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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Investigation into the establishment ) Docket No.: 000121 A-TP
of operations support systems )
permanent performance measures for )
incumbent local exchange )
telecommunications companies. )

)

(BELLSOUTH TRACK) Filed: August 18, 2004

BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.’S COMMENTS AND PROPOSED
REVISIONS TO THE BELLSOUTH SERVICE QUALITY MEASURMENT PLAN

In connection with the periodic review of BellSouth’s Performance Assessment Plan
(“Plan or “Current Plan”) and as directed by the Staff of the Florida Public Service Commission
(“Commission”), BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. (“BellSouth”) hereby submits its
comments and proposed revisions to the remedy portion of the Current Plan. Specifically,
BellSouth submits its comments and proposed revisions to the BellSouth Self-Effectuating
Enforcement Mechanism Administrative Plan, Version 2.7, dated June 16, 2003 (“SEEM” or
“SEEM plan”). Designed to assure that BellSouth continues to meet its obligations under
Section 251(c) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (“1996”), the SEEM plan requires
BellSouth to pay penalties to competitive local exchange carriers (“CLECs”) when BellSouth
fails, to a statistically significant degree, to provide CLECs with a level of service that is
comparable to the level of service provided to BellSouth’s retail customers (or a level of service
that fails to meet an established benchmark in the absence of a retail analogue).

As requested by the Commission Staff, BellSouth hereby submits a redlined version of its
proposed SEEM attached hereto as Exhibit “B”. The redlined SEEM allows all interested parties

to easily identify BellSouth’s proposed SEEM revisions. Additionally, BellSouth is submitting a



matrix that identifies all proposed changes and the rationale for such changes which is attached
hereto as Exhibit “C”. Taken together, these documents describe and discuss in detail
BellSouth’s proposed SEEM revisions.

I. SUMMARY OF PROPOSED SEEM PLAN

The proposed SEEM is a transaction-based enforcement mechanism plan that will

generate more rational remedy payments to be paid in the event BellSouth fails to provide

CLECs with a level of service that is comparable to BellSouth’s own retail operations or service
that meets established benchmarks. The specific SEEM revisions are described in detail in the
redlined proposed SEEM and accompanying matrix. In general, the proposed revisions:
» Combines duplicative SEEM metrics and submetrics.
e Eliminates SEEM metric and submetrics that consistently experience little or no activity
on a monthly basis.
¢ Replaces the existing measurement-based plan with a transaction-based plan.
o Imposes a more rationale fee schedule to apply when disparate performance is identified.
e Implements a mechanism that punishes (through the imposition of higher penalties) if
BellSouth’s performance significantly degrades.
e Implements a mechanism that rewards (through the elimination of penalties) if
BellSouth’s performance signifcantly improves.
II. PROBLEMS WITH THE CURRENT SEEM PLAN
In December 2002, the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”) granted BellSouth

InterlL ATA long distance authority in Florida pursuant to Section 271 of the Act. In granting
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Section 271 authority, the FCC reviewed, among other things, BellSouth performance data for
Florida and concluded that: (i) the Florida local market was open; (ii) BellSouth had met the
competitive checklist requirements of Section 271(B) of the Act; and (iii) that BellSouth’s entry
into the long distance was in the public interest.' Since receiving long distance approval,
BellSouth’s performance in Florida has been at or above the level of performance the FCC
considered satisfactory in granting Section 271 authority. Despite maintaining an overall level of
performance deemed sufficient to warrant long distance authority, BellSouth is paying
approximately $2.5 million a month in SEEM payments in Florida. Clearly, there is no rational
relationship between the level of performance and the level of SEEM payments.

The Current Plan’s Fee Schedule Generates Exorbitant Penalties

That Bear No Rational Relationship to Performance Provided to

CLEC: or the Service Charges Associated with Such Penalties.

A new SEEM fee plan is critical because the current. SEEM fee schedule generates
exorbitant penalties that have no rational relationship to the damage (if any) sustained by a CLEC
as a result of a missed performance measurement standard. Additionally, such penalties amount
to years (sometimes decades) worth of free service to a CLEC when one compares the penalty
paid to a CLEC with the recurring charge such CLEC pays for the service associated with the

penalty. Including excessive penalties in a SEEM plan is contrary to the concept that good

performance should result in few, if any, payments for a failure to perform. This is particularly

! Memorandum Opinion and Order, /n the Matter of Application by BellSouth Corporation, BellSouth

Telecommunications, Inc., and BellSouth Long Distance, Inc., for Authorization To Provide In-Region, InterLATA
Services in Florida and Tennessece, WC-Docket No. 02-307, FCC 02-331 (December 19, 2002) (“BellSouth
Florida/Tennessee Order”), at § 165.



true in the absence of performance backsliding. An unfortunate side effect of irrationally high
penalties is that it provides a perverse incentive for CLECs to espouse sustaining (or increasing)
the level of SEEM payments -- regardless of whether the performance which generated such
penalties is satisfactory and non-discriminatory.

The following are examples of actual SEEM payments in Florida. They are provided for
illustrative purposes only, and therefore do not represent a complete list of excessive SEEM
penalties that produce economically irrational examples.

EXAMPLES OF EXCESSIVE AND IRRATIONAL SEEM PAYMENTS

During the period of August through October 2003, BellSouth paid over $7.3 million in
Tier-1 payments to CLECs in Florida. Of this total, over $6.6 million (or greater than 90% of the
$7.3 million) came from only 8 SQM measures. Furthermore, there were many instances where
BellSouth paid excessive payments to CLECs for one trouble report or for installation and repair
intervals that actually were less (i.e. better) than similar intervals for BellSouth retail customers.
A discussion of the SEEM payments for these eight measurements follows:

(1) CUSTOMER TROUBLE REPORT RATE (CTRR)

This metric is simply the number of trouble reports in a month divided by the units or
lines in service. In the existing Florida SEEM plan, CTRR is disaggregated into 20 different
SEEM measures. For instance CTRR — 2W Analog Loop Design and CTRR - Loop & Port
Combo are both UNE SEEM measures. CTRR - Resale Business is an example of a Resale
SEEM measure. BellSouth paid over $2.2 million in Tier-1 payments to individual CLECs

during the period from August through October 2003 for the various UNE and Resale SEEM



measures that have been established for CTRR. Of the $2.2 million, almost $2.0 million was
paid for UNE SEEM measures during such period. A significant point is that BellSouth paid
almost $2 million in Tier-1 SEEM payments for CTRR despite the fact that the overall average
Customer Trouble Report Rate for this time period was approximately 2%. This means that the
CLECs were provided over 98% trouble free service (100% less the 2% trouble report rate) to the
CLECs during this three-month period. The following are some examples where CLECs

received SEEM payments for just one trouble reported in a given month for all its in-service base

of circuits for a particular product:

CLEC Product Month ‘03 SEEM § Trouble
Reports / In
Service
Circuits
CLEC-1 Local Interconnection September $1,200 1/5,733
7 | Trunks
CLEC-2 | UNE Combo Other September $4,750 1/12
.. August $14,250 1/34
CLEC-3 Digital Loop = DS1 10 ber | $14.250 1/38
CLEC-4 UNE ISDN Loob September $6,650 1/51
CLEC-5 UNE ISDN Loop August $4,750 1/48
CLEC-6 UNE Loop & Port August $4,750 1/19
Combo

In every instance above, the CLEC simply reported on one occasion that the CLEC had
experienced a trouble. Significantly, there may not have been a condition where the customer’s
service was impaired. Yet, because the circuits in service were relatively small — such as the 12

circuits on the second item in the table, the trouble report rate, 1 divided by 12, was 8% and was

z The CLECs are not identified in the SEEM payments examples. Once appropriate measures to protect

proprietary information are established, BellSouth will disclose the identity of such CLEC(s) pursuant to the terms of
an appropriate protective agreement and/or protective order.
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above the retail comparison primarily due to the comparatively large number of retail lines in
service. For each item above, the single trouble report generated a SEEM payment ranging from
$1,200 to $14,250. Since the monthly rate for these services averages approximately $100, the
SEEM payment for a single trouble report is equivalent to literally years of service — for free.
Stated another way, assuming a CLEC keeps a customer for such services for eighteen (18)
months, a $14,250 SEEM payment is arguably more beneficial to a CLEC than serving eight (8)
new customers since the revenue associated with the one SEEM payment ($14,250) is
approximately equal to the BellSouth revenue associated with a CLEC serving eight such
customers for eighteen months (8 x $100 x 18 = $14,400).

(i1) PERCENT PROVISIONING TROUBLES WITHIN 30 DAYS (PPT)

PPT measures the number of service orders where troubles were reported within 30 days
of service order completion. In the existing Florida SEEM plan, this SQM measure is
disaggregated by product, as noted under Customer Trouble Report Rate above, and also by
greater than 10 circuits, less than 10 circuits, dispatch and non-dispatch (a dispatch means a
technician had to be dispatched to the customer’s premise). The result is 109 Tier-1 SEEM
measures for each CLEC. BellSouth paid over $1,100,000 in Tier-1 payments during the period
from August through October 2003 for both UNE and Resale SEEM measures for PPT. Of the
total of $1,100,000, $976,000 was paid for UNE service order installations that had trouble rates
of 4% or less. In other words, BellSouth paid $976,000 in UNE Tier-1 SEEM payments while
installing over 96% of the service orders without any trouble report (as with the Customer

Trouble Report Rate [above], a trouble report does not necessarily mean the customer’s service



was impaired). The following are some examples where CLECs received SEEM payments for

just one trouble reported in a given month for all circuits that were installed in the previous 30

CLEC Product/dispatch Month ‘03 | SEEM $ | Trouble Reports
/ Installed
Circuits
CLEC-7 2WAnalog Loop October $4.750 1/6
Design with LNP
Non Dispatch
CLEC-8 UNE Loop & Port October $4,750 1/22
Dispatch-In 7
CLEC-6 UNE Loop & Port September $4,750 1/16
Dispatch-In )
CLEC-9 UNE Loop & Port September | $4,750 1/17
Dispatch-In 7
CLEC-7 2WAnalog Loop October $4,750 1/5
Design Dispatch
CLEC-10 EELs Dispatch October $4,750 1/12
CLEC-10 UNE Loop & Port September | $10,450 1/24
Switched Based
Orders

As with the Customer Trouble Report rate, the SEEM payment is equivalent to many

years of BellSouth revenue for the service.

(i)  PERCENT REPEAT TROUBLE REPORTS WITHIN 30 DAYS (PRT)

As the name implies, this measure captures the frequency of repeat troubles reports by
dividing the number of trouble reports on lines that had one or more trouble reports within the
preceding 30 days by the total number of trouble reports. This measure has the dubious
distinction of actually penalizing BellSouth for maintaining a high quality network. If the quality

of the network is such that there are few troubles reported (as noted above where the trouble-free
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rate was 98% for CTRR) any repeat trouble is likely to produce a high repeat trouble rate, which
as a result, triggers SEEM penalties. For instance BellSouth paid over $514,000 in Tier-1
payments during the period from August through October 2003 for both UNE and Resale SEEM
measures for PRT. Of the $514,000, BellSouth paid over $469,000 in UNE Tier-1 SEEM
payments, even though the overall CLEC rate was actually lower (better) than the retail
comparison. The following are some examples where CLECs received SEEM payments for

overall repeat rates in a given month that were less than the retail comparison:

CLEC Product/dispatch Month ‘03 | SEEM § CLEC Rate /
Retail Rate
CLEC-3 UNE Loop & Port August $4,750 17.23/18.81
Dispatch September | $6,650 12.00/18.32
CLEC-11 UNE Loop & Port September | $4,750 10.60/18.32
Dispatch

Paying for superior service (as above) can occur when the number of CLEC troubles is
small and is concentrated in a relatively few wire centers. Once again, the penalty amounts to
several years of free service to the CLEC.

(iv) ORDER COMPLETION INTERVAL (OCI)

This measure reflects the time period from receipt of a valid order from the CLEC to the
delivery of the service to the end-user. In the existing Florida SEEM plan this SQM measure is
disaggregated by product, and also by greater than 10 circuits, less than 10 circuits, dispatch and
non-dispatch. The result is 125 Tier-1 SEEM measures for each CLEC. An example of a UNE

SEEM measure is “Average Completion Interval (OCI) & Order Completion Interval



Distribution, Non-Dispatch Dispatch in < 10 Circuits - UNE Loop and Port Combo.” BellSouth
paid over $666,000 in Tierl payments during the period from August through October 2003 for
both UNE and Resale OCI SEEM measures. Of the $666,000, BellSouth paid over $198,000 in
Tier-1 SEEM payments just for the UNE Loop & Port Combinations Non Dispatch sub-metric
where the aggregate OCI interval for the CLECs was 1.37 days. It is notable that this interval of
1.37 days was better than the equivalent retail service which had an interval of 2.18 days during
the three-month period. The following are some examples where CLECs received SEEM
payments even though their orders were completed in a shorter (better) interval than the retail

comparison. All of these measurements have less than 10 circuits per order.

CLEC Product/dispatch Month ‘03 SEEM § | CLEC interval /
Retail interval
(days)
CLEC-7 2W Analog Loop August $6,650 4.00/4.68
Design Non Dispatch
UNE Loop & Port October $4,750 2.50/2.57
REC Combo Non Dispatch
CLEC-1 UNE Loop & Port October $4,750 2.33/2.57
Combo Non Dispatch
2W Analog Loop September $6,650 4.33/4.47
CLEC-10 w/LNP Design
Dispatch

Once again, the SEEM payment is exorbitant (several years of service) when compared to
the level of service received. Again in each of these instances the CLEC orders were installed on

average more quickly than the comparable retail orders.



) PERCENT OUT OF SERVICE > 24 HOURS (0O0S)

This measure captures troubles, which result in an out-of-service condition (can’t call or
be called) that are not resolved within 24 hours.
payments during the period from August through October 2003 for both UNE and Resale SEEM
measures for OOS. Of the $512,000, BellSouth paid over $431,000 in UNE Tier-1 SEEM
payments even though the total aggregate percentage of troubles out of service greater than 24
hours for the CLECs was 8% less (better) than the retail analog comparison. The following are

some examples of payments to CLECs for just one trouble out of service greater than 24 hours in

a given month:

BellSouth paid over $512,000 in Tier-1

This measurement is another metric that can penalize BellSouth for good service. Since
this measurement divides the total number of out of service troubles greater than 24 hours by the

total number of out of service troubles, the fewer the total out of service troubles, the greater the
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CLEC Product / dispatch Month ‘03 | SEEM $ | Reports OOS > 24
/ Total OOS
Reports
CLEC-13 UNE Digital Loop > | September | $4,750 1/15
DS1 Dispatch )
CLEC-1 UNE Digital Loop > August $4,750 1/11
DSI1 Disnatch
CLEC-14 | UNE ISDN Dispatch October $4,750 1/9
CLEC-15 UNE ISDN September | $4,750 1/20
Non Dispatch
CLEC-10 UNE ISDN October $4,750 1/22
Non Dispatch
CLEC-3 UNE Loop & Port August $4,750 1/8
Combo Non Dispatch B
CLEC-16 UNE Loop & Port August $6,650 1/35
Combo Non Dispatch |  October $4.750 1/13




potential for generating a penalty with just one trouble. The two examples with 9 and 8 troubles
respectively illustrate this problem. As with many of the other examples, the SEEM payment of
$4,750 or above for one trouble is significantly disproportionate to the level of service received
when compared to the monthly rate for the service.

(vi)  PERCENT MISSED INSTALLATION APPOINTMENTS (PMIA)

This measure shows BellSouth’s ability to install service on the scheduled day. In the
existing Florida SEEM plan this metric is disaggregated by product, and also by greater than 10
circuits, less than 10 circuits, dispatch and non-dispatch. The result is 125 Tier-1 SEEM
measures for each CLEC. BellSouth paid over $559,000 in Tier 1 payments during the period
from August through October 2003 for both UNE and Resale SEEM measures for PMIA. Of the
$559,000, BellSouth paid over $500,000 in UNE Tier-1 SEEM payments, even though less than
1% of the installation appointments were missed. In other words, BellSouth met over 99% of all
scheduled installation commitments during this three month period — but the SEEM plan required
payments of $500,000.

The following are some examples where CLECs received SEEM

payments for just one missed installation appointment:

11

CLEC Product/dispatch Month ‘03 | SEEM § | Missed Appt. /
Total Appts.
CLEC-6 2WAnalog Loop September | $4,750 1/8
Design Dispatch October $6,650 1/9
CLEC-12 2WAnalog Loop September | $4,750 1/8
Design with LNP
Dispatch
2WAnalog Loop August $4,750 1/18
CLEC-10 Design with LNP
Dispatch
CLEC-8 2WAnalog Loop Non August $6,650 1/16




September | $8,550 1/10
CLEC-10 EELs Dispatch September | $4,750 1/14
CLEC-13 EELs Dispatch August $6,650 1/52
CLEC-1 EELs Dispatch September | $6,650 1/49

Again, these excessive SEEM payments are not warranted when compared to the level of
service provided and to the monthly rate the CLEC pays for these products.

(vit) PERCENT MISSED REPAIR APPOINTMENTS (PMRA)

PMRA measures BellSouth’s ability to resolve a trouble report by the committed date and
time. BellSouth paid over $479,000 in PMRA Tier-1 payments during the period from August
through October 2003 for both UNE and Resale products. Of the $479,000, BellSouth paid over
$436,000 in UNE Tier-1 SEEM payments while missing 6% of the repair commitments to the
CLECs. Said another way, even though BellSouth met 94% of all scheduled repair
commitments, the SEEM plan required payments of $436,000. The following are some

examples where CLECs received SEEM payments for just one missed repair appointment:

CLEC Product/dispatch Month ‘03 | SEEM § | Missed Appt. /
Total Appts.
CLEC-14 UNE Combo Other August $4,750 1/6
Dispatch
CLEC-14 Digital Loop > DS1 September | $4,750 1/15
Dispatch
CLEC-1 Digital Loop > DS1 August $4,750 1/11
Dispatch
CLEC-10 UNE Loop & Port August $4,750 1/6
Combo Dispatch
CLEC-15 UNE Loop & Port September | $4,750 1/6
Combo Dispatch
CLEC-16 UNE Loop & Port October $6,650 1/8
Combo Dispatch
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CLEC-10 2W Analog Loop Non- August $4,750 1/12
Design Non Dispatch
CLEC-10 UNE ISDN Loop October $4,750 1/22
Non Dispatch
CLEC-17 UNE Loop & Port August $6,650 1/43
Combo Non Dispatch October $4.750 1/26

These excessive SEEM payments are not warranted when compared to the level of
service provided and the charge for the affected service. As with other SEEM measures, Percent
Missed Repair Appointment results can penalize BellSouth for providing good service. In this
instance, the more reliable a network, the fewer trouble reports and repair appointments. And, as
a result, there is a greater potential for SEEM payments from just one missed appointment. As
noted above, a miss of just one appointment, perhaps for only a few hours, resulted in a payment
of nearly $5,000. Once again, a slight miss resulted in providing the CLEC the equivalent of
years of free service.

(viii) MAINTENANCE AVERAGE DURATION (MAD)

This measure indicates the amount of time from receipt of a trouble report until it is
cleared. It is disaggregated by product and by dispatch type. BellSouth paid over $578,000 in
Tier-1 payments during the period from August through October 2003 for UNE and Resale
SEEM measures for MAD. Of the $578,000 total, BellSouth paid over $502,000 in UNE Tier-1
SEEM payments even though 85% of the MAD measurements indicate that BellSouth cleared
the CLECs’ troubles more quickly than the comparable retail service. The following are some
examples where CLECs received SEEM payments even though their average durations were less
(better) than the retail comparison:
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CLEC Product / dispatch | Month ‘03 | SEEM | CLEC duration /
$ Retail dur.
(hours)
CLEC-14 Digital Loop > DS1 October $6,650 4.25/5.01
Dispatch
CLEC-8 Digital Loop > DS1 August $4,750 4.72/5.51
Dispatch
CLEC-18 Digital Loop > DSI October $4.750 4.57/5.01
Dispatch
CLEC-19 Digital Loop >DS1 | September | $4,750 6.96 /7.94
Dispatch
CLEC-18 UNE ISDN Loop September | $4,750 5.46/6.21
Dispatch -
CLEC-20 UNE ISDN Loop August $4.750 5.90/8.12
Dispatch
CLEC-18 UNE Line Sharing | September | $4,750 23.86/28.20
77 Dispatch
CLEC-21 UNE Loop & Port October $4,750 20.90/23.71
Combo Dispatch
CLEC-3 UNE Loop & Port August $4,750 20.10/27.26
Combo Dispatch ‘
CLEC-10 UNE Loop & Port August | $4.750 25.41/27.26
Combo Dispatch

As shown in the examples above, BellSouth is paying extreme SEEM payments while
providing strong, quality service to the CLECs. The payments to the CLECs are not based on
poor service quality and certainly cannot be reduced significantly by providing a better grade of

service, short of perfection.
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The Current Plan’s Measurement-Based Remedy Calculation
Methodology is a Principal Contributor to the Generation of
Exorbitant Penalties and is an Inefficient Deterrent Against
Performance Backsliding.

SEEM payments in Florida are higher on a per 1,000 CLEC line basis than in seven of the
remaining states in BellSouth’s region (Tennessee,” which adopted Florida’s Plan, has the
highest SEEM payment per 1,000 CLEC average payment). By dividing the monthly SEEM
payments in each state by the number of CLEC lines in service, then multiplying this figure by
1,000 allows each state’s SEEM payments to be compared on a common basis. Although
BellSouth’s overall performance level varies by state, the variance falls within a narrow range.
Despite a similar level of performance, Florida SEEM payments are substantially greater.
Exhibit “A”, which is attached to these Comments, demonstrates the disproportionate level of
SEEM payments made in Florida.

From an effective and efficient Plan perspective, the payment of excessive SEEM
payments generated by a measurement-based remedy calculation plan (“measurement-based
plan”) does not further the Commission’s goal of preventing performance backsliding. Put
another way, Exhibit “A” demonstrates that BellSouth’s performance is no better in the states
that have a measurement-based plan (Florida and Tennessee) nor is BellSouth’s performance any
worse in the other seven states where BellSouth pays penalties pursuant to a transaction-based

plan. In short, the difference in the level of payments is not reflective of worse performance in

Florida, but is principally a result of the fact that in the other states in BellSouth’s region, with

Xl

Tennessee adopted the Florida Plan in October 2002. As a result thereof, Tennessee (like Florida) has a
disproportionate share of SEEM payments relative to the number of CLEC lines in service.
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the exception of Tennessee, SEEM payment calculations are based on the number of transactions
that are out-of-parity, while Florida (and Tennessee) assign penalties based on whether BellSouth
has missed the performance standard for an individual measure or submeasure, without any
regard to the actual number of CLEC transactions where a performance deficiency is reflected in
the missed performance standard.

The rationale for adopting a transaction-based remedy calculation is straightforward.
When the SEEM plan determines that there is a statistically significant and material performance
deficiency as defined by this Commission, a SEEM payment is calculated by multiplying the
number of transactions required to be improved in order to achieve parity by the applicable fee.
Because a transaction-based payment plan is scalable (the more transactions where disparate
service is detected, the higher the payment), there is no need to overlay a “severity” component
into the plan because the nature of the plan design automatically incorporates severity.

The Current SEEM Plan Contains Metrics and Submetrics That
Serve No Useful Purpose. Including Such Metrics in the Plan
Undermines the Monitoring Capability of the Plan and Generates
Unwarranted SEEM Payments.

The current SEEM plan contains metrics and submetrics that serve no useful purpose.
Specifically, SEEM currently contains 830 submetrics at the Tier I level. There are over 200
CLECs in Florida. Since Tier I submetrics apply to all CLECs, there is a potential for over
166,000 SEEM determinations (830 submetrics x 200 CLECs). Too many submetrics (which are

subject to further disaggregation and granularity) result in few or no transactions (or activity) in

many submetrics. For example, an analysis of SEEM data for Florida taken from the three-
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month period of August through October 2003 indicated that, on average, there was no activity in
97% of the CLEC specific opportunities for the 830 SEEM measures. Of the minimal number
(3%) of instances that exhibited some activity, many, had few transactions, i.e. less than thirty
(30) transactions during a month.

This excessive disaggregration results in small sample sizes. The smaller the sample size,
the more likely the sample size will not produce statistically valid results. As such, measuring
small sample sizes may be meaningless because the resulting measurement may be compromised
from a statistical perspective. From a practical perspective, tracking numerous SEEM submetrics
that generate few or no transactions is wasteful, can lead to the payment of otherwise
unwarranted SEEM penalties, and indicates that BellSouth is tracking many measurements that
are of inconsequential value to the CLECs

III. CONCLUSION

In theory, the SEEM plan was intended to assure that following BellSouth’s receipt of
long distance authority, that BellSouth did not backslide in the level of performance provided to
CLECGs in Florida. In practice, despite continued strong, and occasionally improved performance
since receipt of long distance authority, BellSouth continues to pay SEEM payments of about
$2.5 million per month. Adopting BellSouth’s proposed SEEM plan will eliminate existing
concerns, such as the problems created by tracking measurements that serve no purpose, and the
inefficiencies and disincentives created by an excessive fee schedule and a measurement-based
plan that generate exorbitant penalties. Accordingly, the Commission should replace the current

SEEM plan with BellSouth’s proposed SEEM plan.
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EXHIBIT A

Relationship of SEEM payments per 1000 CLEC lines in Service - versus performance - %

submetrics met (shown in parenthesis after State abbreviation)
September 2003 - February 2004
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Proposed Florida SEEM Modifications Exhibit C
8/18/2004

Category Section Title or Section No, ' Proposed Change Rationale for Proposed Change
Measure No.
Reporting i 2.1 In providing services pursuant to the Intcrconnection Agreements between Clarification and correction.
BellSouth and each CLECAEEC, BellSouth will report its performance to cach
"LECALECG in accordance with BellSouth's SQMs and pay penalties in accordance
mth the applicable SEEMs, which are posted on the Performance Measurement
Reports website.
Reporting BeliSouth will make performance rcports available to cach CLECALEC on a Correction.
monthly basis. The rcports will contain information collected in each performance
category and will be availbalc to ach CLECAEEC via the Performance
Measurements Reports website. BellSouth will also provide electronic access to the
available raw data underlying the SQMs.
Reporting Fmal valldated SEEM reports will be posted on the Performa nee, Measurements Clarification
sting of final
Reporting Only changes that are significant enough to trigger reposting according
to the criteria could have a meaningful effect on data accuracy.
clrgumstance vhru.h may necessitate a reposting of SQOM repotts arc dcmicd in
Appendix G. Reposting of Performance Data and Recaleulation of SEEM Pavments.
Such penaiisg t shall be made to the Commission for deposit into the state
General Revenue Fund within fifteen (15) calendar days of the final publication date
of the report or the report revision date.
Reporting Tier [ SEEMS payments and Administrative fincs and penalties for late; To the extent that posted performance measurement reports are
ineomplete; and reposted reports will be sent via Federal Express to the incomplete, the Reposting Policy covers the requirements to repost the
Commission. Checks and the accompanying transmittal letter will be postmarked on | data and consequently to pay associated penalties. Accordingly, there
or before the 15™ of the month or the first business day thereafter. [snojneediio refﬂecj separaielyle penalty gssomated pthlincomplete
reports. Wording is also provided to clarify that the due day for the
postmarked transmittal of payments is based on the first relevant
business day based on standard business practices.
Reporting Language is applicable to performance measurement data posting as
required by the SQM only and not SEEM.
G&%H%Meﬂ&héﬁergpd&%hﬂk—

! Section numbers are reflected based on the cxisting numbering scheme in the Current Plan. If scctions arc deleted or added for the Plan ultimately adopted , the section will be renumbcered accordingly and reflected
in the new Plan..
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Exhibit C
8/18/2004

Category

Section Title or
Mecasure No.

Section No. '

Proposed Change

Rationale for Proposed Change

Modvh&ﬁwﬁﬁ%@eaauru
Review of Mex

3.1

During-the firsttwo-years-of implementation: BellSouth will participate in six-month
annual review cycles starting shmeonthsafter one vear from the date of the
Commission order. A collaborative work group, which will include BellSouth,
interested €1 ECsAEECs and the Commission will review the Performance
Asscssment Plan for additions, dclctmn% or other modifications. After-two-years
from-the-date of the order—ther yeat the discretion-of-the

-t He+ H-Re-HSereHoR

Commission-bereduced —4«4%&9{3{4&1--}‘@“@%

The review process generally lasts for several months and a series of
six-month review cycles is not feasible, Therefore, BellSouth propose
an annual review cycle, which may be more manageable for all parties
involved.

v-proposed revisions-to-the SEEM plan one
month-priorto-the beginning el each-review-peried-

Unnecessary because Commission or Staff wil! establish schedule

\lu.l anisms

MM&B%%W%M by-the Florida Publie-Service

Cormiss v medify-oramend-the SOMs-or SEEMs—Nothit

" . g will prechudeany

HE—wHPl 1

P&W—%WWWWW%WQVW%E%

ook

from-advocatingthat these-measur modif

Superfluous

Enforcement Mechanisms

Definitions

Enforcement Measurement E/(’mmm performance measurements identified as
SEEM measurcments withinthe SEEM-in this pPlan.

Correction to reflect removal of SEEM submetric identification from
SOM.

Enforcement Mechanisms

Definitions

4.1.2

Enforcement Measurement Bhenchmark eomplicsce — competitive level of
performance established -by-the Commission used to evaluate the performance of
BellSouth and-cach-ALEC fi ECs for-penaities where no analogous retail
process, product or scrvice is fcasible.

Clarification and correction

Enforcement Mechanisms

Definitions

4.1.3

Enforcement Measurement #Retail e4nalog e ompliance - comparing performance
levels provided to BellSouth retail customers with performance levels provided by
BellSouth to the CLEC AEEE customer for penalties measures where retail analogs

apply.

Clarification and correction

Enforcement Mechanisms

Definitions

414

Test Statistic and Balancing Critical Value — mcans by which enforcement will be
detcrmined using statistically valid equations. The Test Statistic and Balancing

Critical Value propertics are sct forth in Appendix Crinecorporated-herein-by-this
referencel), Statistical Formulas and Technical Desceription,

Correction.

Enforcement Mechanisms

Definitions

415

Cell — grouping of transactions at which like-to-like comparisons arc made. For
cxample, all BellSouth retail ISBN (POTS) scrvices, for residential customers,
requiring a dispatch in a particular wire center, at a particular point in time will be
compared dircetly to CLEC ALEC resold BBN services for residential customers,

Clarification and correction.
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Section Title or Section No. '

Measure No.

Category

Proposed Change

Rationale for Proposed Change

requiring a dispatch, in the same wire center, at a similar point in time. When
determining compliance, these cells can have a positive or negative Test Statistic.

Scc Appendix Cineorporated-herein-by-thisreference I, Statistical Formulas and

Technical Description, attached.

