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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Investigation into the establishment 

permanent performance measures for 
incumbent local exchange 
telecommunications companies. 
[BELLSOUTH TRACK) 1 

) 
of operations support systems 1 

Docket No.: 000121A-TP 

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: 

0 Combines duplicative SEEM metrics and submetrics. 

Eliminates SEEM metric and subinetrics that consistently experience little or no activity 

on a monthly basis. 

Replaces the existing measurement-based plan with a transaction-based plan. 

Imposes a more rationale fee schedule to apply when disparate performance is identified. 

Implements a mechanism that punishes (through the imposition of higher penalties) if 

BellSouth’s performance significantly degrades. 

0 

0 

Implements a mechanism that rewards (through the elimination of penalties) if 

BellSouth’s performance signifcantly improves. 

11. PROBLEMS WITH THE CURRENT SEEM PLAN 

In December 2002, the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”) granted BellSouth 

InterLATA long distance authority in Florida pursuant to Section 271 of the Act. In granting 
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Section 27 1 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 27 1 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 
CLECs 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 

1 Memorandum Opinion and Order, In the Mutter of Application by BellSouth Corporution, BellSouth 
Telecommunications, Inc., and BellSouth Long Distance, Inc., for Authorization To Provide In-Region, InterLA TA 
Services in Florida and Tennessee, WC-Docket No. 02-307, FCC 02-33 1 (December 19, 2002) (“BellSouth 
FIoriddTennessee Order”), at 1 165. 
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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 inillion 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 (Le. better) than similar intervals for BellSouth retail customers. 

A discussion of the SEEM payments for these eight measurements follows: 

(i) 

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 

CUSTOMER TROUBLE REPORT RATE (CTRR) 
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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 

September 
SeDtember 

of circuits for a particular product:* 

$14,250 
$6.650 

CLEC 

CLEC- 1 

CLEC-2 

CLEC-3 

CLEC-4 
CLEC-5 
CLEC-6 

Product 

Local Interconnection 
Trunks 

UNE Combo Other 

Digital Loop 2 DS 1 

UNE ISDN  loo^ 
UNE ISDN LOOP 
UNE Loop & Port 

Combo 

Month'03 1 SEEM$ 

September 1 :fiy:o 
August 

August 

Trouble 
Reports I In 

Service 
Circuits 
1 15,733 

1 112 
1 134  
1 I 3 8  
1 151 
1 I 4 8  
1 / 1 9  

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 @, 1 divided by 12, was 8% and was 

2 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 andor 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). 

(ii) 

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 

PERCENT PROVISIONING TROUBLES WITHIN 30 DAYS (PPT) 
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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 

CLEC-8 

CLEC-6 

$4,750 

$4,750 

2 WAnalog Loop October 
Design with LNP 

Non Dispatch 
UNE Loop & Port October 

Dispatch-In 
UNE Loop & Port September 

DisDatch-In 
1 /16 

CLEC-9 

CLEC-7 

CLEC- 10 
CLEC- 10 

1 / 1 7  UNE Loop & Port September 
Dispatch-In 

2 WAnalog Loop October 
Design Dispatch 
EELS Dispatch October 

UNE Loop & Port September 
Switched Based 

Orders 

1 / 5  

$4,750 
$10,450 

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

years of BellSouth revenue for the service. 

(iii) 

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 

7 
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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 

CLEC 

CLEC-3 

CLEC- 1 1 

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

Product/dispatch Month ‘03 SEEM $ CLEC Rate / 
Retail Rate 

UNE Loop & Port August $4,750 17.23 / 18.81 
Dispatch September $6,650 12.00 / 18.32 

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 
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Distribution, Non-Dispatch Dispatch in < 10 Circuits - UNE Loop and Port Combo.” BellSouth 

paid over $666,000 in Tier1 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 

CLEC 

CLEC-7 

CLEC- 10 

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

Productldispatch Month ‘03 SEEM $ CLEC interval I 
Retail interval 

(days) 
2W Analog Loop August $6,650 4.00 I 4.68 

UNE Loop & Port October $4,750 2.50 12.57 

UNE Loop & Port October $4,750 2.33 I 2.57 

Design Non Dispatch 

Combo Non Dispatch 

Combo Non Dispatch 

wILNP Design 
Dispatch 

2W Analog Loop September $6,650 4.33 I 4.47 

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. 
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(v) 

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. BellSouth paid over $512,000 in Tier-1 

payments during the period fiom August through October 2003 for both UNE and Resale SEEM 

measures for 00s. 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 

PERCENT OUT OF SERVICE > 24 HOURS (00s) 

Product I dispatch 

UNE Digital Loop 2 
DSl Dispatch 

DS1 DisDatch 
UNE Digital Loop 2 

a given month: 

Month ‘03 SEEM $ Reports 00s > 24 
I Total 00s 

Reports 
September $4,750 1 / 1 5  

August $4,750 1 I l l  

CLEC 

UNE ISDN Dispatch 
UNE ISDN 

Non Dispatch 
UNE ISDN 

Non Dispatch 
UNE Loop & Port 

1 CLEC-I 
October $4,750 1 1 9  

September $4,750 1 120 

October $4,750 1 122 

August $4,750 1 1 8  

CLEC- 15 

Combo Non Dispatch 
UNE Loop & Port August $6,650 1 I 3 5  

ComboNonDispatch I October I $4.750 I 1 113 

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 

1 0  



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) 

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 

PERCENT MISSED INSTALLATION APPOINTMENTS (PMIA) 

CLEC- 10 
I I CLEC-8 

payments for just one missed installation appointment: 

2WAnalog Loop August $4,750 
Design with LNP 

Dispatch 
2WAnalog Loop Non August $6,650 

I Product/dispatch 1 Month ‘03 I SEEM $ 

2 WAnalog Loop CLEC-6 

Design with LNP 
Disoatch 

Missed Appt. / 
Total Appts. 

1 / 8  
1 / 9  
1 / s  

1 / 18 

1 / 1 6  
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CLEC- 10 
CLEC- 13 
CLEC- 1 

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. 

PERCENT MISSED REPAIR APPOINTMENTS (PMRA) (vii) 

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 

September $8,550 1 I 1 0  
EELs Dispatch September $4,750 1 I 1 4  
EELs Dispatch August $6,650 1 I 5 2  
EELs Dispatch September $6,650 1 I 4 9  

examples where CLECs received SEEM payments for just one missed repair appointment: 
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CLEC- 10 

CLEC- I O  

2W Analog Loop Non- August $4,750 1 I 1 2  

UNE ISDN Loop October $4,750 1 / 2 2  
Design Non Dispatch 

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 

Non Dispatch 
UNE Loop & Port 

Combo Non Dispatch 
CLEC- 17 

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: 

August $6,650 1 I 4 3  
October $4,750 1 I 2 6  
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CLEC Product I dispatch 

CLEC- 14 

Month ‘03 

CLEC-8 

Digital Loop 2 DS 1 
Disaatch 

CLEC- 18 

October 

CLEC- 19 

Digital Loop 2 DS 1 
DisDatch 

CLEC- 18 

August 

CLEC-20 

Digital Loop 2 DS I 
Dispatch 

Digital Loop 2 DS 1 
Dispatch 

UNE ISDN Loop 
Dispatch 

UNE ISDN Loop 

CLEC- 1 8 

October 

September 

September 

August 

CLEC-2 1 

Dispatch 
UNE Line Sharing 

CLEC-3 

September 

CLEC- 10 

Dispatch 
UNE Loop & Port 
Combo Dispatch 

UNE Loop & Port 
Combo Dispatch 

UNE Loop & Port 
Combo Disaatch 

October 

August 

August 

$4,750 

$4,750 

$4,750 

20.90 I 23.71 

20.10 I 27.26 

25.41 I 27.26 

Retail dur. 

$4,750 I 5.9018.12 

$4,750 1 23.86 I 28.20 

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. 

14 



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 (Tennes~ee,~ 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 

3 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 

111. 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 

CLECs 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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Respectfully submitted this 1 St” day of August. 2004. 

c/o Nancy H. Sims 
150 So. Monroe Street, Suite 400 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 
(305) 347-5555 

nn r\ 

ROBERT A. CULPEPPER 
Suite 4300 
675 W. Peachtree St., NE 
Atlanta, GA 30375 
(404) 335-0841 

541223 
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EXHIBIT A 
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Proposed Florida SEEM Modifications 

Category I Section Title or I Section NO. I Proposed Change 

I n  providing scrviccs pursuant to thc Intcrconncction Agrccmcnts between 
BcllSouth and cach W A L E € ! ,  BcllSouth will rcport its pcrformancc to cach 
U A W G  in accordancc with BellSouth's SQMs WAY pciialtiw i n  accordancc 

,>wJjcIi are postcd o i 2  the l'erforinancc Measurrnient 

BcllSouth will make pcrformancc rcports availablc to cach (XE,CA€JX on a 
monthly basis. The rcports will contain information collected in each performancc 
category and will bc  availbalc to ach -+%E€ via the Performance 
Measuremcnts Rcports wcbsite. BcllSouth will also provide electronic acccss to  thc 
waikt4e raw data undcrlying the SQMs. 

of thc rcport or thc rcport rcvision datc. 
Ticr 11 SEEMS paymcnts and Administrativc fincs and penalties for latc, 
mw&etq and repostcd rcports will be sent via Fedcral Exprcss to  thc 
Commission, Chccks and the accompanying transmittal lcttcr will be postmarkcd on 
or bcforc the 15'h of the month @I 

Exhibit C 
8/18/2004 

Rationale for Proposed Change 

Clarification and correction. 

Clarification 

Only changes that are significant enough to trigger reposting according 
to the criteria could have a meaningful effect on data accuracy. 

To the extent that posted perfonnance measurement reports are 
incomplete, the Reposting Policy covers the requirements to repost the 
data, and consequently to pay associated penalties. Accordingly, there 
is no need to reflect separately a penalty associated with incomplete 
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. 
Language is applicable to performance measurement data posting as 
required by the SQM only and not SEEM. 

' Section numbers are rcflcctcd based on thc cxisting numbcring schcmc in thc Current Plan. If scctions arc delcted or  added for thc Plan ultimately adoptcd , thc scction will be rcnumbcrcd accordingly and reflected 
in thc new Plan.. 
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Proposed Florida SEEM Modifications Exhibit C 
8/ 1 8/2004 

Category 

Cnrorcenicnt hlcchnnisms 

Enforcement hlschanismr 

Enforcement Meclianiiin\ 

Enforccincnt Mcclinnisins 

F.nfiircsment Mec l ian i s ins  

Section T i t le  or 
Measure No. 

Lkfinit ions 

Definitions 

Definitions 

Section NO. I 

3 1  

3.2 

3.3 

4. I .z 

4. I .3 

4.1.4 

4. I .5 

ftwtt ; t d V W - l h ; t t  t k t ~ ~ s t ~ i i - s -  kc IIKKkftHC- 
Enfi~i.ccn7riil , ~ ~ e ~ r . c r t r . c ~ n i c i i t  E/eiiiriit.c 

i n  tiits pPlaii. SEEM iiicasttrctiictits & R - ( m  

Fi/i,r-cmirnf ~llerrs~ri~rn~rnt ~Iwrchnioi. i  exydtitace ~ e i + m w -  lcvcl o f  

performuncc mcasiirctnctits identified as 

isstntt uscd to cvaluatc the pcrfoi-innncc of  
f i r  pend&s where no analogous retail 

Enfbr-cerilent lMcii .eLri~enicvt  &etcii/.itdiiulo,q e(~'on7p~iaiice ~ comparing pcrfonnnncc 
lcvcls provitlcd to  BellSouth retail c'Li?.tonicl-s with pcrformancc lcvcls provided by 
BellSouth to thc M C  custoiiicr for peiwkw p; : ' : i tp  \ v l w c  rcti i i l  ajduhs> 

Test Stnti.ctic mil Bo/miciiig Critical lirlzrc ~ iiicans by which cnforcctncnt will be 
dctcrinincd using statistically valid equations. The Test Statistic and Balancing 

g&:. 

Critical Valuc propcrtics arc sct forth i n  Appendix CG- +& 

C ' d l ~  grouping of transactions at which likc-to-like comparisons arc tnadc. For 

coinpared directly to CLFL A L W  resold W scrviccs for residential cttstonicrs, 

Rationale for Proposed Change 

The review proccss gcnrrally lasts for several months and a scricb of 
six-iiioiith review cycles is not fe;lsible. Therefore. BellSouth propose 
an  annilill re\ ieu. cycle, wliicli inzty he inorc manageable lor all ptirties 
in\ol\ed. 

Unnecessary hecaox Commission or Staff will establ ish schedule 

Superfluous 

Correction to  reflect removal of S t E M  suhmetric identification I K I I I I  
SQM. 
C'lnri ficatioii and correction 

Clarification and correction 

Corrcction. 

Clarification ;ind correction. 
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Proposed Florida SEEM Modifications 

Category 

Enforcement Mechaiiisins 

Section Title or 
Measure No. 

Minitions 

Section No. 

4.1.6 

Proposed Change 

requiring a dispatch, in the sainc wire centcr, at a similar point in tiinc. When 
dctcrmining compliance, thcsc cells can have a positivc or negativc Tcst Statistic. 
See Appendix . ~- 1). Sfatisticill t‘onm~i:il; & 
Technical 1)cscriptioii. attechcd. 

Delta - mcasure of thc meaningful differencc bctween BcllSouth performance and 
performance. For individual , c ~ l . ‘ ~ ~  &tr+&&- . the Delta value 

s u  
c;.LEc; - 
shall be 2 

for. thc CLEC aegrcgatc tlie Delta v;~Iuc -hall hc 0.5. 

I .  . ’ . ,  
. .  . .  .. . 

Exhibit C 
8/18/2004 

Rationale for Proposed Change 

BellSouth recommends the use of a single delta value for Tier I of I .O 
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 nccd for an adjustment to the statistical balancing 
inethodology that scvcral statisticians for BellSouth and CLECs 
had agrccd upon. Unfortunately, Dr. Ford introduccd some 
confusion about sevcral key hypothcsis tcsting issucs, namely: 
(1) thc mcaning of  a statistical hypothesis tcst’s significance 
Icvcl; (2) the intcrprctation of a “balanccd” hypothcsis test; and 
(3) the statisticians’ reasons for using “balancing” in thc SEEM 
plan. This is undcrstandablc bccausc thcse ncw statistical 
conccpts had only bcen rcccntly dcveloped and as an economist, 
hc was apparcntly not as conversant in this incthod as thc 
statisticians. Whcn all of thc statistical issucs arc properly 
undcrstood and considercd as a whole, thcrc is no reason to 
concludc that thcrc are serious flaws in the balancing 
methodology. Thcrcfore, there is no nccd for the “fix” that Dr. 
Ford’s delta function was aimed at addrcssing. 

In fact, BellSouth uses onc dclta valuc for Ticr 1 and one dclta 
value for Tier 2 in all seven of its other states without any 
indication of  thc problem initially allcgcd by Dr. Ford. 
Morcover, thc use of  this dclta function, uscd in the existing 
SEEM plan, introduccs the additional variables, which rcquires 
a vcry subjcctivc exercisc in dctcrmining valucs for thcsc 
variable. So in csscncc, thc Ford delta function substitutcs the 
need to make sevcral subjective dctcrminations in sctting valucs 
for variables (for each tier) for thc necd to makc one only one 
subjective dctcrmination (for each tier). Thus, cven on an 
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Proposed Florida SEEM Modifications Exhibit C 
8/18/2004 

Zategory 

3nforcement Mechanisms 

Section Title or 
Measure No. 

