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1 Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME. 

2 A. 

3 

4 

5 

6 Q. -PLEASE PROVIDE INFORMATION ON YOUR BACKGROUND AND 

My name is Karen Kinard. My business address is 8521 Leesburg Pike, Vienna, 

Virginia 221 82. I am employed by WorldCom, Inc. (“WorldCom”) as a Senior 

Staff Member within the ILEC Performance Advocacy group of WorldCom’s 

National Carrier Policy and Planning organization. 

7 EXPERIENCE. 
8 
9 A. I am responsible for performance measurement and remedy plan policy 

development and advocacy for WorldCom, and I was a key developer of the 

Local Competition Users’ Group’s (“LCUG’s”) version 7 Service Quality 

Measurement document. I have held various positions since joining WorldCom’s 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

(then MCI’s) Local Initiatives group in June 1996, including leading a team that 

provided subject matter expertise during the first round of interconnection 

agreement negotiations. 

16 



1 

2 

3 access charge issues, and jurisd ional cost separations policy. I>also held the . 

4 

5 

6 

7 

ng WorldCom, I was an editor for eleven years at 

Telecommunications Reports (“TR’), covering technology, state regulation, 

position of chief technology editor and other top editorial positions, including 

serving as the principal editor of TR’s Communications Business and Finance and 

Cable-Telco Competition Report newsletters. I initiated TRs Communications 

Billing Report newsletter before joining Phillips Business International’s 

8 ns Today daily electronic newsletter in 1995 as its chief Federal 

9 

10 

11 

Communications Commission (“FCC”) correspondent. From 1976 to 1984, I 

served in various positions as an aide to the Congressman for the Seventh District 

of Pennsylvania, including Press Secretary and Legislative Assistant for 

12 telecommunications policy and banking. 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 University. 

19 Q. WHAT IS YOUR EXPERIENCE IN PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS 
20 WORK IN OTHER JZTRISDICTIONS? 

I received my Masters of Science degree in Telecommunications Policy and 

Management from George Washington University in 1984. I received a 

Bachelors of Science degree in Communications from West Chester University in 

1975. I also hold a paralegal certificate in Corporate Law from Widener 

21 
22 A. I have been WorldCom’s lead representative in carrier-to-camer perfohance 

23 

24 

measurement and remedy collaboratives, have made metric presentations, and 

have testified or filed comments in many state proceedings since 1998. State 

- - 

3 



4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

Q. 

A. 

19 

20 Q. 
21 
22 

’ 23 A. 

proceedings in which I have participated include those held Florida, Louisiana, ’ 

North Carolina, Tennessee, New York, Pennsylvania, Massachusetts, New Jersey, 

Virginia, Maryland, Illinois, Michigan, Ohio, Indiana, Colorado and Arizona. I 

also have filed declarations with the FCC on metric and remedy issues in the New 

York and Massachusetts 271 proceedings, and I have made presentations and 

informally discussed metrics and remedy issues with FCC and Department of 

Justice staff at their request and in ex partes, either done jointly with other LCUG 

members or solely for WorldCom. 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 

The immediate purpose of my testimony is to respond to the Testimony of 

BellSouth witness Alphonso Varner filed with the Kentucky Public Service 

Commission (“Commission”) on May 18,2001. Several major concerns about 

BellSouth’s Self-effectuating Enforcement Plan (“SEEM’) also are expressed at 

the end of my comments. My greater purpose is to assist the Commission in 

determining whether BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. (“BellSouth”) has met 

the requirements of 47 U.S.C. $271 (c) (2) (B). The Commission has a 

consultative role with respect to BellSouth’s application, as described in 47 

U.S.C. 8 271 (d) (2) (B). 

WHAT PORTION OF M R  VARNER’S TESTIMONY DO YOU 
ADDRESS? 

That portion that deals with th 

24 

25 the interim SQM. 

osed by BellSouth. In so doing, I mainly focus on 



I ST OF 

5 

4 A. Not at all. Certainly WorldCom disagrees with the contention that interLATA 

5 ,  

6 

7 

entry by BellSouth is in the public interest. Wo 

and other parties who take issue with BellSouth’s proposed penalties. Moreover, 

my focus in this testimony on the interim SQM does not mean that BellSouth’s 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

J. Vamer at p. 5 .  Thus BellSouth demonstrates that it intends to backslide from 

14 Performance measurements are vital to the development of local competition; 

15 

16 

17 

18 

however, there are so many issues involved in a 27 1 proceeding that performance 

measurements tend to get lost or may not be fully considered. Thus the 

Commission should not approve any “permanent” SQM until a full and 

independent proceeding for the purpose of determining appropriate performance 

measurements is conducted. Moreover, as discussed below, the Commission 

should approve permanent metrics before 271 approval is conferred. The 

permanent metrics this commission should adopt need to go beyond BellSouth’s 

interim plan and not backtread on metrics and benchmarks already hard won by 

CLECs before they have barely been reported. 

7 

20 

21 

22 

23 

- 

24 
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Q* 

A. 

14 

15 
16 Q. 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 A. 

IRD 
IN 

LIEVE THAT 0 
ULD BE REVIEWED 

LSOUTH’S PERFORMANCE IS ADEQUATE? 

the Georgia proceeding 

CLECs like WorldCom will use. Moreover, BellSouth’s performance with regard 

to WorldCom’s Georgi cal service, which is an actual commercial 

launch instead of a test whose parameters are set by BellSouth, provides and will 

provide important information for this Commission to review. (See Lichtenberg 

testimony provided by WorldCom.) This Commission at the very least should 

await the Florida Public Service Commission’s evaluation of the additional 

Georgia metrics, and of the further disaggregations and new business rules 

derived from the KPMG testing in both Georgia and Florida. 

DO YOU AGREE THAT THE INTERIM SQM SUBMITTED BY 
BELLSOUTH, WHICH MR VARNER STATES IS IN COMPLIANCE 
WITH THE SQM APPROVED BY GEORGIA, PROVIDES ADEQUATE 
METRICS WITH WHICH TO EVALUATE BELLSOUTH’S 
PERFORMAN 

outh’s current metrics have flaws in business rules and calculations, 

23 

24 

25 

inappropriate retail analogs, lower benchmarks than most ILECs, and are missing 

metrics that cover all the important dependencies CLECs operating in Kentucky 

have on BellSouth’s services, facilities and Operational Support Systems 

~ 

26 

27 ’ Q. SHOULD THERE BE ADDITIONAL METFUCS? 

29 A. 
28 

Yes. Along with better pricing and improved OSS functionality, enhanced 

performance measurements, standards and remedies will be critical factors in 

q__ 

I 30 



1 

2 . .  

3 

.4  

8 ’  

9 

10 

enabling CLECs to enter the Kentucky 1 

market. Many of the metric revisions and new metrics (particularly those -- 
involving software validation and error correction and timely completion notices) 

are geared toward ensuring that CLECs’ market entry does not run into many of 

d the same impediments encountered elsewhere. 

with 

d sometimes ev 

customer had been switched to a CLEC and was paying the CLEC’s bills. 

1 1  Q. HOW WILL INADEQUACIES IN BELLSOUTH’S METRICS AFFECT 
12 WORLDCOM? 

14 A. 

15 

16 

13 
In mid-May 2001, the MCI &vision of WorldCom launched its first residential 

service offering in BellSouth territory, using the unbundled network platform- 

platform (“UNE-P”) mode of delivery in Georgia. AS Ms. Lichtenberg’s 

17 testimony notes, MCI UNE-P customers have experienced an alarmingly high . 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

number of dialtone losses shortly after conversion. For conversion of an existing 

BellSouth customer line to MCI using the UNE-P, the loss of dialtone should be 

considered unacceptable, if not unfathomable. 

Even though BellSouth’s metric plan has a Trouble After Service Order 

23 Completion metric, MCI is concerned that it will understate the problem. First, 

24 MCI believes that a number of these problems are being wrongly classified as 



1 

2 

which exclude them fiom the metric. Moreover, unlike Verizon and SBC, 

BellSouth does not report on the number of exclusions for maintenance or 
- 

3 provisioning metrics so CLECs can monitor whether they seem unusually high, 

thus requiring an examination of the raw data. Further, even if the lost dialtone 

I 

problems do get recorded as troubles, Bell 

usiness services. By combining these services, more dispatch 

orders that should be more likely than a TJNE-P migration to result in dialtone 

- 
5 

8 

9 to revert to BellSout 

losses are involved. This will mask a problem that can cause new MCI customers 

10 

11 

12 

13 

the “N“ (New) and “D” (Disconnect) orders get out of 

14 

15 

16 

the hundreds, due to this same exclusion process. Most importantly, BellSouth’s 

trouble closure reports provide narratives only and do not include the trouble 

disposition and cause codes that drive these exclusions. 

17 

18 

19 

22 

While the retail analog needs fixing and coding of CPE/TNF dispositions needs to 

be reported and double-checked, MCI would like to see the process fixed so 

problems will not put customers at risk of losing dialtone. A one-order process 

will keep both the problem from recurring and BellSouth fiom paying any 

remedies for Troubles within 30 Days of Service Order Activity for what should 

23 be simple UNE-P migrations 

24 

8 

I 



1 Q* E 
2 

3 A. 

4 

5 

6 erformance is n lable to a CLEC to 

7 

8 

A performance measurement plan needs to be comprehensive because significant 

gaps in coverage can make it extraordinarily diffic 

detect and deter below-parity performance. When an area of BellSouth’s 

and time-consming to 
c 

ions based on disparate tieatment can be uphill 

9 

10 

26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 

battles because the CLEC must prove that BellSouth is providing better service to 

itself, its customers or its affiliates than to the CLEC. To make its case, the 

CLEC must somehow obtain accurate internal BellSouth information concerning 

, 

the service it provides to itself, its customers or its affiliates. Even if this can be 

done, an enforcement case can take a year or more to complete (at least without 

the availability of expedited dispute resolution), which typically is far too long for 

a CLEC attempting to solve an immediate problem affecting its business. 

Comprehensive performance metrics therefore go hand in hand with the potential 

for broad scale entry into the local market. 

This is exactly the view provided by the Department of Justice in opposing 

approval of BellSouth’s 

We find no evidence in the record that BellSouth has committed 

who feel that BellSouth’s performance is inadequate would 
need to file complaints with the [statel PSC and then, in the 
course of the resulting regulatory proceedings, establish the 
appropriate level of performance, whether BellSouth had failed 
to meet that performance level, and finally, establish the 
remedy. To be most effective in preventing backsliding, such 

. - 

9 



5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 ’ 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

issues should be 
between BellSo through regulatory 

1 proceedings. 

Evaluation of the U. S. Department of Justice at 39, filed in 

BellSouth Corporation Pursuant to Section 271 of the Communications Act of 

1934, as amended, to Provide In-Region, InterLATA Services in Louisiana, CC 

Docket No. 97-23 1. 

that can and have arisen through 

real market experience with: 

~ (A) Service delivery methods such as resale and individual UNEs (such as 

loops or transport); UNE combinations (such as enhanced extended 

loops and platform); and facilities interconnection. 

(B) Products and processes such as coordinated conversions, various 

flavors of xDSL and line sharing and splitting services, local number 

portability, loop acceptance testing and loop conditioning. 

(C) Retail-wholesale relationships management such as OSS speed and 

connectivity, help desk responsiveness, database update accuracy and 

timeliness, and change ,management processes and software error 

correction timeliness. 

@) Provisioning status notices such as acknowledgements, confirmations, 

rejections, completion notices, jeopardy notices and loss notices. 

10 



1 (E) Maintenanc esponsiveness and capability in resolving c 

2 trouble reports. 

5 Q. HOW DOES BELLSOUTH’S PERMANENT PLAN (PP. 4-5) COMPARE 
6 WITH ITS INTERIM PLAN? 
7 A. 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

BellSouth proposes a permanent SQM that has fewer metrics than its proposed 

interim plan. See Direct Testimony of Alphonso J. Varner, pp. 54-55. The 

Public Service Commission’s “rocket docket” decision released January 12,2001. 

As Cheryl Bursh’s testimony for AT&T points ou 

15 

16 providing all the BellSouth and CLEC reporting required by the Georgia order. 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

BellSouth has long standing business rules problems with its SQM and new 

problems in its metrics ordered added by the Georgia commission. I describe the 

former in my attachment KTC-A and the latter in my attachment KK-B. BellSouth 

also is missing various metrics important to CLECs (my attachment KK-C), 

including as pertain to disaggregation (my attachments KK-D and KK-E) and 

sufficient benchmarks to provide CLECs with a meaningful opportunity to compete 



, 

1 

2 

3 attachment KK-G). 

4 

(my attachment KK-F). .I also take issue with Mr. Vamer’s Exhibit AJV-4 

(CorrelatedDuplicated Measurements) (my comments are italicized, in my 

5 

6 

7 

8 passed 271 muster at the FCC. 

9 Q. SHOULD THE COMMISSION ADOPT PERMANENT METRICS 
10 

I I A. 

12 

13 

BEFORE OR AFTER 271 APPROVAL? 
The Commission should approve permanent metrics before 271 approval. 

BellSouth has been less than cooperative in providing CLECs with the metrics, 

business rules, disaggregation and benchmarks they need before 27 1 approval. 

14 

15 - 
16 

17 

18 

19 

gain adequate metrics. So far, the states in the BellSouth region that did adopt 

metrics have ordered their implementation before 271 approval, to motivate 

compliance with the Act’s section 251 market opening requirements that are a 

prerequisite for getting to the stage where a 271 application can be successhl. 

. 

20 

21 

22 

The FCC’s previous decisions also stress that the oversight of state commissions 

of these metric and remedy plans to ensure RBOCs are providing CLECs 

adequate protection are a critical factor prompting its approval of such 

12 



~ ~ - _ _ _  

I 

ns. Kentucky regulators h 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

metrics and remedies, let alone on a process for such review and improvement of 

BellSouth’s interim or permanent plan proposals. The Commission also has not 

had a chance to specify the need for annual audits paid for by the dominant carrier 

to ensure that the metrics are being reported accurately.’ Clearly, at this point, the 

type of state oversight regime for a Performance Assurance Plan as highlighted by 

the FCC has not yet been put in place in Kentucky.The Commission needs to 

< 

8 establish a forum that will continue to review and refine the metrics based on 

9 competitive experiences in the BellSouth region. New York and Texas have put 

10 a lot of effort into improving metrics, adding new ones and deleting ineffective 

11 

12 

13 toward satisfying CLEC requests. 

ones post-271 approval. They also have had administrative law judges involved 

in their pre-271 metric collaboratives to ensure that the ILECs made an effort 

14 

15 

16 

Although a couple of BellSouth states have held collaboratives, BellSouth has 

done most of its negotiations on proper measurements and remedies with the FCC 

1 In the FCC’s December 22, 1999, order approving Verizon-NY’s 271 application, the FCC said 
“A number of state commissions, including New York, have established a collaborative process through 
which they have developed, in conjunction with the incumbent and competing carriers, a set of measures, 
or metrics, for reporting of performance in various areas. Through such collaborative processes, New 
York has also adopted performance standards for certain functions, typically where there can be no I 

comparable measure based on the incumbent LEC’s retail performance. We strongly encourage this type of 
process, because it allows the technical details that determine how the metrics are defined and measured to 
be worked out with the participation of all concerned parties. We also strongly support the efforts of state 
commissions to build and oversee a process that ensures the development of local competition that 
Congress intended. An extensive and rigorous evaluation of the BOC’s performance by the states provides 
greater certainty that barriers to competition have been eliminated and the local markets in a state are open 
to competition.” In re: Application by Bell Atlantic New York for  Authorization Under Section 271 of the 
Cominuiiication Act to Provide In-Region, InterLATA Service in New York, CC Docket No. 99-295, 
Memorandum Opinion and Order 1 54 (released Dec. 22, 1999). 



1 and Department of Justice. It rarely moves off its original st 

2 negotiations with CLECs. Both agencies do not have the same operational 

3 expertise as real market competition to work out the details that close loopholes 

4 and create effective metrics. The 271 process is no substitute for the detailed 

5 give and take needed to craft an effective measure. BellSouth’s only 

6 improvements in standards for its metrics have resulted from orders of 

7 commissions, not through responsiveness to CLEC requirements. 

8 

7 commissions, not through responsiveness to CLEC requirements. 

8 

9 BellSouth’s proposed permanent metrics are a perfect example of its total 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

unwillingness to respond to the reporting requests of its CLEC customers. While 

BellSouth knows that the CLECs are actively litigating to gain further 

disaggregation so that parity comparisons can be trusted, BellSouth touts its new 

permanent plan as having even fewer metrics than it originally proposed. While 

CLECs might agree to eliminate the interim number portability disaggregations, 

15 they do not agree on many other of the 600 disaggregations BellSouth’s 

16 permanent plan would eliminate. 

17 Q: WHAT ARE SOME OF THE SPECIFIC DEFICIENCIES WITH 
18 BELLSOUTH’S PERMANENT SQM PROPOSAL? 
19 

20 

21 

A. These 271 proceeding filings are the first time CLECs have ever seen the changes 

and reductions in benchmarks that BellSouth proposes. There has been no forum 

22 

23 

24 

to discuss these. Why does BellSouth suddenly want to change from the parity it 

so often touts as the sole requirement of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 

(“Act” or “FTA”) for the three Daily Usage Feed metrics (B-4, B-5, and B-6)? Is 

~ 



1 I 

2 

it because the CLECs do not get this information anywhere nearparity? 

BellSouth’s vague claims of system differences does not support its case. 

3 

4 As for BellSouth’s so-called stricter change management delay day benchmarks, 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

CLECs see no benefit of a 100% standard of no more than an 8 day delay. Eight 

days late is what Verizon uses to trigger remedies for its much longer 93 (business 

rule) and 66 (technical specification) documentation notifications as compared to 

30 days. BellSouth complains about the time it takes to code for a new or 

changed metric while it offers a CLEC as l i t t les  22 days notice and 

documentation to build to a major software change that could affect the CLECs’ 

entire preorder and ordering capabilities. 

12 

13 

14 

BellSouth’s drastic change fiom a 15 minute to a 24 hour disconnect interval for 

LNP is something subject matter experts need to work out in a face-to-face 

15 

16 without discussion with CLEC. 

collaborative, not in a rushed 271 ruling. This is a drastic change to proposed 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

Speed of Answer in the Ordering Center needs a standard. A CLEC in the North 

Carolina metric proceeding has testified about its repeated problems in reaching 

the Ordering Center, including long hold times. This activity should be measured 

at parity and as part of the remedy plan. CLECs call the Ordering Center when 

- 

22 they are having problems placing their customer orders. The Ordering Center is 



1 important to CLECs a 

2 customers. 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

As for the proposed change to the hot cut metric, BellSouth will not fix the 

interval window as prescribed by the CLECs, but instead proposes an unspecified 

longer interval for cuts involving IDLC. This also issue also is the type that 

should be discussed in a collaborative with an ALJ presiding. 

8 

‘ .  
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

BellSouth is particularly arrogant in proposing to change the panty plus 2 second 

PreOrder Response Time standard, to Parity Plus 4 seconds. The Georgia 

Commission based its reconsideration of BellSouth’s request to move away fiom 

a pure panty standard to one that included some time for security functions,on 

OSS Test data.’ BellSouth has not explained why it needs the additional two 

14 

15 

seconds, which may not sound like much time but could more than double the 

retail query times its representatives receive. Seconds are important in making a 

16 sale and when performing multiple queries while the customer is on the line. 