Enforcement Mechanisms Jefinitions 4.1.6

Delta - measure of the meaningful diffcrencc between BellSouth performance and
: s submetrics the Delta value

1.0 and

BellSouth recommends the use of a single delta value for Tier 1 of 1.0
and a single delta value for Tier 2 of 0.5. This would replace the
current delta function included in the plan. The delta function was
initially proposed by Z-Tel’s economist Dr. Ford to address what he
alleged to be a need for an adjustment to the statistical balancing
methodology that scveral statisticians for BellSouth and CLECs
had agreed upon. Unfortunately, Dr. Ford introduced some
confusion about sevcral key hypothesis testing issucs, namely:
(1) the meaning of a statistical hypothesis test’s significance
level; (2) the interpretation of a “balanced” hypothesis test; and
(3) the statisticians’ reasons for using “balancing” in the SEEM
plan. This is understandable because these new statistical
concepts had only been recently developed and as an economist,
he was apparcntly not as conversant in this method as the
statisticians. When all of the statistical issucs are properly
understood and considered as a whole, there is no reason to
conclude that there are serious flaws in the balancing
methodology. Thercfore, there is no nced for the “fix™ that Dr.,
Ford’s defta function was aimed at addressing.

In fact, BellSouth uses one delta valuc for Tier 1 and one delta
value for Tier 2 in all seven of its other states without any
indication of the problem initially alleged by Dr. Ford.
Morcover, the use of this delta function, used in the existing
SEEM plan, introduccs the additional variables, which requires
a very subjective exercise in determining values for these
variable. So in essence, the Ford delta function substitutes the
need to make several subjective determinations in setting valucs
for variables (for each tier) for the need to make one only onc
subjective detcrmination (for each tier). Thus, even on an
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Category

Section Title or
Measure No.

section No. |

Proposed Change

Rationale for Proposed Change

intuitive level, usc of the Ford delta function would suggest that
it probably creates more problems than it solves.

Indeed, as alrcady mentioned, the approach that BellSouth
proposes here has already been successfully implemented in
scven other states. The delta function unnccessarily
complicates the process, while presenting, at best, questionable
value.

Enforcement Mechanisms

Definitions

Tier-1 Enforcement Mechanisms — self-executing liquidated damages paid directly

&)

to cach CLEC ALEC when BellSouth delivers non-compliant performance of any
one of the Tier-1 Enforcement Measurcment Elements for any two consecutive

months as calculated by BellSouth.

Under the existing Florida SEEM plan, BeltSouth is sometimes
required to pay Tier | penalties for failure to meet the established
benchmark standard or retail analogue comparison criteria for a
measurement, although the occurrence is not due to a systemic
problem. In other words, the disparity may have been just a random
occurrence, due to a temporary random system malfunction or simply
caused by a random human error. This situation is more likely to be
problematic when volumes are low, which is the case in the current
plan due to excessive disaggregation, and will still be true in the revised
plan to some extent in Tier 1. Such events do not represent any type of
discriminatory practice for which a payment should apply. There are
no systemic changes required or that can be made to address failures
due to random occurrences so no corrective action can be taken because
these types of failure are anomalies. As such, these events are
generally neither predictable nor preventable and a penalty assessed in
this case is clearly inconsistent with the objectives of SEEM.

Further, assessing penalties based on a single-month failure equates
statistical significance with materiality. Tt should be stressed that any
statistical test used to determine parity, only deals in probabilities and
not certainties. Also, the statistical methodology depends on inputs for
certain materiality parameters such as Delta, Psi and Epsilon. That is,
the statistical test in and of itself can only identify whether an observed
difference in BeliSouth retail and CLEC service results is statistically
significant. It cannot determine whether an observed difference in
BellSouth versus CLEC results is material, i.e., whether it actually
impacts the CLEC competitively. The proposed feature, which this
Commission has already adopted for Verizon, virtually removes the
likelihood of assessing anti-backsliding remedies due to random
occurrences.
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Section Title or section No. '

Measure No.

Category

Proposed Change

Rationale for Proposed Change

=“nforcement Mechanisms Definitions L18 Tier-2 Enforcement Mechanisms — asscssments paid dircetly to the Florida Public Clarification and correction
Service Commission or its designee. Tier 2 Enforcement Mechanisms are triggered
by three consecutive monthly failures in-TFier2-enforcementimeasurement-elements
in which BellSouth performance is out of compliance or docs not meet the
benchmarks for the aggregate of all CLEC ALREC data as calculated by BellSouth
for a particular Ticr-2 Enforcement Measurement Element.
=nforcement Mechanisms Definitions +10 Affilic at-{dhree This term is not used in applying the methodology of the Plan therefore
bys-or-is-under-common-ownel the definition is not needed.
this paragraphthe-term-“own™ ﬂ\caﬂs%n%eq&%—m«&erw #ei—&l%—g—quweknt
%\;t’ if more tth ‘P‘( e
“nforcement Mechanisms Definitions Aftected Volume — that proporiion of the total impacted CLEC volume or CLEC New definition required for operation of proposed transaction-based
Apgregate vohune for which remedies will be paid, remedy mechanism.
“nforcement Mechanisms Definitions BRI Parite Ge rofers 1o the meremental departure from a compliant-level of service. New definition required for operation of proposed transaction-based
Thisas (dm referved toas it in Appendix D, Statistical Formulas and Technical remedy mechanism.
Descuption,
“nforcement Mechanisms Application 421 The application of the Tierl- and Tier-2 Enforcement Mechanisms docs not Correction
forcclose other legal and regulatory claims and remedics available to cach
CLECALEC
“nforcement Mechanisms Application 122 Payment of any Ticr-1 or Tier-2 Enforcement Mechanisms shall not be considered These changes are intended to avoid situations where CLECs are paid

as an admission against interest or an admission of liability or culpability in any
legal, regulatory or other procccdmg l’CIdtlnL to BellSouth's performance and-the
payrment-ofany Ter shanisms-shal-net-be-used-as
evidenee-that BeHSouth-has-not- comphed \HQHH “has-violated-any-state-or-federal
law-orregudation. The payment of any Tier-1 Enforcement Mechanizsmto a CLEC
shall be credit gd avamst any Hoability associated with or related to BellSouth's

8¢ I\]&C

It is not the intent of the Parties that BellSouth be hiable for both Tier-2 Enforecment
Mechauisms and any other assessmonts or sanctions imposed by the Commussion.
CLECs will not oppose any, *fﬁm by BeltSouth to set off Tier-2 Inforcement

Mechanisms from any assessment imposed by the Commission.

multiple times for problems associated with the same transaction or
occurrence. Certainly the purpose of plans like the SEEM plan is not to
unduly penalize BellSouth and unjustly enrich the CLECs.

Similarly, Tier 2 penalties, which are paid to the Commission, should
not represent dual assessments against BellSouth for the same
performance related problems.
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Section Title or Section No. '

Measure No.

Category

Proposed Change

Rationale for Proposed Change

The Enforcoment Mechanisms contained in this Plan have been provided by
BellSouth on a volunary basis in order to maintaim comphiance between BellSouth

and cach CLEC, Asavesult, CLECs may not use the exastence of this seetion or any

nder this section as

Mechanis
i

ot has fany stfe or federal

gvidence thae BellSourh has not complicd w

law or regulation.

Clarification to remove potential controversy about whether the
proposed SEEM can be mandated.

See discussion for section 4.1.7 above concerning why twe-consecutive

“nforcement Mechanisms Methodology 131 Tier-1 Enforcement Mechanisms will be triggered by BellSouth's failure to achicve
applicable Enforcement Mcasurement Compliance or Enforcement Measurement months of failure should occur before penalties apply.
Benchmarks for each CLEC ALEC for the State of Florida for a given Enforcement | Clarify how penalty will be calculated when it applics.
Measurcment Efement sng-given-{or two () conscentive months. Liquidated
damages will be apphicable 1o cach of the two months of failure, Enforcement
Mcasurement Compliance is based upon a Test Statistic and Balancing Critical
Valuc calculated by BellSouth utilizing BellSouth generated data. The method of
calculation is sct forth in Appendix D, incorporated-hereinby-thisreference
Statistical Formulas and Technical Description.
=nforcement Mechanisms Mecthodology 1311 Transaction-based plan rather than a measure-based plan is proposed
=nforcement Mcechanisms Methodology 13.1.2 Correction
calculations will be performed to determine remedics according to the methodolgy
described in the remainder of the document.
“nforcement Mechanisms Methodology 1313 BeliSouth belicves that the SEEM methodology for penalty

Tier-1 Enforcement Mechanisms apply on a per measurerent
Fuforcement Mechanism Flewent for which BellSouth has reported non-
compliance. Al sransgctions Gor individual CLEC will be consolidated for purposes
of calendating Tier-1 Enforcoment Me WSS,

calculations should be based on a per transaction approach rather than a
per measurement approach. A fatal flaw in addition to its other many
problems, of a measurement based plan, is that it is not scalable.
Specifically, a measurement-based plan, like the current Florida SEEM
plans, assesses the same penalty amount whether there is | failed
transaction or 1000. Consequently, the measurement-hased plan
imposes a high penalty on the “first offense” of missing a
measurement. rather than a lower threshold penalty, which would be
compounded depending on whether BellSouth continues to perform
badly after having missed the measurement standard on a particular
transaction. This is especially problematic when applied to Tier |
payments. Tier | payments are aimed at addressing impact to
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Category Section Title or Section No. '

Measure No.

Proposed Change

Rationale for Proposed Change

individual CLECs. A penalty calculation methodology that
compensates a CLEC that experiences poor performance on 1
transaction the same as a CLEC that experiences poor performance on
1000 transactions is intuitively flawed. Both BellSouth and the CLECs
agree on this point. This is in contrast to a transaction-based approach,
which is inherently scalable, and is used in seven of BellSouth’s other
states.

Varying penalties based on the severity of failure in a transaction-based
plan are straightforward. Once disparate performance is identified, a
penalty amount is calculated by multiplying the number of disparate
transactions times the appropriate fee.
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Section Title or Section No. |

Measure No.

Category

Proposed Change

Rationale for Proposed Change

that a measure based plan is not designed to do instead of using a
structure that inherently accommodates the ability to vary penalties by
the degree of failure.  The end result of these retrofits is a plan built on
a flawed foundation overlaid with multiple patches to compensate for
the flaws in the foundation. Certainly. instead of attempting to
recalibrate a flawed approach, the Commission would be better served
by adopting a plan that is designed to accommodate varying penaltics
due to scverity of failure, which is inherent in a transaction-based
remedy calculation approach by definition..

Morcover. currently. at least 40 states’. including Florida, use
transaction-based plans and seven of the nine states in BellSouth’s
region use transaction-based plans. Only Florida and Tennessee in
BellSouth’s region use a measurement-based plan. Now that BellSouth
has lived under both models, it is clear the transaction-based model
works more logically and more fairly in achieving the FCC’s goal of
preventing backsliding after 271 relief, BellSouth therefore urges the
Commission to adopt a transaction-based model to replace the current
measurement-based plan.

=nforcement Mechanisms Methodology 4314

Ay

rts-in-Table—d

ment Reports ppendie A incorporated-herein by-this
WMW)&MQHM—W%&W&H%@Mh@#&%

The Standard and Low Pe

rmance [~cc Schedules for Trer-1 Enforcement

Mechanisms are s

shaw i

Table

Liquidated Damages For Tier-1 Measures™

Standard Fee

Schedule amounts arce U.md when BellSou

!

s overall performance ina

given month remains within e

land/zrd deviations of a haseling performance

lowvel, This baseling level is the gv

se ol the pere

1t of submetrics met caclmonth

for the 12 consceutive months_endi

g prior to the month a Comaission ordet

adopting t

> plan goges into effoe

¢t These averages will be wken from across all

reporing

QmAIns,

These domams arer O83Pre-ordering, Ondering, Provisaoning,

This provision implements the new anti- backsliding mechanisn of the
proposed plan. The professed role of SEEM is to provide another
mechanism designed to deter backs!iding in performance. IHowever, it
is not the sole means that exists to address backsliding. There are
complaints to federal and state commissions, monitoring by those same
commissions, contract provisions, and court action that also act as
deterrents. The distinguishing feature of the SEEM plan is that it is
automatic. The facts show that there has been no backsliding under the
current SEEM. So to remove any concern that performance might
backslide if a more rational SEEM is implemented, this provision
requires SEEM to revert to a much more punitive SEEM if
performance deteriorates materially.

As additional incentive to improve performance and to partially

2 The following states have adopted enforcement plans which are primarily transaction-based: Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, California, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Georgia,
Hawaii, ldaho, lllinois, indiana, lowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New Hampshire,
New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina, South Dakota, Texas, Utah, Vermont, Virginia,
Washington, West Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming. The state plans include RBOC plans for BellSouth, Qwest, SBC, Verizon and the plans for the former GTE territory of Verizon.
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Section Title or
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Section No. !

Proposed Change

Rationale for Proposed Change

on Trunks, Collocation, and
Failures bevond Month 2 will be subject to

Maintenance and Repair, LNP, Billing, Interconnect
Service Order Accuravy,

onth 2 foes,

Should BellSouth's performance as measured by the percentof submeivies met in
the current data month fall below threo stindard deviations from the established
bascline fevel of performance, the Tier | Low Performance Pee Schedule fees will
be wtilized for that month, 11 BeliSouth’s porformance in the current month should
exceed the bascline Tevel by three standard deviations, ae Tier Lpayment will_apply
for any CLEC in that month. Addiionally if BellSouth's performance for a given
month riveers Tier-1 Low Performance Fee Schedule, for the following Tier-2
measures, Tier-1 penaltics would alse apply: Firm Order Confirmation and Reject

Response Completencss, LNP-Percent Out of Service < 60 Minutes, LNP-Percent of

Time BellSouth Applics the 10-Digit Tirgger Prior 1o the ENP Order Duc Date,
LNP Disconnect Tineliness (Non-Trigeer). Acknowledgement Message
Conmpletencss, and Percent Flow-Through Scrvice Requests.

compensate for the risk of reverting to the current plan even if no
material decline in performance oceurs, a provision is included that
relieves BellSouth of SEEM payments if a material improvement in
overall performance occurs. Although SEEM is supposed to gencrate
penalties only when a material performance deficiency occurs, the
existing plan requires BellSouth to provide CLLECs better service in the
aggregate than it provides to retail customers in order to climinate
penalty payments. This problem occurs because the performance fro
each individual CLEC is compared to BellSouth’s average performance
across a geographic area. It is impractical to manage performance in
such a manner that performance for each CLEC is exactly equal to the
average retail performance, so aggrepate performance for the CLECs
must exceed retail performance in order to eliminate payments. This
condition is contrary to the intent of SEEM. Without the proposcd
criteria, this flaw would continue in the proposcd plan.

Enforcement Mechanisms

Methodology

432

Tier-2 Enforcement Mechanisms will be triggered by BellSouth's failure to achicve
applicable Enforcement Measurement Compliance or Enforcement Measurcment
Benchmarks for the State of Floridg for given Enforcement Measurement Elements
for three consccutive months. The based-upen-the method of calculation ig sct forth
in Appendix D, ieorperated-hercin-by-thisreference Statistical Fornwlas and
Technical Deseniption.

Clarification

Tnforcement Mechanisms

Methodology

4321

Tier- 2 Enforcement Mechanisms apply. for an aggregate ofall L
gencrated by BellSouth, on a per measurement transaction basis for fkpd{ {Culﬂl
Enforcement-Measurement-Element cach Enforcoment Mechanism Flement for
which BellSouth has reported non-gompliange.

See the discussion for section 4.3.1.3 above concerning the
recommended change for Tier | from per-measure to a per-transaction
based plan.

Enforcement Mechanisms

Methodology

Eee Schedulefor TotaQuarterly Fier-2 Enforcen

Table-2- e#ﬁpﬁendw#mwmemeemerem—bv—mrs Feferemc—’c}ﬂhkvﬁw—meﬂwd
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This additional punitive mechanism was established in the belief that
such additional punitive measures would cause improved flow through
performance. Regardless of whether such requirements worked, they
are clearly no longer necessary because flow through performance has
improved considerably
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Category Section Title or section No. ' Proposed Change Rationale for Proposed Change
Measure No.

The Standard and Low Performance Fee Schedules for Tier-2 nforcement Sce the discussion for scction 4.3.1.4 above concerning the analogous
Nechanisms are shown in “Table 20 Liquidated Damages For Tier-2 Measures, recommended change for Tier 1.

Standard Fec Schedule_amounts are used when BellSouth's overall p PGS 11
a given menth remains within three standard deviatgons of a baseling performance
level. The baseline performance fevel which Tier 2 performance will compare
against shall he the same as that vtilized for Tier 1. Three consecutive months of
fatlure are necessary 1o trigger a Tier 2 paviment. Ih porcent submetrics met for the
average of the thioe month poriod compared against the established baseline will he
used 1o determine which Fee Schedule applics when caleulating a Tier 2 pavinent,

ze pereent of submetrics el for See the discussion for section 4.3.1.4 above concerning the analogous
es in the cur recommended change for Tier 1.

ablished bashine tevel of performance, the Tier 2
I BellSouth’s performance, as

¢ pereent of submetrics met for the three months used w
determing whether Tier 2 applics i the current data menth, exceeds the baseling
performance by three standard deviations, no Tier 2 payment will apply in the

cnrrent data manth

Low Perfs
measured by the avers

‘maice Fee Schedule will be utilizg

“nforcement Mechanisms Payment of Tier-t 14,1 1f BellSouth pcrformancc triggcrs an ()bligation to pay Ticr-1 Enforcement Clarification and to ensure consistency
nd Tier-2 Amounts Mechanisms to an ¢ LIECAEEE or an obligation to remit Tier-2 Enforcement
Mecchanisms to the Commission or its designee, BellSouth shall make payment in

the required amount by-the+Sth-day-of the second-month-following the month-for

which-disparate-treatment-was-ineurred on the dav upon which the final validated

SEEM reports are posted on the Performance Measurements Reports website as se
forth in Section 2.4 above,
“nforcement Mechanisms Payment of Tier-1 142 For cach day after the due date that BellSouth fails to pay an CL the Correction
and Tier-2 Amounts requircd amount, BellSouth will pay the CLECALEC 6% simple interst per annum.
“nforcement Mechanisms Payment of Tier-1 143 For cach day after the due date that BellSouth fails to pay the Tier-2 Enforcoment
and Tier-2 Amounts Mecchanisms, BellSouth will pay the Commision an additional $1.000 per day.
=nforcement Mechanisims Payment of Tier-1 144 If an CLRECAERGC disputes the amount p;]id for Ticr-1 Enforcement Mcchanisms, Clarification and correction
ind Tier-2 Amounts the CLECALEC shall submit a written claim to BellSouth within sixty (60) days

afier the paymentdue date of the performance measucement repert for which the
obligaiion arosc. BellSouth shall investigate all claims and provide the CLEC AEEC
written findings within thirty (30) days after receipt of the claim. If BellSouth
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Proposed Change

Rationale for Proposed Change

CLECALEC such additional amounts within thirty (30) days aftcr its ﬁndmgs along
w1th 6Pepeem% snmplc mtcrcst per annum. : S

Enforcement Mechanisms Yayment of Tier-1 445 The deleted portion is covered to the extent necessary by revised audit
ind Tier-2 Amounts srovisions. The Audit Policy is provided herein as section 4.8.
For Tier-2 Enforcement Mechanisms, if the Comunission requests clarification of an
amount paid, a written claim shall be submitted to BeliSouth within sixty (60) days Correct oversight by adding procedure to address clarification requests
after the date of the performance measurement report for which the obligation arose, | for Tier 2 by the Commission, which already exists for Tier 1 for
BeliSouth shall investigate all claims and provide the Commission writien findings CLEGs.
within thirty {30) davs after receipt of the claim, 1f BellSouth determines the
Commission is owed additional amounts, BellSouth shall pav such additional
amounts within thirty (30) davs after its findines along with 6% simple interest per
annum,
Enforcement Mechanisms >ayment of Tier-1 4.4.0 BellSouth may set off any SEEMs payment to a CLEC against undisputed amounts

ind Tier-2 Amounts

owed by a CLEC to BellSouth pursuant to the Interconnection Agreement between
the parties which have not been paid to BellSouth within ninety (90} days past the
Bill Duc Datc as set forth in the Billing Atachment of the Inferconnection
Agrecment,

Prevent unreasonable situation where BellSouth is paying SEEM to a
CLEC who is not paying an undisputed bill.
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Proposed Change

Rationale for Proposed Change

Enforcement Mechanisms

Payment of Tier-1
and Tier-2 Amounts

147

Any adjustiments for underpayment or overpayment of caleulated Tier 1 and Tier 2
remedies will be made consistent with the terms of BellSouth’s Policy On Reposting
Of Performance Data and Recaleulation of SEEM Payments, as sct forth in
Appendix G of this document.

This provision is provided to formalize the incorporation of the
Reposting Policy.

Enforcement Mechanisms

Payment of Tier-1
and Tier-2 Amounts

Enforcement Mechanisms

Limitations of
Liability

4.5.1

Anv adjustments for underpayiments will be made in the next month's payment cyele
afier the recaleulation is made, The final current month PARIS reports will refleci
the final paid dollars, including adjustments for prior months where applicable.
Questions regarding the adjustments should be made in accordance with the normal
proccss used to address CLEC questions related to SEEM paviments,

Clarify by stating current practice used to make adjustments and
address CLEC questions.

MSM%MMHM@WMMMW

Addressed in new Section 4.7 entitled “Enforcement Mechanism Cap.”

Enforcement Mechanisms

Limitations of
Liability

4.52

BellSouth will not be fespeﬂsible—fe; Obliz;at(,d 10 pa\' T‘icr—l or Ticr 2 Enforccmcm
echanisms for non-complis
compliance results from an ALEGS—(“
contribute towards failed or misscd performance measurcs. to-be-nissed-orfailed;
These acts or omissions includinge. but arc not limited to. accumulation and
submission of orders at unrcasonable quantitics or times, failure to follow
cstablished and documented procedures. or failure to submit accurate orders or
inquirics. BclISouth shall providc cach C[ F(‘ the ALEE with rcasonable notice of
ALEC with any such supporting

documentation.

Clarifies current provisions by stating additional specific instances
where BellSouth should not be obligated to pay SEEM.

Enforcement Mechanisms

Limitations of
Liability

453

BellSouth-shall-not-bi bligated for-Tier1l-orTier-2-Enft Meek i for-nen
Bent £

nmr;;an o with-a-performance-measureif such-non-compliance-was-the result of an-act-or
p : 2

! qAIE(‘HﬂQ Y -nl-. Al-nnln

Covered in revised Section 4.5.2.

Enforcement Mechanisms

Limitations of
Liability

BellSouth shall not be obligated-fer-penalties-under (o p:

Enforcement Mcchanisms for non-compliance with a performance measurery
such noncompliance was the result of any of the following: a Force Majeurc cvent
(as defined in the most recent version of BellSouth's standard Interconnection
Agreement); an act or omission by a CLEC an-AEEGC that is contrary to any of its
obligations under the Act, Commission rule, or statc law; or an act or omission
associatcd with third-party systems or cquipment.

Clarification by identifying the specific source of the definition of a
Force Majeure event

12
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Enforcement Mechanisms

Affiliate Reporting

4.6

Atfilinte Reporting Change of Law

This is a new section that uses the section number previously
iesignated for Affiliate Reporting.

Enforcement Mechanisms

Adtfiliate Reposting
v of Law

1.6.1

i servations-for- BellSouth- A—L-E('\ : . 2
Be,—llWM&HM%%@G%}}&smweﬁaﬂv—ehanw&g&%ﬂ%ﬁﬂa—%&ﬁ@

affiliates-use-ofits-OSS-databases. systems. and-iterfa

Upon a particular Commission’s issuance of an Order perfainiog to Perfonuance
Measurements or Remedv Plans in a proceeding expresshy applicahle to all CLECs,
Bellsouth shall implement such performance mcasures and remedy plans covering
115 performance for the CLECS )
Commission. on the date specified by the Comumission, 1T a change of law religves
BellSouth of the oblication tw provide any UNE or UNE combination pursuant to
Section 251 of the Act, then upon providing the Commission with 30 davs written
notice, Bellsouth will cease reporting data or paving remedies in accordance with the
change of faw, Porformance Measurements and remedy plans that have been
ordercd by the Commission can currently be aceessed via the Infernet at

httpdpmap bellsouth.com. Should there be any difference hetween the performance
measyure and remedy plans on BellSouth’s websde and the plans the Uommission
has approved as filed in comphance with
compliance plan will supcrsede as of its ¢ffective date,

as well s any changes 1o those plans ordered by

ssion-approved

The Affiliate Reporting section is eliminated because it is irrelevant for
SCEM. That is, this provision is unnecessary to determine whether
3ellSouth provides nondiscriminatory access. The standards for
rondiscriminatory access are defined for each metric in the SQM.

Adds specific provision to address how changes of law will be handled
n SEEM. This provision represents a reasonable balance between
sroviding adequate notice that payments will cease with prompt relief
‘or BellSouth to discontinue payments that should no longer be
-equired,

Fnforcement Mechanisms

Mechaniso Cap

Add Scction: Enfarcement Mechanism Cap

Separates provisions related to the Enforcement Mechanism Cap into
its own section. Tormerly, this information was reflected in section
150,

FEnforcement Mechanisms

Enforcement

inism Cap

BeliSouth's total hability for the payment of Tier-1 and Tier-2 Enforcement
Maechanisms shall be collectively capped at 36%% of net revenue per year for the state
of Florida.

{ the state cap, a proportienal payment will be made to

ﬂ ¢ respective parties.

1f BeliSouth’s payment of Tier -1 and Tier 2 Enforcement Mechanisms would have
cxecoded the cap referencd in this plan, a CLEC mayv commenee a proceeding wilh

The proposed cap is changed from 39% to 36%. The 36% cap level is
consistent with levels approved by the FCC in states outside of the
BellSouth region. Further, 36% is certainly more than sufficient as a
substantial financial deterrent to potential discriminatory behavior on
BellSouth’s part.




Proposed Florida SEEM Modifications Exhibit C
8/18/2004

Category Section Title or Section No. | Proposed Change Rationale for Proposed Change
Measure No.
the Comnussion 1o demonstrate why BellSouth should pay any amount in ¢xeess o
the cup. The CLEC shall have the burden of proof o demonstrate why, under the
circumsatnees, BellSouth should have additional labitity.
Enforcement Mechanisims Audits Add new section: Audits {ncorporates a more thorough audit plan into SEEM. Having all partics
share in the cost provides equal incentive to Himit the scope of the audit
BeliSouth currently provides many € s with cortain audit rights as a part of theip | ©© meaningful activities,
individual interconnection agreements, However, 11 is not reasonable for Bellgouth
to undergo an audit of SEEM {or every CLEC with which it has a cor LT
requested by a Public § e Commission or by a CLEC exercising cont
audit rights, BelSouth will agree to underge an audit of its Performance Metries
Ouality Assurance Plan (PMOATP) every other year for the next five (3) years {2005~
2010) 10 be conducied by an independent third party, The results o s will be
made available to all the ties subject to proper safeouards to protovt proprigtary
miormation. This aggresate lovel auditincludes the following spegifications:
i The cost shall be bome 0% by BellSouth and 50% by the CLEC or CLECs
cxpressing their contraciual rehis. I ne party 1s sharing the costs of this aodit,
BeliSouth may utilize 1ty mternal avditivg organization to conduct the audit,
2. Should an independent third party suditor be required, it shall be selecred by
BellSouth, with input from the PSC, i1 appl ¢, and the other pacties bearing the
cost of the audit,
3. Due to the regional nature of the processes used to gengrate performance metric
dara, BellSouth will agrec 1o noomore than ong regional third pacty audit within i1s
region per year,
These audits are intended 10 provide the bagis for the PSCs and CLECs fo determine
that STEM produces agourate data that reflecis cach State’s Order for performance
measurcments,
BeliSeuth rescrves the right ro make changes to this audn policy as growth and
changes in the industry dictate,
Enforcement Mechanisms Dispute Resolution 4345 Notwithstanding any other provision of the Interconnection Agreement between BellSouth Correction
and each CLECABEE, any dispute regarding BellSouth’s performance or obligations
pursuant this Plan shall be resolved by the Commission.
Enforcement Mechanisms 414 Add Section: Regional and State Co f Provided for completeness of documentation. Describes method
currently used to apportion penalties calculated for regional measures
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some metrics are calculated for the entive BellSouth reion, rather than by state,

A regional coelficient (s caleulated to spiit Tier | payments for regional

by_submetric depending on the volume of certain

metries_among CLE

for the current moath,

activities in each QC?

. A state coefficient is calculated 1o split Tier 2 paywments for regional

metrics among states by subine
Al measures using regional {Tier 1) or state (Tier 2) coefficients are benchmark
neasures. The following metrics require caleulation of a coefficient:

. Acknowledgement Completeness
+ Percent Flow Through CLEC A
+ . Percent Flow Through CLEC Aggregate - Business

. Percent Flow Through CLEC Aggregate NE Loop & Port Combo
+ ___ Percent Flow Through CLEC Agpregate — UNE Loops

. Percent Flow Through CLEC Aggregate - LNP

LI of C
+ o Timel of Docuty
+ _Percent of Software

sgregate - Residence

Notices

hange Management

5 nge - Documes
s Corrected in X (10, 20, 45) Bu

w5 Days -

» Percent of Change Request Implemented Within 60 Weeks of

Implemented  Within 60

. Percent _of Change Request Weeks of

Prioritization - Type 5 Reguests Implemented

» _Interface Avai

o dnterface Availabitity — Ma ance & Repair

The methodology for caleulating cocflicients is detailed in Appendix E.

and modified based on the proposed change from a measurement-based
slan to a transaction-based plan.

Fee Schedule _iquidated Damages Table 1

_hange Tier 1 Fee Schedule to reflect penalty amounts through Month 2 rather than

iscalation beyond the second month of failure is excessively punitive.

15
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Rationale for Proposed Change

for Tier-1 Measures

Month 6. Failures beyond month 2 will be subject to Month 6 fces.

Under the existing SEEM, the fee escalation feature applied to Tier 1
sub-metrics increases for each consecutive month that BellSouth fails
to meet the established performance criteria, up to six consecutive
months. Consecutive failures beyond month six are capped at the
month-six fee. There is, however, no basis for the amount that the Fee
Schedule increases by each month. In fact, under the existing Fee
Schedule, the fee amounts are so excessive, as already discussed, that
the application of the escalation feature only compounds the arbitrarily
punitive nature of the plan. What’s more, consecutive months of
disparate performance at minimum levels of differences also cause the
fee to be increased, despite the lack of any actual appreciable or
additional impact on the CLEC.

Further, Tier | was designed to be liquidated damages and there is no
basis to conclude that damages continue to escalate at the rate or extent
indicated by the current schedule especially since each month’s failures
are separate transactions unrelated to transactions in the previous
months.

Under BellSouth’s SEEM proposal, the Tier | fee amounts would only
escalate in month-two. As today, beginning in month three, Tier 2
penalties would apply. This is a sufficient degree of escalation and
more fully utilizes the Tier 2 mechanism, which was designed to
address cases of persistent metric failures. Specifically, the Tier 2
penalty is initiated once a metric fails for three consecutive months and
continues to apply until the metric comes into parity. Of course, Tier 1
penalties would also continue to apply. The fee per disparate
transaction simply would not escalate any further beyond month two.
Under the current plan this limit does not apply until month six. In
recognition of the fact that Tierl payments go to the CLEC and that
there may be some additional damage done if failures persist, escalation
in the second month is retained, which is sufficient.

for Tier-1 Measures

Schedule. Sce Redlined SEEM plan, Exhibit B, for proposed changes. Sce also
Attachment 1 to this cxhibit for dicussion of how fees amount were devcloped.