Definitions 

Section No. 

1.1.7 

Proposed Change 

Tier-] Enforcement Mechanisms - sclf-executing liquidated damages paid directly 
to cach ALE€ when BellSouth dclivers non-compliant performancc of any 
one of thc Ticr-1 Enforccmcnt Measurcmcnt Elcinents for any two consecutive 
month? a s  calculated b y  BcllSouth. 

Rationale for Proposed Change 

intuitive Icvcl, usc o f  the Ford delta function would suggest that 
it probably creates inorc problcms than it solves. 

Indccd, as alrcady mcntioncd, the approach that BcllSouth 
proposes hcrc has alrcady been succcssfully iinplcmcnted in 
scven other statcs. T h e  delta function unncccssarily 
coinplicatcs thc process, whilc prcscnting, at bcst, questionablc 
value. 
Under the existing Florida SEEM plan, BellSouth is sometimes 
required to pay Tier I 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 he 
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 I .  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 he 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. It 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 itselfcan only identify whether an observed 
difference in BellSouth 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 occurrences. of assessing anti-backsliding remedies due to random 
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Proposed Florida SEEM Modificatioiis Exhibit C 
811 812004 

L'ategory 

Inforccnicnt hlechanisms 

:nforcement Mechanisnis 

:nforccment Mechanisms 

Znforcenient klechanisms 

-:nforccincnt Meclisnisms 

Section Title or 
hleasure No. 
Delinitions 

Definitions 

Delinittons 

Definitions 

Application 

iection No. 

1.1.8 

C i . 9  

: I ' 1 1  

1 2  I 

1.2 2 

Proposxl Change 

TIer-2 O i f i ~ r r m i e i i /  Mwhai1itrm ~ asscssincnts paid dircctly to thc Florida Public 
Scrvicc Commission or its dcsigncc. Tier 2 Enforccnicnt Mechanisms arc triggered 
by thrcc consecutive monthly failures &R '!.@I:. 2 c-war-++~a- 
in which BcllSouth pcrformancc is out  of compliance or docs not incct thc 
bcnchmorks for the aggi-cgatc of all < 
for a particular Ticr-2 Fnrorccmcnt Mcasurcmcnt Elcmcnt. 

IILS.G data as calculatcd hy BcllSouth 

. .  ,~ . ,  . ~ . - ,  w+3- .~ . :4#;kf!r. p 
1 1.. , .  

. .  
&t%WKfB?OR + 3 w i l e * h + p < + w p  

i ~ t l t " t ~ ~ p ~ ~ ~ ~ F t ~ ~ # ~ , ~ ~ ~ l ~ ~ ~ a s ~  ' &-*kw+x)<lt~elcl>t 

The application of the Ticr l -  and Tier-2 Enforccincnt Mcchanisms docs not 
)sc othcr lcgal and rcgulatot-y claims and rcmcdics nvailahlc to cadi 

Payment of any Tier- I or Tier-2 Enforccincnt Mcchanisms shall not hc considct-cd 
as ;in admission against intercst or an admission of liability or culpability in any 
legal. rcgulatory or othcr procccding rclating to BcllSouth's pcrfortnancc at4  the 

e a i d w d ~ & R e & % ~ t f i k ~ h a ~  nee e ~ ~ ~ l f k e t ~ - w i l i t n ~ ~ s ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ f ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  
. .  ,,,. ,,,,. F & + t + m t + a K w d w - t w &  ... > . 

Rationale for Proposed Change 

Clarification e n d  correction 

This tci-iii is not used i n  applying the methodology of the Plan thcrefore 
the delinition is iiot needed. 

New definition required for operation or  proposed transaction-bnsed 
remcdy iiieclianistn. 

New definition required for opel-atinn of proposed ti-an\action-bahc(i 
remedy inechanisni. 

Correction 

These changes are intended to  avoid sitiiations where CLECs are paid 
niultiple tiincs for problcins associated with tlie same tratisactiixi or 
occiimencc. C'criainly the purpose of plans Iikc the SEEM plan is not ti) 
unduly penalize BellSouth and  unjustly enrich thc CI.F.Cs. 

Similarly. Tier 2 penalties. i+liich are paid tu the Commission. should 
not represent dual assessments against BellSouth for tlie same 
perforinance related problems. 
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Proposed Florida SEEM Modifications Exhibit C 
8/18/2004 

Categor) 

3iforcciiicnt Mechanisms 

:nforceinent Mechanisms 

Lnforcenieiit Mcchanisms 

5iforcement Mechmisms 

Section Title or 
Measure No. 

Methodiilogy 

hlcthodology 

Mcthodology 

Methodolog) 

Section No. 

4.3 I 

1.3.1.1 

1.3. I .? 

1.3.1.3 

Proporecl Change 

Tier-l Enforcement Mcchanisins will hc triggcrcd by RcllSouth's fiiilurc to achicvc 
applicablc Enforccmcnt Mcasurcmcnt Compliance or Enfoi-ccmcnt Mcnsureincnt 

calculation is sct forth in Appcndix D. kq- . ~ '  Htii 

Statistical Foiinulas and Technical Dcsci-iption. 

dcacrihcd in the rcinajndcr of thc docunicnt. 

Rationale for Proposed Change 

Clarification to remove potential controversy ahout whether tlic 
p r o p o d  SEEM can he mnndatett. 

See discussion for section 4.1.1 ahove concerning n h y  two-consscuti\e 
iiiontlis o f t i l l u r c  should occur hefore penalties apply. 
ClariTy h o w  penalty wi l l  he calculated when it applies. 

Transaction-based plan rather than a inieasure-hased plan i v  proposed 

Correction 

HcllSouth belicvcs that the SEtM methodology lor penalty 
calculations should be based on a pcr trailsaction approach rather than a 
per tiicasiireiiieiit approach. A fatal flaw i n  addition to its other many 
prohlems, of a nieasusetnent hasrd plan, is that it is not xalahle. 
Specifically. a measurcmrnt~based plan, like the current Florida S t E h l  
plans. asvesss the same penalty ;iniount wlicther there is I failed 
transaction or 1000. Consequently. the me 
iinpoyes a high penalty on the "first offens 
measurement. rather than a Iowcr threshold penally, which u.ould he 
compounded dcpcnding on wlietlier BcllSouth continues to perfonn 
badly after ia\'ing missed the measurement standard on a particular 
transaction This is especially prohlcmntic when applied to Tier I 
payments. Tier I payments are aimed at addressing impact to 
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Proposed Florida SEEM Modifications 

Proposed Change Zategory 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 seventy 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. 

Section Title or 
Measure No. 

Section No. ' 

Exhibit C 
8/18/2004 
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Proposed Florida SEEM Modifications Exhibit C 
811 8/2004 

rategory 

Xorceinent Meclian i s i n s  

Sectioti Title or I Section NO. I Proposed Change Rationale for Proposed Change 

that a ineastire based plsn is nclt designed to do Instead of using a 
structure that inherently accommodates the ability to w r y  pcnaltlcs by 
the i lcgrcc offailure. The end resiilt olthcse retrofits is a plan built 011 

a Ilawed foiindatiiin o\erlaid with multiple p a t c h  tii coinpensate for 
the f l a w  i n  the foundation. Certainly. instead of attempting to 
rccalihrate a flawed approach. the Commission \kould bc bctter s z r d  
by adopting a plan that is designed to accommodate varying pcndtics 
due to scverity of failiire, which IS inherent i n  D transaction-bascd 
remedy caiculatiiin approach by definition.. 

Moreover. currently. at leas1 40 states'. Including I;iorida, t ibe 

transaction-based plans and scvcn of the nine statcs in BellSouth's 
rcgion iise transaction-hased plans. O n l y  Florida and Tennessee in 
RellSouth's region Lise a nieasureiiicnt-based plan. NOH that BellSouth 
liiis l i \  cd under both niodcls. it is clcar the transaction-based nlodcl 
works more logically and inore fairly in acliievins the FC'C'.s goal of 
prc\,enting backsliding after 27 I rclief, BellSouth thersrore iirgcs the 
Coinmission to adopt a transaction-based model lo replace the current 
measurement-based p l a n  
This pro\,ision implements the iirw anti- backsliding ineclinnisiii of the 
proposed plsn.  Ttic professed role ofSEEh4 is to provide another 
incchanisin designed to deter backsliding i n  performance. Ilowe\er. I t  
is not the sole ineans that exists to address backsliding. Thcrc arc 
coinplaints to federal and statc commissions. monitoring by those same 
commissions, cnntract provisions. and court action that also act as 
deterrents. The distinguishing feature of the SEEM plan is that it is 
autoiliatic. The facts show that there lhas been n o  hacksliding under thc 
ciirrcnt SEEM. So to reiiiove any concerr that perforinance might 
backslidc if a i i inre rational SEEM is iinpleinented. this prorisioii 
requires S E t M  to revert to a much more punitive SEEM if 
pei~foi-inance deteriorate\ rnatcrinlly. 

A s  additional incentii'e to iniprove perfomiance and 10 partially 

The following states have adopted enforcement plans which are primarily transaction-based: Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, California, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 
Hawaii, Idaho, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, 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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Proposed Florida SEEM Modifications Exhibit C 
8/ 1 8/2004 

Category 

tinforcement Mechanisms 

rnforceinent Mechanisms 

Enforcement Meclienisnis 

Section T i t le  or 
R l e a w r e  No. 

Methodology 

Methodology 

Metliodology 

Section No. ' 

4.3.2 

4.3.2.1 

4.3.2.2 

Rationale for Propo~ed Change 

comprnsntr for the risk ofrevening to thr ciirrcnt plan even i fno  
material dcclinc i n  pcrfonnance occurs. a provision is included that 
relieves BellSouth of SEEM paynicnts if a material improvement i n  
overall peiforinance occurs. ,Although SEEM IS  supposed to gcncratc 
penalties only when a iiiatcrial pcrformance deficiency occur\, the 
existing plan requires BcllSouth to provide CI.FCs better service in the 
aggregate than it provides to retail customers in order to cliniiiiiitc 
penalty payments. This problem occurs because the performance frc 
each individual CI.EC is compared to BellSouth's a\'erage perfoniiancc 
across a geographic a r e a  It IS impractical to manage performance in 
such a manner that perlbrtiiance for each CLEC is exactly equal t o  the 
average retail performance, so aggregate performance for the C'lLtCs 
must exceed retail perfonnnnce i n  order to eliminate payments. This 
condition is contrary to the intent of SEEM. Without the proposed 
critcriil. tlity flat\ would coiitinuc in  tlic proposed plan. 

Clnrificatiiiii 

Scc the discussion for iectiun 1.3. I .3 above concerning the 
recommended cliangc for Tier I froin per-incasure to n per-tranwction 
hased plan. 

Thi? additional punitive mechanism was  c\tablislied in t l lc  belicf that 
such additional punitive ineasiires would cause improved flow through 
petioniiance. Regardless of whether such requirements worked. they 
are clearly nil longer necessary because flixv through performance l i a s  
iinpmved considerably. 
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Proposed Florida SEEM Modifications Exhibit C 
8/18/2004 

lategory 

<nfi)rcemcnt Mechanism.; 

lr i forcement h l e c h a n i s m  

<nfi ircemcnt Mcchanisiiir 

Snforccment Mechanisins 

Section Title or 
Measure No. 

Payment o f  T ier - I  
ind Tier-2 Amounts 

Payment of Tier-I 
ind Tier-? Amounts 

Payiiicnt of Tier- I  
i n d  Tier-2 A m o u n t i  

Payment of Tier-I 
ind Tier-? Amounts 

iection No. ' 

1.4. I 

1.4.2 

1.4.3 

1.4.4 

Prnpowd Change 

If BellSouth pel-foriiiancc triggers an obligation to pay Tier-I Enforccmcnt 
Mcchanisms to aft C.'LI:< AI&&? or an obligation to rcinit Tier-2 E n f o r c c m c n t  
Mcchnnisms to tlic Commission or its dcsigncc, UcllSouth shall makc payincnt in 
[he r e q u i r e d  amount , .  &&4%!+&- ~ 

Rationale for Proposed Change 

See the discussion for scctioii 4.3. I .4 above concerning the analogoub 
recommended change for Tier  I 

See tlir iliscussion for section 4.3. I .4 above concerning the analogouh 
rrciimmcnded cliangc for Tier I 

Clarification and to ciisurc c o n s i w n c y  

Corrcctinn 

Clarification a n d  c o m c t i o i i .  
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Proposed Florida SEEM Modifications 

:ategory 

?nforcement Mechanisms 

bforcement Mechanisms 

Section Title or 
Measure No. 

'ayment of Tier-I 
ind Tier-2 Amounts 

'ayment of Tier-I 
ind Tier-2 Amounts 

Section No. ' 

4.4.5 

Proposed Change 

determines the CLc,CALK is owed additional amounts, BellSouth shall pay the 
-ALE€ such additional amounts within thirty (30) days after its findings along 
with 6l+wtx+t% siinplc intcrcst per annum. . I  . 

. .  

p i € & c W m p -  
~ & * e R -  . .  

w- . # s p e & P  : &% 

anwunts withiii thirtv (301 days after its findinns along with 6% siinplc intcrcst pcr 

Exhibit C 
811 812004 

Rationale for Proposed Change 

The deleted portion is covered to the extent necessary by revised audit 
xovisions. The Audit Policy is provided herein as section 4.8. 

Zorrect oversight by adding procedure to address clarification requests 
For Tier 2 by the Commission, which already exists for Tier I for 
ZLECs. 

Prevent unreasonable situation where BellSouth is paying SEEM to a 
ZLEC who is not paying an undisputed bill. 
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Proposed Florida SEEM Modifications 

Category 

Enforcement Mechanisms 

Enforcement Mechanisms 

Enforcement Mechanisms 

Enforcement Mechanisms 

Enforcement Mechanisms 

Enforcement Mechanisms 

Section Title or 
Measure No. 
Payment of Tier-I 
and Tier-2 Amounts 

Payment of Tier-I 
and Tier-2 Amounts 

Limitations of 
Liability 

Limitations of 
Liability 

Limitations of 
Liability 

Limitations of 
Liability 

Section No. 

1 3 7  

44.8 .............. 

4.5.1 

4.5.2 

4.5.3 

Proposed Change 

ut not limitcd to. accumulation and 
submission of ordcrs at unrcasonable quantitics or times, fniliii-c to follow 

ccurate ordcrs or 
casonable notice of 
any such supporting 

F4eWat#- P . .  * 
Gompk+nfe w i th. .a . .perf~rmanfertt$~f~~;f  suck-nsn-coe,pliarte. was the rest+& of an a G t - - o P  

BellSouth shall not bc obligated- ........ to  pay, Tier- 1 or Tier-2 
Enforcemcnt Mcchanisms for non-compliancc with a performancc tneasurcrrgig if 

obligations undcr thc Act, Commission rulc, or statc law; or an act or omission 
associatcd with third-party systcms or cquipmcnt. 

Exhibit C 
8/ 1 8/2004 

Rationale for Proposed Change 

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

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

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

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

Covered in revised Section 4.5.2. 