17 
r 

18 

19 

BellSouth’s proposal to do away with the Percent Co 

Notice or Less than 24 Hours notice is also of great 

In its Docket No. 7892-U order on reconsideration and clarification of its performance 
measurements and remedy decision, the Georgia commission found that: “The Commission Staff has 
reviewed the Pre-Ordering data from the Third-party Test and a January 16* filing by KPMG on this issue 
and agrees that additional time for security measures and computer translations needed to process pre-order 
inquires from CLECs are appropriate. Therefore the Commission orders Parity + 2 Seconds as the Retail 
Analog for Pre-Order responses.” 

2 
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3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

to the 1998 release of the LCUG SQM Version.7 after meeting wi 

delivery and sales representatives who deal with BellSouth. These representatives 

noted that, in many circumstances, BellSouth delivers service with no or little 

notice and this results in Customer Not Ready designations. CNRs are not 

counted as missed appointments and are used as the end time for Order 

Completion Intervals. Therefore, Mr. Varner is absolutely wrong that this 

problem is picked up and thus resolved elsewhere. 

The two Bona Fide Request metrics aIso should not be deleted. WorldCom finds 

it challenging enough to gain off-the-shelf wholesale products without negotiating 

delivery and prices of new products. Nevertheless, this is where the rubber will 

hit the road, with CLECs distinguishing their local products from what BellSouth 

currently offers or in obtaining greater efficiencies in delivering current products. 

BellSouth should not be allowed to slow the early efforts of CLECs trying to 

differentiate their local products and provide them efficiently. 

CLECs might agree to let BellSouth move its separate LNP metrics to 

disaggregation levels for other metrics, if BellSouth fully provides such 

disaggregation for standalone LNP and LNP with two wire loop products. 

BellSouth does not appear to be providing such disaggregation in its proposed 

permanent S QM. 



1 

2 

ain, BellSouth is trying to rid itself of the Georgia Order Accuracy 

metric, which needs improvements, as mentioned below, not elimination. The 

3 development of the Order Accuracy metric wa 

4 

5 

6 

commission’s endorsement of Verizon’s 271 application.. Through the New York 

Carrier-to-Camer monthly meetings, CLECs also have had continuing input to 

the final CSR (Customer Service Record) to compare to the original LSR (Local 

7 Service Request), to ensure that manual handling has not introduced errors. 

8 

9 

10 

11 approval. 

12 

Discussions are even underway to move from a manual sampling to an automated 

100% comparison to detect errors. Once again BellSouth goes backwards before 

‘271 approval, when other ILECs move forward in improving metncs post-271 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 markets. . ‘ 

These are just a few of the problems with BellSouth’s proposed permanent SQM. 

I will not go into them all as I hope the Commission can see through BellSouth’s 

assurances that its just making the metrics easier for the Commission to review. 

The interim SQM, and not its permanent proposal, should be the starting point for 

any metric plan proceeding that adequately protects CLECs &om BellSouth’s 

incentives and ability to keep competitors &om gaining inroads in its local 

’ 

20 

21 Q.. WHAT METRICS CRITICAL TO CLECs ARE MISSING FROM THE 
‘ 22 INTERIM METRIC PROPOSAL? 

23 

24 A. A number of metrics still need to be added to BellSouth’s interim SQM: 
__ .- 

18 



15 

Additional Ordering Measures 

Percent Negative Responses to Requests for BellSouth-to-CLEC Trunks 

CLECs cannot expand without adequate trunk capacity inbound from the ILEC as 

well as outbound to the ILEC. ILEC delays in providing reciprocal trunks or 

delays in providing CLECs a due date for such trunks force CLECs to delay 

installing new customers. CLECs would rather manage a single customer’s 

expectation for a due date than install a customer that will cause further blocking 

on inbound calls to all CLEC local customers in the area. ILEC delays on trunk 

resizing keep CLECs from gowing market share. The proposed measures in this 

area should apply regardless of how a CLEC sends its request, whether via fax, 

email or as an Access Service Request (“ASK’). 

The “Mean Time to Provide Response” measurement is key when comparing 

service to affiliates for response to trunk requests. The “Percent Responses to 

Requests for BellSouth-to-CLEC Trunks Provided Within 7 Days” metric 

measures the response standard proposed by CLECs to be achieved 95% of the 

time. Finally, the “Percent Negative Responses to Requests for BellSouth-to- 

CLEC Trunks” metric would allow tracking of BellSouth rejections of CLEC 

requests for more capacity. These are not rejections for CLEC errors but cases 

where BellSouth argues that additional trunks are not needed. BellSouth’s policy 

is that it is appropriate to begin trunk augmentation of a final trunk group when 



- ~- ~~ 

1 

2 

3 

4 

aches 75-85%. CLEC growth is 

a 50% fill can quickly move to blocking levels with the addition of one large 

customer. That is, when utilization reaches 50%, it is pru 

augmentation because merely adding one large customer can easily bump up 

to plan for trunk 

5 blockage levels to 85% or higher. The addition of customers with high inbound 

6 calling volumes can bump even lower fill rates than 50% up to blocking levels. 

7 These overall utilization rates also do not reflect blocking that would occur during 

8 

9 2. Additional Provisioning: Measures 

busy hours but not other times of day. 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14. 

15 

16 measures." 

Percent of Hot Cuts Not Working as Initially Provisioned 

This metric captures when loops are provisioned on time but are not working. 

Often CLECs cannot log a trouble report until the order is completed in the 

ILEC's billing system, and that may take many hours or days. Consequently, 

these provisioning troubles are undetectable by BellSouth's current performance . 

17 
18 
19 
20 

Mean Time to Restore a Customer to the ILEC 
Percent of Customers Restored to the ILEC 

These metrics measure the speed of restoring service to BellSouth when a 

21 customer conversion fails and the percent of accurate port-backs to BellSouth 

22 when necessary. Customers need to have service and may not be able to wait for 

23 

24 

the conversion to work. Therefore, the customer would be ported back to 

BellSouth. Restorations due to CLEC errors would need to be excluded from this 

I 25 metric. 



1 
2 Call Abandonment Rate -Maintenance 
3 
4 

5 

6 

Call Abandonment Rate - Ordering and Provisioning 

BellSouth only captures the call center response time for customers who wait for 

their calls to be completed. The number of customers who abandon the call 

because of long waits in queue are not captured, thereby causing any problem in 

the call center answer time metrics to be understated. There is a need for an 

abandonment measurement to capture those calls where the CLEC gives up in 8 

9 frustration. 

10 Percent Successhl xDSL Service Testing 

11 BellSouth has omitted a measure of whether the cooperative tests conducted show 

12 

13 

14 

15 

the loop to be working properly. CLECs need to have cooperative testing done on 

xDSL loops to determine if BellSouth has done all the appropriate work to 

provide connectivity. Like coordinated (hot) cuts, this acceptance process also 

should be part of the end time measurement for Average Completion Interval and 

16 Missed Appointment metrics for xDSL loops, but it is not in BellSouth’s 

17 proposal. In New York, Venzon measures for both CLECs that use and 

use an acceptance process as part of its Missed Appointment metrics for 

service. 

do not 

xDSL 

21 BellSouth should measure the percent of successful xDSL cooperative testing. 

22 Similar to the defective loop metric for coordinated cuts, this measure would pick 

23 up how often an xDSL loop that is not working is delivered to the CLEC. Joint 

24 

25 

testing between CLEC and ILEC is essential in providing timely working xDSL 

service to the customer. Georgia ordered the Percent Tested metric that is 

21 

c -- 



1 included in BellSo of 

2 

3 

4 
5 
6 

7 

8 

times the testing showed the xDSL loop to be working when delivered. 

Some loops require modification or conditioning before they can be used to 

provide a customer with xDSL service. This metric measures BellSouth’s 

timeliness in making the needed modifications or performing the necessary de- 

10 

11 3. 

12 

13 

14 

conditioning. There is the need for a metric or at least disaggregation for interval 

metrics and held orders for? loop provisioning where conditioning is required. 

Additional Billing; Measures 

Percent Billing Errors Correct in X Days 

BellSouth’s delays in providing adjustments to carrier bills or corrections of daily 

usage feed errors can harrn the CLEC and its customer in several ways. Errors 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 Other Additional Measures 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

that do not get corrected promptly in the daily usage file either lead to the CLEC’s 

holding up charges or passing on wrong charges to the customer, for which the 

CLEC has to expend resources to adjust later. BellSouth’s invoice accuracy 

measure does not capture whether errors are corrected within a reasonable time. 

Percent Response Commitments Met On Time 

Even more important than how quickly BellSouth representatives answer the 

phone is how quickly they answer questions or resolve problems. CLECs should 

not have to wait days for BellSouth to respond to a problem that has stalled 

production of orders for the CLEC. The addition of this metric would help 

22 



1 address issues with the slow response of BellSouth help desks. However, such a 
, 

x 
2 measure would not help with issues regarding BellSouth representatives 

3 

4 

accurately interpreting business rules. Help D 

notifier (confirmations, rejection, completion) problems is also crucial to CLECs. 

5 Verizon’s problems in this area led to the introduction in the New York metrics of 

6 

7 

a three-day standard for resolving such requests. The Commission should adopt a 
1 

measurement and standard for responsiveness to all help desk questions that 

8 impede a CLEC’s ability to place orders or response to customer status questions 

9 

10 

about their order. BellSouth should be ordered to meet with CLECs to flesh out 

the CLEC’s proposed metric on help desk responsiveness and how to measure the 
\ 

11 timeliness and adequacy of the response 

12 

Average Time Allotted To Proof Listinp Updates Before Publication 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

CLECs need to ensure that their directory listings are printed without errors and 

need equal time to proof those listing before publication. Errors in listings could 

cause great inconvenience and often serious financial harm to CLEC customers. 

This metric would only apply to those listings that CLECs do not have full control 

over accuracy, i.e. where BellSouth directory representatives key in information 

for the CLEC. Pennsylvania has ordered a directory proofing metric. 

20 
21 
22 
23 

Percent ILEC vs. CLEC Changes Made 

BellSouth has not yet included a metric in its SQM that tracks whether it responds 

24 fairly to CLEC requests for 

25 While CLECs prioritize the 

changes and new functionalities on its interfaces. 

change requests, BellSouth implements these changes 

23 



1 whenever it ch 

2 

3 

needs to order BellSouth to measure the percentage of BellSouth changes made 

versus the number of CLEC changes made to determine whether CLEC requpsts 

- 

for interface changes are being implemented in a fair-and equitable manner. 

BellSouth has said that the CLECs’ proposed business rules would not accurately 

7 track this problem. Ths  may be so, but the problem is severe and needs to be 

tracked and subjected to remedies if discrimination is detected. Perhaps what 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

needs to occur is to break the metric into parts that determine how long before 

BellSouth accepts or rejects the CLEC Change Management proposal, how long it 

takes to give each approved change a release date, and whether the release occurs 

on the specified release date. Of particular importance is the length of time it 

takes BellSouth to implement a type 6 change; that is, a software error causing 

problems for the CLEC. I 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

The Commission should require BellSouth to work with CLECs in a collaborative 

process to provide a metric that enforces its fair treatment of change control 

requests. CLECs are arguing for longer change notice intervals than are currently 

part of BellSouth’s proposed timeliness metrics for notices and documentation. 

These changes should be adopted and all the notice types with different intervals 

21 should be disaggregated for reporting purposes. Both these revisions to the 

22 

23 change management metric collaborative. 

existing metrics and the new ones proposed could be developed in the same 



1 

2 ' Percent Software Certification Failures 

3 

4 

5 

6 Software Problem Resolution Timeliness 
-7 
8 
9 

10 

11 

Ths  measurement provides some assurance that BellSouth will sufficiently test 

before a system is rolled out. CLECs need to be sure that their existing systems 

still will be able to hnction when BellSouth introduces software upgrades. 

Software Problem Resolution Average Delay Days 

This metric examines how quickly BellSouth fixes software errors caused by 

changes to an existing interface, establishment of a new query type or other 

changes. Different standards are set based on whether there is a work-around for 

12 the problem. If a CLEC is prevented from entering orders, extremely prompt 

13 responses are required. The delay day measure captures the degree to which the 

14 problem is allowed to continue. Georgia recently ordered BellSouth to add a 

15 

16 

I Software Error Correction timeliness metric, and the New York and Texas plans 

also include such a metric. In addition, the New York plan includes a Software 

17 Validation metric, to ensure that interfaces are not launched while still failing a 

18 

19 Q. 
20 METFUCS IT ADOPTS? 
21 
22 A. 

23 

24 

25 

26 

test deck of transactions that CLECs and Verizon have developed. 

FROM TIME TO TIME, SHOULD THE COMMISSION REVIEW THE 

Yes: It is fair to say that the area of performance measurements still is evolving. 

In some cases, for example, BellSouth may (and should) develop new 

functionalities that will need to be measured. For instance, CLECs need timely 

billing completion notices, which notify an CLEC that BellSouth's billing system 

has been adjusted to account for the customer migrating to the CLEC, so the 

25 

<;: 

I I 



CLEC may begin billing its customers, sending fulfillment in 

addressing any problems or issues its customer encounters. If the Commission 

orders BellSouth to provide billing completion notices, then a metric should be 

adopted (or an existing metric expanded) to measure BellSouth’s performance in 

this area. This is different from annual audits, which focus on whether the metric 

is being reported properly with accurate coding of exclusions and adherence to 

reporting guidelines. Metrio and remedies plan review is designed to determine if 

metrics and remedies are sufficient as they are or require additions, deletions or 

modifications to promote competition. The scope of the review should include all 

7 

8 

9 

10 existing metrics. 

11 

12 Q. WHAT LEVEL OF DISAGGREGATION DO CLECS SEEK? 

13 A. 

14 

15 I 

16 

17 

18 

19 

CLECs only seek the metrics needed to protect their business plans and 

meaningful disaggregation to determine if discrimination exists. The geographic 

disaggregation being sought is at the MSA (metropolitan statistical area) level 

because CLECs are concerned that if rural and urban, competitive and non- 

competitive areas of the state are combined, real disparities in performance will be 

hidden. CLECs do not have the retail data to determine when geographical 

disaggregation makes a differenqe and when it does not. If BellSouth 
< 

20 believes that disaggregation by MSA is meaningless, it should supply the data for 

21 

22 

a period of time to show this, or it should have an unbiased third-party analyze the 

relationship of performance to geographic location. 

23 

. 
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1 

2 

3 -  

4 

5 

6 

7 

12 

13 

the New York Third P st, KPMG r ded the New York Third P st, KPMG r ded 

for Special Services for metropolitan New York City from upstate New York 

because KPMG’s study of the data showed differences in perf0 

Manhattan’s highly competitive market and the rest of the state.3 POTS services 

already were disaggregated into five areas in New York for retail performance 

reporting and the same areas were adopted for wholesale POTS (resale and UNE- 

I ’ 

Platform) reporting. Such disaggregation is vital for provisioning and 

maintenance metrics. The Conimission should focus on whether the 

disaggregation requested serves a purpose in malung apples-to-apples 

comparisons of services that compete with each other or products with similar 

standard intervals. 

There is another consideration: The CLECs do not want to have BellSouth use 

excessive aggregation against them in a 271 proceeding by explaining that it is 

missing average interval metrics repeatedly because of differences in order mix as 

compared to CLECs. This concern is not conjecture on the CLECs’ part, but is a 

fact learned from Verizon’s two successfbl applications for 271 approval, where 

that E E C  claimed that failures of its average intewal metrics were due to 

, I  

differences in (11 order mix (CLECs were ordering more four-day interval 

products and features and Verizon more one and two-day products and features) 

and (2) geography. Verizon provided independent studies of samples of its retail 21 

3 

York City area appears to get a different level of service than other parts of the state, and CLECs have their 
business concentrated in this area. The result can be that BA-NY is in parity overall, but out of parity 

“In general, the metrics may be too aggregated, especially with regard to geography. The New 

I 
’i 

27 
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1 an service reques ECs did 

2 

3 

4 discrimination. 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

offer counter studies4 Disaggregation will protect BellSouth from wrongly being 

of discrimination just as much as it will help the CLECs detect real 

The CLECs cannot believe that the disaggregation they request can be more 

demanding on computer processing and capacity* than the statistical testing down 

to the end office that BellSouth has elected to do. There must be multiple, 

possibly dozens of end offices in each MSA to examine. With the conduct of 

3 .  

i 

10 

I1  

permutation testing on small sample sizes, BellSouth must be using way more 

capacity than the CLECs’ further disaggregation proposals require. Perhaps if 

region by region or vice versa.” KF’MG Consulting’s New York final report released August 6 ,  1999, p. 
POP8 N-20. 

4 

the result of three issues. One of the issues concerned errors in excluding longer than standard interval 
requests. That issue now has been automated and eliminated, but the other two issues remain because of 
insufficient disaggregation. These issues are (1) for dispatch orders, CLECs are ordering a relatively 
larger share of services and UNEs that have long standard intervals (tbe “order mix” problem), and (2) for 
dispatch orders, CLECs are ordering a relatively larger share of seryices in certain geographic areas and, as- 
a result, reflect later available due date (the “geographic mix” problem). In its CC Docket No. 99-295 
order approving Bell Atlantic New York’s 271 application, released December 22, 1999, the FCC said: “In 
conjunction with its Average Completed Interval data, Bell Atlantic submits a study by Dr. Gertner and Dr. 
Bamberger (GertnerBamberger study) to support its claim that its Average Completed Interval data is 
flawed forethese reasons. We note that although AT&T criticized some aspects of the GertnedBamberger 
study, no commenter disagrees with Bell Atlantic’s assertions that its Average Competed Interval data is 
flawed. By submitting a study to substantiate its claims that the Average Completed Interval data is 
flawed, we note that Bell Atlantic’s application is quite different fiom BellSouth’s Louisiana I1 application. 
In that application, although BellSouth’s data on its face consistently supported a general conclusion that 
BellSouth provided services to competing carriers’ customers in twice the amount of time that it 
services to its retail customers, BellSouth offered no analysis or other evidence that purported to e 
why these data might be flawed or to supplement BellSouth’s showing on OSS provisioning.” The 
Kentucky CLECs want to avoid th is  war of studies, and instead,achieve like-to-like comparisons of 
geographic and order mix intervals in this proceeding. 

Bell Atlantic had claimed that statistically significant failures in its Average Interval metrics were 

. . 

BellSouth claims there are excessive costs at a time when computer processing and database storage costs 5 

are declining dramatically. See Oracle press release, at 
http ://www. oracle. codcorporate/press/index. html? 7 8 1 743 .html 

28 



odate 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 appropriately: 

wn to the MSA level it could ac 

CLECs’ real needs for disaggregation and save computer costs. Further, in the 

Georgia Third Party OSS Test, KPMG found that BellSouth has the tools in place 

that enable it to store data in an adequate fashion and scale its data collection 

6 

7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 

BLS has established procedures for monitoring its available 
storage capacity for online systems, including the 
legacyhource systems and the PMAP Systems as well as 
procedures for monitoring back up capacity for all systems. 
BLS has also estafilished policies and procedures for 
acquiring additional capacity. BLS monitors available 
space on PMAP and can add additional within four weeks. 

