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SERVICE IMPROVEMENT PLAN STATUS  

PROVISIONING 

1. Wisconsin Bell achieved parity for PM 27-05 (Mean Installation Interval - UNE-P - Res - FW) in both June and July (in June, 2.87 days for CLECs vs.2.58 days; in July, 2.59 days for CLECs vs. 2.48 days for Wisconsin Bell’s retail operations).

2. While the BOC applicants have not been able to achieve parity consistently for PM 28-04 (Percent Installations Completed within the Customer Requested Due Date POTS - Bus - NFW) in the four BOC applicant states and for PM 28-08 (Percent Installations Completed within the Customer Requested Due Date UNE-P - Bus - NFW) in Illinois and Wisconsin, the circumstances for the shortcomings were explained in my earlier affidavit.
  SBC Midwest continues to work with the Local Service Center (“LSC”) and to take other steps to mitigate, if not eliminate, the LSC’s acceptance of invalid customer-requested due dates on certain complex orders and its inability to consistently deliver the applicable service order to Network prior to the due date.  As reflected in the table below, however, each of the BOC applicants
 provided very strong performance for both measurements in July, ranging from a low of 95.65% to a high of 98.70%.
  

	PM 28-04

	 
	March
	April
	May
	June
	July

	IL
	88.82%
	94.15%
	94.97%
	96.23%
	96.01%

	IN
	96.54%
	97.09%
	92.86%
	95.95%
	98.70%

	MI
	94.73%
	91.74%
	90.81%
	92.18%
	94.55%

	OH
	95.52%
	95.22%
	92.73%
	86.18%
	95.80%

	WI
	98.51%
	96.15%
	92.17%
	92.77%
	95.65%

	
	
	
	
	
	

	PM 28-08

	 
	March
	April
	May
	June
	July

	IL
	95.15%
	95.67%
	95.36%
	96.31%
	97.76%

	IN
	96.89%
	97.71%
	95.82%
	97.79%
	98.38%

	MI
	97.72%
	97.52%
	97.16%
	96.83%
	98.51%

	OH
	96.08%
	96.77%
	94.86%
	96.00%
	98.16%

	WI
	94.36%
	96.43%
	95.23%
	96.75%
	98.65%


3. Illinois Bell met the benchmark in two of the five months reported for PM 28-02 (Percent Installations Completed Within the Customer Requested Due Date – POTS  - Bus - NFW ).  Nonetheless, performance remains high, with results ranging from 94.14% to 98.05%.  The reasons for the inability to meet the benchmark are the same as those explained in my initial affidavit.
  Network continues to work with the LSC to ensure prompt delivery of the service order to Network.   
4. Illinois Bell failed to achieve parity in the four months preceding July for PM 28-07 (Percent Installations Completed Within the Customer Requested Due Date - UNE-P - Bus - FW ) and PM 29-07 (Percent SBC/Ameritech Caused Missed Due Dates - UNE-P - Bus - FW), but the principal factors contributing to this performance were likewise discussed in my earlier affidavit.
   With the completion of additional training, Illinois Bell achieved better results and parity for July 2003 for both PM 28-07 (97.5% for CLECs vs. 97.72% for Illinois Bell’s retail operations) and PM 29-07 (2.15% for CLECs vs. 2.05% for Illinois Bell’s retail operations).  
5. Illinois Bell achieved parity for PM 43-04 (Average Installation Interval – Design - Resold Specials - VGPL) in only two of the last five months concluding with July.  This measurement was also discussed in my earlier affidavit.
  Notably, wholesale performance in June improved to just 0.75 days short of retail performance (6.50 days for CLECs vs. 5.75 days for Illinois Bell’s retail operations) and wholesale performance in July both improved and met parity (6.04 days for CLECs vs. 8.95 days for Illinois Bell’s retail operations).
6. Wisconsin Bell achieved parity for PM 55-12 (Average Installation Interval - DSL Loops Requiring No Conditioning-Line Sharing) in both June and July (in June: 2.94 days for CLECs vs. 2.97 days for Wisconsin Bell’s data affiliate; in July, 2.89 days for CLECs vs. 2.96 days for Wisconsin Bell’s data affiliate).

7. Illinois Bell, Indiana Bell and Wisconsin Bell have been unable to reach the performance standard (a three-day benchmark in Indiana and Wisconsin, parity in Illinois) for PM 55-03 (Average Installation Interval – UNE – DS1 loops (includes PRI)), for the same facilities-related reasons as those I earlier explained.
  Unfortunately, Illinois Bell and Wisconsin Bell had more occasions where the service orders had extended intervals that pulled results out of parity.   

