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Sapper,Lisa A - LGCRP [lisariley@att.com]
Monday, October 11, 2004 4:53 PM
Sapper,Lisa A - LGCRP Filings@psc.state.fl.us

Lisa Harvey; PCHRISTE@psc state.fl.us; rmulvany@birch.com; gwatkins@covad.com;
mfeil@mail.fdn.com; Michael Gross; dst@tobinreyes.com; aleiro@idstelcom.com;
NEdwards@itcdeltacom.com; Donna McNulty; Jerry Hallenstein; jmclau@kmctelecom.com;
jacanis@kelleydrye.com; mhazzard@kelleydrye.com; jmcglothlin@mac-law.com; Vicki
Gordon Kaufman; rheatter@mpowercom.com; danyelle.kennedy@networktelephone.net;
Inowalsky@nbglaw.com; Michael Britt; Peter Dunbar; Susan Masterton; Dulaney L. O'Roark;
Mark.Ozanick@accesscomm.com; mconquest@itcdeltacom.com; MCampbell@nuvox.com;
TSauder@birch.com; Nancy Sims; Nancy White; Tracy Hatch; Chris McDonald;

Musselwhite,Brian J - LGCRP; Ross-Bain,Martha M - LGCRP
RE: 000121A -- CLEC Reply to Action Items from SEEM Workshop

Docket No. 000121A-TP -- In re:
Establishment of Operations Support system Permanent Performance

Measures for Incumbent Local Exchange Telecommunications Companies
(BellSouth track)

Investigation into the

Attached please find for electronic filing the CLEC Coalition's Reply to

The cover letter,

certificate of service and the CLEC Coalition's Reply are a total of 17 pages. The
attached document should be considered the official version for purposes of the docket

file.
>
>

As indicated in the cover letter,

coples of the CLEC Coalition's Reply

are being distributed to parties via electronic (in cases where e-mail addresses are

available) and U.S. Mail.
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Thank you for your assistance in this matter.

<<000121A CLEC Action Item Responses 10-11-04.doc>>

Lisa A. Sapper

AT&T Law & Government Affairs

Docket

Office:

Fax:

E-mail:

Manager - Florida
608-278-8729

832-213-0268

lisariley@att.com
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Tracy Hatch Suite 700

Senior Attorney 101 N. Mornroe Street
Law and Government Affairs Tallahassee, FL 32301
Southern Region 850-425-6360

October 11, 2004

BY ELECTRONIC FILING

Ms. Blanca Bayd, Director

The Commission Clerk and Administrative Services
Room 110, Easley Building

Florida Public Service Commission

2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850

Re: Docket No. 000121A-TP

Dear Ms. Bayd:

Attached please find the CLEC Coalition’s Reply to Action Items From SEEM
Workshop in the above-referenced docket. Pursuant to the Commission’s Electronic Filing
Requirements, this version should be considered the official copy for purposes of the docket file.
Copies of this document will be served on all parties via electronic and U.S. Mail.

Thank you for your assistance with this filing.
Sincerely yours,
s/ Tracy W. Hatch

Tracy W. Hatch

TWH/las
Attachment
cc: Parties of Record
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the CLEC’s Reply was
served by U.S. Mail this 11th day of October 2004 to the following:

(*) Blanca S. Bayo

Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 3239-0850

Ms. Nancy B. White

¢/o Nancy H. Sims

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
150 S. Monroe Street, Suite 400
Tallahassee, FI. 32301-1556

Michael A. Gross

Florida Cable Telecommunications Assoc.
246 E. 6™ Avenue, Suite 100
Tallahassee, FL. 32302

Nanette Edwards

ITC Deltacom

4092 South Memorial Parkway
Huntsville, AL 35802

Donna C. McNulty

MCI WorldCom

325 Jjohn Knox Road, Suite 105
Tallahassee, FL 32302-4131

John D. McLaughlin, Jr.

KMC Telecom, Inc.