14 

15 KPMG Consulting j .  Final Report issued March 20, 2001, VIII-A-7. KPMG also 

16 noted that some of the databases that are part of the PMAP contain data that are 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 
23 

. 24 

not required for current reporting, which could be causing the problems that the 

CLECs have noted with the responsiveness of the PMAP website. In section 

VIII-A-5 of its report, KPMG said: J 

BLS populates the tables in Staging with snapshots of Bamey 
data. These snapshots contain more data than is required for 
production of the current SQMs. The PMAP production team 
has been experiencing difficulty in creating these snapshots due 
to space limitations in Barney and is working on loading data - directly into Staging without using Barney. 25 

26 

28 REPORTS? 
29 
30 A: 

31 

32 

27 Q. DO CLECS HAVE PROBLEMS OPERATING PMAP TO OBTAIN 

Yes. BellSouth only allows one submetric report to be pulled at a time. Each 

report takes between 30 seconds and 2 minutes or greater to retrieve. Several 

times the report could not be retrieved the first time, responding with a message 

29 



to 1 

2 

e could not be found. To pull. 
. 

WorldCom’s UNE-P launch in Georgia took hours of attention as there is no way 

3 

4 

a CLEC can just select the multiple met and then allow 

the full report to download. Once the report has doyloaded, the CLEC must 

5 then decide whether to view the report on the screen, or download it to a 

spreadsheet (which takes another 15 to 30 seconds.) Some of the reports are 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 performance apply. > 

13 

incomplete so if the CLEC selects to view the on-screen display, it can be 

tedious to try and find the data. If instead the analyst chooses to download a 

report, additional formatting of the spreadsheet is required to fully view the data. 

A CLEC cannot get anything remotely near the FCC’ format filed with 

BellSouth’s application that has all the metrics together and what standards of 

14 When the site is taken down for maintenance, there is no message as to when the 

15 

16 

PMAP site will be available. The time frame of this maintenance should be 

added to the current message regarding the unavailability of the system. 

17 
. 18 Q. WHAT BUSINESS RULES PROPOSED BY BELLSOUTH ARE 

19 
20 RECEIVED 271 APPROVAL? 
21 
22 A. 

23 

24 

25 

26 

DIFFERENT FROM THOSE OF OTHER ILECs THAT HAVE 

BellSouth’s Order Completion Interval is measured from the receipt of the 

confirmation and not from receipt of an error-free order. It surprisingly hangs on 

to this flawed business rule,.which is at odds with how Verizon or SBC measures 

order completion intervals, and is notwithstanding that the FCC objected to it in 

denying BellSouth’s South Carolina and Louisiana 271 petitions. The FCC did 

30 



1 not agree with BellSouth’s measurement of average int 

2 of confirmation issuance. 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 customer first contac 

10 
11 between the incumbent’s pe 
12 performance. Therefore, th 
13 
14 
15 
16 2 systems. Thisin 
17 from when BellSouth’s own 
18 order for service to letes provision of the 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 future applications. 

26 

27 

We find here, as in the BellSouth South C 
more meaningful measure of parity is o 
interval from when BeilSouth first rece 
service is installed. From a customer’s perspective, what is 
important is the average length of time it takes from when the 

the interval from when Bells 
er or not the order 

service for its retail customers. Unlike the data BellSouth 
provides, which measure intervals that begin when orders are 
processed by SOCS, such a measure would expose any delays in 
the processing of orders. As we stated in the BellSouth South 
Carolina Order, we expect BellSouth to provide such a measure in 

In the Matter of Application by BellSouth Corporation, et al., Pursuant to 

Section 271 of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended, To Provide 

25 

28 

29 

In-Region, InterLATA Services In Louisiana, CC Docket No. 97-23 1 , 

Memorandum Opinion and Order, released February 4, 1998,v 44. 

- 

30 
1 

31 

3 2- 

33 

34 

1 35 

Also, BellSouth’s hot cut timeliness metric for hot cuts, unlike Verizon 

and SBC, does not determine whether the cut ended on time. It only 

measures whether the cutover started on time. Also, it only reports an 

average time per loop, not cut-specific information on the cutover. 
1 
1 

1 
t 

1 
31 1 



1 

2 

BellSouth’s Order Accuracy metric also does not d 

number or process involved. CLECs cannot make a determination 

3 whether their types of orders are being sampled at levels that provide 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

IO 

11 

statistically valid results. BellSouth also often tries to eliminate this metric 

when proposing permanent metrics, which leads to suspicions that order 

accuracy is a problem area for BellSouth. BellSouth claims that the 

billing accuracy metric does the same job, but that metric does not pick up 

all errors, only those that require a reduction in charges on the bill. And 

because BellSouth can delay adjustments to make billing performance 

look better than it really is, the billing metric needs to be augmented by 

the Billing Errors Corrected in X Days, as proposed by the CLECs. 

12 

13 BellSouth’s flow through metric only covers orders designed to flow 

14 through and has benchmarks different than those designated by Verizon 

15 and SBC for Designed Flow-Through metrics. A total flow through 

16 

17 

metric also is required, and BellSouth’s proposed Achieved Flow Through 

benchmarks are more appropriate for total flow through. The New York 

18 Performance Assurance Plan applies a remedy if Verizon does not meet 

19 either an 80% flow through rate or a 95% Achieved Flow-Through Rate. 

20 In fact, BellSouth’s overall performance standards are low. While only a 

21 

22 

couple of metrics in the New York or Texas plans have benchmarks below 

95%, about 50% of the metrics imported from the Georgia decision- 

. -- -- 
32 



1 albeit m 

2 benchmarks lower than 95%. 

3 

4 

5 ‘  

6 

7 

BellSouth’s Change Control Notes and Documentation Timeliness metrics 

have unbelievably short intervals of 30 days, particularly compared to 

Verizon’s 93 day (for business rule changes) and 66 days (for technical 

documentation) notice and documentation intervals. 

, 

io Q. ARE THE CLECs’ DISSAGREGATION REQUESTS 
11 
12 BEEN PROVIDED? 
13 
14 A. 

15 

16 

REASONABLE IN JUDGING W H E T ~ E R  PARITY SERVICE HAS 

 yes.^ As noted above, CLECs are only requesting sufficient 

disaggregation to make the metrics useful, accurate measurements of 

whether discrimination in performance exists. CLECs also have’ 

17 withdrawn some disaggregations requested based on Mr. Vamer’s 

18 explanations. The CLECs’ disaggregation requests do not even reach 

19 5,000, far fewer than the number suggested by Mr. Varner. See Direct 

20 Testimony of Alphonso J. Varner, pp. 63-64. 

21 
22 Q. DO YOU AGREE WITH BELLSOUTH THAT VARIOUS DSL 
23 

25 A. 

PRODUCTS SHOULD NOT BE DISAGGREGATED? 

No. BellSouth needs to disaggregate its various xDSL products, since they cover 
24 

26 

27 

28 

different service lengths and different provisioning processes. Data carriers need 

to ensure that they are receiving the same treatment as BellSouth’s data services 

affiliate, and to do that they need to have their performance compared to that 

33 

I 
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1 affiliate on a product by product basis. 

2 

3 

4 voice providers. 

5 Q. WHAT OTHER PROBLEMS EXIST REGARDING BELLSOUTH’S 
6 
7 
8 A. 

splitting also is required in addition to line sharing to ensure that BellSouth is not 

favoring those data providers that use its voice services over those who use other 

DISAGGREGATION LEVELS AND RETAIL ANALOGS? 

There are a few areas that I would like to highlight for the Commission. 

, 
I 9 
I 

I 10 DispatchNon-Dispatch 
11 

- \  

12 

13 

For many of its provisioning and maintenance and repair measures, BellSouth 

inappropriately compares UNE Loops to retail dispatch services. Physical work 

14 done in a central office, which is all that is required of many UNE migration 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

orders, should not be compared to work done in the field, including at the 

customer premises. If the provisioning of a UNE loop required field work as well 

as central office work, then of course it would be classified as a dispatch out. 

Provisioning and repair measures should be divided into three categories: 1) 

Switch-based orders, 2 )  central office or “dispatch in,” and 3) field work or 

“dispatch out.” Please note that these are the relevant major categories of 

disposition codes, in addition to those related to excluded data such as 

FOWTOWCPE, for which CLECs seek disaggregation (not all 145 disposition 

codes as BellSouth misinterpreted our proposal to be in Florida). 

21 

22 

23 j 

24 

25 LOOP Disaggregation 
26 

34 



DS 1 rent 

intervals for DSl and DS3 loops And in maintenance, DS-3’s usually have a 

3 higher priority restoral target because of the larger n stomers involved. 

4 
5 EEL Migration Benchmarks 
6 
7 
8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

s CLECs have become concerned about the time it takes BellSouth to 

convert special access circuits to enhanced extended loops (“EELs”). The 

standard interval for migrations fiom special access to EELs should be 95% 

within 10 days from receipt of an error-free request for conversion. The 

benchmark for firm order confirmation timeliness and completion notices should 

be 95% in 5 hours for electronic and 24 hours for manual for each metric. CLECs 

also seek measurement of how quickly BellSouth would change billing rates from 

special access to EELs, proposing a standard of 95% within 30 days from receipt 

of an error-free order. At the very least, a level of disaggregation to monitor 

EELs conversions should be measured in Kentucky as well. 

I 

18 
19 Retail Analogs 
20 

21 

22 

23 

24 se,rvice. 

25 Q. UNDER WHAT CIRCUMSTANCES WOULD IT BE APPROPRIATE TO 
26 
27 BELLSOUTH’s PERFORMANCE TO CLECs? 

BellSouth offers as its retail analog for “UNE Combo Other” the combination of 

retail residence, business and design dispatch. Obviously a combination of every 

service offered by BellSouth is not the appropriate analog for any particular 

COMPARE BELLSOUTH’s PERFORMANCE TO ITS AFFILIATES WITH 

I 28 

35 



types of interconnection services or UNEs, it is appropriate to compare the 

3 

4 

5 

6 

affiliate’s treatment to the way BellSouth’s CLP competitors are treated. Th 

requires BellSouth to provide interconnection with its network “that is at least 

equal in quality to that provided by [BellSouth] to itself or to any subsidiary, 

affiliate, or any other party to which [BellSouth] provides interconnection.” Act, 0 

7 25 1 (c)(2)(C). The Act also requires BellSouth to provide nondiscriminatory 

- 8  access to network elements. Act, 0 25 1 (c)(3). The FCC has interpreted this 

9 requirement to mean that the quality of a UNE and the quality of access to the 

10 

11 

UNE that an ILEC provides to a requesting camer must be the same for all- 

requesting carriers. See 47 C.F.R. 0 5 1.3 1 1 (a). 

12 

13 

I ,  

The FCC has confirmed that a Bell Operating Company must establish that for 

14 functions that it provides CLECs that are analogous to the firactions it provides 

15 itself, the BOC must provide access that is substantially the same as the level of 

access the BOC provides to itself, its customers or its affiliates. In re: 

17 Application by Bell Atlantic New York for Authorization Under Section 271 of the 

18 

19 

20 

Communication Act to Provide In-Region, InterLATA Service in New York, CC 

Docket No. 99-295, Memorandum Opinion and Order (re1 Dec. 22, 1999), 7 44 

(“Bell Atlantic New York Order”). 

21 
22 Q. HAVE OTHER STATES ADDRESSED THE ISSUE OF AFFILIATE 
23 REPORTING? 
24 

36 



1 A. Yes. higan Public Service Commission rec required SBC b e r i t e &  to 

2 include comparisons to affiliate performkce in its remedy plan. 

3 

4 The Commission concludes that the comparison to service provided to 
5 Ameritech Michigan’s affiliates as well as service to its own retail 
6 customers should be part of the performance remedy plan. Section 25 1 of 
7 the FTA requires that Ameritech not provide inferior service to the CLECs 
8 as compared to its affiliates. It may be true that the matter could be 
9 addressed in another manner, but the Commission finds no persuasive 

10 reason for doing so. A comparison to the performance it provides its 
11 affiliates or retail custom 
12 the remedy plan approve 

\ 

s-better, shall therefore be part of 

13 
14 Earlier the Pennsylvania commission required such affiliate reporting and turned 

15 down Bell Atlantic’s claim that such reporting should only be applied to CLEC- 

16 like affiliates, which Bell Atlantic did not even have: 

17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 

As noted by the ALJs, BA-PA does not have any affiliates 
operating under interconnection agreements; therefore, we find 
that BA-PA’s definition actually provides for no reporting at all. 
This proceeding must provide this Commission, BA-PA, and the 
CLEC community with sufficient information upon which to 
objectively measure the delivery of non-discriminatory access to 
CLECs. In order for this metric to provide any meaninghl 
measurement, it must include a broader definition than that 
proposed by BA-PA. We agree with the ALJs that it is essential 
that BA-PA report on the level of service it provides to its 
affiliates, and we shall adopt the recommendation of the ALJs on 
this issue. BA-PA shall report the service quality delivered to all 
BA-PA affiliates and subsidiaries (CLEC and non-CLEC) which 
order services, UNEs, or interconnection from BA-PA . 

32 

Case No. U-11830, In the matter of Ameritech Michigan’s submission on performance measures, 
reporting and benchmarks, pursuant to the October 2, 1998 order in Case No. U-11654, pp. 12-13. 

P-GO99 1643, Joint petition of NEXTLINK Pennsylvania, Inc., RCN Telecommunications Services of 
Pennsylvania, Inc., Hyperion Telecommunication, Inc., ATX Telecommunications, Focal Communications 
Corporation of Pennsylvania, Inc., CTSI, Inc., MCI WorldCom, e.Spire Communications, and AT&T 
Communications of Pennsylvania, Inc., for an Order Establishing a Formal Investigation of Performance 
Standards, Remedies, and Operations Support Systems Testing for Bell Atlantic-Pennsylvania, p. 21. 

6 

7 
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13 
14 Q: 
15 
16 

18 

19 

20 ‘ 

22 

23 

24 

all affiliate data for some time. The metric report structure for the California Joint 

Partial Settlement metrics lists under reporting structure for the various metrics 

“Individual CLECS, CLECs in the aggregate, By ILEC (if analog applies) and 

ILEC afjZiates.” (Emphasis added). 

BellSouth should include in its reporting all affiliates that buy interconnection or 

unbundled elements or that resell BellSouth’s services. Such affiliates would 

include any future BellSouth long distance affiliate, to ensure it is not being given 

more favorable treatment than BellSouth’s combined loc’al and long distance 

competitors. Any affiliate, as affiliate is defined by the Communications Act, 

which buys services similar to those purchased by CLECs should be included. 

DO YOU AGREE THAT AN ILEC’s PEWORMANeE WITH REGARD 
TO ITS AFFILIATE PLAYS NO ROLE IN THE FCC’s ANALYSIS? 

No. CLECs do not agree that the FCC would not consider discrimination in favor 

of an affiliate in approving a 27 1 application. In analyzing the New York 271 

order, the FCC does not state that it would not consider affiliate data, and there is 

no basis for believing the FCC would not consider such data if available. The 

New York commission had not addressed affiliate reporting when it first 

developed its camer-to-carrier guidelines and New York CLECs did not press the 

issue because Verizon had virtually no affiliates with which they competed. 

Since then, Verizon has entered the long distance business in New York through 

two affiliates and has established a separate data affiliate. Recently the New York 

_____--- - 
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3 

4 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

I 16 Q, 
17 
18 
19 A: 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

data for study on how it will be used in determining parity in the future. 

In some limited cases for line 

designated by the New York commission for use in determining parity 

performance. Specifically, in the Case 97 C 0139 Order Adopting Revisions to 

Inter-carrier Service Quality Guidelines, issued and effective December 15 , 2000, 

the New York commission stated: 

To provide meaningful information on parity performance of the 
ILEC, the-ILEC affiliate data should be reported separately. That is 
if affiliate data is reported together all other competitor data, the 
ILEC performance to competitors may be masked. As these data 
may have competitive significance, the separately reported affiliate 
data should be provided to the Camer Working Group through the 

ective order under which data are shared. 

[S IT REASONABLE FOR BELLSOUTH TO COMBINE ITS 
AFFILIATES’ DATA WITH OTHER CLECs ? 

Absolutely not. If the affiliate were receiving unlawfully preferred service, t h s  

would only serve as a thumb on the scale to make the treatment of the competitors- 

look better as a whole than it actually is. Further, in its response to the CLEC 

Coalition’s motion for Clarification and Reconsideration in Georgia in Docket 

7892-U, the Commission found that “BellSouth shall not include its Affiliate data 

in the remedy calculation as it applies to industry-level remedies.” 

27 Q. ARE COMPARISONS OF PERFORMANCE TOWARD CLAECS AND 
28 AFFILIATES IRRELEVANT FOR BENCHMARKS? 
29 
30 
31 A. No. When an affiliate is created and starts ordering through the same systems and 

processes as the CLECs, this creates a retail analog where none existed before. 
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its 1 

2 

e the ILEC itself never ordered collocations, or received FOCs or 

affiliate will order collocations and receive the same order status notices as the 

- 3  CLECs. Thus, where the affiliate is orde the same-types of services the 

4 CLECs, its activiti can either be used for parity comparisons or to reset a 

5 at might be more favorable intervals received by the affiliate. 

6 

7 
8 EXECUTING REMEDY PLAN? 
9 

Q. DOES THE COMMISSION HAVE THE AUTHORITY TO ORDER A SEEF- 

10 A. Yes. .The Commission has the authority to order the implementation of a self- 

11 

12 

executing remedy plan under the Act, with or without BellSouth’s consent. By 

enacting the Act, Congress mandated the opening of local telecommunications 

13 markets to competition. Specifically, ILECs like BellSouth are obligated, among 

14 other things, “to prpvide, to any requesting telecommunications camer for the 

15‘ provision of a telecommunications service, nondiscriminatory access to network 

16 elements on an unbundled basis. . .” 47 U.S.C. §251(c)(3). The Commission has 

17 

1s 

19 

20 

21 

oversight authority to ensure that ILECs, including BellSouth, provide 

nondiscriminatory access to their OSS pursuant to Section 25 1. As the 

Pennsylvania commission found “[tlhis Commission’s implementation of 

performance measures and standards is a legitimate exercise of the Commission’s 

authority to ensure that BA-PA fulfills its Section 25 1 obligations.” Joint 

- 

22 Petition of NEXTLINK Pennsylvania, Inc., RCN Telecommunications Sewices of - 

23 Pennsylvania, Inc., Hyperion Telecommunications, In c., A TX 

24 Telecommunications, Focal Communications Corporation of Pennsylvania, Inc., 24 Telecommunications, Focal Communications Corporation of Pennsylvania, Inc., 

40 
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23 
24 
25 
26 

CTSI, Inc., WorldCom, espire Corn CTSI, Inc., WorldCom, espire Corn 

Communications of Pennsylvania, Inc., for an Order Establishing Performance 

Standards, Remedies, and Operations Support Systems Testing for Bell Atlantic- 

Pennsylvania, Inc. , Opinion and Order, Docket No. P-0099 1643, December 3 1 , 

1999 (“Pennsylvania Order”). The Commission has the authority to enforce 

Section 25 1 and adoption of a self-executing remedies plan is simply an 

enforcement technique. 
J? 

Because the Commission’s authority to establish performance measures, standard 

and self-executing remedies is based on authority delegated to it by the Act, under 

the Supremacy Clause any contrary state law would not preclude adoption of such 

a plan. In MCI v. BellSouth, 112F. Supp. 2d 1286 (N.D. Fla., 2000), the United 

States District Court, Northern District of Florida, rejected BellSouth’s 

proposition that the Florida Commission has no authority to arbitrate a request for 

a performance measurement plan. 

