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ALEC COALITION’S COMMENTS CONCERNING PROPOSED - 

CEIANGES TO BELLSOUTH’S PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT PLAN 

The ALEC Coalition, consisting of AT&T Communications of the Southern States, LLC 

(ATkT), WorldCom, Inc. (WorldCom), Z-Tel Communications, Inc. (2-Tel), DIECA 

Communications Company d/b/a Covad Communications Company (Covad), New South 

Communications Corp. (New South), and Mpower Communications Corp. (Mpower), hereby 

submits its comments concerning the changes it is proposing to BellSouth’s performance 

measurement plan. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The Commission’s six-month review of BellSouth’s performance measurement plan 

provides an important opportunity to gauge the effectiveness of BellSouth’s existing measures, 

assess other measures that should be included in the SQM, and determine whether the current 

remedy structure is effective in driving BellSouth’s performance to the required standards. The 

ALEC Coalition will address each of these broad areas, focusing first on the vital issue of 

developing remedies that are based on the severity of the poor pedorxnance in question. In the 

final analysis, a performance measurement plan means little if the remedy structure does not 

provide adequate incentives to improve performance where problems are detected. Perhaps the 

greatest flaw in the current plan is that the same remedies are provided for egregious 



performance as for performance that narrowly misses the established standard. This problem 

must be corrected for the plan to work effectively. 

M e r  addressing the severity issue, the ALEC Coalition will outline a number of other 

SEEM problems: additional metrics that should be included in the SEEM plan; metrics that 

currently are included in SEEM only for Tier 11 that also should be included for Tier I; the need 

for an independent SEEM audit; the lack of usability of SEEM reports; and the inadequacy of the 

remedies and remedy assessment methodology for the change management metrics, some of 

which were recently ordered by the Commission. Next, the ALEC Coalition will turn to SQM 

issues, including the changes that should be made to the existing metrics and the measures that 

should be added to the SQM. Finally, ALECs raise some general issues, including the need for 

additional raw data, more timely data reconciliation, and a stricter policy concerning the 

regosting of SQM reports. 

13[. RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO SEEM PLAN 

A. 

During the hearing on BellSouth’s “Performance Assessment Plan,” both BellSouth and 

the ALEC community proposed plan elements under which the amount of a penalty would 

A Severity Component Should Be Added to SEEM 

increase with an increase in disparity between BellSouth’s performance and the applicable 

measure or benchmark. In other words, in their respective plans BellSouth and the ALECs 

recognized an obvious and fimdamental proposition: The more severe the discrimination, the 

hgher the corresponding penalty should be. 

Citing concerns over the methodologies that were offered to implement this concept at 

the time, the Commission declined to prescribe a plan containing a “severity feature.” In the 

plan that the Commission initially approved, Tier T paynients vary as a hnction of the duration 
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of a violation, but the degree of severiigr has no impact at all on the calculation of the penalty that 

is associated with the violation. (Order No. PSC-0 1- 3 8 1 g-FOF-TP, issued September 10, 200 1 

and Order No. PSC-O1-2449-FOF-TP7 issued December 14, 2001). As the ALEC Coalition will 

explain below, the absence of any relationship between the severity of a violation and the penalty 

that BellSouth must pay for that violation constitutes a fatal flaw in the plan. 

The objective of a performance assessment plan is to motivate BellSouth to provide non- 

discriminatory service to ALECs. During the hearing in this docket, 2-Tel witness Dr. George 

Ford explained that an LEC makes a decision to discriminate against its competitors. 

BellSouth’s own witness, Dr. Taylor, used the metaphor of a “discrimometer” to describe the 

concept of varying degrees of discrimination. (He also used it to illustrate the manner in whch a 

given level of discrimination is amplified or exacerbated as the number of ALEC transactions 

increases). Dr. Taylor expressed the view that a penalty should offset the gain to BellSouth that 

would be associated with a given level of discrimination. Using the concept of a 

“discrimometer,” one can envision degrees of discrimination that are affected in one direction by 

an ILEC’s desire and incentive to disadvantage competitors, and in the opposing direction by the 

gain and the disciplining effect of penalty payments. However, under the current plan, the 

disciplining eEect of increasing penalties is entirely absent, and the penalties that fall out of the 

calculation methodology in the absence of a “severity component” are wholly inadequate to 

present an opposing force to the incentive to discriminate. 

The point can be illustrated with one of many possible examples that can be found in the 

current plan. In the event of a violation, unbundled element provisioning measures prescribe a 

flat payment of $4,750. If BellSouth narrowly misses the target by 1% of the quality standard, 

the resufting penalty it must pay for this act of discrimination is $4,750. Now assume BellSouth 
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misses the same target, not by a narrow margin, but by a ridiculously gross 300% of the quality 

standard. This greater disparity of service in provisioning customers obviously would have a far 

more disruptive impact on the ALEC’s ability to compete with BellSouth on equal terms than 

would a nominal 1% violation; yet, under the current plan, the penalty that BellSouth would pay 

for a horrendous level of discrimination -- even if its impact on the ALEC is ruinous -- would be 

the same $4,750 that would be applicable to a slight miss. The amount of the penalty should be 

adequate to neutralize the financial gain that B ellSouth would achieve through discrimination. 

Because the penalties do not increase with increased severity, the penalties due under the plan 

are a pittance in relation to the damage that severe violations can create. If anything, by 

specifying maximum penalties that are inadequate to deter behavior, the plan perversely provides 

an incentive to discriminate more severely. Unless and until the current plan is mended to 

include “severity” as a criterion that influences the size of the penalty imposed for discrimination 

(as detected by comparing BellSouth’s performance to the approved measures and benchmarks), 

the plan will be an abject failure. The Conmission ’s highest priority during the first six-month 

review of the plan must be to incoupurate a “severity component” in fhe penalty calculation. 

In the notice of the informal meeting to discuss proposed changes to the plan, now 

scheduled for September 25, 2002, Staff appears to recognize the importance of amending the 

plan to encompass “severity.” The notice states: 

The determination of whether st measure has failed or not appears to be well 
grounded; however, the current remedy plan does not address the severity of a 
failure . . . we believe it is essential to incorporate the severity of a failure into the 
remedy plan. 

While Staff indicated it would be open to other approaches, it invited comments on an 

approach that would employ a 50% confidence level to achieve a “statisticaily neutral” result, 

and would assess penalties on transactions estimated to be beyond the confidence level. Staff 
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also expressed interest in using ratios of ALEC and ILEC means, proportions or rates to measure 

the extent of disparity, and in modifying the remedy plan to incorporate the extent of disparity. 

In these comments, the ALEC Coalition proposes to amend the plan with a “severity 

component” that is based on the concepts outlined by Staff. The specific proposal is contained in 

a document prepared by Dr. Ford entitled “Response to Staff Request for a Severity Component 

to the BellSouth Pe~ormance Plan.” The document is attached as Exhibit 1 to these. Comments, 

and is incorporated by reference. Dr. Ford’s proposal is supported and sponsored by all parties 

in the ALEC Coalition. 

The methodology attached as Exhibit I approaches the creation of a “severity 

component” in two steps: (a) the disparity level and (b) the payment function. 

The disparity level measures the extent of the difference between the level of service that 

BellSouth provides to ALECs and the level of service that BellSouth provides to itself. For the 

standard against which to measure service received by ALECs, Dr, Ford proposes to use the 50% 

confidence level as suggested by Staff, This choice of significance level is important, as it 

removes from the methodology any consideration of the “statistical decision rule” that troubled 

Staff at the time it formulated its original recommendation; disparity is measured simply as the 

difference between the average service quality levels of BellSouth and the KEC(s). 

To measure the exteni of disparity, Dr. Ford proposes to employ the ratios of ALEC and 

BellSouth means. This choice is consistent with the “Hybrid Performance Assurance Plan for 

the Multi-State Workshop,” to which Staff alluded in the notice of the September 25 meeting. 

Dr. Ford, who authored the hybrid plan, has applied the concept of the ratio of means to develop 

and tailor formulas specific to measures based on integrals, percentages, and benchmarks. In Dr. 

Ford’s proposed methodology, the concept of disparity is consistent across the measure types; 
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that is, throughout the universe of measures a disparity level of2.00 indicates the ALEC service 

quality is twice as bad as the BellSouth service quality. 

The second step, labeled the “Payment Function,” incorporates the Disparity Level into a 

formula that quantifies penalties. A penalty will fall within a range defined by maximum and 

minimum values (generally defined). Dr. Ford adjusts the current penalty amounts to construct 

the minimum values of the range, all of which fall below the current penalty amounts. For 

simplicity, the maximum value would be expressed in terms of a prescribed multiple of the 

minimum value. The point between the minimum and maximum payment values associated with 

a particular violation would be determined by the severity of the discrimination. The relationshp 

between severity and the resulting payment can be specified as either linear or non-linear in 

nature. Under the Payment Function, no penalty payment will ever be required when the service 

leveis being compared are equal (or not statistically different). 

In Order No. PSC-O1-1819-FOF-TP, the Commission expressed interest in moving to a 

plan that is considers the number of ALEC transactions. Dr. Ford’s proposal accommodates this 

preference by expressing the minimum and maximum payment levels in terms of the number of 

ALEC transactions. Dr. Ford recommends a mathematical relationship that will generate the 

maximum penalty when the ALEC service is twice as bad as BellSouth’s; however, as with other 

relationships within the methodology, the Commission could substitute a different value or 

choices for his recomnendation while keeping intact the conceptual approach that he advocates. 

The payment fimction is very flexible. Dr. Ford’s proposal presents the Commission with 

specific recommendations, but the proposal also is a menu of choices. The proposal would 

provide the Commission the ability to choose specific assumptions that it believes will produce 

the most effective incentive to provide quality service. 
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In summary, an explicit recognition of “severity” in the calculation of penalties is 

essential to the goal of a plan that encourages BellSouth to provide nondiscriminatory service-to 

ALECs. The ALEC Coalition has prepared a inethodology that is designed to incorporate 

“severity” in a manner that satisfies several criteria in which the Commission has expressed 

interest, The proposal removes the “statistical rule” from the calculation. It measures disparity 

in a manner that is consistent with the Commission’s definition of discrimination. . It uses the 

ratio of means to measure the extent of discrimination. It incorporates the concept of basing 

penalties on the number of ALEC transactions. In addition, at the same time the proposal makes 

substantive recommendations regarding the appropriate parameters of the calculation, it affords 

the Commission with the flexibility to make specific adjustments to the proposal while retaining 

the underlying conceptual model on which it is based. 

B. 

The Florida SEEM includes only a subset of the measures in the SQM. The measures 

that are not included are of limited value because although they reveal the level of performance 

BellSouth is providing, no consequences flow from poor performance. Exclusion of certain 

metrics from the SEEM plan can be justified if the metrics measure activities that are designed to 

be the same for ALECs and BellSouth - in such cases at least if service is poor, it is the same for 

everyone. With respect to other metrics, however, leaving them out of the SEEM plan makes it 

possible for BellSouth to discriminate openly with no ill effects. ALECs are concerned about 

this possibility with respect to the following metrics: 

Other Measures Should be Included in the SEEM Plan 

0 Means Held Order Interval 

Jeopardy Notice Interval & Percent Orders Given Jeopardy Notice 

Average Coinpletion Notice Interval 
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Percent Daily Usage Feed Errors Corrected in X Business Days 

Usage Data Delivery Timeliness 

Percent Billing Errors Corrected In X Days 

Change Management Notice Average Delay Days 

Change Management Documentation - Average Delay Days 

Number Of Defects In Production Releases (Type 4 CR) 

The specific basis for including each of these metrics in SEEM is provided in Exhibit 2. ALECs 

are willing to defer consideration of including other important Florida SQM measures in SEEM 

until the next review session. 

C. 

Currently, metric PO-1, Loop Makeup - Response Time-Manual, and metric PO-2, Loop 

Makeup - Response Time-Electronic, are only a Tier I1 metrics. Both Georgia and Texas have 

designated these metrics as both Tier I and a Tier I1 measures and the same approach should be 

taken in Florida. BellSouth is failing these measures at the Tier I1 level, which means its 

performance for individual ALECs is suffering as well. Those &ECs ought to  be compensated 

for the harm that is being done to their businesses. Likewise, metric P-11, Service Order 

Accuracy, is only a Tier I1 measure, but should be a Tier I measure once BellSouth has 

mechanized th s  measure. 

Certain Tier I1 Metrics Also Should Be Tier I Metrics 

D. 

BellSouth reports SEEM remedy payments on a monthly basis in its PARIS reports. 

These reports provide only the remedy amounts by submeasure and not the underlying data on 

which the payments are based. There is therefore a need for an independent audit of the data 

underlying BellSouth’s PARIS reports to ensure that the remedy payments are accurate. For 

An Independent SEEM Audit Is Necessary 
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instance, ALECs need the assurance that transactions are being distributed to the correct cell for 

modified Z determinations. Likewise, they need to ensure the accuracy of the aggregation of z 

scores, which is used to make the truncated 2 determination, whch in turn is used (along with 

the Balancing Critical Value) to determine parity. Accordingly, ALECs recommend that there 

be an independent audit of the SEEM plan. 

E. 

BellSouth’s PARIS reports provide only remedy amounts, not how those amounts were 

calculated. ALECs request that BellSouth be required to include the following information in its 

PARIS reports for each submeasure: 

Tier I Metric 

Truncated 2-Score 

0 Balancing Critical Value 

0 Pass/Fail Indication 

Benchmark% 

BellSouth Metric Result 

ALEC Metric Result 

Total ALEC Volume 

Fee Schedule Amount 

Remedy Paid 

BellSouth Should Be Required to Make Its Reports More Usable . 

This information should not be difficult for BellSouth to provide because BellSouth has been 

supplying similar data in response to a request by the Louisiana Public Service Commission for 

almost a year. 
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ALECs face the additional reporting problem that they are not able to reconcile the 

PARIS reports with the actual check received from BellSouth. In other words, the check amount 

does not always equal the remedy amount total reflected on the ALEC-specific remedy report. 

Therefore, ALECs are also requesting a report containing the following information for each 

submeasure on a monthly basis: 

Tier I Metric 

Calculated Remedy Amount on Web Site 

Adjustment 

Restated Remedy Calculation 

BellSouth already is providing a similar report in response to a request from the Louisiana Public 

Service Commission, so it should not be difficult for BellSouth to provide this information. 

F. Changes to SEEM Are Needed for Change Manasement Metrics’ 

The Commission recently established the following change management metrics: 

CM-6: Percent of Software Errors Corrected in X(10,30,45) Business Days 

CM-7 Percent Change Requests Accepted Or Rejected Within 10 Days 

e CM-11 Percent Change Requests Implemented Within 60 Weeks Of 
Reprioritization 

The significant impact of BellSouth’s performance in these areas, sporadic nature of the 

transactions and (particularly with respect to CM-11) the length of the intervals involved, merit 

special treatment in SEEM. For example, for change requests that are released froin the 

prioritization list in August 2002, BellSouth’s performance would not be judged deficient unless 

it failed to implement the change by October 2003 or later. ALECs recommend that these 

The nature o€ other Change Management enforcement measures may also necessitate special handling. 
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measures be evaluated whenever a performance result occurs. During each month, an inquiry 

should be made to determine if there are any performance results for any of these three measures. 

If there are some results, a performance determination should be made based on the results for 

each of the three measures. The current process of three consecutive monthly misses is simply 

not workable for these metrics. 

The ALEC Coalition also recommends a more significant remedy mount for the 

measures, The recommended amounts are as follows: 

9 CM-6 - $ 35,000.00 

CM-11 - $100,000.00 

These amounts are more in line, but still much lower than, those triggered by non-compliance in 

New York. ALECs propose that such payments be made to ALECs and to state hnd  identified 

by the Commission. An allocation formula could be worked out in the collaboratives on monies 

to be paid to the ALECs. 

rlo[. RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO SQM 

A. 

AEECs have provided an overview of many of the specific changes they are proposing to 

the SQM in Exhibit 3 .  ALECs recently received an electronic copy of the Florida SQM and in 

compliance with Staffs request will provide a red-line version showing their complete requested 

changes by September 11, 2002. 