Clarification by identifying the specific source of the definition of a 
Force Majeure event 
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Proposed Florida SEEM Modificatioiis Exhibit C 
8/ 1 8/2004 

Category 

Enforcement Mechanisms 

Enforcement hlechanisms 

En forccmcnt M ecliaiiisiiis 

Enforccrneiit hlcchanisins 

Section Title or 
R l e a w r e  No. 
Alliliate Reporting 

Section Kn. I 

4.6 

1 6  I 

Rationale for Propwed Change 

lhis is a new wct io i i  that uses the section number previously 
iesigiiated Sor Affiliate Reporting. 
The Affiliate Reporting section is eliininated because it is irrelevant for 
< lXM.  That is. this provision I S  unnecessary to determine whethcr 
3ellSouth provides nondiscriminatory access. The standards lor 
iondiscriminatory access are dcfined fix each metric in the S ( j M .  

4dds specific provision to nddrc\s how changes of law will be handled 
11 SEEM. This provision rcprcscnts ii rcasonable balance hctwccn 
xoviding adequate notice that pnyrncnts ~ 1 1 1  ceasc with prompt relief 
:or BellSouth tn discontinue payments that should 110 longer he 
-equ red. 

izpariites provisions related to tlic Enfol-cerncnt Mechanism Cap into 
,ts own szctioii. Foriiierly. this inforniation was rctlcctzd in section 
1.5.1. 

The proposed cap is changed liorii 39% to 36%. The 3h"h cap level is 
:onsisteiit with IcvcIs approved by the FCC i n  states outside of the 
RellSooth region. I;unher. 36"" is certainly more than sufficient as a 
juhstantial financial deterrent io potential discriminatory hchwior on 
BellSouth's part. 
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Proposed Florida SEEM Modifications 

Category 

Enforcement Mechenisiiis 

Enfiircement Meclianisnis 

Enforcemcnt hlcchanisms 

kction Ti t le  or 
Measure No. 

3i\pute Resolution 

Section No. I Proposed Change 

Exhibit C 
8/18/2004 

Rationale for Proposed Change 

Incorporate5 a more thorough audit  plan into SEEM. Having all parties 
iliiirr in the cost provide5 equal incenti\e ti, limit the scope of t l ic  audit 
o mcaninyiul acti\ities. 

I'oirection 

Provided for completeness of docunicntation. ncc r ih r s  method 
xirrently used tu apportion penalties calculated Sir regional iiicasiires 
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Proposed Florida SEEM Modifications 

Category 

Fee Schedule 

Section Title or 
Measure No. 

.iquidated Damages 

Section No. ' 

Table I 

Proposed Change 

2hange Tier 1 Fce Schcdulc to rcflcct penalty amounts through Month 2 rather than 

Exhibit C 
8/1 8/2004 

Rationale for Proposed Change 

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

3calation beyond the second month of failure is excessively punitive. 
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Proposed Florida SEEM Modifications 

lategory 

Exhibit C 
8/18/2004 

Section Title o r  Section No. 
Measure No. 
for Tier-I Measures 

for Tier-I Measures Schcdulc. SCC Redlincd SEEM plan, Exhibit B, for proposcd changcs. SCC also 
Attachrncnt 1 to this cxhibit for dicussion of how fees amount were devcloped. 

Proposed Change 

Month 6. Failurcs beyond month 2 will be  suhjcct t o  Month 6 fccs. 

Rationale for Proposed Change 

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 ofthe escalation feature only compounds the arbitrarily 
punitive nature of the plan. What’s more, consecutive months of 
disparate performance at minimuin levels of differences also cause the 
fee to he increased, despite the lack of any actual appreciable or 
additional impact on the CLEC. 

Further, Tier I was designed to he 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 I 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 Tier1 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. 
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 ralional 
relationship to the damage (if any) sustained by a CLEC as a result of a 
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Proposed Florida SEEM Modifications 

:‘ategory Section Title or 
Measure No. 

Section No. ’ Proposed Change 

Exhibit C 
8/18/2004 

Rationale for Propowd Change 

missed perfonnancc measurement standard. Additionally. sucli 
penalties often aiiioiint to year5 worth oS free service to a CLEC‘ \vhen 
m e  compares the penalty paid to a CLEC to the recurring charge such 
CLEC pays for the ser\#ice associated with the penalty. Specific 
examples are pro\sided in tlie coininents inclrided with this filing. 
Including excessive penaltics i n  a SEEM pl;m is cnntrary to the concept 
that good pelfnrm:ince should result i n  few, if any. payments for a 
failurc to perform. This is particularly tnie in the ahhence of 
backsliding. 

Despite the soundness of the traiisactioii-hasc~1 penalty p l m  structure. 
the fee schedule associated u.ith such existing plans in BellSouth IS  

outdated and continued use of tlie fee schedule i n  those plans is 
unwarranted and inefficient. Specilically, the ciirrent transaction based 
See schedule. which rewlted from evidence considered by tlie Georgia 
Poblic Service Commission i n  tlie year 2000, Four years ago. \\‘ah 

developed at time \ then  there was niiicli less CLEC activity i n  the iocal 
market. As such. there were some concerii~ that HellSoutli’6 potential 
SEEhl payment liability ~ given the level of CLEC activity ~~ \vas 
perhaps tnu low to be an cffectlve deterrenl against bachsliding. At 
Ica\t in part. tn coinpsiisate lor the ovcrali low le\el or C 
a t  tlic time. t he  resulting per-transaction fee schcdule \v 
high. Even a t  tliiit time. the atnotint of tlic penalty per traiisactioii was 
exccssi\e. in relation to t l ie typical rate the CLECs paid foi- the service. 
Today, that irnhalance of penalty w r s u s  rate for tlie service i \  

ral l  CLEC volume\, wliicli are much higher than 
This is because a transacti 

inore transactions where di 
detected. thc higher the payment), the problems created by an 
artificially high lee scliediilc are compounded wit l i  increased CLEC 
activity. 

There are two fee sclicdules proposed. a ne\\ standard fee schedule tliiit 
is inore rational and would apply as long as BellSouth continues to  
pro\’ide nondiscriminatory performance. There i \  also a low 
performance schedule, which will apply if perfomiance materially 
dctciiorates froin current l w c l h .  This low pcrforinance schedulc is the 
same as the fee schcdule that currently applies in ail other transaction- 
based SEEMS for BellSouth. These two schedules are required ti1 
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Proposed Florida SEEM Modifications Exhibit C 

Categor? 

Fcc Schcdulc 

SEEM Sub-tiietrics 

S EEhl S ii h- tiietr i cs 

SEEM Sub-mctrics 

SEEM Suh-metrics 

SEEM Sub-mctrics 

SEEM Sub-metrics 

Section Title or 
M c a w r c  No. 

Liquidated Damagcs 
lor Tier-2 Measures 
Applicable to all 
SEEM sub-tnctric\ 

Mcasurc OSS-I 

Measure OSS-4 

Measure PO- I 

Measure 0-1 

Meauure 0 - 2 :  (AKC) 

Section NO. I 

Table 2 

Tables R - l  and 
5-2.  

Table B-2: Tier 
2 Sub-metrics 
Table 5-2:  Tier 
2 Sub-metrics 
Table 5- I : Tier 
I Sub-mctl-ics R: 
Table 5-2: Tier 
2 Sub-metrics 
Table B-I :  Tier 
I Sub-metrics R: 
Table n-2: Ticr 
2 Sub-metrics 
Table B- I : Tier 

Proposed Change 

Appendix A, Table *'d3 reflect? the ciirrcnt and proposed changes to t l ie Fee Schediilc. Scc 
Rcdlined SEEM plan, Exhibit R. for proposed changes. 
Gcncral approach taken to SCI o f  tncasurcs included in plan. 

Remove nieasure OSS-I, Avcrage Responqe Interval and Percent within Interval (Pre- 
Ordering;Ordcring), from Tier 2 of the SEEM plan. 
Remove measure 0 % - 4 ,  Response Interval (Maintenance & Rcpair). froin Tier 2 of the 
SEEM plan 
Rernove nicasure PO-I. Loop Makeup  response Timc-Manu:il. froin Tier I and Tier 2 ofthe 
S F F N  plan. 

Remove rneasiirc 0- I ,  Acknrw ledgenient Message Timelineuu fiorn Ticr I and Ticr 2 of the 
SEEM p lan  

Remove measure 0 - 2 ,  Ackno~r~lcdgeine~it Message Completeness. froin Tier I o f  tlic S E t M  

8/18/2004 

Rationale for Proposed Change 

implement ;in iinpurtant new featurr. wliich sliould allay any concerns 
that the Proposed SEEM is soft on performance hxksliding. I n  
5ellSonth's Proposed SEEM, Bellsouth has an added incentive to aboid 
backsliding because, if performance tletcriorates i n  a month by a 
scatistically significant degree from HellSouth's performance for tlic 12 
months preccding implementation ofthe Proposed SEEM. tlien the fee5 
in the Proposed SEEhl increase dramatically. Further, tlie Proposed 

M a lso  encourages improved per~"orniance because i t  permits 
e South to avoid penalties if there is statistically 

improvcment i n  overall perfnrrnancc. 

The fees in the standard fee scliedule arc more i n  line with the types of 
rehates that typically apply i n  coiiiniercial tranuactions where 
performance guarantees are pro\ ided The basis for establishing each 
spccitic fee is stated i n  Atteclinient I to this exhihit. 
Same rationale as for Table I above. See Attachment I to this exhibit 
for tlic rationale for changes in specific fees. 
Cicnerally. one imcasurc of timeliness and oiic iiieasiire oraccuracy 
should apply to each major domain; c.g., Ordering, Provisionin 
Maintenance & Repair. etc. In addition to the specilic resuons 
helow. 5ellSouth is proposing t u  move closer tu this general concept 
with the following changes. Also, nieasiircs of some intermediate 
processes were remo\ed because such process may have littlc if any 
ciistoiner ell'ect and any signiftcsnt customer effcct would likely be 
reflected in other measorcs. 
BellSouth proposed reinoval ofthis measure froni the SQM. Scc S()M 
matrix fild 011 J u l y  28. 2004 fur the ralioiiiilc. 
BellSouth proposed retiioval of this measure from the SQM. Scc SQM 
Inatrix filed on July 28, 2004 for the rationale. 
BellSouth proposed remobal of th is  measure from tlie SQhl. See  SQhl 
mntrix tiled 011 J u l y  28. 2004 for the rationale. 

RellSouth proposcd rc1no~:11 of this measure from the SUM. See SQM 
!matrix filed 011 July 2X. 2003 for tlie rationale. 

Measure 0 - 2  tracks xr hcthcr a n  ackni,~vledgemcnt is rcturned to the 

18 



Proposed Florida SEEM Modifications 

3ategory 

;EEM Sub-metrics 

Section Title or 
Measure No. 

Measures 0-3  & 0-4; 
PFT) 

iection No. I 

Sub-metrics 

rable B-I: Tier 
I Sub-metrics 

Proposed Change 

ilan. This measure would apply to Tier 2 only. 

BellSouth recommended combining measure 0-4, Flow-Through Service Requests (Detail), 
with measure 0 - 3 ,  Flow-Through Service Request (Summary). Thus, measure 0-4 would no 
longer exist as a separate measure and measure 0-3 ,  as modified, would only apply to Tier 2: 
Tier I would apply. 

Also change disaggregation for this measure as follows: 

I .  
2. 

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

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

Exhibit C 
8/18/2004 

Rationale for Proposed Change 

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 ofelectronic 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 I penalties in addition to Tier 2 penalty for the month 
involved. 

BellSouth, in its current proposal, recommends that measures 0-3, 
Percent Flow-Through Service Reqrrests (Summary), and 0-4, Percent 
Flo~~-Throtrgh Service Reqirests (Detuil) 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 
so, the FOC Timeliness standard is 95% in IO 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 
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Category 

SEEM Sub-metrics 

SEEM Sub-metrics 

Section Title or 
Measure No. 

Measure 0-8 :  (RI) 

Measure 0-9; 
(FOCT) 

Section No. 

Table B-I : Tier 
1 Sub-metrics 

Table B-I: Tier 
1 Sub-metrics & 
Table 8-2: Tier 
2 Sub-metrics 

Proposed Change 

Remove Partially Mechanized and Non-Mechanized disaggregations for 0-8, Reject Interval, 
from Tier 1 and Tier 2. 

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

Exhibit C 
8/18/2004 

Rationale for Proposed Change 

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 he 
included in Tier 2 only. 

Finally, since all CLECs are affectedly similarly, Tier I penalties 
should not apply. 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. 

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

BellSouth’s Proposed SQM disaggregates the Rcjcct Interval 
measurement by 3 methods of  submission - fully mcchanized, 
partially mechanized and non-mechanized (manual). For an 
effective enforccmcnt plan, however, only the fully incchanizcd 
portion o f  this rncasurcmcnt should bc included since this is the 
incthod of  submission where the preponderance of  CLEC 
activity occurs. Also, such trcatincnt provides a further 
incentive for CLECs to move to clcctronic system that 
BellSouth has cxpended huge resourccs to develop and maintain 
at the CLECs rcqucst. Finally, partially mcchanized and non- 
mechanized methods of submission are subject to gaming by  the 
CLECs. LSRs can effectively bc submitted with known crrors 
in such a way as to guarantee a penalty payment. 
This measure was proposed for removal from the SQM. See the SQM 
matrix filed on July 28, 2004 for the rationale. It should he noted that 
although this measure is being removed from SEEM, this function will 
still he 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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Category 

SEEM Sub-metrics 

SEEM Sub-metrics 

SEEM Sub-metrics 

SEEM Sub-metrics 

Section Title or  
Measure No. 

Measure 0- I I ; 
(FOCRC) 

Measure P-4 

New Measure; 
FOCI 

Measure P-7A; HCT 

Section No. I 

Table B-I: Tier 
I Sub-metrics 

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

rable B-1: Tier 
I Sub-metrics & 
Table 8-2: Tier 
2 Sub-metrics 
rable B-I: Tier 

Proposed Change 

Remove measure 0-1 I ,  Firm Order Confirmation and Reject Response Completeness, from 
Tier I of SEEM. 

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

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

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

Exhibit C 
811 8/2004 

Rationale for Proposed Change 

failure to return FOCs to CLECs in a timely manner will show up in the 
FOCI metric, which is proposed for both Tier I and Tier 2, including 
FOC Timeliness in the SEEM plan as well would result in dual 
penalties for the same failure. Therefore, BellSouth’s proposal 
excludes FOC Timeliness from the SEEM plan. 
BellSouth’s proposal excludes this measure from Tier 1 ofthe 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 ofthese 
two rcsponscs to a rcquest 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 I 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. 

Although this measure is being removed from SEEM, this function will 
still he measured in the new measurement Firm Order Confirmation 
Average Completion Intetvul (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 Interva/ (OCU & Order. Completion Inteivul 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 I and Tier 2, 
including a separate OCI measure in the SEEM plan as well would 
result in dual penalties for the same failure. 
New measure that combines former measures FOC Timeliness and 
Average Completion Interval. These two functions are proposed to be 
in SEEM. 

The proposed SQM reflects two levels of disaggregation for this 
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Category 

SEEM Sub-metrics 

SEEM Sub-metrics 

SEEM Sub-metrics 

SEEM Sub-metrics 

SEEM Sub-metrics 

Section Title or 
Measure No. 