The Current Plan’s Fee Schedule Generates Exorbitant Penalties That
Bear No Rational Relationship to Performance Provided to CLECs or
the Service Charges Associated with Such Penalties.

A new SEEM fee schedule is necessary because the current SEEM fee
schedule generates excessive penalties that have no rational
relationship to the damage (if any) sustained by a CLEC as a result of a

16
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missed performance measurement standard.  Additionally, such
penalties often amount to years worth of free service to a CLEC when
one compares the penalty paid to a CLEC to the recurring charge such
CLEC pays for the service associated with the penalty. Specific
examples are provided in the comments included with this filing.
Including excessive penaltics in a SEEM plan is contrary to the concept
that good performance should result in few, if any. payments for a
failure to perform.  This is particularly true in the absence of
backsliding.

Despite the soundness of the transaction-based penalty plan structure,
the fec schedule associated with such existing plans in BellSouth is
outdated and continued use of the fec schedule in those plans is
unwarranted and inefficient. Specifically, the current transaction based
fee schedule, which resulted from evidence considered by the Georgia
Public Service Commission in the year 2000, four years ago, was
developed at time when there was much less CLEC activity in the local
market. As such, therc were some concerns that BellSouth’s potential
SEEM payment liability - given the level of CLEC activity - was
perhaps too low to be an effective deterrent against backsliding. At
least in part, to compensate for the overall low level of CLEC activity
at the time, the resulting per-transaction fee schedule was artificially
high. Even at that time, the amount of the penalty per transaction was
excessive, in relation to the typical rate the CLECs paid for the service.
Today, that imbalance of penalty versus rate for the service is
exaccrbated by the overall CLEC volumes, which are much higher than
they were 4 years ago. This is because a transaction-based payment
plan is scalable (the more transactions where disparate service is
detected, the higher the payment), the problems created by an
artificially high fee schedule are compounded with increased CLEC
activity.

There are two fee schedules proposed., a new standard fee schedule that
is more rational and would apply as long as BellSouth continues to
provide nondiscriminatory performance. There is also a low
performance schedule, which will apply if performance materially
deteriorates from current levels. This low performance schedule is the
same as the fee schedule that currently applies in all other transaction-
based SEEMs for BellSouth. These two schedules are required to
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implement an important new feature, which should allay any concerns
that the Proposed SEEM is soft on performance backsliding. In
BellSouth’s Proposed SEEM, Bellsouth has an added incentive to avoid
backsliding because, if performance deteriorates in a month by a
statistically significant degree from BellSouth’s performance for the 12
months preceding implementation of the Proposed SEEM, then the fees
in the Proposed SEEM increase dramatically. Further, the Proposed
SEEM also encourages improved performance because it permits
BellSouth to avoid penalties if there is statistically significant
improvement in overall performance.

The fees in the standard fee schedule arc more in line with the types of
rebates that typically apply in commercial transactions where
performance guarantees are provided. The basis for establishing each
specific fee is stated in Attachment 1 to this exhibit.

Fee Schedule

Liquidated Damages
for Tier-2 Measures

Table 2

Appendix A, Table A2, reflects the current and proposed changes to the Fee Schedule. Sce
Redlined SEEM plan, Exhibit B, for proposed changes.

Same rationale as for Table [ above. See Attachment 1 to this exhibit
for the rationale for changes in specific fees.

SEEM Sub-metrics

Applicable to all
SEEM sub-metrics

Tables B-1 and
R-2

General approach taken to sct of measures inctuded in plan.

Generally, one mcasure of timeliness and onc measure of accuracy
should apply to each major domain; e.g., Ordering, Provisioning,
Maintenance & Repair, ete. In addition to the specific reasons given
below, BellSouth is proposing to move closer to this general concept
with the following changes. Also, measures of some intermediate
processes were removed because such process may have little if any
customer effect and any significant customer effect would likely be
reflected in other measures.

SEEM Sub-metrics

Mecasure OSS-1

Table B-2: Tier
2 Sub-metrics

Remove measure OSS-1, Average Response Interval and Percent within Interval (Pre-
Ordering/Ordering), from Tier 2 of the SEEM plan.

BellSouth proposed removal of this measure from the SQM. Sce SQM
matrix filed on July 28, 2004 for the rationale.

SEEM Sub-metrics

Measure OSS-4

Table B-2: Tier
2 Sub-metrics

Remove measure OSS-4, Response Interval (Maintenance & Repair), from Tier 2 of the
SEEM plan.

BellSouth proposed removal of this measure from the SQM. Sec SQM
matrix filed on July 28, 2004 for the rationale.

SEEM Suh-metrics

Measure PO-1

Table B-1: Tier
1 Sub-mctrics &
Table B-2: Tier
2 Sub-metrics

Remove measure PO-1, Loop Makeup —Response Time-Manual. from Tier | and Tier 2 of the
SEEM plan.

BellSouth proposed removal of this measure from the SQM. Sce SQM
matrix tiled on July 28, 2004 for the rationale.

SEEM Sub-metrics

Measure O-1

Table B-1: Tier
| Sub-metrics &
Table B-2: Tier
2 Sub-metrics

Remove measure O-1, Acknowledgement Message Timeliness from Tier 1 and Tier 2 of the
SEEM plan.

BellSouth proposed removal of this measure from the SOM. See SQM
matrix filed on July 28, 2004 for the rationale.

SEEM Sub-metrics

Measure O-2; (AKC)

Tahle B-1: Tier

Remove measure O-2, Acknowledgement Message Completeness, from Tier | of the SEEM

Measure O-2 tracks whether an acknowledgement is returned to the
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Sub-metrics

slan. This measure would apply to Tier 2 only.

CLECs after an LSR or transmission is electronically submitted. If
acknowledgments are not being sent, it does not directly affect the
CLECs ability to provide service to its customer but is a secondary
measure of an intermediate process. As such, intermittent deficiencies,
particularly with the high benchmark do not indicate a significant
problem. Consequently, penalties should only apply if there are
persistent problems in this area, which is the situation that Tier 2 was
designed to address. Also, this measure captures performance related to
an electronic process that uses regional systems, problems that occur
are not limited to individual CLECs, as intended when Tier 1 penalties
apply. Further the nature of electronic systems usually makes this
problem largely self-correcting and any harm that occurs affects the
industry as a whole not an individual CLEC. Therefore, this measure
should be included in Tier 2 only. If BellSouth’s performance for a
given month triggers the Low Performance Fee Schedule, BellSouth
will pay Tier 1 penalties in addition to Tier 2 penalty for the month
involved.

SEEM Sub-metrics

Measures O-3 & 0-4;
‘PFT)

lable B-1: Tier
| Sub-metrics

BellSouth recommended combining measure 0-4, Flow-Through Service Requests (Detail},
with measure O-3, Flow-Through Service Request (Summary). Thus, measure O-4 would no
longer exist as a separate measure and measure O-3, as modified, would only apply to Tier 2;
Tier 1 would not apply.

Also change disaggregation for this measure as follows:

1. Combine Residence and Business into Resale.
2. Combine UNE Loop & Port Combo and UNE Other into UNE.

The resulting disaggregation would be: Resale, UNE and LNP.

BellSouth, in its current proposal, recommends that measures O-3,
Percent Flow-Through Service Requests (Summary), and O-4, Percent
Flow-Through Service Requests (Detail) be combined into a single
SQM that shows both the Aggregate CLEC data (Summary) and CLEC
Specific data (Detail). The SEEM penalty, in BellSouth’s proposal,
would apply to the Aggregate CLEC data as a Tier 2 measure only.
Flow Through results are based on the operation of regional systems
and impact CLECs equally, based on the products or feature that they
order. Because this measure captures performance related to an
electronic process that uses regional systems, problems that occur are
not limited to individual CLECs, as intended when Tier 1 penalties
apply. Flow through typically only increase the standard for measuring
FOC timeliness by 7 hours. The mechanized FOC Timeliness standard
is 95% in 3 hours and for orders that do not flow through and should do
50, the FOC Timeliness standard is 95% in 10 hours. Such delay
periodically does not directly affect the CLECs ability to provide
service to its customers. As such, intermittent deficiencies, particularly
with the high benchmark do not indicate a significant problem.
Consequently, penalties should only apply if there are persistent
problems in this area, which is the situation that Tier 2 was designed to
address.

19
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Further, the nature of electronic systems usually makes this problem
largely self-correcting and any harm that occurs affects the industry as
a whole not an individual CLEC Therefore, this measure should be
included in Tier 2 only.

Finally, since all CLECs are affectedly similarly, Tier 1 penalties
should not apply. If BellSouth’s performarce for a given month triggers
the Low Performance Fee Schedule, BellSouth will pay Tier 1 penalties
in addition to Tier 2 penalty for the month involved.

The proposed disaggregation for this measure in the SEEM plan is the
same as the SQM. See the SQM matrix filed on July 28, 2004 for the
rationale for this change.

SEEM Sub-metrics

Measure O-8: (RI)

Table B-1: Tier
1 Sub-metrics

Remove Partially Mechanized and Non-Mechanized disaggregations for O-8, Reject Interval,
from Tier 1 and Tier 2.

BellSouth’s Proposed SQM disaggregates the Reject Interval
measurement by 3 methods of submission - fully mechanized,
partialty mechanized and non-mechanized (manual). For an
cffective enforcement plan, however, only the fully mechanized
portion of this mcasurcment should be included since this is the
method of submission where the preponderance of CLEC
activity occurs. Also, such treatment provides a further
incentive for CLECs to movc to clectronic system that
BellSouth has e¢xpended huge resources to develop and maintain
at the CLECs request. Finally, partially mechanized and non-
mechanized methods of submission are subject to gaming by the
CLECs. LSRs can effectively be submitted with known crrors
in such a way as to guarantee a penalty payment.

SEEM Sub-metrics

Measure O-9;
(FOCT)

Table B-1: Tier
1 Sub-metrics &
Table B-2: Tier
2 Sub-metrics

Remove measure 0-9, Firm Order Confirmation (FOC) Timeliness, from the both Tier 1 and
Tier2.

This measure was proposed for removal from the SQM. See the SOM
matrix filed on July 28, 2004 for the rationale. It should be noted that
although this measure is being removed from SEEM, this function will
still be measured in the new measurement Firm Order Confirmation
Average Completion Interval (FOCI) that BellSouth is proposing to
include in both Tier 1 and Tier 2 of SEEM. The FOCI measure will
combine the two current measures, FOC Timeliness and Average
Completion Interval (OCI) & Order Completion Interval Distribution,
into a single metric as requested by CLECs in the past.. Since the
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failure to return FOCs to CLECs in a timely manner will show up in the
FOCI metric, which is proposed for both Tier 1 and Tier 2, including
FOC Timeliness in the SEEM plan as well would result in dual
penalties for the same failure. Therefore, BeliSouth’s proposal
excludes FOC Timeliness from the SEEM plan.

SEEM Sub-metrics

Measure O-11;
(FOCRC)

Table B-1: Tier
| Sub-metrics

Remove measure O-11, Firm Order Confirmation and Reject Response Completeness, from
Tier | of SEEM.

BellSouth’s proposal excludes this measure from Tier 1 of the SEEM
plan and includes it as a Tier 2 measure only. This is not a primary
indicator of the timeliness or accuracy of the ordering process. The
systems and processes that generate Reject Notices and FOCs are
regional in nature and this measure simply tracks whether one of these
two responscs to a request was sent — not how long it takes to send it.
If a response is not sent it is typically due to a system problem, which
affects CLECs in general rather than only specific CLECs. Further the
cure is fairly simple, which is for the CLEC to resubmit the order.
Consequently this area becomes a problem only if persistent problems
arise, which makes it more appropriate to include this measure in Tier 2
only. Further, Tier | penalties are already paid, and would be paid
under BellSouth’s proposal, for the Reject Interval and FOCI measures.
Further, if BellSouth’s performance for a given month triggers the Low
Performance Fee Schedule, BellSouth will pay Tier 1 penalties in
addition to Tier 2 penalty for the month involved.

SEEM Sub-metrics

Measure P-4

Table B-1: Tier
I Sub-metrics &
Table B-2: Tier
2 Sub-metrics

Remove measure P-4, Average Completion Interval (OCI) & Order Completion Interval
Distribution, from Tier 1 and Tier 2 of the SEEM plan.

Although this measure is being removed from SEEM, this function will
still be measured in the new measurement Firm Order Confirmation
Average Completion Interval (FOCI) that BellSouth is proposing to
include in both Tier 1 and Tier 2 of SEEM. The FOCI measure will
combine the two current measures, FOC Timeliness and Average
Completion Interval (OCI} & Order Completion Interval Distribution,
into a single metric as requested by the CLECs in the past. Since the
failure to complete orders within appropriate intervals will show up in
the FOCI metric, which is proposed for both Tier 1 and Tier 2,
including a separate OCI measure in the SEEM plan as well would
result in dual penalties for the same failure.

SEEM Sub-metrics

New Measure;
FOCI

Table B-1: Tier
1 Sub-metrics &
Table B-2: Tier
2 Sub-metrics

Add the measure Firm Order Confirmation Average Completion Interval to both Tier 1 and
Tier 2 of SEEM.

New measure that combines former measures FOC Timeliness and
Average Completion Interval. These two functions are proposed to be
in SEEM.

SEEM Sub-metrics

Measure P-7A; HCT

Table B-1: Tier

Combine the existing disaggregation levels for measure P-7A, Coordinated Customer

The proposed SQM reflects two levels of disaggregation for this
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1 Sub-metrics &
Table B-2: Tier
2 Sub-metrics

Conversions Hot Cut Timeliness — Percent within Interval, into single a single sub-metric for
“UNE Loops.”

measure, namely “Non-IDLC” and “IDLC.” See the SQM matrix filed
on July 28, 2004 for the rationale for that change. For purposes of the
SEEM plan, while the proposed disaggregation for this metric in SEEM
only reflects one category for “UNE Loops,” the calculations for
penalties actually applies the separate benchmarks for Non-IDLC and
IDLC Loops. The penalties would simply be reported as a single
category designated as UNE Loops.

SEEM Sub-metrics

Measure P-7C;
(PT)

Table B-1: Tier
1 Sub-metrics &
Table B-2: Tier

2 Sub-metrics

Remove measure P-7C, Hot Cut Conversions — Percent Provisioning Troubles Received
within 5 Days (formerly 7 Days) of a Completed Service Order, from Tier | and Tier 2.

BellSouth’s proposal excludes this measure from Tier 1 and Tier 2 of
SEEM. This is because the same data are captured in the measure
Percent Provisioning Troubles within “X”" Days, which is included in
Tier 1 and Tier 2. Including both these measures in SEEM would
subject BellSouth to dual penalties for the same failure.

SEEM Sub-metrics

Measure P-8

Table B-1: Tier
1 Sub-metrics &
Table B-2: Tier
2 Sub-metrics

Remove measure P-8, Cooperative Acceptance Testing, from Tier 1 and Tier 2 of the SEEM
plan.

BellSouth proposed removal of this measure from the SQM. See SOM
matrix filed on July 28, 2004 for the rationale.

SEEM Sub-metrics

New measure:

Table B-1: Tier

Add measure CNDD, Non-Coordinated Customer Conversions — Percent Completed and

BellSouth proposes to add this new measure to both Tier 1 and Tier 2
of SEEM. This measure, as described in the SQM matrix filed on July

CNDD 1 Sub-metrics & | Notified on Due Date, to both Tier | and Tier 2.

Table B-2: Tier 28, 2004, captures the percentage of non-coordinated customer

2 Sub-metrics conversions that BellSouth completes and provides notification to the
CLEC on the due date. Considering the increased role that non
coordinated hot cuts may have in the future and the potential direct
impact on customer service this measure is being proposed for
inclusion in SEEM.

SEEM Sub-metrics Measures Table B-1: Tier | Remove measures P-13B, LNP-Percent Out of Service < 60 Minutes, P-13C, Percentage of BellSouth’s proposal includes these three measures as Tier 2 only.

P-13B (LOOS), P-
13C (LAT), and P-
13D (DTNT)

1 Sub-metrics

Time BellSouth Applies to 10-Digit Trigger Prior to the LNP Order Due Date (LAT), and P-
13D, LNP-Disconnect Timeliness (Non-Trigger) (DTNT), from Tier | of SEEM.

These metrics evaluate a combination of largely automated processes
and procedures performed by technicians in a centralized work center.
The result is that the processes are the same from CLEC to CLEC and,
if there is a problem, the problem affects all CLECs, rather than an
individual CLEC. Consequently, a Tier-2 enforcement mechanism is
appropriate for these measurements. Further, if BellSouth’s
performance for a given month triggers the Low Performance Fee
Schedule, BellSouth will pay Tier 1 penalties in addition to Tier 2
penalty for the month involved.

SEEM Sub-metrics

Measure M&R-2;

Table B-1: Tier

Remoye meusure M&R 2, Customer Trouble Report Rate, from both Tier | and Tier 2.

This measure is neither an indicator of timeliness nor accuracy of
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CTRR

I Sub-metrics &
Table B-2: Tier
2 Sub-metrics

maintenance and repair. Tt is not a measure of whether troubles actually
exist, but is at best a broad indicator of whether customers choose to
submit trouble reports. Consequently, low results do not mean that
there is a performance problem, instead it simply provides information
that indicates whether a part of the maintenance process needs to be
examined to see if a problem exists. Experience has shown that results
vary widely due to differences in the way that CLECs choose to
maintain their services. For example. some CLECs do a better job of
isolating troubles to their network than others. Those that don’t isolate
troubles well have higher trouble report rates, and it hardly seems
appropriate to penalize BellSouth because a CLEC did not isolate its
troubles properly. Also, very small differences in performance result in
large penalties for this measure as shown in the examples in our
comments. Typically, some of the highest penalties are paid for this
measure, and it is typically onc of the arcas where the measure usually
indicates a high level of performance for both CLLECs and retail. For
example, overall, Trouble reports rate are usuvally less that 3% and the
difference between CLEC and retail performance 1s less than 2%, but
the penaltics are among the highest of any measure. This occurs even
though for many of the reports no actual trouble exists.

SEEM penalties will apply to the measures Maintenance Average
Duration and Repeat Troubles, which together measure the accuracy
and timeliness of Maintenance and Repair efforts.

SEEM Sub-metrics

Mcasure M&R-5

Table B-1: Tier
| Sub-metrics &
Table B-2: Tier
2 Sub-metrics

Remove measure M&R-5, Out of Service (O0S) > 24 hours, from Tier | and Tier 2 of the

SEEM plan.

BellSouth proposed removal of this measure from the SQM. See SQM
matrix filed on July 28. 2004 for rationale.

SEEM Sub-metrics

Measure B-1

Table B-1: Tier
1 Sub-metrics &
Table B-2; Ticr
2 Sub-metrics

For measure B-1, Invoice Accuracy, change the disaggregation to eliminate separate sub-

metrics for Interconnection. Resale and UNE.

This metric is simply an indication of whether BellSouth provides the
CLECs with accurate bills, There is no need to show separate
disggregations for Interconnection, Resale and UNE.

SEEM Sub-metrics

Measure B-3

Table B-1: Tier
I Sub-metrics &
Table B-2: Tier
2 Sub-metrics

Remove measure B-3, Usage Data Delivery Accuracy, from Tier | and Tier 2 of the SEEM

plan.

BellSouth proposed removal of this measure from the SOM. See SOM
matrix filed on July 28, 2004 for rationale.

SEEM Sub-metrics

Measure B-10

Table B-1: Tier

Remove measure B-10, Percent Billing Errors Corrected in “X” Business Days, from Tier |

BellSouth proposed removal of this measure from the SQM. Sce SQM
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I Sub-metrics &
Table B-2: Tier
2 Sub-metrics

and Tier 2 of the SEEM plan.

matrix filed on July 28, 2004 for rational.

Table B-1: Tier
| Sub-metrics &
Table B-2: Tier
) Sub-metrics

SEEM Sub-metrics Measure C-3; PMDD

For measure C-3, Collocation Percent of Due Dates Missed, remove the separate
disaggregations for Virtual, Physical, which were further disaggregated by Initial and
Augment.

This metric simply tracked whether a committed due date is met or
missed. Specific disaggregation by Virtual or Physical (also Initial and
Augment) is unnecessary. This especially true since BellSouth rarely
missed a due date for this measure.

SEEM Sub-metrics SEEM Measurement [able B-1: Tier
Disaggregation - | Sub-metrics &
General [able B-2: Tier

? Sub-metrics

Decrease the level of disaggregation for many SEEM Tier 1 and Tier 2 measurements. The
measures within the Provisioning and Maintenance & Repair domains for which BellSouth
proposes a reduction in disaggregation are shown below (the actual changes to the level of
disaggregation is shown in Appendix B, Tables B-1 and B-2, of the redlined SEEM plan
included in this filing as Exhibit B):

Provisionin

1. PIAM: Percent Installation Appointments Met (currently reflected as P-3, Percent
Missed Installation Appointments).

2. PPT: Percent Provisioning Troubles within 5 Days (previously 30 Days) of Service
Order Completion.

Maintenance & Repair

1. PRAM: Percent Repair Appointments Met (currently reflected as MR-1, Percent
Missed Repair Appointments)

2. MAD: Maintenance Average Duration

3. PRT: Percent Repeat Customer Troubles within 30 Days

The proposed SEEM disaggregation for Pre-Ordering and Ordering measures is the same as
the proposed SQM disggregation except where already noted.

As discussed concerning the excessive disaggregation in the current
SQM, there are a large number of sub-metrics for which there s little
or no activity month-to-month. There is, obviously, no benefit to
maintaining the current level of disaggregation, which produces so
many meaningless data reports. The resulting need, therefore, and the
approach reflected in BellSouth’s proposal, is for more aggregation
rather than disaggregation. That is, grouping similar sub-metrics
together for purposes of making more meaningful determinations of
compliant performance.

Beyond the disaggregation issues associated with the SQM, however,
the design and intended functioning of the SEEM plan requires
additional aggregation beyond that reflected in the SQM. Of course,
the problem of the vast majority of sub-measures reflecting little or no
activity is compounded in the SEEM plan for Tier 1. This is because in
addition to the several levels of disaggregation in the SQM, SEEM Tier
1 calculations require further disaggregation by individual CLEC.
Specifically, SEEM currently contains 830 sub-metrics at the Tier I
level. There are over 200 CLECs in Florida. Since Tier I sub-metrics
apply to all CLECs, there is a potential for over 166,000 SEEM
determinations (830 sub-metrics x 200 CLECs). Too many sub-metrics
(which are subject to further disaggregation and granularity) result in
few or no transactions (or activity) in many sub-metrics. For example,
an analysis of SEEM data for Florida taken from the three-month
period of August through October 2003 indicated that, on average,
there was no activity for 97% of the CLEC specific opportunities for
the 830 SEEM measures.

Additionally, the truncated-Z statistical methodology uses like-to-like
comparisons at very granular level called cells so masking of poor

performance by good performance is a minimal problem if it exists at
all as indicated by an analysis conducted by AT&T. The truncated Z
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methodology was specifically designed to allow aggregation of several
products without creating a problem with masking. According to the
design of the statistical methodology used in the SEEM plan, given that
like-to-like comparisons are made at the cell level, it is unnecessary for
the SEEM plan payment categories of sub-metrics to be the same as the
SQM level, which is used for reporting and monitoring
SEEM Sub-metrics SEEM Retail B3 Add new section to show the retail analogs for the measures in the SEEM plan. Added for completeness of SEEM documentation.
Analogs
SEEM Sub-metrics SEEM Benchmark B4 Add new section to show the benchmarks for the measures in the SEEM plan Added for completeness of SEEM documentation.
Thresholds
Appendix C Statistical Properties Section C The statistical process for testing whether BellSouth’s (BST) wholesale customers This change reflects the fact that BellSouth’s proposal does not include
and Definitions (alternative local cxchange carricrs or CLECALEGS) are being treated equally with | rate or ratio measures and to correct ALEC to read CLEC..
BST’s retail customers involves morc than a simple mathematical formula. Three
key clements need to be considered before an appropriate decision process can be
developed. These are the type of:
+ data
*  comparison
»  performance
This section describes the properties of a test methodology and the truncated Z
statistic for fourtwo types of measurcs
Appendix C Statistical Properties Section C.1 Necessary Properties for a Test Methodology Changed to reflect the removal of the trimming of data in the process.

and Definitions

Once the key clements arc determined, a test methodology should be developed that
complics with the following properties:

*  Like-to-Like Comparisons

*  Aggregate Level Test Statistic
«  Production Mode Process

* Balancing

Teienrm

See rationale below for Appendix C, section C.1.5.
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Appendix C Statistical Propertics N Like-to-Like Comparisons Correction
and Definitions
When possible, data should be compared at appropriate levels, ¢.g. wire center, time
of month, dispatched residential, new orders. The testing process should:
»  Identify variables that may affect the performance measure
+  Record these important confounding covariates
= Adjust for the observed covariates in order to remove potential
biascs and to make the CLEC AERE and the ILEC units as
comparablc as possible
T2 Correction

Appendix C

Statistical Properties
and Definitions

Aggregate Level Test Statistic

Each performance measure of interest should be summarized by onc overall test
statistic giving the decision maker a rule that determines whether a statistically
significant difference exists. The test statistic should have the following properties:

The method should provide a single overall index on a standard
scale.

If entrics in comparison cells are exactly proportional over a
covariate, the aggregated index should be very nearly the same as
if comparisons on the covariate had not been done.

The contribution of cach comparison cell should depend on the
number of obscrvations in the cell.

Cancellation between comparison cells should be limited.

The index should be a continuous function of the obscrvations.

Appendix C

Statistical Propertics
and Definitions

.15 Trimming

Frinvming

necded-in-order

measures-Three-conditt

P

Trimming. as a statistical procedure, is a method of insuring that
outliers in data are not unduly influencing the outcome of a statistical
test. The trimming process used in SECM originated in the Louisiana
Workshop in 1999, when CLEC volumes and distributions were much
smaller than they are now, If there were distributional differences §
years ago, these differences are no longer a factor. An outlicr, should it
exist. should be included in the statistical test.
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[rimming also requires that observations must not simply be discarded,
sut that each should be examined to determine if there is a true business
‘cason for the discarding of this real data. For cach observation that is
:liminated to be manually observed for validity would defeat the Self
=ffectuating aspect of the SEEM plan.

Consequently the trimming rules in SEEM should be eliminated.

Appendix C

statistical Properties
md Definitions

Measurement Types

The performance measurements that will undergo testing are of fewriwo types:
nean-tate: and proportion—andrate. Al-fourBoth have similar characteristics.
Different types of data arc used to calculate them. Table C-1 shows the type of data
hat is used to derive cach mcasurcment type.

Table C-1: Measurements Types and Data

Measurement Type Data Used to Derive

| B Mcggure

MCGH [l'ltC['V(ll mcasurements
Ratie

Proportion Counts

Rate

These changes reflect the fact that there are no rate or ratio measures in
3ellSouth’s proposed SEEM plan. There are no ratio measures in the
:xisting SEEM plan either.

Appendix C

statistical Properties
md Definitions

P!
]

lesting Methodolgy — The Truncated Z

Fho-ealewlation-of the- Truncated-Zstatistie-1s-deseribed-in-Appendin-A-of-the
‘Louistana-Statistician’s-Repel he-methodelogy-deseribed-in-this- decument-is

>

5 B

Hs FQ—G’HMLHH(}%WHQW ﬁg‘a{é‘:qﬂq]ﬁklg the

n summary, many covariates are chosen in order to provide meaningful comparison

These changes are added to make minor corrections and to delete the
fiscussion concerning the Louisiana study, which is not necessary for
i understanding of the statistical methodology.
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levels below the submetric level chosen for the parity comparison. This includes
such factors as wirc center and time of month, as well as order type for provisioning
mecasures. In each comparison cell, a Z statistic is calculated. The form of the Z
statistic may vary depending on the performance measure, but it should be
distributed approximately as a standard normal, with mean zero and variance equal
to one. Assuming that the test statistic is derived so that it is negative when the

- AEEC is worse than for the ILEC, a positive truncation
is done —i.c. if the result is negative it is left alone, if the result is positive it is
changed to zcro. A weighted sumayerage of the truncated statistics is calculated
where a cell’s weight depends on thc volume of BST and CLE ﬂAI:EG orders in
the cell. The weighted swr
mean of the truncated distribution, and this is divided by the standard crror of the
weighted sum. Summaries based on mecasurement type are given for the calculation
of the cell Z statistic.

Appendix C

Statistical Properties
and Definitions

S]]

Mean Measures

For mean measures, an adjusted, asymmetric t statistic is calculated for cach like-to-
Ilkc ccl] that has at least seven BST and scven ( Lk( ALEC transactions. Fhis

aﬁﬁm&&e—ly—thesameﬂresu#s—a%

permutation test is uscd when onc or both of the BST and CLEC I [ AI:EG— samplc
sizes is less than seven. The adjusced, asymmetric t statistic and the permutation
calculation arc described belowin Appendix D, Statistical Formulas and Technical
Descrintion.

These changes are added for clarification purposes and to delete the
discussion concerning the Louisiana study, which is not necessary for
the understanding of the statistical methodology.
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\ppendix C

Statistical Properties
ind Definitions

122

Proportion Measures

For performance measurcs that arc calculated as a proportion, in cach adjustment
cell, the cell Z and the moments for the truncated cell Z can be calculated in a direct
manner. In adjustment cells where proportions are not close to zero or one, and
where the sample sizes are reasonably large (nypy(1-py) > 9), a normal
approximation can be uscd. In this case, the moments for the truncated Z come
directly from pmpcmcs of the standard normal d]strlbunon If the normal
approximation is not appropriate, then the Z statistie 18 valculated from the
hypergeometric distribution, -is-the-exaet-permutation-distribution. In this casc, the
moments of the truncated Z are calculated cxactly using the hypergeometric
probabilitics.

These changes arc added for clarification purposes

\ppendix €

Statistical Properties
ind Definitions

Rate Measures
Tkm%%nw%@egv#w%asw%wumem

b;?%%ﬁ&m%a—ter—BST—b. ,*H%Hﬂ()d&hﬂﬁ—ﬂ%ﬂ@ﬂ—wﬂ%dt—(h%ﬂf%%

ofatrovble-is-independent-between accesslines,-and-the numberof-troubles-in b

aceess- hﬂe&ke‘!mwn distribution-with-mean, wher{' is-the-probability-ofa
Hﬁe&bk‘ -per-1- acws»hneemd—h(—bg—t—hy} is-the- tm&l—m&mba—eﬁ&ews& Hines-in

¢ is-the-binental
d ists Hlmmm—(—thelmm—feHhelmac Fgeomng—ehsmbauewha{»-wbaae&mnhemal
aomber-of BST-and ALEC troubles-nrand-the propertion-ef BS T aceess-Hnes-in

servieergi==hy b

In-an-adiustmenteel-fthe-mumberoFALECHroubles-is-greaterthan-15-and the
munbc—mf—{%é:l"—ﬂe%%—ga enter- slmflenéanHMHP 9.then-a-nermal
1oH-€ ts-of-the truneated -7 come

diregtly-from- pw%%&h%&mé&éﬂemml distribution-Othepwiser if thereare
verpfew-troubles-the number o ALEC troubles-can-be-modeled usinga-binomial
distributionwith-n-equal-to-the total-number-o Froubles (ALEC plus- BSTtroubles)
In-this-case—the momentstfor-the truncated-Z-are-caleulated-explicithy-using-the
binomialdistribution

This proposed deletion of the existing language reflects the fact that
there are no rate measures in BellSouth’s proposed SCEM plan.
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Appendix C Statistical Properties | C.2.4 Ratio Measures
and Definitions This change reflects the fact that there are no ratio measures in either

the existing or the proposed SEEM plan.

