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I, Alphonso J. Varner, being duly sworn, deposes and says.

1.

| an the same Alphonso J Vane that filed a Supplementd Affidavit with

this Commission on February 14, 2002.

. PURPOSE OF THE AFFIDAVIT

2.

The purpose of this Affidavit is to respond to the issues raised by certain
CLECs and the Depatment of Judice (“DOJ') regarding the rdiability of
BdlSouth's performance data, and BdlSouth’'s performance in Georgia and
Louigana This Supplemental Reply Affidavit will demondrate that
BdlSouth’s performance data continue to be reliable and can be used by the
Commisson to asess BdlSouth's compliance with the competitive checklist
in Georgia and Louisana The DOJ notes that “the stability and accuracy of
BdlSouth's performance data are improving.” DOJ Supplemental Comments
a 20. Moreover, this Affidavit will demondrate that BellSouth's performance
in Georgia and Louisana has been conggdently high and remained high with
January data, and that BellSouth has met the requirements of Section 271 in
each of those dates. BelSouth is providing its January performance data as
Supplemental Reply Exh. PM-1 through PM-5. Fndly, this Affidavit will
rebut the rhetoric used by certain CLECs and present the Commission with the
facts upon which the Commisson can, and should, gpprove BdlSouth's
goplication.

Both the Georgia Public Service Commisson (“GPSC’) and the Louisana
Public Service Commisson (“LPSC’) have endorsed BdlSouth's

peformance reporting based on years of experience with the reporting



REDACTED - For Public Inspection

sysdems and the data that are produced. As the GPSC explained, “[t]his
Commisson and its Saff have been reviewing BelSouth's performance data
for dmogt four years and have been active participants in the KCI third-party
metrics test for more than two years” GPSC Supplemental Comments at 30.
Both commissons continue to be activdly engaged in close oversght of
BdlSouth’'s performance reporting, and each Commisson has held recent
multi-day workshops on performance reporting. These state commission
“review and monitoring mechanisms provide reasonable assurance that the
data will be reported in a conagent and reliable manner.” New York Order,
1144.

The issues raised by the CLECs fdl into two broad categories — the rdiability
of the data and BelSouth’'s performance. Only two CLECs raise so-cdled
data rdiability concerns in this proceeding and those are addressed in Section
Il herein.  The issues raised conditute a “handful,” Arkansas/Missouri Order,
118, of the thousands of results BellSouth reports each month in Georgia and
Louisana BdlSouth addresses the few, generdly low volume, performance

issuesin Section V heran.

. BELLSOUTH'SPERFORMANCE DATA ARE RELIABLE

A. BdlSouth’s Data Remains Stable.

5.

As destribed in BelSouth's Initid and Supplementad  Applications, the
Commisson can and should rdy on BelSouth’'s peformance data for the
following reasons. (1) BelSouth has extensve internd validation procedures,

(2) BdlSouth's data have been, and will continue to be, subject to independent
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third paty audits, (3) BdlSouth provides CLECs with access to their own
CLEC-specific data every month pursuant to which CLECs can assess the
accurecy of BelSouth's data; and (4) the GPSC and the LPSC are conducting,
and will continue to conduct, regular reviews of the peformance
measurements during which CLECs may raise data reiability concerns.  See
GPSC Supplemental Comments at 3 (“[tjhe Commission has recently overseen
nine days of workshops and industry conferences as part of its ongoing review
of BdlSouth's exiging performance measurements and enforcement plan.”).
As previoudy discussed, the quantity of the data produced is enormous, and
the magnitude of problemsissmdl.

Moreover, BdlSouth has addressed every data rdiability issue raised by the
CLECs throughout the course of BdlSouth's Initid and Supplementa
Application. In most cases, CLEC dlegations of missing Locd Sevice
Requests (“LSRS’) or inconsstent volumes were the result of a misapplication
of the busness rules by the CLEC, or a misunderstanding of how to use
PMAP data

In connection with BelSouth’'s Supplementa Application, only two CLECs —
AT&T and Network Telephone - even raise specific data reliability concerns
as they relate to reported results for the data months October through
December 2001 upon which BdlSouth is reying. Network Telephone raised
only one issue and it had no impact on BdlSouth's reported results. AT&T's
issues are overdated and, in many cases, incorrect, and, to the extent AT&T

has raised them, are being addressed in proceedings before the GPSC. See
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GPSC Supplemental Comments at 31-32, fn. 23 (AT&T issues have “been or
[are] being resolved as part of the workshops.”).

By contrast, other commenters support the reliability of BelSouth's data  For
example, NewSouth discusses its own internd  peformance data tha
NewSouth “cdculates and andyzes’ each month. According to NewSouth,
(NewSouth Supplemental Comments a 4), its interna daa “ae generdly
consgtent with the performance data that BellSouth has provided according to
Louisana and Georgia date requirements”  Likewise, the GPSC noted,
(GPSC Supplemental Comments at 30), that it has found “no evidence of any
dggnificant data integrity problems or any issue that undermines the overdl
reigbility of BellSouth’s performance data.”

To the extent any CLEC has a concern about BelSouth's performance data,
the GPSC has an on-going process pursuant to which such concerns can be
addressed.  In the case of AT&T, some of the issues it has raised in its
supplemental  comments dso were rased in the Sx-month review of
BelSouth's performance measurements. As pat of these proceedings, some
of AT&T's issues are being added to the Georgia third-party metrics tedt,
while other issues are subject to a reconciliation process by BelSouth and
AT&T being conducted under the auspices of the GPSC. In short, the issues
that have been raised are not significant, and are being, or could be, addressed
by the GPSC.

In my Supplementa Affidavit (Supp. App. A, Tab E), BdlSouth responded to

concerns from the Initid Application that BellSouth's data could not be relied
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upon because BdlSouth frequently restated the MSS data during the month
that the data was posted on the webste. In response to that allegation,
BdlSouth stated, in part, that it had not reposted data for September through
December 2001. Since that time, BellSouth has posted January 2002 data and
has not needed to repost it. Thus, BelSouth has filed five months of data
without reposting any results, which underscores the reiability of BdlSouth's
data.

AT&T chdlenges this concluson, claming that BelSouth “reposted its LNP
and non-LNP December 2001 Flow-Through Reports to its PMAP website’
on January 31, 2002, and then corrected the reposted data. Bursh/Norris
Supplemental Declaration, 116. Contrary to AT&T's verson of events, the
facts are as follows. On January 21, 2002, BelSouth posted preiminary flow-
through data for December 2001. These data, like the November data,
incorrectly showed LSRs for xDSL loops submitted via LENS as being
submitted via TAG. BdlSouth described this issue in Paragraph 88 of my
Supplemental  Affidavit.  Subsequent to pogting prdiminary data, BelSouth
corrected the coding to place these xXDSL loop LSRs in the correct interface
category.

On the morning of January 31, 2002, the dae the “officid” performance
results for December 2001 were required to be posted, BellSouth posted the
flow-through data with the correct divison of LSRs into EDI, TAG and
LENS. At that ime, BelSouth posted the November fatd reect data instead

of the December data This flow-through and fatadl reect data were filed with



13.

14.

15.

REDACTED - For Public Inspection

the Commisson with my Supplementd Affidavit as Supplementd Exh. PM-
11. To remedy the problem, BellSouth put the December fata rgect data on
the webgte the afternoon of January 31, 2002; however, in doing so, the flow-
through data was changed back to the old divison of LSRs presented in the
January 21, 2002 preliminary posting.

Throughout this chain of events the flow-through results for the Staewide
aggregate and for individua CLECs remaned the same as the results firs
posted on January 21, 2001. Thus, this issue had no impact on reported flow-
through results.

The upshot of this chronology is that while BellSouth made certain derica
errors, BdlSouth did not need to repost changed flow-through results for
December 2001 for CLEC-aggregate or CLEC-specific data a& any point in
this process. The eraa that AT&T characterized as a data “reposting” was
the December Fatal Rejects Report referenced above. The Fatal Rejects
Report does not affect the flow-through measurement, does not contain any
measurement results, and is not even reflected in the MSS, dnce fatd rgects
are not used in cdculatiing flow-through results. The posting of the December
2001 Fatal Rejects Report on January 31, 2002, had no bearing on the
accuracy of the CLEC-aggregate or CLEC-specific flow-through results.
Consequently, this gtuation hardly reflects a daa rdiability problem, and
certainly does not indicate an inconsstency with BdlSouth's prior testimony.
Network Telephone rases a smilar issue, aguing that when BelSouth

reposted the December 2001 Fatal Reect Report the aggregate leve for

10
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CLEC flow-through should have changed. This argument is based on the
propostion that “dl of the data reported concerning Network Teephone
changed.” Network Telephone Supplemental Comments at 3. Network
Teephone's aggregate flow~through results for December 2001 never
changed — the only change to Network Telephone's data involved 73 xDSL
orders that were shown as being generated via TAG but should have been
shown as being generated via LENS. Simply, no other Network Telephone
data changed.

With respect to reposing generdly, AT&T tries to atach a motive to
BdlSouth's actions that the facts do not support. AT&T's dlegation that
BelSouth has intentionally not reposted data in order to bolster its prospects
for Section 271 rdief is fdse. BdlSouth takes serioudy its obligation to make
sure that its reported performance data are accurate. As my dffidavits have
demondrated, BdlSouth goes to great lengths to identify issues with its data,
inform regulatory bodies and the CLEC community about the issues, and fix
the issues. There is no evidence to support an dlegation that BellSouth has
intentiondly hidden any problems with the data from this Commisson. It is
thus illogicd for AT&T to dam on the one hand that BelSouth would not
repost a current month's data in an effort to hide minor issues with the data,
when BdlSouth haes disclosed these same issues to the Commisson in its
goplication.  BdlSouth has disclosed, and will continue to disclose, any

known errorsin the data throughout the pendancy of its Application.

11
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As an exanple of AT&T's dam that BelSouth has intentiondly not reposted
data, AT&T points to Average Completion Notice Interva (“ACNI”).
BdlSouth informed the Commisson that BelSouth hed identified a problem
of multiple ingtances of unique service orders in the measure, and had
corrected the problem with August data  The problem resppeared in
November data, and BelSouth fixed it with December data. BelSouth did
not repost ACNI data for November because the issue required a coding fix,
rather than smply rerunning November data, and it had less than 0.5% impact
on reported results.

