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, 
Legal Department 

Robert A. Culpepper 
General Attorney 

BellSouth ?elecommunlcatlons, inc. 
160 South Monroe Street 
Room 400 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 
(404) 335-0841 I 

November 15,2004 

I , 

Mrs. Blanca S. Bayo 
Director, Division of the Commission Clerk and 

Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

Administrative Services 

I 

Re: Docket No. 000421A-TP 
In Re: Investigation into the establishment of operations support 
systems permanent incumbent local exchange Telecommunications 
companies 

Dear Ms. Bayo: 

Please find enclosed for filing BellSouth's responses to the SEEM technical 
matrix. Acopy of the same is being served on all parties of record. 

Sin cere I y 

HJ+ 
Robeh A. Culpepfier 

Enclosures 

cc: All parties of record 
Marshall M. Criser, Ill 
Nancy B. White 
R. Douglas Lackey 
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Docket NO. 000121A-TP 

I 1 HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was sewed vis 

Electronic Mail and U.S. Mail this day of November, 2004 to the following: ,' I 

Adam Teitzman 
Jerry Hallenstein 
Staff Counsel 
Florida Public Service 
Commission 

Division of Legal Services 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 
Tel. No. (850) 413-6175 
fax. No. (850) 413-6250 
ate itzma@ Dsc . state. f l  . us 
j hallens@Dsc.state.fl.us 

Tracy W. Hatch 
AT&T . 
101 North Monroe Street 
Suite 700 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 
Tal. 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 

soniadaniels@att.com 
Fax. NO, (281) 664-9791 

Verizon, Inc. 
Kimberly Caswell 
P.O. Box 110, FLTC0007 
Tampa, FL 33601 -03 10 
Tal. No. (813) 483-2617 
Fax. No. (813) 223-4888 
kim berlv.casweIl@verizon.com 

Nanette Edwards (+) 
Regulatory Attorney 
ITC*DeltaCom 
4092 S. Memorial Parkway 
Huntsville, Alabama 35802 
Tel. No. (256) 382-3856 
Fax. No, (256) 382-3936 
pedwards@itcdeltaoorn.mm 

Peter M. Dunbar, Esquire 
Karen M, Camechis, Esquire 
Pennington, Moore, Wilkinson, 
Bell & Dunbar, P.A. 

Post Office Box 10095 (32302) 
215 South Monroe Street, 2nd Floor 
Tallahassee, F t  32301 
Tet. No. (850) 222-3533 
Fax. No. (850) 222-2126 
pete @ pe n n i ng to n lawFi rm .corn 

Brian Chaiken 
Supra Telecommunications and 

Information gystems, lnc. 
2620 S. W. 27 Avenue 
Miami, FL 33133 
Tel, No. (305) 476-4248 
Fax. No. (305) 443-1078 
b&aiken@stis.com 

Michael A. Gross 
Vice President, Regulatory Aff8irs 

81 Regulatory Counsel 
Florida Cable Telecomrn. Assoc. 
246 East 6th Avenue 
Tallahassee, FL 32303 
Teal. No. (850) 681 -1 990 
Fax. No, (850) 681-9676 
rnlaross@fcta. COM 



Susan Masterton 
Charles 3. Rehwinkel I 

Sprint 
Post Office Box 2214 
MS: FLTLH001Q7 
Tallahassee, Florida 32316-2214 
Tel. No, (850) 599-1560 
Fax. No. (850) 878-0777 
susan.masterton~maiI.sDtint,~~ 

Donna Canzino M ~ N ~ I W  (+I 
MCI 
1203 Governors Square Nvd. 
Suite 20i 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

donna .mcnultv@ rnci.com 

Brian Sulrnonetti 
MCI WorldCorn, lnc. 
6 Concourse Parkway, Suite 3200 
Atlanta, GA 30328 
Tel, No. (770) 284-5493 
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William Weber, Senior Counsel 
Gene Watkins (+) 
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Vicki Gordon Kaufman 
McWhirter, Reeves, McGlothlfn, 

I17 South Gadsden Street 
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Tel. No. (850) 222-2525 
Fax. No. (850) 222-5606 
jmcsllothlin~mac-law.com 
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Michael B. Hanard 
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Florida Public Service Commission 

Row ## 
1 

SEEM Technical Matrix 
CLEC Coalition Proposed Changes 

CLEC Reasoning Proposal Concepts 
Measure-Based Concept > Transaction-based remedies provide an incentive 

for BellSouth to give worse service, in order to 
suppress CLEC volumes. 

