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PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME.
My name is Karen Kinard. My business address is 8521 Leesburg Pike, Vienna, -
Virginia 22182. Tam employed by WorldCom, Inc. (“WorldCom”) as a Senior

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

' National Carrier Policy and Planning organization,

PLEASE PROVIDE INFORMATION ON YOUR BACKGROUND AND

"EXPERIENCE. ‘

Iam .respohsible for performance measuremeht 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 Sérv_ice Quality

- Measurement document. Ihave held various positions since joining WorldCom's

(then MCTI’s) Local Initiatives group in June 1996, including leading a team that- |
provided subject matter expertise during the first round of interconnection

agreement negotiations.
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Before joining WorldCorn,’ I was an editor for eleven years at
' Telecommunications ‘Repor‘t's (“TR”), covering technology, state regulétiorl,

access charge issues, and jurisdictional cost separations policy. T also held the .

position of chief technolo gy editor and other top editorial positions, including
serving as the principal editor of TR's Communications Business and Finance and.
Cable-Telco Competmon Report newsletters. I mmated TR's Commumcatlons

B11hng Report newsletter before joining Ph1111ps Busmess Internatlonal'

: Commumcatlons Today daﬂy electromc newsletter in 1995 as‘its chief Federal

' Communications Commission (“FCC”) correspondent. From 1976 to 1984,_1

served in various p‘ositiorls as an aide to the Congressman for the Seventh District
of Pennsylvania, including Press Secretary and Legislative.Assistant for

telecommunications policy and bairking.

i received my Masters of Science degree in Telecommunications Policy arld'
Management from George vWaShington University in 1984. I receiveo a
Baehelors of Science degree in Commuhioatione from West Ches’rer University rn:
197‘5; I also hold a paralegal oertiﬁcate in Corporate Law from Widener ‘

University.

WHAT IS YOUR EXPERIENCE IN PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS

} WORK IN OTHER JURISDICTIONS?

I have been WorldCom s lead representatl've in carrier-to-carrier performance

measurement and remedy collaboratives, have made metric presentations, and

~have testified or filed comments in many state proceedings since 1998. State
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proceedings in which I have participated include those held in Florida, Louisiana,

- North Carolina, Ten}nessee,New York, Pennsylvania, Massachusetts, New J efsey; ,
| - Virginia, Marylarid, Illinois, Michigan, Ohio, Indiana, Col,o‘rado 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 ha\}e made preéentations and

informally discussed metrics and remedy issues with FCC and Department of

- Justice staff at their request and in ex pe.rtes, either done jointly with other LCUG

,memberélorhso,‘lely.for WorldCom.

| WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY?

VThe 1mmed1ate purpose of my testlmony isto respond to the Tes‘umony of -
BellSouth witness Alphonso Varner filed with the Kentucky Public Service
Commission (“Comrmssion”) on May 18, 2001. Several major concems about
BellSouth’s Self- effectuatlng Enforcement Plan (“SEEM”) also are expressed at
the end of my comments My greater purpose is to ass1st the Comnnssmn in
determining whether BellSouth Telecommunications, In_c. (“BellS,odth”) has met
the requirements of 47 US.C. §271 (c) (2) (B). The Cor’nmiss'-ion haé a. |
COﬁsultétive role ;vith respecf fo Bellsouth’s appﬁcation, as_' described in.47

US.C. §271 (d) 2) (B).

WHAT PORTION OF MR. VARNER’S TESTIMONY DO YOU

ADDRESS?

That portion that deals with the interim'and ermanent Service ualitg

,M%@ﬂllﬂm.bi_)up_mposed by BellSouth In so domg, I mamly focus on

the interim SQM.
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. / CLECs than even the interim SQM provides. See Direct Testlmonv of Alphonso

- J. Vamer atp. 5. Thus BellSouth demonstrates that it intends to backslide from

'DOES THIS MEAN THAT WORLDCOM AGREES WITH THE REST OF
MR VARNER’S TESTIMONY" '

Not at all. Certamly WorldCom disagrees with the oontentionnthat interLATA

'entr‘ybby BellSouth is in the public interest., WorldCom also agrees with AT&T

Cand other parties who take issue with BellSouth’s proposed penalties. Moreovef

‘my focus in this testlmony on the 1nter1m SQM does not mean that BellSouth’s

proposed permanent SQM is adequate Indeed the opp051te conclus1on should,be\

e

_drawn. /BellSouth has proposed a permanent” SQM that offers less protect1on to

even those commitments that it proposes in the interim SQM.

Performance measurements are vital to the development of local competition;

however, there are so many issues involved in a 271 proceeding that perforfnance

. 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 detennining apptopriate performance "

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

should approVe permanent metrics before 271 approval is confefred'.d The

penna‘nent metrics this commission should adopt need to go beyond BellSouth’s

‘ 1nter1m plan and not backtread on metrics and benchmarks already hard won by

CLECs before they have barely been reported

i
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DOES WORLDCOM BELIEVE THAT ONLY THE GEORGIA THIRD

, k PARTY TEST SHOULD BE REVIEWED BY THE COMMISSION IN
~ DETERMINING IF BELLSOUTH’S PERFORMANCE 1S ADEQUATE?-

No. Mr Varner neglects to discuss the Florida ThirdﬂP‘arty 0SS Test which is

more comprehensrve than the Georgia proceedmg and actually tests the OSS that

CLECs like WorldCom will use. Moreover BellSouth’s performance w1th regard ‘

| to WorldCom s Georgta remdentral local service, whrch is an actual commercral
m

P

launch inStead of a test Whose parameters are set by BellSouth, provrdes and wrll

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

testimony provided by WorldCom.) This Commission at the very least should”
await the'Florlda Public Service Commission’s evaluation of the additional |

Georgta metrics, and of the further drsaggregatrons and new busrness rules )

' denved from the KPMG testing in both Georgra and Flonda

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

‘PERFORMANCE(p 9 R "\

Noj BellSouth‘s current metrics _have_flaws in business rules and calculations,
inappropriate retail analo gs, lower benchmarks than most ILECs, and are missing
metrics that cover all the important dependencies CLECs 'operating in Kentucl{y .

have on BellSouth’s services, facrlttles and Operatronal Support Systems

SHOULD THERE BE ADDITIONAL METRICS‘7 '

Yes:. Along wrth better pricing and improved 0SS functlonahty, enhanced
M

performance measurements standards and remedies wﬂl be cntrcal factors in
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Md sometimes evehLlo’caﬂ/semc/ethmEt_tm\nthen the ILEC

enabhng CLECs to enter the Kentucky local market, partlcularlL%‘emdential

‘ market Many of the metric revisions and new metrics (particularly those

: mvolvmg software validation and error correctlon and timely completion notices)

are geared toward ensuring that CLECs’ market entry'dOes not run irito many of - »

the same impedirnents encountered elsewhere. These impediments have slowed

CLECs’ growth in the res1dent1a1 market They also have armed customersw1th

rongly concluded that a customer was not paying its bills, when in fact the

customer had been sWitch_ed,_to a CLEC and was,psying the CLEC’s bills.

HOW WILL INADEQUACIES IN BELLSOUTH’S METRICS AFFECT
WORLDCOM" : \ o

In mrd—May 2001 the MCI division of WorldCom launched 1ts first re51dent1a1
service offering in BellSouth territory, usmg the unbundled network platform— |
platform (“UNE P”) mode of dehvery m Georgia As Ms Lichtenberg s

“testimony notes, MCI U_NE-P customers have experlenced an alanmngly high -

- number of dialtone losses shortly after cohversion For ’conversion of an existi-ng E
W .

BellSouth customer hne to MCI usmg the UNE-P, the loss of dialtone should be

con51dered unacceptable 1f not unfathomable

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

~ Compl.etion metric, MCl is concerned that it will understate the problem. First,

MCI believes thztt a number of these problems are being Wrongly' classified as

CPE (Customers Premises Equipment) or TNF (Trouble Not Found) designations,

_ . g Wﬁwvﬂdg ;\gt/

3
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resrdentlal ‘and business services. By comblmng these serwces, more drspatc_h

: order process in whrch the “N” (New) and “D” (Drsconnect) orders get out of

. sequence and the hne 1S physrcally drsconnected before the CLEC 1s de51 gnated as

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

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

_ provisioning metrics 50 CLECs‘ can monitor Whether they seem unusually high
thus requlnng an exammatlon of the raw data Further even if the lost draltone

vproblems do get recorded as troubles, BellSouth 1t ges_p ity by combrmng reta11 "

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

losses are involved. This will mask a problem that can c‘ausenew MCI customers . -
. . - . A /f"

Also, MCI?uspects that there is an unneCessary two-part B

to revert to BellSout i

the new carrier for the customer. : The problem is very similar to one MCI faced in

'Texas where such dlaltone losses were understated in SBC- SWBT reportmg by

the hundreds due to thrs same. exclusron process. Most 1mportant1y, BellSouth’s

§ trouble closure reports prov1de narratives only and do not include the trouble

disposition and cause codes that drive these exclusions.

L Whrle the retail analo g needs ﬁxmg and coding of CPE/TNF dlsposmons needs to f

be reported and double-checked, MCI would 11ke to see the process ﬁxed s0

‘ Vproblems W111 not put customers at risk of losing draltone A one—order process -

will keep both the problem from recumng and BellSouth from paying any
remedres for- Troubles within 30 Days of Service Order Actrvrty for what should vv |

be simple UNE-P migrations
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WHY IS IT IMPORTANT FOR THE METRICS IN A PERFORMANCE

'MEASUREMENT PLAN TO BE COMPREHENSIVE"

A performance measurement plan needs to be comprehenswe because significant

gaps in coverage can make it extraordinarily difficult and time-consuming to

- detect and deter below-parity perfomlant:e. When an area of BellSouth’ks

i S

performance is not covered by a metnc the primary tool avarlable to a CLEC to ‘

remedy poor performance s an action to enforce the narheq interconn Pr'h..n
£

agreement Enforcement actions based on drsparate treatment can be uph1ll
Py

battles because the CLEC miust prove that BellSouth is prov1d1ng better serv1ce to

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

" CLEC must somehow obtain accnrate internal BellSouth information concerning |

the service: 1t provrdes to 1tself its customers or its afﬁhates Even if this can be

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

~ the availability of expedrted dlspute resolutron) whrch typrcally is far too long for

- aCLEC attemptmg to solve an, nnmedrate problem affectmg its busmess

Comprehens_rve performance metrics therefore go hand in hand wrth‘the potential .

for broad scale entry into the local market. '

Thrs is exactly the vrew provrded by the Department of Justice in opposmg

P

B approval of BellSouth’s Loursrana 271 apphcatron

- We ﬁnd no ev1dence in the record that BellSouth has committed

- itself in any srgmﬁcant way to specific levels of performance or
fo any enforcement provisions to remedy inadequate
pe_r_fﬁm'rn_—_aa_n_c?e“&ather it appears that, as a general matter, CLECs
who feel that BellSouth’s performance is inadequate would
need to file complaints with the [state] 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
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. issues should be resolved in advance, either in contracts _
- between BellSouth and its.competitors or through regulatory
proceedings. - ' "‘ o S

» Evaluation of the U. S. Departinent of J ustice at 39, ﬁled inlnre AbﬁIiCation of -~

BellSouth Corporation Pursuant to Section 271 of the Communications Act of

1934, as 'amended,v‘ to Prdﬂzide In-Region, InterLATA Services in Louisjana, CC

e Docket No. 97-231.

& . :

’ Thusgmeasureménts should cover all proble_rhé!that can and have arisén ,throﬁ‘gh :

real market experience with: _
.~ (A) Service delivery methods such as resale and individual UNEs (s'uch‘as \
" lodps or transport); UNE combinations (sﬁch as enhanced extended |
' loopS and platfor‘m);\and facilities interqbnnection.”
- (B) Products and processes such as coordinated conversions, various
flavors of xXDSL and line sharing and splitting services, local number
_portability, loo‘p acceptance testing and loop conditioning.
(&) Retail-wholesale relationships inanégement such as OSS speedand =~
- connectivity, help desk responsivéness, database Vupdatei accuracy and
timeliness, and change nianage;ment processes and software error
correction timeliness.
(D) Provisioning status n-otibc_es such as acknowledgements, confirmations,

rejections, completion notices, jeopardy notices and loss notices.

10
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(E) Maintenance responsiveness and capability in Tesolving customer .
" trouble Teports. )
(F)y Billing acouracy' and_completeness for the end user customer and the ‘
CLEc.f

HOW DOES BELLSOUTH?s PERMANENT PLAN (PP 4-5) COMPARE

 WITHITS INTERIM PLAN?

: BellSouth proposes a permanent SQM that has fewer metncs than its proposed '

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

o shortcormng of the 1ntenm plan 1s not, as BellSouth contends that it has too many

.

metrics.. While it is preferable to the permanent plan, it 100 has missing metrics

“and inadequate disaggregations (ie., too few metrics) ‘as well as flawed business

rules Many of the metrics added to the mtenm metrrcs came from the Georgra

Publrc Servrce Commrssron s “rocket docket” decrsron released January 12, 2001 .b '

As Cheryl Bursh’s testrmony for AT&T points out BellSo:h‘hﬂ .
nnplernented the Georgra comrmssmn s order properljfjéi—fd asnot yet begun

: provrdrng all the BellSouth and _CLEC reportrng required by the Georgra order.

. BellSouth has longvstanding business rules prohlems with its SVQM and new
. -problerns in its metrrcs ordered added by the Georgia. comrmssmn I descrrbe the .
s ,former in my attachment KK-A and the latter in my attachment KK—B BellSouth‘ |
, also 1S m1ssmg varrous metncs 1mportant to CLECs (my attachment KK-C)
| ‘ 1nclud1ng as pertam_to rdlsaggregatron (my attachments KK-D and KK—E) and

~ sufficient benchmarks to provide CLECs with a meaningful opportunity to compete

11
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(my attachment KK-F) 1 also take issue with Mr Varner S Exhlblt AJIV- 4
(Correlated/Duphcated Measurements) (my comments are 1ta11c1zed inmy -

’ -attaohment KK-G). .
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: Georgia commission’s 0SS Third-Party'Tesﬁl In fact, the Georgia test has more

the metrics added from the Georgia order have not been validated by the YV

N

open and incompfete issnedesignat’ions than ‘any'pr‘ior RBOC OSS test that has

passed 27‘1 muster at the FCC..

:SHOULD THE COMMISSION ADOPT PERMANENT METRICS
BEFORE OR AFTER 271 APPROVAL"

The Comm1ss10n should approve permanent metncs before 271 approval

BellSouth has been less than cooperatlve in provrdrng CLECS w1th the metncs

" busmess rules dlsaggregatron and benchmarks they need before 271 approval

B Thus itis reasonably antlclpated that BellSouth would be even less cooperatlve -
M— = -

- after 271 approval k thereby requmng even greater efforts 1nclud1ng htrgatlon to

- gain adequate metncs So far, the states in the BellSouth reglon that d1d adopt

metncs have ordered thelr 1mp1ementatron before 271 approval, to motrvate

' comphance wrth the Act s sect1on 251 market opemng requ1rements thatarea

prerequls1te for gettmg to the stage where a 271 apphcatron can be successful

The FCC s prev1ous decisions also stress that the oversrght of state cornm1ss1ons

of these metric and remedy plans to ensure RBOCs are prov1dmg CLECs

adequate protection are a critical factor prornptmg its approval of such

12
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applications. Kentuoky'regulyators have not hed' a chance to rule on appropﬁate‘
metrics aod rexﬁedies, let élone ’(l)I.l“a pfoceés‘ for sueh reviewva‘nd imﬁr’oveme‘r»lt: of
Bellsoufh’s ioteﬁm or p,ermanent plan brdposals. The Commiséion also has not
had a'ehance to .spe'ci-fy ‘fhe need; for annual audits paid for by the &Ominaot can"ier'-
' to ensufe that the 'me.tric's are bejing reported eecuretely.l' Clearly, atthis‘poiint,. the
;type of state o{fefSight regime for a Performance Assurance vPlan» as highiighted by—
| _fhe FCC has pot' yet been pot in place in Kentucky.The Cominiséion needs to o
establish a fofum that will contihue to review gmd reﬁne the nietries based on
'corﬁpetitiVe exoeﬁenees 1n the BellSoﬁth‘ region. ' New Y‘ork aﬁd Texas -have put
a lot of effort 1nto improving lﬁenics addmg new ones and deletlog meffeetlve
ones post- 27 1 approval They also have had adrnmlstratlve law Judges 1nvolved
'm theu: pre -271 metric collaboratlves to ensure that the ILECs made an effort

 toward satlsfymg CLEC requests

- Although a couple of BellSouth stafes have held collaboratives, BellSouth hes ,

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

! 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- con_]unctlon 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 canbe no . -

comparable meastre 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 dévelopment of local cornpetition 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
Communication Act to Provide In-Region, InterLATA Service in New York, CC Docket No. 99-295,
Memorandum Opinion and Order § 54 (released Dec. 22, 1999).