AT&T's rdiance wupon reported results for Coordinated Customer
Conversons (P-7), the retall andogue for Percent Trouble Reports Within 30
days for ISDN/BRI loop orders (P-9), and OSS Pre-Ordering Response
Interval (OSS-1) is smilarly misplaced. BelSouth did not repost Coordinated
Cugtomer Conversons in the current month because the excluson of pending
and cancelled service orders required a coding change rather than rerunning
the current month's data  Prior months were not recaculated because the
discrepancy caused by the incluson of pending and cancelled service orders
was only 0.0075%. Smilarly, with the retall anaogue for ISDN/BRI loops,
the issue affected one subset of one product disaggregation that required a
coding change to fix. Furthermore, dthough the impact of the change was
limited, it would not have benefited the CLECs because it would have
increased the relevant number of trouble reports for BellSouth's retall service

anaogue. Consequently, prior months were not recaculated. Lastly, on OSS

12
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Pre-Ordering Response Intervd, BdlSouth has informed regulators and the
CLECs to subtract 2 seconds from the retail analogue associated with LENS
when reviewing the data. Thus, there was no need to restate the data

19. The last issue cited by AT&T as an “egregious example’ of aleged problems
with BdlSouth's data are, as with the other AT&T issues, exaggerated.
Bursh/Norris Supplemental Declaration,  22-23. The issue to which AT&T
refers is an isolated case of human eror, not a sysemic data problem.
Specificdly, when BdlSouth moved this product data from BARNEY to
PMAP, BdlSouth programmers inadvertently deleted the order volume for the
LNP standaone product for November. This was a unique occurrence thet in
no way dggnifies sysemic problems with BelSouth's data collection and
retention processes. Moreover, as AT&T is aware, the order volume for this
product is the same order volume that is reported in the rdevant sub-metric of
the percent Missed Inddlation Appointment metric.  Thus, AT&T actudly
hes the dlegedly “mising” November order volume should it wish to use it.
Furthermore, the error did not impact reported results a dl in that the result
for this sub-metric is dways zero, regardless of the order volume, because
BdlSouth does not administer trouble tickets on a telephone number once it
has ported to a CLEC.

B. TheKPMG Audits Provide Additional Evidence of Data Rdiability

20. BdlSouth's data have undergone extensve auditing dready, auditing that is
more extensve than in any prior goplicaion that this Commisson has

reviewed. While AT&T assarts that the Commisson should not rely on the

13
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KPMG audits in Georgia as evidence that BellSouth’s performance data are
reliable because Audit 111 is not complete, this assertion ignores the extensive
work that KPMG has done in auditing BdlSouth’'s data.  Audit | in Georgia is
completed but for two minor exceptions (KPMG announced recently thet it is
going to close Exception 136/137), and Audit 1l is closed with al exception
criteria satisfied.  Moreover, Audit Il is now largdy complete for most of
PMR tests. Asof March 21, 2002, the status of Audit I11 is asfollows:

PMR-1 (Data Collection and Storage) is 90% complete;

PMR-2 (Standards and Definitions) is 100% complete for Month I,

100% complete for Month Il, and 95% complete (4 measures in

progress) for Month I11;

PMR-3 (Change Management) is 85% complete;

PMR-4 (Data Integrity) is 27% complete* and

PMR-5 (Data Replication) is 84% complete for SOM Reports and 67%

complete for 271 Charts.
In other words, KPMG has made extensve progress on virtudly every aspect
of the audit, including data replication, a component of the audit that is critica
to assessing the rdiability of BdlSouth's data.  Further, KPMG has virtualy
completed two audits and in the third, KPMG has not found data

discrepancies of any dgnificance.

! The 27% complete figure for PMR-4 is based on the number of completed measuresin Audit 111, and does
not include the measures completed in Audits| and II. When the completed Audit | and || measures are
included, the percent completeis 54% as referenced in the KPM G Interim Status Report, Supplemental

Exh. PM-13.

14
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The Georgia audits, when viewed on a continuum, corroborate the other
indicia of the reiability of BellSouth's data. Audit | was a thorough andyss
of BelSouth’s first set of performance measurements. As would be expected,
KPMG issued exceptions in Audit |, dl but two of which BdlSouth has
reolved. The two remaning exceptions are, as | have described in my
Supplementa  Affidavit, minor.  In fact, snce the filing of my Supplementa
Affidavit, KPMG has announced tha it is cloang Exception 136/137 which
leaves only two under review.

With the implementaion of the GPSC's June 6, 2000 Order, KPMG
conducted Audit 1. During Audit I, KPMG reviewed 27 metrics in PMR-2,
25 metrics in PMR-4, and 1178 charts in PMR-5. KPMG closed Audit |l with
al evauaion criteria satisfied and no open exceptions.

The satisfactory completion of Audits | and |l demondrate that (1) the
Commisson has a st of some measures tha did not change sgnificantly
between the audits, and thus have been fully audited; and (2) while the GPSC
may have modified certan measures or added levels of disaggregation to
other measures, BdlSouth’'s ability to implement and produce reiable
performance data has been satisfactorily audited and has been confirmed by
the firg two audits and the now largdy complete Audit 1ll. As previoudy
discussed, in addition to the Audits the continuing oversght of date
commissons annud audits and the ability of individud CLECs to review

their own data bolster the rdliability of the performance data.

15
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As expected, the current results of Audit 1l reflect what KPMG found in
Audits | and Il — namdy, that BelSouth produces accurate and reliable
peformance data In totd in Audit Ill, including both open and closed
exceptions, KPMG has issued 16 exceptions in Georgia and has referenced 2
exceptions that have rot been issued. Of those, 7 currently are closed or are in
the closure process. Of the totad of 18 issued and yet to be issued exceptions,
13 have no impact on reported results, 3 have less than 0.5% impact, 1
understates performance, and 1 relates to Average Jeopardy Notice Interval
which is unreliable. A description of dl of the Georgia Exceptions, open and
closed, is atached a Supplementd Reply Exh. PM-6. For example,
Exception 146 and Draft Exceptions 190 and 192, relate to issues with
BdlSouth's documentation. While BdlSouth agrees with AT&T that every
effort should be made to have accurete documentation, the fact remains that
documentation errors associated with reporting of performance data do not in
any way impact the vdidity of BelSouth's reported results or affect a CLEC's
ability to compete. Moreover, Exceptions 148 and 141 relate to the divison
of LSRs into interva buckets in the SQOM Reports. These issues do not
impact the reported results in the MSS.  As BdlSouth’'s analyses make clesr,
none of the Georgia Exceptions indicate systemic problems with BelSouth's
reported results or undermine the concluson that BellSouth produces accurate
and reliable performance data.

An andyss of the PMR-5 Issues Log further confirms the accuracy and

relidbility of BdlSouth’'s performance data A copy of the most current

16
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KPMG Issues Log is atached hereto as Supplementa Reply Exh. PM-7. In
addition, 1 have atached the most recent PMR-5 detailed Status report as
Supplemental Reply Exh. PM-8. The latter is an internd KPMG working
document. With respect to the PMR-5 Issues Log, KPMG publishes it at the
request of the GPSC (or, in this case, the Commission). KPMG provides the
Issues Log to BdlSouth gpproximately weekly to facilitate the resolution of
the issues.  As BdlSouth has informed the Commisson, KPMG will, a some
point in time, issue one exception to cover the open issues on the Issues Log,
amilar to Exception 129 in Audit I1I. As dated above, PMR-5 is 84%
complete for SOM Reports and 67% complete for 271 Charts. BdlSouth’'s
andyss of the Issues Log, attached hereto as Supplemental Reply Exh. PM-9,
demongrates that in totd, KPMG has noted 81 issues, including open and
closed issue.  Of those, 6 were withdrawn by KPMG, 14 were moved to
Exceptions and dready addressed above, and 12 were merged into other
Issues. Of the 49 remaining Issues, 43 are closed. Of the 49 totd, 43 have no
impact on reported results; 5 have less than 0.5% impact; and 1 relates to
Average Jeopardy Notice Interva that is unrelisble. Like the exceptions,
many of the Issues relate to documentation and interval buckets.

The Commission raised a quesion about the datus of Acknowledgment
Message Completeness in the KPMG Interim Status Report. In October 2001,
KPMG began replicating July 2001 data for Acknowledgment Message
Completeness. KPMG could not replicate the measure and thus opened

Georgia Exception 138. BdlSouth responded to KPMG that KPMG's

17
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inability to replicate the measure was due to an error in the Raw Daa User's
Manud (“RDUM”) for July. BelSouth provided KPMG the revissd RDUM
and KPMG replicated September 2001 data. Once KPMG replicated the data,
KPMG showed the messure as a “maich” on the PMR-5 Detailed Status
Report as of December 31, 2001, filed as part of the KPMG Interim Status
Report. On January 8, 2002, subsequent to the December 31 cut-off for the
Interim Status Report, KPMG announced that it would close Exception 138.
Thus, there was a period of time during which KPMG had replicated the
measure, but the Exception remained outstanding.

In summary, the KPMG audits present strong evidence that BdlSouth's data
are rdiable. The fact that the third audit by KPMG is not quite complete does
not mean that the Commisson cannot rely upon BdlSouth’'s daa in
determining BedlSouth's compliance with the requirements of Section 271
The totdity of the audit evidence, in conjunction with dl of the other indicia
of reigbility, should give the Commisson a high degree of comfort thet
BdlSouth's performance data provide a meaningful yardstick by which to
asess Bl South' s performance.

As the Commission is awvare, a completed audit of every performance measure
is not required for Section 271 gpprovd. In fact, in the Texas gpplication, the
performance data audit upon which SWBT relied addressed only a limited
number of SWBT's measures.  This evidence, however, was deemed
aufficient, in conjunction with the other indicia of reiability, to demondrae

religbility of the data In the ArkansasMissouri application, the Commisson

18
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concluded “that SWBT need not undergo a comprehensive veification of its
representations as requested by some parties”  Arkansas/Missouri Order,
116. The Commisson held that an RBOC need not demondrate that its data
are flavless but rather that there is that there is no “sysematic falure’ in its
data collection and reporting processes. Arkansas/Missouri Order, § 18.
BdlSouth has met that burden. The vas mgority of the over 2,200 metrics
BdlSouth reports every month have never been quedtioned. Limited issues
with certain measures, such as those of which BelSouth has made the
Commisson aware, “do not undermine the reliability of [an RBOC's] massve
data compilation.” Arkansas/Missouri Order, 1 18.

AT&T's agument that the KPMG audit in Horida “provides additiond
evidence that BelSouth's performance data cannot be trusted” should be
rgected. As BdlSouth has explained in each of my affidavits, the evidence
upon which BdlSouth seeks to rely in this case is the Georgia OSS Test,
incduding the audits of the peaformance messurement sysems and the
extendve commercid usage from Georgiaand Louisana

Given, however, that AT&T raised the Horida metrics evdudtion, | will
discuss the current results of that evauation. Actudly, the Forida metrics test
supports BellSouth's podtion that its peformance data are reliable, rather
than refutes it. As in Georgia, none of the FHorida exceptions (open or closed)
rdated to the current SQM reved any sgnificant issues with BdlSouth's

performance data.

19



31

32.

REDACTED - For Public Inspection

In tota, including both open and closed exceptions, KPMG has issued 30
exceptions in Florida based on its audit of the SQM that is smilar to the
Georgia SQM (i.e. after June 2001). Of those, 11 currently are closed or in
the closure process. Of the total of 30, 15 have no impact on reported results,
14 have less than 0.5% impact in Georgia and Louisana, and 1 relates to
Average Jeopardy Notice Intervd which is unrdigble. A description of dl of
the Forida Exceptions, open and closed, is attached a Supplementa Reply
Exhibit PM-10. For example, Exceptions 15, 81 and 153 reate to issues with
BdlSouth’'s performance measurements documentation, which, as previoudy
discussed, does not impact the validity of reported results. ~ Moreover,
Exception 122 relates to the production of an LSR detall report for xDSL
orders, and Exception 152 relates to an issue unique to the SQM Reports.
These issues are illudrative of exceptions that do not impact the reported
results in the MSS.  As BdlSouth’'s anadyses make clear, none of the Florida
Exceptions indicate systemic problems with BellSouth'’ s reported results.

