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BELL ATLANTIC-MASSACHUSETTS
SUPPLEMENTAL COMMENTS

.  INTRODUCTION

On December 22, 1999, the Federd Communications Commission (“FCC”) ruled that Bell
Atlantic-New York (“BA-NY”) met the requirements of the “competitive checklist” set forth in Section
271(c)(2)(B) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (“Act”) and permitted Bell Atlantic’s entry into
the long distance market in New York.! The FCC indicated that its approval of BA-NY’s Section 271
goplication was amodd for future gpplicants to follow in preparing their gpplications. (FCC Approval
Order 15, fn. 6) On January 26, 2000, the Department requested that Bell Atlantic-Massachusetts
(“BA-MA”) and other participants in this proceeding “explain, in detall, whether [BA-MA] mesets the

requirements and standards set forth in the [FCC Approval Order.]”?

In the Matter of Bell Atlantic New York for Authorization Under Section 271 of the Communications Act To
Provide Region, InterLATA Service in the State of New York, CC Docket 99-295, Memorandum Opinion and
Order, FCC 99-404, rel. December 22, 1999 ("FCC Approval Order™).

Hearing Officer Rulings on Scheduling Announcements and Decisions on Motions for Confidential
Treatment, issued January 26, 2000 (“ Department Scheduling Ruling”).
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These Supplemental Comments provide the analys's requested by the Department based on the
FCC Approval Order. There are three Affidavits associated with these Supplemental Comments,
addressing respectively: (1) the access BA-MA provides to its Operating Support Systems, or OSS,
pursuant to Section 271 (c)(B)(ii) of the Act (*OSS Affidavit”); (2) BA-MA's satisfaction of its other
“competitive checklist” requirements (“Checkligt Affidavit”); and (3) the measurements of BA-MA'’s
operating performance (“Measurements Affidavit”). As directed by the Department, these Affidavits,
where appropriate, update the factual record dready established in BA-MA'’s previous affidavits, BA-
MA’s responses to information requests and Record Requests, and testimony at the Technica Sessons.
In addition, they respond to the claims made by CLECs in written comments, testimony at the Technica
Sessions, and responses to Record Requests.  (Department Scheduling Ruling a 2) The andyss
demondtrates that BA-MA meets the criteria of the FCC Approval Order.

In addition to detaling the “model” evidence required of a Section 271 gpplicant, the FCC
Approval Order provides vauable ingght into how the record isto be evaluated. Specificdly, the FCC
dated that, in evaluating a Section 271 gpplication, it must determine:

whether the BOC [Béell Operating Company] is providing service to
competitors at parity with its retall offerings or, when there is no
andogous retall activity, whether the BOC's performance would dlow
an efficient competitor a meaningful opportunity to compete. Based on
our growing experience in addressing issues involving the development
of loca compstition, we dso gpply these standards in a pragmatic
fashion, thus building on our prior decisons. For example, we consider
the overall picture presented by the record, rather than focusing on

any one aspect of performance. (Emphasis added) (FCC Approval
Order 1 5)

The FCC aso noted that “the BOC needs only to prove each lement by ‘a preponderance of

the evidence, which generdly means the greater weight of evidence, evidence which is more convincing
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than the evidence which is offered in opposition to it.” (FCC Approval Order 1 48) Asto opposng
commenters filings, the FCC said:

we look for evidence that the BOC's policies, procedures, or

cgpabilities preclude it from satisfying the requirements of the checklist

item. Mere unsupported evidence in opposition will not suffice.

Although anecdotd evidence may be indicative of systematic failures,

isolated incidents may not be sufficient for a commenter to overcome

the BOC's prima facie case. Moreover, a BOC may overcome such

anecdotd evidence by, for example, providing objective performance

data that demondrate that it satisfies the statutory nondiscrimination
requirement. (Emphass added) (FCC Approval Order § 50)

As discussed below, BA-MA'’s proof goes substantialy beyond the “preponderance of the
evidence’ that it must produce. At best, opposng CLECs have offered only contrary anecdota
dlegations and, in numerous ingtances, they have faled entirdy to produce any support for the clams
that they made in ther initid comments or a the Technicad Sessons. The record in this proceeding

shows that BA-MA has satisfied its checklist obligations consstent with the FCC Approval Order.

Il. BA-MA SATISFIESTHE COMPETITIVE CHECKLIST CRITERIA

A. Interconnection (Checklist Item 1)

Section 271(c)(2)(B)(1) of the Act requires a section 271 gpplicant to provide
“[i]nterconnection in accordance with the requirements of sections 251(c)(2) and 252(d)(1).” Section
251(c)(2) imposes a duty on incumbent LECs “to provide, for the facilities and equipment of any
requesting telecommunications carrier, interconnection with the local exchange carrier’s network . . . for
the transmisson and routing of telephone exchange service and exchange access” The FCC further
indicated that interconnection referred “only to the physica linking of two networks for the mutua
exchange of traffic.” (FCC Approval Order 163) Inthe FCC Approval Order, the FCC aso stated
that Section 251 requires that the incumbent LEC must provide interconnection: (a) a any technicaly

feasble point within the carrier’s network; (b) that is a least equa in quaity to that provided by the
3
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locd exchange carrier to itsdf; and (€) on rates, terms, and conditions that are just, reasonable, and
nondiscriminatory, in accordance with the terms of agreements and the requirements of section 251 and
section 252. (1d.)

BA-MA provides for interconnection, including interconnection trunking and collocation,
consgent with the FCC Approval Order, as discussed below. There were few CLEC clams to the
contrary a the Technica Sessons gpart from the broadside attacks of AT& T, and none at dl relating to
interconnection generdly. These few CLEC comments — and the clams made by AT&T — are
addressed in the Joint Checklist Affidavit.

1. Interconnection Generally

The FCC concluded that BA-NY “provides interconnection at al technically feasible points, as
required by our rules, and therefore demonstrates checklist compliance.” (FCC Approval Order i 76)
In doing S0, the FCC specificdly pointed to the availability of trunk-sde interconnection at BA-NY end
offices and access tandems and line-side interconnection at BA-NY’s end offices. The FCC continued
by noting that “Bell Atlantic has an gpproved-date tariff that spels out reaedily avalable points of
interconnection, and provides a process for requesting interconnection a additiond, technicaly-feasble
points. (1d.)

Bdl Atlantic meets its generd interconnection obligations in Massachusetts in the same way that
it met those obligations in New York. BA-MA has previoudy shown that it provides loca
interconnection for the tranamisson and routing of telephone exchange traffic, telephone exchange
access traffic, or both. (Howard Aff. §11-20) Upon request, BA-MA makes each type of loca

interconnection specified by the FCC available a technicdly feasble points, under interconnection
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agreements or in its Wholesde Tariff, DTE MA No. 172 These locd interconnections are primarily
trunk-side interconnections a BA-MA end offices and access tandems.*  Line-Sde interconnection at
BA-MA end officesis dso available. Although Bell Atlantic has not had a CLEC request this type of
interconnection in either New York or Massachusetts, Bell Atlantic provides a Smilar type of line-sde
interconnection for wireless carriers in both states and could do so for CLECsaswell. (Tr. 899) Like
BA-NY, BA-MA will aso accept requests from CLECs for interconnection at other technicaly feasible
points using the Bona Fide Request (*BFR”) process that is provided for in interconnection agreements
and in BA-MA’sWholesde Tariff, DTE MA No. 17. (Howard Aff. 1 8-9)

No CLEC has chdlenged BA-MA'’s provision of interconnection generdly. The record shows
that BA-MA mests its genera requirements for interconnection as set forth in the FCC Approval
Order.

2. Interconnection Trunking

The FCC rules on interconnection trunking require an incumbent LEC to design and operate its
interconnection facilities to meet “the same technica criteria and service sandards’ thet are used for the
interoffice trunks within the incumbent LEC's network to satisfy the equa-in-qudity requirements of
Section 251. (FCC Approval Order 164) Pursuant to this requirement, the FCC reviewed BA-NY’s
performance relating to trunk group blockage and transmisson standards. (Id.) The FCC adso re-
iterated its previous conclusions that the requirement to provide interconnection on terms and conditions

that are “judt, reasonable, and nondiscriminatory” means that an incumbent LEC must provide

The Department’s decision on BA-MA’s proposed DTE MA No.17 tariff was issued March 24, 2000 and a
compliance tariff was filed on April 21, 2000.

Interconnection to BA-MA'’s signaling network is addressed more fully in the discussion of Databases and
Signaing Systems (Checklist item 10) following.
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interconnection to a competitor in a manner no less efficient than the way in which the incumbent LEC
provides the comparable function to its own retail operations. (FCC Approval Order § 65) This
obligation led the FCC to review BA-NY's ingdlation-time for interconnection service and the
avalability of two-way trunking arrangements, as well as repar times involved for its resolution of
troubles affecting interconnection trunks. (1d.)

In the FCC Approval Order, the FCC determined that BA-NY met its burden of proof
because it desgns its interconnection facilities to meet “the same technicd criteria and service
dandards’ that are used for the interoffice trunks within its own network in New York. (FCC
Approval Order 67) The FCC aso found that BA-NY provides competing carriers with
interconnection trunking in New York that is equd-in-qudity to the interconnection Bdl Atlantic
provides to its own retail operations, and on terms and conditions that are judt, reasonable, and
nondiscriminatory, viainterconnection agreements and through a state gpproved tariff. (FCC Approval
Order 168) In addition, the FCC observed that Bell Atlantic recelves orders for interconnection trunks
in New York through the Access Service Request (“ASR”) process, and accepts ASRs through
electronic Direct:Connect (previoudy referred to as Network Data Mover or “NDM”) tranamittal, or
by facsmile. Findly, the FCC relied upon the performance data that BA-NY provided concerning
ordering, provisoning, and maintenance and repar service as proof of the qudity of interconnection
sarvice provided to competing carriersin New York. (FCC Approval Order 1 68-72)

BA-MA'’s interconnection trunking processes and service offerings are smilar to those
reviewed and found Section 271-compliant by the FCC in New York. BA-MA desgns its
interconnection facilities to meet the same technicd criteria and service gandards. (Howard Aff. §25;

Tr. 903) BA-MA provides CLECs with interconnection that is equa-in-quality through interconnection
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agreements and DTE MA No. 17. (Howard Aff. § 11) And, as discussed below, BA-MA's
performance data shows that it is meeting its checklist obligations.

(@) Growth of Interconnection Trunking

The commercia volume of interconnection trunking that BA-MA is providing for CLECs dso
shows that BA-MA is meeting its interconnection obligations. At the end of February 2000, BA-MA
had approximately 218,000 loca interconnection trunks in place with 25 CLECs. (Checklist Aff. 121)
CLECs have subgantidly more than one-haf as many interconnection trunks adready in service as BA-
MA hasinitsentire loca interoffice network (392,000 interoffice trunks). (Id.) BA-MA has aso been
able to accommodate extraordinary CLEC growth. During 1999, BA-MA increased by over 90,000
the number of interconnection trunks in service between BA-MA'’s network and the networks of
CLECs — a greater than 90% increase over the number of interconnection trunks in service in 1998.
(Checklist Aff. 122)

Another measure of interconnection growth, as well as the extent of local competition generdly,
can be found in the number of minutes of use BA-MA exchanges with CLECs. In 1999, BA-MA'’s
local interconnection trunks carried over 1.35 billion minutes of traffic each month. (Checklist Aff. §23)
Between 1998 and 1999, the volume of interconnection traffic exchanged between BA-MA and
CLECs grew by an extraordinary 159%. (Id.) In the first quarter of 2000, the volumes increased to
1.9 billion minutes of traffic per month. (1d.)

(b) Trunk Provisoning

Under the supervision of the New York Public Service Commission (“New York PSC”), Bdll
Atlantic and the CLECs developed a process to forecast total CLEC demand for loca interconnection

trunking. This process is now in place in Massachusetts. In connection with this forecasting process,
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BA-MA offers trunk-order intervals using a “five category gpproach.” (Checklist Aff. 27) Asin
New York, each category of trunk orders has its own provisioning interval. These intervas are based
on whether the request is associated with a forecast as wdll as the sze and complexity of the trunk
request. (Checklist Aff. 128)

BA-MA is conggently meeting or exceeding its committed provisoning intervas for
interconnection trunks in each of the five categories. (Checklist Aff. § 27 and Exhibit B) Theseintervas
aso compare favorably to the intervas that BA-MA provides to interexchange carriers for Feature
Group D switched access trunks. (Checklist Aff. § 30) During the last seven months (August 1999 -
February 2000), BA-MA met over 99% of the due dates for CLEC interconnection trunks.
(Measurement Aff. Exhibit B1)

Among the interconnection trunks BA-MA provides to CLECs are specia trunks used for
E911 and Operator Services/Directory Assstance (“OSDA”) services. Frequently, these are built
with the establishment of a new CLEC network or switch, but they can aso be provided as a trunk
augment. In either case, they are provided in the applicable “five category” trunk interva. (Checklist
Aff. 1 26)

The mgority of the trunks which BA-MA uses itsdf and provides to CLECs are traditiond 56
kilobits per second (“Kbps’) interconnection trunks. However, BA-MA aso provides CLECs with 64
Kbps “Clear Channd” interconnection trunks which use a sgnding format that makes avallable an

additiona 8 Kbps of bandwidth for Integrated Services Digita Network (“ISDN”) transmission, rather
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than usng that bandwidth for communications between the switches a eather end of the trunk.
(Checkligt Aff. §25) Thesetrunks are available from BA-MA end offices and accesstandems. (1d.)°

BA-MA aso makes two-way measured use trunks available to CLECs in the same manner as
BA-NY. (Checklist Aff. §24) The facilities necessary to provide these trunks have been ingalled and
tested in Massachusetts, and initid ingdlations are underway. (d.) These trunks may be ordered
pursuant to DTE MA No. 17 or an interconnection agreement.

(¢) Trunk Ordering

CLECs order interconnection trunks using the industry standard Access Service Request
(“ASRs’) that interexchange carriers have used for years. (Tr. 931-32, 989) These requests can be
trangmitted to BA-MA eectronicaly usng NDM, or by facsimile, if the CLEC has not yet implemented
electronic systems. BA-MA is providing Firm Order Confirmations (“FOCS’) for trunk orders in a
timely fashion. From August 1999 through February 2000, BA-MA provided FOCs for Category 1
trunk orders in an average of 2.3 days, compared to the Category 1 FOC ddivery standard of 10
busnessdays. (Checklist Aff. {29 and associated Exhibit B) For Category 2 through Category 5 type
trunk orders, BA-MA provides the FOC (which formaly conveys the committed BA-MA due date)
aufficiently in advance of the date due to enable CLECs to complete the trunk provisioning on-time.
(Id.) For these types of trunk orders, the necessary provisioning information has generally aready been
communicated between the CLECs and BA-MA to synchronize broader joint BA-MA and CLEC

work efforts. (1d.)

° BA-MA reached the physical capacity limitation of the Cambridge 4ESS for 64 Kbps Clear Channel trunks in
July 1999, and consequently was required to allocate 64 KBPS trunks in this tandem pending the installation of
a new access tandem at Newton. Trunk capacity for additional 56 Kbps trunks, however, remained available.
(Checklist Aff. 25) Traffic rearrangements into the new tandem at Newton are projected to complete later this
year, at which point Cambridge 64 Kbps Clear Channel trunk allocations will no longer be needed. (1d.)

9
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Only AT&T of the 25 CLECSs provided with interconnection trunks complained at the Technical
Sessons about the generd handling of orders and provisoning of trunks by BA-MA. However, an
analysis of AT&T's response to Record Request No. 234 shows that there is no badis for its clams.
AT&T admitted that it does not know whether the orders at issue were forecasted or not forecasted,
whether they were changed by AT&T after submisson to BA-MA (“supplemented” with later
changes), or whether AT& T was itsdlf ready for the completion of the order when BA-MA completed
its work. (Record Request No. 234) These are sgnificant omissons because AT&T's changes to
orders and failure to be ready to complete orders on schedule both substantidly extend the overdl
provisoning intervas, but do not relate to BA-MA'’s performance. (Checklist Aff. 1Y 47-49 and
associated Exhibit D)

BA-MA'’s further review of AT&T clams shows that only 22 of AT&T's 113 listed purchase
order numbers (“PONS’) were even submitted to BA-MA. (Checklist Aff. 47) Further, of these 22,
five were for special service circuits that the FCC has dready ruled are irrdlevant to its Section 271
review. (FCC Approval Order § 340) When corrected for these errors, the information shows that
BA-MA provided timely FOCs, reasonable intervas, and was ready to complete these orders on or
near the committed due dates (although in many cases AT& T itsalf was not ready). (Checklist Aff. {50
and associated Exhibit D) In the face of the overwhelming objective evidence that BA-MA is meeting
its interconnection trunking obligations, AT&T's highly suspect anecdotes do not raise a credible
checklist concern. (FCC Approval Order 1 50)

(d) Maintenance and Repair

The interconnection BA-MA provides to CLECs is technically identica to the interconnection

BA-MA provides between the switches within BA-MA'’s local network. (Howard Aff. §25; Tr. 903)
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BA-MA uses the same equipment and, in the case of common trunks, shares exactly the same facilities
for CLEC and BA-MA locd treffic. (1d.) BA-MA dso maintains and repairs interconnection trunksin
a non-discriminatory manner by using the same equipment and personnel for CLEC and BA-MA
trunks. (Checklist Aff. 1 34)

This non-discriminatory treatment is confirmed by BA-MA'’s maintenance performance. From
July 1999 through February 2000, the trouble report rate for interconnection trunks was virtudly
nonexigent. (Measurements Aff. Exhibit B1) Other performance measures for interconnection trunking
during this same period, such as Mean Time To Repair, % Cleared (dl troubles) within 24 hours, and %
Repeat Reports within 30 days, show comparable performance overall between CLEC interconnection
trunks and BA-MA'’'s Feature Group D trunks for interexchange carriers. (Checklist Aff. 134) For
some months a measure is more favorable for CLEC trunks and other months the messure is more
favorable for IXC trunks. However, month-to-month variations should be expected to occur in BA-
MA'’s carrier-neutral repair processes. (1d.)

(e) Trunk Blocking

In following the same engineering practices as those used by BA-NY, BA-MA desgns
interconnection trunks to CLECs using the same technicd criteria it uses to design its own facilities.
(Checkligt Aff. 11 35) Using the same blocking criteria as its own network deployment, BA-MA inddls
direct-end-office interconnection trunks to CLECs where traffic volumes judtify it, and routes traffic on
an overflow basis through the tandem in the event that the direct-end office trunks are al busy. (I1d.)
These measures help to minimize the blocking occurring on calls made to CLEC customers.

BA-MA is currently providing CLECs as a whole with a higher grade of service for calls from

BA-MA subscribers to CLEC end usars than it does for calls from BA-MA subscribers to its own end
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users. Traffic sudies conducted from August 1999 through February 2000 show that the degree of
trunk utilization for CLECs was lower every month than it was for “retall services” (Checklist Aff. q
43) These sudies, which include al dedicated find trunk groups from BA-MA to CLECs, show that
the utilization ratios of “trunks required” to “trunksin service’ over this period was 45.5 % for CLECS,
while the retail percent for BA-MA was 70.4 %.°

The sgnificantly and consigtently lower leves of trunk utilization for CLEC-dedicated find trunk
groups aso show that BA-MA is providing a better grade of service for CLEC-dedicated fina trunk
groups in aggregate than what is needed to operate at the designed level (B.005) of blocking. The same
result holds true for CLECs individualy. Over the same time frame, better than 80% of the 21 - 25
CLECs active in Massachusetts in this period have enjoyed a better blocking rate each month than has
BA-MA. (Checklist Aff. 138 and associated Exhibit C)’

In any event, BA-MA promptly remedies the few trandent blocking issues that do arise. Over
the past four months (November 1999 to February 2000), BA-MA has had no CLEC-dedicated final
trunk groups operating over their B.005 design for three consecutive months, and had only one trunk
group (out of 161 tota groups in August growing to 209 in February) over the B.005 design for three
months during each of the prior three months (August-October 1999).  (Checkligt Aff. 44;

Measurement Aff. Exhibit B1)

For a specific trunk group, “trunks required” is the calculation of the number of trunks needed to provide
service at the standard engineering design level (B.005), based on the actual traffic loads carried by the trunk
group during the study period. “Trunksin service” isthe number of trunksin operation during that period.

! RCN addressed trunk group blocking at the Technical Sessions, but referred only to a specific 24-trunk group.
However, RCN acknowledged that this was an interexchange trunk group that did not involve local BA-MA
traffic. Infact, RCN hasover ** 10,000 *** local service trunksin service and none of the dedicated final trunk
groups from BA-MA to RCN exceeded their engineering blocking design. (Checklist Aff. 51)
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(f) Miscellaneous Trunking | ssues

Two CLECs (Network Plus and Teligent) complained at the Technica Sessons about the
timeliness of specific entrance facility congtruction projects last year, and one (Media One) complained
about an interconnection mid-span meet. None of these complaints presents a checklist compliance
issue. Entrance facilities are fiber optic trangport systems that carry a number of different services (e.g.,
interconnection trunks, specia access, and switched access) from a BA-MA centrd officeto acarrier’s
premises. BA-MA has congtructed entrance facility arrangements for interexchange carriers since the
mid-1980's. (Checklist Aff. 153)

The obgtacles presented in ether congructing new entrance facilities, or expanding existing
facilities, vary from job-to-job. Some projects require BA-MA to obtain rights-of-way, place and
splice fiber optic cable, secure building space and power (on the carrier’s premises), and enginesr,
order and ingtdl new fiber optic eectronics. (Id.) In other cases, where adequate fiber optic cabling
dready exigs, BA-MA mud ill engineer, order and ingtal additiond fiber optic dectronics. (Id.) Asa
result, congtruction schedules for entrance facilities are negotiated on a case-by-case basis. In BA-
MA'’s access tariffs, intervals can be up to sx monthslong. (I1d.)

CLECs themsdves have dgnificant responghilities affecting the overdl efficient planning,
management, and relief timing for BA-MA'’s entrance facilities to their premises. CLECs mugt provide
accurate and timely forecasts so that the size of fiber optic systems (fiber optic eectronics) can be
engineered to meet future demand for a minimum period of severd years. (Checklist Aff. §54) Since
entrance facilities are used to transport a number of different BA-MA provided services
(interconnection trunks, specid access, switched access), the CLEC' s forecast is unique to the specific

CLEC premise, and is different than the forecasts provided for interconnection trunking. BA-MA has
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had experiences with CLECs subgtantidly under-forecasting their entrance facility transport
requirements and/or suddenly changing their business plans.

Unfortunately, the service requedts referred to by Network Plus and Teligent were adversdy
affected by these factors. BA-MA completed its first entrance facility for Network Plus (**
***) in April 1999. (Checklist Aff. 55) However, during the project planning stages (January 1999),
BA-MA informed Network Plus that ** *** was probably not going to contain sufficient
capacity, based upon BA-MA'’s experience with other CLECs. Nevertheless, Network Plus believed
that ** *** would be sufficient Snce it intended to use it only for interconnection — requiring
about one-third the capacity **

*** through the end of 2000. A little over six months later (October 1999), however,
Network Plus advised BA-MA that it required an expedited addition to the entrance facility
arrangement — more than 14 months earlier than Network Plus anticipated. To meet Network Plus's
unforecasted needs, BA-MA successfully expedited many aspects of this project and completed
congtruction and turn-up of the new fiber optic system in the middle of January 2000. (Checklist Aff.
1 56) Far from faling to serve Network Plus properly, BA-MA actudly provided the additiond
fadilitiesin roughly haf of the sx month tariffed intervd. (1d.)

Poor CLEC forecasting Smilarly underlies the Stuation noted by Teligent. BA-MA completed
its first entrance facility for Teligent (** ***) in October 1998, based on
Teligent's September 1998 forecast indicating that only one-quarter of the capacity of **
*** was needed to provide service over the next 18 months. (Checklist Aff. §57) One month later,

Teligent informed BA-MA that capacity **
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*** was exhausted, and that an additiond, larger capacity ** *** Was
required. Specificaly, Teligent's new November 1998 forecast showed that **

*** would be needed through the end of 2000. Based on Teligent's forecast, the project was
planned to initidly equip ** *** fiber optic system providing atota capacity **
*** to Tdigent’s premises. (Checklist Aff. 1 58) Although over the next five months BA-MA made
numerous attempts to expedite completion of this second entrance facility project, the time needed to
obtain rights-of-way for fiber optic cabling and building access to pull new entrance fiber, dowed
completion of this project until mid-May 1999. (d.) Theregfter, in September 1999, when Teligent
again gpproached exhaugtion of its indtdled capacity, BA-MA expedited engineering, ordering and
inddlation of **

F** This project was completed in mid-November 1999.

MediaOne complained that it took BA-MA more than a year to complete a second mid-span
meet (“MSM”) with it in Eastern Massachusetts. (Checklist Aff. 1 60) In fact, dthough MediaOne
began itstimeline in November 1998, it was actudly March 1999 — five months later — when MediaOne
proposed a specific design and location (Brockton) for the MSM to BA-MA. Regrettably, this
network proposa then became involved with an active controversy over the parties respective
respongbilities for the costs of terminating traffic. That issue was then pending in an arbitration
proceeding before the Department.  (Checklist Aff. 9 61) To bresk the continuing impasse, BA-MA
offered to proceed with the project and let the outcome of the arbitration govern the parties cost
responshilities that was at the center of the arbitration. MediaOne declined the offer. (1d.)

Following the conclusion of the arbitration, when both parties were prepared to proceed in early

August, MediaOne informed BA-MA that it wanted to change the design of the arrangement — to use
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different vendors for the fiber optic multiplexing equipment, and to use a MediaOne headend of
Needham instead of Brockton. (Checklist Aff. 62) These changes condtituted nearly a complete
revison of the requested interconnection. Then, one month later, MediaOne asked BA-MA to return
to the origind design arangements. At this point, work with congructing the mid-gpan meet
arrangement in Brockton moved forward and was completed in mid-December. (1d.) Certainly both
companies could have done better, but it is Smply wrong for MediaOne to charge BA-MA with
delaying thisjob.

When dl of the facts are consdered, these clams indicate the need for better CLEC planning
and inter-company coordination, but they do not detract from the strong performance record BA-MA
has established in providing interconnection trunking.

3. Cadllocation

The FCC found that BA-NY demondrated that “its collocation offering in New York satisfies
the requirements of sections 271 and 251 of the Act.” (FCC Approval Order 1 73) Specificdly, the
FCC pointed to the fact that multiple collocation options are available in New York, and that BA-NY
had taken other steps to implement the collocation requirements contained in the FCC's Advanced
Services Order.? The FCC aso found that BA-NY responds to applications for collocation spacein a
timey manner and that 95% of the time it provisons collocation on-time in New York. (FCC
Approval Order 1 75) Further, the FCC found that BA-NY “has deployed methods and procedures
designed to ensure that its business units implement the Commisson’s collocation rules, including the

designation of employees dedicated to providing collocation to competitive LECs, standard operating

8 In the Matters of Deployment of Wireline Services Offering Advanced Telecommunications Capability, and

Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (“ Advanced
Services Order™ ), Third Report and Order in CC Docket No. 98-147, and Fourth Report and Order in CC Docket
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procedures related to collocation, and its CLEC Handbook, which informs collocators of their rights
and responsibilities” (1d.)°

BA-MA provides collocation arrangements in the same manner as the FCC approved for BA-
NY. (Checklist Aff. 163) Only two CLECs presented witnesses contesting BA-MA’s provision of
collocation in accordance with its checklist respongihilities a the Technical Sessons. The vast mgority
of the issues raised related ether to BA-MA's dleged non-compliance with then recently issued new
requirements established by the FCC in the Advanced Services Order and UNE Remand Order™ or
to AT& T s litany of complaints about BA-MA’s collocation procedures. BA-MA'’s compliance with
the FCC' s requirements has now been addressed by the Department in D.T.E. 98-57. AT&T’s unique
process complaints are amply ill-informed and are addressed in detail in the Checklist Affidavit.

(@) Collocation Alter natives

The record in this proceeding shows that BA-MA makes multiple collocation aternatives
available to CLECs in Massachusetts. Specificaly, this includes traditiona (caged) physica collocation
arrangements of various szes, and Secured Collocation Open Physical Environment (“SCOPE”). It
aso includes virtua collocation (where BA-MA maintains the operating equipment for the exclusive use
and a the direction of a CLEC), and Cageless Collocation Open Environment (“CCOE”) (Checklist

Aff. 1 65-68; Tr. 1020-22) More than a thousand of these collocation arrangements are in place

No. 96-98, rel. December 9, 1999.

o As indicated in the FCC Approval Order, Bell Atlantic provides a copy of its CLEC Handbook on its
collocation website. The CLEC Handbook is published in three volumes. Volume Three provides CLECs with
information on unbundled network elements and the business rules / procedures that guide the CLEC' s various
relationships with BA-MA. Detailed among these relationships are “Collocation Arrangements” in Section 4.
(Checklist Aff. 1 130)

" |n the Matter of Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996

(“UNE Remand Order”), Third Report and Order And Fourth Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, CC
Docket No. 96-98, rel. November 5, 1999.
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today. Through March 2000, BA-MA had 650 traditiond physicd collocation arrangements in place
and 119 pending arrangements, and 472 SCOPE arrangements in place and 248 pending arrangements.
(Checkligt Aff. [ 65-66) BA-MA dso had 71 cageless arrangements in place and 74 pending
arangements, and 3 virtud collocation arrangements in place and 7 pending arrangements.  (Checklist
Aff. 11 67-68) BA-MA had 198 collocation arrangement augments in place and 219 pending
augments. (Checklist Aff. 73)

BA-MA a0 offers shared cage collocation arrangements, under which CLECs can share their
collocation space with other CLECs. (Checklist Aff. §69; Tr. 1021) A list of CLECs that offer or are
interested in shared collocation can be found on BA-MA''s collocation website. (Checklist Aff. §] 69)

In addition, BA-MA provides CLECs with the option to construct or procure a controlled
environment vault or smilar Sructure adjacent to a centrd office in the event that physica collocation
gpace is exhaugted in an office. To date, BA-MA has not received any forma requests for adjacent
Sructure collocation in offices without existing space. (Checklist Aff. 4 70)

Going forward, BA-MA will dso provide Collocation a Remote Terminad Equipment
Enclosures (“CRTEE”") effective with the Department’s approva of revisons to BA-MA’'s DTE MA
No. 17 tariff, which were filed May 17, 2000. CRTEE will provide for collocation of CLEC equipment
in BA-MA'’s remote termina equipment enclosures where technically feasble and subject to the
availability of space and conduit. (Checklist Aff. § 74) Remote termind equipment enclosures include
environmental vaults, huts, cabinets and leased space in buildings that BA-MA does not own. Until the

Department gpproves the CRTEE tariff, BA-MA will provide the arrangement under the terms of the

proposed tariff.
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BA-MA aso has two offerings that enable multiple CLECs to establish interconnection between
their collocation arrangements within a BA-MA centrd office.  The options are Dedicated Trangt
Service (“DTS’) and Dedicated Cable Support (“DCS’). DTS dlows a CLEC to order a dedicated
circuit between two collocation arrangements of the same CLEC or two different CLECs in the same
BA-MA central office using distribution facilities provided by BA-MA. DCS dlows CLECs collocated
in the same BA-MA wire center to connect facilities directly between their own physical collocation
arrangements, or those belonging to other CLECs, by congtructing cable support between the two
arrangements and providing their own digtribution facilities. (Checklist Aff. 71) BA-MA dso permits
CLECs o bring their fiber facilities into a BA-MA centrd office and terminate the facilities near a BA-
MA cable vault via Compstitive Alternate Transport Termina (“CATT”) service. (Checklist Aff. §72;
Tr. 1022) CATT sarvice enables CLECs to provide competitive interoffice trangport facilities to other
cariers tha are physicdly or virtudly collocated in a BA-MA centrd office, without establishing
physica collocation arrangements of their own in a BA-MA centrd office. Through March 2000, BA-
MA had 33 CATT arangementsin place and five pending arrangements. (Checklist Aff. §72)

BA-MA'’s collocation dternatives have been reviewed by the Depatment in various
proceedings. In D.T.E. 98-58, the Department established specific requirements relating to the
processing of collocation applications, including dte vidts. The Depatment has dso gpproved a
comprehensive collocation tariff in D.T.E. 98-57, which contains al terms, conditions, and rates for the
full range of collocation arrangements, including those required by the FCC's Advanced Services
Order.

BA-MA'’s provison of these collocation arrangements and ancillary services in Massachusetts

provide an efficient means through which CLECs can interconnect their network to BA-MA’s network
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for the seamless exchange of traffic and/or for access to BA-MA'’s unbundled network elements.
(Stern Aff. 14) They dso offer CLECs a variety of choices concerning the degree to which they may
wish to secure ther equipment from interference. Some, like AT& T, dways prefer “caged” physicd
collocation. (Tr. 2976) Others, like Covad, appear comfortable with “cageless’ collocation. (Tr.
2977) BA-MA itself has implemented reasonable security measures to protect its network when
CLECs ingdl cageless collocation arrangements. (Checkligt Aff. §93) BA-MA'’s reasonable security
measures include “ Safe Time” procedures, which limit non-critica access by BA-MA's employees and
contractors to central office equipment located in close proximity to operating equipment. (Checklist
Aff. 194)

These procedures are designed with one purpose in mind — to reduce the posshility of
accidents and mistakes that could result in service interruptions or outages. AT&T itsdf told the
Hearing Examiner that the physical security of its equipment — a far greater level of separation —was a
sgnificant area of operationa concern. (Tr. 2976) Here, AT&T tries to deny BA-MA even a lesser
degree of network security. (Checklist Aff. §95)

The success of BA-MA's provision of collocation is clear. At the end of March 2000, CLECs
had complete and pending collocation arangements and augments in 215 centra offices.
(Checklist Aff. §1 78) From these arrangements, CLECs have access to 95% of BA-MA'’s business
access lines and 92% of BA-MA’sresdentid accesslines. (1d.)

(b) Managing Space Availability

BA-MA has made collocation broadly available through its disciplined management of central

office space. For example, BA-MA has successfully managed the use of its centra office space for

collocation by reconfiguring its own equipment space, relocating adminigtrative personnd and functions,
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removing unused equipment, and establishing SCOPE arrangements. (Checklist Aff. §89) In an effort
to manage collocation space in its centrd offices, BA-MA offers SCOPE, which alows a greater
number of CLECSs to collocate in a centrd office than does BA-MA’s traditiond physicd collocation
(cage) offering. (Checkligt Aff. §86) BA-MA prefersto set asde remaining physica collocation space
for “SCOPE-only” space to provide physicad collocation to as many CLECs as possible in centrd

offices where gpaceislimited. Typicaly, BA-MA will st asde space for SCOPE-only arrangementsin
sngle-story offices where physicd collocation space amounts to 1,000 square feet or less, and in multi-

story offices where physica collocation space amounts to 2,000 square feet or less. (Checklist Aff.
87)

As a reault of BA-MA'’s ongoing efforts to manage pace, it has been able consstently to
accommodate collocation requests. As an example, of the 83 requests referenced by Covad in its
response to Record Request No. 165, BA-MA initidly could not accommodate Covad's physica
collocation requests in only two central offices. However, BA-MA subsequently was able to provide
Covad with virtud collocation in one office and a cagdess form of physicd collocation in the other
office. (Checklist Aff. §75) Smilarly, of the 77 requests noted by AT&T in its response to Record
Request No. 166, BA-MA provided some form of physicd collocation for al but one of the
arrangements noted in the response. The only exception occurred in an office in which BA-MA
provided virtua collocation because space for physica collocation was exhausted. (Checklist Aff.
76)

To date, BA-MA has filed physical collocation space-exhaudtion notifications for only four of
BA-MA'’s central offices. (Checklist Aff. §100) During the November 15, 1999 Technical Sessons,

BA-MA'’s witness dated that BA-MA had exhausted physica collocation space in 9x centrd offices,
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which was an error. (Tr. 1043-44) The fact is that space had been exhausted in only four — not six —
central offices. The four offices are Westboro, Middleton, Tyngshboro and Auburn. (Checklist Aff. q
100) Space exhaustion naotifications were filed with the Department on October 29, 1999, for the
Westboro, Middleton and Tyngsboro offices, and on November 4, 1999, for the Auburn office. (1d.)