Several Changes Should Be Made to Existing Metrics 

33, 

1. Special Access Metrics 

Special access circuits provide dedicated, unswitched connections between customer 

premises and service providers using local loops, multiplexing and interoffice transport. They 

Certain Metrics Should Be Added to the SOM 
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form a link between customers and competitive carriers’ networks that bridges the so-called “last 

mile,” enabling carriers to serve many business, government and institutional customers they 

would otherwise be unable to reach. Competitive access providers (“CAPS”), also known as 

alternative access vendors (AAVs) in Florida, have used special access circuits for years to 

provide customers with access to the long distance network. Carriers with significant long 

distance operations use special access to link their customers to their long distance networks. 

More recently, competitive carriers have used special access circuits to provide local service,2 

data services and access to the internet. 

When WorldCom, for example, determines how best to serve a particular customer, it 

first determines whether it can do so using its own network. If such facilities are not in place, 

WorldCom attempts to find facilities owned by CAPS, which tend to be less expensive than 

BellSouth and typically have service organizations that are more flexible. Because neither 

WorldCom nor CAPS have ubiquitous networks, as BellSouth does, WorldCom usually must rely 

on BellSouth for the facilities (Le., special access circuits) necessary to provide service to its 

customers. In short, when it comes to bridging the gap between competitive carriers’ networks 

and their customers, BellSouth usually is the only game in town or, at the very least, the 

dominant provider of access services. 

A carrier such as WorldCom must rely on BellSouth for network access both in 

WorldCom’s role as a long distance carrier and as an ALEC. As a long distance provider, 

WorldCom orders several hundred special access circuits (mostly at the DS1 level and above) 

each month in Florida. Regionally, WorldCom pays BellSouth hundreds of millions of dollars 

each year for the special access lines it has in place. Special access is a big volume, big dollar 

Alternatively, ALECs in some cases may provide local service using the ediaaced extended link (((EEL”), whch is 
physically identical to a special access circuit. 
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service that is critical to WorldCom’s ability to compete for the business of larger business and 

institutional customers. These “last-mile” circuits are likewise critical to WorldCom’ s local 

service to business and institutional customers. If BellSouth abuses its dominant position and 

provides poor service, carriers like WorldCom relying on BellSouth can be irreparably harmed 

because end user customers ordering high capacity services are sophisticated 

telecommunications consumers who do not lightly tolerate unexpected delays or problems with 

service. 

For local service, the potential for discrimination is real today because ALECs compete 

with BellSouth to provide local service to business customers. That potential is equally present 

for long distance access service, and will only become more pronounced once BellSouth receives 

authority to offer in-region long distance services. For example, in New York, where Verizon 

has been granted Section 271 authority, carriers have experienced a large number of systemic 

problems with Verizon’s delivery of tariff-based Special Services. Once Verizon became a 

competitor in the long distance market, it no longer had the incentive to provide the same level of 

service to long distance companies seelung access to Verizon’s network, and that lack of 

incentive has been reflected in its performance. Concern about access service levels has 

prompted the New York Public Service Commission and other commissions to investigate 

ILECs’ provision of special access services and how ILECs’ performance should be mea~ured.~ 

Competing carriers such as WorldCom have experienced persistent special access 

provisioning problems with BellSouth. WorldCom also has experienced continuing problems 

with BellSouth’s maintenance and repair of special access circuits. ALECs’ larger concern, 

however, is the potential for baclcsliding and discrimination in the provisioning, maintenance and 

A brief sumniary of the status of other states’ actions on the measurement and reporting of ILEC interstate and 
intrastate special access performance is attached as Exhibit 4. 
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repair of special access circuits after BellSouth receives in-region long distance authority. In a 

post-271 world, BellSouth will have greater incentive to provide poor service, and chronic 

underachievement may turn into strategic incompetence or worse. 

As the Commission is aware, the FCC has issued a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 

(,‘“€‘KM”) on performance measurements for access services. In re: Perfornzance 

Measurements and Sfandards for Inferstate Special Access Services, CC Docket Nos. 0 1-32 1, 

00-51, 98-147, 96-98, 98-141, 96-149 and 00-229 and RM 10329, Notice of Proposed 

Rulemaking (Released Nov. 19, 2001). In the NPRM, the FCC noted the importance of special 

access circuits and the complaints that ILECs’ provisioning of special access services has been 

“characterized by delay, poor quality, and discrimination.” Id. 7 1. The FCC sought comment 

on whether it should adopt “adopt a select group of performance measurements and standards for 

evaluating incumbent local exchange carrier . . . pedormance in the provisioning of special 

access services.” Id 7 1. The FCC also sought comment on the extent to which state 

commissions could play a role regarding interstate special access services. Id. 7 11. Given 

resource and other constraints, the FCC may not be able to issue a special access order in the 

near term and may even decide (for whatever reason) not to issue such an order. While the 

FCC’s special access docket is pending, t h s  Commission should move forward with its own 

special access proceeding, whether during its review of BellSouth’s SQM or in a separate docket. 

By proceeding with its own docket, the Commission would be in a position to better understand 

special access issues and to assist the FCC should the FCC decide to require them and delegate 

monitoring responsibility to the states. Indeed, this Commission’s adoption of the metrics 

ALECs are proposing would be an important step in moving the industry toward the desirable 

goal of national, uniform special access metrics that are both fair and accurate. 
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The ALEC Coalition urges the Commission to adopt the Joint Competitive Industry 

Group Proposal Regarding Performance Metrics and Installation Intervals for Interstate Special 

Access Services (“JCIG Proposal”) that is attached as Exhibit 5. The JCIG metrics are supported 

by a number of competitive telecommunications  carrier^,^ as well as trade associations and a 

business user group. Agreement on a unanimous set of special access performance metrics and 

standards is evidence of the importance of special access circuits for competitors and business 

and institutional customers, which must continue to rely on the ubiquitous last-mile facilities of 

BellSouth and other ILECs to serve customers and meet business needs. Similar metrics recently 

were adopted by the Tennessee Regulatory Authority.’ Likewise, the Georgia Public Service 

Commission Staff recently has recommended the adoption of special access m e t r i d  This 

Commission should follow the same path and require BellSouth to implement this key 

performance reporting in Florida. 

2. 

CLECs must have a way to address continuing problems in receiving answers from 

account representatives and help desks. BellSouth can and should be required to create a data 

base, just as Verizon in New York has done, to measure missing notifier trouble tickets cleared, 

to monitor the time the request came in and an answer was returned, by voice or email. The 

Ordering Trouble Ticket Responses in 48 Hours 

Competing carriers mid others who are signatories to the JCIG Special Access metrics include: AT&T, Broadview 
Networks, Cable & Wireless, ChoiceOne Conmmications, Inc. , Focal Conunuilicalioiis Corporation, Global 
Crossing, Ltd., McLeodUSA Corporation, Network Plus, NewSouth Communications, PaeTec Communications, 
Inc. , Time Warner Telecom, WorldConi, Inc., XO Communications, Association for Local Telecomnunications 
services (ALTS), Competitive Telecornmunications Association (CompTel), and the eComnierce & 
Telecommunications Users Group. JCIG nietrics have also been endorsed by the American Petroleum Coiincil and 
Voicestream, a wireless provider. 

T.R.A. Docket No. 01 -00 193, Docket To Establish Generic Performance Measurenients, Benchmarks and 
E)! forcenzeri t Mechanism for- Be1ISn zi th TeI econzm U Y I  ica f ions, IHC. , Order. Se tt iiig Perform an ce Measuremer? ts) 
Beidimai*ks and Eliforcement hdechanisnzs, May 14, 2002, 

5 

Georgia S t a  has reconiniended nietrics that were proposed during workshops before the JCIG Proposal was 
developed, but ALECs have requested the Georgia Commission to adopt the JCIG Proposal instead. 
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quality of the answer is still not being measured, but at least if the CLEC receives a timely but 

inadequate response, it can escalate the matter to receive a faster and more complete response. 

This measure was recommended by the Georgia Staff. The metric ALECs are proposing is 

included in Exhibit 6. 

3. Percent Line Loss Notifications Returned within 24 hours of Disconnect Order 
Completion and Average Delay for Line Loss Notifications 

Timely line loss notifications are essential for the ALEC to timely discontinue billing 

their end-user customers. Concern about this process was voiced by ALECs during the third 

party test and commercial experience workshops. As U M G  noted in Exception 158, “CLECs 

rely on timely line loss reports to manage customer billing and marketing activities. The lack of 

timely line loss reports may result in decreased customer satisfaction and could impact CLEC 

business operations.” Although the exception was ultimately resolved, metrics need to be put in 

place to monitor BellSouth’s performance in ths  area. SBC-Ameritech currently has a line loss 

metric and discussions are underway it the five-state Ameritech six-month review on improving 

that metric. ALECs also have proposed adding line loss timeliness and completeness metrics in 

New York Carrier Working Group and the Texas and California six-month reviews now 

underway. This metric covers a major problem area that ALECs are seeing as they grow and 

compete in markets around the country. The metrics ALECs are proposing are included in 

Exhibit 4. 

4. Percentage of Time BellSouth Applies the 10-Digit Trigger Prior to the LNP 
Order Due Date; Percent Out of Service < 60 Minutes: and LNP Average 
Disconnects Timeliness Interval & Disconnect Timeliness Interval Distribution 
(Non-Trigger) 

It is the ALEC’s understanding that it is not disputed that these three measures should be 

added to the SQM. Included in Exhibit 6 are the metrics contained in the Georgia Staff 
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Recommendation with some noted changes. For example, the benchmark was changed due to an 

error in first two measures and was changed from 12 hour to 4 hours in the third measure. The 

four hour interval is in effect in Louisiana. This change in critical because for those order types 

included in this measure, the customer cannot receive calls from the originating switch until the 

disconnect order is completed. 

IV. OTHER ISSUES 

A. Raw Data Necessary to Veri@ Accuracy of BellSouth’s Reports Should Be Made 
Available 

BellSouth does not make available all the raw data necessary to veri@ the accuracy of its 

performance reports. BellSouth includes raw data for the transactions that are used to calculate 

its metrics, but excludes raw data for the transactions that it determines fall into metric 

exclusions. For example, BellSouth excludes L coded orders from the raw data supporting the 

Order Completion Interval Measure because L coded orders are excluded from calculating that 

metric. As a result, ALECs cannot check the excluded transactions to ensure that exclusion was 

appropriate. Similarly, in the maintenance average duration measure BellSouth excludes 

troubles it concludes are caused by customer provided equipment, but does not provide the 

troubles it closed that were coded as attributable to customer provided equipment to allow 

ALECs to veri@ the accuracy of that exclusion. 

In its Order, the Commission time and again recognized the importance of ALECs being 

able to verify the accuracy of BellSouth’s metrics by using the underlying raw data. (Order No. 

PSC-0 B -1 8 1 g-FOF-TP, issued September 10, 200 1, “Order”) Indeed, the Commission often 

assumed BellSouth would provide raw data that in fact it is not providing. For example: 

* The Commission states that the “hold reason” is included in the raw data for the 
Mean Held Order Interval. In fact, BellSouth does not provide ths  raw data. (Order at p.  50.) 
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* The Commission states that the number of exclusions (ALEC caused failures) in 
the Cooperative Acceptance Testing measure should be captured in the raw data so that ALECs 
can verify the accuracy. BellSouth does not provide raw data for ALEC caused failures. (Order 
at p. 56.) 

* The Commission states that for the Maintenance Average Duration measure, 
ALECs can analyze their results by disposition and cause code by reviewing the raw data. In 
reality, BellSouth does not provide all of this raw data.7 (Order at p. 57.) 

* Regarding the issue of whether “an ALEC should have the right .to audit or 
request a review by BellSouth for one or more selected measures when it has reason to believe 
the datu collected for a measure is -flawed or the report criteria for the measure is not being 
adhered to, the Commission includes a quote from BeliSouth Witness Coon who stated that 
ALECs do not need mini-audit rights because “BelfSouth provides ALECs with the raw data 
underlying many of the SQM reports.. .ALECs can use this raw data to validate the results in the 
BellSouth SQM reports.” (Order at p. 193 .) 

Because BellSouth does not provide “excluded” raw data, ALECs in many cases cannot 

perform the analysis contemplated in the Staff Recommendation. BellSouth should be required 

to provide that raw data. 

B. BellSouth Should be Required to Respond to Requests for Data Reconciliation in 
a Timely Manner 

As support for its decision rendered in the Georgza/Louiszana 271 Order,’ the FCC relied 

in part on its conclusion that BellSouth was willing to “engage in data reconciliations with any 

requesting ~a r r i e r . ”~  Data reconciliation involves comparing BellSouth’s data to an ALEC’s data 

and determining the source of any discrepancies. Despite BellSouth’s representation to the FCC, 

its track record of responding to requests for data reconciliation leaves much to be desired. 

While BellSouth does provide some disposition codes, it does not provide them troubles it deems caused by ALEC 
or end-user cquipment. 

See lur the Matter of Joint Application b.y BellSouth Corporation, BellSouth T~EecomPnuiiicatior2~~, Iiic. and 
BellSozifh Long Distance, Iiic. for provisiori of Ii+Region, M e r  LA 7’’ Sewices I M  Georgia and Louisiana, CC 
Docket No. 02-35, FCC Release 02-147 *May 15, 2002). 

8 

Georgia/Louisiaria 271 Order at 7 18. 
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For example, when AT&T attempts to resolve data integrity issues with BellSouth, 

BellSouth’s response time is unreasonably long. During 2000 and 200 1, AT&T experienced 

lengthy delays in obtaining responses from BellSouth. In 2001, for instance, the average time for 

AT&T to receive a response was more than seven weeks. One response took over twenty-four 

weeks. Since March 2002, after a brief improvement in response time, BellSouth’s responses 

have again been untimely. Inquiries initially raised in February were not satisfactorily 

addressed until the July 23 meeting - over five months later. Providing initially incomplete 

responses added to th s  delay. ALECs (and the Commission) rely on these reports to be accurate 

to monitor BellSouth’s performance and to ensure any penalties are appropriately applied. 

Unresolved discrepancies in the data prevent ALECs and the FPSC from being able to rely on 

the reports. 

BellSouth’s incomplete answers and unreasonable delays in response time are 

unacceptable.” The ALECs therefore propose the following procedure: BellSouth should 

acknowledge receipt from an ALEC of a request for reconciliation within 24 hours. Withm five 

business days of receiving the request, BellSouth should notify the requesting ALEC of a 

commitment date by whch time the ALEC will receive a complete response. The commitment 

date should be within fifteen days of BellSouth’s receipt of the ALEC’s inquiry. If BellSouth 

cannot provide a response within fifteen business days of the request, its response to the ALEC 

should explain the reason for the delay, and a copy of that response should be filed with the 

would provide a simple means to ensure timely responses by 

reconciliation, and would help BellSouth achieve the standards 

Commission. Such a procedure 

BellSouth to ALEC requests for 

lo  Although BellSouth did finally meet with AT&T on July 23, 2002 regarding its data iiitegrily concerns, AT&T 
believes and remains concerned that this meeting was an a one-time event agreed to by BellSouth due to the 
pendency of its 271 case before the FCC in Docket 02-150. 
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anticipated in the FCC’s GemgidLouisiann 2 71 Order? The procedure should also be posted 

on the P W  web site so that all interested ALECs will be aware and can avail themselves of the 

process. Because BellSouth has told the FCC that “BellSouth will conduct data reconciliations 

upon request,”12 it should have no objections to the establishment and publication of such a 

process. 

C. BellSouth’s Should Be Required to Repost Any Report that Changes Because of a 
Revision in the Underlying Data 

BellSouth should be required to comply with the Commission’s Order requiring accurate 

and complete performance reporting. In a recent FCC filing, BellSouth included a unilateral and 

inappropriate policy on reposting of performance data. (See Alphonso J. Vamer Reply Exhbit 

PM-13, attached hereto as Exhibit 7.) Ths policy severely restricts the number of measured3 for 

which BellSouth will repost data, the number of months for which it will repost data, and the 

circumstances under which it will repost data. For example, BellSouth only will repost 

benchark  metrics that are in out-of-parity condition if there is a greater than 2% deviation in 

performance, and if there are at least 100 CLEC transactions in the sub-metric. 

BellSouth’s position is contrary to the Commission’s Order: 

We agree with the ALEC Coalition that a penalty is appropriate for “incomplete” 
and ‘Inaccurate” reporting. We find that a penalty is necessary to encourage 
BellSouth to report this information in a complete and accurate fashion. Both the 
ALECs and this Commission must use this information to determine whether 
BellSouth is providing parity of service. (Order at. P. 136.) 