AT&T specificdly cites to a number of Horida Exceptions as evidence of
problems with BelSouth’'s performance datas  However, in many cases,
AT&T bases its concluson on BdlSouth's initid exception responses, and it
is thus understandable why AT&T may have misunderstood the sgnificance
of the exceptions. Upon further investigation, BellSouth has determined that
the exceptions in Horida are not significant, as demondrated by Supplementa
Reply Exh. PM-10. BdlSouth plans to file amended exception responses,

where appropriate, with the FPSC as soon as possible.
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AT&T dso cites to cetan Florida Observations. Observations are smply
questions raised by KPMG during the course of the audit. Ther exisence
does not mean that the associated test results would be reported as “Not
Satisfied.” Consequently, observations should not be consdered by the
Commission even were the Commission to conclude that the Forida audit is
rdevant to assessang BedlSouth's checklis compliance in Georgia and
Louisana, which BellSouth submitsis not the case.

AT&T rases a myriad of other complaints about the audits none of which
supports AT&T’'s podtion that the data are unrdigble.  For example, AT&T
argues that by asking the Commission to rely on the results of Georgia Audit |
and Il BdlSouth is inconggtent in its pogtion on the use of data from previous
years. To the contrary, there is an obvious digtinction between the use of data
to assess BdlSouth's performance and the use of data to assess rdiability of a
production process. It is only the former use of the data about which
BdlSouth complained when AT&T criticized BdlSouth’'s performance on
UNE-P conversons using data that was amost a year old. With respect to the
audits, the age of the data month reviewed is not important — what is
important is the reliability of the process that produced the data.

AT&T dso citicizes PMR-2 in Audit Ill, arguing that KPMG is not
examining dleged “inconsdencies’ between BdlSouth's SOM  and the
GPSC's Order.  AT&T's criticiam ignores that such adleged “incondstencies’
were the subject of consderable discusson during the workshops conducted

by the GPSC in the peformance measurements docket. Deding with such
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issues in the workshops rather than as part of the KPMG audit is consistent
with the GPSC’s origind Comments, in which the GPSC dated that “AT&T's
accustion that BdlSouth has modified its peformance measurements in
violation of the Commisson’'s orders and without notice to CLECSs...should
be consdered as part of the Commisson’'s annua review of the SQMs and the
enforcement plan in Docket No. 7892-U.” GPSC Initial Commentsat 133.
AT&T dso criticizes BdlSouth's discusson of severd of the Georgia
excegptions on the grounds that the explanations ae “unverified, highly
oeculative  statements.” Bursh/Norris Supplemental Declaration, 1 43.
Notably, AT&T presents no factud bass for questioning BdlSouth's
explanation. This hardly conditutes evidence upon which the Commisson
should rely. Moreover, in most cases, BellSouth’'s andysis of exceptions are
publicly avalable; thus, AT&T could have done an andyss of BdlSouth's
responses had AT&T decided it necessary. Furthermore, the nature of the
exception process is such that until KPMG retests the data in question, KPMG
cannot close the exception regardless of the merits of BdlSouth's response.
In other words, the fact that KPMG has not opined on BdlSouth's
explanations in no way renders them “ speculative.”

Citing Georgia Exception 144, AT&T agues that exceptions concerning
BdlSouth’'s documentation “taint the rdiability of reported performance
results” Bursh/Norris Supplemental Declaration, 46. This is not the case.
While BdlSouth makes every effort to ensure that its documentation provides

correct indructions to enable the CLECs to reproduce BdlSouth's results,
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wha is a issue is the rdiddility of the realts themsdves  These
documentation erors do not in any way undermine the reliability of the
reported data or affect a CLEC' s ability to compete.

Although KPMG's datus report indicated that KPMG could not replicate 117
charts, AT&T seeks to inflate this figure by asserting that the report reveds
281 “ingances’ where KPMG could not replicate the chats. AT&T is
making an apples to oranges comparison because KPMG is counting charts,
while AT&T is counting esch of three months per chart. The rdevant number,
and the number that KPMG used, was the number of charts, not the totdl
ingances of norrmatch (“NM”) or non-materid match (‘“NMM”) on the status
report.

AT&T dso incorrectly assumes that the non-matches indicated on the PMR-5
detailled datus report reflect material differences.  As described in my
Supplementd  Affidavit, there are two classes of non-matches — those that are
pending further invedtigation and those that are, in fact, materid in KPMG's
view. The detaled datus report does not distinguish between the two
categories of non-maiches. Thus, AT&T's contention that al 164 non-
maiches are “materid” is not correct. The only nonr-matches that KPMG
views as materid are those on the PMR-5 Issues Log. As of March 25, 2002,
there were only 6 open issues.

Findly, AT&T dso dates thaa KPMG “has no intention” of auditing the
modifications made to the flow-through data in June 2001. To the contrary,

KPMG plans on reauditing June 2001 data This is evidenced in the Florida
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OSS Test Evduation Status Report posted on the Florida PSC Webste, A
copy of the rdevant page is atached as Supplementa Reply Exhibit PM-11.
Exception 124 datus clearly dtates that re-test activities are underway for June

data.

C. The Enhancement to PMAP Version 4.0

41.

42.

BdlSouth is in the process of upgrading PMAP from PMAP Verson 26 to
PMAP Verson 40. BdlSouth will not use PMAP 4.0 until sometime after
March 2002 data. The upgrade to PMAP Version 4.0 is a normal sequence in
BdlSouth's data processng cepabiliiess As the number of peformance
measurements and levels of disaggregation continue to grow, a more dynamic
platform is needed. In fact, BdlSouth dready is exploring the next verson of
the PMAP platform, teemed PMAP Verson 5.0, as BdlSouth expects that
external and internal demands will dictate further enhancements to the PMAP
architecture.

Prior to the upgrade being completed, BelSouth will conduct extensve
testing and vdidation of the data produced by the two versons. In fact,
BdlSouth has peformed, and currently continues to peform, extensve
testing of the data used in the PMAP 26 and 4.0 versons. Production
vdidation teams are examining results from both the PMAP 26 and 4.0
verson code, and comparing those results for every report that is produced.
The next phase of testing will occur with the March 2002 processng of
February 2002 data when PMAP Verson 4.0 will be run in full production in

pardled with PMAP Verson 26. BdlSouth will conduct a smilar rdld test
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in April 2002 for March 2002 data. Through a least March 2002 data,
BdlSouth will continue to report performance data usng PMAP Verson 2.6.
BdlSouth discussed the upgrade with the GPSC as well as the impact of the
upgrade on the Georgia Audit. Attached hereto as Supplementa Exhibit
Reply Exh. PM-12 is a letter from BellSouth to the GPSC attaching a report,
in which KPMG has concurred, of the effect of the upgrade to PMAP Verson
4.0 on the KMPG metrics audit. Contrary to AT&T’s dlegations, the upgrade
to PMAP Verson 4.0 should have no adverse impacts on KPMG's audit and
should actudly facilitate the concluson of KPMG’ s work.

AT&T contends that “because of problems with BARNEY, which BelSouth
is replacing with RADS, KPMG's metrics audit in Florida has been ddlayed.”
Bursh/Norris Supplemental Declaration, 50. Although it is not clear to what
“problems’ with BARNEY AT&T is referring, the metrics audit in Horida is
impacted to the same extent by the upgrade from PMAP Verson 2.6 to PMAP
Vason 40 a the Georgia merics audit.  This impact is minimd, as
described in Supplementd Reply Exhibit PM-12. Also, rather than delaying
completion of the audit, the upgrade to PMAP Verson 4.0 should dlow the

audit to complete more quickly than would otherwise be the case.

D. CLEC Issues Do Not Reflect Significant ProblemsIn The M easures

45.

As is the case with its prior filings AT&T's dams in its current filing that
there are problems with BdlSouth’'s data are not supported by the facts.
Furthermore, even if AT&T's concerns were vaid, which they are not, the

metrics which AT&T cites “comprise a handful” of the thousands of sub-
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metrics that BdlSouth reports every month. Such cdams do not undermine
the rdiability of BdlSouth's massve compilation of data, the vast mgority of
which no CLEC, induding AT&T, has chdlenged. See Arkansas/Missouri
Order, 118.

In addition, as the GPSC noted in its Comments, “this Commisson and its
Saff have been reviewing BdlSouth peformance data for dmost four years
and have been active participants in the KCI third-party metrics test for more
than two years” GPSC Supplemental Comments a 30. With respect to
AT&T dleged “data reliability” concerns, the GPSC noted specificaly that
“many of AT&T's issues had nothing to do with the integrity of the
BelSouth’'s performance data...other issues raised by AT&T appear to
represent an gpparent lack of familiarity with BdlSouth’'s SQM. In any event,
each of the issues raised by AT&T either has been or 5 being resolved as part
of the workshops in Docket 7892-U.” GPSC Supplemental Comments at 31-
32, fn. 23. The Commission traditiondly “has relied on the ability of date
commissons to rigoroudy review peformance daa, identify problems and
work with applicants and competitors to improve performance and resolve
disputes even before a section 271 gpplication is filed with this Commisson.”

Arkansas/Missouri Order, 1 20. There is no doubt that the GPSC and the
LPSC conducted the “careful review of peformance data by date
commissons’ that this Commisson expects. 1d.

AT&T <spends severd paagrgphs of its  Affidavit complaining  about

BdlSouth's statement that no CLEC has used the GPSC's process for
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resolving issues related to performance measures and reporting.  Nonetheless,
AT&T admits that it has never used the process to address the dleged data
problems raised in its affidavit. The gpparent bass for AT&T's indignation is
the fact that WorldCom had requested the GPSC to “initiate proceedings’
regarding data reliability and that AT&T had joined in that petition. However,
the GPSC edablished expedited dispute resolution procedures to resolve
issues related to performance measures and reporting in December 1997;
WorldCom did not file its petition until January 18, 2002. If WorldCom,
AT&T or any other CLEC were so concerned about the rdiability of
BdlSouth's performance data, it is not cler why they waited dmost four
years to bring such concerns to the GPSC's attention through a forma filing.
Second, rather than raise specific data issues via the process the GPSC had
esablished in 1997, WorldCom merdy asked the Commisson to inditute
ungpecified “proceedings’ to address unspecified “data” WorldCom's
generd request hardly evidences use of the GPSC's established process
designed to resolve specific disputes that the parties are unable to resolve
themsalves. As the GPSC noted in its Comments at 31, “no CLEC has yet
avaled itsdf of the Commisson's peformance measures and reporting
dispute resolution procedures, which have been in place for amost four years
and which remain avalable to this day.” GPSC Supplemental Comments at
31

That being sad, BelSouth does not dispute tha AT&T devotes extensve

corporate resources to andyzing BellSouth's performance data The sheer
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volume and detall of its dlegaions evidence that fact. In the last 12 months,
AT&T has sent BdlSouth in excess of 30 letters (averaging dmost 3 per
month) about BellSouth's data, and has filed hundreds of pages of detalled
tetimony dleging problems with the data In virtudly every indance, as
BelSouth has demondtrated, and as the GPSC agreed, AT&T's alleged errors
are non-exigent or inggnificant. See GPSC Supplemental Comments at fn.
23.

