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(B) 

kevada Bell's performance data indicate that the Company provisions xDSL 

loops to CLECs i n  a nondiscriminatory manner. Between April and June, 2001, the average 

completion i n t end  for both conditioned and unconditioned xDSL capable loops was 6.08. 5.67. 

and 5.30 days, respectively."(' In J u l y  and August, 2001, Nevada Bell began reporting 

completion intemals for conditioned and unconditioned xDSL capable loops separatcly; in July 

and August, the completion interval for conditioned loops was less than 6 days, wliile the 

inler\al for unconditioned loops in August was 5 days."' Furthermore, during the lhree-month 

period betwecn .lune and August. 2001, Ncvada Bell did not miss a single xDSL due date."" 

Nevada Bel l 's  average completion interval and percentage of "due dates missed" data provide 

substantial evidence that an efficient CLEC has a meaningful opportunity to compete."" Pacific 

Bell's performancc results confirni that the Regional OSS, available to both Nevada and 

California CLECs, provides competing carriers w i t h  nondiscriminatory access to xDSL loops.hs" 

The Commny pro%ions xDSL capable loops in a timely manner 

325.  

See Cvhibii 141. Johnson Supolemcnial Reburlal. GSJ Attachment K, PM 7, Submeasure 704900. During I.' 

thai samc period, AS1 did not order a n y  xDSL loops. u. Exhibit 144 a t  40. Accordingly, Nemda Bell did not 
i rport  a pai i t )  srandard against \ ~ l i i c h  the Commission could judge its performance. 

See Exhibit 144, Johnson Supplrmenral Reb i lM .  CSJ Altachnicnt K, PM 7. Subnicasures 704901 8i 

See Exhibit 144. Johnson Supolemental Reburial a1 40. In April, Nevada Bell missed I .72 percent o[ 58 
due dat rs  and in M a y  the Company missed 3 . 8 5  perccnr o f 2 5  due dares. & Exhibit 144, Johnson Supplenicnml 
M. GSJ Artachnieiir K, PM I I .  Suhmeasure 110.1900. 

in t cna l  performance sliowcd nondiscriniinalory rreatnicill uhcr r  intendl ranged from 0.7 to 9.1 days). In contrast 
to \:erixm. Nessda Bell's other provisioniiig perfmmancc merric data ~ perceiiiage completed within the standard 
iiiielv a1 furiher indicarc that thc Company provisions xDSL capable loops in a ti inely manner. Compare Exhibit 
144. Johiimn Supplemental Rebuttal, GSJ A~rachmen~  K. PM 8, Submcasures 802700, 802701 & 802704 
(iiidicJLiiig t l i a t  Sevada Bell consisicntly provisioiis more t l ia i i  95 percent of both conditioned and iincondirioiied 
vDSI> hops  within thc slandard in tcna l )  .\lrh k r i m n  Massachusetts Order31 141 n .  440 (notmg i l l a t  compciing 
carrlcrh contoied \ 'c iwon 's  c l a i m  01Cl iecLl lst  compliance by poiii l ing to "ye1 aiicxlier iiieasurc of on-limcr 
performance. !he perccnrage o i  xDSIL loops coniplcied i v i l l i in  thc slandard ii iterial of 6 days," where Verizon's 
pet lbrnidiicc iaiigrd trom 62.1 io 72.9 prrcerit ol'sDSL ordcrs within the StafldXd inlzrval). 

Johnson Supplemental Kchutial a i  40. Pacific Uell's provision dara ~ Le.. average completion and missed due date 
dala --provide additional e\'idencc !hat the Rei.ionsl OSS prowsions xDSL capable loop orders in a 
nondlscriminarory nianncr. Between June and August 2001. Pacific Bel l 's average completion inicrval for both 
conditioned and uncondilioned loops avcragcd le% rhan 7 days. 
one percenr or less ofconimittcd dur dates. 

Pac i l i c  Be l l ' s  provisioning o f  xDSL capable loops 1s more than ratlsiacrory). 

llii 

704oo2). 
b i i  - 

See. ?.e . ,  \'erizon M a s s a c l i u s e r t t  I39 n. 434 (concludiny that Veriron's a\eragc completion 6" 

As of August 2001. Pacific Bell had more ihan 120.000 xDSL. capable loops in serwce Exhibit 144. 

During ihai  same period, Pacific missed just 

Calilbrnia Order a t  153 n.  213 B 154 (revie\viiig resul ls  offive performance rnefrics and concludiilg r l ia t  050 
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326. Nevada Bell's performance data likewise demonstrates that the Company 

provisions IDSL and lSDN UNE loops in a nondiscriminatory manner."" Nevada Bell's 

provisioning results for ISDN and IDSL capable loops "are excellent for months having data, 

except in July, where one IDSL loop order was delayed seven days for a lack of facilities.""5K 

The California PUC's conclusion that Pacific Bell satisfies the requirements of Cliccklist Itcm 3 

further supports a finding by this Commission that Nevada Bell's Regional OSS affords CLECs 

nondiscrimi natory access to unbundled loops."" 

((') Quality 

Nevada Bell's performance data show that the Company provides xDSL, TDSL 327. 

and ISDN capable loops lo CLECS at a level o r  installation quality that meets the requirements 

orChccklist Item 4. In making this determination, the FCC will focus upon Nevada Bell's PM 

I6 (Troubles in Thirty Days from Completion) results including xDSL and ISDN loops as 

"indicative ofthe quality ofnetwork components supplied by [Nevada  bell]."""^ 

328. Belwecn June and August, 2001, Nevada Bell's data reflect that just six trouble 

tickcts were reponed for the I74 xDSL capable loop orders complcted.""' While "retail" data is 

not available because AS1 has not ordered stand-alone xDSL capable loops, the data reflect that 

tlie xDSL capable loops provisioned by Nevada Bell are of high quality. The data demonstrate 

conipliance with this aspect of the competitive checklist."" Moreover, between June and 

A u y s l ,  2001. Nevada Bell did no1 receive a single trouble report within 30 days on any of the 

IDS1 and ISDN provisioning data (completed inrerval and pcimentagr of due  dates misscdj arc compared 10 

pro\  isioning dara I'oi~ ISDN services provided to Nebada Bell's retail cusloniers. 
Sec Exhibit 144. Johnson Suoplemental Reburial at 1 I .  More specifically, !he average completed interval 

for ISDN and IDSL capable orders consistently was shorter for CLECs than for Nevada Bell's retail operations. Srr 
Exhihii 1-14. Johnion Siipplemcntal Rchuiral, GSJ Ariacliiiiclit K. Phl  7. Submeasures,  704800, 704801 & 704904. 
Nevada Bell also nussed fewer CLEC due  dares. Id, Exhibil 144, PM I I .  Submeasures PM l104R00. I104801 & 
110J904. 

i, 5 i 
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California Orderat 131-58. 
SCC. c.c.. SBC Texas  Ordcr 1, 299. 
- Sec Exhibit 131, Joluison Suclplenienral Rchuiral at 40-41 
Cumcare  Exhihit 144. Johnson Supplemcntal Rehuital. GSJ Artachrnent K, PM 16, Submeasure 1602800 

(Icp(1rti i i~ zcrn pcrccnt rrnublc u i th in  30 days  of  v D S l ~  ne!\ ordcrs i l l  J une  and July  and 7.59 percent in .4ugustj  
b i l l 1  Vcrizon hlassachuscrts Ordcr ai 146 ("During the period of September through November 2000 competitivc 
LECs experienced installation quality troubles at a rare o f7 .0  percent compared to 2 . 3  percent lor Verizon retall.") 
(foi,tnotc omitted).  
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ISDN lines proL'ided to CLECS.""' These results demonstrate that Nevada Bell provides xDSL 

and ISDN-capable loops to CLECs in  a nondiscriminatory maiiner, fully satisfying the 

requirements of Checklist Item 4. 

(D)  
CLECs in compliance with the requirements of Checklist Item 4 

Nevada Bell maintains and repairs xDSL and ISDN-capable loops for 

329. The FCC also considers whether a 271 applicant maintains and repairs xDSL- 

capable loops for CLECs in a manner sufficient to mcer the requirements of Checklist Item 4.""' 

T\vo performance rnetrics infomi the FCC's decision on this aspect o f  checklist compliance: the 

mean time to repair and repeat trouble metrics.""' 

330. The quantitative data establishes that Nevada Bell maintains and repairs xDSL, 

IDSL and ISDN loops in a timely nianner and at an acccptable level of quality. While "parity" 

data is not available, Nevada Bell has consistently resolved CLEC troubles in a timely fashion. 

Thc ai'erage time to restore service on xDSL U N E  loops was just under three hours i n  June, 

2001, and 29 hours in August, 2001, with an average ofabout 16 hours for the three-month 

pcriod.6"6 "Pacific Bell's performance was similar, with an average time to restore sewice of 16 

liours for the same time period.''f'f'7 Rcpeat trouble rates also demonstrate compliancc with 

Chccklist Item 4, with CLEC's reporting repeat troubles on 14.29, 21.43 and 15.38 percent of 

xDSL-capable lines in June, July, and August of 2001 respectively."'1x The CPUC's finding that 

& Eshibir 144, Johnson Suuplenieiilal Rebitrial. GSI Arraclinient K .  PM 16. Submeasu iw 1602700 & 1.1,' 

i m m i  
S m .  SBC Texas Order1 303. 
See SBC Texaa Ordm 11 304 (evaluating tiniellnecr and quality of maintenance and repall funerions by 

(I,,, 

(,(,I 

rcftrencing mcan t ime to repair and repcat rrouble rilles); gcal.0 Vc r imn  Massachusetts Orderl , '  149 ("In analyzing 
L ' c i i r o ~ ~ ' ~  maintenance and repair lunclions w e  coiitiiiuc to rely priniarl ly upon die iiiran ttme to repair and repeat 
rroublr rate mrssiires identified In the Bell Atlantic aiid SBC Texas Orders."). 

SCr Exhibit 144. a i  Supnlemcnral Rebuttal a i  4.3. 1ma 7-8. I t  is also Important 10 note that C L E O  
rcportrd irouble on less than three pcrcrnt of rhe YUSL LIKE loopi in servicc hctween June and August 2001 
Exhhtt  144. Johnson Supdenlenral Reburlaj at 41-43. CLEC's o p c r m n g  i n  Pacific's territory reported rrouble on 
dl i  csen smaller p c r c r n l q e  (one) o f h D S L  lines during lha t  same pcriod. Exhihit 144. Johnson Supnlemental 
Rebuttal at 43. lines 2-4. 
7 

t , l i < ~  

Exliihir 1-14, Johnson Supplemental Rebuttal at 45,  lines 8.9. 
Comuare Eshihi t  144. Johnson Suupleinenial Rebutral at 43, lines 12-14 ?\'llh Veriron Massachusetts Order / h #  

1 I 5 3  (iloting thal  CLPCs experienced an average repcat trouble rate orabout I6  percent berween September and 
Decrnibrr 2000). 
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the Regional OSS’ overall “provisioning of xDSL is more than sat i~factory,”~~’  further supports 

the conclusion that Nevada Bell maintains and repairs xDSL capable loops in a 

nondiscriminatory fasliion 

331. Nevada Bcll’s maintenance and repair results for ISDN UNE loops have been 

exccllcnt. CLECs reported trouble on less than 2 percent of the alniost 200 ISDN capable UNE 

loops in  seniicc in  lune, 2001 .(”” I n  J u l y  and August, CLECs did not submit any trouble tickets 

for this type of loop. More important, the average time to restore service on ISDN capable UNE 

loops provided lo CLEC customers was 12.7 hours, which w a s  far shorter than the 30.45-hour 

inlcrval provided to Nevada Bell’s retail customers.”’ Finally, when CLECs experience trouble 

on 1SDN-capable lines they generally do not experience additional troubles after a visit from a 

Nevada Bell service technician.“” Pacific Bell’s performance buttresses the conclusion that the 

Rcgional OSS provides maintenance and repair functions for xDSL and ISDN-capable loops in a 

timely fashion and at an acceptable level of quality.”’ 

( 3 )  Nevada Bell provisions, maintains and repairs h i s h  capacity loops for 
CLECs in substantially the same time and manne ra s  i t  does for its retail 
customers. 

(.4) Nevada Bell provides DSI UNE loops to CLECs in  a timelv manner 

As of.4ugust 2001. CLECs had over 200 DSI UNE loops i n  service wi th in  332. 

N w a d a  Bell’s local exchange territory. Nevada Bell provides DSl UNE loops to CLECs in 

substantially the same time as its retail operations. Betwecn June and August, 2001, average 

installation intcrvals for CLECs were shorter than those provided to its own retail operatiolls.”” 