8. In the four months preceding July, Illinois Bell and Wisconsin Bell met the 95% benchmark for PM 56-03 (% Installs Completed w/in Customer Requested Due Date - UNE-DS1 Loop (includes PRI)-3 Days) and the parity standard for PM 58-08 (% Installs Missed Due Dates - UNE-DS1 Loop (includes PRI).  However, July results for PM 56-03 fell to 81.58% (in Illinois) and 92.81% (in Wisconsin).  July results for PM 58-08 likewise slipped (in Illinois, 11.49% for CLECs vs. 4.67% for Illinois Bell’s retail operations; in Wisconsin, 4.47% for CLECs vs. 0.85% for Wisconsin Bell’s retail operations).  Analysis shows that the July shortfalls for both measurements in Illinois and Wisconsin were related to a failure to timely deliver the loop by the outside technician work force.  This was due to high maintenance volumes in July which affected provisioning work allocation, because emphasis was placed on first restoring service to out of service customers.  In addition, Illinois Bell encountered several multi-item orders and has identified that notification to the work force of multiple circuits on an order needs to be reinforced (normally the DS1 loops are order one item per service orders), which Illinois Bell is undertaking.  Of the 41 circuits missed, there were 14 circuits that were multi-item service orders.  While review of these orders showed one order with 3 of the 4 circuits coded as misses, in reality they were turned up on time.  Of all 41 misses, 12 were completed on the next day.  Were it not for these 15 instances, Illinois Bell’s performance results would have improved (for PM 56-04, 88.1%; for PM 58-08, 6.6%).  
9. Wisconsin Bell's shortfall was due to high and consistent maintenance volumes throughout July which impeded completion of critical dates due to late requests for testing on due date orders.  Technicians were not as readily available to cover the afternoon/evening requests and commitments were missed on provisioning while emphasizing prompt restoral of service to out of service customers.  Of the 11 Wisconsin orders missed, 9 were completed the following day; had they been completed on the due date, Wisconsin Bell results would have improved (for PM 56-04, 98.69%; for PM 58-08, 0.00%), allowing Wisconsin Bell to meet the benchmark for both measures.   
10. Indiana Bell was able to meet the 95% benchmark for PM 56-03 (% Installs Completed w/in Customer Requested Due Date - UNE-DS1 Loop (includes PRI)-3 Days) in only March and April, despite high performance in the remaining three months (May: 92.11%; June: 94.12%; July: 94.52%).  Had Indiana Bell met just one more customer requested due date each month, the resulting performance results would have met the benchmark.
PROVISIONING QUALITY

11. Although Illinois Bell achieved parity in just two of the last five months for PM 59-03 (Percent Installation Trouble Reports w/in 30 Days (I-30) of Installation - UNE - DSL Loops - Line Sharing), the I-30 rate still remains well under 3%.
  Illinois Bell continues to review each I-30 trouble reported so as to determine the cause and what could have prevented the report.  The front line management team continues to provide coaching opportunities and additional training when appropriate.  Performance over the last three months (ranging from 1.69% to 2.13%) has improved from previous levels, and achieved parity in July (1.95% for CLECs vs. 1.63 for Illinois Bell’s affiliate).
MAINTENANCE
12.  Performance has been short of parity in at least two of the last five months for PM 37-01 (Trouble Report Rate - POTS - Res) in Illinois, PM 37-04 (Trouble Report Rate - UNE-P - Bus) in Illinois, Ohio and Indiana, PM 54-06 (Failure Frequency - Design - Resold Specials - ISDN PRI) in Illinois, PM 65-06 (Trouble Report Rate UNE - BRI Loop With Test Access) in Illinois, and PM 65-08 (Trouble Report Rate UNE - DS1 Loop With Test Access) in Illinois and Ohio.  Factors contributing to the statistical disparities were discussed in my earlier affidavit.
  It is particularly instructive that the discrete disaggregations of the same measures, which exclude I cases and repeated reports (PM 37.1, 54.1 and 65.1), are remedied, not those for which the above-noted shortfalls occurred.  Performances for these submeasures typically meet parity, and the few exceptions are explained later.