Measure P-7C; 
(PT) 

Measure P-R 

New measure: 
CNDD 

Measures 
P- I38 (LOOS), P- 
13C (LAT), and P- 
13D (DTNT) 

Measure M&R-2: 

Section No. ’ 
I Sub-metrics & 
Table 8-2: Tier 
2 Sub-metrics 

I Sub-metrics & 
Table 8-2: Tier 
2 Sub-metrics 

Table B-I: Tier 
I Sub-metrics & 
Table 8-2: Tier 
2 Sub-metrics 

Table B-I: Tier 
I Sub-metrics & 
Table 8-2: Tier 
2 Sub-metrics 
Table B-I: Tier 
1 Sub-metrics & 
Table 8-2 :  Tier 
2 Sub-metrics 

Table B-I: Tier 
1 Sub-metrics 

Table B-1: Tier 

Proposed Change 

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

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

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

Add measure CNDD, Non-Coordinated Customer Conversions ~ Percent Completed and 
Notified on Due Date, to both Tier 1 and Tier 2. 

Remove measures P-l3B, LNP-Percent Out of Service < 60 Minutes, P-I3C, Percentage of 
Time BellSouth Applies to IO-Digit Trigger Prior to the LNP Order Due Date (LAT), and P- 
13D, LNP-Disconnect Timeliness (Non-Trigger) (DTNT), from Tier I of SEEM. 

Renio\e tllediurc hl&R 2, C‘ustomcr Trwhle Repon Katc, from both Tier I and Tier 2 .  

8/18/2004 

Rationale for Proposed Change 

measure, namely “Non-IDLC” and “IDLC.” See the SQM matrix filed 
on July 28,2004 for the rationale for that change. For purposes ofthe 
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 reponed as a single 
categorv designated as IJNE 1.nons 

BellSouth’s proposal excludes this measure from Tier I and Tier 2 of 
SEEM. This is because the same data are captured in the measure 
Percent Provisioning Troubles wifhin ‘:Y” DuJ,.~, 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. 

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

BellSouth proposes to add this new measure to both Tier I and Tier 2 
of SEEM. This measure, as described in the SQM matrix filed on July 
28, 2004, captures the percentage of non-coordinated customer 
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. 

BellSouth’s proposal includes these three measures as Tier 2 only. 
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, 
ifthere 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 I penalties in addition to Tier 2 
penalty for the month involved. 

This measure is neither an indicator of timeliness nor accuracy of 
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Categor! 

SEEM Sub-metrics 

SEEM Sub-metrics 

SEEM Sub-metrics 

SEEM Sub-metrics 

Section l i t l e  or 
Rleasure No. 
CTRR 

hlcasurc M6R-5 

Mea\orc B-l 

Measure R-3 

Measure B- I0 

Sectioii No. ' 
I Sub-metrics & 

Table n-I: Tier 
I Sub-iiietncs & 
Table B-2: Tier 
2 Sub-inetrics 
rable R-1 : Tier 
I Sub-inetrics & 
rablc H-2: Ticr 
2 Sub-nictrics 
rable B-I: Tier 
I Sub-nietrics & 
rable 8-2: Tier 
2 Sub-metrics 

rablc f3- I : Tier 

Proposed Change 

Remo\.e measure M&R-5, Out of Service (00s) 
S E t M  plan. 

24 hours, froin Tier I and Tier 2 ofthe 

For ineastire B-I, Invoice Accuracy. change thc disaggregation to eliminate separale  sub^ 
metrics for IiitercoiiiieCtiiiii. Resale and UNF. 

Icemove iineasiire 0-3 ,  Usage Data Delivery Accuracy. from Tier I and  Tier 2 of the SEEM 
plan. 

Remoke measure B-IO, Percent Billing Eirors Corrected in "X"  Business Days, froin Tier I 

Rationale for Propoyed Change 

riiiiintciniincc and  repair. It is not ii i n c a w r e  of whcthcr troubles actually 
mist, hut is at  best a broad indicator oFwhcthcr customers choose to 
submit trouble rcpons. Consequently, low rcsultb do not mean that 
there is a per~orniance problem. instead it simply provide5 infonnation 
tliat indicates \diether a part ofthe inaintenance process iieeds to be 
examined to scc i f  a problem exists. Experience liab slioivin that results 
v a ~  widely due lo dirferences in thc way tliat CLECs choose to 
maintain tlicir scnices. For example. some CI.ECs do a betterjob of 
isolating troubles to their network than others. Those tliat don't isolate 
troiiblcs well have higher trouble rep& rates. and it hardly seems 
appropriate tu pcnali7e RellSouth because a CLEC did not isolate its 
troubles properly. 41~0, very miall differcnccs in pcrforinnnce result in 
large penalties for this measore as shown i n  tlie examples in our 
coinineiith. Typically. some ofthe highest penalties are paid for this 
measure, and i t  is typically one of the areas whcrc the inleasure osually 
indicates a high l cvc l  of performance for both (CI 
example, overall. Trouble reports latc are usually less that 3"1& and the 
difference between C'LEC and retail performance is lcsh tliiiii 2?h, but 
tlic penaltics arc amoiig tlie higlieht of any measure. This occurs e\en 
though for niany o f  the reports no actiial trouhle exists. 

SEFM penalties will apply to the measures Maintenance Average 
Duration and  Reoeat Troubles. which toeetlier ineastire the iicciirac\ 
and timeliness of Maintcnancr and Repair efforts. 
BellSouth proposed removal of this measure from the SUM. See SQM 
matrix filed o n  Julv 28. 2004 for rationale 

Thih metric is simply an  indication of wlnethcr BellSouth provides tlic 
CLECs with acciiratc hills, There is no nccd to s h w  icparatc 
disggregations for Interconnection. Resale and L'NE. 

BellSouth proposed renioval of this measure froin tlie SQM See SQM 
matrix filed (in July 2X. 2004 for rationale. 

BellSouth proposed reinoval ofthis measure from tlic SQM. Scc SQM 
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Category 

SEEM Sub-metrics 

SEEM Sub-metrics 

Section Title o r  
Measure No. 

Measure C-3; PMDD 

SEEM Measurement 
Disaggregation - 
General 

section No. 

I Sub-metrics & 
rable 8-2: Tier 
1 Sub-metrics 
rable B-I: Tier 
I Sub-metrics & 
rable 8-2: Tier 
! Sub-metrics 
rable B-I: Tier 
I Sub-metrics & 
rable 8-2: Tier 
! Sub-metrics 

Proposed Change 

and Tier 2 ofthe SEEM plan. 

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. 

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-I and 8-2, ofthe redlined SEEM plan 
included in this filing as Exhibit B): 

Provisioning 

I. 

2. 

PTAM: Percent Installation Appointments Met (currently reflected as P-3, Percent 
Missed Installation Appointments). 
PPT: Percent Provisioning Troubles within 5 Days (previously 30 Days) of Service 
Order Completion. 

Maintenance & Repair 

I .  

2. MAD: Maintenance Average Duration 
3. 

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

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. 

Rationale for Proposed Change 

matrix filed on July 28, 2004 for rational. 

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. 
As discussed concerning the excessive disaggregation in the current 
SQM, there are a large number of sub-metrics for which there is 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 perfonnance. 

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 I .  This is because in 
addition to the several levels of disaggregation in the SQM, SEEM Tier 
I 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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Iategory 

SEEM Sub-metrics 

SEEM Sub-metrics 

4ppendix C 

lppendix C 

Section Title or 
Measure No. 

SEEM Retail 
Analogs 
SEEM Benchmark 
Thresholds 
Statistical Properties 
and Definitions 

Statistical Properties 
and Definitions 

Section No. I 

R.4 

Section C 

Section C. I 

Proposed Change 

Add new section to show the retail analogs for the measures in the SEEM plan. 

Add new section to show the benchmarks for the measures in the SEEM plan 

The statistical proccss for testing whcthcr BcllSouth’s (BST) wholesale customcrs 
(altcmativc local cxchangc carricrs or  -A&€s) are being treated equally with 
BST’s retail customcrs involvcs morc than a simple mathematical formula. Thrcc 
kcy clcmcnts need to bc considercd before an appropriatc dccision proccss can bc  
dcvclopcd. Thcsc arc thc typc of: 

* data 
* comparison - pcrformancc 

This section describcs thc propcrtics of  a test mcthodology and the truncated Z 
statistic for &:l:>\:o, types of mcasurcs 
Necessary Propert ies  for  a Test  Methodology 

Oncc thc kcy clcmcnts arc dctcrmincd, a test methodology should bc dcvclopcd that 
complics with thc following propcrtics: 

* Likc-to-Like Comparisons - Aggregate Lcvcl Tcst Statistic 
* Production Mode Proccss 
* Balancing 

Exhibit C 
8/18/2004 

Rationale for Proposed Change 

methodology was specifically designed to allow aggregation of several 
products without creating a problem with masking. According to the 
design ofthe 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 Dlan aavment categories of sub-metncs to be the same as the . . .  I 

SQM level, which is used for reporting and monitoring 
Added for completeness of SEEM documentation. 

Added for completeness of SEEM documentation. 

This change reflects the fact that BellSouth’s proposal does not include 
rate or ratio measures and to correct ALEC to read CLEC.. 

Changed to reflect the removal of the trimming of data in the process. 
See rationale below for Appendix C, section C.1.5. 
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Category 

4ppendiu C 

4ppendix C 

Section Title or 
Xlcasure Nn. 
Statistical Propcities 
;ind Definit ions 

Statistical Properties 
m i  I k f i n i t i o n s  

Statistical Propcitics 
i n d  Definit ions 

sectinn No. I 

-' 1 . 1  

r.1.2 

.'.I . 5  Tr imming 

Proposed Change 

Like-to-Like Comparisons 

When possible, data should he compared at appropriate lc\,cIs. c.p. wire ccntcr. time 
o f  month, dispatched residential, new orders. The testing proccsa should: - - 

* 

Idcnti ry \,at-iablcs that may affect tlic pcrformancc iiicahiirc 
Record tlicsc iinpoi-tant corifouriding covariatcs 
Adjust for the obscrvcd covariatcs in order to rcmovc potential 

biases and to makc the Li_iiL 4 k M Z  and thc ILEC units as 
comparablc as possible 

Aggregate Level Test Statistic 

Each pcrformancc incasurc of interest should he s u i n m a r i r c d  by one overall test 
utatistic giving the decision inakcr a rule that determines whether a statistically 
significant dirfcrcncc exists. The test statistic should have tlic following properties: 

* The method should providc a single overall index o n  21 standard 

scalc. 
If entries in comparison cc l ls  arc exactly propottional o ~ c r  a 
covariatc. the aggregated index should he very nearly tlic same as 
if comparisons on tlic covariatc had not bccn donc. 
Tlic contribution of c a d i  comparison ccll should depend on the 

number of ohscrvations in tlic ccll. 
Canccllatiori bctwccn comparison cclls should hc limited. 
Tlic index should bc u coiitiiiuou~ function of the observations. 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Rationale for Proposed Change 

Correction 

Correct Ion 

Trimming. as a stati\ticni procsdurc, is il method of  insuring that 
outliers in data are not unduly int lucncing tile ou(come oca statisticill 
test. The t r imming process used in SEEM originated i n  the Louisiana 
Workshop i n  1000. \%hen CLEC volumes and distributions were i i i i ic l i  
smaller than tiicy arc now.  If tlicrc wcrt' distributional diffi-rences 5 
years ago. these differences are no longer a factnr. A n  oiitlics. ih i iu ld  i t  
exiht. should be included i n  the statistical test. 
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Category Section Title or 
Measure No. 

htistical Propcrties 
tnd Delinilions 

itatistical Propenies 
mi Detinitions 

Section No. 

r.2 

Measurement Tppcs 

rhc pcrforinancc nicasut-ciiicnts that will undergo tcsting arc of & ~ l t ~ ~ $ , i  c typcs: 
iican- a n d  proportion;. A M e t w u  have similar cli;iractci-istics. 
liffcrcnt typcs o f  data arc t m d  to calculate thc~n. Tablc C-l shows thc type of data 
hat is uscd to dcrivc cach mcnsurcmcnt typc. 

Table C-I: hleasurementc T!pcs and Data 

' hleawrement  T?pe Data Used to D e r k e  

~ 

Inter\ al iiicasiticincnls 

Rationale for Proposed Cliattye 

lrirnrning also reqinrzs that observations must  tiot simply he discarded. 
l i l t  that each sliould be euemined to detennine if there is a true husincss 
'eason for the iliscerding ofthi? rcal data. For each observation that i ' i  

:liminatcd to hc tnanually ohser\,sd for \alidity \r.otild defeat tlie Sclf 
'fl'ectuating aspect of the SEEhl plan. 

Iiinssqucntly the trininiing rules i n  SEEM sliould he eliminated. 

rliese changes rcflcct the fact that there are no ratc or ratin measures t i i  

3ellSouth's proposed SEEM p l a n  There are nn  ratio measitre.; in the 
:xisting SEEM plan citlirr. 

rhese chmges are added lo make tiiinor cor~ections and to delete the 
iiscussion concerning tlie Loiiisiana study. which is not necessary for 
In t~iiderstandiiig o f  thc statistical methodology. 
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Proposed Change 

lcvcls bclow the submctric level chosen for thc parity comparison. This includcs 
such factors as wirc center and tiinc of month, as wcll as order typc for provisioning 
mcasurcs. In cach comparison cell, a Z statistic is calculatcd. The form of thc Z 
statistic may vary dcpending on the pcrformance measurc, but it should bc 
distributcd approximatcly as a standard normal, with mean zcro and variance equal 
to one. Assuming that thc test statistic is dcrivcd so that it is ncgative when the 

than for the ILEC, a positive truncation 
ft alonc, if thc rcsult is positive it is 
f the truncated statistics is calculated 

whcrc a ccll's weight depends on thc volumc of BST and C.L.E.L. ALE€ orders in 
ardizcd by Kte subtracting chi. theorctical 

mean of  the truncatcd distribution, and this is divided by the standard crror of  the 
wcightcd sum. Summaries based on incasurement type arc pivcn for the calculation 

Category Rationale for Proposed Change 

Appendix C 

Section Title or 
Measure No. 