13
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and Department of Justice. It rarely moves off its original starting point in |

negotiationsb with CLECs. Both agencies do not have the’same'operational

expertise as real market cornpetition to work out the details that close 1ooph01es .

~ and create effective metrics The 271 process is no subst1tute for the detailed

g1ve and take needed to craft an effective measure. BellSouth’s only
1mprovements in standards for its metrics have resulted from orders of

commissions, not through responsiveness to CLEC requirements.

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

unwillingness to respond to"the reporting requests of its CLEC eustomers. While |

) BellSouth knows that the CLECs are actrvely liti gattng to gain further-
dlsaggregatlon SO that panty compansons can be trusted, BellSouth touts its new

_ permanent plan as havmg,even fewer metrics than it originally proposed. While

CLECS‘ might agree to etiminate the interim nurnber portability disaggregations,

_ they do- not agree on many other of the 600 dlsaggregatlons BellSouth’

‘ permanent plan Would ehrnmate

' WHAT ARE SOME OF THE SPECIFIC DEFICIENCIES WITH
BELLSOUTH’S PERMANENT SQM PROPOSAL" :

These 271 proceedmg ﬁhngs are the ﬁrst time CLECs have ever seen the changes

and reductlons in benchmarks that BellSouth proposes There has been no forum

to discuss these. Why does BeliSouth 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

14 : | o |

8
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it bcéause the CLECs do not get this ihformation aﬁywhere-geai' parity?

‘BellSouth’s vague claims of system differenceé does not support its case. . |

. As for BellSouth’s sofcalled stricter change manégément delay da&bencﬁhmarks,

CLECs see no 'b'ene_ﬁf ofa 100% standard of no more than an 8 day delay. Eight

- days late is what Verizon uses t0 trigger remedies for its much 1ongef 93 (business
rule) and 66 (technical specification) documentation notifications as compared to
~ 30 days. ‘Bellso"uth complains about the time it takes to code for a new or

Chaﬁged metric while it offers a CLEC as liﬁlegs 22 days notice and .

documentaﬁon to build to a major software change that could affect the CLECs”

entire preorder and ordering capabilities. |

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

 LNPis -sonipthing subject matter experté need to work out in a face-to-face

collaborative, not in a rushed l271',rt11ing.-' This is a"drasti.'c change to propqsed -

- without discussion with CLEC :

| _Speed of AnSwér in the _Ordering Center needs a standard. A CLEC in the North
- Carolina metric ptocée;ding has testified about‘its_rep'eated probléms in.reaching'

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

at parity and as part of the remedy plan. CLEC:s call theOrderihngénter when

they are having problems‘ placing their customer orders. The Ordcrihg Center is

15 -
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' undeniabiy as important to CLECs as the retail centers are to BellSouth’s retail

customers.

As for the propoSed ohange to the hot cut metric, BellSouth will not fix the
interval window as prescribed by the CLECs, but instead proposes an unSpeoiﬁed
longer interval for cuts involving IDLC. ThlS also issue also is the type that -

~ should be disoussed ina oollaborative with an ALJ presiding.j

BellSouth is particularly arrogant in proposing to ‘chaiige the parity plus 2 second

: P_reOidér Resporise Time standard, to Parity Plus 4 seconds. The Georgia - o O

~ Commission based its reconsideration of BellSouth’.si request to move away from
a’oiire parity standard to'one that inoluded'son_ie time forwsecurity ﬁmction‘s,on/ o
CSS Test‘ data.® BellSouth has not explained why it needs the additional t}xto
| seconds, which may riot sound like much time i)ut couldiﬁore th‘an'double the
retail unery times 1ts i*epresentatives‘.reoeive. Seconde are important in making a_.

sale‘and When'performing multiple queries while the .-cuStomer is on the line.

" BellSouth’s proposal to do away with the Percent Coinpletions/Attcmpts Without

Notice or 'Lesé than 24 Hours notice is also of great éoi;cém. 1 added this metric

? " In its Docket No. 7892-U order on recomsideration and clarification of its perfomiaxice

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.”

16
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to the 1998 release of the LCUG SQM Versmn 7 after meetmg with MCI service -

dehvery and sales representatrves who deal with BellSouth These representatrves |

w ,noted that, in many crrcums_tances, BellSouth delivers service with no or httle

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

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

o Completion Intervals. Therefore, Mr. _Varner is absolutely wrong that this -

- problem is picked up andthus resolved elsewhere._ -

’ The two Bona Fide Request metrics also should not be deleted WorldCom ﬁnds

it challengmg enough to gain off the-shelf wholesale products w1thout negotlatrng

dehvery and prices of new products Nevertheless thlS is where the rubber W1ll
~ hit the road, with CLECs dlsttngulshmg thelr local products from what BellSouth. f

'currently offers or in obtaining greater efﬁcrenmes in delivering current products.

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

: 'diffe‘rentiate their local products and provide thern efﬁciently.

' CLECs might agree to let Bellsouth move i't‘-s"»separate LNP metrics to
' drsaggregatlon levels for other metrics, 1f BellSouth fully prov1des such
N dxsaggregatlon for standalone LNP and LNP with two wire 1oop products ,

- BellSouth does not appear to be prov1d1ng such dlsaggregatlon in 1ts proposed

permanent SQM.
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development of the OrdervAccuraey‘metric was critical in‘gaining the New York -

commisSion’s endorsementof Verizon’s 271 application -' Through the New York o |

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

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

approval. |

any metnc plan proceedmg that adequately protects CLECs from BellSouth’

markets.-. .

- And once again, BeliSouth is ti’ying to rid itsetf of the Georgia Order Accuracy
© | metric, which neéd_s improvements,‘as rnentioned below, not elimination. The
L ,Camer-to-Carner monthly meetmgs CLECs also have had contmumg mput to

' 'Serv1ce Request) to ensure that manual handhng has not 1ntroduced errors.

- Discussions are even underway to move from a manual samplmg to an automated

| These are j‘usta few of the prohlems with BellSouth’s proposed permanent SQM.
I will not go into them all as I hooe the COmmission can'see through BeHSouth’s
assurances that 1ts just maklng the metrics easier for the Commission to rev1ew

. The mtenm SQM and not its permanent proposal should be the startmg pomt for.

) 1ncent1ves and ablhty to keep competltors from galmng mroads in 1ts local '

- WHAT METRICS CRITICAL TO CLECs ARE MISSING FROM THE

INTERIM METRIC PROPOSAL?

A number of r'netn'cs still need to be added to BellSouth’s interim SQM: .‘

-

- 18
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- 271 approval, when other ILECs move forward in improifing metrics pos.t-271 : L
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Addition‘al Ordering Measures

Mean Trme to. Provrde Response to Request for BellSouth-to CLEC Trunks
Percent Res; onses to Re uests for BellSouth to- CLEC Trunks Prov1ded wrthm 7

Days

-Percent Negatlve Responses 10 Requests for BellSouth—to CLEC Trunks '

- CLECs cannot expand Wlthout adequate trunk capacrty 1nbound from the ILEC as
well as outbound to the ILEC ILEC delays in prov1d1ng remprocal trunks or

: delays in prov1d1ng 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 hlocking
on mbound calls to all CLEC local customers in the area. ILEC delays on trunk

resizing keep CLECs from growmg market share. The proposed measures in th1s

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

~email or as an Access Service Request (“ASR”).

* 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’-’ rnetric

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

' time. Fmally, the “Percent Negatlve Responses to Requests for BellSouth-to- -

CLEC Trunks” metric would allow trackmg of BellSouth I ectrons of CLEC

" requests for more eapacity These are not rejections for CLEC eITors. but cases

where BellSouth argues that addrtronal trunks are not needed. BellSouth’s pollcy

is that it is approprlate to begm trunk augmentation of a final trunk group when

.19
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' ut1112at1on reaches 75- 85% CLEC growth 1S more dynarmc than BellSouth’s and |

a 50% ﬁll can qulckly move to blockmg levels with the addmon of one large k

‘ customer. That is, when ut1112at1on reaches 50%, 1t is prudent to plan for trunk
- augmentation because merely adding one large customer can easily bump up

- blockage levels to 85% or higher. The addition of customers with hi gh inhound

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

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

busy hours but not other times of day. |

‘Additional Provisioning Measures

" Percent of Hot Cuts Not Working as Initiatlly Previsioned

- This metnc captures when loops are prov151oned on- tlme but are not workmg

Often CLECs cannot lo g a trouble report until-the order is ~completed in the

- ILEC’s b1lhng_system, »and that may take tnany hours or days. Consequently?

these provis‘io—ning troubles are undeteetable by BellSouth’s current performance :

measures.

* Mean Time to Restore a Customer to the ILEC

Percent of Customers Restored to the ILEC

These metrics measure the speed of restormg service to BellSouth When a ‘

' .customer conversion fails and the percent of accurate port-backs to BellSouth
-when necessary. Customers need to have service and may ot be able to wait for

~ 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

metric.

20
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- Call Abandonment Rate Orden Ing and Prov151omng
Call Abandonment Rate -Mamtenance ‘

BellSouth only captures the call center response t1me for customers who wait for '

their calls to be completed. The number of c_ustomers 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

' frustration.

Percent Successful xDSL Service Testing

: ,BellSouth has-omitted a measure of whether the cooperative tests conducted show

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

'XDSL loops to determine if BellSouth has do'ne all the appropriate work to
,:prov1de connectivity. lee coordinated (hot) cuts, thlS acceptance process also
Vshould be part of the end time measurement for Average Completlon Interval and
»'Mrssed Appomtment metncs for xDSL loops, but 1t is not in BellSouth’

_ proposal. In New York, Venzon measures for both CLECs that use and do not

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

.. service.

" BellSouth should measure the percent of successful XDSL coOperative testing.

Srmﬂar to the defectlve loop metric for coordmated cuts tl'us measure would p1ck

‘ up how often an xDSL loop that is not workmg is dehvered to the CLEC. J oint
» | testing between CLEC and ILEC i is essential in prov1d1ng timely workmg xDSL -

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

21 ' S
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' ~ timeliness in making the needed modifications or performing the necessary de-

‘ 1ncluded in BellSouth s 1nter1m SQM but this test does not show the percent of

t1mes the testmg showed the xDSL loop to be workmg when dehvered

" Percent Completlon of T1melv Loop Mod1ﬁcat10n/Cond1tlon1ng on xDSL loops

: Some loops requlre mod1ﬁcat1on or condltlonmg before they can be used to

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

ICOnditi‘oning. ‘There is'the need for a metric or at least disaggregation forinterval

o metncs and held orders for loop prov131omng where cond1t1omng is requlred

.Addrtronal Brllmg Measures .

" Percent Blllmg Errors Correc't in X Days

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

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

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

holding up charges or ‘pa’ssirig- on wrong_charges to the customer, for which the

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

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

: »0ther Additional Measures

Percenthesnorise Commitments Met On Time .

_ Even more 1mportant than how qulckly BellSouth representatwes answer the f

phone is how qulckly they answer quesuons or resolve problems CLECs should

»not have to wa1t 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
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address issues with the slow'respons‘e of BellSouth help desks. HoWever, such a

~ measure would not help with issues regarding BellSouth representatives :

accurately interpreting business rules. Help Desk responsiveness on mi'ssing

notrﬁer (confirmations, rej ectron completton) problems is also crucral to CLECs

Venzon s problems in this area led to the mtroductron in the New York metncs of

L a three-day standard for resolvmg such reques'ts. The _Commtssron should adopt a
" measurement and'standard* for responsiyeness to all help desk questions that
impede aC_LEC’s_ ability to place orders or re-sponse to customer status questions

- .about their_ order. BellSouth shouldvbeordered to meet With CLECS to ﬂesh out‘

\

the CLEC’s proposed metnc on help desk responsweness and how to measure the

trmehness and adequacy of the response

Average _Tirne Allotted To Proof Listing Updates Before Publication -

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

 need equal time to proof those hstmg before pubhcatlon Errors n hstmgs could

cause great inconvenience and often serious ﬁnancral harm to CLEC customers

\ThlS metnc would only apply to those 11st1ngs that CLECs do not have full control

over accuracy, i.e. where BellSouth drrectory representatrves key in mformatlon

for the CLEC'_._;_:P_ennsylvahia has ordered a directory proofing metric.

~Percent ILEC VvS. CLEC Changes Made
' BellSouth has not yet mcluded a metric 1n its. SQM that tracks whether it responds
, farrly to CLE_C requests for changes and new funct1onahtres on 1ts 1nterfaces.

© While CLECs prioritize the change requests, BellSouth irhplements these changes

23
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‘whenever it chooses, and it ignores the prioritization. Therefore, the Commission

needs to order Bellsouth fo measure the percentage of BellSouth changesmade

versus the number of CLEC changes made to determme Whether CLEC requests

: for 1nterface changes are bemg 1n1plemented ina fa1r and equrtable manner.

BellSouth has said that the CLECS’ proposed _business rules WOuld not accurately

| ‘ track this problem. This may be so, but the prohlem is severe and needs to be -

tracked and subjected toremedies if discrimination is detected. Perhaps what

needs to occur is to break the metric 1nto parts that determme how long before |

vBellSouth accepts or rej ects the CLEC Change Management proposal, how long it
' takes to glve each approved change a release date, and whether the release occurs _» '

on the specnﬁed release date Of partlcular 1mportance is the length of tlme it

takesBellSouth to implement a type 6 change; that is, a software error caus_lng

problems for the CLEC.