In its filings in this proceeding, AT&T has raised three categories of issues, dl
of which it contends are data reliability issues. The first category, however, is
the only one that could possibly be related to rdiability issues, and dl of these
have been addressed wth AT&T. The second category congsts of complaints
about the way in which the measures are defined, which have no impact on
reported results and which can, and should, be addressed with the date
commissions. The lagt category congsts of complaints about the definition
of raw data and likewise has no impact on reported results.  As in its previous
filings, AT& T overdtaes the impact of the issues it raises.

With respect to the first category of alegations, BedlSouth has addressed
AT&T's concerns.  For example, AT&T continues to raise a question about
dleged differences in order volumes between the FHow-Through Report and
Acknowledgment Raw Data. Bursh/Norris Supplemental Declaration, 1 75-
77. However, BdlSouth's letter of January 21, 2002 (Supplementa Exh. PM-
23), and its follow-up letter of February 18, 2002, attached hereto as

Supplemental Reply Exh. PM-13, explains the reasons for the discrepancies in
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volumes between the Fow-Through Report and Acknowledgment Raw Data
In 76 AT&T dates incorrectly that AT&T receives “acknowledgements for
individua LSRs AT&T sends to BelSouth.”  Attached as Supplementd
Reply Exh. PM-14, is a formatted acknowledgement record that shows the
content of an actua acknowledgement message acknowledging 12 of AT&T's
LSRs and 2 Supplementd LSRs. The 12 LSRs are acknowledged by the
sngle Acknowledgement Message ST/997/0001 and the two supplementa
LSRs are acknowledged by the single Message ST/997/0002. The result is
that while AT&T submits many LSRs which will al be reported individudly
on the Flow-Through Report, they are acknowledged in groups in EDI,
meaning that the number of acknowledgments sent to AT&T and counted in
the Acknowledgment raw data for EDI will be less than or equa to the
number of LSRs submitted.

On TAG, the LSR volumes for TAG and LENS reported on the Fow-
Through Report can be dightly lower than the volume of Acknowledgments
in raw data because there are a few submissions that will be fatadly rgected by
TAG rather than by LEO or the LNP Gateway. These fata rejects will appear
in the Acknowledgment raw data but not in the Flow-Through Report. To
daify any prior satements TAG does return acknowledgments related to
pre-order activity, but these acknowledgments are not induded in the flow-
through volumes or the acknowledgment counts for PMAP. Consequently,
the presence or absence of pre-order acknowledgements has no impact on a

comparison of daa between Flow-Through and Acknowledgement
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Completeness measures. A discrepancy between the Acknowledgment
volumes and the FHow-Through LSR volumes in TAG and LENS is to be
expected due to the few submissons that are fatally reected by TAG rather
than by LEO or the LNP Gateway.

AT&T continues to express concern over the loss of two TAG processors
dedicated to LENS even though they were added with November data
Bursh/Norris Supplemental Declaration, 1 78-79. As explained to AT&T in
Supplemental Reply Exh. PM-13, and as | discussed in my initid Reply
Affidavit (Reply App., Tab S), there are only two TAG processors dedicated
to LENS, not four. As expected, while the volumes for this measure changed
in  November, December and January, the results did not — namdy,
BdlSouth’s performanceis il in excess of 99.9% on this measure.

AT&T next rases severd complaints about Average Completion Notice
Interval (“ACNI”), and in the process misnterprets BellSouth’'s explanation of
why LSRs classfied as projects are missng from ACNI raw data See
Bursh/Norris Supplemental Declaration, . 80-81L. Although AT&T dams
that “projects’ are not excluded from the provisoning measures (which is
correct), that is not the issue. Rather, as explained in BellSouth's January 21,
2002 Letter to AT&T (Supplementa Exh. PM-23), projects are excluded from
the ordering measures. As BdlSouth explained, the reason that the project
LSRs were missng from ACNI was tha ACNI results must be separated
based upon whether the LSR that created the service order was submitted via

mechanized or non-mechanized means. This separation depends upon data in
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the ordering metrics where projects are excluded per the SQM. Thus, project
orders were not reported in ACNI. In January 2002, PMAP began reading the
ordering “error” file to identify the method of submisson for LSRs excluded
from ordering measures.

There is no merit to AT&T's dams, Bursh/Norris Supplemental Declaration,
1 82, tha BdlSouth is “improperly” excluding LSRs for trigger orders for
ganddone LNP. These orders were not “unilaterdly excluded.” Rather, as
discussed in my Supplementd  Affidavit in Supplemental Exh. PM-23, the
BdlSouth legacy systems needed to be modified to gpply an OCN to trigger
orders. These orderswere included in December data.

Equaly without merit is AT&T's dlegaion that BdlSouth “unilaerdly
excludes’ completion notices when the order is completed in one month, but
the completion notice is issued in another and that this maekes the daa
inaccurate.  See BursV/Norris Supplemental Declaration,  85. BdlSouth
does not “exclude’ orders that complete in one month but have a completion
notice issued in the next month. Rather, as explaned in my Initid Affidavit
(App. A, Tab 21), in a very smdl number of cases, if a completion notice is
issued after the processng window for the prior month's data closes, the order
is not counted in this measure. This is not an eror, but smply the result of
having to post data on a monthly bass. In order to process and produce the
data, BdllSouth has to take a sngpshot of the data a a sngle point in time.  For
this measure, BellSouth leaves the processng window open 4 days past the

end of the month to capture as many completion notices as possble. If a
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completion notice is sent after the window closes, however, it is not counted.
BellSouth estimates that this occurs no more than 0.30% of the time.

AT&T next rases an issue about dlegedly conflicting explanations regarding
excluding orders submitted directly into SOCS from ACNI. See Bursh/Norris
Supplemental Declaration, § 86. Without regard to any aleged conflict,
BdlSouth agrees with AT&T that adminidraive orders should be excluded
from the OClI and ACNI measures. After invedtigating this issue, BdlSouth
aso agrees with AT&T that the type of service orders | discussed in the
Florida workshop have not been treated as administrative orders per the SQM.

In the second category of aleged data reliability issues, AT&T expresses
disagreement with the manner in which certan measures are cdculated, such
as the FOC timeiness and Missed Appointments measures, Bursh/Norris
Supplemental Declaration, § 91-93. Notably, the change to the FOC
timeliness measure AT&T advocaes in this proceeding was never discussed
in the Georgia peformance measurements workshop, which suggests that
AT&T's concern about this measure is dight or a the very least newly
discovered.  With respect to Missed Ingdlation Appointments, AT&T did
propose changing the measure to account for the second appointment, but the
proposal was not incorporated into the industry-consensus working document.
AT&T will have continued opportunities to raise these issues, and any other
issues concerning BdlSouth’'s peformance measurements, with either the

GPSC or the LPSC during their on-going reviews.
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Last, AT&T raises dleged problems with BdlSouth's raw data These so-
cdled “problems’ have no impact on the rdiability of BelSouth’'s reported
results.  With respect to the LSR detal report for LNP flow-through
referenced by AT&T, Bursh/Norris Supplemental Declaration, 194,
BdlSouth informed AT&T on February 22, 2002, that while BelSouth did
not have the capability to produce the equivdent of the LEO detail report for
LNP, BelSouth would provide a LNP LSR Flow-Through Log containing the
LNP flow-through raw data as a suitable surrogate on April 21, 2002.
Moreover, BdlSouth made the report available to AT&T on March 21, 2002,
amonth earlier than promised.

AT&T dso complains, as it did in the Initid Application, about BdlSouth's
definition of raw data, indging that BellSouth should provide the raw data
for projects and directory liging orders. See Bursh/Norris Supplemental
Declaration,  94. As the SQM demondtrates, projects and directory listings
are properly excluded from certan of BdlSouth’'s measurements.  See, eg.,
Measure O-9 (Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness) (excduding “projects’);
Measure P-5 (Average Completion Notice Interva) (excluding “liging
orders’). Because raw data ae intended to provide the individua
transactions, records or data underlying the reported results for the
measurement to alow the CLEC to replicate the reported results, there is no
reeson to include transactions in raw data, such as projects and directory

ligings, when those transactions are not used in cadculating performance
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results. To the extent AT&T believes otherwisg, this is an issue that could and
should have been brought up as part of the GPSC’ s review of the SQM.

AT&T's assation that BdlSouth's data are “error-ridden” is nothing more
than rhetoric that is unsupported by the facts. Bursh/Norris Supplemental
Declaration, §112. The evidence conclusvely esablishes that BdlSouth's
data are rdiadble. Are BdlSouth's data perfect? Certainly not, and, given the
enormous amount of data processed each month a the extensve leves of
disaggregation, it would be unredistic to expect them to be. Does BdlSouth's
data provide this Commisson with a meaningful yardgtick by which to assess
BdlSouth's performance? Absolutely yes. The vast mgority of the data are
error-free.  The rdatively few issues in the peformance data, which BelSouth
has affirmatively disclosed to date and federd regulators, do not have any
meaningful impact on reported results.  As the GPSC dated in its Comments
in its continued support of BelSouth's application, “the Commisson finds no
evidence of any dgnificant daa integrity problems or any issue tha
undermines the overdl rdiability of BelSouth's peformance daa” GPSC

Supplemental Commentsat 30.

[11.SERVICE ORDER ACCURACY

A. Improvements To The Measure.

61.

In my Supplementd Affidavit, | described severd improvements to the
Service Order Accuracy measure made by BelSouth sarting with November

data Once again, rather than present the facts, AT&T cdls BdlSouth's
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change to the measurement “highly suspicious”  BelSouth's response is
twofold — fire, as described in my Supplemental Affidavit, the changes made
to the measure improve the measure and make service order accuracy results
more condgtent with the SQM; the changes were not made to atificidly
inflate BellSouth's performance, as AT&T suggedts. Second, as described in
the Supplementd Reply Affidavit of Ken Ainsworth (Supp. Reply App. A,
Tab A), sarvice order accuracy data filed by other CLECs in this proceeding
ae conddent with BelSouth's deta, which further belies AT&T's dams.
BdlSouth affiant Keith Johnson addresses the improvements to the datistical
methodology used in calculating the measure.

Severd parties expressed concern about the changes that BdlSouth made in
the method of obtaning data to cadculae the Service Order Accuracy
measurement. Because the concerns were expressed regarding the 20 resde
and UNE disaggregations, | will focus my reply on those categories. Those
changes, which became effective with data reported in the MSS for November
2001, were necessary to report the data in conformance with the SOM that
was previoudy agpproved by the GPSC. No changes in the measurement, as
defined by the GPSC, were implemented. The data as currently reported
conforms to the definitions, business rules and cdculation requirements of the
SQM, and no commenter serioudy argues otherwise.

