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BellSoui$t Telecommunications, Inc. 

to November 8,2006 

REQUEST: BellSouth may provide data supporti ability around the reported 
results for the retail analog measures that do not us 
determine nondiscrimination. 

RESPONSE: Two important facts need to be es 
incorporate variability for dispensation can be 

First, just as there is variability in retail proces 
test, there is also variability in retail processes for 
z statistical test. Second, the reason that the 
measures listed in section C.2 of the SEEM plan 
transactions to cells (which is essential to a trunc 
and not because either party desires to refrain from u 
measures. Also, the fact that the truncated z test is n 
variability does not exist in the processes. 
methodology has not been developed, nor is it clear that one could be developed. 

re a solution for how to 

that use the truncated z 
es that cannot use the truncated 

al test is not used on the 
a method of assigning 
has never been developed 
e truncated z test on these 
does not mean that 

Where the truncated z test is used there is some att 
prevent the normal variability that occurs in any proc 
payments. Inexplicably, such recognition does not ex 
cannot use the truncated z test (or for benchmarks, 
exercise) even though such recognition is just as n 
charts that follow. BellSouth will use OSS-1 M 
demonstrate that the problem exists, but all of 

LMOSUPD system to 
ection C.2 exhibit the 

1. There is a basic process variability am0 tions. BellSouth 
obtained 5 months of raw data for OSS-1 
observations were so overwhelming that 
not be constructed. However, BellSouth 
day’s average time, minimum observatio 
deviation and displayed those values on 

2. Chart 9.1 also shows that there is varia 
to day. It is also intuitive that there is 
BellSouth and the CLEW performam 
day variability better. 

volumes of individual 
sing all the data, could 

summaries that listed each 
ervation and standard 
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to November 8,2006 
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The above results are some of the data plotted on a 
clearly shows the day to day variability and shows 
value. In any process it is reasonable to expect 
as this graph shows. There is no reason to attrib 
in the processes as is currently done in the SEEM pl 

in Chart 9.2 below. This graph 
e results cluster around one 

lity from the norm just 
ability to differences 
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8,2006 

Chart 9.2 Scatter Plot: Day-to-Day M&R, LMOSUPD 
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There is also variability from month-to-month as we 1 as the variability within each 
month's average performance. Chart 9.3 superimpos these monthly values over the 
daily averages data shown in Chart 9.2. 
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BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 

to November 8,2006 

Chart 9.3 Scatter Plot: Month-to-Month 

It is easy to see, from the previous charts, that there is bwiability in the process. 

Another way to solidify this idea is to look at the exac same data in different time 
segments and see if the results would be the same. Th data is displayed in a manner to 
facilitate this analysis in Chart 9.4 below. 

k 
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Awragesxfrom 16th of month to the 1 
, 

Chart 9.4 

a 
0 

f 

If the processes did not have variability then the resul 
matter how the time units were divided. Thus, in add 
averages, Chart 9.4 also looks at the averages of the d 
the 15'h of the next month. Note that the values are nc 
values, and yet each set of averages uses all of the dat 
averages do not match up is because the underlying pi 

Problem: Clearly, there can be no further doubt that 
Consequently, the problem has been narrowed down 
account for this normal variability in the processes SUI 
result in SEEM payments. 

There are many different ways to address the issue of 
However, the method BellSouth chose was to establis 
business judgment, which is the same basis used to de 
the truncated z test is used. The degree of permissible 

I Telecommunications, Inc. 

s to November 8,2006 
p Action Items 
te: December 1,2006 
9 
15 

t. NO. 00121A-TP 

s 

h of next month 

-I 

8/8/2008 8/29/2006 7/19/2008 

should be exactly the same no 
!on to looking at the monthly 
a from the 16* of the month until 
the same as the standard monthly 
collected. The reason the 
cess has variability in it. 

ibstantial variability exists. 