The Commission should require BellSouth to work with CLEC:s in a collaborative

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

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

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

These changes should be adopted and all the notlce types w1th drfferent 1ntervals -

ishould be drsaggregated for reportmg purposes Both these revisions to the -

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

change management metric collaborative.
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Percent Software Certification Failures-

~ This measurement provides some assurance that BellSouth will sufficiently test |

before a system is rolled out. CLECs need to be sure that their 'existirlg systems |

 still will be able td function when BellSouth intr‘oduces..software upgrades.

| Software Problem Resolution Timeliness

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 fype or other

kchanges. Different standards are set based on Whether.there.‘is arwdrk-around for
the problem. Ifa CLEC is prevented from entering orderS5 extremely ptomp_t o
resporrses are 'required. The delay dey meésure captures the degree to which fhe

problem is allowed to continue. ‘Georgia recerrtly ordered BellSouth to.add a »V ~

Software Error Correctien timeliness metric, and the New York and Texas plans

‘also include such a metric. In addltlon the New York plan mcludes a Software

Vahdatlon metnc to ensure that: mterfaces are not launched Whﬂe strll farhng a

- test deck of transactrons that CLECs and Venzon have developed.-

. FROM TIME TO TIME SHOULD THE COMMISSION REVIEW THE

METRICS IT ADOPTS?
Yes. Iti is farr to say that the area of performance measurements still 1 is evolvmg
In some cases, for example BellSouth may (and should) develop new

functronahtles that w111 need to be measured For mstance CLECs need timely

brlhng completron notrces which notrfy an CLEC that BellSouth’s billing system - -

has been adJusted to account for the eustomer mlgratmg to the CLEC, so the -

25 -
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- CLEC may begin billing its customers, sending fulfillment infonnati_on and

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'isfdifferent frorn annuali audits which focus on whether the metric

is being reported properly thh accurate codmg of exclusmns and adherence to

: reporting guidehnes Metnc and remedies plan review is de51 gned to determme if

metrics and Iemedles are sufﬁment as they are or requlre additions deletions or

| modifications to promote competition. The scop_e of the review _should include all

existing metrics. -

 WHAT LEVEL OF DISAGGREGATION DO CLECS SEEK?

CLECs only seck the metrics needed to protect their business plans and
meaningful disaggregation toidete_rmme if discrimination éxists. The geographic
disaggregation being sought is at the MSA (metiopolitan statistical area)«level

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

competitwe areas of the state are combined real chspanties in performance w111 be

_ .hidden CLECs do not havc the retail data to determme when geographical

disaggregation makes a difference and when it does not. If BellSouth
¢

' beheves that dtsaggregation by MSA is meamngless it should supply the data for
a period of time to show this, or it should have an unbiased third-party ,analyze the

- relationship of performance to geographic location.

26
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Tn the New York Third Party OSS test, KPMG recommended the disaggregation

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

because KPMG’s study of the data showed d1fferences in performance between

Manhattan s hlghly competmve market and the rest of the state POTs services -

already were d1saggregated into ﬁve areas_m New York for retaﬂ performance -

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

Platfortn) reporting. Such disaggregationvis vital for provisioning and

" maintenance metrics. The Commission should focus on whether the
disaggregation requested serves a purpose in making apples-to-apples

: cOrnparisons 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

excesswe aggregatlon against themin a 271 proceedmg by explalmng that itis

missing average interval memcs repeatedly because of dlfferences in order mix as

co.mpared' to CLECS. “This concern is not eonjecture on the CLECs’ part, but i isa

fact learned from Verizon’s two successful applications for 271 appkr-oval, where

~ that ILEC clairned that failures of its ayerage interval metrics were due to . .

differences 1n (1) order mix (CLECs were_ ordering more _fonr-day- interval

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

and (2) geo graphy.‘ Verizon .ptovided independent studies of samples of its retail

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

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

~
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* and wholesale éerviee-requests that the CLECs did not have'time to analyze and-
offer eounter studies.* D1saggregatlon will protect BellSouth from wrongly bemg
accused of dlscnmmatmn _]LlSt as much as it will help the CLECs detect real

discrimination.

The C‘LE‘CS cannot believe that the disag'gregation they request ean be more ]
' demanding on coﬁtputer processing and (:apac;ity5 than the statistieaI testin;g dOWn
- 1o the end ofﬁce that BellSouth has elected to do There must be mulhple
‘ possibly dozens of end offices in each MSA to examine. With the conduct of
| perfnutation testing on sma‘ll sar-rtple sizes, BellSouth muet be using way more

caipaeity than the CLECs’ further disaggregation proposals reciuire. Perhaps if —'

X 'region by region or vice versa.” KPMG Consulting’s New York final report released August 6, 1999, p.
POP8 IV 20. S o o _ h :

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 o
insufficient dlsaggregatmn These issues are (1) for dispatch orders, CLECs are ordering a relatively

. larger share of services and UNEs that have long standard intervals (the “order mix” problem), and (2) for
dispatch orders, CLECs are ordering a relatively larger share of services 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 (Gertner/Bamberger study) to support its claim that its Aveérage Completed Interval data is
flawed for these reasons. We note that although AT&T criticized some aspects of the Gertner/Bamberger

_ 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 datais

flawed, we note that Bell Atlantic’s application is quite different from BellSouth’s Louisiana II 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 provided
services to its retail customers, BellSouth offered no analysis or other evidence that purported to explain.

. why these data might be flawed or to supplement BellSouth’s showing on OSS provisioning.” The

Kentucky CLECs want to avoid this war of studies, and instead-achieve hke-to like comparisons of
geographic and order mix mtervals in this proceeding. : ,

* BeliSouth claxms there are excessive costs at a time when computer processing and database storage costs
are declining dramatically. See Oracle press release, at

" http://www.oracle.com/corporate/press/index.htm1?781743 html
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; ‘BellSouth only ’did its testing down to the MSA level it couldaccommodate

CLECS’ real needs for dlsaggregatlon and save computer costs. Further inthe

Georgla Thll‘d Party OSS Test KPMG found that BellSouth has the tools in place

that enable itto store data in an adequate fashion and scale its data col]ectron

appropnately

BLS has estabhshed procedures for monitoring its avarlable

- storage capacity for online systems; including the
legacy/source systems and the PMAP Systems as well as
procedures for monitoring back up capacity for all systems. -
BLS has also established policies and procedures for
acquiring additional capacity. BLS monitors available

- space on PMAP and can add additional within four weeks.

KPMG Consultzng s anal Report zssued March 20, 2001, VII] A- 7 KPMG also

noted that some of he databases that are part of the PMAP contam data that are '
not requlred for current reportm'g, which could be causmg the problems that the ‘

- CLECs have noted with the responsweness of the PMAP websne In sectlon

VIILAS of its report KPMGsaid: "‘ o ,

BLS populates the tables in Stagmg with snapshots of Barney
~ 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
A d1rect1y into Staging without us1ng Barney ’

DO CLECS HAVE PROBLEMS OPERATING PMAP TO OBTAIN
'REPORTS" :

Yes. BellSouth only allows one submetn'_c 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 tirne, responding with a message

29
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the page could not be found. To pulli one month of metri'es f‘elated to - ‘
WorldC_om’s UNE-P launch in Georgikato'ok hodrs of attention as there kis no wa)t ’
a CLECcan just 'sele:ct the muitiple :metrios'it wants in 2 ?repor't and then allow
“the full report to download. Once the report has downloaded the CLEC must |
~ then demde whether to view the report on the screen, Or download itto a
. preadsheet (wh1ch takes another 15 to 30 seconds ) Some of the reports are " o
: incomplete so if the CLEC selects to view the on-screen dlsplay, itcanbe
\tedious- to try and find the data. If ins_tead the analj;/st chooses to download a
'repoft additional' formatting of the spreadsheet is reqnifed to fully Vtew the data.
o .A CLEC cannot get anythmg remotely near the F CC format filed w1th
E BellSouth s apphcatlon that has all the metncs to gether and what standards of

B performance apply. -

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

»PMAP site w111 be avaﬂable The tlme ﬁame of th1s mamtenance should be

added to the current message regardmg the ,unavaﬂablhty of the system.

'WHAT BUSINES‘S RULES PROPOSED BY BELLSOUTH ARE

DIFFERENT FROM THOSE OF OTHER ILECs THAT HAVE -

"RECEIVED 271 APPROVAL" :
. _ BeHSouth’s\Order Completlon Inteljval' is measured from the receipt of the
confirmation and not from receipt of an error-free order. It ,snrpris‘inglyi hangson

to this ﬂawed business rule, ‘which is at odds w1th how Verizon or SBC measures

order complet1on mtervals and is notwithstanding that the FCC objected to it in

denying BellSouth’s South Carolina and Louisiana 271 petitions. The FCC did
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ot agree with BellSouth’s measurement of average intervals from the start time |

of confirmation issuance;

- We find here, as in the BellSouth South Carolina Order, that a far -
. more meamngful measure of parity is one that measures the
interval from when BellSouth first receives an order to when
* service is installed. From a customer’s perspective, what is
important is the average length of time it takes from when the.
customer first contacts the carrier for service to when that service
is provided. This period of time is a crucial point of companson
between the incumbent's performance and the competing carrier's
performance. Therefore, the most meaningful data would measure -
- the interval from when BellSouth first receives:an order to when -
service is actually installed, regardless of whether or not the order
electromcally flows through BellSouth's operational support
. - systems. This interval can then be compared with the average time
from when BellSouth's own service representatives first submit an
order for service to when BellSouth.completes provision of the
“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 prov1de such a measure in
- future applications.

In the Matter of Application by BellSouth Corporation, e‘t al., Pursuant to ,

" Section 271 of fhe Cominunications Act 0f 1934, as ’amended, To Provide

: Ih-Region, IhterLATA Services I-n‘Louisiana, CC Docket No. 97-231,

: _, Memorandum Opinion and Order, released Febrqary 4,1998, § 44.

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

and SBC, doés 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.
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BellSouth’s Order Accuracy metric also does not describe the sampling

number or process involved. CLECs cannot make a determination

‘ Whether_iheir types of orders are b_eihg sampled at levels that provide .

- statistically valid fesults. BeliSouth also often tries to eliminate this metric

when proposing permanent metrics, which leads to suspicions that order:

accufacy is a"proble‘m area for BéllSouth. BellSouth claims that the

- billing accuracy mvetn'c“does the same joh, but that metric does not piok up
“all errors, only those that require a reduction in charges on the bill. And

“because BellSouth can delay adj'ustments to make billing perfonna.nco -

look better than it really is, the hilling met‘ric' needs to be augmented by

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

BellSouth"s flow th:ough_motﬁc ouly covers orders designed to flow

L throu‘gh‘and,has benchmarks different than those designated by Verizon |

and SBC for Designed F low-Through metrici A total flow through

’”mvetr.ic also is r_equired; :and BellSouth’s proposed Achieved Flow Through |
' hehchmérks- are morh appropriato fof total ﬂon through. The New York
. Performance Assurance Plan apphes a remedy if Verizon does not meet
: 'e1ther an 80% ﬂow through rateor a 95% Achleved Flow-Through Rate..
‘In fact, BellSouth’s overall porformance standards are low. Whlle only a-

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

95 %, about 50% of the metrics imported from the Géorgia décision—~

32




10
RS
12
13
14
‘15
16
17
18
19

20

21
22

23
24
25

26

28

. Q.

| BEEN PROVIDED"

alheit much more than,as Originall)’ pr Oposéd by BellSouth—have

g benchmarks lower than 95%.

V | BellSouth’s Change Control Notes and Documentation Timeliness me{ries |
~have unbehevably short intervals of 30 days, partlcularly compared to '
’ Venzon s93 day (for busmess rule changes) and 66 days (for techmcal

, documentauon) notlce and documentat1on mtervals

ARE THE CLECs’ D'ISSAGREGATION REQUESTS
REASONABLE IN JUDGING WHETHER PARITY SERVICE HAS

Yes. As noted above CLECs are only requestmg sufﬁ01ent |

. di'saggregation to make the me_trics useful, accurate measurements of

whether discrimination in performance exists. CLECs also have'

withdrawn some disaggregations requested based on Mr. Vamer’s

‘ explanations The CLECs’ dlsaggregatlon requests do not even reach

- 5 000, far fewer than the number suggested by Mr Vamer See Dlrect

Testunony of Alphonso I, Vamer,* pp. 63-64.

. DO YOU AGREE WITH BELLSOUTH THAT VARIOUS DSL
'PRODUCTS SHOULD NOT BE DISAGGREGATED?

No BellSouth needs to dlsaggregate its various xDSL products since they cover

*  different service lengths and chfferent 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 perfonnance compared to that - |

- 33 .
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: ‘Aprovided by the affiliate on a product by product basis. Disaggregation for line

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

_ voice providers._

| WHAT OTHER PROBLEMS EXIST REGARDING BELLSOUTH’

DISAGGREGATION LEVELS AND RETAIL A.NALOGS"

: There are a few areas that I would hke to hlghhght for the Comm1ssmn

: Disnatch/Non- 4 ﬁnétch

For many of its proi'isioning and maintenance and repair measures, BellSouth

; inappropri'ately comp'ares UNE Loops to retail'dispatch services.‘ .Physicaliwork

done ma central ofﬁce which i 1s all that i s requlred of many UNE mlgratlon

orders should not be compared to work done in the ﬁeld mcludmg at the _

customer premises. If the provxsronmg of aUNE loop requlred ﬁeld work as Wellv
'_ as central ofﬁce work then of course it would be cla551ﬁed asa dlspatch out
 Provisioning and repair meaSures should be drvrde_d into three categones: D

. Switch-based orders, 2) oentral office or “dispatch in,” ahd 3) field work or

“dispatch dut:-’ Please rnovte that these are the relevant rnaj or oategories of

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

FOK/TOK/CPE, for which CLECs seek disaggregation (not all 145' disposition _

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

- Loop Disaggregation .

34

 splitting also is required in addition to line sharing to ensure that BellSouth is not - -
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- DS1 loops' should not be included with DS3 loops becausé BellSouth has diffe;ent ,

intervals for DS1 and DS3 Joops And in maintenance, DS-3’s usually have a-

-higher priority restoral target because of the larger number of customers involved.

EEL Mieration Benchmarks

Variog:s}CLECs have become con‘cemed abbut the time.'it takes BellSouth to

»rconverAt special access circuits to enhanéed extended loops (“EELs”)'. The

standard interval for rnigrations from special apcess to EELs should be 95%' .

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

“benchmark for firm order confirmation ‘timélihes\s'a'nd completion notices should R

be 95% in 5 hours for electronic and 24 hours for manual fof ¢ach‘ metric. CLECs
also seek measurerhent v’of how quickly BéllSduth would change»billin_g rates from
special access to EELs, ‘pfoposing a st_andard of 95% within 30 days from re_céipt i

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

EELs conversions should be measured in Kenmcky as well.
© Retail A'nalog' s

BellSouth offers as 1ts retall analog for UNE Combo Other” the combmatlon of
'retall res1dence busmess and de51gn d1spatch Obv1ous1y a cornbmatlon of every

' Yserv1ce offered by BellSouth is not the appropnate analog for any partlcular

service.

Q. UNDER WHAT CIRCUMSTANCES WOULD IT BE APPROPRIATE TO
COMPARE BELLSOUTH’s PERFORMANCE TO ITS AFF ILIATES WITH
BELLSOUTH’s PERFORMAN CE TO CLECs?
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Any tim;ewBeHSouth’_s afﬁliates resell BellSouthfs _retz_tﬂ services of bny‘the 'same,

| types of interconnection services or UNESs, i_tis' appropriate to: compare the |
afﬁliate’s‘treatlnent to the way BeilSouth’s.CLP competitors are'treated‘. The Act
requ1res BellSouth to prov1de mterconnectmn with 1ts network that 1s at lleast -

'equal in quahty to that prov1ded by [BellSouth] to 1tself or to any submdlary,

affiliate, or any.oth‘er party to WhJCh ‘[BeHSouth] prov1des mterconnectxon.” Act, §

251(c)2)(C). The Act also requires Bel'vISout_h to provide nondiscrimtnatory

access to netWork elements. Act, § 25 1(c)(3). The FCC has interpreted this -

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

UNE that an ILEC provides to a'requesting ,‘\carrier \must be the same for all

requesting carriers. See'47 CF.R. § 51.31 1(a).

The FCC has conﬁrmed that a Bell Operatmg Company must- estabhsh that for

functions that it prov1des CLECs that are analo gous to the functlons it prov1des

~ itself, the BQC must prov1de access that is substantlally the same as the levcl of
" access the BOC provi'des to itself, its customers or its affiliates. In re:

Applzcatzon by Bell Atlantzc New Y ork for Authorzzatzon Under Sectzon 271 of the

'Commumcatzan Actto Provzde In-Regzon InterLATA Servzce in New York CC

Docket No 99 295, Memorandum Oplmon and Order (reI Dec. 22, 1999) 1] 44

‘ (“Bell Atlantlc New York Order”)

Q HAVE OTHER STATES ADDRESSED THE ISSUE OF AFFILIATE L

" REPORTING?