BA-MA files space-exhaudtion natifications within 15 business days of determining that physica
collocation space is not available, in accordance with the Department’s order in D.T.E. 98-58. BA-
MA'’s natifications contain more detailed information than the FCC's required centrd office floor plans
or diagrams. (Checklist Aff. 101) BA-MA'’s space-exhaugtion notifications include information on
whether BA-MA s reserving space for itsdf, any affiliate or subsdiary and the total amount of space
resarved. BA-MA's natifications aso contain information on the number of CLECs with collocation
gpace in the office, amount of space provided to each CLEC and the date BA-MA provided the space
to aCLEC. Findly, BA-MA'’s natifications include information on whether a CLEC has constructed
cages in its space, placed equipment in the space and activated equipment in its cage; future plans for
goace reclamation; plans for building expanson; and cetification tha no origind or additiond
adminigtrative space could be reduced. (d.) This information is provided in accordance with the
Department’ s order in D.T.E. 98-58.

BA-MA will continue to expand space for collocation through centrd office building
modifications and additions when expanding to accommodate its own growth and when feasible to do
0. BA-MA has modified the structure of at least Sx centrd offices, including the ingdlation of new
doorways and remova of interior wals, and is in various stages of expanding 10 centrd offices to
accommodate BA-MA'’s growth and provide additiona space for collocation. (Checklist Aff. 90) In

compliance with the Department’s order in D.T.E. 98-57, BA-MA will pro-actively remove obsolete
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unused equipment in centra offices experiencing space congraints, and in centra offices where CLECs
are collocated or where BA-MA has received collocation applications. (Checklist Aff. 189) BA-MA
a0 will remove obsolete unused equipment “upon reasonable request by a competitor” or the
Department, in accordance with the FCC's Advanced Services Order.™

BA-MA provides CLECs with information on the availability of collocation space in its centrd
offices for their planning purposes. BA-MA's collocation website identifies every centrd office where
CLECs have requested physica collocation, as well as the types of collocation that are present and
available in each of these offices. (Checklist Aff. §96) BA-MA revises this information on the average
of twice a month and updates the website with information on space limitations within 10 business days
after determining that physica collocation gpace is not avalable in an office. These updates are made
consgstent with the FCC's Advanced Services Order and the Department’s Order in D.T.E. 98-58.
As of the end of March 2000, the BA-MA collocation website showed that space for some form of
physica collocation is avallable in 269 centrd offices. (1d.)

BA-MA'’s collocation webste adso provides the amount of space (i.e,, square footage) it
esimates is available for physica collocation in offices where it has received a least one request for
physicad collocation. (Checklist Aff. §97) In offices where BA-MA has no collocation arrangements
or has not received a physica collocation gpplication, BA-MA updates its website with information on
physical collocation availability no later than 10 business days after receipt of the first gpplication. (1d.)
These updates are being made in accordance with the Department’s Order in D.T.E. 98-58.

(o) Timely Callocation

BA-MA has demondrated its ability to satisfy CLEC requests for collocation. 1n 1998, BA-

1 Advanced Services Order at  60.
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MA provided 10 carriers with 187 physica collocation arrangements in 68 central offices. (Checklist
Aff. 177) By comparison, BA-MA provided 25 carriers with 679 physica collocation arrangements in
150 centrd officesin 1999. In the first three months of 2000, BA-MA provided 27 carriers with 222
physcad collocation arrangements in 99 centra offices. (d.) BA-MA aso has the ahbility to handle
peaks in demand for collocation arrangements. In October 1999 done, BA-MA completed 124
physica collocation arrangements without experiencing a backlog in collocation orders. (1d.)

As the volume of requests has increased in recent years, Bdl Atlantic has ensured that the
necessary resources are in place to meet the growing demand for collocation and will continue to
expand its capacity to meet future increases. In 1999, the Wholesde Network Services organization
added more than 50 employees to manage collocation applications and billing processes for the region.
(Id.) Additiona organizations throughout Bell Atlantic have augmented their saffs in support of Bell
Atlantic’s collocation effort. Among others, these include Customer Network Engineering, Red Edtate,
Power Space and Frame, Central Office Engineering and Equipment Ingdlation. (d.) In this way,
BA-MA was able to provide on a timey basis nearly four times the number of physica collocation
arrangements in 1999 than it did in 1998. Of the 197 physicd cage collocation arrangements BA-MA
provided to CLECs from July 1999 through March 2000, 162 arrangements (82%) were completed
within 76 business days. (Checklist Aff. § 79) More importantly, however, 189 arrangements (96%)
were completed by the due date, showing that BA-MA delivers physica collocation when it says it will,
even if it occasondly requires additiond time to address specid or extraordinary conditions before it
can start and complete an arrangement. (1d.)

This record of success is mirrored in the provisoning of other arrangements. Of the 350

SCOPE arrangements BA-MA provided to CLECs from July 1999 through March 2000, 344
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arrangements (98.29%) were provided on or before the due date of the arrangement. (Checkligt Aff.
71 80) Of the 67 cageless collocation arrangements BA-MA provided to CLECs from July 1999
through March 2000, 65 arrangements (97.01%) were provided on or before the due date of the
arangement. (Checklist Aff. 181)

AT&T chdlenged the timeliness of BA-MA'’s provisoning of physca collocation arrangements
at the Technica Sessons. However, areview of AT& T’ s specific clams show that BA-MA completed
AT&T's collocation arrangements on or before the due date for 71 of the 72 1999 arrangements
detailed in the attachment. (Checklist Aff. 11 83-85)

To date, BA-MA has provided the few virtua collocation requests received within the same
timeframe used by BA-NY and approved in the FCC Approval Order. BA-MA congtructs virtud
collocation arrangements and arranges to ingtdl equipment ddivered by CLECs within a 105-day
gandard interva after recaiving a completed application from CLECs (Stern Aff. § 27; Checklist Aff.
182) Inthis interval, BA-MA readies centrd office space for virtud collocation (as it dso does for
physica collocation) and then ingtdls CLECS equipment. In the case of physicd collocation, CLECs
recelve readied space from BA-MA in 76 business days and then they ingdl their own equipment.
CLECs must complete severd tasksto ensure timely completion of their virtua collocation arrangements.
These tasks include ordering and scheduling the delivery of the equipment to be collocated, supplying
engineering data to BA-MA and providing training to BA-MA employees on equipment thet is not
ordinarily used in BA-MA’s network. Both of the two virtud collocation arrangements BA-MA
provided to CLECs between July 1999 and March 2000 were provided within a 105-busness-day

interval. (1d.) BA-MA isin the process of modifying its virtud collocation provisoning interva to 76
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business days, which includes a “stopped clock” component, in accordance with the Department’s
Order inD.T.E. 98-57. (1d.)

(d) Collocation Delivery Processes

The same methods and procedures that are used in New York, and which were approved as
conggent with Section 271 responghilities in the FCC Approval Order, are being used in
Massachusetts. Of the 36 CLECs that received collocation arrangements from BA-MA through March
2000, only one — AT&T — has complained about BA-MA'’s collocation procedures. Contrary to
AT& T sclaims, BA-MA'’s collocation procedures are reasonable and meet the checklist requirements.

BA-MA'’s collocation gpplication, which is the same one used across the Bl Atlantic region,
enables CLECs to sdect the types of physica collocation they want, in order of preference, as well as
virtua collocation. (Checklist Aff. § 119) This process helps BA-MA to serve CLEC needs by not
only providing a CLEC with its first choice of collocation adternatives, when feasible, but aso by
providing it with its next choice of available dternatives should the first choice not be avallable. Many
CLECs choose to lig their preferences because it facilitates the processing of their applications without
requiring BA-MA to delay the application process by contacting them again about other acceptable
choices if BA-MA could not accommodate their initid choice. (Id.) AT&T objects to this procedure.
However, if AT&T does not want to use this opportunity, as other CLECs do, it may choose not to do
0.

BA-MA responds to collocation applications with an acknowledgement letter back to the CLEC
within five business days after recelving an gpplication to inform the CLEC that the gpplication has been
received. (Checklist Aff. §122) The letter, which is sent viae-mail and isin the same format as the one

used across the Bell Atlantic region, notifies the CLEC thet its application either is complete and will be
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processed or isincomplete and cannot be processed until the applicant provides the information BA-MA
needs to process the application. This letter is sent to CLECs in accordance with the Department’s
Order in D.T.E. 98-58. Of the 759 acknowledgment letters that BA-MA sent to CLECs from June
1999 through December 1999, dl were sent to CLECs within five business days after receiving the
goplications. Of the 667 acknowledgment letters that BA-MA sent to CLECsiin the first three months of
2000, 666 letters (99.85%) percent were sent to CLECs within five business days after receiving the
applications. (Checklist Aff. 1123)

Within ten business days of recelving a completed gpplication, BA-MA informs the CLECs in
writing, via a schedule letter, of the interva or due date by which it will provide a physicd collocation
arangement. This letter, which isin the same format as the one used across the Bell Atlantic region, is
adso snt via emal. BA-MA's schedule letter formaly notifies the CLEC about the collocation
arrangement BA-MA will provide based on the type of collocation the CLEC requested, the specific
date by which BA-MA will complete the collocation arrangement, and a cost estimate. (Checklist Aff.
1125) Of the 601 schedule letters that BA-MA sent to CLECs from July 1999 to December 1999, dl
were sent to CLECs within the gpplicable interva.”> (Checklist Aff. §1126) Of the 649 response |etters
BA-MA sent to CLECs the firgt three months of 2000, al were sent to CLECs within 10 business days
after recaiving completed application forms. (1d.) AT& T’ s contrary clams, shown in the atachment to
its response to Record Request No. 166, are based on inaccurate information regarding BA-MA'’s

provisioning of collocation schedule letters between July 1999 and December 1999. These inaccurate

12

Prior to the Department's Department’s July 30, 1999 Order in D.T.E 98-58, the applicable interval for this letter
was 14 business days.

27



PUBLIC VERS ON

clams are based on a miscalculation of gpplication receipt dates or the gpplicable intervals. (Checklist
Aff. 1 127-28)

If BA-MA determines that it cannot accommodate a request for physica collocation, BA-MA
provides the CLEC with an opportunity to tour a central office upon request and at a mutualy agreed
upon-time, but no later than 10 business days after BA-MA determines that it cannot accommodate a
request for physica collocation, unless both parties agree to a later date. BA-MA provides these tours
in accordance with FCC rules and the Department’s Order in DTE 98-58. These tours enable BA-
MA to demondrate to CLECs the reason or reasons why BA-MA could not satisfy their physica
collocation request. Contrary to AT&T's clam, BA-MA has not denied any CLEC request for a
centrd office tour. Moreover, BA-MA is not aware of any centra office tours that AT&T has
requested in Massachusetts, athough it has joined in tours requested by other CLECs. (Checklist Aff.
111 98-99)

Asto AT& T s other claims regarding the collocation process, these are Smilarly without merit.
BA-MA has worked with AT&T, both before and after the Technicd Sessions, to explan its current
gpplication procedures. (Checklist Aff. 120-21) Further, BA-MA has made several changes to the
gpplication asdesired by AT& T and other CLECsfor their convenience. (1d.)

(e) Collocation Arrangement Quality and Ancillary Services

BA-MA has developed and implemented comprehensive methods and procedures to ensure
that it provides CLECswith qudity collocation arrangements. These procedures include comprehensive
internal quaity ingpections of collocation arrangements before they are turned over to CLECs and
voluntary joint testing of facilities with CLECs &fter they have inddled equipment in their physica

collocation arrangements. The procedures aso include coordination of Collocation Acceptance
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Mestings with CLECs when collocation arrangements are turned over to them for ingdlation of ther
equipment and ddivery of Specid Billing Number and Connecting Facility Assgnment information to
CLECs.

BA-MA conducts qudity inspections of its collocation arrangements approximately two weeks
prior to turning over arrangements to CLECs for ingdlation of their equipment, as noted in BA-MA'’s
response to Record Request No. 41S. BA-MA ingpects collocation arrangements using the same
interna Pre-Acceptance Checklist that isused in New Y ork to verify that each arrangement meets BA-
MA'’s ingdlation specifications and to address those items that may not be complete or correct a the
time a collocation arrangement is ingpected. (Checkligt Aff. 103) The checklist covers areas such as
AC and DC power, fiber structure, cable racking, total number of circuits, and lighting. Many items are
minor or cosmetic in nature (.g., floor senciling) and most could, if necessary, be finished after the
CLEC has begun ingdlation of its equipment. Only a limited few of the checklis items have even the
potentid to affect a CLEC s ability to ingtal and activate its equipment if not “remedied” prior to turning
over an arangement to a CLEC. Significantly, if a CLEC refuses to accept an arrangement a a
Collocation Acceptance Meeting (CAM) due to a checkligt item that prevents the CLEC from ingalling
or activating equipment, BA-MA notes the reasons during the CAM and the arrangement will not be
conddered complete. (Checklist Aff. 104)

BA-MA performs comprehensive testing of its cross connects upon completion of a collocation
arrangement to ensure continuity between BA-MA's didribution frame(s) and Point of Termination
(“POT”) bays. (Checklist Aff. 1107) BA-MA’s qudity inspection process ensures that ingtallation of
BA-MA-provided cabling is accurate, that assgnments are stenciled properly, and that BA-MA’s

inventory sysems correctly reflect the assgnments upon completion of a physicad collocation
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arangement. AT&T's ealier complaints about BA-MA'’s testing procedures were vague and
confusng. If AT&T was referring to the testing of BA-MA’s equipment, its comments failed to
recognize the comprehensive tests that BA-MA routingly conducts on its own equipment, as noted
above. If AT&T was referring to the testing of its equipment, its comments failed to redize that BA-
MA does not own or operate equipment ingtdled by AT& T and has no obligation or ability to test the
equipment after it isingdled in aphysicd collocation arrangement. (1d.)

BA-MA has peformed voluntary cooperative qudity testing of physcd collocation
arangements for AT& T and will perform similar tests with other CLECs upon request. (Checklist Aff.
1 110) These tests include “head-to-head” testing of facilities by BA-MA and CLEC technicians from
the CLEC's equipment to BA-MA'’s didribution frames to ensure proper continuity. (1d.) BA-MA
technicians conducted cooperative tests in 35 centrd officesin 1999. In the firgt three months of 2000,
BA-MA'’ s technicians conducted cooperative tests in five centrd offices. (1d.)

BA-MA dso notifies CLECs about Collocation Acceptance Mestings prior to the due date of
an arangement. These meetings are arranged and conducted by BA-MA with CLECs to obtain their
acceptance of a collocation arrangement. (Checklist Aff. § 113) Prior to November 1999, BA-MA's
Loca Collocation Coordinators caled representatives of AT& T and other CLECs to arrange mestings
a which they could accept collocation arrangements provided by BA-MA. Only AT&T complained
that the completion process relied too much on telephone contacts. Nevertheless, in November 1999,
a the request of AT&T, BA-MA implemented a new procedure to notify CLECs formdly about, and
to arrange for, acceptance meetings. With this modification, BA-MA’s Collocation Applications group
sends a sandard e-mail letter to CLECs prior to the time that their collocation arrangement is due to

complete. The letter notifies CLECs that they must contact their BA-MA Coordinator when they are
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reedy to ingpect their collocation arrangement and confirm that BA-MA’s work is complete. Since the
CAM noatification process was modified, 64% of CAM letters were sent one week prior to the due
date of an arrangement. In March 2000, 89% of CAM letters were sent one week prior to the due
date of an arrangement. (Checklist Aff. §114)

BA-MA providestimely and accurate Specid Billing Number (“SBN”) and Connecting Facility
Assgnment (“CFA”) information to CLECs. AT&T complained at the Technicd Sessons that BA-
MA has “condgderable problems’ providing SBNs and CFAs, and that BA-MA'’s collocation
goplication “offers little in the way of information regarding the sdection of SBNs ...." (AT&T Aff. 1
21-23) AT&T apparently failed to recognize that BA-MA''s collocation application form was modified
in September 1999 to include a separate section entitled “Request for Specid Billing Number (SBN)”.
This section enables CLECs to specify the SBNs they need from BA-MA for the services they intend
to provide from a collocation arrangement. (Checklist Aff. 9 115) In the event AT&T and other
CLECs have questions about their gpplication or SBNs, they can contact their BA-MA Collocation
Project Manager. In contrast to AT&T's claim, Covad acknowledged at the Technical Session that
SBNs “are not an issue” (Tr. 3081) Although Covad noted that there were some issues initidly, it
reported that they had been resolved. Indeed, BA-MA'’s on-time provisioning of SBNs has improved
gnce the application form was modified. Since October 1999, BA-MA has provided SBNsto AT& T
and other CLECs two weeks prior to the due date of collocation arrangements more than 98% of the
time, and BA-MA attempts to provide SBNs as early as one month prior to the due date of an
arrangement. (Checkligt Aff. §116)

BA-MA ds0 has assigned personnel in its collocation group to verify that connecting facilities

are correctly ingtalled prior to turning over collocation arrangements to CLECs. (Checklist Aff. 1 117)
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BA-MA itsdf ensures that BA-MA-provided cabling is accurate, that assgnments are stenciled
properly, and that BA-MA'’ s inventory systems accurately reflect these assgnments. However, CLECs
are responsible for making sure that the cables between a POT Bay and their collocation arrangement
are indtdled correctly and stenciled accurately. CLECs dso are respongble for keeping accurate
records for the assignments on which they have, or do not have, service. BA-MA has assisted CLECs
in reconciling thelr assgnment records on numerous occasons without charge, notwithstanding the
resources required to undertake this task. BA-MA has provided this assistance to AT& T and other
CLECs. (Checklist Aff. 111)

BA-MA provides CFA information to CLECs in the letter it sends to CLECs notifying them
about CAMs or in a separate notice. (Checklist Aff. §117) Since November 1999, when BA-MA
began providing CFA information a the time it sends the CAM natification letters, 80% of CFA
notifications have been sent to CLECs one week prior to the due date of an arrangement. In March
2000, 90% of CFA natifications were sent one week prior to the due date of an arrangement. (1d.)

In short, BA-MA has been following reasonable and detailed procedures for the ddivery of
collocation arrangements — procedures that have resulted in the timely establishment of more than one

thousand such arrangements for CLECs in Massachusetts.
B. ACCESSTO UNEs(Checklist Item 2)

Section 271(c)(2)(B)(ii) of the Act requires that BOCs provide “nondiscriminatory access to
network elements in accordance with the requirements of sections 251(c)(3) and 252(d)(1).”* The
FCC concluded that Bell Atlantic in New York “provides to competitors combinations of network

elements that are dready pre-assembled in their network, as well as nondiscriminatory access to

3 To the extent that satisfaction of this checklist item involves CLEC access to BA-MA’s OSS, that subject is
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unbundled network eements, in a manner that alows competing carriers to combine those dements
themsdves” (FCC Approval Order § 231)*

The record demondtrates that BA-MA aso provides non-discriminatory access to network
elements, both separately or in combined form. BA-MA provides CLECs with access to UNEs in the
same manner and of the same type provided by Bell Atlantic in New Y ork and approved by the FCC.
(Checklist Aff. §132) Earlier CLEC comments focused on issues of compliance with FCC orders that
have now been or are now being addressed in D.T.E. 98-57, the Department’s investigation of BA-
MA’staiff offerings.

1. Accessto UNEs

BA-MA provides CLECs with access to unbundled network eements including loops,
dedicated loca transport, and dedicated loca and tandem switching ports on a sand-aone basis at the
CLECSs physicd or virtud collocation arrangements in a BA-MA centrd office. (Checkligt Aff. §133)
CLECs obtain access to these elements through cross-connect jumper wires at the CLECS' collocation
arrangements, and can combine these network elements at their physical collocation arrangements by
samply connecting these jumper wires. This means that a CLEC does not need to have any of its own
transmisson equipment in BA-MA’s centrd offices in order for it to combine network eements and
provide telecommunications services. (1d.)

The variety of dternative collocation arrangements BA-MA provides — such as smdler physica

collocation cages, shared collocation cages and cageless collocation arrangements — can aso be used

addressed in Section |11, below.

" The FCC aso determined that BA-NY’s pricing of unbundied network elements complies with the statutory
requirements. As they were in New York, UNE pricing issues have been addressed by the Department in
separate proceedings.

33



PUBLIC VERS ON

by CLECs to combine individua network dements. BA-MA offers each of these dternatives pursuant
to its interconnection agreements and in DTE MA No. 17. (Checklist Aff. §134; Tr. 1021)

Inits UNE Remand Order, the FCC concluded that incumbent LECs must provide unbundled
access to sub-loops, where technicdly feasible (UNE Remand Order 1 205). BA-MA has developed
an offering to satisfy CLEC requests for 2-wire or 4-wire metalic distribution sub-loops to provide
connectivity between the Feeder Digtribution Interface (“FDI”) and the end-user’s Network Interface
Device (“NID”). Through this offering, a CLEC can access the copper distribution portion of a loop
and bypass the Digitd Loop Carier (“DLC’) feeder portion of the loop, which is generdly
incompatible with wideband DSL services. On May 25, 2000, BA-MA filed terms and conditions for
Unbundled Sub-loop Arrangements (“USLA”) to make this capability available in D.T.E. MA No.17.
Under USLA, the CLEC can access the BA-MA digtribution pairs by establishing an Interconnect
Cabinet near the BA-MA FDI and arranging for BA-MA to place a cable to connect the two sites. On
May 17, 2000, BA-MA filed additiond terms and conditions with the Department to enable a CLEC,
where space and right-of-way permit, to collocate its associated eectronicsin BA-MA remote terminal
equipment enclosure (“CRTEE”) locations. BA-MA dso provides USLA and CRTEE under
interconnection agreements and has posted on its web-Ste proposed terms and conditions to facilitate
the process of negotiating amendments to interconnection agreements. (Checklist Aff. §142)

Like BA-NY, BA-MA will provide CLECs interconnection at other technicdly feasible points
through the BFR process set out in interconnection agreements and in DTE MA No. 17. In its Order of
March 24, 2000, in D.T.E. 98-57, the Department approved BA-MA'’s BFR process for addressing
requests for network elements and services not offered either by tariff or through approved

interconnection agreements.  Specificdly, the Department approved the intervals and cost recovery
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mechanism st forth in BA-MA's tariff but directed BA-MA to modify its tariff language to make clear
that: (1) BA-MA’s acknowledgement of a BFR will be in writing; and (2) the BFR process applies
whenever BA-MA receives requests for network elements and services not offered either by tariff or
through its approved interconnection agreements. On April 21, 2000, BA-MA filed those revisonsin
itscompliancefiling in D.T.E. 98.57.

2. BA-MA Provided UNE Combinations

In addition to providing numerous methods for CLECs to combine individua network eements,
BA-MA aso provides unbundied network eements in an aready combined form. Specificdly, BA-
MA is providing to CLECs the complete platform of network eements known as “UNE-P’ in
accordance with the requirements of the FCC and the Department. This UNE-P offering is available
under interconnection agreements or DTE MA No. 17. (Checklist Aff. 1136) As of the end of
February 2000, nine CLECs were using the UNE-P platform to provide telecommunications services to
their end user customers. (Checklist Aff. §138)*

BA-MA aso offers an unbundled network e ement combination caled “ Switch Sub-Patform”,
which may best be described as a “loopless’ UNE-P arrangement.  (Checklist Aff. § 139) This
unbundled network eement arrangement combines unbundled loca switching with other unbundled
network eements, including ether shared or dedicated interoffice transport, shared tandem switching,
SS7 signaling, and access to E911. Operator Services and Directory Assistance service are available
on an optiond bass. Under switch sub-platform common interoffice transport, BA-MA will provide

common interoffice trangport in conjunction with a shared trunk port.  Under switch sub-platform

> The UNE-P offering is discussed below in more detail in the sections dealing individually with the UNE-loops
and UNE-Switching combined in UNE-P.
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dedicated interoffice transport, BA-MA will provide dedicated interoffice trangport in conjunction with
adedicated trunk port. Thereis no collocation requirement under this option. The switch sub-platform
offering isavailablein DTE MA No. 17. (I1d.) All UNE-P lines currently in service use the Switch Sub-
Matform.

BA-MA dso provides loop and trangport combinations for use by CLECs in their provison of
switched locd exchange and associated switched exchange access services in accordance with the
Department's requirements and the FCC's UNE Remand and Supplementa Orders.  The Enhanced
Extended Loop combination (“EEL”) provides a CLEC with access to unbundled loops without the
need to collocate in the centra office in which those loops terminate.  (Checklist Aff. §140) In the
EEL, BA-MA combines the UNE loop with appropriate UNE-transport. The CLEC may aso obtain
multiplexing as pat of an EEL arangement. (Id) EEL arangements are avalable under

interconnection agreements and DTE MA No. 17.%°
C. ACCESSTO POLES, DUCTS, CONDUITSAND RIGHT-OF-WAY (Checklist Item 3)

Section 271(c)(2)(B)(iii) of the Act requires that BOCs provide “nondiscriminatory access to
the poles, ducts, conduits, and rights-of-way owned or controlled by the [BOC] at just and reasonable
rates in accordance with the requirements of section 224.” BA-MA has provided access to its poles,
ducts, conduits, and rights of way in Massachusetts since the 1960s pursuant to standard licensing

agreements.”’ In response to the Act, BA-MA amended its standard agreements to conform its terms

' Following the Department’s March 24, 2000 Order in D.T.E. 98-57, BA-MA filed a Motion for Reconsideration
and Clarification of various aspects of the Department’s order as it relates to BA-MA’s EEL offering.
Specifically, BA-MA has requested reconsideration of (1) the requirement for commingling of special access
and EEL arrangements; (2) the rejection of BA-MA's proposal to require new EEL arrangements to terminate at
aCLEC s collocation facilities; and (3) the requirement that BA-MA allow all elements of an EEL arrangement to
be ordered on a single service order. BA-MA's EEL offering already complies with the requirements of the
FCC's UNE Remand and Supplemental Orders, regardless of the outcome of this Motion.

7 Massachusetts has certified to the FCC that it will regulate the rates, terms and conditions for pole attachments.
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and conditions with the requirements of the Act. Based on information presented in the Checklist
Affidavit and BA-MA'’s standard license agreements for poles and conduits, BA-MA has demonstrated
that it is providing nondiscriminatory access to its poles, ducts and rights-of-way a just and reasonable
ratesin accordance with the requirements of section 224.

The FCC concluded that Bel Atlantic in New York “demondrates that it is providing
nondiscriminatory access to its poles, ducts, conduits, and rights-of-way at just and reasonable rates,
terms and conditions in accordance with the requirements of section 224, and thus satisfies the
requirements of checklist item 3.” (FCC Approval Order, at 1265) In aseparate FCC Order relating
to BellSouth's Section 271 Application, the FCC found that BellSouth is providing nondiscriminatory
access to its poles, ducts, conduits, and rights-of-way at just and reasonable rates terms and conditions.
Application of BellSouth Corporation, FCC 98-271 (rel. October 13, 1998) (“BellSouth”).*®
Based on these cases, BA-MA has demondtrated that it meetsthe Act’s checklist item 3 requirements.

1. BA-MA MeetstheCriteriaof the FCC Approval Order

The evidence shows that BA-MA has a very long higory of providing non-discriminatory
access to poles, ducts, conduits and rights-of-way that it owns or controls. (Harrington Affidavit §6)
As of March 2000, BA-MA has 352 pole-attachment agreements and 82 conduit-occupancy
agreements.  There are 27 pole-attachment agreements with CLECYOther Common Carriers
(“OCCs’") and 141 pole-attachment agreements with Cable Televison Companies (“CATVS’). Of the

82 conduit-occupancy agreements, 14 are with CLECYOCCs and 18 with CATVs. (Checklist

See States That Have Certified That They Regulate Pole Attachments, Public Notice, 7 FCC Red 1498 (1992).
Seealso G.L.c. 166, § 25A; 220 C.M.R. 45.00.

8 The FCC denied BellSouth’s application based on deficiencies unrelated to checklist item #3. See BellSouth,
Executive Summary.
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Affidavit 1 143)
BA-MA treats dl licensees, including CLECs, in a Smilar and non-discriminatory manner. For
example, BA-MA uses a standard license agreement for pole attachments for Maine, Massachusetts, New

Hampshire and Rhode Island and a standard conduit occupancy agreement for these states plus Vermont."
Bell Atlantic maintains a centralized License Agreement Group (“LAG") that serves these states, and follows
standard practices and procedures. BA-MA, additionally, has standard documented processes that it provides
to licensees that detail how they may obtain access to BA-MA'’s carrying plant. (Harrington Affidavit 112)
The use of standard license agreements and practices help ensure consistency and efficient service to all
licensees, including CLECs® BA-MA has added additional personnel to its License Administration Group
(“LAG") to address the continuing demand for requests for access and also made managerial changes in its
LAG staff to respond to requests by licensees more effectively and efficiently. (Response to Information
Request DTE-ATT-1-182)

BA-MA holds monthly workshops with licensees to ensure two-way communication between BA-
MA and licensees. As aresult of these workshops, BA-MA has instituted a project-management function to
handle large or complex requests in an efficient manner both for licensees and BA-MA. Additionaly, BA-MA
has modified certain procedures, such as the conduit occupancy procedure (Procedure 9), as a result of on-

going feedback from licensees. (Checklist Aff. 1 146)

BA-MA provides the same type of non-discriminatory access to poles, ducts, conduits and
rights-of-way at just and reasonable rates in accordance with the requirements of section 271 of the Act
asBA-NY.

(2) New BA-MA Licensing Agreements

In response to the Act, BA-MA discontinued its enforcement of provisons that are in conflict

¥ Pole attachments are provided in Vermont under tariff arrangements.

% See BellSouth, at 1 177 (“BellSouth demonstrates that it utilizes a standard license agreement for access to
poles, conduits, ducts, and right of way, which outlines specific terms and conditions.”)
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with the Act and has undertaken an effort to update its license agreements for both pole attachments
and conduit occupancy. (Checkligt Aff. 1144) As noted in the Initid Harrington Affidavit (1 19), this
effort began with workshops with licensees that were initidly held in April 1999, and continue to be held
monthly. Although certain provisons of the older licenang agreements were not in compliance with the
Act, BA-MA has not enforced those provisons, and they are no longer included in the updated
agreements. (Record Request No. 2; Checklist Aff. §1145) The updated agreements comply with al
relevant requirements of the Act concerning the nondiscriminatory access to the poles, ducts, conduits,
and rights-of-way owned or controlled by BA-MA. BA-MA has not enforced terms and conditions
contained in its exigting license agreements that may conflict with the Act. (DTE-NECTA-1-21, Tr. 21-
22)

There were a number of items identified by RCN, AT&T and Conversent in which they
contended that BA-MA'’s then current license agreements were inconsstent with the Act or were
otherwise discriminatory. BA-MA has addressed those clamsinits revised agrid and conduit licensng
agreements previoudy filed with the Department. Further, BA-MA met with representatives from
NECTA in February to address its comments. (Checklist Aff. § 144) For example, some of the
changes that BA-MA has made include: (1) incorporating the 45-day requirement to complete fidd
surveys and provide aresponse to the CLEC application; (2) insarting a new commitment that BA-MA
will gtrive to complete make-ready work within 90 days for conduit, and 180 days for pole attachments;
(3) modifying the language concerning the limit on the number of pole gpplications to reserve BA-MA's
right to limit (rather than prohibit) the filing for pole attachments to no more than 2,000 poles on dl
pending applications from each CLEC; (4) providing CLECs with the ability to access BA-MA's pole

and conduit records, and (5) diminating provisons that required a CLEC to bear the cogts for make-
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ready work done for BA-MA’s own requirements. (Record Request No. 2.) In written comments,
and during the Technicd Sessions, certain participants raised other issues that they clam undercut BA-
MA’s assertion that it complies with checklist item 3. These issues are addressed below.

(b) Non-Discriminatory Process

Conversent suggested that BA-MA’s process for providing access to conduit is discriminatory
because the process flow for BA-MA’s own conduit requestsis “smple and straight forward”, whereas
the process for CLEC requests is “extremely complex.” (Record Request No. 137) Conversent fails
to recognize that BA-MA’s process for itsdf is inherently different from the process applied to CLECs
because BA-MA does not license itsdf. (Tr. 114-15) As an owner of the poles and conduits, BA-
MA need not establish the same process for itsdlf that it usesin order to satisfy the requirements of the
Act for CLECS access to poles, conduits and rights-of-way. (Id.) Indeed, it is precisely because of
the need to prevent discrimination and to ensure compliance with the Act that BA-MA incorporated
additiona stepsin BA-MA'’ s process to provide access to licensees, including CLECS.

(o) Standard Intervals, Performance Standards and Liquidated
Damages

Conversant contended that BA-MA'’s licensng agreements should include, “to the extent
practicable,” standard intervals and performance standards, together with liquidated damage provisons
that would apply to BA-MA if it fals to meet such standards. (Conversent Aff. (David A. Graham)
111) Neither the Act nor FCC regulations — nor either of the FCC decisions finding BA-NY's and Bell
South's 271 applications sufficient under Checklist Item # 3 — require performance standards and
liquidated damage provisons. In fact, performance standards, in the context of make-ready work, are
not practical or equitable because BA-MA may not have exclusive control over the pole and its existing

attachers (e.g., joint-pole ownership arrangement). (Tr. 186-87) Moreover, every request for access
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is different in its scope and specific dements, requiring a case-by-case andysis of the make-ready work
and reasonable time frames necessary to complete such work. (Tr. 208-09) Both BA-MA'’s
proposed standard conduit licensing agreement and its Pole Attachment Agreement® provide that BA-
MA will use reasonable efforts to complete make-ready work in set time frames -- the only practical
commitment that can be made under the circumstances. Moreover, as shown in the comparison for
make-ready work between BA-MA'’s internal work and that for CLECs, the results show that BA-
MA'’s actua performance are both reasonable and non-discriminatory. (Checkligt Aff. §152) The
averages for make-ready work for CLECs, CATV, and others vary by quarter, as do BA-MA’s own
interna results since the timeframes for al jobs, both BA-MA’s own work and that for licensees, vary
depending on the individud make-ready requests associated with each request and the number of
requests. (Checklist Aff. 9153)

BA-MA'’s proposed standard licensing agreements comply with the FCC's regulation that
written requests for access must be responded to within 45 days. See 47 C.F.R. § 1.1403. See also
First Report and Order, a § 1224. BA-MA'’s proposed standard conduit and pole attachment
agreements each provide a BA-MA commitment to perfform a pre-condruction survey and
communicate the results to the CLEC within 45 days® (Checklist Aff. 1{] 147-148; Pole Attachment

Agreement, 1 5.3; Conduit License Agreement, 15.3)* Of course, BA-MA does not wait 45 days if

21

See § 5.5 of each agreement.

%2 Thisisconsistent with the FCC’s decision in Bell South, where BellSouth commits to inform competitors within

45 days if facilities are not available. (BellSouth, at §177) Asindicated in the Checklist Aff. 1148, BA-MA is
willing to file performance data regarding the 45-day timeframe with the Department as part of its quarterly
performance reports, should the Department so desire. However, BA-MA opposes the monthly detailed
reporting requested by AT& T because it is burdensome to administer and confusing to understand. (Record
Request No. 147)

#  AT&T maintained that BA-MA’s Procedure 9 extends BA-MA’s decision-making process regarding access to

a period of 52 days because the procedure permits BA-MA seven days from receipt of an application to send
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the information can be made avalable to an gpplicant in a shorter time frame. (Tr.32) The time
required is ultimately dependent upon the size and scope of the request. (Id.) BA-MA has been able
to meet the 45-day timeframe on nearly a 95% combined average for the last year. (Checklist Aff.
1 148) Accordingly, BA-MA’s conduit and pole attachment agreements, as they relate to standard
intervas are reasonable and non discriminatory.

(d) NoBarrier to Conduit Access

AT&T complained that BA-MA'’s process for obtaining conduit space has made it particularly
difficult to develop a route because it requires that an applicant specify the two endpoints of the conduit
run and the exact route between them desired by the CLEC. (AT& T Comments, at 10) According
to AT&T, if conduit space is unavailable, the applicant is expected to specify another route until a route
is found with spare conduit space in dl of its requested segments (AT& T labes this process “go fish”).
(Id.) However, as AT& T acknowledges, this processis no longer in place. (Id., at 1111)

On October 25, 1999, BA-MA amended Procedure 9 to address this problem. (DTE-
NECTA 1-28 (Supplemental)) The amended Procedure 9 now provides three options to a CLEC
seeking conduit access from BA-MA:

Option 1 The CLEC has developed its required route; if no conduit or manhole breakout
isavailable, no dternatives will be explored by BA-MA.

Option 2 The CLEC has developed its required route; if no conduit or manhole breakout
isavalable, then BA-MA will consder aternate routes.

Option 3 The CLEC requests assstance in developing a conduit route or manhole
breakout.