As explaned in the Stacy/Varner/Ainsworth Affidavit filed on November 13,
2001 (Reply App., Tab P, 148), the disaggregated service order accuracy

results reported prior to November 2001 were not datistically vaid and thus
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“cannot be used as gdaidicdly dgnificant indications of the qudity of the
sarvice orders within that disaggregation.” The changes made in November
remedied this problem.

That BedlSouth did not change the method of cadculaing service order
accuracy results in order to atificidly inflate its performance is clear from the
ex pate document filed with this Commisson on March 15, 2002. This
document outlined the changes made in November and compared data under
both the origind and current methods of cdculating service order accuracy
usng September and October 2001 data. This comparison reflected thet, in
certain indances, the service order accuracy rate in September and October
increased for certain sub-metrics, but decreased in others.

To understand why the changes were necessary, | will describe how the data
was obtained before November. This method of categorizing and acquiring
data was established in July 1998. Since that time, two things occurred — one,
BdlSouth’'s product offerings evolved consderably and two, the GPSC
changed the measure in January 2001. Prior to November, State-specific
results were only developed for Georgia, Florida and Kentucky. No other
date ordered the measure to be implemented. Regiond results, computed from
the aggregate results for the three dates listed earlier, were utilized for the
other Six States.

The next mgor characteristic of pre-November data was that the results were
evaluated and reported based on LSRs, not service orders. BellSouth selected

an initiad random sample of service orders and associated those service orders
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to the LSR that caused them to be created. Then dl services orders, not just
the origind service order that was in the random sample, associated with the
LSRs were evaduated for accuracy. To measure performance, the total count
of LSRs associated with the sample of service orders was compared to the
number of such LSRs without errors. An error on any of the service orders
asociated with an LSR, regardless of whether that order was in the origind
sample, resulted in an error for that LSR. The volumes reflected on the MSS
were the volume of LSRs, not service orders.

Another mgor characteristic of the former process was that the sample of
sarvice orders was sdlected based only on the criteria of product groups, less
or greater than 10 circuits on the order, and mechanized vs. non-mechanized
LSR submisson. While these criteria were valid when the messure was
origindly put in place in 1998, they were no longer vdid when the GPSC
changed the measure. Also the population from which the samples were
drawn did not contain al relevant products. Further, the Dispatich/Nor-
digpatch levels of disaggregation required by the measure were not included in
the sampling criteria. Data were classfied as Digpaich if any service order
asociated with a particular LSR required BellSouth to dispatch a technician.
Otherwise the LSR was categorized as Non-Dispatch.

Per the SQM, the Service Order Accuracy measure is supposed to capture “the
accuracy and completeness of a sample of BelSouth service orders by
comparing what was ordered and what was completed.” Per the business

rues, *“a datidicaly vdid sample of service orders, completed during a
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reporting period, is compared to the origina account profile and the order that
the CLEC st to BdlSouth.” In short, the messurement results should
indicate how accurately BdlSouth converts an LSR submitted by a CLEC to a
sarvice order. Clearly, the results reported before November did not fully
accomplish these purposes.

Upon understanding the issues surrounding the data for this measurement,
BdlSouth quickly identified the steps required to conform the data acquisition
methods more closdy to the requirements of the SQM. As a result, the
following changes were implemented: (1) Refocused the measure to be based
on a datidicadly vaid sample of service orders and report results based on
sarvice orders instead of LSRs as required by the SQM; (2) Expanded the
sanpling methodology to sample from dl 24 sub-metric categories, (3)
Cdculated results based on peformance for the entire nine state region for dl
gates; and (4) Included dl required product offerings in the data universe.
Examining the impact of the changes helps to undersand some reasons why
the data is now dmply more consstent with the current SQM. To illudtrate
the impact, the service order accuracy results were recalculated for September
and October usng the same method implemented in November. A
comparison of results under both methods for Georgia and Louisana is
attached as Supplementa Reply Exh. PM-15. Louisana was adways reported
as a regiond average, but based only on the aggregate of results for Florida,
Georgia and Kentucky. To compare the data, new samples were selected for

the September and October data months using the current data acquisition
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method. Those new samples were then evaduated the same way that samples
ae currently evauated to produce performance results. Further,
Supplemental Reply Exh. PM-16 shows the population in each of the resde
and UNE disaggregations and the measurement results for October 2001 to
January 2002 using the current method of data acquisition.

Although AT&T complains about cdculating service order accuracy results
based on a regiond sample, such an approach makes perfect sense, as
Supplemental Reply Exhs. PM-15 and PM-16 illustrale. As noted on the
exhibits, gx categories account for over 98% of the resale and UNE service
orders; thus, the remaining 2% are sporead among the other 14 resdle and UNE
categories.  For many of these caegories the entire populaion in the region
numbers only a few hundred orders or fewer. Consequently, the volume of
orders in many of those categories would be too smdl to be meaningful if
measured on an individud dae bass. The only practicd way to indicate
performance for this regional process in such low volume categories is to
provide region wide results.

Reporting regiond results does not detract from the usefulness of the measure
and is consgent with the SQM. Each date that ordered implementation of
this measure was examining the same process, i.e, whether LSRs were being
converted to service orders accurately. For BelSouth, that process is regional.
The same mechanized systems and same LCSC personnd convert the LSRs to
sarvice orders regardless of the state where the LSR originates.  Differences in

performance within a sub-metric by state would only be an illuson created by
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random factors, such as which service representative happened to work a
particular order, ingtead of differences in BelSouth processes. Differences by
date in overdl accuracy rates would be driven largely by differences in the
mix of LSRs originated in that dae, not BdlSouth’'s peformance on
converting those LSRs to service orders. Each of these three states where the
measure was previoudy produced wanted to measure BedlSouth's
performance and none of them placed a geographic limitation on how that
performance was to be measured. The current data are more consistent with
that objective.

The next way in which data reporting was improved was to evauate a random
sample of service orders where sampling was used. The population for many
of the disaggregated categories is so andl that the entire universe was
evaduated. For those categories, sampling issues have no impact. Where
sampling is utilized, the SQOM specificdly requires a datidicdly vdid sample
of service orders. Prior to November, the sample for some sub-metrics was not
fully vdid datidicdly because the randomness of the sample was
compromised. As previoudy discussed, we began with a random sample of
service orders, but if the LSR that caused creation of an order in that sample
also caused other orders to be created, those other orders were added to the
sample.  Where those other service orders were added, the sample was no
longer random. Instead, the sample was biased toward those services that
required more than one service order to provison everything ordered on the

LSR. The number of service orders generated by a particular LSR is smply an
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adminigrative function that is unrdaed to accuracy. Discontinuing the
practice of adding service orders to the sample removed the bias and permitted
results to be caculated as required by the SQM. Further, the results can now
be reported based on service orders as required by the SQM, instead of LSRs.
Discontinuing the bias in the sample dso does not increase the likdihood that
sarvice order erors will go undetected. All service orders (except those
excluded by the SQM such as disconnect orders) should now be in the
universe and the sample is properly being drawn. To the extent that there are
erors in BdlSouth’'s service order accurecy, they will be accurately reflected
in the measurement results  The atificid bias in the sample has smply been
removed. No CLEC proposed to base this measure on any document other
than service orders during the workshopsin Georgia.

The factor that had the grestest overdl impact on the data appears to be
adding the previoudy omitted products to the population. As described in
BdlSouth’'s March 15, 2002 ex parte filing, severd products had been omitted
from the populations that formed the basis for the measurement results. Most
notably, UNE-P was excluded and seemed to have the largest impact. That
impact is illusrated by reviewing data for those Sx categories that account for
over 98% of the orders on Supplementa Reply Exhs. PM-15 and PM-16. The
mogt sgnificant difference in results between the old and current methods of
data acquistion is in category UNE Non-Design<10 Circuits Non-Dispatched.
That category is where UNE-P is reflected. The next largest difference is in

the Dispaiched verson of the same category, which reflects UNE-P and
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andog loops. Reaults in the remaning categories, including the one with the
largest population, vary by only a few percentage points between methods,
and in some cases the current method produces lower results than the old
method. No party can serioudy contend that UNE-P should be disregarded in
calculating BellSouth' s service order accuracy results.

Birch's accusation that BellSouth broadened “the base of sampled orders to
include fully mechanized orders...” ignores tha mechanized orders have
aways been included in the measure as Birch was fully awvare. Birch Telecom
Supplemental Comments at 10. Attached as Supplementa Reply Exh. PM-17
is an excerpt from comments filed by Birch in connection with the current
Georgia performance measurement workshops. BdlSouth filed the complete
comments of Birch in a March 15, 2002 ex parte with the Commisson. Those
comments, filed by Birch in September 2001, propose to limit the sample to
only “partialy mechanized and manud service orders” There would have
been no need for Birch to make this proposd if, as Birch now contends, fully
mechanized service orders should never have been included in the measure in
thefirst place.

AT&T's cdam tha it was unaware of any changes to the method of
cdculaing savice order accuracy results  until BdlSouth  filed its
Supplementa Application is fdse. This issue was expresdy discussed a a
conference cdl on January 23, 2002, a which representatives of severd
CLECs, including AT&T, and the GPSC daff participated. On that January

23 conference cdl, | explaned the changes tha BdlSouth had made in
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acquiring data for the current measure in response to Ms. Bursh of AT&T. Ms
Bursh opined that there was something wrong with the November data
because the sample volumes had changed dggnificantly. In response, |
explaned tha BelSouth had begun using a regiond measure, had added
missing products to the sampling process, and was now usng a true random
sample of sarvice orders and sdecting samples that were representative of al
24 disaggregations. AT&T and every other paty on the cdl were clearly
aware that the changes had been made to the manner by which BdlSouth
caculates service order accuracy.

The current KPMG metrics audit will examine whether the service order
accuracy results are being produced accuratedly. KPMG will audit three
months of data for this measure beginning with results for November 2001.
BdlSouth notes the Depatment of Justice's concern that changes to
performance measures “should be made only with public notice and the
concurrence of the state commissions” DOJ Supplemental Comments at 14.
As my dfidavits in BdlSouth's Initid Fling and the Supplementd Fling
make clear, BelSouth takes its obligation to disclose known problems with its
measurements, and the changes necessary to fix those problems, serioudy.
BdlSouth has made no atempt to hide known data issues from its regulators
or from the paties, and has been proactive in making regulaiors and the
parties avare of those issues. That being said, BellSouth is not opposed to the

implementation of a more formd notification process and will work to
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implement such a process expeditioudy should the state commissons deem it

appropriate.

B. Service Order Accuracy Performance

80.

81.

Putting aside the process by which changes were made to cadculaing service
order accuracy, the results show that performance has improved substantialy
from earlier months and has been sustained a a high level for saverd months.