Appendix D Statistical Formulas D1-D2 Revised Section D to incorporate the change from measurement-based plan to a transaction- Section D has been substantially revised to reflect the change from a
ind Technical based plan and to change from the floating delta approach, based on the Ford delta function, a | per-measurement based SEEM plan to a per-transaction based SEEM
Jescriptions fixed delta of 1.0 for Tier | and 0.5 for Tier 2. See Exhibit B, Appendix D. plan. Therefore, the entire section is shown in red

Appendix E 3ST SEEM Remedy | E.1-E.5 The current SEEM plan is per-measurement based. BellSouth is proposing that the SEEM The current SEEM plan is per-measurement based. BellSouth is

Calculation
*rocedures

plan penalty calculations be based on the number of transactions. Section E has been
substantially revised to reflect the change from a per-measurement based SEEM plan to a per-
transaction based SEEM plan. Because additional steps are required to determine the number
of transactions and because the examples of Appendix E required modification to show the
calculation of transactions, all sections of Appendix E are deleted and later reinserted, with
the appropriate changes. BellSouth believes that this will help readability, even though much
of the current plan’s procedures, such as calculation of the overall test statistic and the
balancing critical value are retained.

Calculations for submetrics with Retail Analogs. This change is required to implement a
transaction based SEEM and is the method by which the number of transactions to use in
calculating the penalty amount for those SEEM sub-metrics where the performance standard
is a retail analog. First a failure must be indicated, meaning that the aggregate z-score is less
than the balancing critical value (BCV), before it is necessary to calculate the number of
transactions for which a penalty applies. For a SEEM sub-metric where a failure is indicated,
each cell within that sub-metric where parity service was not provided, as indicated by a
negative z-score, will be rank ordered. The cells will be ranked in order of z-score with the
cell that has the most negative z-score being ranked highest down to the cell with the least
negative z-score being ranked lowest. Next, the z-score for the highest ranked cell will be
changed to zero, indicating that parity exists and the BCV will be recalculated. If the
aggregate z-score for the SEEM sub-metric is still less than or equal to the BCV, BellSouth
will pay penalties on all CLEC transactions in that cell. BellSouth will progressively change
cell z-scores to 0 and recalculate the BCV until the SEEM sub-metric passes the truncated z
parity test; i.e., the aggregate test statistic is equal to or greater than the BCV. BellSouth will
then sum up the number of transactions in each cell where the z-score was changed up to the
next to last cell that was changed and pay penalties on alt CLEC transactions in those cells.
Since it is often not necessary to resolve all of the transactions in the final cell manipulated,
the last cell will be interpolated to determine how many transactions in that cell are required
to achieve a parity situation.

proposing that the SEEM plan be based on the number of transactions.
The methodology described here determines how many CLEC
transactions are required to be changed for the better in order to achieve
a parity situation where one does not exist.

The measure of whether BellSouth is providing parity service under
SEEM, where a retail analog standard applies, is whether the aggregate
z-score equals or exceeds the BCV. The proposed method directly
counts the number of transactions by which BellSouth is missing the
parity standard and pays penalties on that number of transactions. The
most direct and logical approach is to alter the most damaging out-of-
parity situations first and then, if parity is still not achieved, to alter
successively the next most damaging out-of-parity situations until
parity is achieved. This approach essentially corrects the transactions
having the greatest potential customer impact first, before correcting
those transactions having a lesser potential impact.

BellSouth is obligated to pay penalties under SEEM only up to the
point necessary to achieve parity of service for CLECs. For this
reason, BellSouth realizes that all of the transactions in the final cell
manipulated may not need to be altered for parity to be achieved. An
appropriate action is to interpolate how many of the transactions would
need to be changed to bring the entire sub-metric into a parity situation.

For those failed measurements having a benchmark performance
standard, the proposed methodology simply determines the number of
transactions that are changed for the better in order to achieve the
benchmark standard and pays penalties on that number of transactions.
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Caleulations for submetrics with benchmark performance standards. This change is required
to implement a transaction based SEEM and is the method to use in calculating the number of
transactions where the performance standard is a benchmark. The use of the small sample
size table and the determination of the failure to meet the benchmark is unchanged from the
current FL SEEM plan. BellSouth’s proposal calculates the number of transactions required
to be changed for the better to achieve the benchmark.

For specific revisions, refer to Exhibit B, Appendix E.

Added the OSS designations to SEEM This scction was added to reflect the OSS applied to the SEEM plan
parity determinations.

Appendix F Ous Tubles

Reposting policy added to the SEEM plan. This is the policy concerning the reposting of data that was approved
by the Commission. This policy is included in the SEEM plan
documentation for completeness.

Appcer
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REGIONAL SEEM PLAN FEE SCHEDULE CHANGES - RATIONALE Exhibit C
Attachment 1

Overview:

The current fee schedule is based on the state of the industry in the year 2000. It was initially proposed by
BeliSouth in the Florida performance measurements proceeding in early 2001 and was subsequently converted to
a per-measurement fee schedule. It is important to note that the resulting fee schedule has its’ roots in a period
before the CLECs generated the level of activity that we now experience. For example, UNE-P did not even exist
in the year 2000. As a result it is largely, if not completely, arbitrary and not based on any consistent rationale.
Instead, it was designed to generate a penalty amount that was perceived as a deterrent when activity levels were
low. The proposed fee schedule is designed to base the penalty amounts on a rational relationship that mirrors
those typically found in commercial transactions. For example, the fee for provisioning measures is related to
nonrecurring charges for the underlying services and the fee for maintenance measures is related to recurring
charges. Some categories, such as Pre-Ordering, do not lend themselves to direct relationship to products,
however, there was still a rationale as stated below associated with the amount of the fee. The recurring and non
recurring charges upon which the fee schedule is based are region-wide averages. This approach evens out
variation in price determinations by individual states and facilitates use of a region-wide fee schedule as is the case
today.

Pre-Ordering/OSS — There is no service upon which Pre-Ordering/ OSS functions relate. Pre-Ordering/OSS
inquiries are used for a wide variety of activities including information gathering, ordering research and trouble
status monitoring. As a result the fee for this category is maintained at 50% of the Ordering fee as is the case
today.

Ordering/Flow-through — The figures used to derive the penalty amount for the ordering measures are
Commission approved rates such as those found in the Statements of Generally Accepted Terms (SGAT) for each
of the 9 states in which BellSouth operates. Region-wide, the charge bilied to a CLEC for a mechanically-
submitted LSR is $3.50. The charge for a manually-submitted LSR, however, is $19.99. Despite the fact that most
LSRs are submitted to BellSouth electronically, the higher $19.99 charge was used as the basis for all
ordering/flow-through measures, and was rounded up to an even $20.

Maintenance and Repair-Resale - The figures used to derive the penalty amount for the resale M&R measures
are Commission approved rates such as those found in the Statements of Generally Accepted Terms (SGAT) for
each of the 9 states in which BellSouth operates. For both Resale Residence and Business products, the monthly
recurring charges billed to a CLEC (including EUCL, LNP, and USF) were added together for each state. Then, a
straight average of these prices was used to derive an average region-wide dollar amount billed to our resale
customers for residence and business services. Next, an overall average resale fee amount was calculated by
weighting the individual residence and business fees, based on the monthly average number of lines in service

1
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during the 2003 calendar year for each of those classes of products. Using this weighting method, the average
region-wide resale residence recurring rate of $33.16 and the average region-wide resale business recurring rate
of $74.39 generated an overall recurring resale rate of $41.33. This amount was rounded up to the nearest $5,
leading to the $45 fee shown on the fee schedule.

Maintenance and Repair — UNE - The figures used to derive the penalty amount for the UNE M&R measures are
Commission approved rates such as those found in the Statements of Generally Accepted Terms (SGAT) for each
of the 9 states in which BellSouth operates. Seven of the top volume UNE products, other than UNEP which has a
separate category, offered to our wholesale customers, in terms of average numbers of lines in service per month
for the year 2003, were selected to represent the UNE category. These products are:

i. 2 Wire UVL-SL1
ii. 2 Wire UVL-SL2
ii. 2 Wire ISDN Digital Grade Loop
iv. 2 Wire ADSL Digital + LMU
v. 4 Wire DS1 Digital Loop
vi. 2 Wire Copper Loop (Design) Short with LMU
vii. 2 Wire UCL — Non-design

For each of these products, the monthly recurring Zone 1, 2, and 3 (and, in the case of Mississippi, Zone 4)
recurring rates were averaged together to create a statewide average recurring rate. Then, a straight average of
these prices was used to derive an average region-wide dollar amount billed to our wholesale customers for each
of these services. Next, an overall average UNE rate was calculated by weighting the individual wholesale UNE
fees, based on the monthly average number of lines in service during the 2003 calendar year for each of these
classes of products. Using this weighting method, an average overall recurring UNE recurring rate of $33.29 was
generated. This amount was rounded up to the nearest $5, leading to the $35 fee shown on the fee schedule.

Maintenance and Repair — UNE-P - The figures used to derive the penalty amount for the UNE-P M&R measures
are Commission approved rates such as those found in the Statements of Generally Accepted Terms (SGAT) for
each of the 9 states in which BellSouth operates. The 2 Wire Voice Grade SL-1 Loop with 2 Wire Line Port UNE-P
offering was selected as representative of the UNE-P category, since this product represents an average 2 million
CLEC lines in service per month region-wide for 2003. For this product, the monthly recurring Zone 1, 2, and 3
(and, in the case of Mississippi, Zone 4) recurring rates were averaged together to create a statewide average
recurring rate. Then, a straight average of these prices was used to derive an average region-wide recurring rate
billed to our wholesale customers for this service. Using this methodology, an average overall recurring UNE-P fee
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of $22.58 was generated. This amount was rounded up to the nearest $5, leading to the $25 fee shown on the fee
schedule.

. Provisioning — Resale - The figures used to derive the penalty amount for the resale provisioning measures are
Commission approved rates such as those found in the Statements of Generally Accepted Terms (SGAT) for each
of the 9 states in which BellSouth operates. For both Resale Residence and Business products, the non-recurring
charges billed to a CLEC were added together for each state. Then, a straight average of these non-recurring
charges was used to derive an average region-wide non-recurring charge billed to our resale customers for
installation of residence and business services. Next, an overall average resale non-recurring charge was
calculated by weighting the individual residence and business charges, based on the monthly average number of
lines in service during the 2003 calendar year for each of those classes of products. Using this weighting method,
the average region-wide resale residence non-recurring charge of $40.01 and the average region-wide resale
business non-recurring charge of $60.22 generated an overall non-recurring resale charge of $44.01. This
amount was rounded up to the nearest $5, leading to the $45 fee shown on the fee schedule.

Provisioning — UNE — The figures used to derive the penalty amount for the UNE provisioning measures are
Commission approved rates such as those found in the Statements of Generally Accepted Terms (SGAT) for each
of the 9 states in which BellSouth operates. Seven of the top volume UNE products offered to our wholesale
customers, in terms of average numbers of lines in service per month for the year 2003, were selected to represent
the UNE category. These products are:

i. 2 Wire UVL-SLA1
i. 2Wire UVL-SL2
iii. 2 Wire ISDN Digital Grade Loop
iv. 2 Wire ADSL Digital + LMU
v. 4 Wire DS1 Digital Loop
vi. 2 Wire Copper Loop (Design) Short with LMU
vii. 2 Wire UCL — Non-design

For each of these products, the non-recurring charges (including the first-line fee and the electronic service order
charge) were added together for each state. Then, a straight average of these prices was used to derive an
average region-wide non-recurring charge billed to our wholesale customers for each of these services. Next, an
overall average UNE non-recurring charge was calculated by weighting the individual wholesale non-recurring
UNE charges, based on the monthly average number of lines in service during the 2003 calendar year for each of
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these classes of products. Using this weighting method, an average overall non-recurring UNE charge of $92.22
was generated. This amount was rounded up to the nearest $5, leading to the $95 fee shown on the fee schedule.

Provisioning — UNE-P - The figures used to derive the penalty amount for the UNE-P provisioning measures are
Commission approved rates such as those found in the Statements of Generally Accepted Terms (SGAT) for each
of the 9 states in which BellSouth operates. The 2 Wire Voice Grade SL-1 Loop with 2 Wire Line Port UNE-P
offering was selected as representative of the UNE-P category, since this product represents an average 2 million
CLEC lines in service per month for the year 2003. For this product, the non-recurring Zone 1, 2, and 3 (and, in the
case of Mississippi, Zone 4) charges were averaged together to create a statewide non-recurring charge. Then, a
straight average of these charges was used to derive an average region-wide non-recurring charge billed to our
wholesale customers for this service. Using this methodology, an average overall non-recurring UNE-P charge of
$38.97 was generated. This amount was rounded up to the nearest $5, leading to the $40 fee shown on the fee
schedule.

LNP — There is no charge to CLECs use of LNP that is directly associated with providing LNP. Since this service is
associated with providing UNE loops, the same fee that used for the Provisioning — UNE measures - $95 per item -
is recommended for the LNP measures.

Billing — BIA — The fee amount for Billing Invoice Accuracy represents an interest rate of 2% to be paid on the
adjusted amounts of affected bills under this measure. The 2% rate is derived from the interest rate charged on
late payments made to BellSouth; under the current Access Services tariffs, this amount ranges from 1% to 1.83%
per month, across the nine-state BellSouth region. Rounding up the higher of these amounts gives the 2% figure.

Billing — BIT — The fee amount for Billing Invoice Accuracy is based on 2% * $8,200 per the number of days in the
month, divided by 30 days in the month. The value of $8,200 represents the average invoice amount taken from
invoices region-wide between March 2003 and August 2003. The result, rounded to the nearest dollar, would be
$5.00 per invoice, per day past due.

IC Trunks — The figures used to derive the penalty amount for the Interconnection Trunks measures are
Commission approved rates such as those found in the Statements of Generally Accepted Terms (SGAT) for each
of the 9 states in which BellSouth operates. Region-wide, the average installation price per DSO is $21.60.
Rounded up to the nearest $5, the recommended fee is $25.

Collocation — To derive the recommended Collocation fee, the number of collocation arrangements entered into
between June 2002 and March 2003 were totaled by state. The non-recurring charges billed for each of these
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arrangements was also totaled by state. Using these two sets of figures, a weighted average collocation fee of
$3,640 for the region was calculated.

SOA — Service Order Accuracy is a measure of the accuracy of BellSouth’s order processing for partially
mechanized orders. Therefore, the same fee that is used ordering metrics - $20 — is used for service order
accuracy.
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Administrative Plan

1: Administrative Plan

1 Scope

1.1

1.2

This Administrative Plan (Plan) includes Service Quality Measurements (“SQM”)
with corresponding Self Effectuating Enforcement Mechanisms (“SEEM”) to be
implemented by BellSouth pursuant to the Order issued by the Florida Public Service
Commission (the “Commission”) on September 10, 2001 in Docket 000121-TP.

Upon the Effective Date of this Plan, all appendices referred to in this Plan will be
located on the BellSouth Performance Measurement Reports website at:
https://pmap.bellsouth.com.

2 Reporting

2.1

2.2

23

2.4

2.5

In providing services pursuant to the Interconnection Agreements between BellSouth
and each CLECALEC, BellSouth will report its performance to each CLECAEEE in
accordance with BellSouth's SQMs and pay penalties in accordance with the
applicable SEEMs, which are posted on the Performance Measurement Reports
website.

BellSouth will make performance reports available to each CLECAEEE on a monthly
basis. The reports will contain information collected in each performance category
and will be available to each CLECALEE via the Performance Measurements
Reports website. BellSouth will also provide electronic access to the available raw
data underlying the SQM:s.

Final validated SQM reports will be posted no later than the last day of the month
following the data month in which the activity is incurred, or the first business day
thereafter. Final validated SQM reports not posted by this time will be considered
late.

Final validated SEEM reports will be posted on the Performance Measurements
Reports website on the 15th day of the month; following the posting of final validated
SQM reports for that data month or the first business day thereafter.

BellSouth shall pay penalties to the Commission, in the aggregate, for all late SQM
reports in the amount of $2000 per day. Such penaltypayment shall be made to the
Commission for deposit into the state General Revenue Fund within fifteen (15)
calendar days of the end of the reporting month in which the late publication of the
report occurss

Dpdatedlune 462003 Florida SEEM Administrative Plan Fersion 27 1
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26  BellSouth shall pay penalties to the Commission, in the aggregate, for all incomplete
er—inaceurate reposted SQM reports in the amount of $400 per day. The
circumstances which may necessitate a reposting of SOM reports are detailed in
Appendix G. Reposting of Performance Data and Recalculation of SEEM Payments.
Such penaleypayvments shall be made to the Commission for deposit into the state
General Revenue Fund within fifteen (15) calendar days of the final publication date
of the report or the report revision date.

2.7  Tier I SEEMS payments and Administrative fines and penalties for late;-incomplete;
and reposted reports will be sent via Federal Express to the Commission. Checks and
the accompanying transmittal letter will be postmarked on or before the 15" of the
month or the first business day thereafter.

2.8  BellSouth shall retain the performance measurement raw data files for a period of 18
months and further retain the monthly reports produced in PMAP for a period of three

years.
29
3 Modification-to-Measures Review of Measurements and

Enforcement Mechanisms

3.1 During—thefirst two—years—ofimplementation; BellSouth will participate in six-
monthannual review cycles starting six—menths—afterone year from the date of the

Commission order. A collaborative work group, which will include BellSouth,
interested CLECALECs and the Commission will review the Performance
Assessment Plan for additions, deletions or other modifications. Aftertweo-yearsfrom

3.24 In the event a dispute arises regarding the ordered modification or amendment to the
SQMs or SEEMs, the parties will refer the dispute to the Florida Public Service
Commission.

Lpdated-tuned6:-2003 Florida SEEM Administrative Plan Fersion 27 2
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4 Enforcement Mechanisms

4.1 Definitions

411 Enforcement Measurement Elements —performance measurements identified as
SEEM measurements within-the-SEEM-in this pPlan,

412 Enforcement Measurement Benchmark eompliance — a competitive level of

performance established-by—the-Commission used to evaluate the performance of
BellSouth and-eaeh for CLECAELEE s where no analogous retail process, product or

service is feasible.

413 Enforcement Measurement ¥Retail adnalog compliance — comparing performance
levels provided to BellSouth retail customers with performance levels provided by
BellSouth to the CLECAEEE customer for measures where retail analogs apply.

414 Test Statistic and Balancing Critical Value —means by which enforcement will be
determined using statistically valid equations. The Test Statistic and Balancing

Critical Value are set forth in Appendix @ameofporated—«here—by—thrs—fefefenee—g

415 Cell —grouping of transactions at which like-to-like comparisons are made. For
example, all BellSouth retail ISBN (POTS) services, for residential customers,
requiring a dispatch in a particular wire center, at a particular point in time will be
compared directly to CLECALEC resold ISBN services for residential customers,
requiring a dispatch, in the same wire center, at a similar point in time. When
determining compliance, these cells can have a positive or negative Test Statistic. See
Appendix C—ineerporated—herein-bythis—reference D. Statistical Formulas and

Technical Description, attached.

4.1.6 Delta —measure of the meaningful difference between BellSouth performance and
CLEC, LFCAI:EG performance For 1nd1v1dual CLECSALEC the Delta Value shall be

CLEC aggrcgatc the Delta valuc shall be 0.5.

4.1.7 Tier-1 Enforcement Mechanisms — self-executing liquidated damages paid directly to
each CLECAEEC when BellSouth delivers non-compliant performance of any one of
the Tier-1 Enforcement Measurement Elements for any two_consecutive months as
calculated by BellSouth.

4.1.8 Tier-2 Enforcement Mechanisms — assessments paid directly to the Florida Public
Service Commission or its designee. Tier 2 Enforcement Mechanisms are triggered
by three consecutive monthly failures inFier2-enforeement-measurement-elements in
which BellSouth performance is out of compliance or does not meet the benchmarks

Tier-2 Enforcement Measurement Element.
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4.1.10

42

4.2.1

4.2.

(37

4.3

4.3.1
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Affected Volume - that proportion of the total impacied CLEC volume or CLEC

Ageorecate volume for which remedies will be paid.

Parity Gap — refers to the incremental departure from a compliant-level of service.

This 1s also referred to as “diff in Appendix D, Statistical Formulas and Technical
Description.

Application

The application of the Tier-1 and Tier-2 Enforcement Mechanisms does not foreclose
other legal and regulatory claims and remedies available to each CLECALEC.

Payment of any Tier-1 or Tier-2 Enforcement Mechanisms shall not be considered as
an admission against interest or an admission of liability or culpability in any legal,
regulatory or other proceeding relating to BellSouth's performance and-thepaysment

The pavment of anv Tier-1 Enforcement Mechamism to a CLEC shall be credited
avainst any habilitv associated with or related to BellSouth's service performance.

1t is not the intent of the Parties that BellSouth be liable for both Tier-2 Enforcement
Mechapisms and any other assessments or sanctions imposed by the Commission.
CEECs will not oppose any eflort by BellSouth to set off Tier-2 Enforcement
Mechanisms from any assessment imposed by the Commission,

The Enforcement Mechanisms contained in this Plan have been provided by
BellSouth on a voluntary basis in order to mainiain compliance between BellSouth
and each CLEC. As a result. CLECs mayv not use the existence of this section or any
payvments of any Tier-1 or Tier-2 Enforcement Mechanisins under this section as
evidence that BellSouth has not complied with or has violated any state or federal law
or regulation.

Methodology

Tier-1 Enforcement Mechanisms will be triggered by BellSouth's failure to achieve
applicable Enforcement Measurement Compliance or Enforcement Measurement
Benchmarks for each CLECALEE for the State of Florida for a given Enforcement
Measurement Element in—a—given—{or two (23 consecutive months. Liguidated
damages will be applicable to each of the two months of failure. Enforcement
Measurement Compliance is based upon a Test Statistic and Balancing Critical Value

calculated by BellSouth utilizing BellSouth generated data. The method of calculation
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is set forth in Appendix D, incorperated-herein-by-this referenee-Statistical Formulas
and Technical Description.

43.1.1 Al OCNs and ACNAs for individual CLECALEE s will be consolidated for purposes
of calculating measuretransaction-based failures.

4312 When a measurement has five or more transactions for the CLECALEC, calculations
will be performed to determine remedies according to the methodology described in
the remainder of this document.

4313 T1e1 | Enforcement Mechanisms apply on a per smeasurement {ransaction basis and

7 : on-the-number-of consecutive - months-that for each Enforcement
Meg h“nbm Llcmmr for which BellSouth has reported non-compliance. Al
transactions for individual CLECs will be consolidated for purposes of calculating
Tier-1 Enforcement Mechanisms.

4.3.14 The Standard and Low Performance Fee Schedules for Tier-1 Enforcement

Mechanisms are shown in “Table 1. Liguidated Damages For Tier-1 Measures”,
Standard Fee Schedule amounts are used when BellSouth’s overall performance in a
ogiven month remains within three standard deviations of a baseline performance
level. This baseline level is the averase of the percent of submetrics met each month
for the 12 censecutive months ending prior to the month a Commission order
adoptne the plan goes mto eflect.  These averages will be taken from across all
reporting domains.  These domains are: OSS/Pre-ordering, Ordering, Provisioning,
Maintenance and Repair. LNP. Billing. Interconnection Trunks, Collocation, and
Service Order Accuracy. Failures bevond Month 2 will be subiect to Month 2 fees,

4.3.1.5  Should BellSouth’s performance as measured by the percent of submetrics met in the
current data month fall below three standard deviations from the established baseline
level of performance, the Tier | Low Performance Fee Schedule fees will be utilized
for that month.  If BellSouth’s serformance in the current month should exceed the
baseline level by three standard deviations, no Tier 1 pavment will apply for any
CLEC in that month. Additonally, if BellSouth’s performance for a eiven month
trigeers the Tier-1 Low Performance Fee Schedule, for the following Tier-2
measures. Tier-1 penalties would also apply: Firm Order Conlirmation and Reject
Response Completeness, LNP-Percent Out of Service <60 Minutes, LNP-Percent of
Time BellSouth Applies the 10-digit Trigeer Prior to the LNP Order Due Date, LNP-
Disconnect Timeliness (Non-Trigeer). Acknowledeement Message Completeness,
and Percent Flow-throueh Service Reguest,

43>  Tier-2 Enforcement Mechanisms will be triggered by BellSouth's failure to achieve
applicable Enforcement Measurement Compliance or Enforcement Measurement
Benchmarks for the State of Florida for given Enforcement Measurement Elements
for three consecutive months, The based-upen the method of calculation is set forth in
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Appendix D+ i } : Statistical Formulas and Technical
pp
Description.

4321 Tier- 2 Enforcement Mechanisms apply, for an aggregate of all CLECALEE data
generated by BellSouth, on a per measurement transaction basis for a-particular cach
Enforcement Mechanism Element_for which BellSouth has reported non-compliance.

=

4322 The Standard and Low Performance Fee Schedules for Tier-2 Enforcement
Mechamsms are shown in “Table 2: Liquidated Damages For Tier-2 Measures”.
Standard Fee Schedule amounts are used when BellSouth’s overall performance in a
given month remains within three standard deviations of a baseline performance
level. The baseline performance level which Tier 2 performance will compare against
shall be the same as that utilized for Tier 1. Three consecutive months of failure are
necessary 1o trigeer a Tier 2 payment. The percent submetrics met for the average of
the three month period compared against the established baseline will be used to
determine which Fee Schedule applies when calculating a Tier 2 payment.

4.32.3 Should BellSouth’s performance. as measured by the average percent of submetrics
met for the three months used to determine whether Tier 2 applies in the current data
month, fall below three standard deviations from the established basline level of
performance, the Tier 2 Low Performance Fee Schedule  will be utilized. If
BellSouth’s performance, as measured by the average percent of submetrics met for
the three months used to determine whether Tier 2 applies in the current data month,
exceeds the baseline performance by three standard deviations, no Tier 2 payment
will apply in the current data month.

4.4 Payment of Tier-1 and Tier-2 Amounts

4.4.1 If BellSouth performance triggers an obligation to pay Tier-1 Enforcement
Mechanisms to a CLECALEC or an obligation to remit Tier-2 Enforcement
Mechanisms to the Commlssmn or its de51gnee BellSouth shall make payment in the
required amount by
éi-spa%a%e—bmfmeiﬁ—w&s—mameé on the da\/ upon \Nthh thc Imal \zahdated SLL\A
reports are posted on the Performance Measurements Reports website as set forth in
Section 2.4 above.

442  For each day after the due date that BellSouth fails to pay a CLECALEE the required
amount, BellSouth will pay the CLECAEEC 6% simple interest per annum.

443 For each day after the due date that BellSouth fails to pay the Tier-2 Enforcement
Mechanisms, BellSouth will pay the Commission an additional $1,000 per day.

Ypdated June 162003 Florida SEEM Administrative Plan Fersion 27 6
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444 If a CLECAELEEC disputes the amount paid for Tier-1 Enforcement Mechanisms, the
CLECALEC shall submit a written claim to BellSouth within sixty (60) days after the
payment-due date of the performance measurement report for which the obligation
arose. BellSouth shall investigate all claims and provide the CLECAEEEC written
findings within thirty (30) days after receipt of the claim. If BellSouth determines the
CLECAFEEC is owed additional amounts, BellSouth shall pay the CLECAEEE such
additional amounts within thirty (30) days after its findings along with 6Pereent%

s1mple mterest per annum—Hewexzei——%he—GI:E%shaH—be—Pesiaeﬂs*ble—fer—aH

445

measurements-For Tier-2 Lniorcuncnt Mechanisms, if the Commission requests

clarification of an amount paid, a written claim shall be submitted to BellSouth within
sixty (60) days after the date of the performance measurement report for which the
obligation_arose. BellSouth shall investigate all claims and provide the Commission
written findings within thirty (30) davs after receipt of the claim. If BellSouth
determines the Commission is owed additional amounts, BellSouth shall pay such
additional amounts within thirty (30) days after its findings along with 6% simple
interest per annum.

4.4.6 BellSouth may set off any SEEMs payment to a CLEC against undisputed amounts
owed by a CLEC to BellSouth pursuant to the Interconnection Agreement between
the parties which have not been paid to BellSouth within ninety (90) days past the
Bill Due Date as set forth in the Billing Attachment of the Interconnection
Agreement.

4.4.7 Any adjustments for underpayment or overpayment of calculated Tier 1 and Tier 2
remedies will be made consistent with the terms of BellSouth’s Policy On Reposting
Of Performance Data and Recalculation of SEEM Payments, as set forth in Appendix
G of this document.

4.4.8 Any adjustments Tor underpayments will be made in the next month's payment ¢ycle
after the recalculation is made. The final current month PARIS reports will reflect the
final paid dollars, including adjustments for prior months where applicable. Questions
regarding the adjustments should be made in accordance with the normal process
used to address CLEC questions related to SEEM pavments.
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4.5 Limitations of Liability
4521  BellSouth will not be respensiblefor obligated to pay Tier-1 or Tier-2 Enforcement
Mechanisms for non-compliance with a performance measure if such non-compliance
results from a CLECs an-ALEC acts or omissions that cause or contribute towards
faited or missed performance measures. to-be-missed-orto-be-missed; These acts or
unreasonable quantities or times, failure to follow esiablished and documented
procedures. or failure to submit accurate orders or inquiries. BellSouth shall provide
4532
4.5.42
such non-compliance was the result of any of the following: a Force Majeure event
(as_defined in the most recent version of BellSouth’s Standard Interconnection
Agreement}; an act or omission by a CLECAEEG that is contrary to any of its
obligations under the Act, Commission rule, or state law; or an act or omission
associated with third-party systems or equipment.
4553 In addition to these specific limitations of liability, BellSouth may petition the
- Commission to consider a waiver based upon other circumstances.
4.6 Affiliate-Reporting Change of Law
4.6.1 Upon a particular Commission’s issuance of an Order pertaining to Performance

LipdetedFnet6-2003 Fioridy SEES

Measurements or Remedy Plans 1n a proceedine expressiv applicable to all CLECs,
RellSouth shall implement such performance measures and remedy plans covering 1ls
performance for the CLECs. as well as anv changes io those plans ordered by the
Commnussion. on the date specified by the Conunission. I a change of law relieves
BellSouth of the obligation to provide any UNE or UNE combination pursuant to
Section 2571 of the Act. then upon providing the Commission with 30 davs written
notice, Bellsouth will cease reporting data or pavine remedies in accordance with the
change of law. Performance Measurements and remedy plans that have been ordered
by the Commission can  currently  be  accessed  via  the Internet  at
htip//pmap.bellsouth.com. Should there be any difference between the performance
miecasure and remedy plans on BellSouth’s website and the plans the Commssion has
approved as filed in compliance with tts orders. the Commission-approved
compliance plan will supersede as of 1ts effectve date,
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4.67

4.7.1

Affiliate-Reporting Enforcement Mechanism Cap

BellSouth's total lhiability for the pavmeni of Tier-1 and Tier-2 Enforcement

4.7.2

4.7.3

Mechanisms shall be collectively capped at 36% of net revenue per vear for the state
of Florida.