Georgiru‘Lutiisiana 271 Order at 7 18. 11 

l 2  See March 27 BeIlSonth ex parte. 

l3 For example, BellSouth states it will repost (under certain coiiditions) 29 measures, while the FPSC has ordered 
inore than 70 measures. 
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The Commission also stated that this “issue is important because if the information is incomplete 

or inaccurate when provided, the ability of the ALECs and this Commission to determine -if 

Bellsouth is providing parity service is hindered.” (Ordr at p. 132). 

BellSouth should be required to repost data when it discovers any inaccuracies in its 

reporting in all measures ordered by the Commission, not just large changes in - a limited set of 

metrics. The frequency and nature of corrections is a valuable indicator of the quality of both the 

original and the reposted data. These exceptions described in BellSouth’s policy could h d e  a 

large quantity of errors in the original data. Repostings might be the only signal to Staff and the 

ALECs that problems are occurring with BellSouth’s performance reporting. If BellSouth really 

stands behind its data, it should have no concerns about re-posting, and in any event should be 

required to comply with this Commission’s Order and provide accurate and complete data in its 

performance reports. 

V. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, the ALEC Coalition requests that its proposed changes to 

BellSouth’s performance measurement plan be adopted. 

Respectfilly submitted, this 30th day of August, 2002. 
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Response to Staff Request for a Severity Component to the BellSouth 
Performance Plan 

George S. Ford, Ph.D., Chief Economist, Z-Tel Communications, Inc., 601 S. Harbour Island 
Blvd, Tampa, Florida 33602, gford@z-teI.com. 

I. Executive Summary 

In this paper, a severity component for the SEEM Plan, based on the directions of the Florida 
Public Service Commission’s staff, is set forfh. The severity plan consists of two components: 1) 
a disparity level and 2) a payment function. The disparity level measures how different the 
service levels between BellSouth and the alternative local exchange carrier (ALEC) are. This 
measure of disparity is defined consistently across all measures, so that a disparity level of two 
implies service to the ALEC is “twice as bad” as that received by BellSouth regardless of the 
measure. 

Payments are calculated based on the size of the disparity level using the paymentfincfion. The 
payment function computes the payment level between a minimum payment and maximum 
payment depending on the disparity level. Following the direction of staff, the minimum and 
maximum payment are based on the sample size of the ALEC (either hear ly  or non-hearly). 
Further, the relationship between the payment and disparity (severity) can be h e a r  or non- 
linear. Repeated non-conformance increases the minimum and maximum payment levels until 
equality of performance is attained. 

Specific values for the parameters of the payment function are proposed herein, but the function 
is so general that other values can be used without altering the underlying structure of the 
disparity level or payment h c t i o n .  Initial payment levels are based on the current payment 
levels of the BellSouth Plan, but need not be as a practical matter. 

Introduction and Background 

The current performance plan (SEEM) does not compute penalty payments based on the 
severity of performance failure. The Florida Public Service Commission is now seeking to 
incorporate severity into the SEEM plan. This document describes, in detail, an economically 
rational severity component for the SEEM plan. Formulas and rationale for all computations are 
provided. The procedures described here are very flexible, thereby gwing the Commission staff 
sufficient room to make any adjustments deemed necessary. A spreadsheet illustratmg all the 
calculations is provided at www.telepolicj~.coni. 

While specific values for key parameters are provided in this document, these values can be 
changed without disturbing the underlying payment calculation. This flexibility and robustness 
is important, since parties likely will disagree on the speclfic values of the key parameters. 
Examples are provided tlzat illustrate the effects of altering tl-te key parameters of the payment 
calculation. 
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PI. The Disparity Level 

The directives of staff for the computation of disparity are as follows:1 

1. 

2. 

These 

Consider number of disparate transactions subject to penalty payments. (e.g., For 
measures found to be out of compliance, use a 50% confidence level to achieve a 
statistically neutral result on the 2nd compliance test. Assess penalties on transactions 
estnnated to be beyond the 50% confidence level.) 

Consider ratio, as opposed to the difference, of ALEC to ILEC means, proportions or 
rates (as applicable) (e.g., The X-Plan (Hybrid Performance Assurance Plan for the 
Multi-State Workshop) - Late filed Exhibit 2, Part I). 

directives are followed in this analysis to the greatest extent possible. The issue of 
"transacbons" subject to penalties is reserved for the penalty calculation section (Section 111). 

1, THE QUALITY STANDARD 

Staff describes precisely the standard from which to measure disparity ("Assess penalties on 
transactions estmated to be beyond the 50% confidence level"). In the X-Plan, I defined the 
level of disparity as 

where X" is the qualify standard, XI is the ILEC mean, S I  is the ILEC standard deviation, 121 is the 
ILEC sample size, nc is the CLEC sample size, and z* is the critical z-value associated with the 
chosen significance level of the test (a). Note that the confidence level of the hypothesis test 
equals (1 - a). If the significance level of the test were 5% , then the confidence level is 95%. For 
a 5% signlficance level, the critical z-score is 1.65. 

Staff requests that the disparity calculation use a 50% confidence level. The associated z-score 
for a 50% confidence level (and 50% significance level) is 0.00. Following the staff's 
recornmendation, Equation (1) simplifies substantially, and the quality standard X* is simply 
equal to the IEEC mean: 

x*=x,. 
Defming the quality standard at the 50% confidence level has a number of beneficial properties. 
First, by selecting the 50% confidence level, the calculation of disparity is free of the statistical 
hypothesis test. This fact is important, since the "[sltaff agrees with BellSouth's Witness Taylor's 
assessment that the statistical decision rule is not helpful in assessing severity (Staff Rec., p. 
184)." 

1 Florida Public Service Corrunission Memorandum, July 29,2002 (Jason Fudge to All Parties of Record, Docket 
No. 000121A-TP). 
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Second, disparity is computed in a manner consistent with the null-hypothesis of the statistical 
test as specified bv the Staff 

Third, 

... parity means no difference in tlie quality of service provided by an ILEC to its retail 
customers and the quality of tlie corresponding service that i t  provides to ALECs; BellSouth 
should be required to provide access to a competing carrier in substantially the same time and 
manner as it provides to itself (Staff Recommendation, Docket 00121-TP, August 2, 2001, p. 
167,170) ." 
using this confidence level, the calculation of disparity is consistent across retail analog 

and benchmark measures. Recall that for benchmark measures, X* is equal to the benchmark 
because benchmarks are measured on a "stare-and-compare" basis (Staff Rec. p. 167). 

2. THE DISPARITY INDEX 

Staff was also clear regarding the measure of disparity, t e h g  parties to "[clonsider ratio, as 
opposed to the difference, of ALEC to ILEC means, proportions or rates . . .." This directive 
motivates the definitions of disparity for the various measure types. The following definitions 
of disparity are different due to the differences in the manner in which measures are defined 
(interval, rate, proportion), but are consistent. When the disparity index is equal to 2, for 
example, the level of service provided to the CLEC is twice as bad as the quality standard 
regardless of the type of measure. 

Disparity Index for Inteival nnd Rate Measures 

The following formula is used to measure the magnitude of the disparate service for both 
benchmark and parity interval measures: 

d = -  xc 
X" (3) 

where d is the disparity level and XC is the CLEC mean. Penalties are paid only if d > 1.00 (ie., 
CLEC service quality is "worse" than the quality standard)? Note that when d = 2, the level of 
service received by the CLEC is twice as bad as the quality standard, X* (if d = 3, then service is 
three times as bad as X*, and so forth). 

Disparity Index for Percent Measures 

The following formula is used to both detect discrimination and determine the magnitude of the 
disparate service for both benchmark and parity percent and rate measures? 

2 Note that this disparity calculation assumes hugher values of X are less desirable. If larger values of X are more 
desirable, then the inverse of Equation (3) measures disparity. 

3 Assuming the rates are always less than 1.00. 
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w-x, 
w - x * ’  d =  (4) 

where w equals 1.00 if 100% is the ideal performance, and w equals 0.00 if 0% is the ideal 
performance level. Penalties are paid only when d > 1.00. As with the interval/rate measures, d 
= 2 when the CLEC‘s service is twice as bad as the quality standard. 

A few examples may help understand the disparity index for percent measures. Let the 
benchmark/ILEC mean be 0.90 (90%) of service provided in 3 days, with 100% being perfect 
service. This level of service implies that 10% of orders get service provided in longer than 3 
days. If the CLEC service is 80%, then 20% of its orders get service provided in longer than 3 
days. This level of service is twice as bad as the benchmark (or ILEC service level). For this 
example, the disparity index is (1 - 0.80)/(1- 0.90) = 2.00 (service is twice as bad as the 
standard). 

Alternately, if the benchmark is 10% and 0% is perfect service, then a CLEC service level of 20% 
is twice as bad as the benchmark (or ILEC service level). In this case, the disparity index is (0 - 
0.20)/(0 - 0.10) = 2.00 (service is twice as bad). 

111. The Payment Function 

Payments are computed using the following (general) function: 

where pmin is the minimum payment, pinax is the maximum payment, (d - 1)/(m - 1) is the 
disparity scale that is bound (by assumpbon) on the unit interval (0 I (d - l ) / (m - 1) 5 l.OO), m is 
the. disparity index level that generates the maximum payment, and h is a factor that determines 
the shape of the payment curve between the minimum payment ((d - l)/(m - 1) = 0.00) and the 
maximum payment ((d - l ) / (m - 1) = 1.00). Note that the minimum payment can be set equal to 
zero without altering the remaining elements of the payment function. 

Importantly, note that ( d  - l)/(nz - 1) = 0.00 when service levels are identical (d = l), yet the 
payment function requires the minimum payment to be made. However, since payments are 
made only when a statistically significant difference in service quality is found, penalties will 
never be paid when service quality is equal. In other words, (d  - l ) / (m - 1) will always exceed 
0.00 in relevant cases. 

The conversion of the disparity index into the disparity scale (by dividing by 
nz - 1) is required to simplify the payment function. The disparity scale is defmed on the unit 
interval, so that when the disparity scale is equal to 0.00 the minimum payment is made, and 
when it is equal to 1.00 the maxirnum payment is made. Further, the disparity scale allows 
payments to differ among measure types for a gven level of the disparity index (if desirable). 
The ni variable of the disparity scale is the disparity level at which the maximum payment 
applies. For example, if n7 = 2, then the maximum payment is paid when CLEC service is twice 
as bad as ILEC service, If nz = 3, then the maximum payment is paid when CLEC service is three 
tunes as bad as ILEC service. 
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The impact of the choice of h is indicated in Figure 1, where the illustration shows a h e a r  curve 
(a = l), a convex curve (h  > I), and a concave curve (h 1). My recommendahon is to set h = 1, 
but I believe non-hear speclfications of the payment function should be (at least) considered.- 

1 .oo (d-l)/( m-1) 

FIGURE 1. 

1. ADDING TRANSACTIONS TO THE P A Y m N T  FUNCTION 

So far, Equabon (5) looks more like a measure-based approach than it does a transaction-based 
system. However, by defining the minimum and maximum payments as a function of 
transactions, the payment calculation becomes a transactions-based approach where 
transactions determine the minirnum and maximum payment amounts. This specification of a 
transaction-based system bounds the payments at both the minimum and maximum level, 
allowing the payments to be specified in a manner consistent with any level of 
aggregation/ disaggregation. 

The transactions-based payment system specifies the minimum and maximum payments as 

wherefis a chosen parameter that sets the minimum payment for an ALEC sample size of TZA. 

The maximum payment will be 6 times the minimum payment. For example, the maximum 
payment may be specified to be ten-brnes the ininimum payment (4 = 10). By raising the ALEC 
sample size to the 0.25 power, a non-linear relationship between the payments and sample size 
is created. Thus, the maximum and niinimum payment WIU increase as ALEC transactions 
increase, but not linearly. The effect of this specification is illustrated in Table 1. 
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Table 1. Sample Size andf 
I$ = IO, f = 500, n ~ O . 2 5  4 = 10, p 5 0 0 ,  ?2A0’15 

n A  Minimum Maximum Mhimum Maximum 
1 500 5,000 500 5,000 

100 1,581 15,811 998 9,976 
500 2,364 23,643 1,270 12,700 

28/11 7 1,409 14,092 1,000 2/81 2 
5,000 4,204 42,044 1,794 17,940 
10,000 5,000 50,000 1,991 19,905 
100,000 8,891 88,910 2/81 2 28,117 

50 1,330 13,295 899 s,991 

Combining Equations (5) and (6)  produces the final form of the payment function: . 

where the values off. m, and h must be specified. A h of 1.00 and m of 2.00 are recommended, 
creating a h e a r  relationship between severity and payments and levying the maximum 
payment when the CLEC’s service quality is twice as bad as the ILECs. The choice offand 4 are 
important, and may vary by measure/sub-measure and the level of aggregation (if desirable). 
Selected values for these terms is described in the following sections. 

Note that the relationship between the minimum (and niaximum) payment and sample size (as 
shown in Table 1) is determined by the power term on IZA (ie., 0.25). If faster (slower) escalation 
of payments with sample size is desired, then the power function of H A  should be increased 
(decreased), with 1.00 being a linear relationship (payments with a power term of 0.15 are 
illustrated in Table 1). 

2. SETTING THE MINIMUM PAYMENT 

The minimum payments are established using the current payment levels of the BellSouth plan, 
as directed by Staff and the Order (“approximates the $2,500 minimum payment recomiended 
by the ALEC Coalition (Staff Rec., p. 186).” These payments are adjusted to account for the 
transaction element of the payment function by establishing an average miniwnum payment 
equal to the average payment of f ie  BellSouth plan at a sample size of 10.4 Tables 2 and 3 
illustrate the minimum payment calculations. For Tier I1 payments, the recommendation is that 
fbe  increased by the factors outlined in Table 4. These factors are derived from BellSouth’s Tier 
I1 markups. 

4 It may make sense to compute the actual median sample size in Florida and adjust the payment levels to some 
level that corresponds to that sample size. 
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Table 2. Proposed Minimum Payments at Submeasure Level 
BellSouth Proposed Divided Initial Value 
Month 1 Payments by 100.25 of f 

Billing 
Trunks 

LNP 
Maint. Repair 

Maint. Repair UNE 
Ordering 

Provisioning 
Provisioning UNE 

Pre-Ordering 

$450 
$1,150 
$1 , 700 

$1,500 
$4,550 

$450 

$1,150 
$4,550 

$250 

$253 

$647 
$956 

$844 
$2,559 

$253 

$647 
$2,559 

$1 41 

$250 
$650 

$960 

$840 
$2,600 

$250 
$650 

$2,600 . 

$140 

Table 3. Minimum Payments for ALEC Sample Sizes at Submeasure Level 
f E 1 I Z A  = 50 H A  = 100 H A  = 1,000 TZA = 10,000 

Billing 
Trunks 

LNP 
Maint. Repair 

Maint. Repair UNE 
Ordering 

Provisioning 
Provisioning UNE 

Pre-Ordering 

$250 
$650 

$960 
$840 

$2,600 

$250 
$650 

$2,600 

$1 40 

$250 
$650 

$960 
$840 

$2,600 
$250 
$650 

$2,600 

$1 40 

$665 

$1,728 
$2,553 

$2,234 
$6,914 
$665 

$1,728 
$6,914 
$372 

$791 
$2,055 
$3,036 
$2,656 
$8,222 
$791 

$2,055 
$8,222 

$443 

$1,406 

$3,655 

$5,398 
$4,724 

$14,621 
$1,406 

$3,655 
$14,621 

$787 

$2,500 

$6,500 

$9,600 
$8,400 
$26,000 
$2,500 
$6,500 
$26,000 

$1,400 

Table 4. Tier I1 Payments at Submeasure Level 

BellSouth BellSouth Tier I1 Markup over Tier If 
Payments Markup Tier II f 

Proposed Tier I Payment Tier I Multiplied by 

Billing $450.00 $700.00 1.56 $389 $390 

Trunks $1,150.00 $5,700.00 4.96 $3,222 $3,200 

LNP $I, 700.00 $5,700.00 3.35 $3,219 $3,200 

Maint. Repair $1,500.00 $3,450.00 2.30 $1 , 932 $1,900 

Ordering $450.00 $70 0.00 1.56 $389 $390 

Provisioning $1,150.00 $3 , 450.00 3.00 $1,950 $2,000 

Maint. Repalr UNE $4,550.00 $1 0,000.00 2.20 $5,714 $5,700 

Provisioning UNE $4,550.00 $1 0,000.00 2.20 $5,714 $5,700 

Pre-Ordering $250.00 $250.00 1 .00 $140 $1 40 

BellSouth also specifies payments for Colocation ($5,000) and Change Management ($1,000), but 
these measures should be treated differently than the others gwen the nature of their 
definitions. Thus, I propose (at this time) no adjustments, but that does not imply that 
adjustments are not warranted. 
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3. SETTING THE MAXIMUM PAYMENT. 

