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Following recent Federal Communications Commission (the “FCC”) orders regarding incumbent local exchange carrier (“ILEC”) obligations with respect to advanced services and unbundled network elements (“UNEs”),
 the Association for Local Telecommunications Services (“ALTS”) and the Western States Competitive Telecommunications Coalition (the “Coalition”)
 believe it is important to address Emerging Services in the context of the Regional Oversight Committee (“ROC”) Third Party Test of U S WEST Operations Support Systems (“OSS”).  Accordingly, ALTS and the Coalition submit the following comments.

I.
General Comments Regarding Emerging Services Performance Measures

As an initial matter, ALTS and the Coalition believe that, with respect to each of the Emerging Services identified in the request for Comments and the additional Emerging Services listed in the instant comments, all Emerging Services should be subject to at least the performance measures and performance measure definitions that apply to the UNEs already identified in this proceeding.  Further, the standards for comparison of results regarding Emerging Services should be at least as stringent as existing standards.  Moreover, performance measures for Emerging Services should be disaggregated based on service type, where possible.  

Additionally, any OSS proposal addressing Emerging Services must take into account the creation of a U S WEST advanced services affiliate.  In light of the creation of ILEC advanced services affiliates, full parity for CLECs for all measures should be required with the advanced services affiliate of U S WEST.

As addressed in more detail below, it is important that Emerging Services be addressed in the ROC OSS test.  Applying, as a staring point, many of the existing performance standards to Emerging Services will permit the ROC to incorporate Emerging Services into the test in a quick and easy fashion.  Such an approach should not require significant changes to U S WEST systems.  In response to Issue 6 below, ALTS and the Coalition list the proposed preliminary and minimum performance measures that should apply to all Emerging Services.

Issue 1:  Are the definitions proposed in Section 4 [of the Request for Comments] adequate for purposes of our discussion?  If not, please offer your suggested improvements.

ALTS and the Coalition believe it is important for all definitions relating to Emerging Services – e.g., Dark Fiber, EELs, High Frequency Spectrum, Sub-loop, and UNE-P – to reflect consistently the definitions set forth by the FCC in its orders and regulations regarding advanced services, UNEs and ILEC obligations.  In addition to the Emerging Service terms listed for discussion, ALTS and the Coalition list, in response to Issue 2, three additional Emerging Services – packet switching, high capacity loops and UNE-C – with corresponding definitions that should be included in the ROC OSS test.

Accordingly, ALTS and the Coalition recommend that the ROC use the following definitions to address Emerging Services:

· Dark Fiber:  The fiber portion of the loop facility that has not been activated through connection to the electronics that “light” it, and thereby render it capable of carrying communication services.  See UNE Remand Order ¶¶ 174; see also 47 C.F.R. 51.319(a)(1).

· Enhanced Extended Loops (“EELs”):  EELs consists of a combination of an unbundled loop, multiplexing/concentrating equipment, and dedicated transport, which allows new entrants to serve customers without having to collocate in every central office in the ILEC’s territory.  See UNE Remand Order at n.1018.

· High Frequency Spectrum:  The high frequency range network element above the voiceband on a copper loop facility used to carry analog circuit-switched voiceband transmissions.
  See Line Sharing Order; see also 47 C.F.R. 51.319(h)(1).

· Sub-loop:  Any portion of the loop that is technically feasible to access at terminals in the ILEC’s outside plant, including inside wire.  An accessible terminal is any point on the loop where technicians can access the wire or fiber without removing a splice case to reach the wire or fiber within.  See UNE Remand Order ¶ 206; see also 47 C.F.R. 51.319(a)(2).

· UNE-P:  The network element platform refers to the combination of the following network elements: loop, switching and shared or common interoffice transport.

Issue 2:  Should these services be included in the ROC OSS test?  Please address each service.  If there are any that should not, please identify and provide reasoning as to why not.


ALTS and the Coalition believe that it is vital to include all identified Emerging Services – i.e., Dark Fiber, EELs, High Frequency Spectrum, Sub-loop, and UNE-P – in the ROC OSS test.  In addition to the above-listed services, ALTS and the Coalition recommend that the following Emerging Services be included in the ROC OSS test:

· Packet Switching:  The packet switching capability is the basic packet switching function of routing or forwarding packets, frames, cells or other data units based on address or other routing information contained in the packets, frames, cells or other data units, and the functions performed by Digital Subscriber Line Access Multiplexers (“DSLAMs”).  See UNE Remand Order ¶¶ 302-317; see also 47 C.F.R. 51.319(c)(3)(B).