P Maintains continuity with the current remedy 
plan. 

P Addresses the need for sufficient remedies even 
at small volumes. 

R Violations give evidence of processes being out 
of parity. Measure-based plans tie the remedy to 
motivating behavior to provide incentive to fix 
the process. 

BellSouth Responses 

BST Response 
Measurebased plan: 

The first point is ilIogical for a number of 
reasons: 

-Under a transaction based plan, penalties 
increase as service deteriorates where the 
penalties are constant under a measure 
based plan so even if this incentive exists 
it would be higher under a measure based 

If such incentive exists it would also exist 
under the CLECs’ proposed modification - 
to the measure based plan that 
incorporates severity. 
The adverse consequences of such willful 
action by BellSouth resulting from CLECs 
filing complaints or lawsuits for example, 
are far too severe to make this a plausible 
concern. 
This “concern” incorrectly assumes that 
such action could not be easily detected 
by CLECs or the Commission. 
While BellSouth is not impugning the 
integrity of CLECs in this regard, to the 
extent that the commission should be 
concerned about disreputable conduct by a 
party, measure-based remedies provide 
CLECs with the incentive to cause 
BellSouth to miss standards by a small 
amount because it has no effect on service 
quality yet generates a large penalty. 

plan. 

. - _  - 
Maintaining continuity with the current plan is 
not a benefit since the current plan is severely 
flawed. 

3 If there is a problem with low penalties in low 
volume situations it is at most only applicable to 
newly emerging ox nascent services. It is more 
reasonable to address this issue, if it exists, with a 
specific provision in the SEEM targeted to those 
few, if any, nascent services, than to impose the 
severe flaws that are present in a measure based 
structure on the overwheiming majority of 

1 



Florida Public Service Commission SEEM Technical Matrix 
Row # Proposal Concepts I CLEC Reasoning 

I 

BellSouth Responses 
BST Response 

services. A specific nascent services provision 
can be accommodated more easily in a 
transaction based plan. 

k The assumption that violations (penalty 
payments) under the current SEEM indicate that 
processes are out of parity has been completely 
disproved. Evidence collected under the current 
plan clearly shows that Violations occur due to 
the nature of the plan even when BellSouth’s 
processes are nondiscriminatory. In fact, 
BellSouth’s performance has been found to be 
nondiscriminatory and competition has flourished 
over the last few years. Nonetheless, BellSouth 
has paid huge penalties particularly in Florida 
even though it has met its non discrimination 
obligations. 

3 One fatal flaw is that the Measure-based plan is 
not scalable; i-e., it assesses the same penalty 
amount whether there is 1 failed transaction or 
there are 1000. 

P The Current Plan is problematic in several ways: 
o Exorbitant penalties 
o Penalties bear no rational relationship to: 

Performance provided to CLECs 
Service charges associated with such 

Damage (if any) sustained by the CLEC. 
o Penalties often amount to years worth of f?ee 

service 

- 

penalties. 

r High penalty on “frrst offense” of missing a 
measurement 

> History shows inherent difficulty of attempting to 
forcibly graft severity feature onto rneasure-based 
ptan 

based plan: 
P Problems with overlaying severity of measure- 

1. no direct linkage to performance; 
2. inability to link corrective action to 

3. arbitrary measures of severity; 
4. 

- performance failure; 

huge payments for small performance - 

2 



Florida Public Service Commission SEEM Technical Matrix 
Row # 

2 

Proposal Concepts 

Base Remedy Payment Calculation 
d * SQRT(n) * B 
d = disparity index 
= CLEC Perf./ Applicable Stnd. - I 
B = Factor varies by Meas./ Prod. Cat. 