Bctwcen April and .lune, 2001, Ncvada Bell provisioned DSI UNE loop orders in approximately 

Californin Ordcr at  154. 
See Exhlbit 141. Johnson Supplcrneiiral Rebutlnl a1 43. I ino I6 ~ 19. 
U. Fxhibil 144 at 44. liiics 5-7. hlainteiinnce performance for the ISDN UNE loop product for Pacific Bell 

(>b,l 

,K“ 

11-1 

l i u )  also been consisteiit. wit11 all r n a i i i t e m n c e  sub-mcnsurcs nireriiig ‘he pariry standard each niontli between June 
and Aiigusr 2001 
r>71 

i,:; 

11.1 

SCe Exhibit 141, Johnson Supideinental Rebunal, GSJ Anachmcnt K. PM 23. Submeasure 2392701 
Evhibit 144, Johnson Suunlenieiital R e m  a i  1 4 .  l i l i es  7-12;  ~ C a l ~ f o r n i a  Order a t  158. 
Id., Johnson Su~u leme i i ra l  R e b u t t d a r 4 4 .  lmes 18-19, n.101. During June. Ju lyand  Augusl 2001, the 

a w l a g e  inrervals were 12.4.  I I 3 and 16 6 days for C 1 . K  orders. compared i o  22.4, 17.0, and 26  0 days Tor re ta i l  
cu\toincrs. Id. Johnson Suuplcmcntal Rchuttal at 44 n. 101 
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9 days for CLECs and I 8  days for its retail operations.h7i In  July and August, the average 

installation interval again was shorter for CLECs than it was for retail operations. Other 

provisioning timeliness data ~ the percentage of due dates missed - reveals equally 

nondiscriminatory performance. From January to June. 2001, Xevada Bell missed about 6 

pcrcent of due datcs for CLEC DSI orders and 9 percent ofdue dates for its analogous retail 

operations."'" These data show that Nevada Bell delivers DSI UNE loops to CLECs in  

substaiirially the same time and manner as it does for its retail opera~ions."~ Nevada Bell 

likewise salisficd the parity slandard for PM I I (Percentage of Due Dates Mi~sed ) . "~  

Collectively, these results demonstrate tha t  the Company provides high capacity loops at the 

levels demanded by CLECs i n  a timely manner. 

333,  Pacific Bell's perfomiance provides further evidcncc that the Regional OSS 

provides in  a nondiscriminatory manner. As of August, 2001, Pacific Bell had provisioned more 

than twelve thousand DSI l ~ o p s . " ' ~  Between June and August, 2001, the average installation 

intervals for CLECs were shortcr than those provided Pacific Bell's retail customers, and Pacific 

Bell missed less than three percent of the due dales for CLEC DSI UNE loop orders."'" 

Recognizing that the Regional OSS' provisions high capacity loops to CLECs in substantially 

the saiiic timc and nianncr as i t  does Tor retail operations, the CPUC concluded that Pacific Bell 

has satisfied Chccklist Item 4."" 

(B)  Nevada Bell delivers high capacity loops at an acceptable level ofqualily 

334. The FCC will cxaniine the percentage o f  troubles reported on high capacity lines 

wi th in  30 days of installation. Between June and August, 2001, Nevada Bell did not receive any 

~ 

0 

< I - ( ,  

, h i -  

& Esliihii 13;. brisk Keburtal-Prourierary 3 1  7 ,  lines I 1.1 2.  
& Exliihii 133, Resnick R e h ~ i t i a l - P r o p r ~ e t ~  at 7 .  liiies 13-11. 
-____ See ~e i i c r a l l \ ,  Exhlbii  133. Jolilison Rebuttal-Proprieiarv a t  li. lines 15-16 (noLing ihat  perfomiancc Tor 

- Id.. Enhibii 143. Johnson Kebutra l -Propr ie tar~  31 41-15. 
ld. Exl i ib i~  113. Johnsoil Rcbutlal-ProDrielarv ill 15. l i i ics 9-1 1 
la, Exli ibi l  143. Johnson Reburial-Proprietary ai 45, lines 12-15.  
California Oider 31 158. 

CLb~C'S In thr  aggrep ie  i s  cons~sient  i w h  l l i a i  for 4TG) ,>;* 
"70 

<,XI1 

(In I 



Docket No. 00-7031 Page 152 

provisioning trouble reports.“” Pacific Bell satisfied the provisioning trouble report standard in 

lune and J u l y ,  but missed i t  in August, 2001.”’ Overall, these results demonstrate that the 

Regional OSS delivers high capacity loops at a n  acceptable level ofquality in  accord with the 

requirements o f  Checklist Item 4 

(C) 
repair functions for hiqh capacity loops 

Nevada Bell offers CLECs nondiscriminatory access to maintenance and 

335. For the period reviewed. CLECs reported trouble on DSI UNE loops 

However, in June, Nevada Bell did nol resolve 3 of 5 trouble tickels wilhin the 

cstiinaled time.“” Upon investigation Nevada Bell found that all three misses were on the same 

troublc ticket. This condition resultcd from problems that can arise in maintaining high capacity 

circuits. Nevada Bell also missed PM 21 (Average Timc to Restore) in July, 2001 because the 

same ricket (of 3 total of three) required a complete rebuild of the circuit, taking 193 hours. 

Nevada Bell. however, met the parity standard June through August for repeat lrouble reports.”’“ 

336. Pacific Bell’s maintenance process for DSI UrvEs was flawless, with parity 

standards met for all sub-measures June through August, 2001. Indeed, the troublc report rate 

for DS1 UNEs \vas less than 4 percent during the period lor the more than 12.000 in service 

Overall, Nevada Bell and Pacific Bcll’s performance data demonstrate that Nevada Bell 

maintains and repairs DS I loops i n  a nondiscriminatory manner. 

(4) Linc sharinq 

Nevada Bell unbundles and offers CLECs nondiscrin~inatory access to the High 337.  

Frequency Portion of the Loop (“HFPL’’) UNE. also known as “line-sharing,” as required by the 

FCC. Line sharing allows a CLEC 10 provide data services using the same c0ppe.r loop over 

which Nevada Bell proeidcs voice service to the c u s ~ o t ~ ~ e r .  Nevada Bell developed its line- 

sharing offcritig through an SBC-wide collaborative process jnvolving C L E O  and other SBC 

hX1 

(,h 

< . X I  

C.85 

(,Y(, 

x, Exhibit 143, Johnson RebuttaI-Proprlcrar\at 45, lines 3 - 6 .  
U, Jolmsoii Rebuttal-Proprietarv at  45. lines 16-17. 
Id. Johnson Supplemenral Rcbuttal. GSJ Attachment K. P M  19. Submeasure 1992900. 
~- Id.. Johnson Supulemenral Rcbutrd, GSJ .4ttachmenr K. P M  20, Submeasure 2095801. 
Id .Johnson Supulcniental Rrhurial a t  36 ~ _ _  
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operating companies, including Pacific Bell.“”’ In addition, the Company offers line splitting “ i l l  

thc sanie manner as that approved by the FCC in Texas, Kansas and 

splitting allows a CLEC to purchase an xDSL-capable loop and provide voice and data sewice 

or. in conjunction with a partner CLEC, provide either voice or data senice.”’” These offerings 

~ linc sharing and line splitting ~ are delivered using the same pre-ordering, ordering and 

provisioning systems as Pacific Bell.”’” 

Line 

-338. As of August. 2001, in Ncvada, CLECs other than AS1 had not ordered the HFPL 

UNE. “Pacific Bell, however, had over 30,000 line sharing arrangements with CLECs as of 

August, 2001 .’’‘‘‘’I As the CPUC found, “[a] complete analysis of the currently available service 

information and performance results shows that Paci tic Bell provides the CLECs wi th  

nondiscriiriiiialory acccss to its network systems for pre-ordering, ordering and provisioning of 

DSL services.””’” Becausc Nevada Bell and Pacific Bell use the same network systems for pre- 

ordcring, ordering and provisioning, including line sharing and line splitting, the CPUC’s 

coiiclusion that “Pacific’s provisioning of xDSL is more than satisfactory” is equally applicable 

to Nevada Bell. 

C .  Issues raised b y  thc Staff, BCP and Competitive Providers 

(I) 

WorldCom and the Staff both claimed that Nevada Bell fails to provide UNE 

basic loops to competitive providers i n  a timely manner.“” They ground thcir claims on the 

results of PM 7 .  However, we must look to the  other performance measurements that assess the 

timeliness of the provisioning process.””’ First. the approach fails to consider Nevada Bell’s 

ovcrall perforniancc with respect to loops, which is the focus oftlie FCC’s analysis. As 

explained above, Kevada Bell’s other perfomiance nicasurcmcnt results demonstrate that the 

Timeliness of basic U N E  loops 

339. 

C.67 

(.XX 

hi.) 

h“0 

6 9  

WJ? 

h V 1  

(,’,, 

Esliibii I I O ,  &p_man Supplenienral Diicct 81 4 
Id. a r  7 .  
ld a t  5. 
-~ See id ill 1 (“SHC’s policies u i r h  rcspecl IO IIIIC splitling have  been implemented on a 13-stare bass.”) 
Exhihit 144. Johnson Supplemental Reburral a i  38. lines 17-19, 
California O r d c  il l  153. 
Ser Exhibil 152. Oisuka Direct Phase 11-0; ~ee Exhibit 116. Vivien’Oliver Direcr a1 12. 
~- See id.. Oisuka Direct Phase 11-B Orsuka at 17 

- 
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Company provisions UNE loops in a timely manner. Second, even focusing oii basic W E  

loops, Dr. Otsuka ignores other PM results that measure the timeliness of Nevada Bell's 

provisioning proccss; namely, they fail to consider the results of PM 1 1 ,  which tracks the 

percentage of due dates missed. 

340. Third, and most important. WorldCorn and the Staff do not consider the 

consirticlion o r  PM 7 .  Under PM 7, Nevada Bell's provisioning performance for CLECs is 

compared Lo a retail analog- Business POTS (fielded orders), which Nevada Bell usually 

provisions to retail customers in about two days.69' While Nevada Bell strives to install basic 

UNE loops Tor CLECs in the same two-day interval, most basic UNE loops ordered by CLECs 

also include LNP."''6 LNP provisioning necessarily requires a three-day provisioning intet-~al."')~ 

Since many UNE basic loop orders also include LNP, Nevada Bell generally cannot meet the 

statistical parity standard. But these "failures" do not, as the Staff and others suggesled, reflect a 

systematic problem in Nevada Bell's provisioning processes. Rather, the "failures" simply 

reflect the fact that work perromicd by Nevada Bcll for CLECs differs from the work that i t  must 

perfumi in provisioning Business POTS to i l s  retail customers. The issues raised by WorldCom 

and the Stafrare insufficient to conclude that Kevada Bell does not satisfy Checklist Item 4."''8 

341. WorldCom also claimed that "perfonnance failures for the maintenance of 

scr\,iccs provided to CLECs by Nevada Bell arc . . . significalit, especially for 'CLECs in the 

a3:gregate. 

selective view ofperformance metrics, lacks merit. 

WorldCom's claim, whicli is grounded on !he selective use of data and a ,.,l>')Cl 

342. WoTldCom questions the timeliness of Nevada Bell's maintenance and repair 

services, slating, "[fjor example, for performance measure 20 (Percent of Customer Troubles Not 

Resolved Within the Estimated Time), the niiss rates for Basic LINE loops were. in April, 2001, 

m i  
1,,)11 

0'1: 

&g Cshihir  144. Johnson Supplrmenral  Reburial a i  34. 
See - id.. Johiisoii SuDplemcnraI Rehuiral 31 1-1-35. 
Id. (explaining iliat the regional Number  Porlabiliiq Acti\ 'arion Ceiitcr ("NPAC"). an independent. third 

_ _  See  SBC KansasIOklahonia Order.  '1 209 & 11. 606 (stntiny [hat SBC's persisicni failure IO meet a parity 

&Exhihi t  147, \'ivien'Olirer-Proprie!arp a i  12, lines 10.1 I .  

- 
p x i y  oignnizarion. requires tliree days to schedulc and  ac11vate number porting). 

mrasu re  "niusr l ikcly stems from difference i n  thc mix of  mork performed"). 

, , ,>9 

I,'IU 
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22 percent and in May, 2001. 1 I 

Nevada Bell pro\,ided parity service 8 out of the 10 months between October, 2000 and August. 