As defined in the Payment function, the maximum payment is a multiple (4) of the minimum 
payment. In order to provide sufficient incentive to comply with performance standards, I 
propose that 4 = 15 so that the maximum payment is 15-times the minimum payment. Table 5 
sumarizes the minimum and maximum payments for two levels off: 

Table 5. Choice off and the Minimum and Maximum Payment 
nA=l  #A = 100 

n A  Minimum Maximiim Minimum Maximum 
Billing $250 $3,750 $791 $11,659 . 

Trunks $650 $9,750 
LNP $960 $14,400 

$2,055 $30,832 

$3,036 $45,537 
Maint. Repair $840 $12,600 $2,656 $39,845 

Maint. Repair UNE $2,600 $39,000 
Ordering $250 $3,750 

Provisioning $650 $9,750 
Provisioning UNE $2,600 $39,000 

$8,222 $123,329 
$791 $11,859 

$2,055 $30,832 

$8,222 $1 23,329 

Pre-Or dering $140 $2,100 $443 $6,641 

4. SELF ADJUSTING PAYMENTS 

The initial payment levels of the performance plan will be Little more than guesses of the 
effective payment level. In light of this fact, an effort to specify relatively low payments was 
made in this document. Thus, it is important to incorporate into the plan self-adjusting 
payments that iterate to the effective level and discourage large disparity levels when the initial 
level is set too low. 

In this proposal, payments are set to rise with repeated non-conformance and those increased 
payments remain in place for some period of time, rather than retum to their initial levels after 
a single month of compliance. Defining a duration factor for month N of repeated non- 
conformance as tm for the minimum payment and tx for the maximum payment, the payment 
function becomes 

Having unique duration factors for the minimum and maximum payment allows the payments 
to respond dlfferently to repeated non-conformance. For the duration factors, I propose a 
conservative 50% increase in the payment level for each month of non-conformance and 
propose that the maximum payment increase by 50% more than the minimum payment, 
Generally, the duration factor in month N of non-conformance is 

where N is an unbounded integer value. Table 6 surnniarizes the duration factors tr. 
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Table 6. Duration Factors 
Month1 Month2 Month3 Month4 Month N 

t,” 1.50 2.00 2.50 3.00 1 + 0.50N 
t x  2.25 3.00 3.75 4.50 1.5*(1 + 0.50N 

If a payment is increased due to repeated failures, then the implication is that the initial 
payment level was too low. Thus, once the duration factors increase payments to a level where 
parity service is provided, there is no reason to reduce the payment back to its initial level. In 
other words, the duration factors should be ”sticky.” 

With ”stickmess” in mind, the following treatment of repeated discrimination is proposed. 
After N-months of non-conformance, the penalty level returns to its base level after N-months of 
conforming service. For example, after two months of non-conformance, two months of 
conformance are required before the payment returns to its base level. After four months of 
non-conformance, four months of conformance are required before the payment returns to its 
base level. 

A return to the base payment level occurs only after the first episode of repeated nom 
conformance. The duration factors are ”sticky” in that the base payment is adjusted upward 
permanently after a second episode of repeated non-conformance. In other words, after two -  
months of conformance during the second episode (or any subsequent episode), the base 
payment is reset to a level equal to  the current base payment multiplied by the highest observed 
durabon factor. For example, the duration factor for three-months of conformance is 2.50, so the 
new base payment becomes 2.5Ofafier a second episode of non-conformance. The base payment 
remains at this level €or a period of six-months. After this six-month period, the base payment is 
reduced by 50% (1.25 in the example above) where it remains for the duration of the 
performance plan unless repeated non-conformance is observed again at which point the 
durabon factors are applied as before to the higher base payment. 

IV. Summary 

In this paper, a severity component for the SEEM Plan, based on the directions of the Florida 
Public Service Commission’s staff, is set forth. The severity plan consists of two components: 1) 
a disparity level and 2) a payment function. The disparity level measures how different fhe 
service levels between BellSouth and the alternative local exchange carrier (ALEC) are. This 
measure of disparity is defined consistently across all measures, so that a disparity level of two 
implies service to the ALEC is “twice as bad’’ as that received by BellSouth regardless of the 
measure. 

Payments are calculated based on the size of the disparity level using the paymeiztfuizdioiz. The 
payment funchon computes the payment level between a minimum payment and maximum 
payment depending on the disparity level. Following the direction of staff, the minimum and 
maximum payment are based on the sample size of the ALEC (either hear ly  or non-heady). 
Further, the relationship between the payment and disparity (severity) can be linear or non- 
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linear. Repeated non-conformance increases the minimum and maximum payment levels until 
equality of performance is attained. 

Specific values for the parameters of the payment function are proposed herein, but the function 
is so general that other values can be used without altering the underlying structure of the 
disparity level or payment function. Initial payment levels are based on the current payment 
levels of the BellSouth Plan, but need not be as a practical matter. 

Exhibit A. Key Parameters and Proposed Values 

Table A-1. Key Panmeters of the Payment Function 
Parameter Effecf of the Parameter Proposed 

Vdue 
2 m Selects the disparity level where the maximum payment applies. 

For example, if m = 2, then the maximum payment is paid when 
the ALEC's service is twice as bad as the ILEC's service. 

h Deternines whether or not the payment function is linear (h = 1) 1 
or non-hear (h > 1, h < 1) in the disparity. 

+ Determines the relationship between the minimum and maximum 15 
payment (pmnx = ij~pmin). 

Power Term ( r t ~ z )  Determines the relabonship between the minimum and maximum 
payment and the ALEC sample size. Smaller values of the power 
term weaken the relahonshp (and vice-versa). 

0.25 

f," Determines how much the minimum payment level increases with 
repeated non-conformance. 

1 -I- 0.50N 

t2 Determines how much the maximum payment level increases with 
repeated non-conformance. 

1.5t,, 
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ENFORCEMENT MEASURES RECOMMENDATION 

7 B-10: Percent Billing 
1 Errors Corrected In X 

Days 

Jeopardy Notice 
Interval & % Orders 
Given Jeopardy 
Notice 

I 

SUPPORTING AUGUMENT 
Performance data for May, June & July 
reflect that BellSouth is consistently 
3erforming poorly in correcting billing 
mors within 45 days. BellSouth’s 
performance for UNEs for May, June & 
My are 6.97%, 43.97% & 16.92% 
respectively. BellSouth also performed 
poorly for Resale & Interconnection for 
~ o t h  May and July. 
When customers call tlieir service 
providers, they expect prompt, accurate 
mswers regarding the progress on their 
Drders. When the expected delivery date 
zhanges, customers expect that they will be 
notified immediately so that they may 
mod* their own plans. While not 
receiving a timely notice that some 
appointments may be missed is an 
important issue for ALEC-customer 
relationshp, not being able to tell the 
customer at all that their appointnient may 
be missed is a worse. 

AT&T has experienced notification of 
jeopardies on the day of cut. This does not 
allow AT&T suffxcient time to inform its 
customer. Additionally, AT&T is not 
getting the electronic jeopardy notice in 
several cases. AT&T is being verbally 
notified on the day of cut. Although 
BellSouth states that they sent the jeopardy 
notice, AT&T did not receive them and is 
also concerned that the interval associated 
with the “day of cut” notrfkation is not 
even being reflected in the reported 
performance 

In May, BellSouth provided non-compliant 
support €or Loop+Port Combo. BellSouth 
continued to provide non-compliant support 
in June. 
The delivery of Pay Per Use feature records 
to the ALEC in a timely manner is required 
in order to bill end users for Star type 
services that are billed on a per use basis 
(ex: *69 can be used to find out the 
telephone iiuniber of the person or entity 
that last called the customer). Pay Per Use 
features are normally identified in EM 42 
category records and need to be provided to 
the ALEC in the same intervals that ODUF 

RECOMMENDATION 
TIER I/TIER I1 

TIER UTIER I1 

TIER IEER Ir 
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- 
P-5: Average 
Completion Notice 
Interval 

CM-2: Change 
Management 
Documentation- 
Average Delay Days 

CM-4: Change 
Management 
Documentation- 
Average Delay Days 

CM-9: Number of 
Defects In Production 

P-1 : Mean Held 
Order Interval 

dsage records are supplied. Customers 
xcome disgruntled and sometimes irate 
when they are billed long after they use Pay 
Per Use feature. 

ALECs need adequate notice of order 
:onipletion activities. Completion notices 
allow the ALEC to begin its fidfillment 
process of welcoining the customer and 
sending out information on services and 
Features ordered. In May, BellSouth failed 
this measure for 2W Analog Loop 
Dsgl<lO/Dispatch. The average interval 
was 10.03 days. BellSouth continued to 
provide non-compliant service( 8.3 2 days) 
For this service again in June. Also in May, 
BellSouth failed for 2W Analog Loop 
w/LW Dsg/<lO/Dispatcli with an average 
interval of 16.77 days. 
ALECs are proposing that this measure be 
in a “family grouping” witli CM-1. 
Therefore, if both CM-1 & CM-2 fail, 
BellSouth would only incur remedies for 
only one of the two. This should address 
BellSouth’s concerns 
ALECs are proposing that this measure be 
in a “family grouping” with CM-3. 
Therefore, if both CM-3 & CM-4 fail, 
BellSouth would only incur remedies for 
only one of the two. Tlis should address 
Bell S out h ’ s coiiceriis 
CM-9 is concerned with the number of ~ 

software defects found within a set period 
of time following the implementation of a 
new release. Unfortunately, ILECs can 
release software that contains defects that 
prevent ALECs from being able to process 
various features that are ordered or even the 
entire order. These defects can also hinder 
the ALEC’s ability to give the customer 
status information on their order. 

Customers expect work to be completed 
when promised. Clear discrimination exists 
if ALEC orders are held more frequeiitly or 
longer for facilities or otlier reasons than 
LEC orders. This measure reflects the 
magnitude of an appointment miss .  While 
there may be parity in missed appointments 
€or ALEC & LEC retail customers, the 
held order intervals may be different. In 
May, BellSouth had a 2W Analog Loop 
order held for 8 days and a 2W Analog 
Loop wLNP for 25 days. In June, the 
Held Order Interval as 8 days for UNE 
ISDN< 10 Circuits. 

TIER IRIER I1 

SPECIAL HANDLING 

SPECIAL HANDLING 

SPECIAL HANDLING 

TIER I/TIER 11 
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B-9: Percent Daily 
Usage Errors 
Corrected in X 
Business Days 

Errors should be corrected promptly so 
ALECs’ customer bi lhg  is timely and 
accurate. 

TIER IITIER I1 
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Metrics Changes 

3SS-2: Interface 
4vailability (Pre- 
3rdering/Ordering) 

3usiness Rules: 

:1) Add language on capture of down time in 
iumerator and ensure that scheduled hours of down 
lime are not multiplied by servers in denominator: 

BellSouth should add the following language 
:larifying that if any one component of the route to its 
3ackend systems is down all the other components on 
;hat route will be counted as down at the same time: 
‘The measure will capture down time if any part of the 
route from BST’s firewall to backend OSS systems is 
jown.” Business Rules also should state: “The 
denominator will include the scheduled hours of 
operability in the month where the whole route to the 
backend system is up.” 

- 

ALECs have found that BST has been multiplying the 
denominator by the number of servers supporting each 
interface, even if those servers do not come into use to 
lessen the down time for the interface. This dilutes 
that hours of down time in the numerator by dividing 
them by numerous, sometimes nine or more servers 
depending on the interface (LENS, TAG, EDI), 
including those just used for log-on security. This 
makes the benchmark easier to meet. In another state 
collaborative BST provided data on the number of 
servers used for each interface, which had not been 
available before. In that proceeding, the data showed 
that the numerator hours were multiplied by retired 
servers or servers assigned to KPMG state tests, which 
even BST agreed was inappropriate. The business 
rules have never made this method of calculation 
clear. Even if there is no major problem now with 
system availability, this practice could be used to mask 
fbture problems. The preferable solution would be to 
include only the clock hours of availability with no 
multiplier. At the very least, BellSouth should place 
more of the components of the systems ALECs go 
through to reach its OSS databases in the SEEM 
remedy plan levels of disaggregation as done in GA. 
If ALECs start experiencing excessive down times, the 



OSS-3 OSS Interface 
Availability for 
Maintenance and 
Renair. 
~. 

8 S S-4 Response 
Interval for 
Maintenance and 
Repair 

0-3  to 0-6: Flow- 
Through Measures 

PSC should adopt the elimination of multipliers at that 
time. However, ALECs would prefer full backsliding 
protection now. 

(2)  Add Functionality Definition: BST should also 
clarify that outages include loss of functionality. Add 
statement: “Loss of Functionality outages are defined 
as: A critical function that is normally performed by 
the ALEC or is normally provided by an application or 
svstem is temporarily unavailable to the ALEC.” 
Business Rules: Same as above about adding . 

coverage to loss of functionality. If server 
multiplication of numerator exists, it also should be 
eliminated. 
Business Rules: In other ILEC regions time is 
measured for each functionality. BST shows the 
separate system boxes traveled through but not how 
the time adds up for doing each fbnction. For instance 
on ECTA, the hnctions would be “Create a Trouble,” 
“Test a Trouble,” “Status a Trouble,” etc. with the 
times of the relevant svstems added toeether. 
Benchmarks: 

(1) Designed Flow Through: BellSouth should be 
required to increase its benchmarks to 95% for UNE-P 
(an additional level of disaggregation proposed by 
ALECs), and to a minimum of 90% for UNE-Other 
and LNP. The Georgia Staff recommended 95% for 
UNE-P. Raising the benchmark to 90% for UNE- 
Other and LNP is necessary to bring BellSouth closer 
to alignment with other Bell companies’ performance. 
For example, New York has adopted a 95% standard 
for Verizon covering orders designed to flow through. 

(2) Acheved/Total Flow Through: In the 
Performance Assurance Plan’s Special Measures 
section, Verizon is required to meet either an 80% 
standard for the BellSouth equivalent of “achieved” 
flow through or a 95% standard for flow through or 
pay a $2.5 million fine quarterly. 

The Commission should implement a performance 
standard for achieved flow-through. Until that occurs, 
BellSouth has no incentive to reduce the amount of 
designed manual fallout that ALECS currentlv endure. 
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0-8:  Reject Interval 

0-9:  Firm Order 
Confirmation 
Timeliness 

CECs propose the following standards for Achieved. 

?low Through: 

iesidential: 90% 

3usiness: 70% now, 80% in 9 months, 85% in 15 
nonths. 

m - P :  95% 

LJNE-Other: 80% now, 85% in 6 months, 90% in 12 
nonths. 

LWP: 70% now, 80% in 9 months, 85% in 15 months. 

The purpose of t h s  measure should be to measure the 
percent flow-through capability of BellSouth’ s 
ordering systems. ALECs cannot improve the flow- 
through of error free orders, only BellSouth can. 

Yet it is clear that the lack of flow-through causes 
additional delays, errors and costs. For example, FOC 
intervals are much longer for partially mechanized 
orders. It is also undisputed that having to re-key an 
order delays it, and re-keying or otherwise manually 
handling an order increases the risk of error, which 
either causes the order to reject, creating more delay, 
or perhaps even to be provisioned incorrectly. 

BellSouth should be held accountable for its decision 
not to provide flow-through. 

Benchmarks: BellSouth’s proposed benchmarks 
remain inadequate for partially mechanized and non- 
mechanized orders. Benchmarks should be at least 
90% in 5 hours for partially mechanized orders and 10 
hours for non-mechanized orders as is proposed in the 
Georgia Staff Recommendation. 

BellSouth should be required to include the Complex 
Resale Support Group (CRSG) in these metrics. 

BellSouth should be required to include project orders 
in this metric or minimally report the number of 
moiect orders excluded and include the orders in the 
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0- 12 Speed of Answer 
in the Ordering Center 

P-3A Percent Missed 
Installation 
Appointments. 