CLEC Reasoning 

P Essential to incorporate severity considerations 
in the determination of the remedy amount. 

P Measures severity in terms of the CLEC 
performance relative to either the ILEC 
performance or a designated benchmark. 

s+ Disparity index derived based on like-to-like 
comparisons 

B  isp parity index capped to avoid extreme 
. 

remedies when BellSouth’s support for its own 
customers is extremely better than how it 
supports CLEC customers. 

P Incorporates volume while maintaining adequate 
incentives at low volumes and avoiding extreme 
incentives at high volumes. 

k Remedies designed to be dose to the remedy 
amounts in the current SEEM fee schedule. 

B Bases remedies on the disparity index which is 
similar to what FPSC Staff previously 
recommended. 

BellSouth Responses 
BST ResDonse 
5 .  Imposition of arbitmy caps; and penalties 

increasing simply due to growth in number of 
customers served by CLECs. 

3 The base remedy calculation, d*SQRT (n)*B, is 
-the product of multiple arbitrarily defined factors. 

> The disparity index, d, is arbitrarily constructed 
so that there is always a division of one small 
number by another small number when 
performance is good- which arbitrarily magnifies 
the degreeof disparate performance. For 
example, if performak is 80 for CLEC and 85 

performance for CLEC is 99.5 and 99.9 for 
BellSouth, disparity is 5.0. The penalty is much 
higher even though the actual difference in 
pefiormance is much smaller, Consequently, the 
penalty growth rate increases as performance 
improves. 

P The CLECs proposal contains numerous arbitrary 
caps on the arbitrarily defined variables. By the 
CLECs own admission, existence of these caps 
indicates that the calculation method is not sound. 

> There is no rationale for using this arbitrary 
indexing method instead of any other arbitrary 
indexing method such as dividing one large 
number by another or using the difference in 
performance as a measure ofdisparity for 
example. 

index, are inherently problematic because of their 
asymptotic nature. 

P The disparity index is subjectively capped simply 
to prevent this proposed plan from producing 
outrageous results. The cap, however, introduces 
another flaw because at any performance level 
where the cap is applicable, performance 
improvements do not reduce penalties. 

creates an illogical plan where penalties can 
increase even though performance improves. 

schedule. but the amounts are unsubstantiated. 

for Bellsouth, the disparity is 1.33, but-if - -  

. 

> Using proportions, calculated like this disparity 

P Coupling the disparity cap with the volume factor 

P The B fixtors, in essence, resemble a fee 

3 



Florida Public Service Commission SEEM Technical Matrix 
Row # - 

- 

Proposal Concepts CLEC Reasoning 
BellSouth Responses 

BST Resbonse 
They are purportedly designed to achieve an 
undefined balance between two undefined - . 

numbers but the specific method used to derive 
these factors has not been provided. 

P The data that has been provided with respect to 
the €3 factors indicates that a large increase in 
payments will result even though performance 
continues to be nondiscriminatory. There has 
been no rationale provided to justify such an 
increase. 

> Further, revenue neutrality is an inappropriate 
standard because the penalties produced under 
the current plan are at least three times higher 
than the level that has been demonstrated to result 
in continued nondiscriminatory performance. 

3 Also, some metric domains, such as Billing, are 
not given a B value. 

3 Using the square root in the volume factor, SQRT 
(n), is another arbitrary value. Why not use the 
cube root or 20* root? 

increases with CLEC volume even though the 
impact on the CLEC is less. 

> Even with all of the arbitrary limits the formula 
still produces high penalties for a small 
performance shortfall. 

I+ Two CLECs with same aggregate performance 
and volume can get different penalties due to . 

distribution of CLEC volume. 
P The distribution of BellSouth misses among cells 

affects penalties, but the distribution of CLEC 
misses does not. 