I that it is much less likely to 
the single issue of how to best 

ariability in these processes. 
a variability factor based on 
ne materiality parameters where 
ariability was defined to allow an 
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s to November 8,2006 

efficient CLEC to have a meaninghl opportunity 
data. 

Another method that was considered was to 
However, an exact application of that method wo 
as well as using an excess of computing time and 
determined. Further, a more simplistic pmpo 
Staff and the CLECs in the last SQWSEEM 

Pete and supported by historical 

problems with data retention 
. Thus, a constant factor was 

0 8 0 -  

070 

Note that in OSS- 1 for bordering measures, a 
factored into the SQM. If M&R is made into a 
same 'plus' factor of 2 seconds would 
some systems have very short 
like PREDICTOR, OSPCM, 
of several seconds to a couple of minutes(Charts 9.5). 

of 2 seconds is already 
then at a minimum the 

calculations. While 
and CRIS others 

times on the order 

.- - 

0.60 I 
I 1 

f 0.40 
0.30 
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14.00 

12 00 

Regardless of the manner in which the data is observ 
variability or the variability in the differences, once i 
are taken into account, a variability factor of 2 secon 

BellSouth would be willing to discuss the possibility 
system’s results, but believes that updating that facto 
be cumbersome. 

-I I 

.851YEAN 

5, BellSouth’s variability, CLEC 
I different systems’ performances 
3 seems reasonable. 

If using a different factor for each 
outside of an annual review would 
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op Action Items 
ate: December 1,2006 

I 
In the chart below (Chart 9.6a) the variability 
obvious. However, since the data trended do 
estimate of the process measure’s variability 
BellSouth and CLEC performance over time 
of these charts’ data are exhibited in seconds. 

Chart 9.6a 

ess from month to month is 
r time the best method to get an 
to observe the difference in 
shows these differences, Both 

Spoed of Answer Po 
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OrdetingSOA 

40- 

30- 

This process does not appear to be favoring 
paying remedies for what is simply normal 
proposed a variability factor of 5 seconds 
the phone is answered) to help prevent 

or the CLECs and yet, BellSouth is 
the process. BellSouth has 

two additional rings before 
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Page l2 
a process having variability but not being able to use the 

truncated z methodology. 

BIA must have a variability factor in these calculatioris. The exact same BellSouth 
performance data is compared with 3 different subset$ of CLEC performance data (Charts 
9.7’9.8’9.9). They cannot all be identical processes @ BellSouth’s overall process. Yet 
BellSouth does not have an exact duplicative process lor each of the CLEC’s processes. 
This alone will introduce variation into the calculatiorhs. 

The chart below (Chart 9.7a) shows the BIA resale cdmparisons. Chart 9.7b has the Same 
data displayed with lines added to show the 2 standard deviation control limits on the 
process. The average moving range was used to e 
The control limits are then calculated from BellSo 

The idea is to use BellSouth’s standard deviation and I est whether the CLEC’s 
performance measure (average or proportion) is withitt a certain number of standard 
deviations &om BellSouth’s performance. This has support considering that the standard 
deviation in the SQM and SEEM plans are based on the “modified Z” statistic (Appendix 
E of SQM and section D. 1 of SEEM plans), which usots BellSouth’s process variability as 
the basis for calculating the variation in the difference8 of the BellSouth and CLEC 
performance measures. 

Note that none of the CLEC’s average performan 
BellSouth’s process for itself. Yet BellSouth has 
stare-and-compare approach used in the current 

ellSouth’s process variance. 
11 process mean. 

side of 2 sigma limits of 
two failed months based on the 
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P 
Another viable approach is to find the variation in the( differences of the BellSouth and 
CLEC performance measures. Chart 9 . 7 ~  depicts the standard deviation of the 
differences and measured two (2) standard deviations in either direction from the 
expected difference of zero. Note that once again, using the stare-and-compare 

should not be considered unusual in the process. 