Birch agrees tha peformance is high but questions whether it can be
sudtained. Daa for the last few months indicate that high performance levels
are being sustained. For the data months of October to January, 16 of the 20
norrtrunk  sub-metrics had activity in dl four months. BdlSouth met the
benchmark in 3 of those 4 months for 13 of the 16 sub-merics. The
benchmark was met in three of those four months for each of the UNE sub-
metrics. The performance is likewise high if you focus only on those sx sub-
metrics that account for over 98% of the orders. For the 6 high volume sub-
metrics, the benchmark was met for 5 of them in 3 of 4 months and the
benchmark was met the benchmarks for al 6 sub-metrics in 2 of 4 months,

For the misses, performance exceeded 90% for al except one sub-metric for
one of the four months. Clearly the high levd of performance is not a one-
month phenomenon.

AT&T quedtions BdlSouth’'s service order accuracy performance based on
information in Ms Sdgle’s Decladion and cetan KPMG Forida
exceptions and observations.  Mr. Ainsworth responds to Ms. Segler's

Declaration. The KPMG exceptions and observations do not provide a bass
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for chdlenging ether the level of performance or the accuracy of the data
reported. The impact of these exceptions and observationsis as follows:

Exception 76 — the performance problems encountered in this
exception would be reflected in Service Order Accuracy results.
However, they only reflect a0.1% error rate spread across UNE and
Resde categories. This error would indicate a problem with the data
only if BellSouth reported an aggregate accuracy rate exceeding 99.9%
in the month tested by KPMG. Although accuracy rates have been
high, they have not been that high. Also, thereis no basisfor concern
about the level of performance based on this test since the performance
achieved in the test far exceeds the benchmark for the measure.
Exception 84 — there were 5 errors of the 397 orders tested that would
have been reflected in Service Order Accuracy results for an error rate
of 1.3% across the products tested. Again, the reported results for
switch trandations are not high enough (over 98.7%) for the
performance on this test to indicate a problem in the results. Also,
there is no basis for concern about the level of performance based on
thistest snce the performance achieved in the test far exceedsthe
benchmark for the measure.

Exception 112 and Observation 82 — there are two issues (1) the fields
that werein error on manual ordersin thistest were not service
features or attributes; i.e. they would not affect the quality of service
provisioned to the customer. Consequently, these errors are properly
not reflected in Service Order Accuracy; (2) on mechanized orders the
issues were predominately due to the delivery directory quantity (the
number of phone books that are mailed and delivered to the end
customer). The primary issue was not that the directory delivery
quantity waswrong — it was clearly defined in the BBRLO — but that it
was not consstent for manual and eectronic ordering. BellSouth
synchronized the two processes on 2/2/02. This would have no impact
on Service Order Accuracy.

Exception 156 — there were 4 service representative errors on the
ordersin thistest of provisoning OSDA via Line Class Codes.
However, since the service tested has not been ordered by any CLEC,
these errors have no impact on reported Service Order Accuracy
results.

Observation 106 — BellSouth investigated the issue raised on directory
listing database updates and found that there were 20 errors out of the
430 ligings tested by KCI. This result would contribute to a Service
Order Accuracy rate of 95.4%. However, the ordersissued by KPMG
include smple and complex orders and servicesthat are rarely

ordered. Thus, thistest does not represent atypica mix of actua
product and service activity.. Further, the overal accuracy rate
experienced in this test exceeds the benchmark for the measure.
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82.  As evidenced by discusson in the workshops, CLECs are concerned about the
performance leve for manudly handled orders. To get an indication of
performance on those orders, the samples and universes for the measure were
glit between mechanicdly and manudly handled orders for September
through January. Partidly mechanized orders are included as nonmechanized
orders in this andyss. The origind samples used to produce data according
to the methods used in November and later months were smply divided
between mechanized and non-mechanized orders.  Consequently where
samples are used, individua sub-metrics may not meet the tolerance limits for
results because the sample was sdected to be vaid for mechanized and non
mechanized orders combined. Nonetheless, the overdl accurecy rate for non
mechanized orders should be a reasonable indicator of performance for that
group. The results per Supplementd Reply Exh. PM-18 show an overdl
accuracy rate ranging from 95% to 97% for these non-mechanized orders.
Also the reaults improved after process improvements in the LCSC became
fully effective with November data These process improvements were
described in my origind affidavit filed with the Initid Application. The error
rate in September and October was about 5% and decreased to about 3% in
November through January data for a40% reduction in the error rate.

V. BdlSouth’s Performance M easur ements Are Appropriate

83. In its supplementa affidavit, AT&T continues to criticize the same

measurements that it criticized in the Initid Application. These complaints do
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not gdem from dleged erors with the daa Rather, AT&T is disguisng its
disagreement with the GPSC's and the LPSC’s adopted measurements as data
reigbility issues.  Specifically, AT&T raises hot cuts, OSS Availability, Order
Completion Intervd, Trunk Group Peformance, and Fow-Through.
BdlSouth addressed these issues in my Reply Affidavit (1 124 - 145) in the
Initid Application, and in my Supplementd Affidavit, 105116, and | will
not repeat that response here. These issues are being addressed in the GPSC's
curent review of the exising performance measurements and enforcement
plan for BdlSouth. The GPSC has conducted extensive workshops, reviewing
each of the proposed changes to the measurements in detall as wel as
conddering new measures that the industry proposed. The workshops were
held on October 17" and 18", November 7" and 8", and December 10", 11",
and 12", 2001. Additionaly, follow-up conference cells were dso held on
January 9" and 239 2002. The GPSC Staff has indicated that it will relesse a
draft revised SOM, which will include the changes to which the parties have
agreed as wdl as the Saff’'s prdiminay proposd for resolution of those
issues upon which the parties could not agree. Paties will be given the
opportunity to file written comments in response to this draft SQM, after
which the Staff will issue its recommendation to the Commisson.

The GPSC review process and the smilar proceedings in Louisana are the
gopropriate  forums for a discusson of modifications to the exigting
measurements.  In fact, as discussed in my Supplementa Affidavit, the GPSC

currently is looking & many of these measurements and, if gppropriate, can
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modify them a that time. This proceeding is not the appropriate place for

such issues to be addressed let alone decided.

V. BELLSOUTH'S PERFORMANCE REMAINS HIGH

85.

86.

87.

88.

BdlSouth’'s performance data for January 2002 for Georgia and Louisana
continue to demondrate that BdlSouth provides CLECs with
nondiscriminatory access to its fadlities and that CLECs have a meaningful
opportunity to compete in both states.

A broad indicator of the strength of BelSouth’'s performance for the CLECs
in January is evidenced by the ovedl frequency with which BdlSouth met
the applicable retal andogue or benchmark — 87% in Georgia and 90% in
Louisana These numbers show improvement even over the high leves of
performance BellSouth demondrated in June (80% for Georgia; 85% for
Louisand); duly (85% for Georgia; 85% for Louisana); and August (87% for
Georgia and 86% for Louisiana).

A more meaningful way to look a the data is in 3-month increments
BdlSouth caculated a 3-month result that includes al sub-metrics that are
compared to a retall andogue or benchmark and had activity in each of the
three months of November 2001, December 2001, and January 2002.

The three-month figure is not an average of the individud months. Reather, it
is an andydss of those sub-metrics that had data for al three months. The
three-month denominator is the tota number of sub-metrics that have data in
al three months. The numerator is the number of those sub-metrics that had

“yes’ in any two of the three months.
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89. During the three-month period of November 2001 through January 2002 in
Georgia, there were a tota of seven hundred and forty-nine sub-metrics that
had CLEC activity for al three months and that were compared with either a
benchmark or retal andogue. Five hundred fifty-three of the sub-metrics
satisfied the comparison criteria during dl three months and another one
hundred ten met the criteria for two of the three months. BelSouth met or
exceeded the benchmarks or retall andogues for a minimum of two of the
three months for 89% (663/749) of these sub-metrics.

90. Under the same methodology for Louisiana, during the three-month period of
November 2001 through January 2002, there were a tota of six hundred and
thirty-two sub-metrics that had CLEC activity for dl three months and that
were compared with either a benchmark or retail andogue. Four hundred
eghty-three of the sub-metrics satified the comparison criteria during al
three months and another seventy-five met the criteria for two of the three
months.  BellSouth met or exceeded the benchmarks or retail analogues for a
minimum of two of the three months for 88% (558/632) of these sub-metrics.

91. Even this summary view of BdlSouth’'s performance data demondrates that
BdlSouth's peformance continues to comply with the requirements of
Section 271.

Georgia Data
92. The MSS reports for Georgia for November 2001 through January 2002

indicate that BellSouth is providing nondiscriminatory service to CLECs.
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Under the threeemonth methodology described above, BedlSouth's
performance results are equaly strong for each of the mgor modes of entry in
Georgia  BelSouth's results in the following categories are based on the
percentage of dl sub-metrics that had CLEC activity for dl three months and
met or exceeded the datistical criteria for a least two of the last three months
(November 2001 — January 2002) included with this affidavit.

For Resdle, BdlSouth met or exceeded the criteria for 170 of the

188 sub-metrics or 90% for at least two of the last three months,

For UNE, BelSouth met or exceeded the criteria for 370 of the

413 sub-metrics or 90% for at least two of the last three months,

For Locd Interconnection Trunks (“LIT”), BdlSouth met or

exceeded the criteria for 22 of the 26 sub-metrics or 85% for at

least two of the last three months,

For OSS, BelSouth met or exceeded the criteria for 73 of the 85

sub-metrics or 86% for at least two of the last three months,

For Collocation, BellSouth met or exceeded the criteria for 7 of the

7 sub-metrics or 100% for dl three of the last three months, and

For coordinated conversions (i.e., hot cuts) BdlSouth met the 15

minute benchmark for 5919 of the 5926 scheduled conversons

(B.212) or greater than 99% for the three month period from

November 2001 through January 2002. The average intervd for

each cutover was 2.67 minutes during this period.
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A third way to andyze the data is by performance on a subset of measures that
are believed to be of particular importance to competition. When Georgia
data are andyzed based solely on these measures, under a reasonable set of
assumptions, BellSouth's performance aso is aove 90% for January. Thus,
not only is BelSouth peforming wdl on dl of the measures againg which it
is evduaed, it is peforming equdly wdl on the messures that ae of
paticular importance to locad competition. The detaled results of this
andyss, and the evauaion criteria upon which it is based, are atached as

Supplemental Reply Exh. PM-19.

L ouisana Data

95.

Under the three-month analyss described above, BdlSouth's performance
results are equdly strong for each of the mgor modes of entry in Louisana
BdlSouth's results in the following categories are based on the percentage of
dl sub-metrics tha had CLEC activity for dl three months and met or
exceeded the detidtical criteria for & least two of the last three months

(November 2001 - January 2002) included with this affidavit.

