.C.C. No. | under Transmittal Number 22 (Nov. 20, 2001).

% See Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 416. Verizon uses the same checklist-compliant processes
and procedures o provide this new service as it uses in Pennsylvania, except that, in Rhode Island. Verizon has not

placed any limits on the number of orders that Verizon will commit to process each day. See Verizon Application at
57-58.

 Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 417. Despite these enhancements in the former Bell Atlantic
states where VADI operates, no reseller has submitted orders ~ other than test orders — to Verizon for resold DSL
over resold voice lines service. Only six test orders were submitted and they were completed successfully by
Verizon. See Letter from Chint E. Odom, Director, Federal Regulatory, Verizon to Magalie Roman Salas, Secretary,
Federal Communications Commission, CC Docket No. 01-324 at 3 (filed Jan. 7, 2002} (Verizon Jan. 7 Ex Parie
Letter).

290

See Verizon Connecticut Order, 16 FCC Red at 14166, para. 42,

P See Verizon Jan. 7 Ex Parte Letter at 3-4.

291

See Verizon Connecticut Order, 16 FCC Red at 14166, para. 42.

201 - . .
See Verizon Jan. 7 Ex Parte Letter ai 4. However, as Verizon also notes, performance measures specific to

resold DSL over resold voice lines have yet to be developed in the state collaboratives. fd.

™ See Verizon Connecticut Order, 16 FCC Red at 14166, para. 42.
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that it will work to avoid any disconnection when it begins receiving orders.”” Lastly, the
Commission expected that permanent order processing procedures would eliminate Verizon’s
requirement that the reseller must already be the voice provider on the line involved before
Verizon can process orders for DSL resale.” According to Verizon, however, the voice service
must be established first because the data provider is considered a “sub-tenant” on the line
involved.™ Verizon indicates that this is true whether Verizon, a competitive LEC, or a reseller
is the voice provider.”

C. Remaining Checklist Items (3, 6-13)

97.  In addition to showing that it is in compliance with the requirements discussed
above, an applicant under section 271 must demonstrate that it complies with checklist item 3
(access to poles, ducts, and conduits),”™ item 6 (unbundied local switching),” item 7 (911/E911
access and directory assistance/operator services),” item 8 (white pages directory listings),"”
item 9 (numbering administration),’ item 10 (databases and associated signaling),”™ item 11
(number portability),” item 12 (local dialing parity),*™ and item 13 (reciprocal compensation).*”’
Based on the evidence in the record, we conclude that Verizon demonstrates that it is in
compliance with these checklist items in Rhode Island.**® We also note that the Rhode Island

s According to Verizon, “[it] has not reccived any orders where an end user seeks to switch its voice service back

to Verizon while retaining the reseller providing DSL service. Nevertheless, if such an order were received. Verizon

would endeavor to complete the order without disconnection of the DSL service.” See Verizon Jan. 7 Ex Parte
Letter at 4

206
Id.

2 . . “ . . . . - .

7 According o Verizon, “when voice and data are established on a single line, the voice provider controls the

line, and the data provider is a sub-tenant. As a result, the voice service must be established first.” [d.

298 Id

200

47 U.S.C. § 271(cX2)B)iii).

300

Id. § 2TH{c)2HBX(vi).

301

Id § 271(c)2XB)(vii).

02 1d § 2712} B)viii).

EliE)

Id. § 271(c)2)B)(ix).

™1d § 271(e)2)B)(X).

305

Id. § 27T1{c)2)(B)xi).

300 1d § 27 1(c)2)(B)(xii).

07 14§ 27 1) 2B xiii).

W See Verizon Application at 49 (checklist item 3), 45 (checklist itemn 6). 49-31 (checklist item 7). 52-53 (checklist
item 8), 53 {checklist item 9}, 53-54 (checklist item 10). 54-55 (checklist item 11), 55 (checklist items 12 and 13},
Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at paras. 268-91 (checklist item 3), paras. 211-35 (checklist item 6), paras. 292-324
(continued....)
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Commission concludes that Verizon complies with the requirements of each of these checklist

items.™ None of the commenting parties challenges Verizon’s compliance with these checklist
items.

IV.  COMPLIANCE WITH SECTION 271(e)(1)(A)

G8. In order for the Commission to approve a BOC’s application to provide in-region,
interLATA services, a BOC must first demonstrate that it satisfies the requirements of either
section 271(c)(1}(A) (Track A) or section 271(c)(1)(B) (Track B).”"® To qualify for Track A, a
BOC must have interconnection agreements with one or more competing providers of “telephone
exchange service . . . to residential and business customers.™""

99.  We conclude, as the Rhode Island Commission did,”” that Verizon satisfies the
requirements of Track A in Rhode Island. We base this decision on interconnection agreements
Verizon has with Cox Communications, Inc. (Cox), Network Plus, Choice One, WorldCom,
Conversent, and AT&T.*” Cox and Network Plus provide telephone exchange service to a
substantial number of residential and business subscribers in Rhode Island predominantly over

their own facilities.” Choice One, WorldCom, Conversent, and AT&T serve business
customers.

100. We conclude that a sufficient number of residential and business customers are
being served by competing 1.LECs through the use of their own facilities to demonstrate that there
1s an actual commercial alternative in Rhode Island. Verizon has shown that facilities-based
carriers serve more than a de minimis number of residential and business customers in Rhode

Island.”” No commenter has challenged Verizon’s assertion that it satisfies the requirements for
Track A in Rhode Island.

{Continued from previous page)
{checklist itern 7), paras. 325-41 (checklist iiem 8), paras. 342-46 (checklist itern 9), paras. 347-72 (checklist item
10}, paras. 373-76 (checklist item 11), paras. 378-82 (checklist item 12), paras. 383-86 (checklist item 13); see also
Appendices B and C.

*® " See Rhode Island Commission Comments at 95-102 (checklist item 3), 145-54 (checklist item 6), 154-62
{checklist item 7), 162-64 (checklist item 8), 165-66 {checklist item 9), 166-71 (checklist item 10}, 172-74 (checklist
item 11), 174-77 (checklist item 12), 177-80 (checklist item 13).

M0 47 US.C. § 27T1AIBKA).

3

47U.S.C. § 2T1(c)1)A).

312 Rhode Island Commission Comments at 10.

33

44 .

Verizon Application at 7-11; Verizon Local Competition Report {citing confidential portion) paras. 31-32, 35-

34

Id.
' Verizon Application at 7-11; Verizon Local Competition Report (citing confidential portion) paras. 31-32, 35-
44. Cf SWBT Oklahoma Order, 12 FCC Red at 8693, para. 14.
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V. SECTION 272 COMPLIANCE

101.  Section 271(d)(3)(B) provides that the Commission shall not approve a BOC’s
application to provide intetLATA 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 that it maintains the
same structural separation and nondiscrimination safeguards in Rhode Island 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.*"”

VI. PUBLIC INTEREST ANALYSIS

102.  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 in full that “[t}he Commission may not, by rule or
otherwise, limit or extend the terms used in the competitive checklist set forth in subsection
(©)(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

}19 47 U.S.C. § 271(d)3)(B): Appendix D at paras. 68-69.

7 See Verizon Application at 73-78; Verizon Application App. A, Vol. 3, Tab E, Declaration of Susan C.

Browning at para 4. (Verizon Browning Decl.).
8 Verizon Pennsvivania Order, 16 FCC Red at 17486, para. 124; Verizon Connecticut Order, 16 FCC Red at
14179, para. 73; Verizon Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC Red at 9114-17, paras. 226-31; Bell Atlantic New York

Order, 15 FCC Red at 4152-61, paras. 401-21; Verizen Application at 73-78; Verizon Browning Decl. at paras. 4-
17.

M we recognize that the first independent audit of Verizon’s section 272 compliance conducted pursuant to section
53.209 of the Commission’s rules is now complete. See Letter from PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP 1o Magalie
Roman Saias, Secretary, Federal Communications Commission (June 11, 2001) (transmitting audit report). While
the audit raises issues that may require further investigation, the audit results are not a legal determination of
Verizon's section 272 compliance. 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, Order, 16 FCC Red
20301 (2001} (extending deadline for filing comments). Because the Commission will not have had the opportunity
to complete its own review of the audit results before it is required to tssue a decision on this section 271 application,
and because no party cites the audit findings as evidence of noncompliance (or even challenges Verizon’s showing
generally), there is no reason to consider the audit as evidence of shortcomings in Verizon's section 272 compliance.

1047 U.S.C. § 271(d)3)(C); Appendix D at paras. 70-71.

121

1d. § 271(d) 4.
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exist that would frustrate the congressional intent that markets be open, as required by the
competitive checklist, and that entry will serve the public interest as Congress expected.

103. '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 the local
exchange markets have been removed and the local exchange markets today are open to
competition. We further find that the record confirms our view, as noted in prior section 271
orders, 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.’™®

104. We disagree with commenters that assert that under our public interest standard,
we must consider the market share of each entry strategy for each type of service. Sprint argues
that low levels of residential UNE and resale service in Rhode Island indicate that meaningful
competition does not exist in Rhode Island. ™ Given an affirmative showing that the competitive
checklist has been satisfied, low customer volumes in any one particular mode of entry or in
general do not necessarily undermine that showing. As the Commission has said in previous
section 271 orders, factors beyond the control of the BOC, such as individual competitive LEC
entry strategies, might explain a low residential customer base.”™

105. We also disagree with Sprint’s argument that Cox does not provide meaningful
competition with respect to customers who do not subscribe to Cox’s cable or data services,
since the price for cable telephony to those customers exceeds Verizon’s price for local service.™

Sprint notes that Cox currently offers cable telephony at a low price for its cable or data
subscribers.’* Customers who want cable telephony without Cox’s cable or data offering pay a
higher price for this service.”” We are not persuaded by Sprint’s argument. Cox has the
capability to provide cable telephony service to 75 to 95 percent of Rhode Island customers, and
a substantial number of those potential customers have in fact chosen Cox as their local
telephone carrier.” The fact that a substantial number of residential customers have chosen Cox

to provide their local phone service provides us with assurance that Cox is a meaningful
competitor to Verizon.™

i

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

. See Sprint Comments at 7-11.

3 See Verizon Pennsylvania Order, 16 FCC Rcd at 17487, para. 126.

% Sprint Comments at 8-9.

6 1d a9,

127

Id. at 8-9.

*®  Verizon Application at 9-10 (citing confidential portions).

% See Verizon Local Competition Report (citing confidential portion), paras. 31-32.
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106.  Sprint also argues that the fact that the BOCs have generally chosen not to
compete against each other out of region (particularly against Verizon in Rhode Island) and the
continuing bankruptcy of competitive LECs mean that the public interest is not served by
granting Verizon section 271 approval in Rhode Island.™ We reject these arguments. Factors
beyond the control of the applicant, such as a weak economy, individual competing LEC and out-

of-region BOC business plans, or poor business planning by potential competitors can explain
the lack of entry into a particular market.

A. Price Squeeze Arguments

107.  Given Verizon’s substantial voluntary reduction of its Rhode Island switching
rates, we find that AT&T, WorldCom, and ASCENT have not established the existence of a price
squeeze 1n Rhode Island such that grant of Verizon’s application would violate section 271’s
public interest requirement.” In Sprint Communications Co. L.P. v. FCC,* the Court of
Appeals for the D.C. Circuit remnanded to the Commission for further consideration how
allegations of a price squeeze by a BOC shouid be examined as part of a section 271
application’s public interest analysis. In the Commussion’s SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, the
Commission declined to consider allegations that a section 271 applicant should fail the 14-point
checklist because competitors are unable to make a profit in the residential market via the UNE-
Platform.”™ We need not address the issues raised in these proceedings in this order. We have
examined AT&T and WorldCom’s price squeeze claims™ and, determined that, even if we
accept their assertion that a price squeeze analysis is mandated by section 271’s public interest
requirement and their framework for determining whether a price squeeze exists, there is no price
squeeze in Rhode Island. Using AT&T and WorldCom’s calculation of anticipated profit
margins on UNE-Platform-based, residential service in Rhode Island, these profit margins are
significantly higher when recalculated using the new Rhode Island rates. Neither AT&T,
WorldCom, nor ASCENT argued that there was a price squeeze in Rhode Island when the Rhode
Island Commission adopted Verizon’s February 21 switching rates. Therefore, we conclude that
Verizon’s Rhode Istand UNE rates do not create a price squeeze such that grant of its section 271
application would not be in the public interest.

430 Sprint Comments at 4-7.

' AT&T Comments at 17, AT&T Reply Comments at 4-9; Letter from Peter D. Keisler, Sidley Austin Brown &
Wood, LLP, 10 William F. Caton, Acting Secretary, Federal Communications Commission dated Feb. 8, 2002 at 2-
13 and Supplemental Declaration of Michael Lieberman at 2-11, paras. 3-26 and various Exhibits; WorldCom Reply

Comments at 1-5 and Reply Declaration of Vijetha Huffman at 3-4, paras. 7-9 and Attachment 1; ASCENT
Comments at 2-4.

1 Sprint Communications Co. L.P. v. FCC, 274 F.3d 549 (D.C. Cir. 2001).
¥ SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Red at 6269, para. 65 and 6280-81, para. 92.

** While ASCENT also raised price squeeze concerns, it did not supply specific alleged profit margins that we can

evaluate in this proceeding.
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B. Assurance of Future Compliance

108.  As set forth below, we find that the performance assurance plan (“PAP") currently
in place in Rhode Island will provide assurance that the local market will remain open after
Verizon receives section 271 authorization.” We have examined certain key aspects of
Verizon’s PAP and 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. The Rhode Island
Commission adopted a self-executing PAP, modeled on the PAP adopted in Massachusetts and
New York, that exposes Verizon to the same level of liability as in Massachusetts.”™ While the
Massachusetts and New York PAPs form the basis for the Rhode Island PAP, the Rhode Island
PAP differs from those PAPs in certain details to reflect the specific concerns of competitive
LECs doing business in Rhode Island.” The Rhode Island Commission decided to distribute
penalty amounts differently among the metrics, including placing penalties on missed critical
billing metrics and doubling the penalty amount allocated to UNE flow through. Additionally,
the Rhode Island Commission ordered the creation of several new metrics including a critical
measure for 2-wire digital loops and 2-wire XxDSL loops. Also, the Rhode Island PAP has
created small sample size tables for benchmark metrics with standards of 80 percent, 85 percent,
90 percent, and 95 percent, while the other PAPs only include such a table for metrics with a
benchmark standard of 95 percent. We conclude that the Rhode Island modifications appear
reasonable and do not detract from the overall effectiveness of the plan. The Rhode Island
Commission also has the authority to reallocate the monthly distribution of bill credits among

any provisions of the PAP and adopt new metrics if there is a specific concern to Rhode Island
competitive LECs.**

109.  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
discuss only those elements that commenters have raised in the record before us.

110. We disagree with AT&T that the Rhode Island Commission’s PAP does not
adequately address the issue of small samples. Specifically, AT&T is concerned that Verizon is
temporarily using less accurate statistical tests (t tests and binomial tests) that are easier to

P Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Rced at 20748-50, paras. 393-98. We note that in all of the previous

applications that we have granied to date, the applicant was subject to an enforcement plan administered by the
relevant state commission to protect against backsliding after BOC entry into the long-distance market.

Y6 Rhode Istand PUC C2C and PAP Order at 35. The Massachusetts and Rhode Island PAPs place 39% of
Verizon's yearly net income for each stale at risk.

*7 Rhode lsland Commission Comments at 189,

3 Rhode Island PUC C2C and PAP Order at 10, 44-45,

339

See, e.g., Verizon Massachusents Order, 16 FCC Rcd at 9121-25, paras. 240-49; SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma
Order, 16 FCC Red at 6377-81, paras. 273-80.
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administer, rather than the permutation test, which is computationally more difficult but is more
accurate.”® Additionally, AT&T questions why permutation tests are not being done in Rhode
Island, given that AT&T believes that Verizon is currently doing permutation tests in an
automated fashion in other states. In its reply, Verizon clarifies that it is not currently using an
automated permutation test in New York or any other former Bell Atlantic state.** Verizon
further clarifies that it currently uses permutation tests in a manual, or case-by-case basis, when
appropriate.* Verizon plans to automate the permutation test by the end of 2002.** Moreover,
there is an exception provision in the Rhode Island PAP that “allows a CLEC to raise issues
relating to a metric with a small sample size.” And we are reassured by the Rhode Island
Commission’s determination that it “will accept Verizon’s proposed statistical methodology but
reserves the right to modify it in the future.”™

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

111.  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

M0 “If the performance is worse for the CLEC than Verizon-RI, Verizon RI will use the t distribution or binomial
(counted or measured) until such time as a permutation test can be run in an automated fashion.” Letter from Bruce
P. Beausejour, Vice President and General Counsel - New England, Verizon, to Luly E. Massaro, Commission
Clerk, Rhode Island Public Wtilities Commission, Docket No. 3256 at Appendix D, 2. (filed Dec. 6, 2001) {Rf PAP).

Ml Ly, - , . . . . . .
" “Itis AT&T’s understanding that Verizon is currently running automated permutation tests for its wholesale

operations in New York.” AT&T Comments at 18.
*2 Verizon Reply, App. A, Reply Declaration of Elaine M. Guerard, Julie A. Canny, and Beth A. Abesamis at para.
8 (Verizon Guerard/Canny/Abesamis Reply Decl.).