WorldCom does not mention, however, that 

2001.7'1' 

343. Moreover, by using PM 20 as the sole indicia oftimeliness, WorldConi fails to 

acknowledge that Nevada Bell has consistently restored service on basic UNE loops faster for 

CLECs than i t  has for its ow1 retail operations.'"' In fact, i n  April and May, 2001, the two 

months when Nevada Bell failcd the parity test under PM 20. the Company still provided parity 

service undcr PM 21 (Average Time to Restore). The average time to restore service in .4pril 

w a s  2.46 hours for CLEC dispatched tickets and 0.38 hours for nondispatched trouble tickets 

compared to 8.68 hours for Nevada Bell's retail customers; i n  May, Nevada Bell restored service 

on I 6  CLEC trouble tickets in 3.37 hours compared to 6.74 hours for Nevada Bell's retail 

operations."'7 In  light of Nevada Bell's overall, long-term performance for CLECs, WorldCom's 

assertions arc without merit. The facts instead demonstrate that Nevada Bell provides 

mailitenatice services to CLECs i n  a nondiscriminatory maiiner.'"' 

344. WorldCom also questioned the quality ofNevada Bell's maintenance and repair 

serviccs. arsuing that in March and May, 2001, WorldCom's rcpeat trouble rate exceeded the 

parity standard.'"' Notwithstanding WorldCom's assenion to the contrary, Nevada Bell 

provided parity service i n  March. 2001 .'"" For CLECs i n  the aggregate, the repeat trouble rate 

on CINE basic loops consistently is lower than that for Nevada Bell's retail operalioris, with the 

~ - 

Id.. \ ' iv ien'Ol iver Direcr-Proprierarv at 1 2 .  lincs 11-14, 
Set. Exhibir 143, Johnson Rebuttal-Proprietarv a t  15;  Exhibit 142 Johnson Rebutral C S J  Atrachnicnt H .  

Pk l  20. Subnie3surcs 2094900 & 209500: , Eshibir 144. Johnson Sunplemental Rehurtal, GSJ Attachment K. PM 
20. Submeasure PSI 2095201. iVorldConi 3150 iiplccrs to mcntion that, "[fJor WorIdCom. Nevada Bcll 's  
pc i~iuni ia i~ce  on this submeasure w a s  perfcct  f o r  a11 h i x  moiiths." E k h i b ~ l  143, Johnson Rebuttal-Pi~optietary at 15. 

2 I 9 5 2 O O . ~ 2 1 9 5 4 0 i .  ss& Exhibit 142. Johnson Rcburtal. GSJ  Attachment H. Pbl 21. Submeasures 2175100& 
?I05200 

; , l o  

;<I 1 
- 

See Exhibit 144, Johnson Sunolemental Rebutral. CSJ Arrachment K.  PM 21, Submeasures 2195100. :i l l  

- i , j  
See Ed i ib i t  144. Johnson Supfllement~l Reburtal FSJ Attachment K. P\I 21. Submeasures 2195100, 

L I 9 ~ 2 0 0 ~ 2 1  Y M I  . 
:,I, -_ See __ \'erv(iii 'vlassachutctis Order 71 149 ("111 annlyztng \'erizon's rnalntenance and repair Functions w e  
c o ~ i ~ i t i u c  to rcly pr~inar i ly  upon the meat1 t ime ro repair and repeat trouble rate measures ~den t i f i rd  in the @lJ 
Arlanric and SUC Texas Orders."). 
.,li 

:o<, 
Sce Eslirbrr 147. \ 'ivien'Olii 'er Direct-Proprietaryat 12. lines 11-19, 
& E s h ~ b i r  143. Johnson Rebuttal-Proprtetary a t  16. 
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707 only exception in the eight months ended in August, 2001. being January. 

demonstrate that Nevada Bell consistently pro\.ides nondiscriminatory maintenance and repair 

services for U N E  loops. 

These results 

( 7 )  - Loop qualification information 

See supra Section V(8) for a discussion of the issues raised by other panics. As 345. 

explained, CLECs have access to complete loop qualification information. 

E. Checklist Item 5 - Local Transport 

I .  Ovewiew 

346. 'The evidence ofrecord shows that Nevada Bell consistently provides local 

transporl unbundled from switching and other sewices at  an acceptable level of quality and in 

quantities that CLECs demand. Thc Commission, therefore, believes the FCC should find that 

Nevada Bell satisfies Checklist lteni 5 .  

-. 7 Standard 

Section 271(c)(2)(R)(v) requires Nevada Bell to provide "[l]ocal trmsport Cram 347. 

(lie t r u n k  side ora  wireline local exchange carrier swilch unbundled from switching or other 

sen ices;""'S this obligation encompasses providing dedicated and shared transpofl to requesting 

Dedicated transport consists of transmission facilities dedicated to a particular 

customer or carrier that provide telecomnlunication~ between wire centers owned by Nevada 

Bell or rcquesling lclccommunicalions carriers, or between switches owned by the Company or 

requesting telecommunications carriers. 7 I (1 Shared transport consists of transmission facilities 

See Lxhihit I??. Johnson RchuttalLPrnpnm ar 16. 

47 I!.S.C.A. 271(c)(Z)(B)(\)  
See Sccond BellSouth 1.ouisiana Ordcr 7/ 201 
_ _  See i d  

& thll ibit 144. Johnson Supplemcntal Reburral i l l 7  

~ 

31 38. 
ill* 

7110 

- , o  101. n.049. .\ BOC has the fol lowng ohligations with respeci to dcdicated Iranspofl. (a) provide 
i i i ibundl rd  access IO dcdicared manmiss ion Ihcil ir ics hetwrcn BOC cenrral offices or herween such orficus and 
serving wire centcis ("S\YCs"). beiivt.cn SU'Cs and iiitereschai1:c carriers points o f  presence ("POPS"); bciween 
iaiidcm sui lchcs and SMCs. end nl.fices or tandems o l ' t h r  HOC, and the wire crnters of BOCs and requesting 
ci l rr i r is:  ( h )  providc all Iechnically lcasihle transmission capahiliries such as DS I. DS3, and Oprical Carrier levels 
Ilia1 i l ic compcti i ig carr i r r  could use IO provide teleconiniuiiicatioiis; (c j  not limir rhe lacil lt ies to wl i ich dedicated 
i i i rcrof l icc transpori facilities are connected. provtded such interconnections are technically reaslblc. or resirict thc 
List of unbundled rranspon facilities: and (d )  IO the extciII technically reasihle, provide requesling canlers w i th  
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shared by more than one carrier, including Nevada Bell. between end office switches. between 

end office switches and tandem switches, and between tandem switches, in the Companv’s 

iictwork.” ’ 
3 .  Analysis 

a. 

348. 

Nevada Bell provides common arid shared transport in compliance with rhe Acr 

Nevada Bell offers both common and shared transport, unbundlcd from local 

switching and otlier services. to all competitive providers. Under the GlA, and interconnection 

agreeincnts approved by the Commission, CLECs may obtaiii shared transport consistent with 

rhe requirements of Rule 319.”’ CLECs likewise can obtain unbundled dedicated transpofl.’” 

Dedicated transport is available to CLECs at  the following speeds: DS1, DS3, OC3, OC12, and 

OC 48.”‘ Highcr speeds will be made available lo CLECs as Nevada Bell deploys such 

raci I i t i  es. ” ’ 
349. Nevada Bell also offers a digital cross-connect system to requesting carriers as 

part of UNE dedicated transport.”” CLECs also may purchase any technically feasible method 

oTniultiplexing in  conjunction with UNE transport.”’ Finally, Nevada Bell provides dark fiber 

XCCIS  to digital cross-connect systrni functionality in the same  nianner Illat !he DOC ofrers such capahllities to 
interexchange carriers that purcliasc transport services. Id P 201, n.65 I 

tranapon: ( a )  provide sharrd transport in a way that enables the l ~ a f f i c  of requesting carriers to he carried 011 l l ie  
same lraiisporl taciliries that a DOC uscs for its own tralhc; (h )  prot ide  shared transport transnlissioii facilities 
betucen ciid office sui tches .  he tuecn  i t s  end office and tai idem su i tc l i cs .  and  h e w e e n  tandem swirches in  ils 
incruork, ( c )  pcrnul requesring carriers fliar purchase unhundled shared transport and unbundled SM~IIC~IIII~ lo use the 
sanie routrnl: tahle Illill is resideni iii the UOC’s swrrcli: and (d)  pcnnil  requesting carriers to use shared (or 
dedicated) transport as an  unbundled clement lo carry originating K C C S S  traftic froin. and ternunaling traffic to, 
custonici~s to wlioni the rcquesling carrier is also providing local exchange service. Ld_ a/ 201.11.652 

See id. ‘,I 2 0 t ,  n.650. The  FCC also found that a DOC has t h e  following obligalions ~ i t h  respecr to shared - 1 1  _ _  

~~ I~ - Sce Exhibit 5.  Deere  Direct 11 95: \ee & Exhihi! 4, Hopfinpcr Direct, a1 91; 
at 6 .  

Appcndix 2.2 6. 10.6). 
%e kyhibi t  5. Deere  Direcr 1;7 98 ~ 100: 2~ 

~. Hopfinscr Rebuttal a t  6: zz &Q Exhihit 4.  Hnnfinser Direct 21 CLH Atlachment A498 & A522 (GfA bVE 
,Appendix $6 2 .2  8. I I). 

L’Kk Appendix S: 11.3.2). 

USE Appendix 5 I l . i . ? ) .  

& Exhibit  69. Hopfin!w 
Exhibit  4, I~lopfin-er Dirccl a! CLH Artachmcnt .4498-.\199 8. A521- A522 ((iIA UNE 

Exhibit 4. l lopfinper Direct, 91; EL!%? Exhibit 69 7 , :  

-11 See Exhlhit 5 .  Ileere Direcr 1; 99. see 

St.r Exhibir 5. Deer? Direct‘( 100; m ~ o  Exhibri 4, Hoplincer Direct at CLIJ Attachinent AS23 ( G I A  

Enhihii 4. Hopfinper Direct at CLH Artachmcnt A523 ( F I A  

:,i 

, / / ,  

7 , -  

~. Id .  6 11.5 
- Id. \\ 11.3.3.3; Exliibit 5,  Deere L h e c t l I  102. 
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in the dedicated interoffice transport segment of the network as an UNE,"' as wel l  as  UNE loop 

dark 

interoffice transport in accord with Rule 319 

and sub-loop dark fiber.''" Nevada Bell, in short, is legally obligated to provide 

b. 
nondiscriminatory manner 

350. 

Nevada Bell provisions, maintains and repairs unbundled transport products i n  a 

The evidence of record demonstrates that Nevada Bell consistently provisions. 

maintains, and repairs, dedicated and shared transport services to CLECs, in quantities that tlie 

CLECs may reasonably demand and at an acceptable level of  quality. As of August, 2001, 

CLECs had not yet ordered unbundled local transport i n  large quantities; hence, the quantitativc 

data rellect perfon~~ancc on less than 20 such products. Where Nevada Bell has data, howevcr, 

the Company's performance for provisioning and maintenance of unbundled local transport 

dcmonstrdtes tha t  CLECs regularly enjoy nondiscriminatory access to unbundled transportation 

products.'.' Nei.ada Bell satisfied every benchnlark and parity standard for every submeasure 

relating to transport service bct4,een June and August, 2001 ."' Nevada Bell provisioned every 

CLEC dedicated [ransport order within the standard interval i n  July, 2OOI,"' and likewise did 

not miss a single due date.'- Nevada Bell did not receive a single trouble report for dedicated 

transport products between M a y  and August, 2001 .7'5 

7 ,  

7 7 4  

35 I. These PM results demonslratc tha t  when Nevada Bell receives orders for 

dedicated transport products, Nevada Bell consistently fills those orders in a timely manner. In 

addition. Nevada Bell consistently provides quality products, and rarely rcceives trouble reports. 

The Rcgional OSS' Caliromia specific perfonnancc results confirm this conclusion. In  

California, Pacific Bell has provisioned over five thousand unbundlcd local transport products. 

Interoffice dark  fiber is "rleployed. utilii  fibcr optic cablcs" thar tun brtwceli two different N e m d a  Bell ; I S  

central offices ai?d terminates on a fiber or equi\ ,alent distribution framc in the ce i i t ra l  offices. Exhibtt 4 ,  Hopfinger 
D i g  31 C1.H Attachment AS?5 -A526  (GIA Uh'E Appendix E 12. I & 12.2);  Exhib i t  5 ,  Deere Direct 1,i 103. 

Exhibit 1. H o p f i n e e c t  at  CLH Arracliment A526 (GIA LV4E Append t s  5 12.3.2).  
Id.  
Ser tshibrr 144, Johnson SupplemenrJI Rebuttal at 5 5 .  
-~ S e e  id. 
_ _  Sre I d .  Johnson Srtpplemental Rebuttal, GSJ Atiachmciit K, I'M 8. Submeasure  803401 
-_  See id.. Lohnson Supplemcntal Reburtal, GSJ Attachrnetir K. PM I I ,  Submeasures  I l05hOl & 1105602. 
-~ See ~d . Johnson Supplemcntal Rehurtal, GSJ Attachmenr K, Pbl  19. Submeasures  1993501 8; 1993502. 

i I '1 

.I1 

~l 

' I ?  

