000121 A-TP BellSouth's Response to Workshop Action Item Nos. 9 and 13 Page 1 of 1
Timolyn Henry
From: Barclay, Lynn [Lynn.Barclay@BellSouth.com]
Sent: Friday, December 01, 2006 3:56 PM
To: Filings@psc.state.fl.us
Cc: Woods, Vickie; Randa, Johna A; Nancy Sims; Holland, Robyn P; Bixler, Micheale; Slaughter, Brenda;

Culpepper, Robert

Subject: 000121A-TP BellSouth's Response to Workshop Action ltem Nos. 9 and 13

Attachments: 000121A-TP Responses to ltem Nos. 9 and 13.pdf

A.  Lynn Barclay

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
c/o Nancy Sims

150 South Monroe, Rm. 400
Tallahassee, FL 32301-1558

404 335-0788

lynn.barclay@bellsouth.com

B. Docket No. 000121A-TP: In Re: Investigation into the Establishment of Operations Support Systems Permanent Incumbent

Local Exchange Telecommunications Companies.

C. BeliSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
on behalf of Robert A. Culpepper

D. 28 pages total (includes Bay®¢ letter, certificate of service, attachments)

E. BellSouth's Telecommunications, inc.'s Response to Workshop Action ltem Nos. 9 and 13.

<<000121A-TP Responses to Item Nos. 9 and 13.pdf>>

Lynn Barclay

Legal Department

675 West Peachtree Street

Suite 4300
Atlanta, GA 30375
404 335-0788

KKk koK

The information transmitted is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential,
proprietary, and/or privileged material. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in
reliance upon this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited. If you received this in error,
please contact the sender and delete the material from all computers. GA622

12/1/2006

DOCUMENS KUMBER-DATE
| 1089 oEc-1 =
FPSC-COMMISSION CLERK



ORIGINAL

Legal Department

Robert A. Culpepper
Sanior Regulatory Counsel

BelSouth Telecommunications, inc.
150 South Monroe Street

Room 400

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

{404) 335-0841

December 1,2006

Mrs. Blanca S. Bayé

Director, Division of the Commission Clerk and
Administrative Services

Florida Public Service Commission

2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard

Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Re: DocketNo. 000121A-TP

In Re: Investigation into the establishment of operations support
systems permanent incumbent local lexchange Telecommunications

companies

Dear Ms. Bay6:

Enclosed is BellSouth Telecommunications, "Inc.’s Responses to Workshop
Action Items Nos. 9 and 13. A copy of the same is being provided to all parties of

record.

Sincerely,

71

Enclosures

cc. All parties of record
Jerry D. Hendrix
James Meza, ||

659842

DOCUMENT NILMRFR-PATE

11089 peg-) s

FPSC-COMMISSION CLERK




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
Docket No. 000121A-TP

| HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was served via
Electronic Mail and U.S. Mail this 1** day of December, 2006 to the following:

Adam Teitzman Verizon, Inc.

Jerry Hallenstein Kimbetty Caswell

Lisa Harvey P.0O. Box 110, FLTC0007

David Rich Tampa, FL. 33601-0110

Staff Counsel Tel. No. (813) 483-2617

Florida Public Service Fax Np (813) 223-4888
Commission erly.cas ;

Division of Legal Services

2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard

Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850
Tel. No. (850) 413-6175
Fax NQ (850) 413-6250

/. Dunbar, Esquire
. Camechis, Esquire

Tel. Na. (850) 222-3533
Tracy W. Hatch Fax. No. (850) 222-2126
AT&T ]
101 North Monroe Street
Suite 700

Tallahassee, FL 32301
Tel No. (850) 425-6360
Fax No. (850) 425-6361

thatch@att.com

Sonia Daniels

AT&T

1230 Peachtree Street
Suite 400

Atlanta, GA 30309

Tel. No. (404) 810-8488
Fax. No. (281) 664-9791
soniadaniels@att.com

Vice P sadent Regulatory Affairs
& Regulatory Counsel

Florida Cabie Telecomm. Assoc.