' Verizon Guerard/Canny/Abesamis Reply Decl. at paras. 7-8. And as Verizon further explained:

If Verizon's performance for the CLECs is worse than Verizon's performance for the
retail comparison group, then:

»  For average measurements (measured variables), Verizon will run a permutation
test whenever the sample size for the CLEC observations or the retail
comparison group is less than 30

»  For percentage measurements (counted variables), Verizon will employ Fisher's
Exact Test, whenever the result of the equation n - p(i-p) is less than 3 for either
the CLECs or the retail compartson group (where # is the number of
observations and p is the reported percentage).

Letter from Clint E. Odom, Director, Federal Regulatory, Verizon, to Magalie Roman Salas, Secretary, Federal
Communicattons Commission, CC Docket No. 01-324 at 2 {filed Jan. 17, 2002).
' Verizon Guerard/Canny/Abesamis Reply Decl. at para. 9.

¥ Rhode Island PUC C2C and PAP Order at 43,

346

Rhode Island PUC C2C and PAP Order a143.
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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 271(d)}(6) enforcement powers in detail in prior orders, it is unnecessary to do so again
here **

112.  Working in concert with the Rhode Island Commission, we intend to monitor
closely Verizon’s post-approval compliance for Rhode Island to ensure that Verizon does not
“cease(] to 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 Rhode Island. We are prepared to
use our authority under section 271(d)(6) if evidence shows market opening conditions have not
been maintained.

113.  We require Verizon to report to the Commuission all Rhode Island carrier-to-
carrier performance metrics results and Performance Assurance Plan monthly reports beginning
with the first full month after the effective date of this Order, and for each month thereafter for
one year unless extended by the Commission. These results and reports will allow us to review.
on an ongoing basis, Verizon's performance to ensure continued compliance with the statutory
requirements. We are confident that cooperative state and federal oversight and enforcement can
address any backsliding that may arise with respect to Verizon’s entry into the Rhode Island long
distance market.”

VIII. CONCLUSION

114.  For the reasons discussed above, we GRANT Verizon’s application for
authorization under section 271 of the Act to provide in-region, interLATA services in the State
of Rhode Island and Providence Plantations. )

IX. ORDERING CLAUSES

115.  Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED that, pursuant to sections 4(1), 4(j), and 271 of the
Communications Act of 1934, as amended, 47 U.S.C. §§ 154(i), 154(j), and 271, Verizon’s

347

47 U.S.C. § 271(d)6).

M See. e 2., SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Red at 6382-84, paras. 283-85; SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC
Red at 18567-68, paras. 434-36; Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4174-77, paras. 446-33.

M9 A7 US.C.§ 271dN6XA).

30 See, e.g., Bell Atlantic-New York, Authorization Under Section 271 of the Communications Act To Provide In-
Region, InterLATA Service in the State of New York, Order, 15 FCC Red 5413-23 (2000) (adopting consent decree
between the Commission and Bell Atlantic thal included provisions for Bell Atlantic to make a voluntary payment of
$3,000,000 10 the United States Treasury, with additional payments if Bell Atlantic failed to meet specific
performance standards and weekly reporting requirements to gauge Bell Atlantic’s performance in correcting the
problems associated with its electronic ordering systems).
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application to provide in-region, interLATA service in the State of Rhode Island and Providence
Plantations, filed on November 26, 2001, IS GRANTED.

116. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that this Order SHALL BECOME EFFECTIVE
March 4, 2002.

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

L., 2 Gt

William F. Caton
Acting Secretary
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Appendix A

Commenters in CC Docket No. 01-324

Comments

Association of Communications Enterprises
AT&T

CTC Communications Corporation
Department of Justice

Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission
Sprint Communications Company

WorldCom

Abbreviation

ASCENT

AT&T

CTC

Department of Justice
Rhode Island Commission
Sprint

WorldCom

Letter Commenters in CC Docket No. 01-324

Rhode Island Urban-League

Honorable Patrick J. Kennedy, Congressman

Honorable Lincoln Almond, Governor of the State of Rhode Island

Honorable Charles J. Fogarty, Lieutenant Governor of Rhode Island

Sheldon Whitehouse, Attorney General of the State of Rhode Island

Reply Commenters

Replies
AT&T

Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission
Verizon

WorldCom

Supplemental Reply Comments
AT&T

Association of Communications Enterprises

AT&T
Rhode Island Commission
Verizon

WorldCom

AT&T
ASCENT
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Appendix B

Rhode Island Performance Metrics

All data included here is taken from the Rhode Island 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. Our analysis is based on the
totality of the circumstances, such that 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 metrics may not also be important 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 no 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.l

Metric Name

Preorder and OSS Availability:

MR-1-01  |Create Trouble
MR-1-02  |Status Trouble
MR-1-03  Modily Trouble
MR-1-04  |Rcquest Cancellation of Trouble
MR-1-05  |Trouble Report History (by TN/Circuil)
MR-1-06 }Test Trouble (POTS Only)
OR-1-02  }% On Time LSRC — Flow Through
OR-1-04  |% On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check
OR-1-06  |% On Time LSRC/ASRC - Facility Check
OR-1-08  |% On Time ASRC No Facility Check (Non DS0O, DS| & DS3)
OR-1-10  |% On Time ASRC Facility Check DSO
OR-1-12 1% On Time FOC
OR-1-13  |% On Time Design Layoul Record (DLR)
JOR-1-19 | % On Time Resp. - Request for Inbound Augment Trunks
PO-1-01  |Customer Service Record
PO-1-02  |Duc Date Availahility
PO-1-03  |Address Validation
PO-1-04  |Product & Service Availability
PQ-1-05  |Telephone Number Availability & Reservation
PO-1-06  |Facitity Availability (Loop Qualification)
PO-1-07  |Rejected Query
PO-1-08  |% Timeouts
PO-1-0%  {Parsed CSR
PO-2-01  {OSS Interf. Avail. - Total
PO-2-02  |OSS Interl. Avail - Prime Time - Electronic Bonding
PO-2-03  |OSS Interl. Avail - Non-Prime - Electronic Bonding
P0O-4-01 % Notices Sent on Time - CLEC Orig.
P0O-4-02  |Change Mgmt. Notice - Delay 1-7 Days - CLEC Orig.
PO-8-01  |Average Response Time - Manual Loop Qualification
PO-8-02  jAverage Response Time - Enginecring Record Request

B-2

Metric No. | Metric Name

Change Management, Billing, OS/DA, Interconnection and
Collocation:

BI-1-02 % DUF in 4 Business Days

BI-2-01 Timeliness of Carrier Bill

BI-3-01 % Billing Adjustments - Dollars Adjusted

BI-3-02 % Billing Adjustments - Number of Adjustments
NP-1-01  |% Final Trunk Groups Exceeding Blocking Standard
NP-1.02 1% FTG Exceeding Blocking Std. {No Exceptions)
NP-1-03  {Number FTG Exceeding Blocking Std. — 2 Months
NP-1-04  |Number FTG Excecding Blocking Std. — 3 Months
NP-2-H1  |% On Time Responsce to Request for Physical Collocation
NP-2-02 1% On Time Response to Request for Virtual Collocation
NP-2-03  |Average Interval — Physical Collocalion

NP-2.04  |Average Interval ~ Virtual Collocation

NP-2-05 1% On Time - Physical Collocation

NP-2-06  |% On Time - Virtual Collocation

NP-2-07  |Average Delay Days — Physical Collocation

NP-2-08  |Average Delay Days — Virtual Collocation
Ordering:

OR-2-02 19 On Time LSR Reject — Flow Through

OR-2-04  [% On Time LSR/ASR Reject No Facility Check
OR-2-06  |% On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check
OR-2-08  |9% On Time ASR Reject No Facitity Check

OR-2-10__ |% On Time ASR Reject Facility Check

OR-2-11  JAverage Trunk ASR Reject Time

OR-2-12  |% On Time Trunk ASR Reject

OR-3-01  |% Rejects

OR-4-02  {Completion Notice {BCN) — % On Time

OR-4-05 |Work Completion Notice (PCN) — % On Time
OR-5-01  |% Flow Through - Total

OR-5-03  |% Flow Through Achieved

OR-6-01 1% Accuracy - Order
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Metric No. Metric Name

OR-6-02 % Accuracy — Opportunitics

OR-6-03  |% Accuracy — LSRC

OR-7-01  |% Order Confirmation/Rejects sent within 3 Business Days
Provisioning:

PR-1-09  |Av. Interval Ollered - Total - EEL ~ Backbone
PR-2-01 Av. Interval Completed - Total No Dispatch

PR-2-02  |Av. Interval Completed — Total Dispatch

PR-2-03 Average Interval Completed — Dispaich (1-5 Lincs)
PR-2-04 Average Interval Completed - Dispatch (6-9 Lines)
PR-2-05 _ {Average Interval Completed - Dispatch (>= 10 Lines)
PR-2-06  |Av. Interval Completed - DS0

PR-2-07  |Av. Interval Completed - DS|

PR-2-08 |Av. Interval Completed — DS3

PR-2-09  {Av. Interval Completed — Total - EEL - Loep
PR-2-18  |Av. Interval Completed - Disconnccts

PR-4-01  }% Missed Appointment ~ Verizon - DS0

PR-4-02  [Average Delay Days - Total

PR-4-03  |% Misscd Appointment — Customer

PR-4-04  |% Misscd Appeintment — Verizon — Dispalch
PR-4-05  |% Missed Appointment — Verizon — No Dispatch
PR-4-07  |% On Time Performance - LNP Only

PR-4-08  [% Missed Appt. — Customer — Duc to Latc Order Conl,
PR-4-14  [% Completed On Time (with Serial Number)
PR-5-0t % Missed Appointment — Verizon — Facilities
PR-5-02  |% Orders Held for Facilities > 15 Days

PR-5-03  [% Orders Held for Facilities > 60 Days

PR-6-01 % Installation Troubles reported within 30 Days
PR-6-02  |% Installation Troubles reported within 7 Days
PR-6-03  {% Inst. Troubles reported w/ in 30 Days - FOK/TOK/CPE
PR-8-0!  |Open Orders in a Hold Status > 30 Days

PR-8-02  |Open Orders in a Hold Status > 90 Days

PR-9-01 % On Time Performance — Hol Cut

PR-9-08  |Average Duration of Service Interruption

B-3

Metric No.|

Metric Name .

Maintenance and Repair:

MR-2-01  {Network Trouble Report Rale

MR-2-062  |Network Trouble Report Rate - Loop

MR-2-03  |Network Trouble Report Rale - 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  |% CPE/TOK/FOK - Missed Appointment
MR-3-04 |% Missed Repair Appointment - No Double Dispatch
MR-3-05  |% Misscd Repair Appeintiment - Double Dispalch
MR-4-01  [Mean Time To Repair -~ Total

MR-4-02  |Mean Time To Repair — Loop Trouble

MR-4-03  |Mcan Time To Repair — Central Office Trouble
MR-4-04 |% Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours
MR-4-05 |% Out of Service > 2 Hourg

MR-4-06  {% Out of Service > 4 Hours

MR-4-07  |% Out of Service > 12 Hours

MR-4-08 {% Out of Service > 24 Hours

MR-5-01 [% Repeat Reports within 30 Days
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FCC 02-63

DISAGGREGATED METRICS

Metric July ‘August September | = October November

Number Metric Name vZ [CLEC| VZ [CLEC! VvZ |CLEC| VZ |CLEC| VZ |CLEC| Notes
PRE-ORDERING & OSS AVAILIBILITY
PO-1 - Response Time OSS Ordering Interface
PO-1-01-6020 |Customer Service Record - ED} 1397 2.56) 1421 479 141 292 1.31] 2.81] (.33} 2.58
PO-1-01-6030 |Customer Service Record - CORBA 1.39; 0.88] 142 0.8) 141 0.811 1.31] 0.64] 1.33) 068
PO-1-01-6050 |Customer Service Record -Web GUI 1.39f 298| 142 2.8 1411 284f 1.31] 2.65] 1.33] 2.63
PO-1-02-6020 |Due Date Availability - EDI 0.09(NA 0.09{NA 0.09[NA 0.07|NA 0.07INA
PO-1-02-6030 |Due Date Availability - CORBA 0.09(NA 0.09]NA 0.09[NA 0.07|NA 0.07|NA
PQO-1-02-6050 |Due Date Availability - Web GUI 0.09( 2.32] 0.09] 234 009 247 007 219 0.07] 2.26
PO-1-03-6020 |Address Validation - EDI 4.34) 497] 442 496] 434} 433) 407 558} 385 542
PO-1-03-6030 |Address Validation - CORBA 434 397} 442] 3.63] 434 369 407 289 385 3.l6
PO-1-03-6050 |Address Validation - Web GUI 4.34) 4.35] 442 4.44| 4341 488] 4.07| 4.43] 3.85| 4.89
PO-1-04-6020 |Product & Service Availability - EDI 9.9[NA i0.11{NA 10.07[NA 9.02|NA 8.48|NA
PO-1-04-6030 |Product & Service Availability - CORBA 9.9{NA 10.11|NA 10.07]NA 9.02|NA 8.48INA
PO-1-04-6050 {Product & Service Availability - Web GUI 9.9] 688 10.11F 7.25] 10.07 0.6 9.02] 6.21] 8.48] 598 4
PO-1-05-6020 {Telephone Number Availability & Reservation - EDI 5.20[NA 5.35[NA 5.23|NA 4.95[NA 5.37INA
PQO-1-05-6030 |Telephone Number Availability & Reservation - CORBA 5.26|NA 5.35|NA 5231 3.12] 4.95] 3.69] 537 3.52( 34,5
PO-1-05-6050 |Telephone Number Availability & Reservation - Web GUI 526/ 5.76] 535 6.27] 5.23] 6.53] 495 591] 537 6.13
PO-1-06-620 |Facility Availability (Loop Qualification) - EDI 2.45|NA 7.54|NA 2.58|NA - 3.02] 3.63] 3.51] 4.36
PO-1-06-6030 |Facility Availability (Loop Qualification) - CORBA 2.45|NA 7.54|NA 2.58|NA 3.02]NA 351NA
P(-1-06-6050 |Facility Availability (Loop Qualification) - Web GUI 245 4781 7.54] 4.69] 2.58] 499 3.02] 4.52] 3.51| 4.65
PO-1-07-6020 [Rejected Query - EDI 0.05] 2.73] 0.05] 2.64] 005 2.69] 004 2.62| 0.04] 2.14
PO-1-07-6030 |Rejected Query - CORBA 0.05| 0.64] 0.05] 0.68] 0.05] 0.68] 0.04 0.6) 0.04f 0.6l
PO-1-07-6050 |Rejected Query - Web GUI 0.05| 344| 005 351 0.05 3.52[ 004] 3.38] 0.04 32
PO-1-08-6020 |% Timeouts - EDI 0.52 0.95 0 0 0.23
PO-1-08-6030 % Timeouts - CORBA 0 0 0 0 0
PO-1-08-6050 |% Timeouts - Web GUI 0.31 0.63 0.97 .32 (.04
PO-1-09-6020 |Parsed CSR - EDI 1.39] 4.03] 1.42] 2.25] 141] 206 .31 185] 1.331 1.77
PO-1-09-6030 |Parsed CSR - CORBA 1.39] 0.28] 142 0.3; t41] 0321 131 031 1.33] 027
PO-2 - OSS Interface Availability
PO-2-01-6020 |OSS Interf. Avail. — Total - EDI 99.77 99.99 99.97 99.97 100
PO-2-01-6030 |OSS Interf. Avail. - Total - CORBA 99.89 99,98 99.9 99.95 99.96
PO-2-01-6040 |0OSS Interl. Avail. — Total - Maint. Web GUI (RETAS) 99.07 99.96 96.05 99.4 99.85