13. Wisconsin Bell was able to reach parity for the last twelve months for the vast majority of the disaggregations for PM 39, (Receipt To Clear Duration).  One exception was PM 39-06 (Receipt To Clear Duration - POTS/Bus/FW) in July 2003.  Upon review of the detailed data for July, one trouble report was found to have a duration of 391.58 hours.  The trouble report was received on June 20, but the dispatched Wisconsin Bell field technician was unable to gain access that day to the customer’s premise to isolate the problem.  The CLEC did not call back to arrange access, and the trouble report should have been closed with a total duration of 3.43 hours.  However, the report did not receive the appropriate date/time stamp at time of closure by an employee with the Wisconsin Bell Maintenance Center (“MC”), which resulted in the inflated receipt-to-clear duration.  Had the correct date/time stamp been used, the actual duration interval for all CLECs for PM 39-06 for July in Wisconsin would have been 9.91 hours (compared to the retail result of 12.70 hours).  The MC employee responsible for the processing error has been coached appropriately.

14. Indiana Bell was able to reach parity for the last twelve months for the vast majority of the PM 41 (Percent Repeat Reports) disaggregations.  One exception was PM 41-04 (Percent Repeat Reports - UNE-P Business) in July (although it should be noted that results for this disaggregation achieved parity in each of the eleven months prior to July 2003).  Upon review of the July data, one CLEC was found to have generated 31 repeat reports on a single cause of trouble.  Investigation reveals that 30 of these were incorrectly processed upon closure and actually should have been identified as subsequent reports. (A subsequent report is one that is received while an existing repair report is open.  CLECs sometimes do this to learn the status of an open trouble report).

15. The trouble found on the original report was a cable failure that affected both retail and wholesale lines.  In the case of a cable failure, an associated individual report will not be officially closed until there is a close out of all of the lead reports associated with the failure.  In this case of trouble, the original report came in on July 21, and service associated with this outage was restored the next day; however, this end user’s ticket was not closed out until July 23.  In the time frame between service restoral and report closure, the CLEC submitted several subsequent reports to request status.

16. Normally, these subsequent reports are excluded from PM 41 results.  However, due to incorrect processing, the 30 reports for this customer were counted as repeat reports, and they caused PM 41-04 to be out of parity for July.  Had these subsequent reports been correctly processed (and therefore closed), the results for CLECs in Indiana for July would have been 6.49%, which is well below the retail result of 10.16%. Therefore, this out of parity condition was a result of a processing error on the part of a Maintenance Administrator (who has been coached on correct performance) and not a lack of performance as described in the business rule for PM 41.  

17. Both Illinois Bell and Ohio Bell failed to meet parity for PM 54-02 (Failure Frequency - Design - Resold Specials - DS1) and PM 54.1-02 (Failure Frequency - Design - Resold Specials - DS1) for at least three of the five months ending in July.  While the corrective action referred to in my earlier affidavit was implemented,
 analysis shows that approximately 40% of the troubles were related to facility issues for Illinois Bell and Ohio Bell (such troubles are not always the fault of a technician and can be caused by other factors, such as inclement weather).  The coding and proper reporting of trouble reports are important to both Illinois Bell and Ohio Bell to identify areas that require improvement or upgrades to the local network (e.g., cable replacements, reinforcement of electronics, etc.).
18. Despite failure frequency rates averaging at or under 1.0 per 100 cases, Illinois Bell failed to meet parity for PM 54-04 (Failure Frequency - Design - Resold Specials - VGPL) in four of the last five months ending July 2003. The corrective action to assist in reducing the percentage of troubles related to Test OK (“TOK”), as explained my initial affidavit,
 has been reviewed with the Maintenance Control Center (“MCC”); however, the performance results continue to suggest that these troubles remain included.  The MCC is investigating these instances and is providing coaching to the technicians that fail to follow prescribed procedures.  
LNP

19. Illinois Bell continues to miss the aggressive 96.5% benchmark for PM 92-01 (Percent of Time the Old Service Provider Releases the Subscription Prior to the Expiration of the Second 9-Hour (T2) Timer), but performance over the last three months from May through July has improved considerably (ranging from 92.84% to 94.72%).  As acknowledged in my initial affidavit,
 Illinois Bell has not had the opportunity to take advantage of the CLEC/NPAC caused exclusions.  Initially, it was anticipated that the correction to the database would be available with July results; however, after further investigation it was learned that additional efforts would be required to properly identify CLEC caused misses.  In addition, the network AIN SS7 Operation Center (“ASOC”) organization is working closely with the industry markets (“IM”) service order provisioning group to identify any process gaps that would assist in improving current performance levels. A real time support tool is currently scheduled for deployment in September 2003, which will allow the ASOC/IM organizations to better manage the real time service order fallout of CLEC caused errors.
20. Wisconsin Bell’s performance for PM 92-01 (Percent of Time the Old Service Provider Releases the Subscription Prior to the Expiration of the Second 9-Hour (T2) Timer) slipped in July to 81.40%.  Analysis shows that the reason for the shortfall is related to the proper identification of CLEC caused misses (discussed above).  Had these instances been excluded from the results, Wisconsin Bell’s performance would have improved to 84%.  