P-4A Average 
Completion Interval 

P-5 Average 
Completion Notice 
Interval 

P-11 Service Order 
Accuracy 

ALEC raw data. 
Business Rules: BellSouth should add the CRSG and 
EC-POC Support desks to the ordering centers 
measured. 
-resations: Disconnects should be 
measured separately, not excluded entirely from the 
metric. ALECs do not need disconnects disaggregated 
by products but for ALEC disconnect requests - 
requiring dispatch; ALEC disconnect requests - 
central office based; BST disconnects for migrations 
away from the ALEC - dispatch and BST disconnects 
for migrations away from the AL,EC - central office. 

Untimely BST processing of disconnects can result in 
overbilling of the ALEC, overbilling of the customer, 
delays in updates of CSR and other databases and 
problems with Channel Facilities Assignments. 

Only orders cancelled before the due date was missed 
should be excluded from this metric. 
Business Rules: This metrics should be modified as 
recommended by the Georgia Staff. The start time 
should be changed from “when a valid order number is 
assigned in SOCs” to “when BellSouth first receives a 
valid LSR or ASR.” This change is required to reflect 
the customer experience and to make an accurate 
parity determination. Although a retail analog is used 
today, different points are measured in the wholesale 
and retail processes and this is inappropriate in making 
a parity determination. Verizon, Qwest, and SBC’s 
similar performance measures begin this interval with 
the date that a valid LSR is received, not when the 
order is entered into the legacy or SOC system as does 
Bell S out h. 

Business Rules: BST should define how the retail 
completion notice interval is measured just as it has 
done in Georgia. It should add GA language offered 
by BellSouth: “For the retail analog, the start time is 
when the technician completes the order and the end 
time is when the order status is changed to complete in 
SOCS.” 
Business Rules: BellSouth should implement a 
mechanized method of measuring partially 
mechanized orders, and continue sampling for manual 
orders as recommended by the Georgia Staff. Once 
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B-2: Mean Time to 
Deliver Invoices 

B- 9 YO Daily Usage 
Feed Errors Corrected 
In X Days 

B - 1 0 %Billing Errors 
Corrected in X Days 

D- 1 : Average Database 
Update Interval 

D-2 Average Database 
Update Accuracy 

automation begins remedies should be paid for failures 
for Tier 1 performance. 

Disaggregation: Ths  measure should be state- 
specific, not regional, minimally for those orders for 
which data is collected in a mechanized manner. 
Exclusions: Bills rejected because of BellSouth 
formatting or content errors should be included as was 
done in the Georgia Staff Recommendation. It is not 
the ALEC’s fault the bill was delayed because of these 
errors. A useless bill should not be counted as on- 
time. 
Benchmark: This measure should be changed from 
diagnostic to have a performance standard of 95% 
within 4 business days. This is an important measure 
for ALECs and BellSouth currently has no incentive to 
perform. 
Calculation: The denominator should be changed 
from number of adjustment requests in reporting 
period to number of adjustment requests responses due 
in reporting period so that the numerator and 
denominator are from the same universe of 
transactions. 

Benchmark: This measure should be changed from 
diagnostic to have a performance standard of 95% 
within 45 days. This is an important measure for 
ALECs and BellSouth currently has no incentive to 
perform. For example, BellSouth’s reported interim 
on time performance in July was 36.53% for resale 
and 6.44% for W. June UNE was 43.97% and May 
UNE was 6.97%. 
Business Rules: This measure needs to be modified to 
include stand-alone directory listing only service 
orders . 
Business Rules: This measure needs to be modified to 
include stand-alone directory listing only service 
orders. The accuracy of BellSouth’s directory 
assistance database was “not satisfied” in KPMG’s 
Final Report (TVV4- 1 ) 
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DP- 1 1. LNP-Average 
Disconnect Timeliness 
Interval & Disconnect 
Timeliness Interval 
Distribution 
OP- 14 Percent 
Provisioning Troubles 

M&R-l M&R 5 :  
Missed Repair 
Appointments and 
other maintenance 
metrics with CPE 
exclusion. 

MR-4 Percent Repeat 
Troubles in 30 Days 

TG-1 Trunk Group 
Performance - 
Aggregate 

TG-2 Trunk Group 
Performance - ALEC 

Business Rules: BellSouth should be required to 
actually perform the disconnect activity before 
completing the service order in SOCs. 

Business Rules: The metric should include all trouble 
reports arising from the same order. A customer may 
experience several service disruptions related to 
provisioning problems and each should count as a 
provisioning trouble. 

Exclusions: BellSouth should not exclude customer 
provided or ALEC equipment troubles from the 
metrics. Such exclusions can be used to game the 
metrics. Because this is a parity metric, and such non 
network events should occur for ALECs and 
Bells outh alike, this exclusion should be eliminated. 
If allowed to continue to exclude these troubles, it 
should report the number of exclusions monthly. This 
will enable the AltEC to monitor whether the 
exclusions seem hgh  and perhaps were wrongly 
coded. In New York, Massachusetts, New Jersey and 
Pennsylvania, Verizon reports such exclusions 
separately. 

Business Rules: BellSouth should add rule clarifying 
that troubles closed to a non-excluded code should be 
counted as repeats even if the prior trouble closure 
was an excluded code. This will capture where the 
first troubles coding: was likelv in error. 
Business Rules: ALECs propose that the trunk 
groups be considered blocked if the same group 
blocks for an hour or more four or more times in the 
month’s reporting period. The blocking does not have 
to be time consistent. Time consistent busy hour 
blocking measurement is a product of the pre-Internet 
days. Today trunk groups may need augmenting even 
if the busy hours are not in a consistent pattern. 

Benchmarks: BellSouth’s 0.5% buffer is not 
acceptable. The measure should be based on parity in 
not exceeding the various blocking design levels. 
See TG-1. 



Specific 
CM- 10 Software 
Validation 
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fiEC Input on Test Deck Required: Implementation 
details of this metric should be a topic of the 
workshops as ALECs have had no input or visibility 
into what test decks will be used or what weighting 
factors are assigned. 
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The Status Of State Commission Orders And Activity Relating To The 
Measurement Of ILEC Interstate And Intrastate Special Access Services. 

States are increasingly recognizing the importance of incumbent LEC special access 
services provided to both wholesale competitor customers and retail end-users in the 
development of competition. As summarized below, to date, nine states have ordered or 
adopted some form of special access performance reporting on EECs’ provision and 
maintenance of interstate and intrastate services. In addition there are at least five states 
currently considering ILEC special access performance issues and reporting 
requirements. 

Minnesota: Since passage of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, The 
Minnesota PUC became the first state to issue an order finding jurisdiction over 
an ILEC’s (QwestW S WEST’S) interstate special access for performance 
reporting . In the Matter of the Complaint of AT&T Communications of the 
Midwest, Inc. Against I/ S WEST Communications, Inc. Regarding Access 
Sewice. Docket No. P-42 1/C-99-1183, Order Findin4 Jurisdiction, Reiectinq 
Claims For Relief, And Opening Investigation (ISSUE DATE: August 15, 

In March 2002, the Minnesota PUC adopted metrics proposed by 
WorldCom (i. e., the metrics developed and advocated by WorldCom before they 
were subsequently modified and endorsed by the Joint Competitive Industry 
Group) and required Qwest to report on its performance in provisioning special 
access to its wholesale competitor customers. In the Matter of @vest wholesale 
Service Qualify Standards Docket No. P-42 1M-00-849, Order Setting Reporting 
Requirements And Future Procedures (ISSUE DATE: March 4, 2002) 

In May 2002, the Minnesota PUC issued an order denying Qwest’s motion 
for reconsideration, and ordered Qwest to file its first special access monthly 
perf‘ormance report for the month of August 2002 on September 30, 2002. In fhe 
Matter of Qwest Wholesale Service Qualify Standards, Docket No. P-42 l/M-00- 
849, Order Denying Reconsideration And Modifying Order On Own Motion 
(ISSUE DATE: May 29,2002). 

2000). 

New York: Verizon reports on its special access performance on an interstate 
and intrastate basis, for both wholesale and retail customers, to the New York 
Public Service Commission, as part of the NYPSC’s “Special Services 
Guidelines.” Verizon has been reporting on its special access performance under 
the New York Guidelines since the mid-1980s. 

In June 2001, the New York PSC updated the Guidelines, adding 
additional metrics. CASE 00-C-205 I - Proceeding on Motion of the Commission 

Copies of orders and documentation for all states listed below can be made available upon request. 
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0 

m 

0 

to Investigate Methods to IrPlprnve and Maintain High Quality Special! Sewices 
Pegornmnce by Verizon New York Inc; CASE 92-C-0665 - Proceeding on 
Motion of the Commission to lnvestiga fe Performance-Bused Incentive 
Repla toy  Plans for New York Telephone Company. Opinion And Order 
Modi&inn Special Services Guidelines For Verizon New York Inc.. Conforming 
Tariff- And Requiring Additional Performance Reporting (IS SUED AND 
EFFECTIVE June 15,2001) 

In December 2001, the NY PSC slightly revised and updated the Special 
Services Guidelines on reconsideration. CASE 00-C-205 1 - Proceeding to 
Investigate Methods to Improve and Maintain High Quality Special Services 
Belffornlance by Verizon New York Inc. ; CASE 92-C-0665 - Proceeding on 
Motion of the Commission to Investigate Perjiomance-Based Incentive 
Replalory Plans for New York Telephone Compcmny. Order Denying Petitions For 
Rehearing And Clarieina Applicability Of Special Services Guidelines (IS SUE 
DATE: December 20, 2001) 

Colorado: In November 200 1, the Colorado PUC affirmed the “requirement [for 
Qwest] to monitor and report special access information.” In March 2002, 
Qwest’s petition for reconsideration of that Order was denied by the Colorado 
PUC, and implementation of special access performance reporting is underway, 1n 
the Matter of the Investigation into Alternative Approaches for a @est 
CoipratioE Peflomance Assurance Plan in Colorudo, Docket No. 0 11-04 1 T, 
Decision on Remand and Other Issues Pertaining to the Colorado Perf‘ormance 
Assurance Plan (ADOPTED : March 27, 2002) 

New Hampshire: In December 200 1, Verizon began reporting special access 
service results to the New Hampshire PUC pursuant to stipulation. DT 01 -006 
VERIZUN NE W HAIMPSHIIRE Petition to Approve Carrier io Carrier 
Perjomance Guidelines and Performance Assessmen f Plan, Order Re yarding 
Metrics and Plan (ISSUE DATE: March 29, 2002, referring to Stipulation). 

Maine: In April 2002, as part of its Order adopting a Performance Assurance 
Plan for Verizon’s $27 1 related obligations, the Maine PUC also accepted a 
voluntary agreement from Verizon to report its intrastate and interstate special 
access performance against certain New Y ork Special Services Guidelines. 
Inguiiy Regarding the Entry of Verizon-Maine intu the InterLA TA (Long 
Disfunce) Telephone Mmke f Pursuant to Section 2 71 of the Telecommunications 
Act of 1996, Docket No. 2000-849, Findings Report (ISSUE DATE: April IO, 
2002) 

Washington: In April 2002, the Washrngton Utilities and Transportation 
Commission (I‘WTC”) adopted the Colorado special access Derformance metrics 
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to measure Qwest’s interstate and intrastate wholesale special access 
performance. In the Matter of the Investigation into US Vest Communications, 
Inc. ’s Compliance with Section 2 71 qf the Teleconiniunicaiions Act of 1996, 
Docket No, UT-003 022, 3 Oth Supplemental Order, Commission Order Addressing 
Qwest’s Performance Assurance Plan. 

regarding its special access reporting. In the Matter of the Investigation into US 
West Communications, Pnc. ’s Compliunce with Section 2 71 of the 
Telecorrznzunications Act of 1996, Docket No. UT-003 022, 33rd Supplemental 
Order; Denvina in Part and Granting in Part, Owest’s Petition for Reconsideration 
of the 3 Ofh Supplemental Order. 

In May 2002, the W T C  denied Qwest’s petition for reconsideration 

Tennessee: In May 2002, the Tennessee Regulatory Authority adopted a 
modified version of WorldCom’s original (i. e., pre-Joint Competitive Industry 
Group) metrics, In re: Docket to Establish Generic Performance Measurements, 
Benchmarks and Enforcemen2 Mechanisms for BellSouth Telecommunications, 
Inc., Docket No. 0 1-00 193, Order Setting Performance Measurements, 
Benchmarks and Enforcement Mechanisms (ISSUE DATE: May 14,2002). 
BellSouth did not request reconsideration of the special access portion of that 
order, but did request consideration of other aspects of the order. 

access measurement and reporting order. The Settlement Agreement will be 
voted on August 26, 2002. Paragraph 3 of the Settlement Agreement states in 
Part7 

“In resolution of the contested issues . . . the parties will request the 
[Tennessee Regulatory] Authority to adopt as the “Tennessee 
Performance Assurance Plan” the identical service quality 
measurement plan and self-effectuating enforcement mechanism 
adopted by the Florida Public Service Commission.. . ..plus the 
Tennessee Performance Measurements for Special Access contained in 
the Order Setting Performance Measurements, Benchmarks and 
Enforcement Mechanisms issued in this docket on June 28,2002 as set 
forth in Exhibit B to that order. If the FCC adopts national special 
access measurements, the Parties reserve the right to argue to the TRA 
as to whether the FCC measures should supercede (sic) the Tennessee 
Measurements. . . .” (underlining added) 

Subsequently, BellSouth agreed in a settlement to abide by the TRA’s special 

0 Utah: In June 2002, the Utah Public Service Commission ordered Qwest to 
include special access in its Sec. 27 1 -related Performance Assurance Plan. In the 
Matter of the Applications of QWEsT CORPORA TIUfl jka US WEST 
Comrtzunications, h c . ,  fur Approval of Compliance with 4 7 U. S. C. 
# 271(@(3)(C), Docket No. 00-049-08, Order On Performance Assurance Plan 
(ISSUE Date: June 18, 2002). 
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Massachusetts: In August 200 1, the Massachusetts Department of 
Telecommunications and Energy order Verizon to report its special access 
performance on both an interstate and intrastate basis, as an interim matter, 
pending completion of its review of Verizon’s performance on both a wholesale 
basis for both affiliated and non-affiliated customers, and on a retail basis to 
Verizon’s own retail customers. Investigation by the Deparfment of 
Telecommunications and Energy on its uwn motion pursuant to G. L. c. 1.59, $ $ I 2  
and 16, info Verizon New England Inc., d/b/a Verizon Massachusetts ’provision of 
Special Access Sei~ices. D.T.E. Docket No. 01-34, Order, August 19,2001. 
Final order pending. 

Qther states currently considering special access performance reporting in 
Sec. 271 or other lLEC performance-related dockets: 

o Massachusetts (ordered interim reporting September 2001, as 
above; final decision pending) 

o New Jersey (staff recommendation to adopt NY metrics) 

o Illinois (staff recommendation; hearings completed; order pending) 

o Indiana (staff finding that special access performance should be 
considered in Ameritech’s Indiana Plan) 

o Georgia (staff recommendation - pending) 

o Louisiana - under consideration in the BST Sec. 271 six-month 
review 



Docket NO. 000121-TP 
Comments of AtEC Coalition 
Exhibit 5Apage 1 of 15 
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Joint Competitive Industry Group 
Proposal 

IEEC PERF'OMANCE 

MEASUREMENTS & STANDARDS 

in the 

Ordering, Provisioning, 
and 

Maintenance & Repair 
of 

SPECIAL ACCESS SERVICE 

Version 1.1 

Issued: January 18,2002 
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IEEC Performance Measurements and Standards 

CLEC or IXC Carrier speclfic total, with the following reporting dimensions for all measurements. 

0 Special Access disaggregated by bandwidth 
Sub Totaled by State 
Totaled by LEC 

Comparison reports are required for: 
0 CLEW IXC Carrier Aggregate 

LEC Miliates Aggregate 

Special Access is any exchange access service that provides a transmission path between two or more points, either 
directly, or through a central office, where bridging or multiplexing functions are performed, not utilizing ILEC end 
office switches. 

Special access services include dedicated and shared facilities configured to support analoghoice grade service, 
metallic and/or telegraph service, audio, video, digital data service (DDS), digital transport and high capacity service 
@Sl, DS3 and OCn), collocatioii transport, links for 557 signaling and database queries, SONET access including 
OC-192 based dedicated SONET ring access, and broadband services. 

Exclusions: Transmissioii path requests pursuant to an Interconnection Agreement for Unbundled Network 
Elements are excluded from these Performance Measures. 