Federal Communications Commission

FCC 02-63

Metric July August Sepiember October Navember
Number Metric Name VZ |CLEC] VZ |CLEC{ VZ |CLEC| VZ [CLEC{ VZ {CLEC| Notes
P0-2-01-6050 |OSS Interf. Avail. - Total - Pre-order/Order WEB GUI 99.07 99.96 96.05 99.4 99.85
PO-2-01-6060 (0SS Intcel. Avail. - Total - Electronic Bonding 99.93 99.93 100 100 100
PO-2-02-6020 JOSS Interf. Avail. — Prime Time - EDI 100 100 99.99 100 100
PO-2-02-6030 |OSS Interl. Avail. — Prime Time - CORBA 100 100 99.99 100 100
P0O-2-02-6040 JOSS Interf. Avail. — Prime Time - Maint. Web GUI (RETAS) 99.93 100 98.12 99.54 100
PO-2-02-6050 JOSS Interf. Avail. — Prime Time - Pre-ordc1/Order WEB GUI 99.93 100 98.12 99.54 100
PO-2-02-6060 |0OSS Interl. Avail - Prime Time - Electronic Bonding 99.89 999 100 0] 100
PO-2-03-6020 {OSS Interf. Avail. — Non-Prime - EDI 99.41 99.96 99.93 99.91 100
PO-2-03-6030 |OSS Intert. Avail. — Non-Prime - CORBA 99.71 99.94 09.76 94.86 99.89
PO-2-03-6040 |OSS Interf. Avail. — Non-Prime - Maint. Web GUI (RETAS) 97.75 99.88 92.94 99.14 99.59
P(0-2-03-6050 |OSS Interf. Avail. — Non-Prime - Pre-order/Order WEB GUI 9775 99.88 92.94 99.14 99.59
PO-2-03-6060 0SS Interf. Avail - Non-Prime - Electronic Bonding 100 100 100 100 100
PO-8 - Manual Loop Qualification
PO-8-01-2000 [Average Response Time - Manual Loop Qualification uD UD NEF NEF NEF
PQ-8-02-2000 |Average Response Time - Engineering Record Request NA NA NA NA NA
Change Notification
PO-4 - Timeliness of Change Management Notice
PO-4-01-6611 |% Notices Sent on Time - Emergency Maint. 100 100 100 100 100] 1,2,34
PO-4-01-6621 |% Notices Sent on Time - Regulatory 100 100 NA NA NA 1,2
PO-4-01-6631 % Notices Sent on Time - Industry Standard NA 100 NA NA NA
PO-4-01-6641 j% Nolices Sent on Time - Verizon Orig. NA 100 NA NA NA 2
PO-4-01-6651 |% Nolices Sent on Time - CLEC Orig. 100 NA NA NA NA |
Change Confirmation
PO-4 - Timeliness of Change Management Notice
PO-4-02-6622 |Change Mgmt. Notice - Delay 1-7 Days - Regulatory NA NA NA NA NA
PO-4-02-6632 |Change Mgmt. Notice - Delay 1-7 Days - Ind. Sid. NA NA NA NA NA
P0-4-02-6642 |Change Mgmt. Notice - Delay |-7 Days - Verizon Orig, NA NA NA NA NA
P0-4-02-6652 (Change Mgmt. Notice - Detay 1-7 Days - CLEC Orig. NA NA NA NA NA
Trouble Reporting (OSS)
MR-1 - Response Time OSS Maintenance Interface
MR-1-01-2000 |Crcate Trouble 6.52] 647} 6.8] 6.62| 684} 645] 7.03] 6.06[ 7.19] 3.47
MR-1-02-2000 |Status Trouble 5.05|NA 5.22] 3.47} 4.98|NA 4.79INA 4.9 0.61 2
MR-1-03-2000 {Modify Trouble 6.47|NA 6.72[NA 6.76]NA 6.93/NA 7.05|NA
MR-1-04-2000 [Request Cancellation of Trouble 7.65| 8.42] 7.891 5.88] 7.94|NA 8.14|NA B.36|NA 1,2
MR-1-05-2000 [Trouble Report History (hy TN/Circuit) .61 1.7] 0651 1.89] 0.62] 1.96] 046] 1.63] 041 092
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Metric July August September October November

Number - Metric Name VZ JCLEC| VZ |CLEC| VZ |CLEC] VZ [CLEC| VZ |CLEC|: Notes
MR-1-06-2000 |Test Trouble (POTS Only)-RETAIL only 58.81 49.59({57.04] 52.76{ 62.41] 52.13] 62.6] 55.44|56.04| 45.64
BILLING
BI-f - Timeliness of Daily Usage Feed
BI-1-02-2030 l% DUF in 4 Business Days 98.75 99.93 99.79 99.58 39.93
BI-2 - Timeliness of Carrier Bill
BI-2-01-2000 |Timeliness of Carrier Bill 99.36 100
BI-2-01-2030 [Timeliness of Carricr Bill 98.05 99.4 99.44
B1-3 - Billing Accuracy
BI-3-01-2030 % Billing Adjustments - Dotlars Adjusted 0.3 0f 0.64] 0.56] 0.72] 0.08
BI-3-02-2000 | % Billing Adjustinents - Number of Adjustments 0.25; 0.08] 0.23! 0.03
B1-3-02-2030 |% Billing Adjustiments - Number of Adjustments 0.21 0] 023 009 0.2} 008
RESALE Ordering
POTS & Pre-qualified Complex - Electronically Submitted
OR-I - Order Confirmation Timeliness
OR-1-02-2320 |% On Time LSRC - Flow Through 99.68 99.64 99.33 100 99.4
OR-1-04-2100 [% On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check 96.86 99.27 97.38 98.53 100
OR-1-06-2320 |% On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check 100 100 100 100 100
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness
OR-2-02-2320 |% On Tiane LSR Reject — Flow Through 98.55 100 99.7 100 99,44
OR-2-04-2320 {% On Time LSR/ASR Reject No Facility Check 92.15 91.75 93.2 91.52 100
OR-2-06-2320 {% On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check 100 0 100 100 HO[ 1,23
2 Wire Digital Services
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness - Requiring Loop Qualification
OR-1-04-2341 |% On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check 92.31 100 100 100 100 2,3,4,5
OR-1-06-2341 }% On Time LSRC/ASRC Facilily Check NA NA 100 NA NA 3
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness - Requiring Loop Qualification
OR-2-04-2341 |% On Time LSR/ASR Reject No Facility Check 100 100 100 100 00| 24,5
OR-2-06-2341 {% On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check NA NA NA NA NA
POTS / Special Services - Aggregate
OR-3 . Percent Rejects
OR-3-01-2000 {% Rejects 35.68 30.79 29.25 29.50 34.35
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Metric Jul August September October . | November .
Number Metric Name VZ [CLEC| VZ |CLEC| VZ [CLEC| VZ [CLEC| VZ |CLEC| Notes

OR-4 - Timeliness of Completion Notification

OR-4-02-2000 [Completion Notice (BCN) — % On Time 98.29 08.81 98.69 §3.78 86.44

OR-4-05-2000 |Work Completion Nolice (PCN) — % On Time 99.85 100 99.85 100 099,86

OR-5 - Percent Flow-Through

OR-5-01-2000 % Flow Through - Total 54.54 49.26 50.81 56.52 46.24

OR-5-03-2000 |% Flow Through Achicved 93.32 97.09 97.95 97.24 97.41

OR-6 - Order Accuracy

OR-6-01-2000 % Accuracy - Orders 90.26 93.61 93.31 93.7 90.29

OR-6-02-2000 {% Accuracy — Opporiunilics 98.12 99.04 99.23 59.2 08.57

OR-6-03-2000 |% Accuracy — LSRC 99.29 100 100 99.77 99.5

OR-7 - Order Completeness

OR-?-O]-ZUO(ﬂ% Order Confirmation/Rejects sent within 3 Business Days. 99.84 99.63 99.59 99.56 99.45

Special Services - Electronically Submitted

OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness

OR-1-04-2210 [% On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check DSO NA NA NA NA NA

OR-1-04-2211 1% On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check DS1 NA NA NA NA NA

OR-1-04-2213 |% On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check DS3 NA NA NA NA NA
JOR-1-04-2214 {% On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facitity Check (Non DSO, 94.12 0 100 100 100

DSI1, & DS3)

OR-1-06-2210 |% On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check DSO0 NA NA NA NA NA

OR-1-06-2211 |% On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check DS! NA NA NA NA NA

OR-1-06-2213 |% On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check DS3 NA NA NA NA NA

OR-1-06-2214 {% On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check (Non DS0, DSI, & 100 100 100 75 10041,2,3,4,5

DS§3)

OR-2 - Reject Timeliness

OR-2-04-2200 1% On Time LSR/ASR Reject No Facility Check §1.25 100 9(.48 O 104

OR-2-06-2200 {% On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check NA NA NA NA NA

POTS - Provisioning - Total

PR.2 - Average Completed Interval

PR-2-04-2100 {Average Interval Completed - Dispatch (6-9 Lincs) 7.5 6 3 7 2[ 8.67] 3.5|NA 3.13] 4331 123

PR-2-05-2100 [Average Interval Completed - Dispatch (>= 10 Lines) NA 5.75 3 3] 4.33[NA 3.5 7.67|NA 4] 1,245

PR-4 - Missed Appointments

PR-4-02-2100 [Average Delay Days - Total 1.82 1.8f 2.27] 13.5] 2.17 1: 3.65[NA 2.51NA 1,2,3

PR-4-03-2100 |% Missed Appointment — Customer 1.39] 095] 1.24] 1.32] 147 LI L18] 1641 144} 1.72 '

PR-4-04-2100 [% Missed Appointment — Verizon — Dispat¢h 3.23] 5.56] 3.85] 2.27] 4.63] 1.12] 3.47 0| 2.41 0 B
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Melric July August September October November

Number Metric Name VZ [CLEC| VZ (CLEC| VZ {CLEC| VZ ICLEC| VZ |CLEC! Notes
PR-4-05-2100 |% Missed Appointment — Verizon — No Dispatch (.06 0] 0.04 0] 0.02 0] 0.02 0 0 0
PR-4-08-2100 |% Missed Appt. — Customer ~ Late Order Conl. (0 0 0 0 0
PR-6 - Installation Quality
PR-6-01-2100 |% Instaliation Troubles reported within 30 Days 4.55| 2.39] 3.78] 2.16] 4.06] 205 449 1.57] 356] 243
PR-6-02-2100 {% Insiallation Troubies reported within 7 Days 2520 104 2.09{ 1.35] 2380 092{ 274{ 105 217t 179
PR-6-03-2100 [% Ins(. Troubles reported w/ in 30 Days - FOK/TOK/CPE 3.06) 224 322 1.71] 3.13] 1.64] 3.07] 2.17] 2.86} 268
PR-8 - Open Orders in a Hold Status
PR-8-01-2100 {Open Orders in a Hold Status > 30 Days 0] 191 0 0.83 0f 0.78 ol 015 0 0
PR-8-02-2100 |Open Orders in a Hold Status > 90 Days 0] 19l 0| 0.83 0] 0.78 0] 015 0 0
POTS - Business
PR-2 - Average Completed Interval
PR-2-01-2110 jAverage Intcrval Completed — Total No Dispatch 0.27) 1.95] 023] .37 045 1.68] 048 1.38/ 047] 1.1
PR-2-03-2110 |Average Interval Completcd - Dispaich (1-5 Lines) 2.4 395] 2.51] 5.63] 4.28] 5.19] 3.56] 4.57] 3.5 376
POTS - Residence
PR-2 - Average Completed Interval
PR-2-01-2120 |Average Interval Completed — Total No Dispatch 036] 0.6] 035] 0.74] 038 126/ 033] 1.05 029] 08
PR-2-03-2120 |Average Interval Completed — Dispaich (1-5 Lines) 3.51| 4.58] 3.55] 5.86] 3.36] 7.05| 3.59] 8.45] 3.1H 4.87
POTS & Complex Apgregate
PR-2 - Average Completed Interval
PR-2-18-2103 ‘Xvel'age Interval Compleled - Disconncels 029 0.12] 2.89) 197] 3.01} 2.11) 2.85 1.89; 281 2.06
2-Wire Digital Services
PR-2 - Average Completed Interval
PR-2-01-2341 [Average Interval Completed — Total No Dispatch 0.94 11 0.25INA i.5 051 073 1.5 2y 1611345
PR-2-02-2341 ]Average Interval Completed ~ Total Dispatch NA 12 12} 6.5 3.57|NA 3.5] 5.67] 5.38|NA 1,24
PR-4 - Missed Appointments
PR-4-02-2341 |Average Delay Days - Total NA |NA 3{NA |INA 2.5 7] 2.67|NA 4
PR-4-03-2341 {% Missed Appointment — Custonter 4 0] 16.22 0] 21.05( 16.67] |1.43] 16.67] 12.5 0
PR-4-04-2341 % Missed Appointment — Verizon — Dispatch 0 0] 4.17 0 0 0 8.33 25 6.25 0[1,234,5
PR-4-05-2341 |% Missed Appointment — Verizon — No Dispatch 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 611,2,3,4,5
PR-4-08-2341 |% Missed Appt. — Customer ~ Late Order Conf. 0 0 0 0 0]1,2,34.5
PR-6 - Installation Quality ]
PR-6-01-2341 [% Install. Troubles Reported within 30 Days 0 0 5.88 0 0 0 0 0 0 0] 1,2
PR-6-03-2341 1% Install. Troubles Reported w/in 30 Days - FOK/TOK/CPE 0 0] 6.72 25| 6.12 0l 0.85 O 259 100] 1.2
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Metric July August | September Qctober November