[Ilf a compensation mechanism were truly required by the 
Telecommunications Act and could be adopted in some form 
without imposing on the Florida Commission an unconstitutional 
burden, see Printz v. United States, 521 U.S. 898, 117 S. Ct. 2365, 
138 L.Ed. 2nd 914, (1997), then any contrary Florida law obviously 
would not preclude adoption of su 
Supremacy Clause, see U.S. Const. Art. VI, the 
Telecommunications Act, not any contrary Florida law, is the 
supreme law of the land. MCI Telecommunications Corporation, et 
al. vs. BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., et al, Case No. 
4:97cv141-R-HY issued June 6,2000, pp. 35-36. 

a provision. Under the 

41 
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1 Regulatory Authority (“ 

the authority to arbitrate and to consider performance measurements, standards 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

a 

9 

10 

and remedies in a generic p (among other things) to adopt 

enforcement mechanisms in the 1TC”DeltaCom arbitration, Director Lynn Greer 

explained at length why the TRA had the authority to do so. He noted that (i) 

BellSouth tariffs approved by the TRA cdntain self-effectuating performance 

measures and guarantees; (ii) the Department of Justice has concluded that the 

issue of performance guarantees should be resolved through contracts or 

regulatory proceedings; (iii) numerous courts have held that public service 

commissions may impose performance guarantees in interconnection 

11 agreements*; and (iv) the Act requires the TRA to arbitrate those issues brought 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

before it. In re Petition for Arbitration of ITC DeltaCom Commnications, Inc. 

with BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. Pursuant to the Telecommunications Act 

of 1996, Docket No. 99-00430, Transcript at 7, 10-1 1 (April 4,2000). 

As Director Greer stated, “[tlhe Act, the FCC, and the DOJ have concluded that 

state commissions have the authority where the parties have not agreed to the 

terms of agreement to impose enforcement mechanisms as a vehicle to ensure that 

19 the telecommunications market is irreversibly open to competition in accordance 

20 

21 unanimously. 

with congress’s intent.” Id., Transcript at 11-12 The TRA approved the motion 

22 

8 See, e.g., U S  West Communications, Inc. v. TCG Oregon, 3 1 F. Supp.2d 828 (D. Ore. 1998). 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

Although the decision was issued in an arbitration 

s authority to require self-executing remedies is not limited to that 

context. As Director Greer stated: “Performance measures provide the necessary 

information to determine if BellSouth is complying with these requirements [of 

Section 25 l(c) of the Act], and enforcement mechanisms encourage BellSouth to 

meet the requirements of Section 251.” Id. at 14. He continued: “I find the 

Arbitrators should adopt performance measures with standards and benchmarks 

and enforcement mechanisms. These measurement mechanisms should remain in 

effect until this Authority conducts a generic proceeding to adopt permanent 

performance measurements with standards and enforcement mechanisms 

applicable to all CLECs.” @. The Tennessee and Pennsylvania decisions 

demonstrate that this Commission has authority under Sections 25 1 and 252 of the 

Act to require self-executing remedies. Such remedies may be required in 

arbitration proceedings or in a generic docket such as this one. 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

BellSouth has taken the position that the Comrnission does not have the authority 

to require BellSouth to implement a self-executing remedies plan, and therefore 

the only plan the Commission may adopt is BellSouth’s plan. BellSouth 

essentially is saying “my way or the highway.” BellSouth opines that the plan 

should go into effect after it is given relief pursuant to section 271 of the Act. 

Because the Commission is charged with ensuring nondiscriminatory treatment 

pursuant to Section 25 1, the Commission can and must require BellSouth to 

implement a self-effectuating remedies plan now, not just when BellSouth meets 
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2 

71 approval. CLECs are enten 

need immediate relief if there is nondiscriminatory treatment, rather than waiting 

3 up to a year to resolve complaints for enforc 

4 This Commission cannot be forced to accept BellSouth’s plan. The Act gives the 

Commission the authority to decide what the best plan should be and the 

Commission should act now to require BellSouth to implement the best self- 6 

7 effectuating remedies plan. 

8 
9 Q. IS BELLSOUTH’S REMEDY PLAN ADEQUATE? 

10 A. 

11 

12 

No. BellSouth’s per occurrence remedy plan and proposed parameter delta of 1 

will ensure that remedies remain low even as competition is deterred. WorldCom 

supports AT&T witness Cheryl Burshls objections to the plan and alternative 

proposal. The 1 delta is of particular concern to WorldCom, as we find even the 

14 Georgia commission’s more moderate proposals for Tier I and Tier I1 deltas 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

inadequate. WorldCom’s comments and the attached paper by Auburn University 

Economics Professor John Jackson (my Exhbits KK-H) discussing the problems 

with an arbitrary delta to determine competitive significance. Dr. Jackson notes 

that the parameter delta, when combined with an effort to balance Type I (BST 

found guilty of discrimination when it is not) and Type 11 (BST found innocent of 

20 discrimination when it is not) errors, weakens the chosen statistical test’s ability 

21 

22 

to detect discrimination in larger sample sizes. 

23 

: 24 

This plan is markedly different f7om the New York, Texas and California plans 

that have a fixed critical value for determining whether parity exists for all sample 

I 
I 
I 



~ -- 

I sizes. While thes s ha veness tables for rando 

2 

3 

4 

proposed by BellSouth would go beyond those forgivenesses for a set number of 

metric failures and provide a wide range of discrimination to continue without 

requiring even its minimum per occurrence payments. The CLEC’s proposed .25 

5 delta is more than generous compared with these other plans. 

6 

7 

8 

The Louisiana commission’s adoption of the 1 delta was subject to trial. Yet the 

commission delayed in voting on the order until February 2 1 , 200 1 and releasing 

9 the order May 14,2001 with a compliance filing not due yet. So there is no real 

10 

11 

12 

world data of the impact of this delta to examine in the BellSouth 271 full court 

press. And WorldCom is sure it was planned that way. If a delta is tried, it 

should be the CLEC delta as BellSouth is more likely to weather an error in 

13 settling the delta, not the CLECs, particularly the small new entrants. 

14 

15 As the quotes below from the staff recommendation adopted by the Louisiana 

16 PSC show, the 1 delta for CLEC specific and 0.5 delta were not solidly supported 
J -. 

17 nor has any trial yet begun: 

I8  

19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 

Staff believes that the Commission should accept BellSouth’s 
proposed delta value of 1 for individual CLEC tests and .50 for 
CLEC aggregate tests for an interim period review period. Staff 
did not have sufficient evidence to conc1ude)that a delta value of 1 
produces reasonable results when examining actual performance 
data and resulting pass fail statistics. Staff concludes that 
additional analyses and data should be examined before drawing a 
final conclusion concerning the delta value. BellSouth should be 
ordered to use delta values of 1 and S O  for an interim period of 
seven and one-half months (45 days to put its statistics and 
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Z-Score 
Balancing Critical Value 
Pass/Fail Indication 
BST Metric Result 
CLEC Metric Result 
Type I Type I1 Error Probability 
Parity Gap 

- UNE Loop and Port Combinations 
-3.80 
-1.70 

F 
20% 
30% 

5% 
2.10 

Transactions Possibly Remedied 

Remedy Paid 

Affected Volume 
Remedy Amount 

100 
53 

$400 
$2 1,200 

an into full pro 
; provide Staff with the amount of remedies produced 

using these values; and to present the metric results as aggregated 
under its remedy plan, Z-scores, Type I and Type II error 
probabilities and balanci 
amount of remedies. Thi ade available to 

This information should be supplied is a tab as set forth below 
for each submetric to which a remedy applies. An example is 
included in the table. 

1 Metric I P-3 Percent Missed Installation Appointments 1 
I 

~ ~~ 1 Total Transactions 

While BellSouth did produce some information of this nature in 
the instant docket it was not given to Staff until June 7; 2000. More 
importantly, however, is the information supplied to Staff only 
related to four metricsg (out of a total 21 for which BellSouth 
proposes to attach a remedy). While this information was helpful, 
it did not contain the results of the metrics evaluated. In other 
words, to better evaluate the impact of using a delta value of 1, 
Staff would need to examine the metric results to determine if 
there is a meaningful difference between performance to the CLEC 
and BellSouth’s retail customers and if a meaningful difference 
translated into a meaningful remedy payment. 
In addition, while BellSouth supported the proposed delta value of 
1 by indicating that it produced a remedy payment over $12.0 
million for these three metrics for the months of September, 
October, and December 1999, this amount is incorrect. In fact, the 

17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 

24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 

In addition, the data supplied by BellSouth only contained three modes of entry, yet BellSouth 9 

proposes to pay remedies on five modes of entry. 
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1 
2 
3 
4 Finally, neither BellSouth nor the CLECS" have endor 
5 eter values to be used with rate and proportion metri 
6 
7 
8 

> 9  
10 
11 

12 

y. payment for these metrics for the same time period 

ugh both ac 
manner similar to the 
recommends that the 
2), and epsilon be se 

dge that they could be developed in a 
a value. For these parameter values, Staff 

psi be set at 3 (Tier-1) and 2 (Tier- 
ier 1 & Tier 2). 

Order adopting Final Staff Recommendation, In re: BellSouth 

Telecommunications, Inc., Service Ouality Performance Measurements, Docket 

13 No. 22252 Subdocket C (May 14,2001). 

4 

15 

16 

17 

18 

Many other problems remain with the remedy plan. While all its per occurrence 

remedies are two low, its $1 billing per occurrence remedies are ludicrous. In its 

recent 271 proceeding, the Pennsylvania commission set per measure remedies 

for billing accuracy and timeliness misses at $50,000 first month miss, $75,000 

I 

second month's miss, and $100,000 third month's miss. These remedies would 

20 

21 

22 

23 

be paid per CLEC with no overall or monthly caps applied. BellSouth's plan only 

gives the monies overcharged back to the CLEC without consideration for the 

troubles in auditing bills, tracking expenditures in determining the projected 

profitability of newJaunches, and soothing customers irate at errors in their end 1 
- .  . ... 1 1 24 user bills, 

j 25 

26 Q. SHOULD CLECs'AWAIT CONTRACT INCLUSION FOR THE REMEDY 
27 
28 

AND METRIC PLAN REPORTING TO BECOME EFFECTIVE? 

1 
t 
1 

10 

of a parameter value for proportions: delta = 2(arcsin (sqrt (PCLEC)) = arcsin (sqrt (pILEC))). 
In an ex parte filed with the FCC on June 7,2000 AT&T proposed a formula for the development 

i ., 



I A. No. Theremedi plan should take effect on a date certain Georgia and the 

2 Louisiana commissions have required. Awaiting contract inclusion can delay 

3 CLEC access to metrics and remedies needed to support their local m 

4 WorldCom has experienced delaying tactics and linking of metrics/remedies 

5 amendment plan inclusions to other onerous conditions in 'SBC territory. Verizon 

6 plans all have taken place on a date certain, without requiring contract inclusion 
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KK-A I 
R CLEC BUSINESS RULE CHANGES 

BellSouth Measurement 

OSS-1. Average Response Time and 
Response Interval (Prehrdering) 

OSS-2. Interface Availability (Pre- 
Ordering) i 

OSS-3. Interface Availability (Maintenance 
& Repair) 

Definition: The measurement time should begin when 

Business Rules: (1) BellSouth should exclude syntactically 
incorrect queries from the measure. The query type 
measurements should show how long it takes to re& valid 

tion that is usefil to the CLEC. Responses to 
could come more quickly than a response to a 

in terms of how quickly 
ght through a syntactically 
not be allowed to drag its 

feet in measwing new query types and new interfaces. It should 
agree to report on such new queries and interfaces within six to 
eight weeks after they go into production. BellSouth will be 
well aware of a new query or interface coming on line long 
before that interface or query type goes into production for 
CLECs, so the t imehe proposed is more than generous. , 

Disaggregation: BellSouth must capture all interfaces used, 
including PSIMS, and it must measure the speedof rejected 
queries and the number of queries receiving time outs to capture 
all preorder response time issues of concern to CLECs. 
Numerous time outs and slow rejects; as well as the speed of 
other query responses, can add up and cause a customers to 
become frustrated while the CLEC is trying to sign them up to 
new service. 

Data Retained BellSouth should be required to post its own 
scheduled hours of OSS availability on its web-site as it 
qurrently does for CLEC OSS availability. Parity of scheduled 
availability cannot be determinqd without this information. If 
CLECs do not know the starting point of this measure, the 
usefulness of the % schedule met is limited. 
Disaggregation: BellSouth needs to disaggregate by all its OSS 
Systems, including those proposed by CLECs in the task force 
report. If any route to that OSS varies, then each interface route 
should be reported separately. . 

Although some specific concerns about disaggregation and benchmarks are raised here, the full level of 
disaggregation and detailed information on analogs and benchmarks are described in other of my exhibits. 
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ARGUMENTS FO 

OP-1. Percent Flow-through Service 
Requests (Summary) 
OP-2. Percent Flow-through Service 
Requests (Detail) 
OP-3. Flow-through Error Analysis 

Data Retention: BellSouth sho 
scheduled hours of OSS avail 
currently does for CLE 
availability cannot be dete 
Without such understanding o 
measure, the usefulness o 
also must not do system 
prime operational hours: 5 to 9 p.m versus its own prime 

be required to post its own 
on its web-site as it 

hours: 9 to 5 p.m. 
Exclusions: BellSouth’s SQM should not exclude orders that 
fall to manual, through no fault of the CLEC, from the metric. 
It may measure whether the orders it has designed to flow 
through actually do, but it should also show 
what orders have not yet been designed to fl 

asure should be to measure the percent flow- 
of BellSouth’s ordering systems. CLECs 

cannot improve the flow-through of err 
BellSouth can. Therefore, it should be 
decision not to provide flow-through. Further, BellSouth is 
obligated to provide parity service. As it has provided no 
evidence that such orders fall out for manual processing for its 
retail operation, it should not be allowed to exclude such orders 
from its flow-through calculation for CLECs. 

In addition to the current level of discrimination, another 
consequence of allowing this exclusion is that BellSouth has no 
incentive, perhaps even a disincentive to improve its 
perfonnance. Yet it is clear that the lack of flow-through causes 
additional delays, errors and costs. For example, FOC intervals 
are much longer for partially mechanized orders. It is also 
undisputed that having to re-key an order delays it and re-keying 
or otherwise manually handling an order increases the risk of 
error, which either causes the orderto reject, creating more 
delay, or perhaps even to be provisioned incorrectly. CLECs 
request that the Commission reject this unjustified and 
discriminatory exclusion. At a minimum, the Commission 
should establish a timely sunset provisionz on this exclusion to 
cause BellSouth to improve its flow-through performance. Fall 
out from errors occurring in SOCS should be included in the 
metrics, as should all fall out resulting from BST system issues. 
See Birch testimony. 

Additionally, BellSouth does not provide this report for LNP 
LSRs. 

Benchmark BellSouth’s benchmarks may be appropriate if 
total flow through is being measured, but if only orders designel 
to flow through as BellSouth currently proposes are counted 
then the benchmark should be a strict 98%. CLECs propose tha 
both total and achievedldesigned flow through performance 
should be measured. 

See Appendix H of the New York Inter-Carrier Service Quality Guidelines which sets forth a 2 

schedule of activities required to improve flow-through. 
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extends the time for CLECs finally getting an order accepted. 
With BellSouth’s long intervals for partially mechanized orders, 
repeated rejects can easily push out the due date for an order 

system update changes to learn, CLECs are apt 

the rejected LSR to the CLEC. BellSouth should be accountable 
for the time in which the rejection is in its possession. The 
Texas plan states as the end of its interval “the time the reject 
notice is provided to ED1 (or LEX) and is available to the 

BellSouth’s SQM indicates that it uses the dateltime stamp in 
LEO for mechanized orders. CLECs request that it be required 
to use the date/time stamp fiom the interface (LENsRAGEDI) 
as it does for the beginning of the interval. There is no 
justification for stopping short of delivery to the CLEC. For 
non-mechanized orders, BellSouth indicates that it is using 
LON, its order trackmg system for non-mechanized orders. 
Again, BellSouth provides no justification and the CLECs 
request that BellSouth be required to use the actual stop time 
fiom the fax server as it uses the dateltime stamp from the fax 
for the receipt of the order. 

Further, when a CLEC uses multiple OSS interfaces the reject 
interval should be measured for each one. Different interfaces 
can produce different rejection intervals, and disaggregated 
monitoring of such differences are needed. 

Standard: BellSouth’s intervals for partially mechanized orders 
are too long. Such rejections should be received in 5 hours not 
48. Totally manual orders may have a longer, 24 hour, 
intervals. These intervals should include trunks. ,BellSouth’s 
proposed trunk rejection intervals4 days-are too long to wait 
to learn that its order had not even been initiated yet. 

Business Rules: BellSouth’s business rules and formula should 
be changed to require’BellSouth to calculate this measure as 
follows: The measured interval should end upon delivery by 
BellSouth of a response to the CLEC interface. BellSouth 
should be accountable for the time in which the FOC is in its 
possession. and should be reqdired to measure its performance 
as described in the Texas performance measures plan, which 
states “the end date and time is recorded by (both LEX and) 
ED1 and reflect the actual date and time the FOC is available to 

’ 
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BellSouth’s SQM indicates that it usesthe da te /he  stamp in 
LEO for mechanized orders. CLECs request that it be required 
to use the datehime stamp from the interface (LENs/TAG/EDI) 

stem for non-mechanized orders. 

fiom the fax server as it uses the dateltime stamp from the fax 
for the receipt of the order. 

Also, if CLECs order inbound BellSouth to CLEC trunks 
through ASRs, the conf i i t ion  of those ASRs should be 
included in this metric. CLECs also have proposed a separate 
measure to capture how quickly BellSouth responds to inbound 
trunk requests whether made through ASRs to which BellSouth 
sends a confirmation or by a Trunk Group Service Request to 
which BellSouth responds by sending an ASR. Either as part of 
the conf i i t ion  or a separate metric, measurement of the time 
it takes BellSouth to respond is critical to monitor. CLECs 
often wait long times for ILECs to send the ASRs when capacity 
is inadequate to carry calls from ILEC customers to CLEC 
customers. CLECs seek to have adequate inbound trunk 
capacity in place before adding new customers that would cause 
blocking for new and existing customers. Current trunking 
measurements do not capture this missing response time on 
inbound trunks. 

BellSouth also should c o n f i i  facilities availability for all 
orders, not just t n m k s ,  before issuing a c o n f i t i o n .  If CLECs 
cannot depend on the due date given them then confirmations 
are useless. Too often in BellSouth territory CLECs receive 
c o d i t i o n s  immediately followed by notice that the order is 
being held for facilities. Facilities checks should be a standard 
requirement for all orders. 

Disaggregation: BellSouth needs to disaggregate reporting by 
electronic, partially electronic and manual and by volume 
category if confirmation times differ by the size of the order. It 
also should disaggregate by any order activity (dispatch and 
non-dispatch, for example) that would be subject to different 
standard intervals for confirmatons. 

Standards: While BellSouth and CLECs agree the interval for 
confirmation of fully mechanized or flow through orders, 
BellSouth has proposed extremely long intervals for confirming 
partially mechanized and trunk orders. BellSouth should 
establish intervals of five hours for partially mechanized orders, 
similar to the intervals agreed to by SBC’s Pacific Bell and 
Ameritech affiliates. SWBT has a five hour confinnation 
interval for all electronic orders. Manual orders, including trunk 
orders should be confirmed in 24 hours. 
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OP-7 Speed of Answer (Ordering Center) 

OP-8 Mean Held Order Interval and 
Distribution Intervals 

OP-9 Average Jeopardy Notice Interval 

Percentage of Orders Given Jeopardy 
Notices 

Disaggregation: The reporfs should be by each help desk center 
the CLECs call into as each may have hfferent answering times. 