Reporting Period: The reporting period is the calendar month, unless otherwise noted, with all averages or 
percentages displayed to one decimal point. 
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ORDERING 

Description 
The Finn Order Confirmation (FOC) is the ILEC response to an Access Service Request (ASR), whether an initial or 
supplement ASR, that provides the CLEC or IXC Carrier with the specific Due Date on which the requested circuit or 
circuits will be installed. The expectation is that the ILEC will conduct a minimum of an electronic facilities check to 
ensure due dates delivered in FOCs can be relied upon. The performance standard for FOCs received within the 
standard interval is expressed as a percentage of tlie total FOCs received during the reporting period. A diagnostic 
distribution is required along with a count of ASRs withdrawn at the ILEC’s request due to a lack of LEC facilities 
or Otherwise. 

I Calculation Methodology 

Percent Meeting Performance Standard: 
[Count FOCs received where (FOC Receipt Date - ASR Sent Date) < = Performance Standard] / Total 
FOCs received during reporting period x 100 

FOC Receipt - Distribution: 
(FOC Receipt Date - ASR Sent Date), for each FOC received during reporting period, distributed by: 
0 day, I day, 2 days, through 10 days and 10 days 

ASRs Withdrawn at ILEC Request due to a lack of ILEC Facilities or Otherwise 
Count of AS&, which have not yet received a FOC, Withdrawn at ILEC Request, during the current 
reporting period, due to a lack of LEC facilities or otlienvise 

Business Rules 
1. Counts are based on each instance of a FOC received from the ILEC. l€ one or more Supplement ASRs are 

issued to correct or change a request, each corresponding FOC, which is received during the reporting period, is 
counted and measured. 
Days shown are business days, Monday to Friday, excluding National Holidays, Activity starting on a weekend, 
or holiday, will reflect a start date of the next business day, and activity ending on a weekend, or hohday, will be 
calculated with an end date of the last previous business day. 
Projects are included. Deternunation of what is identified as a project varies by ILEC and should not alter the 
need to ensure that service is provided within expected intexvals. 

2. 

3. 

Exclusions 
Unsolicited FOCs 

0 Disconnect ASRs 
Cancelled ASRs . Record AS& 

Levels of Disaperepation 
DSO 

0 DSl 
DS3 

a QCn 

Performance Standard 
Percent FOCs Received within Standard - DSO = > 98.0% within 2 business days 

- DS1 = > 98.0% within 2 business days 
- DS3 = > 98.0% within 5 business days 
- OCn - ICB (Individual Case Basis) 

FOC Receipt Distribution - Diagnostic 
ASRs Withdrawn at LEC Request Due to a Lack of ILEC Facilities or Otherwise - Diagnostic 
Joint Competitive Industy Group Proposal 4 Version 1.1 
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ORDERING 

Calculation Methodolow 
Percent FOC Receipt Past Due - Without Open QueryReject: 

Sum of AS& without a FOC Received, and a QueryReject is not open, where (End of Reporting Period - 
ASR Sent Date >Expected FOC Receipt Interval) / Total number of ASRs sent during reporting period x 10C 

[(End of Reporting Period - ASR Sent date) - (Expected FOC Receipt Interval)] for ASRs without a FOC 
received and a QueryReject is not open with the CLEC or IXC Carrier, distributed by; 
1-5 Days, 6-10 Days, 11-20 Days, 21- 30 Days, 3 1-40 Days, and > 40 Days 

FOC Receipt Past Due - Without Open QueryReject - Distribution: 

Percent FOC Receipt Past Due - With Open QueryReject: 
S u i  of AS& without a FOC Received, and a QueryReject is open, where (End of Reporting Period - ASR 
Sent Date > Expected FOC Receipt Interval) / Total number of ASRs sent during reporting period x 100 

Description 
The FOC Receipt Past Due nieasure tracks all ASR requests that have not received an FOC from the ILEC within the 
expected FOC receipt interval, as of the last day of the reporting period and do not have an open, or outstanding, 
Querymeject. This measure gauges the magnitude of late FOCs and is essential to ensure that FOCs are being 
received in a timely manner from the ILECs. A distribution of these late FOCs, along with a report of those late 
FOCs tliat do have an open QneqdReject, is required for diagnostic purposes. 

Business Rules 
1. AI1 counts are based on the latest ASR request sent to the ILEC. Where one or more subsequent AS& have 

been sent, oidy the latest ASR would be recorded as Past Due if no FOC had yet been returned. 
2. The Expected FOC Receipt Interval, used in the calculations, will be t h e  interval identified in the Performance 

Standards for the FOC Receipt nieasure. 
3, Days shown are business days, Monday to Friday, excluding National Holidays. Activity starting on a weekend, 

or holiday, will reflect a s ta t  date of the next business day, and activity ending on a weekend, or holiday, will be 
calculated with an end date of the last previous business day. 
Projects are included. Determination of what is idelitifred as a project varies by ILEC and should not alter the 
need to ensure that service is provided within expected intervals. 

4. 

Exclusions: 
0 Unsolicited FOCs 

Disconnect ASRs 
Cancelled ASRs 
Record AS& 

Levels of Disagereeation 
e DSO 

DSl 
DS3 

0 OCn 

Performance Standard 
Percent FOC Receipt Past Due - Without Open QueryReject 
FOC Receipt Past Due - Without Open QueryReject - Distribution 
Percent FOC Receipt Past Due - With Open Querymeject 

< 2.0 % FOC Receipt Past Due 
- Diagnostic 
- Diagnostic 
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ORDERING 

Description 
The Offered Versus Requested Due Date measure reflects the degree to which the EEC is coinmitting to install 
service on the CLEC or IXC Carrier Requested Due Date (CRDD), when a Due Date Request is equal to or greater 
than the ILEC stated interval. A distribution of the delta, the difference between the CRDD and the Offered Date, for 
these FOCs is required for diagnostic purposes, 

Percent Offered with CLEC or IXC Carrier Requested Due Date: 
[Count of ASRs where (FOC Due Date = O D ]  / [Total number of ASRs where (CRDD - ASR Sent 
Date) = > ILEC Stated h temd]  x 100 

Offered versus Requested Interval Delta - Distribution: 
[(Offered Due Date - CRDD) where (CHID - ASR Sent Date) = > ILEC Stated Interval] for each FOC 
received during the reporting period, distributed by; 0 Days, 1-5 Days, 6-10 Days, 11-20 Days, 21- 30 Days, 
31-40 Days, and > 40 Days 

Business Rules 
1. Counts are based on each instance of a FOC received from the ILEC. If one or inore Supplement ASRs are 

issued to correct or change a request, each corresponding FOC, which is received during the reporting period, is 
counted and measured. 
Days shown are business days, Monday to Friday, excluding National Holidays. Activity starting on a weekend, 
or holiday, will reflect a start date of the next business day, and activity ending on a weekend, or holiday, will be 
calculated with an end date of the last previous business day. 
Projects are included. Determination of what is identified as a project varies by ILEC and should not alter the 
need to ensure that service is provided within expected intervals. 

2. 

3.  

Exclusions 
Unsolicited FOCs 
Disconnect ASRs 
Cancelled ASRs 

* Record ASRs 

4 
0 DSO 

DS1 
0 DS3 

OCn 

Performance Standard 
Percent Offered with CRDD (where CRDD = > ILEC Stated Interval) = 100% 
Offered versus Requested Interval Delta - Distribution - Diagnostic 

ILEC Stated Intervals: To be deternuned by LEC 
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PROVISIONING 

Description 
On Time Performance To FOC Due Date measures the percentage of circuits that are completed on the FOC Due 
Date, as recorded from the FOC received in response to the last ASR sent. Customer Not Ready ( 0  situations 
may result in an installation delay. The On Time Performance To FOC Due Date is calculated both with CNR 
consideration, i.e. measuring the percentage of time the service is installed on the FOC due date while counting C N R  
coded orders as an appointment met, and without CNR consideration. 

Calculation Methodolopv 
Percent On Time Performance to FOC Due Date - With CNR Consideration: 

[(Count of Circuits Conipleted on or before ILEC Committed Due Date + Count of Circuits Completed after 
FOC Due Date with a verifiable CNR code) / (Count of Circuits Conipleted in Reporting Period)] x 100 

[(Count of Circuits Completed on or before ILEC Conimitted Due Date) / (Count of Circuits Completed in 
Reporting Period)] x 100 

Percent On Time Performance to FOC Due Date - Without CNR Consideration: 

Note: The denominator for both calculations is the total count of circuits completed during the reporting period, 
including all circuits, with and without a CNR code. 

Business Rules 
1, 
2. 

Measures are based on the last ASR sent and the associated FOC Due Date received froni the ILEC. 
Selection is based on circuits completed by the ILEC during tlie reporting period. An ASR may provision inore 
than one circuit and ILECs may break the ASR into separate internal orders, however, the ASR is not considered 
completed for measurement purposes until all circuits are completed. 
The ILEC Conipletion Date is tlie date upon wluch the ILEC completes installation of the circuit, as noted on a 
completion advice to the CLEC or IXC Carrier. 
Projects are included. Determination of what is identified as a project varies by ILEC and should not alter the 
need to ensure that service is provided on the FOC Due Date. 
A Customer Not Ready (CNR) is defined as a verifiable situation beyond the normal control of the ILEC that 
prevents the L E C  from completing an order, including the following: CLEC or IXC Carrier is not ready; end 
user is not ready; connecting company, or CPE (Customer Premises Equipment) supplier, is not ready. The ILEC 
must ensure that established procedures are followed to  not@ the CLEC or IXC Carrier of a CNR situation and 
allow a reasonable period of time for the CLEC or IXC Carrier to correct the situation. 

3, 

4. 

5 .  

Exclusions 
Unsolicited FOCs 
Disconnect ASRs 
Cancelled ASRs 
Record ASRs 

Levels of Disaggregation 
0 DSO 

DS1 
DS3 
QCI~ 

Performance Standard 
Percent On Time to FOC Due Date - With CNR Consideration = > 98.0 YO On Time 
Percent On Time to FOC Due Date - Without CNR Consideration - Diagnostic 
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PROVISIONING 

Description 
Days Late captures the magnitude of the delay, both in average and distribution, for those circuits not completed on 
the FOC Due Date, and the delay was not a result of a verifiable CNR situation. A breakdown of delay days caused 
by a lack of ILEC facilities is required for diagnostic purposes. 

Calculation Methodology 
Average Days Late: 

C[Circuit Completion Date - ILEC Committed Due Date (for all Circuits Completed Beyond ILEC 
Committed Due Date without a CNR code)] / (Count of Circuits Completed Beyond ILEC Committed Due 
Date without a CNR code) 

Circuit Conipletion Date - LEC Committed Due Date (for all Circuits Completed Beyond ILEC Committed 
Due Date without a CNR code) distributed by: 1 day, 2-5 Days, 6-10 Days, 11-20 Days, 21- 30 Days, 31-40 
Days, and > 40 Days 

CCCircuit Completion Date - ILEC Committed Due Date (for all Circuits Completed Beyond ILEC 
Committed Due Date without a CNR code and due to a Lack of ILEC Facilities] / (Count of Circuits 
Completed Beyond ILEC Committed Due Date without a CNR code and due to a Lack of ILEC Facilities) 

Days Late Distribution: 

Average Days Late Due to a Lack of ILEC Facilities: 

Business Rules 
1. 
2. 

Measures are based on the last ASR sent and the associated FOC Due Date received from the ILEC. 
Selection is based on circuits completed by the ILEC during the reporting period. An ASR may provision more 
than one circuit <and LECs may break the ASR into separate internal orders, however, the ASR is not considered 
conipleted for measurement purposes until all circuits are completed. 
Days shown are business days, Monday to Friday, excluding National Holidays. Activity starting on a weekend, 
or holiday, will reflect a start date of the next business day, and activity ending on a weekend, or holiday, will be 
calculated with an end date of the last previous business day. 
Projects are included. Determination of what is identified as a project varies by ILEC and should not alter the 
need to ensure that service is provided on tlie FOC Due Date. 
A Customer Not Ready (CNR) is defined as a verifiable situation beyond the nornial control of the ILEC that 
prevents the ILEC from completing an order, including tlie following: CLEC or IXC Carrier is not ready; end 
user is not ready; comiectiiig company, or CPE (Customer Premises Equipment) supplier, is not ready. The ILEC 
must ensure that established procedures are followed to not@ the CLEC or IXC Carrier of a C N R  situation and 
allow a reasonable period of time for the CLEC or K C  Carrier to correct the situatioii 

3. 

4. 

5 .  

Exclusions 
Unsolicited FOCs 
Disconnect ASRs 
Cancelled ASRs 
Record AS% 

Levels of Disaggrepation 
e DSO 

DSl 
DS3 
OCn 

Performance Standard 
Average Days Late 
Days Late Distribution - Diagnostic 
Average Days Late Due to a Lack of ILEC Facilities - Diagnostic 

< 3.0 Days 
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PROVISIONING 

Description 
The intent of this measure is to capture thee  important aspects of the provisioning process and display them in 
relation to each other. The Average CLEC or IXC Carrier Requested Interval, the Average ILEC Offered Interval, 
and the Average Installation Interval, provide a comprehensive view of provisioning, with the ultimate goal of having 
these three intervals equivalent, 

Calculation Methodology 

Average CLEC or IXC Carrier Requested Interval: 
Sum (CRDD - ASR Sent Date) / Total Circuits Completed during reporting period 

Average ILEC Offered Interval: 
Sum (FOC Due Date - ASR Sent Date) / Total Circuits Completed during reporting period 

Average Installation Interval: 
Sum (ILEC Completion Date - ASR Sent Date) / Total Circuits Completed during reporting period 

Business Rules 
1. Measures are based on the last ASR sent and the associated FOC Due Date received from the ILEC. 
2. Selection is based on circuits completed by the ILEC during the reporting period. An ASR may provision more 

than one circuit and LECs may break the ASR into separate internal orders, however, the ASR is not considered 
completed for measurement purposes until all circuits are completed. 

3. Days shown are business days, Monday to Friday, excluding National Holidays. Activity starting on a weekend, 
or holiday, will reflect a start date of the next business day, and activity ending on a weekend, or holiday, will be 
calculated with an end date of the last previous business day. 

4. Projects are included. Determination of what is identified as a project varies by ILEC and should not alter the 
need to ensure that service is provided within expected intervals. 

5 .  The Average Installation Interval includes all completions. 

Exclusions 
Q Unsolicited FOCs 
0 Disconnect ASRs 
0 Cancelled ASRs 

RecordASRs 

Levels of Disaggreeation 
DSO 
DSl 
DS3 
OCll 

Performance Standard 
Average Requcsted Interval - Diagnostic 
Averagc Offered Intend - Diagnostic 
Average Installation Interval - Diagnostic 
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PROVISIONING 

DescrirPtion 
The Past Due Circuits measure provides a siiapshot view of circuits not completed as of the end of the reporting 
period. The count is taken from those circuits that have received an FOC Due Date but the date has passed. Results 
are separated into those held for ILEC reasons and those held for CLEC or IXC Carrier reasons (CNRs), with a 
breakdown, for diagnostic purposes, of Past Due Circuits due to a lack of ILEC facilities. A diagnostic measure, 
Percent Cancellations After FOC Due Date, is included to show a percent of all cancellations processed during the 
reporting period where the cancellation took place after the FOC Due Date had passed 

~~ ~~ 

Calculation Methodollow 
Percent Past Due Circuits: 

[(Count of all circuits not conlpleted at tlie end of tlie reporting period > 5 days beyond the FOC Due Date, 
grouped separately for Total ILEC Reasons, Lack of LEG Facility Reasons, and Total CLECKarrier 
Reasons) / (Total uncompleted circuits past FOC Due Date, for all missed reasons, at the end of the 
reporting period)] x 100 

Count of all circuits past the FOC Due Date that have not been reported as completed (Calculated as last day 
of reporting period - FOG Due Date) Distributed by: 1-5 days, 6-10 days, 11-20 days, 21-30 days, 3 1-40 
Days, > 40 days 

[Count (All circuits cancelled during reporting period, that were Past Due at the end of the previous 
reporting period, where (Date Cancelled > FOC Due Date) / (Total circuits Past Due at the end of the 
previous reporting period)] x 100 

Past Due Circuits Distribution: 

Percent Cancellations After FOC Due Date: 

Business Rules 
1. 
2. 

3.  

