BEFORE THE PUBLI C SERVI CE COW SSI ON

OF THE STATE OF DELAWARE

IN THE MATTER OF THE | NQUI RY | NTO )

VERI ZON DELAWARE | NC.'S COMPLI ANCE )

W TH THE CONDI TI ONS SET FORTH I N ) PSC DOCKET NO. 02- 001
47 U.S.C. SECTION 271(c) )

(FI LED FEBRUARY 1, 2002) )

ORDER NO. 5983

AND NOW this 25th day of June, 2002, the Conmi ssion having net at its

regularly scheduled neeting on June 18, 2002 to consider the Findings and

Recommendati ons of the Hearing Exani ner Regarding Verizon Delaware Inc.'s

Proposed Performance Assurance Plan and Carrier-to-Carrier Guidelines; now,
therefore, by the unaninmus vote of Chair MRae, Vice Chair Twilley, and

Comm ssioners Puglisi, Conaway, and Lester,

I T | S HEREBY ORDERED:

1. That the Findings and Reconmendati ons of the Hearing Examn ner
Regardi ng Verizon Delaware Inc.'s Proposed Performance Assurance Plan and
Carrier-to-Carrier GQuidelines (the "Recommendations") attached to the
original hereof as Exhibit "A" are hereby adopted in their entirety except
as set forth in paragraph 2.

2. That the nmonetary liability provisions of the Performance
Assurance Plan will becone effective on the earlier of either Novenmber 1,
2002, or the first day of the nonth following the nonth in which Verizon
Del aware Inc. receives approval, under 47 U S . C. § 271, from the Federal
Communi cati ons Conm ssion ("FCC') to provide interLATA services fron

Del awar e. We are persuaded by Staff's position that although Verizon
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Del aware Inc. will need a short time to inplenment the Performance Assurance
Plan, we do not believe that the time at which penalties may be inposed
under the Performance Assurance Plan should be exclusively dependent upon
Verizon Delaware Inc.'s receipt of Section 271(c) approval from the FCC

Non- di scrim natory access and quality service take precedence over when
Veri zon Del aware Inc. receives Section 271(c) approval, especially since it
is Verizon Delaware Inc. that essentially controls when such approval m ght
be received based on the timng of its application.

3. Consistent with the Hearing Exam ner's recommendations (now
adopted) and this Order, Verizon Delaware Inc. shall, within seven days,
make a conpliance filing consisting of final (non-redlined) Delaware
Carrier-to-Carrier Guidelines and a Delaware Performance Assurance Pl an.
Verizon Delaware Inc. should inplenment such Carrier-to-Carrier Guidelines
and Performance Assurance Plan on the inplenmentation schedul e proposed by
Verizon Delaware Inc., on May 23, 2002, and as adjusted by Verizon Del aware
Inc.'s Reply Comrents dated June 13, 2002. Under such schedule, all
Carrier-to-Carrier Cuidelines should be inplenmented by the August 2002 data
nont h. Verizon Delaware Inc. shall provide reports under the Carrier-to-
Carrier Guidelines and Performance Assurance Plan beginning with the August
2002 data nonth. The Performance Assurance Plan reports shall include
potential liability but the actual liability for nonetary paynents shall not
begin until the tine identified in paragraph 2.

4, That the Conmm ssion nmay enter an Opinion in support of this

Order at a later tine.
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5. That the Comm ssion reserves the jurisdiction and authority to

enter such further Orders in this mtter as may be deened necessary or

proper.

BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION:

/s/ Arnetta McRae
Chair

/s/ Joshua M. Twilley
Vice Chair

/s/ Joann T. Conaway
_Commissioner

/s/ Donald J. Puglisi
Commissioner

/s/ Jaymes B. lester

Commissioner
ATTEST:

/s/ Karen J. Nickerson
Secretary
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EXHL BL I "A"

BEFORE THE PUBLI C SERVI CE COVMM SSI ON

OF THE STATE OF DELAVWARE

IN THE MATTER OF THE | NQUI RY | NTO 1))))
VERI ZON DELAWARE | NC.’ S COMPLI ANCE

W TH THE CONDI TI ONS SET FORTH I N

47 U.S.C. § 271(c)

(FI LED FEBRUARY 1, 2002)

PSC DOCKET NO. 02-001

FI NDI NGS AND RECOMVENDATI ONS OF THE HEARI NG EXAM NER REGARDI NG
VERI ZON DELAWARE | NC.’ S PROPOSED PERFORMANCE ASSURANCE PLAN AND