Benchmark: The CLEC recommend a response time of 95% in 

20 seconds for BellSouth 
These standards would r 

as an average, then the standards would need to be adjusted 
accordingly. CLECs need to get assistance from a 
representative quickly when calling with an ordering, 
provisioning or maintenance problem. Often a single call will 
be about a problem holding up numerous, not just a single order 
&om being completed.. 
Exclusions: BellSouth must not be allowed to exclude cancelled 
xders from these metrics. Often thls will make performance 
look better than it is as CLECs cancel orders when it appears 
hat BellSouth will not have the facilities to fill those orders for 
nonths. Further, customers may request cancellations 
hemselves if the CLEC cannot teli them how long they have to 
vait for their order to be completed. If cancelled orders are 
:xcluded, the metric will not show the real story of how often 
XEC orders are held for facilities or other reasons. 

Xsaggregation: CLECs need to see how many orders are held 
by all products, including the various xDSL-capable loops with 
and without conditioning, line-sharing and spIitting requests, 
etc. The results should also be disaggregated by the reason for 

es,” “load,” and “other” at the very least. 

Exclusions: Cancelled orders should not be excluded from the 
measure. CLECs need to see all the orders receiving jeopardies, 
particularly those that may lead to a cancellation if the delivery 
date is going to be missed. 

BellSouth should be required to remove its exclusion of orders 
submitted to BellSouth through non-mechanized methods. The 
Commission should not allow BellSouth to discriminate against 
CLECs who place orders via non-mechanized means. 
Information regarding jeopardy situations for non-mechanized 
orders is just as critical to the CLEC and its customers as it is 
for mechanized orders. Further, in some cases, for example, 
xDSL services and enhanced extended loops (EELS), CLECs 
have no choice but to use non-mechanized ordering. F-hlly, 
BellSouth provides this information for other status measures 
such as FOCs and rejection notices. The Commission should 
require BellSouth to provide jeopardy notices, regardless of the 
means of ordering, and to report its performance accordingly. 

Business Rules: The elapsed time should continue through 
weekends and holidays to capture the full length of the notice 
interval. 
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RULE CHANGES 

OP-10 Percent Missed Installation 
Appointments 

OP-1 1. Average Completion Interval 
(OCI) Interval Distribution 

CLECs need to have an equivalent opportunity to plan with 
customers for situations 
jeopardy as does BellSo 
representative can check on 
need access to that same lnfo 
manual notices as requested. 

ere an order appears to be in 
Therefore, if any BellSouth 

of the order, then CLECs 
ent through electronic or 

should be based on the orders 
those orders sent jeopardy notices. 
oposed by BellSouth would 

understate any problem in CLECs not receiving notices on 
orders that are going to be missed. 

Business Rules: Disconnect and From orders should be 
disaggregated and reported separately, rather than be excluded 
as BellSouth proposes. CLECs need to see that their requests to 
disconnect customers from service are timely as well. This will 
help avoid billing disputes with thetermhated customer. 

This measure should be changed to include time, when time 
specific appointments are ordered by the CLEC. Ths measure 
should evaluate the level of service CLECs are paying for and to 
which BST is committing, i.e. if the appointmeat is time 
specific, the measurement should be time specific. The end 
time for xDSL orders shouldinclude successful continuity 
testing with the CLEC, particularly if the CLECs’ proposed 
measure on acceptance testing is not adopted. 

For CLECs, the interval should end with the issuance of the 
completion notice. This is when the CLEC knows that the order 
is complete and fulfillment information can be sent to the 
customer and billing started. For BellSouth, the completion 
time is the time entered into BellSouth’s QSS Systems or any 
other database from which representntatives caa obtain 
completion information. 

Disaggregation: CLECs need E? see hw many orders are held 
by all products, including the various xDSL-capable loops with 
and without conditioning, line-sharing and splitting requests, 
etc. BellSouth’s July 2000 SQM seems to make some 
movement in this direction but only for Louisiana. 

Business Rules: Disconnect and From as well as expedite 
orders should be disaggregated and reported separately, rather 
than be excluded as BellSouth proposes. These usually are very 
short intervals that can skew total results, but CLECs need to 
h o w  the speed at which disconnect and expedite orders are 
being met. 

BellSouth should be required to modify its business rules and 
calculation to reflect the appropriate interval. The appropriate 
starting point for this measure is when BellSouth receives a 
valid LSR and the appropriate ending point is when a 
completion notice is sent to the CLEC. Both the New York and 
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ARGUMENTS FOR CL RULE CHANGES 

OP-12. Average Completion Notice 
Interval 

Texas performance measures plans begins this interval with the 
date that a valid service request i s  received, not when the order 
is entered into the SOC system as 
would-eliminate what could be 
interval, particularly for non-flo 

Disaggregation: Orders designated “pend&g facilities’: should 
be a level of disaggregation, as well as the other 

s described in my other exhib 
outh’s orders designated as p 
faster pace than CLEC orders that were 

from the 

pending facilities. 

CLECs need to see disaggregation by the various xDSL-capable 
loops, line-sharing and splitting requests, etc. As mentioned 
above; information on whether these products also include 
conditioning should be a level of disaggregation. CLECs need 
to see if they are receiving line conditioning on orders in a non- 
discriminatory fashion. 

Exclusions: BellSouth should be required to remove its 
zxclusion of non-mechanized orders. The Commission should 
not allow BellSouth to discriminate against CLECs who place 
xders via non-mechanized means. Information regarding 
:ompletion of service orders for non-mechanized orders is just 
i s  critical to the CLEC and its custGmers as it is for mechanized 
xders. Further, in some cases, for example, xDSL services and 
:nhanced extended loops (EELS), CLECs have no choice but to 
ise non-mechanized ordering. Finally, BellSouth provides this 
nformation for other status measures such as conf i i t ion  and 
.ejection notices. The Commission should require BellSouth to 
xovide completion notices, regardless of the means of ordering, 
ind to report its performance accordingly. 

Iisconnections and From orders should be included in the 
neasurement but reported separately to track performance, 

3ellSouth should be required to modify its business rules and 
:alculation formula to indicate the measured interval ends upon 
lelivery by BellSouth of a notice of completion to the CLEC 
nterface (LENS, EDI, or TAG) or, if manual, the date/time 
itamp from the fax machine or server. BellSouth should be 
iccountable for the time in which the completion information is 
n its possession. 

3ellSouth’s current business rules have the ambiguous 
itatement that “the end time is the time stamp the notice was 
iubmitted to the CLECBST system. CLECs request that the 
:xact CLEC (not BST) system be identified as described above, 
io that, as in the Texas plan, the end interval measured is “the 
ictual time (LEX) or EDI received the (SOC) notification and it 
s available to the client.” 

3enchark Completion notices need to be delivered promptly 
if’ter actual physical work completion so CLECs know when 
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ARGUMENTS FOR CLEC BUSINESS RULE CHANGES 

OP-13 Coordmated Customer Conversions 
Hot Cut Timeliness % within 
Interval and Average Interval 

IP- 14 Percent Provisioning Troubles 

>P- 15 Total Service Order Cycle Time 
TSOCT) 
dR-1 Missed Repair Appointments 

R - 2  Customer Trouble Report Rate 

they own new customers and must respond to their needs. If the 
retail analog selected operates at the interv 
in collaboratives (an hour to an hour and a 
acceptable but most completion notices need to be delivered at 

Business Rules: The CLECs request that this measurement’be 
modified to include the entire hot cut interval or replaced with 
the early and late cuts measures requested by the CLECs ‘in my 
direct testimony. It is important that not only the start time of 
the cut, but the entire interval, including acceptance testing with 
the CLEC be included in this measure. The loop should not be 
considered delivered until BellSouth and the CLEC have 
checked whether electrical continuity exists. Customers will not 
tolerate timely delivery of non-working loops. 

Disaggregation:, Particularly with the advent of h e  sharing and 
splitting, disaggregation by all the types of digital and xDSL 
,oops offered by BellSouth is critical to detect problem areas 
with hot cuts. 

3enchmarks: The interval for 1-10 lines should be 1 hour and 
‘or 11 or more lines 2 hours. BellSouth’s interval represents a 
lawed calculation that does not depict the actual performance 
)n each individual cut. In any event, BellSouth’s 15 minutes 
)er loop is excessive and even the CLEC’s standard above is 
:enerous considering it should not take more than 5 minutes per 
oop for conversion. 

3usiness Rules: The metric should include all trouble reports 
rising from the same order. R customer may experience 
everal service disruptions 
ach should count as a pro 

)isaggregation: Disaggregation by service 
ype will help pick up problems des 
Jetwork’s testimony regarding coordination of D & N orders. 
did not analyze this measure. 

oning problem and 

Integrated 

Ixclusions: BellSouth may exclude customer provided or 
JLEC equipment troubles from the metric but it should report 
ie number of exclusions monthly. This will enable the CLEC 
3 monitor whether the exclusions seem high and perhaps were 
irongly coded. In New York and Pennsylvania, such 
xclusions are, reported separately by Verizon. 
iusiness Rules: The end time should be when d e  CLEC 
xeives notice that the service is restored . This will enable the 
:LEC to notify BellSouth promptIy if it disagrees that the 

service has been restored. 
See MR- 1. 
Standard: The standard should be parity or no worse than the 



KK-A 
ARGUMENTS FOR CLEC BUSINESS RULE CHANGES 

MR-5 Out of Service (00s) > 24 brs. 
MR-6 Average Answer Time (Repair 
Center) 

BL-1. Invoice Accuracy 

provides an inaccurate metic report. 

repeat troubles received in the month, rather than all troubles 
closed. Using BellSouth’s calculation could understate the 
problem for a month in which numerous troubles have not been 
closed by the end of the month. 

Standard The standard should be parity or no worse than the 
state’s end user standard. Otherwise the CLEC could not meet 
that standard. 
CLECs have no changes for th~s metric. 
Disaggregation: If there is more than one maintenance center, 
then the results of both centers should be shown separately to 
monitor each center’s performance. 

100% in 30 seconds to ensure prompt taking of trouble reports. 
In no case, should the answer time be worse than the end user 
requirement. 
Invoice accuracy should not be based on adjustment dollars, as 

” Standard: 95% calls should be answered in 20 seconds, and 

. .  

BL-2. Mean Time to Deliver Invoices 

Business Rules: The trouble report should not be considered 
closed or service restored until the CLEC is given notice. 
“Restore” means to return to the normally expected operating 
parameters for the service and verification by the CLEC that the 
service has been restored. CLECs must be able to verify when 
informed that the trouble is closed that service has been restored 
to the customer. This will reduce the number of repeat trouble 
reports for services that were prema osed by BellSouth, 
but the CLEC customer’s service is aired. 

Disaggregation: All maintenance metrics should be 
disaggregated by trouble type so CLECs can ascertain the 
specific types of problems (Central Office, Loop, etc.) where 
they may not be receiving parity service. This also protects 
BellSouth as dispatch troubles generally take longer than central 
office troubles and could make the metric look out of parity only 
because the CLEC had more disuatch troubles. So such 

BellSouth is in control of whether or not it grants an adjustment, 
and is therefore in control of the outcomes of this measurement. 

CLECs request that the Commission order the additional billing 
measures in my direct testimony to address wholesale bill 
performance. 

This measure should be modified to be based on percent 
I 

disaggregation is particularly crucial for trouble duration. 
Business Rules: Customer and CLEC eauiument trouble 
exclusions should be reported separateli(iee h4R-1). 
Calculation: The denominator for the metric should be all 

I 
1 
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ARGUMENTS FOR CLEC BUSINESS RULE CHANGES 

time should be included in 
sion adopts the CLECs’ 

onment then this issue is 

TG-2 Trunk Group Performance - CLEC 
Specific 
TG-3 Trunk Group Service Report 
TG-4 Trunk Group Service Detail 

blocking standards can hide blocking problems. 

Calculations: BellSouth’s SQM appears to make some changes 
in the calculation of ths  metric that CLECs will need to obtain 
further clarification. These clarifications may raise additional 
issues regarding this metric. 

Standards: BellSouth’s 0.5% buffer is not acceptable. The 
measure should be based on parity in not exceeding the various 
blocking design levels. 
See TG- 1. 

No comment. 
No comment. 
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. included in th~s metric. CLECs require timely responses when 
seeking to augment existing c 
new collocation construction. 
making some movement toward better collocation 

it still is missing some key ar 

OP-9. LNP-Percent Rejected Service 
Request 

OP-10. LNP-Reject Interval Distribution & 
Average Reject Internal 
0-1 1: LNP-Firm Order Confirmation 
Timeliness Interval Distribution & 
Firm Order confiiation Average 

C-2. Collocation Average Arrangement 
Time 

Exclusions: BellSouth should be required to remove &.e 
exclusion of non-mechanized LSRs. It provides this 
information for other types of services and should mt be 
allowed to’ discriminate. 
See OP-9 above. 7 

See OP-9. BellSouth’s SQM does not specifically exclude, but 
it also does not specifically exclude non-mechanized LSRs. 

C-3 Collocation Percent Due Dates Missed 

Standards: CLECs agree to accept the intervals established in 
the Commission’s separate collocation proceeding, including a 
d e f ~ t i o n  of what CLEC changes would and would not stop the 
clock on measuring time intervals. 
Business Rules: BellSouth should not be permitted to remove 
permit time. BellSouth should be accountable for the intervals 
for which it is responsible for having work completed. 
Removing permit time removes any ntive for BellSouth to 
conduct parallel work activities or work with government 
agencies for expeditious issuance of permits. Neither the 
performance plan of New York or Texas provides for such 
exclusions. 

Further, a collocation should not be considered complete until 
the CLEC accepts the collocation and associated cable 
assignment infonnation is provided. This d e f ~ t i o n  has been 
adopted in New York and other states in the Verizon region. 

Disaggregation: Disaggregation should be by each collocation 
type and by augment type (additions with intervals 0-f 30 day, 45 
day, 60 day etc.). BellSouth’s SQM appears to be making some 
movement toward better collocation disaggregation, but it still is 
missing some key areas such as remote and adjunct collocations 

I 

Standards: See CO-1. 
See CO-1 and CO-2. 
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ARGUMENTS FOR CLEC BUSINESS RUL 

mechanized orders. The Commission should not allow 
BellSouth to &scriminate a 

orders. Further, it is inconceivable th 
the exclusion of orders fr 
missed appointments, simp1 
ordered. 

The Commission should require BellSouth to capture 
performance data for all its measures, regardless of the means of 
ordering, and to report its performance accordingly 



0-9: Firm Order Benchmarks should be at least 95% in 5 hours for 
partially mechanized orders and 24 hours for non- 
mechanized orders. 

BellSouth should be required to do electronic facilities 

0-10: Service Inquiry 
With LSR Firm Order 
Confirmation (FOC) 
Response Time Manual 

0- 1 1 : ~ i r m  drier 
Confirmation and 
Reject Response 
Completeness 

0-12: Speed of 
Answer in Ordering 
Center - 

0-1 3 : LNP-Percent 
Rejected Service 
Requests ’ 

0-14: LNP-Reject 
Interval Distribution & 
Average Reject Interval 
0-15: LNP-Finn 
Order Confirmation 
Timeliness Interval 
Distribution & Firm 
Order Confirmation 
Average Interval 
P-4: Average- 
Completion Interval 

P-6A: Coordinated 
Customer Conversions 
-- Hot Cut Timeliness 
% Within Interval and 
Average Interval 

checks to ensure that the due dates delivered in FOCs 

should be 95% in 3 days for electronic orders anti 4 
days for manual orders. 
BellSouth should include partially and non- 
mechanized orders. 

This metric should not be diagnostic. The benchark 
should be 95% in 20 seconds and 100% in 30 seconds. 

BellSouth has added manual LNP orders to its metric, 
which resolves one of the outstanding issues. 

BellSouth has added manual LNP orders to its metric, 
which resolves one of the outstanding issues. 

Non-mechanized should be developed quickly and 
CLECs’ proposed intervals for FOCs should be 
applied. 

BellSouth’s proposed intervals for xDSL with and 
without conditioning are too long. Interval for 
conditioning should be no more than 5 days. 
Metric should be clarified to make clear that an early 
cut would be included as a missed appointment if cut 
was restarted within original window. Thirty minute 
buffer is excessive. Different intervals for IDLC are 
inappropriate and unjustified. 

The benchmark should be 95% completed within 



P6-B: Coordinate& 
Customer Conversions 
- Average Recovery 
Time 

P-6C: Coordinated 
Customer Conversions 
- % Provisioning ~ 

Troubles Received 
Within 7‘days of a 
completed Service 
Order 

P-7: Cooperative 
Acceptance Testing - % 
of xDSL Loops Tested 

M&R-3 : Maintenance 
Average Duration 

M&R-6: Average 
Time - Repair Centers 

M&R-7: Mean Time 
to Notify CLEC of 
Network Outages 

B-2: Mean Time to 

cutover window. BellSouth only appears to be 
measuring whether the cut started on time, but does 
not measure whether it finished within the cutover 

should be excluded. @e., the CLEC has to agree). 
Outages during and before the cut are included, not 
just those that can be reported afier order completion 
through maintenance systems. BellSouth may 
separate out the later group of restorals and measure 
them as a &sagkegation of Maintenance Average 
Duration with the same benchmark if it prefers. 

The benchmark should be 9 
2 hours. These outages were caused by BellSouth’s 
cut-oyer errors and, thus, should be easy for it to 
diagnose and resolve. 

in 1 hour and 100% in 

The benchmark should be l%, not 5 % as BellSouth 
proposes. 

BellSouth should report the number of exclusions 
(CLEC caused failures monthly) so CLECs can 
determine whether their reports do not match up. 

The benchmark should be 99.5%. 

BellSouth should clarify what it means by a “correct” 
repair request and how a CLEC is informed that 
reporting of trouble is incorrect. 

Benchmark should be the better of parity or at least the 
end user standard 

. 

Parity by design needs to be confirmed by KPMG.’ If 
confirmed, no metric is needed, just information on 
how to get the same notices at the same time as 
BellSouth. 

Bills rejected because of BellSouth formatting or 

- _  



LERG Effective Date 

CM-2: Change 
Management Notice 
Average Delay Days 

BellSouth’s business rules shod 
interval by the completi 
trunk groups when that h 
effective date. Otherwis 
delivery of trunks to cov 
LERG effective date should be the end time in all 
cases. 
Benchmak should be 95% in 5 days. For 30 days it 
should be a shorter delay day interval of no more than 
3 days. 

BellSouth’s proposed exclusion 
than 30 days “for reasons outsid 
too broad. 

A Five day interval for documentation changes is too 
short for CLECs to be able to implement changes. 
CLECs recommend 30 days for documentation 
changes, unless it is for error correction, which 
be provided within the five day timeframe. Further, if 
the documentation is associated with software 
changes, 90 days or more is needed for major releases. 
Benchmark should be 98% in 5 days. 

dates that slip kss  
ellSouth control’? is 

BellSouth should explain how it ‘verifies outage and 
the interval between first notice of outage and 
verification. If this interval is long, the notice could be 
delayed and still appear to be on time because of 
“verification” condition. 



by CLECs 
KK-C 

i 

\ 

for this metric if (1) the query is invalid and CLEC request inc 

4 Affiliate(s) 
CLEC Specific 
CLEC Aggregate 

the CLEC operation shou 



will not only generate ill- 
to rework orders and to ade, but will also in 

arable measure 

ssociated with internal or administrative use of local services. 