Using Option 3, a CLEC need not play “go fish”. BA-MA will work together with a CLEC to develop

the applicant a written statement for the estimated costs to perform the record search and survey to determine
conduit availability. (AT&T Aff. 18) AT&T'sinterpretation of the 45-day requirement is unreasonable. Itis
appropriate that all application-related time frames, including this one, be measured from the date all necessary
paperwork and applicable fees are received until the date all work is compl ete.
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aconduit route or manhole breakout to achieve the CLEC' srequested route in some manner. AT&T is
left to suggest that BA-MA has not demondtrated thet it actudly follows the new procedure. (AT&T
Comments, a 111)

(e) BA-MA Reservation of Conduit Space

AT&T and Conversent complained about provisons in BA-MA’s written procedures that
permit BA-MA to reserve space for one year in its conduits for its own telecommunications services,
compared to a 90-day period for CLECs, as specified in the Conduit Licensng Agreement. (AT&T
Comments, at 21; Record Request No. 137) BA-MA will pre-dlocate structure space for its own
work for ajob only if documented by afully engineered plan. Congtruction of this documented job shall
commence within one year of its being authorized. This permits sufficient time to complete fidd surveys,
find detalled work-prints, and ordering of materids that precede actual sructura occupancy.
(Supplemental Reply DTE NECTA 1-30, at 2) Once a CLEC has initiated the process of filing for a
license with BA-MA, the CLEC will have the firgt right to occupy the requested space. Should its pre-
condruction work (which is often initiated well-before the actud filing for a license with BA-MA) take
nine months to complete, the CLEC, in effect, would have the same opportunity to pre-alocate
sructure space as BA-MA. Therefore, the first-come, first-serve alocation of space occurs at the
same stage for BA-MA asit doesfor CLECs. (Id.)

BA-MA does not discriminate againgt the CLECs concerning its reservation policy. Although
BA-MA expects CLECs to begin placing their facilities within 90 days of being issued alicense by BA-
MA, nothing precludes the CLEC from beginning pre-congtruction work in advance of receiving its
occupancy license from BA-MA. A CLEC's pre-congtruction includes planning, ordering of materids

and condruction of a private conduit syssem, and may not include occupying the BA-MA conduit
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space.

BA-MA'’s policy protects other CLECs and BA-MA from being unable to use available
dructures that had been pre-dlocated to another licensee for a long period of time. In generd,
customers who apply for conduit space usualy need it as soon as possble to serve their customers and
begin congruction in a timdy fashion. (Tr. 362) To date, BA-MA has never requested a CLEC
surrender its unused, post-90 day pre-dlocated structure. (I1d.; Tr. 355)

(f) Useof BA-MA Employees

AT&T and Conversent object to BA-MA’s requirement that licensees seeking to make
attachments use BA-MA employees or contractors hired or pre-designated by BA-MA for survey and
make-ready work. (AT& T Comments, a 1 22; Record Regquest No. 137) These objections overstate
the impact of the redtriction.

For a period of approximately two years, BA-MA has alowed CLECs to perform their own
pre-construction survey to determine which poles, if any, will require make-ready work in order to
accommodate a potential overlash. (DTE-NECTA 1-35, Terms and Conditions for a Licensee To
Perform an Overlash To Their Own Existing Authorized Aerial Attachments) Additiondly,
CLECs have the option to have manhole break-out work performed in coordination with BA-MA and
using the same BA-MA approved contractors with a BA-MA Contract Work Inspector present.
Except for safety reasons or in cases of some damage/emergency conditions, CLECs have always been
able to use ther choice of workforce when performing work on CLEC-owned fecilities (for example,
placement, rearrangement or remova of CLEC owned facilities, transfers or to accommodate the needs
of other attachees) (Checklist Aff. 72) For other types of work, BA-MA has labor agreements with

its bargained-for employees, and work on BA-MA’s plant and facilities must be performed in
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accordance with those agreements. (Tr. 273)

(g) Proceduresfor Making Conduit Available

AT&T maintained that certain aspects of BA-MA’s pricing procedures are unnecessarily
expensive and its charges for the make-ready work “tend to be overstated”. (AT& T Comments 112)
AT&T provides no support for these assertions. They are not correct since the costs are based on
prevailing labor rates and actud time expended to complete the work.

AT&T dso objected to BA-MA’s policy of not alowing a CLEC to license a full duct if the
cable being placed by a CLEC gpplicant islessthan 1.1 inchesin diameter. (Id. at 1 13) In such cases,
BA-MA will make an innerduct avalable. Ingtaled innerducts are available for the use of other CLEC
conduit applicants where required. This policy is reasonable and appropriate because it provides a
CLEC agpplicant with what is specificaly needed by the CLEC, and does not permit the CLEC unfairly
to obtain more space than it requires.

Contrary to AT&T's assartions, BA-MA does not profit from the make-ready work that the
party has paid to complete. (Id.) Because AT&T may be equdly likely to be the beneficiary of earlier
make-ready work performed by BA-MA for another CLEC, or for BA-MA itself, AT&T (or another
CLEC) would avoid any future make-ready work and associated costs. BA-MA collects costs for
make-ready work only once and charges proportionate rent based on the space occupied.

(h) Itemized Make-Ready Work Estimates

AT&T clamed that the make-ready work estimates from BA-MA are not sufficiently itemized
for an applicant to be able to evduate ther accuracy. (AT&T Comments a 714) As shown in
Technicd Sesson Exhibit 3, BA-MA provides AT&T with sufficient detall concerning make-ready

estimates to evduate ther accuracy. For example, Exhibit 3 includes the specific information that was
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used by BA-MA to caculate the estimated $84,291.97 make-ready costs, broken down into the
following dements:

Edtimated engineering time (in hours) and labor rate per hour
Edtimated police detail (in hours) and labor rate per hour

Estimated contract work ingpection (in hours) and labor rate per hour
Egtimated manhole survey (in hours) and labor rate per hour

Estimated rod and rope, including number of feet and unit cost per foot

Edtimated line crew placement of innerduct (includes number of innerducts and unit cost per
innerduct, together with estimated hours of labor and unit |abor cost.

If there are additiona questions that such an estimate raises, BA-MA is dways available and ready to
provide whatever further clarification may be requested by a carrier.

(i) TheNumber of Poles Per Application

Section 4.2 of the proposed standard pole attachment agreement limits an gpplication for pole-
attachment licenses to include no more than 200 poles in any one gpplication. In addition, BA-MA
reserves the right to limit the filing for pole attachments to no more than 2,000 poles on dl applications
that are pending approvd a any one time within a sngle Planning Manager's Area.  (Checklist Aff.
1 145) RCN chdlenged thislimitation. (Tr. 2600)

BA-MA'’s resarvetion of its right to limit the number of poles is intended to prevent a Sngle
CLEC from potentidly usng most or dl of BA-MA'’s resources with an unusudly large request. (Tr.
195) Such an approach aso provides practica benefits to CLECs because congtruction cannot begin
until alicense is granted pursuant to an gpplication. Segmenting a large agpplication dlows the CLEC to
begin placing their cable before BA-MA has completed al the necessary survey and make-ready work
that may be required on an extremely large single gpplication. (See Tr. 198-99.) Notably, BA-MA'’s

updated proposed pole attachment agreement no longer establishes an absolute prohibition against more
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than 2,000 poles. (Compare Original Pole Attachment Agreement, a Article VII(B) with Updated
Pole Attachment Agreement, § 4.2) BA-MA'’s proposed Pole Attachment Agreement now provides
the additiond flexibility for BA-MA to work together with a particular CLEC to reach an acceptable
accommodation based on the unique facts and circumstances, and in consderation of BA-MA'’'s other
requirements for itsaf and other licensees. (Tr. 198-99)

() CLECs Accessto Conduit Plats|s Reasonable.

Conversent and AT& T complained about BA-MA'’'s procedure to provide CLECs with access
to BA-MA'’s conduit plats® (Conversent Comments at 3; Tr. 2557-59) Conversent and AT&T
suggested that they should be able to come to BA-MA's offices and browse through dl plats within
BA-MA'’s collection. That sort of unrestricted review is neither required nor necessary. Instead — like
the Section 271 compliant Bell South procedure — BA-MA will provide copies of specificaly requested
drawingsto a CLEC.* BA-MA has a standardized process regarding providing access to records.®
During the first quarter of 2000, BA-MA received 53 requests for access to records and was able to
provide the information requested for 75% of those requests within five business days after receipt of
the request. Further, BA-MA responded to the 53 requests on an average of 5.8 business days.”

(Checklist Aff.  155)

# A plat is a map of the network that shows the location of conduit and manholes on a particular street, the

number of ducts, the size of the manhole and other proprietary information. (Tr. 2558-59)

25

See Bell South, at 1 180. (“BellSouth commitsin its SGAT to provide ‘ access to relevant plats, maps, engineering
records and other data upon receiving a bonafide request for such information” (footnote omitted))

% Aspart of BA-MA’s process, it reviews the request, records it, and then retrieves the plat, either locally or from

an off-site vendor. The customer is then informed that the copy is available subject to the signing of the non-
disclosure agreement and payment of the applicable cost. (Checklist Aff. §154)

27

See BellSouth, at 1 180. (“BellSouth further commits to providing competitive LECs with access to engineering
records within five business days of a competitor’'s request for such information. We reject AT&T'S
contention that afive business day waiting period for competitorsis discriminatory, when Bell South has instant
access to engineering information.”)
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(k) Nondiscriminatory Accessto Municipal Duct Space

MCIW and NECTA raised certain questions concerning the availability to CLECs of spare
municipa duct space. (Tr. 301-307) BA-MA generdly reserves duct space in conduit for municipa
use. BA-MA'’s palicy is not to use reserved municipal duct space for its own purposes. However,
BA-MA may, on occasion, occupy this duct space on atemporary basis for emergency or maintenance
reesons. (DTE-MCIW 1-17) That existing municipa duct space is available to dl licensees for
emergency or maintenance reasons on asimilar temporary basis. (Tr. 302)

(D Miscellaneous I ssues

AT&T raised severa miscellaneous issues relaing to various provisons of BA-MA'’s pole
attachment agreement. (AT&T Comments, at ff 20-29) AT&T objects to the fact that BA-MA
assumes no obligation to condruct, retain or maintain any facility not needed for its own service
requirements. (Id.. at § 23) (See BA-MA Pole Attachment Agreement, a  24) There is nothing
unusua or discriminatory about this provison. The poles are owned (often jointly) by BA-MA and are
made available to CLEC:s if, and to the extent, such poles continue to be used for BA-MA’s own
service requirements.

AT&T objected to a provison permitting BA-MA to remove or rearrange a CLEC's pole
atachments in an emergency without ligbility for damages. (AT&T Comments, a 25) (See BA-MA
Pole Attachment Agreement, a 1 7.1.10) This limitation on ligbility has been removed from the latest
verson of BA-MA'’s pole attachment agreement, and AT& T's concern is moot.

AT&T objected to BA-MA's failure to credit a CLEC if BA-MA redizes additiona revenue

from any additionad space that results from a required CLEC rearrangement. In addition, AT& T

7 See DTE-NEVD 1-36.
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suggested that CLECs should not bear the expenses associated with rearrangement of the CLEC's
fecilities that BA-MA requires the CLEC to make to accommodate BA-MA's service requirements.
(AT&T Comments at 11 25-26) AT&T’'s objections are without merit. BA-MA does not “profit”
from improvements pad for by the CLEC. When rearrangement of facilities are performed at the
request of a CLEC, such rearrangement provides the additiona space needed to serve the gpplicant on
acodt-causer basis. (Checklist Aff. §1f] 145, 159) Costs incurred by a CLEC to rearrange fadilities to
accommodate BA-MA have been addressed in arecently drafted provision, which states:

Licensee shdl not be required to bear any of the costs of rearranging or
replacing its atachment if such rearrangement or replacement is
necesstated soldy as a result of an additiond attachment or
modification of an exigting attachment sought by ancther party (including
Licensor, Joint Owner(s) or Joint User(s)) and should be pad for any
work it performs to accommodate such request. Where multiple parties
join in a modification, each party’s proportionate share of the tota cost
will be based on aratio of the amount of new space occupied by that
party to the total amount of new space occupied by al parties joining in
the modification. If a Licensee brings its facilitates into compliance with
goplicable safety codes and requirements during such modifications,
Licensee will be respongble for a share of the modification cods.
Licensor shdl not be required to use revenue that may result from the
use of any additiond space resulting from such replacement or
rearrangement to compensate parties that paid for that modification.

AT&T raised objections concerning BA-MA’ s indemnification and liability provisons relating to
interference with service and other potentia losses, asserting that BA-MA's requirement for CLEC
indemnification and its liability provisons relaing to interference with service are not reciproca. (AT&T
Comments, at 1T 27-28) Although BA-MA maintains a primary obligation to serve that is not shared
by CLECs, BA-MA has created a leve of reciprocity to CLECs through the incorporation of the
following provison:

Licensor shdl exercise precaution to avoid damaging the facilities of
Licensee. Licensor shdl make an immediate report to Licensee of the
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occurrence of any such damage and agrees to remburse the respective
parties for reasonable, direct costs incurred in making repairs.

This provison holds BA-MA accountable to CLECs for dl reasonable direct damages it causes
to CLECs facilities, and provides reciprocity to CLECs regarding CLECs obligations to BA-MA for
damaging the facilities of BA-MA.. (See Pole Attachment Agreement, § 13.2) Reciprocity with respect
to indemnification provisions are unnecessary because BA-MA's retaill customers, as a matter of public
policy, are prevented from seeking consequentid damages from BA-MA as a result of service
disruptions. Accordingly, there would be no need to establish reciprocd indemnification provisions with
CLECs.

(m) Reasonable Rates

RCN complained that BA-MA'’s rates for pole attachments are excessve is completely
inaccurate. BA-MA has not modified its pole-attachment rate for more than 20 years even though
labor cogts have continued to rise over time. A potentid licensee that contests BA-MA's rates for
attachments has specific rights under Massachusetts law to have the Department set the rates. No

licensee has, however, brought such an action concerning pole attachment rates.
D. UNBUNDLED LOCAL LOOPS(Checklist Item 4)

Section 271(c)(2)(B)(iv) of the Act requires that BA-MA provide “[lJoca loop transmisson
from the centrd office to the customer’s premises, unbundled from loca switching or other services”
The FCC has noted thet it has defined the loop as* a transmission facility between a didtribution frame,
or its equivaent, in an incumbent LEC centrd office, and the network interface device a the customer’s
premises.” (FCC Approval Order 1 268) Further, the definition includes different types of loops,
including two-wire and four-wire analog voice-grade loops, and two-wire and four-wire loops that are

conditioned to tranamit the digital Sgnals needed to provide services such as Integrated Services Digitd
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Network (“ISDN”), Asymmetrical Digitd Subscriber Line (*ADSL”), High-bit-rate Digital Subscriber
Line (*HDSL”), and 1.544 Mbps digital (*DS-1") transmission services. (1d.)

In reviewing the gpplication of BA-NY, the FCC dso dated that “Bel Atlantic must
demondrate that it has a concrete and specific lega obligation to furnish loops and that it is currently
doing S0 in the quantities that competitors reasonably demand and a an acceptable level of qudity.”
(FCC Approval Order 1 269) The FCC observed that Bl Atlantic must dso demonstrate that it
provides non-discriminatory access to unbundled loops, dthough it noted that this inquiry involved as
well the non-discriminatory access to the various functions of Bell Atlantic's OSS that were under
Separate scrutiny in Checklist Item # 2. With respect to this data, the FCC said:

To demondtrate that it provides unbundled loops in compliance with its
checklist obligations, Bl Atlantic submitted performance data for
various metrics reating to loop provisoning, including data on the length
of provisoning intervas, missed gppointment rates, “on-time” hot cut
performance, and new loop and hot cut ingtdlation troubles. In
addition, Bell Atlantic submitted performance data addressng both
voice-grade loops and loops capable of tranamitting the digita Sgnds
necessary to support high-speed data services. In view of the variety of
these measures, we conclude that our analyss of this checklist item
cannot focus on Bdl Atlantic’s performance with respect to any single
metric or any single type of loop. Rather, we examine the performance
data for al of the various loop metrics, as wdl as the factors
surrounding those metrics, in order to obtain a comprehensve picture of
whether Bell Atlantic is providing unbundled loca loops in accordance
with the requirements of checklig item 4. FCC Approval Order
278)

The FCC went on to consder the provisoning data provided by BA-NY on three different
bases. sandaone, new loops; coordinated loop transfers, called “hot cuts’; and loops provided as part
of an unbundled loop and switch port (“UNE-P’) platform. Based on the performance data provided,
the FCC concluded that Bell Atlantic satisfies these requirementsin New Y ork.

The same type of performance data provided by BA-MA in this proceeding smilarly show
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grong performance in the provision of UNE loops. The contrary clams of AT&T concerning hot cuts
are amply factudly incorrect. Hot cut provisoning has been excdlent, indeed far better than the on-
time and qudity provisoning levels that were goproved by the FCC. Similarly, the technicd and
coordination challenges presented in provisoning quality xDSL loops on-time have been overcome by
the use of collaboratively developed procedures specific to these UNEs. There is no need for a
separate Massachusetts xDSL collaborative to cover the same subject areas effectively addressed in
New York. Rather, the development of different gpproaches and procedures would risk inhibiting the
success and market growth achieved. Findly, MCI’s various clams about IDLC loop access and
qudity are technicdly inaccurate, and its characterization of Bell Atlantic’'s prior satements and actions
are amply incorrect.
1. BA-MA Provides UNE Loops

Like BA-NY, BA-MA has a concrete and specific lega obligation to provide unbundled loca
loops through its Wholesde Tariff, DTE MA No. 17 and various interconnection agreements. (Stern
Aff. 141) And, like BA-NY, BA-MA has provided “sufficient evidence thet it provides unbundled
loca loop transmission, for the provison of both traditiona voice services and various advanced
sarvices, in anon-discriminatory manner.” (FCC Approval Order 1 273)

Firs, BA-MA provides loca loops unbundled from loca switching or other network eements.
(Stern Aff. 141) Accessto loopsis provided by cross connects that run from the BA-MA distribution
frame to the CLEC' s collocation arrangement. Where a Network Interface Device (“NID”) isingalled
a the customer’s premises, the unbundled loop includes the NID. In addition, BA-MA provides
access to BA-MA's NIDs on a stand-alone basis to CLECs that have their own loops. (Stern Aff. |

54) BA-MA aso has aprocess in place to provide CLECs with access to the house and riser cables
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and ingde wiring owned by BA-MA. (Id.) (Seealso DTE MA No. 17, Part B, Section 5.12)

Second, BA-MA provides CLECs with sarvice in the same manner and of the same type
provided by BA-NY that the FCC found satisfied this checklist item. That is, like BA-NY, BA-MA
provides a full range of unbundled loops (andog and digitd, 2-wire and 4-wire) that can be used by
CLECs to offer a full range of services, such as ISDN, ADSL, HDSL, and DS-1 leve transmisson
savices. (Stern Aff. 1Y 42-49; Tr.1556-58) CLECs are ordering ISDN loops to provison IDSL
sarvices to ther end users, and ordering ADSL qudified loops to provison SDSL services. BA-MA
uses provisioning processes that are specificaly designed to ensure that these UNE loops are ingtdled in
atimdy and quaity manner.

BA-MA dso now provides unbundled sub-loops condstent with the FCC's sub-loop
unbundling requirements.  This offering was made avalable in Massachusetts on May 17th in
compliance with the FCC' s UNE Remand Order. BA-MA has dso filed with the Department on May
5, 2000, its unbundled Line Sharing offering, in compliance with the FCC's Advanced Service Order.
BA-MA will evduate requests for additiona loop types pursuant to the process that is included in
virtualy dl interconnection agreementsand in DTE MA No. 17. (Checklist Aff. 162)

Third, as explained in the accompanying Measurements Affidavit, BA-MA uses the same
measurement data to demondrate its performance results in providing unbundled loops in
Massachusetts as BA-NY did in New York. The Department has adopted the New Y ork Carrier-to-
Carrier Peformance Guideines (“C2C") as the basis for assessing BA-MA’s Section 271
compliance® The data being provided by BA-MA is undergoing vdidation by KPMG as part of the

ongoing comprehensive testing of OSS for Massachusetts. (Measurements Aff. 11 130-31)
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In Massachusetts, BA-MA has provided approximately 14,000 2-wire andog POTS loops to
CLECs on ether a stand-adone or hot-cut basis® and over 3,000 2-wire digitd 1SDN loops and
gpproximately 5,500 ADSL-qudified unbundled loops to CLECs on a stand-adone basis through
February 2000. Bdl Atlantic's Telephone Industry Services Operations Center (“TISOC”) work
teamns are capable of handling large volumes of orders. (Checklist Aff. 11 163-64)

(@) Provisoning Unbundled L ocal loops

The FCC andyzed three provisoning performance measures in assessng the BA-NY long
distance gpplication — on-time performance as scheduled, ingdlation qudity, and provisoning intervals.
For stand-alone loops and loops provided as part of a UNE-P platform, the FCC agreed with the New
York PSC's adoption of a retail anadogue for purposes of comparison to determine whether Bell
Atlantic “provisons new unbundled loops to competing carriers in subgantidly the same time and
manner as it does its retail carriers” (FCC Approval Order § 279) First, the FCC considered the
“missed appointment” data provided.® The performance data for BA-MA are contained in the
Measurements Affidavit and is discussed in both the Measurements Affidavit and the Checklist
Affidavit. As reviewed in the Checklist Affidavit, BA-MA’s performance in provisoning unbundled
stand-alone loops and loops provided as part of UNE-P arrangements is very good. For instance,

during the fourth quarter 1999, BA-MA completed 95.3% of new loop and Platform orders on-time.

% Attachment “A” to the Department’s L etter Order on Final OSS Master Test Plan, dated January 14, 2000.

% The separate number of loops provided on a standalone and hot cut basis is not available because these hot

cuts are tracked on an order, rather than line basis. However, using a general average of 4.5 lines per hot cut
order, it can be reasonably estimated that the 2,600 hot cut orders that BA-MA completed for CLECs in
Massachusetts between July 1999 and February 2000 have involved approximately 12,000 UNE loops.
(Checklist Aff. 174-75)

¥ Missed appointment results are inversely related to on-time performance results, meaning that a missed

appointment rate of 5% would equal an on-time completion rate of 95%. These terms are used interchangeably
in the Supplemental Comments.
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(Checklist Aff. §166) BA-MA'’s on-time performance in provisoning orders for new POTS loops and
new UNE-P arrangements in January and February 2000 was even better, at 97.0% and 97.6%,
respectivdy.  (Measurements Affidavit Exhibit B1)* BA-MA aso completed 100% of UNE-P
migration orders on-time during the period October 1999 to February 2000. (d.) In contrast, BA-
MA'’s on-time performance for retaill POTS dispatched orders .e., new ingtdlation orders) ranged
between 90.2% to 93.0% and for non-dispatched orders results ranged between 99.8% to 99.9%
(Id.) Thus, BA-MA is meeting the due date on CLEC new loop and Platform orders a higher
percentage of the time than it does for its own retail orders.

Next, the FCC concluded that BA-NY was provisoning unbundled loops, both on a stand-
adone bass and as pat of the Patform, a an acceptable leved of quality based on its low leve of
ingtdlation trouble reports. (FCC Approval Order § 284) The same is true in Massachusetts. BA-
MA'’s ingdlation quality performance for unbundled stand-done POTS loops is very good. In Sx of
the past eight months, the “percent of ingtallation troubles reported within 7 days’ for new POTS loops
was sgnificantly better than retall. (Measurements Aff. Exhibit B1) BA-MA aso is providing UNE-P
combinations in a quality manner. For example, from November 1999 through February 2000, less
than 2% of UNE-P arrangements provisioned had troubles reported within 7 days of ingallation. These
results compare favorably with BA-MA'’s retail trouble report rates, which ranged between 1.88% and
2.16% during the same four-month period. Thus, no discernable differences exist in the quality of BA-
MA'’s provisoning of UNE-P arangements when compared to its provisoning of retall exchange

service. (1d))

31

New UNE-P arangements are identified in the C2C reports as “Dispatch — Platform” orders. Migration UNE-P
ordersareidentified as“No Dispatch — Platform” orders.
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Findly, the FCC reviewed data related to provisoning intervals. Here, dthough the data in
New York indicated a difference in the intervals for retaill and CLECs, the FCC found that “the
disparity between wholesdle and retall average ingdlation intervas is not the result of discriminatory
conduct, but rather is the result of factors outside of [Bell Atlantic's] control.” (FCC Approval Order
1 285) As discussed in the Measurements Affidavit, CLEC requests for longer intervas than were
made avalable by BA-MA continue to distort the comparison of actua retall and wholesde
provisgoning intervals. (Measurements Aff. §63) When these requests are removed, the offered and
completed intervals provided show that BA-MA is providing service consgtent with the C2C
Guidelines, whether measured by a retall comparison or a fixed service interva (for non-comparable
UNES). (Measurement Aff. 11 69-73)

Based on this evidence, as well as other data contained in the C2C reports, the FCC
determined “the missed rate of ingdlation gopointments to be the most accurate indicator of Bell
Atlantic's ability to provison unbundled loops” (FCC Approval Order  288) The same review
shows that BA-MA, like Bell Atlantic in New York, “is providing new standalone loops to competing
cariersin atimely manner.” (1d.)

A review of amilar data led the FCC to conclude that BA-NY aso met the checklist
requirements in its provisoning of high capacity UNE loops and UNE loops provided by BA-NY as
part of the “UNE-P’ platform. (FCC Approval Order 1289) In Massachusetts, the volume of orders
for high-capacity loops through February 2000 has been rdatively small. Specificdly, as of end of
February, BA-MA provisoned only 54 DS-1 loops, including 15 provisoned in January and February
2000. The average completion interval for the ingtdlation of DS-1 loops ordered by CLECs is longer

than the completion interval for retail. (Measurements Aff. Exhibit B1) However, BA-MA is meeting
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its ingtdlation due dates for high capacity loops provided to CLECs on a more religble bass than it is
for hi-capacity loops provided to its own retail customers. In fact, between July 1999 and February
2000, BA-MA recorded a missed rate of ingtalation appointments of zero percent (i.e., N0 MISES) in
five of the eght months, including the months of January and February 2000. BA-MA missed only 4 of

30 ingalation gppointments in the other three months. (Checklist Aff. §171)

(b) UNE Loop “Hot Cuts’

The FCC dso reviewed BA-NY’s performance in providing UNE loops via the hot cut
process. Here, the FCC observed that in New York, “hot cut performance is measured according to
the percent of coordinated conversions completed within a specified time window ... a fixed period of
time ranging from one hour to eight hours, depending upon the number of lines involved.” ECC
Approval Order 1292) Further, because there is no retail equivaent to a hot cut, the FCC found that
BA-NY was required to demondtrate that it “provides unbundled loops through hot cuts in a manner
that offers an efficient competitor a meaningful opportunity to compete” (FCC Approval Order 1
291) Based on the evidence presented, the FCC concluded that BA-NY “is provisioning unbundled
loops through the use of coordinated conversons of active customers from Bell Atlantic to competing
carriers, aprocess known as “hot cuts’, in accordance with the requirements of checklist item4.” (Id.)

BA-MA'’s hot-cut performance is better than it wasin New York. The two principa measures
that the FCC used to evaluate BA-NY’s performance were the high percentage of hot cuts delivered
on-time and the low percentage of ingtallation troubles reported for these hot cuts. With respect to the
provisioning of hot cuts on-time, the FCC noted that the best evidence in the record indicated that BA-
NY provided service better than 90% on-time, and “that on-time hot cut performance a a level of 90

percent or grester is sufficient to permit carriers to enter and compete in a meaningful way in the New
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York loca exchange market.” (FCC Approval Order § 298) The FCC aso noted that the C2C
performance data showed “extremely low rates of ingtallation troubles reported on the lines provisoned
through hot cuts” (FCC Approval Order 1 300) In the case of BA-NY, this trouble rate was less
than 2% of the lines provisoned through hot cut loops.

In Massachusetts, the C2C on-time performance data indicates that, snce July 1999, BA-MA
has completed 97% of its more than 2,600 hot cut orders on-time. (Checklist Aff. §174) Since there
are about 4.5 lines per order, BA-MA has successfully completed the conversion of approximately
12,000 UNE loops to CLECs viathe hot cut process. (Id.) Further, the quaity of these hot cuts has
been excdlent, as demongtrated by an ingtdlation trouble report rate of less than 1%. (Checklist Aff.
11 181; Measurements Aff. Exhibit B1)

The FCC ds0 specificdly dedt with AT&T's dams that Bell Atlantic’s on-time and ingdlation
quaity data was poor —the same clamsas AT& T made in Massachusetts. With respect to the on-time
data, the FCC noted that “AT& T submitted data indicating that Bell Atlantic completed only 76 percent
of its ordered hot cuts within the established window for July and August. (FCC Approval Order
294) The FCC disregarded these clams based on the exhaudtive review of AT&T's clams and
records by the New York PSC showing that “Bell Atlantic had completed 88 percent of AT&T's
orders on-time in July and 90.55 percent of AT&T's orders on-time in August.” (Id.) The faects
demondrate that AT&T's clams and records are fundamentdly unreliable. By contradt, the same
exhaudtive andysis of the Bell Atlantic data by the New Y ork PSC produced a minima BA-NY error
rate (1.5% in the June 21 — July 16, 1999 reconciliaion, 3.7% for the remainder of July, and 2.5% in
the August review). (Checklig Aff. 1176) The facts in Massachusetts demondrate that BA-MA's

provisoning performance for AT&T has been excdlent. In keeping with the improvement seen
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generdly as operating experience has been gained, BA-MA'’s performance for AT&T over the period
September 1999 through February 2000 has been even better than it was earlier in New Y ork, ranging
between 97% and 100%. (Checklist Aff. §177)

AT&T smilaly clamed a the FCC — as it did here — that errors in the hot cut provisoning
process were “placing nearly 12 percent of its customers out of service” [FCC Approval Order
301) Agan, the FCC concluded that AT&T's clams and data were smply not reliable: “[d
comprehensive reconciliation of AT&T's outage data that was conducted by the New York
Commisson, however, largdy refutes AT&T's dlegations” (Id.) Ingtead, the FCC noted that the
New York PSC's andyss showed that the outages were less than 5%, thus heavily discounting the
AT&T documentation behind these claims, just as it had done for the on-time performance records.
Here, BA-MA’s hot cut performance has an ingtallation trouble report rate below 1%.

Moreover, with respect to AT&T’'s clams of extended outages, the FCC correctly noted that:
“[t]he New Y ork Commission concluded that in many cases of service disruptions, ‘AT& T took longer
to identify and report the problem to Bell Atlantic than Bell Atlantic took to fix it’.” (FCC Approval
Order §303) The same investigation highlighted that many of these service problems occurred well
after the hot cut — some as long as one month after the migration to AT&T. These service problems
had nothing whatsoever to do with the migration of the end user from Bell Atlanticto AT&T.

AT&T rdies upon the same faulty record keeping in making attacks on Bel Atlantic in
Massachusetts. AT& T acknowledges that nearly three out of every four orders **

*** were served without any sort of problem. (Checklist Aff. 1178) However, in the 41
instances where AT& T claims there was a problem, it is correct on only ** *** clams of

missed due dates (1.3% of **  *** orders), only three of seven trouble report clams (2.0% of **
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*** orders), and ** *** | SRC claims (again 2.6% of **  *** orders). (Checklist Aff.
11 178-80, 187)
Only MCI of the other 10 CLECs that Bell Atlantic is serving via the hot cut process raises a

performance clam. (Checklig Aff. 182) AT&T and MCI together condtituted only **

*** of the hot cuts completed by BA-MA between July 1999 and February 2000. Specifically,
MCI aleged that BA-MA was unable to perform hot cuts involving IDLC in an acceptable fashion,
athough it produced no data to support its clams. The facts are that only 8.6% of hot cuts involve
IDLC, and that during the period of July 1999 through February 2000, BA-MA performed over 2,000
hot cuts, with a 96.6% on-time performance rate. (1d.)

(c) TheHot Cut Process

Bdl Atlantic uses the same methods and procedures in Massachusetts as it uses in New York
to perform hot cuts. These were reviewed and found satisfactory by the New York PSC and KPMG
in NY. All of the steps of the hot cut process are set forth in BA-MA’s response to DTE-NECTA 1-
19.

As in Massachusetts, AT& T raised claims before the New York PSC and the FCC that Bell
Atlantic was failing to adhere to the hot cut process. Once again, the FCC reviewed these clams and
rejected them: “[w]e dso dismissclamsby AT& T and other carriers that additiona hot cut provisoning
deficiencies, which are not reflected in performance data, impose sgnificant costs and delays upon
competing carriers and their customers, thereby impairing new entrant’s ability to compete” FCC
Approval Order 1304) After athorough review of the clams of AT& T and others, the FCC said:

.. . we conclude that the evidence weighs in favor of finding that Bell
Atlantic adheres to the hot cut provisoning process. Bdl Atlantic
demonstrates, and KPMG and the New York Commisson have

confirmed, that the hot cut procedures are being followed, and we
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believe contrary dlegations in the record are insufficient to refute this
showing. Although we teke serioudy AT&T's dams regarding
additiond cogtsit incurs as aresult of Bell Atlantic's hot cut provisioning
falures, we nonetheless conclude that the record does not indicate that
any dleged failure to comply with the procedures results in adverse hot
cut provisoning that denies efficient competitors a meaningful
opportunity to compete. Rather, Bell Atlantic’s high rate of on-time hot
cuts bolsters the evidence in the record that it is adhering to the hot cut
procedures. (FCC Approved Order 1 307)

Among the claims that AT& T has repeated here is its dlegation that the LSRCs generated by
Bdl Atlantic did not contain the necessary cable and pair information. The FCC specificaly regjected
this dam: *“[w]e find that AT&T's dams of LSRC inaccuracy are largdy overstated.” (FCC
Approval Order 1 305, n.973) AT&T has faled entirdy to provide specific support for this cdlam in
this proceeding. (AT&T Record Request No. 220) Further, AT& T acknowledged at the Technical
Sessions that, the requested information is dready in AT&T's possesson. (Tr. 3985-87)
Neverthdess, Bl Atlantic developed a system change to automatically populate the requested data.
This system change was implemented on December 18, 1999. (Tr. 3982-83)

AT&T aso repeated in Massachusetts other dleged failures of BA-MA to adhere to certain hot
cut process steps that were rgjected in tota by the FCC. These include: an aleged recurrent failure to
make Due Date-2 cdls to the CLEC where the CLEC had failed to establish dia-tone; to make pre-
cdls to CLECs to ensure that they and their customer were ready as scheduled (and did not want or
need to reschedule or cancel the hot cut); and to make a cdl after the hot cut was complete so that the
CLEC could test the cut-over for acceptance and initiate the number porting transfer through NPAC.
None of these claims are supported by facts, and, indeed, they are contrary to the experience reported
by AT& T’ s own operating personnd. (Checklist Aff. 1 190-91)

As the FCC found in the case of BA-NY, the record of on-time, quaity hot cuts that Bell
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Atlantic has established in Massachusetts demondirates that Bell Atlantic closdly follows the hot cut
process.
(d) xDSL Loops
(1) AvailablexDSL L oops

BA-MA aso provides under interconnection agreements three unbundled loop products that
are specificaly intended for use in the provison of a CLEC's xDSL services. 2-wire ADSL, 2-wire
HDSL and 4-wire HDSL loops. (Stern Aff. 42, Tr. 1556-58) BA-MA filed an xDSL tariff offering
for the Department’s approva in D.T.E. 98-57 on May 5, 2000. In the meantime, BA-MA is making
XDSL loop offerings available under interconnection agreements.  Since these loops must meet specific
technical criteria, they must first be “qualified” and then provisioned in a cooperative effort with CLECs.
In addition, once assigned for use, XDSL-capable loops are separately identified in BA-MA'’s inventory
systems for purposes of managing spectrum interference, facilitating trouble detection and isolation, and
enauring that their specific technicd criteria are maintained during norma network maintenance and
eventud network upgrades. (I1d.) In the first quarter of 2000, BA-MA provisioned over 4,000 digita
2-wire loops (ADSL and ISDN) for 11 CLECs. (Checklist Aff. 1193) BA-MA'’s performance
record demondrates that it can handle commercia volumes of XDSL loops.

(2) xDSL Provisioning Process

The FCC began by noting that Bell Atlantic and the CLECs had dready undertaken a number
of process improvements in the New York xDSL collaborative. (FCC Approval Order 1 318)
Specificdly, it observed that the New York PSC had aready overseen “a process change to smplify
XDSL centrd office cross-connections and is working to remedy customer contact problems that have

led to a sgnificant portion of ingdlations in which Bell Atlantic cannot access the customer’s premises.”
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(1d.)