CARRI ER- TO- CARRI ER GUI DELI NES
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DATED. MAY 22, 2002 WLLIAMF. O BRI EN
HEARI NG EXAM NER
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BEFORE THE PUBLI C SERVI CE COMM SSI ON
OF THE STATE OF DELAVWARE

IN THE MATTER OF THE | NQUI RY | NTO )))))

VERI ZON DELAWARE | NC.’ S COVPLI ANCE

W TH THE CONDI TI ONS SET FORTH I N PSC DOCKET NO. 02- 001
47 U.S.C. § 271(c)

(FI LED FEBRUARY 1, 2002)

FI NDI NGS AND RECOMVENDATI ONS OF THE HEARI NG EXAM NER REGARDI NG
VERI ZON DELAWARE | NC.’ S PROPOSED PERFORVANCE ASSURANCE PLAN AND
CARRI ER- TO- CARRI ER GUI DELI NES

Wlliam F. OBrien, duly appointed Hearing Exam ner in this Docket
pursuant to 26 Del. C. 8§ 502 and 29 Del. C. ch. 101, by Comm ssion Order No.
5892, dated February 19, 2002, reports to the Comm ssion as follows:

. APPEARANCES

On behalf of the Applicant, Verizon Delaware Inc. (“Verizon-DE” or the
llCorrpanyll):

JULI A A, CONOVER, ESQUI RE,
and
W LLI AM B. PETERSEN, ESQUI RE, Verizon Del aware |nc.

On behal f of Comm ssion Staff:

GARY A. MYERS, DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL

On behal f of the other Participants:

Di vi sion of the Public Advocate (“DPA"):
G. ARTHUR PADMORE, Public Advocate

AT&T Conmuni cations of Del aware, Inc. ("“AT&T"):

M CHAEL A. MRAE, ESQUI RE

and

ROBERT BARBER, ESQUI RE

and

MARK A. KEFFER, ESQUI RE, AT&T Conmuni cati ons of Del aware, |nc.
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and
SAUL, EW NG, REM CK & SAUL
BY: VENDI E C. STABLER, ESQUI RE

Cabl e Tel evision Association of Maryland, Delaware & the District of
Col umbi a (“CTA"):
JOHN F. CONWELL, ESQUI RE

Caval i er Tel ephone, LLC (“Cavalier”):

ALAN M SHCER, ESQUI RE

and

MARTI N ARI AS, ESQUI RE, Cavalier Tel ephone, LLC

Sprint Comruni cati ons Conpany, LP (“Sprint”):
JENNI FER A. DUANE, ESQUI RE, Sprint Conmuni cati ons Conpany, LP

MCI Wor |l dCom I nc.
MARC J. WLLIAMS, ESQUI RE, MCI WorldCom I nc.

1. BACKGROUND

1. In order to gain interLATA authority to provide |ong distance
service in Delaware, Verizon-DE must satisfy the statutory requirenents of
Section 271(c) of the Tel ecommuni cations Act of 1996. On February 1, 2002,
Verizon-DE filed information with the Delaware Public Service Conmi ssion to
establish conpliance with Section 271 (c). As part of this filing, Verizon-
DE requested that the Conm ssion formally adopt the Carrier-to-Carrier
CGui del i nes Performance Standards and Reports (“C2C CGuidelines”) that it had
voluntarily inplenented. Verizon-DE also requested that the Commi ssion
adopt a proposed Performance Assurance Plan (“PAP”), which would becone
effective when the FCC approves Verizon-DE's Section 271 application.
Parties to the proceeding filed witten testinmony on or about April 8, 2002,
and Verizon-DE filed responsive testinmony on April 18, 2002. After two days
of hearings the parties filed briefs on or about My 10, 2002.

2. In its post-hearing brief, Comm ssion Staff requested that the
Heari ng Exam ner issue separate reports on the C2C Cuidelines, the PAP, and
Section 271(c) conpliance, and that Verizon-DE be ordered to inplenent the

gui delines and PAP immediately. | respectfully submt this initial
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limted-issue report in response to Staff’'s request and for

consi deration by the Commi ssion.