“completed without error” if all service attribute and account detail changes (as determined by 
comparing the original and the post order completion account profile) completely and accurately 
reflect the activity specified on the original and any supplemental CLEC orders. “Total number of 

I 

CLEC Aggregate 

I 

I 
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The Call Abandonment Rate is based on the number of calls received by the call distribution system of 
the ILEC center for the reporting period, regardless of whether the call is actually transfened to ILEC 
personnel for processing. In addition, a count is accumulated of all calls that are subsequently 
terminated by the calling party or dropped due to equipment failure before transfer to the service agent 
for processing. The accumulated count of calls abandoned (terminated) is dwided by the total count of 
calls received at the monitored center. 
Call Abandonment Rate is monitored through the call management technology utilized to distribute 
calls to ILEC agents supporting CLEC activities (i.e. call receipt personnel staffing ILEC support 
centers intended for CLEC use). Results for each measure are to be provided sep 
handing CLEC inquiries. If centers deployed by the ILEC support multiple funct 
maintenance and provisioning) then the results for each function supported should be separately 
reported. 

Calculation: 
Call Abandonment Rate = [(Count of Calls Terminated Before Answer During the Reporting 
Period)/(Count of All Calls Placed in Queue During the Reporting Period)] x 100 

Report Structure: 
0 CLEC Specific 
0 CLEC Aggregate 

BST Aggregate 
Level of Disaggregation: 
0 Support Center Type (Le., Center supporting CLEC maintenance, Center supporting CLEC 

provisioning, ILEC Center supporting retail customer maintenance calls, ILEC Center supporting 
. business office inquiries) 

Retail AnalogBenchmark: 
-0 

I 

Less than 1% are calls are abandoned from queue. 



KK-C 

hours’ notice that CLEC requested. 
For ILEC Results: 
The ILEC reports completions for which ILEC technicians delivered service to customers without 
gwing sufficient advance notice to customers, sales or to’internal account team to arrange for 
appropriate vendors to be on hand. Calculation of insufficient notice is similar to CLEC calculation 
(none or less than 24 hours). Similar surprise service deliveries are calculated for ILEC affiliate’s 
account representatives. 

Percent Completions or Attempts without Notice or with Less Than 24 Hours Notice = [(Completion 
Dispatches (Successful and Unsuccessful) With No FOC or FOC Received Within 24 Hours of Due 
Date)/(All Completions)] X 100 

CLEC Specific 
CLEC Aggregate 
BST Aggregate 

Company 
ProductType 

Dispatch in/Dispatch outlNon-dispatch 

If the ILEC does not deliver direct comparative results or the ILEC has not produced benchmark levels 
based upon a verifiable study of its own operation as agreed to with the CLEC, then result(s) related to 
the CLEC operation should be provided according to the following levels of performance in order to 
provide the CLEC with a meaningful opportunity to compete: 

>98 Percent Of Completion And Completion Attempts Should Receive More Than 24 Hours 
Notice. 

Calculation: 

Report Structure: 

Level of Disaggregation: (See Exhibit KK-2) 

MSA 

Retail AnalogD3enchmark 



vu 0 

Additional Measures Proposed b: -T -- 

1 Cancelledorders 
CLEC caused delays 

The start time for this measure is the frame due time (FDT) indicated on the Firm Order Confirmation. 
The end time is the when the%LEC is notified by phone that the hot cut is complete. Orders 
disconnected early are considered not met. 

Business Rules: 

Calculation: 
Percent On Time Hot Cuts = [(Customer Conversions completed within commitment window)/(All 
Customer Conversions Completed During Reporting Period)] x 100 

CLEC Specific 
CLEC Aggregate 

Report Structure: 

0 

Level of Disaggregation: (See Exhibit KK-2) 
Company 
Type of Loop or UNE Combination Cutover and Type of NP involved (i.e. LNP, PNP or ILNP- 
to-PNP conversion). 
MSA 
Volume Category Dispatch in/Dispatch out/Non-dispatch I 

Benchmark 

95% of coordinated cutovers completed wi&in the faflowing window 
1-10 lines - 1 hour 
10 to 20 lines - 2 hours 



KK-C 

ReportMeasurement : 

Definition: 
Percent of Orders Cancelled or Supplemented at the Request of the ILEC 

, 

ant inconvenience 

request ILEC must be This measurement must be expressed 

tracked. The ratio will be calculated by dividing the number of orders supplemented or cancelled at 
st of the ILEC divided by the total supplements or cancels by the CLEC. For this formula, the 
ratio will be expressed as a percentage. 

ILECs would use retail residential or business POTS outside move activity as an analog. An outside 
move occurs when a customer, with existing service, moves kom one premises to another within the 
same central office area without disconnecting and reconnecting service. With inside moves the 
customer keeps their own phone number. Although an outside move involves disconnecting an existing 
loop from an operating port and reconnecting a different loop (within the same office) to that same port, 
the work involved is very similar (Le. coordinated re-termination). 

Calculation: 
Percent of Orders Cancelled or Supplemented at the Request of the ILEC = [(Number of Orders 
Cancelled or Supplemented at the Request of the ILEC During Reporting Period)/(Number of Cancels 
and Supplements During the Reporting Period)] x 100 

Report Structure: 
CLEC Specific 
 aggregate . 
BST Aggregate 

Company 
ProductType 
MSA 

Dispatch in/Dispatch out/Non-dispatch 

If the ILEC does not deliver direct comparative results or the ILEC has not produced benchmark levels 
based upon a verifiable study of its own operation as agreed to with the CLEC, then result(s) related to- 
the CLEC operation should be provided according to the following levels of performance in order to 
provide the CLEC with a meaningful opportunity to compete: 

Levelsof Disaggregation: (See Exhibit KK-2) 

. Volume Category’ 

Retail AnalogLBenchmark: 

<1 .O Percent Of Orders Supped Or Cancelled At The Request Of The ILEC. 
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KK-C 
..I 

will track the number of Coordinated Cuts that are-not worlung as initially provisioned by 
the number of provisioning troubles by the CLEC during the cutover process that are ultimately 
attributable to the ILEC. The measurement will be calculated by dividing the number of troubles by the 
total number of Coordinated Cuts provisioned for the CLEC during the reporting period. 

stomer Cutover)/(Number of Coordinated Cuts Provisioned 

I 

. *  

I 

I , 
I 

I 

i 

I 
1 
i 
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When there is a problem during the porting process, the ILEC will track the average duration of each 
service outage or trouble. The duration time is defined a3 the time from the initiaI trouble notification 
until the trouble has been restored and an index number issued by the CLEC. For each trouble, the 
ILEC will track the duration of the trouble. The sum of all time associated with the troubles will be 
divided by the number of troubles. Average recovery time does not include time restoring a customer 
to the ILEC. 

oop or UNE Combination 

MSA _ _  
Volume Category 

98.0 Percent Of Customer Recoveries (Troubles During The Porting Process) Resolved Within 1 
Hour And 100 Percent Within 2 Hours. 

Page 8 



ReportMeasurement : 

Definition: 
Percent Successful xDSL Loops Cooperatively Tested 

None. 
Business Rules: 

at the center then test the line. As an example of the type of testing performed, the testing 
center may ask the tech to put a short on the line, so that the center can run a test to see if it 

Percent Successful xDSL Cooperative Service Testing on First Attempt = [ ( N d e r -  of xDSL 
Loops Functional on First Test)/(Number of xDSL Loops Tested During Reportkg Period)] x 
100 

Percent Successful xDSL Cooperative Service Testing on Second Attempt = [(Number of xDSL 
Loops Functional on Second Test)/(Number of xDSL Loops Tested During Reporting Period)] x 100 

Percent Successful xDSL Cooperative Service Testing on T h r d  Attempt = [(Number of xDSL Loops 
Functional on all subsequent attempts)/(Number of xDSL Loops Tested During Reporting Period)] x 
100 - 

Report Structure: 
CLEC Specific 

Disaggregation: 
-Company 
Type of Loop 
MSA 
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ReportiMeasurement : 

Definition: 
Percent Billing Errors Corrected in X Days 

ment applies to the daily usage feed and carrier wholesale bill adjustments. 
for the DUF measurement is measured at two levels: 
11 Affecting where X = 24 hours with a maximum of 5 business days to correct error 

2 Non-Bill Affecting where X = 3 business days with a maximum of 10 business days to 
correct error 
Elapsed time is measured in business dayshours. Clock starts when ILEC receives the CLEC’s query 
or request for an adjustment (whether in electronic, written or voice form) and the clock stops when 
the CLEC receives the correct usage record from the ILEC. 
The ILEC shall send correct usage record within X dayshours of receipt of a query. 
The ILEC will adjust bill within X days (senerally next CLEC bill unless adjustment request received 
after middle of the month). 
Only usage records fully corrected to the CLEC’s specifications will be considered timely. 

CLEC may agree to exclude adjustments disputed by ILEC from metric. Lf ILEC does not wish to 
pursue mutual agreement on such exclusion, ILEC must report separately the number of queries in 
dispute at end of the month as separate sub-metric 

Excluded situations: 
’ 

Calculation: 
Percent BilIing Errors Corrected in X Days = C [(Number of ILEC Responses in X Days/Hours) / (Total 
Number of Queries in Reporting Period)] x 100 

Report Structure: 
CLEC Specific 
CLEC Aggregate 
BST Aggregate 
BST Affiliates 

Level of Disaggregation: 
Company - 

SeverityType 
Retail Analoflenchmark: 

Bill Type (DUF, Carrier Wholesale BiIl) 

If the L E G  does not deliver direct comparative results or the ILEC has not produced benchmark levels 
based upon a verifiable study of its own operation as agreed to with the CLEC, then result(s) related to 
the CLEC operation should be provided according to the following levels of performance in order to 
provide the CLEC with a meaningful opportunity to compete: 

DUF: 

Carrier Wholesale Bill 

Severity 1 = 90% corrected in 24 Gours and 100% in 5 business days 
Severity 2 = 90% corrected in 3 business days and 100% in 10 business days 

100%1 corrected within 45 Days. 

Page 11 

t ‘  . . _I 



KK-C 
Ad a1 

be&g kept by ILEC’s support centers. For instance, if contract requires a response to a billing 
24 hours, then on-time responses would be those received within 24 hours after the CLEC 
ery to the appropriate point of contact and compared to all the responses to billing queries due 

that reporting period. If an ILEC account representative promises a response in X amount of time, the 
metric would address whether that commitment was met compared with all the other committed answers 
due that month. The measurement wouid be equivalent to an Estimated Time to Repair or Repair 
Appointment Met metric applied to non-maintenance types of problems. Missed commitments are those 
dayshours between the time the response was due and the time the response was actually received. For 
ILEC retail measurement, time to respond to end user bill questions and other business office queries 
would be measured. 

All queries answered while the CLEC or ILEC retail customer is on the phone will be considered on 
time for this metric. 
Responses do not necessarily have to resolve issue but must provide additional information on the 
status of resolving the query. Any new response commitment provided during the partial response 
must be measured for on-time performance as well and will be counted as a new commitment. 
If CLEC poses more than one question on same call, L E C  may provide different response 
commitments for each query and measure each query separately. 
CLEC and ILEC may devise a priority rating system for measurement by which the CLEC will 
identify the type of query upon reaching a representative at the CLEC center and the type of response 
interval required for such a query. (i.e., questions regarding problems with an OSS gateway bloclung 
order placement or pre-order queries may receive a higher priority than a question to explain a 
business rule that is not impeding order activity.) 
If ILEC is uncertain about whether response qualified as meeting the Commitment interval, ILEC may 
seek CLEC agreement that response commitment has been met. Responses that no action has been 
taken yet on a query do not count as timely. 

If a question is posed to the wrong center, the center receiving the query will direct the CLEC 
immediately to the appropriate center to respond to the question Otherwise start time b e p s  with 
initial call.. 

Percent Response Commitments Met = C [(Number of Response Commitments Met) / (Number of 
Responses Due in Reporting Period)] x 100 

Calculation: 

~ Report ~~~ Structure: 
CLEC Specific 
CLEC Aggregate 
BST Aggregate 
BSTAffiliate * 

Level of Disagyregation: 

Page 12 





c ‘I 

s changes have caused. Third metric captures how long it takes to repair 

verify that hct ional i ty  in a software release that is being introduced for the first time (or is being 
removed) works as prescribed. 

0 During a 30 day period following release to production, ILEC will track the number of changes 
required as a result of CLEC experiencing ma lhc t ions  during the execution of transactions directly 
related to the pre-defined conditions in the test desk. 
A transaction is defined as failed if the request cannot be submitted or processed or results in incorrect 
or improperly formatted data. 
Software validation procedures, test deck scenarios and error correction standards are to be agreed to 
by CLEC and the ILEC;with this metric monitoring adherence to that agreement. 
ILEC may exclude any CLEC malfunctions if both parties agree that malhc t ions  were CLEC’s fault. 
If parties cannot agree on fault, then ILEC must report the number of malfunction incidents in dispute. 

work-around. 
Problem resolution time will start being measured from time problem reported to help desk to time 
CLEC concurs that problem no longer exists as confirmed on resoluti’on notice call from the ILEC’s 

I desk. 

Calculation: 

Required Due to CLECs Experiencing Malfimctions) / (Number of Test Transactions in Test Deck)] x 100 
t Software Certification Failures = C [(Number of Test Transactions in Test Deck - Count of Changes 

t Software Problems Resolved On-Time = C mumber of Times Problem Resolved on Time / Number of 
Problems Resolved] x 100 

Average Delay HoursDays for Software Problem =C [(Date and Time Problem Resolution Confirmed by 
CLEC -Date and Time Problem Resolution Due) / (Total Number of Problems Resolved)] 

i 

Report Structure: 

Page 14 





4. Adjacent On-Site 
5. Adjacent Off-Site 
6. 
7. Virtual 
8. 
9. Remote Terminal 
D. Multi-Functional Disaggregation 

1. 

Augment to Physical (Disaggregated by standard interval-Le. 90 day vs. 45 day augments). 

Augment to Virtual (Disaggregation by standard interval-i.e. 90 day vs. 45 augments). 

Interface type-for preordering, ordering, billing and maintenance and repair OSS, for some 
metrics the specific electronic interface is required, for others the general interface type hlly 
electronic or mechanized, partially electronic or mechanized and manual ( fax) are all that is 
required. 
Dispatch in, dispatch out, and non-dispatch-for provisioning and maintenance measures 
Volume-for ordering, provisioning, and maintenance measures (a) 1-5 lines, (b) 6-14 lines, 
and (c) 15+ lines 
Geographic --All measures should be disaggregated to a state level, if the data is available. 
Additionally, provisioning and maintenance measures should be disaggregated to the MSA 
level. MSA and Non-MSA areas where performance and geography is similar can be combined 
if BST shows this similarity. 
By CLEC, BST, and all BST affiliates for all measures 
Center-for OSDA, ordering & maintenance service center measures 

2.  
3. 

4. 

5. 
6. 
E. Billing 

- 









- 

I 

PREDICTOR, LNP) by system availability 
metric.) 

OSS-4 Response 11 systems listed in Create (or c o n f i i  7 (fewer if BST has not 
Interval Maintenance reports 
and Repair Maintenance Report; proposed query types, 

x 2 interfaces (TAFI, 

logging of) a 

Obtain Status; multiplied by interface) 
Obtain Test Results; 

yet built to CLEC 

Cancel Request; ECTA) = 14 



KK-E 
CLEC RE 

Through Total 2. Business (Resale) 
3. LNP 
4. UNE 

0-4 Percent Flow 1. Residence (Resale) 
Through Designed 2. Business (Resale) 

4. UNE 

0-5 Percent Flow 
Through Error Analysis I 
0-6 CLEC LSR 
Information 
0-7 Percent Rejected 1 21 Services 
Service Request I 

Same 

Same 

Same But: Instead of 
(Aggregated) UNE: 
4.. UNE-Platform 
5. UNELoops 

Same but: 
Instead of (Aggregated) 
UNE: 
4. UNE-Platform 
5 .  UNE Loops 

This is supporting data, 
not a performance report 
This is raw data not a 
performance report 
Same. But instead of 
UNE XDSL loop 
1. Unbundled UNE- 

derived ADSL 

2. Unbundled UNE- 
Loop 

derived HDSL loop 

, 

1 

1 (multiplied by EDI, 
LENS interfaces) = 2 
1 

2 

L 

3 

2 

31 

3. UCL Loops Long 

4. Other 2 wire XDSL 
and Short 

loops - I 





0-9 FOC Timeliness 

0-10 Service Inquiry 
with LSREOC 
Response 

CLEC REQUESTE 

1. Fully Mechanized 
2. Partially 

Mechanized 
3. Non-Mechanized 

Trunks 
And 2 1 Product Types 

1, xDSL (includes 
UN$ unbundled 
ADSL, HDSL, and 
UNE Unbundled 
Copper Loops) 

2. Unbundled 
Interoffice 
transport. 

KK-E 

15. ResaleDID trunks ’ 

Same But: 
Instead of UNE xDSL 

31 x 3 order types = 93 

loop: 

derived ADSL 

and Short 
4. Other 2 wire xDSL 

loops 
5. Other 4 wire xDSL 
b .  

6. Line Splitting 
Replace UNE Divital 

hkher 
Replace UNE ISDN 
with: 
9. UNEISDNPRI 
10. UNEISDNBN 
Replace UNE Combos 
Other with: 
1 1. Enhanced Extended 

Loou (Dispatch) 
12. Special Access to 

EELS Mimation 
Reulace Resale ISDN: 
13. Resale ISDN PRI 
14. Resale ISDN BRI 
15. Resale DID trunks 
Same but: 6 
Replace xDSL with: 

2. Unbundled UNE- 
derived ADSL Loop 
3. Unbundled UNE- 
derived HDSL loop 
4. UCL Loops Long 

and Short 
5. Other 2 wire xDSL 

6. Other 4 wire xDSL 
loops 

loops. 

Y 



0-11 FOC/Reject 
Completeness 

1 

0-12 Speed of Answer 
in Ordering Center 

OP-113 Call 
Abandonment Rate 

0- 13 LNP- Percent 
Rejected 
0-14 LNP -Reject 
Interval Distribution and 
Average Reject Interval 

Timeliness 
DistributiodFOC 
Average Interval 
OP-114 Mean Time to 
Provide Response to 
Request for BST-to- 
CLEC trunks 

0-15 LNP - FOC 

21 Products 
Fully Mechanized 
Partially Mechanized 
Non-mechanized 

CLEC Local Carrier 
Service Center 

NA 

Stand Alone LNP 
UNE loop and LNP 
Stand Alone LNP 
UNE loop and LNP 

Stand Alone LNP 
UNE loop and LNP 

NA 

Same But instead of 

1. Unbundled UNE- 
derived ADSL 

2. Unbundled UNE- 

UNE XDSL loop 

Loop 

and Short 
4. Other 2 wire XDSL 

5. Other 4 wire xDSL 

6. Line Splitting 
Replace UNE Digital 
Loop > DSl with: 
7. UNEDSI 
8. UNEDS3 and 

higher 
Replace UNE ISDN 
with: 
9. UNEISDNPRI 
10. UNE ISDN BRI 
Replace UNE Combos 
Other with: 
11. Enhanced Extended 

Loop (Dispatch) 
16. Special Access to 

EELS Migration 
Replace Resale ISDN: 
17. Resale ISDN PRI 
18. Resale ISDN BRI 
19. Resale DID trunks 

loops 

loops. 

Same (unless BST has 
other preorder, order, 
system help desks 
serving NC carriers) 
CLEC Local Carrier 
Service Center (and any 
other help desk service 
N.C. carriers) 
Same. 

Same 

Same 

Inbound Trunks 
requested with TGSW 
ASR(BST ACNA) 

3 1 x 3 order types = 93 

1 (Varner testimony) 

i (Varner testimony) 

! 

! 

! 