The FCC dso favorably noted that the collaborative proceeding was “addressing problems
relating to the timing of loop ingdlations by ensuring that carriers engage in close operationd
coordination so that loop ingtdlations are accurate and less likely to be the subject of trouble reports.”
(Id.) The FCC referred to the joint testing and provisioning procedures that have been adopted in New
York for xDSL loops — a process the FCC believed was warranted and beneficial because
“[p]rovisoning XDSL loops to competitors involves processes that are more complex than those
involved in the provison of avoice grade loop.” (FCC Approval Order §319) Accordingly:

participants in the New Y ork collaborative proceeding have agreed to a
provisoning process for XDSL loops that involves collaborative testing
between Bell Atlantic and the requesting carrier.  The process, which
has been in place since September 15, 1999, involves individud and
joint testing of loops, sharing of test results, joint review of order status,
and procedures for establishing a dialogue between Bell Atlantic and the
requesting carrier on orders in jeopardy. These procedures ensure, for
ingtance, that the parties test loops during the ingtdlation process and
that competitors recelve demarcation information a the time of
inddlation. The New York Commisson confirms that, where

cooperdive testing is conducted, xDSL loop ingdlation problems are
reduced. (Id.)

Bdl Atlantic has deployed the same UNE loop provisoning process improvements, specificaly
designed for xDSL loops, in Massachusetts as in New York. (Tr. 1563, 1795; Checklist Aff. §196)
The resulting processis described in a document that was provided by Bell Atlantic to the CLECsin the
New York collaborative sessons. (Checklist Aff. Exhibit F) That document dso explains — as the
CLECs, the New Y ork PSC and the FCC agreed — why a different process was necessary to meet the
technica requirements for xDSL UNE loops than the process that is used to provison non-data
oriented “dia-tone” services for both CLEC and retail customers.

The cornerstone of this provisioning process is a joint BA-MA/CLEC turn-up and turnover
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procedure that has greetly reduced earlier instances of indalation problems and technica falures.
Indeed, even Covad — the most vocd critic of BA-MA'’ s provisioning process at the Technical Sessons
— has told BA-MA and the Department that problems with loop identification and tagging, for example,
and with loops ddivered to the wrong location are now athing of the past. (Tr. 3182) All of the xDSL
procedures developed and used in New York have now been implemented in Massachuseits.
Cooperative testing was initiated in Massachusetts on September 15, 1999. The smplified centra
office wiring process and the sharing/exchange of data began in January 2000. (Checklist Aff. 196)
In addition to joint processes, BA-MA has initiated a number of important changes in its interna
processes to ded with the growing volume of CLEC xDSL orders. These include establishing a
dedicated Loop Qudlification work force to process dl manud requests, implementing work load and
force management processes, and introducing specidized training for al fidd technicians ingdling xDSL
loops. (Id.) The results of these efforts are shown in the dramaticaly improved measurement results.
(1d.)

Despite the advances that have been made by Bell Atlantic and the CLECs collectively, CLECs
that do not wish to participate in the joint turn-up and testing procedures are not required to comply
with them. (Tr. 1821-22) However, Covad, Northpoint and Rhythm Links— mgor xXDSL providersin
New York — have adopted and implemented the joint testing procedures in the New York xDSL
market, and the same CLECs have supported their implementation in Massachusetts. These CLECs
have 90 percent of the volume in this market in New York and use the mgority of the xDSL loops in
Massachusetts. It is BA-MA's understanding that the companies who chose not to participate have
based their decisions on the lack of their own test platform capability. It is expected that as these

CLECs grow they dso will want to participate in the testing process. (Checklist Aff. §197)
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(3) Separate Data Subsidiary
The FCC then went on to describe the “two avenues of proof that we would find persuasive in
future gpplications.” (FCC Approval Order 1 336) The firs of these is for the Section 271 gpplicant
to establish a separate subsdiary for the provison of advanced services. The FCC dated that the
cregtion of such a separate affiliate may “provide sgnificant evidence that a BOC complies with the
non-discrimination requirements of the competitive checklis.” (FCC Approval Order 1 331) The
FCC reasoned that:
[p]roviding advanced services through a separate &ffiliate would reduce
the ability of the BOC to discriminate against competing carriers with
respect to xDSL sarvices. Significantly, under this structure, the BOC
would be required to treat riva providers of advanced services the
same way it treats its own separate affiliate.  Because the BOC's
advanced services dffiliale would use the same processes as
competitors to conduct such activities as ordering loops, and pay an
equivaent price for facilities and services, the cregtion of the effiliate

should ensure a levd playing fidld between the BOC and its advanced
services competitors. (FCC Approval Order 332)

The FCC found that “we have further assurance that competing carriers in New York will have
nondiscriminatory access to XDSL-capable loops in the future as a result of Bell Atlantic’s commitment
to establish a separate affiliate through which it will offer retall advanced services” FCC Approval
Order 1 331) The Department and the FCC can have the same confidence with respect to BA-MA
gnce Bell Atlantic has committed to establish a separate data affiliate for Massachusetts in the Bell
Atlantic— GTE Merger proceeding before the FCC.

(4) xDSL Service Measurements

The other “avenue of proof” set out by the FCC Approval Order cals for the Section 271
goplicant to demondtrate that it meets the checklist requirements by submitting performance data that
establishes “by a preponderance of the evidence that it provides xDSL-capable loops to competitorsin
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anondiscriminatory manner.” (FCC Approval Order 1333) Here, the FCC specificaly reviewed the
peformance data provided by BA-NY rdating to ingdlation intervas, on-time provisoning and
ingtdlation qudity, and addressed the contrary claims made by Covad and others.

The FCC noted that the absence of state performance benchmarks and New York PSC
reconciliation of data made its andysis of the conflicting data claims difficult. (FCC Approval Order
1326) Asareault, the FCC encouraged state commissions to adopt “specific XDSL loop performance
dandards measuring, for indance, the average completion intervd, the percent of ingdlation
appointments missed as a result of the BOC's provisoning error, the timeliness of order processing, the
ingdlation qudity of xXDSL loops provisoned, and the timeliness and qudity of the BOC's xDSL
maintenance and repair functions.” (FCC Approval Order §334)

The establishment of such standards has now been completed in the C2C proceeding in New
Y ork, and reporting of performance results will be implemented in Massachusetts as it isimplemented in
New York. (Measurements Aff. 61) Beginning with the March C2C report, BA-MA will report %
Missed Appointments for 2-wire xDSL loops. A review of the preliminary missed gppointment % data
for March shows that BA-MA recorded a missed appointment rate for ADSL 2-wire and HDSL 2-
wire loops of only 3.62%. These are excellent results by any measurement standard and are well above
the standard of acceptable performance set by the New York PSC. The new cooperative test
procedures have been in effect in Massachusetts since September, and other aspects of the revised
processes were introduced in January. These new procedures were developed to improve the
provisoning process and correct many of the problems in the early stage of DSL provisoning. BA-
MA'’s performance results show that these new procedures are working well. Results for on-time

appointments completed in I Quarter of 2000 were in the 99-100% range. (Checklist Aff. 1202)
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Seventeen percent of the orders could not be completed for customer reasons and 14% could not be
completed for facility reasons. It is gppropriate to exclude “misses’ due to customer reasons because
BA-MA has no control or influence on this. However, orders that are missed due to customer reasons
are rescheduled, and BA-MA’s performance in meeting the due date ultimately is scored againgt a new
due date. (1d.)

Although Covad, Rhythm Links and Vitts complained about BA-MA'’s service performance at
the Technicd Sessions, they did not provide the supporting order processng and ingddlation detail
behind their dams. This is asgnificant omisson because earlier reviews have shown that CLEC clams
are frequently based on flawed record keeping or measurement methodologies. Accordingly, each of
these carriers was specificaly asked Record Requests for data for the month of November, which
subgtantiated their dlaims.  Only Rhythms Links and Vitts responded in sufficient detail to permit an
investigation

Covad provided no detailed order information whatsoever in response to Record Request 197.
Given Covad's higory of making clams based on data tracking errors and indefensble measurement
methodologies, the absence of any backup data requires the rgection of Covad's complaint. For
example, when Covad reveded the data underlying the claims of missed gppointments it made in the
New York Section 271 process, approximately one-third of the test failures counted by Covad were
for DSL loops that could not be ingtaled. (Checklist Aff. 1204) These ingdlation “failures’ occurred
either because the Covad customer did not provide access to the premises or because the Covad
customer cancelled the order when BA-NY arrived to ingal it. (1d.) Another third of the loops that

Covad reported as failures actudly had test readings that met the testing criteria and should have been
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scored as passes. (1d.)* Thus, absent hard data to the contrary, Covad' s tracking and/or reporting for
virtudly identica clams it made in Massachusetts should be viewed with regjected.

Similarly, CLEC clams of untimely FOCs have been flawed by poor record keeping. For
example, it was clear that Covad based its clamsin New York of average FOC ddlivery days— clams
repested in this proceeding — on measurements made from the date of its first request, completely
ignoring the fact that 25% of its requests had two or more corrections associated with them. (Checklist
Aff. 1205) Not surprisingly, the FCC a0 regjected this measurement of intervals:

...Covad begins measuring the FOC interva the firgt time it submits an
order, whereass Bdl Atlantic cdculates the intervd from the time it
receives an error-free order. See Covad Cutcher/M cChesney/Clancy
Decl. a para. 34. We bdieve it would be appropriate to measure

FOC intervas from the time a vaid order is placed. (FCC Approval
Order 1326 n.1027)

Moreover, these erors in order tracking and measurements have clearly continued to the
present. When Bdll Atlantic recently reviewed ** *** orders identified by Covad for the period
from January 31 to February 2, 2000 as resulting in “failed Covad truck rolls’, that review showed that
80% of the orders** *** were dispatched after BA-MA had aready informed Covad that the
order had not been completed — primarily because of Covad customer “no access’ and customer not
ready conditions. (Checklist Aff. 206) No legitimate clam of a BA-MA performance failure can be
made regarding these orders.

A specific data reconciliation conducted by the parties under the guidance of the Department
bears out the quality of BA-MA'’s sarvice provisoning for Covad. This Covad/BA-MA joint study

looked at ** *** orders completed between February 7 and February 11, 2000. Here, Covad

¥ With respect to the Covad claims, the FCC rejected the inclusion of CLEC customer no access conditions as BA

missed orders: “[w]e do not believe that it is appropriate to include legitimate “no access’ situations in a
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itself acknowledged that BA-MA had timely completed ** *** orders (88%). A review of
Covad's clamed BA-MA “misses,” moreover, showed that at least ** *** were incorrectly ascribed
to BA-MA in Covad's record keeping, thus raising the leve of timely provisoning to 92% and causing
Covad to acknowledge before the Department staff that BA-MA'’'s service provisoning was very good.
(Checkligt Aff. 11207)

Vitts provided in Record Request No. 199 alist of **  *** orders they clamed were missed
in October and November 1999. BA-MA dso investigated the orders Vitts claims were missed.
Based on BA-MA'’ s paper records, and contrary to Vitts clams, four of the 13 orders (30%) were not
missed by BA-MA. (Checklist Aff. §210) BA-MA aso reviewed C2C data for Vitts for the period
October 1999 to March 2000. Percent missed appointments averaged 5.8% **
*** over the sx month period. By March 2000, BA-MA'’s missed appointment rate for Vitts orders
had improved to 2.44%. (Id.)

Because of the age of the orders identified in the Vitts and Rhythms Links responses, the
transactional data needed for BA-MA to fully investigate these orders is no longer avalable in Bell
Atlantic's databases. Consequently, BA-MA has not completed its investigation of the specific
Rhythms Links orders. However, BA-MA has completed an andyds of Rhythms Links missed
appointments (BA-Dispatch) for complex services (PR-4-04) using C2C data for the period October
1999 to March 2000. As expected, BA-MA'’s performance has improved substantidly over this
timeframe. Specifically, the percent of missed gppointments dropped from 21.43% in October 1999 to
4.73% in March 2000. (Checkligt Aff. 1211) Thisimprovement has occurred as the order volume has

increased **

measure of missed appointments.” (FCC Approval Order 1326)
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*k*

Since the introduction of the improved DSL Provisoning Process discussed above,
disagreement at the operations level has essentidly been diminated. (Checklist Aff. 1209) BA-MA is
confident that it has resolved those XxDSL provisoning problems tha some CLECs may have
experienced during the start-up phase. As shown in the C2C metric results, BA-MA'’s current
performance is far better today than it was in October or November and should continue to mest or
exceed requirements.

(e) Loop Qualification

BA-MA is dso providing CLECs with information about xDSL-capable loops in BA-MA'’s
network. BA-MA is currently surveying its loop inventory, on an office by office basis, to identify the
loops that are ADSL-capable. (Checklist Aff. 1212) This survey process was conducted first in the
concentrated, largely urban offices where CLECs are dready collocated and most likely ready to
provide ADSL services. By the end of first quarter 2000, the loop qudification inventory had been
completed in 93% of BA-MA's centra offices with collocation or pending collocation orders. (1d.)

As this loop qudification information is collected, it is provided to CLECs and BA-MA's retall
marketing organization a the same time on a non-discriminatory bass. CLECs can access this
information via the WEB GUI or the Electronic Data Interface (“EDI”) application-to-gpplication
interfaces. (Checklist Aff. §213) On request, BA-MA will dso examine individua loops in offices that
have not yet been surveyed to determine whether they are xDSL-cagpable. This process satisfies the
Act by providing CLECs with the same information as is ordinarily avallable through the mechanized
loop qudlification process described above. In fact, CLECs will receive information such as loop

lengths that BA-MA’ s retail operation does not receive.
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BA-MA is providing CLECs with additiona loop information on a timely bass. CLECs can
submit an order for a Manua Loop Qudification, or for an Engineering Query, which provide different
levels of information beyond that available in the loop qudification database on atimdy bass. BA-MA
provides Manud Loop Qudification information (which includes the presence/absence of load coils and
digital loop carrier) within 48 hours of recelving a request. BA-MA'’s on-time performance for manua
loop qudification for first quarter of 2000 was 92%. An Engineering Query can provide the physica
loop length; the number and location of load coils; the length and location of bridged taps; the gauge of
the wire, the gauge changes and their associated locations, and the presence of digital loop carrier.
Almog al of this data must be obtained and verified utilizing paper plat records. (Checklist Aff. §1214)
BA-MA provides this information within 72 hours. If BA-MA'’s retail sdes representatives wanted to
use this information, they would obtain it in the same manner as CLECs do today.

The existing mechanized and manud loop quaification processes BA-MA offers have been
designed to comply with the information requirements of the FCC's UNE Remand Order. (Checklist
Aff. 1215) Neverthdess, Bdl Atlantic is working with the CLECs through the New York DSL
collaborative process to enhance database access for the Loop Qudification process. For instance,
CLECs indicate they would prefer an automated process for obtaining the additiond loop qudification
information tha currently is available only through the Manud Loop Qudification or Engineering Query
processes.  Loop-makeup information is posted in the Facility Assgnment Control System (“FACS’)
for approximately 10% of the termind locationsin Massachusetts. (Id.) In other cases, a manua effort
is required to trace the cable and pair on paper records and to record the data required. A sub-
committee of the New Y ork collaborative has been investigating various possibilities, including the costs

for providing loop makeup information (to the extent such information is available in FACS) through a
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mechanized system. It is expected that this issue will be resolved through the collaborative process.
(1d.)
(f) Loop Conditioning

For loops that are not initidly xDSL-capable, BA-MA will condition them on request.
(Checklist Aff. §216) Conditions that render a loop xDSL-incapable include the presence of load
coils, bridged taps, Digitd Added Main Lines (“DAMLS’), repeaters and DLC systems. These
devices or technologies dlow andog POTS signds to be transmitted over the loop in question but will
hinder the support of most xDSL technologies. (Id.) Although the FCC indicated that Bell Atlantic
must provide access to any functiondity of the loop (unless it is not technically feasible to condition the
loop facility to support the particular functiondlity requested), it ruled tha the costs of conditioning
existing loop facilities or of accessng particular loops served by “integrated digital loop carrier (IDLC)
technology or smilar remote concentration devices’ shdl be recovered from the competing carrier(s).
(FCC Approval Order 1271)

To facilitate the loop-conditioning process, BA-MA has recently filed with the Department a
new loop offering cdled Digitd Desgned Links in DTE MA No. 17. This offering incudes
gandardized terms and options for conditioning loops and obtaining loop extensons and related
sarvices. (Checklist Aff. 1217) BA-MA’s new Digital Designed Link offering, which is dso offered in
CLEC interconnection agreements, includes standard pricing terms that enable CLECs to order the
removal of bridged tap or load coils on copper loops or to request the addition of eectronics that
extend the effective range of ISDN/IDSL equipment on longer loops. In addition, if a customer is
currently served on a loop that includes fiber, BA-MA will move the customer to available dternative

copper facilities. (1d.)
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Covad clamstha Bdl Atlantic discriminates againgt CLECs by assessing non-recurring charges
to condition long loops for xDSL while offering Smilar services to its own customers without additiond
charge. (Covad Aff. 120.) Covad'sclam issmply not correct. Covad is mixing gpples and oranges.
BA-MA uses long loops equipped with fiber optics and digita loop carrier (“DLC”) to provide ISDN
sarvice — not XDSL services - to its retall customers. (Checklist Aff. § 218) Loops capable of
providing ISDN are available to Covad on an unbundled basis, and Covad admits that these loops
could be used to provide its xDSL service. (Covad Aff. §16) Covad does not, however, want these
loops. Ingtead, Covad wants BA-MA to condition long copper loops for xDSL service by removing
load coils and bridged taps and by adding repeaters, and to perform this work without charge. (Id.) In
short, Covad wants a different type of loop than BA-MA uses to provide its ISDN service and wants
those loops conditioned for free.

(g) RhythmsLinks Request for xDSL Collaborative Sessions

On January 18, 2000, Rhythms Links requested that the Department hold collaborative Sessions
between BA-MA and CLECs to address issues rdated to DSL provisoning. MCI and Vitts filed
comments supporting Rhythms Link’s proposa. The Department asked BA-MA to address this
proposd in its Supplemental Comments.

Rhythms Links suggests a collaborative is needed in Massachusetts to cover technicd and
operationa issues associated with the DSL services market.  Rhythms Links identifies in its petition
severd issues that it believes should be addressed in Massachusetts collaborative sessons. (a) XDSL
cagpable loops unrestricted by length; (b) line sharing; (c) sufficient loop make-up information; (d) loop
testing; (€) timely and accurate provisoning; (f) automated pre-ordering and ordering; and (g) various

collocation arrangements.  In support of its petition Rhythms Links points to the FCC's support of the
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concept of collaborative sessons. MCI in its comments notes that Bell Atlantic has declined to commit
to use in Massachusetts the practices and policies adopted in the New Y ork Collaborative. (See MCI
Letter dated February 3, 2000, filed in D.T.E. 99-271) Findly, Vitts suggests that a collaborative is
needed for the benefit of carriers operating in Massachusetts that did not participate in the New Y ork
collaborative. (See Vitts Networks Letter dated February 10, 2000, filed in D.T.E. 99-271)

BA-MA agrees with Rhythms Links, MCl and Vitts that the Bell AtlanticcCLEC New York
collaborative sessons have served a very useful purpose and resolved a wide range of important
technical and operational issues associated with the roll-out of xDSL services. BA-MA opposes
Rhythms Links petition, however, because it would require the parties to participate in unnecessary,
redundant DSL collaborative sessons in Massachusetts. Indeed, Rhythm Links has been a very active
participant in the New Y ork collaborative sessons. Additiondly, any state-specific DSL collaborative
only rases the posshility of establishing inconsgtent processes, which could impede the efficient
deployment of xDSL services in Massachusetts.

Most cariers — data CLECs (“DLECs’) and Bell Atlantic dike — want to establish the same
processes throughout the entire Bell Atlantic footprint. (Checklist Aff. §222) It would serve no ussful
purpose to conduct multiple collaborative processes on a state-by-date basis because the issues,
operational factors, and process changes will be the samefor dl Bel Atlantic states. Moreover, most of
the technical and operationd issues that Rhythms Links identified in January as needing resolution have
now been resolved through the DSL collaborative sessons conducted in New York. Contrary to
MCI’'s dams, Bdl Atlantic has stated in writing thet it will adopt in Massachusetts the same operating
policies and procedures determined in the New York DSL collaborative sessons.  (Checklist Aff.

1223)
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All of the issues identified by Rhythms Links in its petition to establish a DS Collaborative in
Massachusetts are addressed in the Checklist Affidavit and in Exhibit F. These issues dso are being
fully addressed in the existing DSL collaborative process in New York as well as in CLEC-specific
interconnection agreement negotiations. These issues dso may be addressed in the Department’s
review of BA-MA'’s proposed xDSL and line sharing tariffs in Docket No. 98-75, Phase Il. The need
for redundant collaborative sessons in Massachusetts on these subjects has been superseded by the
progress that has been, or is being made, in these forums.

(1) Line Sharing

BA-MA filed terms and conditions to provide unbundled line sharing under DTE MA No. 17
on May 5, 2000, for implementation on June 6, 2000. The filing was designed to comply with the
FCC'srequirementsin the Advanced Services Order.

BA-MA has been working with the CLECs through the New Y ork DSL collaborative process
to develop and test provisioning and maintenance processes for line sharing prior to a full product
rollout. A trid is underway in 9x centrd offices in New York, with Covad, Northpoint, and Rhythms
Links asits participants. (Checklist Aff. §226) A find report of the trid results is due to the New
Y ork PSC adminigtrative law judge overseeing the collaborative by June 7, 2000. (Id.) Bdl Atlantic is
aso working with CLECs operating in Massachusetts to establish ingtalation schedules for specific
centrd offices requested by them. Centrd offices with multiple CLEC requests and high volumes are
being given priority for completion. Test findings are being incorporated into Bell Atlantic's methods
and procedures in order to ensure a smooth line sharing product offering.  Additiondly, BA-MA is
project managing/expediting requests for collocation that were received by April 15, 2000 in order to

fedilitate the avallability of line sharing service beginning June 6, 2000.

75



PUBLIC VERS ON

Bdl Atlantic ds0 has recently sgned multi-state Line Sharing interconnection agreements with
Covad and Rhythms Links that enable these DLECS to provide xXDSL service over exising BA-MA
voice lines. (Checkligt Aff. 1225) The rates included in these agreements are considered interim and
subject to retroactive adjustment, if necessary, when the Department gpproves permanent rates.

(2) Loops Served by IDLC Systems

MCI offered the same litany of clams that it unsuccessfully made during the New Y ork Section
271 review process concerning the technica feasibility of unbundling loops served by IDLC at the DS-1
levd (individua analog end user loops handed off to a CLEC over aDS-1 interface) and Bell Atlantic’'s
willingness to condder its proposds. (MCI Aff. I 52-57) The MCI affidavit misconstrues Bell
Atlantic's pogtion, offers an array of mideading and unsound “technicd clams,” and misrepresents BA-
MA’swillingnessto address thisissue with MCI. (1d.)*

Firs, MCl mischaracterizes the Bell Atlantic postion on the technicd feasbility of providing
unbundled loops served by IDLC. (MCI Aff. §1 53-56). Bdl Atlantic did not concede the technica
feagbility of unbundling loops served by IDLC in New York (MCI Aff. 54). To the contrary, BA-
NY’s Report on the Feashility of Alternative Means for Implementing Centrd Office Cross-
Connections, dated November 23, 1998, supports the fact that it is not currently technically feasible for
unbundled loops to be handed off as asingle multiplexed DS-1. (Checklist Aff. §229)

Second, MCI cdams that BA-MA'’s palicy of transferring a customer’s service from IDLC to

dternate spare facilities — ether loops served by Universa Digita Loop Carrier (*UDLC”) or copper

¥ Referencesto MCI Affidavit in these Comments (other than OSS) are to the Joint Affidavit of Ms. Guariglia, Ms.
Kinard, Ms. Lichtenberg and Ms. Ryan (“MCI Aff.”).
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pars — when a cusomer migrates to a compstitor is highly discriminatory and anticompetitive. (MCI
Aff. 157). Asexplained in the Checklist Affidavit, thistoo isincorrect. (Checklist Aff. §231)

Third, MCI clamsthat copper and UDLC loops are “vastly inferior to the loops’ (IDLC loops)
that BA-MA currently uses to serve some of its own customers. (MCI Aff. §43) Thisis factudly
incorrect. Approximately 87 % of BA-MA'’s existing customers are served by copper loops and
UDLC loops. The clam is dso technicdly incorrect. MCI fails to mention that BA-MA’s “superior”
IDLC loops are constructed with up to 12,000 feet of copper loop (distribution cable) connecting the
DLC remote termina system to the end user premises. (Checklist Aff. 234) MCI's clam is further
undermined by the fact the “inferior” copper loops about which MCI complains are the same copper
loops that other CLECs, such as Rhythms Links and Covad, are demanding that BA-MA provide
because they can support advanced high speed data services, suchas ADSL. (1d.)

Fourth, MCI clams that BA-MA’s substitution of ether copper pairs or UDLC for IDLC
results in degraded transmisson performance. (MCI Aff. 1 45, 46) Again, thisis not correct. The
transmission characteridtics of loops are variable. These variations exist for BA-MA's retail as well as
wholesde cusomers. (Checklist Aff. § 235) There is no bass for MCl’s clam that BA-MA
“downgrades’ service to an end user by placing the customer on UDLC or copper cables. MCI made
ahogt of other statements that are ether technically incorrect or extremely mideading, each of which is
rebutted fully in the Checklist Affidavit.

2. UNE Loop Maintenance And Repair

The FCC reviewed BA-NY''s performance regarding the maintenance and repair of unbundled
loops in New York. (FCC Approval Order 1Y 310-314) The review focused on the performance

results for missed repair gppointments and repair intervals compared to comparable retail services.
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Although the data showed that BA-NY did not perform some loop maintenance and repair functions for
competitors as quickly as it performed them for retail customers, the FCC observed that “we do not
consder these dight differences to be compstitively sgnificant.” (FCC Approval Order § 310)

Although there has been little maintenance activity for UNE platform services, BA-MA would
expect performance amilar to that of resde for these sarvices, which are particularly strong in
Massachusetts. (Checklist Aff. §247) Report rates for Resde are much lower than for retail, mean
times to repair are sgnificantly shorter, and out-of-service over 24 hours performance is much better.
(Measurements Aff. Exhibit B1) Although the missed gppointment rate for Resde is sometimes higher
than for retall a the aggregate State leve, this is more a function of disparity in product mix than of
disparity in performance. (Id.) Theretall mix isroughly 80% residence/20% business, while the Resdle
mix is about 20% residence/80% business. When corrected to compare UNE/retall residence-to-
resdence and businessto-business data, the service levels are clearly comparable. (Checklist Aff.
1247)

Maintenance results reported in the C2C reports for the period July 1999 through February
2000 for stand-alone POTS loops are mixed. Network trouble report rates for POTS loops shown on
the 1999 C2C reports generdly are higher than for retail, however, both the retail and UNE results are
very good when compared to the MA DTE Service Qudlity Index (“SQI”) requirements. Repair
missed appointment results reported in the C2C reports also tend to be less favorable for POTS loops
than for “retall.” A number of measurement and operationd factors may be contributing to the less
favorable UNE maintenance C2C results. First, UNE loop trouble report volumes are rdatively small,
thus rendering them susceptible to wide variations in reported performance results.  Second, as

mentioned earlier, through February 2000 BA-MA'’s C2C reports included complex digital loops, such
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as unbundled xDSL and 1SDN loops, in the maintenance results for POTs UNES. Beginning with the
March 2000 C2C report, maintenance results for complex loops will be separately reported and thus,
will be excluded from the POTs maintenance results. (Checklist Aff. §249)

BA-MA'’s preliminary March C2C results support the expectation that POTS maintenance
results as reported in the C2C reports will show marked improvement over prior month reports.
(Checklist Aff. 1 250) For example, the network trouble report rate for loops in March 2000
(approximatdy 0.5%) is sgnificantly better than the results reported in the C2C reports for the period
July 1999 through February 2000. Moreover, the network trouble report rate for loopsiis less than half
the comparable network trouble report rate for retall POTS services (approximately 1.1%). (d.)
Similarly, dthough the results are not as yet as good as the retall figures, BA-MA’s missed gppointment
rate for March is sgnificantly better than that reported in prior months.

One of the most sgnificant underlying factors driving maintenance performance for UNE loops
is the inability of most CLECS to test these loops and provide necessary test result information to the
BA-MA technician to effect repairs. UNE loops are part of the CLEC's facilities-based provison of
sarvice. The CLEC is respongble for testing its UNE loops and for providing information from its test
results to Bell Atlantic’s Regiond CLEC Maintenance Center (“RCMC”) asto the location and type of
trouble it is reporting.  This process is dmilar to the manner in which BA-MA''s retail organization
provides test information (for its own retal services) to the BA-MA maintenance center for its retall
sarvices. (Checklist Aff. 11251)

The falure of CLECsto isolate UNE loops resultsin at least two Stuations that adversdy affect
BA-MA’s maintenance and repair performance. Misdirected trouble reports to BA-MA from CLECs

frequently require multiple dispatches. In these circumstances, the initid dispatch typically uses up most
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of the appointed-time intervd. Therefore, once the actud trouble location is identified by BA-MA and
addressed (typicdly by a second technician a a different location), a Missed Repair Appointment
(Centrd Office and Loop) and alonger MTTR and associated OOS duration time are experienced for
UNEs. Further, even when gppropriately dispatched, BA-MA technicians experience greater difficulty
in locating, diagnosing, and repairing CLEC-reported troubles because they lack the information that is
generdly avallable to them on retall troubles (e.g., tracking and repairing a metdlic fault [grounds and
shortg is a very different repair procedure than clearing an open circuit). This dso could result in a
longer trouble duration interval. (Checklist Aff. §252)

For the UNE maintenance process and performance results to be considered truly in parity with
BA-MA retail, it is imperative that the CLECs develop a means of isolating troubles on UNE loops
where BA-MA has no ability to test.** Moreover, from January to March 2000, approximately 50% of
al reported CLEC troubles were closed as “no trouble found” or “NTF’. This means that BA-MA
technicians were digpatched unnecessarily. These unnecessary dispaiches divert BA-MA technicians
from the clearance of legitimate troubles, thus further diminishing the effectiveness and efficiency of the
repair process. (Checklist Aff. 1 253) BA-MA has identified and resolved a number of other

operationd issues that were contributing to less favorable UNE maintenance results and, in particular, to

At the Technical Sessions, AT&T witness Mr. Meek stated, “[w]e have Harris [test equipment] deployed in
some cases, but it’s not deployed sufficiently for us to use it in the provisioning process. It's being used in
maintenance, but not in provisioning.” (Tr. 3958-59) In its response to Record Request No. 288 reguesting
information for the period August — November 1999 concerning how often Harris test equipment was available
and how often it was used, AT&T replied: “Although AT&T does use Harris test equipment, it does not have
any system for tracking the information requested.” AT&T offers no specific evidence, therefore, indicating
that it in fact utilizes Harris test equipment to isolate a trouble prior to reporting the same to BA-MA. Nor,
does AT&T offer evidence indicating it has methods and procedures in place that provide for the testing of
loops prior to reporting atrouble. The best BA-MA can conclude from the sketchy information presented by
AT&T at the Technical Sessions and in its record response is that, on some occasions, AT& T might use test
equipment to test a loop prior to reporting the trouble to BA-MA. As discussed above, the failure of AT& T
and other CLECs to routinely isolate and identify UNE loop troubles (and then convey this information to BA-
MA when reporting atrouble) adversely affects BA-MA’s UNE maintenance and repair performance.
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the missed repair gppointment resultsit has reported. Specificdly, Bdll Atlantic's adminigirative process
inadvertently added time to the trouble ticket after the BA-MA technician restored service to the end
user, thus, greatly oversating the Missed Appointment rate, Mean Time-To-Repar (“MTTR”) and
OOS measurements for POTS loops. (Checklist Aff. §254) This problem has been corrected. BA-
MA dso identified procedura differences in gppointment offerings that have since been resolved. (1d.)
For example, BA-MA has now digned the repair intervd offerings between CLEC customers and BA-
MA retail cusomers so that UNE repair intervad will more closgly gpproximete the retall interva for
repair. This should help address the Missed Repair Appointment and cycle time differentids currently
shown for UNE POTS loops. (1d.)

Repar Cdl Handling. The absence of CLEC-developed capabilities to test UNE loops aso

has a direct affect on the volume of cals that CLECs generate to Bl Atlantics RCMC. It is not
unusua for the RCMC to receive multiple cdls from CLECs on the same trouble (e.g., an initid cal to
report a Dispatch-in trouble followed by a cdl to Dispatch-out, when no trouble is found on the initid
cdl). (Checklist Aff. 1255) The RCMC a0 fields a substantial proportion — as great as 50% some
months — of cals merely requesting trouble report status and other such inquiries, which should be
queried dectronicdly via the Repair Trouble Adminigration Sysem (“RETAS’). (Id.) Repar cdl
volumes, of course, also correlate to in-service UNE and resale volumes, which, as discussed above,
have been steadily increasing.

In an attempt to maximize resources dedicated to increesng UNE provisoning volumes,
specificaly hot cuts, Bell Atlantic consolidated the cal-recaipt function for CLEC repair for the entire
region into a single center in June 1999. (Checkligt Aff. 1256) In August 1999, additiona employees

designated for this center came out of training and began to take cdls. Theredfter, the results for the
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period from October 1999 through January 2000 were consstently at or above the benchmark level of
80% of cals answered within 30 seconds. (Measurements Aff. Exhibit B1) However, while BA-MA
was mesting or begting the standard, repair cal volumes received by the RCMC continued to grow at
an increasing rate, particularly in the months of December 1999 and January and February 2000. (1d.)
In fact, CLEC repair cal volumes from across the Bell Atlantic region increased from under 52,000
cals in November 1999, to approximately 80,000 cdls in February 2000, or over 50% in just three
months. During that time period, repair cal volumes ran 100% above forecast, dthough actua trouble
reports were right on target. (Id.) This supports the observation that the CLECs are making two to
three calls per trouble. These calls were driven by a decrease in RETAS utilization by the CLECs and
the inability of the CLECs to test and isolate troubles (i.e., many of the CLECs use BA-MA to shoot
their troubles). (1d.)

To meet this growth, Bell Atlantic accelerated its plans to open an additiona cdl center and to
expand the exigting cal center’s capacity. (Checklist Aff. 1257) As a result of these measures, the
preliminary March performance data show call response results to again be above the standard level.
Although repair cal volumes continue above forecast, saffing leves in the new RCMC, which opened
three months ahead of schedule, dso exceed projections resulting in condstently good service. In
addition to the increased dtaffing, Bdl Atlantic has devoted additionad resources to work with the
CLECsto increase their usage of RETAS for trouble entry and status information.

The FCC noted that KPMG had verified Bel Atlantic's non-discriminatory provison of
maintenance and repair services for competing carriers and retall customers through extensive testing in
New York. FCC Approval Order | 314) Bdl Atlantic has applied those same processes and

procedures in Massachusetts. These processes are now being re-tested by KPMG. BA-MA expects
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that the results of that review in Massachusetts, like the performance measurements discussed above,
will demongrate that BA-MA is providing maintenance and repair services to CLECs in “subgtantialy
the same time and manner in which it provides these functionsto its retail cusomers.” (FCC Approval

Order 1310)
E. UNBUNDLED LOCAL TRANSPORT (Checklist Item 5)

Section 271(c)(2)(B)(v) of the Act requires that BA-MA provide “[l]Jocad transport from the
trunk sde of a switch unbundled from switching or other services” The FCC has indicated that this
includes both dedicated and shared transport. The FCC has defined dedicated transport as
“conggfing] of BOC transmission facilities dedicated to a particular customer or carrier that provide[s]
telecommunication between wire centers owned by BOCs or requesting telecommunications carriers, or
between switches owned by BOCs or requesting telecommunications carriers” (FCC Approval
Order 11337) The FCC has dso dtated that shared transport consgts of “transmission facilities shared
by more than one carrier, including the LEC, between end office switches, between end office switches
and tandem switches, and between tandem switches in the LEC's network.” (Id.) In reviewing BA-
NY’s Section 271 gpplication, the FCC concluded “that Bell Atlantic provides both shared and
dedicated trangport in compliance with this checklist item.” (FCC Approval Order 1 338) The FCC
did not address the provision of dark fiber by Bl Atlantic in New Y ork because neither the FCC, until
the effective date of its conclusonsin the UNE Remand Order, nor the New York PSC had required
the provison of dark fiber in New Y ork.

BA-MA provides CLECs with both dedicated and shared transport service in the same manner
provided by Bdl Atlantic in New York and approved by the FCC as satisfying this checklist item.