Statistical Properties 
and Definitions 

Section No. ' 

c.2.1 

Exhibit C 
8/18/2004 

.. 
of t i c  cell z statistic. 
Mean Measures 

- 

For m a n  mcasurcs, an adjusted, asymmctric t statistic is calculatcd for cach likc-to- 
likc ccll that has at least scvcn BST and scvcn C'LEC ALE€ transactions. Tkis 

w * k & M m  . .  
. . .  

b- . .  
&a&&- 

permutation tcst is uscd whcn onc 
sizcs is lcss than scven. Thc adjus 

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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:'ategory 

\ppendir C 

\ppendir C 

Section Title or 
ileasure Un. 
i tat ist ical  Propettics 
ind Definit ions 

itatistical Properties 
iiid Dctinit ions 

iection No. I 

:.2.2 

~' 7 7 

Proposed Change 

Proportion Rleasures 

For pcrformancc i i icawrcs that arc calculatcd ;is a proportion. i n  each ad,jnstincnt 
cell. thc cell Z and the inoincnts for the truncated cell 2 can bc calculated in  a direct 
iiianiier. In adjustment cells whcrc proportions arc not c Ic)~c  tu zero or o m ,  and 
whcrc the samplc sizes at-c reasonably large (n,,p,,( I-p,,) >, 
approximation can bc tiscd. I n  this casc. tlic tnoincnts for the truncatcd Z conic 
directly from propertics o f  the standard normal distrihution. 
approximation is not appropriate 
hypcrgcoinctric distribution, lis casc. thc 
tnonlcnts of the ttiincatcd 2 arc calculated exactly using thc hypcrgcomctric 
probabil itics. 

ii normal 

I f  the normal 
> thc 

Rationale for Proposed Change 

These chnngrs arc added For clarification purposes 

This proposcd dcletion of the existing languagc rctlccts thc fact that 
there are no rate iiicasiircs iii kllbouth 's  proposed SCEM plan. 
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Category 

Appendix C 

Appendix D 

Appendix E 

Section Title o r  
Measure No. 
Statistical Properties 
md Definitions 

Statistical Formulas 
ind Technical 
kc r ip t ions  
3ST SEEM Remedy 
3alculation 
'rocedures 

Section No. I 

C.2.4 

D.l - D.2 

E.1 -E.S 

Proposed Change 

Ratio Measures 

Revised Section D to incorporate the change from measurement-based plan to a transaction- 
based plan and to change from the floating delta approach, based on the Ford delta function, a 
fixed delta of I .0 for Tier I and 0.5 for Tier 2. See Exhibit B, Appendix D. 
The current SEEM plan is per-measurement based. BellSouth is proposing that the SEEM 
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 he 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 he rank ordered. The cells will he ranked in order ofz-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 he 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; Le., 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 all 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 he interpolated to determine how many transactions in that cell are required 
to achieve a parity situation. 

Rationale for Proposed Change 

This change reflects the fact that there are no ratio measures in either 
the existing or the proposed SEEM plan. 

Section D has been substantially revised to reflect the change from a 
per-measurement based SEEM plan to a per-transaction based SEEM 
plan. Therefore, the entire section is shown in red 
The current SEEM plan is per-measurement based. BellSouth is 
proposing that the SEEM plan he based on the number of transactions. 
The methodology described here determines how many CLEC 
transactions are required to he changed for the better in order to achieve 
a panty 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 oftransactions 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 panty of service for CLECs. For this 
reason, BellSouth realizes that all of the transactions in the final cell 
manipulated may not need to he altered for panty to he achieved. An 
appropriate action is to interpolate how many ofthe transactions would 
need to he 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 oftransactions. 
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Pmpowd Change 

Calculations for suhnietrics wi th  henchmark performance standards. This change i\ rcqulred 
to implcmcnt a transaction based SEEM a n d  is the method to use i n  calculating the number of  
transactions 
siLe table and tlic i lcterinination of the failure to meet tlie henchmark IS uncliangcd from the 
current FL SEEM plan. RellSoutli 's priip:isnl calculates tlie number o l t ra : isx t ion\  rcqulred 
to be changcd for the better to a c l i i a t .  tlic hcnchmark. 

For spccific rc\'isIons. refer to Exhihit  B. Appendix E. 

Added the OSS designations to SEEM 

Reposting pol icy addcd to the SEEM plan. 

liere the performance standard is a benchmark. Thc iisc o f t h e  sma l l  samplc 

Exhibit C 
8/ 1 8/2004 

Rationale for Proposed Change 

This wct ion was  added to reflcct the OSS applied to the SEEM plan 
parity dTtTrii1iiiiiti:ins. 
This is the pol icy conccri i i i ig the reposting or data that \\ 
by t l ic Coniiii ission. This policy i\ included i n  tlir SEEM plan 
documentation f o r  cuniplcteness. 
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Overview: 
The current fee schedule is based on the state of the industry in the year 2000. It was initially proposed by 
BellSouth 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. 

1. Pre-OrderinglOSS - There is no service upon which Pre-Ordering/ OSS functions relate. Pre-OrderinglOSS 
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. 

2. OrderingFlow-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 billed 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. 

3. 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 
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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. 

Exhibit C 
Attachment 7 

4. 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 
iii. 2 Wire ISDN Digital Grade Loop 
iv. 2 Wire ADSL Digital + LMU 
v. 4 Wire DSI 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. 

5. 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 

2 
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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. 

6. 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. 

7.  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-SL1 
ii. 2 Wire UVL-SL2 
iii. 2 Wire ISDN Digital Grade Loop 
iv. 2 Wire ADSL Digital + LMU 
v. 4 Wire D S I  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 

3 
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8. 

9. 

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. 

IO. 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. 

11. 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. 

12. 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. 

13. 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. 

14. 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. 

5 
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1 : Administrative Plan 

1 Scope 

1.1 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. 

1.2 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 

2.3 

2.4 

2.5 

In providing services pursuant to the Interconnection Agreements between BellSouth 
and each C'LEC'AMX, BellSouth will report its performance to each CLEC'AM32 in 
accordance with BellSouth's SQMs and pay penalties in accordance with the 
applicable SEEMS, M hich are postcd on the Perfoi-mance Measurement Reports 
websi te. 

BellSouth will make performance reports available to each C'LIic'A&E€ on a monthly 
basis. The reports will contain information collected in each performance category 
and will be available to each CLLC"T"' via the Performance Measurements 
Reports website. BellSouth will also provide electronic access to the a.wddAe raw 
data underlying the SQMs. 

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 
Kcrmi-ls lcebsite on tlic 15th day of the month, following the postinc o€ 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 pemkypavnient 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 occurs; 
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2.6 BellSouth shall pay penalties to the Commission, in the aggregate, for all meewpkk 
reposted SQM reports in the amount of $400 per day. ?‘he 

Circwiistaiices which may iiccessitatc a reposting of SQM reports arc detailed in 
Appendix G. Reposting of Perfonnance Data and Recalculation of S M M  Payments. 
Such pemkypyi ien ts  shall be made to the Commission for deposit into the state 
General Revenue Fund within fifteen (1 5 )  calendar days of the final publication date 
of the report or the report revision date. 

2.7 

2.8 

Tier I1 SEEMS payments and Administrative fines and penalties for late- 
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 15t” of the 
month or the iirst busincss day thcreaficr. 

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. 

3 

3.1 

3.24 

G Vc. 7 BellSouth will participate in six- 
&annual review cycles starting one year fioiii the date of the 
Commission order. A collaborative work group, which will include BellSouth, 
interested C’1 .FICM&€s and the Commission will review the Performance 
Assessment Plan for additions, deletions or other modifications. 4 - w  

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. 
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4 Enforcement Mechanisms 

4.1 

4.1.1 

4.1.2 

4.1.3 

4.1.4 

4.1.5 

4.1.6 

4.1.7 

4.1.8 

Definitions 

Enforcement Measurement Elements -performance measurements identified as 
SEEM measurements in this pplan, 

Enforcement Measurement Benchmark eempkme - if wmpet&w level of 
performance used to evaluate the performance of 
BellSouth ad-eaeh for C ' L l I C M 2  where no analogous retail process, product or 
service is feasible. 

. .  

Enforcement Measurement rEetai1 e&zalog compliance - comparing performance 
levels provided to BellSouth retail customers with performance levels provided by 
BellSouth to the <'I ,ECALE€ customer for. 111easu~e3 where retail analogs apply. 

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

Stalktical I-ormulas and Y'cchnical Description. 
Critical Value are set forth in Appendix -2 b, tl- I D, 

Cell -grouping of transactions at which like-to-like comparisons are made. For 
example, all BellSouth retail EXXN [POTSi services, for residential customers, 
requiring a dispatch in a particular wire center, at a particular point in time will be 
compared directly to ('1 XCALE€ resold S D N  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, ice- kr t- D. Statistical Formulas and 
Technicai Description, atkuAeci. 

Delta -measure of the meaningful difference between BellSouth performance and 
C L E C M  performance. For individual CLEC'sALE€ the Delta value shall be 

kwekswx 1 .O and for the 
1;n 

C L K  aggregate the Delta value shall be 0.5.  

Tier-I Enforcement Mechanisms - self-executing liquidated damages paid directly to 
each <:I.EC'ALE€ when BellSouth delivers non-compliant perfonnance of any one of 
the Tier-1 Enforcement Measurement Elements for any tuo consecutive months as 
calculated by BellSouth. 

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 &€kr  2 2 2 2  in 
which BellSouth performance is out of compliance or does not meet the benchmarks 
for the aggregate of all CLI;c'Al&€ data as calculated by BellSouth for a particular 
Tier-2 Enforcement Measurement Element. 

. .  
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4-49 

$.l.g, 

4.2 

4.2.1 

4.2.2 

&.A$ 

? ! A  

4.3 

4.3.1 

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 C'Ll:~.A&K. 

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 & i q w m t  

.. The pg inen t  of ; 

.............................................. 

or rerrlll a t '  1011. 

Methodology 

Tier- 1 Enforcement Mechanisms will be triggered by BellSouth's failure to achieve 
applicable Enforcement Measurement Compliance 01- Enforcement Measurement 
Benchmarks for each C i , K A L K  for the State of Florida for a given Enforcement 

damaws ~ will be qglicabic to ci:ch of  the t failure. Enforcement 
Measurement Coiiipliance is based upon a Test Statistic and Balancing Critical Value 
calculated by BellSouth utilizing BellSouth generated data. The method of calculation 

Measurement Element tr, 3 6 J .i...-:fj )r I W ( ( 2 j " "  ..gmsggJjj. month?. hu ic i a t ed  
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4.3.1.1 

4.3.1.2 

4.3.1.3 

M 

32:. 1-4 

&:_I 5 

4.3.2 

is set foi-th in Appendix D, 
and Technical Description. 

. kby- Statistical Formulas 

All OCNs and ACNAs for individual < LI:('ALE€ s will be consolidated for purposes 
of calcu lating ~ e r i - a i i s a d  I on -based failures. 

When a measurement has five or more transactions for the CLiA ALE€, calculations 
will be performed to determine remedies accordiiig to the inethodology described in 
the remainder of this document. 

Tier-2 Enforcement Mechanisms will be triggered by BellSouth's failure to achieve 
applicable Eliforcement Measurement Compliance or Enforcement Measurement 
Benchmarks for the State ui' 1- Loriti:i for given Enforcement Measurement Elements 
for three consecutive months-_ B'hp ?x+w&pw &e method of calculation 6 set forth in 
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Appendix D W  hercifi by&ke€emee ~ Stratistical Forinulas and Technical 
Description. 

Tier- 2 Enforcement Mechanisms apply, for an aggregate of all CLI:CALE€ data 
generated by BellSouth, on a per mtwwew& transaction basis for a-p&e& each 
Enforcement Mechanism Element h r  which Hell South ha\ reported non-compliance. 

4 . . .  3 2 1 

4322 VI,, Tin,. 3 E m g g  

4.3 2.2 'Tiic Standard arid L.ow Perfomancc Fee Schedules for 'Tier-2 Enforcement 

Standard Fee Schedule aiiio~in~s arc used when BellSouth's overall perfomiance in a 
given nionth reinains within three stanctarci deviations of a baseline perf~~rinance 
level. 'l'he baseline perforrnance Icvd which Tier 2 p e r ~ o ~ ~ a r ~ c , c  will cmnpare against 
-_._.____---- sliall be the same as that utilized @r Tier 1.  Three consecutive inonths of failwe are 

determine which Fee Schedule applies when calculating a Tier 2 payinent. 

4.3.2.3 Should BellSouth's performance, as nieasurcd by the averr-lge percent of submetrics 
inel for the three months used to detemiint: whether Tier 2 applies in the current data 
month, fall below three standard deviations from thc estrtblished basline lek el of 
performance, the Tier 2 Lou. Performance Fee Schedule will be utili&. If  
RellSnutli's performance,. 3s measured by the average percent of subiiietrics met for 
tlic three months used to determine wiicthcr '1 ier 2 applics rn thc current data month; 
exceeds the baseline performance by three stantlard deviations, no Tier 2 payment 
will apply in the current data month. 

4.4 Payment of Tier-I and Tier-2 Amounts 

4.4.1 If BellSouth performance triggers an obligation to pay Tier-1 Enforcement 
Mechanisms to a C I I C A L E  or an obligation to remit Tier-2 Enforcement 
Mechanisms to the Commission or its designee, BellSouth shall make payment in the 
required amount 9-n s c c c  

g o r t 4  are posted on the Performance Measurements fieports website as set forth in 

Section 2.4 abovc. 

tvnn t on the dav upon which the final validated SkkM 

4.4.2 For each day after the due date that BellSouth fails to pay a CLEC++J&€ the required 
amount, BellSouth will pay the CI.ECAl&€ 6% simple interest per annum. 

4.4.3 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. 
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4.4.4 If a C'LEC'ALW disputes the amount paid for Tier-1 Enforcement Mechanisms, the 
CL13(:= shall submit a written claim to BellSouth within sixty (60) days after the 
paymm&h date of tlic performance mcnsureniciit report for which the obligation 
arose. BellSouth shall investigate all claims and provide the CLISCALE€ written 
findings within thirty (30) days after receipt of the claim. If BellSouth determines the 
C1EC"T"r is owed additional amounts, BellSouth shall pay the C'LEC'AMX such 
additional amounts within thirty (30) days after its findings along with 6€%wx&% 
simple interest per annum.4=4ewcxr, the CLEC Ad! be r- 

an 

tc the F!! Eel:-: ca:-tify thak& 
. .  4.4.5 

-For 'Tier-2 bnfi~rccnient Mechanisms7 if' the Commission requests 

obligation arose. HeIlSouth shall investigate all claims and provide the Commission 
written Gildings within thirty (30) days after rec'eipt of the claim. If BellSo~tli 
detei-~nines the Commission is owed additional amounts, BellSouth shall pxv such 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i t i . ~ ~ i ~ a l  amounts within thirty (30) daw after its fin.dinys along with 6?h simple 
interest per annum. 

4.4.6 

Agreement. 

447 A m  adiiistinents [or i ~ ~ ~ d ~ i ~ ~ a ~ ~ i ~ e n t  or O L  crpaynicnt of calculated Tier 1 and Tier 2 
reinedies will bg.md>ie consis= xhi th  the temx of BellSouth'\ Policy On Reposting 
Of Pcrforrnaiice Data and ~ c c a l c ~ ~ l a ~ ~ o n  of SEEM Payments. as set forth in Appendix 
C; o f  this document. 

4.4.8 ............................... AW :3di1lst311ents f ~ ) r  underpq ......... Ti;; .... xi!! .... !2!223.& .... iIlthe .... nsxt.m%l_n_t_h's .... Q?X!2!.!23LSY c l .  
after the recalculation is made. The filial current month PARIS reports will reflect the 
final p:$id dollars, including :id~justments for prior months where applicable. Ouestioiis 
reqrding the adinstmcnts should be ~nadt: in accordance with the noi-mal process 
used io actdress CLEC questions related to SEEM payments. 
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4.5 

44% 

4.531 

4%32 

4.5.42 

4.5.5; 

4.6 

Q.. ! 