· High Capacity Loops:  The local loop includes but is not limited to, DS1, DS3, fiber, and other high capacity loops.  See 47 C.F.R. 51.319(a)(1) 

· UNE-C:  A combination of any network element with dedicated transport services.

Issue 3:  What special considerations are there for each service to allow them to be folded into the ROC OSS test?  For example, are there any factors concerning the current state of Line Sharing implementation that will impact the inclusion of Line Sharing in the test?


All of the Emerging Services identified above are network elements or services that have been in development for quite some time, even before the FCC’s recent UNE Remand Order and Line Sharing Order made their provision a clear federal requirement.  Therefore, although there may be issues concerning specifically how U S WEST is going to comply with its obligations, there is no question that U S WEST must demonstrate its ability to do so in order to meet the requirements of Section 271.


The ROC should pay close attention to Emerging Services to ensure that the processes for pre-ordering, ordering and provisioning are nondiscriminatory, just and reasonable to U S WEST’s competitors.  For a number of the Emerging Services, members of the CLEC Coalition have specific concerns regarding how the service or element is tested and how the appropriate performance measures shall be applied.

Further, it is important to keep in mind that under the FCC’s recent UNE Remand Order and Line Sharing Order, ILECs are required to implement such additional unbundling obligations in a timely manner pursuant to effective dates set forth in the publication of each order in the Federal Register.  For example, the FCC’s line sharing and high frequency spectrum rules became effective on February 9, 2000.  Similarly, a portion of the FCC’s rules regarding sub-loops went into effect on February 17, 2000 (e.g., rules regarding loop conditioning and high capacity loops), and other obligations become effective on May 17, 2000 (e.g., sub-loop, dark fiber, packet switching and loop qualification).  The FCC recognized that OSS development for each of these services would take time, but the FCC stressed that such OSS development would not take the vast amounts of time and resources contended by the ILECs.
  

Timeliness is an ongoing concern; however, a quick response or rapid availability without accompanying testing and performance measurements will be ineffective and counterproductive. Proper development of OSS for the list of Emerging Services, much like the FCC’s additions to the list of available UNEs, is an ongoing process.
  

Maintenance measurement data should be collected and reported throughout any Emerging Service trial for tracking purposes.  The ROC OSS test presents an opportunity to track and review maintenance measurements to determine how Emerging Services will be treated and repair and maintenance results addressed in the ROC OSS final report.  Thus, ALTS and the Coalition strongly recommend that additional comments be filed at the conclusion of the Emerging Service trials.  Moreover, the testing and reporting will provide a comprehensive list of concerns to be considered for state commission plans to implement anti-backsliding measures.


With respect to high frequency spectrum, certain equipment and functions are vital and specific to successful implementation of the high frequency spectrum unbundling, including, but not limited to splitters, cross connects, and line conditioning.  The testing and performance measures must take into consideration those specific high frequency spectrum functions and equipment.  Further, certain loop testing issues must be addressed in the context of shared line access to ensure that U S WEST is not gaining an unfair advantage over CLECs in performing loop or service testing, maintenance, or repair.  For example, U S WEST must not limit, in an anti-competitive manner, CLEC access to loop testing mechanisms.

With respect to the EEL, because it is a combination of network elements familiar to U S WEST, there should not be tremendous difficulties in conducting a test of U S WEST’s provision of this offering. 

Issue 4:  Are there any performance measures that should be added for these Emerging Services or can they be folded into the existing performance measure scheme?  If new ones are proposed, please provide the reasoning for a separate requirement.  Proposed measures should be accompanied by a draft PID describing the measure.

ALTS and the Coalition believe that performance measurements should always be broken out separately by the Emerging Service Group Type where the process can identify the function and associate it with an Emerging Service request.  This level of disaggregation is important so that the state commissions and the industry are able to identify U S WEST performance levels for these new and critically important Emerging Service network elements.  

At a minimum, the definitions that have already been defined for existing performance measurements should apply to Emerging Service measurements. Furthermore, ALTS and the Coalition currently believe that standards for comparison of results should at least as stringent as existing standards.  In other words, those measurements that currently use parity as the standard of comparison should continue to use parity as the standard of comparison for Emerging Service measurements, and those that currently use benchmarks should continue to use benchmarks – e.g., U S WEST’s retail provisioning of ADSL will be the parity standard for provisioning CLEC line sharing.
  In all cases where the existing measurements employ benchmarks, the same level of service or better should be expected for Emerging Services. 