1. SUMVARY OF THE PGSI TI ONS

A CARRI ER- TO- CARRI ER GUI DELI NES

3. Verizon-DE proposes to adopt C2C Guidelines to nmeasure and nonitor
the quality of its wholesale service. As part of its February 2002 filing,
Verizon-DE asked this Conmi ssion to formally adopt the guidelines that it
had voluntarily inplemented on an interim basis and then to replace them
with, on a permanent basis, the guidelines that are eventually adopted by
the Pennsylvania Public Utility Comm ssion.[1] Verizon-DE provided
performance reports for Septenber, October, and Novenber 2001, to show its
performance under the voluntary guidelines. In its filing, Verizon-DE
argued that sonme of the performance measures or netrics that it used were
flawed and that the results wunder these particular netrics were not
reliable.[2] In many cases, the netrics that it clainmed were flawed showed
relatively poor Verizon-DE perfornmance.

4, Comm ssion Staff did not oppose the adoption of the Pennsylvania
gui delines, but did argue that Verizon-DE s one-sided interpretation of the
validity of these netrics was disingenuous.[3] Staff wote: “The sane set
of standards cannot simultaneously provide incontrovertible proof of quality
performnce when nmet, while creating the need for a re-exam nation of the
standard, its level, and even its necessity, when failed. "[4]

5. In its Reply Measurenents Decl aration, Verizon-DE proposed that it
file the current New York guidelines — adapted for Delaware — within 30 days
after the effective date of the PAP adopted by the Commi ssion. Veri zon-DE
proposed these to be adopted on a permanent basis and they would not,
therefore, be subject to change upon a decision of the Pennsylvania
Conmm ssion. [5]

6. Staff, AT&T and the Division of Public Advocate now argue that the

New York netrics should be adopted i mrediately in Del aware. AT&T agrees that

the immediate inplementation of these metrics will *.give the Comm ssion a
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true picture of Verizon-DE's whol esale performance.”[6 The Public
Advocate suggests that Verizon-DE should inplenent the New York nmetrics
within 90 days of the Commi ssion decision. Conm ssion Staff makes severa

points supporting the i medi ate adoption of the New York metrics:

*Adoption of the New York guidelines avoids the problem of
approving the Pennsylvania guidelines which contain sone
“flawed” nmetrics;

-Adoption of the New York guidelines will mean that the Comm ssion
will, in the near future, receive reports with data that nore
accurately reflect Verizon-DE s performance; and

“Pronmpt novenent to the New York Guidelines would elimnate the
i nconsistency in continuing to receive nonthly reports that
denonstrate subst andard performance by Veri zon- DE, whi |l e
Verizon-DE discounts those very results because they suffer
“inaccuracies” caused by the wuse of approved, but “flawed”

metrics.[7

7. In its post-hearing brief, Verizon-DE discussed the proposed New
York Cuidelines in sone detail.[8] The guidelines consist of 36 netrics and
152 submetrics and they neasure performance in the areas (or “domains”) of
pre-ordering, ordering, provi sioning, maintenance and repair, net wor k
performance, billing, operator services and databases, and access to
Verizon-DE pol es, ducts, conduits and ri ghts-of -way.

8. No party to this proceeding has objected to the adoption of the
New York Cuidelines. Rather than waiting for the Comm ssion to consider the
entire Section 271 application, Staff proposes that the New York netrics be
adopted as soon as possible, and specifically recomrends that Verizon-DE be
ordered to inplenent the guidelines within 45 days of a Conm ssion order.
If Verizon-DE encounters difficulty reporting a specific measure, then,
under Staff’'s proposal, Verizon-DE would have an opportunity to show “good
cause” to have the tinme extended for that particular metric.

9. Staff also proposes that the parties to the case be given 30 days
to review the New York Guidelines and to offer suggestions for alterations

“to the current New York standards and netrics to accommpbdate them to
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operations or conditions in Delaware differing from those prevailing
in New York."[9]

B. PERFORMANCE ASSURANCE PLAN

10. Veri zon-DE provided a Performance Assurance Plan (PAP) as an
attachnent to its Measurenents Declaration, which forned part of its
February 1, 2002 filing. This PAP was based on the New York PAP, with
nodi fi cati ons for Del aware, and was proposed as an interim PAP. \Verizon-DE
proposed that once the Pennsylvania Conm ssion adopted a Pennsylvania PAP,
the interim PAP woul d be superseded on a permanent basis by the incentive
pl an adopted in Pennsylvania.[10]

11. The other parties to the proceeding |I|eveled substantial
criticisms at the PAP subnmtted by Verizon-DE. Comm ssion Staff criticized
a nunmber of features, including the total ampunt of noney that Verizon-DE
woul d be at risk of losing under the penalty provisions, an overabundance of
mtigation clauses, and the failure to link the PAP closely enough to
perf or mance. Staff also questioned the propriety of adopting a plan that
had been devel oped to address the circunstances of other states, rather than
t hose of Del aware. The Public Advocate was also critical of the proposed
PAP, arguing that permtting the Pennsylvania PAP to supersede the proposed
interim PAP creates uncertainty in this proceeding and fails to provide a
reasonabl e basis for adopting a Del aware PAP. The Public Advocate also
expressed concern about the total dollars that Verizon-DE's filing would
place at risk, the proposed ranp-up period for flowthrough performance
measures, and several other clauses in the PAP.