(Stern Aff. Y1 27-31; Tr. 1268-77) BA-MA provides loca transport pursuant to interconnection
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agreements and DTE MA No. 17. (Stern Aff. Y1 27-31; Tr. 1268) No CLEC chdlenged BA-MA'’s
compliance with this checklist item as to unbundled locd transport at the Technical Sessons. BA-MA
a0 provides unbundled spare dark fiber where available for locd transport in accordance with the
Department’s Phase 3 and Phase 4-N Orders in the Consolidated Arbitrations (D.P.U. 96-73/74,
96-75, 96-80/81, 96-83 and 96-94) as well as the FCC's UNE Remand Order. Only one CLEC
(Conversent) challenged BA-MA'’s provisoning of dark fiber. However, the flaws Conversant
purports to find are caused by its own decisons and conduct.

1. Interoffice Transport

As of the end of February 2000, BA-MA was providing to 15 different CLECs a total of 685
IOF trangport arrangements (334 DS-1 level and 351 DS-3 leved arrangements). (Checklist Aff.
1 259) BA-MA has met, and will continue to meet, future CLEC demand for UNE IOF where such
fadlitiesare available. Although BA-MA'’s obligation to provide unbundled IOF is limited to existing in-
place trangport facilities® BA-MA plans and constructs expansion of its interoffice network based on
aggregate projected needs for switched and non-switched services for other carriers, including CLECs.
In 1999, BA-MA added approximately 1.1 million DS-0 or voice-grade equivaent circuits to the
interoffice facilities network in Massachusetts. (Id.) Of this, gpproximately 175,000 equivalent DS-0's
or 15% of the tota 10F capacity installed was provided to CLECs as dedicated UNE 10F transport.
(1d.)

BA-MA has provisoned unbundled IOF to CLECs in commercidly reasonable time frames.
BA-MA's average completion interva for dedicated DS-1 and DS-3 leve transport over the period

July 1999 — February 2000 was 22.0 days. (Checklist Aff. §260) Additionaly, over the same eight-

% See UNE Remand Order, 1324; Local Competition First Report and Order, { 451.
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month period, BA-MA completed 91.9% of its dedicated |OF transport orders on-time. (1d.)

BA-MA dso provides shared transport to CLECs in the same manner as Bell Atlantic doesin
New York. CLECs can use BA-MA'’s shared transport network element for carrying their customers
traffic between BA-MA’s end office switches, between BA-MA'’s end office and tandem switches, and
between BA-MA'’ s tandem switches. In addition, CLECs can use BA-MA'’ s shared transport network
element to reach other points within BA-MA'’s network, such as the operator services and directory
assstance platforms, and to reach other carriers networks that are interconnected to BA-MA's
network. (Stern Aff. 71; Tr. 1279-83)

BA-MA provides shared transport in conjunction with unbundled loca switching. (Stern Aff. q
71; BA-MA responseto DTE 2-81; Tr. 1268) CLECs that plan to use BA-MA'’s shared transport do
not need to order it separately when they order individud locd switching ports. The UNE switching
port is normaly configured to use shared transport. Through February 2000, BA-MA was providing
shared trangport in conjunction with routing traffic to and from each of the 1,400 plus unbundled loca
switching portsit has provisoned to CLECs as part of the UNE-P combination. (Checklist Aff. §262)

2. Dark Fiber

As of March 30, 2000, Bell Atlantic was providing 901 miles of dark fiber to four CLECs in
Massachusetts.  From October 1999 through February 2000, BA-MA completed 72 dark fiber
orders. (Checklist Aff. 1263) For these orders, BA-MA's average completion interval was 26.1
days and it completed 87.5% of these orders on-time. Also, in 23 of the 72 orders (32% of the
orders) the CLEC was not ready to accept the dark fiber order on the scheduled due date. (1d.)

Prior to ordering unbundled dark fiber, a CLEC has the option of requesting a fiber layout map

showing the routes within the wire center where there are exising BA-MA fiber cable sheaths. This
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request process has been agpproved by the Department as providing “a reasonable process for meeting
the needs of the CLECs when they are thinking of usng dark fiber in a given geographic area”
(Consolidated Arbitrations Phase 4-N at 17)

Conversent takes issue with the fact that some fibers may not meet its transmission loss budget.
However, like BA-MA itsdf for its retal services, it is the CLEC's responghbility to ensure that their
fiber system transmission loss design will work with the fiber(s) BA-MA has available. To assg the
CLECs in the proper design of their fiber optic systems, BA-MA includes optica engineering services
as pat of its gandard fiber offering that enables the CLEC to obtain the opticd transmisson
characteristics before ordering fibers. (Checklist Aff. §1267) More specifically, BA-MA will conduct a
fidd survey (on atime and materids cost bass) upon request and provide the CLEC with optica test
measurements so the CLEC can make a determination as to whether the degree of transmisson loss
mests its requirements. (Id.) In the end, the CLEC must perform the engineering design of its fiber
optic system, adding eectronics (optica repeaters) where necessary, to compensate for optica
transmisson loss on excessvely long circuits,

However, Conversent has eected not to take advantage of this offered service, and has smply
chosen to refuse to accept the order. (Checklist Aff. §268) The fact is that the optical transmission
loss issues that Conversent has highlighted could have been minimized if Conversent used the existing
fidld survey process. Conversent’s refusa to accept dark fiber circuits, in which light can pass, dso has
an adverse impact on BA-MA's average ingdlation interva for dark fiber.

Notwithstanding Conversent’s sdlf-defeating conduct, BA-MA has nevertheess continued
working diligently with Conversent to develop engineering services to improve the transmisson

characterigtics of specific dark fibers. (Checklist Aff. 1269) As aresult, BA-MA will shortly roll-out
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new standardized engineering sarvices, which it will make avalable to CLECs These engineering
services will include replacing fiber optic connectors and/or cleaning fiber optic connectors upon a
CLEC' srequest. (Id.) More importantly, these offerings go far beyond the requirements of the Act,

the FCC, or the Department’s Orders.
F. UNBUNDLED LOCAL AND TANDEM SWITCHING (Checklist Item 6)

Section 271(c)(2)(B)(vi) of the Act requires that Bell Atlantic in Massachusetts provide “[l]oca
switching unbundled from trangport, loca loop transmission, or other services” The FCC has sad that
unbundled loca switching includes “line-gde and trunk-sde facilities, plus the features, functions, and
capabilities of the switch.” FCC Approval Order 1 343) In addition, “locd switching includes dl
verticd features that the switch is capable of providing, as well as any technicaly feesble customized
routing functions” (ld.) Further, satisfaction of this checklist item requires that the unbundled loca
switching provided enable the CLEC “ to offer, and hill for, exchange access and the termination of
locd treffic.” (FCC Approval Order 1 344)

Based on its review of the record for BA-NY, the FCC concluded that Bell Atlantic
demonstrated compliance with the requirements for this checklist item by showing “thet it provides. (1)
line-sde and trunk sde fadilities, (2) basic switching functions, (3) verticd feetures, (4) customized
routing; (5) shared trunk ports, (6) unbundled tandem switching; and (7) usage information for billing
exchange access, and usage information for billing reciproca compensation.” (FCC Approval Order
346) The record in this case shows that BA-MA provides CLECs with the same unbundled loca
switching as the FCC approved for BA-NY. Indeed, even the methods, practices and procedures
employed by BA-MA are the same as those used by BA-NY. Two CLECs raised issues reating to

unbundled local switching at the Technicd Sessons. No CLEC raised any issue with respect to

87



PUBLIC VERS ON

unbundled tandem switching. As discussed beow, none of the CLEC cams diminishes BA-MA'’s
showing that it provides unbundled switching consstent with the criteria of the FCC Approval Order.

1. BA-MA ProvidesLocal and Tandem UNE Switching

BA-MA provides CLECs with unbundled locd switching of the same type and in the same
manner as in New York, which the FCC approved. (Tr. 1442-43) Specificaly, BA-MA provides
loca and tandem switching unbundled from loops and other network components® BA-MA makes
available line-side and trunk-gde facilities, plus dl of the switch features and functiondity thet it currently
usesfor itsown services. (Stern Aff. 180) BA-MA'’sunbundled loca switching may be configured for
customized routing by the CLEC via the Network Design Request (“NDR”) process, as discussed
below. Finaly, the unbundled switch provided by BA-MA will provide CLECs with the necessary
billing information in the same way that it doesin New York. (Checklist Aff. §288)

(a) Egablishing UNE Switching

As pat of aNDR, BA-MA will create aunique set of locd switching trandations (Office Diding
Pans and Line Class Codes) for a CLEC. (Checklist Aff. 270) The establishment of these locd
switching trandations will enable the CLEC to establish unique switch arrangements for such things as
default features, blocking parameters and the creation of gppropriate billing and usage records. These
carrier-specific plans are known as “Option A.”  (Checklist Aff. 1271) Like BA-NY, BA-MA adso
offers a multi-CLEC shared or “standardized” locd switching configuration, caled “Option B.” (d.)
This standardized loca switching configuration mimics the loca cal routing and customer festures used

by BA-MA itsdf. BA-MA has pre-built dl the necessary trandations for Option B into dl of its

% Asindicated above with respect to Checklist item 2, BA-MA’s unbundled local switch offerings may also be

combined with either dedicated or shared transport, and may be combined with unbundled |oops to provide
UNE Patform.
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switches to afford CLECs the quickest way to obtain ubiquitous switch presence in Massachusetts.
(Checklist Aff. §276) As of February 2000, nine CLECs are usng BA-MA'’s unbundled loca
switching arrangements through Option B. (Checklist Aff. §277) These arrangements have been
implemented for CLECs within three to eight weeks because they involve the CLECs in a shared use of
acapability that Bell Atlantic has dready established in the switch. (Tr. 1438)

CLEC commentary on UNE Switching at the Technical Sessonswas very limited. Z-Td aleged
that BA-MA was delaying its implementation of Option A. (Tr. 3431-32) In fact, Z-Te never
submitted an NDR request to BA-MA for Option A. (Checklist Aff. §1282) Over the latter half of
1999, BA-MA representatives met with Z-Td representatives on a number of occasons, including
making a vidt to Z-Td’s headquarters in Horida Z-Td was fully aware of the timeframes required for
BA-MA to complete an Option A routing plan, and had agreed to provide the initid paperwork by
November 29, 1999, in order for BA-MA to begin the NDR process in Massachusetts. However, Z-
Tel did not initiate a request. (d.) Subsequently, Z-Td requested in January 2000 that BA-MA
establish Option B UNE Switching, and BA-MA st a tentative NDR completion date of March 22,
2000. The actud establishment of UNE Switching for Z-Tel was completed on February 28, 2000,
nearly one month ahead of schedule. (1d.) BA-MA has engaged Z-Td in active discussons concerning
its technicd requirements and any further commerciad interest in the establishment of Option A
unbundled switching.

Z-Tel dso suggested at the Technica Sessions that it would be better if a CLEC could effect a
quicker or easier trangtion from Option B (as a start-up position) to Option A. (Tr. 3454) However
appeding the concept, there is no easy “trangtion” possble. (Checklist Aff. § 278) Firdt, the

converson requires the establishment of a unique set of locd switch trandations for every BA-MA
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switch involved — completely independent of the existing shared, standard switch trandations — so as not
to adversdy affect other CLECs uding these trandations.  Second, the converson requires the
establishment of each customer’s line in the unique Option A arrangement instead of the shared Option
B arrangement, with gppropriate record changes made for each line by both BA-MA and the CLEC via
individud service orders. Z-Td itsdf acknowledged that it knew of no other ILEC employing a
different method for making these changes. (Tr. 3456)

Z-Td ds0 suggested that an “implementation intervad” for establishing the Option A switching
trandations be set a 60 calendar days from the time the NDR application is completed, however, it
offered no evidence to support this arbitrary timeframe. (Z-Te Aff. § 8) There is no such standard
interva egtablished in New York, nor did the FCC find that this was necessary for Bel Atlantic to
satidfy its unbundled switching obligations. Furthermore, Z-Td’ s witness did not know of any State that
had set fixed intervas for a customized NDR. (Tr. 3440) Thisis not surprisng given the mgor work
effort involved in setting up of a customized switching plan is a mgor work effort, and the competition
for limited switch access with other work scheduled to occur such as switch updates, NPA splits and
overlays, and mgor customer network changes. (Checklist Aff. 4] 280)

(b) Providing UNE Switching

The same processes, systems and procedures are used to process orders for switching for Bell
Atlantic in Massachusetts as are used in New York. (Tr. 1442) Although there are different Line Class
Codes and different billing order support systems, these differences do not directly affect the
provisoning of switched services. (See BA-MA response to DTE-Media One 1-10) Accordingly,
they do not adversdy affect the ability of BA-MA to process and provison orders for unbundled

switching.
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Through the end of February 2000, BA-MA had provided over 1,400 local switching ports on
aline sde basis as part of UNE-P platforms. (Checklist Aff. 1290) Although dl of these platform
orders were for POTS sarvice, BA-MA is prepared to provison dl line ports and switch features
offered in interconnection agreements or in DTE MA No. 17. (1d.)

Z-Tel complained at the Technical Sessonsthat BA-NY had wrongfully changed its policies by
first agreeing to “pre-program” speed diaing for Z-Tel and then deciding not to offer this service to
CLECs. (Tr. 3693) Z-Td’'s clam is factudly inaccurate. BA-NY has no record of having
programmed speed dialing for any of Z-Tel’s LSR orders. (Checklist Aff. 284) Moreover, Bell
Atlantic properly does not offer this service to CLECs because programming speed diding is a
customer service function, and the customers here are Z-Tel's customers, not BA-MA's customers. If it
wishes, Z-Td can provide this service to its customers in accordance with their requirements. The FCC
dismissed the same Z-Td dam in New York by noting that the clam “does not present a sufficient
bass’ to find that BA-NY does not satisfy the requirements of this checklist item. (FCC Approval
Order 1 348)

During the Technica Sessons, MCI refered to an dleged qudity falure by BA-MA in
establishing an end-user (an MCl employee) on UNE-P that had led to a trouble report. (Tr. 3881)
Upon review, this claim was found to be incorrect. (Checklist Aff. § 285) Instead, tests confirmed that
al unbundled network eements had been properly established.

(c) Tandem UNE Switching

BA-MA dso provides access to tandem switching to al CLECs using unbundled loca
switching. There is no need for these CLECs to order unbundled tandem switching separately. It is

part of unbundled shared trangport and can be accessed through dl unbundled loca switching eements.
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BA-MA has not received any requests for unbundled tandem switching on a stand-done basis. Bell
Atlantic has developed methods and procedures for providing this unbundled network eement and is
prepared to provison unbundled tandem switching should demand develop. In fact, BA-MA dready
provides tandem-switching functiondity under interconnection agreements and DTE MA No. 17.

(Checklist Aff. 287)

G. ACCESSTO E-911, DIRECTORY ASSISTANCE AND OPERATOR SERVICES (Checklist
Item 7)

1. E-911

Section 271(c)(2)(B)(vii) requires inter alia that a BOC * provide nondiscriminatory access to
— (1) 911 and E-911 services” In its Ameritech Michigan Order,” the FCC concluded that a BOC
must provide competitors access to its 911 and E-911 services in the same manner that a BOC obtains
such access, i.e., a parity. That is, the BOC must: (a) “maintain the 911 database entries for competing
LECs with the same accuracy and rdiability that it maintains the database entries for its own
customers,” and (b) for facilities-based carriers, “provide unbundled access to its 911 database and
911 interconnection, including the provison of dedicated trunks from the requesting carrier’s switching
fadilities to the 911 control office at parity with what the BOC providesto itsdf.”*®

In its ruling on BA-NY’s Section 271 application, the FCC concluded that “Bell Atlantic
demondtrates that it is providing nondiscriminatory access to 911/E-911 services, and thus satisfies the
requirements of checklist item (vii)(I).” (FCC Approval Order § 350) The FCC observed that no

commenter disputed Bell Atlantic's compliance with this portion of checklist item 7. (1d.) BA-MA

37

Application of Ameritech Michigan Pursuant of Section 271 of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended,
To Provide In-Region, InterLATA Services in Michigan, CC Docket No. 97-137, 12 FCC Rcd 20543 (1997)
(“Ameritech Michigan Order”).

¥ Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20679.
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likewise meets the criteria set forth in the FCC Approval Order for this checklist item and, asin New
Y ork, no CLEC in Massachusetts contests this fact.

(a) BA-MA Access To E-911 Database

BA-MA provides CLECs with nondiscriminatory access to E-911. CLEC customers in
Massachusetts are able to did “911” to reach an emergency service provider in the same manner as
BA-MA'’s end user customers. (Howard Aff. § 36) BA-MA aso provides CLECs with the
information they need to update their customer’s entries in the E-911 database, to interconnect with
BA-MA’s E-911 tandems, and to route E-911 cdlls.

CLECsthat do not have their own switch, but which instead resdl BA-MA’sretal did toneline
service or use unbundled loca switching service, have access to E-911 service in the same manner as
BA-MA'’s retail customers. (Howard Aff. T 32-33 and Figure 3) In the case where the CLEC
provides its own did tone, the CLEC must establish trunks that connect the trunk side of the CLEC's
switch to the BA-MA E-911 tandem(s) serving the cdling customer’s Public Service Answering Point
(“PSAP’). CLECs may order these transmission facilities directly from BA-MA or provison their own
transmission facilities. (Howard Aff. 1 35-36 and Figure 3)

In al respects, the access BA-MA provides for CLECs to route E-911 calls from their own
switches is non-discriminatory. Firgt, from the BA-MA E-911 tandem to the PSAP, BA-MA uses the
same dedicated trunks to handle both BA-MA and CLEC E-911 cdls. (Howard Aff. § 33 (BA-MA
provided dia-tone) and 1 36 (CLEC provided did-tone)) Second, BA-MA provisons, maintains and
repairs dl trunks including E-911 trunks for CLECs using the same facilities, equipment and personnel

that BA-MA usesfor its own trunks.
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As of February 2000, BA-MA has provided over 400 E-911 trunks to 24 CLECs. (Checklist
Aff. 126) At the request of CLECs, BA-MA provisons these trunks coincident with the initid
activation of the CLEC's switch. BA-MA provides additiona E-911 trunks in accordance with the
goplicable 5-category intervas for interconnection trunks. BA-MA provisons, maintains and repairs E-
911 trunks for CLECs using the same facilities, equipment and personnd that BA-MA uses for its own
E-911 trunks. (Checklist Aff. 34)

(b) Maintaining E-911 Database

At the end of February 2000, CLECs with their own switches had over 352,550 E-911 listings
in Massachusetts. (Checklist Aff. 291) BA-MA uses the same processes as BA-NY to ensure that
the E-911 database entries for CLECs that resdll retail dial-tone line service or that use UNE locdl
switching are maintained with the same accuracy and rdiability that BA-MA maintains for its own retail
customers. That is, BA-MA provides nondiscriminatory access to the E-911 database so that CLEC
end-user information may be entered. (Howard Aff. §38) The records that are not accepted by the E-
911 database are listed on a daily error report. The E-911 database records listed on the daily error
report include a mix of BA-MA retall, Resde and unbundled loca switching orders, but in each case
BA-MA islisted asthe service provider. BA-MA'’s E-911 Data Management Center reviews the daily
error report and investigates, corrects and resubmits each record in a non-discriminatory manner and
without knowing the service provider associated with individua records. (Howard Aff. 38; Tr. 1513)
For a CLEC providing its own did tone, BA-MA has established a smilar process for providing
updates to the E-911 database. (Howard Aff. 39; Tr. 1513)

BA-MA provides CLECs the same information for investigeting and correcting errors that is

avallableto BA-MA. (Id.) This“generic’ information is avalable on the Bell Atlantic web ste. With
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this information, CLECs can correct errors in the E-911 database or contact the municipa E-911
coordinator to correct errorsin the Master Street Address Guide.

2. Directory Assistance/Operator Services

Sections 271(c)(2)(B)(vii)(I) and 271(c)(2)(B)(vii)(I11) of the Act require that a BOC provide
nondiscriminatory access to “directory assstance services to alow the other carrier's customers to
obtain telephone numbers’ and “operator cal completion services, respectively. Section 251 (b)(3) of
the Act imposes on each LEC “the duty to permit al competing providers of telephone exchange
sarvice and telephone toll service to have nondiscriminatory access to operator services, directory
assistance, and directory listing with no unreasonable diaing delays.”

In reviewing BA-NY’s Section 271 application, the FCC re-iterated specific requirements
associated with providing nondiscriminatory access to directory assistance and operator services from
its previous decisons. Fird, the FCC sad that a BOC must be in compliance with the regulations
implementing Section 251(b)(3). (FCC Approval Order §352) Second, the FCC restated its holding
that the phrase “nondiscriminatory access to directory assstance and directory listings’ means that “the
customers of al telecommunications service providers should be able to access each LEC's directory
assistance service and obtain a directory listing on a nondiscriminatory bass, notwithstanding: (1) the
identity of a requesting customer’s local telephone service provider; or (2) the identity of the telephone
service provider for a customer whose directory listing is requested.” (Id.) Third, the FCC observed
that it had earlier concluded that nondiscriminatory accessto the dialing patterns of 4-1-1 and 5-5-5-1-
2-1-2 to access directory assistance were technicaly feasible, and would continue. (1d.) Fourth, it sad
that “nondiscriminatory access to operator services' means that a telephone service customer,

regardless of the identity of his or her locd telephone service provider, must be able to connect to a
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local operator by diaing ‘0, or ‘0 plus the desired telephone number.” (1d.) Fifth, the FCC noted
that CLECs resdlling BOC services may request the BOC to brand their calls. (FCC Approval Order
1353) Sixth, it stated that CLECs “wishing to provide operator services or directory assstance using
their own facilities and personnel must be able to obtain directory listings ether by obtaining directory
information on a “read only” or “per dip” basis from the BOC's directory assistance database, or by
cregting its own directory assstance database by obtaining the subscriber listing informetion in the
BOC' sdatabase.” (1d.)

The FCC concluded that BA-NY demonstrated that it provides directory assstance servicesin
accordance with the requirements of checkligt item 7. (FCC Approval Order {1 354) In doing so, it
specificaly rgected AT&T's clam that its asserted proof of “dropped” directory listings must cause
Bdl Atlantic to fall this checklist item. (FCC Approval Order 1 355-356) These same clams were
rased by AT&T at the Technicd Sessions — based on the same information submitted to and rejected
by the FCC — and should smilarly be rgjected here.

Like Bdl Atlantic in New York, BA-MA satidfies the criteria of the FCC Approval Order.
Indeed, with the exception of the same AT&T clam that the FCC rgected, no CLEC challenges BA-
MA’s satidfaction of its responghbilities.

(a) BA-MA Provided DA and OS

As noted previoudy in the Howard Affidavit, BA-MA provides access to its Directory
Assigtance and Operator Services through interconnection agreements and in its Wholesale Tariff, DTE
MA No. 17. Asin New York, BA-MA has made available to CLECs three options for providing
Directory Assistance and Operator Services to their customers. (Howard Aff. 1 43-46, 56-58) For

CLECs that want to provide their own operator services or directory assistance, BA-MA provides
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access to directory ligtings either on a “per-dip” basis from the Directory Assistance database or by a
database download from the subscriber liging information in BA-MA'’s database.  Alterndively,
CLECs may choose to have BA-MA provide the services for them. Also, asin New York, a CLEC
that chooses to resdl BA-MA'’s services dso has three options regarding branding: to have its cdls be
branded with its own name; with no “brand” at dl; or, with BA-MA’s name. (Howard Aff. {1 49, 60)
As of February 2000, 17 CLECs are using branding other than BA-MA for directory assstance and 16
CLECs are using branding other than BA-MA for operator services. (Checklist Aff. §293)

CLECs that have their own switch or use BA-MA'’s locd switching network element generdly
interconnect directly with BA-MA’s Directory Assigtance platform. BA-MA aso alows CLECSs that
use BA-MA’s loca switching network eement to use BA-MA's shared transport network eement to
interconnect with BA-MA'’s Directory Assstance and Operator Services platforms.  (Howard Aff.
1147, 58) Asof February 2000, 18 CLECs were purchasing Directory Assstance service. (Checklist
Aff. §293) Ancther nine CLECs were purchasing BA-MA'’s Directory Assstance service and using
BA-MA'’s shared trangport service. Also, as of February 2000, 44 Resdllers were purchasng BA-
MA'’s Directory Assstance service. (1d.)

Through February 2000, BA-MA is providing 1,198 dedicated transport trunks to fecilities-
based CLECs in conjunction with providing Directory Assstance and Operator Call Completion
sarvices. (Checklist Aff. 126) At the request of CLECs, BA-MA provisons these trunks coincident
with the initid activation of the CLEC's switch. BA-MA provides additional Operator
Service/Directory Assstance trunks within the applicable 5-category intervas for interconnection

trunks. BA-MA provisons, mantans, and repairs Directory Assstance And Operator Cdl
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Completion trunks for CLECs using the same facilities, equipment and personnel that BA-MA uses for
its own Directory Assstance and Operator Call Completion trunks. (Checklist Aff. §134)

As of February 2000, 16 CLECs were purchasing Operator Cal Completion service from BA-
MA. Anocther nine CLECs were dso purchasng BA-MA Operator Cal Completion services usng
BA-MA'’s shared trangport. (Checklist Aff. §296) Also, as of February 2000, 44 Resdllers were using
BA-MA'’s Operator Call Completion Services. (1d.)

(b) Handling CLEC Calls

When BA-MA provides CLECs with directory asssance, the cdls from the CLEC's
customers are handled in a non-discriminatory fashion. Cals from customers of Resdllers are handled in
the same Directory Assstance centers that handle BA-MA's retail customers. (Howard Aff. §63;
Checkligt Aff. 1294) Cdlsfrom these Resdllers customers are commingled with cals from BA-MA’s
retail customers and are, therefore, handled in a non-discriminatory manner. In Massachusetts as well
as other New England dates, directory assstance cadls from facilitiesbased and UNE-P CLEC's
customers are handled by dedicated wholesdle call centers. (Checklist Aff. §294) These centers are
equipped and gaffed in the same manner as BA-MA’sretall Directory Assstance call center.

From July through December 1999, the average speed of cdl answer in the Directory
Assstance retail call center was 2.9 seconds. (Checklist Aff. §295) During the first two months of
2000, the average speed of call answer was 2.5 and 2.6 seconds respectively. (Measurements Aff.
Exhibit B1) Since BA-MA's retail cdl centers handles dl cdls on a firs-come, first-served badis for
BA-MA'’s own retall customers, as well as those served through resde, the speed of answer is the
same. In the wholesale center, the average speed of cal answering for this same period was a nearly

identical 3.2 seconds for the July — December 1999 period and during the first two months of 2000, the
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average speed was 0.8 and 0.7 seconds, respectively. (Id.) The difference between the figures for the
retail and wholesde cdl centersis not competitively sgnificant. Thisis underscored by the fact that the
time between “rings’ for atelephone cal isitsef 4 seconds. (1d.)

Similarly, Operator Cdl Completion cdls from CLECS customers are handled in a non-
discriminatory fashion. All calls from customers of Resdllers, CLECs using UNE-P, and facilities based
CLECs are handled in the same Operator Cal Completion centers that handle BA-MA'’s retall
cusomers. (Checkligt Aff. 1296) Cdls from CLEC customers are commingled with cdls from BA-
MA'’s retail customers, are answered by the same operators that answver BA-MA's retall customers
and are handled in a non-discriminatory manner.  The current service arrangement for UNE-P and
facilities-based CLEC' s was indtituted in December, 1999. (Checklist Aff. 297) Call response was
2.3 seconds in December 1999, and it has varied from 1.3 and 1.5 seconds respectively during the first
two months of 2000. (Id.)

(c) AT&T’sDirectory Listings Claim™®

Jugt as it did before the FCC, AT&T claimed in this proceeding that BA-NY has dropped a
ggnificant proportion of the directory lisings for the customers which have converted to its switch-
based service via a unbundled loca loop with associated number portability. AT&T opined that the
same result may be true in Massachusetts, but it provided no Massachusetts specific data to support its
cdam. In addition, just as before the FCC, AT&T was the only CLEC making these dlegations in

Massachusetts. The FCC found that this fact done was meaningful: “[n]o other commenter raises this

¥ BA-MA’s witness Crawford was asked numerous questions regarding KPMG Exception 56 in New York and

“dropped listings” during the Technical Session regarding Checklist item 8 (“White pages listings’) on
November 2 - 3, 1999. Similarly, AT&T filed comments which addressed these issues as part of Checklist item 8.
However, these topics are more appropriately addressed in connection with this Checklist item 7, as the FCC
itself did in the FCC Approval Order.
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objection, suggesting the difficulty is of limited competitive consequence” FCC Approval Order
355)

AT&T made reference to the KPMG Exception 56 reating to directory listings initidly issued
during its New York analyses. (Tr. 2753, 2766-68) AT&T failed to inform the Department that
KPMG subsequently found a 94% success rate for unbundled loop directory listings, which it adjusted
to 99% based upon certain process modifications adopted by BA-NY. (Exhibit 4, Technica Sesson
12/2/99: KPMG Closure Report — Exception 56)

Bell Atlantic's response to KPMG Exception 56 was described by Ms. Crawford at the
Technicd Sessions. (Tr. 405-06) Specificdly, in response to KPMG Exception 56, Bell Atlantic
introduced software modifications (in April 1999 and May 1999) to ensure that the “record” (“R”)
order would not be processed before the “disconnect” (“D”) order. Further, in order to address the
problems associated with human error, BA-NY held training sessions with its order-processing staff in
the TISOC. This training stressed the importance of entering the listing exactly as the customer
requested. In addition, BA-NY temporarily assgned a member of the TISOC Methods staff as an
observer whose function is to monitor the work of the individuals processing listing orders. Asrequired,
the monitor provides “on the spot” remedid training. Lastly, a qudity assurance team has been
established, to work independent of the TISOC saff, to audit service orders that affect directory
ligtings. KPMG concluded that these steps were reasonable and closed Exception 56.

AT&T argued here — as it did before the FCC — that various “studies’ it produced after the
date of the KPMG review showed that these process modifications were ineffective. But these sudies
have aready been consdered and rgected by the appropriate regulatory authorities. (Tr. 2749)

AT&T faled to note for the Department that, upon its review and assessment of these clams, the New
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Y ork PSC concluded that BA-NY satisfies this checklist requirement. (FCC Approval Order 9§ 354)
Now, it is clear that the FCC has done the same.

Mogt importantly, however, BA-MA has implemented a systlems change that avoids the “listing
drop” entirely. (Checklist Aff.  300) Thisis the exact system that AT& T suggested. (Tr. 2755-58)
Accordingly, the directory listing “disconnects’ that AT& T complained about earlier no longer occur.

(Record Request No. 14) As expected, this system change has effectively diminated the issue. (1d.)
H. WHITE PAGESDIRECTORY LISTINGS(Checklist Item 8)

Section 271(c)(2)(B)(viii) requires that BA-MA provide “[w]hite pages directory listings for
customers of other carrier’ s telephone exchange service” In its recent order approving the application
of Bell Atlantic for authority to provide interLATA service in New York, the FCC noted that Section
251(b)(3) of the Act obligates ILECs to permit CLECs nondiscriminatory access to directory listings.
(FCC Approval Order 1 357) The FCC aso referred to its Second BellSouth Louisiana Order® in
which it concluded “that a BOC satisfies the requirements of checklist item 8 by demondtrating thet it:
(1) provided nondiscriminatory gppearance and integration of white page directory lisings to
compstitive LEC's customers; and (2) provided white page listings for competitors customers with the
same accuracy and reliability that it providesits own customers” (FCC Approval Order 1 358) With
respect to BA-NY'’s gpplication, the FCC found that “Bell Atlantic demondtrates that it is providing
white pages and directory listings for customers of competitive CLECs that are non-discriminatory in
gppearance and integration, and have the same accuracy and reliability that Bell Atlantic providesfor its

own customers.” (FCC Approval Order  360)

“ Application of BellSouth Corporation, BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., and BellSouth Long Distance, Inc.,

for Provision of In-Region, Inter-Lata Services in Louisiana, CC Docket No. 98-121. Memorandum Opinion and
Order, (“BellSouth Louisiana’) 13 FCC Rcd a 20748.
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The record here amilarly shows that BA-MA stisfies the criteria of the FCC Approval Order
for this checklist item. (Crawford Aff. {1 27-41; Tr. 400-509) Again, no CLEC chdlenged thisfact at
the Technical Sessions.**

1. BA-MA White Page Listings

Bdl Atlantic provides CLECs in Massachusetts with white pages directory listings in the same
manner that they are provided by Bdl Atlanticin New York. BA-MA providesabasic snglelineliging
in the appropriate white pages directory for each customer served by a CLEC a no charge to the
CLEC. BA-MA dso provides a CLEC's business customers with a basic Yedlow Page listing & no
charge. These ligings include the CLEC's customer’s name, address and telephone number and are
identical to those provided to BA-MA'’s cusomers. They are published by Bell Atlantic Yellow Pages
Company (“BAYP’), an dffiliate of BA-MA. BA-MA provides the basic white page directory listings
under interconnection agreements and under D.T.E. MA Nos. 14 and 17. (Crawford Aff. 1 28)

Like BA-NY, BA-MA provides for the non-discriminatory appearance and integration of
White Page directory listings to customers of CLECs. The White Page directory lising that BA-MA
publishes for a CLEC customer looks identical to the listing for aBA-MA customer. CLEC customers
are not separately classified or otherwise identified on the printed directory page. In addition, CLEC
customer listings are included aphabeticaly and printed in the same font and Sze as BA-MA customers

and without any distinguishing characterigics. (Crawford Aff. 41)

. AT&T argued before the Department — as it did before the FCC — that BA-MA was erroneously dropping some
customer listing from its directory assistance database, but it did not provide any proof to support this
alegation. In any event, this claim is addressed in the directory assistance section of this Affidavit becausein
Massachusetts, as before the FCC, “AT&T provides no evidence of problems with the white pages listings
themselves as aresult.” (FCC Approval Order 1 361) On the contrary, BA-MA provides severa different
means by which a dropped directory listing can be corrected before the White Pages are published. (See BA-
MA response to DTE 2-109)
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BA-MA can now update the record to indicate that Bell Atlantic publishes 56 primary and 14
Community White pages directories annualy in Massachusetts. Through March 9, 2000, Bdll Atlantic's
M assachusetts directories included approximately 118,000 White Page directory listings for 99 CLECs.
Approximatey 51,000 of these listings were for business customers and gpproximately 67,000 listings
were for resdentid customers. (Checklist Aff. 1 303)

CLECs are provided with numerous opportunities to verify both the existence of and the
accuracy of the listings for their end users before directory publication. CLECs can verify the listing
information on the order confirmation. Further, CLECs can view liging information on the Customer
Service Record (“CSR”) and they can utilize the DCAS Directory Listing Request (‘DLR”). (See BA-
MA response to DTE 2-109; Tr. 491) Findly, 90 days prior to the service order close date, CLECs
are provided with a Ligtings Verification Report (“LVR”) which contains dl listings that are currently
included in the inventory to be published in the upcoming directory. The LVR enables the CLEC to
confirm the accuracy of its customers entries. (Crawford Aff. §35; Tr. 479) Of the 2,439 LVRs
published in New York and New England during 1999, approximately 93% were provided at least 90
days prior to the scheduled directory publishing date, and those few which were delayed arrived at least

75 days prior to the scheduled directory publishing date. (Checklist Aff. §302)
I.  NON-DISCRIMINATORY ACCESS TO TELEPHONE NUMBERS(Checklist Item 9)

Section 271(c)(2)(B)(ix) of the 1996 Act requires that, until the date by which
telecommunications numbering adminigtration guiddines, plans, or rules are established, BOCs must
provide “nondiscriminatory access to telephone numbers for assgnment to the other carrier’ s telephone
exchange sarvice cusomers” As the FCC noted in its review of the BA-MA gpplication, “[t]he

checklig mandates compliance with ‘such guiddines, plan, or rules after they have been established.”
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(FCC Approval Order 1362) The FCC further noted that NeuStar, Inc. (“NeuStar”), rather than Bell
Atlantic, is the Commission-designated North American Numbering Plan Adminigtrator responsible for
assigning blocks of 10,000 telephone numbers (NXX Codes) to carriers within each area code, and for
coordinaing area code rdief planning efforts with state commissons. (FCC Approval Order  363)
The FCC went on to explain that to show compliance, BA-NY must demondrate that it adheres to
industry numbering adminigration guidelines FCC rules, including provisons requiring the accurate
reporting of data to the code administrator, in order to show compliance. (Id.)

Upon review, the FCC found that Bell Atlantic satisfied the requirements of this checklist itemin
New York. (FCC Approval Order 1364) It dso noted that no commenters dleged that Bell Atlantic
failed to meet these requirements. Similarly, Bell Atlantic has demondrated that it meets the criteria of
the FCC Approval Order for this checklig item in Massachusetts. And, again, no CLEC has
chdlenged this demondration.

