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1133·21st Street, NW.
Washington, DC 20036·3351
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April 17, 2002

WRITTEN EX PARTE

Ms Marlene R. Dortch
Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
The Portals
445 12th Street, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: CC Docket No. 02-35

Dear Ms Dortch:

BELLSOUTH

Kathleen B. Levitz
Vice President-Federal Regulatory

2024634113
Fax 202 463 4198

This letter contains responses to specific information requests from the Wireline
Competition Bureau staff reviewing BellSouth's pending 271 Application for
Georgia and Louisiana.

Analysis of % Provisioning Digital Loop Troubles within 30 Days

The staff asked BellSouth to provide an analysis of performance associated with
the submetric "%provisioning troubles within 30 days" for Digital Loop reported in
the Georgia and Louisiana December 2001 , and January and February 2002
MSS at line B.2.19.19.1.1. The following table presents a complete breakdown
of the results for December 2001 through February 2002 including the number of
CLECs with orders completing in the month and the number of reports that were
closed as not SST reports.



State Month CLEC Reports I # of CLECs with Reports not
Completions (%) Completions Attributable to

BST
Ga Dec 16 I 190 (8.42%) 16 CLECs 7 Reports

oReports (10 CLECs) 5 TOKJFOK
1 Report (2 CLECs) 1 Information
2 Reports (1 CLEC) 1 CLEC issue
3 Reports (2 CLECs)
6 Reports (l CLEC) % w/o Reports

9/190 (4.7%)
Jan 7 1125 (5.60%) 15 CLECs oReports

oReports (9 CLECs)
1 Report (5 CLECs)
2 Reports (1 CLEC)

Feb 14 1177 (7.91%) 16 CLECs 4 Reports
oReports (lO CLECs) 2 TOKJFOK
1 Report (2 CLECs) 2 Information
2 Reports (l CLEC)
3 Reports (2 CLECs) % w/o Reports
4 Reports (1 CLEC) lO/l77 (5.65%)

Ga Total 37/492 (7.52%) 46CLECs 11 Reports
oReports (29 CLECs) 7 TOKJFOK
1 Report (9 CLECs) 3 Information
2 Reports (3 CLECs) 1 CLEC issue
3 Reports (4 CLECs)
4 Reports (1 CLEC) % w/o Reports
6 Reports (l CLEC) 26/492 (5.28%)

La Dec 12 1151 (7.95%) 11 CLECs oReports
oReports (5 CLECs)
1 Report (2 CLECs)
2 Reports (2 CLECs)
3 Reports (2 CLECs)

Jan 9 1149 (6.04%) 10CLECs 2 Rca>0rts
oreports (4 CLECs) 2 TOKJFOK
1 Report (3 CLECs)
2 Reports (3 CLECs) % w/o Reports

7/149 (4.70%)
Feb 9 1177 (5.08%) 12 CLECs 2 Reports

oReports (8 CLECs) 2 TOKJFOK
1 Report (2 CLECs)
3 Reports (1 CLEC) % w/o Reports
4 Reports (1 CLEC) 7/177 (3.95%)

La Total 30 I 477 (6.29%) 33 CLECs 4 Reports
oReports (17 CLECs) 4 TOKJFOK
1 Report (7 CLECs)
2 Reports (5 CLECs) % w/o Reports
3 Reports (3 CLECs) 26/477 (5.45%)
4 Reports (l CLEC)

As shown in the above table, the majority of the CLECs in both Georgia and
Louisiana received excellent performance for this measure during December
2001 through February 2002. Even though this measure did not meet the retail
analogue comparison, the CLEes received approximately 95% actual trouble



free installations during the period. (The 95% is based on removing the
TOKIFOK, Information and CLEC caused reports from the calculations.)