-11 

I L I  . .~ 

-. 
- -. 

-1 

~~ 
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For June, July, and August, 2001, Pacific Bell achieved parity or met the benchmark for the 

three-month period for every provisioning and maintenance sub-measure associated with 

unbundled local transport except three.”‘ This performance demonstrates compliance with 

Checklist Item 5,72’ 

C .  

352. 

Issues raised by Staff. BCP, or Competitive Providers 

Staff concluded that Nevada Bell satisfied Checklist Iiem 5 .  Dr. Otsuka reviewed 

Nevada Bell’s performance results for PM 7, PM 8,  PM 1 I ,  PM 14, PM 16, and PM 19, as those 

results relate to the timeliness and quality of the company’s provisioning, maintenance and repair 

of local transport  product^."^ “Whilc Nevada Bell’s provision of service to CLECs exceed[ed]” 

parily, Staffrelied upon Pacific Bell’s performance results because Staff believed Nevada Bell’s 

“sample sizes” were too snia~~.’”  

? 5 3 .  Pacific Bell’s performance results certainly do, as Staff concluded, contimi that 

Nevada Bell provisions, mainlains and repairs transport products in a timely manner and at a n  

acceptable level o r  qualily. 

demonstrate that Nevada Bell meeis Checklist Item 5 .  In Texas, which has some I O  million 

access lines, “[tllie relevant state performance measures (disaggegated into various 

suhnieasures) indicate very few nionths and regions where more than 10 data points were 

recorded.””! Yet. the FCC was “persuaded that SWBT’s data concerning missed due dates for 

interoffice fxilities shows that its provision of transport to competitive LECs is 

7311 Nevada Bell’s sample sizes, however, are not “too small” lo 

Scc id.. Johnson Su~plcmciiral Rebuttal at 5 5  n.137 111 July. Pacific Bell missed PM 14 (Held Order 
Interval)  when one order \cas held for 20 days. In Junr. Pacific Dcll missed Phl 16 when 3 orders expcrienced 
r r o u h l o  a i t h~n  30 days o f  insiallation. Also. in June, P a c i f i c  Re11 missed the average i i ine  to restore niainlenance 
mcasure. PM 2 1 ,  for UKE Dedicated Transport DS3. 

7?,, 
~~ - 

,>. 
‘?S 

-?“ 

‘ill 

~- See SBC Tcvas Order fl .:.;3. 
k Exhihii 152, Phase I[ -B Otsuka D~rcc t  a i  12-22, 
- Id. ai 22 :  see& Exhih i i  153. Phase l l-B Otsuka Su~plcmenta l  Direct at 4 .  
S s ,  Cxliibli 144, Joliiison Sunplcmental Rebuttal. GSJ Attachment L. PM 803401 (Pcrcenlage 

Completed wi th in  Standard Interval). P M  I105704 (Percent Due Dales Missed). P M  2097001 gL PM 2097002 
(Percenmge ofTrouble Knt Resulved within Estimated Time). PM 2393501 gL PM 2393502 (Frcquency of Repcai 
r r o t i h l ~ ~  in a 30 Day Pei~iod). 
I ’  

points ‘ . I .  

.. 
- Id 1; 333 n.923 (“Performance data for January t l~rouyh April generally indicate[d] fewer illan 10 data 
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nondi~criminatory.”’~’ The FCC’s analysis in Texas, a state with 30 times the number of  access 

lines in Nevada, recognizes that even a small number of comniercial transactions is sufficient 

where the number of transactions is small because of the nature of the service. 

354. More important, as was the case in Texas under the PM&IP, Nevada Bell pays 

damagcs and assessments for substandard performance even if the sample sizes are sniall.’“ 

Nevada Bell’s sample sizes simply reflect the nature of the service, the size ofNevada Bell’s 

local exchange market, and the granularity of Nevada Bell’s PM&IP. While the sample size is 

not larye, even Staff has acknowledged that low volumes for some products should be “expected 

due lo the nature of the service . , , and the sire of the market that Nevada Bell serves . . ..’’7’4 

Thus, while Pacific Bell’s performance confirms that Nevada Bell satisfies Checklist ltem 5, i t  is 

important to recognix  that Nevada Bell’s sample sizes show that the Company provisions 

qua l i t y  wansport products in quantities that CLECs reasonably demand. 

355. A T G  one of the most active competitive providers in Nevada Bell’s territory, did 

not raise any operating issues relating to local transport in i t s  direct case.735 WorldCom, another 

active CLEC. also did not express any operating concerns relating to local transport during its 

direct case. 

attempted to raise an issue relating to Checklist Item 5 .  Specifically, witli respect to dark fiber 

that a CLEC could use as interoffice facilities, CLECs questioned the propriety oflanguage in 

the G1.4 allowing Nevada Bell to reclaim dark fiber under certain circumstances. 

Bell. however, can adopt reasonable limitations governing access to dark fiber. Indeed, the FCC 

710 During the cross-examination of Messrs. Decre and Hopfinger, however, CLECs 

73:  Nevada 

-.,- 

,:, 
111 

- Id. 
- Id. 
Fxhibii 152 .  Orsuka Direct Trsrirnvny Phase 2 0  a i  13. lines 4 - 7 (discussing collocalion arrangcmenis). 
& txhihit 1 7 .  Thomas Direct (KedactedJ a[ 38. 
See rrnerall\: Exhibit 14, Muiioz Direct. 
See., Transcript of Proceedins, \’a]. 7 ai  1007-8. 
Dark liber caii be obraincd under Sccrion I2 either as intcroftice dark fiber, see Exhibit 4. Hopfinrer Direct 

. .~ 
, U ?  

I ,<, .. 
-.- I ~, 

31 CLH Arlaclinient A ~ 525, or as loop fiber. rd, Exhibii 4 a! CLI1 .4ttaclinient A-526. The limitations on CLEC 
accrss  to dark libcr touiid in  Section 12.4 (the 25  percent limitation) and thc provisions defining Nevada Bell’s 
ability to reclaim dark fiber found i n  Section 12.7 (the reclamation provisions) of the L%E Appendix 10 the CIA 
apply equall)  10 inieroffice and loop fibcr. 
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has concluded tha t  state commissions may establish reasonable limits governing dark fiber if 

ILECs can show that they need to maintain fiber reserves.'" 

356. Other sfare commissions have reviewed and approved similar provisions 

I coverning CLEC access to dark fiber.'" Each one of those stares ~ Texas, Kansas and 

Oklahoma ~~ has obtained relief undcr Section 271 of the Act. Moreover, the GIA's provisions 

limiting a CLECs' acccss to dark fiber a l l o ~ ,  Nebjada Bell to fulfill its regulatory obligations as 

the provider of  last resort."" In light of  these circumstances, i f  is apparent the GIA's limitations 

on CLECs access IO dark fiber are consislent wi th  the Act and the UNE Remand Order. 

357.  In sum, all of  the evidence points in one direction. Nevada Bell's witnesses 

testified that Nevada Bell provides nondiscriminatory access to unbundled local transport. The 

quantitative data corroborate this conclusion. The California Order provides additional evidence 

that Nevada Bell satisfies the requirements of Checklist Item 5.741 Finally, alter reviewing all of 

the data. Staff reached the same conclusion 

F. Checklist Item 6 - Local Switching 

I. Overview 

3 5 8 .  N w a d a  Bell fu l l y  complies with Checklist Itcm 6. offering CLECs 

nondiscriminatory acccss to unbundled local switching. The Company's CIA obligates Nevada 

Bell to provide the ful l  complcment of unbundled switching products, including access to both 

line and trunk-side snitching facilities as well as all of the features, functions and capabilities o f  

the switch. CLECs who purchase unbundled switching from Nevada Bell can choose to have 

calls custom routed according to their specifications. Finally, Nevada Bell delivers hilling 

information and usage records so that CLECs can collect from their customers all retail, 

exchange access and reciprocal compensation charges rclated to these capabilities. 

Sec L'NF Keniand Order1 199. 
Sce ~Transcrim of Pracerdiiig. Vol. 7 21 1014 (5131111g thar Trxas rr>.irwcd and approved a provision in the 

- l x  
-30 

_ _  
T2A Iinuring a i i i ig le  CLEC to 25 percent o l r he  spare dark fiber in  a neruork segmenr); Exhibit 70. Deerc Rehutial 
a t  I'? 

NIL. . A t ~ h l l ~ .  C o i x  4 704.6802 (2001). :ill 

-1, - Spe California Ordrr a1 165. 
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-. 7 Standard 

359. Section 271(c)(Z)(B)(vi) requires a BOC to provide “[l]ocal switching unbundled 

rrom transport, local loop transmission, or other services.”74z This requirement includes an 

obligation to provide access to line-side and trunk-side facilities, plus the features, functions, and 

capabilities o f  the s ~ i t c h . ” ~  The features, functions, and capabilities o f  the switch include the 

basic switching function as well as lhe same basic capabilities that are available to the incumbent 

LEC’s customers.’“ Nevada Bell’s obligation to provide unbundled local switching also extciids 

to the vertical features that the switch is capable orproviding, as well as any technically feasible 

customized routins functions. 74’ 

360. Ncvada Bell must allow competing carriers to purchase unbundled switching in a 

manner that permits the carrier to offer and bill for exchange access and the termination o f  local 

traffic.’Jh Measuring daily customer usage for billing purposes requires essentially the same 

OSS functions for both competing carriers and incumbent LEG; therefore, Nevada Bell must 

demonstrate that i t  provides equivalent access to billing i~iforniation.~~’ The ability of an 

incumbent to provide billing information necessary for a CLFC to bill for exchange access and 

termination of local traffic is an aspect of unbundled local s\vitching.”* 

361. The Company must also make available t runk  ports on a shared basis and routing 

tables resident in  Nevada Bell’s w i t c h ,  as necessary to provide access to shared transport 

functio~iality.’~’~ The Conipany may not limit the ability of competitors lo use unbundled local 

sn,ilching to provide exchange ~ C C C S S  by requiring compcling carriers to purcliasc a dedicated 

17 U S.C.A. 9 27l[c)[2)(B)(vi);  =&G Second BellSourh Louisiana Order11 207. A swi tch connecrs end 
usci l i i ics lo otlicr end user lines. and coiinecls end Liser l i i i cs  io lruiihs used for rransporrins a calf lo anorher central 
d f i c e  or to a lon_c-disraiice carr iei .  Swtches can also pro\ ide end users with “verrical features“ such a s  ca l l  waiting, 
c d I  hriwerding. and c d h  I l l ,  and can direct a call io a specific rmnk, such a s  10 a compeling cilrrier’s OprraIOr 
s e ~ v i c c s .  

T i ?  

-1; 

- I 4  
Second RellSnuih Louisiana Order 11 207. 

ki l ,  208 (ciring Lmhch Michixan  order"'^ 140. 330-.;l). 
rd u. ar 71 209 (ciling Amerltech Michican Ordcr ‘1 306). 

.lS 

- , ‘ I  
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trunk from an interexchange carrier’s point ofpresence to a dedicated trunk port on the local 

s w i t ~ h . ” ~  

3 .  A n w  

362. Nevada Bell complies with Checklist Item 6. Nevada Bell is obligated IO provide 

( i )  line-side and trunk-side facilities, (ii) basic switching functions, (iii) vertical features. ( iv )  

customized routing, (v) shared trunk ports, (v i )  unbundled tandem switching, (vii) usage 

information for billing exchange access, and (viii) usage information for billing reciprocal 

compciisation. The Commission believes the FCC should find that Nevada Bell satisfies 

Chccklist Item 6 

a .  
side facilities 

Nevada Bell’s unbundled switchine offerinq encompasses both line and trunk- 

363. Nevada Bell’s local switching element encompasses both line and trunk-side 

facilities. The line-side facilities for example, connect a loop terminating at a main distribution 

frame and a switch line card,’” Trunk-side facilities include, for example, the connection 

between the lrunk termination point at a trunk-side cross-connect pancl and a trunk card.”’ 