P BellSouth cannot effectively manage its efforts 
per this approach because the interaction of these 
variables in generating penalties is not principally 
tied to performance. 

> For the same number of misses, the penalty 

4 



Florida Public Service Commission SEEM Technical Matrix 
Row # 
3 

4 

$25,000 Limit on First Month Violation 

Small Volume Cap 

CLEC Reasoning 
> Addresses concerns raised about the magnitude 

of per submetric remedy amounts. 

~~ ~~~ 

Further limits potential remedies at small 
volumes for proportion parity measures. 

volumes, 
b Address concern about large remedies at low 

3ellSouth Responses 
BST Response 
P This $25,000 cap is more than 5 times the highest 

current maximum of $4,750 and Z 00 times the 
lowest current maximum of $250- 

b The $25,000 limit has no defensible basis and 
- still may be excessive where performance is 
good, but CLEC volume is high (ex. CTRR) 

k Again, the existence of these caps is contrary to 
CLECs own stated position that they would be 
unnecessary if the calculation method were 
sound. - 

k The smaIl volume cap is only needed because the 
CLECs methodology is unstable. There is no - -  
rationale given for why an unsound method 
shouid be adopted, particularly if arbitrary caps 
must be employed to attempt to compensate for 
its flaws. 

k The small volume cap is just another arbitrary 
value chosen by the CLEC with no attempt at 
justification. 

5 



Row # 
5 
- Proposal Concepts 

Persistence Factor 
CLEC Reasoning 
3 Remedy amounts for Tier 1 should escalate in 

the same fashion across all domains 

performance for some submeasures 

schedule. 

> BellSouth continually reports below-standard 

‘i. Factors approximate those in current fee 

BellSouth Responses 
BST Respnnse 
P Currently: 

o No basis for escalation rate each mogth . 

o Application of escalation feature only 
compounds arbitrarily punitive nature of plan 

o There is no rationale given for why damage to 
CLECs increases just because unrelated 
transactions are missed in consecutive months. 

o Each month’s failures are separate transactions 
unrelated to transactions in previous months 

o The persistence factor does not take into 
account that the metric may only be slightly out 
of parity 

consecutive month, are designed as the 
additional punitive element for persistent 
failures, so this escalatioa is another 
mechanism to accomplish the same objective. 

o These Tier 2 payments would continue until 
parity is regained - which is more reasonable. 

P Under the CLECs’ proposal, because of the way 
the persistence factor is applied, the stated cap of 
$25,000 is really not a cap - could be $75,000. 

o Tier 2 payments, triggered in the 3rd 

6 



Florida Public Service Commission 
Row # 

6 
Proposal Concepts 
Tier 2 

SEEM Technical Matrix ~ 

CLEC Reasoning 
~~ - 

> StatusQuo 
> Allows the Tier 1 implementation to be evaluated 

prior to disruption caused by modifications. If 
the modified Tier I proves to enable the 
generated remedies to be effective in motivating 
compliant perf'ormance by BellSouth, then 
potential changes associated with Tier 2 would 
be avoided. 

BellSouth Responses 
BST Response 
b The existkg Tier 2 penalty cdcdation 

methodology and fee schedule has all of the same 
fauits as Tier 1 due to measwe-based approach, 
fee schedule, lack of positive incentive, etc. 
These problems should not be ignored. . 

*-Also, Tier 2 penalty amounts should be more 
rationallybased, as with Tier 1, and a severity 
component included. 

excluded fiom Tier 2. - 

addressing Tier 2 was they wanted to wait and 
see how their proposal pedormed for Tier 1. 
This action shows that CLECs have significant 
doubts about the soundness of their own 
proposal. 

their approach, it certainly should not be 
implemented for either Tier 1 or Tier 2. 