If projected payments exceed the state cap. a proportional pavment will be made to
the respective parties,

if BellSouth's pavment of Tier-1 and Tier-2 Enforcement Mechanisms would have

483

exceeded the cap referenced in this plan, a CLEC may commence a proceeding with
the Commuission to demonstrate why BellSouth should pay anv amount in excess of
the cap. The CLEC shall have the burden of proof to demonstrate why, under the
circumstances. BellSouth should have additional liability.

Audits

BellSouth currently provides many CLECs with certain audit rights as a part of thewr
mdividual interconnection agreements. However, it is not reasonable for BellSouth to
undereo an audit of SEEM for every CLEC with which it has a contract. If requested
by a Public Service Commission or bv a CLEC exercising contractual audit rights
BellSouth will asree to undergo an audit of its Performance Metrics Quality
Assurance Plan (PMOAP) every other vear for the next five (5) years (2005-2010) to
be conducted by an independent third party.  The resulis of audits will be made
available to all the parties subject to proper safeguards to protect proprietary
imformation. This aggregate level audif includes the following specifications:

1. The cost shall be borne 50% by BellSouth and 50% by the CLEC or CLECs
expressing their confractual rights. If no party is sharing the costs of this audit,
BellSouth may utilize its internal auditing organization to conduct the audit.

2. Should an independent third party_auditor be required. it shall be selected by

BellSouth, with input from the PSC. if applicable, and the other parties bearing the
cost of the audit.

3. Due to the regional nature of the processes used to generate performance metric
data, BeliSouth will agree to no more than one regional third party audit within its
region per vear,
These audits are intended to provide the basis for the PSCs and CLECs to determine
that SEEM produces accurate data that reflects each State’s Order for performance
Measurcments.
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BellSouth reserves the right to make changes 1o this audit policv as growth and
chanees in the mdustry dictate,

4.78 Dispute Resolution
4791 Notwithstanding any other provision of the Interconnection Agreement between

BellSouth and each CLECAEEE, any dispute regarding BellSouth's performance or
obligations pursuant to this Plan shall be resolved by the Commission.

4.10 Redgional and State Coefficients

Some metrics are calculated for the entire BellSouth region, rather than by state.

« A reuvional coelficient is calculated to sphit Tier | pavments for recional metnes
among CLECs by submetric depending on the volume of certain activities in each
OCN for the current month,

« A state coefficient 1s calonlated 1o split Tier 2 pavments for recional metrics
among states by submetric.

All measures using reoonal (Tier 1) or state (Tier 2) coeflicients are benchmark
measures. The following metrics reguire calculation of a coefficient:

= Acknowledeement Completeness

»  Percent Flow Through CLEC Avoerevate - Residence

¢ Percent Flow Through CLEC Aggregate - Business

¢ Percent Flow Through CLIEC Agarecate — UNE Loop & Port Combo

«  Percent Flow Through CLEC Agoregate — UNE Loops

¢ Percent Flow Throuch CLEC Agurevate - LNP

*  Timehiness of Change Management - Notices

o Timeliness of Documents Associated with Change - Documents

¢ Percent of Software Errors Corrected 1n X (10, 30. 45) Business Davs - Byrors
Corrected

+  Percent Change Requests Accepted or Rejected 1n 10 Davs — Requests Accepted
or Rejected

o Percent of Change Request Implemented Within 60 Weeks of Prioritization
Type 4 Regquests Implemented

= Percent of Change Reguest lmplemented Within 60 Weeks of Priontization -

Tvpe 5 Reguests Implemented

o Interface Avarlability — Pre-Ordering/Ordering

¢ Interface Availability — Maintenance & Repair

The methodology for calculating coefficients is detailed in Appendix B

Updated-June462003 Florida SEEM Administrative Plan Fersion-27 10




Exhibit B Fee Schedule

Appendix A: Fee Schedule

Measure \ Month Month Month Month Month Month
1 2 3 4 5 6
\EM&%@ - $450 5650 | 788507 9,4-959‘ $4.250 7 7
Maintonance and Repair UNE | $4750  $6650 | $8550 $10450| $12350| $14.250
797;Qer+'ng $450 ‘ S$650 0 S8R50 $1.050 | 81250 M@
?}owﬂihpeugh VSQQQ B Sl;é(-)(-) S,«}-ﬂéé)é)i Qlé)k)(); $2:300 | $2,706
Provisioning UNE(CGG) é&é%@ SM ‘ 849,459 . $12350 | $44.250 ;
Ppe- —@rdemg Nw $250 | 8359 | $450 7:8509 $600 | 7 &l@@
Ehanquanaqemem | $1-600 I $4-006 | $1.000 ‘ $1:006 | S$1.600 ‘ $1:600 '
Standard Performance Low Performance
Performance Measurment Per Affected Per Affected Per Affected | Per Atffected
ltem - Month 1 tern - Month 2 | Item - Month 1| lten: - Month 2
088/Pre-Ordering $10 313 $20 30
Ordering $20 $25 $40 850
Provisioning - Resale 45 356 $100 $125
Provisioning UNE $95 $119 400 $450
Provisioning - UNEP $40 \ $50 g’leQ 450
Maintenance and Repair - Resale $45 | $56 $100 | $125
Maintenance and Repair UNE 835 844 2400 $450
Maintenance and Repair - UNEP $25 £31 400 450
NP 95 $119 $150 $250
Billing - BIA soor | 0005 $1.00 Lo
Billing - BIT 88 ’ 37 $10 $14
\!_C”?‘runks $25 $31 $100 8125
Collocation 53840 $4550 $5000 35000
Service Order Accuracy $20 ’ $25 $50 $50
....... Retlonts pereent interest o ke naid on adiusied amounts,
Uipdated-June-+6-2003 Florida SEEM Adminisvative Plan Kersian 2.7 11




Exhibit B Fee Schedule
Table 2: Liguidated Damages For Tier-2 Measures
‘ ~ Measure | Pavment
Billing $760
LNP $5.950
Repair
Repair UNE
FlowThrough $4:460
| Previsionina $3.550 J
Provisioning-UNE $16:400
{666
Pre-Ordering $250
GChange-Management $1,000
Service-Order-Accuracy 8§50
Standard Performance Low Performance
Performance Measurment
Per Affected ltem Per Affected liem
0S8S/Pre-Ordering 315 $20
Ordering $30 $60
Provisioning - Resale $68 8300
Provisioning - UNE $143 $875
Provisioning - UNEP $60 $675
Maintenance and Repair - Resale 368 5300
| Maintenance and Repair - UNE $53 3875
Maintenance and Repair - UNEP $38 3875
Billing - BIA $0.03*
Billing - BIT $8 316
LNP $143 3500
IC Trunks $38 $500
Collocation 55460 $15,000
Change Management 1000 $1000
Service Order Accuracy $30 350

Retlects pereent interesi to be paid on adiusted amounts,

EpdatedIuned6.-2003 [orida SEEM Administrative Ploan
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Exhibit B SEEM Submetrics

Appendix B: SEEM Submetrics

B.1 Tier 1 Submetrics

Table B-1 contains a list of Tier 1 submetrics.

Table B-1: Tier 1 Submetrics

Iitem | Iltem | SQM Submetric
No No. | Ref
1 56 BiA  B-1 Invoice Accuracy tntercennection
2 B-tHnvoice-Aceuracy-Resale
3 B-1 lnvoice-Accuracy-UNE
4 57 | BIT |B-2Mean Time to Deliver Invoices — CRIS
5 58 B-2 Mean Time to Deliver invoices — CABS
6
ra
8 60
g
10
44
42
13
14 ~aC ion P  Due.L M VF N
15 35 |PRAM
16 s
17 37 | PRAM HMR-1-Percent Missed Repair Appointments Met-Dispateh—Resale-Business - UNE Loops
18 RAF . Repair Abpoi D; R -
19 36 |%I\_/I_ |»MR—4~Percent Missed Repair Appointments Met-Dispateh - Resale Design
20 40 | PRAM I—MR~4—Percent Missed Repair Appointments Met-Dispateh—Resale-tSBN - UNE Line Splitting
21
22 41 | PRAM FMR-1-Percent Missed Repair Appointments Met-Bispateh - Local Interconnection Trunks
23
24

Updated-Fune46-2003 Florida SEEM ddministrative Plan Hersion-2-7 13




Exhibit B

SEEM Submetrics

MR-1-Percent-Missed-Repair-Appeintments-Dispateh—UNE-Combe-Other

MR-1-Rercent-Missed-Repair-Appointments-Dispateh—UNE-Digital--oop-— DS+

MR-1 Percent-Missed-Repair Appointments Dispaich - UNE Digital Loop-< DS4

38

| PRAM

A MR—4—Pe¥eeHFM+sseé~Repair~A§p0intmems--@ispateh--—-.UNE-lSDN{-ineluéesUDQ
f—MPH-Percent Missed Repair Appointments Met-Dispateh - UNE Loop and Port Combeinations

MR-1-Percent-Missed-Repair-Appointments-Dispatch—UNE-Line-Sharing

MR-1-Percent-Missed-Repair-Appeointments-Bispateh-~UNE-Switch-pors

A -MR-1-Percent Missed Repair Appointments Met Dispateh - UNE xDSL (ADSL-HDBSL,-UCL)

MR1E Mi enai 4 . _

MR-1-Percent Missed-Repair-Appointrments Dispateh—UNE-Other~NonDesign

MR-1 Percent Missed Repair Appeintments-Non-Bispateh-—2-w-Analeg-Loop Design

MR-1 Percent Missed Repair Appointments Non Dispatch - 2 w Analog Loop Non-Design

MR-1 Percent Missed Repair Appointments Non Dispatch - Resale Business

MR-1 Percent Missed Repair- Appointments-Non Dispatch - Resale Centrex

MR-1-Percent Missed Repair Appointments Non-Dispatch-Resale Design

MR-1 Percent Missed Repair Appointments Non-Dispatch - Resale ISDN

TIBIBIE LBIGIR|IEIT|T B BB RSERISBIREIEEERIBIE VIS BRIN B

Lipdated-Funed6-2003 Floridu SEEM Administrative Plun Version-27
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Exhibit B

SEEM Submetrics

62 MR-2 Custormer Trouble ReportRate—Local InterconnectionTrunks
63 MR-2 Customer-Trouble Report Rate—Resala PBX
64 MR-2-Gustemer Trouble Report-Rate—Resale -Residence
65 MR-2-Gustomer Trouble-Report Rate - UNE Combo Other
| 67 MR-2-Customer-Trouble-Report-Rate - UNE Bigital-Leep-<-D&4
68 MR-2 Customer-Trouble Report Rate—UNE 1SDN (includes-UB&)
69 MR-2-Gustemer Trouble Report-Rate - UNE Loop-and-Per{-Cembo
| MR-2-Custemer-Trouble Report-Rate —UNE Line-Sharing
r&s MR-2-Gustemer Trouble Report-Rate—UNE Switch-perts
72 MR-2 Custorer-Trouble-ReportRate~ UNE xBSLAADSL-HD S LUGL)
73 MR-2 Gustomer-Trouble Report-Rate- UNE Other—-Design -
4 MR-2-CustomerTrouble-Report Rate—UNE-Other - Non-Design
75 42 MAD |-MR-3 Maintenance Average Duration Dispatch—-2w-Analog-Leop-Design - Resale (POTS)
76 MR-3-Mainterance-Average Duration Dispateh w-AnaloglLoon-Nen-Design
pad 44 MAD |-MR-3 Maintenance Average Duration Bispateh—-Resale Business - UNE Loops
78 -MR-3-Maintenance-Average-Duration Dispatch-—-Resale-Centrex
79 43 MAD [HMR-3 Maintenance Average Duration Bispateh - Resale Design
80 47 MAD [-MR-3 Maintenance Average Duration Dispateh—Resale lSBN - UNE Line Splitting
81 -MR-3-Maintenanee-Average-Buratien Dispateh—Lecal Transport
82 48 MAD HMR-3 Maintenance Average Duration Dispateh - Local Interconnection Trunks
a3 MR-3-Maintenance-Average-Duration-Dispatch -~ Resale PBX
84 MR-3-Maintenanee-Average-Duration Dispateh—Resale-Residence
85 MR-3 Maintenance-Average-Duration Dispatch—LINE-Combo Other
86
| 8% MR-3-Maintenance-Average Duration-Dispatch- UNE Digital-Loep-<-B81
88 MR-3-Maintenance-Average-Duration-Bispateh - UNEISDN(includes UDEC)
. 89 45 MAD -MR-3 Maintenance Average Duration Bispatch - UNE Loop and Port Combeinations
Q0 MR-3-Maintenance-Average-Duration-Dispatch—UNE-Line-Sharing
91 MR-3-Maintenance-Average Duration Dispatch - UNE-Switch-ports
92 46 MAD MR-3 Maintenance Average Duration Dispatch - UNE xDSL (ADSL-HRSL-LCL)
93 MR-3 Maintenance Average Duration Dispatch - UNE Other - Design
94 MR-3-Maintenance-Average Duration Dispatch - UNE-Other - Non Design
96 MR-3-Maintenance-Average-Duration Nen-Dispatch- 2 w-Analeg-Loop-Desigh
96 MR-3-Maintenance-Average-Buration-Nen-Dispatch—2-w-Analeg-Loop-Nen-Design
97 MR-3-Maintenance Average -Buration-Non Dispaiech-- Resale Business
JQ MR-3-Maintenance-Average Duration-Non - Dispateh-Resale Design

3 Florida SEEM Adming




Exhibit B SEEM Submetrics
100 MR-3-Maintenance-Average-Duration-Nen-Dispatch—Resale 1SBN
162
103
164
106
106
167
168 MR-3 Maintenance Average Duration Non Dispatch—UNE1SDN-{includes UDC)
109
116
LR
2 MR-3-Maintenanee-Average-Duration-Non-Dispateh-—UNEXDSEAADSEL-HDBSL-UCL)
3 MR-3-Maintenance-Average Buration Non-Dispatch—UNE-Other-Design
115 49 PRT LMR-4 Percent Repeat Customer Troubles within 30 Days Dispatch—2-w-Analog-Loep-Design - Resale
— [(POTS)
116 51 PRT mPercent Repeat Customer Troubles within 30 Days Bispateh—2-w-Analog-Leop-Neon-Design- UNE
117 54 PRT miﬁjrcent Repeat Customer Troubleg within 30 Days Dispatch---Resale-Business— UNE Line
118 MR-4-Percent Repeat-Trouble-within-30-Days-Dispateh~-Resale-Centrex
+H9 50 PRT HMR-4 Percent Repeat Cusiomer Troubles within 30 Days Bispateh - Resale Design
420 ‘ MR-4-Percent-Repeat-Trouble-within-30-Davs-Dispateh—-Resale 1SBN
121
22 | 55 |
123
124
125
128
127
128
129 52 PRT HMR-4 Percent Repeat Customer Troubleg within 30 Days Bispateh - UNE Loop and Port Combeinations
130
131
132 83
133
134
1356 MR-4-PerecentRepeat Trouble-within-30-Days Non Dispatch~2-w-Analog-Loop Design

Lpdated-tune-+6-2003 Floridu SEEM ddministrarive Plun Ferson27 16
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Exhibit B

SEEM Submetrics

1 O-11-FOC-&Reject-CompletenessFully-Mechanized INP-Standalone

EC
211 ‘ | O-1FOGC-&Reiect-CompletenessFully-Mechanized Line-Sharing
212 O-11 FOG-&-Reject Completeness-Fully Mechanized-Resale PBX
243 O-11-FOC-&Reject Completeness Fuliy Mechanized-Resale Residence
214
216
216
217
218
219
220 =
EZN
222
1 |
224 —_—
226
226 O-11-FOC-&Rejest Completeness Noa-Mechanized 2W-Analog-Loop-Nena-Design
227 O-11-FOC-& Reject Completeness- Non-Mechanized 2W-Analog-Loop-wiNR-Design
228
229
230
231
232
233 O-11 FOG-&Reject Completeness Non Mechanized-Resale ISDN
234 O-H-FOC-&-Reject Completeness-Non-Meshanized-UNE Line Splitting
235 O-HFOGC-&Reject-Completeness-Non-Mechanized-Local-interoffice-Transport
236 O-11-FOC-& Reject Completeness-Non-Mechanized-LNP-Standalone
237 O-1-FOGC-&-Rejest Completeness-Non-Mechanized INP-Standalone
238 0O-11-FOC-&Reject Completeness-Non-Mechanized Line Sharing
239 O-11-FOC-& Reject-Completeness-Non-Mechanized Resale- PBX
240 O-11-FOG-&Reject Completeness Non-Mechanized-Resale-Residence
244 O-H-FOGC-&Reject Completeness-Non Mechanized-Switch-Ports
| 242 O-H-FOC-&Reject Completeness-Nen-Mechanized- UNE-Combo-Other
244 O-H-EOC-&Reject-Lompletensss-Nen-Mechanized UNE-Digital-Loop<DS1
245 0O-11-FOC-&Reject Completeness-Non-Mechanized UNEISDN-L.oop B
246 O-11-FOC &Reject-Completeness Non-Mechanized UNE Loop-+Per-Combos

Updated-Fanad62003 Florida SEEM Adminisprative Plun Versdon 27 19
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SEEM Submetrics
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Exhibit B

SEEM Submetrics

O-4-Percent-flow-through-Service-Requests{Detail} UNE-Loops
0-4p q Service R Detail) UNE-F

I\
=

-O-8 Reject Interval - Fully Mechanized 2W-Analeg-oop Desigh

Updated-June+6-2003 Florida SEEM Administrative Plan
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SEEM Submetrics
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Exhibit B

SEEM Submetrics

358 O-8-RejectInterval-Partially- Mechanized-Resale-Residence

360 | O-8-Rejestinterval Partially-Mechanized UNE-Gombe-Other

364 0-8 Rejectinterval-Partially Mechanized-UNE-Digital Loop—DBS4

362 O-8Reject-Interval Partially-Mechanized UNE Bigital--eep<B&1

363 O-8-Reject-Interval Partially Mechanized UNE-ISBN-keep

364 G-8 Reject-interval Partially-Mecehanized UNE Loop + Port Combes -
365 0O-8 Reject Interval Partially-Mechanized UNE Other Besign ]
356 O-8-Reject-thterval Parially-Mechanized UNE Other-Non-Design

367

368

369

376

374 0O-8 Firm-Order-Confirmation Timeliness-Fully-Mechanized —2\W-Analog-Loop-Nea-Besiga |
372 O-9 Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness-Fully-Mechanized - 2W-Analog-Loop-wiNP-Design
373 -
374 O-9-Firm-Order-GonfirmationFmeliness-Fully- Mechanized - Resale-Business

375 O-9-Firm-Order-Gonfirmation Timeliness-Fully-Mechanized - Resale-Gentrex

36

377

378

379

380 O-8-Firm-Order Confirmation TimelinessFully Mechanized-~Localnteroffice Transport

381 0O-9 Firm Order Confirmatien Timeliness - Loealnterconnection Trunks

382 Q-9 Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness-Fully-Mechanized—LNP-Standalone

383 O-9-Firm-Order-Confirmation Timeliness-Fully-Mechanized - INP-Standalene

384 O-9-Firm-Order Confirmation Timeliness-Fully-Mechanized --Line-Sharing

385 O-9-Firm-Order Confirmation-Timeliness-Fully-Meechanized-~Resale PBX

386 Q-9 Eirm-Order-ConfirmationTimeliness-Fully-Mechanized - Resale Residence

387 O-9-Firm-Order-Confirmation-Timeliness-Fully- Mechanized—Switeh-Ports

388 0O-9-Firm-Order Confirmation Timeliness-Fully- Mechanized---UNE-Combeo-Other

389 O-8-Firm Order Confirmation-Timeliness Fully Meehanized— UNE Digital Loep—BS+

396 O-9-Firm-Order Confirmation Timeliness-Fully Mechanized —UNE Digital L.oop-<B8+

391 O-9-Firm-OrderConfirmation Timeliness-Fully-Mechanized -~ UNEISBN-Loep

362 0O-8 Firm-Order-Confirmation-Timeliness Fully Mechanized - UNE-Loep-+-Port Combes

393 0-9 Firm-Order-Gonfirmation Timeliness-Fully Mechanized - UNE-Other-Design

394 { l O-9 Firm Order-Gonfirmation Timetiness-Fully Mechanized - UNE Other-Nen Design

Lipdated-duneA6-2003 [lovide SEEM Administrative Plan Fersion-2-7 23
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Exhibit B SEEM Submetrics

s
m
A
o

—PO-2-Loop Makeup - Average Response Time - Electronic

—P-3 Percent-Missednstaliation-Appeintments Percent Installation Appointments Met Dispateh—10—

oM
R
=
Z

- | Resale-Residence - Resale (POTS)

P23 RParcent Missed-In on-A n

AM HP-3 Percent-Missednstaliation-Appeintments Percent Instaliation Appointments Met Bispateh—10—

—— |Resale Design

[
T

-3 Percent-Missed-Installation-Apbeintmenis Percent Installation Appointments Met

6 | PIAM | posate PBX - UNE Loops
7 PIAM HP2-3 Percent-Missed-nstallation-Appeintments Percent Installation Appointments Met Dispatch—40—
= —== L Resale-Centrex - UNE Loop and Port Combinations
P-3-Percent-Missed-nstallation-Appeointmen Dispatch O0-Resale- ISP
5 PIAM —P-3 Percent-Missed-Installation-Appointments Percent Instaliation Appointments Met Dispatch—10— LNP

——— | Standalone
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Exhibit B

SEEM Submetrics

500 P-3-Rercent-Missed-installation-Appeintments Dispateh-<- 10 - UNE xBSL{ADSLHBSL-UCLH - wlo
504

502

503 P-3-Percent-Missed-Installation-Appointments- Dispatch <10 - UNE-Line-Sharing With- Gonditioning
504 P_3 Porcent Missed Installation-Appointmen Dispateh O-—LJh ine-ShariragWitheut-Gonditiont
565

506 P-3 RercentMissednstaliation-Appointments Dispatch <10 - UNE-Line-Splitting With- Conditioning
507 par M nstallati . . E Line-Splitting Wi Sondition;
s | |

509

546

514

512 P-3 Porcent Missed Installation Appointments—Non-Dispatch— 10~ Resale Residen

513 P-3 Percent Missed-Installation-Appointmenis—Nen-Dispatch—10-Resale Business

514 R-3-Rercent-Missed-Installation-Appointments Non-Dispatch-10—Resale-Design

515 P-3-Percent-Missed-Installation-Appointments—Non-Dispateh-10-Resale PBX

516 P-3 Porcent Missed-tastallation-Appointmenis—Non-Dispateh— 10~ Resale-Gen

5+ P-3-Percent-Missed-nstallation-Appointments—Neon-Dispateh—10-Resale-1SDN

518 P-3PercentMissed-hstallation-Appointments-Non-Dispateh—10—LNP-Standalone

519 P-3 PercentMissednstallation-Appeintments Non-Dispateh—10—INP-Standalone

520

524 : v an
522 P-3-Percent-Missed-lnstallation-Appointments—Neon-Dispatch—10--2-w-Analog-Leop-wi-NP-Design
523 P-3 Percent-Missed-Instaliation-Appointments Neona-Dispateh-16—2-w-Analog-Loop-w/LNE Non Design
524 P-3-Percent-Missed-Installation-Appeintments Non-Dispatch—-10--2-w-Analeg-Loop-w/INR-Design
525 P-3-Percent-Missed-installation-Appeintments—Non-Dispateh-10---2-w-Analog-Loop-wiNP-Non-Design
526 P-3-Percent-Missed-Installation-Appeointments—Non-Dispateh—10-—UNE-Digital- Leep-<-DS4

527 P-3-Percent Missed Installation-Appeintments- Non-Dispateh—10-UNE Digital Loop-DS1

528 P-3 Percent Missed-Installation-Anpomrtmen Nor-Bispateh O—LIN Swich-por

529 P-3 Percent Missed Installation Appointments-Non-Bispatch-10 - UNE Combo Other

530 P-3-Percent-Missed-nstallation-Appointments—Non-Dispateh--10-—~UNEXDSL{ADSL - HDSL-UCL )} wio
531

P-3-Percent-Missed-nstallation-Appointments—Non-Dispatch—10 -~ UNE xDSL(ADSL,-HDSL - UGCL)-with

Epdeted-drnadt 62003 Floride SEEM ddministrarive Plun Yersion 27
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Exhibit B SEEM Submetrics

P-3-Percent Missed-installation-Appointments -Non-Dispatch—10~UNE-SBN-{includes-UDC)

Updated-Fune-16:-2003 Florida SEEM Administrative Plan Ferston27 28




Exhibit B SEEM Submetrics
—P-3 Percent-Missed-Installation-Appeintments Percent Installation Appointments Met - Local
10 PIAM .
—- | === | |nterconnection Trunks
11 FOC! [_Firm Order Confirmation interval (FOC!) Plus Average Order Completion Inerval {OCH) - Resale (POTS)
12 | EQGCI | Firm Order Confirmation Interval (FOCI) Plus Average Order Completion Inerval (OC) - Resale Design
Firm Order Confirmation Interval (FOCI) Plus Average Order Completion inerval {OCH) - LNP
13 FOCI
— —— | (Standalone)
14 EQC! | Firm Order Confirmation Interval (FOCH) Plus Average Order Completion Inerval (OCH) - UNE Loops
Firm Order Confirmation Interval (FOCH Plus Average Order Completion Inerval (OC -~ UNE | oop and
15 FOCH i
Port Combinations
18 FOC! | Firm Order Confirmation Interval (FOCH Plus Average Order Completion Inerval (QCl) - UNE EELs
47 FOCI Firm Order Confirmation Interval (FOCH Plus Average Order Compietion Inerval {OCI) - UNE xDSL - With
- | == Conditioning
18 FOCI Firm Order Confirmation Interval (FOC!) Plus Average Order Completion Inerval (OC1) - UNE xDSL —
— —= | Without Conditioning
Firm Order Confirmation Interval {FOC Plus Average Order Completion Inerval (OCI) - UNE Line
18 | FOCI — - e
—== | Splitling -~ with conditioning
Firm Qrder Confirmation Interval (FOCH Plus Average Order Completion Inerval (OC) - UNE Line
20 | FOC! v 2 S
Splitting — without conditioning
21 FOCI Firm Qrder Confirmation Interval (FOC!) Plus Average Order Completion Inerval {OCI) — Local
= — | Interconnection Trunks
23 | CNDD | Non-Coordinated Customer Conversions - Parcent Completed and Notified on Due Date




Exhibit B

SEEM Submetrics

581

582

583 P-4-Average -CompletiontntervaHOCH & Order Completion-Interval-DistributionDispateh—10—LNP
Standalene
Standalone

585 P-4 Average-Completion-tnterval {OCH & Order Completion-tnterval Distribution Dispatch—10-2 w
Analog toop Design

586 P-4-Average-Completion-lnterval{OCH-& Order-Completion-Interval DistributionDispatch—10- 2w
Analog Loop Non-Design

587

588 P-4-Average-Completion-interval-{OCH-& Order Completion-Interval-Distribution Dispateh—10- 2w
Anateg Loop wiLNP -Ner-Design

589 P-4-Average Completion-intervalHOGH-& Order Completiontnterval-Bistribution—Dispateh—10—2-w
Analog-Loop-w/iNP-Design

590 P - i G & . Distribution._Di L 102
Analog Loop w/iNF Non-Design

501 P-4 Average-Completion-Interval {OCH & Order Completion-nterval-DistributionDispateh—10~UNE
Digital Loop < D81

592

883 P-4-Average-CompletionintervaHOCH-&-Order-Completion-tnterval Distribution—Dispateh 10— UNE

594

505

596 P-4 Average Completion-Interval {OCH-& Order-Completion-tnterval- Distribution-Dispateh—10—UNE
DSLADSL_HDSL UG .

587 P-4-Average Gompletionnterval (OCH-&-Order-Completion-trterval Distribution—DBispateh—10—UNE
ISBN-(includes UDGC)

598

598

600

66+ P-4-Average-Completioninterval-{OCH-&-Order-Completion-tnterval Distribution—Dispateh -10 ~UNE-Line

Sphitting-With-Conditioning
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623

€24 P-4 Average Gompletionnterval{OCH-& Order Completien-interval Distribution Dispateh <10~ UNE
Combe-Other

625 P-4 Average-Completion-lnterval-{OCH &-Order-CompletionInterval-Distribution—Dispateh-<-10-~UNE
xDSEADSL - HDSL UCL) wioconditioning
xDSLAADSL -HDSL-UCL) with-conditioning

627 P-4-Average Completion-nterval{OG) & Order Completion-Interval DistributionDispatch <40 —UNE
ISBN (includes-UDG)

628 P-4 Average Completionnterval-(OCH-& Order-Completion-interval-Distribution-Dispateh-<-10 - UNE
Line-Sharing With- Conditioning

629 P-4-Average CompletiontntervaHOGH-&-Order Completion-Interval-Distribution Dispatech < 10- UNE

ine Sharina Wi Conditioni

630 P-4-Average-Gompletiontnterval{OCH) - &-Order Completiontnterval Distribution—Dispateh-<-10--Local

631
I:me%ph%tmg—vmh Cond«tuemﬂg

632 P-4-Average-Completion-interval{OCH-& Order-Completion-Interval Distribution-Dispatch-<-10—UNE

633
Other-Desian

635

636

637

638 P-4-Average Completion-intervalHHOCH & Order Gompletionnterval DistributionNen-Dispateh—10—
Resale Business

639 PAA#ecag&Gempleﬂen Interval{OCH)-& Order Completion-nterval Distribution—Non-Dispateh- 10—

640
Resale PBX

641 P-4 Average-Completion-lnterval {OCH-&-Order-Completion-tnterval-Distribution—Non-Dispatch—10—
Resale Centrex

642 P-4 Average Completion-interval (OCH-&-Order Completion-Interval Distribution—Non-Dispateh—10—

643
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644

645

646

647

648 P-4-Average Completion-nterval{OGH)-&-Order-Completion-interval Distribution—Non-Dispatch—10-2-w
Anatog-Loep-wibNP-Nen-Design

648 P-4-Average-Completionnterval{OCH-&-Order-Completion-Interval-Distribution-Non-Dispateh—10—2-w

650

651 P-4 Average Completion Interval {OC!) & Order-Completion-Interval-Distribution—Non-Dispateh- 10 - UNE
Diai B

652 P-4-Average-Completion-inten
Digital-Loop-DS1

653 B - ) OI8O . . Dictribut o +40-UNE
Switch-perts

654 P-4-Average-Completionnterval{OGH-&-Order Completion-Interval Distribution--Nen-Dispateh—16-~UNE

655

656 P-4-Average-Completion-interval-{fOCH-& Order Completion-Interval Distribution—Non-Dispatch—10- UNE
DSL(ADSL_HDSL-UCL) wi

657 P-4-Average-Gompletion-ntervalH{OGH-&-Order Completion-Interval Distribution-Nen-Dispateh-10--UNE
ISDN-{includes-UDG)

658

659 P-4-Average-Completion-interval{
i Sharing Wi ~onditioni

660 P-4 Average-Completionnterval-{OGH-& Order-Completion-interval-Distribution—Non-Dispateh—10—
Lecal-Fransport

661 P-4-Average-Completion-interval-{OCH-& Order Completion-tnterval Distribution—Non-Dispateh—10—UNE
Line-Splitting-With-Genditioning _

662 P-4-Average-Completioninterval{OGCH-&-Order Gompletion-nterval Distribution-Nen-Dispateh—10—UNE
Line-Splitting Witheut Gonditioning

663

664 P-4-Average-Completionnterval-{OCH-& Order Completion-interval Distribution—Non-Dispatch—10—UNE

Other-Design
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686

687 P-4 -Average Completion-interval {OCH-& Order-Gompletion-Interval Distribution—Non-Dispateh-<10—

688 P-4.Average Completion-Interval {OCH-&-Order Completion-tnterval-Distribution Nen-Dispateh-<-10-

689

690

684

692 P-4 Average Completioninterval-{OGH & Order Gompletion-tnterval Distribution Non-Dispateh<-10-
Local-Transpert

693 P-4-Average-Completion-nterval (OCH-& Order- Completion-Interval Distribution—Nen-Dispatch-<-10—

E Line Solitt ith Conditioni

694 P-4-Average Completion-nterval{OCH-& Order Completion-nterval Distribution Non-Dispatch-<-10-—-
UNE-L-ine-Splitting-Witheut Cenditiening

6956 P-4-Average-Completiondnterval-{OC!) & Order-Completion-Interval-Distribution-Nen-Dispateh--10—-
UNE-UBCHDSE

696 P-4-Average-Completion-tpteral{OCH)- & Order Completion-Interval-DistributionNon-Dispateh <10
UNE Other Design

6497

698

899 P-4-Average-Completioninterval{OGH-& Order Completion-Interval DistributionNon-Dispateh Dispateh
<30-UNE Loop-and-Port- Combe

760 P-4 Average-Gompletion-interval {OCH-& Order Completion-interval DistributionNon-Dispateh-Switch

764
Frunks

762 24 HOT P-7A Coordinated Customer Conversions Hot Cuts Timeliness Percent within Interval and-Average

= Interval—SLH-IBLG_UNE Loops

703 P-7A-Coordinated-Customer Cenvessions Hot Cuts Timeliness Percent within-Interval-and-Average
Interval—SL1-Non-Time Specific

704 P-7A-Goordinated-CustomerConversions-Hot Cuts Timeliness-Percent-within-lnterval-and-Average

SLAT Soeci
705
706

P-7A-Coerdinated Customer Conversions-Hot Cuts Timeliness Percent within-interval-and-Average-tnter
SLD T Soecif
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22 | CCCl

Loops

-P-9 Percent Provisioning Troubles wfir-30 within 5 days of Service Order Completion Dispatch—16—
25 PPT .