Limit at ions of Liability 

BellSouth will not be fe+w&Mk . obligatctl lo pav 'I'icr- 1 <>I- Tier-? I!rii?)rcciiicnt. 
V1cc:li:inis~ns f w  noia-i:oni~iliaiic~ with a performance L ~ C B S I I L T  if such noii-coinl~liar;cc 

acts 01- omissions that cause o r  contribute towards 
mc: 2 C t S  os 

t limited to, accumulation and submission of orders at 

s. BellSouth shall provide 
A L F .*C with reasonable notice of such acts or omissions and provide 

.. neasures. fc be RWMY&&C be ; 

unreasonable quantities or times, f'ailui-e TO follow 
procedures. or failure to submit accurate orders or inqu 

<.:... 

c tke ALE': wqtk any such supporting documentation. 

BellSouth shall not be obligated 7 ~ I~L~WJ Tier-1 or Tier-2 
Enforcement Mechanisms for non-compliance with a performance ineasureg-grit if 
such non-compliance was the result of any of the following: a Force Majeure event 
j i i i  dcfineif i n  the I W ~ I  1 ecenl \ er3ion o f  HellSouth'., 5tariciLird 
~ j g , ~ c c ~ i i e ~ ~ ~ I ;  an act or oinission by a CLEC'ALK that is contrary to any of its 
obligations under the Act, Cominission iule, or state law; or an act or omission 
associated with third-party systems or equipment. 

In addition to these specific limitations of liability, BellSouth may petition the 
Commission to consider a waiver based upon other circumstances. 
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47M 

4.7.1 f2ellSoutli's total 1iahilit.c for thc pac m i n t  or Tier- I aiici Tier-2 Enforceinent 
illiechani~ms shall be collectivel~ capped at 36% of net reven~ie per year for the state 
of Florida. 

4.7.2. If projected payments cxcced thc state cap. a p r o i ~ ~ ~ r ~ ~ o ~ i a ~  payment will be made to 
the respecti\ e parries. 

- 4.7.3 If BellSouth's payiicnt of Tier- 1 and Tier-? Enfomment Mechanisms would have 
cxcceded the cap rcferenccd in this plan. a CLEC may co~nniericc a proceeding with 
the Commission to demonstrate whv RellSouth should pav any amount in excess of 
the can. The C L K  shall haw thc biirden of proof' to dcrnonstrate why, under the 
circumstances, R-511 South shoultl have atidi tional liabil it?. 

4. - udits 

4.8.1 ReIJSouth cimently provides many CILECs with certrzin audit rights as a part of their 
individual interconnection agreements. However, it is not reasonable for BellSouth to 
undergo an audit of SEElCl for every CI..,EC with wliich it has a contract. If requested 
hv a Piiblic Service Gorririiission or by a CLEC exercising contractiial audit rights, 
ReIlSouth will agrecto undergo ;in audit of its Perfoionnance Metrics Quality 
Assurancc Plan ~ ~ ~ ~ . Q ~ ~ ~  1 every other year for the' ncxt five ( 5  ) years (2005-20 IO) to 

available to all The parties subiec't to proper safeguards to protect proprietary 
inrorination. This aggregate level audit includes the followiiig sveci fications: 

expressing their contractual rights. 1.f  io party is sharinE the costs of this auditl 
HellSouth 1112~ utilize its internal auditing organization to cmcfuct the audit. 
2. Sht:tuld an. indeixndent third party auditor be required, i t  shall be selected by 

b.E ...... Gw!dLLG.tE!d ...... 1% ..... 211 ..... i l ~ ~ . ~ . ~ . ~ l l ~ . ~ ~ l ~  ..... .tt-!iX<! F.!!IlY: ............ T!X ..... resii!i.s...crf .... ?w!iL!? ....... E!.!! hE..lnac!e 

1. ?'he cost sliall be ~ O I X C  S01h bv k l l S ~ u $ h  aIld 50% by the CLEC or C L K s  

.me.rr .... fi3rt,t!?l.... .t!X .... Psx:2 .... i~..~~.~.~!.i.c-~b!e, ..... 2!!d .... the .... .ot-!!:!. .... p~rrtie~...b~~~~i-ng .... the 

3. Due to the regim;j,j- nature of the processes wed to generate performance metric 
__-______I__ data. BellSouth will agreg. to n o  niore than cine rei&xsl third party a1id.i.t within its 
ggion per year. 

.-1..812 

IllcaSIIrclllcntS. 
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Dispute Resolution 

4.79.1 Notwithstanding any other provision of the Interconnection Agreement between 
BellSouth and each K L I s C A L B S ,  any dispute regarding BellSouth’s performance or 
obligations pursuant to this Plan shall be resolved by the Commission. 



Exhibit B 

Per Affected 
lterrr - Month 1 

Fee Schedule 

Per Affected 
ltent M o n t u  

Appendix A: Fee Schedule 

Low P e ~ ~ r ~ ~ n c e  
I 

- 520 1 

rn I gso 
$45 $125 Maintenance and Repair - Resale 

Ma i nt e nancearid".,~~QairUNE 

Maintsnarics and Re, air - UNEP ;eioc ] $150 $95 

$0.02' I %0.025* -- $1.00 1 
55 I - $7 $ 1 0 1  $14 

_ . ~  $100 ~ $125 u.5 I 
S5000 55000 *+ Collocation 

$20 
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Table 2: Liauidated Damages For Tier-2 Measures 
1 Measure I Pavment 

OSSIPre-Orderinq 

Ordering 

$300 Provisioriinq - Resa!e 

$875 Provisioning - UNEP 

Maintenance and Repair - Resale 

Maintenance and Regair -- UNE 

$875 

Billinij - BiA $0.03" 

$1E 

_I_ LNP 

IC Trunks 

CBiiOcat~oil 

Change R?ianaqement 

....I___.-____......_...... Service Order Accuracy .. 

$1000 

$5G 
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Appendix B: SEEM Submetrics 

- -  PMDD 4X-Collocation Percent of Due Dates Missed-Wywa!Sa~&kugme& 

B.l Tier 1 Submetrics 

35 

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

C 3 C 3  

- -  PRAM-RABLF Percent Mwed Repair Appointments Met Btspa- - Resale (POTS) 

E 

37 

Item 
No. 

_ _ ~  PRAM""D-1 Percent W Repair Appointments M y u s  - UNE LOOPS 

L- 

SQM Ref I 

fi 

Table B-I: Tier 1 Submetrics 
Submetric 

w. ! k r c C  

~ ~ ! & = & %  Percent fvksed Repair Appointments Met&&+&& - Local Interconnection Trunks 

w, 1 P c r c r  

1 

j3VJ Invoice Accuracy h&wwe&m I 

BIT E33 Mean Time to Deliver Invoices - CRlS 

B-2 Mean Time to Deliver Invoices - CABS 

a 

. .  -- 

I IW? P C T T  I 

__ 36 I PRAM W P e r c e n t  W Repair Appointments Met-Ekpakh - Resale Design I 
I_ 40 I PRAM W P e r c e n t  W Repair Appointments t v l e J w  - UNE Line Splitting I 

I I: I 
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30 

31 

22 

MR-1 Pergent Mtssed Repatr Appetntme&Qe+atck-(;IN E kfte-Sharwg 

MR-1 Percent Mtssed Repatr Appointmen~-Di~tch-UNESwttch-pefts 

3 -MRl-Percent Missed Repair Appointments !3tsp&& - UNE xDSL (ADSLHDsL, UCL) 

29 1 3 1 PRAM I M A - P e r c e n t  Mss& Repair Appointments Met Dfspatch - UNE Loop and Port Combelriatioris 

t 

4 3  I I< P B X  

4 - 1  I I 5  
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77 

7% 

. .  I = I  i 19 I 

;lb MAD MR-3 Maintenance Average Duration E k p a t & - 4 3 e s a ~  - UNE Loops 

MR3 M-efage €&&w &patch-- Resa4eGe&ex 

I 69 I I 

88 

&+ 

82 

83 

1 75 1 il;; 1 mtl) 1 MRa Maintenance Average Duration Dispat&-2~&-~epDestgn - Resale (POTS) I 

~~ 

47 . MR3 Maintenance Average Duration Dispatc+-Rx&&€W - UNE Line Splitting 

f % W M R - 3  Maintenance Average Duration €&spat& - Local Interconnection Trunks 

MR-3 MamtertaweAwaqe Dttratiew€&eatch - Resale P a  

92 

93 

I 79 1 1 MAD Maintenance Average Duration DtspakA - Resale Design I 

g MAD 4 R - 3  Maintenance Average Duration &spat& - UNE xDSL (ADSL, H N ,  L U )  

1 89 1 I I - -MM Maintenance Average Duration Dispatch - UNE Loop and Port Cornbeinations I 

El 
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SEEM Submetrics 

Percent Repeat C U S ~ Q ~ I ~  Trouble? within 30 Days & ~ p a k & 2 3 ~ ~ - ~ ~ t g ~  - Resale 
43 P R I Z S )  - 

a PR?zs 

54 PRT z i n g  

Percent Repeat Custo iwi  Troubles within 30 Days Dtspatch 2 IN Lump NewQes WAML 

Percent Repeat Custrnrer Troubles within 30 Days Qspatch -%sa- UNE Line 

~ ~ p e a t - ~ ~ u b ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t s ~ c h  - Resale Centex 

W9 1 50 1 Percent Repeat C~iszorner Trouble; within 30 Days €&spat& - Resale Design 

% I  I 
1 W e K e n t - R e o e a t  Trouble withtn 30 Davs D+soat&-4?e&&SN 

G2 1 55 I PRT b Percent Repeat C t s x m c r  Troubles within 30 Days Dtspakh - Local Interconnection Trunks 

13-3 I I 
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4 4 3 1  I I d  
444 

445 

454 4 Percent Installation Appointments Met Dtsp&& ?(! ' PiAM z a l e  Design 

Percent Installation Appointments Met 
- UNE LOOPS 

Percent Installat-pointments Met DtspaM ?c! 
-- UNE Loop and Port Combinations 456 1 gAJ-- 
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P-7A Coordinated Customer Conversions Hot Cuts Timeliness Percent within Interval a&Awmge - U N E  Laops 

7 = z 7 w b 3 * P  Hot cA&AtRe I l k  

M e w L S W & R Z m e  Speafc 

P-?A G o o r d t r t a t e B - G t ~ ~ v e ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - T t m e l t n e s s  P e f s e n t w a W w  - 
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izz 

730 

P 7c c c c  . .  . 

WCoordinated Customer Conversions InteryBal-Hot Cut Durations- - UNE 

n Dnrr 

4-9 Percent Provisioning Troubles wkffae within 5 days of Service Order Completion Qq&&+K& 
aefaleaeftfleftse - Resale (POTS) 

+-9 Percent Provisioning Troubles wA&Q within 5 days of Service Order Completion Dq&&-$& 
- UNE LOOPS 

-&9 Percent Provisioning Troubles wkG33 within 5 days of Service Order Completion &+akb-W - 
Resale Design 

9-9 Percent Provisioning Troubles w k 3 3  within 5 days of Service Order Completion €%patch ? C  
4 s d e W X -  UNE Loop a n d  Port Combinations 

P 9 ? C P W W  
. .  . 
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4-9 Percent Provisioning Troubles &&30 within 5 days of Service Order Completion - UNE 
xDSL w, UESL, X L )  

4-9 Percent Provisioning Troubles WAR within 5 30 days of Service Order Completion !%p&&&J - UNE 
Line Splitting 
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P-9 Percent~~vistontng-T-roubles wiin 30 days of Servjce Order C o r n p l e ~ ~ t n D i s w ~ < ~ 2 t a l o g  - 
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m l  
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P-9 PercenWmvtmtngFFouMes wiin 30 days ofService-OrderGompletton D i s w - h U  
GefftBeQKtef 

765 I 
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No. 

1 

No. Ref 

SQAC 

1 

2 

3 

827 1 I 

[J& E Invoice Accuracy lntorrnnnortlnn 

--& 

F 

%Percent Provisioning Troubles wiin 5 . 3 3  days of Service Order Completion - Local Interconnection 
Trunks 

Service Order Accuracy - Resale 

Service Order Accu~acy - UNE 

&m&LN- t- S k t M -  - 
~ w F m a l W o r k i r t g  HOLM and Appwe&Me#ours) 

F6f3 Trunk Group Performance CLEC Specific 

B.2 Tier 2 Submetrics 

Table B-2 contains a 

Item I Item SQM I 

list of Tier 2 submetrics. 

Table B-2 

Sub Metrics 

r 4 I E 1 HI I B - ~  Mean Time to Deliver Invoices- CRIS 

I 5 I !?? I 18-2 Mean Time to Deliver Invoices-CABS 
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PCK/;K +8 