> There is no rational basis for severity to be 

P The only stated reasoft by CLECs for not 

- - 

P I f  CLECs themselves don't have confidence in 

7 



Florida Public Service Commission 

Row # 
1 
- 

2 

3 

SEEM Technical Matrix 
Bells( 

Proposed Change 
Remedy Plan based on Transaction-based system 

Quantifying disparate transactions 

Interpolation for Total Affected Volume 

Parity Point versus Detection Point 

Amounts per transaction 

uth Proposed Changes 
BST Reasoning 
Transaction-based approach: 
P Inherently scalable 
P Straightforward variation of penakies based on 

severity 
> Does not require a proxy for severity, such as a 

disparity index - which has proven to be very 
subjective and untenable, thus arbitmy 

b Transaction-based plan is preferable as a general 
proposition, f?om a practicd standpoint 

P Currently, at least 40 states, including Florida, 
use transaction-based plans 

> Counts number of disparate transactions and 
pays penalties on those 

2. For Parity Measures, the most direct and logical 
approach: 
o Alter the most damaging “out-of-parity” 

o Alter next most damaging until “pady” is 

P Corrects transactions having greatest potential 
customer impact first, before correcting those 
having lesser potential impact 

transactions are simply the number of additiona1 
transactions that must be changed for the better 
to meet the benchmark. 

P All transactions in final cell may not need to be 
altered for “parity” 

P Appropriate action: interpolate to bring sub- 
metric into “parity” 

situations fust 

achieved 

> For Benchmark Measures, the disparate 

~~ 

BellSouth is obligated to pay penalties under 
SEEM only up to the point necessary to achieve 
“parity” ofservice for CLECs. 

P Current transaction-based fees in other states: 
o Outdated 
o Continued use is unwarranted and inefficient 
o Resulted fiom evidence presented to GPSC in 

o DeveloDed with much less CLEC activitv 
2000 

BellSouth Responses 

.CLEC Response 
P 

3 



Proposed Change 

“High Performance” / ‘‘Standard Performance” / uLow 
Performance” 

BST Reasoning 
o Fee schedule artificially high, although 

Enforcement Mechanisms Methodology 
(Tier I )  Section 4.3.1.4: If BellSouth’s performance in the 
current month should exceed the baseline Ievel by three 
standard deviations, no Tier-1 pavment will apply for any 
CLEC in that month. 

Enforcement Mechanisms Methodology 
(Tier 2) Section 4.3.2.2: If BellSouth’s gerformance, as 
measured bv the average percent of submetrics met for the 
three months used to determine whether Tier 2 applies in the 
current data month. exceeds Ihe baseline perfoniiance bv three 
standard deviations. no Tier-? payment will api>lv for any 
CLEC in the current data month. 

Need example showing how this will work for each possible 
combination: 
Benchmark/Parity/Mearoportion. 

thought to be too low initially 

relative to typical rate for service 

with increased CLEC activity cause 
transaction-based payment to scaIe too high. 

* Existing and new plans require BST to provide 
CLECs better service in the aggregate than retail 
in order to eliminate penalty payments because: 
o Performance for each CLEC is iornpared to 

o Penalty amountltransaction - excessive 

o Artificially high fee schedule compounded 

BST’s average performance across a 
geographic area 

o Contrary to intent of SEEM 

of this occurrence while still deterring 
backsliding very effectively. 

P More in line with rebates in commercial 
transactions where performance guarantees are 
provided. 

+ A more rationale fee schedule reduces the effect 

P Implements new anti-backsliding mechanism 
P Two fee schedules proposed 

o New standard fee schedule 
o Low performance schedde 

0 Will apply if performance materially 
deteriorates fkom current levels 
Same as fee schedule currently in all other 
transaction-based SEEMS for BellSouth 

o AiIay any concerns that Proposed SEEM is 
too soft to deter backsliding 

o If performance deteriorates by a statistically 
significant degree from baseline, then fees 
increase dramatically 

statistically significant improvement in overall 
performance. 

o Permits BeIlSouth to avoid penalties w/ 

P Professed role of SEEM: provide another 
mechanism to deter backsliding in performance 

R SEEM is not the only means available CLECs to 
address performance problems with BellSouth. 
Other mechanisms also exist to address 
backsliding: 

BellSouth Responses 
ZLEC Response 

b 

9 



Florida Public Service Commission 
Row # - 

7 

SEEM Technical Matrix BellSouth Responses 
~ ~ -. 

