





September 1, 2005

VIA UPS OVERNIGHT DELIVERY

James J. McNulty, Secretary

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 

Commonwealth Keystone Building

400 North Street

Harrisburg, Pa.  17120

Re:  
May 27, 2005 Proposed Revisions to the “Performance Assurance Plan 

             Verizon  Pennsylvania Inc.,” Docket No. M-00011468F0007

Dear Mr. McNulty:

I am writing to supplement Verizon Pennsylvania Inc.’s (“Verizon PA’s”) comments with regard to the May 27, 2005 draft revisions to the “Performance Assurance Plan Verizon Pennsylvania Inc.” (“PA PAP”).

Verizon PA remains of the view that the Commission at this time should not undertake a comprehensive review of the PA PAP as urged by some CLECs.  As Verizon PA noted in its reply comments, the New York Public Service Commission presently is conducting a comprehensive review of the “Performance Assurance Plan Verizon New York Inc.” (“NY PAP”).  Pursuant to the Commission’s PMO II Order, the results of the New York PSC’s comprehensive review of the NY PAP will be submitted to the Commission for its consideration.
  Therefore, there is no need for the Commission at this time to undertake a comprehensive review of the PA PAP.
Verizon PA, though, does not object to the Commission delaying consideration of the May 27, 2005 PA PAP revisions until the New York PSC’s pending comprehensive NY PAP review is completed and this Commission has an opportunity to review the changes to the NY PAP resulting from that review.  The May 27, 2005 PA PAP revisions incorporate into the PA PAP revisions to the NY PAP adopted by the New York PSC on March 17, 2005.
  In the past, Verizon PA usually has supported adoption for Pennsylvania of New York “Carrier-to-Carrier Guidelines Performance Standards and Reports” (“NY Guidelines”) revisions and NY PAP revisions.  The Pennsylvania “Carrier-to-Carrier Guidelines Performance Standards and Reports” (“PA Guidelines”) and PA PAP are based on the NY Guidelines and NY PAP,
 and it has been the Commission’s past practice to incorporate NY Guidelines and NY PAP revisions into the PA Guidelines and PA PAP.
  The NY Guidelines and NY PAP provide a good model for Guidelines and a PAP for Pennsylvania because the NY Guidelines and NY PAP are the product of extensive regulatory review in New York.  Having common Guidelines and a common PAP in the Verizon jurisdictions based on the NY Guidelines and NY PAP can greatly reduce the burden of regulatory litigation, by allowing CLECs and Verizon to address Guidelines and PAP related issues a single time (in New York), rather than compelling them to contest these issues over-and-over, jurisdiction-by-jurisdiction.  Uniformity of the Guidelines and PAP reduces the cost and administrative burden for Verizon to implement them, and for CLECs to review measured performance data.    

However, in the present case, Verizon PA does not object to the Commission delaying consideration of the May 27, 2005 PA PAP revisions until the New York PSC’s pending comprehensive NY PAP review is completed and this Commission has an opportunity to review the changes to the NY PAP resulting from that review.  The pending comprehensive NY PAP review will include a review of the Hot Cut related metrics that are contained in the NY PAP.  This will allow for reconsideration of the March 17, 2005 NY PAP revisions that are incorporated into the PA PAP by the May 27, 2005 PA PAP revisions.  Indeed, in the pending comprehensive NY PAP review, Verizon NY itself has proposed the deletion of the newly adopted Batch Hot Cut metrics and the newly adopted Metric PR-9-08, “% Average Duration of Hot Cut Installation Troubles,” from the NY PAP.

Under Verizon’s proposed implementation schedule for the May 27, 2005 PA PAP revisions, the earliest date at which these revisions could be implemented would be the February 2006 data month.  If a Commission order adopting the May 27, 2005 PA PAP revisions was not issued until after November 1, 2005, implementation of these revisions would be delayed until at least the second calendar quarter of 2006.  