1. NeuStar’sAdministration of Telephone Numbers

BA-MA complies with al directives for activaion of codes in a non-discriminatory manner.
(Howard Aff. §74) Once a telephone number code has been assigned to a carrier, BA-MA follows
the same industry guidelines and procedures for activating the newly assigned centrd office codes
irrespective of whether the code has been assigned to BA-MA or another carrier. (Howard Aff. § 73)
These common industry procedures and guidelines are the same as those followed by Bell Atlantic in
New Y ork and found to be acceptable by the FCC.

As noted by the FCC, NeuStar has assumed the responshilities for telephone number
adminigration from Lockheed Martin. BA-MA is treated as any other Massachusetts telephone

company. BA-MA adheres in a timely and accurate manner to al industry numbering administration
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guiddines and FCC rules, including provisons requiring the accurate reporting of data to the code
adminigtrator, NeuStar. This includes reporting COCUS (Centrd Office Code Utilization Survey)
forecast data and providing supporting documentation required when requesting exchange codes for
growth in accordance with the INC (Industry Numbering Committee) Centra Office Code Assgnment
guidelines.

J. DATABASESAND SIGNALLING (Checklist Item 10)

Section 271(c)(2)(B)(x) of the Act requires that Bell Atlantic provide “nondiscriminatory access
to databases and associated Sgnding necessary for call routing and completion.” Earlier, in the Second
BellSouth Louisiana Order, the FCC had required BellSouth to prove that it was providing requesting
cariers with nondiscriminatory access to: “(1) sgnding networks, including sgnaling links and sgnaing
transfer points, (2) certain cal-related databases necessary for cal routing and completion, or in the
dternative, a means of physicd access to the sgnding trandfer point linked to the unbundled database;
and (3) Service Management Systems (SMS); and to design, credate, test and deploy Advanced
Intelligent Network (“AIN”) based services at the SMS through a Service Crestion Environment.”*
The FCC rules require that an incumbent LEC provide access to the following databases. Line
Information database (“LIDB”), Toll Free Cdling database, downstream number portability databases,
and Advanced Intelligent Network database. (47 C.F.R. 8 51.319(¢e))

In the FCC Approval Order, the FCC found that Bl Atlantic has satisfied the requirements of
the Act for this checklist item in New York. ECC Approval Order 1 366) Bdl Atlantic has
demondtrated that it likewise satisfies the criteria of the FCC Approval Order for this checklist item in

Massachusetts. (Crawford Aff. 11 42-79; Tr. 806-45) Specificaly, BA-MA is providing CLECs with

2 second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Rcd at 20755-56.
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access to its cdl-related databases and sgnding network in the same manner as Bl Atlantic does in
New York. As was the case before the FCC in its review of this checklist item in New York, no
CLEC in Massachusetts has chalenged BA-MA’s amilar satisfaction of its responghilities.

Access to BA-MA's databases and associated signding is available pursuant to interconnection
agreements and its Wholesale Tariff, D.T.E. MA No. 17. In all cases, the access BA-MA provides to
its Sgnding network is non-discriminatory.  Firs, BA-MA uses the same fadilities, equipment and
personnd to provison dgnaing links for CLECs and itsdlf. (Checklist Aff. §307) Second, CLEC
sgnding treffic is handled by BA-MA'’s signding network in the same manner as BA-MA’s Sgnding
traffic.  All dgnding traffic on BA-MA’s dgnding network is queued and routed on a non-
discriminatory bass. (Crawford Aff. {146, 50 and 79)

Numerous CLECs are making use of the access that BA-MA has provided. As of March1,
2000, 29 CLECs have access to BA-MA'’s signding network (21 via third party hub providers and 8
with direct access), four CLECs have established access to BA-MA's Toll Free Database, eight
CLECs have made the necessary arrangements for accessng Bell Atlantic's Cadling Name Database
(“CNAM”) in the New England region, and four CLECs have made the necessary arrangements for
accessng BA-MA’s Loca Number Portability Database. (Checklist Aff. 1308) Although thereisonly
one CLEC that is directly accessng Bl Atlantic's LIDB, Bdll Atlantic is providing access to its LIDB
to 40 other tdecommunications carriers, such as interexchange carriers, Independent Telephone
Companies, wirdess carriers, and third party hub providers in the New England region. In 1999, Bell
Atlantic processed more than 77 million queriesto its LIDB in New England. (1d.)

Currently, there are no CLECs using the access BA-MA provides to its Service Cregation

Environment (“SCE”) to create their own AIN-based telecommunications services, as was the case in
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New York. However, accessto the SCE is available to CLECsin Massachusetts. (Crawford Aff. 75)
The FCC has clearly dated that “...if no compstitor is actudly using a checkligt item, a BOC must
show that it has a concrete and specific legd obligation to furnish the item upon request and be
‘presently ready to furnish each item in quantities that competitors may reasonably demand and at an
acceptable level of quaity.” The FCC gspecificdly found that BA-NY “met this burden.” ECC

Approval Order 1366) The same conclusion is appropriate here.
K. NUMBER PORTABILITY (Checklist Item 11)

Section 271 (c)(2)(B)(xi) requires a BOC to be in compliance with the number portability
regulations adopted by the FCC pursuant to section 251 of the Act. Specificdly, section 251 (B)(2)
requires dl LECs “to provide, to the extent technicaly feasible, number portability in accordance with
requirements prescribed by the Commisson.”*  Section 251 (€)(2) requires that “[tlhe cost of
establishing telecommunications numbering adminigration arrangements and number portability shdl be
borne by dl tdecommunications carriers on a competitively neutra bass as determined by the
Commission.”

In reviewing BA-NY’s Section 271 application, the FCC re-iterated specific requirements
asociated with providing number portability, including the requirements that LECs offer interim number
portability “to the extent technicdly feesble’ and gradudly replace interim number portability with
permanent number portability. ECC Approval Order § 368) The FCC dso noted that it has
established guidelines for sates to follow in mandating a competitively neutra cost-recovery mechanism

for interim number portability. (1d.)

®  Section 153 (30) to the 1996 Act defines number portability as “the ability of users of telecommunications

services to retain, at the same location, existing telecommunications numbers without impairment of quality,
reliability, or convenience when switching from one telecommunications carrier to another.” (See also, 47 C.F.R.
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The FCC concluded that BA-NY complied with the requirements of this checklist item. (FCC
Approval Order {1 369) The FCC specificdly rgected the clams of severd CLECs as being nothing
more than “ unsupported, conclusory dlegations that do not warrant a finding of noncompliance with this
checkligt item.” (FCC Approval Order  370-371) The rgected clams included the same AT&T
clams of number portability problems associated with hot cut UNE loop cutovers reiterated by Mr.
Meek in the Technica Sessions.

As it did in New York, Bdl Atlantic has demongrated that it meets the requirements for this
checklist item. BA-MA has established Long Term Number Portability (“LNP’) in accordance with its
FCC obligations and is providing excdlent LNP on-time service. AT&T's clam to the contrary is not
supported by any evidence and, indeed, is contrary to the record information provided by MediaOne.
Further, to whatever extent RCN had valid concerns earlier about FOC timeliness, these concerns have
been answered. Similarly, BA-MA earlier proposed an operationa dternative to MediaOne and RCN
that would permit them to provide number porting on the weekend which has now been successfully
tridled and implemented by MediaOne.

1. BA-MA Provides Number Portability

BA-MA has timdy edablished the capability to provide LNP to CLECs in every
Massachusetts central office under approved interconnection agreements.  (Howard Aff. 187, n. 51)
The actud rollout met and, in most instances, exceeded the FCC-mandated implementation schedule.
Where LNP is available, it replaces Interim Number Portability (“INP’) arrangements. (Howard Aff.

79, 81)

§5221 (K))
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Through February 2000, BA-MA has ported 117,400 telephone numbers through LNP
arrangements for 21 CLECs. This condtitutes a roughly ten-fold increase over the 11,700 numbers
ported at year-end 1998. (Checklist Aff. §310) Bell Atlantic dso continues to support interim number
portability (“INP’) where the arangement is dready in place in Massachusettss. These INP
arrangements are provided under gpproved interconnection agreements. Because BA-MA has
deployed LNP in dl of its switches, BA-MA is not accepting any CLEC orders for INP, in accordance
with the FCC's directives™ However, BA-MA has worked cooperatively with CLECs in transitioning
from INP to LNP on amutually agreed-upon schedule. As of the end of February 2000, BA-MA was
supporting six CLECs with INP on gpproximately 6,500 telephone numbers. (1d.)

(&) Timely LNP Provisioning

BA-MA isprovisoning LNPin atimey fashion. BA-MA has met its due date commitments on
approximately 99% of al the orders for standalone LNP that it has processed since October 1999.
(Measurements Aff. Exhibit B1) AT&T and MediaOne addressed BA-MA’s LNP provisoning
performance at the Technicad Sessons. AT&T clamed that BA-MA's provison of service was fraught
with errors, but it provided no data to support its claims — even after a specific Record Request for such
datawas made. Contrary to AT& T's clams, BA-MA'srecord of on-time service for AT& T has been
100% over the period since October 1999. (Checklist Aff. § 312; Measurement Aff. Exhibit E)

In contrast, MediaOne acknowledged at the Technica Sessions that “...MediaOne has

experienced subgtantiad improvement in [BA-MA’s] LNP process since lagt year...”, and when

referring to problems, conceded that “the [error] numbers are rdatively smdl...”. (MediaOne

“ Inre Telephone Number Portability, First Report and Order and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 11 FCC
Rcd 8352, 8411-12 (1996); In the Matter of Telephone Number Portability, Second Memorandum Opinion and
Order on Reconsideration, 13 FCC Red 21204, 21211-12 (1998).
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(Kowolenko) Aff. p. 7) In its response to Record Request No. 156, MediaOne talied tota BA-MA
“misses’ of its due date commitments that amounted to less than 1% of its orders BA-MA completed in
the period andyzed by MediaOne. (Checklist Aff. § 313; Measurement Aff. Exhibit E) In fact, the
only recurrent occasions where MediaOne recorded a BA-MA “miss’ were where MediaOne had
sought to cance or reschedule its order on the due date itself. MediaOne cancelled and rescheduled
more than 65% of its orders in the August through October 1999 period. Even here, BA-MA has been
able to accommodate the vast mgority of these changes without adverse customer impact because of
the telephone contact procedure that BA-MA has adopted to support MediaOne. (1d.)
(b) Providing FOCs

RCN, the only other CLEC to address BA-MA’s LNP performance at the Technical Sessions,
focused on BA-MA's provison of FOCs. RCN claimed that it has been unsuccessful in ordering on
the 3-day standard interva due in part to untimely FOCs, and in part to ordering errors. (Tr. 2793
2835) Although FOC timeliness was a chdlenge for BA-MA earlier for manualy handled orders, the
subgtantia TISOC force additions that Bell Atlantic made have substantidly improved this result in
2000. (OSS Aff. 1 70; Measurements Aff. Exhibit B1) Contrary to the RCN clams, BA-MA
processes and completes in a timely manner hundreds of LNP orders within the 3-day interva every
month, including orders for RCN.

Another reason for this improvement is that RCN has subgtantidly improved the qudlity of its
orders. This has both raised its order flow-through rate and lowered its order reject rate this year the
levelsit achieved in 1999. BA-MA'’s performance in providing FOCs within 2-hours on flow-through

orders has consstently been nearly 100%. (Measurements Aff. Exhibit B1) Stll, there would appear
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to be room for further improvement as both the RCN order flow-through rate and the order regect rate
dill trail those of the CLEC that accounts for most of the LNP orders. (Checkligt Aff. §] 315)

RCN dso claimed that, when it reschedules an order, it must do so on a 6-day interva because
of an dleged BA-MA need to schedule cut-down time on the lost loop. (Tr. 2827-28) This is
incorrect. For POTS-type LNP orders, which RCN says is its market, BA-MA does not schedule
premises work for the loop removal. (Checklist Aff.  317) Disconnects of POTS-type LNP orders
with triggers consst solely of switch software trandations. The trandations are scheduled in the switch
software and, if there is no coordinated work, these do not require human intervention. For LNP
orders on POTS type telephone numbers that are not involved with a hot cut, the switch trandations are
mechanized. They do not require a frame technician, as RCN assumed. (Tr. 2827-28) Instead, the
interva established for LNP orders is based on the order processing time required for the 10-digit
unconditional trigger and, for disconnect orders, the gpplication of the trigger in the BA-MA switch at
least one day prior to the due day and the entry of the Number Portability Administration Center
(“NPAC") communications. Taking into account the work effort required and systems involved, the
industry established the 3-day interva used by BA-MA as the minimum standard for porting telephone
numbers between service providers.

2. Miscellaneous | ssues

AT&T aso clamed that BA-MA does not endble its LNP trandations to be verified. (AT&T
Aff.p. 6) Thereisno activity denoted “trandations verification” as part of the LNP procedures, either
with AT&T or any other CLEC. Similarly, there is no such activity supported in the New York
procedures reviewed and approved by the FCC. (Checklist Aff. §318) BA-MA’s LNP processes

are ether coordinated with the CLEC or under the control of the CLEC. With the coordinated LNP
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processes, BA-MA relies on the CLEC to advise BA-MA when to start the cutover. The verification
would take place by the CLEC after the work is complete.  With a non-coordinated cutover, the
CLEC, as the new sarvice provider, initiates the network trandations that move the end-user’s
telephone number to the new network. Since the CLEC controls the transfer activity, there are no
trandations to be verified in BA-MA’s network. (1d.)

Smilaly, AT&T's cdam that BA-MA did not st triggers or falled to disconnect BA-MA's
retall service is dso unfounded. BA-MA routindy sets the LNP 10-digit unconditiona triggers on dl
applicable orders. As stated above, BA-MA’s LNP on-time performance is 99%. If the necessary
triggers were not in place, LNP on-time performance would be markedly lower. The records of the
only CLEC to provide subgtantive data (MediaOne) confirm the fact that triggers were missed on only
* *** LNP orders BA-MA delivered for it in November, a“made’ rate of over 99%.
(MediaOne response to Record Request 153 and BA-MA internd ported telephone number tracking)
Since virtualy dl of MediaOne orders are provisoned with LNP triggers, thisisindicative of BA-MA'’s
overd| peformance in setting triggers. Except for AT& T, BA-MA has had no other complaints from
CLECsthat the trigger isnot gpplied. (Checklist Aff. 320) Operationa experience with coordinated
cutovers indicates that BA-MA completes these ordersin atimely manner. (Checklist Aff. 1318)

Findly, at the Technica Sessions, both MediaOne and RCN asked that BA-MA be required to
support their interest in number porting on Saturdays. BA-MA described an dternative gpproach to
MediaOne and RCN at the Technical Sessions that they could pursue if they wanted to complete their
customer premise work efforts over the weekend. (Tr. 640-41) This dternative alows the CLEC to

proceed without support from BA-MA. MediaOne has now completed a trid using this method and
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there were no service falures during the trid. MediaOne is currently deploying this process when

porting customersto their network. (Checklist Aff. §321)
L. LOCAL DIALING PARITY (Checklist Item 12)

Section 271(c)(2)(B)(xii) requires a BOC to provide “nondiscriminatory access to such
services or informéation as are necessary to alow the requesting carrier to implement locd diaing parity
in accordance with the requirements of Section 251(b)(3).” Section 251 (b)(3) imposes upon adl LECs
“the duty to provide diding parity to competing providers of telephone exchange service and telephone
toll service with no unreasonable diding delays.” Section 153(15) of the Act defines “diding parity” to
mean that: “.. a person tha is not an afiliate of a loca exchange carier is able to provide
telecommunications services in such a manner that customers have the ability to route automaticaly,
without the use of any access code, their telecommunications to the telecommunications services
provider of the customer’s designation . . .”

In its review of BA-NY’s Section 271 gpplication, the FCC found that Bell Atlantic hed
demondrated that it satisfies this checklist item by providing locd diding parity in accordance with the
requirements of section 252 (b)(3). (FCC Approval Order § 374) The FCC noted that no CLEC
chdlenges Bell Atlantic's assartion that it provides locd diding parity. (Id.) Smilarly, Bel Atlantic has
demondirated thet it meets the criteria of the FCC Approval Order. No CLEC has chdlenged this
demongtration.

BA-MA provides locd diaing parity as an inherent component of its network interconnection
arrangements with competitive carriers. (Howard Aff. 90) Loca cdls, whether placed over a BA-
MA resold line or passed to BA-MA by a facilities-based carrier, are handled in the same manner as

BA-MA handles cdls placed by its own customers. Consequently, transmisson quaity standards and
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performance are the same for customers of competing carriers and BA-MA'’s own retail customers.
Further, end user cusomers have the ability to route ther telecommunications to their chosen
telecommunications services provider automatically, without the use of any access code. (Howard Aff.
11 90-91)

M. RECIPROCAL COMPENSATION (Checklist Item 13)

Section 271(c)(2)(B)(xiii) requires that a BOC's access and interconnection includes
“[r]eciprocal compensation in accordance with the requirements of Section 252(d)(2).” In its review of
Bdl Atlantic's Section 271 application in New York, the FCC indicated that, in turn, Section
252(d)(2)(A) dates that “a State commission shall not consider the terms and conditions for reciproca
compensation to be just and reasonable unless (i) such terms and conditions provide for the mutua and
reciproca recovery by each carrier of costs associated with the transport and termination on each
carier's network facilities of cdls that originate on the network facilities of the other carrier; and (i)
such terms and conditions determine such codts on the basis of a reasonable approximation of the
additiond cogts of terminating such cals” (FCC Approval Order 1 375)

The FCC found that Bell Atlantic had demongtrated that “its access and interconnection in New
York include reciproca compensation arrangements in accordance with the requirements of section
252(d)(2), and thus, satisfied the requirements of checklist item 13.” (FCC Approval Order  376)
The FCC aso observed that Bell Atlantic demonstrated in New York that “it (1) has reciproca
compensation arrangements in accordance with section 252(d)(2) in place, and (2) is making Al
required paymentsin atimely fashion.” (Id.) In reaching this conclusion, the FCC specifically regjected
the clam made by Globad NAPs that BA-NY acted in an anticompetitive manner by failing to pay

compensation for traffic terminated by competitive LECs to 1SPs, as well as its arguments disputing the
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amount of per-minute compensation payment which is owed pursuant to the decision of the New Y ork
PSC regarding reciprocal compensation. (FCC Approval Order § 377)

With respect to Globa NAPS first claim, the FCC concluded that, in light of its prior ruling thet
“I1SP-bound traffic is non-local interdtate traffic” and that “the reciproca compensation requirements of
section 251(b)(5) of the Act . . . do[es] not govern inter-carrier compenseation for this traffic’, Global
NAPs arguments were irrelevant to its assessment of Bell Atlantic’s compliance with checklist item 13.
(FCC Approval Order § 377) With respect to Globa NAPS' second argument, the FCC found that
Bdl Atlantic in New York has an obligation to comply with New York PSC orders concerning inter-
carrier compensation for |SP-bound traffic, pursuant to the NYPSC's Inter-Carrier Compensation
for 1SP-Bound Traffic Order®™ and pending the completion of its rulemaking on thisissue. (1d.) The
FCC dso specificdly ruled that inter-carrier compensation for ISP bound traffic is not governed by
section 251(b)(5), and, therefore, is not achecklist item. (1d.)

Bdl Atlantic satisfies the requirements for this checklist item in Massachusetts asit does in New
York. BA-MA offers reciproca compensation arrangements through interconnection agreements with
compstitive carriers. (Howard Aff. 1 98; Checklist Aff. §322) As of February 2000, BA-MA has 74
reciproca compensation agreements with facilities-based CLECs, 10 cdlular providers, and 8 paging
companies. (Id.)

Like BA-NY, BA-MA has properly adhered to the reciprocal compensation requirements of its
date regulatory authority. Specificdly, pursuant to those agreements and the Department’s order in
D.T.E. 97-116-C, BA-MA continues to bill and pay reciprocal compensation to CLECs (Tr. 791)

Throughout 1999, gpproximatdy 300 million minutes of use (“MOUS’) originated with CLECs and
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were terminated by BA-MA; while gpproximatdy 16 billion MOUs originated with BA-MA and were
terminated by CLECs. Under the 2:1 ratio gpproved in the Department in D.T.E. 97-116-C, BA-MA
pad $48.9 million to CLECs to terminate gpproximately 600 million minutes of BA-MA traffic.
(Checklist Aff. 11 323) In accordance with the requirements of D.T.E. 97-116-C, BA-MA will make
the appropriate reciprocad compensation payments for that traffic in cases where a CLEC shows
evidence that its “local” traffic exceedsthe 2:1 ratio. (Checklist Aff. 324)*

The only CLECs that have chdlenged Bdl Atlantic’'s compliance with the requirements of this
checklist item in Massachusetts are Globa NAPS and AT&T.* For the ressons st forth in the
Checkligt Affidavit, Globa NAPS and AT&T's clams should fail here, as they faled before the FCC.
(See Checkligt Affidavit 11 325-29) BA-MA saidfies this checklist item in accordance with the

requirements set forth in the FCC Approval Order.*

* Opinion and Order Concerning Reciprocal Compensation, Case 99-C-0529 (NY PSC August 26, 1999).

% Although not part of its checklist requirements, BA-MA has negotiated and signed inter-carrier comp ensation

agreements with two CLECs in an effort to resolve disputes concerning compensation for terminating |1SP-
bound traffic. (Checklist Aff. {328 n.31)

" AT&T made essentially alegal argument relating to the status of Internet-bound traffic generally and under the

Department’s Order in D.T.E. 97-116-C (AT& T Comments on Checklist Item 13).

*  The recent Court of Appeals ruling in Bell Atlantic Telephone Companies v. FCC (206 F.3d 1 (D.C. Cir., March
24, 2000)) concerning the FCC's Internet Traffic Order does not compel any different conclusion. (Declaratory
Ruling and Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, In re: Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the
Telecommunications Act of 1996; Inter-Carrier Compensation, CC Docket Nos. 96-98 and 99-68 (rel. Feb. 26,
1998). The Court did not rule that Internet-bound traffic is “local” and subject to reciprocal compensation; it
merely remanded the matter to the FCC for a clearer explanation of the agency’s earlier decision. Whatever the
outcome of all regulatory and judicial proceedings, BA-MA will pay reciprocal compensation as required by law
(asit dways hasin the past). Asdescribed inthe Checklist Affidavit, BA-MA has complied with al elements of
the Department’ s Order in D.T.E. 97-116-C. (Checklist Aff. §323) Accordingly, BA-MA complies with checklist
item 13 by paying reciprocal compensation as required.
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N. RESALE (Checklist Item 14)

Competitive checklist item 14 requires that telecommunications services are available “for resdle
in accordance with the requirements of sections 251(c)(4) and 252(d)(3)"* of the Act. Section
251(c)(4)(A) requires ILECs “to offer for resde at wholesale rates any telecommunications service that
the carrier provides at retall to subscribers who are not telecommunications carriers”  Section
251(c)(4)(B) prohibits the impaogition of any unreasonable or discriminatory conditions or limitations on
resde “except that a State commission may, consistent with regulations prescribed by the Commisson
under this section, prohibit a reseller that obtains a wholesde rates a telecommunications service that is
avaladle a retall only to a category of subscribers from offering such service to a different category of
subscribers.”  Section 252(d)(3) establishes retall rates “...excluding the portion thereof attributable to
any marketing, hilling, collection, and other costs that will be avoided by the locad exchange carrier” as
the basis for wholesdle rates.

Asindicated in the FCC Approval Order, Bl Atlantic satisfies the requirements of the Act for
this checklist itemin New York. (FCC Approval Order 1381) Specificdly, the FCC found that BA-
NY “(1) offers for resde a wholesde rates any telecommunications service that the carrier provides at
retail to subscribers who are not telecommunications carriers, and (2) offers such tdecommunications
sarvices for resae without unreasonable or discriminatory conditions or limitations” (Id.) The FCC
ads found that Bell Atlantic demongrates that it provides nondiscriminatory access to operaions
support systems for the resde of its retail telecommunications services” (1d.)

Just as Bell Atlantic satifies the requirements of this checklist item in New Y ork, so too does it

satisfy the requirements in Massachusetts.  Indeed, with the single exception of one Resdler (RNK

® 47U.SC. 8271(c)(2)(B)(xiv)

117



PUBLIC VERS ON

Telecom) raisng severd Resde-hilling issues, no CLEC has chdlenged BA-MA's satisfection of these
requirements.  Although billing generdly will be addressed in the KPMG review, BA-MA has carefully
reviewed RNK’s clams. While some have little merit, others were helpful in enabling BA-MA to find
and resolve certain performance issues. BA-MA continues to work with RNK on these issues.

1. Resold Services Generally

BA-MA'’s retal tdecommunications services are avalable pursuant to Interconnection
Agreements and its Resdle DTE MA No.14. (Crawford Aff. [ 4-11; Tr. 683-770) The terms and
conditions of DTE MA No.14 were approved by the Department in its September 17, 1998, Order in
Phase | of D.T.E. 98-15. BA-MA does not impose any unreasonable or discriminatory conditions or
limitations on the resale of its tedlecommunications services. The only redtrictions are those expressy
authorized by applicable rules of the FCC. (Crawford Aff. 1 15-19)

The Resdler support provided by BA-MA includes the Wholesde Market organization, the
Operations Center, Systems Support, Repair Assgance, Account Management, Resdler
documentation and Resdler training. (Crawford Aff. 9-14) Resdler support dso includes
nondiscriminatory access to Bell Atlantic's Operating Support Systems, as discussed in Section 111
below.

2. Providing Resale Services

BA-MA is provisoning resde sarvice in the commercid volumes demanded by CLECs.
Through December 1999, BA-MA had provided approximately 193,000 resold lines to over 44
Resdlers. Of these, over 21,000 lines are in service for Resdller resdentid customers. The number of
resold lines in service has grown by nearly 45% since December 1998. (Checklist Aff. §332) By the

end of February 2000, the total number of resold lines had increased to 209,000. (Id.)
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The performance measurements filed with the Department show that BA-MA is providing
resold services a parity with BA-MA's retall operations. As the FCC found with respect to Bell
Atlanticin New York, BA-MA *“is provisoning competitive LEC's orders for resde in substantialy the
same time and manner asfor itsretal customers.” (FCC Approval Order 1400) Asit spoke to both
resde services and UNE loops, the FCC focused first on the fact that “Bell Atlantic’s systems are set
up to provide parity of service for provisoning wholesale and retall orders” (FCC Approval Order |
193) In the case of Resde sarvices, the identicd BA-MA provisoning personnd are providing
Resdlers with the identica services provided to retall cusomers. (Checklist Aff. §333) This creates a
designed parity of performance for the Resde provisioning process.

Next, the FCC focused on the provisoning results for missed gppointments, indalation quaity
and, to a lesser extent, on the provisoning intervas. (FCC Approval Order f 194-210) In
accordance with the C2C Guidelines, Resdle provisoning measurements are provided separately for
POTS, Complex and Specid Services. (Measurement Aff. Exhibit B1) Asin any parity process, these
provisoning measurements vary monthly — sometimes providing better results for Resdlers cusomers
and sometimes better results for retall customers. Neverthdess, these provisioning measurements show
that BA-MA’s resde provisoning performance from July 1999 — February 2000 is generdly better than
or equivaent to its performance for retall cusomers. (Checklist Aff. 1 334)

With respect to the FCC's two primary provisoning measurements, Percent Missed
Appointments and Ingtalation Qudity, the data show that BA-MA has ddivered service on-time and at
a leve of quality comparable to retall services. (Checklist Aff. 1Y 335-36) Ancther provisioning
measure, Facility Missed Orders, shows Smilar results generdly favoring Resdlers customers. Only in

the area of completion intervals, does BA-MA s retall performance appear to be dightly more favorable
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than BA-MA'’s Resde peformance. However, the smal disparity shown does not rise to the level of
competitive dgnificance. (FCC Approval Order § 208) Moreover, as explained in the accompanying
Measurements Affidavit, the reason that the Resale intervd is longer is because the resdlers themselves
ask for longer intervas than do BA-MA's retall customers. (Measurements Aff. 1 68)* The FCC
recognized the effect of these same operating factors in New York in giving less weight to this gpparent
dispaity in its checklig andyses. (FCC Approval Order |1 202-10) As in New York, the
performance metrics show overal that BA-MA provisons Resde sarvices for CLECs at parity with its
provison of retall services. (Measurements Aff. Exhibit B1)

Smilarly, BA-MA’s maintenance and repar performance for Resade continues to generaly
exceed its retall performance. (Id.) In the area of POTS/Complex services (over 95% of the resold
lines), for example, BA-MA'’s paerformance metrics have been consstently better for resold services,
while the results have indicated parity for Resdle specid services. (Checkligt Aff. 11 337) Asthe FCC
found for BA-NY, these performance results indicate that Bell Atlantic provides repair and maintenance
sarvicesto Resdllersin Massachusetts in substantialy the same time and manner asit provides service to

retal cusomers.

®  |narelated area, the FCC gave little weight to BA-NY’s measurement #OR-6-01, “% Accuracy - Orders’. (FCC
Approval Order 1 174 (UNE), 183 (Resale)) This metric was originally designed to count al “mismatches’
between the latest version of the local service request (“LSR”) submitted by the Reseller and the completed BA-
MA service order(s). (Measurement Aff. § 48) In practice, however, there are numerous cases where the
“mismatch” actually represents BA-MA's effortsto correct an error made by the Reseller, i.e., entered wrong zip
code, and is, therefore, beneficial to the Reseller. (OSS Aff. §189) The reviewers have been working closely with
the TISOC staff to ensure that all mismatches are truly errors and have modified the review procedures as
necessary. Further, an issue involving the application date procedures in the New England Resale Center was
uncovered. New methods and procedures for determining application date have been developed, published
and implemented. (OSS Aff. 11190-91) Through these efforts, BA-MA’ s performance measurement is becoming
more accurate and, as aresult, improving. (Measurement Aff. Exhibit B1)
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3. RNK ResaleBilling I ssues

The generd issue of resde hilling, like billing generdly, is addressed in the accompanying Joint
OSS Affidavit. Billing is aso being reviewed in detaill by KPMG. Nevertheless, the only resde issues
rased by a Resdler is found in RNK’s affidavit complaining about the timeliness and accuracy of its
resde bills.

There is no issue relating to the timdiness of RNK's bill. BA-MA reviewed fourteen recent
RNK hills and found that nine of these bills were sent to RNK by the 8" day after the billing period, and
al of the remainder were sent out by the 10th day as committed. (Checklist Aff. 340) To the extent
that this interval — even though within the committed period — is longer than RNK would like, the
remedy isin RNK's hands. RNK has elected to receive its eectronic verson of the bill on aCD ROM
even though the bill could be received more quickly through Connect:Direct, which would provide RNK
with its dectronic hill a the same time that its pgper summary bill is completed, generdly ensuring
deivery of the officia eectronic hill before the paper bill or CD ROM s received. (Checklist Aff. q
341) BA-MA has provided RNK with specific references to the sections of both the Resdller and
CLEC Handbooks that describe this option. To the best of BA-MA'’s knowledge, RNK has not taken
the necessary steps to establish Connect:Direct. (Checklist Aff. §342)

BA-MA is actively providing service to more than 40 Resdlers and no other resdler in this
proceeding has raised the issue of the hill timeliness. Perhaps this is because the vast mgority of these
resdlers subscribe to Daily Usage Feeds (*DUF’) which, as the name indicates, provides usage on a
dally bass. Use of the Dally Usage Files would assst a Resdller in preparing timely end user bills. As
discussed below, the C2C performance data show that 98% of the DUF hilling is sent by BA-MA

within four days. (Measurements Aff. Exhibit B1)
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Unlike hill timeliness, there were two idiosyncrétic issues associated with the accuracy of
RNK's hills, and BA-MA has taken remedid action with respect to both. (Checklist Aff. §344-45)
Specificaly, in light of RNK's complaints, BA-MA undertook a specid review of RNK’s resde clams
from 1998 through present. This review identified a unique order processing problem affecting some of
RNK’s orders that has been addressed. (Id.) Second, RNK aso expressed concern about not
receiving credits from BA-MA in atimely fashion. To remedy this Stuation, Bell Atlantic has re-trained
the hilling asociaes in the Wholesdle/Resdle Billing organization.  In addition, the Bell Atlantic
Wholesde Billing organization has implemented a monthly “audit” in which dl CLECS and Resdlers
billing daims which have been outstanding for over 30 days are reviewed by the Billing Supervisor and
the Billing Manager. This process dlows the Billing Manager to track al open clams efficiently and to
identify and escalate issues as gppropriate. (1d.)

Finaly, RNK has stated that it finds it difficult to understand and track the credits that have been
issued by BA-MA. In most cases, hill credits are gpplied by Bell Atlantic to the specific resold line for
which a cdlam was submitted. The credit information supplied by BA-MA includes both the credit
amount and the dates associated with the credit. However, in cases where a credit is due to RNK for a
linethat RNK has disconnected, the credit cannot be gpplied againg the specific line ance it is no longer
insarvice. In such ingtances, the credits are gpplied to the total balance of RNK’ s hill. Thisisthe same
procedure that is followed for retail accounts. (Checklist Aff. §347)

It is BA-MA'’s prectice to asss Resdlers in reconciling the credits through a telephone
conversation between a BA-MA sarvice representative and a Resdller’ s employee. Many such cdls have
taken place between RNK and BA-MA. In addition, because of the large volume of billing clams being

submitted by RNK, BA-MA developed a billing claims report for RNK. This report is sent to RNK
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whenever an RNK clam is investigated and closed. The first report was sent to RNK in May 1999.
BA-MA continuesto work with RNK to ensure thet it is able to reconcile any billing credits.

In sum, BA-MA makes its services available for resale and does not impose any “unreasonable
or discriminatory conditions or limitations’ on their resdle.  As demondrated by the performance
measurements, BA-MA provides Resde sarvices in substantidly the same time and manner as it provides
its retail services. Further, when there are issues that arise between BA-MA and a Resdller, BA-MA
addresses them as necessary to assst the Resdller in the pursuit of its business plan.

IIl. BA-MA SATISFIESTHE OPERATING SUPPORT SYSTEMSREQUIREMENTS

One of the foca points of the FCC's consderation of Bell Atlantic's application in New York
was whether its Operating Support Systems (*OSS’) provided CLECs with “[n]on-discriminatory
access to network elements in accordance with the requirements of sections 251(c)(3) and 252(d)(1).”
(FCC Approval Order 184) Upon specific detailed review of the OSS employed in the preordering,
ordering, provisoning, maintenance and repair, and billing functions, the FCC found that “Bell Atlantic
offers non-discriminatory access.” (FCC Approval Order §82) In addition, the FCC adso reviewed
the training and assstance that Bl Atlantic provides to CLECs, the Bel Atlantic Change Control
Management process, and Bell Atlantic’'s carrier interface testing practices and procedures. Here, the
FCC dated that “Bell Atlantic provides a change management process and technicd assstance that
offers competing carriers a meaningful opportunity to compete.” (1d.)

The FCC used two tests in reaching these conclusons. Firdt, for OSS functions that are
anadogous to those that Bell Atlantic provides to itsdf, its customers or affiliates, the FCC indicated that
the non-discrimination standard was met by Bell Atlantic showing that it offers the requesting carrier

accessthat is equivadent in terms of quality, accuracy and timdiness. That is, that Bdll Atlantic permitted
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competing carriers to perform these functions in “subgtantidly the same time and manner.” ECC
Approval Order 1 85) The FCC specifically noted that the requirement that the access provided be
nondiscriminatory did not require that it be equivdent. (1d.) Second, for OSS functions that have no
retall analogues, the FCC found that Bell Atlantic offers access “sufficient to dlow an efficient
compsetitor ameaningful opportunity to compete.” (FCC Approval Order 186) In thisarea, the FCC
noted the importance of specific peformance standards for measuring OSS performance ether
“adopted by the rdlevant state commission or agreed upon by the BOC in an interconnection agreement
or during the implementation of such an agreement.” (1d.)