246 East 6th Avenue

Tallahassee, FL 32303

Tel. Na, (850) 681-1990

Fax. No. (850) 681-9676

mgross@fcta.com




Douglas C. Nelson

Sprint Nextel

233 Peachtree Street, NE
Suite 2200

Atlanta, GA 30303

Tel. No. 404 6438-0003
Fax No. 404 649-0009

douglas.c.nelson@sprint.com

Brian Sulmonetti

MCI WorldCom, Inc.

6 Concourse Parkway, Suite 3200
Atlanta, GA 30328

Tel. No. (770) 284-5493

Fax. No (770) 284-5488
brian.sulme 0

William Weber, Senior Counsel
Gene Watkins (+)

Covad Communications
1230 Peachtree Street, N.E.
19th Floor, Promenade Il
Atlanta, Georgia 30309

Tel. No. (404) 942-3494
Fax. No. (508) 300-7749
wweber@covad.com
ibeli@covad.com
gwatkins@covad.com

John Rubino

George S. Ford

Z-Tel Communications, Inc.
601 South Harbour Island Bivd,
Tampa, Florida 33602

Tel. No. (813) 233-4630

Fax. No. (813) 233-4620

gford@z-tel.com

Vicki Gordon Kaufman
Moyle Flanigan Katz Raymond
& Sheehan, PA
118 North Gadsden Street
Tallahassee, FL 32301
Tel. No. (850) 681-3828
Fax, No. (850) 681-8788
a n@moylelaw.
Represents KMC Telecom
Represents Covad
Represents Mpower

Jonathan E. Canis
Kelley Drye & Warren, LLP
1200 19th Street, N.W., Fifth Floor

Birch Telecom of the South, Inc.
2300 Main Street FL

Kansag City, MO 64108

Tel. Nq. (816) 300-3202

Fax. No. (816) 300-3350

John O. McLaughlin, Jr.
KMC eleoom

1755 North Brown Road
Lawrence, Georgia 30043
Tel. Nq. (678) 985-6262
Fax. No. (678) 985-6213
imelau@kmot m.com

Andrew O. Isar
Miller Isar, Inc.
7901 Sjkansn Avenue

Fax. No. (585) 218-0835
dwoodsmali@m r.com



Attorney At Law FDN Communications

2536 Capital Medical Bivd. ucien Way, Suite 200
Tallahassee, FL 32308-4424
Tel. No. (850) 656-2288

Fax. No. (850) 656-5589
summerlin@nettally.com

sbha suzannhesummerlinattomey.

Suzanne F. Summerlin, Esq. Mattha‘: Feil

Dulaney O'Roark lll (+)

WorldCom, Inc.

Six Concourse Parkway

Suite 3200

Atlanta, GA 30328

Tel. No. (770) 284-5498
.ORoark@mci.com

Robert A. Culpepper

(+) Sig Protective
Agml;::t

#502168




BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
FPSC Dkt. No. 00121A-TP

Responsgs to November 8, 2006
Workshop Action Items

Filing Date: December 1, 2006

Item No. 9

Page 1 of 15

REQUEST: BellSouth may provide data supporting the variability around the reported
results for the retail analog measures that do not use the truncated z methodology to
determine nondiscrimination. '

RESPONSE: Two important facts need to be establis}ied before a solution for how to
incorporate variability for dispensation can be addresst.

First, just as there is variability in retail processes for measures that use the truncated z
test, there is also variability in retail processes for measures that cannot use the truncated
z statistical test. Second, the reason that the truncated iz statistical test is not used on the
measures listed in section C.2 of the SEEM plan is begause a method of assigning
transactions to cells (which is essential to a truncated z test) has never been developed
and not because either party desires to refrain from using the truncated z test on these
measures. Also, the fact that the truncated z test is noti used does not mean that
variability does not exist in the processes. Rather, it is because a definitive testing
methodology has not been developed, nor is it clear that one could be developed.