ProDosed ChanFe 

~ _ _  
Disaggregation 

BST Reasoning 
o Complaints to federal and state commissions 
o Monitoring by those same commissions 
o Contract provisions 
o Court actions 

9 Facts show that there has been no backsliding 
under the current SEEM 

3 Provision requires SEEM fee schedule to revert 
to a much more punitive fee schedule, consistent 
with the levels applicable in current transaction- 
based plans S H 4 4  if performance deteriorates 
materially. 

> New positive Ati&ied incentive relieves BST 
of payments if a material improvement in 
overall performance occurs 
o To improve performance 
o To partially compensate for the risk of 

reverting to fee schedule used currently for 
other transaction-based plans 

> Existing plan requires EST to provide CLECs 
better service in the aggregate than retail in 
order to eliminate penalv payments because: 
Performance for each CLEC is compared to 
BST’s average performance across a geographic 

area 
o Contrary to intent of SEEM 

This mechanism puts a limit on this occurrence if 
performance improves significantly. 
k The disaggregation for SEEM should be -- - 

different fkom the SQM so that the statistical 
methodoIogy can function according to design 

9 Report Structure changed to eIiminate categories 
with little or no volume, resulting in data that 
should be more concise and meaningful. For 
example, >= 10 lines/circuits virtually never has 
any data in the reports. These low volumes 
render the measure virtually useless to evaluate 
performance. 

P The products in the low volume disaggregations 
will continue to be included in the results. They 
will simply be part of another category instead 
of reported separately. 

> Cell structure, as defined by wire Center, 

~ 

CLEC Response 

> Disaggregation should allow for lie-to-like - 

comparisons. The current set of submetrics 
facilitates accurate comparisons of results to 
expected performance. 



Florida Public Service Commission 
Row ## 

8 

SEEM Technical Matrix 
Proposed Change 

Degree of Escalation 

BST Reasoning 
dispatched, service-type, # of circuits as 
previously agreed upon by BellSouth and the 
CLEO ensures like-to-like comparisons 

previously developed jointly by BellSouth and 
CLECs permits aggregation of theses cells into 
submetrics to improve validity of results without 
masking poor performance. 

P Recent testing of truncated z methodology by 
CLECs confirmed that mechanism does permit 
cell'aggregation without masking as designed. 

> The level of disaggregation should allow for a 
statistically meaningful number of transactions 
in each submetric 

individual CLEC, with too much disaggregation, 
the spread of transactions across cells means the 
vast majority of cells show littie or no activity. 

P Tier 1 fee amounts would only escalate in month 

> Truncated-z statistical methodology as 

P Because Tier 1 penalties are calculated by 

2 
Tier 1 fees were designed to be liquidated 
damages - no reason to conclude that damages 
continue to escalate each month. 

P CLECs would continue to receive payments at 
the increased Month 2 level if the condition 
persists. 

P Tier 2 penalties, which were designed to be 
punitive, apply beginning in month 3 

P More fully utilizes the Tier 2 mechanism, which 
was designed to address cases ofpersistent 
metric failures. 

BellSouth Responses 
CLEC Response 

B 



Florida Public Service Commission SEEM Technical Matrix 
Row # 

9 
- Proposed Change 

To pay or not to pay for only 1 faired month 
Enforcement Mechanisms Definitions Section 4.1.7: Tier- 1 
Enforcement mechanisms - , . , for-any two consecutive months 
as calculated by BellSouth. 
Enforcement Mechanisms Methodology Section 4.3.1 : Tier-1 
Enforcement Mechanisms will be triggered . . . k -g i -w~  
.rrnn+k for two ( 2 )  consecutive months. 