Despite strident clams by certain CLECs, many identicad to and others like the clams raised by
afew CLECs in the then-concurrent Technical Sessons, the FCC concluded that Bell Atlantic had met
its obligations. The FCC based its conclusions on a review of the evidence presented by BA-NY and
other parties, on the performance results recorded in BA-NY’s C2C reports, on the report of KPMG
relating the findings from its lengthy and comprehensive test of Bl Atlantic’'s OSS in New York, and
on the favorable recommendations of the New York PSC. The FCC specifically declared that its
conclusons were based on “the totality of the evidence,” rather than any specific individua aspect of
Bdl Atlantic’ sserviceto CLECs. (FCC Approval Order 1 82)

As the Department is aware, Bdll Atlantic's OSS in Massachusetts are nearly identica to those
employed in New York. Similarly, the performance measures adopted in New York, and cited with
approva by the FCC, have been adopted by the Department for use in Massachusetts. Not
surprisngly, areview and update of dl of the evidence in this proceeding demondrates that Bell Atlantic
has met its OSS respongbilities in Massachusetts — as both the New York PSC and the FCC

concluded thet it did in New York. Bell Atlantic understands that this point will again be chdlenged by
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gpecific CLEC cdlams in Massachusetts (principaly by CLECs anxious to foreclose Bdl Atlantic from
competing with them in their long distance markets). Thus, the vast mgjority of OSS damsraised a the
Technica Sessons wereraised by AT&T and MCI. The same clams were raised before the FCC in
the same time frame. The FCC rgected these clams in determining that BA-NY met the requirements
of the Act.

As discussed below, the record established here shows that BA-MA meets the criteria of the
FCC Approval Order. BA-MA bdlievesthat this concluson will ultimately be demongtrated aswell by

the results of the KPMG testing currently underway.

A. Pre-Order OSS
1. Pre-Ordering Systemsand Functionality

With respect to the Pre-ordering function, the FCC noted favorably that Bell Atlantic offers
requesting carriers an industry-standard application-to-gpplication preordering interface to integrate
preordering and ordering functions. Bdl Atlantic makes avalable to requesting cariers dl the
functiondity that it provides to itsdf through this and other pre-ordering interfaces. (FCC Approval
Order 1 128) The affidavit and testimony provided earlier by Mr. Miller and others demondrate that
Bdl Atlantic provides CLECs with the same preorder systems and functiondity in Massachusetts as it
doesin New York. The record aso shows that BA-NY service representatives and CLEC employees
obtain the same pre-ordering information from the same OSS. (Miller Aff. 23; Tr. 2046-64)

The FCC noted that Bdll Atlantic in New Y ork had made available three electronic interfaces: a
Web-based Graphica User Interface (“Web GUI”), an application-to-gpplication interface based on
the industry standard EDI Issues 9 & 10 protocol, and a second application-to-application pre-ordering

interface, Common Object Request Broker Architecture (“CORBA”), then recently made available.
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(Id.)** These systems permit CLECs to perform the following pre-order functions. (1) retrieve CSRs,

(2) vaidate addresses; (3) select telephone numbers; (4) determine services and features available to a
customer; (5) obtain due date availability; (6) access loop qudification information; and (7) view a
customer’s directory listings. (FCC Approval Order 1 132) The FCC dso specificaly noted that

CLECs “can aso check the status of pending orders.” (I1d.) The same pre-order interfaces provide the

same functiondity in Massachusetts. (Miller Aff. §76; Tr. 2155-85)

2. Pre-Order System Performance & Volumes

The FCC dso found that Bell Atlantic had shown, through response times and interface
availability performance data and third-party testing, thet its pre-ordering interfaces and systems are
operationdly ready. (FCC Approval Order 7128) Bel Atlantic has produced these same
measurements for Massachusetts in Exhibit B1 (tota) and B2 (monthly) associated with the
Measurements Affidavit.

With respect to system response times, the FCC supported the use of the “parity plus four
seconds’ standard established by the New York PSC (and now Massachusetts) based on the C2C
collaborétive to prove that Bl Atlantic processes pre-order transactions for CLECs “in subgtantialy
the same time’ that it processes its own pre-order transactions. (FCC Approval Order { 146)
Although BA-NY had missed the standard by a smal margin in some circumstances, the FCC held that
the dight variations in response times “are not likely to impair the ability of a competing carrier to
negotiate a service order while a customer ison theline” (Id., at 1 147) The Bell Atlantic response

times are now substantialy better than those earlier demongrated in New Y ork, with measurements

L Although AT&T claimed earlier that the CORBA interface has only been made available to it, that is not correct.
(OSS Aff. 133
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consgtently showing less than the 4 second differentid. (Measurements Aff. Exhibit B1) Further,
excelent results have aso been recorded for the Web-GUI and CORBA pre-order interfaces.
(Measurements Aff. Exhibits C, B1)

CLECs chdlenged the EnView “response time’ measurement system in the FCC proceeding,
as they did in the Massachusetts Technical Sessons. FCC Approval Order § 149) The FCC
determined, however, that it had adequate performance data to conclude that “the EnView sysem isa
suitable measure of the time that a carrier or retail representative’s pre-order request traverses Bdll
Atlantic's sysem.” (Id.) Nothing has changed to make the smulation system less appropriate or
necessary in Massachusetts, and its use here should be approved as it was in New York. Moreover,
the EnView system has been improved since it was validated for use in New York. (Measurements
Aff. 1 25)

The FCC aso found that the “parity plus 10 seconds’ standard, agreed upon in the New Y ork
collaborative process, was an appropriate measurement for parsed CSR retrievd. (FCC Approval
Order 1 152) This standard properly reflects the fact that, unlike other preordering transactions, Bell
Atlantic musgt perform the additiond step of parsng CSR information into identifiable fields prior to
sending the information to the CLEC. (Id.) The OSS performance for CSR retrieval has aso
demongtrated results consstently better than this standard. (Measurements Aff. Exhibit B1)

The FCC found that Bell Atlantic’'s interfaces were sufficiently available, based on C2C
performance data. (FCC Approval Order § 156) In doing so, it agreed that a distinction made in the
C2C measurements between prime and non-prime hours was reasonable and, further, that the changes
planned to the EnView measurements used to cdculate interface avalability were postive. (FCC

Approval Order Y155, n. 469) Importantly, the FCC found that the ingtances of limited unavailability
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reflected in these data did not deny a CLEC a meaningful opportunity to compete. (FCC Approval
Order 1156, n. 469)*

Bdl Atlantic uses the same interface measures in Massachusetts that the FCC approved for
New York. Further, as explained in the Measurements Affidavit, BA-MA uses the revised EnView
caculations referenced favorably in the FCC Approval Order. BA-MA reports the avalability of the
interfaces provided to CLECs during both “prime time’ (6:00 am. to 12 midnight Eastern time,
Monday through Seturday) and “non-prime time’ (12:01 am. to 5:59 am. Eastern time, Monday
through Saturday; dl day Sunday and holidays). The measurements data show that the interfaces were
available more than 99% of the time they were scheduled to be available during prime time and non-
prime time in the first two months of 2000, except for a 98.57% availability during non-prime time for
the EDI interface in February. (Measurements Aff. Exhibit B1) During the last Sx months of 1999,
interface avallability was smilarly strong with over 99% availability for 27 of 36 measurements with
many others close to 99% and only one less than 97% (non-prime time EDI).

AT&T clamed in its November 30, 1999, comments that the CORBA pre-ordering interface
was frequently not avallable. (AT&T Aff. 129) AT&T then went on to identify a series of times for
which the CORBA interface was not available and clamed that CLEC system access is not as
responsive as pre-ordering systems used by Bell Atlantic representatives. (AT&T Aff. §129-31) BA-
MA began reporting on CORBA interface avalability in January 2000. Since that time, CORBA has

been avallable 24 hours a day/7 days a week more than 99% of the time. Further, prime time

2 |n addition, the FCC also cited KPMG's finding in New York that Bell Atlantic’s interfaces are consistently
available during scheduled hours of operation. (FCC Approval Order § 157) KPMG is conducting a similar
review in Massachusetts.
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availability of CORBA has consgtently exceeded the C2C standard of 99.5%. (Measurements Aff.
Exhibit B1)

The FCC samilarly found that the Bell Atlantic pre-order systems and interfaces are scdable to
handle reasonabl e foreseeable demand volumes. (FCC Approval Order § 150) The FCC relied upon
the actua volumes being handled from January to July 1999. It aso noted that KPMG had found that
Bdl Atlantic had the tested capability in place (in March 1999) to meet projected year end volumes and
found that “its systlems have sufficient capacity to meet expected future usage volumes” (1d.) The Béll
Atlantic preorder systems and interfaces are now handling amost 500,000 transactions a month, nearly
double the levels referred to by the FCC. The excellent response time data addressed above attest to
the ability of these systemsto be scaled to meet growing demand. Moreover, asin New York, KPMG
is testing the scalability of Bdl Atlantic's interfaces and systems to meet future volume.

Findly, with respect to the integration of preorder and ordering systems, the FCC rgected the
cdamsof MCl and AT&T — like those made here — that Bell Atlantic had not done enough to make its
pre-order and ordering OSS “integratable.”* The FCC noted that its favorable OSS conclusion was
supported both by evidence of commercid integration and KPMG's findings.  In terms of commercid
usage, the FCC found that CTC Communications was able to develop an integrated EDI pre-ordering
and ordering system for parsed CSR information, and that MCl and AT&T had dready integrated
parsed CSR retrieval and limited address vdidation functiondity into their back office systems —
providing “probative evidence that CLECs are cagpable of integrating the remaining pre-ordering

functions” ([FCC Approval Order 1 138) The FCC specificdly found that this evidence was dso

% Although opposing CLECs argued that Bell Atlantic was obliged to integrate its pre-order and ordering OSS,

Bell Atlantic in fact is only obligated to make its systems “integratable” by the CLECs. (See, Pre-Filing
Statement of BA-NY, dated April 6, 1998 at 28-29) The FCC properly found that Bell Atlantic had met this
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consdsent with KPMG's finding “that Bdl Atlantic's pre-ordering and ordering interfaces are
integratable.” (ld.) Thus, the FCC has dready concluded that Bell Atlantic provides for the system
integration capability that AT& T has said thet it needs. (See, eg., AT&T 1 27).%

AT&T clamsthat BA-MA'’s pre-ordering interface does not provide parity because responses
obtained via CORBA cannot be fully integrated with the Bell Atlantic interface used to place orders.
(AT&T Aff. 127) But AT&T has argued to the FCC that Bell Atlantic has provided key functiondity
to dlow CLECs to integrate their pre-ordering and ordering interfaces — parsed service address
information — since August 1999, and that Bell Atlantic provides documentation of its parang rules to
CLECs upon request. (Supplementa Declaration of Julie S. Chambers and Sarah DeY oung on behalf
of AT&T Corp., attached to Supplemental Comments of AT& T Corp. in Opposition to SBC's
Section 271 Application for Texas, CC Docket No. 00-65, filed April 26, 2000) In addition, BA-
MA has asssed CLECs in ther pre-ordering and ordering integration efforts through its active
participation in collaborative sessons.  For example, address components, community names and
thoroughfare abbreviations have been made consstent throughout the Bell Atlantic footprint. In
addition, field names for pre-order and order data e ements have been synchronized to make it easier
for a CLEC to integrate the pre-ordering data with its ordering data. (OSS Aff. § 37)

During the Technicd Sessions, MCI explained how it has implemented the pre-population of
certan ordering fields with information obtained through the pre-ordering process. (Tr. 3770)

Moreover, in comments made on the Application by SBC for Authorization to provide In-Region,

obligation. (FCC Approval Order 1139)

*  References to AT&T are to the Crafton Affidavit filed November 30, 1999, presented by Mr. Carmody at the
Technical Session held on December 9, 1999. References to MCI are to the Lichtenberg/Sivori Affidavit filed
November 30, 1999, unless otherwise specified.
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InterLATA Services in Texas, MCI dated that it had achieved pre-order/order integration in New
York:
In New York, in contrast, MCl WorldCom had successfully integrated Bell

Atlantic’'s EDI pre-order interface with key order functiondity and KPMG
had evduated CLECS ahility to do so for dl pre-order functionality.®

In addition, in New Y ork, MCI WorldCom had successfully integrated Bell Atlantic's EDI pre-
order interface with key order functionality and KPMG had evaduated CLECS ability to do so for dl
pre-order functionality.®

At the Technica Sessons, AT&T complained that the lack of complete uniformity in ordering
fields and formats made full integration impossble. The FCC specificaly regjected these clams. (FCC
Approval Order 1 139) However, the FCC advised Bdl Atlantic that it should assst any CLECs that
were impeded in the task of integration by inconsstencies in field names or formats “ by design[ing] and
deploy[ing] a software correction or provid[ing] the necessary technical assstance.” As noted above,
Bdl Atlantic has asssted CLECs in their integration efforts. (1d.)

3. Loop Qualification

With respect to loop qudification, the FCC notes that Bell Atlantic in New York — as in
Massachusetts — provides three avenues for CLECs to obtain information regarding its loops. (FCC
Approval Order § 142) Firs, it provides a mechanized loop quaification process that indicates
whether a loop is qudified for ADSL sarvice. Second, for central offices not yet in the loop
qudification database, Bdll Atlantic offersto conduct a“Manud Loop Qudification” to provide cariers

with the same information ordinarily available through the mechanized process. Third, in order to access

% CC Docket No. 00-4, Joint Declaration of Terri McMillon and John Sivori on behalf of MCI WorldCom, attached
to Comments, 50, filed January 31, 2000.

% CC Docket No. 00-4, Joint Declaration of Terri McMillon and John Sivori on behalf of MCI WorldCom, attached
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more detalled information about the makeup of a particular loop, CLECs can ask Bdl Atlantic to
conduct a manud “Engineering Query.” The FCC found that “these mechanized and manua processes
enable requesting carriers to access loop qudification information in substantidly the same time and
manner as Bell Atlantic's retall operations” noting that Bell Atlantic’s retall representatives can pre-
qudify aloop only through the mechanized loop qudification process. (FCC Approval Order 143,
n. 430)

As previoudy explained by Ms. Stern and other BA-MA witnesses, competing carriers have
access to the same loop qudification database as Bell Atlantic’s own retall representatives, and obtain
the same information (and more). (Stern Aff. §48; Checkligt Aff. §214; Tr. 1561-62) This means that
if aretal representative needs to check whether a cusomer’s line is qudified for ADSL, he or she
queries the same database as the CLECs. He or she first logs onto PHOENIX (the system used for
loop qudification transactions), then submits a Request for Information. When the Loop Qudification
query screen is returned, the retall representative must provide information on the loop for which
qudification is requested. Normdly, this conssts of populating the telephone number of the customer
whose loop the representative is seeking to qualify. After thisrequest is submitted, a Loop Qudification
Response screen is returned.  The only information returned to the retail representativeisa“Y” or “N”
response indicating whether the address is qudified or not, and the maximum DSL speed the loop can
support. If the response is “no,” the retail representative cannot offer ADSL service to the end user.
(Tr. 1852)

As the FCC recognized, CLEC representatives can obtain more information from the loop

qudification database than Bdl Atlantic's retail representatives can obtain. In addition to the Y/N

to Comments, 50, filed January 31, 2000.
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indicator and maximum speed, CLECs dso get loop length information. As aresult, CLECs may learn
that a 16,000-foot loop is ADSL-capable, while a Bell Atlantic representative will only get a response
that the loop isnot qualified. (1d.)

The testimony of Ms. Stern and others dso show that the two manual means for a CLEC to
obtain loop qudification information in New York are equaly available in Massachusetts. If aloop is
over 18,000 feet (not qudified), the CLECs dill have the option of requesting a manud loop
qudification which provides them more information, including whether there are load coils or DLC on
the loop. Again, the performance data provided by BA-MA shows that the CLECs are able to get this
information in atimey way. (Checklist Aff. 1f1213-14)

Findly, the FCC did not earlier address the requirements of the UNE Remand rules with
respect to the non-discriminatory access to loop qudification information in New York, as these rules
were not then in effect. (FCC Approval Order § 140) However, Snce that time, Bell Atlantic and the
CLECs have continued to work together in the xDSL collaborative being overseen by the New Y ork
PSC to determine the type of information and access that Bdll Atlantic will make available in response
to this order. Specificaly, Bell Atlantic is working with the CLECs through the New York DSL
collaborative process to enhance database access for the Loop Qudification process. Even though
loop makeup information is posted in the Facility Assignment Control System (“FACS’) for only 10%
of the termind locations in Massachusetts, CL ECs indicate they would prefer an automated process for
obtaining this additiond loop makeup information. This informetion is currently avalable only through
the Manua Loop Quadlification or Engineering Query processes because a manud effort is required to
trace the cable-and-pair on paper records and to record the data required. A sub-committee of the

New York DSL collaboraive has been investigating various posshilities, including the cods for
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providing loop makeup information (to the extent such information is available in FACS) through a
mechanized system. It is expected that this issue will be resolved through the collaborative process.
(Checklist Aff. 1 215) BA-MA has indicated that it will apply the results of those collaborative efforts

in Massachusetts aswell as New York. (Checkligt Aff. §223)

B. Ordering OSS

With respect to the OSS ordering function, the FCC concluded that Bell Atlantic provides
CLECs in New York with nondiscriminatory access in accordance with the requirements of Section
271. (FCC Approval Order 1158) It dso found that Bel Atlantic's systems are able to meet
reasonably foreseegble commercid volumesin the future. Findly, the FCC determined that Bell Atlantic
provides nondiscriminatory access to order completion noticesto CLECsin New Y ork.

1. Ordering Systemsand Interfaces

The FCC began by noting that Bel Atlantic’'s sysems provide competing carriers with
electronic access for afull range of ordering functiondity. (FCC Approval Order 1 159) As earlier
explained by Mr. Miller and other Bell Atlantic witnesses, the ordering systems that are used in
Massachusetts are the same as those used by BA-NY and approved by the FCC. (Miller Aff. § 76;
Tr. 2155-85) That is, BA-MA provides CLECs a choice of two interfaces for submitting resde and
UNE orders— EDI and the Web GUI. Currently eight carriers are using EDI in Massachusetts, and 71
more are using the Web GUI in Massachusetts. (OSS Aff. §50)

BA-MA currently provides the industry standard EDI issues 8 and 10 (with LSOG version 2
and 4 formats) for ordering. (OSS Aff. 1 51) These systems adlow CLECs to order both UNES —
including combinations of UNEs such as UNE-P — and resold services. These ordering systems

continue to support growing volumes of CLEC orders, amounting to over 500,000 orders in March
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2000. (OSS Aff. 1180) Here again, KPMG will separately report to the Department the results of its
volume testing.

In addition, for ordering certain arrangements like interconnection trunks that resemble access-
type services, BA-MA provides Connect:Direct (formerly caled Network Data Mover or NDM).
(OSS Aff. 9 51) Connect:Direct is a well-established indusiry standard protocol for exchanging
information within and between telecommunications carriers, and has traditiondly been used by Bdll
Atlantic to recelve access sarvice requests from interexchange carrierss. CLECs may order
interconnection trunks by submitting an access sarvice request over Connect:Direct or by faxing their
orders. (Checklist Aff. §29)

2. Order Flow-Through/Order Reects

Flow-through is the process by which dectronicaly submitted CLEC orders flow-through and
are entered into the Service Order Processor (“SOP’) without manua assstance by Bell Atlantic.
(OSS Aff. §153) There are various types of orders that are designed to flow-through. However, actua
order flow-through is dependent on severd factors. Fird, the order as submitted must contain al
gopropriate information for the type of request. Thus, if an order fails to contain a vaid due date or
provides a listed address in an incorrect format, it will be rgected by the system front-end edits.
Second, the order must pass dl parameters designed for establishing the order in SOP. For example,
after an LSR for a migration from retail passes the initid up front edits, the request is reviewed by the
system againg the customer service record. If the existence of optiond cdling plans or contractua
agreements are found, then the order may be rejected back to the CLEC or forwarded to the TISOC
for review. (Id.)

Orders requiring manua handling by the TISOC are automaticaly directed by the system to the
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appropriate work group based on order type. (OSS Aff.  54) There, the TISOC representative
processes any ordersthat are not designed to flow-through or that fail to flow-through as the result of an
error. Importantly, the TISOC representative dso reviews those orders and, if a discrepancy is
uncovered that requires input from the CLEC, the representative sends a query to the CLEC for
daification. (1d.)

Severd CLECs argued at the Technicd Sessons that BA-MA was not able to flow-through
enough orders to its service order processing system without manua intervention by its TISOC order
handling group. (See, eg., AT&T 1 35) In reaching its conclusons, the FCC specificaly regected
CLEC cdamsthat Bell Atlantic's order flow-through percentage levels provided an independent reason
to deny Section 271 approvd. It stated that “it would be ingppropriate to consider order flow-through
rates as the sole indicia of parity.” (FCC Approval Order 1 161) Ingtead, the FCC noted that Bell
Atlantic’s ahility to return timely order confirmation notices, to accurately process manud orders, and to
scde its sysems was more relevant and probative to the FCC's andyds than a smple flow-through
andyss. (FCC Approval Order §163)

Neverthdess, Bell Atlantic has made consderable effort to increase the leve of flow-through
that CLEC' s experience on their orders. (OSS Aff. 1 61-63) One of the ways Bdll Atlantic has acted
is to add new transactions to the type of orders made digible for system flow-through. These efforts
have been focused on the high volume transactions that Bell Atlantic has observed, thus serving to
reduce the number of transactions requiring the manua assistance of the TISOC personnd. Looking
forward, the next sgnificant advancement in order igibility for flow-through will cover xDSL ordersin

June. (OSS Aff. 163) Clearly, many CLECs are dready benefiting from the steps taken to date, with
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overal UNE flow-through rates up from 23.15% in October to 36.51% in February, and Resde flow-
through rates up from 41.01% to 49.25% during this same period. (Measurements Aff. Exhibit B1)

Another of the factors that is important in achieving high order flow-through levels, and low
order “fdlout” levels (to manua processng) and/or frequent order rgjection, is the care with which
CLECs prepare their orders.  For example, dthough some Resdllers have been adle to achieve high
flow-through rates and low rates of order rgjection, others have experienced far poorer results. (OSS
Aff. § 64) Similar results dso prevall with respect to facilities-based carriers. (d) Sgnificantly, the
FCC found that the observed variations in individud CLEC experiences in ther respective flow-
through/rgect rate success level indicate that Bdll Atlantic cannot be held solely responsible for the
results. (FCC Approval Order 1166)*" Indeed, it is the proportionate participation of CLECs with
good order flow-through/order reject rates in the market each month that generdly determines the
average C2C result shown, thus causng up-and-down fluctuations. (OSS Affidavit 164) For al of
these reasons, the FCC did not give dgnificant weight to the average flow-through and rgection rate
data.

Bdl Atlantic has sought, however, to help the CLECs seeking such assstance to andyze and
avoid the erors which they are making today. In addition to providing CLECs with a clear
understanding of the error codes which are returned with rejected orders, Bell Atlantic has conducted
monthly seminars focusng on the most Sgnificant recurring errors and providing explanaions as to how

these errors can be avoided. (OSS Aff. 165) Bdl Atlantic will dso provide individud CLECs with a

*  See, eg., the FCC's conclusion that Bell Atlantic’s evidence that order rejection rates vary from 3 percent to

greater than 70 percent “strongly implies that the care a competing carrier takes in submitting its orders makes a
significant differencein therate at which itsorders are rejected.” (FCC Approval Order 1 175)
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consolidated report of their most numerous errors for their own use in training their ordering personnd.

(1d.)
3. Ordering Notices and Notice Accuracy

As above, the FCC determined that the timely provison of order confirmation notices was an
important element of its favorable trestment of the BA-NY gpplication. Here, the FCC correctly
indicated that Bell Atlantic’s ordering OSS is designed to provide ether a Loca Service Request
Confirmation (“LSRC”) or a Locad Service Request Regection (rgjection notice) once an order is
received. (FCC Approval Order 1 159) Thisis true for Massachusetts as well as New York CLEC
orders. (OSS Aff. §68) These notices are returned eectronically to the CLEC irrespective of whether
they were generated by ether the mechanized or manua processing of the order itsdf. (FCC Approval
Order 1 160) The FCC noted with gpprova that BA-NY’s performance for timely order processing
was subject to the standards established for mechanized and manualy processed order confirmation
and rgection notices in the New York C2C guidelines — now adopted for use in Massachusetts. (1d.)
The FCC said that these standards provide “a reasonable measure of whether Bell Atlantic processes
an order in a manner that provides an efficient competing carrier with a meaningful opportunity to
compete.” (1d.)

In assessing Bell Atlantic's performance in New Y ork, the FCC found that ‘[it] generdly meets
these standards, and where Bdll Atlantic has falen short of the standards, the shortfal has not been
ggnificant.” (FCC Approval Order 1 160, 164-165 (UNEs), 180 (Resale)) The same holds true for
Massachusetts.  Indeed, the OSS performance measurements show that BA-MA has been providing
LSRCs and rgjects dmost instantaneoudy where the orders are addressed mechanically throughout the

past 8 months. (Measurements Aff. Exhibit B1) The measurement data so show that BA-MA isaso
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providing LSRCs or rgjection notices, as appropriate, on atimely basis now that the force augmentation
efforts — earlier described as Bell Atlantic plans at the Technical Sessions — have been implemented.
(OSS Aff. 11 71-76)

The FCC aso observed that Bell Atlantic in New York — as in Massachusetts — measures the
accuracy of its order processesin at least two ways. (1) accuracy of order confirmation notices (order
confirmation accuracy); and (2) overal accuracy of CLEC orders entered into its service order
processor. FCC Approval Order  171-172) Its review of the service performance metric for
LSRC accuracy confirmed the strong results that Bell Atlantic has achieved in New York. The
Measurement Affidavit demondirates that results are smilar for Massachusetts. (Measurements Aff.
55; Exhibit B1) Moreover, where there was controversy earlier about the completeness and accuracy
of manualy-generated LSRCs relating to hot cuts in New York, Bdl Atlantic has now introduced a
mechanized process for creating these LSRCs that is in effect in Massachusetts as well as New Y ork.
Further, as above, a sysem change was implemented in December to ensure that the LSRC includes
the cable and-pair information that AT& T aleged was missing earlier. (Checklist Aff. 186)

With respect to the “Service Order accuracy” measure, the FCC reported that Bell Atlantic
had acknowledged that its implementation of this measurement has been problematic. (FCC Approval
Order 11 173-174) The FCC therefore gave little weight to this metric, concluding insteed that Bell
Atlantic's consstently excdlent service qudity performance demondrated that both UNE and resde
sarvice orders were being processed accurately. (FCC Approval Order 11174 (UNEs), 183

(Resdle)) The conggently strong ingalation quality results demondrated by BA-MA smilarly show
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that CLEC orders are being processed accurately.® Nevertheless, BA-MA has taken action to further
improve both its measurement adminidration and its manua order processng procedures.
(Measurements Aff. §54; OSS Aff. {1 88-94)

4. StatuslInquiriesand Jeopardy Notices

The FCC specificdly regected the clams of CLECs in New York, like those raised in the
Technical Sessions, that Bell Atlantic did not provide access to its order status and jeopardy information
in a nondiscriminatory manner.  (FCC Approval Order 9158) CLECs argued in the Technica
Sessonsthat Bell Atlantic should be required to actively provide them with eectronic jeopardy notices.
(See, e.g.,, MCI Aff. 162) The FCC rgected these claims, pointing out that Bell Atlantic in New Y ork
— as in Massachusetts — provides CLECs with dectronic access to jeopardy notices contained in Open
Query System reports and gives them the opportunity to check on the status of an order in its Work
Force Adminigtration (“WFA”) system or in the Service Order Processor (“SOP’) system through
pre-order interfaces, or by cdling a dispatch center. (FCC Approval Order § 184) Although CLECs
might desire some other form of information, the order status and jeopardy information system made
avalable by BA-MA for wholesde orders is nondiscriminatory in accordance with the Act. FCC
Approval Order 1 185)

5. Completion Notices

The FCC dso concluded that Bell Atlantic in New Y ork provides order completion notification

“in a manner that affords an efficient competitor a meaningful opportunity to compete” (FCC

% Indeed, the measurement title itself is a misnomer because it measures the match of information fields between

the Local Service Request and the BA-MA Service Order, and presupposes that any differenceisan “error.” In
fact, some of differencesidentified as errors are actually correctionsto the LSR by the TISOC representatives so
that the order will process correctly and deliver the facility or service that the CLEC intended to order.
(Measurements Aff. §49)
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Approval Order 1187) Specifically, it observed that Bdll Atlantic in New Y ork — as in Massachusetts
— provides both a “billing completion” and a “work completion” notice to CLECs. The FCC found
that these notices were being timely provided based upon the C2C performance data and on the results
of the KPMG review. (Id., at 1190) The performance data provided by BA-MA smilarly show that
the completion notices are being timely provided to CLECs. (Measurement Aff. Exhibit B1) Further,
athough expresdy not part of its favorable conclusion, the FCC indicated that it was “encouraged”’ that
Bdl Atlantic planned a system enhancement to make fielded complex completion notifications available
in April 2000. (FCC Approval Order 1 192) Although the target date for this system enhancement
was subsequently rescheduled, BA-MA can now report that it is scheduled to be implemented in June
2000.

6. New York “Missing Notifiers’

CLECs have clamed in this proceeding, and in various motions relaing to the KPMG Master
Test Plan, that they experienced missing notifiers and lost orders in using the EDI system in New Y ork
from November 1999 to February 2000. (See, e.g., MCI §58) Importantly, these clams were never
based on Massachusetts dlegations, nor did they relate in any way to the Web-GUI system used to
deliver 95% of the orders currently handled by BA-MA. (OSS Aff. §77)

Instead, as the Department is aware, the CLECs properly brought these New York clams
before the New Y ork PSC and the FCC. Although there were software problems that caused the delay
of order notifiers, the circumstances were never catastrophic as the CLECs suggested. Indeed, while
the CLECs were decrying “lost orders’, the BA-NY OSS was processing 16,000 orders per day.
(OSS Aff. §87) Infact, 97% of the New York CLEC orders were processed by BA-NY despite the

notifier problem.
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Still BA-NY took full responshility for the problems the CLECs were encountering, and it
responded vigoroudy and decisively. (1d.) First, BA-NY identified severa short-term work-arounds
that enabled the CLECs to continue to conduct their burgeoning competitive marketing efforts. Indeed,
over this period where BA-NY's OSS were alegedly broken, the CLECs orders increased more than
25% month over month. Second, under the guidance of the New York PSC, addressed the affected
orders. Third, BA-NY developed new software to handle the CLEC EDI orders, iminating the third-
party vendor software that gave rise to many of the issues.  Fourth, BA-NY implemented computer
hardware changes that sgnificantly strengthened the ordering sysem. Findly, BA-NY agreed with
regulators upon a series of reports that would demonstrate whether the steps that were being taken
were effective in closing out the problems observed. (OSS Aff. Y 77-87)

BA-NY currently offers CLECs severd options for connecting with BA-NY’s EDI interface:
Direct connection (Dedicated); Vadue Added Networks (“VANS’); public network (Internet)
connectivity; and Interactive Agent connectivity usng Secure Socket Layer 3 (SSL3) technology.
(OSS Aff. §48) Detaled specifications dong with the benefits associated with each of these options
are provided in Volume |l of the CLEC/Resde Handbooks. The Handbooks themselves can aso be
found on BA-NY’sweb site.

Some of the delayed notifiers in New York appeared to be reated to connectivity issues.
Addressing connectivity issues required joint work by BA-NY and the CLECs, because BA-NY has
no ability to track afile sent from a CLEC but never recaived by BA-NY as a result of a connectivity
falure. Working with CLECs, BA-NY identified and corrected severd connectivity issues. Severd of

these gtuations involved CLEC erors and required action by the CLECs, such as correcting
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passwords, routing traffic to the proper server, or fixing problems with a CLEC VAN or FTP
connection. (OSS Aff. 1185)

Now, over three months after the implementation of this action plan, it is clear that these steps
have been effective. The reports sance the beginning of March 2000 have shown that dl orders are
being received and acknowledged, LSRCs or order rgjects (as appropriate) are being timely returned,
and work completion and billing completion notices are being timely ddivered. (OSS Aff. §86) To
whatever limited extent these issues were ever observable in Massachusetts, they are now resolved.
The improved software and hardware is in place for Massachusetts asit isin New York. KPMG will

review this area and separately report its observations to the Department.
C. Provisioning OSS

In its review of Bdl Atlantic's OSS in New York, the FCC favorably pointed first to the
fundamentd fact that Bell Atlantic's systems are set up to provide parity of service for provisoning
wholesde and retail orders. (FCC Approval Order Y 193, 197) For most orders from CLECs (al
resde, platform, and new UNE loop orders), the provisioning systems and processes employed are the
same as are used for Bell Atlantic retall provisoning. For UNE-loop conversions (“hot cuts’), which
involve physcaly disconnecting an end user’s loop from the Bell Atlantic switch and connecting it to the
CLEC's transmisson equipment, Bdl Atlantic coordinates its provisoning activity with the CLEC to
minimize the disruption of the customer’s service. However, the same provisioning systems used for
other orders support the process. These same provisoning systems and processes are used by BA-
MA in Massachusetts. (Miller Aff. 9 38)

The FCC dso found that Bell Atlantic's systems in New Y ork provide “competitive LECs and

its retail operations with equivaent access to information on avallable service ingdlation dates” (FCC
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Approval Order 1 197) These are provided for dispatch orders via Bl Atlantic’'s SMARTS clock.
(Id., a n. 631). Alternatively, for non-dispaich orders, Bell Atlantic makes available the same et of
gandard intervals for CLECs and its retail representatives. (Id.) Agan, BA-MA uses the same
systems and practices in Massachusetts. (Miller Aff. §76)

Further, the FCC found that the C2C measurements provided by Bel Atlantic in New York
showed that “Bel Atlantic is missng fewer competitive LEC customer gppointments and providing
equal or better quaity ingdlations, compared to gppointments for its own retall cusomers” ECC
Approval Order 1 193) Specificdly, the FCC pointed to the data that showed that Bell Atlantic
generdly completed a higher percent of ingtdlation gppointments for CLECs than for itsef and was
providing CLEC cugtomers with a higher leve of qudity. FCC Approval Order § 200-01) The
sameistrue for Bel Atlantic in Massachusetts. (Measurements Aff. Exhibit B1)

The FCC dso gave close condderation to the C2C measurement data for “Average
Completion Interva.” ECC Approval Order Y 202-10) Here, it determined that dthough the
disparity in the completion intervals that CLEC and retail customers experience is satistically significant,
the evidence presented by Bell Atlantic demongtrated that this disparity results from factors outside Bell
Atlantic’s control.” (FCC Approval Order §202) These same factors - primarily CLEC requested
longer intervals — strongly affects the offered and completed intervasin Massachusetts. (Measurements
Aff. 163)

The FCC dso observed that, although some orders were not given an appointment date that
was the same as ther requested date, the number of such orders was less than 10% and that the
appointment dates given by Bell Atlantic averaged only afew hours longer than CLEC requested dates.

(FCC Approval Order §199) The FCC put this difference in context by stating that “consumers are
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much more sengtive to whether their service is being ingtdled on the arranged appointment date, as
opposed to whether their gppointment is set a little later after the origina requested time” (1d.)
Accordingly, it agreed with the consdered judgment of the New Y ork PSC “that Bell Atlantic provides
competing carriers with confirmed service ingtdlation dates in a non-discriminatory manner.” (1d.)

The evidence in Massachusetts amilarly shows that the CLECs are being given inddlation
gopointments for the dandard intervas or for the longer intervas they frequently request.
(Measurements Aff. § 76) BA-MA has taken action to ensure that its order processng personnel
adhere to this practice. (OSS Aff. 111 92-93)

Findly, the FCC noted that KPMG had conducted a thorough review of these systems in its
New York review and “concluded that Bel Atlantic satisfied dl test criteria for the provisoning
function.” (FCC Approval Order 1198) KPMG is performing a Smilar review in Massachusetts and

will separately report its observations to the Department.