36.
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A. Yes. The Mi‘chigari Public Service Commission recently required SBC Amerit_ech to

include Lcompari‘s‘ons to affiliate performance in its remedy plan.

‘The Commission concludes that the comparison to service provided to

Ameritech Michigan’s affiliates as well as service to its own retail
customers should be part of the performance remedy plan. Section 251 of

the FTA requires that Ameritech not provide inferior service to the CLECs

as compared to its affiliates. It may be true that the matter could be
addressed in another manner, but the Commission finds no persuasive
reason for doing so. A comparison to the performance it provides its

 affiliates or retail customers, whichever i 1s better, shall therefore be part of

the remedy plan approved by th1s order

Earher the Pennsylvama comm1ssmn requ1red such afﬁhate reportmg and tumed
down Bell Aﬂantlc s claim that such reportmg should only be apphed to CLEC-

hke afﬁhates Wthh Bell Atlannc did not even have

As noted by the ALJs, BA-PA does not have any affiliates

ooperating under interconnection agreements; therefore, we find

that BA-PA’s definition actually provides for no reporting at all.
This proceéding 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 meaningful
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 providesto 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.7

£ Case No. U-11830, In the matter of Ameritech Michigan’s submission on perfonnance measures,
reporting and benchmarks, pursuant to the October 2, 1998 order in Case No. U-11654, pp. 12-13.
7 P-00991643, Joint petition of NEXTLINK Pennsylvania, Inc., RCN Telecommunications Services of .
Pennsylvania, Inc., Hyperion Telecommunication, Inc., ATX Telecormnunicaﬁons, Focal Communications
Corporation of Pennsylvania, Inc., CTSI, Inc., MCI WorldCom, ¢.Spire Communications, and AT&T
Comn_lunications 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.
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 Pacific Bell and Verizon California (legacy_ GTE) have been voluntarily reporting

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

Part1al Settlement metncs lists under reportmg structure for the various metrics

“lndrv1dual CLECS CLECs in the aggregate ByILEC (1f analog apphes) and

A ILE C afj‘ iliates.” (Emphasis added). .

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

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

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

more favorable treatment than BellSouth’s combined local and long distance
’ lco’mpetitor,s.. 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 PERFORMAN CE WITH REGARD

TO ITS AFFILIATE PLAYS NO ROLE IN THE FCC’s ANALYSIS"

'No CLECs do not agree that the FCC would not consrder dlscrlmmatlon in favor .

' _of an afﬁllate in approvmg a271 apphcatmn. In ana‘lyzmg the NeW York 271
order, the FCC does not state that it would not eonsider'afﬁliaﬁte data,' and there is’ :
| nov basis for b_elle\ring the FCCK would not‘eonsider such'data- if available. Theb |

~ New York eommission had not addressed affiliate reporting when it first

deve’loped‘its carrier-to-carrier guidelines and New York CLECs did not press the

 {ssue because Verizon had \tirtually no afﬁliates with which they competed .
| Srnce then Verizon has entered the long d1stance busmess n New York through

two afﬁhates and has estabhshed a separate data affihate Recently the New York
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. A.:

commission has required that Verizon report its affiliate data separately from CLP

data for study on how it-will be used in -det_ennining’parity in‘the future.

In some limited cases for line sharing metrics, Verizon’s 'data'afﬁliate already is

de51gnated by the New York commission for use in- determmmg parlty

| performance Spec1ﬁcally, in the Case 97 C 0139 Order Adopzmg Revzszons to
Inter-caijrzer Service Qualzty Guidelines, issued and effective December 15, 2000,
the New York»comrrlissicn etated: | |

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 Carrier Working Group through the
existing protect1ve order under which data are shared.

ISIT REASONABLE FOR BELLSOUTH TO COMBINE ITS
AFFILIATES’ DATA WITH OTHER CLECs ?.

= Absolutely not. If the affiliate were recelvmg unlawfully preferred service, this.

_ ,would only serve as a thumb on the scale to make the treatment of the competrtorS‘ ,

look better as a whole than it actuglly is. Further, in its, respcnse to the CLEC ’
~Coalition’s motion for Clarification and Reconsideration in Georgia in Dccket
7892-U, the Cominiéston found that “BelISouth shall not include its Affiliate data

in the remedy calculation as it applies to i_hdu'stryﬁevel remedies.”

'ARE COMPARISON S OF PERFORMANCE TOWARD CLECS AND
_AF F ILIATES IRRELEVANT FOR BENCHMARKS"

No. When an affiliate is created and starts ordering through the same systems and

prccesses as the CLEC:s, this creates a retail analog where none existed before.
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Whi‘le; the ILEC itself néver ordered ‘colllchatiohs', or rééeived FOCs or Rej eqts,' its
affiliate will order céliocations and ‘rrecei\‘fc the same orc_iér status notices aé the

| C_LECs. Tl;us, Yvh’ere_ thé afﬁliafé is ordering th§ sanieutypes of ’servicés as the

( CLECé, its acti§ities can eifhef be uséd fof pari'ty comparisdhs br to reset a

benchmark to what might be more favorable intervals received by the affiliate.

Q DOES THE COMMISSION HAVE THE AUTHORITY TO ORDER A SELF-
" EXECUTING REMEDY PLAN? ,

A. - Yes. .The Commission has the aﬁthoﬂtyAto order the implementation of a self-

executing remedy plaﬁ unde_rkthev Act, thh or without BellSo,ut'h’Ts conégnt. By

‘ : enacting the Acf .C’ongress m'andated the opéﬁing of -lOéal'telecommuﬂiéationS

» markets to competmon Spemﬁcally, ILECs l1ke BellSouth are obhgated among
other things, * “o prov1de to any requestmg telecommumcatlons carner for the
prov151on of a telecommunlcatlons service, nond1§cnm1natory access to network
'elements on an unbundled bas1s » 47 U. S.C. §251(c)(3) The Comm1ssmn has
OVGI‘SIght authonty to ensure. that ILECs including BellS outh, prov1de
nondlscr'lm;rrltatory‘accessrtvo thely OSS pursuant to Section 25 1. As the

); Pennsylvania éommjssion found “[t]his ‘Cromm«ission’s iTnplémenté,‘tion qf
pefformance meésﬁfes and standards»‘ is a legitimate e‘x.ercise of the C'ommiss‘io\n"'s’
authonty to ensure that BA-PA fulﬁlls its Section 251 obhgatlons » Joint |
Petztzon of NEXT LINK Permsylvama Inc RCN T elecommumcatzons Servzces of
Pennsylvama, Inc.,»Hyperton T elecommumcatzons, Inc., ATX o , o !

T elecommunicatioﬁs, Focal Communications Corporation of Pennsylvania, Inc.,
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| CTSI Inc‘.‘, MCI WorldCom, e.Spir"é‘ C’bmmunicdiiéns,' and AT&T
- Communications of Pe;znsylvania, Inc., fof an Order Establi&hing Performance
N Stahdards, Remedies,, and Operations SujyportASystems T esﬁ'ng for Bell Atlan‘t_ic-‘
. Pennsylvania, Tic., Opinion and‘Of;lef, Docket No. P-00991643, December 31,
1999 (“Penﬁsylvania Order™). Tﬁe :Com/missioﬁ has the authority to enbforc‘e |
»Section 25 1‘. jand‘adoption ofa ‘self‘-execult'ing remlédies plan is simply an |

~ enforcement technique.

-~y

‘Because the Commission’s authority to establish performance m¢;isures; standard -
g ‘and self-executing remedies is based on authority délegated to it by the Act, under

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

aplan. In MCI v. BellSoUth 112F Supp. 2d 1286 (N. DV Fla., 2000), the United

States Dlstnct Court Northern District of F lorida, rejected BellSouth’

proposition that the Flonda Comnnssmn has no authonty to arbltrate a request for ‘

a _performance measurement pla‘n.

[1]f 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. 2" 914, (1997), then any contrary Florida law 0bv10usly
would not preclude adoption of such a provision. Under the
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-H, issued June 6, 2000, pp. 35-36.
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The Tennessee Regulatory Authority (“TRA”) also has found that the Act gives it :»
. the authority to \a‘rbitrate and to consider performance mea‘su‘rem‘ents,k standards

- and remedies in a generic proceeding. In moiling (anibngﬂ other things) to adopt.

enforcement mechanisms in the ITC”DeltaCom arbitration, Director Lynn Greer

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

BeliSouth tariffs épproved 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; (i) numerous courts have held that public service

s/

commissions may impose performance guarantees in interconnection

- agreements®; and (iV) the Act requires the TRA to arbitrate those issues brought

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

A' wi’th BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. Pursuant to the T elec:ommunications Act

of 1996, Docket No. 99-00430, Transcript at 7 10-11 (April 4, 2000).

* As Director Greer stated, “[t]he Act, the FCC, and fhc DOJ have concluded that

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

terms of agreement to impose enforcement mechanisms as a vehicle to ensure that
- the telecommunications market is irreversibly open to competition in.accordance

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

unanimously.-

See, e.g., U S West Communications, Inc. v. TCG Oregon, 31 F. Sﬁpp..2d 828 (D. Ore. 1998).
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' Although the decision was issued in an arbitration proceeding, a public service -
commission’s authority to require self-éxecutingvremedies is not limited to that

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

information to determine if BellSouth is complying with these i‘equiremerits [of

Section 25 1(c) of the Act]", and enforcement mechanisms ‘encouragé BellSouth to

‘meet the requiremerits of Section 251.” _I_d at 14. He continued: “I find the

Arbitrators should adopt performance measures with standards and benchmarks
and enforcement mechanisms. These measurement mcchanisms should remain in

effect until this Authority conducts a geneﬁc proceeding to adopt permanent

- performance measurements with standards and enforcement mechanisms -
N ~ applicable to all CLECS.” Id. The Termessee and Pennsylvania decisibns .

demonst_rate that this Cdmmiésion has authdrity undér Sections 251 af;d 252 of ;;he

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

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

BellSouth has taken the posiﬁon that the Commission does not have the éuthdﬁty

v to reqﬁiré BellSouth to ﬁnple_ment a self-executing remedies plan, and therefore
the only plan the Cormhission may adopt is BellSouth’s plan. | BellSouth.
f essentiéliy is ,sayin'g “my Way or the highway.” BellSouth opines that the plan

- should g0 into effect after it is given relief puréua’nt to section 271 of the Act. -

Because the Commission is charged with ensuring nondiscriminatory treatment - .
pursuant to Section 251, the Commission can and must require BellSouth to

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

’

43




o

10

11

12
13

14

_15,’ 
16
.18
1
'\ 20_71
21
22
23

24

. \t‘hétcritcéria for_r'S‘ec‘tic‘)ﬁ 27 1. appfoval. “CLECs are entering the market now and
. need imediate ijeliéf if there is noﬁdiscﬁmjnatory tr‘ea)tment, rather than i/vaiti-ng‘ R
~up toayear to resolve poﬁplaints for eﬁf‘orcement of iﬁterconnéctioh aérgemenﬁé. ‘
" This Comx:iission cannot be forcéd' to accept BellSouth’s plan Tlrlev Act’ gives thg_
Con@ission the aﬁthority to deéide what the best .plan should be and the
. Comm%ssion should #c,t ﬁow to require BellSouth to implement the best 's’evlf_? ; :

effectuating remedies plan.

Q. IS BELLSOUTH’S REMEDY PLAN ADEQUATE?

"A. No. BellSouth’s per 6ccurfenc;e remedy plan and proposed parametér deltaof 1° o

wiﬂ ensure that remedies remain 16w even as competition is deferrea. | WorldCom.
supports AT&T witness Cheryl Bursh’s objections to the pian' and alternative
propt)sal. The 1 delfa is of parﬁcula‘r concern to WorldCom, as we find even the
'Geofgia‘ cdinm-ission’é ‘mdre niodérate proposals for Tier Tand T iér II deltas
‘i‘nac‘iequate‘. ‘WorldCom’s comments and the atfa;héd paper by Aubum University §
-Economics Profeséor John Jackson (my Exhibits KK-H) 'diécuséii;g" the’-;;rolilems
with an arbitrary‘ dei;ca 't,o“ detenh_ine cqmpetitivé si‘gniﬁvcance'.‘ ]b)rlr.’ Jackson notes
- that thé‘péraﬁlé‘ter délta, when combined with an effdrt to balance ‘Typve I(BST . o
‘ found guilty (;f discrimiriatioﬁ whefi it is not)vanc‘l Type IT (BST found im_iocent of | 1
discﬁmiﬁation when it is nof)»errors, weakens thé‘chosqn statisticai fest’s ability | \

to detect discrimination in larger saniple sizes.

This plaln is markedly different from the New York, Texas and California plans

that have a fixed critical value for detenrﬁ:iing whether parity exists for all sample
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sizes. While these plans have forgiveness tables for random variation, the delta-

" proposed by BellSouth would go béyond those ‘forgiVenesse$ 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

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

~ The Louisiana commission’s adoption of the 1 delta was subj ect to trial. Yet the

c‘omr.nislsi(_)n delayed in voting on the order until Febrliélry 21,,200,1_ and releasing

the orde; May 14; 2001 with a cbm,pliaﬁce filing ﬁot due gfet. So there 7is noreal

B world data of fhe impact of this ﬁelta to yexafnineb iﬁ the' Belleuth 27 1 fqll court -
~press. And WorldCom is su:fe it was plannéd that way. Ifa aelta istried, it
| should bé the CLEC delta Aas BellSouth is mo_ré likely to Weafhéfalbiyerror in

o “settling the‘delté, not the CLECs, particularly the small new entrants. -

Asthe qﬁotes below from the s’gaff recommendation adopted by the ‘Louisia,na‘

. .

PSC show, the 1 delta for CLEC specific and 0.5 delta were not solidly supported

nor has any trial yet begun:

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 conclude 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 .50 for an interim period of
seven and one-half months (45 days to put its statistics and
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™ 1 remedy plan into full produc’uon mode and six months of
| Cj 2 ‘Teporting); prov1de Staff with the amount of remedies produced
: 3 using these values; and to present the metric results as aggregated
4 under its remedy plan, Z-scores, Type I and Type Il error -
-5 probablhtles and balancing critical values that produced the
6 " amount of remedies. This information should be made available to
7 Staff so that it can further evaluate the reasonableness of
8- BellSouth’s proposed parameéter delta value of 1 and .50.
9 ‘ . ‘ . ‘
10 This information should be supplied is a table as set forth below -
11  for each submetric to which a remedy applies. An example is
12 incliuded in the table.
13 - ' )
Metric. . | P-3 Percent Missed Installation Appomtrnents
- .| —UNE Loop and Port Combmauons
Z-Score ‘ -3.80
Balancing Critical Value a ’ , -1.70
Pass/Fail Indication - B : F
BST Metric Result ‘ ; ’ 20% |
+ | CLEC Metric Result : - 30%
Type I Type II Exror Probab111ty - . - 5%
Parity Gap = ‘ : - 2.10
Total Transactions ‘ ' . 1000
‘ ‘ .| Transactions in Negaﬁve Cells : ‘ 350
C’ o S * | Transactions Possibly Remedied - , C 100
/ ' - | Affected Volume - : 53
-t Remedy Amount  ’ o . . %400
Remedy Paid C : : . ©$21,200
14 o
15 . While BellSouth did produce some information of this naturein
16 .. theinstant docket it was ﬁot given to Staff until June -7, 2000. More
7. importantly, however, is the information supplied to Staff only -
18 - - related to four metrics® (out of a total 21 for which BellSouth
19~ ‘proposes to attach a remedy). While thlS information was helpful,
200 - - itdid not contain the results of the metrics evaluated. In other
21 words, to better evaluate the impact of using a delta value of 1,
22 - - Staff would need to examine the metric results to determine if
23. ... - thereis a meaningful difference between performance to the CLEC -
24 and BellSouth’s retail customers and if a meaningful difference
25 translated into a meaningful remedy payment.
26 In addition, while BellSouth supported the proposed delta value of
27 * 1 by indicating that it produced a remedy payment over $12.0
28 million for these three metrics for the months of September,
2 October and December 1999, this amount is incorrect. In fact, the
@ ’ In addition, the data supplied by BellSouth only contamed three modes of entry, yet BellSouth

- proposes to pay remedies on five modes of entry
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~user bills.