Number Metric Name VZ |CLEC| VZ |CLEC| VZ |CLEC| VZ |CLEC| VZ |CLEC| Notes
PR-8 - Open Orders in a Hold Status
PR-8-01-2341 |Open Orders in a Hold Status > 30 Days 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,2,34,5
PR-8-02-2341 |Open Orders in a Hold Status > 90 Days 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0[1,2,3.4,5
Special Services - Provisioning
PR-2 - Average Completed Interval
PR-2-01-2200 jAverage Interval Completed - Total No Dispa‘ch 55.3|NA 6.2[NA 15]NA 13.18 1l 335 0] 45
PR-2-02-2200 |Average Interval Completed - Total Dispaich 12.7 10] 19.58] 12.5] 12.96|NA 16.33 3.5 18.1|NA 1,2,4
PR-2-06-2200 |Average Interval Completed — DSO 7.4 L1 12.12]) 12.5] 9.77INA 1209 6.67)11.75 10| }§,2,4,5
PR-2-07-2200 [Average Interval Completed - DS 16.4|NA 27.06|NA 15.68|NA [8.23|NA | 25.13|NA
PR-2-08-2200 |Average Interval Completed — DS3 146[NA  INA [NA [NA [INA JNA |NA |NA [NA
PR-2-18-2200 [Average Interval Completed — Disconnects NA |NA 13.83 B.5] 10.85 6| 10.45 6]10.33] 5.33| 2,345
PR-4 - Missed Appointments
PR-4-01-2200 |% Missed Appointiment — Verizon — Total 12.5 (] 15.25 0 1.2
PR-4-01-2210 {% Missed Appointment — Verizon — DSO 0 0 0 0 4.76|NA 0 0] 4.76 0] 1,245
PR-4-01-2211 [% Missed Appointment — Verizon - DS| IL1INA 45(NA 7.14 0] 22.03|NA 8.33 0 3
PR-4-01-2213 |% Missed Appoiniment — Verizon — DS3 I00NA  |NA INA INA |[NA [NA INA |NA |NA
PR-4-01-2214 {% Misscd Appointment — Verizon — Special Other 143 0 O{NA  {NA |[NA OINA INA |NA |
PR-4-02-2200 |Average Delay Days — Total 28.6|NA 12.33[NA 6.33INA 139.3|NA 26.5|NA
PR-4-03-2200 |% Missed Appointment — Customer 20 0] 10.17 250 14.291  100{ 17.65 0] 45.45 50
PR-4-08-2200 |% Missed Appt. — Customer — Due (o Late Order Conl. 0 0 0 0 0[1,2,3,4,5
PR-6- Installation Quality
PR-6-01-2200 |% Installation Troubles reported within 30 Days 1.4 0] 4.15 0 1.42f 1921 2.0!l 23,53 8.15 4 1.2
PR-6-03-2200 % lnst. Troubles reported w/ in 30 Days - FOK/TOK/CPE 3.26 0] 038] 375 041] 1924 04] 5388 519 12! 1,2
PR-8 - Open Orders in a Hold Status
PR-8-01-2200 |Open Orders in a Hold Status > 30 Days 35 0] 20.34 0] 24.49 0] 196 0 0 011,2,3,4,5
PR-8-02-2200 |Open Orders in a Hold Status > 90 Days 35 0] 18.64 0] 22.45 0] 098 0 0 0]1,2,34,5
POTS - Maintenance
MR-2 . Trouble Report Rate
MR-2-02-2100 [Network Trouble Report Rate — Loop 115} 045] 1.31 0.5{ 1.01] 0.38 1] 0.451 0.76] 0.37
MR-2-(33-2 100 [Network Trouble Report Rate — Central Office 0.09] 0.06] 0.09] 0.05] 0.06] 007 007 0.03] 007 004
MR-2-04-2100 |% Subsequent Reports 17.10 5.52] 18131 7.871 15.11] 4.93]| [1.07] 4.11]12.95] 7.63
MR-2-05-2100) (% CPE/TOK/FOK Trouble Report Rate 0.9} 049/ 1.08] 045 079 0.35 0.7f 028 057 032
MR-3 - Missed Repair Appointments
MR-3-01-2110 {% Missed Repair Appoiniment — Loop Bus. 844 769 941t 11.46; 695] 1.32] 7.85( 1.39] 6.78] 3.57
MR-3-01-2120 |% Missed Repair Appointment — Loop Res. 8.32] 1.69] 7.64] 3.85] 5.03{ 526| 397 5.08] 4.63] 1.89
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Metric July Augist September October November _
Number Metric Name VZ \CLEC{ VZ |CLEC]| VZ JCLECY VZ ICLEC| VZ . |CLEC}| Notes
MR-3-02-21 10 [% Missed Repair Appointment — Cenlral Oifice Bus. 9.33 0 8 0] 10.38 0] 5.43 0] 3.42) 11.11 4
MR-3-02-212(+ |% Missed Repair Appointineni — Cenlral OiTice Res. 3.54 501 5.36 0] 2.14 0 295 0] 2.79 0{1.2,3.4,5
MR-3-03-2100 [% CPE/TOK/FOK - Missed Appointmeni - 521 2681 486] 3.73; 3.62] 4.85 297 24i| 3.79] 2.15
MR-3-04-2100 [% Missed Repair Appointment - No Double Dispatch 629) 2.14f 533} 3068} 350} 165 298] 25 337} 182
MR-3-05-2100 |% Missed Repair Appointment - Double Dispatch 38.1] 44.44]33.55 400 25.7] L1.11] 26.46] 9.09127.11] 22.22
MR-4 - Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-01-2100 [Mean Time To Repair — Total 23.8] 15.45123.09| 16.86] 22.44] 15.33] 14.8] 12.28] 16,28} 11.29
MR-4-02-21 10 {Mean Time To Repair — Loop Trouble - Bus. 1441 12300 11.79] 15781 11.45) 13.520 10.591 11.77; 1101 1171
MR-4-02-2120 {Mean Time To Repair — Loop Trouble - Res. 26.6] 22.28| 25.86] 23.36] 25.18] 25.08| 16.17] 14.51]18.27] 12.82
MR-4-03-2! 10 {Mean Time To Repair — Central Office Trouble - Bus. 70911 2391 75 275 8.19[ 397 6.69| 252 517 3.19 4
MR-4-03-2120 jMean Time To Repair — Central Office Trouble - Res. 8.56) 34.41y 11.86] 0.45] 10.04] 5.55 701 023} 5831 04211,2.34.5
MR-4-04-2100 % Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours 58.71 79.87|61.241 79.88| 65.74] 83.7] 82.46| 89.29!81.52! 92.56
MR-4-06-2100 1% Oul of Service > 4 Hours 85.3| 71.54|81.99] 79.84| 79.76| 64.71] 69.14] 59.68{ 70.23] 55.21
MR-4-07-2100 |% Out of Service > 12 Hours 65.2] 52.31| 61.83] 60.47] 58.87| 45.38] 46.7] 46.77{51.22] 375
MR-4-08-21 10 )% Out of Service > 24 Hours - Bus, 12.1} 9.33) 8.04) 13.25} 8.08] 8.54] 7.25] 5.8] 8.24] 508
MR-4-08-2120 |% Out of Service > 24 Hours - Res, 45.5( 34.55] 42.5] 39.13(36.99{ 32.43] 18.3] 16.36{19.76| 10.8]
MR.5 - Repeat Trouble Reports :
MR-5-01-2100 |% Repeat Reports within 30 Days 17.4] 12.34) 16.51] 10.98) 15.95] B8.15) 15.61] 12.86{13.64] 13.22
2-Wire Digital Services - Maintenance
MR-2 - Trouble Report Rate
MR-2-02-2341 {Network Trouble Report Rate — Loop 0.77) 1.21] 0.67] 0.61] 031 0] 0.21 0] 042) 112
MR-2.03-2341 |Network Trouble Report Rate — Central Office 0.15 0f 04| 0 021 118! 016 0] 0.26] 0.56
MR-2-04-2341 |% Subsequent Reports 21.7 0} 19.23 0] 16.67] 33.33; 125INA  |27.78 251 1,23
MR-2-05-234 1 |% CPE/TOK/FOK Trouble Report Rate 1.33] 0.61] 2.52| 3.03] 2.27] 2.37] 3.16] 0.59 2| 6.18
MR-3 - Missed Repair Appointments
MR-3-01-234 1 |% Missed Repair Appointment — Loop 40 0] 15.38] 100]  50|NA 13|NA 50 500 1,2
MR-3-02-2341 1% Missed Repair Appointment — Central Olfice O{NA 37.5{NA 0 0] 33.33)NA 20 0 3
MR-3-03-2341 |% CPE/TOK/FOK - Missed Appointment 19.2 0] 18.37 0| 4.55 U{ 6.56 0{13.16 0] 1,234
MR-3-04-2341 |% Missed Repair Appointment - No Double Dispatch 28.6]NA 14.29|NA 25 0 OINA 25 0 3
MR-3-05-2341 {% Missed Repair Appointment - Double Dispatch 50 0] 50| 100 S0|NA 80INA  |57.14 50 1,2
MR-4 - Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-01-2341 [Mean Time To Repair — Total 259 12.12{15.22] 74.38] 13.7] 1.12] 19.2|NA 14.44| 21.23}] 1,2,3
MR.-4-02-2341 [Mean Time To Repair — Loop Trouble 30.5f 12.12] 17.35| 74.38) 20.25|NA 25.88/NA 18.79] 24.62{ 1.2
MR-4-03-2341 [Mean Time To Repair — Central Office Trouble 2.85INA 11.76]NA 3.87) 1.12] 10.28]|NA 7.47] 14.43 3
MR-4-04-2341 |% Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours 72.2| 1001 80.95 0]  80{ 100§ 57.14INA 169231 66671 1,23
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Number Melric Name VZ |CLEC| VZ |CLEC| VZ |CLEC| VZ |CIL.EC| VZ |CLEC| Notes
MR-4-07-2341 |% Out of Service > 12 Hours 100 O [00|NA 25 0 50[NA 100|NA 1,3
MR-4-08-2341 {% Out of Service > 24 Hours 50 0 0O|NA 25 0 50|NA OINA 1,3
MR-5 - Repeat Trouble Reports
MR-5-01-2341 |% Repeat Reports within 30 Days 44.4 5012381 0] 40 0] 28.57INA 138.46| 33.33] 1,23
Special Services - Maintenance
MR-2 - Trouble Report Rate
MR-2-01-2200 [Network Trouble Report Rate 0.291 0.27] 0.29 03] 02{ 021 027] 06.33] 023 0.2
MR-2-05-2200 |% CPE/TOK/FOK Trouble Report Rate 0.44] 0.37] 034} 0.64] 024 0.21] 033 063} 033 02
MR-4 - Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-01-2200 [Mean Time To Repair — Total 55] 3311 539, 4.74] 544| 7.16] 504/ 6.53] 499 6.21] 1,35
MR-4-04-2200 {% Cleared {all troubles) within 24 Hours 98.2; 00| 100} 100[ 99.1 1008 98.64] 100] 100 100} 1,35
MR-4-06-2200 |% Out of Service > 4 Hours 43.6 251 55.28] 28.57| 47.27] 66.67] 46.58] 55.56 S0} 83.33] 1,2,3,5
MR-4-08-2200 |% Out of Service > 24 Hours 1.84 0 0] 0! 091 0] 1.37 0 4] 0] 1,235
MR-5 - Repeat Trouhle Reports
MR-5-01-2200 [% Repeal Reports within 30 Days 23.8]  25]18.52] 33.33]24.32] 16.67] 22.45] T 10[20.77 0] 135
UNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENTS (UNEs)
UNE Ordering
Platform
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness
OR-1-02-3143 |% On Time LSRC - Flow Through 99.1 98.98 99.56 10¢ 99.71
OR-1-04-3143 |% On Time [.SRC/ASRC No Facility Check 95.45 98.88 04.32 97.22 95.31
OR-1-06-3143 |% On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check 100 100 100 100 100] 1,2,3.4
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness
OR-2-02-3143 |{% On Time LSR Reject — Flow Through 99.24 98.87 100 99.4 93.63
OR-2-04-3143 1% On Time LSR/ASR Reject No Facility Check 100 98.8 100 100, 100,
OR-2-06-3143 |% On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check NA NA 100 H00 100 34,5
OR-6 - Order Accuracy
OR-6-01-3143 |% Accuracy - Orders 90.16 94.20 97.64 93.4 90.28
OR-6-02-3143 |% Accuracy — Opportunities 98.09 99.36 99.75 98.97 98.61
OR-6-03-3143 {% Accuracy — LSRC 68.33 99.32 99.43 08.62 89.47
OR-7 - Order Completeness
OR-7-01-3143 J% Order Confirmation/Rejects sent within 3 Business Days 99.74 100 F00 99.03 99.67
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Metric Jul August ‘September October Noveinber
Number Melric Name VZ [CLEC{ VZ [CLEC| VZ [CLEC| VZ [CLEC| VZ |CLEC{ Notes

Loop/Pre-qualified Complex/LNP
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness
OR-1-02-3331 1% On Time LSRC - Flow Through 99.74 99.45 99.91 99.92 09.81
OR-1-04-3331 {% On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check 98.4 99.19 96.79 98.92 99.13
OR-1-06-3331 |% On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check 99.15 100 98.82 100 97.89
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness
OR-2-02-3331 {% On Time LSR Reject — Flow Through 100 99.8 100 99.81 100
OR-2-04-3331 % On Time LSR/ASR Reject No Facility Check 89.15 95.5 81.78 93.9 100
OR-2-06-3331 [% On Time LSR/ASR Rejeet Facility Check 94.44 91.67 100 91.18 100 3
OR-6 - Order Accuracy
OR-6-01-3331 % Accuracy - Orders 95.47
OR-6-01-3332 % Accuracy - Orders 93.92 98.35 98.50 98.27
OR-6-02-3331 |% Accuracy — Opportunitics 99.12
OR-6-02-3332 |% Accuracy — Opportunilics 98.84 99.75 99.79 99.63
OR-6-03-3331 {% Accuracy — LSRC 100
OR-6-03-3332 |% Accuracy - LSRC 04,29 99.78 99.74 99.54
OR-7 - Order Completeness

JOR-7-01-3331 I% Order Confirmation/Rejects scnl within 3 Business Days 99.94 09.85 99.9 09.83 99.82
2 Wire Digital Services
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness - Requiring Loop Qualification
OR-1-04-3341 |% On Time LLSRC/ASRC No Facility Check 93.88 (00 81.82 100 100 5
OR-1-06-3341 |% On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check NA NA NA NA NA
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness - Requiring Loop Qualification
OR-2-04-3341 [% On Time LSR/ASR Reject No Facility Check 100 100 00 100 100) 34,5
OR-2-06-3341 }% On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check NA NA NA NA NA
2 Wire xDSI. Loeps
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness - Requiring Loop Qualification
OR-1-04-3342 {% On Time LSRC/ASRC- No Facility Check 98.53 97.73 97.78 100 100
OR-1-06-3342 |% On Time LSRC/ASRC - Facility Check NA NA NA NA NA
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness - Requiring Loop Qualification
OR-2-04-3342 |% On Time LSR/ASR Rejecl- No Facility Check 100 100 100 92.86 100
OR-2-06-3342 [% On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check NA NA NA NA NA
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Number Metric Name VZ |CLEC| VZ |CLEC| VZ [CLEC| vZ JCLEC!| VZ |CLEC| Notes
2 Wire xDSL Line Sharing
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness - Requiring Loop Qualification
OR-1-04-3343 [% On Time LSRC/ASRC- No Facility Check NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-06-3343 |% On Time LSRC/ASRC - Facility Check NA NA NA NA NA
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness - Requiring Loop Qualification
OR-2-04-3343 1% On Time LSR/ASR Reject- No Facility Check NA NA NA NA NA
OR-2-06-3343 |% On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check NA NA NA NA NA
POTS / Special Services - Aggregate
OR-3 - Percent Rejects
OR-3-01-3000 [% Rejects (ASRs + LSRs) 18.03 | 6.64 15.6 16.48 17.6
OR-4 — Timeliness of Completion Notification
OR-4-02-3000 [Completion Notice (BCN} — % On Time 99 85 9974 89,75 99.04 99.36¢
OR-4-05-3000 |Work Completion Notice (PCN) — % On Time 100 100 100 100 100
OR-5 - Percent Flow-Through
OR-5-01-3000 [% Flow Through - Total (ASRs + LSRs) 60,99 69.7 72.32 76.38 79.7
OR-5-03-3000 1% Flow Through Achicved 04.23 97.46 97.13 97.60 97.78
Special Services - Electronically Submitted
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness (ASRs + LSRs)
OR-1-04-3210 |% On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check  DSO NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-04-3211 [% On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check  DS| NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-04-3213 |% On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check DS3 NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-04-3214 {% On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check {Non DS0, 100 100 100 98.94 98.431 1.2
DS1, & DS3) ‘
OR-1-06-3210 |% On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check DSQ NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-06-3211 {% On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check DS| 72.73 80 02.86 78.57 100
OR-1-06-3213 |% On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check D83 NA NA NA 100 NA 4
OR-1-06-3214 {% On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check (Non DSO, DSI & 100 NA 100 100 97871 1.3
DS3)
OR-2 ~ Reject Timeliness (ASRs + LSRs)
OR-2-04-3200 % On Time LSR/ASR Reject No Facility Check 100 NA 66.67 t00 100 1.3
OR-2-06-3200 [% On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check 85.71 100 100 100 100] 1,23
Special Services - FAX/MAIL Submitted
OR-i - Order Confirmation Timeliness
OR-1-08-3210 |% On Time ASRC No Facility Check DS0 NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-08-321t |% On Time ASRC No Facility Check DS| NA NA NA NA NA




Federal Comnmnications Commission

FCC 02-63

Metric July August September Qctober November :

Number Metric Name VZ [CLEC| VZ [CLEC| VZ [CLEC| VZ |CLEC] VZ |CLEC| Notes
OR-1-08-3213 1% On Time ASRC No Facility Check DS3 INA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-08-3214 |% On Time ASRC No Facility Check (Non DSO0, DSI & NA NA NA NA NA

DS3)
OR-1-10-3210 |% On Time ASRC Facility Check DSO NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-10-3211 |% On Time ASRC Facilily Check DS| NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-10-3213 |% On Time ASRC Facility Check DS3 NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-10-3214 {% On Time ASRC Facility Check (Non DSG, DS1 & DS3) NA NA NA NA NA
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness
0OR-2-08-3200 |% On Time ASR Reject No Facility Check NA NA NA NA NA
OR-2-10-3200 |% On Time ASR Reject Facility Check NA NA NA NA NA
POTS ~ Provisioning
PR-2 - Average Completed Interval
PR-2-01.3111 |Av. Completed Interval - Total No Dispatch — Hot Cut Loop 5.15 5.1 5.37 5.27 3.08
PR-2-01-3122 {Av. Completed Interval - Tolal No Dispatch - Other (UNE 0.27INA 0.23INA 0.45INA 048INA 047INA
Switch & INP)

PR-2-0{-3140 |Av. Completed Interval - Total No Dispalch - Platforn 0.27] 0.78) 0.23] L33] 045] 1.82] 048] 144] 047} 0.93
PR-2-03-3112 [Av. Completed Interval - Dispaich (1-5 Lines) - Loop 240 4550 2511 6271 4.28] 5481 3561 4841 3.5 4.8
PR-2-03-3140 |Av, Compleied Interval - Dispaich (1-5 Lines) - Platform 24 4] 2.51| 4.86] 4.28 4.8] 356 4.25] 3.5 3.33 !
PR-2-04-3112 |Av. Completed Interval - Dispatch (6-9 Lines) — Loop 1.5 6 3 7 2|NA 3.5 5] 3.13|NA 1,2,4
PR-2-04-3140 {Av. Completed Interval - Dispatch (6-9 Lines) - Platform 75[NA 3(NA 2 5|  35INA 3.13|NA 3
PR-2-05-3112 jAv. Completed Interval - Dispatch (>= 10 Lines) — Loop NA |NA 3iNA 4.33|NA 3.5 7.5|NA 2] 4.5
PR-2-05-3140 |Av. Completed Interval - Dispalch (>= 10 Lines) - Platfform  |[NA |NA 3|INA 433 28]  35INA  [NA |NA 3
PR-4 - Missed Appointments
PR-4-02-3100 |Average Delay Days — Tolal 1.82 4! 2.27 o] 2.17 1.50 3.65] 44| 2.51] 3.67]1,2,34,5
PR-4-03-3100 |% Missed Appt. — Customer 1.39] 7.28] 1.24] 4.55] 1.47] 4.03] 1.18] 1.721 1.44] 5.53
PR-4-04-3113 1% Missed Appt. — Verizon — Dispatch - Loop New 3.23] 202 3.85] 093] 463 1.1} 347} 201 241} 1.89
PR-4-04-3140 {% Missed Appt. — Verizon — Dispatch - Platform 3.231 14.29] 3.85 0] 4.63 3.7 3471 7.14] 241} 435 |
PR-4-04-3520 |% Missed Appt. — Verizon — Dispaich - Hol Cut Loap 3.23] 1.35] 3.85] 1.09f 4.63 0| 3.47 0] 2.4l 0
PR-4-05-3111 [% Missed Appl. — Verizon — No Dispaich - Hot Cut Loop 0.06 0] 0.04 0] 0.02 0] 0.02 0 0 0
PR-4-05-3121 |% Missed Appt. — Verizon — No Dispatch — Other 0.06|NA 0.04{NA 0.02|NA 0.02{NA O|NA
PR-4-05-3140 |% Missed Appt. -~ Verizon — No Dispaich - Platform 0.06 0} 0.04 0] 0.02 0 0.02 0 0 0
PR-6 - Installation Quality
PR-6-01-3100 [% Installation Troubles reported within 30 Days - Loop 4.55] 2.08] 378 1.76] 406/ 22| 449 158] 3.56] 186
PR-6-01-3121 |% installation Troubles reported within 30 Days - Platform 4.55) 1.24] 378 1.11] 4.06f 075 449 0.58] 3.56] 0.89
PR-6-02-3112 }% Instatlation Troubles reported within 7 Days - Loop 252 1220 2.09{ 08 2.38] 134 274y 0.76] 2,17 1.08
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Metric July August September October November
Number Metric Name VZ |CLEC| VZ |CLEC} VZ {CLEC| VZ |CLEC} VZ |CLEC{ Notes
PR-6-02-3121 |% Installation Troubles reported within 7 Days - Platform 2.52] 097] 2.19] 0.64] 238 045 274 029 2.17] 0.38
PR-6-02-3520 |% Installation Troubles reported within 7 Days - Hot Cut 0.83 0.38 0.51 0.37 048
Loop
PR-6-03-3112 (% Installation Troubles reported within 30 Days - 3.06) 244 3.22| 241 d3f 2.6 307 2671 2.86} 3.0l
FOK/TOK/CPE - Loop
PR-6-03-3121 |% Installation Troublcs reported within 30 Days - 3.06] 124 3221 1.27) 3.13] 045 3.07) 0.87] 2.86f 0.63
FOK/TOK/CPE - Platform
PR-8 — Open Orders in a Hold Status
PR-8-01-3i100 |Open Orders in a Hold Stalus > 30 Days 0 0 0 0 of 0.27 0 0 0 0
PR-8-02-3100 |Open Orders in a Hold Status > 90 Days 0 0 0 0 0 ¢ 0 0 0 0
PR-9- Hot Cuts
PR-9-01-3520 % On Time Performance - Hol Cul 08.89 99.06 96.74 99.53 98.88
PR-9-08-3520 |Average Duration of Service Interruption 10.48 19.29 18.06 4.07 21.84] 2,345
POTS & Complex Aggregate
PR-2 - Average Completed Interval
2-Wire Digital Services
PR-2 - Average Completed Interval ‘
PR-2-01-3341 |Av. Interval Compieted — Total No Dispatch 0.94INA 0.25|NA 1.5|NA 0.73|NA 2|NA
PR-2-02-3341 |Av. Interval Completed — Total Dispatch NA 5 2 551 357 5| 55 4.5/ 5.38 6{1,2,34,5
PR-4 - Missed Appointments
PR-4-02-3341 |Average Delay Days — Total NA 4 3 35 1|NA 2.5|NA 2.67|NA ,2
PR-4-03-3341 {% Missed Appointment — Customer 4] 10.7H] 16.22] 5.26{21.05 200 11.43 0] 12.5 0
PR-4-04-3341 |% Missed Appointment — Verizon — Dispatch 0 ] 4.171 6.25 0 0f 8.33 0] 6.25 0 34,5
PR-4-03-3341 [% Missed Appointment — Verizon - No Dispaich { 0 0 0 O]NA O|NA O]NA 1,2
PR-6 — Installation Quality
PR-6-01-3341 |% lnstall. Troubles Reported within 30 Days 0] 10.71] 5.88] 36.84 0 60 0 33.33 0 0| 345
PR-6-03-3341 |% Install. Troubles Reported within 30 Days - 0] 10.71] 6.72) 31.58] 6.12 20( 085| 16.67] 2.59| 42.86| 345
FOK/TOK/CPE
P’R-8 — Open Orders in a Hold Status
PR-8-01-3341 [Open QOrders in a Hold Status > 30 Days 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0| 34,5
PR-8-02-334} |Open Orders in a Hold Status > 90 Days 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ] 0 0 345
2-Wire xDSL. Loops
PR-2 - Average Completed Interval
PR-2-01-3342 |Av. Inteeval Completed — Total No Dispaich NA NA NA NA NA
PR-2-02-3342 |Av, Interval Completed — Total Dispatch 6 6 6 6.77 5.25
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Number Metric Name VZ |CLEC| VZ |CLEC| VZ [CLEC| VZ [CLEC| VZ [CLEC| Notes