Nevada Bell’s interconnection agreements, including its generic interconnection offering, bind 

Nwada Bell to offer conipeting carriers access to these network elerne~its.’~’ 

- -  

b. 
vertical features of the switch 

Nevada Bell allows CLECs nondiscriminatory access to basic functions and the 

364. The Nevada Bell‘s switching offering includes both the basic lunctions and the 

vertical features residing in the switch. Thus, CLECs tising unbundled switching can connect 

lines to lines. lines to t runks ,  trunks to lines, and trunks to trunks.’“ The element also contains 

the r o l l o ~ i t ~ g  basic capabiliries that arc availablc by Nevada Bell: telephone number, dial tone, 

siyialing, access IO 9- 1 - 1  ~ operalor scrvices. directory assistance, and other features aiid 

.~ 10 

\ I  
.. - Id (citing .Ameriiech Mlch i r an  Order“; 324-25) 

See Exhihi1 5 .  Deerr Direc! I! I I I 
Id.. D r r r e  Di rec~11 1 1 2 .  
- See -~ id , D r e r e  Direct a1 110-I?: 

SCe E ~ l i i b i ~  5 .  Deere Direct ‘i 113. 

-(1 .~ 
_ ~ .  > ~ ,  

& Lxliibit 4, Hopfinecr Direct a t  CLH Attachment ASI8-AS22, $ I O  
(GIA .. Appcndix U h E I .  
,>1 
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functions.'" Furthemiore, CLECs purchasing unbundled switching obtain all of the vertical 

capabilities residing in the switch, which include custom calling, CLASS features (fearures 

based on the transport of the Calling Party Number), CENTREX-like features, and any other 

technically feasible customized routing, blockingiscreening, or recording functions. 
- -  .?b 

C .  CLECs can access Nevada Bell's common transport network nr choose 
customized routing 

365. Except as required to fulfill CLEC requests for customized routing, Ne\jada Bell 

routes a11 local calls on the Conipany's common network to the appropriate trunk or lines for call 

originating transport."' Nevada Bell applies the same routing criteria for CLEC calls that it uses 

for j rs own calls.-~'* When the CLEC purchases unbundled common transport, the local 

switching elenienr routes the calls appropriately, and the CLEC is not required to purchase a 

t runk port to access the common transport network element.'50 Alternatively, CLECs may elect 

tn route calls iii a specific or customized manner."" 

.~ 

Nevada Bell provides tandem switchin. in full coinpliance with the Act 

366, Ncvada Bell also allows CLECs to purchase unbundled tandem switching in  full 

compliance w i t h  the Act. Tandem switching provides trunk-to-trunk connections for local calls 

hctueen two end offices, including end office facilities owned by two different CLECs."" 

Tandem switching is defined as ( I )  trunk-connect facilities, including but not limited to, the 

connection between t r u n k  terminations at a cross-connect panel and a switch trunk card; (2) the 

basic switching function of connection trunks to trunks; and, ( 3 )  all technically feasible functions 

that are centralized in tandem switches (as distinguished from separate end office switches), 

.~~ 
See Exhibit 4, Hoofinrcr Dircci 7 94 ("This includes t l ic  abil ity for end users sewed by the CLEC using ~~ > >  

~ 

wrhundlcd .YM rrcliing IO orrgjnare 2nd recej!,e rnlraL.KTA a n d  interLATA calls'' in the same maiincr as Nevada 
Bel l ' s  ciistomers 1; sre aI.0 Exhibit 5 ,  Desre Direci 11 127. 
'IO 

- <-  

-5" 

Exliibit 5 ,  Deere Direct *I I 13. 
I d ,  Ileere Dirrcl 11 I I S  

~. >', 
-hi, 

- < , ,  

Id. .  Deere Direci 11 116. 
Id.. Deere Directli 117. 
txhib i t  5 ,  l k r e  Direci I 1 2 2 : s e e k o  Exhihit  4 ,  Hopfinrrr Direct at CLII Attachment A522 (CIA 

Appendix UNF.  6 10.7).  
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including, but not limited to, call recording, the routing of calls to operator services, and 

signaling conversion features.'62 To the extent signaling is SS7. the Company's unbundled 

tandem switching offering presenes CLASS features and caller ID as traffic is processed.'"' 

e. 
so that CLECs can collect retail, exchance access and reciprocal comDensation cliaroes 

Nevada Bell delivers a full complement of timely and accurate billinq infomiation 

367. Finally. the Company provides CLECs with a full  complement of billing data. 

This includes "the information necessary to bill their end-user customers for their custoniers' 

usage of the switch.""'4 CLECs also receive information necessary to bill interexchange camers 

for access to the CLECs end-user.'" Lastly, Nevada Bell provides CLECs with rhe infomiation 

needed to bill interconnecting LECs, including Nevada Bell, for the exchange of local traffic. 

As explained in Section V(B) above, CLECs receive accurate billing information in a timely 

nianner 

i ( L  

f. 

368. 

Issues raised bv Staff. BCP. or competitive providers 

Staff confirmed that interconnection agreements approved by the Commission 

obligate Nevada Bell to provide "a local s\r,itching element that includes both line side and trunk 

side facilities including the features. functions and cap3bilities o f  the  s\vit~h."'"'  Mr .  Gallo\vay's 

restimony refutes ATG's claim that the Nevada Bell does not have a specific legal obligation to 

pro\ ide unbundled sn,itching. 

unbuiidled local switching to CLECs in a nondiscriminatory manner. 

- ( I 8  In September, 2001, S!aff concluded that Nevada Bell provides 
761) 

17 C . F  R .  $ 5!.519(c)(2). 
Lhli ibi i  5 .  Deere Direct 1: 123 .  
Elh ib i i  4. H o ~ f i i l ~ . e r  Direci '! 91 
Id. 

Exhihii 82. Callclaav D i r s t  ai 0 \\:bile k l r  Galloaa! could nor "rcconimeitd a finding lhar Dcll has 

-1,: 

-,,i 

~ ( , 4  

-0' 

", 
-c,- 

- 
ld 

coniplied wjth rh l \  rcquir rmcni ."d.  his reasoilitis (or doing so i s  llawed. Mr. Galloway refused 10 make  such a 
recommrndation because competitive pro\ idcrs had failcd io pro\ ide an! eudence of discriminaiory conduci 
- id. ("Discovery u s  issued io CLECs but Sial'fdid not receive any responses."). The lack oievidrncc o f  
discrirmnarory conduct means that Xevadd Bell's e l  idence i s  uncoiirrovened and. therefore, provides o sufticieni 
h ~ s i s  for reconmending in the FCC rhai the Company sar is t ies this elcmcni ol'ihe compcriiibe checklist. 

Cliecklisr Items 5 and  6 because Mr. Hopfinfer.8 resiimmy "relies exclusively on orferings conralned in ihe GIA, 
which does 1101 rellect a specific lesa1 ohligarion io pro\lde these nctuork elemenis"). 

& 

-<,d 5~ Eshibii 17. Thomas Dircct ai 38  lasserunc that Neuada BvII h i led  io demonstraie compliance wii l i  

- I , ( >  k Exhibir 153. Phase 11-6 O t s u k ~  SuDplemenial Direci a i  3 .  
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369. Competitive providers once again did not raise any compliance issues in their 

direct cases; however. CLECs did attempt to raise issues rclating to Checklist ltem 6 during 

cross-examination of Messrs. Deere and Hopfinger. WorldCom’s counsel asked Messrs. Deere 

and Hopfinger if Nevada Bell had accommodated WorldCom’s request to “make available 

cusloniized routing using Feature Group D signaling?””” While WorldCom’s questions inferred 

that its request was technically feasible at the time of the hearing, testing at that time had not 

shown that WorldCom’s proposal was technically feasible.’-’ This line of questioning fails to 

just i  fy a rccomniendation of nonconipliance. Colisequently, the Commission believes that 

Nevada Bell perniits CLECs to purchase utibundled switching in a manner that permils CLECs 

lo offcr, and bill for. exchange access and the termination of local ~ i f f i c . ’ ’ ~  