-Resale-Residence - Resale (POTS)
57 PPT -P-9 Percent Provisioning Troubles w/in-30 within 5 days of Service Order Completion Bispateh—16—

— | -Resale-Business - UNE Loops

-9 Percent Provisioning Troubles w/n-30 within & days of Service Order Completion Dispateh—36 —
- | Resale Design

-P-8 Percent Provisioning Troubles w/in-30 within 5 days of Service Order Completion Bispatch—10—
—— |-Resale PBX—~ UNE Loop and Port Combinations
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XDSL (ADSL-HDSLUCL)

-P-8 Percent Provisioning Troubles wfin within 5 30 days of Service Order Completion Dispateh—48 - UNE
~— | Line Splitting
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P-9 Percent-ProvisioningTtroubles wlin-30-days-of Service-Order Completion Dispateh<10-2 w-Analeg

| koop Nen-Desian
b5 ‘ - ovisioning
Loop-wi-NP-Nen-Design
756 P-9-Percent-Provisioning Troubles-w/in-30 days of Service Order Completion-Bispateh-< 10 - 2 w Analog
Loop-w/NP-Design
757

P-9 Percent Provisianing Troubles w/in 30 days of Service Order Completion Dispateh-<-10--2 w Analog
Loop w/INP-Non Design

P-9-PercentProvisioning Troubles-w/in-30-days-of Service-Order Completion Dispateh<-10-UNE-Bigital

ports

787

768
Nen-Design

769 P-9-PercentProvisioning Troubles-wiin-30-days-of-Service-Order-Completion-Dispateh-<10-EELs

770 P-9-PersentProvisioningHroubles-wiin-30-days-of-Service Order-Completion-Non-Dispateh—10-Resale
Residenee

774 P-9 Rercent-Provisioning-Troubles-wiin-30-days-eof-Serviee Order Completion-Non-Dispateh--10-Resale
Busipess

712 P-g-PereentProvisioningFroubles-w/in-30 days-of Service-Order-GCompletion-Non-Dispateh—10—-Resale
Design

3

4
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775 P-9-Percent Provisioning Troubles wiin-30-days-of Service-Order Completion Non-Dispateh -10—-Resale
ISBN

76 P-9 Percent Provisioning-Troubles w/in 30 days of Service Order-Completion Non-Dispatch-10 - ENP
Standalone

sl ‘

778 |

779 '

780 ‘ P-9-RPercentProvisioningTroubles-wiin-30-days-of Service Order-Gompletion Non-Dispateh—10--2-w
Analog Loop w/LNP Design

781 ‘ i P-9 Percent Provisioning Troubles-w/in-30-days-ef-Senvice Order Completion-Non-Dispateh--10-—2-w
Analeg-oep-w/LNP-Neon-Design
' Analeg-Loop-w/INP-Design

783 P-9 Percent ProvisioningTroubles-w/in-30-days-of Service Order-Gompletion Non-Dispatch-10-2w
Analog-Loep-wiNP-Non-Design

784 P-9-Percent-Provisioning-Troubles-wfin-30-days-of-Service-Order Completion-Non-Dispatch-10---UNE
Digi DS

785 P-9-Percent-Provisioning Troubles w/in-30-days-of Service Order-Completion Non-Dispatch 10~ UNE
Digitat-l-oep-BS1

86 P-9 Percent Provisioning-Troubles- w/in-30-days-of Service Order-Completion Non-Dispatch—10 -~ UNE
Switch-peorts

788

789

90

\

71 P-9-Percent-Provisioning Troubles-wiin-30-days-of Service Order Completion-Non-Dispateh-10—Local
Fransport

792 P-9-Rercent-ProvisioningTroubles-wiin-30-days-of Service-Order Completion-Nen-Bispatch—10-UNE
Line-Splitting

793 T R-9-Rercent-Provisioning Troubles-w/in-30-days-of Service Order-Completion Non-Dispatch—10-UNE
Other-Design

794 ‘ P-9-Percent ProvisioningTroubles-wiin-30-days-of Service-Order-Completion-Non-Bispatch—10--~UNE
Gther-Nen-Design

795 P-8-Percent-Provisioning-Troubles w/in-30-days-of Service-Order Completion-Non-Dispatch—10-EELs
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P-9-Percent Provisioning-Troubles-w/in 30-days-of Service-Order CompletionNon-Dispateh-Dispateh-in-

810
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818 P-9-Percent-Provisioning-Troubles-w/in-30-days-of -Serviee-Order Completion-Non-Dispateh<10-UNE
Line Shari
819
820
821 P-9 Percent-Provisioning-Troubles wiin-30-days-of-Senvice-Order Completion Nen-Bispateh<10-~UNE
Other Design
822 P-9 Percent Provisioning-Troubles-w/in-30-days-of Service OrderCompletionNon-Dispateh<10-—UNE
OtherNon-Design
823 P-9-Percent Provisioning Froubles-w/in-30-days-of Service Order Completion-Non-Bispateh-<-10—EELs
824
825
—P-g-Percent Provisioning Troubles w/in § 30 days of Service Order Completion - Local Interconnection
826 31 PRT
Trunks
32 | SOAC | Service Order Accuracy - Resale
33 | SOAC | Service Order Accuracy - UNE
34 | SOAC | Servige Order Accuracy - UNE/P
827 LP-13B:LNP - Percent Out-of Service <-60-Minutes—ENP.
828 |-P-13C NP —Percent-of Time-BellSouth-Applies- the 10-Digit Trigger-Prior-to-the LNP-Order Due-Date—
LNP-—(Standalene)
P-13D:-LNP-—Average Disconnect Timeliness-Interval-& Disconnect Timeliness-nterval- Distribution
829 99
«—LNP-(Normal-Werking-Hours-and-Approved-After Hours)
»—LNP (Unscheduled After Hours Porls)
830 59 | TGPS | FGR-2 Trunk Group Performance CLEC Specific

B.2 Tier 2 Submetrics

Table B-2 contains a list of Tier 2 submetrics.

Table B-2

Item Item = SQM

No. No. Ref Sub Metrics

1 BE BlA  B-1 Invoice Accuracy tnterconnection

3 B-1lnvoice Accuracy-LINE L

4 14 BIT | B-2 Mean Time to Deliver Invoices - CRIS -
5 | €8 \ BIT | 8-2 Mean Time to Deliver Invoices - CABS




Exhibit B SEEM Submetrics

6 B-3-Usage Data Delivery-Accuracy ]
7

8 70 | PMDD -G-3 Collocation Percent of Due Dates Missed Physical-Caged—Augment

9 C-3-Collocation Percent-of Due Dates Missed-Physical- Caged—nitial
16 C-3Collocation-Percentof Due Dates Missed-Physical Cageless—- Augment
+H G-3-Collocation-Percentof-Bue Dates-Missed Physical-Cageless—Initial
4 GC-3-Gollocation-Percent- of Bue-Dates Missed Virtual—nitial

16 71 | CMN | GM-1 Timeliness of Change Management Notices - Region
16 72 | CMD | ©M-3 Timeliness of Docy
]

8 74 eepar | GM- Percentage of Change Requests Accepted or Rejected Within 10 Days - Region o
19 75 PCRIP | €M-14 Percentage of Change Requests Implemented Within 60 Weeks of Prioritization - Region
20 45 | PRAM mr’ercent Missed Repair Appointments Met Bispateh—2-w-Analog-Ltoop-Design - Resale
21 MR-1-Percont-Missed Repair-Appointments Dispatch—2 w-Analog-Loop-Nen-Design
22 47 | PRAM FMR-1-Percent Missed Repair Appointments Met Bispateh—Resale-Business - UNE Loops
23
24 45 | PRAM HMR-1-Percent Missed Repair Appointments Met Dispateh - Resale Design o
25 50 | PRAM -MR-1-Percent Missed Repair Appointments Mei Dispatch—Resale 1SBN - UNE Line Splitting
26
27 51 | PRAM ~-1-Percent Missed Repair Appointments Met Dispateh - Local Interconnection Trunks
28
29
30
31
32 MR-1-Percent-Missed-Repair-Appointments Dispatch—UNE-Digital Loep < DS4
33 MR Darcant MM ed-RepairAppointmen Disnatch L] SBN-{includesUD
34 48 | PRAM HMR-1+Percent Missed Repair Appointments Met Bispateh - UNE Loop and Port Combeinations
35 MR-1+Percent Missed-Repair-Appointments-Dispateh—UNE Line-Sharing
36 AR -1 Percent-Missed-Repair-Appointments Disoateh—LINE Switch-nod
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MR-2-Custemer Trouble-Report Rate - Resale PBX

FBEIRBIBFTEBIERIBITR|EBI2IBBEIE|ZBEGI2IBIBR|IBIE&E NG |&|R|E|8 R
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78 MR-2 Customer-Trouble ReportRate - UNE-Other-Design

7S MR-2-CGustomer-Trouble-Report-Rate —UNE-Other—Nen-Design

80 52 MAD HMR-3 Maintenance Average Duration Dispateh—2-w-Analog-Leop-Besign - Resale (POTS)
81 -MR-3-Maintenance-Average Duration-Dispateh---2-w-Analog-Loop - Non-Design

82 54 MAD | -MR-3 Maintenance Average Duration Dispatch-Resale Business - UNE Loops
83 MR-3-Maintenance-Average-Duration Dispatch—Resale-Centrex

84 83 MAD | -MR-3 Maintenance Average Duration Dispateh - Resale Design

85 57 | MAD |-MR-3 Maintenance Average Duration Dispateh—Resale ISDN - UNE Line Splitting
86 MR-3-Maintenance-Average-Duration Dispatch—Local-Transport

87 58 MAD |-MR-3 Maintenance Average Duration Dispateh - Local Interconnection Trunks

88

89

90

91

92

93

94 55 MAD |-MR-3 Maintenance Average Duration Bispateh - UNE Loop and Port Combeinations

’ ' MR-3-Maintenance-Average-Duration-Dispateh—UNE Line-Sharing

96 ME-3 Mai ion D i

Q7 56 MAD MR-3 Maintenance Average Duration Bispateh - UNE xDSL (ABSL-HDBSL-UGH)
98

99
106
101
162

103 MR-3-Maintenanee-Average-Duratien-Non-Dispateh—Resale Centrex

104 MR-3-Maintenanece-Average-Duration Non Dispateh-Resale Design
105 MR-3-Maintenanece-Average -Duration-Non-Dispatch--Resale JISDN
106 MR-3-Maintenance-Average Duration-Nen-Dispateh~Local Transport
167 MR-3-Maintenance-Average Duration-Non-Dispateh—Local-Interconnestion Trunks
108 MR-3-Maintenance-Average DurationNon Dispatch ~Resale-PBX
469 MR-3 Maintenanee-Average Duration Non-Dispateh--Resale Residence
110 MR-3-Maintenance-Average-Buration Non Dispateh—UNE-Gombo-Other
EEEA MR-3 Maintenance Average Duration-Nen-Bispatch - UNE Digital-beep- D81
12 MR-3 Maintenance-Average Duration-Non-Dispatch - UNE Digital-oop-<DS1
M3 MR-3-Maintenance-Average Buration-Nen-Dispateh -~ UNE1SDN-{includes-UDEG)
114 MR-3 Maintenance Average-Buratien-Non Dispatch - UNE-Loop-and Port Combo
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M5 ‘ MR-3-Maintenance Average-Duration Nen-Dispateh—UNE Line-Sharing
147
18
Hg
0 | 59 | BRI " pecale (POTS)
491 61 PRT mPngigt Repeat Customer Troubles within 30 Days Dispateh—2-w-Analeg-Loop-Nen-Dasign
122 64 PRT —I;Am;ercent Repeat Customer Troubles within 30 Days Bispateh—Resale Business- UNE Line
123 MR-4-Percent-Repeat-Trouble within-30-Days Dispatch-Resale Centrex
124 60 PRT WM Percent Repeat Customer Troubles within 30 Days Dispatch - Reéale Deéign o
126 MR-4-Percent-Repeat-Trouble-within-30-Days-Bispateh—Resale 1SDN
126 MR-4-Percent-RepeatTrouble-within-30-Davs Dispateh - Local-Transport
127 65 PRT HMR-4 Percent Repeat g;gés_{é;Troubles within 30 Days Dispatch - Local Interconnection Trunks
128 MR-4-Percent Repeat-Trouble-within-30-Davs Dispatech—Resale PBX
129 MR-4-Percent RepeatTrouble-within-30-Days Dispateh—Resale Residence
130 MR-4-Perecent Repeat Trouble-within-30-Days Dispatch-UNE Combo Other
134 MR-4-Percont-Repeat-Trouble-within-30-Days-Dispateh—UNE Digital-oop-DS
132 MR-4 Percent Repeat Trouble within-30-Days Dispatch— UNE Digitat-Leop < DS1
134 62 PRT HMR-4 Perc_ent Repeat Customer Troubles within 30 Days Dispateh - UNE Loop and Port
Combeinations
MR-4-Percent Repeat-Trouble-within-30-Days Dispatch -UNE- -
138 MR-4-Percent-Repeat Trouble-within-30-Days-Dispateh---UNE-Switch-ports
137 63 PRT ﬁé&; Percent Repeat Cysiomer Troubleg within 30 Days Bispateh - UNE xDSL (ADSL-HDBSL;
138 — S
139 I
140
144 MR-4-Percent-Repeat Trouble within-30-Days-Nen Bispateh—2-w-Analog Loop Non-Design
142 MR-4-Percent-Repeat Trouble-within-30-Days-Nen-Dispateh—-Resale Business
143 MR-4-Percent-Repeat-Trouble-within-30-Days-Non-Dispatch-~Resale-Centrex
144 MR-4-Percent Repeat Trouble-within-30-Days-Nen Dispateh ~-Resale Design
145 MR-4-Percent-Repeat-Trouble-within-30-Days—Non-Dispatch—-Resale 1SBN
146 | MR-4-Percent Repeat Trouble within-30-Davs Non Dispatch - Local Transport
147 MR-4-Percent-Repeat-Trouble-within-30-Days-Neon-Dispateh-Local-lhterconnection-Trunks
148 MR-4-Percent-Repeat-Trouble-within-30-Days-Nen-Dispateh —Resale PBX
150 MR-4-Percent-RepeatHrouble-within 30-Bavs-Non Dispateh—UNE-Combo-Other
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151 ‘ MR-4-Percent-Repeat-Trouble-within-30-Days-Non Dispatch -~ UNE - Digital-Loep—BS4

152 MR-4 Percent Repeat Trouble within 30 Days Non Dispatch - UNE Digital-Loop-<-DS1
153 MR-4-Percent Repeat Trouble-within-30-Days-Non-Dispatch - UNEISDN-{includes UDC)
154 MR-4-Percent-Repeat-Trouble-within-30-Days-Non-Dispaich-UNE Loop-and-Port-Gombe
155 MR-4-PercentRepeat Trouble-within-30-Bays-Non Dispatch~—UNE Line-Sharing

166 MR-4 Percent Repeat Trouble within 30 Days Non Dispatch - UNE Switch ports

457 MR-4 Percent Repeat Trouble-within-30 Days Non Dispatch ~ UNE xBSLA{ADSE-HDSL-UGL)
158 MR-4-Percent Repeat Trouble-within-30-Dayvs-Non Dispatch—UNE Othe A

169

160

161

162

163

184 MR-5-Qut-of Service (0O8)>-24-hours-Dispateh--Resale-Design

166 MR-5-Out-of Service {008)-> 24 hours Dispateh-Resale 1SDN

166 MR-5-Outof Service {OOS) > 24-hours—Dispateh—Local Transport

167 MR-5-Qut-of Service {0OS)>24-heurs-Dispateh—L-ocal-interconnectionTrunks

188 MR-5-Out-of Service {O0S)->24-hours-Dispatch—Resale-PBX

169 MR-5 Out-of Service {O0S) » 24 hours Bispatch-Resale-Residence

170 MR-5-Out of Service-{OO0S)-> 24-hours Dispatch--UNE Combo-Gther

174 MR-5-Out-of Service{0O0&)>-24-heurs-Dispateh - UNE Digital-Loop-BS4

172

173

174

175

176

177

8 -
178

180

181 MR-5-0ut-ef-servise-{00s)>24-hours-Non-Dispatch-2w-Analog-Loop-Non-Design
182 MR-5-Outof Service {0OS)>24-hodrs Non-Dispatch-—Resale Business

183 MR-5-Out-of Service-(0O8)->24-hours-Nen-Dispateh--Resale-Centrex

184 MR-5-Outof Service {O0S) > 24 hours Non Dispateh—Resale Design

185 MR-5.Qut-of-Service (D08 )>24-hours-Non-Dispatch~Resale ISDN

186 MR-5-Qut-ef-Service{O08}>-24-hours-Non-Dispatch-- Local-Transport

187 MR-5-Out of Service {O0S) > 24 -hours Non Dispatch— Local Interconnection Trunks
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188 MR-5-Out-of Service (O0S)>24-hours-Non-Bispateh---Resale PBX

189 MR-5-Out-of Service {008} >-24-hours-Non-Dispateh—Resale Residence

196 MR-5-Out-of-Service{00S)>24-hours-Non-Dispatch~UNE Combe-Other

192 MR-5-Out-of-Senvice (OOS)->24 -hours-Non-Dispateh - UNE Digital--oop-<-DS1

193 MR-5-0ut-of-Service{OO0S)->-24-hours Noa-Dispatech - UNE1SDN-{includes UBGC)
194 MR-5-0ut-of- Service{O0S)>-24-hours NenDispateh— UNE Loep-and-Pert-Combo
195

196

197

198

199

200 = Analog-Loop Design

204 O-1H1-EOC &-Reject-Completeness-Fully-Mechanized 2W-Analeg-Loop-wiLNR-Design
202 O-11+-FOC &-Reject Completensss Fully Mechanized 2W-Analog-Loop w/LNP Non Design
203 a OGC-&-Reije Completene uthy Mechanized 2W Analoag-lLoco-Noen-Desian
204 O-11-FOGC & Reject- Completeness-Fuly Mechanized-2W-Analog Loop-w/NP Design
205 O-11-FOC-& Reject-Completeness-Fully-Mechanized 2W-Analog-Loop-wiNP-Non Design
287 O-HFOC-&-Reject Completeness-Fully Mechanized-Resale Centrex

268 O-H-FOC-&-Reject Completeness-Fully- Mechanized-Resale Design-(Special)

209 O-HFOC-& Reject-Gompleteness-Fully Mechanized-EEL's

210 O-11-FOC-&-Reject-Completeness-Fully- Meshanized-Resale 1SDN

211 O-11-FOC-&-Reject Completeness Fully-Mechanized UNE-Line Splitting

212 O-H-FOC-&-Reject Completeness-Fully-Mechanized-Local-interoffice-Transport
243 O-H-FOC & Reject-Completeness-Localdinterconnection Trunks

214 O-HFOG-&Reject Completeness Fully Mechanized LNP-Standalene

215 O-H-FOC-&-Reject Completeness Fully-Mechanized INP Standalone

216

214

218

219

220

221 O-11-FOC-&-Reject-Completeness Fully Mechanized UNE-Digital- Loop-DS1

222 O-11-FOGC &Reject-Completeness-Fully Mechanized-UNE Digital Loop<DS1

223 O-HFOC-&-Reject Completeness Fully- Mechanized UNEISDN-Loop

224 O-11-FOGC-8-Rejest-Completeness-Fully Mechanized UNE-Loop+Por-Combes
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262 O-H-FOC-&Reject-Completeness-Partially-Mechanized-Resale-Gentrex
263 O-1-FOC-& Reject CompletenessRartially Mechanized-Resale-Desian-{Speeiah
264
265
266
267
268 O-11-FOC & Reject Completeness Pardially-Mechanized-LNP-Standalone
268 O OC-&-Reie Completene Partialhvy MechanizedINP-Standalone
270
271
272
273
274 O-11-FOG-& Reject Completeness-Partially Meechanized UNE- Combo-Other
275 O-11-FOL &Reject-Completeness-Partially-Meechanized UNE Digital-Loop-DS1
276 O-11-FOG-& Reject Completeness-Partially-Mechanized UNE Digital- Loop <DS*
27+
278 O-11-FOC-& Reject Completeness-Partially-Mechanized-UNELoop+Pert- Gombes
279 O-11+-FOC-&-Reject-Completeness-Partially-Mechanized-UNE-OtherDesign
284 O-11 FOC & Reject Completeness Partially-Mechanized-UNE-xDSIL{ADSL-HBSL,-UC)
282 0-12 Speed of Answer in Ordering Center CLEC Local Carrier Service Center
283 ; o - . er
284 O-1-Acknewledgement-Message-Timeliness (Electronically} - TAG
g 4 AKC QACknowlédgeméht Meééage C(.)_r;gléteness - EBI Fully MechanizedAcknowlegdemeants
288 0-2_Acknowledgement Message Comploteness—TAG-Fully Mechanized '
287 5 PFT | ©-3 Percent flow-through Service Requests {(Summary) BusinessResale
288 7 BE Q—S Percent ﬂpw-throygh Service quu¢§ts (Summary) LNP
289 | 0-3 Percent flow-throuah-Service Reauests (Summary) Residence
290 8 PFT | ©-3 Percent flow-through Service Requests (Sumrmary) UNE Leops
291 0O-3 Percent-flow-through-Service-Regquests-(Summary)-UNE-P
202 g Ri  1O-8 Reject Interval - Fully Mechanized 2W-Analog-l-ecep-Design
293 0-8 Reject-Interval Fully Mechanized 2W Analog L:oop w/LNP Design
294 O-8-Reject-interval-Fully-Mechanized-2W-Analog-Loop-wil-NF-Non-Design
295
296
297
298 O-8-Rejectinterval-Fulby-Mechanized Resale Business
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Exhibit B

SEEM Submetrics

326 O-8Reject-interval-Non-Mechanized-Resale-Business

327 O-8-Reiectinterval-Nen-Mechanized Resale Centrex

328 O-8Rejectinterval-Non-Mechanized-Resale-Design-{Special)

Updated-Fmed 62003 Florida SEEM Admninistrative Plan Fersion-27
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Exhibit B

SEEM Submetrics

336 0O-8-Rejectinterval-Non-Mechanized-Resale PBX

338 O-8Reject-interval-Non-Mechanized Switeh-Rors

339 8 Rei M . INE C .

340 ~ . E Diai DS

344 O-8-Reject-interval-Nen-Mechanized UNE-Digital- Leop-<D&1

342 O-8-Rejeetinterval-Nen-Mechanized UNEJSBN-Loop

343 O-8-Rejectnterval Nen-Mechanized UNE Loop+Pert-Gombos
344 O-8Rejectinterval Non-Mechanized UNE-Other Design

245 . ) £ Desi

346 O-8 Reject-lnterval Non-Mechanized UNE-xBSL{ADSL-HDSL UC)
34z M -8-Rejectinterval - Partially Mechanized 2W-Analog-Loop Design
348

349 O-8-Reject-interval-Partially-Mechanized 2W-Analog-Loop-w/LNP-Nen-Design
350 O-8-Reject-interval-Rartially-Mechanized 2W-Analog-Loop-Neon-Design
361

352 O-8-Rejectnterval-Partially-Mechanized 2W-Analeg-Loop-wiiNRP-Non Design
353 O-8-Reject-Interval-Rartially Mechanized-Resale-Business

355 O-8-Rejectnterval Partially-Mechanized Resale Design{(Special)
358 O-8-Reject Interval-Partially Mechanized-UNE Line Splitting

359 0-8 Reject Interval-Partially Mechanized Local Interoffice Transport
360 ©-8-Reject Interval-Partially Mechanized LNP Standaione

361 O-8 Reject-Interval-Partially Mechanized INP-Standalone

362 O-8-Reject-interval-Partially-Mechanized-Line-Sharing

363 O-8-Reject-tnterval-Rarially Mechanized Resale PBX

364 O-8Reject-interval-Partially Mechanized Resale-Residence

365 O-8 Rejeet-Interval-Parially-Mechanized-Switch-Ports

366 0O-8-Reject-Interval-Partially Mechanized UNE Combo-Other

367 0O-8 Rejeetinterval Rartially- Mechanized-UNE Digital keep-DS1
368 0-8 Reject Interval Partially- Mechanized- UNE Digital Loop-<BS4
369 -8 Rejectinterval-Partialhy-Mechanized UNEISBN-Loop

370 O-8 Reject-Interval Partially Mechanized UNE-Loop+ Pert Combos
37t O-8-Rejectinterval-Partially-Mechanized UNE-Other Design

372 0O-8 Rejectinterval Partially Mechanized UNE-Other Non-Besign
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Exhibit B SEEM Submetrics
373 0-8 Reject-Interval- Partially- Mechanized UNE XBSLL{ADSL-HDSLUG)

374 O-9 Firm Order-Confirmation Timeliness-Fully Mechanized - 2W-Analog Loop-Design

375 O-9-Firm-Order Gonfirmation-Timeliness Fully-Mechanized - 2W-Analeg-Loop-w/LNR-Design
376

377

378

379

380

38%

382

383

384

385

386

387

388

389

350

384 O-9 Firm-Order Confirmation Timeliness-FullyMechanized - Resale PBX

392 O-9 Firm-Order Confirmation-Timeliness Fully Mechanized—Resale Residence

393 O-9 Firm-Order Confirmatien-Timeliness Fully Mechanized—--Switch Ports

394 O-9-Firm-Order-ConfirmationTimeliness-Fully-Mechanized - UNE-Combo-Other

395 O-9-Firm-Order-Confirmation Timeliness-Fully Mechanized - UNE-Digital Loop-DS1

396 O-9-Firm-Order Confirmation-Timeliness Fully Mechanized—UNE Digital Loop-<BS1

297 0-0 Firm C ~onfi o Timeli : M . o

398 O-9-Firm-Order-Confirmation-Timeliness-Fully-Mechanized — UNE-Loop-+Port Combes
399 O-9-Firm-OrderConfirmation-Timelness Fullyr-Mechanized —JNE-Other-Design

400 O-9-Firm-Order-Confirmation TimelinessFully-Mechanized—UNE-Other-Non-Desigh

404 O-9-Firm-Order-ConfirmationTHmeliness-Full-Mechanized - UNEXBSL{ABSI-HBSL-UG)
402 O-9-Firm-Order-GConfirmation Timeliness Nen Mechanized - 2W-Analeg-Loop Design

403 ©-9-Firm-Order Confirmation-Timeliness- Non-Mechanized-2W-Analog-l-oop-w/LNP-Design
404 O-g-Firm Order Confirmation-Timeliness Non Meshanrized - 2W Analog-Loep w/LNP Nor-Besign
405 O-9-Firm-OrderGonfirmation Timelness Non-Meehanized —2W-Analog-Loop-Ner-Design
406

407

408

409
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Exhibit B

SEEM Submetrics

410 O-9-Firm-Order-Confirmation-Timeliness-Non-Mechanized-- Resale Design-{Special)
4144 O-9 Firm Order Confirmation-TimelinessNon-Mechanized - EELs

412 0O-9 Firm Order-Genfirmation Timeliness Non Mechanized - Resale ISON

413 O-9-Firm-Grder-Confirmation Timeliness Non-Mechanized-UNE Line-Splitting

414

416

416

417

448

419

420

421

422 O-9-Firm-OrderConfirmation Timeliness Non-Mechanized UNE Digital-Loop-DS1
423 O-9-Firm-Order Confirmation-Timeliness-Non-Mechanized UNE Digital Loop <DS1
424 O-9-Firm-Order-GonfirmationTimeliness-Non-Mechanized-UNEISDN-Loop

425

426 O-9-Firm-Order-ConfirmationTimeliness-Non-Mechanized UNE Other Design

427 0-9-Firm-Order Confirmation-Timeliness-Non-Mechanized-UNE-Other- Non-Desian
429 O-9-Firm-OrderGonfirmation-Timeliness-Partialh-Mechanized 2W-Analoa-Leop-Besian
430

434

432

433

434

435 O-9-Firm-Order Confirmation-Timeliness-Partially-Mechanized Resale Business
436 G-9-Firm-Order-Confirmation Timeliness Partially Mechanized-Resale-Centrex

437 O-9-Firm-Order-ConfirmationHmeliness-Partially- Mechanized-Resale-Desian-{Specialh)
438 O-9-Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness-Partially Mechanized EELs

439 O-9-Firm Order-Confirmation-Timeliness-Partially Mechanized-Resale 1SDN
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Exhibit B

SEEM Submetrics

w7 |

©88-2.68S interface Availability - {Pre-Ordering-Crdering}-EB}

5SS Availabil Srdering). SOG

0SS 2 0SS Availability (Pre-Ordering) DOM

O88-3-088 Interface Availability - {Maintenance and Repair} CLEG-ECTA

56 Availabilitv(Mal Repair) CLEC TAF

bpdated-Fune16-2003 Florida SEEM Administrative Plan Hewsion27 54




Exhibit B

SEEM Submetrics

40 |

|

‘ 08S-4 Response-nterval- {Maintenance-and Repai) CRIS

484

485

4886

487

488

489

490

491 18

492

493 11

494 13

495 14 | PiAM ;fz;ﬁgséf;gtaﬁ/gizeé—lnstallation Appointments Mel-Dispatch—10-Resale-Centrex - UNE Loop and
496 -P-3-Percent-Missed-Installation-Appointments Dispatch—10-Resale {SDN