PR-4 - Missed Appeointments

PR-4-02-3342 {Average Delay Days — Total NA 3INA 5 1INA  INA 3 4 21 1,245

PR-4-03-3342 [% Missed Appointment — Customer 0] 7.02] 0.64] 4.48] 029] 4.29] 0.17] 238 0.29] 597

PR-4-04-3342 |% Missed Appoiniment ~ Verizon — Dispalch 1.82 .56 0 241 0

PR-4-05-3342 |% Missed Appointment — Verizon - No Dispatch

PR-4-14-3342 |% Compleled On Time (with Serial Number) 96.23 98.48 100 96 98.61

PR-6 — Installation Quality

PR-6-01-3342 |% Inslall. Troubles Reported within 30 Days 4.55 0] 3.78 0] 4.06 0] 4.49 0] 3.56 0

PR-6-03-3342 |% Install. Troubles Reported within 30 Days - 3.06] 10.53| 3.22] 12.86] 3.13] 12.86] 3.07) 11.76) 2.86] 11,94
FOK/TOK/CPE

PR-8 — Open Orders in a Hold Status

PR-8-01-3342 jOpean Orders in a Hold Status > 30 Days 0 0] 2.86 0] 4.76 0 0 0 0 0

PR-8-02-3342 |Open Orders in 2 Hold Stalus > 90 Days 0 ] 2.86 0 476 0 0 0 0 0

2-Wire xDSL Line Sharing

PR-2 - Average Completed Interval

PR-2-01-3343 |Av. Interval Completed — Total No Dispatch 2.99INA 2.88 3] 2.99(NA 2.98|NA 3.04 3 2

PR-2-02-3343 [Av. Interval Compleled ~ Total Dispalch NA [NA 3.2i{NA 3.03[NA J.09INA JINA

PR-4 - Missed Appointments

PR-4-02-3343 |Average Delay Days - Total |{NA 2INA 1.67|NA 1.5|NA 3.58]NA

PR-4-03-3343 % Missed Appointment — Customer O|NA 0.64 0] 0.29|NA 0.17 0| 0.29 0

PR-4-04-3343 |% Missed Appointment — Verizon — Dispatch NA |[NA 3.85|NA 6.06|NA I.39|NA 1.92[NA

PR-4-005-3343 {% Missed Appointment — Verizon - No Dispatch 0.17]NA 0 0] 0.1jNA 0.09 0] 0.84 U 24,5

PR-6 — Installation Quality

PR-6-01-3343 1% Insiall. Troubles Reported within 30 Days (0.69|NA 0.48 0] 0.1[NA 0.67 o 037 0p 245

PR-6-03-3343 1% Install. Troubles Reported within 30 Days - 4.32INA 4.15 0] 1.83INA 3.88 0f 2.51 0 245
FOK/TOK/CPE

PR-8 — Open Orders in a Hold Status

PR-8-01-3343 |Open Orders in a Hold Staius > 30 Days O[NA 0 0 0O|NA ] 0 G 0] 24,5

PR-8-02-3343 |Open Orders in a Hold Status > 90 Days DINA ¢ 0 GINA 0 0 0 01 245

Special Services - Provisioning

PR-2 — Average Completed Interval

PR-2-01-3200 |Av. Interval Completed — Total No Dispatch 55.3|NA 6.2|NA 15|NA 13.18]NA 335 20

PR-2-02-3200 [Av. Interval Completed — Total Dispatch 12.7] 26.29} 19.58] 16.5]12.96 22] 16.33 18] 18.1 30(1.2,34.5

PR-2-06-3200 |Av. Interval Completed ~ DS0 7.4|NA 12.12{NA 9.77|NA 12.09|NA 11.75|NA

PR-2-07-3200 |Av. Interval Completed — DS|1 16.4] 26.29|27.06] 16.5{ 15.68 221 18.23] 17.4{25.13{ 29.3311,2345
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Number Metric Name VZ jCLEC} VZ |CLEC| VZ |CLEC| VZ |CLEC; VZ ICLEC| Notes

PR-2-08-3200 |Av. Interval Completed — DS3 146jNA  INA |NA [NA [NA [NA [NA |[NA |NA
PR-2-09-3512 |Av. Interval Completed — Total - EEL — Loop uD UD NA 21 32] 45
PR-4 - Missed Appointments
PR-4-01-3200 |% Missed Appociniment ~ Verizon - Total 12.5 01 15.25 0 2
PR-4-01-3210 |% Missed Appointment — Verizon — DSO O|NA 0|NA 4.76{NA O[NA 4.76|NA
PR-4-01-3211 |% Missed Appointment — Verizon — DS| (1.1 0] 45 0] 7.14 0] 22.03{ 11.76{ 8.33 0f 23
PR-4-01-3213 |% Missed Appointment — Verizon — DS3 fO0[NA  INA INA INA [NA [NA [NA |NA |NA
PR-4-01-3214 |% Missed Appointment — Verizon —Special Other 14.3|NA ONA  (INA |NA ONA [NA |NA
PR-4-01-3510 |% Missed Appointment — Verizon — Total - EEL 11.11UD 45|UD 7.14|NA 22.03 0] 8.33 500 4,5
PR-4-01-3530 |% Missed Appoiniment — Verizon — Total- 10F 100 251INA 16.67[NA O|NA O[NA 25(1,2.34.,5
PR-4-02-3200 |Average Delay Days — Tolal 28.6|NA 12.33{NA 6.33|NA 139.3 9] 26.5|NA 4
PR-4-02-3510 [Average Delay Days — Total - EEL 1|UD i2.33|UD 9INA 139.3[NA 49 8
PR-4-02-3530 |Avcrage Delay Days - Total - IOF 134 20|NA 63INA |NA [NA [NA [NA 121 1,2
PR-4-03-3200 |% Missed Appointment — Customer 20] 31.250 10.17] 42.86] 14.29] 37.5]| 17.65] 43.48|45.45 50
PR-4-03-3510 |% Missed Appointment — Customer - EEL NA |[UD [NA [UD [NA |NA [NA O|NA 0
PR-4-08-3200 |% Missed Appt. — Customer - Late Order Conl. 0 ] 0 0 4178 23
PR-6 - Installation Quality

JPR-6-01-3200 [% Installidtion Troubles reported within 30 Days 1.4 4] 4.15] 23,08} 142 0| 2.0} 0] 8.15] 4.17 3
PR-6-03-3200 |% InsL. Troubles reported w/ in 30 Days - FOK/TOK/CPE 3.26 0] 0.38 0] 0.41 0 04 0] 5.19 ¢ 3
PR-8 - Open Orders in a Hold Status
PR-8-01-3200 {Open Orders in a Hold Status > 30 Days 35 0] 20.34 (f 24.49 0 1.96 0 0 O 23
PR-8-02-3200 [Open Orders in a Hold Status > 90 Days 35 0] 18.64 0l 22.45 0] 098 ] 0 0 23
UNE Maintenance
Maintenance - POTS Loop
MR-2 - Trouble Report Rate
MR-2-02-3550 [Network Trouble Report Rate — Loop 1,15 077] L3l 067 101] 051 11 0.53] 0.76] 0.54
MR-2-03-3550 [Network Trouble Report Rate — Central Office 0.09] 0.05] 0.09] 0.04] 006f 0.02] 0071 005 0.07] 0.06
MR-3 — Missed Repair Appointments
MR-3-01-3550 |% Missed Repair Appointment — Loop 8.35] 595] 791| 468 527 2.24] 457 342 492{ 197
MR-3-02-3550 }% Missed Repair Appointment — Central Office 5.13 0] 5.97 0] 4.38 0] 39 0] 290] 125 3
MR-4 - Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-01-3550 |Mean Time To Repair - Total 23.8} 16.88]23.09] 16.14) 22.44]) 13.86] 14.8] 12.51]16.28] 16.84
MR-4-02-3550 [Mean Time To Repair — Loop Trouble 25! 17.28(23.89] 16.9] 23.26] 14411 15.306] 13.22117.24] 154
MR-4-03-3550 {Mean Time To Repair - Central Office Trouble 8.4 10.28/10.84] 1.56[ 9.56; 149 7.09] 452 567 3053 3
MR-4-07-3550 |% Qut of Service > 12 Hours 65.2) 64.24| 61.83] 54.1] 58.87] 46.67] 46.7| 44.64|51.22| 51.22
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Metric July | _August September October | November

Nutmber Metric Name VZ |CLEC| VZ [CLEC| VZ |CLEC| VZ |CLEC| VZ |CLEC| Notes
MR-4-08-3550 [% Out of Service > 24 Hours 40.5( 19.87137.23| 14.75] 32.53] 6.67| 16.45] 6.25|17.89] 9.76
MR-5 — Repeat Trouble Reports
MR-S-()I-JSSFI% Repeat Reports within 30 Days 17.4] 27.04] 16.51 200 15.95) 17.86] 15.61] 28.3) 13.64] 22.02
Maintenance - POTS Platform
MR-2 - Trouble Report Rate
MR-2-02-3140 {Network Trouble Report Rale - Platform 1.15] 0.84] 1.31] 1.6l LOI[ 086 | 1] 0.76] 0.86
MR-2-03-3140 |Network Trouble Report Rale ~ Central Office 0.09] 0.16) 0.09] 0.26] 0.06] 0.33 0.07) 0.05] 0.07 0.2
MR-2-04-3140 % Subsequent Reports 17.1 O 18130 1818 1511 7411 11.07 811295 6.9
MR-2-05-3140 |% CPE/TOK/FOK Trouble Report Rate 0911 131 1.08] [1.15] 0.79] 091 071 09i] 0.57] 1.0!
MR-3 — Missed Repair Appointments
MR-3-01-3144 |% Missed Repair Appointment — Platform Bus. 8.44) 14.29] 941 5] 695 6.67) 7.85 0] 6.78] 5.88
MR-3-01-3145 |% Missed Repair Appointnent — Platform Res. 8.32 0] 7.64 01 5.03 0 397 0] 4.63 0] 1,345
MR-3-02-3144 |% Missed Repair Appointment — Central Office Bus. 9.33 0 8 04 10.38 0] 543 0] 3.42 0{i,2,345
MR-3-02-3145 |% Missed Repair Appointment — Central Office Res. 3.54 3 536 0] 2.14|NA 2.95INA 2.79INA 1,2
MR-3-03-3140|% CPE/TOK/FOK - Missed Appointment - Platform 5.2 4] 4.86] 4.55] 3.62) 526 297 0] 3.79 0
MR-3-04-3140 |% Misscd Repair Appointment - No Double Dispatch 6.29[ 556 5.33 0] 3.56] 476| 2.98 0 3371 4.17
MR-3-05-3140 |% Missed Repair Appointment - Double Bispatch 3811 100[ 33.55 20[ 257 0 26.46/NA |27 11 0 1,23
MR-4 — Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-01-3140 |[Mean Time To Repair — Total 23.8] 16.44{23.09) 19.32] 22.44] 13.09] 14.8 6.1]16.28] 06.27
MR-4-02-3144 IMean Time To Repair — Loop Trouble - Platform - Bus. 14.4] 13,75 11.79] 15.75] 11.45] 1477} 10.59( 5.36[11.011 8.23
MR-4-02-3145 {Mean Time To Repair - Loop Trouble - Platform - Res. 26.6] 48.15|25.86] 32.41) 25.18| 19.45] 16.17| 12.72{ 18.27] 5.34] 1,3,4,5
MR-4-03-3144 iMcan Time To Repair — Central Office Trouble - Bus. 791 206] 7.5] 093] 8.19] 677 6.6% 0.23] 5.171 0.52/1,23.4,5
MR-4-03-3145 {Mean Time To Repair - Central Office Trouble - Res. 8.56] 19.48] 11.86] 10.67] 10.04]NA 7.1]NA 5.83INA 1,2
MR-4-04-3140 [% Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours 58.7{ 84.21| 61.24] 80.56| 65.74 84| 82.46 100] 81.52 100
MR-4-06-3140 |% Qut of Service > 4 Hours 85.3 60[ 81.99] 78.57] 79.76] 55.56( 69.14] 43.75]70.23] 33.33
MR-4-07-3140 |% Out of Service > 12 Hours 65.2] 46.67| 61.83} 60.71] 58.87 50| _46.7] 6.25051.22 19.05
MR-4-08-3144 1% Out of Service > 24 Hours - Bus. 12.1] 7.14] 8.04] 5.88] 8.08) i3.33] 7.25 0] 8.24 0
MR-4-08-3145 |% Out of Service > 24 Hours - Res. 45.5( 1001 42.5] 54.55]36.99] 33.33] 183 0119.76 0] 1,345
MR-5 — Repeat Trouble Reports
MR-5-01-3140 [% Repeat Reports within 30 Days 17.4) 21.05] 16.58] 19.44| 15.95 24] 15.61] 13.04]13.64] 14.81
2-Wire Digital Services - Maintenance
MR-2 - Trouble Report Rate ]
MR-2-02-3341 {Network Trouble Report Rate - Loop 0.77 [.5] 0.67] 5.28| 031] 118/ 06.21] 1.74] 042 L.16
MR-2-03-3341 |Network Trouble Report Rate - Central Olfice 0.15 0] 0.41] 0.29] 0.21] 0.58] 0.16 0] 0.26 Y ]
MR-2-04-3341 |% Subsequent Reports 21.7] 28.57{19.23 0] 1667 3333} 125 25127.78 0] 145
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Merric July August September October November