Where the truncated z test is used there is some attempt (e.g. through use of delta) to
prevent the normal variability that occurs in any process from resulting in SEEM
payments. Inexplicably, such recognition does not exist for retail analog measures that
cannot use the truncated z test (or for benchmarks, but/that is not the subject of this
exercise) even though such recognition is just as necessary. This fact is obvious in the
charts that follow. BellSouth will use OSS-1 M&R data for the LMOSUPD system to

demonstrate that the problem exists, but all of the measures in section C.2 exhibit the
same need. ;

1. There is a basic process variability among individilal observations. BellSouth
obtained 5 months of raw data for OSS-1 M&R. The volumes of individual
observations were so overwhelming that a meaningful graph, using all the data, could
not be constructed. However, BellSouth developed daily summaries that listed each
day’s average time, minimum observation, maximum observation and standard
deviation and displayed those values on chart 9.1.

2. Chart 9.1 also shows that there is variability in how the process performs from day
to day. It is also intuitive that there is a random variation within and between

BellSouth and the CLECs’ performance from day to day. Chart 9.2 shows the day to
day variability better. i
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Chart 9.1 Data Values: Day-to-Day Vanahxlity for 08§5-1 M&R, LMOSUPD
BST BST BST BST CLEC CLEC CLEC CLEC | CLEC
TRANS_DATE | MIN DLJ& MAX DUR | DEVIATION | MEAN (‘OUN'I‘ MlN DUR AX DUR | DEVIATION MEAN | COUNT

070906 0.14 5.35 0:21 028 | 792400 | 0.5 3.84 0.26 027 | 384.00
071006 013 | 13361 0.94 032 | 34,180.00 | 0.4 12.22 0.35 0.30 | 3,342.00
071106 0.13 | 499,05 31l 0.35 | 31,44000 | 0.14 5842 1.36 033 | 2,959.00
071206 012 | 25263 | 181 0.33 | 30,185.00 | 0.14 198.66 | 391 0.39 | 2,788.00
071306 001 | 30456 2.66 034 | 2970100 | 0.14 357 0.23 029 | 2,743.00
071406 012 | 31233 2.18 033 | 29,164.00 | 0.14 14.70 043 | 030 |2627.00
071506 014 | 11666 | 123 0.36 | 18,609.00 | 0.16 11:08 0.36 031 | 976.00

071606 | 014 | 49.61 0.62 | 028 | 1067000 | 0.4 379 027 | 028 | 448.00

071706 | 0.10 16614 145 032 | 3673900 | 0.4 18:50 042 | 029 |3,538.00
071806 0.09 94.24 112 032 | 32,183.00 | 014 | 21119 | 389 0.39 | 3,165.00
071906 0.13_ | 9098 121 033 | 3155900 | o014 | 9.16 031 | 030 |2922.00
072006 0.13 14178 | 097 | 031 | 31,947.00 | 0.4 58.19 1.38 032 | 282600
072106 011 | 42128 267 | 033 | 3010400 | 008 | 6634 157 | 033 |2,641.00
072206 011 | 17933 146 | 033 | 21,73800 | 014 | 10191 413 | 048 |1,062.00
072306 0.14 26.94 0.35 0.27 | 1407000 | | 0.14 341 0.22 0.28 | 556.00
072406 008 | 1,340.68 6.77 039 | 4191400 | 012 | 4670 1.05 0.34 1| 3,825.00
072506 012 | 246831 13.06 040 | 35837.00 | 0.14 56.76 1.07 0.31 |3,168.00
072606 043 | 194205 | 1076 | 041 | 3295500 | 0.4 94.06 248 | 040 |2,989.00
072706 009 | 18208 1.52 0.34 | 3110400 | 0.2 173.67 327 | 037 1290200
072806 011 | 6598 | 087 034 | 3008600 | 0.14 77.19 1.57 | 034 |2.639.00
072906 013 I 10155 1.00 035 | 1820200 | 0.5 3.68 0.22 032 | 1,076.00 |
073006 0.14 250.34 2.40 030 | 10,927.00 | 0.8 22.66 1.01 031 | 503.00
073106 0.13 148.19 1.44 0.36 | 3875500 {  0.14 178.22 3.36 0.41 | 3,248.00

The above results are some of the data plotted on a

clearly shows the day to day variability and shows that the results cluster around one
value. In any process it is reasonable to expect some
as this graph shows. There is no reason to attribute thi
in the processes as is currently done in the SEEM plan

ninor variability from the norm just
normal variability to differences




BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
FPSC Dkt. No. 00121 A-TP
Responses to November 8, 2006
Works,iop Action Items