Calculation of Past Due Circuits is based on the most recent ASR and associated FOC Due Date. 
An ASR may provision more than one circuit and ILECs may break the ASR into separate internal orders, 
however, the ASR is not considered completed €or measurement purposes until all segments are completed. 
Days shown are business days, Monday to Friday, excluding National Holidays. Activity starting on a weekend, 
or holiday, will reflect a start date of the next business day, and activity ending on a weekend, or holiday, will be 
calculated with an end date of the last previous business day. 
Projects are included. Determination of what is or is not identified as a project varies by ILEC and should not 
alter the need to ensure that service is provided on t he  FOC Due Date. 
A Customer Not Ready (CNR) is defined as a verifiable situation beyond the normal control of the ILEC that 
prevents the ILEC from completing an order, including the following: CLEC or IXC Carrier is not ready; end 
user is not ready; connecting company, or CPE (Customer Premises Equipment) supplier, is not ready. The ILEC 
must ensure that established procedures are followed to not@ the CLEC or IXC Carrier of a CNR situation and 
allow a reasonable period of time for the CLEC or IXC Carrier to correct the situation 

4. 

5. 

Exclusions 
e Unsolicited FOCs 
e Disconnect AS& 
9 Record ASRs 

Levels of Disaggreeation 
DSO / DSI / DS3 / OCn 

Performance Standard 
Percent Past Due Circuits - Total ILEC Reasons 
Percent Past Due Circuits - Due to Lack of ILEC Facilities 
Percent Past Due Circuits - Total CLEC Reasons 
Past Due Circuits Distribution 
Percent Cancellation After FOC Due Date 

< 3.0 YO > 5 days beyond FOC Due Date 
- Diagnostic 
- Diagnostic 
- Diagnostic 
- Diagnostic 
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PROVISIONING 

Description 
New Installation Tronble Report Rate measures the quality of the installation work by capturing the rate of trouble 
reports on new circuits with11 30 calendar days of the installation. 

Cal cii Iati on M eth 

Trouble Report Rate Within 30 Calendar Days of Installation: 
[Count (trouble reports within 30 Calendar Days of Installation) / (TotaI Number of Circuits Installed in the 
Report Period)] x 100 

Business Rules 
1, 

2. 

The LEC Completion Date is the date upon which the ILEC completes installation of the circuit, as noted on a 
completion advice to the CLEC or IXC Carrier. 
The calculation for the preceding 30 calendar days is based on the creation date of the trouble ticket. 

Exclusions 
0 

0 

e 

Trouble tickets that are canceled at the CLEC’s or IXC Carrier’s request 
CLEC, IXC Carrier, CPE (Customer Premises Equipinent), or other customer caused troubles 
ILEC trouble reports associated witli administrative service 
Tickets used to track referrals of misdirected calls 
CLEC or IXC Carrier requests for informational tickets 

8 DSO 
DS1 
DS3 
OCll 

Performance Standard 
New Installation Trouble Report Rate < = 1 .O trouble reports per 100 circuits installed 
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IMAINTENANCE & REPAIR 

Description 
Failure Rate measures the overall quality of the circuits being provided by the ILEC and is calculated by dividing the 
number of troubles resolved during the reporting period by the total number of “in service” circuits, at the end of the 
reporting period, and is then annualized by multiplying by 12 months. 

Calculation Methodolow 

Failure Rate - Annualized: 
([(Count of Trouble Reports resolved during the Reporting Period) / (Number of Circuits In Service at the 
end of the Report Period)] x loo} x 12 

Business Rules 
1. A trouble repodticket is any record (whether paper or electronic) used by the ILEC for the purposes of tracking 

related action and disposition of a service repair or maintenance situation. 
A trouble is resolved when the LEC issues notice to  the CLEC or IXC Carrier that the circuit has been restored 
to normal operating paranieters. 
Where more than one trouble is resolved on a specific circuit during the reporting period, each trouble is counted 
in the Trouble Report Rate. 

2. 

3. 

Exclusions: 
0 

0 

0 

Trouble tickets that are canceled at the CLEC’s or LXC Carrier’s request 
CLEC, LXC Carrier, CPE (Customer Premises Equipment), or other customer caused troubles 
ILEC trouble reports associated with administrative service 
CLEC or IXC Carrier requests for informational tickets 
Tickets used to track referrals of misdirected calls 

Levels of Disaggregation 

0 

Below DS3 @SO f DS1) 
DS3 and Above @S3 + OCn) 

Performance Standard 
Failure Rate Annualized - Below DS3 < = 10.0% 

= 10.0% - DS3 and Above 
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MAINTENANCE & REPAIR 

DescriDtion 
The Mean Tinie To Restore interval measures the promptness in restoring circuits to normal operating levels when a 
problem or trouble is referred to the LEC. Calculation is the elapsed time from the CLEC or IXC Carrier submission 
of a trouble report to the ILEC to the time the ILEC closes the trouble, less any Customer Hold Time or Delayed 
Maintenance Time due to vaIid customer, CLEC, or IXC Carrier caused delays. A breakdown of the percent of 
troubles outstanding greater than 24 hours, and the Mean Time to Restore of those troubles recorded as Found OK / 
Test OK, is required for diagnostic purposes. 

Calculation Methodology 
Mean Time To Restore: 

C [@ate and Time of Trouble Ticket Resolution Closed to the CLEC or IXC Carrier - Date and Time of 
Trouble Ticket Referred to the LEC)  - (Customer Hold Times)] / (Count of Trouble Tickets Resolved in 
Reporting Period)] 

[Count of Troubles where (Date and Time of Trouble Ticket Resolution Closed to the CLEC or IXC Carrier 
- Date and Time of Trouble Ticket Referred to the LEC) - (Customer Hold Times) is > 24 hrs / (Count of 
Trouble Tickets Resolved in Reporting Period)] x 100 

C [(Date and Time of Trouble Ticket Resolution Closed 10 the CLEC or IXC Carrier as Found OWTest OK 
- Date and Time of Trouble Ticket Referred to the ILEC) - (Customer Hold Times)] / (Count of Trouble 
Tickets Resolved in Reporting Period as Found OK/Test OK)] 

% Out of Service Greater than 24 hrs: 

Mean Time To Restore - Found OK / Test OK: 

Business Rules 
1. 

2. 

3.  

4. 

A trouble report or trouble ticket is any record (whether paper or electronic) used by the ILEC for the purposes 
of tracking related action and disposition of a service repair or maintenance situation. 
Elapsed time is measured on a 24-hour, seven-day per-week basis, without consideration of weekends or 
holidays. 
Multiple reports in a given period are iacluded, unless the niultiple reports for the same customer is categorized 
as “subsequent” (an additional report on an already open ticket). 
“Restore” means to return to the nornially expected operating parameters for the service regardless of whether 
or not the service, at the time of trouble ticket creation, was operating in a degraded mode or was conipletely 
unusable. A trouble is “resolved’ when the ILEC issues notice to the CLEC or IXC Carrier that the customer’s 
service is restored to normal operating parameters. 
Customer Hold Time or Delayed Maintenance Tinie resulting from verifiable situations of no access to the end 
user’s premises, or other CLEC or IXC Carrier caused delays, such as holding the ticket open for monitoring, is 
deducted €rom t h e  total resolution interval. 

6.  

Exclu si0 n s : 

0 

0 

Trouble tickets that are canceled at the CLEC’s or IXC Carrier’s request 
CLEC, IXC Carrier, CPE (Customer Prenlises Equipment), or other customer caused troubles 
ILEC trouble reports associated with administrative service 
CLEC or IXC Carrier requests for informational tickets 
Trouble tickets created for tracking and/or monitoring circuits 
Tickets used to track referrals of misdirected calls 

Levels of Disaggrepation 

Performance Standard 
Mean Time to Restore - Below DS3 < 2.0 Hours 

- DS3 and Above 
% Out of Service > 24 Hrs 
Mean Time to Restore - Found OK / Test OK 
Joint Competitive Industry Group Proposal 

Below DS3 @SO + DSl) 
DS3 and Above ( D S 3  3. OCn) 

< = 1.0 Hour 
- Diagnostic 
- Diagnostic 
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ILEC Performance Measurements and Standards 

MAINTENANCE & REPAIR 

Description 
The Repeat Trouble Report Rate measures the percent of maintenance troubles resolved during the current reporting 
period that had at least one prior trouble ticket any time in the preceding 30 calendar days from the creation date of 
the current trouble report. 

Calculation Methodology 

Repeat Trouble Report Rate: 
[(Count of Current Trouble Reports with a previous trouble, reported on the same circuit, in the preceding 
30 calendar days)] / ("iber of Reports in the Report Period) x 100 

Business Rules 
1. A trouble report or trouble ticket is any record (whether paper or electronic) used by the JLEC for the purposes of 

tracking related action and disposition of a service repair or maintenance situation. 
2. A trouble is resolved when the ILEC issues notice to the CLEC or IXC Carrier that the circuit has been restored 

to normal operating parameters. 
3, If a trouble ticket was closed out previously with the disposition code classlfjling it as FOWTOWCPELXC, then 

the second trouble must be counted as a repeat trouble report if it is resolved to ILEC reasons. 
4. The trouble resolution need not be identical between the repeated reports for the incident to be counted as a 

repeated trouble. 

Exclusions : 
0 Trouble tickets that are canceled at the CLEC's or IXC Carrier's request 

CLEC, IXC Carrier, CPE (Customer Premises Equipment), or other customer caused troubles 
ILEC trouble reports associated with administrative service 
Subsequent trouble reports - defined as those cases where a customer called to check on the status of an existing 
open trouble ticket 

Levels of Disaggregation . Below DS3 @SO + DSl) 
DS3 and Above ( D S 3  + OCn) 

Performance Standards 
Repeat Trouble Report Rate - Below DS3 < = 6.0% 

- DS3 and Above < = 3.0% 

Joint Competitive Industry Group Proposal 14 Version 1.1 
Jan 18,2002 
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GLQSSARY 

Access Service 
Request 

( A W  

Business Days 

Customer Not Ready 
f C W  

Facility Check 

Firm Order 
Confirmation 

( F W  

Unsolicited FOC 

Project 

Query/Reject 

Repeat Trouble 

Supplement ASR 

A request to an LEC to order new service, or request a change to 
existing service, which provides access to the local exchange company’s network, 
under tems specified in tlie local exchange company’s special or switched access 
tariffs 

Monday thru Friday excluding holidays 

A verifiable situation beyond the normal coiitrol of the LEC that prevents the 
ILEC from completing an order, including the following: CLEC or IXC Carrier is 
not ready; end user is not ready; connecting company, or CPE (Customer 
Premises Equipment) supplier, is not ready 

A pre-provisioning check performed by the ILEC, in response to an access 
service request, to determine the availability of facilities and assign the 
installation date 

The notice retwned from the ILEC, in response to ail Access Service Request 
from a CLEC or IXC Carrier that confirms receipt of the request, that a facility 
has been made, and that a service request has been created with an assigned due 
date 

An Unsolicited FOC is a supplemental FOC issued by the ILEC to change the 
due date or for other reasons, although no change to the ASR was requested by 
the CLEC or IXC Carrier 

Service requests that exceed the line size and/or level of complexity that would 
allow tlie use of standard ordering and provisioning processes 

An ILEC response to an ASR requesting clarification or correction to one or 
more fields on the ASR before an FOC can be issued 

Trouble that reoccurs on the same telephone nuniberlcircuit ID withn 30 
calendar days 

A revised ASR that is sent to change due dates or alter the original ASR request. 
A “Version” indicator related to the original ASR number tracks each 
Supplement ASR. 

Joint Competitive Industry Group Proposal 15 Version 1.1 
Jan 18,2002 
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ATTACHMENT B 

Joint Competitive Industry Group Proposal 

OFFERED INSTALLATION INTERVALS 

The purpose of this document is to establish a definition of the offered installation interval referenced 
in ILEC Performance Measurement JIP-SA 3 (Offered Versus Requested Due Date).’ 

Definition 

The Offered Interval may not be longer than the least of 

1. The Standard Interval 

BSO: 7 business days 
DS 1 : 7 business days 
DS3: 14 business days 

2. The Interval Stated (published) by the ILEC; or 

3.  The Interval actually provided to the ILEC’s Affiliates or the ILEC’s Retail Customers in that 
state 

Provided, however, that if the carrier-customer requests a longer interval, the customer-requested 
interval shall become the offered interval. 

Issued: January 18, 2002 

See Joint Competitive Industry Group Proposal, ILEC Performance Measurements & Standards in the Ordering, 
Provisioiung, and Maintenance & Repair of Specid Access Service, Version 1.1, Issued January 18, 2002, at page 6 ,  
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Proposed New Measures 

CLEC ORDERING TROUBLE RESPONSES IN 48 HOURS 
Definition 

Measures whether CLECs receive timely responses to problems with getting orders 
through system brought to help desk (LCSC. CRSG, LISC. EC Support) or account 
team by CLECs. 

Exclusions 
CLEC requests for information available in a clear and not contradicted manner 
OD ILEC web site. 

CLEC requests for information that does not affect the placement of orders. 

Business Rules 

The start time for the measurement is when the CLEC contacts their account 
representative or the appropriate help desk for the problem with the order impeding 
problem. The contact can be either through telephone call or email. The clock stops 
when a response adequate to enable CLEC to place stalled order is received. If the 
CLEC finds that the response did not resolve the problem, it must report back this 
failure within 12 business hours to keep the ticket open. An ordering problem may 
include an unexplained rejection of an order or rejections due to errors in ILEC 
databases (i.e. wrong address used for validation, missing critical loop make up 
information, line lost listee did not leave carrier, etc.) These are an example and not 
an exhaustive list of order-impeding problems. (System type problems would not be 
included if they are captured in as a Type 1 and 6 Change Request problem and 
measured against those benchmarks in the Software Problem Resolution Timeliness 
metric.) 

Calculation 
Days = (a + b) x 100 

a = Number of Responses Provided within Benchmark. 
b = Number of Responses Due in Reporting Period. 

Report Structure 
CLEC Specific 
CLEC Aggregate 

Qata Retained 
Report Period 
Request Date 

e Response Date 
e Rejections Sent 

1 
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SQM Level of Disaggregation 
Staie 

SQM Analog/Benchmark 
95% responses in 48 bwkess- hours 

10 Account Team I I 

f LCSC 
0 CRSG 
p LISC 
p ECSupport 

SEEM Measure 

SEEM Disaggregation 
e 

SEEM Disaggregation - AnaloglBenchmark 
SEEM AnaloglBenchmark 

Note: Tracked changes are clarifications and revisions to Georgia Staff Recommendation 

2 
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Proposed New Measures 

(# of Accurate Loss Notification 
transactions sent within 24 hours +- 

total Disconnects away from CLEC) 
* 100 

Percent Line Loss Notifications Returned Within 24 Hours Of Disconnect Order 
Coindetion 

Reported for CLEC, all CLECs, BST 
business units, and other BST affiliates. 

Definition: 
Percent accurate line loss notifications delivered to the former carrier of the end user 
returned within 24 hours of the completion of the disconnection of the customer from 
the carrier, 

Exclusions: 
9 CLEC-caused delay that prevents BellSouth from completing the order and thus sending the 

line loss notification 

Excludes Sundays And Holidays 

~ ~~ ~~ 

Business Rules: 
Performance is -calculated by measuring the time between the completion of the 
disconnect of the customer to the delivery of the line loss notification. When a service 
bureau is involved, the time shall be measured to the delivery of an accurate loss 
notification to the Sewice Bureau Provider in a file format customarily used by the Service 
Bureau Provider. 

This includes all products for which loss notifications are sent. 
Levels of Disaggregation: 
9 Same as other BST provisioning metrics. 

Calculation: I Report Structure: 

11 Benchmark 
97% within 24 hours. 

SEEM Tier I and Tier I1 

3 
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Proposed New Measures 

Definition: 
For all notifications exceeding the %-hour standard, average number of days from 
completion of the disconnect order to the time an accurate line loss notification 
was senthade available to the CLEC. 

Exclusions: 
Where CLEC accesses BellSouth - LEC’s systems using a Service Bureau 
Provider, the measurement of BellSouth - LEC‘s performance shall not 
include Service Bureau Provider processing, availability or response time. 
CLEC-caused delay that prevents BellSouth from completing the order and 
thus sending the line loss notification 
Excludes Sundays And Holidays (non-business days) 

Business Rules: 

Delay days equal the difference between the time the line loss notification 
(LLN) was sent/made available to the CLEC and the completion of the 
disconnect order.. Only those notifications that were sent/made available 
outside the 24-hour standard are included in this measure. When a 
service bureau is involved, the time shall be measured to the delivery of 
an accurate loss notification to the Sewice Bureau Provider in a file 
format customarily used by the Service Bureau Provider. 