Chart 9 . 7 ~  

methodology in place under the current plan, BellSo pays for two instances that 
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REQUEST: Determine what issues about the SEEM 
its appropriateness in assessing remedies in Force Ma 
CLECs can agree on and what issues have disagreemc 

RESPONSE: BellSouth has provided below the arm 
between BellSouth and the CLECs, with respect to thl 
the operation the SEEM plan. 

Ameemen t: 

1. The parties agree that the 2 sample statistical t 
separate assignable cause variations h m  rand 
populations by using the difference between tl 

2. The parties agree that in a Force Majeure ever 
process probably increases. 

3. During a force majeure event the truncated z-s 
will very likely be larger than the truncated z-! 
under normal operating conditions. 

4. The parties agree that, outside of Force Majeu 
occur which falsely indicate a systemic event 
remedies (Type I error). Furthermore, there ar 
which falsely indicate random variation (Type 
assessed remedies. The BCV methodology in 
probabilities of these two classes of errors. 

5 .  The parties agree that when the statistid test 
under normal operating conditions, that the pli 
remedies as if the assignable variation is an in 
the process. Furthermore, the parties agree tha 
SEEM plan indicates anything other than failu 
conditions, that the test will automatically assi 
variation is an indication of random variation 

6. The statistical test used in SEEM assumes thai 
wholesale and retail performance distribution 
tests this assumption based on collected data. ' 
declare failure only if the difference between 7 

distribution parameters is significant, as definc 
which is based on business judgment (e.g., del 

an's statistical tests, in relation to 
we events, BellSouth and the 
It. 

If agreement and disagreement 
impact of force majeure events on 

rt used in SEEM attempts to 
m process variability in the 
1 samples. 
the normal random variation in a 

ore process difference variation 
ore process difference variation 

I, there are events that occasionally 
id BellSouth will be assessed 
events that occasionally occur 
I error). BellSouth will not be 
EEM is constructed to equate the 

I the SEEM plan indicates failure 

cation of a systemic problem in 
when the statistical test in the 
3 under normal operating 
n no remedies as if the assignable 
~ the process. 

here is no difference between 
vameters (null hypothesis) and 
he statistical test is designed to 
bolesale and retail performance 
L by a measure of materiality 
1) (alternative hypothesis). 

will automatically assign 
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1, That factors in a Force Majeure event can affec 
differently. 

Under normal operating conditions BellSouth is in 
result, the underlying distributions of the process c 
discrimination exists. 

Force Majeure removes that control and as a m u 1  
distributions through the truncated z statistical tesl 
whether discrimination exists. 

If two boats are in the same water at the same timc 
two boats should still ride comfortably and compa 
comes and the waves become excessive, a larger b 
much turbulence as a smaller speed boat. The sm 
entities in very different ways and it is not the faul 
can typically control its process (the water) under 
under Force Majeure events (the stormy waves) B 
the outside influence will affect its processes. 

In this workshop, Mr. Vamer has detailed several 
either a CLEC and/or BellSouth during a Force M 
being able to control the event or the outcome. 

Recall that the truncated z test statistic is based on 
BellSouth’s variability to estimate the variability c 
CLEC process measures (mean, proportion, rate). 
to size of company, business plans, how the storm 
etc., BellSouth’s variability may or may not be inc 
BellSouth is not willing to make that generalizatio 

2. The fluctuating random variabilities in the proc 
are) systemic due to the Force Majeure event ai 
attributable to BellSouth. 