D. Maintenanceand Repair OSS

The FCC concluded that Bell Atlantic in New York demondgrated that it “provides
nondiscriminatory access to maintenance and repair OSS functions.” (FCC Approval Order 211)
The FCC referred inter alia to Bel Atlantic's deployment of the necessary interfaces, systems and
personnd; the fact that these systems dlow CLECs nondiscriminatory access, and that Bell Atlantic
restores service to CLEC customers on a nondiscriminatory basis as supporting its concluson. (1d.)*

1. Systemsand Interfaces

The FCC determined firgt that Bell Atlantic in New York “offers maintenance and repair

*®  The FCC also referred to the fact that BA-NY “performs maintenance and repair work for CLEC customers at
substantially the same level of quality that it provides its own customers.” (Id.) These operational factors are
addressed above for the individual Checklist facilities and services provided and the same is true in
M assachusetts.
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interfaces and systems that enable a requesting carrier to access dl the same functions that are available
to Bl Atlantic's retail representatives” (FCC Approval Order 1 213) Asin New York, BA-MA
provides CLECs with two interfaces for obtaining access to BA-MA'’s maintenance and repair OSS.
(OSS Aff. 11 105 and 121) The most commonly used is the Web GUI, which provides access to a
platform caled RETAS. Approximately 250 CLECs in the Bell Atlantic region are authorized to use
the Web GUI. (OSS Aff. § 105) BA-MA aso provides an application-to-gpplication interface,
eectronic bonding, which is now operating with one CLEC and shortly to be implemented with another.
Thus, the clams heard earlier that €ectronic bonding was needed, but was not available, are now maoot.
(OSS Aff. {1 121-123)

The FCC properly recorded that CLECs using Bell Atlantic's EDI interface are able to perform
Sx maintenance and repair tasks or functions: (i) conduct a mechanized loop test (for resde and UNE
Patform but not for unbundled loops); (ii) create a trouble ticket; (iii) determine the status of a trouble
ticket; (iv) modify atrouble ticket; (v) request cancellation of atrouble ticket; and (vi) request atrouble
report history. (FCC Approval Order §213) These are the same six maintenance and repair tasks or
functions available to BA-NY representatives. However, as the FCC correctly noted, CLECs have
more automatic functiondity than Bell Atlantic's representatives. (Id., & n. 681) For example, when a
BA-MA representative conducts a mechanized loop test, he or she must determine the circuit type,
geographic region and destination, and manually submit the test to the correct back-end system. For
CLECs, however, RETAS automaticaly makes these determinations and submits the test to the correct
sysem. Smilarly, when the test results are returned, the BA-MA representative must interpret the

highly technical results himself or hersdf. Results for CLEC tests, however, are autométicaly analyzed
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by the system and returned with a recommendation (for example, whether to digpatch a technician).
(OSS Aff. 1 109)

The FCC dso found that Bell Atlantic's OSS in New Y ork “permits competing carriers to open
trouble tickets immediately on recently-completed service orders” ECC Approval Order 216)
This was a functiondity added to the OSS in operation in Massachusetts as well as New York in April
of 1999 after an early KPMG exception was raised in the New York review. (OSS Aff. §111) Thus,
the FCC properly rejected a clam made by Covad in New York — identicd to the clam it raised in the
Technical Sessons in Massachusetts — that it could not open trouble tickets on new loops for 24 hours.
(FCC Approval Order 1 216)

2. Volumesand Performance

The FCC aso addressed the performance of these Maintenance and Repair OSS. Here, the
FCC rdied upon the C2C measurement data for RETAS response times in concluding that “Bell
Atlantic’'s maintenance and repair interfface and systems process trouble inquiries from competing
cariersin substantidly the same time and manner as Bell Atlantic processes inquiries concerning its own
retail cusomers.” (FCC Approval Order 1217) Although the numerous measurements taken under
the C2C approach were not uniformly within the gpplicable standards, the FCC determined that the
differences were smal and were not even dleged to impair CLECs access to maintenance and repair
functions. The comparable RETAS results for Massachusetts are better than the earlier results shown
for New York, consstently demonstrating response times results equal to, or better than the C2C
edablished stlandard. (Measurements Aff. Exhibit B1) Thus, the results show in Massachusetts — as
they did in New Y ork —“that competing carriers are able to process maintenance and repair requestsin

subgtantialy the same time as Bdll Atlantic' s retail operations” (FCC Approval Order 1 219)
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Findly, the FCC dso concluded that commercia usage and KPMG' s testing showed that Bell
Atlantic's maintenance and repair interface is cgpable of handling reasonably foreseeable demand levels.
(FCC Approval Order § 214) These Maintenance and Repair OSS supported over 55,000
maintenance transactions a month in the Bell Atlantic region in the second half of 1999. (OSS Aff. 9
112) During the first quarter of 2000, there were 4,100 per month in Massachusetts done. KPMG is
agan tesing these OSS in its Massachusetts review and will separately report its observations to the

Department.
E. Billing OSS

The FCC found that Bdl Atlantic's OSS provides nondiscriminatory access to its hilling
functions in New York. ECC Approval Order § 226) It observed that Bell Atlantic provides
competing carriers with billing information through Dally Usage Files (“DUFS’) that itemize daily usage
records for competing carrier customers, dthough carrier bills serve as a monthly invoice to incorporate
charges to the carrier for al Bdl Atlantic products and services provided. BA-MA does the same.
(Miller Aff. 91152-54; Tr. 2058-59)

Bdl Atlantic employs its Billing OSS to create 48 million EMI hilling records for CLECs each
month in New England, and renders 1,500 wholesde CRIS hills and 300 CABs hills each month in
New England. (OSS Aff. 1128) Many of the Billing OSS are the same as those in use in New Y ork.
(Tr. 2155-85) Where there are OSS differences, KPMG has crafted its review to gain afull assessment
of their performance capabilities. KPMG will separately report its observations to the Department.

The FCC pointed to the C2C reports provided by Bel Atlantic and to the KPMG review in
New Y ork as evidence that Bell Atlantic provides nondiscriminatory access to billing. (FCC Approval

Order 1 227) Specificdly, the FCC affirmed that the C2C standards adopted in New Y ork provided
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an appropriate measure of Bl Atlantic’s ability to provide CLECs with DUFs and carrier bills in
Subgtantidly the same time and manner that Bdll Atlantic provides such information to itsdf. (Id.) The
FCC found that Bell Atlantic’'s performance consistently exceeds these sandards.

These C2C standards are now in effect in Massachusetts and the comparable results achieved
in Massachusetts are reported in the Measurements Affidavit. (Measurement Aff. Exhibit B1) These
results show that DUF files are consstently provided to CLECs in atimey fashion and that carrier bills
have been generdly rendered on-time over the eight month period from July 1999 to February 2000.
The only exceptions to this excellent record was with respect to the carrier bills rendered in early 2000,
which were delayed due to a production problem in the CABS system when the dlowable size of an
internd table for Billing Telephone Numbers was exceeded. The cause of these delays has now been
corrected, and preliminary results for March 2000 show that these hills are again being sent on-time.
(OSS Aff. ] 130)®

The FCC dso specificaly rgected the clams made by AT&T in New York — repesated at the
Technicd Sessons — that Bell Atlantic does not provide it with complete billing on a consstent basis.
(AT&T Aff. 58) The FCC rgected these clams, gating that “[t]he specific problems AT&T citesto
support this argument, including difficulties with loca usage file names and obtaining and processing locd
usage data, are not cited by any other commenter and are not supported by the Carrier-to-Carrier
metrics or findingsin the KPMG Find Report.” (FCC Approval Order 1228) Smilarly, AT&T stood

aonein assarting these clams here. Nevertheless, BA-MA has addressed them so that the Department

In addition, the C2C proceeding in New York has now adopted a measurement of, and a standard for, the
accuracy of Bell Atlantic's carrier billing. This measure is still being developed. An approximated result is
provided in the C2C results, but this is not an accurate depiction of accuracy in billing. (Measurements Aff.
11144)
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will see that they are, a best, very stde and were in many respects unfounded even when current.

(OSS Aff. 1] 136-44)

F. Change Management

Asit had in earlier Section 271 Orders, the FCC dated that an adequate change management
process to which the BOC adheres over time is dso part of its “obligation ‘to provide competing
carriers with the specifications necessary to ingtruct competing carriers on how to modify or design their
sysems in a manner that will enable them to communicate with the BOC's legecy systems and any
interfaces utilized by the BOC for such access’” (FCC Approval Order 102, n. 280)* Unlike the
ealier BOC gpplications, the FCC found that Bel Atlantic demondrated tha it “provides the
documentation and support necessary to give competing carriers nondiscriminatory access to its OSS.”
(FCC Approval Order 1101) The FCC found that Bell Atlantic has an adequate change management
processin place and has adhered to that process over time. Accordingly, the FCC concluded — despite
severd CLEC chalenges amilar to those they raised at the Technica Sessons — that “Bel Atlantic
provides access to its OSS in a manner that alows an efficient competitor a meaningful opportunity to
compete.” (Id.) Theidenticd change management process and procedures that is employed in New
York isemployed in Massachusetts. (OSS Aff. 153; Tr.2061)

1. Change Management Process

The FCC first defined the change management process as “the methods and procedures that
the BOC employs to communicate with competing carriers regarding the performance of and changesin
the BOC's OSS system.” (FCC Approval Order 7 103) Next, the FCC noted that Bell Atlantic

followed a “detailed process of managing changes’ recorded in a document entitled “Telecom Industry

8 TheFCC specificaly cited its BellSouth South Carolina Order, 13 FCC Red at 628, and its Ameritech Michigan
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Services — Change Management Process’ (“Change Agreement”) which divides dl changes into five
different categories and provides specific timelines and intervas for each category. (Id. at 11 104-105)
In addition, the FCC noted that the process includes timeframes for the didribution of draft
specifications on business rules, receipt of CLEC comments on the documentation, and the distribution
of find documentation. (Id. at 1 106)

The FCC found that change management process documentation is clearly organized and
readily accessble to CLECs. (FCC Approval Order § 107) CLECs can readily access the Change
Agreement and modifications to it on Bell Atlantic's web page that includes procedures for CLECs to
crossreference and track information concerning change management. The FCC concluded that Bdll
Atlantic “updates and maintains a database that tracks the progress of each specified change, reports
changes sysematicaly using change request numbers and uses these same numbers in communications
with competing carriers to identify specific changes” (Id) The same process gpplies to Bell Atlantic’'s
OSSin Massachusetts. (OSS Aff. §182) A copy of the Change Management Process documentation
was provided with BA-MA'’s May 24, 1999, filing as Exhibit 6, Book 5, Tab 13.

The FCC dso obsarved that Bell Atlantic has established a forum where CLEC and Béll
Atlantic representatives meset to discuss upcoming system and interface changes, as well as the change
management procedures themsaves. Through this forum, Bell Atlantic receives CLEC input and makes
gppropriate changes to its implementation plans in response to the CLEC input. (OSS Aff. 11 153
170) In particular, the FCC favorably cited the parties agreement to prioritize the changes based on
merit. Lagt Fdl, for example, Bell Atlantic and CLECs met to address their highest priority — uniform

business rules for LSOG 4. The product of these discussons was Bell Atlantic’s agreement to make

Order, 12 FCC Rcd at 20617.
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numerous changes to the LSOG 4 business rules. Bel Atlantic implemented 17 such changes in the
March 1 release of LSOG 4 and will implement an additional 22 changes by July 1, 2000. (OSS Aff. |
161)

Bdl Atlantic has recognized the importance of setting priorities to deal with systlem changes.
Working with the CLECs, Bel Atlantic introduced a process where CLEC-impacting Bl Atlantic-
initiated changes and CLEC-initiated changes are assgned priorities based on agreed criteria. Once
prioritized, these projects are scheduled for implementation using the priority of the change as a key-
determining factor. (I1d)

2. Change Management Perfor mance

The FCC dso found “that Bell Atlantic provides competing carriers with change management
natification and documentation for upcoming change releases in a manner sufficiently timely to adlow an
efficient competitor a meaningful opportunity to compete’ even though the FCC noted that “the
timdiness of Bl Atlantic’s performance fdls short of the monthly standards for change management
notification and documentation set out in the C2C metrics and used in the Change Control Assurance
Plan....” (FCC Approval Order 11113, 118) The FCC dso commended Bell Atlantic and the New
York PSC for developing measurements gpplicable to the adminigration of the change management
process.

BA-MA reports the same measurements for the change management process. The specific
measurements are described in the Measurements Affidavit, and the operating results are attached as
Exhibit B1 to that document. The measurements show that Bell Atlantic has improved its adherence to
the change management process over the levels approved by the FCC. For example, the “Timeliness

of the Change Management Notice” metric requires Bell Atlantic to meet the established dates for
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publication of draft and final business rules and technicd specifications, without any subsequent materia
changes. Bel Atlantic met that requirement for the firgt three months of this year for dl publications,
except for the finad issuance of the EDI technica specifications for LSOG 4. (OSS Aff. §160)
However, since no CLEC planned to use EDI for LSOG 4 in production immediately, this did not have
adggnificant impact on the CLECs. (1d.)

The FCC dso specificaly found “that Bell Atlantic provides notification for emergency changes
(Type 1 changes) in a manner sufficiently timely to dlow an efficient competitor a meaningful opportunity
to compete.” (FCC Approval Order  116) The FCC regected the chalenge of severd CLECs
raised before the FCC — and repested at the Technical Sessons — that Bell Atlantic failed to meet its
obligations because emergency changes were not adways timely issued. That clam should dso be
rgjected for Massachusetts: of the 78 Type 1 natifications made in January through March 2000, Bell
Atlantic failed to provide timely natification to CLECs only onetime. (OSS Aff. § 170)

AT&T clamed that Type 1 Bulletins were issued in Stuations where they were not needed.
AT&T isdmply wrong. Bl Atlantic has usad the Type 1 Bulletins to communicate information about
software defects, including Stuations where the existing documentation contains incorrect information on
how to format an order. It is important that Bell Atlantic communicate this information as soon as
possible to prevent possible problems for CLECs who are developing interfaces or submitting orders
basaed on the documentation. If Bell Atlantic waited until the next release to provide this information, the
CLECs building interfaces could be required to redo some of that effort, and CLECs with existing
interfaces might continue to submit incorrect orders and other transactions. (OSS Aff. 1 168) KPMG
concluded in its New York review that Bell Atlantic had not inappropriately classified any Type 1

notices. Thistrend has continued. All the Type 1 changesinitiated to date either resulted from a CLEC
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reported trouble or from the identification by KPMG or Bell Atlantic of a software or documentation
defect. (OSS Aff. §169) These are exactly the type of circumstances that should be communicated in
aTypelrelease.

The current process to use bulletins to communicate items of an urgent nature was developed
with the CLECs and reflects the way that Bell Atlantic has worked with CLECs to develop a mutudly
satisfactory way to communicate specific types of urgent information. (OSS Aff. {1 164) Bdl Atlantic
scheduled two workshops in May 1999 in response to CLEC concerns about the frequency of the
FLASH announcements (now Type 1 bulletins) and whether Bell Atlantic used these to communicate
changes that were not true emergencies. Based on the CLEC feedback, Bell Atlantic agreed to process
modifications, including adding a pager natification of emergency changes to ensure that key contacts at
each CLEC received notice in a timely fashion. After a July 1999 working sesson with CLECs to
review the modified process, Bdl Atlantic circulated an update on August 11, 1999. Two CLECs
participated in a two-week beta test of the new process, and the process was implemented for dl
CLECs at the end of August 1999 with the understanding that there would be another evauation after a
month. The new process for Type 1 notifications was discussed at a meeting on October 15, 1999, as
well as a subsequent monthly Change Management meetings.  After recalving additiond CLEC
comments in December, a find meeting was held in January 2000, and the find natification guiddines
were published on February 29, 2000. The find documentation is atached as Exhibit C to the OSS
Affidavit. In sum, the content, format and conditions under which Type 1 Bulletins will be issued, and
pager cal-outs will be made, were thoroughly discussed with and agreed to jointly with the CLECs.
(OSS Aff. 1 166)

In addition, in the event of an emergency outage, Bell Atlantic has adopted a procedure to
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conduct a conference call for CLECs whenever there is an announcement of an immediate software
change. This conference cdl enables Bell Atlantic to provide as much information as possble to
CLECs quickly, thereby facilitating their implementation of any required modifications a the same time
as Bl Atlantic. (OSS Aff. 167) This procedure is used regularly and has been wdll recaeived by the
CLECs. Not surprisingly, the FCC adso favorably referred to this process in its Section 271 gpproval.
(FCC Approval Order 1116, n. 333)

Findly, the FCC favorably referenced the fact that the Change Agreement contains a separate
escdation and dispute resolution provison. (FCC Approval Order § 108) This provison has been
used effectively in resolving the schedule for a system enhancement.  (OSS Aff.  163) KPMG is
conducting areview of the Change Management process in its Massachusetts testing and will separately
report its findings to the Department.

3. Testing Environment

The FCC dso concluded that the “Bel Atlantic permanent QA [Quality Assurance] testing
environment provides competing carriers with a stable environment and an adequate opportunity to test
Bdl Atlantic's OSS changes prior to implementation.” (FCC Approval Order 1 119) Specificdly, the
FCC found that the testing environment “adequately mirrors the production environment” and “offers
the extended testing periods the competing carriers need for new entrant certification and new release
testing.” (Id.) The same QA testing environment used for BA-NY isaso used in Massachusetts. (See
Information Request DTE 2-42)

Bdl Atlantic's current test environment was developed in response to KPMG feedback during
the New York test, as well as CLEC comments and input. The procedures have been used for CLEC

testing since May 1999. These procedures have severd key aspects. (OSS Aff. {1 172) First, Bel
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Atlantic has edtablished a software-testing environment that mirrors the production software
environment. (OSS Aff. 172) Second, Bell Atlantic has established aformal set of test transactions —
the “test deck” — which is a cross-section of the most frequent types of pre-order and order
transactions. Bdl Atlantic publishes full documentation of the test deck, including expected results and
results actualy obtained when executed. (d.) Bdl Atlantic solicits and incorporates feedback from
CLECs on the test deck and works with CLECs to identify additions or modifications to the test deck
as appropriate for each new release.  CLECs are not limited to the test deck, but can test other
scenarios to satisfy their unique market or ordering patterns.  Third, the procedures provide for a
“protected period” in the test environment to ensure a stable environment for CLEC testing before a
new release is implemented in production. (Id) Findly, the procedures set out time frames and
processes for CLEC testing, notification to Bell Atlantic of problems encountered, implementation of
software “bug” fixes by Bl Atlantic and retesting by CLECs. (Id)

As a further enhancement to these procedures, Bdl Atlantic established a physicdly separate
test environment for CLECs in Massachusetts in October 1999. The separate test environment
mirrored the production environment and alowed for an expansion of the test period for CLECs to four
weeks, with extended daily hours. As a result, there are more opportunities for “bugs’ to be detected
and to be fixed on both sdes of the interface. (OSS Aff. ] 174)

As the Department is aware, implementation of a new standard set of business rules was
planned for the February release (LSOG 4). (OSS Aff. 175) Along with the changes resulting from
the Fal 1999 uniform business rules collaborative and other changes, this was the largest release Bdll
Atlantic had ever implemented for wholesdle services. This was dso the first time the separate CLEC

Test Environment was used in connection with new release testing outside of New York, and the first
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time test decks were executed in al jurisdictions for LSOG 4, thus resulting in over 400 separate test
deck scenarios.  Although the February release did not go as planned, now that the test decks have
been established and used to test a release, subsequent releases will not experience the problems and
delays associated with the February release. (OSS Aff. 175)

KPMG is performing an extensve test in connection with BA-MA’s Quality Assurance testing
environment. (MTP VII-1 and VII-2) KPMG, acting as a CLEC, has utilized the test environment
during the February Releases and will perform further testing during the June Rdlease.  KPMG will
separately report its findings to the Department.

G. Training and Technical Assistance

The FCC concluded that “Bell Atlantic demondtrates that it provides the technicad assstance
and help desk support necessary to give competing carriers nondiscriminatory access to its OSS.”
(FCC Approval Order 1 127) The FCC specificdly referred to the numerous means by which Bell
Atlantic extends assistance to CLECs — means that are identical in Massachusetts to those the FCC
favorably noted were used in New York. (FCC Approval Order 1127) The FCC expresdy rejected
the clams made by CLECsthat Bl Atlantic’s technica assistance and help desk support isinadequate.
Insteed, the FCC found that “Bell Atlantic provides efficient competitors a meaningful opportunity to
compete by enabling them to understand how to implement and use dl of the OSS functions available to
them.” (FCC Approval Order 1 127)

1. Handbooks And Documentation

Fird, the FCC noted that Bell Atlantic produces a separate three volume handbook for resdlers
and purchasers of UNES, both of which are available on CD-ROM with word search capability. (I1d.)
Volume | in each series (“Getting Started”) provides basic information to CLECs regarding doing

business with Bell Atlantic. Volume Il (“Electronic Interface Guide’) addresses the interfaces available
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to CLECs for obtaining access to Bel Atlantic’s OSS, and provides information for obtaining the
technicd specifications. Volume 111 (“Busness Rules’) provides information about Bl Atlantic
products and how to order them. Volumes| and I11 of the UNE handbook are updated in March each
year. The corresponding resade volumes are updated in September.  Volume 1l of both series is
updated twice a year in March and September. Both handbook series are available via the Internet at
Bdl Atlantic' s webgste. Further, dthough ZTEL gated that it was difficult for a CLEC to keep current
with the updates, it was apparently unaware of its ability, via the web gSte, to update its CD-ROM
verson of the handbook. (OSS Aff. 1 181) This capability was introduced for CLECs in September
1999. This capability also addresses AT& T’ s expressed need for “automatic updates.”

BA-MA usss the same CLEC handbooks, sysem documentation and training
materids/Sessons as BA-NY. In addition, Bl Atlantic provides CLECs with extensve technica
documentation enabling CLECs to program their systems for the use of EDI, including the Bell Atlantic
Pre-Order EDI Guide, Bell Atlantic North Pre-Order Documentation, and Bell Atlantic North
Order EDI Guide. Further, Bell Atlantic provides CLEC with associated training relating to the use of
the Web-GUI system for pre-order and ordering transactions. (OSS Aff. §179)

Second, the FCC observed that documentation is updated for each release and is dso made
avallable on Bdl Atlantic’'s web ste “[t]hus, competing carriers have access to complete, up-to-date
business rules and ordering codes.” (FCC Approval Order 1 127) Although MCI complained that
the documentation is changed too frequently, Bell Atlantic must respond to industry needs that are both
broad in scope and dynamic in nature. New and revised documentation needs arise for many reasons.
For example, these needs can be driven by a CLEC's feedback based upon its reported operational

uncertainty or experience. Documentation may be changed in these circumstances so that dl CLECsin
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Bdl Atlantic can benefit from this vauable feedback. As a supplier to dl of these CLECs, not only
MCI, Bdl Atlantic remains committed to communicating al changes, regardiess of the Sze or impact, to
CLECsin atimely fashion. (OSS Aff. 1182)

AT&T clamed at the Technical Sessions that the technical documentation contains errors in
verson after verson, and that Bell Atlantic does not correct these errors. (AT& T Aff. 82) AT&T's
arguments are both outdated and inaccurate. The FCC specificaly noted that Bell Atlantic responded
to problems identified by KPMG in its New York review, thereby “resulting in more accurate
documentation” for CLECs to use in Massachusetts as well as New York. (FCC Approval Order at
n. 364) Hewlett Packard Consulting (“HPC”) — a non-telecommunications provider — reviewed BA-
NY’s documentation as part of the KPMG test in New York, and used it to construct the interface
employed during the test to submit transactions to BA-NY. HPC concluded that the documentation
was adequate for these purposes. (See HPC Find Report, Overview 81.4 a 3 (April 20, 1999)) In
addition, HPC made a number of suggestions for improving the documentation and making it more
useful to CLECs. Bdl Atlantic incorporated these suggestions into the documentation available to
CLECs. KPMG's Massachusetts test includes a review of technica documentation, and KPMG will
separately report its findings to the Department

AT&T dso complained that there were mismatches between Bdl Atlantic business rules and
EDI specifications. (AT&T Aff. 188) When AT&T raised this same issue in New York, Bdl Atlantic
acknowledged that there likey were a limited number of such mismaiches — caused in part by
digtinctions between the industry groups which published Ordering and EDI standards. (OSS Aff. |
185) These “mismatches’ were of far less consequence than AT& T was inclined to acknowledge. In

any event, many of the AT& T “mismatch” clams were dready resolved by the time they were raised in
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this proceeding. (1d.)

Nevertheless, Bell Atlantic developed the Integrated Documentation Application (“IDA”). IDA
uses the LSOG Industry Standard Guidelines as its basdine, and candles the Bell Atlantic Business
Rules againg those guidelines. In addition, IDA enforces congstency in naming conventions between
the Business Rule form/field combinations and the Interface Specification, whether it is EDI or CORBA
in the case of pre-order. Change logs are automaticaly generated by the gpplication so that the CLEC
is made aware of each change that is made to a new verson of the Business rules and or Interface
Specification and the logs record, where gppropriate, the Change request associated with the log entry.
(OSS Aff. 1 186)

In order to respond to the CLEC request to more easly associate the Business rule directly to
the Interface Specification rather than work with two separate documents (the Rule and the Spec), IDA
produces a document that combines the Business Rule with the Specification in a Sde-by-sde format in
a gngle document. This further amplifies the CLECs task of programming thelr sysems to
communicate with Bell Atlantic. Bdl Atlantic bdieves it is the firg in the industry to produce such a
document. (OSS Aff. 187)

Findly, AT&T itsdf has argued to the FCC that Bel Atlantic publishes accurate and
comprehensive EDI specifications. (Declaration of Nancy Daton and Sarah DeYoung on behdf of
AT&T Corp., 182, attached to Comments of AT& T Corp., in Opposition to Southwestern Bell
Telephone Company' s Section 271 Application for Texas, CC Docket No. 00-4, filed January 31,

2000)* Together with the fact that KPMG and CLECs have successfully built their own side of the

62

“Unlike Bell Atlantic, SWBT has failed to publish accurate and comprehensive, SWBT-specific EDI interface
documentation. While Bell Atlantic (and other BOCs) publish customized EDI specifications, SWBT does not.”
Id.
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interface usng Bel Atlantics documentation and that, as described above, Bel Atlantic's
documentation has become more accurate, this demongtrates that AT& T's claims about Bell Atlantic’s
documentation are without merit. In addition, KPMG and HPC have utilized Bel Atlantic
documentation during the Massachusetts KPMG test. BA-MA expects that this will confirm the qudity
of BA-MA'’s documentation. (OSS Aff. 9 188)

There is no evidence that any aleged problems with Bdll Atlantic's system documentation have
impaired the ability of CLECs to develop their interfaces. KPMG and CLECs have successfully built
ther own dde of the interface usng Bell Atlantic's documentation. (OSS Aff. § 188) This
documentation has continued to improve since tha time. Now, KPMG and HPC are utilizing Bell
Atlantic documentation during the Massachusetts tet.  KPMG will separatdy report its findings
concerning the qudity of BA-MA’s documentation to the Department.

2. Training/Reference Guides

The FCC aso gave weight to the fact that that Bell Atlantic conducts regular training courses for
competing carriers. (FCC Approval Order § 127) Bdl Atlantic has continued these same efforts in
2000. 1n 1999, Bdl Atlantic provided training to 1,278 CLEC students. In the 1st Quarter of this year,
CLECs have sent more than 300 representatives through Bell Atlantic training. (OSS Aff. 1192) Bdll
Atlantic has aready conducted four “suitcased” courses at CLEC premises this year, and three more
are being planned. In addition, Bdll Atlantic conducted free GUI training Sessions during the first part of
this year in conjunction with the LSOG 4 rdease. (I1d.)

Bdl Atlantic has divided the training curriculum into the following digtinct modules. Basic (Non-
Complex) Products and Services, Directory Ligtings, Complex Products, RETAS for Resdlers,

RETAS for CLECs, BA-North UNEs; and BA-South UNEs. (OSS Aff. § 190) In addition, Bell
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Atlantic will develop other training offerings for a CLEC upon request. The courses and curriculum
offered provide CLEC employees with the training and skills needed to master the complexities of
telecommunications and to communicate effectively with Bell Atlantic. Similarly, as discussed above,
Bdl Atlantic conducts monthly workshops to educate CLECs on ways to improve their order quality
and order flow-through. (Id.) Overdl, the training program enables both resdllers and facilities-based
CLECsto conduct business successfully with Bell Atlantic.

3. Hep Desk Support

Findly, the FCC noted that Bell Atlantic’s Systems Support Help Desk (“BASS Help Desk”)
provides a single point of contact for CLEC to report system outages and software problems and is a
means to ensure that problems are resolved as quickly as possible. (FCC Approval Order 127)
The FCC favorably noted that Bell Atlantic has put in place various processes to evauate the
performance of its help desk agents and to revise, as necessary, the tools available to them for andyzing
information and resolving problems.  (Id.) Moreover, the FCC indicated that Bell Atlantic made
positive changes to publish on its web ste a comprehensive and descriptive list of the different support
features available to competing carriers, including the time of day these support functions are available,
in response to earlier KPMG reported concerns. (1d.)

The identicdl BASS Help Desk, which the FCC found beneficid to CLECs in New York, is
used by BA-MA to support CLECs in Massachusetts. (OSS Aff. 1 194) The BASS Help Desk
answers incoming cdls from the CLECYRedlers regarding the Bdl Atlantic Web GUI or the Bell
Atlantic OSS interfaces to CLEC/Resdller provided applications. (OSS Aff. 1 194) The BASS Help
Desk serves CLECs and Resdllers operating throughout the 14 state Bell Atlantic region. The BASS

Help Desk can be reached 24 hours per day, 7 daysaweek. (OSS Aff. 1197) Information about the
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BASS Help Desk is contained in both the Resdle and CLEC Handbook Series, Volume I, Section 5.3.
Currently, the BASS help desk is staffed with 20 service agents and six managers. The BASS Help
Desk agents are provided with tools and training to enable them to retrieve and anayze information from
various systems to resolve CLEC issues. (OSS Aff. §1195-196) They are also trained to route certain
CLEC inquiries to other Bdl Atlantic groups, by setting up a “technicd bridge,” established to handle
gpecific functions, e.g., EDI programming or Service Order tracking. (OSS Aff. §202)

One of the primary tasks of the BASS Help Desk is to dert CLECs whenever there is a
reported OSS outage. In support of the new natification process referenced by the FCC, Bl Atlantic
established a Paging and Natification Control Desk to ensure timely notifications of systems outages to
al identified CLEC contacts. The C2C standard for this natification is within 20 minutes of the BASS
help desk being notified of an outage condition. A review of BA-MA'’s Average Natification of
Interface Outage metric through February 2000 shows that notification was provided in less than 20
minutes in three out of the five reported months. (OSS Aff. §199) Theresfter, the Help Desk keeps
CLECs appraised of the status of restoration efforts, and subsequently advises them when the outage
condition has been cleared. (1d.)

The BASS Help Desk is dso available to respond to various system inquiries from CLECs.
Procedures for cdl handling, notification, escaation, and resolution conform to 1SO 9002 standards.
(OSS Aff. §1198) The BASS Help Desk answers inquiries ranging from “how do 1”, “where do I”
type of questions to reports of system outages. (Record Request No. 120) As detailed in the OSS
Affidavit, more than 78% of the trouble tickets called into the BASS Help Desk during the month of

March did not involve either system outages or dow response times. (OSS Aff. §202) In fact, agreat
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many of the Help Desk contacts could be considered customer service rather than trouble tickets. (OSS
Aff. 1203)

Many of the CLECs/Resdllers calls to the BASS Help Desk could be avoided for example, by
CLEC representatives attending Bl Atlantic training and referencing the various documentation
provided by Bell Atlantic. (OSS Aff. 1 203)

Cdls to the Help Desk are didributed to the first available representative by means of an
automatic cdl digributing syslem. (OSS Aff. 1 195) Many CLEC inquiries are closed out on the initid
cdl, notably those that smply ask “How do | ... 7" Other inquiries require more detailed research and
in such circumstances the Help Desk personnel contact the gppropriate Bell Atlantic Subject Matter
Experts (“SMES’) to resolve theissue. (OSS Aff. §200)

The BASS Hdp Desk support function has evolved over time dnce it was initiated in
November 1998. Asindicated by the FCC, KPMG favorably reviewed the Help Desk function as part
of its New York review. KPMG will again review this CLEC support function in the ongoing
Massachusetts review and will separately report its findings to the Department.

IV. SERVICE PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT

Three sgnificant events have occurred with respect to service performance measurements since
the Technicd Sessons were held in this proceeding last year. The firg is the FCC's gpprova of BA-
NY’s Section 271 gpplication. In granting its approva, the FCC repeatedly noted and emphasized the
vaue of the C2C sarvice measurements developed in New York through a lengthy and open

collaborative process. (See, e.g., FCC Approval Order 431, 437)%

% The C2C process began in New Y ork in June 1997 and continued over the next two and a half years through a

process of discussion, negotiation and, where possible, consensus to develop metrics and associated
standards. (Measurements Aff. §8, n.1) As recognized by the FCC, the C2C metrics and standards were
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Second, the Department subsequently adopted those same performance measurements for use
by BA-MA in Massachusetts. In aLetter Order issued on January 14, 2000 (“Metrics Letter Order”),
the Department ruled that it would use the C2C Guiddines to evaluate BA-MA'’s compliance with the
Section 271 checklidt, including al future modifications, deletions, and modifications made to those
Guiddines by the New York PSC. The Department directed BA-MA to file C2C reports for the
preceding Sx months and to continue filing reports and updates to the metrics until further notice®

Findly, BA-MA filed a Performance Assurance Plan with the Department on April 25, 2000,
which is a comprehensve sdf-executing remedy plan to ensure BA-MA’s post-Section 271
compliance. BA-MA’s PAP is subgtantidly the same as the New Y ork Performance Assurance Plan,
which the FCC found would provide, together with other regulatory and legd remedies, a meaningful
incentive for BA-NY to continue providing qudity service to CLECs following Section 271
authorization and thereby ensure that the New York locad exchange marketplace remains open to
competition. (FCC Approval Order §433) The Department is dso addressing that proposd in this
proceeding.

BA-MA has presented a comprehensive set of performance data for the period from July 1999
through February 2000 in Exhibit B1 of the Measurements Affidavit. These measurements cover the full

range of performance areas. Pre-Ordering, Ordering, Provisoning, Mantenance and Repair, Network

developed through a process where CLECs had full participation. The New York PSC issued orders in the
collaborative proceeding establishing interim metric guidelines in February 1998 and permanent metric
guidelines in February 1999, June 1999, November 1999 and, most recently, February 2000. The New York PSC
orders also require that Bell Atlantic and the participating CLECs continue the collaborative process in a
working group in order to develop new metrics and performance standards as the marketplace evolves.

In addition, BA-MA will continue to file wholesale performance results for provisioning and maintenance with
the Department in accordance with the Consolidated Arbitrations. Currently, approximately 30 CLECs receive
CLEC-specific Consolidated Arbitrations performance reports. BA-MA will also provide these reports each
month on an ongoing basis.
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Performance, Billing and Operator Services®™ As detailed in the discussion of the individua checklist
items above, BA-MA'’s performance for CLECs is strong. The performance reports bear this out.
Where BA-MA performs in a parity process — that is, BA-MA is doing the same type of work for
CLECs and its retall operations — it is neither surprisng nor aarming that the results are sometimes
better for the CLEC customers and sometimes better for BA-MA's retail customers. For those
measurements where the performance standard is not parity, BA-MA is subject to some very high
absolute service expectations — 95% in mogt instances, and occasiondly even higher. (Measurements
Aff. Exhibit B1) In these cases, BA-MA can be providing grade “A” service to the CLECs— 91% or
92% — and ill “miss’ the near-perfect C2C service standard.

Although BA-MA inevitably misses some metrics, both the New York PSC and the FCC
recognized in reviewing comparable BA-NY data that a missed metric was not a failure of BA-NY to
meset its obligations under the Act. Instead, a missed metric is a flag that the underlying process or
performance needs to be examined to understand whether there is a problem. In some cases, the
problem may reside in the formulation of the metric itsdf, rather than a performance issue. (See, e.g.,
Measurements Aff. 182, 123) BA-MA managers review these performance reports regularly so that
measurement or performance issues can be addressed in atimely way. (Measurements Aff. § 122)

Moreover, both the New Y ork PSC and the FCC understood that not all measurements are of
equal importance. Just as BA-NY did in its gpplication to the FCC, BA-MA has grouped the primary

performance measurements — those adopted in the New York Performance Assurance Plan — into

% For each metric, BA-MA provides a brief description of the metric and its particular function and the C2C

standard that has been established in the Measurements Affidavit Exhibit A. Next, BA-MA presents the
specific performance results for that metric and compares those results to the established standard. Finally,
BA-MA describes those factors affecting the results such as data collection issues, definitional changes, and
spikesin volume.
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service families based on the competitive checklist aress to which they rdate. (Measurements Aff.
Exhibit F) A review of the results shows that BA-MA has ddivered strong performance in numerous
areas, and has ddivered good results overdl in every area. Thisis not to say that there is no room for
improvement. In fact, BA-MA has identified some improvement plans in this filing. However, BA-
MA'’s performance, as indicated by the measurements, coupled with the other data presented by BA-
MA in this proceeding, fully satisfies the criteria set forth by the FCC Approval Order.

Respectfully submitted,
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AND TELEGRAPH COMPANY,

d/b/aBel Atlantic — Massachusetts
By Its Attorneys,

Bruce P. Beausgjour

Donad C. Rowe

185 Franklin Street, Rm. 1403
Boston, Massachusetts 02110-1585
(617) 743-2445

Robert N. Werlin, Esg.
Keegan, Werlin & Pabian, LLP
21 Custom House Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02110-3525
(617) 951-1400
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