497 12 | PIAM [-P-3 Percent-Missed-Installation Appointments Met Bispatch—16-LNP Standalone

498

499

500

501

502

503 P-3-PercentMissed-nstallation-Appointments Dispateh—10-2 w-Analeg-Loep-w/INP-Design
504 P-3-Rercent-Missed-lnstaliation-AppointmentsDispateh—10- 2w Analog-Loop-w/ANP-Nen-Design
505 p.ap Mi . . Di 10 E Diai :

507 P-3-Percent-Missed-Installation-Appointments—Dispateh--10-—UNE-Switch-ports

508 P-3-Percent Missed-Instaliation Appointments Dispatch 10 - UNE Combo Other

509 15 | PIAM m;igiﬁzseérlnstallation Appointments Met -Dispatch—16—- UNE xDSLAARSL-HBSL-UCH
510 P-3-Percent-Missednstallation-Appeintments-Dispateh--10-- UNE xDSL (ADSL, HDSL, UCL) with
514 P-3-Percent Missed-Installation Appointments Dispateh 10 - UNE ISDN- {includes-UDC)

512 P-3 Paorcent Missed-Installation-Appointmen Dispa O— D --'-_-Q_A-
513 P-3-Rercent-Missed-nstallation-Appointments-Dispatch—10-UNE Line Sharing- Without

Conditioning

¢ SELM ddninistrative Plun Farsion-27 55




Exhibit B

SEEM Submetrics

PIAM

P-3-Percent-Missed-Installation Appointments Met-—Bispatch—10- UNE Line Splitting-With
~onditiont

P-3-Rercent-Missed-nstallation-Appeintments—Dispateh-<10-Resale Besign

P_3 PercentM ad-n on-Apooirtmen Disp H 0—Re e-PB

P-3 Percent-Missed-Installation-Appeintmenis-Dispatch-<-10-Resale-Centrex

») Parcent-Missed In on-Apooinimen Dico h 0-Re a DA

" - Dispat : E Line Sharina Wi
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Exhibit B

SEEM Submetrics

57 P-3-Percent-Missed-tnstallation-Appointments Non-Dispateh—16---UNE-UDG/ADSL

578 P-3-Percent-Missed-Installation-Appointments—Non-Dispatch- 10~ UNE Other Design

579 P-3 Percent-Missed-Installation-Appointments Non-Dispatch—10-UNE-Other Non-Design
P-3-Pereent-Missed-tnstallation-Appeintments—Non-Dispatch-Dispateh-in—10—UNE-Loop-and-Port

581
Combe

sa0 P-3-Percent-Missednstallation-Appeintments Non-Dispatch-Switch-Based—10-UNE Loop-and
Port-Gombe

583 P-3-Percent-Missed-hstallation-Appointments—Non-Dispatch <10~ Resale-Residence

584 P-3 Parcent-Missed lnstallation-Apnsointmen Non-Dispateh O---Resale-Busine

585

586

587

588 P-3-Percent-Missed-tnstallation-Appointments—Non-Dispateh-<-10-Resale 1ISDN B

589 P-3 Percent-Missed-Installation-Appeointments—Non-Dispatch<-10 - LNP Standalone

581 P-3-Percent-Missed-Installation-Appeintments—Non-Dispatch-<10- 2 w-Analog-Leop Design

592 P-3 Pereent-Missed-installation-Appointments—Non-Dispateh-<10- 2 w-Analog Loop-Non-Design

583 D_3 Porcent-Missed-trstallation-Appointments—Non-Dispateh 0 w-Analog-Loop-wi-NR-Desi
P-3-RPercent-Missednstallation-Appeintrents—Nen-Dispatch < 10-2-w-Analog-Loops-w/LNP Nop

594 .
Besign

585 P-3 PercentMissed-installation-Appointments-Nen-Dispatch-<-10--2-w-Analeg-Loop-w/INP Design
P-3-Percent Missed-Installation-Appointments-Nenr-Dispateh<-10--2-w-Analeg-Loop-w/ANP-Non

596 .
Besign

597

598

589

600

601

662

[ S

Conditioning

605 P-3-Percent-Missed-nstallation-Appointments- Nen-Dispatch-< 10 - UNE Line-Sharing-Without
. e




Exhibit B

SEEM Submetrics

608 P-3-Rercent-Missed-Installation-Appointments-Nen-Dispatch<10-—UNE-Line-Splitting-Without
. e
609
610
6414
612
643
614
815 17 PIAM HP-3 Percent-Missed-Installation Appointments Met - Local Interconnection Trunks
18 FOC Firm Order Confirmation Interval (FOCI) Plus Average Order Completion Inerval (OCl) - Resale
—= | {POTS)
19 FOCI Firm Order Confirmation Interval (FOCH Plus Average Order Completion Inerval (OCI) - Resale
—= === | Design
P ~~n, |_Firm Order Confirmation Interval (FOCH) Plus Average Order Completion Inerval (OCI) - LNP
Z£Y PO
= (Standalone)
21 FOC!I | Firm Order Confirmation Interval (FOCI} Plus Average Order Completion inerval (OCH - UNE Loops
Firm Order Confirmation Interval (FOCH) Plus Average Order Completion Inerval (QCl) - UNE Loop
22 FOCI a—
—== | and Port Combinations
23 FOC! | Firm Order Confirmation Interval (FOCI) Plus Average Order Completion Inerval (OCI - UNE EELs
o4 FOC! Firm Order Confirmation Interval (FOCH Plus Average Order Completion Inerval (OCH - UNE xDSL
= —== | - With Conditioning
Firm Order Confirmation Interval (FOCI) Plus Average Order Completion Inerval (OCI) - UNE xDSL
25 FOC! - S
- Without Conditioning
Firm Order Confirmation Interval {FOCI) Plus Average Crder Completion Inerval (OCI) - UNE Line
28 FOCI s 2 e
Splitting-with conditioning
Firm Order Confirmation Interval (FOCI) Plus Average Order Completion Inerval (OCI - UNE Ling
27 FOCI e : e
Splitting-without conditioning
Firm Order Confirmation Interval {FOCI) Plus Average Order Completion Inerval (OCH) — Local
28 FOCI ;
—== | interconnection Trunks
30 | CNDB | Non-Coordinated Customer Conversions - Percent Completed and Notified on Due Date
816
817
618
619
620

Updated-June—-6-2003 Florida SEEM Administrative Plan Fersion 27 59




Exhibit B SEEM Submetrics




Exhibit B SEEM Submetrics
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Exhibit B SEEM Submetrics

663
664 RWemg&GempMeM%vM@%&@@e%@ema&eﬂ&H%wa%%&mW prele
665 P-4-Average-Gompletion-nterval- Q@C }-&- Or%r—@empleﬂen%wa#@%&r%u%@n Dispatch <10--
666 )
UNE1SBN-{includes-LUDC)
667 P—4A¥e¢age£emplehen nte#val{@C&} &-Order Completion-tnterval Distribution-DBispateh-<16—-
668 )
UNEHH&Shaan Wﬂheut Gondmom ng
669 P-4-Average-Comple
Local-Transport
670 P-4-Average-Completion-ntervaHOGH-&-Order Completion-Interval-Distribution-Dispatch-<-10-
UNE-Line Splitting With Conditioning
671 P-4-Average-CompletionlntervaH{OGH-& Order Completion-tnterval-Distribution-Dispateh-<40-
UNE-Line-Splitting-Without-Conditioning
672 P-4-Average-Completion-interval {OCH) & Order Completion-nterval-Distribution-Dispateh-+--40-
673
674
675
676
677 P-4-Average-Completion-interval-{OG1)-&Order-Completion-tnterval Distribution—Nen-Dispateh—10—
Resale Business
. C - : Distributi Di L 10
678 P ) o
Resale-Design
679
880
681
682
683
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Exhibit B SEEM Submetrics




Exhibit B

34 HCT P-7ZA-Coordinated Customer Conversions Hot Cuts Timeliness Percent within Interval and-Average
- UNE Loops
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Exhibit B

SEEM Submetrics

HP-9 Percent Provisioning Troubles w/in-30 within 5 days of Service Order Completion Bispateh—10
—Resale-Residence - Resale (POTS)

HP-9 Percent Provisioning Troubles w/in-30 within 5 days of Service Order Completion Dispatech—10
—Resale-Business - UNE Loops

HP-8 Percent Provisioning Troubles w/in30 within 5 days of Service Order Completion Dispatch—10
- Resale Design

-9 Percent Provisioning Troubles w/ir-30 within & days of Service Order Completion Dispateh—16

I~ Resale-PBX— UNE Loop and Port Combinations

2.0 P -)
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Exhibit B

SEEM Submetrics

271 P-9-Percent-Provisioning-Froubles-w/in-30-days-of -Service-Order Completion-Dispateh—10-~UNE
Digi

712 3

773 P-9 PercentProvisiening-Troubles-w/in-30-days-of Service Order Completion Dispateh—10--UNE
Switeh-ports

274 P-9 PercentProvisioning-Troubles-w/in-30-days-of Service Order Completion-Dispatch-10--UNE
Combo-Other

36 PET -P-9 Percent Provisioning Troubles w/in-30 within 5 days of Service Order Completion Dispateh—10

5 =2 | B 1 UNE xDSL (ABSEHDSE UCL)

776

77

748

37 PPT -9 Percent Provisioning Troubles w/in-36 within 5 days of Service Order Completion Dispatch—10

779 25| == |- UNE Line Splitting

780 P-G-Percent-Provisioning Troubles-w/in-30-days-of Service-Order- Completion Dispatch— 10~ UNE
Other-Design

281 P-9-Pereent-Provisioning Froubles w/in-30-days-of-Service-Order Completion-Dispateh—10—UNE
OtherNonDesigh

782 P-9-Percent Provisioning-Troublesw/in-30-days-of Service Order Completion-Dispateh—10-EELs
P-9-Percent-Provisioning Troubles-whin-30-days-of Service-Order-Completion Dispatch <10~

783 .
Resale-Residence

784

785

786

787

788

789

790

791

792 P-9-Percent Provisioning-Troubles wiin-30-days-of-Service Order CompletionDispateh-<-10-2w
AnalogLoop-Ner-Design

Livdated e 462003 Flovida SEEM A4dmin
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Exhibit B

SEEM Submetrics

815 P-G-Percent-Provisioning Froubles-w/in-30-days-of Service Order Completion-Non-Dispatch--10--

816

817

818

819

820 P-0-Pereent ProvisioningTroubles-wiin-30-days-ef Service-Order Completion-Non-Dispatch-10-2
w-AnalogLoop-wiNP Nen-Design

g21 P-9 Percent-Provisioning Troubles-wiin-30-days-of Servce-Order- Completion Nen-Dispateh—10-2
w-Analog-Loop wANP-Design
pgp Provisionina.T n .30  Service Order G . Di \ 102

822 .
w-Analeg-Loop-wiNP-Neon Design
Pgp Brovisioning.T . Service C - . Di :

ez UNE Digital Loop-<B81

cou P-9-Percent-Provisioning-Froubles-w/in-30-days-of Service-Order-Completion-Non-Dispatch—10-

£ Diai ,

995 P-G-Rereent-ProvisioningTroubles w/in-30-days-of Service Order Gompletion-Non-Dispatch--10--
UNE-Switchports

806 P-9-Percent Provisioning-Trouble
UNE-Combo-Other

827

828

829

836

834

832 P-9-Percent Provisioning-Troubles-w/in-30-days-of Serviee-Order-Completion Non-Dispatch—10-
UNE-Other Design

—

833 P-9-Percent Provisiening-Troubles-wiin-30-days-of Service-Order-Completion Non-Dispateh—10—
UNE-Other-Non-Design

834 EELs

835 P-9-Percent Provisioning-Troubles-w/in-30-days-of Service-Order Completion-Non-Dispateh
Di -

Lipdated-Jurmed6:-2003 Florida SEEM Adminispative Flun Herron27 6Y




Exhibit B

SEEM Submetrics

836 P-9 Percent-Provisioning-Troubles-wiin-30-days-of Service Order-Completion-Non-Dispatch-Switch
Based—10-UNE Loop-and-RotCombe
Pgp Provisionina T 730  Service.C - . . ]
837 Resale-Residence
838 P-9 Percent-Provisioning Troubles wiin-30-days-of Service Order Completion-Non-Dispateh-<10—-
839
840
844 Resale-Gentrex
P-9-Percent-Provisioning Troubles-wfin-30-days-of Service-Order-Completion-Non-Dispateh<10—
842
Resale ISDN
P-9 Percent Provisioning-Troubles-wiin-30-days-of Service-Order CompletionNon-Dispateh<-40—
843 LNP-Standalone
ga4 R-9-Percent-Provisioning Troubles-w/in-30-days-of Serviee-Order- GCompletion Non-Dispateh-<-10—
845
846 w-Analog-Loop-Nen-Besign |
a47 P-9 PercentProvisioning-Troubles-w/in-30-days-of Service-Order- Completion-Non-Bispateh-<-40-2
848
849
850 wAnalegl:eepw#NP Nen Des&gn
854 E-Qﬁereen@mv&aonmg Troubles-w/in-30-days-of Service-Order Completion-Non-Dispateh-<40—
852
8563
854 UNE-Combo-Other
855 P-9-Rercent-ProvisioningTroubles w/in-30-days-of Service-Order-CompletionNon-Dispateh<10—
UNExDSLAABSEHDSE-UOH
P-OF sionina T .  Sonvice. C - ot Di .
856 UME I€DN (inoludoe UDC)
857
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Exhibit B

SEEM Submetrics

HP-9-Percent Provisioning Troubles w/in-30 within 5 days of Service Order Completion - Local
Interconnection Trunks

P-11 Service Order Accuracy - Resale

P-11 Service Order Accuracy - UNE

P-11 Service Order Accuracy - UNE-P

--P-13B: LNP - Percent Out of Service < 60 Minutes ~LNP.

—P-13C: LNP - Percent of Time BellSouth Applies the 10-Digit Trigger Prior to the LNP Order Due
Date —-NP—(Standalone)}

P-13B: LNP - Average Disconnect Timeliness Interval & Disconnect Timeliness Interval Bistribution
{Non-Trigger)

871 44 | DINT _
= LNP{Nermal Working-Hours-and-Approved-After Hours)
NP e e e ey
8722 PO-1Loop Makeup--Average-Response Time-~Manual
873 3 ERT HRO-21oop Makeup - Response Time - Electronic
874 68 | TGPA [ TGP-1 Trunk Group Performance CLEC Aggregate
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B.3 SEEMWM Retail Analogs

Retail Analogs - Provisioning Measures

SEEM Disaggregation

SEEM Analog

Resale POTS

Retail Residence and Business POTS

Resale Design

UNE Loop & Port Combinations

Retail Design

Retail Residence and Business

} UNE Loops Retail Residence and Business Dispatch
UNE xDSL ADSL Provided to Retall

UNE xDSL with conditioning”

UNE xDSL without conditioning”

6 Days”

F

12 days®

UNE Line Splitting

ADSL Provided o Retail

UNE Line Splitting with conditioning”

12 days”

UNE Line Splitting without conditioning’

ADSL Provided to Retail

UNE EELS”

LNP (Standaione)

Relail Residence and Business POTS

Local Interconnection Trunks

Local Interconnection Trunks

i
]
1

*Applies to the measure Firm Order Confirmation Interval Plus Average Order Compietion Interval only. Additionally

for this measure 10 days shall be added {o the Local Interconnection Trunk retail analog duration for non-mechanized

orders, and the following durations will be added 1o the retail analog intervals for all other disaggregations: .5 davs for

fully mechanized, 1.0 days for partially mechanized, and 2.5 days for non-mechanized.

Ketail Analogs — Maintenance and Repair Measures

SEEM Disaggregation

SEEM Analog

Resale POTS

Retail Residence and Business POTS

Resale Design

Retai Design

UNE Loop & Port Combinalions

Reiail Residence and Business

UNE Loops

UNE xDSL

Retall Residence and Business Dispatch

ADSL Provided to Retall

PINE | ina Snlitting

ANSEL Providad tn Ratail

Local interconnection Trunks

Local Interconnection Trunks
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B.4 SEEWM Benchmark Thresholds

%—Qég Submetric Analog / Benchmark
AKC Acknowledgement Message Compleleness - EDI 99.5%
AKC Acknowledgement Message Compleleness - TAG 99.5%
BIA Invoice Accuracy Parity With Retall
BIT Mean Time 1o Deliver invoices - CRIS Parity With Relall
BIT Mean Time to Deliver Invoices - CABS Parity With Retall
ceot foordmated Customer Conversions interval - UNE 95% <= 20 Minutes
o0ps L
Timeliness of Documents Associated with Change — 9370 >:,30 ,Daﬁs.’f New Feature Coc.imlq
CMD e required; 95%>=5 days for documentation
defecis, corrections, or clarifications
CMN Timeliness of Change Management Notices — Region 98% On Time
CNDD Non-Coordinated C_u_stomer Conversions - % 95% Compleied on»Due Date with CLEC
| Completed and Noitified on Due Date Notification
LNP - Average Disconnsct Timeliness Interval &
DTNT Disconnect Timeliness Interval Distribution (Non- 95% Within 12 Hours
Triggen )
ERT Loop Makeup - Response Time - Electronic 95% <= 1 Minute
FOCRC Firm Order Confirmation and Reiect Response 95% Returned
a— Completeness — Fully Mechanized o
Coordinated Custormer Conversions - Hot Cut SL1 - Time Specific: 95% Within +/- 15 Min.
HCT Timeliness Percent Within interval and Average o S'CQSS,“'QF* staanxme
Interval — UNE Loops SL1 SDLQ. 85% Within +/—. 2 hours ¢f
Scheduled Start Time
1A interface Availability - Pre-Ordering/Ordering »= 99 5%
LAT LNP - Percent of Time BeliSouth Applies the 10-Digit S50,
T Trigger Prior to the LNP Order Due Date -
LOOS | LNP - Percent Qut of Service <60 Minutes >95%
MRIA Interface Availability - Maintenance & Repair >= 98 5%
PCRAR Percgnt of Change quueslg Accepted or Rejected 955, Within Interval
Within 10 Days -~ Region
Percent of Change Requests Implemented Within 60 g ,
PCRIP | \Weeks of Priorifization — Reaion 98% Within Interval
BEL Percent Flow-through Service Reguests — Residence 90%
PFT Percent Flow-through Service Requests — Business A
Percent Flow-through Service Requests ~ UNE Loop & o
Port Combo
PFT Percent Flow-through Service Requests —~ UNE Other 85%
PET Percent Flow-through Service Requests - LNP 85%
PMDD | Coliocation Percent of Dug Dates Missed >245% On Time
PSEC Percent ?f Software Errors Corrected in X (10, 30, 45) 95% Within Interval
Business Days — Reqgion
Ri Reject Interval - Fully Mechanized 87% <=1 hour
SOAC | Service Order Accuracy - Resale 95% Correct
SOAC | Service Order Accuracy - UNE 95% Correct
SOAC | Service Order Accuracy - UNE/P 95% Correct
Any 2 consecutive hours in a 24 hour period where
CLEC blockage exceeds BellSouth blockage by
TGPA | Trunk Group Performance - CLEC Aggregate more than 0.5% using frunk groups 1,3.4,5.10
{(where applicable), and 16 for CLECs and 1,910
{where applicable), and 16 for BellSouth
Any 2 consecutive hours in a 24 hour period whete
CLEC blockage exceeds BellSouth blockage by
TGPS Trunk Group Perfermance - CLEC Speciiic more than 0.5% using trunk groups 1,3.4.5.10

{where applicable), and 16 for CLECs and 1,910
iwhare applicable) and 16 for Bellbouth
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Appendix C: Statistical Properties and Definitions

The statistical process for testing whether BellSouth’s (BST) wholesale customers
(alternative local exchange carriers or CLECAEEES) are being treated equally with
BST’s retail customers involves more than a simple mathematical formula. Three key
elements need to be considered before an appropriate decision process can be
developed. These are the type of:

* data
* comparison
* performance

This section describes the properties of a test methodology and the truncated Z
statistic for fewrtwo types of measures.

C.1 Necessary Properties for a Test Methodology

c.11

Once the key elements are determined, a test methodology should be developed that
complies with the following properties:

+ Like-to-Like Comparisons

+  Aggregate Level Test Statistic
*  Production Mode Process

* Balancing

Like-to-Like Comparisons

When possible, data should be compared at appropriate levels, e.g. wire center, time
of month, dispatched residential, new orders. The testing process should:

* Identify variables that may affect the performance measure

* Record these important confounding covariates

* Adjust for the observed covariates in order to remove potential biases and to make
~CAEEE and the ILEC units as comparable as possible

C.1.2 Aggregate Level Test Statistic

Each performance measure of interest should be summarized by one overall test
statistic giving the decision maker a rule that determines whether a statistically
significant difference exists. The test statistic should have the following properties:

* The method should provide a single overall index on a standard scale.

I Cnititvs 11 culnparisui wlls are bAabLl)’ pirupui tivual uvel a vuvatiate, tic
aggregated index should be very nearly the same as if comparisons on the
covariate had not been done.
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The contribution of each comparison cell should depend on the number of
observations in the cell.

Cancellation between comparison cells should be limited.

The index should be a continuous function of the observations.

C.1.3 Production Mode Process

The decision system must be developed so that it does not require intermediate
manual intervention, i.e., the process must be mechanized to the extent possible.

Calculations are well defined for possible eventualities.

The decision process is an algorithm that needs no manual intervention.
Results should be arrived at in a timely manner.

The system must recognize that resources are needed for other performance
measure-related processes that also must be run in a timely manner.

The system should be auditable, and adjustable over time.

C.1.4 Balancing

The testing methodology should balance Type 1 and Type Il Error probabilities.

P (Type I Error) = P (Type Il Error) for well-defined null and alternative
hypotheses.

The formula for a test’s balancing critical value should be simple enough to
calculate using standard mathematical functions, i.e., one should avoid methods
that require computationally intensive techniques.

Little to no information beyond the null hypothesis, the alternative hypothesis,
and the number of observations should be required for caiculating the balancing
critical value.

C.1.56Measurement Types

Thie per{fuinance measurciueits that will undergo esting arc ol fouritwy Ly pPes. 1Cdll;

ratio; and proportion—and-rate. AHfeurBoth have similar characteristics. Different

LUpdated-Fune—+6-2003 Floridy SEEM Administrative Plan ersion27
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types of data are used to calculate them. Table C-1 shows the type of data that is used
to derive each measurement type.

Table C-1: Measurements Types and Data

rMeasurement Type | Data Used to Derive Measure
Mean interval measurements T
Ratie |
Proportion Counts

| R

C.2 Testing Methodology — The Truncated Z

C.21

In summary, many covariates are chosen in order to provide meaningful comparison
levels below the submetric level chosen for the parity comparison. This includes such
factors as wire center and time of month, as well as order type for provisioning
measures. In each comparison cell, a Z statistic is calculated. The form of the Z
statistic may vary depending on the performance measure, but it should be distributed
approximately as a standard normal, with mean zero and variance equal to one.
Assuming that the test statistic is derived so that it is negative when the performance
for the CLECAELEE is worse than for the ILEC, a positive truncation is done — i.e. if
the result is negative it is left alone, if the result is positive it is changed to zero. A
weighted samaverage of the truncated statistics is calculated where a cell’s weight
sumaverage is standardized by the subtracting the theoretical mean of the truncated
distribution, and this is divided by the standard error of the weighted sum. Summaries
based on measurement type are given for the calculation of the cell Z statistic.

Mean Measures

For mean measures, an adjusted, asymmetric t statistic is calculated for each like-to-
like cell that has at least seven BST and seven CLECALEC transactions. This-statistie

ot < ac N
a & . \/ a v a v
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C.2.2

sam%%u}m—&s—a—p%m%aﬁeﬁ—&e&@mes&ﬂm%&t—&ﬂc permutatlon test is used when
one or both of the BST and CLECALEE sample sizes is less than seven. The

adjusted, asymmetric t statistic and the permutation calculation are described belowin
Appendix D, Statistical Formulas and Technical Description.

Proportion Measures

For performance measures that are calculated as a proportion, in each adjustment cell,
the cell Z and the moments for the truncated cell Z can be calculated in a direct
manner. In adjustment cells where proportions are not close to zero or one, and where
the sample sizes are reasonably large (n;jp;(1-p;) > 9), a normal approximation can be
used. In this case, the moments for the truncated Z come directly from properties of
the standard normal distribution.  If the normal approximation is not appropriate,
then the Z statistic i3 calculated from the hypergeometric distribution,—s-the-exaet
permutation—distributien: In this case, the moments of the truncated Z are calculated
exactly using the hypergeometric probabilities.
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1 When it is determined that a measure should be trimmed, trim the ILEC observations to the largest
CLEC value from all CLEC observations in the month under consideration. That is, no CLEC values are
removed; all ILEC observations greater than the largest CLEC observation are trimmed.
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i

A M

; <
TS e T s e 8 the number of samples with sum < t
A4 \LJ K — 7
k j

L) NIt Farals N
. ons ho ing onis defined:

Updated-Fmet6-2003 Florida SEEM ddministrative Plan Vearsion 27 80




ExhibitB Statistical Formulas and Technical Description

b Jla, <

,max(0,a; —n,;) <h <mina;,n,

)} — R
}=

0 otherwise

h:max(().n}—m J)

1 X >min(a,n,;
Forrate-measures-the notationneeded-is-defined-as:
b*& s N =
bg = CLE ¢

bj—;&he%e%akﬂmﬂbeﬁnﬂaasee}emeﬂ{sﬁeeuj%bg%;,
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n; n,—k
(ljwq,li((]_qj);ka OSkSnJ
N

otherwise
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vvj —
J j i
W, for Rate-Measures
W b‘jb2j nj
VVj - b b
J i

- e
Rap)}<6
minay; NA 2 Test—See
)6 Selution2
“Albvahiesin-the-ceth-from BellSouth-and the CLEC are the same:
The-type-of-permutation-test-will-depend-on-M—the-total-number-of-distinet-pairs-of
samples-ofsize-ny-andnyy

+—M;=-1000Perform-an Exact Permutation-Test
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4+

=3,/n,;n,n;

Lminj -
g(n1i+2n2,‘)
i g=0
T 4+ g( n1j+2nzj )(ﬂ | My ~ Iy w o> 0+ +
4__. 1j l.j T 6 Lj T 2 (S V’ J_—lminj
\/nlj n,;(n;; +n,;) n; +2n,;
n.+2n,. n,.
t+Z& LT 2y 2 g>0t <t
16 e +2n oo
n; nzj(n1j+n2j) 0y 2j
5 <T)

Gondition1 ' Cendition2 Condition-3 Soluti
minfafl 4\ 4 {4 a2\ g
[SCEAETY AL ST
Wj—>—9 L=1 = CHG :H_)
2= ()
ay; a;; Ise-t q i
1j n;J? T2 1,

—W=>0 Zscore
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W, =0 NA NA z=9
Wi>-0 L=t i Use-the-exact binomialtest:
1327025 ] — 1 =
o= CBN{ay)
Z=a"(e)
{ | 26 binomial Z
score
152772j > i i
t 7 1y —nj qJ
]
\/nj qj(l_qj)
=1 NA

(Z, L=1
! [min(O, Z;) otherwise

N
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Mean i nﬂn{n%ﬂ%péﬁandrs%T;Q ‘ . 1

2”" i 2n

Proportion . ay; as {same-as-above)

1j ny 2 2j 1y

Rl jmin—(—-ﬂnmﬂf)%%wandﬂ%erel—qﬁ—j i =0 (IS ERNS)
S \

Tho actual valuo of = and O doponds on the type of measure. Use the table belowe

e mrllasiniin o a8
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‘Mean N; =min(M,1,000), i=1,...,N,

Z; = min{O, D' (1 = R‘g?'s)} where R, is the tgpk of sample sum i

-1
|
Propertion
n;i—n;a, ) .
z; =mins 0, 7 - =, 1= max(0,a; —n,;),...,min(a;,n,;)
By 7 8y i—4y)
{ \/ =1 }

0, = HG()
Rate i-n.q o . N

zu:min40, L L i=0,...,n
} I o a1 A J

6, = BN(i)

L. T . .
Z, L=1
7T _ ZWJZ; _ZWJE(Zj | H,)

otherwise

l \/Z W3Var(Z}|H,)

3 Balancina Critical Val

Symbel Element Description

Hg Null-hypethesis parity-exists-between-lEG-and-CLEC services
= - - — - ;

ZI z .
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We want-a-balancing eritical-valueeprso-that e —f-
It-can-be-shownthat

o E(Z" |H,)-E(Z' |H,)
“? " SE(Z" |H,)+SE(Z" |H,)

MeasureType Null Hypothesis;-Hq Alternative-HypothesisH,

_ 2_ 2 _ R . .
Mean By 6y =6 P =t 64502 = K- §>Bk—1

1 This decision rule assumes that a negative test statistic indicates poor service for the CLEC customer.
If the opposite is true, then reverse the decision rule.
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Propettion pﬁﬁ _ _8_
2j 1j 2
Rate o=y )
2j A Mj "E

J

O _JV "

mean or proportion measure

rate measure
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In-this-easeZ-is-approximatelythe-same-as

. alj . azj
arcsin (, |- ) - arcsm( . )
. 1j 2j
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Measure-Type m se;

l ‘ |
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9

miby o)) B

SWE(Z [H,)- Y WEZ |H,)

bo

/]U = . o) * - 2 *
\/z W2Var(Z) | H,) + \/Z W2Var(Z] |H,)
1 J

Appendix D: Statistical Formulas and

Technical Description

We start by assuming that the data are disavuerevated so that comparisons are made

within appropriate classes or adiustment cells that define “like” observations.

D.1 Notation and Exact Testing Distributions

we have detailed the basic notation for the construction of the truncated z
” should be taken to mean a like-to-like

Below
statistic. In what follows the word “cell
comparison cell that has both one (or more) 1LEC observation and one for more)

CLEC observation.

the total number of occupied cells

1.1 anindex for the cells

= the number of ILEC transactions in cell |

the number of CLEC transactions in cell |
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nE the fotal nurber fransactions i cell & ny+ no

X = individual ILEC transactions mcell L k=1, ny

Xoji = individual CLEC transactionsincelib k=1 ny
Yies individual transaction (both ILEC and CLEC) in cell |

X k=L..n;

(= the inverse of the cumulative siandard normed distribution function

For Mean Performance Measures the {ollowing additional notation is needed.

X
Y = The lLEC sample mean of cell |
X'v
— = The CLEC sample mean of celi |
SI'j
) = The ILEC sample variance in cell |
S5,
B = The CLEC sample variance in cell |
fyid Z @ random sample of size iy from the setof Y,..., Y, k=1, 1y
]
M, = The tolal number of distinct pairs of samples of size ny; and ny;
il
D‘J

The exact parity test 1s the permutation tesi based on the “modified 27 statistic. For
laree samples, we can avoid permutation calculations since this statistic will be
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normal {or Student's 1) to a good approximation. For small samples. where we cannot
avoid permutation calculations. we have found that the dilference between “modified
27 and the textbook “pooled 77 is neolisible, We therefore propose 1o use the
permutation test based on pooled Z {or small samples. This decision speeds up the
permutation computations considerably. because for each permutation we need only
compute the sum of the CLEC sample values. and not the pooled statistic jtself.