BellSouth agrees with the often stated point that if 
and simply increased in magnitude that this will ac 
truncated z statistical test. Since the statistical tesl 
the process with sample data from the process, anj 

Telecommunications, Inc. 

to November 15,2006 
I Action Items 
e: December 1,2006 
3 
$ 

, NO. 00121A-TP 

BellSouth and CLEC customers 

ontrol of the process and, as a 
I be compared to see whether 

he comparison of the underlying 
1 no longer a valid indicator of 

hen as the tide rises and falls the 
bly calm. However, if a storm 
it is not going to experience as 
factor can affect two different 
if either boat owner. BellSouth 
umal operating conditions but 
lSouth has no control over how 

stances that will cause harm to 
cure event without BellSouth 

modified z score, which uses 
the differences in BellSouth and 
,s in the boat example above, due 
it, emergency response issues, 
:ative of the CLEC variability. 

ss will appear (and most likely 
I not due to a process problem 

le variability remained random 
rally be accounted for in the 
stimates the standard deviation of 
ncrease in variance in the data 
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will be reflected with an increased estimate of the brocess’s standard deviation. 
BellSouth tested this by running production data fgr the mean measure MAD through 
PARIS with 10 times the normal process standard ideviation. That’s the same data 
with each value multiplied by a factor of 10. Not $urprisingly, the results were 
identical with the exception of a few tests where the permutation calculation came out 
with slightly different results. This shows that any consistent increase in variability in 
the data will be reflected in the standard deviation calculations used for SEEM. 

However, this is not the situation that occurs in a €/one Majeure event. In that case, 
the increases in variability are not constant over tibe. In normal operating 
circumstances, any change in variation over time i8 considered to be part of the 
typical BellSouth process. However, variation chwges in the process due to Force 
Majeure events are beyond BellSouth control. The null test hypothesis (found in 
D.2.5 of SEEM plan) has its basis in the assumptidn that the variances of BellSouth 

Force Majeure and the CLECs are identical for the entire time peniod, a:j = a2 . 
will cause this assumption to be false in many cas& as Mr. Varner has alluded to in 
the workshop. 

2 

The testing assumption is that the process does nod change over time, especially 
within a month which is the “snapshot” of data usekd for the SEEM test. That is, the 
process means for BellSouth and the CLECs, as well as the variances for BellSouth 
and the CLECs, are constant for the entire month. If these assumptions are not true in 
normal operating conditions then both parties havq agreed (by adoption of the SEEM 
plan) that BellSouth will pay remedies as if they had complete control of the process. 
However, in Force Majeure events, BellSouth knowingly is not in control of its 
processes and depends heavily on outside parties md events to schedule and perform 
work activities. 

Obviously, within a month containing a Force Majwre event, the process variation 
will change from before the event to after the event. This was Agreement 2. Chart 
1 b below gives an example of how this would loo& for data from a typical process 
while Chart l a  shows expected variation in a typicid process month. 
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Chart l a  - Process under normal conditions 
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Chart l b  - Chart with an increase in variance d ue to Force Majeure event 
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The point of this chart is to show the influence of qnstable variability shifts, which 
indicates how a statistical test, such as the 
the data Notice that none of the initial 25 

z test, will potentially misjudge 
will even come close to being 
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out-of-control because the process variation has is 
time period. 

Also, notice that several of the last data points are 
when compared to the tighter control limits that tl 
What should actually happen here is that each tim 
separately as in Chart IC. 

Chart IC 

Mean Time Per Task 

“ I  

0 5 10 15 20 

If there was just one variation change in the entire 
to account for this problem in the Force Majeure ( 
variation shift in Force Majeure events. As daily I 

procedures the variances in the processes will con 
across cells (wire centers, etc.). Accounting for tl 

:e: December 1,2006 
13 
8 

reased in the last few days of the 

etermined to be out-of-control 
earlier month’s data impose. 
period should be analyzed 

[ .I*. 

25 30 35 

rocess then the test might be able 
k. However, there is not just one 
tivities are directed by emergency 
iue to fluctuate over time and 
variability difference is 

impossible to accomplish. In fact, the overall proc ss could look like Chart Id or 
worse in a Force Majeure event. I” 

I 
j 
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Chart Id 

Mean Time Per Task 

Small volumes make it very likely that these variation fluctuations will cause major 
problems with the truncated z statistical test’s abilhy to properly determine if 
discrimination is occurring. 