SHOULD CLECs AWAIT CONTRACT INCLUSION FOR THE REMEDY'

- correct remedy, payment for these metrics for the same time period
is less than $2 0 m11110n

Finally, neither BellSouth nor the CLECs'® have endorsed
' parameter values to be used with rate and proportion metrics,
- although both acknowledge that they could be developed in a
~ manner similar to the delta value. For these parameter values, Staff
,recommends that the value for psi be set at 3 (Tier-1) and 2 (T ier-
2), and' epsilon be set at 2. 5 (TICI' 1 & Tier 2).

‘ Qrde’r adop_tlng Final Staff Recommendation, Inre: BellSouth

* Telecommunications, Inc., Service Quality Performance Measurements, Docket

©No. 22252 Subdocket C (May 14, 2001); -

Many other problems remain with the refnedy plan. While all i'ts' per occurreﬁce |

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

“recent 271 proceeding, thevPennsylvania éommission set per measure remedies
- for biﬁing accuracy and timeliness misses at $5‘0,000.ﬁ(rst month miss; $75,000°
second month’s miés, and $100,000 third mo‘nthv’s miss. These remédies' would

‘be paid per CLEC with no ’overéll or monthly caps applied. BellSouth’s plari only

gives the monies ox}e‘rcharged back to the CLEC without consideration for the -
troubles in aﬁditing bills, tracking expenditures in determining the projected

profitability of new.Jaunches, and soothing customers iraté at errors in their end

AND METRIC PLAN REPORTING TO BECOME EFFECTIVE? - '

10

of a parameter value for proportions: delta = 2(arcsin (sqrt (pCLEC)) = arcsin (sqrt (pILEC))).

Inanex parte filed with the FCC on June 7, 2000 AT&T proposed a formula for the development
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1 A, No. The remedies plan'kshould: take effect on a date'certain as _Gé'Orgia and the -

2 - -Louisiana conimissions have reciuired-. Awaiﬁng’cdntraét inclusion cén ‘del-a‘fy‘ :
: 3 . » CLEC acceés to mefrics aﬁd remediés néeded to sﬁpporft theii‘ k’)cal market entry.b
. i 4. ; W orldCorh h’és e;(peﬁenced déléying tact,iésl and link‘ing.offmgtri'cs/reme/c.iies
5 - ém:ndfnént planﬁincvlusi,ons to other onerous conditions m ‘SBC territory. | Verizon
6 o plans all have ﬁakén plabe ona date certain, without requiﬁng contract inclusiOn
7 _ for effectiveness. - H
8 _

9 Q. ' DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY AT THIS TIME?

10 A v."jrf’es.
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" ARGUMENTS FOR CLEC BUSINESS RULE CHANGES

BellSouth Measurement _

Busmess Rules, Exclusrons, Calculations and
_ Standards in Need of Immediate Change’

‘OSS -1.. Average Response Time and
: Response Interval (Pre—Ordermg)

j BellSouth should be accountable for the penod of time in which
‘the query,and its response are in its possession, Measuring a
part of the process, as BellSouth does currently, provides

-1'CLEC experience or BellSouth’s performance. The

date/time when SWBT has completed the transrmssmn of the

.| measurements should show how long it takes to. return valid

| 'CLECs receive the information sought through a syntactically
| correct query. @) BellSouth should not be allowed to drag its

'| eight weeks after they go into production. BellSouth will be - .

CLECs, so the timeline proposed is more than generous .
, Dlsaggregatlon BellSouth must capture all interfaces used,

| queries and the number of queries receiving time outs to capture -

' become frustrated while the CLEC.is trymg to sign them up to
| new service.,

Definition: The measurement time should begin when
BellSouth receives the query from the CLEC and should end
when BellSouth returns a‘response to the CLEC interface.

inadequate and misleading information that does not reflect the

Commissien should adopt a definition like that in the Texas '
plan, which states: “The clock starts on the date/time when the
request is received by SWBT, and the clock stops on.the )

response to the CLEC.”

Busmess Rules: (1) BellSouth should exclude syntactlcally
incortect queries from the measure. The query type

query information that is useful to the CLEC. Responsesto
invalid queries conld come more quickly than a response toa -
valid query, thus diluting the results in terms of how quickly

feet in measuring new query types. and new interfaces. It should '
agree to report on such new queries and interfaces within six to

well aware of a new query or interface coming on line long
before that interface or query type goes into production for .’

including PSIMS, and it must measure the speed.of rejected

all preorder response time issués 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 -

OSS-2. Interface Avarlablhty (Pre-

» Ordenng) o

x'

| scheduled hours of OSS availability on its web-site as it

. | CLECs do not know the starting point of this measure, the

Data Retained: BellSouth should be required to post i own

currently does for CLEC OSS availability. Parity of schednled
availability cannot be determined without this information. 'If

usefulness of the % schedule met is limited.

KK-A

08SsS-3. Interface Avarlablhty (Mamtenance

1 & Repalr)

Disaggregation: BellSouth needs to dlsaggregate 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 -

shouId be reported separately

' Although some specific concerns dbout disaggregation and benchmarks are raised here, the full level of
disaggregation and detailed information on analogs and bernichmarks are described in other of my exhibits.
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Data Retention: BellSouth should be required to post its own

‘scheditled hours of OSS availability on its web-site as it

currently does for CLEC OSS availability. Parity of scheduled

| availability cannot be determined without this information.

Without such understanding of the starting point'of this-
measure, the usefulness of the % schedule met is limited. BST

' also must not do system maintenance more often in CLEC

prime operatlonal hours: 5t0 9 p m. Versus 1ts own pnme
hours:' 9 t0 5 p.m.

[ OP-1. Percent Flew—througﬁ Service
| ‘Requests (Summary)
1 OP-2. Percent Flow—through Serv1ce

Requests (Detail)

| OP-3. Flow—through Error Ana1y51s

| 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-the whole story on
what orders have not yet been designed to flow through.- The.
purpose of this measure should be to measure the percent flow-

_through capability of BellSouth’s ordering systerns. CLECs

cannot improve the flow-through.of error free orders, only
BellSouth can. Therefore it should be held accountable for its

-| decision not to provide flow-through. Further, BellSouthis
" | obligated to provide parity.service. As it has providedno

evidence that such orders fall out for maral processing for its

retail operation, it-should not be aliowed to exclude such orders

from 1ts ﬂow—through calculatlon for CLECs.

In addition to the current level of dxscrmunatlon another
consequence of allowing this exclusion is that BellSouth has no
incentive, perhaps even a disincentive to improve its

NE performance 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 order to 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 Commniission
should establish a timely sunset provision” 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 fail out resultmg from BST system issues.

1 See Bnch testl.mony

Add1t10nally, BellSouth does not prov1de thlS report for LNP
LSRs. -

Benchmark BellSouth’s benchmarks may be appropnate if
total flow through is being measured, but if only orders designed
to flow through as BellSouth.currently proposes are counted

‘then the benchmark should be a strict 98%. CLECs propose that

both total and achleved/demgned flow through perfonnance

: should be measured.

7 2See Appendix H of the New York Inter—Carrler Service Quality Gu1dehnes which sets forth a
schedule of activities required to improve ﬂow-through

g
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OP-4 Percent Rejected Service Requests

Business Rules: BellSouth must identify all errors in orders in
parallel, rather than catching and sending back each etror one at
a time. BellSouth’s current serial process of rejecting orders
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

beyond the customer’s toleration level. With numerois business ° ‘

rule changes and system update changes to learn, ‘CLECs are apt
to make mistakes. For them to quickly learn new rules a rapid
rejection response catching all errors at once can speed up the
CLEC’s learning to avoid such errors in the future.

OP-5. Reject Tnterval

' Business Rules: BellSouth’s business niles and formula should

| Texas plan states as the end of its interval “the time the reject

"] BellSouth’s ,SQM‘indicatés that it uses the date/time stamp in

- from the. fax server as it uses the date/time stamp from the fax
‘ for the receipt of the order;

. interval should be measured for each one. Different interfaces

| Standard: BellSouth’s intervals for ;partiaily mechanized orders’

| 48. Totally manual orders may have a longer, 24 hour,

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 measure the entire interval up to the point that it returns
the rejected LSR to the CLEC." BellSouth should be accountable|
for the time in which the rejection is in its possession. The ’

natice is provtded to EDI (or LEX) and is avazlable to the
CLEC ” ‘

LEO for mechanized orders. CLECs request that it be required.
to use the date/time stamp from the interface (LENs/TAG/EDI)
as it does for the beginning of the incerval. 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 tracking system for non-mechanized orders.
Again, BellSouth provides no justification and-the CLECs.
request that BellSouth be required to use the actual stop time

Further, when a CLEC uses multiplé 0SS intérfaéés the reject
can produce different rejection intervals, and dlsaggregated
monitoring of such differences are needed.

are too long. Such rejections should be received in 5 hours not
intervals. These intervals should include trunks. BellSouth’s

proposed trunk rejection intervals—4 days—are too long te wait
to learn that its order had not even been initiated yet.

OP-6.. Firm Order Confirmation
Timeliness

'| ‘be changed to require BellSouth to caleulate this measure as

" as described in the Texas performance measures plan, which

Busineés Rules: Be]lSoufh’s businesé rules and f@rmﬁla should

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 required to measure its performance

states “the end- date and time is recorded by (both LEX and)

EDI and reflect the actual date and time the FOC is available to

g
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“the CLEC.”

| BellSouth’s SQM iﬁdicates that it uses-the date/time stainp m

'| it takes BellSouth to respond is critical to monitor. CLECs

_capacity in'place before adding new customers “that would cause
| inbound trurks.

1 orders, not just trunks, before issuing a confirmation. If CLECs R

| also should disaggregate by any order activity (dispatch and
‘non-dispatch, for example).that would be subject to dlﬂ"erent

| partially mechanized-and trunk orders. BellSouth should

LEO for mechanized orders. CLECs request that it be required
to use the date/time stamp from the interface (LENs/TAG/EDI) .
as it does for the beginning of the interval. Thereisno-
justification for stopping short of delivery to the CLEC. For
non-mechanized orders, BellSouth indicates that it is using
LON, its order tracking system for non-mechanized orders.
Agam BellSouth provides no justification and the CLECs
request that BellSouth be required to use the actual stop time -
from the fax server as-it uses the date/nme stamp from the fax
for the receipt of the order.’ '

Also, if CLECs ordcr inbound BellSouth to CLEC trunks
through ASRs, the confirmation 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 confirmation er a separate metric, measurement of the time

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

blockmg for new and existing customers. Current trunkmg
measurements do not capture this mlssmg response tlme on.

BellSouth also should confirm facilities availability for all

cannot depend on the due date given them then confirmations
are useless. Too often in BellSouth territory CLECs 1eceive
confirmations immediately followed by notice that the order is -
being held for facilities. Facilities checks should be a standard
requnement for all orders. - '

Disaggregation: BellSouth needsfof disaggregate réporcing by
electronic, partially electronic and manual and by volume
category if confirmation times'differ by the size of the order. It

standard intervals for confinnatlons

Standards: Whlle BellSouth and CLECS agr'éc the interval for
confirmation of fully mechanized or flow through orders,
BellSouth has proposed extremely. long intervals for confirming

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 confirmation
interval for all électronic orders. Manual orders, including trunk
orders should be confirmed in 24 hours.
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"OP-7 Speed. of Answer (Ordering Center)

"I Disaggregation: The reports should be by each help desk center | .

the CLECs call into as each may have different answering times.

Benchmark: The CLEC recommend a response time of 95% in
20 seconds and 100% in 30 seconds. In no case should the - -
standard be worse than the state’s end user standard of 90% in
20 seconds for BellSouth’s business and residence centers.
These standards would requixe conversion of the metric to % in
X seconds metnc If the Commission retains the measurement -
as an average, then the standards would need to be adjusted
accordingly. CLECs need'to get assistance froma . '
representative quickly when calling with an ordering,
provisioning or maintenance problem.. Often a single call wﬂl
be about a problem holding up numerous, not Just a single order
from being completed.. '

OP-8 Mean Held Order Interval and
Dlstnbutlon Intervals

1 Exclusions: BellSouth must not be allowed to-exclude cancelled ‘

' look better than it is'as CLECs cancel orders when it appears

"1 excluded; the metric will not show the real story of how often

| by all products, including the various xDSL-capable loops with

orders from these metrics. Often this will make performance

that BellSouth will not have the facilities to fill those orders for .
months. Further, customers may request cancellations :
themselves if the CLEC cannot teli them how long they have to
wait ‘for their order to be completed.: If cancelled orders are -

CLEC orders are held for facilities or other reasons.
D1saggregat10n CLECs need to see how many orders are held
and without conditioning, line-sharing and splitting requests,

etc. The results should also be disaggregated by the reason for -
the hold: “facilities,” “load,” and “other” at the very least.

OP 9 Average Jeopardy Notlce Interval

Percentage of Orders Given J eopardy
* Notices

‘Exclusions: Cancelled orders should not be excluded from the . |

| particularly those that may lead to a cancellatron if the delivery

‘orders is just.as critical to'the CLEC and its-customers as it is

| require BellSouth to provide jeopardy notices, regardless of the

measure. CLECs need to see all the orders receiving jeopardies, | -
date is going to'be rmssed

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

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.. Finally,
BellSouth provides this information for other status.measures -
such as FOCs and rejection notices. The Commission should

means of ordering, and to report its performance accordingly. -
Business Rules: The elapsed time shoulcl continue through

weekends and holidays to capture the full length of the notice
interval. :




ARGUMENTS FOR CLEC BUSINESS RULE CHANGES

KK-A

CLECs need to have an equlvalent opportumty to plan with
custorners for situations where an order appears to be in
jeopardy as does BellSouth, Therefore, if any BellSouth -

- representative can check on the status of the order, then CLECs

need access to that same information sent through electronic or
manual notices as requested :

Calculatlon The calculation should be based on the orders '

“placed in jeopardy not Jjust those orders sent jeopardy notices.

To calculate the metric as proposed by BellSouth would
understate any problem in CLECs not recelvmg notices on
orders that are gomg to be missed. :

"+ OP-10 Percent Missed Installation

Appomtments ’

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 the terminated customer.

This measure should be changed to include time, when tirh_e‘
specific appointments are ordered by the CLEC. This measure. -
should evaluate the level of service CLECs are paying for'and to

“which BST is committing, i.e. if the appointment is time -

specrﬁc the measurement should be time specific. The end
time for XDSL orders should include successful continuity
testing with the CLEC, pamcularly if the CLECs’ proposed

‘measure on acceptance testmg is not adopted.