Filing Date: December 1, 2006
Item Na. 9
Page 3 of 15
Chart 9.2 Scatter Plot: Day-to-Day Variability for 0SS-1 M&R, LMOSUPD
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There is also variability from month-to-month as well as the variability within each

month’s average performance. Chart 9.3 superimposes these monthly values over the
daily averages data shown in Chart 9.2.
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Chart 9.3 Scatter Plot: Month-to-Month Variability for 0SS-1 M&R, LMOSUPD
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It is easy to see, from the previous charts, that there is variability 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.
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Chart 9.4
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If the processes did not have variability then the results should be exactly the same no
matter how the time units were divided. Thus, in addition to looking at the monthly
averages, Chart 9.4 also looks at the averages of the data from the 16" of the month until

the 15™ of the next month. Note that the values are n
values, and yet each set of averages uses all of the dat

averages do not match up is because the underlying pr

Problem: Clearly, there can be no further doubt that §

Consequently, the problem has been narrowed down
account for this normal variability in the processes suc
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

t the same as the standard monthly
q collected. The reason the
ycess has variability in it.

bstantial variability exists.
o the single issue of how to best
h that it is much less likely to

variability in these processes.

1 a variability factor based on

fine materiality parameters where
variability was defined to allow an
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efficient CLEC to have a meaningful opportunity to compete and supported by historical
data.

Another method that was considered was to recalculate a variability factor over time.
However, an exact application of that method would ¢ause problems with data retention
as well as using an excess of computing time and resdurces. Thus, a constant factor was
determined. Further, a more simplistic proposal based on that approach was rejected by
Staff and the CLECs in the last SQM/SEEM review.

Note that in OSS-1 for Preordering measures, a ‘plus’ factor of 2 seconds is already
factored into the SQM. If M&R is made into a mean measure then at 2 minimum the
same ‘plus’ factor of 2 seconds would naturally extend to the new calculations. While
some systems have very short response times like LMOSUPD, SOCS and CRIS others
like PREDICTOR, OSPCM, MARCH, and DLR have longer response times on the order
of several seconds to a couple of minutes(Charts 9.5).

Chart 9.5 Response Time Comparisons — Various Systems

SOCS - Means

0.90

0.80

$BSTMEAN

Seconds
[=]
g

CLEC MEAN

21212006 342006  324/2006 4132006 532006 52372006 | /1272006 7/2/2006 212006 &11/2008




BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
FPSC Dkt. No. 00121 A-TP
Responses to November 8, 2006
Workshop Action Items

Filing Date: December 1, 2006

Item Na. 9
Page 7 of 15
CRS - Means
120
1.15 2
y Y
1.10 —— —ah . 4 - &
P te e . * * s o, T
1,05_*'*..% * . I3, SO K TG T St
s L .. 0: » ‘ﬂ“" ‘ii‘i Vo . '. . -
* R ] » . >
1.00 k a s e 22 5 P $PSTMEAN
C} o] e moas " g » N
-] ney % . " e * ol »
P - w WY e i ’: v ' Y
= e Fag R k‘s‘i*“y . u&t*' s L'b:": . W ¥ . }
® e s B u gy #a il At Sl 3 % CLEC MEAN
* ' L S R
* » » i -* » »
085 = w . % * L L »
L n B 4
0.80 * : . .
0.75
070 — _ =
2/12/2008 412008 2412006 4/13/2008 5/2/2008 5232008 | 6/12/2008 Ti2/2008 TI/2006 811172008
PREDICTOR - Means
1B0.00 1 e < merne e - ———
160.00 3
140.00 ; * "
» »
120.00 T ."
2 %
»* . * BSTMEAN
8 10000 %
g 80.00 1 *CAELMEAN
60.00
40.00 e
20.00
0.00 —
2/12/2008 /472006 3/24/2006  4/13/2006 §/372008 5/23/2008 | 6/12/2008 T12/2006 7/22/2008  8/11/2008




BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
FPSC Dkt. No. 00121A-TP
Responses to November 8, 2006
Workshop Action Items