Another concern of BellSouth is that an increase irl variability may not be consistent 
across a “wire center, time of month, dispatched residential, new orders” (SEEM plan 
section C. 1.1 Like-to-Like Comparisons). Several areas within a wire center will 
potentially be affected differently by the same ev 
in a performance measure while others could d 
day all of BellSouth’s technicians could be foc 
tasks in an unusually short length of time. Th 
restoration procedures, the technicians may b 
and the length of time per task could greatly 
many that BellSouth sees during restoration effort 

Some could cause an increase 
a performance measure. One 
one area and perform many 

due to emergency 
atter across many locations 
s is just one example of the 

BellSouth is also concerned that performance among the cells might be compromised 
due to a Force Majeure event. While the truncated, z test attempts to standardize all of 
the cell level data so that they can be combined into the overall truncated z test 
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statistic, during a Force Majeure event, different calls will have much greater 
variabilities than other cells. That will make their truncated z scores have greater 
variability than other z scores. 

Some wire centers will be giving up personnel to gavel to affected areas. This will 
introduce a new variability into these areas. As some wire centers work back into 
normal operations their scores will stabilize back tp a solid variation while other cells 
will still be unduly influenced by the extra variabiliities in the process. 

Volumes will also fluctuate dramatically across cells, within cells, over time, and 
among CLECs. This alone would likely create an tnnstable statistical testing 
environment. 

A major problem is that we do not have any idea hbw the Force Majeure event is 
affecting the underlying process variances across the aforementioned factors (over 
time, across wire centers, throughout the state, etc.) 

BellSouth wanted to test a particular event to see hiow PARIS would handle an 
increase in variability that was intentionally introd ced into the process. To 
accomplish this task BellSouth used August data, t! ince it was readily available, for 
the measure MAD in Florida. The scenario us 
expect during a Force Majeure event, is one w 
where some of the tasks would still be completed @ they would during normal 
operations but where others would have an increasb in variability. To design the 
simulation we took the typical month’s data and added onto that data the exact Same 
data multiplied by 10. The simulation is consistent with the scenario design in that 
the data reflects that much activity is performed the same as it would under noma1 
operating conditions, but other activities result in &ta that have a much increased 
variance. Note that only the true, actual data tiple of the true, actual data 
were used in the simulation. No new random generated. The bottom line 
results are provided in Attachment 1. Notice ttle rhyme or reason as to 
which submeasures fail and how much is to b . Also, note that BellSouth 
did not make the variance fluctuate over time very like to occur during a 
Force Majeure event. These added variability s would have provided an even 
bigger difference in normal operating results seen under Force Majeure 
conditions. 

, which is clearly reasonable to 
is a lot more volume and 

The cell z-scores, the skewness factor, the mean 
the roll-up of truncated z-scores are all affected 

variance of the hypotheses, and 
increase in variability. 



BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 

Responsw to November 15,2006 
WorksbQp Action Items 
Filing Date: December 1,2006 
Item No. 13 

FPSC Dkt. NO. 00121A-TP 

Page 8 a 

Recall what happened last year when BellSouth Ci 

been, had SEEM been enforced during Force Maj 
In the few cases where the cause of the penalty Wi 

nothing to do with discrimination. It all points to 
dependable during a Force Majeure event. 

The authors of the plan obviously agreed that the, 
mechanism to use during Force Majeure or they M 
the plan. There is not enough evidence provided 1 
become an acceptable tool to evaluate and compsu 
Majeure event. In fact reasonable analysis confim 
for SEEM payments should continue and there ha 
has improperly applied this exemption in the past. 

8 

culated what remedies would have 
we. Penalties went up and down. 
ascertained, the cause had 
le fact that the SEEM plan is not 

EEM plan was not an appropriate 
uld not have put the provision in 
prove that the plan has suddenly 
performances during a Force 
that the Force Majeure exemption 

been no evidence that BellSouth 
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