The review of the CLEC trouble reports indicates the majority of the reports for
which a trouble was found are attributable to facility issues in Louisiana. As
stated in the Varn~r Supplemental Reply Affidavit filed on March 28, 2002,
BellSouth in Louisiana has implemented specific action plans to bring the Digital
Loops >= DS1 into parity with their retail analogues. First, the Louisiana Service
Advocacy Centers (SACs) have heightened the readiness to resolve any and all
service order jeopardies. This will ensure that each service order is promptly
handled upon receipt and can meet the current service order due date with time
to adequately test and turn up the new digital loop. When a jeopardy is issued,
some of the time that would otherwise be allocated for testing and turn up of the
circuit may be lost in trying to resolve the jeopardy. The tradeoff to meet the
customer due date may increase the potential for error. Each district Outside
Plant Engineering (OSPE) /SAC work group has been aligned with the Work
Management Center (WMC) on assigning/completing specific "defective pair
recovery" routines to improve overall facility readiness. This alignment provides
a direct relationship between the group assigning the work (WMC) and the group
making sure the facilities are ready (SAC). In addition, Bellsouth is providing a
"maintenance spare" DS1 circuit (where possible) in service areas with known
defective pairs. Finally, "Fix it" crews, dedicated to performing defective pair
recovery, are currently addressing digital loops in the state of Louisiana. This
effort will reduce the possible need to assign digital loops with marginal
transmission capabilities to meet digital loop requests.

In Georgia, the CLEC troubles are approximately half central office problems and
half facility. A detailed analysis has identified no systemic issues for the 26
actual troubles (Le., not TOKIFOK) reported over the three-month period.
BellSouth in Georgia has instituted an action plan requiring the appropriate
Network supervisor to review all provisioning trouble reports to determine the
report's cause and the necessary action to keep it from recurring. This plan will
be reviewed and additional steps taken, if necessary to bring this measure for
Digital Loops >= DS1 into parity with the retail analogue.

For % Provisioning Troubles within 30 days, the retail analogue for UNE Digital
Loops >= DS1 is Retail Digital Loops >= DS1. There are a very small number of
troubles currently being reported for the retail analogue in this sub-metric.



PONS Analysis

In an ex parte presentation on March 25, 2002, Network Telephone asserted that
certain Network Telephone Purchase Order Numbers (PONs) were not found in
BellSouth's Performance Measurement Analysis Platform (PMAP) raw data files
for December 2001 and January 2002. Attached is a written response to these
allegations that BellSouth served directly on Network Telephone on April 16,
2002. At the request of the Staff, BellSouth is including this information in the
record of this proceeding. As the response explains, three PONS identified by
Network Telephone were not reflected in the raw data files for OCI and TSOCT
because of a minor SOCS feed issue that will be corrected with May data. The
fact that this is a rare occurrence, as stated in BellSouth's response, is confirmed
by our analysis of data for all CLECs and BellSouth retail regionwide for the
months of January and February 2002. That analysis revealed that less than
0.5% of all CLEC orders and less than 0.1 % of BellSouth retail orders are
affected.

Volume of UNE 05-0 and High Capacity Digital Loops in GA and LA

The staff requested that BellSouth provide the number of DSO and DS1 and
higher digital loops that it was providing as UNEs in Georgia and in Louisiana.

The table appearing below contains the requested information as of February
2002.

Product description
UNE Digital Loops < DS1
UNE Digital Loops >= DS1

GA LA
8834 3500
3145 3154

In accordance with Section 1.1206, I am filing two copies of this notice and the
accompanying attachments and request that you please place them in the record
of the proceeding identified above.

Sincerely, 1

*-C~ p,~
Kathleen B. Levitz

Attachments
cc: Renee Crittenden

Ian Dillner
Aaron Goldberger
Daniel Shiman
Dennis Johnson
Susan Pie
James Davis-Smith
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BeUSouth TelemrnmunicatiflUs, fue.
lJXercoooectioo Services OperatiOM
67~ West Peachtree Street, N.E.
Suite 3F42
Atlanta, GA 30375

April 16, 2002

Mr. Kyle Kopytchalc
Network Telephone
81 S South Palafox Street
Pensacola, FL 32501

Dear Mr. Kopytchak:

@8ELLSOUTH

Philip W. Porter
MaJlaF
404-927-2182
PhiIIip.Poner@bellsoutJl.com

This is in response to YOm' e-mail of March 26. 2002. regarding aJlegations that certain
Network Telephone Purchase Order Numbers (PONs) were not found in BellSoutb's
PerfonnaL1Ce Measurement Analysis Platform (PMAP) mw data files for December 2001
and January 2002. I have listed e.ach category as shown in the Excel spreadsheet attached
to your e-mail with a COlTesponding BellSouth response:

1) Network TeleRbooc ca~on - Deqmher Lotal ExchsDi.e Navigation
System (LENS) with DO raw dat!ll PONs not in Firm Order Confirmation
(FOe), Order Completiml Interval (OCI). Total Service Order Cycle Time
(TSOCT) or % Reject raw dtta files .for December 2001.