Filing Date: December 1, 2006

Item Ne. 9
Page 8 of 15
OSPCM - Means
12.00
.
10.00 -
[ ] - -
» #
» % bl : = b »
8.00 " -5 = *
] -~ L) . L
LI * !' ] « 0w ® "‘ . BSTHEAN
) » T M
» ™ » 3 : ] » :’
L& ® N » My oy ¥
800 b s % w FO W%
* : - " PR A ’U‘ i - " . & S CLECMEAN
e g . ‘.:;, oo %n g Fha g0 e . - -
o o e el e T L I O
400 - AR L £
- ﬁﬁ i » - - -
™ »
- ﬁ
L
2,00
»
0.00 -
2/12/2008 /472006 242006 4132006 £/3/2006 5/23/20068 | 6/12/2006 7/2/2006 712212006 81172006
MARCH - Means
400,000,000.00
w
350,000,000.00
300,000,000.00
250,000,000.00
.g © BSTMEAN
§ 200,000,000.00
(7] CLEC MEAN
150,000,000.00 - L.
100.000,000.00
»
"
60,000,000.00 & .
] "
» e
0.00 - 'i‘.. M "ﬂf"._"‘ LA
21212006 FrR008 811112006

VaZoos  IRO06 4n300B  BOROCE. BRI (BHZ2N06 72006




BellSouLh Telecommunications, Inc.
FPSC Dkt. No. 00121A-TP
Responses to November 8, 2006
Workshop Action Items

Filing Date: December 1, 2006

Item Na. 9
Page 9 of 15
DLR- Meaans ’
20.00
18.00 " - = - — " x

» BST MEAN

'3 » i " ' » o, a2 .
§ 10.00 SN A S e o NS AP N SN e a e
2]

# SLEC MEAN
8.00

6.00

400

2.00

0.00 v -
21272008  X/4/2008 372472006  4/13/2006 32008 5232006 |  6/1272006 71212008 712272008  &/11/2006

s'

Regardless of the manner in which the data is observed, BellSouth’s variability, CLEC
variability or the variability in the differences, once all different systems’ performances
are taken into account, a variability factor of 2 seconds seems reasonable.

BellSouth would be willing to discuss the possibility of using a different factor for each
system’s results, but believes that updating that factor outside of an annual review would
be cumbersome. '




Speed of Answer

In the chart below (Chart 9.6a) the variability in the

l
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ocess from month to month is

obvious. However, since the data trended downward jover time the best method to get an

estimate of the process measure’s variability over ti
BellSouth and CLEC performance over time. Chart
of these charts’ data are exhibited in seconds.

is to observe the difference in
}.6b shows these differences. Both

Chart 9.6a
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Chart 9.6b
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This process does not appear to be favoring BellSouth or the CLECs and yet, BellSouth is
paying remedies for what is simply normal variability|in the process. BellSouth has
proposed a variability factor of 5 seconds (waiting for about two additional rings before
the phone is answered) to help prevent such unwarranted payments.
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Billing Invoice Accuracy
BIA is another example of a process having variability but not being able to use the
truncated z methodology.

BIA must have a variability factor in these calculationts. The exact same BellSouth
performance data is compared with 3 different subsets of CLEC performance data (Charts
9.7,9.8,9.9). They cannot all be identical processes to BellSouth’s overall process. Yet
BellSouth does not have an exact duplicative process for each of the CLECs processes.
This alone will introduce variation into the calculations.

The chart below (Chart 9.7a) shows the BIA resale colmpansons 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 estimate BellSouth’s process variance.
The control limits are then calculated from BellSouth?s overall process mean.

The idea is to use BellSouth’s standard deviation and Lest whether the CLEC’s
performance measure (average or proportion) is withif a certain number of standard
deviations from 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 use¢s BellSouth’s process variability as
the basis for calculating the variation in the differences of the BellSouth and CLEC
performance measures.

Note that none of the CLEC’s average performance is outside of 2 sigma limits of
BellSouth’s process for itself. Yet BellSouth has paid for two failed months based on the
stare-and-compare approach used in the current SEEM plan.




Chart 9.7a
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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 deviationsin either direction from the
expected difference of zero. Note that once again, using the stare-and-compare
methodology in place under the current plan, BellSouth pays for two instances that
should not be considered unusual in the process.