This measure includes all products for which line loss notifications are sent. 
Levels of Disaggregation: 

Same as m-ovisionim metrics. 

Average delay = the sum of all delay 
days (the difference between the time 
the line loss notification was 
sent/made available and the 
completion time of the disconnect 
order - for all delayed LLN) divided 
by the total number of delayed LLN 
sent. 

11 Benchmark: 

Renort Structure: 
Reported for CLEC, all CLECs, BST’s 
Retail business units and other BST 
Mil i  at es . 

4 
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Proposed New Measures 

Data Retained Relating to CLEC Experience 

Order Number 
Telephone Number / Circuit Number 
Committed Due Date 
Date/Time of Recent Change Notice 

Percentage of Time BellSouth Applies the 10-digit Trigger Prior 
to the LNP Order Due Bate 

Relating to BellSouth Experience 

CLEC Activate message 
SOCS completion date and time stamp 

Definition 

SQM LEVEL of Disaggregation: 

' LNP 

Percentage of time BellSouth applies 10-digit trigger for LNP TNs prior to the due date. 

S QM Ret ail Analog/B enc hmarlc 

0 f-Lg6.5 % or higher 

Exclusions 

0 

Excludes Remote Call Forwarding, DIDs, mid ISDN Data TNs. 
Excludes CLEC or Customer caused inisses or delays. 

Business Rufes 

Obtain number of LNP T N s  where t h e  10-digit trigger was applied prior to due date, and the total number 
of LNP T N s  where die IO-digit trigger was applicable. 

Calculation 

Percentage of 10-Digit Trigger Applications = (a + b) X 100 

a = Count of LNP TNs for which 10-digit trigger was applied prior to due date 

b = Total LNP TNs for which 10-digit triggers were applicable 

Report Structure 

CLEC Specific 
* CLEC Aggregate 

Geographic Scope 
- State, Region 

S Q M  Disaggregation - AnalogIBenchmark 
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SEEM Disaggregation 
LNP 

Proposed New Measures 

SEEM Aualog/Benchmark 
4396.5% or hiaher 

SEEM Measure 

I SEEM Measure I 1 Yes 1 Tier I I -- % 1 
Tier 11 
Tier 111 

SEEM Disaggregation - AnaloglBenchmark 

r z 
W 

6 



DocketNo. 000121-TP 
Comments of ALEC Coalition 
Exhibit 6 page7 of 10 

Proposed New Measures 

Percent Out of Service 60 Minutes 

Def i n it ion 

The Number of LNP related conversions where the time required to facilitate the activation of the port in 
BellSouth’s network is less than 60 minutes, expressed as a percentage of total number of activations that 
took place. 

Exclusions 

CLEC-caused errors. 
NPAC caused errors unless caused by BellSouth. 
Stand Alone LNP Orders with more than 500 number activations 

Business Rules 

The Start time is the Receipt of the NPAC broadcast activatioii message in BellSouth’s LSMS. The End 
time is when the Provisioning event is successfully completed in BellSouth’s network as reflected in 
BellSouth’s LSMS. Count the number of activations that took place in less than 60 minutes. 

C a I cu 1 ati o n 
Percent Out of Service < 60 Minutes = (a -+ b) X 100 

a = Number of activations provisioned in less than 60 minutes 
b = Total LNP activations 

Report Structure 

CLEC Specific 
0 CLEC Aggregate 

Geographic Scope 
- State, Region 

Data Retained 

I 1 Relating to CLEC Experience I Relating to BellSouth Experience 

Order Number 
0 

0 Committed Due Date 
0 

Telephone Number / Circuit Number 

Dak/Time of Recent Change Notice 

0 

CLEC Activate message 
SOCS completion date and time stamp 

I 

SQM Disaggregation - AnatogIBenchmark 
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Proposed New Measures 

SQM LEVEL of Disaggregation: 

0 LNI? 

CD 
c) 
[D 

T SQM Retail Analog/Benchmark: 
2 596 .5  % or higher 

SEEM Disaggregation - AnaloglBenchmark 

SEEM Measure 
Tier I X 

YES Tier I1 X 
Tier 111 

2 -. 
0 
tD 
A 
m 
0 
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LNP 

SEEM Analog/Benchmark 
096.5% or hisher 
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Proposed New Measures 

LNP-Average Disconnects Timeliness Interval & Disconnect 
Timeliness Interval Distribution fW&%&m+ (Non-Trigger) 

Dedi nt i on 
Disconnect Timeliness is defined as the interval between the time ESI Number Manager receives 

the valid ‘Number Ported’ message from NPAC (signzfiing the CLEC ‘Activate’) 
until the time the Disconnect is completed in the Central Office switch. This interval effectively 
measures BellSouth responsiveness by isolating it from impacts that are caused by CLEC related 
activities. 

Exclusions 

Cancelled Service Orders 

CLEC-caused errors. 

0 

0 

Order Activities of BellSouth or the CLEC associated with internal or administrative use of 
local services (Record Orders, Listing Orders, Test Orders, etc.) where identifiable. 

WAC-caused errors, unless caused by BellSouth. 
Incomplete Ports where only a subset of activate messages have been received compared with 
the LSR and create messages. 
Orders which are candidates for 10 digit triggers, except those that did not receive 10 digit 
triggers prior to the port date 

Business Rules 

The Disconnect Timeliness Interval is determined for each telephone number ported associated with a 
disconnect service order processed on an LSR during the reporting period. The Disconnect Timeliness 
Interval is t he  elapsed time from when BellSouth receives a valid ‘Number Ported’ message in ESI number 
Manager ( s i m n g  the CLEC ‘Activate’) for each telephone number on the service order is disconnected 
by the Central Office switch. 
2 Elapsed time for each 
ported number is accumulated for each reporting dimension. The accumulated time for each reporting 
dimension is then divided by the total number of selected telephone numbers disconnected in the reporting 
period. Non-business hours will be excluded from the duration calculation for the non-approved after 
hours LNP ports. This will vield a benchmark equivalent to by 12:OO noon the next business day thus 
keeping the benchmark at 4 hours. 

. .  * .  

Calculation 

Disconnect Timeliness Interval = (a-b) 
a = Completion Date and Time in Central Office switcfi for each number ported on disconnect 
order 
b = Valid ‘Number Ported’ message received date & time 

Average Disconnect Timeliness lnterval = (c / d) 
0 c = Sum of all Discoiinect Timeliness Intervals 

d = Total number of disconnected numbers completed in reporting period 

Disconnect Timeliness Interval Distribution (for each interval) = (e / f)xlOO 
e = Discoiiiiected numbers completed in “X” days 
f = Total disconnect numbers completed in reporting period 

9 
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Proposed New Measures 

0 Order Number 
0 

Committed Due Date 
0 

0 

Telephone Number / Circuit Number 

Receipt Date / Time @SI Number Manager) 
Date/Tiine of Recent Change Notice 

Report Structure 

Not Applicable 

e CLEC Specific 
0 CLEC Aggregate 
0 Geographic Scope 

o State, Region 

SQM LEVEL of Disaggregation 

Data Retained 

SQM Retail Analog/Benchmark: 

SEEM LEVEL of Disaggregation 

SQM Disaggregation - Analog/Benchmark 

SEEM Retail AnalogElenchmark: 1 

95% Within &&Hours 
0 

0 

LNP (Normal Working Hours and Approved 
After Hours 
LNP (Non Approved After Hours Ports) 

95% within 4 hours (excluding non-business 
hours) 

SEEM Measure 

SEEM Measure 
Tier I 
Tier XI 
Tier 111 

SEEM Disaggregation - Analog/Benchmark 

I 

LNP 1 a 95% Within Hours 

Note: Change in benchmark to 4 hours from 12 hours in Georgia Staff Recommendation 
is based on Louisiana SQM. The other mark-up changes were changes offered by 
BellSouth in response to CLEC concerns in Louisiana. 
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BellSouth’s Policy On 
Reposting Of Performance Data 

BellSouth will make available reposted performance data as reflected in the Service 
Quality Measurement (“SQIVl”) reports and the Monthly State Summary (“MSS”) report, 
to the extent technically feasible, under the following circumstances: 

Only Key Performance Measures (as defined in the attachment) 
with corresponding sub-metrics are subject to reposting. 

Performance sub-metric calculations for Key Performance 
Measures as reflected in the MSS that result in a shift. in the 
performance in the aggregate from an “in parity” condition to an 
“out of parity” condition will be available for reposting. 

Performance sub-metric calculations for Key Performance 
Measures with benchmarks that are in an “out of parity” condition 
will be available for reposting whenever there is a 2 2% deviation 
in performance at the sub-metric level, provided that there are at 
least 100 CLEC transactions in the sub-metric. 

Performance sub-metric calculations for Key Pefiormance 
Measures with retail analogues that are in an “out of parity” 
condition will be available for reposting whenever there is a .5 
change in the z-score at the sub-metric level, provided that there 
are at least 100 CLEC transactions in the sub-metric.’ 

Performance data will be available for reposting with the updated 
data for a maximum of three months in arrears. Performance data 
charts (MSS Charts) that incorporate updated data will only be 
generated as part of the normal monthly production cycle. 

When performance data are reposted in accordance with this policy, penalty payments 
under the Self Effectuating Enforcement Mechanism (“SEEM’) Plan will be 
recalculated for the affected months and any additional payments will be made under 
Tier I and Tier I1 of the SEEM Plan, with interest. 

Ths 100 CLEC transaction threshold does not apply to those sub-nietrics associated with Local 
Interconnection Trunks and those performance nieasures involving BellSouth’s collocation performance. 

This 100 CLEC transaction threshold does not apply to those sub-metrics associated with Local 
Interconnection Trunlcs and those performance measures involving BellSouth’s collocation performance. 
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KEY BELLSOUTH PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

PRE-ORDERING: 
Response Time & Response Interval 
Interface Availability 
Loop Make-up Response Time 

ORDERING 
Acknowledgement Timeliness 
% Rejected Service Requests 
FOC Timeliness 
Reject Interval 
Flow Through 

PROVISIONING 
Missed Installation Appointments 
Average Order Completion Interval 
Percent Provisioning Troubles within 3 0 Days 
Average Completion Notice Interval 
Percent Jeopardies 
Service Order Accuracy 
Mean Held Order Interval 
Coordinated Customer Conversions 

MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR 
Interface Availability 
Response Interval 
Missed Repair Appointments 
Maintenance Average Duration 
% Repeat Troubles within 30 Days 
Customer Trouble Report Rate 

BILLING 
Invoice Accuracy 
Mean Time to Deliver Invoices-CRIS 
Usage Data Delivery Accuracy 
Usage Data Delivery Timeliness 
Usage Data Delivery Completeness 

TRUNKS 
Trunk Group Performance (Aggregate) 

COLLOCATION 
% Due Dates Missed 

“The Key Measures are based on three sources: 1) the FCC’s Orders in New York and 
Texas, specifically Texas paragraphs 147, 170, 194, 20 1, and 2 IO; 2) the FCC‘s Proposed 
Measures in its recent NPRM in CC Docket No. 01-3 18; and 3) those measures 
responsive to areas of interest to the FCC in BellSouth’s initial GeorgiaLouisiana 
application. I’ 



The following carriers sponsor the above Comments as the "ALEC Coalition." 

117 S. Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 3 23 0 1 
Attorney for 2-Tel Communications, Inc. 

/Jm 
1200 Peachtree Street 
Atlanta, Georgia 303 09 
Attomey for AT&T Communications of the Southern 
States, LLC 

McfidA /7& 
Donna McNulty 
The Atrium, Suite 105 
325 John Knox Road 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302-4 13 f 

>/ 

Dulane O'Roark 111 
MCI WorldCom 
6 Concourse Parkway, Suite 600 
Atlanta Georgia 30328 

Attorneys for MCI WorldCom 

jcLtuh& / J m  
Vicki Gordon Kaufman 
1 17 S. Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 3 23 0 1 

William Weber 
1230 Peachtree Street, NE 
19"' Floor, Promenade I1 
Atlanta, Georgia 3 03 09-3 574 

Attorneys for DIECA Communications, Inc., 
d/b/a Covad CornniuiUcation Conipany 



J&ph d. McGlot6lin 
- 

1 17 S. Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 3 23 0 1 
Aaomey for Mpower Communications, COT. 

I 17 S. Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 3 23 0 1 
Attorney for New South Communications, Corp. 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

1 HEREBY CERTIFY that st true and correct copy of ALEC Coalition’s Comments 
Concerning Proposed Changes to BellSouth’s Performance Measurement Plan has been finished 
by hand delivery(*) or U.S. mail on this 30th day of August 2002 to: 

(*) Jason Fudge 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 3 23 9-0 8 5 0 

Virginia C. Tate 
AT&T 
1200 Peachtree Street, Suite 8 100 
Atlanta, Georgia 3 03 09 

Ms. Nancy B. White 
c/o Nancy H. Sims 
Bells outh Telecommunications, Inc. 
150 S. Monroe Street, Suite 400 
Tallahassee, FL 32301-1556 

Michael A. Gross 
Florida Cable Telecommunications Assoc. 
246 E. 6’” Avenue, Suite 100 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 

Nanette Edwards 
Brian Musselwhite 
ITC Deltacom 
4092 South Memorial Parkway 
Huntsville, AIL 35802 

Donna C. McNulty 
MCI Worldcom 
The Atrium, Suite 105 
325 John Knox Road 
Tallahassee, FL 3 23 02-4 13 1 

John D. McLaughlin, Jr. 
KMC Telecom, Inc. 
1755 North Brown Road 
Lawrenceville, GA 3 0043 

Kelley Law Firm 
Jonathan Canis 
Michael Hazzard 
1200 lgth St., NW, Fifth Floor 
Washington, DC 20036 

Laura L. Gallagher, P.A. 
MediaOne Florida Telecommunications 
10 1 E. College Avenue, Suite 302 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Messer Law Firm 
Floyd Self 
Norman Horton 
P.O. Box 1867 
Tallahassee, FL 3 23 02 

Pennington Law Firm 
Peter Dunbar 
Karen Camechts 
P.O. Box 10095 
Tallahassee, FL 323 02-2095 

Rutledge Law Firm 
Kenneth Hoffman 
John Ellis 
P.O. Box 551 
Tallahassee, FL 3 23 02-05 5 1 

Susan Masterson 
Charles Rehwinkel 
Sprint Communications Company 
P.O. Box 2214 
MC: FLTLHOO 107 
Tallahassee, FL 3 23 16-22 14 



Anne Shefler 
Supra Telecom 
13 11 Executive Center Drive, Suite 200 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Suzanne F. Summerlin 
13 1 1 -B Paul Russell Road, Suite 20 1 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Kimberly Caswell 
Verizon Select Services, Inc. 
P O .  Box 110, FLTC0007 
Tampa, FL 33601-0110 

John Rubino 
George S. Ford 
2-Tel Communications, Inc. 
601 S. Harbour Island Blvd. 
Tampa, FL 33602-5706 

Renee Terry 
e. spire Communications, Inc. 
13 1 National Business Parkway, #lo0 
Annapolis Junction, MD 20702- 1000 1 

Jeffrey Wahlen 
Ausley Law Firm 
P.O. Box 391 
Tallahassee, FL 3 23 02 

Carol Paulsen 
SBC Telecom, Inc. 
5800 Northwest Parkway 
Suite 125, 1-Q-01 
San Antonio, TX 78249 

William Weber 
Covad Communicatoins Company 
1 91h Floor, Promenade IT 
1230 Peachtree Street, NE 
Atlanta, GA 30309-3574 

Richard Melson 
Hopping Law firm 
P.O. Box 6526 
Tallahassee, FL 3 23 14 

IDS Telcom, LLC 
Angel Leiro 
1525 N.W. 1671h Street, Suite 200 
Miami, FL 33169-5131 

Katz, Kutter Law Firm 
Charles PellegridPatrick Wiggins 
106 East College Avenue, 1 2fh Floor 
Tallahassee, FL 3 23 0 1 

Mpower Communications Corp. 
David Woodsmall 
175 Sully’s Trail, Suite 300 
Pittsford, N Y  14534-4558 

Dulaney O’Roark, I11 
Six Concourse Parkway, Suite 3200 
Atlanta, GA 30328 