Measured to be inctuded in SEEM 

BST Reasoning 
i. Situation more likely problematic when volumes 

are low 
o Currently, due to excessive disaggregation 
o StilI to some extent in Tier 1 for proposed 

Plan 
3 Does not represent discriminatory practice 
> Some failures are anomalies: 

o No systemic changes required to address 

o Random occurrences: 
failures 

temporary random system malfunction 
0 random human error 

o No corrective action can be taken 
o Neither predictable nor preventable 
o Penalty clearly inconsistent with objectives of 

SEEM. 
P Assessing penalties based on a single-month 

failure equates statistical significance with 
materiality 
o Only deals in probabilities and not certainties 
o Depends on inputs for certain materiality 

parameters such as Delb, Psi and Epsilon 
o Only identify statistically significance 
o Cannot determine actual materiality 

P Virtually removes likelihood of assessing 
remedies fir random occurrences. 

> Proposed for each Domain, where such 
timeliness and accuracy are measured: 
3 1 measure of timeliness 
o 1 measure of accuracy 

removed 
o Little, if any, customer effect 
o Any significant customer effect would likely 

be reflected in other measures 

> Measures of some intermediate processes were 

BellSouth Responses 
CLEC Response 
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Florida Public Service Commission 
Row # 

11 
- - 

Proposed Change 
Delta 
Enforcement Mechanisms Definitions Section 4.1 -6: D e b  - 
. . .For individual CLECs S&FWEHH the Delta value shall be 

5 I .O and for the CLEC 
aegrewte the Delta value shall be 0.5. 

. .  

SEEM Technical Matrix 
BST Reasoning 

Appendix C: Statistical Properties and Definitions 
C.1.5: Trimming 

> Single deita value 
o Tier 1 of 1.0 
o Tier 2 of 0.5 

o Initially proposed by 2-Tel’s economist Dr. 

o To address adjustment to the statistical 

o Dr. Ford introduced some confusion about 

> Current delta function: 

Ford 

balancing methodology 

several key hypothesis testing is_sues 
(1) statistical hypothesis test’s significance 

(2) interpretation of a “ba1anced”hypothesis 

(3) reasons for using “balancing” in SEEM 

> No need for “fix” of Dr. Ford’s delta hnction 

level 

test 

Plan 

o No reason to conclude serious flaws are in the 
balancing methodology 

o No indication of problem initially alleged by 
Dr. Ford in all 7 of BST’s states with single 
delta value 

P Use of delta finetion introduces additional 
variables 
o Requiring subjective exercise in determining 

values 
o Probably creates more problems than it solves. 

- 

o CLEC volumes and distributions were much 

o Distributional differences no longer a factor 
P Requires each observation to be discarded be 

examined to determine if true business reason 
exists for discarding this real data. 

k Defeats Self Effectuating aspect of SEEM plan. 

P Originated in Louisiana Workshop in 1999 

smaller than they are now 

BellSouth Responses 
CLEC Response 
P 
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Florida Public Service Commission SEEM Technical Matrix 
Proposed Change 
Appendix D: Statistical Formulas and Technical Descriptions 
Beginning on page 10 1 
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 1 .O for Tier 1 and 0.5 for Tier 2. 
See Exhibit B, Appendix D. 
Appendix C Statistical Properties and Definitions 
Section C The statistical process for testing whether 
BellSouth’s (BST) wholesale customers (atternative local 
exchange carriers or CLECAL€€s) are being treated equally 
with BST’s retail customers involves more than a simple 
mathematical formula. Three key elements need to be 
considered before an appropriate decision process can be 
developed. These are the type of: 

data 
comparison 
performance 

This section describes the properties of a test methodology and 
the truncated Z statistic for M a t y p e s  of measures. 
Appendix C Statistical Properties and Definitions 
Section C. 1 
Necessary Properties for a Test Methodology 
Once the key elements are determined, a test rnethodoIogy 
should be developed that complies with the following 
properties: 

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

Appendix C Statistical Properties and Defmit ions 
C. 1.1 Like-to-Like Comparisons 
When possible, dab 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 CLEC AbEGand the ILEC 
units as comparable as possible. 
Appendix C Statistical Properties and Defmitions 

. 

BST Reasoning 
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. 