Chart 9.7¢
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REQUEST: Determine what issues about the SEEM plan’s statistical tests, in relation to
its appropriateness in assessing remedies in Force Majeure events, BellSouth and the
CLECs can agree on and what issues have disagreemert.

RESPONSE: BellSouth has provided below the areas lof agreement and dlsagreement
between BellSouth and the CLECs, with respect to the& impact of force majeure events on
the operation the SEEM plan.

Agreement:

1. The parties agree that the 2 sample statistical test used in SEEM attempts to
separate as51gnable cause variations from rand@m process variability in the
populations by using the difference between the samples.

2. The parties agree that in a Force Majeure evenJ the normal random variation in a
process probably increases. ~

3. During a force majeure event the truncated z-siore process difference variation
will very likely be larger than the truncated z-score process difference variation
under normal operating conditions.

4. The parties agree that, outside of Force Majeure, there are events that occasionally
occur which falsely indicate a systemic event and BellSouth will be assessed
remedies (Type I error). Furthermore, there are events that occasionally occur
which falsely indicate random variation (Type Il error). BellSouth will not be
assessed remedies. The BCV methodology in SEEM is constructed to equate the
probabilities of these two classes of errors.

5. The parties agree that when the statistical test in the SEEM plan indicates failure
under normal operating conditions, that the plan will automatically assign
remedies as if the assignable variation is an indication of a systemic problem in
the process. Furthermore, the parties agree that when the statistical test in the
SEEM plan indicates anything other than failure under normal operating
conditions, that the test will automatically assign no remedies as if the assignable
variation is an indication of random variation in the process.

6. The statistical test used in SEEM assumes that there is no difference between
wholesale and retail performance distribution parameters (null hypothesis) and
tests this assumption based on collected data. The statistical test is designed to
declare failure only if the difference between wholesale and retail performance
distribution parameters is significant, as defined by a measure of materiality
which is based on business judgment (e.g., deltn) (alternative hypothesis).




BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
FPSC Dkt. No. 00121A-TP
Responses to November 15, 2006
Workshop Action Items

Filing Date: December 1, 2006

Item No. 13

Page 2 of 8

Disagreement (BellSouth):

1. That factors in a Force Majeure event can affecit BellSouth and CLEC customers
differently.

Under normal operating conditions BellSouth is ini control of the process and, as a
result, the underlying distributions of the process can be compared to see whether
discrimination exists.

|
Force Majeure removes that control and as a result the comparison of the underlying
distributions through the truncated z statistical test is no longer a valid indicator of
whether discrimination exists.

If two boats are in the same water at the same time then as the tide rises and falls the
two boats should still ride comfortably and wmpa}ably calm. However, if a storm
comes and the waves become excessive, a larger boat is not going to experience as
much turbulence as a smaller speed boat. The same factor can affect two different
entities in very different ways and it is not the faul{ of either boat owner. BellSouth
can typically control its process (the water) under normal operating conditions but
under Force Majeure events (the stormy waves) BellSouth has no control over how
the outside influence will affect its processes.

In this workshop, Mr. Vamner has detailed several instances that will cause harm to
either a CLEC and/or BellSouth during a Force Mdjeure event without BellSouth
being able to control the event or the outcome.

Recall that the truncated z test statistic is based on @ modified z score, which uses
BeliSouth’s variability to estimate the variability of the differences in BellSouth and
CLEC process measures (mean, proportion, rate). As in the boat example above, due
to size of company, business plans, how the storm hit, emergency response issues,
etc., BellSouth’s variability may or may not be indjcative of the CLEC variability.
BellSouth is not willing to make that generalization.

2. The fluctuating random variabilities in the proce¢ss will appear (and most likely
are) systemic due to the Force Majeure event and not due to a process problem
attributable to BellSouth. l}

BellSouth agrees with the often stated point that if the variability remained random
and simply increased in magnitude that this will actually be accounted for in the
truncated z statistical test. Since the statistical test ‘estimates the standard deviation of
the process with sample data from the process, any increase in variance in the data
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will be reflected with an increased estimate of the process’s standard deviation.
BellSouth tested this by running production data for 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 surprisingly, 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 galculations used for SEEM.