1755 North Brown Road

Lawrenceville, GA 30043

Messer Law Firm
Floyd Self

Norman Horton

P.O. Box 1867
Tallahassee, FL. 32302

Pennington Law Firm
Peter Dunbar
Karen Camechis



P.O. Box 10095
Tallahassee, FL 32302-2095

Rutledge Law Firm
Kenneth Hoffman

John Ellis

P.O. Box 551 .
Tallahassee, FL 32302-0551

McWhirter Law Firm

Joseph McGlothlin/Vicki Kaufman
117 S. Gadsden St.

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Wayne Stavanja/Mark Buechele

Supra Telecom

1311 Executive Center Drive, Suite 200
Tallahassee, FL. 32301

Kimberly Caswell

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

John Rubino

George S. Ford

Z-Tel Communications, Inc.
601 S. Harbour Island Blvd.
Tampa, FL 33602-5706

Renee Terry

e.spire Communications, Inc.

131 National Business Parkway, #100
Annapolis Junction, MD 20701-10001

William Weber

Covad Communications Company
19" Floor, Promenade II

1230 Peachtree Street, NE
Atlanta, GA 30309-3574

WorldCom, Inc.

Dulaney O’Roark, II1

Six Concourse Parkway, Suite 3200
Atlanta, GA 30328



IDS Telecom, LLC

Angel Leiro/Joe Millstone

1525 N.W. 167™ Street, Second Floor
Miam, FL 33169-5131

Katz, Kutter Law Firm

Charles Pellegrini/Patrick Wiggins
106 East College Avenue, 12" Floor
Tallahassee, FL. 32301

Mpower Communications Corp.
David Woodsmall

175 Sully’s Trail, Suite 300
Pittsford, NY 14534-4558

ALLTEL Communications, Inc.
C/O Ausley Law Firm

Jeffrey Whalen

PO BOX 391

Tallahassee, FL 32302

BellSouth Telecom., Inc.

Patrick W. Turner/R. Douglas Lackey
675 W. Peachtree Street, Suite 4300
Atlanta, GA 30375

Sprint Communications Company
Susan Masterton/Charles Rehwinkel
PO BOX 2214

MS: FLTLHOO0107

Tallahassee, FL 32316-2214

Miller Isar, Inc,
Andrew O. Isar
7901 Skansie Ave., Suite 240
Gig Harbor, WA 98335-8349

Birch Telecom of the South, Inc.
Tad J. Sauder

Manager, ILEC Performance Data
2020 Baltimore Ave.

Kansas City, MO 64108

Suzanne F. Summerlin
2536 Capital Medical Blvd.
Tallahassee, FLL 32308-4424



Kelley Drye & Warren, LLP

Jonathan E. Canis/Michael B. Hazzard
1200 19™ Street, N.W., 5™ Floor
Washington, DC 20036

David Benck

Momentum Business Solutions, Inc.
2700 Corporate Drive

Suite 200

Birmingham, AL 35242

Russell E. Hamilton, IIT
Nuvox Communications, Inc.
301 N. Main Street, Suite 5000
Greenville, SC 29601

s/ Tracy W. Hatch




BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Investigation into the Establishment ) »
of Operations Support System Permanent ) Docket No. 000121A-TP
Performance Measures for Incumbent )
Local Exchange Telecommunications )

)

)

Companies (BellSouth Track)

Filed: October 11, 2004

CLEC COALITION REPLY TO ACTION ITEMS FROM SEEM WORKSHOP

The Competitive Local Exchange Carrier Coalition (“CLEC Coalition™),
consisting of ACCESS Integrated Networks Inc. (“AIN”); AT&T Communications of the
Southern States, LLC (“AT&T”); Birch Telecom, Inc.; DIECA Communications
Company d/b/a Covad Communications Company (“Covad”); ITC"DeltaCom
Communications, Inc. (“ITC*DeltaCom/BTI”); MCImetro Access Transmission
Services, LLC (“MCI”); and Nuvox Communications Inc. hereby files the following
responses to the Florida Public Service Commission Staff’s (“Staff’s”) request that
answers be supplied for the following Action Items from the September 28 and 29, 2004

SEEM Workshop:

Action Item 1 — Provide five descriptions of codes for adjustments.