C. Checklist I t e m  7 - 91 1 and E91 1 Services & Directory AssistanceiOperator Services 

~~~ I .  O\ erview 

370. Nevada Bell complies with both prongs of Checklist Item 7. It satisfies Checklist 

lteni 7 (i) by providing CLECs access lo 91 1 and E91 1 services in the same means as Nevada 

Bell obtains access. Nevada Bell satisfies the Irequirements of Checklist Item 7 ( i i )  and (iii) by 

niaking directory assistance (“DA”) and operator Services (“0S”j available to carriers that want 

Lliem. 

2. Standard 

371. 911 airdE911 Seriices. Section ?7l(c)(2j(B)(viij ofthe Act requires a BOC to 

provide “[n]ondiscriminatory access to ~ (1) 91 I and E91 1 ~ervices.’*~’’ Section 271 requires 

Nevada Bell to provide competitors access to its 91 I and E91 I serviccs in the same manner that 

i [  ohlaitis such access. k, at parity. Ncvada Bcll “nwst maintail1 (he 91 I database entrics for 774  

--,> 
~ - 1  

;-? 

Transcript o iProceeding.  Vol. 7 at 805 
See id. i l t  897. 

47  L.S.C.A.  

-~ 
Seelion V(8) m. --, 

~ ~ l ( e ) ( 2 j ( B ) ( ~ i i ) ( l ) .  91 I 2nd E91 I s c r w e s  iransniit calls from end users lo emergency 
personnel. A BOC niusi provide compeiing carriers \vi111 accurate and n o n d ~ s c r i m ~ n a t o r y  access to 91 UF.9 I 1  
i e r \ i ccs  so tha r  ttiesc c a m c r s ‘  customers are able to rcach cmcrgency assistance. Cusloniers use DA and OS io 
ohisin cusiunicr lisliiip information and other call complcr~ot i  sein’ices. 
- - 2  /\merirecli MichiKai1 Orde i  1’ 256 .  --__ 
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competing LECs with the same accuracy and reliability that it maintains the database entries for 

its o w  customers.""' For facilities-based carriers, the Company must provide "unbundled 

access to [its] 91 I database and 91 1 interconnection, including the provision o f  dedicated trunks 

from the requesting carrier's switching facilities to the 31 1 control oftice at parity with \chat 

[Nevada Bell] provides to itself.""" Section 271 (c)(2)(B)(vii)(TT) and scction 

27 I(c)(2)(B)(vii)(lTI) requirc Nevada Bell to provide nondiscriminatory access to "directory 

assistance services to allow lhc other carrier's custoniers to obtain telephone numbers" anti 

"operator call completion services,'' respectively. 

cach LEC "tlie duty to pemiit all [conipetiiig providers of  tclephoiie exchange service and 

telephone toll service] to have noi~discriminatory access to . . . operator services, directory 

assistance, and dircctory listing, with no ~inrcasonable dialing delays."77x 

777  Section 251 (b)(3) o f  the Act imposes on 

372. Direcrory Assistance/Operator Services. The FCC has concluded that a BOC 

inust be i n  compliance wi th  the regulations iniplementing section 25l(b)(3) to satisfy the 

requirements orsect ions 271(~)(2)(B)(vii)(II) and 271 (c)(2)(B)(vii)(III).'"' In the Local 
Competition Order, the FCC held that the phrase "nondiscriminatory access to directory 

assistance and directory listings" nicans that "the customers of all telecommunications service 

!& 
Id. 
47 U.S.C.A. 5 8  ~ 7 1 ( ~ ) ( 2 ) ( ~ ) ( ~ i i ~ ( I l ) ,  (111). 
Id p ? j l ( b ) ( ? ) .  The FCC implsmrntcd section ? l ( b ) ( 3 )  in thc Local Compctition Second Report and 

\l.'llilc hoth sections 251(h ) i ? )  and ~ ~ l ( c ) ( 2 ) ( B ) ( ~ i i ) ( l l )  refer to nondiscriminatory access to "directory 

- - 5  

-;(I 

- 
- - 7  

- 6  

Order 5ce17 C.F  R. $ 51.217.  

i ~ ~ s i ~ t a n c c . ~ ' s e c t i n n  ?51(h)(3) reters to nondiscriniiiiatory access ro "operator ser \xes , "  m'hile sect ion 
~ 7 1 ( ~ ) ( ~ ) ( ~ ) ( ~ i i ) ( I I l )  refers to nondiscriniinatory access t o  "opcraror c a l l  completion ser\iiccs." 4 1  U.S.C.A. 
$ $  25l(h)(.;). ~7l (c ) (2 ) (B) ( \ . i i ) ( I l l ) .  The tern) "operator c a l l  completion services" is not delincd i n  the Act. nor has 
the FCC previously defined the term. Hosrver .  for sectioii 251(b)(3) piirposes, the terni "operator services'' \vas 
ileliiird as meaning "any aLitnmatic or I i \ 'e  assistance to a cniisumer to arrange Tor hi l l ing or completion. or both. of 
rl lclcp]lone c a l l . "  L ~ ~ ~ ]  Conipetitioii Second Report and Ordci~' I I O .  111 the sanie order the FCC concludcd thal 

husy line ver i l ica~ion.  emergency intempt. and operator-assisted directory assistance are forms of"opera1or 

1 1  I .  ;\I1 olthesc sewices may be iiecdcd or u i r d  to place 3 ca l l .  Foi~ example, i f a  customer tries to direct dial a 
~clephi ine number and coiistanrly receives a husy sifnal. thc customer may contact the operator to attcmpt to 
coniplcte ~ I i c  c a l l .  Sincc billinp i s  a inecemry pal" of call completioi~. 3nd husy line verificarion. emergency 
inicrrupt. arid oprrator-asristcd directory assi i tance can  a11 be lised \&lien 211 operator completes a call. t l ie FCC 
concludrd thar for checklist compliance purposes. "operator call completion services" IS a subset o fo r  equivalent IO 

"operiltor scrvlcc '. Second BellSouth Louisiana Order 7 240. n 763.  As a T C S U I I .  the FCC uses !he 
ilondiscriniiiiatory standards cstablislied for operator ser\'ices to deirrmine whcther nondiscriminatory acccss IS 

proviilcd. 

- - I ,  

hcr~viczs." bccousc they assis1 cusroriiers 111 arranginf Cor ilie billing or completion (or both) o fa  releplione call. Id. 
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pro\ idcrs should be able to access each LEC’s directory assistance service and obtain a directory 

listing on a nondiscriminatory basis. notu.ithstanding: ( I  ) the identiiy of a requesting customer’s 

local telephone sen ice  provider; or (2)  the identity oltlie telephone service provider for a 

customer whose directory listing is req~es ted .””~  Thc FCC concluded that nondiscriminatory 

access to the dialing patterns of 4-1-1 and 5-5-5-1 -2-1-2 to access directory assistancc were 

icchiiically feasible, and would continue.”’ The FCC specifically held that the phrase 

“no~idiscrirninatory access to operaior services” ~neaiis that “a telephone service customer, 

rcgardlcss of the ideniiiy of his or her local telephone service provider, must be able to connect 

to a local operalor by dialing ‘0,’ or ‘0 plus’ the desired telephone number.””’ 

373. Competing carriers may provide OS and DA b y  either reselling the BOC’s 

serviccs or by using their own personnel and facilities to provide these services. The FCC’S 

rules require DOCS to pennit CLECs who want to resell the BOC’s operator services and 

dii.ectory assistance to request the BOC to brand their calls.’” Competing carriers wishing to 

provide operator services or directory assislance using their oun  facilities and personnel must be 

able to obtain directory listings either by obtaining directory information on a “read only” or 

“query-by-query” hasis froin the BOC’s directory assista~ice database, or by creating their own 

directory assistance database by ohtaining the subscribcr listing informarion in  thc BOC’s DA 

datahasz. 3 4  

47 C.F.R. $ 51.217(~1(3):  Local Coinpetition Second Repon and Order 117 130-35. The Local Competi t ion - X I ,  

Srcmd Report atid Ordcr’s in~erp re ta t~on  o f  section 25 l(b)(3) i s  l inuted “to access to each LEC’s directory 
assistance semtcc.” !&ai 7 135. However. section 271(c)(2)(R)(v11) i s  inot l ~ m i t e d  lo the LEC‘s syslems but 
rcquires “noi idisir iminalory access 1 0  . . . directory assistance to al low the other carrier’s customers to obtam 
iclcplioiie numbers.” 4 1  O.S.C.A.  5 27l (c) (2) (B)(v i i ) ,  Combined wi th  the FCC‘s conclusion that  “incumbent LECs 
niust unbundle Ihc f~c i l i r i es  and functional~ties p r w i d ~ n g  operalor srn’ices and d~rectory assistance horn  resold 
s c r ~ i c e s  and ollicr unbundled network elements to tlir e s t ~ i i t  tcchnically feasible.” Local Competlrion Order 1111 535- 
l i .  I C C I I O I I  271(c)(2)(B)(\ i i ) ’s requirernciit i l iou ld he iinderstood to rcquile the t3OC.s to pro\ ide nondisc!inltt ialory 
access to the direciory assistancc service pro\.ider selected by the customcr‘s local service provider, r e d l e s s  of 
~ ~ h ~ - r h i . r  il1r Lmlpru i ( J r  prw ides  such scr\’ices iisell: sclcc ih i l i e  BOC ro proudr such services. or chooses a third 
parly 10 pro\.ide such  scr\’iccs. 
‘X , 
- 8 !  

‘ X i  

Local  (:ompetition Second Kggrt aiid Order‘; I 5  I 

47 C.F I<. 5 5 I .2  I7(d):  Local Coinucrition Second Report and Order 11 148. For cxample, when cuslorners 
ld1: 112. 

ca l l  the operator or calls for dircctory assislance. thcy t ypca l l y  h e x  a masage, such as “thank you for using X Y Z  
rc lephonr  Company.” Conipertng carriers may use the BOC’s brand. request the D O C  to brand the call with ilie 
competitive carriers namr o r  request that lhe DOC no[ brand the call a t  all. 47 C.F.R. 51.21 7(d). 
- & a  17 C F . R  3 51.217(c)(3)(ii), Local Competition Sccond Report andOrder1:T 141-44. 
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374. Although the FCC originally concluded that BOCs must provide directory 

assistance and operator serviccs on an unbundled basis pursuant to sections 25 1 and 252. rhe 

FCC removed directory assistance and operator services from the list of required unhundled 

network elements in the Local Cotwetition Third Report andOrder.”’ Checklist item 

obligations tha t  do not fall within a BOC’s obligations to provide UNEs are not subjcct to rhe 

requirements of sections 251 and 252, including the requirement that rates be based on fonvard- 

looking economic costs. Checklist item obligations that do not fall within a BOC’s UNE 

obligations, however. still must be provided i n  accordance with sections 201(b) and 202(a), 

which require that r a e s  and conditions be just and reasonable, and not unreasonably 

discriniinatory.“’ 

786 

3. Analysis 

375. 911 andE911 services. Generally, aBOC’s 91 1 senices  allow^ its telephone 

subscribers quick access to cniergency assistance. A BOC’s E91 1 service allows a governmental 

agency responding to an emergency call to receive the name and location of the caller. The FCC 

has found first that “section 271 requires a BOC to provide competitors access to its 91 I and 

E91 I services i i i  the same manner tha l  a BOC obtains such access, k, ar parity.”78x Second. the 

FCC has found that Checklist Ireni 7 requires a BOC to “maintain the 91 1 database entries for 

competing LECs with the same accuracy and reliability that i t  maintains the database enlries for 

its o w  custoniers.”7x’’ Finally,  for facilities-based carriers. a BOC must provide “unbundled 

access to [its] 91 I database and 91 1 interconnection, including the provision ofdedicated t runks 

from rhe requesting carrier’s switching facilities to the 91 I control office at parity wi th  what [the 

7 “ :  

-<<, 
L 3 E  Kcmand Order ‘I:i 43 1-42 
Id. 7 170. Set. cenera lb  47 L!.S.C A $ 4  ZjI-jZ; src &o 47 U.S.C.A. $ Z j 2 ( d ) (  I)(A)(i)  (requiring lJNE 

r a e 5  lo be “ b a d  on [lie cob1 (deremiined wirhoui refrrencc to a rare-or-rcrurn or other rarc-based proceeding) of 
Drot  idinc the . . .  nerwork clemenr“)~ 
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BOC] provides to itself.""" The evidence of record demonstrates, as Staff confirmed, that 

Nevada Bell meets each o f  these three prongs of the FCC's analysis. 

376. 

services.-''' Both Nevada Bell and the CLECs in Nevada receive their 91 I and E91 1 services 

from Pacific BCII.'~' Pacific Bell provides and maintains the 91 1 Database Management System 

First, Nevada Bcll provides CLECs witlipariryacccss to 91 I and E91 1 

For each 91 I call received, the 91 I data for Nevada Bell and Nevada CLECs ("9,, DMS").xY 

arc transmitted from thc database to the Public Safety Answering Point ("PSAP") via the 

Automatic Location Identification ("ALI") retrieval system, which is a redundant system located 

i n  Northcm and Southern California.-"' Nevada Bell maintains an E91 1 Control Office, and 

provides CLECs with a description of the geographic area and the PSAPs served by that 

office. 

ternis of the GIA.'"' 

377.  

7'15 CLECs in Nevada may obtain parity access to the 91 1 and E91 1 system pursuant to the 

Second, Nevada Bell maintains databasc entries of CLECs' customers w i t h  the 

same accuracj aiid reliability that i t  maintains the database entries for Nevada Bell's own 

customers. CLECs process their o\vn facilities-based customer records and updates through the 

MS Gatcway. CLEC resale records and Nevada Bell custoiiicr records are processed through 

the SORD System.'"* CLECs have on-line access 10 confirm the accuracy of both their rcsale 

and facili~ics-based ciistomer rccords."" Moreover, Nevada Bell has established two 

performance measurements (PM 38 (Percentage Data Accuracy) and PM 39 (E91 1/01 I MS 

Database Update Averare))  L to assc'ss the accuracy oICLECs' database updates.*"" Nevada 

io :  

!& -',<, 
-,,, Exhibi t  5 ,  Deere Direcr'/7, 130-5 I 
-'I! h h i h i i  5.  Deere Direcr'l 145. 
"" Exhibi t  5, Deere D i rec t7  167. 

-''I Exliibil 5. Oerre Oirecr 147.  
Exhib i t  5 .  D c r i c  D i rec ry  167 