Number Metric Name VZ |CLEC} VZ |CLEC| VZ [CLEC| VZ |CLEC| VZ |CLEC| Notes
MR-3 - Missed Repair Appointments
MR-3-01-3341 |% Missed Repair Appointment — Loop 40 0] 15.38 0] 50 25 75 0l 50 0] 1,3.4,5
MR-3-02-3341 |% Missed Repair Appointment — Central Office OINA 375 0 0 (] 33.33INA 20{NA 2,3
MR-4 — Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-01-3341 {Mean Time To Repair - Total 2591 14511522} 9797] 13,78 13.83] 19.2] 17.78]14.44] 48] 1,345
MR-4-02-3341 [Mean Time To Repair - Loop Trouble 30.51 1451 17.35} 10.24] 20.25} 20.35] 25.88] 17.78]18.79] 48| 1,3,4,5
MR-4-03-3341 |Mean Time To Repair - Central Office Troubte 2.85|NA 11.76 1.3] 3.871 0.78] 10.28|NA 7.47INA 2.3
MR-4-07-3341 [% Out of Service > 12 Hours 100 60 L00f 21.43 25 75 50 200 100 0] 1,345
MR-4-08-334 | |% Out of Service > 24 Hours 50 ] o 7.14 25 25 50 0 0 ol 1,345
MR-5 — Repeat Trouble Reports
MR-5-01-3341 [% Repeat Reports within 30 Days 44.4 20] 23.81f 31.58 40| 33.33| 28.57 50| 38.46 50] 1,34,5
2-Wire xDSL Loops - Maintenance
MR-2 -~ Trouble Report Rate
MR-2-02-3342 |Network Trouble Report Rate - Loop 0.15; 1.27} 0.13] 0.88] 0.12] 0.84] 0.07[ 081 0.07] 0.67
MR-2-()3-3342 {Network Trouble Report Rate - Central Office 0.04] 0.15{ 0.04] 0071 004 O0.14f 0.13] 0.07] 0.03{ 0.07
MR-3 — Missed Repair Appointments
MR-3-01-3342 |% Missed Repair Appointiment — Loop 0] 4.76] 14.29] 16.67 0 7.14} 3571 0 0 0
MR-3-02-3342 |% Missed Repair Appointment — Central Office 0 of S0 0] 66.67 o] 16.67 0 0 0{1,2.3.4,5
MR-4 - Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-02-3342 {Mean Time To Repair - Loop Trouble 25.8| 17.57123.59] 9.5{ 18.24| 20.06| 37.33} 14.47]| 13.15] 10.79
MR-4-03-3342 |[Mean Time To Repair - Central Olfice Trouble 4.08] 9.88] 11.05; 0.93]3741] 246] 16.41 21 12.97) 0.65]1,2,3.4,5
MR-4-07-3342 |% Out of Service > 12 Hours 53.9| 54.55 80| 22.22]| 66.67| 35.29 64 251 66.67| 27.27
MR-4-08-3342 |% Out of Service > 24 Hours 23.1] 22.73 200 11.11]44.44] 5.88 28] 16.67] 8.33 0
MR-5 - Repeat Trouble Reports :
MR-5-01-3342 % Repeat Reports within 30 Days 30.8] 42.31§45.45] 30.77] 33.33] 52.63] 61.54| 33.33/33.33] 30.77
2-Wire xDSL Line Sharing - Maintenance
MR-2 - Trouble Report Rate
MR-2-02-3343 {Network Trouble Report Rate - Loop 0.15 0 0.13 0f 0.12 0} 0.17 0 0.07 01,2345
MR-2-(03-3343 [Network Trouble Report Rate - Central Office 0.04 0| 0.04 0] 0.04 0] 0.13 0 0.03 0]1,2,34,5
MR-3 - Missed Repair Appointments
MR-3-01-3343 {% Missed Repair Appointment — Loop O[NA 14.29|NA 0|NA 35.71INA O[NA
MR-3-02-3343 |% Missed Repair Appointment — Central Office O[NA 50{NA 66.67{NA 16.67[NA O{NA
MR-4 — Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-02-3343 |Mean Time To Repair - Loop Trouble 25.8|NA 23.59{NA 18.24/NA 37.33(NA 13.15|NA
MR-4-03-3343 [Mean Time To Repair - Central Office Trouble 4.08|NA 11.05|NA 37.41|NA 16.41{NA 12.97INA
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Metric July August September October November :
Number Meiric Name VZ |CLEC) VZ |CLEC] VZ (CLEC] VZ [CLEC| VZ |CLEC| Notes
MR-4-04-3343 |% Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours 76 9(NA 72.73|NA 55.56|NA 69.23|NA 91.67{NA
MR-4-07-3343 |% Oul of Service > |2 Hours 53.9|NA 80INA 66.67|NA 64[NA 66.67|NA
MR-4-08-3343 |% Out of Service > 24 Hours 23.1|NA 20{NA 44 44{NA 28INA 8.33|NA
MR-5 - Repeat Trouble Reports
MR-5-001-3343 [% Repeat Reports within 30 Days 30.8|NA 45.45INA 33.33|[NA 61.54|NA 33.33|NA
Special Services - Maintenance
MR-2 - Trouble Report Rate
MR-2-01-3200 |Network Trouble Report Rate 0291 1551 029) 331}y 027 0931 027} 1.52] 0.23] 1.49
MR-2-05-3200 |% CPE/TOK/FOK Trouble Report Rate 0.44] 1.55] 0.34] 2.26| 0.24] 1.24] 0.33] 3.03] 033 1.34
MR-4 - Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-01-3200 [Mean Time To Repair — Total 5.51 10.35) 5.39] 5.77] 5.44] 6.64] 5.04f 6.75| 4.99] 595 3
MR-4-04-3200 }% Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours 98.2 907 100y 100} 99.1 100} 98.64; 100] 100] 100 3
MR-4-06-3200 |% Out of Service > 4 Hours 43.6] 77.78]| 55.28] 63.64| 47.27| 83.33| 46.58} 66.67} 50 50 3
MR-4-08-3200 |% Out of Service > 24 Hours 1.84{ I1.1] 0 0| 0.91 0] 1.37 0 0 0 3
MR-5 - Repeat Trouble Reports
MR-S-OI-32()()F/?; Repeat Reports within 30 Days 238 201 18.52] 31.82|24.328 16,67t 2245 10420.77 30 3
TRUNKING '
Ordering
OR 1 ~ Order Confirmation Timeliness
OR-1-12-5020 % On Time FOC (<= 192 Forecasted Trunks) 100 100 NA 100 100y 1,2,4,5
OR-1-12-5030 |% On Time FOC (> 192 and Uniorecasted Trunks) 83.33 100 10¢ 81.82 100] 1,2,5
OR-1-13-5020 [% On Time Design Layout Record (DLR) 100 100 100 100 0] 1,2,5
OR-1-19-5020 } % On Time Resp. - Request for Inbound Augment Trunks NA NA NA 100 100] 4.5
(<= 192 Forecasted Trunks)
OR-1-19-5030 | % On Time Resp. - Request for Inbound Augment Trunks (> NA NA NA NA NA
192 Forecasted Trunks)
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness
OR-2-11-5000 1Average Trunk ASR Rcject Time (<= 192 Forecasted NA NA i ! ]
Trunks)
OR-2-12-5000 |% On Time Trunk ASR Reject {<= 192 Forccasted Trunks) NA NA 100 100 100 34,5
Provisioning B
PR-1 - Average Interval Offered
PR-1-09-5020 |Av. Interval Offered — Tolal {<= 192 Forccasted Trunks) 14.7] 17.5 24 18]NA |INA 18INA |NA Il 1,2
PR-1-09-5030 |Av. Interval Offered — Total (> 192 & Unlorecasted Trunks) 18INA i8 16 21INA 163|NA NA |NA 2
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Metric July August September October November

Nutmber Metric Name VZ ICLEC] VZ |CLEC] VZ ICLEC| VZ |CLEC| VZ {CLEC{ Notes
PR-2 - Average Interval Completed
PR-2-09-5020 |Av. Interval Compleled — Total (<= 192 Forecasted Trunks) INA INA  [NA JNA INA |NA 15]NA  |NA |NA
PR-2-09-5030 jAv. Interval Completed — Total {> 192 & Unforccasted NA |NA INA [NA 21INA 190{NA  [NA [NA

Trunks)

PR-4 - Missed Appointment
PR-4-01-5000 |% Missed Appointment — Verizon — Tolal 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PR-4-02-5000 |Average Delay Days - Total NA [NA [NA [NA |NA |NA [NA |NA |NA |NA
PR-4-03-5000 % Missed Appointment — Customer 55.4| 28.35[79.41] 13.14 0 36.15] 4.65| 56.12 0f 22.22
PR-4-07-3540 [% On Time Performance — LNP Only 99.92 99.84 99.9 99.5 99.63
PR-5 - Facility Missed Orders
PR-5-01-5000 [% Missed Appointment — Verizon — Facilities 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PR-5-02-5000 |% Orders Held for Faciities > 15 Days 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PR-5-03-3000 {% Orders Held for Facilities > 60 Days 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PR-6 - Installation Quality
PR-6-01-5000 [% Installation Troubles reported within 30 Days 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ¢
PR-6-(3-5000 1% Inst. Troubles reported within 30 Days - FOK/TOK/CPE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PR-8 — Open Orders in a Hold Status
PR-8-01-5000 |Open Orders in a Hold Siatus > 30 Days 0 0 0 Q0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PR-8-02-5000 jOpen Orders in a Hold Status > 90 Days 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maintenance
MR-2 — Trouble Report Rate
MR-2-01-5000 [Network Trouble Report Rate 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MR-4 — Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-01-5000 [Mean Time To Repair — Total NA |NA 0.17[  0.3[NA 2.65| 0.97|NA | 45NA 23
MR-4-04-5000 |% Cleared (atl troubles} within 24 Hours NA |NA 100  100jNA 100 100{NA 100]NA 23
MR-4-05-5000 {% Out of Service > 2 Hours NA INA 0 0INA 100 O]NA O[NA 2,3
MR-4-006-5000 |% Out of Service > 4 Hours NA |NA 0 OINA 0 0|NA O|NA 2,3
MR-4-07-5000 {% Qut of Service > 12 Hours NA (NA 0 O[NA g O[NA O{NA 2.3
MR-4-08-5000 [% Out of Service > 24 Hours NA |NA 0 O[NA 0 O|NA O[NA 23
MR-5 — Repeat Trouble Report Rates
MR-5-01-5000 |% Repeat Reports within 30 Days NA INA 0 O|NA 100 O[NA DINA 23
NETWORK PERFORMANCE
NP-1 - Percent Final Trunk Group Blockage
NP-1-01-5000 [% Final Trunk Groups Exceeding Blocking Standard 0 ] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
NP-1-02-5000 |% FTG Exceeding Blocking Std. — (No Exceptions) 0 0 0] 5.88 0 0 0 0 0] 5.88
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NA = No Aclivity.
UD = Under Development.

NEF = No Exist

ing Functionality

blank cell = No data provided.
VZ = Verizon retait analog. If no data was provided, the metric may have a benchmark.

Notes:

| = Sample Size
2 = Sample Size
3 = Sample Size
4 = Sample Size
5 = Sample Size

under 10 for July.
under 10 for August.
under 10 for September.
under 10 for October.
under 10 for November.

B-22

Metric July August September October -November | -
Number Merric Name VZ ICLEC{ VZ |CLECI| VZ [CLEC| VZ ICLEC|{ VZ |CLEC| Notes
NP-1-03-5000 |Number FTG Exceeding Blocking Std. — 2 Months 0 0 0 0 0
NP-1-04-5000 [Number FTG Exceeding Blocking Std. — 3 Months 0 0 0 0 0
NP-2 — Collocation Performance ~ New
NP-2-01-6701 }% On Time Response to Request for Physical Collocation NA NA i00 NA NA 3
NP-2-02-670! % On Time Response to Request for Virtual Collocation NA NA NA NA NA
NP-2-03-6701 |Average Interval — Physical Collocation 150.5 172 109.5 NA NA
NP-2-04-6701 |Average Interval ~ Virtual Coilocation NA NA NA NA NA
NP-2-05-6701 |% On Time - Physical Collocation 100 100 100 NA NA 1,2,3
NP-2-06-6701 |% On Time — Virtual Collocation NA NA NA NA NA
NP-2-07-670]1 [Average Delay Days - Physical Collocation NA NA NA NA NA
NP-2-08-6701 |Average Delay Days — Virtual Coilocation NA NA NA NA NA
NP-2 - Collocation Performance - Augment
NP-2-01-6702 1% On Time Response 1o Request lor Physical Collocation NA 100 100 100 100 2,345
NP-2-02-6702 % On Time Response to Request for Virtual Collocation NA NA NA NA NA
NP-2-03-6702 |Average Interval — Physical Collocation 65.5 NA 46.67 47 66
NP-2-04-6702 [Average Interval — Virtual Collocation NA NA NA NA NA
NP-2-03-6702 |% On Time — Physical Collocation 100 NA 100 100 100 145
INP-2-06-6702 {% On Time - Virtual Collocation NA NA NA NA NA
NP-2-07-6702 |Average Delay Days ~ Physical Collocation NA NA NA NA NA
NP-2-08-6702 jAverage Delay Days — Virtual Collocation NA NA NA NA NA ]
Abbreviations:
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Appendix C

Massachusetts Performance Metrics

All data included here is taken from the Massachusetts 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. Our analysis is based on the
totality of the circumstances, such that 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 metrics may not also be important 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 no 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.| Metric Name Metric No.| Metric Name - -
Preorder and OSS Availability: Change Management, Billing, OS/DA, Interconnection and
MR-1-01 _ |Creatc Trouble Collocation:
MR-1-02  {Status Trouble Bi-1-02 % DUF in 4 Business Days
MR-1-03 |Modify Trouble Bl-2-0l Timeliness of Carricr Bill
MR-1-04  |Request Cancellation of Trouble Bi-3-0i % Billing Adjustments - Doliars Adjusted
MR-1-05 !Trouble Report History (by TN/Circuit) BI-3-02 % Billing Adjustments - Number of Adjustments
MR-1-06  |Test Trouble {POTS Only) NP-1-01  |% Final Trunk Groups Exceeding Blocking Standard
OR-1-02  |% On Time LSRC - Flow Through NP-1-02  |% FTG Exceeding Blocking Std. —(No Exceptions)
OR-1-04  |% On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check NP-1-03  [Number FTG Exceeding Blocking Std. ~ 2 Months
OR-1-06 % On Time LSRC/ASRC - Facility Check NP-1-04  |Number FTG Exceeding Blocking Sid. — 3 Months
OR-1-08  [% On Time ASRC No Facility Check (Non DSG, DSI & DS3) NP-2-01  |% On Time Response to Request for Physical Collocation
OR-1-10 _ [% On Time ASRC Facility Check DSO0 NP-2-02  |% On Time Response to Request lor Virtual Collocation
OR-1-12 % On Time FOC NP-2-03 _ |Average Interval — Physical Collocation
OR-1-13  {% On Time Design Layout Record (DLR) NP-2-04  [Average Interval - Virtual Collocation
OR-1-19 | % On Time Resp, — Request for Inbound Augment Trunks NP-2-05  |% On Time — Physical Collocation
PO-1-01  [Customer Service Record NP-2-06 % On Time — Virtual Collocation
PO-1-02  |Duc Date Availability NP-2-07  JAverage Delay Days — Physical Collocation
PO-1-03  |Address Validation NP-2-08  (Average Delay Days — Virtual Collocation
PO-1-04  |Product & Service Availability Ordering:
PO-1-05  |Telephone Number Availability & Reservation OR-2-02  |% On Time LSR Reject - Flow Through
PO-1-06 _ |Facility Availability (Loop Qualification) OR-2-04 ]% On Time LSR/ASR Rcject No Facility Check
PO-1-07 _ |Rejected Query OR-2-06 [% On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check
PO-1-08 _ |% Timeouts OR-2-08  |% On Time ASR Reject No Facilily Check
PO-1-09 [Parsed CSR OR-2-10  [% On Time ASR Reject Facility Check
PO-2-01 }OSS Interf. Avail. - Total OR-2-11__|Average Trunk ASR Reject Time
PO-2-02 0SS Interf. Avaii - Prime Time - Electronic Bonding OR-2-12 [% On Time Trunk ASR Rejccl
P(-2-03  |OSS Interf. Avail - Non-Prime - Elcctronic Bonding OR-3-01|% Rejects
PO-4-01 % Notices Sent on Time - CLEC Orig. OR-4-02 Completion Notice (BCN) — % On Time
PO-402 Change Mgml. Notice - Def_ﬂi 1-7 Days - CLEC Ol’ig. OR-4-05 Work Complclion Notice (PCN) — % On Time
PO-8-01  [Average Response Time - Manual Loop Qualification OR-5-01 _|% Flow Through — Total
PO-§-02 |Average Response Time - Engineering Record Request OR-5-03_|% Flow Through Achieved

OR-6-01 % Accuracy — Order
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Metric Ne. Metric Name

OR-6-02 % Accuracy — Opporlunities

OR-6-03  |% Accuracy — LSRC

OR-7-01 1% Order Confirmation/Rejects sent within 3 Business Days
Provisioning:

PR-1-09  [Av. Interval Offered — Total - EEL ~ Backbone
PR-2-01  |Av. Interval Completed — Total No Dispatch
PR-2-02  |Av. Interval Completed — Total Dispatch

PR-2-03 Average Interval Completed — Dispatch (1-5 Lines)
PR-2-04  |Average Interval Completed - Dispatch (6-9 Lines)
PR-2-05  |Average Interval Completed - Dispalch (>= 10 Lines)
PR-2-06  |Av. Interval Completed — DSO

PR-2-07 Av. Interval Completed - DS

PR-2-08  |Av. Interval Completed — DS3

PR-2-09 _|Av. Interval Completed - Total - EEL -- Loop
PR-2-18  [Av. Interval Compleled - Disconnects

PR-4-01 % Missed Appointment — Verizon - DS0

PR-4-02  |Average Delay Days - Total

PR-4-03  |% Missed Appointment — Customer

PR-4-04  |% Missed Appointment — Verizon — Dispatch
PR-4-05 |% Missed Appointment — Verizon — No Dispatch
PR-4-07  |% On Time Performance — LNP Only

PR-4-08  |% Missed Appl. — Customer - Due to Late Order Conl,
PR-4-14 % Completed On Time (with Serial Number)
PR-5-01 % Missed Appointment — Verizon ~ Facilities
PR-5-02  |% Orders Held for Facilitics > 15 Days

PR-5-03  |% Orders Held for Facilities > 60 Days

PR-6-01  |% Installation Troubles reporied within 30 Days
PR-6-02  |% Installation Troubles reported within 7 Days
PR-6-03  [% Inst. Troubles reported w/ in 30 Days - FOK/TOK/CPE
PR-8-01 _ |Open Orders in a Hold Status > 30 Days

PR-8-02  |Open Orders in a Hold Status > 90 Days

PR-9-01 % On Time Performance — Hot Cut

PR-9-08  |Average Duration of Service Interruption

|Maintenauce and Repair:

Metric No, Metric Name

MR-2-01  |Network Trouble Report Rate

MR-2-02  [Network Trouble Report Rate - Loop

MR-2-03  [Network Trouble Report Rate - Central Office
MR-2-04  |% Subscquent Reports