Response: To date, the CLEC Coalition is only aware of changes that impact SEEM
results via the Data Notification reports and from regulatory changes resulting from
Commission or FCC orders. BellSouth provides Data Notifications each month in
compliance with the Georgia Public Service Commission’s Order of July 19, 2002. This
Order specifies that when BellSouth proposes making any changes to the methods by
which performance data is calculated, it must provide written notice. This notice must be
provided on the first business day of the month before the data month in which the
change will be made. BellSouth must also provide notification if it is considering making
changes to the method of calculating data for the following month.

These changes can result in adjustments to the CLECs penalty payments made under
SEEM. Some examples of these adjustment descriptions include the following;:



. Currently, PMAP is overstating the number of retail design lines in service for
services => DS1 speed, because records with “TIE’ as part of the circuit ID are
being counted. These records are not retail circuits, but are TIE cables between
BellSouth and CLEC collocation spaces. These facilities are administered by
BellSouth so they appear in the data as BellSouth circuits, merely assigned a
circuit ID for inventory management purposes. BellSouth proposes a coding
change to exclude these records. (RQ2133)

. With the implementation of the ENCORE Release 16.0, BellSouth dlscovered that
changes in the tables caused some xDSL, UDC, UCL and EELSs orders to be
erroneously omitted from this measure. BellSouth proposes correcting the code to
include these Partially Mechanized orders. (RQ5687)

. Currently, BellSouth includes the circuit identifier for the SLC (pair gain) digital
pipe, in the line count for retail DS1 service. These circuit identifiers represent
BellSouth internal circuits, which should be excluded from the retail line count.
BellSouth proposes to exclude these intemnal records consistent with the SQM.
(RQ5435)

. Currently, escalated Billing Adjustment Requests (BARs) are not included in the
calculation of this measure. BellSouth proposes to include the interval from the
receipt to the point of escalation as the interval for these records and to include
these items in the calculation of the measure. (RQ5358)

. BellSouth has discovered that Special Access services are erroneously being
included in certain of the BellSouth Retail Analog data. BellSouth proposes to
remove these records, as they are not retail services. (RQ4550)

Action Item 2 -- Provide a format for an additional PARIS report reflecting statistical

Response: See Appendix A for the layout of the proposed report. This proposed report
would provide the underlying data that leads to compliance determination calculations.

Action Item 3 ~ Provide an explanation of the impact of requiring two consecutive
violations on the balancing of Type 1 and Type II error probabilities.

Response: See Appendix B.

Respectfully submitted this 11" day of October 2004.
COUNSEL FOR THE CLEC COALITION

s/ Tracy Hatch
Tracy Hatch
AT&T Communications of the Southern
States, LLC




101 N. Monroe St., Suite 700
Tallahassee, FL. 32301

s/ Mark Ozanick

Mark A. Ozanick, Senior Analyst,
Regulatory

ACCESS Integrated Networks, Inc.
4885 Riverside Drive’

Macon, GA 31210-1148

s/ Joe McGlothlin
ACCESS Integrated Networks, Inc.
Joe McGlothlin
McWhirter Reeves
117 S. Gadsden St.
Tallahassee, FL 32301

s/ Rose Mulvany Henry

Rose Mulvany Henry

Vice President of Regulatory Affairs
Birch Telecom, Inc.

2020 Baltimore Avenue

Kansas City, MO 64108

s/ Gene Watkins
Charles E. (Gene) Watkins
Senior Counsel, DIECA Communications,
Inc. d/b/a Covad Communications Co.
1230 Peachtree Street, N.E.
19th Floor
Atlanta, Georgia 30309

s/ Nanette Edwards
ITC Deltacom/BTI
Nanette S. Edwards
4092 South Memorial Parkway
Huntsville, AL 35802-4343

s/ Dulaney L. O'Roarke, 1II
Dulaney L. O’Roark, III

MCI Law and Public Policy

#6 Concourse Parkway, Suite 600
Atlanta, GA 30328




s/ Floyd Self

Counsel for MCI

Floyd Self

Messer, Caparello & Self
215 South Monroe St Ste 701
PO Box 1876

Tallahassee F1 32302-1876

s/ John Movle

John Moyle

Counsel for

NuVox Communications, Inc.
Moyle Flanigan Katz Raymond
118 N Gadsden St,
Tallahassee, FL 32301
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Appendix A