Exhihit 4,  I l o ~ f i i i s e r  D i i rc t  a t  CLll Atiachment ,423 iLA2.14 (GIA Appcndix 91 I); Exhib i t  5, Deeie Direct 

& Exhibi t  5 ,  Deere Direcry 150. Facilities-based CI.ECs 1)pically conect rheir own darabare eriors, but 

&x Exhibit 5 ,  Der re  D i rec t "  149. 
~- Scr ~ I Exhib i t  5 ,  Dcere Direct11 155. 
k e a ,  Ezhibir  144. Johnson Supplemental Rehutral, CSJ Attachment K. PMs 38 &39. 

-,,i 

-',,. 
'i 116: 
-'I' 

upon rcquesr Nevada I3ell's Data Integrity I:nlt ("DIIJ") uill perfom crrnr conecl ion services Cor such CI.ECs. 

&o Exhibi t  SO,  Yaple Trsi i rnonv a i  I 5  

- ' iR 

Y,> 

X l l l i  
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Bell’s performance results for these two performance measures confirm the systematic 

completion of error-free database entries for CLECs, and the timeliness of 91 1 database 

updates.”” In this regard, Staff confirmed that from October through March 2001. “Nevada 

Bcll’s sercice performance 10 CLECs has met or exceeded its service performance to its own 

retail opcrations.”X”’ 

378. Third, Nevada Bcll provides CLECs with unbundled access to the 91 1 database, 

and interconnection including dedicated trunks from a CLEC’s switching facilities to the Nevada 

Bell Control Office, on a parity basis. Becausc Nevada Bcll does not have access to calling and 

blockage data on CLEC-originating trunks, CLECs must determine the number of dedicated 

EO I I trunks they require and place timely orders for new  trunk^.^"' Nevada Bell, however, will 

maintain dedicated E91 1 circuits according to a CLEC’s specifications.”‘ 

379. Directory Assisfurice (DA)/Operafor Services (OS). Sections (11) and (111) of 

Checklist Item 7 require a BOC to provide nondiscriminatory access to “directory assistance 

services to allon, thc other carrier’s customers to obtain telephone numbers” and “operator call 

completion sen~iccs..’*”’ Thc FCC has concluded that to satisfy the requirements o f  Checklisr 

Item 7 ([I) and (111), a ROC must be in compliance with the regulations implementing Section 

25 l(b)(3) of (he Act. Section 251(b)(3) imposcs thc d u t y  10 pemiit all competing providers of 

lelephone exchange scrvice and telephone to11 sen’ice to have “nondiscriminatory access” to 

“operator services. directory assis-. and &rectory listinqs, w i t h  no unreasonable dialing 

delays,””“” 

380. “Nondiscrimina(ory access” to operaLor senices  (“OS”) requires that “a telephone 

scrvicc customer, regardless of the identity of his or her local tclcphone service provider, must be 

Irideed. Nevada Bell’s perlormance for PM 38 (Percentage Data Accuracy) and PM 39 (E91 1/91 1 MS B l l l  

Ih rJhasc Updare Average) consis!en!ly mer ilir absolure parity standard for June. July and August No1. 
Exhihir 144. *in SuDplemenral Reburial, GSI Anachmeni K. PM 38 
XI,: 

X i l i  

X l l l  

G O 5  

Exhrhii 152. Phase 11-8 Oisuka Di i~ect  a t  h. 
Fxhrhil 5. Dseic D i r e c r l ’  168. 
Iri 
47 I’.S.(:.A. $ $  77 l (c) (?) (B)(v i r ) ( l l ) ,  ( 1 1 1 ) .  Generallv. custoniers us? dirccrorv assisiaiice and o~era tor  

s e n  ices ro obrarn ctrslomer listing informatron and orher c a l l  coniplerion sen i ccs .  

O r d e t ~ s c e 4 7 C F . K .  5 51.217 .  

IO(. U S 2 5  l(h)(3) T h e  FCC impl rmcnrcd seclion 2 5  l (b)(3)  111 i h r  Local Competi t ion Second Report and 
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able to connect to a local operator by dialing '0,' or '0 plus' the desired telephone number."""' 

With respect to DA and DA listings, "nondiscriminatory access" means that the customers of all 

telecommunications service providers should be able to access DA service by dialing through the 

sanic dialing arrangemcnts and obtain DA listings on a nondiscriminatory basis, notwithstanding: 

( I )  the identity o r a  requesting customer's local telephone service provider; or (2) the identity of 

h e  tclephone service provider for a customer u.hose directory listing is requested."'"* 

38 I. Consislent with the FCC's rcquirenients. Nevada Bell's offerings allow both 

facilities-based and resale CLECs to provide OS/DA services offered either by Nevada Bell,""' 

or a third-party OSiDA provider."" Where a CLEC elects to have Nevada Bell provide its 

OYDA services. CLEC end-users obtain OYDA through the same dialing arrangenients used by 

Ncvada Bell's end-uscrs,K" and OS calls from CLEC customers arc processed by the same 

system and personnel, and in  the order they are received, as OS calls from Nevada Bell 

custotiicrs ~ ensuring that CLEC customers reccive the same performance as Nevada Bell 

customers."' 

382. Ncvada Bell al1oa.s CLECs wishing to provide OS/DA services using their own 

facilities to obtain DA listings eilher by oblaining directory information on a "read only'' or 

I.ocal C o w t i o n  Second Report and Order 7 1 I 2  (emphasis added). 
47 C.F K. $ 5 I . 2  I7(c)(3); Local Conipetition Second Report and Order 7171 1 3 3 . 5 ,  The Local Competilioii 

SO-  

i o 8  

Sccotid Report aiid Ordrr 's  inteTretation of section 25 I (b) ( i )  IF limited "to access to each LEC's directory 
assis tance service." 
"iiondiscriniinatoiy access to . . . directory jssistancc to alloa the other carrier's cusronicrs to obtain ielephonc 
tiumbrrs." 1 7  1~l.S.C.A. 4 271(c)(?)(B)(vi t )  Combined with the FCC's conclusion that "incumbent LECs must 
unbundle the Facilities and functionalities providing opcrator ser\'ices and directory assistance froin resold serbices 
and oihei~ unbundlrd network elements 10 the cy ten t  tcchnicully feasible." Local Coninelition Order 1111 535-37, 
secrioii 271(c)(Z)(B)(\ i i ) 's requiremcnt should he understood to require rhr UOCs Io provide nondiacrimlnarory 
a c c o h  10 t he  directory jssisiance service provider sclccted by the customer's local scrvice provider, regardless o f  
wlictlicr thc compctitor provides such serbices i i se l f .  sclccts t l ie BOC 10 provide such scr\'ices, or chooses a third 
parry IO pro\.ide sucli services. 

1 135. Howvvcr. scctioii 271(c)(2)(B)(\ii)  IS no1 limited to the LEC's systenis but requires 

Ne\'ada Bell's OS iticlude fully automared call processing, semi-automaled c a l l  processing, sta11on-to- 

oprrdlor services. & Exhibit 39. E w e r s  Direct ', I S .  Sevadn Bell's DA services Include DA, and express call 
complcrion. !d CLI7C-s wi~ l i i i i g  LO resell ihesc OS;DA services are able to brand tlieir calls in accord with 47  
C.F.R. B 51.21 ?Id) k d, Kocers thrcct  25 

SCC .~ Exhibit 39. &x Direci 9-10 

911.1 

m t i m  o p c t ~ t o i  r iai id~cd C ~ I I S .  line smms vertficatioii. busy line interrupt. operaror transfer and other nlrscellaneous 

h l i l  

, ,  

See i d ,  RoKers Direct11 4 I 
~- See id.. Rowrs Direct '1 41; Exhibit 140, m n  .Johnson I)lrecr 5 45 iexplaintnfi that the parties to !he 

X I ,  

* I :  
~~ - 

joiiii stipiilations concluded that performance measures to a s s ~ ~ (  N e u d a  Dell's peiformanie with resmxi to OS'DA 
ucre  unnecessary as these processel provided parity by design) 
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“query-by-query” basis from the Nevada Bell’s DA database, or by creating their own DA 

database by obtaining the directory listing information, via a one-time bulk download with dai ly  

updatcs, of the listed Nevada Bell DA 

“custom route” their end-user calls to a provider other than Nevada The FCC has found 

that mliere an ILEC, such as Nevada Bell, provides custoniized routing, OS/DA are competitive 

scnices  that thc TLEC need not provide on an unbundled 

wholcsale OS/DA scrvices, including branding, are offered at “market-based pricing, not cost- 

based pricing. 

Resale and facilities-based CLECs can 

Accordingly, Xevada Bell 

l>81(, 

4. 

WorldCom raised concerns with two aspects of Nevada Bell’s OSiDA offerings. 

First. WorldCoin alleged that i t  is “discriminatory” for Nevada Bell to restrict WorldCom’s use 

of Nevada Bell’s DA listings to the local service area in Nevada, and thus not allow WorldCom 

to share such listings with its afliliatcs in order lo provide nationwide DA services.”’ In 

response, Nevada Bell pointed out that i t  does not allow its affiliates or CLECs to use its local 

listings to providc nationwide DA servicc.R’R Instead, if an affiliate or a CLEC wants to provide 

Issues raised b v  Staff, BCP, or competitive providers 

383. 

See17 C.F.R. 5 51 .217(~) (3) (11) .  % Exhibit 39. Rocers Direct111 30-31 (explaining tliar CLECs who X l i  

provide their o w n  DA services c3n obtain direct. iiondiscriininatory access to Nevada Bel l ‘s D A  database, obtaining 
listing informatioil by searching rhc samc DA database oi i  a query-by-query basis in the same format that Nevada 
Dell’s DA operators use. and that Uevada Bell provides D A  listings in h u l k  u’ith daily updates to CLECs that want 
to u i i l i z r  Ncvada I3c l l ’ s  U A  listings to pio\,ide DA services to their own cusfoniets). 

Exhibit 39. Rorers Direct!lp 0-10. X I 4  

i;li :4Itl i0~gh the FCC originally concluded i l ia i  DOCS musi provide directory assis ta i ice and operator scn’ices 
on 3n unbundled basls pursuant to sections 25 I and 2.52. the FC‘C removed directory assistance and operaior sewicch 
from tl ic l i s t  o f  requiied unbundled iieiwork eleiiients in the Local Cornnetition Third Repon and Order. UNC 
Remand Order!Il 141-42. Checklinl i icni ohligations that do i iot  f a l l  uithin a BOC’s obligations to provide 
unbuiidled network elemenis are nor sublcct 10 thc requiireniriits o f  sectioiis 251 and  252, including the tequirement 
that rates be based on forward-looking economic costs. Id 11 470; uenerally 47 U.S.C.A.  $ 5  25 1-52; see also 47 
I;.s < ‘ . A  9 252(d)( I ) (A)( i )  (rcquiriiig LWE rates to be “based oil [he  cos! (deterinined wiihoul r ehence  Io a rarr-of- 
return or other rate-based procecding) of providing the . .  . nctworl. element”). Checklist i t e m  obligaiions that do not 
F ~ l l  wit l i i i i  a BOC’s LWE obligaiioiis, however, s i i l l  inlust be p m i d a d  in accordaiica with sections ZOlib) atld 
202j.1). which req~iire that rates and conditions he jus1 aiid reaconable, and not unreasonably discriminatory. 
- Remand Ordcr ‘‘1 470-77: see & 47 Lr.S.C.A. $ #  201(b), 202ia). 

”r 

X i 0  Sre SBC Texas Ordcr 11 350: Exhibit 64. Vandauriff Rchuttal. at 3.  
SCe Exhibit 14. hlunoz Direct at  30-31; 
SE Exhibit 64. Vandacriff-Rebuttal a t  5-6. Mr .  Vandagriffalso testified that Nevada Bell docs not 

Transcript of  Proceeding, Vol. 7. a i  806.7. 
” I “  

cun~ently provide naiivnuide DA scrvice. See Trilnscript of Proceedin-, Vol 7, at  8 3 5 .  
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nationwide DA sewice, then they may access Nevada listings from a national database 

maintained by a third-party consistent with FCC requirements.*" 

384. Second, WorldCoin asserted that the "flavors" of custoiiiizcd routing offered by 

Nevada Bell are incompatible with the method that M'orldCom wishes to use."" On this basis, 

WorldCom argued that the Nevada Bell's offcring of customized routing was 

'~di~cr i t i i i i ,a tory . .~~~ '  111 response, Nevada Bell explained that thc method that WorldConi wishes 

I O  use is as o f  ye1 unproven ~ in  fact, as  of October, 2000. WorldCom was continuing to test h e  

use of its proposed method."' Moreovcr, Nevada Bell agreed that i l a n d  when WorldConi 

cstablishes tha t  its proposed method is technically feasible, then Nevada Bell will work wi th  

WorldCom to implement that method.823 

.385. In summary, Ncvada Bell addressed the two concerns raised by WorldCom with 

respect to Sections (11) and (I l l )  of  Checklist Item 7. Moreover, Staff requested that CLECs 

pro\ ide any infomiation indicating that Nevada Bell has not satisfied any of the requirenients of 

Checklisl Item 7.''' Having received no response from the CLECs, and having concluded its 

own evaluation. Staff recommended that the Commissiorl find that Nevada Bell has 

dcrnonstrated full compliance with these requirements of  Checklist Item 7."? In summary, the 

il 

I /  
/ /  

I 

* I "  

Declaraiorv Rulinr Kceardine thc Provision of Yarional Diiectorv Assistance. CC Dockei No. 97-172. Petition of(! 
S \VEST C:ommunlcarions. Inc. for Forbearance. CC Docker ho. 97.112. Tlis I!% of  SI I  Codes and Other 
- .Ahhreviatcd D i a l ~ n ~  Arranqemenrs. CC Docker Ko. 9?-l05 (1999) ( l i s  WEST NDA Forbearance Order). 

~ See I l rmorand~rn i  Opinion and Order. I n t h e M a t r e r  ufPct i l ion o f  LI S WEST Comrnunlcatlons.  Inc.  for a 

& I x l i i b i i  14. Munoz Diiccr a1 29-30, 
& Exhibit I?. Munoz Direct at 30 .  
See Exhibit 70. DeereRebuttal  a i  11-17. 
_ _  See id.. Deerc Rchutial at 17: g alsr, Transcripi o f P r o c c e d 2  Vol. 7 a i  902-3 (Mr .  Decre testifying that 

X'II 

* ? I  

"' 
X I 1  

N c d a  Bell "offer[s] cusromizcd routing roday. W e  offcr i t  to other companies roday, and  they use i t  today, bur 
thcy're using a dif ferenimrt l iod  thaii what WorldCom wants. I f  WorldCom can givc us ihe informalion to let us 
rnakc u method w r k .  [hen we uill offer i r  ro Ihem."). 