MR-2-05 % CPE/TOK/FOK Trouble Report Rate

MR-3-G1 _|% Missed Repair Appointment — Loop

MR-3-02  |% Missed Repair Appointment — Central Office
MR-3-03 |% CPE/TOK/FOK - Missed Appointment
MR-3-04 1% Misscd Repair Appointment - No Double Dispatch
MR-3-05  |% Missed Repair Appointment - Double Dispatch
MR-4-0i [Mecan Time To Repair - Total

MR-4-02  [Mean Time To Repair — Loop Trouble

MR-4-03  |Mean Time To Repair — Central Office 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 Reports within 30 Days
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DISAGGREGATED METRICS

Metric July August September QOctober - November

Number ~ Metric Name VZ | CLEC| VZ | CLEC| VZ | CLEC | VZ | CLEC | VZ | CLEC | Notes
PRE-ORDERING & OSS AVAILIBILITY
PO-1 - Response Time OSS Ordering Interface
PO-1-01-6020 | Customer Service Record - EDI 1.4 3.06 .4 3220 14 3.1 1.3 2.73] 1.3 2.78
PO-1-01-6030 | Customer Service Record - CORBA 1.4 0.74 14 08 14 091 i3 0.731 1.3 0.78
PO-1-01-6050 | Customer Service Record -Web GUI 1.4 2.82 1.4 2.76] 1.4 2,89 i3 2.6 1.3 2.62
PO-1-02-6020 | Due Dale Availability - EDI 0.1 2.79] 0.1|NA 0.1 2,221 0.1 1.65] 0.1 2.75] 1,3,4,5
PO-1-02-6030 | Due Date Availability - CORBA 0.1[NA 0.11NA 0.1INA 0.1[NA 0.1|NA
PO-1-02-6050 | Due Date Availability - Web GUI 0.1 231 0.1 2.35( 0.1 2321 (.1 2.2 0.1 2.18
PO-1-03-6020 | Address Validation - EDI 4.3 471 44] 494 43 4.84] 4.1 4.65] 3.9 542
PO-1-03-6030 | Address Validation - CORBA 43 3821 44 3461 43 4.08] 4. 347! 39 371
PO-1-03-6050 | Address Validation - Weh GUI 4.3 476] 44| 485 43 5.041 4.1 4,791 39 542
PO-1-04-6020 | Product & Scrvice Availability - EDI 99/NA 10{NA 10{NA 9|INA 8.5]NA
PO-1-04-6030 ! Product & Service Availability - CORBA 9 9[NA 10INA HO{NA 9INA 8.5|NA
PO-1-04-6050 | Product & Service Availability - Web GUI 99 5.8 10 7.11 {4] 7.74 9 551 85 5.75
PO-1-05-6020 | Telephone Number Availabilty & Rescrvation - EDI| 5.3 6.77 54 56] 5.2|NA 5 4931 54 10.3] 1,24,5
PO-105-6030 | Telephone Number Availability & Reservation - 5.31NA 541 598 52 352 5 3.65; 54 428y 23

CORBA
PO-1-05-6(50 { Telephone Number Availability & Reservation - 5.3 564] 54 58] 5.2 58 5 569 34 5.97
Web GUI

PO-1-06-6020 | Facility Availability (Loop Qualification) - EDI 2.5 373 75 359 26 4.06 3 362 35 3.98
PO-1-06-6030 | Facility Availability (Loop Qualification) - CORBA 2.5|NA 7.5|NA 2.6|NA 3|NA 3.5|NA
PO-1-06-6050 | Facility Availability (Loop Qualification) - Web GUI] 2.5} 492} 751 487 2.6 4.6l 3 521{ 35 4.6l
PQ-1-07-6020 { Rejected Query - EDI 0.1 2731 0. 264 01 2.69 0 2.02 0 2.14
PO-1-07-6030 | Rejected Query - CORBA 0.1 0.64 0.1 0681 0.1 0.68 0 0.6 0 0.61
PQ-1-07-6050 | Rejected Query - Web GUI 0.1 3441 0.1 3511 0. 3.52 0 3.38 0 32
PQ-1-08-6020 [% Timeouts - EDI 0.65 6.2 0.9 0.17 0.09
PO-1-08-6030 |% Timeouts - CORBA 0 0.01 0 0 0.05
PO-1-08-6050 {% Timeouts - Web GUI 0.22 0.67 1.23 0.2] 0.09
PO-1-09-6020 (Parsed CSR - EDI |.4 1.96 1.4 1.95] 1.4 207 1.3 1.88] 1.3 .91
PO-1-09-6030 [Parscd CSR - CORBA 1.4 0.29 i.4) 033 14 0.36] 1.3 031 1.3 0.29

C-4




Federal Communications Commission

FCC 02-63

Metric . July August September October November _ _
Number Metric Name VZ |CLEC | VZ ICLEC| VZ | CLEC | VZ | CLEC | VZ | CLEC | Notes
PO-2 - OSS Interface Availability
PO-2-01-6020 | OSS Interf. Avail. - Total - EDI 99.8 100 9G.97 99.97 1.2,3,4,5
PO-2-01-6030 | OSS Interf, Avail. — Total - CORBA 999 100 999 99.95 1,2,345
PO-2-01-6040 | OSS Interf. Avail. — Total - Maint. Webh GUI 99 1 100 96.05 99.4 1,245
(RETAS)
PO-2-01-6050 | OSS Interf. Avail. - Total - Pre-order/Order WEB 99,1 100 96.05 99.4 1,2,4,5
GUI
PO-2-01-6060 { OSS Interf. Avail, - Total - Electronic Bonding 999 99.9 100) 100 1,2,3.4,5
PO-2-02-6020 | OSS Interf. Avail, — Prime Time - EDI 100 100 99.99 100 100)1,2,34,5
PO-2-02-6030 | OSS Interf, Avail. - Prime Time - CORBA 100 100 99.99 100 1001 1,2,3,4,5
PO-2-02-6040 | OSS Interl. Avail. - Prime Time - Maint. Web GUI 999 100 98,12 99.54 100} 1,2,3,4,5
(RETAS)
PO-2-02-6050 | OSS Interf. Avail. — Prime Time - Pre-order/Order 99.9 100 98.12 99.54 100]4,2,34,5
WEB GUI
PO-2-02-6060 | OSS Interf. Avail - Prime Time - Electronic Bonding 99.9 999 100 100 100{1,2,3,4,5
P0-2-03-6020 | OSS Interl. Avail. — Non-Prime - EDI 99 4 100 09.93 99.91 100} 1,2,3.4,5
P0O-2-03-6030 { OSS Inter]. Avail. - Non-Prime - CORBA 99.7 99.9 99.76 99.86 69.911,2,3,4,5
1PO-2-03-6040 | OSS Interf. Avail, — Non-Prime - Maint. Web GUI 97.8 999 92.94 99.14 99.6{ 1,2,4,5
(RETAS) ‘
PO-2-03-6050 { OSS Interl. Avail. ~ Non-Prime - Pre-ordet/Order 97.8 9.9 92.94 99.14 99.6; 1,2,4,5
WEB GUI
PO-2-03-6060 | OSS Interf. Avail - Non-Prime - Electronic Bonding 100 100 100 100 100]12.34.5
PO-8 - Manual Loop Qualification
PO-8-01-2000 |Average Response Time - Manual Loop Qualification UD UD NEF NEF ubD 1,2,3,4,5
PO-8-02-2000 [Average Response Time - Engincering Record NA NA NA NA NA
Request
Change Notification
PO-4 - Timeliness of Change Management Notice
PO-4-01-661 | |% Notices Sent on Time - Emergency Maint. 100 100 100 100 1,2,3,4,5
P0O-4-01-6621 |% Notices Sent on Time - Repulatory 100 100 NA NA 1,2
PO-4-01-6631 |% Notices Sent on Time - Industry Standard NA 100 NA NA
P0-4-01-6641 {% Notices Sent on Time - Verizon Orig. NA 100 NA NA 2
PO-4-01-6651 |% Notices Sent on Time - CLEC Orig. 100 NA NA NA |
Change Confirmation
PO-4 - Timeliness of Change Management Notice
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Metric July August September October November

Number Metric Name VZ [CLEC | VZ {CLEC | VZ { CLEC | VZ | CLEC | VZ | CLEC | Notes
PO-4-02-6622 |Change Mgmt. Notice - Delay 1-7 Days - Regufator NA NA NA NA NA
P0-4-02-6632 |Change Mgmt. Notice - Delay 1-7 Days - ind. Sid. NA NA NA NA
PO-4-02-6642 JChange Mgmt. Notice - Delay }-7 Days - Verizon NA NA NA NA

Orig.

PO-4-02-6652 {Change Mgmt. Nolice - Delay 1-7 Days - CLEC Orig. NA NA NA NA
Trouble Reporting (0SS)
MR-1 - Response Time OSS Maintenance Interface
MR-1-(1-2000] Create Trouble 54| 633 538 636] 59 6.3 6.1 3.72 6 3.92
MR-1-02-2000} Status Trouble 450 341 481 349 47 324 5 1451 56 045
MR-1-03-2000{ Modify Trouble 3.3 6/ S5.7{NA 5.9 6 6 8.03] 59 8.62( 1,345
MR- 1-04-2000Request Cancellation ol Trouble 64| 846 69] 852 7 8131 7.2 7971 71 6.02
MR-1-05-2000} Trouble Report History (by TN/Circuit) 0.4 1.8 04 1.9] 0.6 2591 04 1.75] 0.3 1.01
MR-1-06-2000] Test Trouble (POTS Only)-RETAIL only. 59 478 571 474] 62] 47.15] 631 4525 356 45
BILLING
BI-1 - Timeliness of Daily Usage Feed
BI-2-01-2000 | Timeliness of Carricr Bill 99.3 938.8
BI-1-02-2030 | % DUF in 4 Business Days 99.8 99.8 99.88 99.54 999) 1,234
BI-2 - Timeliness of Carrier Bill
BI-2-01-2030 | Timeliness of Carricr Bill 98.46 08.78 99.1
BI-3 - Billing Accuracy
BI-3-01-2030 { % Billing Adjustments - Dollars Adjusted 0.6 002[ .3 0.79 5
BI-3-02-2000 | % Billing Adjustmenis - Number of Adjustments 03] 0131 031 004
BI-3-02-2030 | % Billing Adjustments - Number of Adjustments 0.2 0011 03 0.01 5
RESALE ORDERING
POTS & Pre-qualified Complex - Electronically Submitted
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness
OR-1-02-2320 | % On Time LSRC - Flow Through 99.7 99.5 99.55 99.72 99.6
OR-1-04-2100 | % On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check 95 97.4 95.35 97.44 99.4
OR-1-06-2320 | % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facilily Check 98 99.2 98.9 99.36 99.7
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness
OR-2-02-2320 | % On Time LSR Reject — Flow Through 99.6 99.8 99.53 99.92 99.8
OR-2-04-2320 | % On Time LSR/ASR Reject No Facility Check 90.5 94.4 92.58 93.72 999
OR-2-06-2320 | % On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check 71.4 75 100 98.3 100( 1,2,3
2 Wire Digital Services
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness - Requiring Loop Qualification
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Metric July August September October November
Number Metric Name VZ |CLEC | VZ |CLEC | VZ | CLEC | VZ | CLEC | VZ | CLEC | Notes

OR-1-04-2341 | % On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check 95.5 96.6 100 098.15 100
OR-1-06-2341 | % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check 100 {00 100 100 100] 1,23
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness - Requiring Loop Qualification
QOR-2-04-2341 | % On Time LSR/ASR Reject No Facility Check 97.9 100 100 98.91 100
OR-2-06-2341 | % On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check 100 NA NA 100 100] 14
POTS / Special Services - Aggregate
OR-3 - Percent Rejects
OR-3-01-2000 [ % Rejects 47 477 46.19 40.85 34.9
OR-4 - Timeliness of Completion Notification
OR-4-02-2000 | Completion Notice (BCN) — % On Time 96.1 97.7 08.78 84.65 5
OR-4-05-2000 [ Work Completion Notice {PCN) - % On Time 99.9 100 99,19 100 5
OR-5 - Percent Flow-Through
OR-5-01-2000 | % Flow Through - Total 50.5 494 52.47 52.11 48.5
OR-5-03-2000 | % Flow Through Achicved 90.9 93.9 94.58 94.47 96.6
OR-6 - Order Accuracy
OR-6-01-2000 | % Accuracy - Orders 90,3 93.6 93.31 93.7 90.3
QR-6-02-2000 | % Accuracy — Opportunitics 08.1 99 99.23 99.2 5
OR-6-03-2000 | % Accuracy — LSRC 99.3 100 100 99.77 0.1
OR-7 - Order Completeness
OR-7-01-2000 % Order Confirmation/Rejects sent within 3 Business 99.3 99.5 99.42 99.6 99.5

Days
Special Services - Electronically Submitted
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness
OR-1-04-2210 ] % On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check DS0 NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-04-2211 | % On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check DSI NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-04-2213 | % On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check DS3 NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-04-2214 | % On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check (Non 97.8 99.3 96.73 97.12 99.2

DSO, DS, & DS3)
OR-1-06-2210 | % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check DS0 NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-06-2211 { % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check DS| NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-06-2213 | % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check DS3 NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-06-2214 | % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check (Non DSO, 100 88.5 100 100 4.4

DS, & DS3)
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness
OR-2-04-2200 | % On Time LSR/ASR Reject No Facility Check 96.2 98.6 96.82 96.85 100
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Metric July August September October November |
Number Metric Name VZ |CLEC| VZ |CLEC| VZ | CLEC | VZ | CLEC | VZ | CLEC | Notes
OR-2-06-2200 | % On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check 75 100 100 00 100} 1,2,3,4
POTS - Provisioning - Total
PR-2 - Average Completed Interval
PR-2-04-2100 | Average Interval Compleied - Dispatch (6-9 Lines) 54 4.82 4,2 587 4.9 4.5 4.2 34 34,5
PR-2-05-2100 | Average Interval Completed - Dispatch (>= 10 421 794 431 909 35 7 53 8.83 5
Lines)
PR-4 - Missed Appointmenis
PR-4-02-2100 | Average Delay Days - Total 3 2a70 320 235 3.1 208 33 3427 238 2.5
PR-4-03-2100 | % Missed Appointment — Customer 1.5 243 1.7 1.86] 1.8 2.65| 15 1.91f 1.6 26112345
PR-4-04-2100 | % Missed Appointment — Verizon — Dispaich 37] 437 6 33 0 5211 58 5.63] 5.2 3.58
PR-4-05-2100 | % Missed Appointment — Verizon — No Dispatch 0.1 ol 0.1 003 0 0.04 0 0.03 0 0
PR-4.08-2100 | 9% Missed Appt. — Customer — Late Order Conl. 0.03 0 0 0.04 5
PR-6 - Installation Quality
PR-6-01-2100 | % Installation Troubles reported within 30 Days 36{f 256 33 249 4 2.65] 3.3 222§ 3.1 245
PR-6-02-2100 | % Insiatlation Troubles reported within 7 Days 2 1.33 1.9 1.51] 26 1.5 2.1 1.51 5
PR-6-03-2100 | % Inst. Troubles reported w/ in 30 Days - 2.6 1.87) 2.8 292/ 31 207 27 1.32) 25 1,92
FOK/TOK/CPE
PR-8 - Open Orders in a Hold Status
PR-8-01-2100 |Open Orders in a Hold Status > 30 Days 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PR-8-02-2100 JOpen Orders in a Hold Status > 90 Days 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
POTS - Business
PR-2 - Average Completed Interval
PR-2-01-2110 | Average Interval Completed — Total No Dispatch 0.6 1.5H 06 153 0.7 1.26] 0.6 0.86 5
PR-2-03-2!10 | Average Interval Complcted — Dispalch (1-5 Lines) 4.1 4.34 38 4,16/ 3.7 4,57 3.6 3.95 5
POTS - Residence
PR-2 - Average Completed Interval
PR-2-01-2120 | Average Inierval Completed — Tolal No Dispatch 0.5 (13 0S5 1.291 0.5 1.27] 04 .22 5
PR-2-03-2120 Average Interval Completed — Dispatch {1-5 Lines) 4.1 4.18 38 417y 3.7 4.38) 3.5 4.3] 5
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Metric July August September October November

Number Metric Name VZ |CLEC | VZ [CLEC | VZ | CLEC | VZ | CLEC | VZ | CLEC | Notes
POTS & Complex Aggregate
PR-2 - Average Completed Interval
PR-2-18-2103 | Average Interval Completed — Disconnects 0.3 025 39} 2521 38 342 34 24 5
2-Wire Digital Services
PR-2 - Average Completed Interval
PR-2-01-234}t | Average Interval Completed — Total No Dispatch 1.3 2.05 1.5 247 1.8 1651 1.8 2.28 5
PR-2-02-2341 } Average Interval Completed — Total Dispatch 54 8§46 48 75 44 563% 45 643 2345
PR-4 - Missed Appointments
PR-4-02-2341 | Average Delay Days — Tolal 4.9|NA 4.7 8 74INA 6.3 3| 43 3.5 245
PR-4-03-2341 | % Missed Appointmenl — Cuslomer 9.8 O 11 3.45 1 3,33 8.8 1.69 10 0:1,2,34,5
PR-4-04-2341 | % Missed Appointment -- Verizon - Dispalch 7.9 0f 54 0 99 0] 7.1 526/ 55 10
PR-4-05-2341 | % Missed Appointment — Verizon — No Dispaich 0.8 0 04 0] 04 0 0 0 0 .69
PR-4-08-2341 | % Missed Appt. - Customer — Late Order Conl. 0 0 0 0 0
PR-6 - Installation Quality
PR-6-01-2341 |% Install. Troubles Reported within 30 Days (.8 |.48 ! 1.9 1.9 276] 14 20600 1.3 1.18
PR-6-03-2341 |% Install. Troubles Reporied w/in 30 Days - 22 099 24 1431 4.1 .66 37 3.09] 24 .59