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. 

Correction 

Correction 

BellSouth Responses 
CLEC Response 
P 

P 
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Florida Public Service Commission 

Mean Interval 

Row # - 

ibEb 

- 19 

measurements 

Proposed Change 
C. I .2 Aggregate Level Test Statistic 
Each performance measure of interest should be summarized 
by one overall test statistic giving the decision rnakera rule that 
determines whether a statistically significant difference exists. 
The test statistic should have the following properties: 

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

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

The contribution of each comparison cell should depend on 
the number of observations in the cell. 

Cancellation between comparison cells should be limited. 
The index should be a continuous function of the 

observations - 

Proportion 
Ra& 

_ _  . -  

Appendix C Statistical Properties and Definitions 
C. 1.6 Measurement Types 
The performance measurements that will undergo testing are of 
-=types: rnean&&proportion+xhte. Ai4 
htd3oth have similar characteristics. Different types of data 
are used to calculate them. Table C- 1 shows the type of data 
that is used to derive each measurement type. 
Table C-1: Measurements Tvaes and Data 

Counts 

SEEM Technical Matrix 
BST Reasoning 

These changes reflect the fact that there are no rate 
or ratio measures in BellSouth’s proposed SEEM 
plan. There are no ratio measures in the existing 
SEEM plan either. 

These changes are added to make minor 
corrections and to delete the discussion 
concerning the Louisiana study, which is not 
necessary for an understanding of the statistical 
methodology. 

In summary, many covariates are chosen in order to provide 
meaningful cornparison levels below the sub-metric level 
chosen for the parity comparison. This includes such factors as 
wire center and time of month, as well as order type €or 

BellSouth Responses 
CLEC Response 
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Florida Public Service Commission s 
Proposed Change 
provisioning measures. In each comparison celI, a 2 statistic is 
calculated. The form of the 2 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 CLEC 
l u i s  worse than for the ILEC, a positive truncation is done 
- Le. if the result is negative it is left alone, if the result is 
positive it is changed to zero. A weighted SttRtaveraze of the 
truncated statistics is calculated where a cell’s weight depends 
on the volume of BST and CLEC A T r d e r s  in the cell. The 
weighted stmaveraze is standardized by &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. 

Appendix C Statistical Properties and Definitions 
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 CLEC A T h n s a c t i o n s .  atls stA&&xa 

1- 
€!eem&d- 

- . .  
< .  

,+ 91 
c, . .  . .  

-Apemutation test is used when one or both of 
the BST and CLEC ALE&xunple sizes is less than seven. The 
adjusted, asymmetric t statistic and the permutation calculation 
are described bekwin Appendix 13. Statistical Formufas and 
Technical Description. 
Appendix C Statistical Properties and Defmitions 
C.2.2 Proportion Measures 

,EM Technical Matrix 
BST Reasoning 

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. 

These changes are added for clarification 
purposes. 

BellSouth Responses 
CLEC ResDonse 
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Row ## 

22 
I 

23 

Proposed Change 
For performance measures that are calculated as a proportion, 
in each adjustmegt cell, the cell Z and the moments for the 
truncated cell Z can be calculated in a direct manner. In 
adjustment ceIls where proportions are not close to zero or one, 
and where the sample sizes are reasonably large (nijpij(l-pij) > 
91, a normal approximation can be used. In this case, the 
moments for the truncated 2 come directly &om properties of 
the standard normal distribution. If the normal approximation is 
not appropriate, then the Z statistic is calculated frum the 
hypergeometric . .  dis~butionL- 

calculated exactly using the hypergeometric probabilities. 
Appendix C Statistical Properties and Definitions 
C.2.3 Rate Measures 

this case, the moments of the truncated Z are 

Appendix C Statistical Properties and Definitions 
C.2.4 Ratio Measures 

BST Reasoning 

This proposed de letion of the existing language 
reflects the fhct that there are no rate measures in 
BellSouth’s proposed SEEM plan. 

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

BellSouth Responses 
CLEC Response 
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