SCc Exhibii 80. Yaple Direct a i  16 
& Exhibii 152. Phase 11-13 Orsuka Direct ai  6. 

X!, 

d!I 
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Commission agrees with S ta f f s  recommendation and concludes that Nevada Bell has 

demonstrated that i t  ful ly complies with thc requirements Sections (I), (11) and (111) ofCliecklist 

Item 7. 

H .  Checklist Item 8 - White Pages Directory Listings 

1 .  0v-y 

386. Section 271(c)(Z)(B)(viii) requires a BOC to provide "[wlhite pages directory 

listings for customers of the other carrier's telephone exchange service.''''" Section 25 1 (b)(3) of 

the Act ohligtes all LECs to pemiit competitive providers of telephone exchange service and 

telephone toll senjice to have nondiscriminatory access to directory listings."' Nevada Bell 

complics with these requirements of Checklist Item 8. 

~- ? -. Standard 

387. The FCC has concludcd that. "consistent wi th  the FCC's interpretation of 

'directory listing' as used in section 251(b)(3), the term 'white pages' in section 

271(c)(Z)(B)(viii) refers to the local alphabetical directory that includes the residential and 

business listinss of the customers of the local exchange The FCC has further 

concluded, "the tcrni 'directory listing,' as used in this section, includes, at a minimum. the 

subscriber's name, addrcss, telephone number, or a n y  combination thereof."x"' The FCC has 

also held that a BOC satisfies the requiremcnts ofchecklist item 8 by demonstrating that i t :  ( I )  

providcs nondiscriminatory appearance and integration of white page directory listings to 

Second DellSouth Louisiana Order 11 2 5 5 .  
rd In  the Sccrind BellSoutli Louisiana Order, rhe FCC stated that the del i i i i~ ion of"direclory lisling" \vas )I?V 

synonymous with the definition of"suhscrihcr l i s t  information." ld1; 252 (citing the Local  Comprtitioii Second 
- Report and Orderq: 137). Howe\ci .  the FCC's decision in a recent proceeding ohviares this comparison. aiid 
iiipports thc definition o f  dirrctorq listing delineated above. See lniplenientation of the Teleconimunicationr 
Carriers' I ; se  of Custonicr Proprieiarvhetwork lnformatron and Other Cusromer Inforniation. CC Docket No. 96- 
I 15. Third Repori and  Order: Implrnientation of the  Local  Competition Provisions of the Trlecommuiiicarioiis Act 

rhe Telecommunications Act of 1934. As Amended. CC Docket No. 99-273. FCC 99.221, Notice o f  Proposed 
Ruleniaking, 11 160 ( I  999) 

CC Docket No 96-98. Second Order on Reconsideration. Provision ofDirectorv list in^ lnformatlon under 
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competitive LECs' customers; and (2) provides white page lisrings for competitors' custoniers 

xith the same accuracy and reliability that i t  provides its own customers.830 

388.  Checklist item 8 rcquires a BOC to provide "[wlhite pages directory listings for 

custoincrs of the other carrier's telephone exchaiize service.""' Nevada Bell satisfies this 

checklist item by listing CLECs' customers in  Nevada Bell's White Pages directories on thc 

same hiisis as Nevada Bell's own customers,K32 arranging for C L K  customers to receivc copies 

o r  these directories in  a nondiscriminatory manner during the annual distribution of ncwly 

published books,'" and establishing procedures that minimize the potenrial for errors iii the 

listings provided to CLECs' I n  addition, Nevada Bell has consistently met or 

cxceeded the prescribed performance standards for the sub-measures associated with White 

Pages directory listings.'" 

3. .4nalysis 

The FCC has concluded that a BOC satisfies the requirements oTChecklist Item 8 389. 

by demonstrating that i t  provides: ( 1 )  nondiscriminatory appearance and integration ofwhi te  

page directory listings to CLECs' customers; and (2)  white page listings for CLECs' customers 

with the same accuracy and reliability tha t  i t  provides its own customers.83" In this regard, the 

tenii "white pages" refers to the local alphabetical directory that includes the residential and 

busiiicss lis~itigs of (he customers of the local exchange provider."x" The term "directory 

listing" includes the "subscriber's name. address, telcpllone number, or any combination 

thereol . ..X)8 

l . 3 1  2 5 3 .  
ti; I 

ii .' 
b i i  

4; U s C . A .  s\ 271(~)(2)(B)(vi i i ) .  
See Exhibit 7 9 ,  Roqer, 1 h e c i " l  43-46. 
See id.. Locers Dircct 9 47. 
.scc d.. R o c r ~  Direct 7;:; 52-60. 
Nevada Bell 's performance resulls lur PM 37 (Aveimgr Daiabasc IJpdatc Intervals) and PM 38  (Percentage 

~- 
i:* 

h i i  

I h l a  :\ccuracy) nicl [lic ahsolulc parity stJiidard lor June. July. and .Augusi. 2001. &Exhibit  143. Jol,nson 
Supplemeiital Rebuttal. GSJ Artaclimeiil K. P U S  37 8r 38. E Exhibit I S ? .  Phase II-B Otsuka Direct a t  7 .  
h : h  

x i -  

S ? S  

u'l 253. 
Second DellSouth Louisiana Order? 255. 
- Id. In the Second BellSouth Louisiana Order. the FCC slated that the drl init ion of"dircctory listing" was 

a)non)nious u i t h  the definition of"subscriber list information." Id 1' 2 5 2  (citing ihe Loca l  Competition Second 
Repori and Order 11 137). However. the FCT ' s  decisioli i n  a recent procecditiS obvlnies this comparison, and 
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390. ilioridiscriniiriatory appeararrce arid iiiregratiori of wliire page lisrirrgs. The 

listings Nevada Bell provides to CLECs' customers are identical to, and fully integrated wi th ,  

Nevada Bell's customers' listings. Nevada Bell makes White Pages listings available for the end 

uscrs of both resale and facilities-based CLECs.'" Such CLECs have the same listing options 

for their customers as Nevada Bcll offers to its retail customers.84o Facilities-based CLECs may 

choose whether to have their customers' listings interspersed or printed separately from Nevada 

Bell's  listing^.'^' In  addition. Nevada Bell will transmit facilities-based CLECs' listings to third- 

party directory publishers at a CLEC's request.x"' Through July, 2000. Nevada Bell has 

provided CLECs in Nevada with inore tlian 3,15 I White Pages listing records."' Staff 

conlimied that the acttial listings ofCLEC customers are fully integrated with and 

indistinguishable to the listings of Nevada Bell customers in the Nevada Bell White PagessAJ 

39 I . .h'nrtdiscriiiiirtatory acciwucj arid reliabilir) of white page listings. Nevada Bell 

also has in place procedures to ensure that CLECs' customers are able to receive directory 

listings con~aining the "names, addresses and telephone nunibers" with  the same accuracy and 

reliability as Nevada Bell's customers. In  this regard, Nevada Bell provides CLECs with 

instructions for obtaining a White Pages listing, along with publishing schedules and deadlines. 

in the CLEC Handbook, which is accessible on the Company's website (htt~s:l /clec.shc.co~n)."~ 

These instructions dcscribe the proper ronnat for subniitting subscriber listing information, and 

explain the procedures for updating the directory listings database. Xl6 

supports tlie dcfinilion otdircctury lisring deliilealed a b i ~ v e .  S s  Implementation o f  the Teleconimunications 
W i e r s '  Lse o f  Customer I'roprietary Neiwork lnfornlaiion and Other Cu5tomer Infornlation. CC Dockct No. 96- 
I 15. Third Rcpurr and Order; J d e m c n t a i i o n  oflhe Local Cornperition Provisions or the Telcciirnniunications ACI 
of 1996, CC Docket No. 96-98. Second Order on Recullsideration: Provision o f  D ~ r e c ~ o r v  Listin: Informarion under 
the Telecommunications .Act of 19.3. A s  Ainendcd. CC Docket So 90.273. FCC 99.221. Solice of Proposed 
Kulcinaki i ie 1; 160 (1999). 

id'! 3 4 .  x i  i 
844 & Exliibit 80. Yaple Direct at  10 7-8 ( \ c i i f y ing  rhar CLCC end  user l is l in fs  were intcrspersed 
alphabetically i n  tlie 1999-2000 Nevada Bell Whiw Pages direcroryj: 
which lisiirigs arc for Nevada Bell end users and which are Tor CLEC cnd users]. 

& Exhihit 39. Rocers Direct 117 50-5 I 8. a t  26-27, l;? 56-58. 
- Id. 1: 59 =e? Exhibir 41 (Whire Pages Liii ings User Guide). 

(slating that i f  i s  not possiblc IO ascertain 

S45 
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4. 

392. 

Issues raised by Staff, BCP or Competitive Providers 

ATG raised concerns regarding the inclusion of its customers in the Nevada Bell 

White Pages. Specifically, ATG alleged that it had initially received conflicting information 

regarding the listings help desk support for Nevada CLECs.“l’ ATG also asserted that i t  had 

Ixmi unable to confirm the forniat of certain listings until only days before the publishing 

deadline.”’ Finally, ATG rcpresented that i t  had not been notified o f a  difference between the 

way Nevada and California CLECs must format listings ~ Nevada CLECs must use the “NV” 

state-specific identifier when submitting their directory listings in Nevada.@“l 

393. 111 response to ATG’s concerns, Nevada Bell clarified that the listing help desk 

does support both Nevada and California CLECs,”” and further assembled a “Fix-It-Team” to 

address Nevada Bell listing issues different from those ofPacific Bell.”“i In addition. Nevada 

Bell pointed out (hat there are at least four altcmative methods by which a CLEC can confirm the 

content and forniat o f  their directory listings ~ ranging from a confirmation file accessible on the 

L i s t i n g  Gateway on-line OSS within 24 hours ofthe submission of a listing, to a final extraction 

report accessible on the Listing Gateway on-line OSS that is made available to CLECs at the 

saiiie time i t  is available to Nevada Bell.x” Finally. Nevada Bell explained tha t  the “difference” 

in listing fomiat between Nevada and California (i.e,, Nevada CLECs must include an “NV” 

designation in their listing submissions) is specified in the on-line CLEC handbook,”’ and had 

been communicated to Nevada CLECs. including ATG, on sevcral occasions.“‘ 

394. In summary, Ncvada Bell responded to the coiicerns of  ATC regarding the 

inclusion of ATG’s custonlers’ listings in  the White Pagrs directory. More importantly, Staff 

tesi fied thal the best test for Nevada Bell’s accurate and reliable inclusion of CLECs’ customers 

would be the “real world” test ~ whelher CLECs actually voiced concerns over inaccurate 

& € w h i b i t  80. Yap leD i rec ia i  I l ; r e & E x h i b i i  l?.Tli(imasDirec!at-11-42. 

See Traiiscripi of Proceediiip. V o l  4 at 601 -602. 
& Txhibi l  S O ,  Yaple Direct a t  I I ;  ser & Transcripi of Procccdinc, Vol. 3 at 445.16. 
SCe Exhibit SO, Y a d e  Direct a t  I I 
& Exhibit 64, Vandazriff Rebuttal at 8-1 I ;  cr .Ilso Traiiscripi ofProceeding, Vol. 5 a i  643-45. 
_ _  Set. Tranacrim of-Proceedinq, Vol. 5 a t  65 I ;  \ce & Exhibit 38 (User Guides and Tech Pubs),  at 3 
Scc Traiiscripi ofl’roceeding. Vol 8 a t  650-53 
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listings after the publicatioii of the 2000-2001 Nevada Bell d i r e ~ t o r y . ~ ' ~  That publication date 

has come and gone, and Staff has confirmed that i t  received no complaints from CLECs."" The 

Conimission agrces with Staffs recommendation and concludes that Nevada Bell has 

deiuonslrated that i t  fully complies wilh the requirements of Checklist Item S,817 

1. Checklist Item 9 - Numbering Administration 

I .  Overview 

395. Nevada Bell complies with Section 271(c)(Z)(B)(ix) by having provided 

"i~oiidiscriniinatory access to telephone numbers for assignment to the other carrier's telephone 

exchange scrvicc customers," until "the date by which teleconimunications numbering 

administration, guidclines, plan, or rules are es~ablished."xs8 The checklist mandates compliance 

with "such guidelines, plan, or rules" after they have been established.859 A BOC must 

denionstrate that it adheres to industry numbering administration guidelines and FCC rules.'"' 

Nevada Bell has coniplied, and continues to comply with these requirements of Checklist Item 9. 

2. Standard 

396. Section 271 (c)(Z)(B)(ix) o f  the Act requires a BOC to provide "nondiscriniinatory 

access to telephone numbers for assignment to the other carrier's telephone exchange service 

customers," unti l  "the date by which telecommunications numbering administration, guidelines, 

plan, or rules are established,'"6' A BOC must coinply with "such guidelines, plan, or rules" 

after they ha\,e been establi~hed.~"'  .Accordingly, the FCC has concluded that in order to satisfy 

Sec Ehhihti  SO. Yaple Direct rlt 1 2  l inr i  7-24, 
See Ehhibii  152. Phase 11-R Orsuka Direct 01 6-7 
ld 
1 7  l l .S C.A. $ 271ic)(2)(0)(ix) 
1?_ 
See Second Dell South Louisiana Order T!: 262-65; 

ii<i 

k h  

x c 7  

15," 

"51, 

n,,o 
Numberinl: Resource Optimization, Report and 

Ordcr and Further h'orlce of Proposed Rulemaking. 15 FCC Rcd 7574 (2000): Numberinc Resource Oatimizatinn, 
Secoiid Report and Order. Order on Reconsiderarun 111 CC Dockei No.  99-200 and Sccond Funhcr Notice or 
Ptoposcd Ruleniaking in CC Dockei No. 99-200, CC. I l o c k e t  Uos. 96-98; 99-200, 16 FCC Rcd 306 (2000). 

47 L! S.C.,l. $ 27 l ( c j (2 ) (B) ( i~ j .  
la 
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