12. AT&T asserted that the PAP presented by Verizon-DE constituted a
wat ered-down version of the New York PAP. AT&T suggested that Verizon-DE
i npl ement either the New York PAP currently in effect or the Virginia
col l aborative PAP, which is likely to be adopted in Virginia, Mryland and
Washi ngt on, D.C.

13. In its Reply Measurenents Declaration, Verizon-DE proposed the

adoption of the Virginia PAP, dated April 9, 2002, which had been reached by
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consensus.[11] This Virginia PAP contains a number of significant
nodi fi cations to the New York PAP. Verizon-DE stated that the version of
the Virginia PAP proposed now for adoption would not serve as an interim
proposal, subject to a final Pennsylvania ruling. Rat her, this PAP would
remain in effect, subject to its own annual review process, and any changes
to the New York PAP would be submitted to this Conm ssion within 10 days of
their filing with the New York Public Service Comr ssion for consideration
by the Del aware Conmi ssi on.

14. In their post-hearing briefs, Staff and AT&T expressed support
for the adoption of this Virginia consensus PAP in Del aware. In addition,
the Public Advocate stated that the Virginia PAP presented acceptable
remedi es and that he did not oppose its adoption in Del aware. AT&T urged
the i mmedi ate adopti on of the consensus PAP, and argued agai nst awaiting the
FCC s approval of Verizon-DE s 271 application. AT&T noted that performance
assurance plans were in place in both Pennsylvania and New Jersey before
Veri zon-DE submitted its application for long distance authority. [12]

15. Staff argues that the consensus PAP should be inplenmented

cont enporaneously with the New York Guidelines, stating that:

In Staff’s view, VZ-DE should be prepared to submt to

t he Conm ssion PAP reports on a time frame |linked to

VZ-DE's inplementation of the New York Guidelines.

Under such a scheme, PAP reports would then be

available to the Commission in advance of any FCC

ruling on VZ-DE's interLATA application.[13]
As noted above, to speed inplenentation, Staff recomended that the Hearing
Exami ner issue a bifurcated report, with the initial report recomending
expedi ted approval of the C2C Gui delines and the PAP.
C. RESPONSES TO STAFF’'S PROPOSAL

16. Three parties comented on Staff’'s proposal by letters to the

Heari ng Exam ner dated May 16, 2002: the Public Advocate, Verizon-DE and

AT&T. All three agreed with the concept of bifurcation of the proceedings:

i.e., that it is proper to consider the guidelines and PAP separately from
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the 271(c) process. This bifurcation would permt Conm ssion consideration
of performance guideline and PAP issues prior to consideration of checklist
conpliance i ssues.

17. The Public Advocate agreed with Staff that the New York
gui deli nes should be inplenented i mediately and that there should be a 30-
day comrent period after adoption to suggest alterations to acconmpdate the
metrics to Delaware operations.[14] Wth respect to the PAP, the Public
Advocate agreed that the consensus or stipulated PAP should be adopted
i medi ately, but with two provisos: first, that no alterations be made to
the PAP unless all parties agree; and second, that the penalties be
i npl enented imrediately, rather than commencing only after the FCC s grant
of 271 approval to Verizon-DE. The Public Advocate s specific concern about
PAP changes is that, because the PAP was a matter of conmprom se, alterations
could be made to which the parties to the stipulated PAP would not have
agr eed. Further, the Public Advocate believes that penalties should be in
pl ace inmmedi ately, because Verizon-DE's failure to provide service at the
required levels harms conpetitors in Delaware whether or not Verizon-DE is
yet providing in-region interLATA service in this state.