IkJIiggth~ PONs are in the FOe. OCI and TSOCT raw data files for
December 2001. These PONs also appt'-M in the raw data file for the denominator
of % Rejects. PONs would DOt appear in the raw data file for the numerator of %
Rejects because a POe was rerumed.

2) :teNor' Tmhoae Ca." - December LENS and FOe: PONs completed
in LENS and within the FOe PMAP raw~ however. not in OCI. TSocr
and/or % Rejects for December 2001.

BttScuth ResDOpIeLOf tbe list of 236 PONs provided by Network Telephone.
172 of the PONs were duplicate PON numbers. The remaining 64 PONs were the
only December PONs that could prodoce a service order that would be
previsioned. All 64 of these PONs were included in the December 2001 Percent
Rejected Service Requests raw data file fot tbe denominator. Fifty·nine of these
PONs are not in either the 00 or TSOCT raw data files be.cause they are either
Disconnect (D) or Deny Service (Y) type LSRs. which are properly excluded
from t,J;e OCT and TSOCT rt.teasures in ?ccordaocc with the SQM. 'The relnaining
j PONs were cOf.LI)leted in J.muii.Iy and apJ:~~r in the January raw data fil~ for
0Cl and TSOCT.



Mr. Kyle Kopytch.k
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3) Network Telephone CategorY - J'auaa LENS oqIy; PONs not in any raw dala
files for January 2002.

1!IJISoa*" ' ..... The PONs listed in me spreadsheet arc in the FOC, Reject
denominator, 0Cl and TSOCT raw data files for January 2002.

' ..
4) NetworI.lJ:'" Oatwry -lMpa Lei .~PONS in PMAP

FOC raw data aDd not in OCI. TSOCT or Ci Reject raw dara. This list of PONs
was also included in the ex parte filing made by Network Telephone on March 26,
2002, with the Federal Communications Commission.

BeMSoutb~; Of the list ofSO PONs provided by Network Telephone, 27
of the PONs were duplicate PON numbers. The remaining 23 were tbe only
PONs that could produce a servke order that would be provisioned. All 23 of
these PONs were included in the January 2002 Percent Rejected Service Requests
raw data file for the denominator. Twenty of these PONs are not in either the
OCI or TSOCf raw data files because they are either Disconnect (D) or
RecordIAdministrltivc (R) type LSRs, which 1ft properly excluded from the OCI
and TSOCT IIlCUUI'eS in accordaDcc with the 8QM. BellSouth's investigation of
the rcmainiDa three PONs detenniacd that they were not in the oct or TSOCT
raw data files becau. these ordeIs did not appear in the sacs feed used to
calculate those measures. In certaiD rue siNatioDl on both BeUSouth retail and
CLE.C orc:lcrs, sacs may generate duplicate service order numbers in the same
moDlb. WbeD tbis rare situation occurs, only the most recent service order
appears in the meamrement feed. 1bis does DOt affect the provisionina ofCLBC
or BcUSouth orders. 'Ibis minor issue sbould be resolved with May 2002 data.

Ifyou have additional quesdons reprctiag this matter, please contact the CLEC Interface
Oroup. Otherw~ I will coasider dUs IJIIlia. c1olIcd.

Siucerely,

~ ,/-. ~.:;k,
PhiHpPorter
Manager
Cl..EC Interface Group



Certificate of Service

I hereby certify that I have served by first class mail, postage pre-paid, on April
17, 2002, a copy of the foregoing written ex parte upon all the parties to CC
Docket No. 01-277 and CC Docket No. 02-35