19 - 75 PCRIP 
~~~ 7-= 

4 6  CMD 

W Percent- of Change Requests Accepted or Rejected Within 10 Days - Region 

W 1  Percen t i s  of Change Requests Implemented Within 60 Weeks of Prioritization - Region 
.~ ~~~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ 

BWage DabQel-lvery-A6wfacy 

&-w'X Bd- state" 

str-ttwxa P h ,  5: 1 w &- er C-efftefftFst 

4-3 Collocation Percent of Due Dates Missed 

I Resale Percent M d  Repair Appointments b & t - p  __II_- 

20 

a ! 4 i % w w m t ~ ~ ~ - ~  n 

22 g [?.M * Percent Mssed Repair Appointments ilk!,.,- fiftefs I LINE Loops 

C44-I Timeliness of Change Management Notices 4?e~!ry 

23 

24 

25 

'34-3 Timeliness of Dxgjn,c:.;it;il&ns Associated with Change -Rgg.!os 

h4R 1 P c r c c C  

@, 

- _ _ _ _ _  PRAM 4R-4-Percent Missed Repair Appointments ~Btspat&-bsai&W - UNE Line Splitthq 50 

p w w -  1 Percent Cv%sseii Repair Appointments W-Dspateh - Resale Design 

26 

27 
~ 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  PRAM 44R-I  -.Percent Missecl Repair Appointments P&&LQtspatdt - Local Interconnection Trunks 51 
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86 

I I 

57 MAD _ _ _ _ _ _  

4~417-3 Maintenance Average Duration &+akk4esak+!3ttft~efs_ UNE Loop) 

M R + M a i & P ~ W  

UR-3 Maintenance Average Duration €ltsp&& - Resale Design I 
MR-3 Maintenance Average Duration Dtfpatsk-Be- ISDN - UNE Line SrMtinq I 
44R-&Matntefiawx/4verage DuratiuRDtsp&&-L&&Tfanspoft 

M3-2 Maintenance Averaae Duration Dtsmkb - Local Interconnection Trunks 

M R - M A a m t e n ~ ~  Dtspatch - WL&&s&ther 

nnn nc 

MR-3 MatntenaweAwage D u f a t i o n D t s p a t L D i g i t a l  Lo~p-<-lX%~ 

h I I  

UR-3 Maintenance Average Duration Dtspak4 - UNE Loop and Port Cornbeinations 

M-3 Rnawkwwsfkverage Durati-ELw Shawg -- 
MR-3 Maintenance Average Duration Ehspak4 - UNE xDSL w S L ,  , W L ,  L44j 

M R - 3 M a m a n c e  Average &i&ewkwD+spakh - ResakDesgn 

MR-3 Mat&mance-AveraaeQti&wdw€W&~h - Resale= 
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I 
I M I  ~ 1 W 3  Maintenance A v e r a q e D w ~ k h - L N L L ~ a r t n q  I 

-~ P i i l  65 MR-4 Percent Repeat Custcme.- Troubles within 30 Days Dtspakb - Local Interconnection Trunks 

h n D n b a , , , , i t - h  R m  

I 1 I Percent Repeat Csstomer Troubles within 30 Days Qspatch - Resale Design I 

432 

4% 

x34 

w e p e a t  Trouble w + t p  QOP 

r v w 4 & E m w  Mw- 
PRI 62 - 

-MR4 Percent Repeat Ctisiomeb Trouble; within 30 Days Dtspakb - UNE Loop and Port 
CombQina_tgris 

I m 1  I I d  . .  I 

I 146 I 1 1 M R - 4 P e r c e n & R e s e n  30 Davs Non Dtsoatck- LucalTr?ncnnrt 
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283 

284 

28% 

2% 

23 

288 

I-- 

e 
0 3 - A c + k w + e & j e m e Q t M s s a g e ~ )  TCtr, 

. .  

3 - AKC -Q3 Acknowledgement Message Completeness - €Ql A-Gkow!c?.g d " e m  

n 2 , 4 & w - M p -  

- 5 €343 Percent flow-through Service Requests (Swnrnayj Bustwss Res& ". 

Q 3  Percent flow-through Service Requests LNP 

- 
z4 
292 

t 

'2-3 P e w e & f i & o ~ e w + P c - ~ e s t s  (Summary) UN E-P 

- 8 - -  Ri Reject Interval Fully Mechanized 2 W A t w & L ~ s ~  

I 282 I I I 0-12 Speed of Answer in Ordering Center CLEC Local Carrier Service Center l 

1 290 I 6 1 PFJ 1 0-3 Percent flow-throuqh Service Requests (SumaPg) UNE Loops I 
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448 

449 

4% 

- 1 -  IA QSS-ZSS Interface Availability fPre-Ordering-OrderingjH34 

Css 2 oss p 
CSS 2 n 3 S  P} LE9 

. . .  
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14591 i 
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4.77 @ I C  2 c s p  
47% 2 -  MRlA GS-WSS interface Availability (Maintenance and Repairj CL€C€GW 
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494 

495 

496 

-~ 13 PIAM 9-3 Percent..Missed Installation Appointments &kj &spat& x! R es**x - UNE ioo;ls 

,4  P,Ah,q .-P-3 Percentnilissed-Installation Appointments hkJ&sp&ch ? O  Fi -e&&&&ex - UNE Loop and 
Port Combinaiions 

.P3-Petce&RAissed- I ~ S W W - Q ~ W  p & & d - - F e a l e S D N  

-~ 

497 l -  12 1 Percen!&ttsse&lnstallation Appointments Met LNP Standalone 

P-%Percen!&ttsse&lnstallation Appointments 4tspatck u! UNE xDSL+MSL. KXL ,  L'CL) 
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+-3 PercentUwe&lnstaIlation Appointments Met - Local Interconnection Trunks 

Firm Order Confirmation Interval (FOCI) Plus Averaqe Order Completion lnerval (OCI) - Resale 
(POTS) 

Firm Order Confirmation Interval (FOCI) Plus Averaqe Order Completion lnerval (OCI) - Resale 
Desian 

Firm Order Confirmation Interval (FOCI) Plus Averaqe Order Completion lnerval (OCI) - LNP 
(Standalone) 

Firm Order Confirmation Interval (FOCI) Plus Averaqe Order Completion lnerval (OCI) - UNE Loops 

Firm Order Confirmation interval (FOCI) Plus Averaqe Order Completion lnerval (OCI) - UNE Loop 
and Port Combinations 

Firm Order Confirmation Interval (FOCI) Plus Averaqe Order Completion lnerval (OCI) - UNE EELS 23 FOCI 
_ I -  

g W . J  

25 FOCI - -  

26 FOCI 
I _ _ -  

27 FOCI - -  

28 FOCI - -  

Firm Order Confirmation Interval (FOCI) Plus Averaqe Order Completion lnerval (OCl) - UNE xDSL 
-With Conditioning 

Firm Order Confirmation Interval (FOCI) Plus Average Order Completion lnerval (OCI) - UNE xDSL 
- Without Conditioninq 

Firm Order confirmation Interval (FOCI) Plus Averaqe Order Completion lnerval (OCI) - UNE Line 
Splittinq-with conditioning 

Firm Order Confirmation Interval (FOCI) Plus Averaqe Order Completion lnerval (OCI) - UNE Line 
Splittina-without conditioninq 

Firm Order Confirmation Interval (FOCI) Plus Averaqe Order Completion lnerval (OCI) - Local 
Interconnection Trunks 

Non-Coordinated Customer Conversions - Percent Completed and Notified on Due .t)~aDa 
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W C o o r d i n a t e d  Customer Conversions Hot Cuts Timeliness Percent within Interval 
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4- 

~ 

eFCoordinated Customer Conversions Inteytal - UNE Loops 

? ? C C  

- PPT 

PpT 

e-9 Percent Provisioning Troubles wA&Q within 5 days of Service Order Completion Dts@&+W 
- Resale (POTS) 

4-9 Percent Provisioning Troubles wA&Q within 5 days of Service Order Completion €%+&&+M - - UNE Loops 

4% Percent Provisioning Troubles wA&Q within 5 days of Service Order Completion Dts@&+W 
- Resale Design 

p-9 Percent Provisioning Troubles wh-33  within 5 days of Service Order Completion l&qxW+% 
--NE Loop and Port Combinations 

#?&ex 
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P ~ x t T w r o v t s t o f - t t ~ - ~  &e&xtplekon Dispatch 10 - UNE 
c&mba+W 

4-9 Percent Provisioning Troubles tltikft-ae wiihin 5 days of Service Order Completion 
- UNE xDSL @ E S S Q s l ,  L a )  

42-9 Percent Provisioning Troubles w k 3 Q  within 5 days of Service Order Completion &+&&++Q 
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w 

__ 38 

43 

SQAC 

SQAC 

SOAC 
Laos 

42 
I 

w 44 

Bas- 

-Percent Provisioning Troubles d t t 4 Q  within 5 days of Service Order Completion - Local 
Interconnection Trunks 

P-I  1 Service Order Accuracv - Resale 
~ 

P-I 1 Service Order Accuracy - UNE 

P-I  1 Service Order Accuracy - UNE-P 

P-W&-LNP - Percent Out of Service < 60 M i n u t e s _ W  

@-4-3G LNP - Percent of Time BellSouth Applies the IO-Digit Trigger Prior to the LNP Order Due 
Date + i -  

P-SD: LNP - Average Disconnect Timeliness Interval & Disconnect Timeliness Interval D t s M d e ~  
(Non-Trigger) -- 

I hlD 

PQ-ZLoop Makeup - Response Time - Electronic 

T6P4 Trunk Group Performance CLEC Aggregate 
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I Resale Desiqn I Retail Desiqn I 
I UNELoops I Relaii Residence and Business Dispatch 

I 12 daw”  

I LJNE tine Splittina without coriditionirxf 

I Retail Residence and Business POTS 

~ Local Interconnection Trunks 
1 I I 
*Applies to the measure Firm Order Coiifirmalion lnierval Plus Averaqe Order Comiiletion Interval oi?lv. Additionallv. 
for this measure 10 d a w  shall he added lo  the Local Interconnection Trunk retail atlaloq diiratioii for,._non-rnechanized 
orders, and the followina durations will be added to the retail atiaioq intervals for all other disaggregations: .5 days for 
fully mechanized. 1 .O davs for pariiallV nrechanized’ and 2.5 davs for non-mechanized. 

1 Resale Desiqn 

1  NE Loon & Port Combinations 

~ UNELooss I Rerail Residence and Business Dispatch 

I UNEXDSL I ADSL Provided to Retail 

j Losal :nterconned.ion Trunks 
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DTNT 

E RT 

FOCRC 

Acknowiedgement Messase Conipleleness - ED! 
Acknowiedqtyjnni Messaqe Cornpjyhe.nr:ss - TAG 

~~ Invoice Accuracy .. 
Mean Time to Deiiver invoices - CRtS 
Mean Time to Deiiver Invoices ~ C A S  
Coordinated Customer - .......... Conversions lntervalL(j&,k 

Timeliness of Dorxnienis Associated with Chanae - 
ioops 

__. R e m  

Timeiiness of Change Management NotJces - Reqior? 
Non-Coordinated Customer Conversions ~ Yo 
- Com&ted and Nolifiec on D ~ i e  Dalc? 
LNP - Averaqg-Bdco,nnect Tinieiiness lntwvxvl-,& 
Disconnect Tiniciiriess interval Distribution (Nun- 
Triqserl 

Firm Order C-Response 
Completeness - Fully Mechanized 

Coordinated Custom_eiConversiori~ - Hot Cut 
Timeliness Percent Within Interval and A v e m  
lntervai - UNE Loops 

Interface Availability - Pre-OrderinqiOrderi~~, 
LNP - Percent of Time BellSouth Applies the 10-Diqit 
Trigger Prior to the LNP Order Due Date 
LN-P.,_-Percent Oui of.Sen.j.ce?-Xl Minutes 
interface Availability - Mai nt.c.?.3nc.s .&g.ega~ 
Percent of Chanqe Req~iests Accepted or Reiectei:: 
Within 10 Davs - Reaion 
.- Percent of Chanqe Requestsir?il?!.emented Withinn? 
Weeks of Prioritization - Reaion 
Percent Fiow-through Service_l?_tjqLiests - Residence 
Pe rce .. 11 t F low-t h ro u q h._S-E!.csJgq u e sls - Bus in ess. 
Percent __ Fiow-through Service..~.~quests - UNE Loop-& 
Port Combo 
Percent Fiow-through Service Retitiesirs - UNE Otncr 

Collocation -. Percent ~ of Due Dates . ~ Missed 
Percent of Software Errors Corrected i r i  X ( 1  0, 30. 451 
Business Davs - Rggiby! 
Reiect interval ~ f ~ ~ l y , , ~ ~ , ~ c h a f i i z e d  
-- Sewice Order Accuracv - Resale 
Service Order AccLiracv - UNE 
SkvjggLder Accurag: ?jN.lP 

kQP Makeg p._.. PFsS?nnseTime_E!ectr@!~.ic 

Trunk Group Performance - CLEC Specitic 

99.5% 
99.5% 

........... Pari&JVith Retail 
Paritv With Retai! 
Parity With Retail 

95% <= 20 M i nJjug2, 

95% ,=30 Davs if New Feature Coding 
required: 95%>=5 days for doctimenialion 

98% On Time 
95% Conipieied on Cue Date with CLEC 

Not ificaiion 

95% Within 12 Hours 

9576 ................. <= 1 Minute 

95% Returned 

c i ~ f ~ - ~ ~ ~ C t ~ ~ n  . ~ . : . . . o ~ . . . ~ ~ . ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~  

SL1 - Tinig.-s;eQ@fic: 95% Within +/- 15 Min. 
of Schediiled Start Time 

SL1 IDLC, 95% Within +/- 2 hours of 
~" Scheduled Start ~ Time 

____l_l ~ 9 5 % 1  
>= 99.5% 

959% Wiihin Interval 

-~ 

-" 95% Within IntervAl 
yo% 
ano: 

95% Within interval 

~ _ _ _ _  95% Correct 
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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 CLECAL3Xs) 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 
perfonnance 

This section describes the properties of a test methodology and the truncated Z 
statistic for #&=w types of measures. 

C. l  Necessary Properties for a Test Methodology 

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

Like-to-Like Comparisons 
Aggregate Level Test Statistic 
Production Mode Process 
Balancing 

C.l .I 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 
the C'CI:C'AtE(1 and the ILEC units as comparable as possible 

C.1.2 Aggregate Level Test Statistic 

Each performance ineasure of interest should be summarized by one overall test 
statistic giving the decision make! 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. 

aggregated index should be very nearly the same as if comparisons on the 
covariate had not been done. 

1 l - b i I L i  iLa iii c .wii ipui i i )ui i  ~ ~ 1 1 3  UIL L A U L L ~ Y  p i w p u i L i w i i a 1  wvc.1 a L u v a i i a L L ,  L ~ I C  
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The contribution of each comparison cell should depend on the number of 
observations in the cell. 
Cancellation between coinparison cells should be limited. 
The index should be a continuous hnction of the observations. 

C.1.3 Production Mode Process 

The decision system must be developed so that it does not require intermediate 
manual intervention, Le., 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 11 Error probabilities. 
P (Type I Error) = P (Type I1 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 calculating the balancing 
critical value. 

.I." 4 K T r w  .. 

Measurement Types 

Tlit: pxl-uiiiidiix iiit:dbuit:iiit:iitb iliilt will uiidt:igu 1t:biiiig dit: uf i3jti~w tyyt:b. iiit:diiT e dproportion- . + x & - € w F ~  have similar characteristics. Different 
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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-I : Measurements Types and Data 
Measurement Type Data Used to Derive Measure 

~- ~ 

Mean Interval measurements 

R&le 

C.2 Testing Methodology - The Truncated 2 

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 C:LlJ('A&E€ 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 m a v e r a g c  of the truncated statistics is calculated where a cell's weight 
depends on the volume of BST and CI,ECALE€ orders in the cell. The weighted 
=average is standardized by &e 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. 

C.2.1 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 CI,ECALE€ transactions. 22G&a&& 

. .  
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4 . . .  -- 
-4 __ permutation test is used when 

one or both of the BST and C I , E C ' M  sample sizes is less than seven. The 
adjusted, asymmetric t statistic and the permutation calculation are described kx lew~ 
A m e n d n  D, Statisticxi Formulas and Technical Descrip-. 

C.2.2 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 (nijpij(l-pij) > 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, 

In this case, the moments of the truncated Z are calculated 
L!?m !!It: ..... z ..... s!3L&ic-.i?i ..... clllctllli!iGt ..... :ti-o.m. the hypergeometric distribution,:,- . .  . 

exactly using the hypergeometric probabilities. 
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3 A  
.L. .  
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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 . .  4 4  I 1 . .  

- -  , the number of samples that sum to t 

M ,  
LJ Jk  

k 

the number of samples with sum 5 t 

Mj 
\I < t, - 

L J Jk  - -1 
k 
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I 0 otherwise 

4 9  . I." 
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I 0 otherwise 
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M 
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R, -0.5 