18. AT&T supported Staff’s proposal to inplenent inmmediately the New
York guidelines and the consensus PAP. AT&T did not agree, however, with
Staff’s proposal “to delink the PAP from the remedies for a period of four
nmont hs. ” AT&T argued that to inplenent the PAP without a nonetary
consequence would renmpove “all incentive for Verizon-DE to provide non-
di scrim natory unbundl ed network el enents as required under the terns of the
Tel econmmuni cations Act.”[15]

19. Finally, Verizon-DE stated that it was in substantial agreenent

with Staff’s proposal, consistent with the follow ng terns:[16]
Verizon-DE agreed to inplenent the April 29, 2002 version of the New

York metrics and is willing to subnmit a redline version by My 24
2002. It will also submt an inplenmentation schedule, noting that
while nost netrics could be inplemented in 30 days, sone will take 60-
90 days.
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Verizon-DE asserted that 7 days is sufficient for parties to review

the New York guidelines. If the 30-day tine period for review is
mai nt ai ned, Verizon-DE asks that inplenmentation not conmence until the
end of this review period. Verizon-DE further notes: “PSC Staff and

Verizon DE are in agreenent on the procedure for inplenmenting future
changes to the Guidelines (PSC Staff Brief at 10).”

Verizon-DE suggested a 45-day inplenentation schedule for the netrics,
but noted that there will be some netrics that may take a full 90 days
to inplenment.

Verizon-DE agreed to the inmediate adoption of a Delaware PAP and
further agreed to report performance under the netrics to the
Comm ssion starting with the initial nonth that it produces reports
under the new Guidelines. However, Verizon-DE did not agree with the

Staff proposal that penalties be assessed after four nonths. On the
contrary, according to Verizon-DE, it should not be required to nmake
paynments under the PAP until it receives 271 authorization from the
FCC.

V. DI SCUSSI ON

20. There is substantial nerit in adopting the New York netrics and
the Virginia PAP at the present time, as proposed by Staff. First, there is
little disagreenent on the relative benefits of either the New York nmetrics

or the Virginia PAP, as conpared to the other alternatives proposed at

various points and by various parties to this proceeding. Second, an
expedited inmplementation schedule will produce performance results under the
metrics and will allow calculation of penalties under the PAP before the FCC

renders its final decision on Section 271 approval for Verizon-DE in
Del aware. As such, the FCC will have nore information on which to evaluate
Verizon-DE's performance under the netrics and to decide whether the PAP
wi Il produce sufficient incentive to Verizon-DE to keep |ocal exchange
mar kets open. I recommend, therefore, that the Conm ssion condition any
favorabl e conclusions concerning Section 271 conpliance upon Verizon-DE' s
i mredi ate acceptance of the agreed-upon New York netrics and Virginia PAP.

21. The parties agree that the Comm ssion should provide a brief tine

file://W:\site\utilityregulation.com\protected\orders\pl %620new%20orders\tel ecom\cleared%20... 4/8/03



period during which the parties can address any instances where the New York
metrics do not sufficiently or accurately reflect uni que Del aware
circunst ances. Various tinme periods have been proposed and there are
differences ampbng the parties regarding how any proposed Del aware changes
shoul d be incorpor at ed.

22. In order to keep the delay in inplenmentation as short as
possible, | recomend that the parties be given until June 7, 2002, to
provi de the Conmm ssion and the other parties with any recomended changes to
the redlined version of the proposed New York netrics, which Verizon-DE has
agreed to submt on May 24, 2002. The parties should then respond to any
proposed changes by June 13, 2002. The Comm ssion can then vote on these
issues at its June 18, 2002 neeting or can send the issues back to the

parties for further filings or other procedures.

23. | agree with Staff that there is a simlar need for conment from
the parties relative to the stipulated PAP. However, because of the fairly
late introduction of the Virginia PAP into these proceedings, | recomend
the same comment and response periods for the PAP as those set forth above
for changes to the netrics.

24, I am not persuaded by the Public Advocate’s argunment that
unanimty should be required before the Commri ssion adopts any proposed
changes to the PAP. The comment period that | have suggested above provides

sufficient time for the parties to negotiate an agreement regarding any

proposed changes. If no consensus arises, however, then the Conm ssion,
with assistance from its consultant, stands ready to resolve the
differences. | also note that, if the Conm ssion finds that sufficient tine

exists, it can send the disputed changes back to the Hearing Exam ner for
reconmendati ons. In any event, just as the Conm ssion would have resol ved

any remaining issues surrounding the underlying PAP and C2C Gui del i nes, had
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the parties not reached consensus, it can do the same with the
di sput ed changes.

25. Wth a June 18, 2002 vote from the Comm ssion, Verizon-DE' s first
mont hly performance report would cover July 2002, followed by nonthly
reports filed thereafter. This schedul e woul d not prejudice Verizon-DE, who
shoul d have al ready commenced preparation for such reporting and who stated
in its May 16, 2002 letter that it could inplement nost netrics within 30
days. In addition, Verizon-DE will have an opportunity to propose an
extended inplenentation schedule, with its My 24, 2002 subm ssion, for
specific metrics that wll take |onger. The parties may coment on the
i npl enentation schedule that Verizon-DE proposes, in accordance with the
response tinme periods recommended above.