For CLEGs, the interval should end with the issuance of the
completron 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 OSS Systems or any
. | other database from which representatives can Oebtam
-completion information. : ‘

Drsaggregatron CLECs need to see how many orders are held

| by all products, including the various xDSL-capable loops with

and without conditioning, hne—sharmg and splitting requests,
etc. BellSouth’s July 2000 SQM seems to make some

movement in this direction but only for Louisiana.

| OP-11. Average Completion Interval
(OCI) Interval Distribution

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
know the speed at which dlsconnect and expedrte 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

B
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Texas performance measures plans begins this mterval with the .
date that a valid service request is received; not when the order °
is entered into the SOC system as proposed by BeliSouth. This.
would.eliminate what could be considerable time from the
interval, particularly for non-flow through orders. _

Disaggregation: Orders designated * pendmg facilities” should
be a level of disaggregation, as well as the other proposed Ievels
of disaggregation as described in' my other exhibits. CLECs "
need to see if BellSouth’s orders designated as pending facrhtres,
get completed at a faster pace than CLEC orders that were
pendmg facilities.

CLECs need to see drsaggregation by the various xDSL-capable
loops, line- sharmg and splitting requests, etc. As mentioned

o above, information on whether these products also include -
1 conditioning should be a level of disaggregation. CLECs. need

to see if they are receiving line condrtlomng ‘'on orders in a non- -
drscrrrmnatory fashion. . - . .

" OP- 12 Average Completron NOthC

Interval

Exclusmns BellSouth should be required to remove its
exclusion of nonnmecha.mzed orders. The Commission should
not allow BellSouth to discriminate against CLECs who place
orders via non-mechanized means. Information regarding_
completion of service orders 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)A CLECs have no choice but to -

*.| use non-mechanized ordering. Finally, ‘BellSouth provides this

information for other status measures such as confirmation and
rejection notices. The Commission should require BellSouth to
provide completion notices, regardless of the means of ordering, -
and to report its performance accordingly.

Disconnections and From orders should be included in the

‘measurement but reported separately to. track performance,

BellSouth should be required to modify its business rules and
calculation formula to indicate the measured interval ends upon

-delivery by BellSouth of a notice of completion to the CLEC

interface (LENS, EDI, 'or TAG) or, if manual, the date/time -

- stamp from the fax machine or server. BellSouth shouldbe -
-'| accountable for the time in which the completron 1nformat10n is

in its possessron .

BellSouth’s current business rules have the ambigunous

statement that “the end time is the time stamp the.notice was
submitted to the CLEC/BST system. “CLECs request that the
exact CLEC (not BST) system be identified as described above, -

1 so'that, as-in the Texas plan, the end interval measured is “the
actual time (LEX) or EDI received the (SOC) notrﬁcatlon and it

is available to the client.”

B Benchmark Comple’uon notices need to be dehvered promptly -

after actual physical work completion so CLECs know wherl
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- least one hour after work comy pletxon

they own new customers and must respond to their needs. If the

| retail analog selected operates at the interval stated by BellSouth |
* | in collaboratives (an hour to an hour and a half) that is

acceptablé but most completion notices need to be delivered at :

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

A

- Exclusions: Cancelled orders should be included to captute all

“with hot cuts.

| Benchmarks: The interval for 1-10 lines should be 1 hour and

the hot-cut actxv1ty (even those attempts that prompt the:
customer to cancel the order) in the metric.

Busmess Rules: The CLECs request that this measurement be
modified to include the entire hot cut interval or replaced with
the early arid 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, inchiding 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 tnnely dehvery of non-workmg loops.

Dlsaggregatmn:/ Partlcul_arly_with' the advent of line sharing and '
splitting, disaggregation by all the types of digital and xDSL
loops offered by BellSouth i is critical to detect problem areas

for 11 or more lines 2 hours. BellSouth’s interval represents a
flawed calculation that does not depict the actual performance
on each individual cut. In any event, BellSouth’s 15 minutes

per loop is excessive and even the CLEC’s standard above is
generous con51dermg it should not take more than 5 mimites per °
loop for conversion. : :

OP-14 Percent Provisioning Troubles

| arising from the same order. A customer may experience -
several service disruptions related to provisioning problems and A1

‘Dlsaggregatlon D1saggregat10n by trouble type and service

Business Rules: The memc should mclude all trouble reports
each should count as a provisioning trouble.

type will help pick up problems described in Access Integrated

L OP 15 Total Service Order Cycle Time -
L (TSOCT)

Network’s testimony regarding coordination of D & N orders.
I did not analyze this measure. :

MR-1 Missed Repair Appointments

| receives notice that the service is restored . This will enable the

. service has been restored.

Exclusions: BellSouth may exclude customer provided or
CLEC equipment troubles from the métric but it should report
the number of exclusions monthly.  This will enable the CLEC
to monitor whether the exclusions seem high and perhaps were
wrongly coded. In New York and Pennsylvania, such
exclusions are reported separately by Verizon.

Business Rules The end time should be when the CLEC

CLEC to notify BellSouth promptly if it dlsagrees that the

MR-2 Customer Trouble Report Rate

- Standard: The standard should be par1ty oT 10 Worse than the-

See MR-1.
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| end user standard in N.C. Otherwise CLECs wﬂl not be able to

meet the end user standard. -

3 :: MR-3 Maintenance Ay‘erage_ Duration -

| longest or the shortest duratlon from this metric. Doing'so only

| Business Rules: The trouble 'relsort should not be considered

7 but the CLEC customer’s service is still impaired.

‘Disaggregation:  All maintenance metrics should be

' disaggregation is particularly crucial for trouble duratxon

Exclusions: Customer and CLEC equipment troubles may be
excluded but should be reported separately for the reasons stated
in MR-1. BellSouth also should not exclude troubles that have
lasted more than 10 days. There is no reason to exclude the -

provides an inaccurate metric report.

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 nimber of repeat trouble
reports for services that were prematurely closed by BellSouth,

disaggregated by trouble typé so CLECs can ascertain-the
specific types of problems (Central Office, Lodp, 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 S
because the CLEC had moré dispatch troubles. So such ’

MR-4 Percent Repeat Troubles in 30 Days

| 'that standard.

Business Rules:. Customer and CLEC equipment trouble
exclusions should be reported separately (See MR-1). -~
Calculation: The denominator for the metric should be all -
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 O 110, WoTSe. than the
state’s end user standard Otherwise the CLEC could not meet

"MR-5 Out of Service (OOS) > 24 hrs. _

CLECs have no changes for this metric.

MR-6' Average Answer Time (Repair

“Center)

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

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. : R

BL-1. Invoice Accuracy

Invoice accuracy should not be based on adjustment dollars, as
BellSouth is in control of whether or not it grants an adjustment, |

and is therefore in control of the outcomes of: thls measurement. .| ~ .

CLECs request that the Commlssmn order the add1t10nal brlhng -
measures in my direct testimony to address wholesale bill
performance. »

BL-2. Mean Time to Deliver Invoices

This measure should be modified to be based on percent
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invoices received on time, or the Commiission should adopt the

.| Percent On-Time Mechanized Local Service Invoice Delivery

measure recommended by the CLECs.

BL-3 Usage Data Delivery Accuracy

Calculation: CLECs believe the metric ‘should reflect the
number of records not data packs delivered accurately. Thisis .
more in line. with how accuracy has been calculated in the past-

' for usage data.

BL-4. »Usage Data DeliVery Completeness

' No changes for this measure.-

" ['BL-5 Usage Data Delivery Timeliness

No changes for this measure.

§ BL-6:"Mean Time to Deliver Usage

Business Rule: 'CLECs believe that the measurement should
begm with the generation of data by the CLEC retail customer
or CLEC access customer (by the AMA recordmg equipment
associated with the: CLEC switch.). “This will ensure that all
usage. (local and associated access) ate- covered by this metric. .

OD-1 OS/DA: Speed to Answer
Performance/ Average Speed to Answer

Exclusions: BellSouthishould not exclude call abandonment
times. The customers likely abandoned the call because of - B
lengthy waits for a response-and such time should be included in
the metric calculanon If the Commission adopts the CLECS’
proposed new: measure On call abandonment then this issue is
moot. ~

‘Standard: CLECS propdse that 95% of calls be_answered in 10~
| 'seconds. The metric would have to be changed from an average
| measure to a Percent in 10 Seconds to suit this benchmark. -

Otherwise the benchmark needs to be restates as an acceptable -

| average. Inno case, should the standard be worse than the end

user standard for answering such calls, as the CLECs need to
meet the end user standard.

OD-2 OS/DA Speed to. Answer
Performance/Percent Answered in X
Seconds

CLECs propose that OS/DA performance be measured with a
single metric, but disaggregated for OS and DA.

E-1 ES911 Timeline‘ss
E-2 E911 Accuracy
E-3 E911 Mean Interval

CLECs have no changes to these measures but want third-parity
verification of BellSouth’s claims that its E911 update processes-|.
are parity by design.

- | TG-1 Trunk Group Performance -

Aggregate

Business Rules: CLECs are seekmg the mclusron of 911 trunks
in this measure along wrth the OS/DA trunks that BellSouth has

agreed to add.

Dlsaggregauon BellSouth must drsaggregate reporting byt trunk~ V
type and design.type. Combining trunks built to different '
blockmg standards can hide blocking problems. ° :

- Calcula‘nons BellSouth’s SQM appears to make some changes

in the calculation of this metric that CLECs will need to obtain

- | further clarification. These clarifications may raise additional
"1issues 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.

TG-2 Trunk Group Performance — CLEC
Specific

| See TG-1.

TG-3 Trunk Group Service Report

No comment.

TG-4 Trunk Group Service Detail -

No-comment. -

CO-1 Collocation Average Response Time

Business Rules: Augments of existing collocations should be

10




g o g B

L KK-A .
Ao

| remote and adjunct collocatlons

Standards:' CLECs agree to accept the intervals established in =

included in this metric. ' CLECs require timely responses when
secking to augment existing collocations as well to initiating .
new collocation construction. BellSouth’s SQM appears to be
making some movement toward better collocation -
disaggregation, but it still is missing some key areas such as

the Commission’s separate collocation proceeding, including a
definition of what CLEC changes would and would not stop the -
clock on measuring time intervals. ]

C-2. Collocatlon Average Arrangement
Time . -

‘Business Rules: BellSouth should not be perrmtted to remove
permit time. BellSouth should be accountable for the intervals
“| for which it is responsible for having work completed.

|. conduct parallel work activities-or work with government

- performance plan of New York or Texas provides for such

| the CLEC accepts the collocation and associated cable

adopted in New York and other states in the ‘Verizon région.

‘movement toward better collocation disaggregation, but it still is

Removing permit time removes any incentive for BellSouth to :
agencies for expeditious issuance of permits. Neither the
exclusmns

Furfher, a collocation should not be considered ebmpiese unt_il"v
assignment information is proi/ided. This definition has been
Disaggregetidn Disaggregaﬁen should be by each, collocetion \ O
type and by augment type (additions with intervals of 30 day, 45 | -
day, 60 day etc.). BellSouth’s SQM appears to be making some -
miSsing some key areas such as remote and adjunct cqllecations

Standards: ‘See CO-1.

C-3 Collocation Percent Due Dates Missed

See CO-1 and C0-2.

LNP ISSUES SUBMITTED REGARDING BellSouth SQM

-1 OP-9. LNP Percent ReJected Serv1ce

Request

Exclusans: BellSouth should be required to remove the
exclusion of non-mechamzed LSRs. Itprovides this -
information for other types of services and should notbe
allowed to discriminate,

OP-10.. LNP-Reject Interval Dlstnbutlon &
Avérage Reject Internal

See OP-9 above. - : oo

O-11: LNP-Firm Order Conﬁrmatxon

.| Timeliness Interval‘_Dlstnbuuon&

Firm Order-confirmation Average

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

11
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o

(\ N OP-10. NP —Percent Mlssed Installatxon

Cj 8 Appomtments‘

- as critical to the CLEC and its customers as it is for miechanized

the exclusion of orders from a provisioning measure; such as

Exclusmns:, The measme sho c modiﬁed to include non-
mechanized orders. The Commission should not allow

BellSouth to discriminate against CLECs who place orders via . | -
| non-mechanized means. Further, while some loop ordering is -
. available to LENS users, LNP is not. BellSouth’s performance

for services ordered via non-mechanized means is obviously just
orders. Further, it is inconceivable that BellSouth can defend

missed appomtments sunply based on how the service was
ordered. ' :

The Commission should require BellSouth to capﬁire ‘ ’
performance data for all its measures, regardless of the means of
ordering, and to repart its performance accordingly

| OP-11. LNP-Average Disconnect -
‘Timeliness Interval & Disconnect
" Timeliness Interval Distribution

N

. perform the disconnect act1v1ty before completing the serv1ce '

Business Rules: BellSouth should be required to actually
order n SOCs

Exclusmns BellSouth should be reqmred to mclude non-
mechanized orders. See OP-9 above. . ’

[0P-12, LNP-Total Service Order Cycle
‘| Time B '

-Business -Rules.‘ See OP-11 above.

Exclusions: See OP-9. '

12
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Addltlonal Proposed Business Rule Changes

0-9: Firm Order

‘Confirmation -
Timeliness

.- | Benchmarks should be at least 95% in 5 hours for

partially mechanized orders and 24 hours for non- - |
mechamzed orders.

| BellSouth‘ should be required to do electronic facilities |

checks to ensure that the due dates delivered in F OCs

| can be relied upon.

0-10: Sérvice Inqﬁiry
With LSR Firmi Order

| Confirmation (FOC)
| Response Time Manual

The benchmark for this metric should combme the
interval for Manual Loop Qualification with the

| appropriate FOC interval. Atmost, the benchmark

should be 95% in 3 days for electromc orders and 4 -
days for manual orders.

+O-1 1 Firm O\r;ier

Confirmation and
Reject Response

| Compléteness

‘BellSouth should include pamally and non- -

mechamzed orders

1 0-12: Spe’edo‘f ,
| Answer in Ordering

Center

“This metric should not be diagnostic. The benchmark
1 should be 95% in 20 seconds and 100%.1n 30 seconds.

0-13: LNP—Percent

‘Rejected Service

Requests

BellSouth ilés added manual LNP orders to its metric,
’ ‘whlch resolves one of the outstandmg issues.

O-14: LNP-Reject -

* | Interval Distribution &
Average Reject Interval |-

7 BellSouth has added manual LNP orders to its metric,
‘which resolves one of the outsta.ndmg issues.

| 0-15: LNP - Firm
- | Order Confirmation

Timeliness Interval
Distribution & Firmt
Order Confirmation

| Average Interval

Non—mechamzed should be developed qulckly and

‘| CLECs’ proposed intervals for FOCs should be -

applied.

P-4. Average
CompletiOn Interval -

BellSouth’s proposed intervals for xDSL with and
without conditioning are too long. Interval for .
conditioning should be no more than 5 days.

‘P-6A: Coordinated

Customer Conversions

-- Hot Cut Timeliness -

% Within Interval and
Average Interval

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 unJustlﬁed

.| The benchmark should be 95% completed within
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EXhlblt KK-B

Additional Proposed Biisiriess Rule Changes

* | cutover window. BellSouth only appears to be

measuring whether the cut started on time, but does
not measure whether it finished within the cutover o
window proposed by the CLECs. -

P6-B: Coordinated
Customer Conversions

| — Average Recovery. -
| Time

Only verified end user and CLEC caused reasons

‘should be excluded. (i.e., the CLEC has to agree).

Outages during and before the cut are included, not .

| just those that can be reported after order completlon '

through maintenance systems. BellSouth may -
separate out the later group of restorals and measure.

- | them as a disaggregation of Maintenance Average

Duration with the same benchmark if it prefers.

The benchmark should be 98%in 1 hour and 100% in

| 2 hours. These outages were caused by BellSouth’s
.| cut-over errors and, thus, should be easy for it to

dragnose and resolve

P-6C: Coordinated

Customer Conversions
- % Provisioning .