Since the New York PSC’s pending comprehensive review of the NY PAP may result in changes to the March 17, 2005 NY PAP revisions that are incorporated into the PA PAP by the May 27, 2005 PA PAP revisions, and the New York PSC’s review may be completed before (or not long after) the May 27, 2005 PA PAP revisions could be implemented, the Commission reasonably may conclude that it would be better not to consider adoption of the May 27, 2005 PA PAP revisions at this time and instead wait for the more complete set of revisions that can be expected from the pending comprehensive NY PAP review.  Delaying consideration of the May 27, 2005 PA PAP revisions would avoid the need for the Commission to resolve a dispute as to whether a set of potentially short-lived metric revisions should be adopted for Pennsylvania.  Not implementing metrics revisions that soon may be changed will avoid duplicative work for Verizon and avoid wasting the scarce Verizon Information Technology resources that are needed to serve Verizon customers.
Verizon PA’s May 27, 2005 submission also included some non-NY PAP revisions to the PA PAP.  These revisions address issues raised in the Commission’s pending audit of Verizon PA’s implementation of the PA PAP, streamline the procedure for Verizon PA to submit to the Commission NY PAP-based changes to the PA PAP, and delete as obsolete two footnotes related to the implementation of the PA PAP in 2003.  However, since the New York PSC’s pending comprehensive NY PAP review may produce changes to the PAP that will result in changes to, or obviate the need for, the May 27, 2005 non-NY PAP revisions, Verizon PA does not object to postponing consideration of these revisions until the New York PSC’s pending comprehensive NY PAP review is completed and the results of that review are presented to the Commission for its consideration. 
Accordingly, the Commission should reject the proposal made by some CLECs for a comprehensive reevaluation of the PA PAP at this time.  However, Verizon PA does not object to the Commission delaying consideration of the May 27, 2005 PA PAP revisions until the New York PSC’s pending comprehensive NY PAP review is completed and the results of that review are presented to the Commission for its consideration. 

If you have any questions about this matter, please call me.






Very truly yours,


Daniel E. Monagle

DEM/slb


Via UPS Overnight Delivery
cc:
Louise Fink Smith


Joseph Witmer


Cheryl Walker Davis

Verdina Showell

Dale Kirkwood


Via Electronic Mail

cc:
Pennsylvania Carrier Working Group






� Performance Measures Remedies, Final Opinion and Order On Performance Measures and Remedies For Wholesale Performance for Verizon Pennsylvania Inc. (PMO II), M�00011468, at 87 and 97-98 (12/10/02).


�  	Petition filed by Bell Atlantic-New York for Approval of a Performance Assurance Plan and Change Control Assurance Plan, filed in C 97-C-0271, New York PSC Case 99-C-0949, Proceeding on Motion of the Commission to Examine the Process and Related Costs of Performing Loop Migrations on a More Streamlined (e.g., Bulk) Basis, NY PSC Case 02-C-1425, Order Establishing Modifications to the Performance Assurance Plan and Change Control Assurance Plan for Hot Cut Measurements and Standards (3/17/05).


� Performance Measures Remedies, Final Opinion and Order On Performance Measures and Remedies For Wholesale Performance for Verizon Pennsylvania Inc. (PMO II), M�00011468, pp. 19, 45-46 and 92-93 (12/10/02).


� 	See, for instance, with regard to the PA Guidelines, Performance Metrics and Remedies, Order, M�00011468 (4/17/03); Performance Metrics and Remedies—2004 Updates, Order, M�00011468 (7/27/04); Performance Metrics and Remedies—First Quarter 2005 Updates, Order, M�00011468 (12/21/04); Performance Metrics and Remedies—2005 Hot Cut Updates, Order, M-00011468 (6/2/05).  See, for instance, with regard to the PA PAP, Performance Metrics and Remedies, Order, Docket No. M-00011468 (4/17/03).


� Case 99-C-0949—Performance Assurance Plan—Annual Review, Verizon Comments, p. 4 (6/6/05).
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