EELs should be treated as another Emerging Service or element within the ROC test plan and performance measures.  At a minimum, sub-metrics for EELs should be established for pre-ordering, ordering, provisioning, maintenance and billing.  Because EELs are a combination of various forms of loops, transport and multiplexing, the provisioning intervals for the EEL should be measured separately for each element of the combined service.  The most common EEL combinations should be defined in the ROC test plan in order to reach an understanding as to what types of EELs need to be tested.


In addition, the performance measurements also should be broken out separately by individual types of dark fiber.  As with other new elements, this level of disaggregation is important so that the ROC and the industry are able to identify the performance levels of the new network elements.  At a minimum, sub-metrics for dark fiber will need to be established for pre-ordering, ordering, provisioning, maintenance and billing.  The same definitions that have already been developed for ROC PID performance measurements should apply also to measuring dark fiber. Because dark fiber may not have an analog, for those measurements in the ROC PID which are generally compared at parity standard, rigorous benchmarks should be established for dark fiber product/service group type.  For those measurements in the ROC PID that use a benchmark, they should continue to use a benchmark. 

Issue 5:  What timing issues are associated with including these services in the test?  For example, is it feasible to incorporate them into entrance/exit criteria, performance measures, test execution scheduling along with the more established services?  Is a cut-off required beyond which no other new services would be added?


It is feasible to incorporate the Emerging Services into the test.  Indeed, given the timeframes for implementation and competitive importance of the FCC’s UNE Remand Order and Line Sharing Order, it would be imprudent not to include these Emerging Services in the test.


For the above described “Emerging Services” there is no question anymore that they are required network elements and services that U S WEST must provide on a nondiscriminatory basis to requesting carriers in order to comply with Section 251 and Section 271.  For these services there is no timing issue that precludes them from being included in the entrance and exit criteria for the ROC OSS test.  As discussed above, a full set of performance measures must be incorporated into the test plan for each of the identified Emerging Services in order to provide an accurate picture of U S WEST’s compliance with its obligation under the Act and ultimately to assist U S WEST in its efforts to apply for Section 271 authority.


Moreover, the nature of the ROC OSS test requires that the test be designed to incorporate all of the elements and services that U S WEST must provide under the Act in order to produce a record of data that will remain valid through the fourteen (14) separate state specific Section 271 applications that U S WEST must make.  The test is indeed only one step in U S WEST’s Section 271 process and is designed to provide a representative picture of U S WEST’s capabilities to perform in the commercial marketplace.  It is the purview of the state commissions to make an independent evaluation of U S WEST’s compliance with Section 271 of the Act, and ultimately the FCC’s decision as to whether to grant any U S WEST application.  This process will undoubtedly take some time and it is in the interest of every party to this project that the test provide a mechanism for folding additional future services into the test in order to ensure that U S WEST may continue to use the ROC OSS test as a basis for proving its capabilities to perform in the commercial marketplace.  It is clearly not in U S WEST’s interests that because of the length of any particular state and federal review of its Section 271 application that the test results are no longer sufficient to prove U S WEST’s performance because they lack data on new requested services.  In addition, CLECs prime interest in working with the ROC and U S WEST in this OSS test process is focused on achieving better results from U S WEST in the marketplace now – an obligation that U S WEST has under Section 251 regardless of whether it ever files any applications for Section 271 authority.  New services that U S WEST is required to provide should be included in the test for that reason alone as the ROC OSS test provides an independent avenue for review of U S West’s performance.


ALTS and the Coalition, therefore, believe that there should be no hard and fast cut-off date, but rather a process where U S WEST and CLECs can submit new services to the ROC OSS Test for inclusion in the testing process.  This provides the maximum flexibility to all participants to ensure that the value of the test is maximized to all participants and the general public interest.  This approach does not in turn harm or delay U S WEST in its Section 271 efforts because individual state commissions in their review of Section 271 applications from    U S WEST can make independent decisions as to whether a new service is eligible for review under the timing of a particular application.

Issue 6:  Please comment on any other issues related to these services in the context of the ROC OSS test.