FOK/TOK/CPE

PR-8 - Open Orders in a Hold Status
PR-8-01-2341 1Open Orders in a Hold Status > 30 Days 0 0 0 ¢ 0 0 0 0 0 ¢
PR-8-02-2341 [Open Orders in a Hold Status > 90 Days 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Special Services - Provisioning
PR-2 - Average Completed Interval
PR-2-01-2200 | Average Interval Completed — Total No Dispalch 14 9.25] 94 8.6 15 7.86 30 9.83 1,2,3,4,5
PR-2-02-2200 | Average Inlerval Completed ~ Total Dispatch 25 15.5 9 4.2 17/ 15.56 160 21.91 5
PR-2-06-2200 | Average Interval Completed — DS0 9.8 10.1 11 9.42 13 9.69 i6 9.77 5
PR-2-07-2200 { Average Interval Completed - DS| 33 24 27 21.5 22 17.8 17 29.3] 1,2,5
PR-2-08-2200 | Average Interval Complcted — DS3 72INA 26{NA 95|NA S3|NA
PR-2-18-2200 | Average Interval Completed — Disconnects O|NA 15| 6.15 11 6.5 10 6.65 5
PR-4 - Missed Appointments
PR-4-01-2200 | % Missed Appointment — Verizon - Tolal 16]  2.86 12 0
PR-4-01-2210 | % Missed Appoiniment ~ Verizon — DS0 0 0 25 0f 29 o il ] 35 5
PR-4-01-2211 | % Missed Appointmenl — Verizon — DS| 31 8.33 21 0 24 625 22 556 IS 0
PR-4-01-2213 | % Missed Appointiment — Verizon — DS3 S0|NA 67INA S0[NA 67|NA 37|NA
PR-4-01-2214 | % Missed Appoiniment — Verizon — Special Other 4.8 0 94 0] 54 0] 18 0 7.3 0]1.2,34,5
PR-4-02-2200 | Average Delay Days — Total 30 3 29INA 23 7] 20 146] 10 16] 1,345
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Metric July August September October November .
Number Metric Name VZ {CLEC| VZ {CLEC{ VZ { CLEC | VZ | CLEC [ VZ | CLEC | Notes
PR-4-03-2200 | % Missed Appointment — Customer 28 17.1 290 2221 221 ibalp 221 1538] 21 24.2/1,2,34.5
PR-4-08-2200 | % Missed Appt. — Customer — Due to Late Order 0 0 0 0 303
Conf.
PR-6- Installation Quality
PiR-6-01-2200 | % Installation Troubles reported within 30 Days 2.5 2.65 1.7 374 2.1 495 2.3 7690 1.8 4.0l
PR-6-03-2200 | % Inst. Troubles reported w/ in 30 Days - i.6 .32 1.3 (.86 I 0 l 53] 19 2.19
FOK/TOK/CPE
PR-8 - Open Orders in a Hold Status
PR-8-01-2200 |Open Orders in a Hold Stalus > 30 Days 13] 286 83] 278] 46 278 14 ol 03 0
PR-8-02-2200 |Open Orders in a Hoid Status > 90 Days 69] 286] 49 278 28 278 0.9 0] 0.2 0
POTS - Maintenance
MR-2 - Trouble Report Rate
MR-2-02-2 110} Neiwork Trouble Report Rate ~ Loop. 1.4 0.49 14 048t 1.1 0.39 | 0370 0.8 0.34
MR-2-03-2100} Network Trouhle Report Rate — Central Office Q0.1 0.05f 0.1 0.06] 0.1 0.05] 0.1 0.06] 0.1 0.05
MR-2-04-2100] % Subsequent Reports 20f  9.55 200 9.08 18 4.92 17 5960 15 8.72
MR-2-05-2100} % CPE/TOK/FOK Trouble Report Rate 1.1 044 1.2 043] 09 0.36] 08 0.321 0.7 0.29
MR-3 - Missed Repair Appointments
MR-3-01-2110{ % Missed Repair Appointment — Loop Bus. 15 9.35 I3 792 12 5.87 13 7.14] 9.6 9.83
MR-3-01-2120] % Missed Repair Appointmen{ — Loop Res. 12 7 0] 6.14] 9.1 4.11f 8.2 34 8.3 4.78
MR-3-02-2110} % Missed Repair Appoiniment — Central Office Bus. 2] 945 12 476f 12} 1313 14 11.57 i5 i3
MR-3-02-2§20{ % Missed Repair Appointment — Central Office Res. | 8.1 0 59 371 6.5 323 85 3.33] 8.7 1.1
MR-3-03-2100{% CPE/TOK/FOK - Missed Appointment 7] 6.73] 591 5.84] 509 6.79] 57| 1053 59 7.31
MR-3-04-2100{% Missed Repair Appointment - No Double Dispatch |  8.3] 4.0l 69] 2.61] 535 3.11] 49 332 5
MR-3-05-2100% Missed Repair Appointment - Double Dispatch 43 39.2 43] 36.1 431 30.09] 41 3097 5
MR-4 - Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-01-2100] Mean Time To Repair — Total 24 15.3 23 16.1 21 13.91 199 13.22 17 13
MR-4-02-21 10{ Mean Time To Repair — Loop Trouble - Bus. 15 13.7 4 14.2 14{ 13.07 14 12.48 iz 12.9
MR-4-02-2120] Mean Time To Repair — Loop Trouble - Res. 27 219 26)  239) 23] 17.63; 21 5.8 19 15.4
MR-4-03-2110{ Mcan Time To Repair — Central Office Trouble - 9.8 10.8f 9.6/ 894 11 9.74 10y 1091 9.2 9.6
Bus.
MR-4-03-2120| Mean Time To Repair — Central Office Trouble - 13 597 11 12.6 12{ 11.28 13 1648 H 0.44
Res.
IMR-4-04-2100] % Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours 60 82.1 6l 80.3 70 85.1 74 87.32 78 87.3
MR-4-06-2100| % Out of Service > 4 Hours B6{ 743 85{ 72.9| 82 7i.83[ 80| 70451 77 68.8
MR-4-07-2100{ % Out of Service > 12 Hours 671 471 65| 48.2] oI 46.05] 58] 42.73] 56 41.3
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Metric July August " September October November -

Number Metric Name VZ jCLEC | VZ |CLEC | VZ | CLEC | VZ | CLEC | VZ | CLEC | Notes
MR-4-08-2110| % Out of Service > 24 Hours - Bus. 16 134 16 14 16] 12.67 14 1053 10 10.8
MR-4-08-2120} % Out of Service > 24 Hours - Res. 441 319 42 37.8] 331 21.54] 28] 1748} 24 17
MR-5 - Repeat Trouble Reports
MR-5-01-2100} % Repeat Reporls within 30 Days 21 16.8 21 17.5] 200 17.84 191  14.25 17 18
2-Wire Digital Services - Maintenance
MR-2 - Trouble Report Rate
MR-2-02-2341] Network Trouble Report Raic — Loop 03] 025 03] 025 03 0.58; 0.3 048] 0.2 0.53
MR-2-03-234 { | Network Trouble Report Rate — Central Office (1 01 ol 014 02 0.07] 0.1 0.1 02 0.23
MR-2-04-2341 | % Subsequent Reports 26| 9.09 23 833] 27| 18.18] 28 200 31 0
MR-2-05-234 || % CPE/TOK/FOK Trouble Report Rale ] 1.46 | 0.75 0.9 .26 i .99 038 0.94
MR-3 - Missed Repair Appointments
MR-3-01-234 1| % Missed Repair Appointment — Loop 40 714 43] 286 36 37.5| 42] 23.08] 48 214] 1,2
MR-3-02-2341| % Missed Repair Appointment - Central Oifice 241 333 41 500 35 0] 45| 3333 23 33.3[1,2,345
MR-3-03-2341 [% CPE/TOK/FOK - Misscd Appoinlment 25 14.6 23] 3331 221 31.43] 271 48.15 17 2
MR-3-04-2341 1% Missed Repair Appointment - No Double Dispatch 241 571 26 25| 22 200 22 25 1,24,5
MR-3-005-234 1 |% Missed Repair Appointment - Double Dispatch 61 100 75 50| 67 500 69 40 1,2,34.5
MR-4 - Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-031-234 1| Mcan Time To Repair - Tolal 331 30.2 33 22 271 30,05 35] 1796/ 25 356
MR-4-02-2341| Mean Time To Repair — Loop Trouble 38 3 34 227 291 32751 36 19.21 30 25.5 1,2
MR-4-03-2341|{ Mean Time To Repair — Central Office Trouble 22 28 28) 209 23 845 34| 1254} 18 59.2{1,2,34,5
MR-4-04-234 1| % Clcared (all troubles) within 24 Hours 60 40 58 727 66] 61.11 58 751 68 65
MR-4-07-234 1] % Out of Service > {2 Hours 54 100 57 100] 41 701 46 40) 46 66.7] 1,2,5
MR-4-08-2341| % Out of Service > 24 Hours 38| 333 33 0 27 401 28 ] 21 66.7) 1,2,5
MR-5 - Repeat Trouble Reports
MR-5-01-2341] % Repeat Reports within 30 Days 24 10 22 0 18 3333t 14 250 20 3
Special Services - Maintenance
MR-2 - Trouble Report Rate
MR-2-01-2200) Network Trouble Report Rale 03 026 03] 024 02 0.19] 02 0.2] 0.2 .16
MR-2-05-2200| % CPE/TOK/FOK Trouble Report Rale 041 037( 04 032] 0.3 (.23 0.3 0.331 03 0.23
MR-4 - Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-001-2200| Mean Time To Repair — Total 8.2 8.05] 7.1 6.64] 6.9 7.87] T8 7.01 5
MR-4-04-2200] % Cleared (all troubies) within 24 Hours 95 96.9 97 97.8 98 98.67 97 974 5
MR-4-06-2200| % Out of Service > 4 Hours 67 76.7 63 04.7 61 73.77 591 7541 5
MR-4-08-22001 % Out of Service > 24 Hours 440 3490 271 235 2.} 1.64 2.5 0 5
MR-5 - Repeat Trouble Reports
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Metric July August September October November .

Number Metric Name VZ [CLEC | VZ |CLEC ) VZ | CLEC | VZ | CLEC | VZ | CLEC | Notes
MR-5-01-2200] % Repeat Reports within 30 Days 23] 271 19 17.6] 18] 14.67 17] 1948 18 22.6
UNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENTS (UNEs)
UNE Ordering
Platform
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness
OR-1-02-3143 | % On Time LSRC — Flow Through 99.3 98.9 99.64 99.94 97.4
OR-1-04-3143 { % On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check 96.4 97.5 92.66 96.96 98
OR-1-06-3143 | % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check 95.7 99.1 96.15 100 99.4
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness
OR-2-02-3143 | % On Time LSR Reject — Flow Through 99.7 099.6 09.14 93.93 993
OR-2-04-3143 | % On Time LSR/ASR Reject No Facility Check 98.8 08.3 95.34 98.44 99.8
OR-2-06-3143 | % On Time LSR/ASR Reject Factlity Check 100 100 100 100 o] 1,23
OR-6 - Order Accuracy
OR-6-01-3143 [ % Accuracy - Orders 90.2 943 97.64 934 90.3
OR-6-02-3143 | % Accuracy — Opportunilics 98.1 99.4 09.75 98.97 5
OR-6-03-3143 | % Accuracy — LSRC 98.3 99.3 9942 U8.62 0
OR-7 - Ocrder Completeness
OR-7-01-3143 1% Order Confirmation/Rejects sent within 3 Business 99.9 99.9 99.86 99.89 999

Days
Loop/Pre-qualified Complex/LNP
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness
OR-1-02-3331 [ % On Time LSRC - Flow Through 99.4 99.2 99.06 99.76 99.7
OR-1-04-3331 | % On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check 938 93.6 94.19 98.88 99.3
OR-1-06-3331 | % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check 99.3 97.2 93.1 99 99.2
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness
OR-2-02-3331 { % On Time LSR Reject — Flow Through 99.4 994 99.88 59.95 99.8
OR-2-04-3331 | % On Time LSR/ASR Reject No Facility Check 92 927 91.98 98.72 99.6
OR-2-06-3331 | % On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check 100 100 96.15 100 100
OR-6 - Order Accuracy
OR-6-01-3332 | % Accuracy - Orders 939 98.4 08.56 98.27 5
OR-6-02-3332 | % Accuracy — Opportunities 98.8 99.8 99.79 99.63 5
OR-6-03-3332 1 % Accuracy — LSRC 94,3 09.8 99.74 99.54 5
OR-7 - Order Completeness
OR-7-01-3331 |% Order Confirmation/Rejects sent within 3 Business 69.8 99.2 99.8 99 82 99.8
Days
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Metric
Number

Meltric Name

July

August -

September

October

November

VZ

CLEC

vz

CLEC

VZ

CLEC

VZ

CLEC

VZ | CLEC

Notes

2 Wire Digital Services

OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness - Requiring Loop
Qualification

OR-1-04-3341 | % On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check

59

99.1

98.72

98.7

99.4

OR-1-06-3341 | % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

OR-2 - Reject Timeliness - Requiring Loop Qualification

OR-2-04-3341§ % On Time LSR/ASR Reject No Facility Check

100

98.3

100

59

100

OR-2-06-3341 | % On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

2 Wire xDSL Loops

OR-! - Order Confirmation Timeliness - Requiring Loop Qualification

OR-1-04-3342 | % On Time LSRC/ASRC- No Facility Check

99.3

98.5

98.9

98.05

99

OR-1-06-3342 | % On Time LSRC/ASRC - Facility Check

NA

NA

NA

100

NA

4,5

OR-2 - Reject Timeliness - Requiring Loop Qualification

OR-2-04-3342 | % On Time LSR/ASR Reject- No Facility Check

i00

99.2

100

100

100

OR-2-06-3342 | % On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

2 Wire xDSL Line Sharing

OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness - Requiring Loop Qualification

OR-1-04-3343 | % On Time LSRC/ASRC- No Facility Check

NA

80

100

95.12

2,35

OR-1-06-3343 | % On Time LSRC/ASRC - Facility Check

NA

NA

NA

NA

OR-2 - Reject Timeliness - Requiring Loop Qualification

OR-2-04-3343 | % On Time LSR/ASR Reject- No Facility Check

NA

100

100

100

2,34,5

OR-2-06-3343 | % On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check

NA

NA

NA

NA

POTS / Special Services - Aggregate

OR-3 . Percent Rejects

OR-3-01-3000 [ % Rejects (ASRs + LSRs)

249

28.6

27.72

23.24

19.9

OR-4 - Timeliness of Completion Notification

0OR-4-02-3000 | Completion Notice (BCN) — % On Time

99.3

98.9

99.2

98.65

OR-4-05-3000 | Work Completion Notice (PCN)— % On Time

1600

100

99.99

100

C-13
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Metric July Angust September October November .
Number Metric Name VZ JCLEC| VZ |CLECj VZ | CLEC | VZ | CLEC | VZ | CLEC | Notsas

OR-5 - Percent Flow-Through
OR-5-01-3000 | % Flow Through - Total (ASRs + L.SRs) 57 553 59.19 73.51 72,9
OR-5-03-3000) % Flow Through Achieved 94.6 95.7 97.1 06.87 97.5
Special Services - Electronically Submitted
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness (ASRs + LSRs)
OR-1-04-3210 { % On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check  DSO NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-04-3211 | % On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check  DS1 NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-04-3213 | % On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check DS3 NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-04-3214 | % On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check (Non 99,2 96.9 98.92 96.13 98.8

DS0, DS{, & DS3)
OR-1-06-3210 | % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check D50 NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-06-3211 | % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check DS| 85.6 824 74.05 86.88 91.2
OR-1-06-3213 | % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check DS3 50 100 100 42.86 8331 1,233
OR-1-06-3214 | % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check (Non DSO, 100 100 100 96.34 98.2 3

D51 & DS3)
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness (ASRs + LSRs)
OR-2-04-3200 | % On Time LSR/ASR Reject No Facility Check 95.5 98.5 100 100 100
OR-2-06-3200 | % On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check 86.3 85.2 92.16 95.21 96.5
Special Services - FAX/MAIL Submitted
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness
OR-1-08-3210{ % On Time ASRC No Facility Check DS0 NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-08-32i1 | % On Time ASRC No Facility Check DS| NA NA NA NA
OR-1-08-3213 ] % On Time ASRC No Facility Check_DS83 NA NA NA NA
OR-1-08-3214 | % On Time ASRC No Facility Check (Non DS0, NA NA NA NA

DSI & D33)
OR-1-10-3210 ! % On Time ASRC Facility Check DS0 NA NA NA NA
OR-1-10-3211 | % On Time ASRC Facility Check DS 0 NA NA 100 NA 14,5
OR-1-10-3213 } % On Time ASRC Facility Check DS3 100 NA NA NA NA ]
OR-1-10-3214 | % On Time ASRC Facility Check (Non DS0, DST & NA NA NA NA NA

DS3)
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness
OR-2-08-3200 | % On Time ASR Reject No Facifity Check NA NA NA NA NA
OR-2-10-3200 | % On Time ASR Reject Facility Check NA NA NA NA NA
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