21. Indiana Bell failed to attain parity in July for PM 97-01 (Percentage of Time SBC/Ameritech Applies the 10-digit Trigger Prior to the LNP Order Due Date - LNP Only).  Preliminary analysis indicates that the shortfall is attributable to one CLEC’s major project porting out over 600 telephone numbers (“TNs”).  The service orders for these 600 TN requests had fallen out for manually handling through the Recent Change Memory Administration Center (“RCMAC”).  However, they should have been sent to Ameritech ISDN Provisioning Center (“AIPC”) to create the translations in the MARCH system.  The RCMAC technician attempted several times to move them to AIPC on “due date minus one day” (known as “dd-1”) but was not successful.  Unfortunately, the orders were not moved to that group until the next day (i.e., on the due date), and were processed accurately at that time.  Two key items caused these misses to happen: the system routed the service orders to RCMAC and the RCMAC technician had not been successful in moving them to the right group.  Indiana Bell is conducting further investigation to determine why the service orders fell out to the RCMAC.  Absent these circumstances, all but 12 of the 1521 TNs captured by PM 97-01 would have been regarded as timely and results would have approximated 99.3%, in line with the level of performance for PM 97-01 for the year. 

OTHER

22. The BOC applicants have been unable to meet the 3% benchmark during for PM C WI 5-01 (Percentage of Protectors Not Moved after Technician Visit (Issue O)).   However, this measure merely records the number of times in which a CLEC has requested a move/installation of a network interface device (“NID”) when a BOC applicant technician had previously been on a field visit (service order or trouble report) within the last thirty days.  

23. It is quite possible that the BOC applicant technician was at a previous field visit trouble report within the last thirty days but a visit to the premise was not required nor was there a need to move or place a NID, i.e., trouble reports related to cable cuts.  The measure would record this as adverse performance even though the technician was not required or expected to move the customer’s NID.  In addition, the BOC applicants have found that in some instances, the BOC technician had inappropriately coded the trouble to a disposition code identifying the placement of a NID.  Each failure to place a NID on the initial visit is reviewed by management and coaching is then given to the technician in appropriate cases.  Additionally, in July, the BOC applicants’ staff completed updates to the methods and procedures documentation and the front line teams have reinforced the responsibility to follow these guidelines which, in turn, should help to improve performance results.  Awareness review has helped the BOC applicants to generally improve their performance.

� Muhs Initial Affidavit, ¶¶ 15-16.


� Muhs Initial Affidavit, ¶¶ 17-19.


� Both Indiana Bell and Ohio Bell achieved parity for PM 28-04 in July; each of the BOC applicants achieved parity for PM 28-08 in July.


� In June (the only month among the last two in which performance (of 86.18%) was below these high levels, the customer-requested due date for six service orders for the same CLEC was shorter than the offered interval for the product requested, and the LSC did not accept the CLEC’s requested dates. The LSC then placed the appropriate due dates (the standard offered interval), which Ohio Bell met.


� Muhs Initial Affidavit, ¶¶ 17-19.


� Muhs Initial Affidavit, ¶ 20.


� Muhs Initial Affidavit, ¶ 21.


� Muhs Initial Affidavit, ¶ 24.


� Muhs Initial Affidavit, ¶ 23.  In these cases, performance is likewise measured against the appropriate FMOD performance measures, including CLEC WI 1 and CLEC WI 11 (as well as PM 55).  The results for these measures, where sufficient data are available, reflect no problematic issues.  Moreover, results for the missed due date measure, PM 58-08 (Percent SBC Ameritech Caused Missed Due Dates - DS1 Loops With Test Access), a measure which is at least as instructive as the average-interval-based PM 55-03, if not more so, reflect that each of the BOC applicants achieved parity in at least four of the last five months concluding in July.


� Muhs Initial Affidavit, ¶ 26.


� Muhs Initial Affidavit, ¶¶ 30-31.


� Muhs Initial Affidavit, ¶ 35.


� Muhs Initial Affidavit, ¶ 36.


� Muhs Initial Affidavit, ¶¶ 38-39.
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