1 

5 





Testing 
P-8 Cooperative 
Acceptance Testing 
Percent xDSL Loops 
Tested 
OP-120 Percent 
Successful Completion of 
Modification/ 
Conditioning for xDSL 
Loops 
P-9 Percent Provisioning 

line splitting 

4 wire xDSL 
line sharing 
line splitting 

4 wire xDSL 
line sharing 
line splitting 

Same. But instead of 

XDSL 2 wire XDSL 4 x 3 geographic 
disaggregations = 12 

NA 2 wire XDSL 4 x 3 geographic 
disaggregations = 12 

' 2 1 33 x 3 geographic 



~~ 

KK-E 
CLEC REQ N 

Order Completion 

P-10 Total Service Order 
Cycle Time 
OP-I 04 (0-1 1 in GA) 
Service Order Accuracy 

P-12 LNP-Percent Missed 
Installation Appointments 

P-13 LNP-Average 

lot Cut with LNP 
lot Cut without 

1. UnbundledUNE- 
derived ADSL 
Loop 

2. UNE- 

3. UCL Loops Long 

4. Other 2 wire xDSL 

5. Other 4 wire xDSL 

5. Line Splitting 
Replace UNE 
3igital Loop > DSl 
with 
7. UNEDS1 
3 .  UNEDS3 and 

higher 
Leplace UNE ISDN 
vith 
). UNEISDNPRI 
0. UNEISDNBRI 
teplace UNE Combos 
Ither with: 
1. Enhanced Extended 

Loop (Dispatch) 
2. Special Access to 

EELS Migration 
Leplace Resale ISDN: 
3. Resale ISDN PRI 
4. Resale ISDN BRI 
5. Add Resale DID 

SL loop 

and Short 

loops 

loops. 

trunks 

trunks 
7. Projects. 
?ot requested by 
ILECs. 
. Resale Residential 
. Resale Business 
. Resale ISDN-PRI 
. Resale Centrex 
. UNE- 2 wire voice 

1. WE-2wirexDSL 

. UNE-4-wirexDSL 

. UNE-platform 
I. WE-other 
lot Cut with LNP 

6. BST-to-CLEC 

loop 

loops 

loops 

itand Alone LNP 

,NP with Loop ’ 

! x 3 geographic 
lisaggregations. = 6 

! 



KK-E 
CLEC REQUESTED DISAGGREGATION 

Disconnect Timeliness 
Interval & Disconnect 
Timeliness Interval 
Distribution 
P-14 LNP-Total Service 

\ 

Stand Alone LNP I 

Not requested by 0 
CLECs. 

Appointments 

M&R-2 Customer 
Trouble Report Rate 

!I Products 

Same. But instead of 

1. Unbundled UNE- 
derived ADSL 

2. Unbundled UNE- 

3. UCL Loops Long 

4. Other 2 wire XDSL 

5. Other 4 wire xDSL 

6. Line Splitting 
7. ReplaceUNE 

UNE XDSL loop 

Loop 

derived HDSL loop 

and Short 

loops 

loops. 

Digital Loop > DS 1 
with 

8.' UNEDSI 
9. UNEDS3 and 

higher 
Replace UNE ISDN 
with: 
10. UNE ISDN PRI 
11. UNEISDNBRI 
Replace UNE Combos 
Other with 
12. Enhanced Extended 

Loop (Dispatch) 
13. Special Access to 

EELS Migration 
Replace Resale ISDN: 
14. Resale ISDN PRI 
15. Resale ISDN BRI 
16. Resale DID trunks 
Same. But instead of 

1. Unbundled UNE- 
derived ADSL 

2. Unbundled UNE- 

3. UCL Loops Long 

4. Other 2 wire XDSL 

5. Other 4 wire xDSL 

6 .  Line Splitting 
Replace UNE Digital 

UNE XDSL loop 

Loop 

derived HDSL loop 

and Short 

loops 

loops. 

3 1 x 3 disposition codes 
(software change, 
dispatch in and dispatch 
out) x 3 geographic 
areas = 279 

31 x 3 geographic areas 
= 93 

9 





KK-E 
CLEC RE N 

M&R-5 Out of Service 
> 24 Hours 

21 products 

derived HDSL loop 

and Short 
3. UCL Loops Long 

4. Other 2 wire xDSL 

5. Other 4 wire xDSL 

6. Line Splitting 
Replace UNE Digital 
Loop > DS1 with 
7. UNEDSl 
8. UNEDS3and 

highei 
Replace UNE ISDN 
with: 
9. UNEISDNPRI 
10. UNE ISDN BRI 
Replace UNE Combos 
Other with 
1 1. Enhanced Extended 

Loop (Dispatch) 
12. Special Access to 

EELS Migration 
Replace Resale ISDN 
13. Resale ISDN PRI 
14. Resale ISDN BRI 
15. Resale DID trunks 

loops 

loops. 

But instead of UNE 

1. Unbundled UNE- 
derived ADSL 

2. Unbundled UNE- 

3. UCL Loops Long 

4. Other 2 wire xDSL 

5. Other 4 wire xDSL 

6 .  Line Splitting 
Replace UNE Digital 
Loop > DS1 with 
7. UNEDS1 
8. UNEDS3and 

higher 
Replace UNE ISDN 
with 
9. UNEISDNPRI 
10. UNEISDNBRI 
Replace UNE Combos 
Other with: 
1 1. Enhanced Extended 

Loop (Dispatch) 

XDSL loop 

Loop 

derived HDSL loop 

and Short 

loops 

loops. 

3 l x  3 geographic areas 
= 93 



CLEC REQUES GATION 

Abandonment Rate 
(Maintenance) 
BILLING 
B-1 Invoice Accuracy 

B-2 Mean Time to 
Deliver Invoices 

B-3 Usage Data 
Delivery Accuracy 

B-4 Usage Data I 
Delivery Completeness 
B-5 Usage Data 
Delivery Timeliness 
B-6 Mean Time to 
Deliver Usage 

B-7 Recurring Charge 
Completeness 

B-8 Non-Recurring 
Charge Completeness 

B-105 Percent Billing 
Errors Correcting in X 
Days 

OPERATOR SERVICES 

KK-E 

Regional Repair Center Regional Repair Center 3 

Resale Same 3 
UNE 
Interconnection 
Resale Replace with: 2 
UNE CRIS 
Intercdmection CABS 
Region Resale 3 

UNE-P 
Interconnection 

CRIS 

CRIS 
Resale CABS 2 
UNE CRIS 
Interconnection 
Resale CABS 2 
UNE CRIS 
Interconnection 
Resale CABS 2 
UNE CRIS 
Interconneciton 
NA DUF 3 

Region I CABS 1 2  

Region CABS 2 

Customer Bill 

Non-Customer Bill 
Impacting i 

Impacting 
Invoice 

AND DIREETORY ASSISTANCE 
OS-1 Speedof One Center 
AnswerlAverage Speed 
of Answer-Toll 
OS-2 Speed of One Center 
AnswerRercent 
Answered in X Seconds 
DA-1 Speed of One Center 
AnswerlAverage Speed 

12 

One Center if there is 
only one 

One Center is there is 
only 1 

One Center if there is 

1 

1 

1 
only 1 



-~ ~~~~ 

KK-E 

12 (Estimated closings 

I 

I 

I 

Physical Caged 45-day 

Physical Caged 60-day 

I 

I 13 
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ly claims that these metrics are correlated and only one 
plan. See Varner Exhibit AVJ-4. WorldCom strongly d 

responses below 

Section I : Operations Support Systems (OSS) 

OSSl: Average Response Time Pre-Ordering/Ordering - This impacts customers in 
a different way than the other metrics. This metric shows how long it takes to pull up 
queries with information to place their order while the customer is on the phone with 
a sales agent. 
OSS2: Interface Availability Pre-OrdedOrdering - This shows whether there were 
any outages that kept the CLECs from placing orders at all. Excessive outages can 
keep the CLEC from placing orders in time to receive the standard intervals quoted 
on the phone to those customers. This does not capture the speed of the query 
responses as the metric above does, 
CM-5: Notification of CLEC Network Outages - This metric shows how well 
BellSouth kept CLECs apprised that there was a problem with notices, parficularly 
those of the kind that estimate when the interface problem will be resolved. This is 
different than system availability, which does not show if BellSouth gave CLECs 
information about outages so that work-around procedures (use GUI if ED1 down, or 
fax) can be implemented where outages are not expected to be cleared up quickly., 

OSS3: Interface Availability - Maintenance -Again this measures whether a CL€C 
can gain access to BellSouth's systems to log a maintenance trouble ticket. This is 
a harm separate from that which could befall CLECs waiting long times to log 
troubles on the system, as the metric below captures. 
OSS4: Response Interval - Maintenance - An entirely different metric, this 
measures the response times busy maintenaye workers receive in trying to log 
troubles. It does not capture that an entire system is down and that no troubles can 
be logged in either a fast or slow manner. 

Section 2: Ordering 

0-3: Percent Flow-Through Service Request (Summary) - This metric relates to 
aggregate CLEC pen'ormance. 
0-4: Percent Flow-Through Service Request (Detail) - This metric relates to 
individual CLEC performance. If BellSouth replaces its current metrics with a total 
and an appropriate achieved flow through metrics, both should be in the remedy 
plan. Application of remedies to total flow through ensures BellSouth keeps 
designing more services to flow through. Remedies applied to the designed to flow 

Page 1 of 6 
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d bY 
t not whether the 

also was not requested by 
an showing the percentage of 

on-time performance. 
0-10: Service Inquiry with FOC Response Time - This measure covers the 
process DLECs must follow in obtaining a facilities check along with a confirmdion 
response until they have built their interface to conduct a mechanized loop 
qualification and even after that for areas with loop make up information not entered 
into the mechanized system. This process does not overlap on a CLEC specific 
basis because of different ordering processes among DLECs. 
0-1 5: LNP - Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness interval Distribution & Firm Order 
Confirmation Average Interval -To measure disparity in LNP confirmations, both on 
time and average performance. Since one of the metrics is a distribution it can 
serve both purposes-showing how many were provided within the 95% interval 
proposed by the CLECs and when BellSouth reached 95% for affiliates. 
0-8: Reject interval - The timeliness of rejections is critical so that the CLEC can 
get the order through promptly to obtain the due date it told the customer it hoped to 
get. 
0-14: 
does not overlap unless BellSouth has not, as it should, excluded LNP reject 
intervals from the other intervals above. 

LNP Reject Interval - This is a disaggregation for the above interval, and 

I 

i 
i 
I 

I 
1 I 

1 Section 3: Provisioning 

P-I: Mean Held Order Interval & Distribution Interval - This metric and disjribution 
tells the magnitude of held orders for the CLEC. BellSouth, its affiliate and 
CLECs could have the same number of missed appointments, but if the 
CLECs orders are held longer. 
Average Jeopardy Notice Interval & Percentage of Orders Given Jeopardy 
Notices - The first jeopardy metric shows how much notice the CLEC in 
determining alternatives with a customer if an appointment is going to be 
missed. The second metric should show how many missed appointments 
received jeopardies for the CLEC versus missed appointments for retail 

P-2: 

customers. BellSouth can miss one metric without missing the other, and 
the two together gives a view on whether CLEC customers are receiving a 

one below give a better view into whether there is discriminatory service 

fair warnings when service delivery is in jeopardy. 
Percent Missed Installation Appointments - Here again, this metric and the P-3: 



) 

should be examined determine if there is 
include all service requests, 

ILEC to CLEC 
change errors out of the 

- billing system when double billing can occur, 

CLECs. It just appears to add averages for different segments of the 
ordering and provisioning process together for L NP requests. 

Section 4: Maintenance & Repair 

M&R-I : Missed Repair Appointments - This measures how dependable is in 
estimating the repair intervals that are relayed to customers. This metric is 
different than the ones below because both the metics below can be at 
parity yet this metric be missed, leaving CLEC customers dissatisfied that 
repair estimates were not m’et. 

M&R-3: Maintenance Average Duration - This metric shows how much time the 
repair actually took. If disaggregated appropriate by appropriate activity - 
software problems, dispatch in and dispatch ouf--if can be a very accurate 
determinant of parity- 

this does overlap with the average duration metric, that can warrant added 
remedies as customers’ expectations of how long a repair should take are 
greatly taxed. 

M&R-5: Out of Service (00s) > 24 Hours - This shows one critical dispersion, while 



whether the trouble is cleared or missed by 

Answer Time - Repair This shows how quickly the ILEC responds 

erve to be in a remedy plan as 

Section 5: Billing 
I 

B-4: Usage Data Delivery Completeness - This metric, and the two below, all 
need to be examined to ensure that CLECs are receiving parity service. This 
one captures whether any data is missing. 

delivery was on time and can be looked at with the metric below, which shows 
whether the on-time performance interval can improved upon by reducing the 
standard interval. 

Mean Time to Deliver Usage - This measure shows whether the on-time 
performance was actually discriminatory as the lLEC provides usage data 

B-5: Usage Data Delivery Timeliness - This measure captures whether the 

B-6: 

more rapidly on average to itself. 
Section 6: Operator Services and Directory Assistance 

OS-1 : Speed to Answer Performance/Average Speed to Answer - Toll - Again 
this is a coupling of on-time and average time metrics that need to be looked 
at together to see if parity pen'ormance is being given. The average shows 
whether BellSouth and CLEC calls are answered in the same average 
amount of time. 

Speed to Answer Performance/Percent Answered in " X  Seconds - Toll 
This shows the percentage of time that the on-time standard was met, but not 
whether the time interval was parity with what BellSouth customers receive. 

OS-2: 

OS-3: 

O S 4  

Speed to Answer Performance/Average Speed to Answer - Directory 
Assistance - (See above.) 
Speed to Answer PerfomancelPercent Answered in " X  Seconds - 
Directory Assistance 

Section 7: Database Update Information 

Page 4 of 6 
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disaggregafed basis, NXX or other troubles caused by inaccuracy, albeif afier fhe 

how fasf fhe data gets 
er if occurs at pari 

Section 8: E911 

E-1 : 

E-3: 

Timeliness - Again on-fime does nof mean fhaf the CLEC received fhe 

Mean Interval - The mean performance, or beffer yet the disfribufion, needs 
same inferval as fhe ILEC did for ifself. 

fo be examined to determine whether updates are being done af an equal 
pace. 

Section 9: Trunk Group Performance 

TGP-1: Trunk Group Performance - Aggregate - The capfure ofaggregafe CLEC 
performance clearly is a different maffer than the capture of individual CLEC 
performance (the mefric below). 

TGP-2: Trunk Group Performance - CLEC Specific - BSTappears fo be dispufing 
. a major fenef of ILEC remedy plans fo cover harm to individual CLECS and 
competition in general. 

Section 10: Collocation 

C-2: Collocation Average Arrangement Time - This metric captures parify in 
performance when compared to BellSoufh’s data affiliate, or whether a 
benchmark can be improved upon. 

C-3: Collocation Percent of Due Dates Missed - This shows whether the exisfing 
benchmark was missed, but nof whether the interval is reasonable. 

Section I 1  : Change Management 

CM-I : Timeliness of Change Management Notices - This mefric shows whether the 

CM-2: Change Management Notice Average Delay Days - This mefric shows for 
nofice was delivered on fime. 

fhose fhaf were late, fhe degree fo which they were late. 

Page 5 of 6 
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repeated violations, those increases are not substantial enou& to provide a sufficient 

incentive to provide good performance. 

Structural problems also exist for Tier Si. For example, Ties 51 remedy p a p e n t s  

are not mggered unless Be1lSoutl-r has disairninorcd against the entire ALEC community 

for three consecutive months. But even one month of poor perfomancc, such 8s during 

an ALEC's ramp-up before it has established a reputation in the local market, can erode 

prospects far local competition. And it  is difficult to h a z i n c  that two consecutive 

months of poor pcrfonkance would not h3ve a serious impact an an ALEC at any stage of 

marker entry, Under the Draft Plan, it,is possible fur BellSouth to provide . 

I 

' discriminatory service in eight out of twelve months and still pay no penalty. Thus, rhe 

Tier 11 remedies may rarely, if w e t ,  be niggered, having BellSouth with only the 

prospect of paying Tier I remedies. Moreover, under Tier I1 (as under Tier 1) BellSouth 
1 

For the foregoing reasons, and those expressed in che Comments of ATPrT, 

WorldCom respectfully requests she Comnission to modi& the Draft Plan, Worldcorn 
fl  

- 4 



9 2001 12:53 P. 06 
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will describe in more detail the modifications it believes are appropriate in rhc tesrimany 

it plans TO file in this docket. 

RcspectfulIy submitted, this 2Znd day of November, 2000, 

-F-Q. f”’ 
Richard D. Melron 
Hopping Oreen Sams & Smith, P A  
P,O. Box 6526 
Tallahassee. FL 323 14 L 

i w (850) 425-2313 

Donna Canzano McNulty 
WorldCorn, Inc. 
325 John Knox Road, Stc. 105 
Tallahassee, FL 32303 
(8SO) 422-2254? 

Dulaney L. U’Roark 1iI 
WoridCom, Inc, 
Six Concourse Parkway 

Atlanta, GA 30328 
- Suite 3200 

(770) 284-5498 

Attorneys for WorldCorn, 1nc. 

.. 

- 5 



BY CERTIFY that a copy of the foregoing was furnished to the following pzrties 
by US. Mail or Hand Delivery (*) this 22nd day of November, 2000. 

Marsha Rule Mark Buechelc 
- AT&T Communications Supra Telecorn 

101 North Monroe Sr. Suite 700 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

13 1 1 Executive Center Drive, Suite 200 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

I 
Nancy €3. White 
d o  Nancy H. Sims 
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
150 S. Monroe St,, Suite 400 
Tallahassee, F13230 1 

Michael A, O m s  
Florida Cable Telecommunications Arm. 
246 E. 6th Avenue 
Tallahassee, FL 32303 

* Kimberly .Csswell 
Verizon Select Services Inc. 
P.O. Box 110, FLTC0007 
Tampa, FL 33601 

Scott S apperstein 
Intermedia Communications, fnc. ' - 
I lntermedia Way 
Tampa, FL 33647 

Nanette EdwarddBrian Musselwhite 
lTC^ Deltacom 
4092 S. Memorial Parkway 
Huntsville, AL 35802 

Petcr DunbadKaren Camrchis 
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CRUCIAL SHORTCOMINGS OF THE "BALANCING CRITICAL VALUE" 
APPROACH TO PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL 

John D Jsckson, Professor of Economics, 
Auburn University, Auburn, AL 36830 

I. Jntroduction 

Section 271 of the Telecommunication Act of 1996 provided for ILEC entu into 
i 

the long distance telephone service market if CLECs were allowed f o  enter the various 
local telephone sepice markets. Thh CLEC entry, in turn, is predicated upon the 
CLECs' ability to purchase frorn the TLEC vsrious sewices cmcial to rheit ability so 
compere in the local market, Consequently, the Act further requires that &G L E C  
provide these seivices to the CLECs at a quality level at least equa! to that thcy provide 
to their own customers or affiliates. Thus, the evaluation of parity in local scrYice 

entral issue in all proceedings concernins TLECs' 271 approra1. 

. 

I 

nce tests, typically based on (some version of)  the LCUO Z 
the cornerstone in the evaluation of service quality provision, 

e not only used to dctenninc whether the TLEC has discriminated 
ice quality provision, they aIso enter into thc dcrerminstion of 

the magnimde of the penalty involved according to several performance assurance plans 
(such as those proposed by SBT, BST, and AT&T). It is this tatter use that has led to the 
development of a "balancing crirical values" * approach to parity testing and performance 
appraisal. 

sewice provision based on B statistical test, he or she can'ey,in'ane of two possible ways. 
They could conclude that discrimination in sewice provision exists when in fact it does 
not, or they codd conclude that discrimination does not exist when in fact it does. 