For Resde, BelSouth met or exceeded the criteria for 141 of the
159 sub-metrics or 89% for at least two of the last three months,
For UNE, BedlSouth met or exceeded the criteria for 296 of the
330 sub-metrics or 90% for &t least two of the last three months,
For Locd Interconnection Trunks (LIT), BelSouth met or
exceeded the criteria for 25 of the 26 sub-metrics or 96% for at

least two of the last three months,
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For OSS, BelSouth met or exceeded the criteria for 73 of the 85

sub-metrics or 86% for at least two of the last three months,

For Collocation, BellSouth met or exceeded the criteria for 2 of the

2 sub-metrics or 100% for al three of the last three months, and

For the coordinated conversions (i.e., hot cuts) BellSouth met the

15-minute benchmark for 976 of the 982 scheduled conversons

(B.212) or greater than 99% for the three-month period of

November, December 2001 and January 2002. The average

interva for each cutover was 2.27 minutes during this period.
BdlSouth dso has evauated its performance in Louisana based on the subset
of messures discussed above.  In Louisana, BelSouth's performance on this
subset was dmost 92% for January demondrating, again, BdlSouth’'s high
leve of peformance on the measures of particular importance to the
development of local competition. A detalled andyss of this data, and the
evaduation criteria upon which it is based, is atached as Supplementd Reply
Exh. PM-20.
In December 2001, BdlSouth in Louisana faled to meet the retal anaogue
comparison for % Jeopardies, % Missed Inddlation Appointments and %
Provisoning Troubles within 30 Days for its UNE >= DS-1 Loops. A
detailed andysis of each of these measures indicates that the mgority of the
jeopardies, missed gppointments and provisoning troubles dl indicate facility
isues  Effective with this identification, BdlSouth in Louisana has initisted

goecific action plans to bring these sub-metrics into parity with the retal
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andogues. Fird, the Louisana Service Advocacy Centers (“SACS’) have
heightened the readiness to resolve any and al service order jeopardies. This
will ensure that each jeopardy Stuation is promptly handled upon receipt and
meet the current service order due date.  Next, esch digtrict Outside Plant
Engineering/Service Advocacy Centers (*OSPE/SAC’) work group has been
digned with the Work Management Center (*“WMC’) on
assigning/completing  specific “defective pair recovery” routines to improve
overd| facility readiness In addition, the concept of providing a
“maintenance gpare’ DS circuit (where possble) is being utilized in known
defective pair aress.  Findly, “Fix it” crews, dedicated to performing defective
pair recovery, ae currently addressng these sub-metrics in the dtae of

Louidana

Performance | ssues

98.

99.

Despite this high performance, certain CLECs complain about BdlSouth’'s
performance on specific measurements.  BellSouth will address each of these
dlegationsin the following paragraphs.

In claming that BelSouth's performance has been deficient, AT&T purports
to point out to the Commisson various areas in which BdlSouth has faled to
meet the applicable benchmark or retall andogue in Georgia  In redity, dl
AT&T has done, in the vag mgority of cases, is regurgitate performance
issues that BdlSouth has identified as pat of its Corrective Action Plan,
which was filed with the GPSC and that | attached as Exhibit PM-26 to my

Supplemental Affidavit. In Georgia, BellSouth is required to perform a root
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caue andyss and file a Corrective Action Plan for any sub-metric that fals
twice in any 3 consecutive months.  Because the results of BellSouth's root
cause andysis and the steps BdlSouth is teking to address any performance
issues are addressed in the Corrective Action Plan, no point would be served
in repedting the same information here.  Consequently, rather than repesat
mysdlf here, | amply will address new issuesraised by AT&T.

AT&T complains about BellSouth’'s performance on fully mechanized rgects
in Louisana. During October, November and December, BellSouth returned
over 90% of the reects within one hour. While short of the 97% benchmark,
the same issues described in Supplementd Exh. PM-26 to my Supplementa
Affidavit affect rgectsin Louigana

AT&T next complains about BelSouth's performance on sdected partidly
mechanized UNE FOC and rgect sub-metrics in Louisana While BdlSouth
did not meet the benchmark for some sdected sub-metrics, overal BelSouth
met the required intervd of 94%, 96% and 96% of dl partialy mechanized
UNE rgects in October, November and December, respectivey. This
performance exceeds the benchmark of 85% in 10 hours. On FOCs, while
BelSouth did not meet the benchmark for some sdected sub-metrics, the
ovedl peformance was excelent. BdlSouth met the benchmark for 93%
and 92% of FOCs returned in October and November. While BellSouth did
not meet the benchmark a 84% for December, BelSouth’'s performance in

January was 90%.
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AT&T dso dleges poor peformance on FOC and Reect Completeness —
Multiple Responses.  Bursh/Norris Supplemental Declaration, {1 120-125.
As | gated in my Supplementa Affidavit, this measure was not ordered by
either the GPSC or the LPSC and should not be part of BellSouth’'s SQM. In
the ongoing GPSC gx-month peformance measurements review, the
indugtry agreed to diminate this measure, and it is not cler why AT&T
focuses on a measure for which data never should have been reported and
which should be removed from the SQM.

Moreover, the information provided by the measure is not particularly
informative.  The FOC/Rgect Response Completeness-Multiple Responses
measure is a deivative of the FOC/Rgect Completeness Measure.
FOC/Rgect Completeness measures whether BellSouth returned a FOC,
rgect or caification for each CLEC LSR submitted. It is caculated using the
number of LSRs recelving a rgect or FOC in the reporting period divided by
the total number of LSRs submitted during the reporting period. The Multiple
Responses measure uses the number of LSRs that recelved a FOC or rgect as
the denominator, and the number of LSRs that only received a single FOC or
rgect as the numerator. In other words, it measures how many LSRs received
asngle response.

This measure does not, however, provide an accurate view of the double FOC
issue because it includes vdid reasons for multiple responses.  For example,
multiple responses are sent for changed due dates due to pending facilities

conditions or updates to FOCs for which information was not avalable & the
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time of issuance (circuits IDs, etc). Thus the information provided by the
measure is not meaningful and should not be consdered by the Commission.

AT&T dso cites trouble report rates for Combo Other (dispaiched orders).
During the period of October 2001 through January 2002, the Combo Other
sub-metrics were trouble-free 95% of the time or higher. While the service
level did not meet the retal andogue, there was only a smdl difference
between the high level of service provided to CLECs as compared to the leve
of service provided to BelSouth retal, which would not affect a CLEC's
ability to compete. Nonethdess, BdlSouth has initiated a training program
for these circuits (EELs and Nonswitched combinations) to make sure that dl
technicians are aware of the proper testing requirements. During the period of
October through December 2001, BelSouth met 269 of the 300 (90%)
maintenance and repair sub-metrics with CLEC activity in Georgia  While
BdlSouth does not meet every sub-metric in every month, BelSouth's overal
performance is very high.

In addition, in the category UNE Combo Other for October and November
2001, 100% of the orders received were NonSwitched Combos made up
mostly of EELs  EELs ae desgned circuits and, therefore, require a
somewhat longer interval to provison (intervas between 5 to 27 days
depending on the type of EEL). The retal analogue, Residence, Business and
Design Dispatch, congsts of a large proportion of non-designed residence and
business orders with short intervads and a much smdler number of designed

orders with longer intervas resllting in an ovedl short intevd.  The
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digparity in peformance rexults from the use of a retal andogue whose
product mix, congss predominantly of non-designed products, which skews
the results to a short interva.  Comparing this retal anadogue to CLEC
performance for a category with essentidly one product, EELS, which, being
designed, requires alonger interva is not a reasonable comparison.

AT&T dso cites BdlSouth's performance on Customer Trouble Report Rate
for UNE Combo Other (dispatch) and UNE Other Desgn (dispatch) in
Louigana Bursh/Norris Supplemental Declaration, 1134-135. Each of
these sub-metrics contained a low number of trouble reports, namey less than
*kx *** gach month for UNE Combo Other (dispatch) and less than
*xk *** gach month for UNE Other Design (dispatch). These low volumes
do not provide ameaningful indicator of performance for these sub-metrics.

Covad cannot complain that BelSouth faled to meet the benchmak for
returning FOCs for non-mechanized orders, Covad instead complains tha the
benchmark ian't right. Covad Supplemental Comments at 2. The GPSC
established this benchmark last year after extensve review and based on input
from the indudry. Moreover, this benchmark currently is being reviewed by
the GPSC as part of its current review process. The GPSC's process, not this
proceeding, is the appropriate forum for Covad to address proposed changes
to the measurement benchmark.

AT&T and Nework Tdephone complan that BdlSouth's flow-through
performance is poor. Bursh/Norris Supplemental Declaration, 1 118-119;

Network Telephone Supplemental Comments a 4. This issue is squardly
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refuted in the Supplementd Reply Affidavit of William N. Stacy (Supp. Reply
App., Tab G). Moreover, as the FCC consgtently has noted, flow-through is
only one indicator of ordering peformance. BdlSouth's performance on
FOC Timdiness and Reect Intervd for partidly mechanized and manud
orders, other key indicators of ordering peformance, is excdlent. See
Kansas/Oklahoma Order, fn. 397; see also Texas Order, at  179.

For AT&T, for example, BellSouth returned a FOC in less than eight hours in
Georgia and Louisiana, for al but one of the monthly and overdl averages for
both dates for dl sub-metrics  The fallowing chat sats forth the average

intervas

STATE | OCT | NOV | DEC | JAN
HRS | HRS | HRS | HRS

NM-FOC
Georgia 721 | 724 | 941 | 572
Louisana | 6.83 | 7.32 | 592 | 529
PM-FOC
Georgia 458 | 531 | 598 | 435
Louigana | 510 | 5.15 | 10.11 | 6.46
NM-Rg
Georgia 6.35 | 6.54 6.79 | 532
Louisam | 573 | 6.35 | 572 | 453
PM-Rg
Georgia 454 | 4.80 550 | 4.19
Louisana | 366 | 351 | 4.00 | 3.73

As the table above demongrates, BellSouth’'s FOC performance for AT&T'S
partially mechanized and non-mechanized orders has been very high.
Network Telephone's data demondrates the same high performance by

BdlSouth. A summay of the Frm Order Confirmaion Timdiness and
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Regect Inteva patidly mechanized and non-mechanized measurement

results for Network Telephone is shown below for the months of October

2001 through January 2002.
Network Telephone— FOC/PM
Benchmark —85% w/l 10 hrs Oct Nov Dec Jan
Georgia 100.00% | 91.18% 100% 93.10%
Louigana 90.46% | 93.37% | 92.35% | 94.00%
Network Telephone— Reg/PM
Benchmark —85% w/in 10 hrs Oct Nov Dec Jan
Georgia* 100.00% NA 80.00% | 94.44%
Louisana 97.01% | 99.05% | 97.83% | 99.10%
Network Telephone/ FOC/NM
Benchmark —85% w/in 36 hrs Oct Nov Dec Jan
Georgia 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 97.78%
Louisana 98.88% 97.40% | 100.00% | 98.20%
Network Telephone/Rej/NM
Benchmark —85% wi/in 24 hrs Oct Nov Dec Jan
Georgia* 83.33% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 93.55%
Louidana 100.00% | 91.84% | 100.00% | 97.56%

* Generdly, for each of these reaults, Georgia had very low volumes.

113.