Troubles Received

Within 7 days of a

.completed Service
| Order -

The benchmark should be 1%, not 5% as BeHSouth

1 pI.'OpOSGS

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

| BellSouth should report the number of exclusions . -

(CLEC caused failures monthly) so CLECs can - .
determrne whether their reports do not match up-

The benchmark should be 99. 5%

M‘&R-B‘: Maintenance -
~ | Average Duration

BellSouth should clarify- what 1t means by a “correct” . |
repair request and how a CLEC is informed- that

- reportmg of trouble i8 1ncorrect

M&R-6: Average
‘| Time - Repair Centers

Benchmark should be the better of parrty or at 1east the

| end user standard

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

Parity by design needs to be. conﬁrmed by KPMG. If
confirmed, no metric is needed, just information on 7
how to get the same notices at the same time as

| BellSouth..

| B-2: Mean Time to

Bills rejected because of BellSouth formatting or




Exhlblt KK-B

Addltlonal Proposed Busmess Rilé Changes '

Dehver Invoices

content errors should be included.

- [ D-1: Average Database
. | Update Interval -

Panty by design needs to be confirmed by KPMG

D-3: Percent NXXs ,b

BelISouth’s business rules should no.t deﬁne the -

| and LRNs Loaded by - | interval by the completion of initial interconnection
LERG Effective Date | trunk groups when that happens after the LERG
o ’ : effective date. Otherwise, BellSouth could delay.
delivery of trunks.to cover late LERG updates .The
LERG effective date should be ‘the end time in all
|- : o cases.
| CM-2: Change . Benchmark should be 95% in 5 days F or 30 days it
| Management Notice = | should be a shorter delay day mterval of no more than
 Average Delay Days 3 days. : : '

CM-3: Timeliness of -

Documents Associated

i BeHSouth’s proposed exclusmn for dates that slip less

than 30 days “for reasons outs1de BellSouth control” is-

Outages

| with Change too broad.
A Five day interval for documentation changes istoo
‘short for CLECs to be able to implement changes.
CLECs recommend 30 days for documentation:
changes, unless it is for error correction, which should
‘be provided within the five day timeframe. Further, if -
the documentation is associated with software
S a changes, 90 days or more is needed for major releases.
7| CM-4: Change Benchmark should be 98% m5 days '
| Management '
| Documentation -
L Average Delay Days - : :
| CM-5: Notification of | BellSouth should explain how it verifies outage and
-CLEC Interface 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.
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- Additional Measures Proposed by CLECs

Report/Measurement »
. Timeliness of Response to Requests for BellSouth t0-CLEC Trunks
‘Mean Time to Provide Response . A .
% Within 7 Days
% Negative Responses
Definition:
Measures the time it takes for BST to prov1de the CLEC w1th a firm due date for mbound trunks
Exclusions: : .
o CLEC cancelled orders
Business Rules: ‘

- . Time begins with date. the CLEC sends a complete ASR or Trunk Group Sizing Request via emaﬂ or
fax. The interval ends with the dte the ILEC sends a FOC in response to a complete ASR or sends an .
ASR in-response to a TGSR. Any queries regarding CLEC transmission should occur within five days.
‘A query or a negative response to request. Neither queries or negative responses should stop the clock

. for this metric if (1) the query is invalid and CLEC request included all clearly required information
and (2) the existing inbound trunks are operating at least at a 50% utilization level. BST will count the
- percent of requests recelvmg negative responses by reason (lack of facﬂrues need questloned etc.).
Calculation:
Mean: (Date FOC/ASR returned — Date: ASR/TGSR )/Number of Requests in Reporting Period
" % On. Time: (Number of FOCs/ASRs sent in 7 or less busmess days/all requests for inbound trunks in
reporting period) x 100.
. % Negative: (Number of requests demed/T otal Requests Submltted in Reportlng Perlod) x 100
o Report Structure: ‘
) C « CLEC Specific
o «  CLEC Aggregate
|« BST Aggregate
Level of Dlsaggregatlon
«  Company
«  Affiliate(s)
« - CLEC Specific
“s  CLEC Aggregate o
~» Interface Type (fax, email, ASR)
»  Negative Response Reason Type - .
Retail Analog/Benchmark: '
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 agréed to with the CLEC, then result(s) related to
-the CLEC operation should be provided according to the following levels of performanee in order to
' prov1de the CLEC with a meaningful opportunity to compete
95% in 7 days
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- Additional Measures Proposed by CLECs

Report/Measurement:

‘Percent Service Order Accuracy

Definition:

Customers expect that their service provider will deliver precisely the service ordered and all the |
features specified. A service provider that is unreliable in fulfilling orders will not only generate ill-
will with customers when errors are made, but Wwill also incur higher costs to rework orders and to. v
process customer complaints. This measurement monitors the accuracy of the provisioning work -

» performed by the ILEC in response to CLEC orders. When the ILEC provides the comparable measure
for its pwn operatron it is possible to know if provisioning work performed for CLECs is at leastas .

_ accurate as that performed by the ILEC for its own retail 1ocal service operatlons

Exclusions;

. Orders canceled by the CLEC

- I's Order Activities of the ILEC associated with internal or admrmstratrve use of- local serv1ces
e For resubmissions impact on due date measure, ILEC would not have to comply if tyrng final

accepted otrder to original order is techmcaﬂy infeasible (but feasrb111ty issue will be revrsed
as systems are upgraded.) : :

Busmess Rules:

For CLEC Results: :
+ ~ For each order completed during the rcportmg perlod the original account proﬁle and the order
. that the CLEC sent to the ILEC are compared to the services and features reflected upon the
accoumt profile as it existed following completion of the order by the ILEC. . An order is
~“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 supplementel CLEC orders. “Total number of
orders completed” refers to the total number of order completlon notlces sent to the CLEC by the
‘ ILEC for each reportmg dimension identified below : '

. Calculatlon

Percent Order Accuracy [(Z Orders Completed w/0 Error)/(E Orders Completed )] x 100
Report Structure: B

‘e CLEC Specific .

s CLEC-Aggregate

Level of Disaggregation:

o Company

¢ Interface Type o
e . Standard Product Categorles
s Volume Category

‘Retail Analog/Benchmark:

» Completed CLEC Orders, By Reportmg D1mens1on Are Accurate No Less Than 99 0 Percent v

~Of The T1me

Page 2
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Additional Measures Proposed by CLECs : '

Report/Measurement

- Call Abandonment Rate — Ordermg & Prov151on1ng (srmrlar for Mamtenanoe)

’ Definition:

“When CLECs experience operatlonal problems dealing with ILEC processes or interfaces, prompt
responses by ILEC support centers are required to ensure that the CLEC customers are not adversely

IR ~ affected. Any delay in responding to CLEC center requests for support (e.g:, request for a vanity -

telephone number) will, in turn, adversely impact the CLEC retail customer who may be holding on-

~ line with the CLEC customer service agent. This measure monitors the ILEC’s handling of support
calls from CLECs to determine if responsiveness is at parity with the service the ILEC proVIdes 1ts :
refail customers seeklng assrstance :

: Exclusmns

None

Business Rules:

For CLEC Resulits: o ‘
The Call Abandonment Rate is based on the number of calls received by the call dlstnbutron system of
the ILEC center for the reporting period, regardless of whether the call is actually transferred 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 (temnnated) is, d1v1ded by the total count of
calls received at the monitored center.
Call Abandonment Rate is monitored through the eall management technology utilized to d1str1bute
calls to ILEC agents supporting CLEC activities (i.e. call receipt persorinel staffing ILEC support .
centers intended for CLEC use). Results for each measure are to be provided separately for each center
handmg CLEC inquiries. If centers deployed by the ILEC support multiple functions (e.g. both
maintenance and provisioning) then the results for each function supported should be separately
reported ‘

Calculation:

Call Abandonment Rate = [(Count of Calls Terminated Before Answer Dunng the Reportrng
~ Period)/(Count of All Calls Placed in Queue Durmg the Reportmg Penod)] x 100

Report Strueture:

e CLEC Specific
s CLEC Aggregate
-BST Aggregate

- 'Level of Disaggregation:

Support Center Type (i.e., Center supporting CLEC mamtenance Center supporting CLEC
- provisioning, JLEC Center supporting, retaﬂ customer mamtenance calls, ILEC Center supportmg _
_business office inquiries) 5

. _Retail Analog/Benchmark:

' Lessthan 1% are calls are abandoned from queue.
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- Additional Measures Proposed by CLECs

] Report/Measurement

Percent Completrons/Attempts without Notice or with Less Than 24 Hours Notlce

“{.Definition:

CLECs need adequate notrce of order completlon act1v1t1es They can be made to look disorganized by

ILECs providing service without such advance notice: Customers and CLECs may even be unable to

~ schedule necessary vendors on the scene to complete the installation, resultmg in ILEC technicians

.v being turned away and customer frustration with the CLEC. An ILEC could cause a great deal of harm

to the CLEC competitively, yet look like it is providing parity or above panty service by the results
other provisioning measures. -A measurement capturing any non-parity in the occurrence of surprise or-
short-notice service, dehvenes also is critical to affordmg CLECs a reasonable opportunity to compete

‘Exclusrons

- Completions or Attempts Without Notice or With less than 24—hours notrce del1very that the
CLEC specifically requested :

Business Rules:

For CLEC Results:
Calculation would exclude any successful or unsuccessful service dellvery that CLEC was informed of |
at least 24 hours in advance. ILEC may also exclude from calculanon deliveries on less than 24
~ hours! notice that CLEC requested : e
:For ILEC Results:
" The ILEC reports completions for which ILEC techmc1ans delivered service to customers wrthout
_giving sufficient advance notice to customers, salés 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 afﬁhate s

account representatives.
Calculation: '

-Percent Completions or Attempts w1thout Notiee or with Less Than 24 Hours Not1ce = [(Completron
Dispatches (Successful and _Unsuccessful) With No FOC or FOC Recelved Within 24 Hours of Due
Date)/(All Completions)] X 100 A

Report Structure:

o CLEC Specific
o CLEC Aggregate

 BST Aggregate
Level of Drsaggregatlon (See Exhlbxt KK 2)
» Company
« Product Type
o MSA ' _
_»__Dispatch in/Dispatch out/Non-dispatch

Retail Analog/Benchmark:

- 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 :

o >98 Percent Of Complet1on And Complct1on Attempts Should RCCCIVC More Than 24 Hours
Notlce ’

Page 4
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Additional Measures Proposed by CLECs

Report/Measurement:

Percent On Time Hot Cut Performance

.{ Definition:

Customers must not be subjected to unscheduled service disruptions because of lengthy or

- uncoordinated cutovers of loops with interim or permanent number portability or the provision of any

other UNEs that requlre dJSCOHIlCCtIOI’l and reconnection of a customer.

| Exclusions: -

. _C;cmcelled orders
o CLEC caused delays

Business Rules:

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 CLEC is notified by phone that the hot cut is complete. Orders :
dlsconnected early are considered not met. : '

Calculation:

Percent On Time Hot Cuts =-[{Customer Conversions completed W1th1n cornrmtment Wmdow)/(All

Customer Conversions Completed Durmg Reporting Perlod)] X lOO

Report Structure:

e CLEC Specific
« - CLEC Aggregate

Level of Disaggregation' (See Exhibit KK-2)

o Company

» Type of Loop or UNE Combmatlon Cutover and Type of NP 1nvolved (1 e. ]LNP PNP or ILNP-
to-PNP conversion). .

s MSA ' ' '

e  Volume Category Dlspatch m/Dlspatch ou‘r/Non—dlspatch

‘ /Benchmark

o 95%of coordmated cutovers completed within the following window

o 1-10 lines — 1 hour , , ‘ v Co T
« 10 to 20 lines — 2 hours ' o ' -

« more than 20 lines - negotiated.

« Ifan orderis cut more than 15 minutes prior to frame due time, it is not met. .

Page 5
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Additional Measurés Proposeéd by CLECs -

L Report/Measurement

. Percent of Orders Cancelled or Supplemented at the Request of the ILEC

‘ Definition:

Prior to or during. the cutover the [LEC ‘may encounter internal problems with its network which make
it impossible to perform the cutover at the agreed upon time. This results in significant inconvenience
to the customer. As a result, the percent of orders that are cancelled or supped by the CLEC at the

request ILEC must be measured. This measurement must be expressed as a fraction to understand both

_the number and the percent of times that the order must be supped dt the ILEC Request
Exclusions: . : :

+ “None

Business, Rules:

 For CLEC Results -
- The percent of orders that are supplemented or cancelled due to a Jeopardy and network problems

I - attributable to the ILEC. ‘The ILEC will track the number of orders that they request to be

"~ supplemented or changed. The total number of supplements and cancels from the CLEC will also be
tracked. The ratio will be calculated by dividing the number of orders supplemented or cancelled at
the request of the ILEC divided by the total supplements or ¢ancels by the CLEC. For this formula the
resultlng ratio will be expressed as a percentage ; , . .
For ILEC Results: . : '

ILECs would use retail residential or business POTS outside move activity as-an analog. An outsrde
. move occurs when a customer, with existing service, moves from 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 dlsconnectmg 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 (1 e. coordinated re-termrnatron) -

Calculatmn

- Percent of Orders Cancelled or Supplemented at the Request of the ILEC [(Nurnber of Orders
‘Cancelled or Supplemented at the Request of the ILEC During Reporting Perlod)/(Number of Cancels
~and Supplements During the Reportmg Period)] x 100 :

| Report Structure:

'« CLEC Specific
-« CLEC Aggregate =
o BST Aggregate

Level-of Disaggregation; (See Exhxblt KK- 2)

+  Company
s Product Type
S e MSA ’
' - Volume Category ™~ -
+. Dispatch in/Dispatch out/Non-dispatch

Retall Analog/Benchmark:

. If the ILEC does not deliver d1rect 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 followmg levels of performance in order to.
- provide the CLEC with a meaningful opportunity to compete: co

o <1.0 Percent Of Orders Supped Or Cancelled At The Request Of The ILEC
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Additional Meéasures Pfopds*‘éd by CLECs .

. C Ce 'Report/Measurement
N Percent of Coordmated Cuts Not Workmg as In1t1ally Prov151oned
~| Definition: :
- Customers may expenence elther a full or partial loss of service due to defectlve ILEC facﬂmes Where
the CLEC is reusing the customer’s existing loop, or due to the switching platform not being properly
-~ set up with the 10 Digit / 6 Digit trigger being applied. To ensure that the CLEC’s customers are not -
disproportionately losing dial tone, the percent of ILEC caused service mterruptmns outs1de of the -
~_initial customer cutover must be measured. ’ : :
| Exclusions: _ : -
+ Cut-overs-where semce dlsruptlon is caused.due to end-user or CLEC redsons
.| Business: Rules: :
For CLEC Results:
The ILEC will track the number of Coordinated Cuts that are not Workmg as mmally prowsmned by
the number of provisioning troubles by the CLEC during the cutover process that are ultimately ' E
attributable to the ILEC. The measurement will be calculated by-dividing the number of troubles by the
* total number of Coordinated Cuts prowsmned for the CLEC durmg the reportmg period.