, Because she null hypothesis of tho test assumes "no discrimination," the foimer error 
involves the rejection of a true null. It is called a type I error, and the probabiliw (or risk) 
of committing such an error is called u. The latter error involves acceptance of a 
hlsc null. It is called a type I1 error, and the probability (ar rlsk) of committing such an 
e m r  is called p, The BCV approach to panty testing amohtu LO determining a cdioal 
value of the test statistic called a balancing critical value (BCV), that equates a with p. 
This principle WES first enunciated by LCUG in the early (pre 1998) stages of p d t y  
testing discussions, but the current version is the result of joint effons of BST's statistical 
,discussions from Ernst and Young and AT&Ts (now retired) statistical expert Coli? 
Mallows. Indeed, a BCV has become an integral part of both AT&T and BST's , 
Performance Assurance Plan 

In'principle, an equal f emor approach is ateactive for (ai ]cast) two 
reasons. First, it'rez&iea a number of difficulties cnccluntered by the alternative 
approach. A number of PAPS, e,g,, SBT's Texas plan, employ a fixed critical value of' 
the test statistic and a K-table in lieu of BCV, Without going into a derailed criticism, the 
K-table corrects for random variation in the test statistic by allowing thc ILEC to fail "k" 
tests per month without penalty, Many CLECB object to this approach because the table is 

When one makes a decision concerning the presence or absence of parity ifi 

, 

- 1 

i 
~ 

I I 

I 
I 

1 
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derived based on an unrealistic alternativa (that the ILEC always provides panty s c ~ c e )  
and because it ignores type I1 enors. Thc BCV approach avoids these criticisms (md 
handles the random variation problem) by employing 8 critical value of the te5t statistic 
that equates the probabilities of committing type I and type f I  errors. 

Second, rfie BCV approach dovetails n 
optimal statistical decision w 

the Objective Of luIbiascd penalty 
error with the costs of makin3 a type I1 One error. wates ILEC representatives the Of are 

the other hand, h 
them, These costs involve n 

ability that it  will not 
value of inappropriate 

le that the BCY approach has a definite allure for  parity testing 
aisal. Unfortunately, operationellzing the BCV upprouch, putting 

the principle into practice, exposm a major flaw which can open Pandora's Box in terms 
of allowing tho ILEC ro tliwart mealtingFtI CLEC conipofition at the /oca2 level. 720 
problem relates ro the key ?ole played by o parameter 8 in delarmhing what critical 
values ofthe tesr statistic will lead IO the rejection ofparity. Theflew is that the vdrre 
given to 6 is arbirrarily determined; Parsdora's Box is opened when S is set equal io  
''large'' vulrres: and all the evidence sU'gesrs that ILECs are inrmt on pursuing exactly 
this strategy. 

11. The Importance of Specifying Delta 

To apply the BCV approach, one must (a) determine an expression for h e  value 
of a assuming the null hypothesis is true, (b> determine an expression for the value of 
assuming the alternative hypothesis is true. and (c) set these WO expressions equal to 
each other so as to solvt for rhc balancing critical value (BCVS of the test statistic that 
equates a and p, Step (a) is easy because the CLEC and ZLEC population means =e 
assumed to be equal -- it does not matter what value they are equal to, just that they are 
equal to each other. The procedure becomes problematic at step (b) because we must , 

have a specific value for the difference between the CLEC and ILEC pOpU1BlatiOn means in 
order to compute p. This is the point in the argument at which statisticians typically cop 
out. Ideally, we would like to compute p based on a means difference that is only jus1 
large moue to be marginally "oompetidvely significant." Statisticims argue that they 

a are in no position to gauge how large means differences should be in order to be 
marginally cnmpetitive significanl, this matt= should bc left to “telephony experts." But 
given a measure of this difference, they can easily compute the BCV md hence 
implement Bn equal probability of Type I and Type I? mors. The AT&T/BST 
statisticians capsulizc the problm as follows: 

2 - 

t 
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2 2  
Ho:pc = gliac = Q, ? (1) 
~ ~ : p ~  = p l  + ~ * ~ , ; ~ : , = X ~ >  

(Clearly, parity service provision~equires both equality of mems and equality of 
variances. The second set of equalities in Ho and HA above allow for discriminarion in 
the form of the CLEC variance exceeding the ILEC variance by a mu1 tipIicative factor A, 
X>1; i,e,, the ILEC provides the CLEC more variable service than it providcs itself. 
While this is certsinly an fmportmnt source of discrimination, it is of only tangential 
imporrance to the problem st hand. Thus, in what follows, the vanaces are asswed to 
be equal; Le,, X=l,) In s view, the CLEC and ILEc means 
differ by an amount eq to 6.a~ under HA. PulJYticalW, under these assumptions5 steps 
(a), @), and (c) lead to the fonnula 

RY= 

Thus 8 is a measure, in units of the SLEC stsxdard deviation, of the extent t o  which 
the ILEC mean exceeds the CLEC mean (or, conversely). As such, specifying 8 
specifies the difference betvean the CLEC and ILEC means that would be 
marginally competitively significant in affecting local scrvicc compeiftion. Further, 
specifying delta is integra1 to determining the BCV. It foolla\fs immediately that, 
since parity is rejected if the  computed value of the test statistic "exceeds" the BCV, 
rha value chosen for S can determine the outcome of the test. 

While the statistician may not be in a position to accurately specify 6, he or she is 
certainly able to evaluate the impact of choosing a particular 6 on parity testing. Before 
turning to this question, howevsr,.let <s examine briefly the ability of ''telephony experts'' 
10 specify 6. In the past, BST "experts" have suggested that 6 should equal 1 ; more 
recently (in the Florida Strawman proposal) a vdue o€ 0,5 hss been pur foward. No 
explanation has been offered as to haw these numbers were derived. The following 
scenario is not out of the question: One day the chief ILEC negotiator phones one of his 
engineers and asks, '"cy Joe, suppose our average senice provision waa about one 
srnndsrd deviation better than what we provide the CLECs on average. Would sha? 
difference be competitively significant?" Joe thinks €or a minute and responds, "Yeah, it 
probably would be, bur let me chcck wirh Bill to see what he thinks. Hey, Bill,.,'' Tu 
make a long story short, let's suppose that Bill and whoever else he consults concur, The 
value of 6 has now been established, in the ILEC's mind, as 1 Admittedly, there is no 
real evidence to support this conjecture; but equally, there is no red evidence rehting it, 
either. That h one of the problems, ILEGs provide no evidence from their ''telephony 
experts'' at all. 

Charitably, the ILEC may simply have asked its experts the wrong question. It is 
probably true that selecting 6-1, produces a means difference, 1 * ~ ,  that i s  competitively 
significant. But the important question is whether his  is the least possible means 
d i f f m c c  that would be competitively SigriifiCMt* If one is willing to acccpr values of 6 
that lead to inframarginal differences in competitive significance, then there is an infinity 
of equally l&timste values that 6 could take an, For example, if b=l results in a 
competitively significant means difierence (1 *CY), then so would valucs Of 8=2,3,4, . . ., 
because they would lend to larger means,differences than that given by 6= 1 ( L e ,  2 w ,  

equal under Ho and 

L 
(2 1 

I 

- 3 
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3*a, hs,  . . .). Thus, specifying infimarginal values for 6 becomes completely arbitrary, 
So that such vdues can contribute nothing to tho soIution of paGity tesGng problems. The 
real question is how small can 6 be made and the resulting means difference be 
CompetiGyelY s@ifica& Is it possible for means differences resulting from 6 values of 
O.f,0,25, or 0.1 to be competitively 6ignificant differences? It is the value of S &at 
leads t o  the marginally competitively significant means 
because it is the o 
competitive sipiff cane 
For this reason, establis 

rCnCe that we require, 

that it is not possible at this time to accu 

"competitive significance" can be based an nothing but conjechire. 

I 

111. The Statistical Consequences of Choosing a 8 That is "'Too Large" 

Now consfder the impact on parity testing of the ZLEC's choice of 6=1 rather than 
some, more appropriate, smaller number. The answer, in a nutshell, io this: the larger 6 ,  
the more extmsive is the ILEC's carte blanche to rhwan local cornpatitian, The rationale 
is as follows: (i) Larger valdes of S indicate k g e r  differences in SQM means. (ii) The 
larger the means diff'es-ence, the less likely the comnission af a type 11 d r z  i.e., thu' 
lawer is p.' (iii) Smaller values of p require smaIIcr values of a to  balance the two risks. 
(iv) Since a is not only the probability of committing a type I error but also the lave1 of 
significance ofthe test, smaller values of a imply Iarger critical values ofthe test statistic. 
fv) Since larger ~ = P T L S  difkences imply greater disuimination and since larger critical 
values of the test statistic make rejection of pariv less likely, larger va~ues Qf Q permit 
greeter diskmhation by thc ILEC without its incurring a penalty. To see points (i)- (iV) 
more clearly, consids the P i p e  I ,  The figure contains fhree sets of graphs with two 
graphs in each set. For each set, the upper graph o m  be considered 8s the distribution af 
ILEC sample means and the lawer graph, as &e distnbuiion of CLEC sample means. 
Thc service being analyzed is assuined to be one in which larger numbers mean worse 
performance, Thus, in accordance with equations 1, the mean of the ILEC dirvibution is 
p and the mean of the CLEC distriburivn is  p + h ,  In the upper set of graphs, S=1, in the 
middle set, 6-0.5, and in tfit lowest set, s30.25. 

Oraphicdly, dettmining the balancing critical value is easy. The probability of CI 
type I enoris simply the area under the L E C  curve to the right of X* (ILEC sample 
means so large that they give the appearance of non-parity when parity is in fact the 
case), a id  the probability of a Type I1 mor is the area under the CLEC curve to the left 



~ 
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of X* (CLEC sample means so smdl that they give the appearance of parity when it is . 
not auIy the case). Determining fne balancing critical value simply amounts to adjusring 
the dashed vertical line -- the one labeled BCV and the one that defines X4 -- so as to 
equalize these two areas. Also note. that even though the distributions are not nomalized, 

and conversely, 

hypothesis that 6=1, Here, the CLEC me& is a relatively large distance above the lLEC 
mean. n u s  the BCV will determine a and p errors that are relatively small, indicating 
that the BCV itself will be relatively large in absolute value. Inmitively, since the CLEC 
mean is a relatively large distance above the ILEC mean, we are not vc3y likely to 
commit a Type iI error, that is, pis likely to be small. Consequently, a must also be 

~ small tb equal PI and small a's correspond to large (in PZb60!UtQ value) antkal values of 
the test statistic. 

In comparison, consider the middle set of graphs. All facton are assumed IO be 
the same as in the upper Bet exoept that now the CLEC meen is closer to the ILEC mean, 
541.5 rather than 6-1. Relative to the first case, rhis increased proximity will lead to an 
increased P-risk snd a BCV that cuts off larger arcas in the tails of both distributions. 
Note that the larger a would correspond to a srnalbr (in absolute value) critical value of 

llaws that larger a (-p> arcas imply smaller (in &solute value) critical values, 

Now consider the upper set of graphs which havs been constructed under the 

the test statistic. 
Finally, note that thc lowest set of graphs reinforces these notions. Again, 

everything is assumed to be the same as in the two earlier cases except that nolv the 
CLEC mean is closes still to the ILEC mean, 6=0.25, Again, because ofthis increased 
Droximity, the .a- and p-risks are high= and the resulting BCV lower (in absolute value) 
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Let us begin by assuming Khat 6=1 I and let us assume that the ILEC sample size is 
sufficiently large so that the term (Ilnl) in the denominator of (3) can be taken to be zero. 
Under these assumptions, the BCV depends only on 6 and the CLEC sample size, 
Consider some typical CLEC sample size values, and noto the implied values of BCV 
and the concomitant level of significance a (=PI: 

ncl= 50 3 BCV = -3.54 =;$ a = p 

nc= 500 3 BCV - -1 1,18 3 a = p = 2.5*10-2g 
nc= l 0 0 0 s B C V - - l 5 . 8 1  ; Ja=p= 1.3*10-54 

It shouId be clear that, €or very reasonable CLEC sample sizes, when 6=1, the 
ATBTBST BCV approach yields unacceptably large (in absolute valuo) critics1 values 
and unacceptably small levels of significance. Put inta perspective, the FCC has 
suggested that a-0.05 (CV=-1.645) is a reasonable sigdfioance level to undertake 
statistical tests of parity. Some ILEC proposals have suggested ~ ~ 0 . 0 2 5  (CV=- 1.96) or 
even a4.01 (CVs.2.365). But no bonaj5de statistician could hanestly recommend that 
it would be Teasonable to conduct a simple means difference test ax nnything2maller thsn 
the a=D.OI level of significance -- that is, until now. By requiring +I,  BST has 
implicitly required that the level of sipificance be V50h of the minimum acceptable 
level and 1/250hof an appropriate level -- in their best case scenario (nc = 50). For more 
reasonable sample sizes, the implications art even more,outragcous. And these results 
are not an &fact of the simplifying assumptions used in the above analysis. BST 
analyzed 54 pariry tests on two SQMs using April 1999 data for the state of Louisiana, 
with S=1. They report B minimum BCV of -73 (I) and a median BCV of -3,,74, implying 

' thai half of the rests were undertaken at a level of significance less than ,00009. Indeed, 
roughly 31'4' s of the tests were undertaken at less than the recommended .05 level of 

These same conclusions also obtain in the case of 6 ~ 0 . 5 ,  although to a lesser. 

.OW2 
= 100 3 BCV = -5.00 cz - p =.0000003 

~ , , - ~ O ~ ~ B C V - - S , G ~ . = . U -  p=2.3*10.16 

significance. 'These results indicate that. regardless of the opinion of 
expellts," the idea that 6=1 can be rejectd based QII its statistical imp f=Phony 

s alonc. 

degree. Recall that this is the value of 6 that BST has put forward in their Florida 
"Strawman" proposal, If we repeat the above experiment with 8-0,5, we find the 
following: 

~ ~ 5 0  3 BCV = -1.77 j a=p= .038 
nc = 100 s 3CV = -2.50 a a = p 
nc = 300 * BCV - -4,33 3 a - p = ,000007 

,0062 

nc L 500 3 BCV e -5.59 3 u P E ,000OOOOI 
nc= 1000 s BCV = -7,91 3 Q p 3 1.3*10'" 

Again, excdpt for the nc=50 cme, all significance levels ore less than the minimum 
acceptable level, and even for the n ~ = 5 0  case, the significance level is less than the 
recommended ,05 level. Thus, for the reasons mentioned above, S=0.5 must be rejected 
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on the grounds of its statistical implications as too big, (We acknowledge that these 
numbers do not dovttail with those in examples found in Appendix D of the BST 
proposal, Tbey do, however, dovetail with the numbers wc compute using that same data 
but appropriate, ezact, formulae from other sources.) 

0.25 for 6. Replicating the above expedrnmnt for 6 4 2 5  yields 
Finatly, prior to his retirement, AT&T's Colin Mallows recommended a value of 

. , ~ = 5 0 ~ B C V = - 0 , 8 8 ~ a = P = . 1 9  
IQ= 100 a BCV -1.25 * a * p -106 

300 =$ BCV = -2,16 3 a = p 5.015 
= -2.80 3 a = p = ,0026 

results are considerably more 
ingtoncts whcro ric;>100, the levels of 
particularly important since bothAT&T 

t statistics up through many deep testing 
so that large CLEC sample sizes &re to be . 
ts in the previously mentioned BST 

I 
4 

1 
1 

j 

examples are in excess of ~ ~ 3 0 0 . )  

1V. Implieations for Parity Testing, Perform&ncc Appraisal, 
and thc Prospects for Operationalizing Equal Risk 

1 
- 

T h e  practical import the above statistical results concerning parity resting should 
bo obvious: The larger the v 
the extent of discrimination 
penalty pa*ent. An example will illustrate: The ILEC owes a penalty when the 
computed value of the test statisCic exceeds the BCV. Far simplicity, assume the test 
statistic is the LCUG 2 - and that - n ~ c +  m. Thus a penalty is owed if 

of we pester the m e k  difference, i x e A ?  the seater 
nsf the CLEC, p-itted the ILEC before it is subject to a 

XCLEC - X , L E C  f ? -  2 BCY 
(3) 

... . . ,. . . . . . .  
. .  . .. . . .  
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regrettable this ~ ~ i c ~ r n e  i?. The value of 6 is not something to be bargained over any 
more than the value of x is something to be voted on. Agpointcd out in section 11, 6 is 
the difference between mean CLEC and ILEC performance levels, measured in units of 
the ILEC standard deviation, that would be marginally competitively significant. Ideally, 
its value for many different SQMs would be the subject of sm'ous study by statisticians, 

Ilowing day. Because we 

I 

r' 

(call it Z+) and the BCV (the parity 

ch decreases the 

S: the ILEC can mnipulute pendrypayments In such a way rr5 to circumvent the inlettt of 
even she most adroit state oversight agencies. Other plans involving 6 and the BCV (e.g,, 
AT&T's), while more re 
disparity in -a real world en 
CLEC remedy proposals t 
But WorldCom is becorni 
splitting the difference betwc 
considered analysis of th 
marketplace. 

otential of not reflectins the ham of 
ike WorldCom have agreed in joinr' 
1 as a BCV individual CLEC results. 

ed, as it should well be, that regulators are 
C proposals for BCV's without any 

of cQmpetirivc 5ignifIcan~c on += 
V. Can Equal Risk Be Made Operational? 

In principle, fhe BCV approach is indeed a beautifid drcam. 1~ eliminates thc 
problem of random variation, and it reduces to zero the expected value o f  inappropriate 
penalty payments. Unfortunately, rhe crucial paramcter 6 cannoe be unambiguously 
determined, there is an incentive on the part of the ILEC (CLECs) to inflate (deflate) 8, 
and making the value of 6 B bmgaining chip destroys the statistical le&imscy of parity 
testing and performance appraisal. Thc ILEC cannot be exptczed to make an enlightened 
choice of 6 be$ause it  has scant experience with competition. The CLECs cannot be 
expected to make an enlighrened choice of 6 because they have limited oxperience in 
terns of contracting with the ILEC and with providing scrvices in the lmal marker. 
Since the kind of research needed to obtain an cnliyhtcned choice crf S is not possible at 

9 
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the present time, and since cdnjecture and negotiation clearly incorporate incentives to game the system, some CLECs (in particular, WarldCom) porrv that u on e-sJf;se-fir.wzlZ - 
BCV cnn ever be made pnemtionai 

For a moment, let us suspend disbelief and suppose that a BCV -- even with all its 
potential pitfalls -- is adopted. Would this be a good thing for the CLEO, the ILECs, the 
state regulatory agencies, or society as a whole? Even Ignoring all of the problems 
brought to li@t up to now, the answer 
of all the impediments thar the various plans place befare it, competi*ion still 

etition implies larger CLBC orders, and lager CLEC orders 
if t h e  II errors, ceteris parfbus. 

lower balancing values of a, which in turn imply larger B 

fh "No!" m e  is why: Suppose *€kt i* spite 

t kwer YalUeS af P imply 
. the 

ition will make it less likely to judge B given means 

d by the ILEC to its o m  customers 
minatory or it is not, The 
0 with this inference. For 

mination. This o o r r r a q u ~ c s  is clearly unacccptable. A 

n s t 4 d  have n 
M y  of BCVs is even more uncertain than its short run 