Impact of Requiring Two Consecutive Violations
on the Balancing of Type I and Type II Error Probabilities

Balancing in a Single Month

Currently, compliance determinations for parity submeasures in the Florida
SEEM plan are based on the concept of balancing Type I and Type II error probab111t1es
Balancing involves the following elements:

e A null hypothesis, H,, that the processes for providing service to ILEC and CLEC
customers are in parity.

e An alternative hypothesis, H,, which quantifies the magnitude of a “material”
disparity in the two service processes that favors ILEC customers. In practice, the
magnitude of the disparity is specified through a parameter delta, but that detail is
tangential to the topic of this document.

ILEC and CLEC sample sizes, which determine the precision of the comparison.

e A fest statistic, z", which has a known distribution for the given sample sizes
when either the null or the alternative hypothesis is true. Ideally, the test statistic
does well at discriminating between the two hypotheses.® In practice, z' is the
truncated z statistic, but again that detail is tangential to this discussion.

Figure 1 illustrates an example of the above elements. When the null hypothesis
H, is true, z' is designed to have a standard normal distribution (mean 0 and standard
deviation 1, see dark blue curve). Under the alternative hypothesis H, in this example, z'
also hag a normal distribution with standard deviation 1, but with mean -3.00 (magenta
curve).

Given the above elements the compliance determination requires speciﬁcation of
a critical value, c, to which z" is compared. Ifz" > c, the performance 1s deemed “i
parity”’; while if z¥ < ¢, the performance is deemed “out of parity.”* This leads to two
types of errors. A Type I error occurs if H, 1s true and z' < c—i.e., if the process is in
parity and the observed pcrformance is deemed to be out of parity. In contrast, a Type II
error occurs if H, is true and 2" > c—i.e., if the process is out of parity and the observed
performance is deemed to be in parity.

For specified distributions as in Figure 1, choosing a critical value involves
trading off the two types of errors. Choosing a smaller (more negative) critical value

! Self-Effectuating Enforcement Mechanism Administrative Plan, June 16, 2003, Appendix Sections C.1.4
and D.3.

2 That is, the distribution of z" under the alternative hypothesis has minimal overlap with that of z" under

the null hypothesis, producing high statistical “power”.

3 The separation between the two distributions, 3 units in the example, is determined jointly by the values
of delta and the two sample sizes.

* For simplicity, I ignore the case z' = ¢, which can be assumed never to occur.
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reduces the probability of a Type I error, but increases the probability of a Type II error.
Increasing the critical value produces the opposite tradeoff.

7]
o
9
B
c
=
L.
oy
(]
c
Q
o
6.00 4.50 -3.00 1.50 0.00 1.50 3.00
Truncated Z
" —— Null Hypothesis —— Alternative Hypothesis

Fig. 1. Example illustrating the distribution of truncated z under the null
and alternative hypotheses. The balancing critical value equals -1.50.

Balancing explicitly equalizes the two error probabilities. Specifically, the
balancing critical value, bev, is set such that P(Type I error) = P(Type II error), i.e.,

P(z' <bev |Hy) =P(z" > bev | H,)

By the symmetry of the example, it is clear that the balancing critical value equals -1.50.
This results in Type I and Type II error probabilities of approximately 0.067.

Requiring Two Consecutive Violations for a Remedy Payment

Under BellSouth’s proposed changes to SEEM, the compliance determination for
a single month continues to be based on balancing of error probabilities. However, a
remedy payment is made only if service is determined to be out of parity in two
consecutive months. For example, a remedy payment is made for February if and only if
there is a violation in February and in one or both of January and March.