Set forth below are the preliminary and minimum recommended measures of ALTS and the Coalition to apply to all Emerging Services. All parties should be afforded the opportunity to provide further Comments on these and other measures. The following are the measurements that should be disaggregated for the Emerging Service or new element on a Service Group Type basis, where other UNEs are disaggregated on a Service Group Type basis:

· Ordering

· PO-2. Electronic Flow-Through
· PO-3. LSR Rejection Notice Interval

· PO-4. LSRs Rejected

· PO-5. Firm Order Confirmations (FOCs) On Time

· PO-6. Completion Notices Transmitted by Noon the Next Business Day

· PO-8. Jeopardy Notice Interval

· PO-9. Timely Jeopardy Notices

· Provisioning

· OP-3. Installation Commitments Met

· OP-4. Installation Interval 

· OP-5. New Service Installations without Trouble Reports

· OP-6. Delayed Days

· OP-7. Coordinated “Hot-Cut Interval (Unbundled Loop) and 

· OP-13. Coordinated Cuts on Time (Unbundled Loop)

· OP-15. Pending Orders Delayed for Facility Reasons

· OP-TBD. Held Order Interval Measures

· OP-TBD. Provisioning Trouble Reports

· Maintenance

· MR-3. Out of Service Cleared within 24 Hours

· MR-4. All Troubles Cleared within 48 Hours

· MR-5. All Troubles Cleared within 4 Hours

· MR-6. Mean Time to Restore

· MR-7. Repair Repeat Report Rate

· MR-8. Trouble Rate

· MR-9. Repair Appointments Met

Because Emerging Services do not have distinct processes that allow the separation of data by Service Group Type for the following measurements, Emerging Service orders should be part of the data set for the measure, but need not be uniquely identified.

· Pre ordering

· PO-1. Pre-Order/Order Response Times

· Network Outage Notification

· NI-1. Trunk Blocking

· Billing

· BI-1. Mean Time to Provide Recorded Usage Records

· BI-2. Invoices Delivered within 10 Days

· BI-3. Bill Accuracy- Adjustments for Errors

· BI-4. Billing Completeness, Recurring Charge Completeness, Non-Recurring Charge Completeness

· Database Updates

· DB-1. Time to Update Databases

· DB-2. Accurate Database Updates

· Collocation

· CP-1.  Installation Interval

· CP-2.  Installation Commitments Met

· CP-3.  Feasibility Study Interval

· CP-4.  Feasibility Study Commitments Met

· CP-5.  Quote Interval

· CP-6.  Quote Commitments Met

· Interfaces

· GA-1. Gateway Availability - IMA GUI

· GA-2. Gateway Availability – IMA EDI

· OP-2. Calls Answered within 20 Seconds – Interconnect Provisioning Center

· MR-2. Calls Answered within 20 Seconds – Interconnect Repair Center

ALTS and the Coalition realize that Emerging Services present a learning process for the entire industry.  To that end, we remain – as we have always been – willing to discuss our proposed measures with all parties in a collaborative process.
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� 	See In the Matter of Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket No. 96-98, FCC 99-238, Third Report and Order and Fourth Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking ¶ 174 (“UNE Remand Order”) (rel. Nov. 5, 1999); see also In the Matters of Deployment of Wireline Services Offering Advanced Telecommunications Capability and Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket Nos. 98-147 and 96-98, FCC 99-355, Third Report and Order in CC Docket No. 98-147, Fourth Report and Order in CC Docket No. 96-98 (“Line Sharing Order”) (rel. Dec. 9, 1999)


� 	For purposes of the ROC Third Party Test of U S WEST OSS, the Coalition consists of Electric Lightwave, Inc., Covad Communications Company, New Edge Network, Inc., Rhythms NetConnections Inc., Jato Communications, Allegiance Telecom, Inc., Advanced TelCom Group, Inc., and Shared Communications Services, Inc.


�	In the context of these Comments, “line sharing” performance measures refer specifically to the high frequency spectrum of the loop, not the voice spectrum.  Current performance measures should still apply to POTS (plain old telephone service) lines even when they happen to also be utilized for “line sharing.”  As details are worked out to allow a UNE-P voice provider to line share with another data carrier, the voice portion of the loop should still be compared with the incumbents’ POTS measures and the “line sharing” measures would only apply to the high frequency spectrum being used by the data carrier.








� 	See UNE Remand Order ¶ 424-437; see also Line Sharing Order, Sec. IV.D.4.b.


� 	See, e.g., UNE Remand Order ¶¶ 148, 151, 152.


� 	See Line Sharing Order at Sec. IV.D.4.


� 	Based on recent revelations regarding the manner in which U S WEST calculates its retail MegaBit service interval, the TAG will not be able to address the appropriate parity measures until it completes further discussions with U S WEST regarding the MegaBit service.
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