26. Regarding the effective date for the PAP penalty provisions, |
agree with Verizon-DE that such penalties should not take effect prior to
Section 271 approval from the FCC After all, the offering of PAPs by
Regi onal Bell Operating Conpanies (“RBOCs”), and the FCC s consideration of
them is solely a function of the Section 271 approval process. For the
first several years under the Tel econmunications Act of 1996 (“Act”), there
was no di scussion of PAPs. Incunbents such as Verizon-DE served CLECs under
Statenents of Generally Accepted Terns (“SGATs”) or interconnection
agreenents. There were no PAP type provisions involved, despite the fact
that SGATs and interconnection agreenents included damage cl auses. Those
damage clauses, which continue in effect for CLECs in Delaware, can be
anended by agreenent or through arbitration but they should not be altered
by PAP penalty provisions, w thout Section 271 approval.

26. According to the FCC, PAPs function as an incentive to the RBOC
to keeps its local exchange services market open after it secures Section
271 approval . In contrast, the FCC has never required or even suggested the

need for PAPs outside the Section 271 context. Should the parties here

file://W:\site\utilityregulation.com\protected\orders\pl %620new%20orders\tel ecom\cleared%20... 4/8/03



consi der the damage provisions in existing interconnection agreenents
i nadequate to address current circunmstances, they may raise those concerns
in the ways contenplated by the Act for the resolution of intercarrier
differences in a wholesale service context. Therefore, | find reasonable
the approach of making PAP paynents effective for services rendered on and
after the grant of FCC approval for Verizon-DE to enter the interLATA,

i nt erexchange mar ket in Del aware.

V.  SUWARY OF RECOVMENDATI ONS

27. In summary, and for the reasons stated above, | recomend that
the Commi ssion direct Verizon-DE to inplenent the consensus Virginia PAP and

the New York Carrier-to-Carrier Guidelines on the follow ng schedul e:

May 24, 2002 Verizon-DE submits redlined version of the April 29,
2002 New York netrics, along with any requests to defer inplenentation of

any specific measures.

June 7, 2002 Parties propose changes to the redlined nmetrics as well as to
the stipul ated PAP.

June 13, 2002 Parties respond to proposed changes.

June 18, 2002 Commi ssion deliberates and votes. Adopted Guidelines and PAP

becone effective inmedi ately. July 2002 data will
formthe basis of the first nmonthly performance report
under the adopted metrics as well as the first PAP
report.

FCC Section 271 PAP penalty provisions beconme effective.
Appr oval

28. | recognize that nmuch of the above tineline takes place before
the June 18, 2002 Commi ssion neeting, which | have recommended as the date
for Conmi ssion deliberation on these issues. Obj ections to the tineline,
therefore, would have to be raised at the June 4, 2002 Conm ssion neeting,

which is the only schedul ed neeti ng between now and June 18th,

file://W:\site\utilityregulation.com\protected\orders\pl %620new%20orders\tel ecom\cleared%20... 4/8/03



Respectfully submtted,

WlliamF. O Brien
WlliamF. O Brien
Seni or Heari ng Exam ner

Dated: My 22, 2002

[1] Verizon-DE Hearing Exh. No. 1. (Measurements Declaration, filed by Julie A
Canny and Marilyn C. DeVito on Behal f of Verizon Del aware Inc., February 1, 2002.)
[2] See Staff Post-hearing Brief, at 4-5.
[3] Staff Hearing Exh. No. 1, at 1-69. (Testinony of Don J. Wod on Behal f of the
Conmi ssion Staff, April 8, 2002.)
[4] 1d. at 18.
[5] Verizon Hearing Exh. No. 2, at 1-18. (Reply Measurenents Declaration on Behal f
of Verizon Delaware, Inc., Declarants: Julie A Canny and Marilyn C. DeVito, Apri
17, 2002.)
[ 6] AT&T Post-hearing Brief, at 51
[7] Staff Post-hearing Brief, at 7.
[8] Verizon-DE Post-hearing Brief, at 56.
[9] Staff Post-hearing Brief, at 9.
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11] Verizon Hearing Exh. No. 2, at 11. (Reply Measurenments Declaration.)

12] AT&T Post-hearing Brief, at 46.
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