What impact would this proposed change have on balancing of errors related to
whether remedies are paid? To answer that question, we need to define two new
hypotheses and two new types of error that are appropriate for this situation.
Specifically:

“I”

* The symbol stands for “assuming that what follows is true.”



o Moo is the hypothesis that the process is in parity in all three months. A Type I
error occurs for February if Ho,, is true (so that no remedies should be paid), but a
remedy is paid in February. )

e H,,, s the hypothesis that the process is out of parity in all three months. A Type
11" error occurs for F ebruary if H,, is true (so that remedies should be paid), but a
remedy is nof paid in February.

For simplicity, assume that Type I and Type II error probabilities for the single month
compliance determinations all equal p. Then (feel free to skip to discussion of Table 1)

P(Type I’ error) = P(remedy paid in February | Hooo)
= P(violation in Feb | Hooo) P(violation in Jan or Mar | Hooo) ©
=pQpp)=2p"-p’,

while

P(Type II" error) = P(no remedy paid in February | Hyaa)
=1 - P(remedy paid in February | Haaa)
=1 - P(violation in Feb | Hp,,) P(violation in Jan or Mar | Haa,)
=1-(1-p) 20 -p)-(A-py'I=p+p'~p’.

Table 1 shows the imbalance between the Type I and Type 11" error probabilities
for Vari*ous values of p. For example, for p = 0.05 (bcv = -1.645), the probe*lbility ofa
Type Il error is more than ten times larger than the probability of a Type I error. Note
that with true balancing, the ratio of shown in the last column of Table 1 would be 1.0.

Table 1
Imbalance in Type I and Type II' Exror Probabilities Due to Requiring Two

Consecutive Months of Violations before Occurrence of Remedy Payments
(Altemative Hypothesis is Consistent Disparity)

P(Type II err)

P P(Type I err) | P(Type Il err) | P(Typel err)
0.20 0.0720 0.2320 3.2
0.10 0.0190 0.1090 5.7
0.05 0.0049 0.0524 10.7

5 All probability calculations assume that compliance determinations are independent across months
(conditional on the relevant hypothesis), so that the probability of two events occurring equals the product _
of the individual probabilities.
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0.0101
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50.7

e H,,, is the hypothesis that the process is in parity in January and March, but out of
parity in February. Now, a Type II error occurs for February if Hy,, is true and a

remedy is not paid in February.

In this case, the probability of a Type I" error is the same as above. However, because

the alternative hypothesis has changed,

P(Type I’ error) = 1 - P(violation in Feb | Hogo) P(violation in Jan or Mar | Hoao)

Table 2 has the same format as Table 1, except that it shows the extreme
imbalance in error probabilities when the process is disparate in a single month. Table 2
shows remedies are very unlikely to be paid, especially for very small values of p, when
the evidence against parity is likely to overwhelming in the middle month. Any

=1-(1-p)@v-pH=1-2p+3p"-p’.

semblance of balancing disappears.

Tmbalance in Type I” and Type II" Error Probabilities Due to Requiring Two
Consecutive Months of Violations before Occurrence of Remedy Payments

Table 2

(Alternative Hypothesis is Disparity in One Month Only)

P(Type I err)
p P(Type I err) P(Type Il err) P(Type I err)
0.20 0.0720 0.7120 9.9
0.10 0.0190 0.8290 43.6
0.05 0.0049 0.9074 186.1
0.01 0.0002 0.9803 4926.1 |

NOTE: Type I error assumes Hooo
Type I error assumes Hogo.

14



Summary

Requiring two consecutive months of violations before any remedy payments
occur destroys the concept of balancing error probabilities. Doing so increases the
probability that no remedy payment will occur given that a material difference exists goes
up, while decreasing the probability that that a payment will occur given that the
processes are in parity. Tables 1 and 2 show that the imbalance is likely to be severe.

15



APPENDIX B

16



L1

Insey  1nsey anjea
pled  9INPAYoS SWN[OA OB  OUIB uojesipu]  [BOBND
Apsway e84 0310 2310 1S9  DINNS fle4/ssed Duoueleg — 8100§-Z OUIPN-ANS

IECIN

LOY00Z :poLiag 1oday
Y00T/S1/6 *37eq Hoday

p10day] Apowdy [ JPIL TA

q N%:@mmﬁ