&c-!- 

Mj 

d. Lc t  €&% 
swR!k 

R, - 0.5 
1001 

e7--C-l 
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g = o  

c-l 
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czl NA 

n j - 1  

w j a  

NA 

c-1 

f 

f 

L = 1 "; = i"; 
min(O,Zj) otherwise 
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B.2.4 
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zJi = min. 

i-- 
i -n .  q .  

n n  - 1 .  n J  
>, i =0, ..., J J  0, 1_ 

~ ~ ~~ _ _  

N, = min(M,,1,000), i = 1,. . . ,N,  

where R, is the rank of sample sum i R -05  z,, = min { 0, 

e =- 

' N, 

(I  - -)} N, 
1 

n, i - n,, a, 

n, -1 

e,, = HG(i) 
~ ~- ~~~ ~ 

L = l  

1 WjZ: - WjE(Zy I H,) 
otherwise 
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6 1 
T h Y  -*+ . .  

b 

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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' mean or proportion measure 

rate measure 

0.155 
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arcsin ( p) - arcsin (F) "21 

77 " I J  - - 

r7 arcsin (&) - arcsin (&) 
- - 
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A r- . .  
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W]-e  0 0 
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PIE 

XI,, = 

the iota1 nun.iber transactions in cell / :  ri:i+;, 

iiiciividiial ILEC transactions in cell 1: k = 1.  , ii.: 
-i- 

&-,, inaiv~dua~ CLEC transactions i i - i  ceii t k = 1 n: 

& ____ individiial transaction iboih lLEC and CLEC) in cell [ 

Xi,, 
X2,k k =nij +1,..., 11, 

k = 1,. .. , II ,]  

- x 
~ I = The CLEC sample mean of c e h  

__ = The lLEC sample variance in cell1 s I, __ 

S; 
_I 

....... 

kid a randoin s@ipie of size n2A from the set of Yji ..... Y ,,,, k = I ,  , t i 2 ,  
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the niitnber ojsaniples that mni  to t PM(t) = P ( C y l ,  = t )  = 
h MI 

the ~itirnber ofsamples with s m i  I t CPM(t) = P ( C y , ,  I t) = 
k MI 

I o  otherwise 
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I 0 x < max(O,aj - n,j) 

CHG(x) = P(H I x) = 2 HG(h), max(O,aj -nZj )  I x 5 min(aj,qj)  
h=max(O,a,-n,,) 

1 x > min(aj,qj)  

?'hc qeneral methodolocy for calculalinq an aggregate level test statistic is outlined 
belocv. 

A wei.ght based on the mJiiiber of travmiuns is used so that a cell, u hich has a larger 
number of transactions, has a larger weight. 'I'hc actual weight foniiulac Lviil ciepeiid 
- on the type of measure. 

I / \ 

A Z statistic with m~jig-0 and variance 1 is needecl for each cell. 
-_ -J If W = 0, set Z j d  

Othcrkvise, thc actual Z statistic calculation depends on Ihc tyw ofpcrfoniiance 
Ineasure. ____ 
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T. J = {  
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R, - 0.5 
a = l -  

M j 
* 34, 1,000 

- Drm a raiidom sample of' 1,000 sample sums from the permutation 
distribution. 
Add the obserked sainpie sum to the list. 'I'here are a total of 1001 samplc 
sui~is. Rank the sample siiins from s ~ d l e s t  to largest. Ties are dealt bv using 
average ranlis. 
Let Robethe  rank of the observed saniple sum cc ith respect all the sample 

- 

- 

SlllllS . 

R, - 0.5 
1001 

a = l -  
................................. 

n, a l j  - n  . a .  

n, -1 

'1.0 limit the amount of cancellation that takes place between cell results during 
aggregation. cell, uhose results suggest possible filvoritim are left alone. Othercz ise 
the cell statistic is sct to ~ c r o .  'this i~ieans that positive equivalent Z values are set to 
0, and negatke =lues are left alone. Mathemaii&ly, this i s  written as 

Z; = min(O,Zj) 

Icuiate the Th 

Crilculate the theoretical niean and variance of the' truncated statistic under the nul l  
hypotfnesis of parjtv.E(ZYlH,)&Var(ZIIH,). To compensate for the truiicati.on. 

in step 3, an aggregated, weighted suin of the Z*, will need to be centered and scaled 
properly so that the final aggregate statistic follows a standard normal distribiition. 



Exhibit B Statistical Formulas and Technical Description 

1 E(Zj I H,) = -- J% 

1 1  Var(Z7 I H,) = - - - 
2 2.n 

E(Z; I H,) = COjizji 
1 

The actual kaiues oi'the L'S and 8's dcpends 0x1 the type of measure. 

N j  =min(Mj,l,OOO), i = l ,  ..., N j  

zji = min { 0, W1 (1 - y)} where Ri  is the rank of sample sum i 

1 e. =- ' N j  

1 
n j  i - nI j  a j  

n l j  nzj  a j  (nj -aj)  
, i=max(O,aj -n,j) ,..., min(aj,nlj) 

e,, = HG(i) 
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’ This decision rulc assumes that a n c ~ y t i v c  test statistic indicates poor service for chc CLEC customci-. If the opposite is tt-lic, 
then reverse the decision I-dc. 
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rr,; 

1 Stevens, by. L. (19.5 1 )  Mean ond t;ariancc ofan ci i t iy  in a Cont inyncy  Table. Rionwtricu. 38. 468-370. 
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n -  a . -n  . a j  

nj  -1 

Using the cquations abovel we see that Z, has inearl arid standard error given by 

nsn:'' - n . a .  

n j  -1 

and 

In this section we have ititlcxed the altenintive hvpothesis of mem measures by two 
sets of parametcrs, iLJ and S1. Proportion measures are indexed bv paraineter y j J A  
rnajor difficulty 1% itli this approach is that inore than one alternative will be 0 1  
interest; for example u e  may consider o m  alternative in ivhich all the C.i, are set to a 
con-itnon non-zero value. and another set of alternatives in each of which iust one 6,- 
non-zero. while all the rest are zero. There are very many other possibilities. II:ich 
possibility leads to a single value for the balancing critical value: and each possible 
critical \ ~& ic  corresponds t i )  many sets of alternative hvpotheses, for each of which i t  
constitutes the c~rrect balancina value. 

The formulas we have presented can be used t!,yaluate the impact of different 
choices of the o.verall critical value. For each putative choice, we can evaluate the set 
of altei-natives for wh i~~- . th i s  is the correct balancing value. While statistical. science 
can be used to e\ialuate the impact of different choices of these parame,ters, there is 

Srxcific choices are best left to teleldionv experts, Still. it is possible to comment on 
some aspects o f  these choices: 

ni?m!!.S!L.Lh&! .... ~ ~ ~ . . .  ~ ~ ~ p e ~ . !  ... .lc)...~~~ti.sti.S~.!... ~ . ~ p ! e s . . . ~ ~ n . . . : _ ! . r r ~ ~ J ~ . . . ~ i ~ e ~ t ~ ~ ~ ~ . . . ~ . ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ . . . ~ . h i ) ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  

The set of yaranieters AJ index alternatives to the null 
hypotheGs that arise becaubr: there inighr be greater unpredictability or variability in 
the del1vex-v of seiwce to a CLEC custoiiier o ~ w  that which would be acliievcd for an 
otlicru ise comparable I L K  customer. While coiiccrsis about differences in the 

bein,q recommended here IS relatively insensitive $0 all but very large values of the 5. 
v c ~ ~ i u L i l i ~ )  ul' > b ~ + i b ~  ' I I ~  i i i i b w i  taxi, i t  L L I I I L ~  uuL llirli LIIG I I L I I I L ~ I L G ~ . ~  Z icsi11iy mIiik,j & 



Exhibit B Statistical Formulas and Technical Descriotion 

Put aiiotlier way. reasonable ciiffkrences in the values chosen here could make very 
little difference in the balancing points chosen. 

Parcrmeter Choices fbr 6j ..... The set of parameters (s, are much more important in tlie 
choice of the balancine point than was true for the Xj. The reason for this is that tliev 
directlv index dii'ferences in averagc service. 'The tririicated il, test is very sensitive to 
any such differences: Inelice, even small disagreements among experts i n  the choice of 
the iij could be very impoitan 1. Sample size matters here tt:)ct. For example, setting all 
the 6j to a single value-tji = 6 / might be fine for tests across individ.ua1 CLECs 
where currently in Kenix~~~kv the CLEC customer bases are not too different. LJsing 

would be saying that a "inertnirigful" deyree of disparity is one where the ida t ion  is 
the saline (6) for each CI..EC;. Ru t  the detection of disparity for any component CLEC 
i~ . . .~~~~~~)~~~!I~: . . .~~) . . .~!~ .C. .~~!~ .~~~.~ . l . . .~ .~~)~!Gr~~!! .~-~ . . .~  .... s!lou!4..he.~.ml~!~~, 
Parumem. C ' h c r ~  fiir The sot of paraincters \JJ~D~ are also impOrt~~llt in 
the choice of the balancing point for teats of their respective ~neasures. The reason for 
this IS that they directly index increases in the proportion of service performance. The 
ttzuicated Z test is sensithe to such increases: but not as sensitive as the case of 6 for 
mean nieaswes. Sample size matters here too. As with mean ineasures, using the 
saine value of \ti or E for the o\wall state tcstiiig does not seem sensible. 

The three parameter\ are related howver. I f a  decision is made 011 the value of6, it is 
possibli: to determine eyui~alent values o f  \jr and 8. "['he i'ollon iiic equations, in 
coli-junction with the definitions of IJJ a i d  E, show the relationship with delta. 

Tlie bottom line here is that beyoiid a few general considerations, like those given 

a grt ins t iiiu s t coiiie from elsewhere. 
i?.!?<)v~.? ...... 1 ...... I?".EciP.!Grl..... ?!P.I?X!,1.Gh ..... .lo .... LhG ..... C!M?kG ..... d ... &!IC ...... a.!.W!?.3,!i\lC .... !!YP!?t!EsGs ..... .I:<? ...... gual-d 

0.2.7 ecisian Proc 

Oncc 2' has bccn calculated. it is coiiipared to the balancing critical value to 
determine if the I1,F.C: is favoring its own customers oirer a C:LEC"s cudoiners. 

This critical valuecliawes as the TLEC and CLEC transaction voluiiie chanrye. One 
way to riialte this transparent to the decision-maker, is to report the difYere'nce 
between the test statistic and t 
canr,liitjed w ~ w n  z"' <: cr?-tl? 



Exhibit B Statistical Formulas and Technical DescriDtion 



Exhibit B BST SEEM Remedv Calculation Procedures 

E.? Ticr? p p  

1- 
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6 

m f f c e t t t  9 

H 

1: 
25 

i x  
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yes 
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(TIV) of each cell whose z-value \\-as reset to zero except the last cell changed 

The affected volume for the last cell cliaiieed should be interpolated by 
= T I V w -  T!V< L 1 < 1 2 + . . . 6 TI\'( E < I )L 

*-r 'o*LEC I i 

10. Calculate Ihc pavnient to CLbCI by inu1tiplvin.c the result of step 9 by tlic 
wopr ra t e  dollar amount from the fee schedule. 

1 I .  'I'hcn, CLEC 1 payment - 'I'AC'CLCC~ 
that follows: fee nmounts are from the default Standard Perfonance fee schedule. 

12. If this calculation is being performed for the sccond consecutive month of failure, 
repeat steps 5 - 7 1 Tor the first ( , I  st) n1onth of failure. For the third and suhsequenl 
niontlis of failure this c:ilculation will only be perfornied for the current data 
month. 

SSfrom Fcc Schcdulc. Eor the exaiiii'ile 

I I I I I I I I I 

Note that after malting ZCLLCI,I - 0. the overall ZTCLECL* - -0.65 is less tliau tiic 
halancine critical value GB,, F r l  = -1.32. 
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TAV 

4 

Remedy Doliars - 
Standard Performance Low Performance 

Sample 
Size 

Equivalent Equivalent 
90% 95% 

Benchmark Benchmark 

Sample 
Size 

Equivalent Equivalent 
90% 95% 

Benchmark Benchmark 

I V  - 

- 17 

T3.VV70 OT.3070 

76.47% 82.35% 

__ 23 

__ 30 

13.3 I i o  00.2 I i b  

80.00% 86.67% 

I Month 1 

I Month 2 

1 Month 3 

For Standard Pel-formrtnce the $Sfuom Fee Schedule is S60hnit. 

Fro Low Pcrfonnaiice the $$from Fee Schedule is $875/unit 

E.3 Tier-I Calculation For Benchmarks 

1 . For each CL13C wi th  five or niore observations, calculate monthlv perfoimance 
results for the State. 

2. C'LlICs having observations (sample s m s )  between 5 and 30 will use Table I 
below. The only exception will be for Collocation Percent Missed Due Dates. 

Table I - Small Sample Size Table (95% Confidence) 

1.5 __ 18 I 77.78% I 83.33% 

I S  I 66.67% I 83.33% I 78.95% I 84.21% 

I Z  I 71.43% I 85.71% I -  80.00% I 85.00% 

1 8  1 75.00% I 75.000h - 21 I 76.19*/1, I 85.71% 

/ B  I 66.67% I 77.78% 22 
_. 

I 70.00% I 80.00% - 23 

I 72.73% I 81.8256 __ 24 I 79.17% I 87.50% 

I 75.00% I 83.33% __ 25 

76.92% 84.62% 

78.57% 85.71 % 

73.33% 86.67% 

80.77% 88.46% 

81.48% 88.89% 

__ 78.57% 89.29% 
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l r  Siate 

Benchmark I nc I PMDDc Volume Affected 

Volume Proportion 
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Benchmark I nc i Volume Affected l ! l  Proportion 
Reject Interval 
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E.6. 
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ace 

CLEC 

I TAGiXM L CLEC 

CLEC 

CLEC 

CLEC 

- X I 

! LESOG 

I x I CLEC 

I x I CLEC 

CLEC 

CLEC 

I I x CLEG 

CLEC TAR x 
CLEC ECPP X 



Exhibit B Reposting Of Performance Data and Recalculation of SEEM Payments 

RcllSouth will makc a\ a i l d k  I-epobted ~crfi,rrnancc data as re-llcctcd in the Sei-sicc Quality Mca~urcment 
(SQM) icports and iecalculate Self-kffectuating hforcenient (SEEM) imyrnents using the I'arity 
Aaalysis and Rernedy Information Svsteiii (PAluS ). to the extent technically feasible, undei the 
followinv circumstmcgg 

1 .  Thohe measi1ieb includctl i n  a slate'i spccikic SQM plan f r , i t h  corresponding sub-mctrics are subject io 
reposting A notice F. ill be placed on the PMAI' website advising CLIJCs \.\;hen reposted data IS availablc. 

3. Pcrfoi-rnancc sub-metric calculatinns tvi th bciichrnarhs that ai c in aii "out of parity" condition will be 
available for repostiiie XvhcneL e1 there 14 a ;,- 2% decline in BellSouth's pcrforniance at the sub-metric 

4. Periorniance sub-metric calcula~ton~ with rclail analogues that are in a17 "out of pari@'' condition will 
be availablc for repostin: \~Iieiic\ cr there is a decline in pcrfoimance as stiowii by an adverse change of 
<:- ~- .5 in the z-score at the sub-metiic level. 

measures and the 2-score must irnprove bv at least 0.5 for retail analogs at the sub-metric lcvel to qualify 
for repostinc 

6. Pcrformance data be made mailable for a iiiaximum of thr 

PARiS has been discovered. BellSouth will recalculate applicable SEEM wiymrnts. 'Where technically 
feasible, SEEM paJiments will be subject to re,calculation for a rnaxjniunl of three imiths in arrears f r z  

discovered. 
the.-d,%Lc ...... LL.Pdatec1 ...... 

8. An\: adiustiiients for undeinaynient of Tier I and Tier I! calculated remedies will be made consisrent 
with the terms of the state specific S - & m p l a n ,  includinrr the navment of interest. Any adiustment.b& 

!~.:.s..it.sC!:~~~o!l,. 

9. Ariy adj.ustrricrits for undeipaynients will he rnade in thc neit month's payinent cvclc after thc 
recalculation is made. The final current nionth PARIS reports will reflect the traiisiriitted dollars. 
including adiustments for prior inontlis where applicable. Questions regarding the adiustmgjts should be 
made i n  accordance with the 