A permutation probability mass function distribution for cell j. based on the “pooled
27 can be written as

_ the number of samples that sum to t
M.

PM(1) =Py, =1)
k

and the corresponding cumulative permutation distribution is

the number of samples with sum < t
M.

J

CPM() =P}y, <t)=

For Proportion Performance Measures the following notation is defined

ay= The number of ILEC cases possessing an attribute of interest in cell
g = The number of CLEC cases possessing an attribute of interest in celi |
a = The number of cases possessing an attribute of interest in cell i a+ ay

The exact distribution for a parity test is the hvyperseometric distribution. The
hypergeometric probability mass function distribution for cell 115

<min(a,n,,
HG(h)=P(H =h) =

0 otherwise

and the cumulative hypergeometric distribution is
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0 x <max(0,a; —n,;)

CHG(x)=P(H<x)= > HG(h), max(0,a;-n,)<x<min(a,n,

h=max(0,a;-n;;)

1 X >min(a,n;;

D.2 Calculating the Truncated Z

The general methodology for calculating an ageregate level test statistic is outlined

D.2.1 Calcuiate Cell Weights (W)

A weight based on the number of transactions is used so that a cell, which has a larger
number of transactions. has a larger weight. The actual weight formulae will depend
on the type of measure.

Mean Measure

Proportion Measure

Moty 8 1 3

Wy 1;

W. =

J

D.2.2 Caliculate a Z Value (Z;) for each Cell

A 7 statistic with mean 0 and variance 1 is needed for each cell.

e W =0,setZ: =10,

¢ Otherwise. the actual 7 statistic calculation depends on the tvpe of performance
measure,

Mean Measure
7yl ()

where o 18 determined by the following algornithm.

H min(ny;, nyy) > 6, then determine o as
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that is, o is the probability that a t random variable with ny;- 1 degrees of freedom. is
less than

n.+2n,. ,  n, —n,.
t+ 2 4 ! g - t >t
J 6 J n +2n ] min j
: nlj nZ_j(nl_i +n2_]) 1j 2j
TJ. =
g n,; +2n,, ) n,,—n; ,
t+= ] 2 i = otherwise
6 \/nlj n,(n; +n,;) n,;+2n,,
where
X, =X,
_ J =]
i = [ i
Slj BTT + Ny
_ —3\/n]jnzjnj
min j

- g(nli +2nzi)

and ¢ is the median value of all values of

3

X

1j Z 1jk _le

) (n,; —D(n; -2) 3 Sy

n

[

3q

with n,; >n, for all values of /. n3; 18 the 3 quartile of all values of ny;

Note, that t1s the “modified 77 statistic. The statistic T: 15 a “modified Z7 corrected
for the skewness of the 1L EC data.

Homin(n, o) < 6, and

o M; < 1.000 (the total number of distinet pairs of samples of size nj; and no; s
1,000 or less)
- Calculate the sample sum for all possible samples of size n;.
- Rank the sample sums from smallest to largest. Ties are dealt by using
average ranks.
- Let Ry be the rank of the observed sample sum with respect all the sample
SyIms.
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e M >1.000
- Draw a random sample of 1.000 sample sums from the permutation
-___Add the observed sample sum to the list. There are a total of 1001 sample
sums. Rank the sample sums from smallest to largest. Ties are dealt by using
average ranks.
- Let R be the rank of the observed sample sum with respect all the sample
SLINS.

R,-0.5
1001

Proportion Measure

nj a]j —nlj aj

Z =

n;n,a;(n;-a)

nj—l

D.2.3 Obtain a Truncated Z Value for each Cell {(Z'}}

To limit the amount of cancellation that takes place between cell results during
aggregation. cells whose results suggest possible favoritisin are left alone. Otherwise
the cell statistic is set to zero. This means that positive equivalent Z values are set to
0, and negative values are left alone. Mathematically, this is written as

Z: = min(0,Z,)

D.2.4 Calculate the Theoretical Mean and Variance

Calculate the theoretical mean and variance of the truncated statistic under the null
hypothesis of parity, E(Z§|H0) and Var(Z;[HO). To compensate for the truncation

in step 3. an aggregated, weighted sum of the Z; will need to be centered and scaled
properly so that the inal ageregate statistic follows a standard normal distribution.

« 1fW,; =0, then no evidence of favoritism is contained in the cell. The formulae for
calenlating F(7) [H, Y and Var(7) | H,) cannot he nsed Set hath eanal tn ()
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«_Ifmin(n;;. nz;) > 6 for a mean measure, or min{a]j (1 —:%), azj( = :_J)} >9 fora
j 2j

proporiion measure, then

* 1
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, E(Zl IHo) = _F
o
and
% 1 1
Var(Z; |H,) = > 5o

¢ Otherwise, determine the total number of values for 7Z .. Let z; and 8;;. denote the
values of 7 ; and the probabilities of observing each value, respectively.

_E(Z: |Hy) = Zejizii

and

Var(Z; |H,) = Y.0,7; - [B(Z; | Hy) |

The actual values of the z’s and 0°s depends on the type of measure.

Mean Measure

N, =min(M,,1,000), i=1,...,N,

J J

z, = min{O,CID’1 (1 - RN;JOS)} where R, is the rank of sample sum i

n

-
Ni

Proportion Measure

[

. n.i—-n, a. . )
z,; =miny0, I , i=max(0,a,—n,),...,min(a,n,)
n;ny;a;(n; —a;)
n;—1
0. = HG(i)
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D.2.5 Calculate the Agareqgate Test Statistic (Z7)

S Wz~ Y WEZ H,)
o ]

ZT

\/Z W2Var(Z) [H,)

The Balancing Critical Value

There are tour key elements of the statistical testing process:

« the null hypothesis, Hi. that parity exists between ILEC and CLEC services

+ __the alternative hypothesis. H,. that the [LEC i3 giving better service o its own
customers

« the Truncated Z test statistic, 7', and

* acrtical value, ¢

.o i
The decision rule s

« f ZE < ¢ then accept H.
« AN then accept Ha.

There are two types of error possible when using such a decision rule:

«  Typel Error:Deciding favoritism exists when there is, in fact. no favoritism.
«  Tvpe 1 Error:Deciding parity exasts when there is, in {get, favoritism.

The probabilities of each type of each are;
a=P(Z" <c|H,)
B=P(Z"2¢|H))

« Tvypel Err{;r;

«  TFvpell Error:

-1
ZWJ.M(mJ,sej) - ij N
J J

3 (11
> WiV(m,,se,) + ZW-[——AJ
\/j 1 1 J - ] 2 27_[

J

Cp =

This decision rule assumes that a negative test statistic indicates poor service for the CLEC customer. If the opposite is truc,
then reverse the decision rule.
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M(u.0) = u () - o i)

V(,0) = (1" +07)D(L) ~pno (L)~ M(p.o)’

() 1s the cummuiative standard normal distribution function. and ¢(-) is the standard
normal density function.

This formula assumes that £ 1s approximately normally distributed within cell |
When the cell sample sizes, ny; and no;. are simall this may not be true. It is possible to
determine the cell mean and variance under the null hypothesis when the cell sample
sizes are small. It 18 much more difficult to determine these values under the
alternative hyvpothesis. Since the cell welght, W, will also be small (see calculate
weights section above) for a cell with small volume, the cell mean and variance will
not contribute much to the weighted sum. Therefore, the above formula provides a
reasonable approximation to the balancing critical value,

The values of m; and se; will depend on the type of performance measure,

Mean Measure

For mean measures, one 1s concerned with two parameters in each cell, namely, the
mean and variance. A possible lack of parity may be due 10 a difference 1n cell means.
and/or a difference in cell variances. One possible set of hypotheses that capture this
notion. and take inte account the assumption that transaction are identically
distributed within cells is;

2 g

Hy: w5 = wop. 617 o5

- - .

HEZ Lgg ™ Ly * Ol G5, 02 ‘= p G 5= {, :’;j Tandi=1..L.

RSP

Under this form of alternative hypothesis, the cell test statistic Z; has mean and
standard error siven by

Proportion Measure
For a proporton measure there 1s only one parameter of interest in each cell. the
sroportion of transaction possessing an atiribute of interest. A possible lack of parity
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may_be due to a difference in cell proportions. A set of hypotheses that take into
account the assumption that transaction are identically distributed within cells while
allowing for an analvtically tractable solution is:

Lo py(l-py) _
(1-p,)py,
i_l_a_: pj_J(]l”): |
lngj)p[i ! :

These hypotheses are based on the “odds ratie.” It the transaction attribute of interest
is a missed trouble repair. then an interpretation of the alternative hvpothesis is that a

CLEC trouble repalr appointment is w; times more likely to be missed than an ILEC
trouble,

Under this form of alternative hyvpothesis. the within cell asvmptotic_mean _and
o 5 . i
varance of ay; are given by

ﬂﬁ”=.f‘"(n AR A A
(n - i +fm+f<4))
O(on 4 P 1 A1)
th):f;“)(nf(% ) Fray f4>)

Pocall that the ooll teot statiatio 10 given by

[ Stevens, W. L. (195 1) Mean and Variance of an entry in a Contingency Table. Biometrica. 38. 468-470.
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D.2.6

(ol &gy — 10y Bl

ng;ny;a;(n;—a)

ni—l

Using the equations above. we see that Z; has mean and standard error given by

nfnﬁ.” -n;a,
L =
! n.n, a (n —a)
1j 2] 7j J j]
ni—l
and
3
3 n;(n; -1)
Se. =

J

1 1 1 1
nlj nzj aj (nj—aj)($+ 5 +—3)—+—4>)

Determining the Parameters of the Alternative Hypothesis

In this section we have indexed the alternative hypothesis of mean measures by two
sets of parameters, A, and o;, Proportion measures are indexed by parameter yi. A
major difficulty with this approach is that more than one alternative will be of
interest: for example we mav consider one alternative in which all the &; are set to a
common non-zero value, and another set of alternatives in each of which just one o; is
non-zero. while all the rest are zero. There are very many other possibilities. Hach
possibility leads to a single value for the balancing critical value; and each possible
critical value corresponds to many sets of alternative hypotheses, for each of which it
constitutes the correct balancing value,

The formulas we have presented can be used to evaluate the impact of different
choices of the overall critical value. For each putative cholce, we can evaluate the set
of alternatives for which this is the correct balancing value. While statistical science
can be used to evaluate the impact of different choices of these parameters, there is
not much that an appeal to statistical principles can offer in directing specific choices.
Specific choices are best left to telephony experts. Still, it is possible to comment on
some aspects of these choices:

Parameter Choices for ;- The set of parameters ; index alternatives to the null
hypothesis that anse because there might be greater unpredictability or variability in
the delivery of service to a CLEC customer over that which would be achieved for an
otherwise comparable ILEC customer. While concerns about differences in the
varlability ol swa viow qus Ligproilauad, (0 taiad vwd that v uuncawcd Z2 toatiae whilch iy

being recommended here is relatively insensitive to all but very large values of the A
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Put another way. reasonable differences in the values chosen here could make very
little difference in the balancing points chosen.

Parameter Choices for & ~ The set of parameters §; are much more important in the
choice of the balancing point than was true for the A;. The reason for this is that they
directly index differences in average service. The truncated 7 test is very sensitive to
anv such differences: hence, even small disagreements among experts in the choice of
the &, could be verv important. Sample size matters here too. For example, setting all
the &; to a single value — & = & £ might be fine for tests across individual CLECs
where currently in Kentucky the CLEC customer bases are not too different. Using
the same value of 0 for the overall state testing does not seem sensible. At the state
level we are aggregating over CLECSs, so using the same & as for an individual CLEC
would be saving that a “meanineful” desree of disparity 1s one where the violation is
the same () for each CLLEC. But the detection of disparity for any component CLEC
is important, so the relevant “overall” 8 should be smaller.

Parameter Choices for i or & — The set of parameters \s; or g; are also important in
the choice of the balancing point for tests of their respective measures. The reason for
this is that they directly index increases in the proportion of service performance. The
truncated Z test 1s sensitive to such increases; but not as sensitive as the case of 8 for
mean measures. Sample size matters here too. As with mean measures, using the
same value of y or ¢ for the overall state testing does not seem sensible.

The three parameters are related however. If a decision is made on the value of 8, it is
possible to determine equivalent values of w and g. The following equations, in
conjunction with the definitions of w and g, show the relationship with delta.

& =2-arcsin(4/p, ) — 2 -arcsin(,/p, )
32 -2
The bottom line here is that bevond a few general considerations, like those given

above. a principled approach to the choice of the alternative hvpotheses to guard
against must come from elsewhere.

D.2.7 Decision Process

Once 7' has been calculated, it is compared to the balancing critical value to
determine if the ILEC 1s favoring its own customers over a CLEC’s customers.

This critical value changes as the ILEC and CLEC transaction volume change. One
way to make this transparent to the decision-maker, is to report the difference
between the test xtatz&m and the uitxcal \’alue csz/ 2" - cp. If favoritism is
concluded when 7! < ro_the 1 il
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This makes it vervy easy to determine favoritism: a positive «iff suggests no
favoritisnn and g necative diff sugeoests {avoritism.
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Relationship Action
GBGL—EGJ"_ZIGLEG»1 No-paymentis-necessary--End-procedure-
e Ly Ge-to-Step-5:
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4 o 2 + " % 0.375
2 3 R 1 10 1732051 0405046 |
N +! i 0 9 25553 0213214 |

4 0 El + 1t 454701 021324
Total 4| 2 3 4 NA NA

| PercentMissed ‘ | Aggregate Z-=-173206-

CLEC 7.32Pereent ‘ D'ﬁeFeneeﬂ: negative{fature)

Sample Size Benchmark-Source

sample-size <5 trvalid-sample-size-~No-paymentis
RECESSarY:

Use-eguivalent benchmark-from-the-table
A

| ohovy
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Performance {small-sample

I - - i g —
" 9 | 77.78Percent <1 88.89Percent <1 Faid
hour hour
(small-sample-size
‘ of 9)°
lh&eemﬁaaﬁeﬂ%emhma%e#%%g?%{%m -was-obtained-from-the-the small-sample-size
table-above for97 Percent benehmarks:

Numerator \ Denominator GLEC Benchmark Rass/Fail
Performance
36 ‘ 40 | gopercent <10 ‘ 95Percent <10 Fath
L hours hours
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Performance | (Percent)
| (Percent) f
| Gurrent 1 8 875 | 95 il
W 3 \ 39 92.31 ‘ 95 fait
lwme L e -
| Two-months 4 75 946 | = fail
‘pﬁept@»cwrent ‘ R )
thetier-2-Fee-Schedule

Appendix E:

ST SEEM Remedy Calculation

E.1

Procedures

BST SEEM Remedy Procedure

E.11

Tier-1 Calculation For Retail Analogs

R

Tier 1is trigeered by two consecutive monthly failures of anv Tier 1 Remedy

~o

Plan submetric.
Calculate the overall test statistic {for each CLEC: Example, ZTCI,F(?] {Per

3

Statistical Methodoloey)
Calculate the balancine critical value ( Example. °B e per) that is associated with

the aliernative hvpothesis (lor fixed parameters 8.Y, or g)
1f the overall test statistic is Lqmi to or above the balancing critical value, stop

n

here. Thatis. il ‘B erge) <=7 cLec stop here. Otherwise, go 1o step 5
‘%clecl the cell with the greatest z-value (let i=1.. .. L with =] having the z-value,

0.

""" =7 having next greatest z-value, ete. and with a':"l when the criterion in step 8 is
? difilled.) and set its z-value 10 zero (zeirer: = 0L
Calculate the overall test statistic for each CLEC with the altered data: Example,

7 cirer {Per Statistical Methodology)
Calculate the balancing critical value { Examnle. “B ¢ pei) that is associated with

the alternatve hypothesis {{or {ixed parameters 0., or g)
1 the new overall test statistic is equal to or above the balancing critical value

9.

ston here, That is. i B e <=7 0oy 00 to sten 9. Otherwise. reneat stens 6

C alcu} ite the Affected Volume {TAV) by summing the Total mpacted Volumes
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(TIV) of each cell whose z-value was reset to zero except the last cell changed
(TAVereer= TlVeecri = TV erecio + ... # TIVerecr 1)

The affected volume for the last cell changed should be interpolated by
(2" cpeii=Bereen) /(2 cpers = 2 cLecirn ) * TIVerrer s
and added t0 TAVerecr.

10. Calculate the payment to CLEC1 by multiplying the result of step 9 by the

appropriate dollar amount from the fee schedule.

that follows, fee amounts are from the defaulf Standard Performance fee schedule.

12. If this calculation is being performed for the second consecutive month of failure,
repeat steps 5 - 11 for the first (1st) month of failure. For the third and subsequent
months of failure this calculation will only be performed for the current data
month.

E.1.2 Example: CLEC1 Percent Repeat Customer Troubles Within 5 Days
{PRT) for Resale (DSGN)

Order
0 ne | Lk |Zecect|*Berees Zeroed TAV

Out

State | 312 | 27 | 18 | 4.10 | -1.22

Cell Zotecri | RANK | 2lrecr”

1 1 0 | 075

2 4 2 | -0.69 8

3 3 |3 |:176| 3 |:065 3 2

4 1 ]0 067

5 4 | 3 |:145| 5

6 3 |3 |845| 1 -2.46 1 3

7 2 |2 |:A81] 2 -1.60 2 2

8 3 12|10 8

9 1 |1 |:165| 4

10 2 | 1|08 | 7

11 110|062

12 2 | 1040 8

Total 18 4

A Note that after making zeyrerq = 0. the overall zZFeiper® = -0.65 is less than the
balancing critical value CBerirer =-1.22.
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obor celif3 the TAV would be calculated with ((-1.60) - (-1.220W/(-1.60) - (-0.65)) =
3= 1.2 which is rounded up to 2 fransactions,

Assuming this 15 at jeast the second consecutive month of failure. pavout for CLEC]
1s (7 units) * (S56/unit) » $392 under standard performance criteria and (7 units) *

($125/unit) = $875 under low performance critenia. nlus the previous failed month’s
calculated amount.

E.2 Tier-2 Calculation For Retail Analogs

1. Tier-2 is tnggered by three consecutive monthly failures of any Tier 2 Remedy

Plan sub-metric.

Therefore, calculate monthly statistical results and affected volumes for the CLEC

Aggregate performance for each of the three consecutive months as outlined in

steps 2 through 9 of section .1 1, Determine average monthlv affected volume

for the rolling 3-month period.

Calculate the pavment to State Desionated Agency by multiplving average

monthly volume by the appropriate dollar ammount from the Tier-2 fee schedule.

4. Thercfore, State Desionated Agency payvment = Average monthly volume * §8
from Fee Schedule.

]

T

E.2.1 Example:STATE-A Percent Provisioning Troubles within 30 Davs - UNE

Loops
%(:T_th 1£]] Og L |2 cieet | Bereet ZD‘;;’_% TAV
- Cut
State | 156 | 37 | 8 |:5.11 | 035
Gell Zereeri | RANK | 2leieey
1 3 |1 ]:153| 5
2 1 0 | 0.31
3 2 | 1|28 3 .27 3 1
4 111|482 2 .39 2 1
5 119|028
8 01028 8
7 5 11045 7
8 11588 1 =374 1 1
g 4 | 11080 6
10 1 1 |-214 4 |-004 4 1
Total 8 4
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A Note that atter making zecper = 0. the overall 2Te v ® = -0.04 is greater than the
balancing critical value CBerees = -0.35.

oFor cell# 10 the TAV would not be imternolated given that the impacted volume jor
that cell 1s oniy 1.

TAV for month 1 is 4 units

Month Omeleyr
| fic be |2 ciect | Beiecs Zeroed TAV
= Out
State | 175 13 | 3 | -0.84 | -0.39
Cell Zoreors | RANK Z.T,cuzm:
2 | 11588 2
Z 119 | 100
3 1190 02
4 110 026
5 2 0 | 046
6 110|020
7 2 | 11071 3
8 10114120 1 | 028 1 1
9 1101035
10 119|830
Total 3 1

balancing critical value CBeieer = -0.39.

oFor cell#8 the TAV would not be interpolated given that the impacted volume for
that cell is only 1,

TAV formonth 2 is I unit
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Month T 8 UE
T3 | I | ne |k Zeaeci| Beres Zeroed TAV
= Out
State | 196 | 33 | 8 | 476 | 049
Cell Zegeni | RANK | 2leiper
1 2 | o | 048
“ 4 | 1|25 6
3 2 0 | 057
4 i1 ]300 4 -0.81 4 1
) 1 1] -3.16 2 -2.18 2 1
8 170|620
L 101 (832 1 -3.76 1 1
8 2 | 1300 3 -1.78 3 1
g 1)1 1292 58 0.18° 5 1©
10 6 | 1 (041 7
11 0110321 8
12 119024
13 110|028
Total 8 ]

A Note that after making zevper = 0. the overall 28crrer™ = 0.18 18 less than the

oFor cell#9 the TAV would not be internolated given that the impacted volume for
that cellas only 1,

TAV for month 3 18 5 units.

H the above examples represent periormance for each of months 1 throush 3, then
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E.2.2 Example: STATE-A Percent Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days - UNE
Loops
State | TAV Remedy Dollars — | Remedy Dollars —
) Standard Performance Low Performance
Monith 1
Month 2 1
Month 3 8
Payment — Average TAV for rolling 3 mo. period * fee schedule 3.33 $200 $2.914

For Standard Performance the $Sfrom Fee Schedule is $60/unit,

Fro Low Performance the $$from Fee Schedule 1s $875/unit

E.3 Tier-1 Calculation For Benchmarks

1.

For each CLEC with five or more observations. calculate monthly performance

results for the State.

2. CLECs having observations (sample sizes) between 5 and 30 will use Table |
below, The only exception will be for Collocation Percent Missed Due Dates.
Table I - Small Sample Size Table (95% Confidence)
Sample Equivalent Equivalent Sample Equivalent Equivalent
Size 90% 95% Size 90% 95%

Benchmark | Benchmark Benchmark | Benchmark
5 60.00% 80.00% 18 77.78% 83.33%
‘ 6 ‘ 66.67% ‘ 83.33% 19 ' 78.95% ‘ 84.21%
‘ 7 ‘ 71.43% ‘ 85.71% 20 ‘ 80.00% ‘ 85.00%
‘ 8 ‘ 75.00% ‘ 75.00% 21 1 76.19% ‘ 85.71%
t g i 66.67% ‘ 77.78% 22 77.27% 86.36%
10 ‘ 70.00% ‘ 80.00% 23 78.26% 86.96%
11 72.73% 81.82% 24 | 79.17% ‘ 87.50%
12 75.00% 83.33% 25 80.00% 88.00%
13 76.92% 84.62% 26 80.77% 88.46%
14 78.57% 8571% 27 81.48% 88.89%
15 73.33% 86.67% 28 78.57% 89.29%
e — — P . -
17 768.47% 82.35% 30 80.00% 86.67%
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3. Ifthe percentage (or equivalent percentace for small samples) meets the
benchmark standard. stop here. Otherwise. 2o 1o step 4.

4. Determune the Volume Proportion by taking the difference between the
benchmark and the actual performance result

5. Calculate the Alfected Volume by multiplving the Volume Proportion from step 4
by the Total Impacted CLEC-; Volume,

6. Calculate the pavment to CLEC-1 by multuplving the result of step S by the
appropriate dollar amount from the fee schedule.

7. Repeat steps 3-6 for the {irst month of failure.

8. CLEC-I pavment = (Affected \ olumect e iimonn 7 381Tom Fee Schedule) +

(Affected Volumee: sooviment 20 $81rom Fee Schedule). For the example that
follows, fee amounts are hom thc default Standard Performance fee schedule,

E.3.1 Example: CLEC-1 Percent Missed Due Dates for Collocations

Benchmark PMDD¢ Volume Affected
Proportion

Volume

‘ Stale

{ >=85% On Time 92% 03 18

Pavout for CLEC-1 1s (18 unitsy * ($3640/unit) = $65.52

E.4 Tier-1 Calculation For Benchmarks {in The Form Of A Target)

1.

For each CLEC with five or more observations calculate monthly performance

results for the State,
CLECSs having observations (sample sizes) between S and 30 will yse Table |

(W8]

above,
Calculate the 'mc val distribution based on the same data set used in step 1.

If the ‘percent within® {or eguivalent percentage for small samples) meets the

Lh

benchmark standard. stop here, Otherwise. go w xicp 5,
Determine the Volume Proportion by taking the difference between benchmark

.

and the actual performance result.

Calculate the Allected Volume by multiplving the Volume Proportion from siep S

by the Total CLEC- Volume.
Calculate the pavment 1o CLEC-1 by multiplving the result of step 6 by the

approprate dollar amount from the tee schedule, CLEC-1 pavment = Affected

Volumecrer F 88 from Fee Schedule. For the example that follows, fee amounts

are from the default Standard Performance fee schedule.
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E.4.1 Example: CLEC-1 Reiect Interval — Fullv Mechanized

Nc Benchmark Reject Interval Volume Affected
Proportion Volume
State ‘ 800 ‘ 97% <= 1 hour ’ 85% <= 1 hour 1 02 ’ 12 ‘

Assuming two consecutive months of fatlure. pavout for CLEC-1 18 (12 unitsy *
(S20/unit) = $240 plus the previous failed month’s calculated amount,

E.5 Tier-2 Calculations For Benchmarks

Tier-2 calculations for benchmark measures are the same as the Tier-1 benchmark
calculations, except the CLEC Agerevate date will have faled for three (3)
consecutive months,

E.6 Redgional and State Coefficients

This section describes the method of calculatine revional and state coefficients.

E.6.1 AKC

¢ Acknowledeement Completeness (AKC EDI & AKC-TAG)

Regional Coefficient Formula (Tier 1)

Coeflicient = (A=) /7 (C+D) where:

* A=number of valid FOC transactions of the CLEC in the state (fully & partially
mechanized;

« B =number of valid Rl transactions of the CLEC in the state ({ully & partially
mechanized)

¢« ( =1otal valid FOC transactions of the CLEC i the region (fully & partially
mechanized)

D =total valid BRI transactions of the CLEC in the region (fullv & partially

State Coefficient Formula (Tier 2)

State Coellicient = (A-B) /7 (CED) where:

o A= number of valid FOC transactions for all CLECs in the state (fullv & partially
mechanized)
- B — numbor of vabid Pl trancootione for oll CLEC in the ctate (Pulls: £ poctially

mechanized)
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« (= total valid FOC transactions in the region (fully & partially mechanized)
« D= total vahd R ransactions in the region (fully & partially mechanized)
E6.2 PFT
+  Percent Flow Through CLEC Aggrecate - Residence (PFT-RES)
¢ Percent Flow Through CLEC Agceresate - Business (PFT- BUS)
e Percent Flow Through CLEC Agsreeate - UNE Other (PFT-UOTH)

Percent Flow Throueh CLEC Aggreoate - UNE Loop & Port Combo (PFT-

UNEPC)

Percent Flow Through CLEC Agorevate - LNP (PFT-LNP)

Reagional Coefficient Formula (Tier 1)

@

A= number of valid FOU transactions of the CLEC 1n the state (fullv mechanized)

®

B = total valid FOC gansactions of the CLEC i the region (fully mechanized)

Siate Coefficient Formula (Tier 2)

“

A= number of valid FOC wansactions for all CLECs in the state (fullv-

@

mechanized)

B = total valid FOC transactions in the region (fully-mechanized)

E.6.3 CMN, PSEC, PCRAR, PCRIP

*

Timeliness of Chanee Management (CMN)

L%

Percent of Software Brrors Corrected in X (10, 30. 45) Business Days - Region

(PSEC)
Percent Change Requests Accepted or Rejected in 10 Davs - Region (PCRAR)

Percent of Change Reqguest implemented Within 60 Weeks of Prioritization -

Region (PCRIP)Y

State Coefficient Formula {Tier 2}

Coetlicient = (A+R) / (C+D) where:

»

B = number of valid RI ransactions for all CLECSs in the state (fullvy & partially

mechanized)
C = total valid FOC transactions in the reeion (fully & partially mechanized)
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E.6.4 1A

» Interface Avalability (1A

State Coefficient Formula (Tier 2)

¢« A=number of valid FOC transactions for all CLECs in the state (fullv & partially
mechanized)

= B=number of valid R] transactions for all CLECs in the stare (fully & partially
mechanized)

o ('=1otal valid FOC transactions in the region (fully & partiallv mechanized)

+ Dy =1otal valid RI transactions n the region (fullv & partially mechanized)
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Appendix F: OSS Tables

F.1 1A Interface Availability (Pre-Ordering/Ordering)

SEEM Interface Availability

interface Availahility Application Applicable to: % Availability

EDI CLEC X
TAG/XML CLEC X
LENS | cLec x

LEC CLEC X |
LESOG o VQL_E_C X
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, CLEC X
CLEC X
7 S0G : CLEC X
DOM CLEC X
CLEC X

F.2 MRIA: Interface Availability (Maintenance and Repair)

SEEM Availability (M&R)

‘ Interface ‘ % Availability
| CLEC TAFI | X
CLECECTA } X
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Appendix G: Reposting Of Performance Data
and Recalculation of SEEM Payments

BellSouth will make available reposted performance data as reflected in the Service Quality Measurement
(SOM) reports and recalculate Self-Effectuating Enforcement (SEEM) payments using the Parity
Analysis and Remedy Information Svstem (PARIS), to the extent technically feasible, under the
following circumstances:

1. Those measures included in a state’s specific SOM plan with corresponding sub-metrics are subject to
reposting. A notice will be placed on the PMADP website advising CLECs when reposted data is available.

2. Performance sub-metric calculations 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,

3. Performance sub-metric_calculations with benchmarks that are in an “out of parity” condition will be
available for reposting whenever there is a >= 2% decline in BellSouth’s performance at the sub-metric
level.

4. Performance sub-metric calculations with retail analogues that are in an “out of parity” condition will
be available for reposting whenever there is a decline in performance as shown by an adverse change of

5. Any data recalculations that reflect an improvement in BellSouth’s performance will be reposted at
BellSouth’s discretion. However, statewide performance must improve by at least 2% for benchmark
measures and the z-score must improve by at least 0.5 for retail analogs at the sub-metri¢ level to qualify
for reposting.

6. Performance data will be made available Tor a maximum of three months in arrears.

7. When updated performance data has been made available for reposting or when a pavment error in
PARIS has been discovered, BellSouth will recalculate applicable SEEM pavments. Where technically
feasible. SEEM pavments will be subject to recalculation for a maximum of three months in arrears from
the date updated performance data was made available or the date when the payment error was
discovered.

8. Any adiustments for underpayment of Tier 1 and Tier 2 calculated remedies will be made consistent
with the terms of the state specific SEEM plan, including the pavment of interest. Any adjustments for
overpayment of Tier 1 and Tier 2 remedies will be made at BellSouth’s discretion,

9. Anv adjustments for underpavments will be made in the next month’s pavment cvcle after the
recalculation is_made. The final current month PARIS reports will reflect the transmitted dollars,
including adjustments for priot months where applicable. Questions regarding the adjustments should be
made in accordance with the normal process used to address CLEC questions related to SEEM payments.
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