However, this is not the situation that occurs in a Horce Majeure event. In that case,
the increases in variability are not constant over time. In normal operating
circumstances, any change in variation over time is considered to be part of the
typical BellSouth process. However, variation changes 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

and the CLECs are identical for the entire time period, o}, = 03;. Force Majeure

will cause this assumption to be false in many casés, as Mr. Varner has alluded to in
the workshop.

The testing assumption is that the process does not change over time, especially
within a month which is the “snapshot” of data used 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 have 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 and events to schedule and perform
work activities.

Obviously, within a month containing a Force Majeure event, the process variation
will change from before the event to after the event. This was Agreement 2. Chart
1b below gives an example of how this would look for data from a typical process
while Chart 1a shows expected variation in a typical process month.
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Chart 1b — Chart with an increase in variance J,,ue to Force Majeure event
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The point of this chart is to show the influence of unstable variability shifts, which
indicates how a statistical test, such as the truncated z test, will potentially misjudge
the data. Notice that none of the initial 25 days of data will even come close to being
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out-of-control because the process variation has increased in the last few days of the
time period.

Also, notice that several of the last data points are idetermined to be out-of-control
when compared to the tighter control limits that the earlier month’s data impose.
What should actually happen here is that each time period should be analyzed
separately as in Chart 1c.

Chart 1¢

Moan Time Per Task
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If there was just one variation change in the entire process then the test might be able
to account for this problem in the Force Majeure data. However, there is not just one
variation shift in Force Majeure events. As daily agctivities are directed by emergency
procedures the variances in the processes will continue to fluctuate over time and

. across cells (wire centers, etc.). Accounting for this variability difference is
impossible to accomplish. In fact, the overall process could look like Chart 1d or
worse in a Force Majeure event.
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Small volumes make it very likely that these variation fluctuations will cause major
problems with the truncated z statistical test’s ability to properly determine if
discrimination is occurring.

Another concern of BellSouth is that an increase in 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 event. Some could cause an increase
in a performance measure while others could decrease a performance measure. One
day all of BellSouth’s technicians could be focused on one area and perform many
tasks in an unusually short length of time. The next day, due to emergency
restoration procedures, the technicians may be asked to scatter across many locations
and the length of time per task could greatly increase. This is just one example of the
many that BellSouth sees during restoration efforts,

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 c¢lls 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 travel 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 ta a solid variation while other cells
will still be unduly influenced by the extra variabilities in the process.

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

A major problem is that we do not have any idea hpw 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 how PARIS would handle an
increase in variability that was intentionally introdticed into the process. To
accomplish this task BellSouth used August data, dince it was readily available, for
the measure MAD in Florida. The scenario used here, which is clearly reasonable to
expect during a Force Majeure event, is one where;there is a lot more volume and
where some of the tasks would still be completed as they would during normal
operations but where others would have an increask 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 normal
operating conditions, but other activities result in data that have a much increased
variance. Note that only the true, actual data and a multiple of the true, actual data
were used in the simulation. No new random data ‘was generated. The bottom line
results are provided in Attachment 1. Notice there is little rhyme or reason as to
which submeasures fail and how much is to be paid out. Also, note that BellSouth
did not make the variance fluctuate over time, which is very like to occur during a
Force Majeure event. These added variability charniges would have provided an even
bigger difference in normal operating results and résults seen under Force Majeure
conditions.

The cell z-scores, the skewness factor, the mean and variance of the hypotheses, and
the roll-up of truncated z-scores are all affected by the increase in variability.

|
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Recall what happened last year when BellSouth calculated what remedies would have
been, had SEEM been enforced during Force Majeure. Penalties went up and down.
In the few cases where the cause of the penalty was ascertained, the cause had
nothing to do with discrimination. It all points to the fact that the SEEM plan is not
dependable during a Force Majeure event. l

The authors of the plan obviously agreed that the SEEM plan was not an appropriate
mechanism to use during Force Majeure or they would not have put the provision in
the plan. There is not enough evidence provided t¢ prove that the plan has suddenly
become an acceptable tool to evaluate and compare performances during a Force
Majeure event. In fact reasonable analysis confirmb that the Force Majeure exemption
for SEEM payments should continue and there has been no evidence that BellSouth
has improperly applied this exemption in the past.
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