There is no merit to Mpower's complaint that BellSouth provides better mean
time to repair for service issues on SL2 loops than on SL1 loops in order to
encourage CLECs to purchase the more expensve loop. Mpower
Supplemental Comments at 16. This comment demondrates a fundamenta
misunderstanding of an SL1 and SL2 loop. The SL1 loop provides a voice
grade transmisson channd suitable for loop-dat sgnding and the trangport
of andog voice grade sgnds over a 2-wire, loop-gart interface.  This loop,
which is typicdly used to provide switched access telephone service, is nont
desgned. This offering does not have test points and does not come with

Order Coordination. The SL2 loop, on the other hand, is a designed
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unbundled voice loop that comes in five separate dgnding and interface
combinations.  This loop includes tet points and comes with Order
Coordination. CLECs pay for these additiona festures. The &bility to isolate
troubles using the test points and BelSouth’'s maintenance plan for designed
circuits are the mgor reasons for the difference in the mean time to repair
between the SL1 and SL 2 loops.

Equaly without merit is Mpower's cdam that BelSouth’'s peformance data
are not accessble. Mpower Supplemental Comments at 17. BdlSouth's
performance measurement data are avalable on a per CLEC bass via the
CLEC-specific data files on the PMAP webgte. The website dso provides a
comparison of the established benchmarks and retail andogues to the CLEC-
aggregate results. Mpower's alegation that it must go to another “location” to
view BdlSouth retall performance is mideading in that it only has to open
another file on the same webdte to view the data. The CLEC user’s manud is
available to CLECs on the PMAP webste and provides ingtructions regarding
al of the data on the website.

US LEC/XO complains generaly about BelSouth's aleged poor performance
on LNP measures. US LEC/XO Supplemental Comments BellSouth’'s data
shows otherwise. For example, of the Pecent Missed Inddlation
Appointments sub-metrics for 2-wire andog loops with LNP and standalone
LNP orders, there were a total of 38 sub-metrics with activity from October
through January and BellSouth met the retaill andlogue on 35 of them or 92%

of the time. In the three sub-metrics that BdlSouth did not meet the retal
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analogue, there were *** *** or fewer missed orders in the month where
results missed the standard.

For Order Completion Interval, there were 36 totd sub-metrics for the four-
month period for 2-wire andog loops with LNP and standaone LNP.
BdlSouth met the retall andogue on 30 of the sub-metrics, or 83%. Further
evidence that BdlSouth provisons LNP orders quickly is provided by the
results for the measurement LNP Percent Out of Service less than 60 Minutes
(P-13C). BdlSouth met the benchmark for performing LNP conversons
within 60 minutes or less for each telephone number over 99% of the time in
October-January.

At Pages 23-25, US LEC/XO complans specificdly about BelSouth's
peformance on LNP-Disconnect Timdiness (P-13). US LEC/XO
Supplemental Comments at 23-25. As explaned in previous affidavits,
BdlSouth has asked the Commisson not to rely on this measurement, and,
pursuant to an order of the GPSC, BdlSouth has not reported performance
under this metric snce May 2001. Ingead, BdlSouth is reporting LNP
disconnect peformance under four measures, one of which is LNP
Disconnect  Timdiness, Non-Trigger (P-13D). Although US LEC and XO
complan aout BdlSouth’'s performance under this measure in December,
this was the result of unique circumstances. In December, there were two
large conversons that resulted in an enormous incresse in volume over
previous months (amost 15 times higher volume). One of the two large

conversons was US LEC's converson referenced in its Comments.  In the
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case of the US LEC converson, the converson of al *** *** circuits
was completed in 4 hours. The information in the database used to gather
measurement data, however, was not updated within the 12-hour benchmark.
Thus, while the converson was completed, the record keeping was not,
resulting in a miss in the measurement. The second large December
converson had smilar record-keeping issues — in other words, BelSouth
completed the converson on-time, but did not update the records within the
12-hour  benchmark. Thus, BdlSouth's actud peformance on these
conversions was excellent, athough its reported results reflect otherwise.

Xspedius complains that BedlSouth's performance on Coordinated Customer
Conversons for LNP (standdone and loops with LNP) is poor. Xspedius
Supplemental Comments a 4. To the contrary, BdlSouth's performance in
Louisana on this measure is excdlent. For the period October 2001 through
January 2002, BellSouth completed a total of *** *** circuits (loops
with LNP and LNP standalone) for Xspedius. Of these *** *** circuits,
*xk *** crcuits (93.3%) were completed in 5 minutes or less and the
remaining *** *** circuits (6.7%) were completed in 15 minutes or less.
In other words, BelSouth completed every sngle Xspedius converson within
the 15-minute benchmark.

Xspedius dso complains about BellSouth's performance on Percent Missed
Ingdlation Appointments for Loops with LNP for October through January.

BdlSouth completed 97% of Xspedius orders in this sub-metric on time. In
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addition, BdlSouth met the retall andogue for Xspedius for this sub-metric
for the CLEC-aggregeate for dl four months.

Finaly, for Percent Missed Ingdlation Appointments for LNP standaone
orders, BellSouth did not miss a sngle due date on the *** *xx X gpedius
orders completed from October through January.

As in the Initid Application, KMC continues to raise a myriad of performance
dams dl of which are overstated. For example, KMC complains that
BdlSouth’'s performance on missed gppointments for 2-wire andog loops
with LNP is poor, citing data from June, October, and January 2002. The data
demondrates otherwise. KMC Supplemental Comments at 6. In June, for
example, there were *** *** missed gppointments out of *** *xk
scheduled appointments.  Each of the *** *** misses was caused by KMC
end users.  Similarly, in October, there were *** *** misses out of
*kk *** gcheduled appointments, both of which were KMC end-user
misses. The same holds true for January 2002 in which there was *** *hx
miss out of *** *** gcheduled gppointments and it was caused by a KMC
end-user. In short, for the period October 2001 — January 2002, there were a
total of *** *** missed gppointments for this sub-metric, al of which
were caused by KMC end-users. This in nho way evidences poor performance
on the part of BellSouth.

In addition, in Georgia, BdlSouth met the retal andogue for these sub-

metrics for each month September through January.
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Citing data from August and January, KMC dso dleges tha BdlSouth's
performance in Louisana on missed appointments for digita loops is poor.
KMC Supplemental Comments at 6. Once again, the facts are otherwise. In
Augug, for example, for Digitd Loops < DS-1, there were *** *** missed
appointments out of *** *** gcheduled appointments and both were KMC
end-user misses.  For Digitd Loops >= DS-1 there were *** *** misses
out of *** *** gcheduled appointments, *** *** of which were KMC
end-usr misses.  Smilarly, in January, for Digitd Loop < DS-1, there was
*kx *** missed appointment out of *** *** gcheduled appointments,
and the miss was caused by the KMC end-user. For Digita Loops >= DS-1,
there were *** *** misses out of only *** ***  gcheduled

gppointments, both BellSouth-caused misses. For the period October through

January, for Digital Loops < DS-1, there were *** *** misses out of
*rx *** gcheduled appointments, al of which were caused by KMC end
users. For Digitd Loops >= DS-1, there were *** *** misses out of
i *** gcheduled appointments, *** *** of which were caused by

KMC end users leaving 4% caused by BellSouth.

KMC a0 raises an issue regarding BdlSouth's performance on % Jeopardies
for Digitd Loop >= DS-1. KMC Supplemental Comments at 7. A jeopardy
amply means that during the provisoning process, BelSouth encountered a
problem with the potentiad to impact the committed deivery date for the
sarvice. Only when a jeopardy actudly results in a missed appointment is the

end user impacted. When this measure is viewed in conjunction with the %
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Mised Ingdlation Appointment measure results for Digitd Loop >= DS-1, it
is evident tha very few of the jeopardies actudly resulted in a missed
gopointment. Thus, thereislittle to no impact on the end users.

KMC's contention that BelSouth has poor performance on % Troubles
Within 30 Days is mideading. KMC Supplemental Comments at 10. The
13% falure rate quoted by KMC for Georgia in January 2002 represented
*hx *** falure out of only *** *** circuits provisoned. Moreover, the
9% CLEC-aggregate number quoted by KMC gpears to be the total 2wire
andog loops (design) in both December and January from both Georgia and
Louisana as well as the tota troubles on those loops (*** ***)  When
a comparable cadculation is done for KMC specificdly, the totd dso is 9%
(*** ***)  Not only does BdlSouth’s performance for
KMC meet the gpplicable retaill andogue, it means BellSouth ingdled 91% of
these loops without trouble.

KMC's dlegation that four times as many Digitd Loops > DS-1 faled within
30 days for KMC than for BdlSouth is based on very smdl volumes and does
not demondrate a patern of disparate performance by BdlSouth. KMC
Supplemental Comments at 10. For example, in Georgia, in December, the
CLEC-aggregate volume is 16 troubles and BdlSouth is 6, and in Louisana,
CLECs had 12 troubles and BellSouth 2. Of the CLEC-aggregate troubles in
December, only *** *** belonged to KMC.

KMC then aleges that BelSouth performs poorly on repesat troubles on UNE

Digitd Loops >= DS-1 and 2-wire andog loops. KMC Supplemental
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Comments a 10-11. In Georgia, in December and January, KMC had
*hk *** repeat troubles out of a universe of *** *** total troubles. In
Louisana for the same period, KMC had *** *** repegt troubles out of a
universe of *** *** totd troubles. When placed in context, it is obvious
that the repeat troubles are a smdl percentage of a smdl volume of tota
troubles.

Moreover, the Customer Trouble Report Rate for KMC's loops in both
Georgia and Louisana is only 3%. In other words, the higher repeat rate only
occurs on 3% or less of the base of inddled circuits meaning that KMC
received 97% of its DS-1 and higher loops trouble-free.

The same andyss holds true for KMC’s 2wire andog loops. For the period
October through January, KMC's repeat trouble rate for Georgia and
Louisana averages around 15%. The Customer Trouble Report Rate on
KMC's loops, however, in both Georgia and Louisiana is only 1%. Thus,

KMC received 99% of its 2-wire analog |oops trouble-free.

VI.CONCLUSON

130.

AT&T contends that BelSouth relies on various commitments and future
promises in support of its goplication.  See BurdVNorris Supplemental
Declaration, 139. Nothing could be farther from the truth. BelSouth's
goplication is supported by conagently excdlent peformance in both
Georgia and Louisana, which readily explans why BdlSouth's gpplication

should be approved.
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Faced with excdlent performance, AT&T attempts to chalenge the rdidhility
of the underlying data upon which such performance is based. However, both
the Louigana and Georgia Commissions have determined that BdlSouth's
data are reliable. As the GPSC noted, it “and its Staff have been reviewing
BdlSouth's performance data for dmost four years and have been active
paticipants in the KCI third-paty metrics test for more than two years”
GPSC Supplemental Comments at 30. This concluson was reached after
extensve commentary from dl interested paties and informed deliberations
by these regulatory bodies. There is no reason for this Commission to reach a
different conclusion here.

Moreover, while certain CLECs raised aleged performance issues, none of
the issues raised undermine the concluson tha for the vast mgority of the
measures, and for the CLEC industry as a whole, BellSouth's performance is
exceedingly high. Moreover, as BdlSouth's andyss demondrated, in many
cases the dleged performance problems are not in fact problems at dl.
Ovedl, there is no quedion that BdlSouth is providing CLECs a meaningful

opportunity to compete in Georgiaand Louisiana.
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