Calculation:
Percent of Coordinated Cuts Not Workmg as Imtlally Provisioned = [(Number of Troubles
Attributable to the ILEC on Initial Customer Cutover)/(Number of Coordmated Cuts Prowsmned ‘
" During The Reporting Penod)] X 100

Report Structure:
« CLEC Specific
« CLEC Aggregate

N + BST Aggregate
{ o J Level of Dlsaggregatlon (See Exhxblt KK- Dlssag
o ~ »  Company " ’

“» Type of Loop or UNE Combmauon Cutover and Type of NP 1nvolved (ie. ILNP, PNP or ILNP-
to-PNP conversion). : :
-« "MSA
+ . Volume Category
"« Dispatch in/Dispatch outhon—dlspatch
' Retall Analog/Benchmark

<1 Percent Of All Coordmated Cuts Not Workmg As Imt1a11y Prov1sxoned
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Additional Measiures Proposed by CLECs ‘

: Report/Measurement
- Average Recovery Time _ ‘
Definition: :

- Customers do not expect lengthy service outages due to problems experrenced during the coordinated
cut process. If problems do occur, the ILEC should work to minimize the customer outage. If a -
problem is found and can be isolated to the ILEC side of the network, the time between notification and .
resolution by the ILEC must me measured to ensure that CLEC customers do not expenence ‘
unjustifiably lengthy service outages ) -

Exclusions: - ' :
« - Cuf-overs where service dlsrupuon is caused due to end-user or CLEC reasons
Business Rules:
~ For-CLEC Results: s ‘ '
" When there is a problem durmg the portmg process the ILEC will track the average duration of each
' service outage or trouble. The ‘duration time is defined as the time from the initia] frouble 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 frouble. The sum of all time associated with the troubles willbe
divided by the number of troubles. Average recovery time does not mclude time restormg a customer
to the TLEC : :

o

‘ Calculatmn

‘ . Average Recovery' Trme = X{[(Date & Time That Prowsromng Trouble is Closed By CLEC) (Date-&
) - Time Initial Provisioning Trouble is Opened With ILEC)]/(Number of Troubles Referred to the
ILEC)} .

Report Structure:

I ~+ . CLEC Specific
o’ . CLEC Aggregate«

Level of Dlsaggregatlon (See KK Dlsagg)
o Company - ' i
« Type of Loop or UNE Combmatlon Cutover and Type of NP mvolved (i.e. ILNP, PNP or ILNP- :
’ to-PNP conversmn) » .
~'e  Volume Category : '
. » Dispatch in/Dispatch out/Non—d1spatch
Retall Analog/Benchmark

o 98 0 Percent of Customer Recovenes (Troubles Durmg The Portmg Process) Resolved Wlthm 1
Hour And 100 Percent Within 2 Hours '
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- Additional Measures Proposed by CLECs

: Report/Measurement

Percent Successful XDSL Loops Cooperatwely Tested

Definition:

~The percent of xDSL loops tested that 1 pass the tests
Exclusions: ~

None.

| Business Rules:

When a BellSouth techmman ﬁmshes dehvermg an XDSL loop at the customer premise, hé is |
to call a toll free number to the CLEC’s testing center. The tech and the CLEC. representative |
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

 can identify the short.

Calculations:

Percent Successful xDSL Cooperatwe Service Testmg on First Attempt = [(Numhel of xDSL

100 -

‘,Percent Successful xDSL Cooperatlve Service Testmg on Second Attempt = [(Number of xDSL

‘Loops Functional on First Test)/(Number of xDSL Loops Tested During Reportmg Pemod)] x |

“Loops Functlonal on Second Test)/(Number of xDSL Loops Tested Durmg Reportmg Penod)] X 100

Percent Stccessful xDSL Cooperative Serv1ce Testing on Third Attempt = [(Number of xDSL Loops \

100

Functional on all subsequent attempts)/(Number of xDSL Loops Tested Durmg Reporting Penod)] X

Report Structure:

CLEC Specific

Disaggregation:

_Company
Type of Loop
MSA

Retail Analog/Benchmark

99.5% of loops should pass on the ﬁrst series of tests.
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'Additional Measures Proposed by CLECs

Report/Measurement

_Percent Completion of Tlmely Loop Modlﬁcatlon/De-Condltlonmg on xDSL Ioops

E Definition:

'| Some xDSL Loops Require Loop Modification/De-Conditioning to support xDSL services, mcludmg the

removal of 1oad coils, removal of excessive brldged tap, and removal of repeaters

Exclusions:

Requests cancelled by CLEC

Busmess Rules:

' Calculatlons

[(Number of XDSL Loops on Which Loop Mod1ﬁcat1on/De—Cond1t19mng was Completed w1th1n
established interval)/(Number of xDSL Loops On Which Loop Modlﬁcatlon/De-Condltlomng Is
Requested)] . .

{

Report Structure:

e CLEC Specific
e Specific as to the type of Ioop tested _

| -Level of Dlsaggregatlon

- o Company
.« MSA
e Type of loop

Retail Analog/Benchmark:

1 95% within 5 business days
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Addmonal Measures Proposed b‘ ) CLECs

Report/Measurement:

Percent Billing Errors Corrected i inX Days

Definition:

Measures the timely correctlon of DUF errors and tlrnely carrier bill adJustments

1" Exclusions: .

. Adjustments dlsputed by ILEC (buf must be reported separately)

Busmess Rules: P

¢ This measurement applies to the daily usage feed and carrier wholesale bill adjustments.:

|e Performance for the DUF measurement is measured at-two levels:.

= Severity 1 Bill Affecting where X =24 hours with a maximum of 5 business days to correct error
= Severlty 2 Non-Bill- Affectmg where X =3 busmess days with a maximum of lO business days to.
correct error : -

e Elapsed time is measured in business days/hours 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.
o The ILEC shall send correct usage record within X days/hours of receipt of a query.
e The ILEC will adjust bill within X days ¢ "enerally next CLEC blll unless adjustment réquest received :
after middle of the month). :

e Only usage records fully corrected to the CLEC’s spec1ﬁcat10ns will be consrdered tlmely

o Excluded situations:

* ' CLEC may agree to exclude adjustments dlsputed by ILEC from metric. If]LEC does not wishto -
- pursue mutual agreement on such exclusion, ILEC must report separat=ly the number of quenes in
, drspute at end of the month as separate sub-rnetrlc _ :

Calculation:

Number of Queries in Repor‘tmg Period)] x 100:

Percent Billing Errors Corrected in X Days=2% [(Nurnber of ILEC Responses in X Days/Hours) / (Total

)

Report Structure:

s  CLEC Specific
o - CLEC Aggregate
». 'BST Aggregate -
« BST Affiliates

Level of 'Disaggregation'

o Company S
. Bill Type (DUF, Carrier Wholesale Bill)
« Severity Type

Retail Analog/Benchmark:

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 followmg levels of performance i in order to
provrde the CLEC wrth a meamngful opporturnty to compete Lo

DUF: : o o

« Severity 1 =90% corrected in 24 hours and 100% in 5 business days

e Severity 2 = 90% corrected in 3 business days and 100% in 10 business days
Carrier Wholesale Bill

« 100%I corrected within 45 Days.-
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Additional Measures Proposed by CLECs

' Report/Measurement'

- Percent Response Commitments Met (On-Tlme)

Definition:

This measures whether the ILEC has kept. comrmtment in contracts, business rules or prov1ded on the
initial phone for a substantive answer to a CLEC question or final resolution of the CLEC’s problem.

- Different intervals may be appropriate based on the severity of the issue with problems stopping the
CLEC:s ability to access pre-order and ordering systems or address a severe customer problem-{i.e
thousands of missing orders, conﬁrmanons or completions... :

Exclusions:

. None

‘Business Rules:

| ILEC must report on Whether ornot time committed to CLEC in-confracts, separate agreements or at time
'| of call are being kept by ILEC’s support centers. For instance, if contract requires a response to a billing

inquiry in 24 hours, then on-time responses would be those received within 24 hours after the CLEC
places a query to the appropriate point of contact and compared to all the responses to billing queries due
that reporting period. .If an TLEC account reépresentative 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 would be equivalent to an Estimated Time to Repair or Repair-
Appointment Met metric applied to non-maintenance types of problems. Missed commitments are those -
days/hours between the time the response was due and the time the response was actually received. For
ILEC retail measurement, nme to respond to end user bill questions and other business office queries
would be measured. :

e Al queries answered while the CLEC or ILEC retail customer is on the phone Wﬂl be con51dered on

time for this metric.

| * Responses do not necessarily have to resolve issue but must prov1de add1t10na1 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.

le ~ I CLEC poses more than one-question on same call, ILEC may provide dlfferent response

commitments for each query and measure each query separately.
. CLEC and ILEC may devise a priority rating system for measurement by whlch the CLEC Wﬂl :

" identify the type of query upon reaching a representative at the CLEC center and the type of response h

interval required for such a query. (i.e., questlons regarding problems with an OSS gateway blockmg
order placement or pre-order queries may receive a higher priority than a question to explam a
- business rule that is not 1mped1ng order activity.) = - -

‘o IfILEC is uncertain about whether response qualified as meeting the commitment 1nterva1 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 recewmg the query W111 direct the CLEC.

~ immediately to the appropriate center to respond to the questlon Otherw1se start time begms Wlth
initial call..

Calculation:

Percent Response Commitments Met = 2 [(Number of Response Commmnents Met) / (Number of
" Responses Due in Reporting Penod)] x 100 :

Report Structure:

o CLEC Specific

o CLEC Aggregate

e BST Aggregate
« - BST Affiliate

| Level of Disaggregation:
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Additional Measures Proposed by CLECs

. Company (If dedicated representatives assigned to specific CLECs)
+  Each CLEC Help Desk/Support Center (PreOrder Ordenng, B1111ng, etc. )

|« Severity Type

1 Retail Analog/Benchmark:

o | » Billing = 100% in 24 hours of request for information 7

« Pre-Ordering/Ordering Help Desk = 98% within response commitment prov1ded by ILEC

| = Other = 95% within response commitment provided by ILEC

« _100% within 3 business days

Page 13 .




. Additlonal Measures Proposed by CLECs

Report/Measurement:

- Percent Software Certification Failures
Software Problem Resolutron Timeliness and- Average Delay Days

Definition:

The first metric measures whether ILEC goes into production with software change that still leadsto
ILEC-software causing failures to CLEC test deck,. The second measures the time it takes the ILEC to
fix software problems its changes have caused. Third metric captures how long it takes to repalr
problems onice the resolution standard is passed

Exclusions:

+  CLEC caused- software farlures (with notrﬁcatron and agreement from CLEC. )

Business Rules:

e ILEC test deck may either represent regression testing of a new software release or progression testmg
of software being released for the first time. A regression test deck is a collection of test scenarios

" ‘designed to verify that functionality in a software release that was available in a previous release -
continues to work as préscribed. A progression test deck is a collection of test scenarios designed to
verify that functionality in a software release that is being introduced for the first time (or is bemg
removed) works as prescribed.

| ® - Test scenario is a description of a busrness event and the systems transactions performed to -

accomphsh the business event. Test scenarros also include pre-condrtrons input date and expected

. results. .

¢ During a 30 day period followmg release to productron ILEC w1ll track the nurnber of changes

- required as a result of CLEC experiencing malfunctions during the execution of transactrons drrectly
related to the pre-defined conditions in the test desk. - :

. A transaction is defined as failed if the request cannot be submrtted or processed or results in incorrect

- or improperly formatted data. :
e 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.

o ILEC may exclude any CLEC malfunctions if both parties agree that malfunctions were CLEC s fault.
If parties cannot agree on fault, then ILEC must report the number of malfunction incidents in dlspute

‘e Problem resolution timeliness will reflect the percentage of preorder and order transaction rejections

- resolved within the trrneframe agreed to. by CLEC and the ILEC for both errors Wrth and without
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 resolution notice call from the ILEC s
help desk ‘ : :

‘Calculation:

_t Software Certification Fa1lures = Z [(Number of Test Transacuons in Test Deck Count of Changes '

Required Due to CLECs Expenencmg Malfunctrons) / (Number of Test Transact1ons in Test Deck)] X 100

“ | Software Problems Resolved On-Trme ¥ [Number of Times Problem Resolved on T1me / Number of

Problems Resolved] x 100

1 Average Delay- Hours/Days for Software Problem =z [(Date and Time Problem Resolutron Conﬁrmed by

CLEC —Date and Time Problem Resolutron Due) / (Total Number of Problems Resolved)]

Report Structure:
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~ L Additional Measures Proposed by CLECs
« CLEC Specific . .
e CLEC Aggregate - : R v
s BST Aggregate : : o '
+  BST Affiliates - .
" '| Level of Disaggregation: L L -
« .Company ‘ C o

« Interface Type -
s Severity. Type (Work Around, No-Workaround)

- Retail Analog/Benchmark: ’

“If the TLEC 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 opportumty to compete: . S

o

+ No more than O 1% of test deck transactlons should result in CLEC problems

»  Software errors with no work-around should be corrected in 24 hours..

» Software errors with work-arounds should be.corrected in 72 hours

« Parity with ILEC affiliate on Delay Days or Standard of 100% in 48 for problems with no -
workaround and 100% within five days for: problems w1th work-arounds... .
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CLEC Proposed Dlsaggregauon
- (Process Level) -

' ' , Disaggregation
A. Pre—Order OSS Responsiveness ‘

Feature Function. Ava1lab111ty/Serv1ce Availability ' ,
Facility Availability Quahﬁcatmn of Loops for Advanced D1g1ta1 Services .
Street Address Validation ;

. Appointment Scheduling

Customer:Service Records -

Rejected or Failed Queries (regardless of type)
Timeouts (measured as a percent not an interval)
" Any new query type in 4 to 6 weeks of production.

1.

2.

-3,

4.

- 5. : . _

6. Telephone Number - : ' o ' B
by o s
8.

9, .

B.

Mamtenance & Repalr 0SS Responsweness

Create (or confirm loggmg of) a Mamtenance Request
Obtain Status -
Obtain Test Results

Cancel Request

Rejected of Failed Queries (regardless of rype)

-Closure Notification
~ Any new Query type in 4-6 Weeks of producuon

oo NONL B W

1
2
3
4
5.
6. - Clearance Notification
7
8.
C.

Collocatmn ‘

- Physical Caged
‘Shared Caged
Cageless .
- Adjacent On-Site
Adjacent Off-Site .
Augment to Physxcal (Disaggregated by standard mterval——l e. 90 day vs..45 day augments)
Virtwal - -
Augment to Virtual (staggreganon by standard mterval—l €. 90 day vs. 45 augments)
Remote Terminal

W

D Multi-Functional Dlsaggregatmn

1. Interface type—for preordering, ordering, billing and mainterance and repair OSS, for some
mietrics the specific electronic interface is required, for others the general interface type fully
electroni¢ or mechanized, partxally electromc or mechamzed and manual ( fax) are all that i is.
required.

Dispatch in, dispatch out, and non-dlspatch—for provisioning and maintenance measures
Volume—for ordering, provisioning, and mamtenance measures (a) 1-5 lmes, {(b) 6-14 lmes
and (c) 15+ lines

4.  Geographic --All measures should be dlsaggregated to a state level 1f 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

5
6. Center—for OS/DA ordering & maintenance service center measures
E. Billing

- KK-D




O

Disaggregation

1. Recrd Type (resale, interconnection,

UNE) CABS and CRIS

KK-D
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’ _;. - : T I RN, .MM.‘ ' . i K:K_E
- CLEC REQUESTED DISAGGREGATION

Metric .~ | BST Disaggregation - | CLEC Disaggregation | Total Number
OSS/PREORDER ‘ L ‘ ‘ , -
1 OSS-1 Average 1. 'Address (RSAG) | Same Plus | 7 multiplied by CLEC .
| Response Time and 2. TN Reservation - | 6. Failed Queties Interface Types (TAG,
Response Interval (Pre- (ATLAS) (those generating an | LENS)=14"
Ordering/Ordering) ~ . | 3. Appointmént . . error message that - | (Add EDI interface as
HET | Scheduling (DSAP) camrbe used to - queries are built to it.) , ~>
ST | 4. Customer Service - " distinguish from - .
‘ ' : - Record other queries)
(HAL/CRIS) 7. Percent Time Outs
|'5. Feature/Service ‘ :
- Availability - ‘ o
(P/SIMS, COFFI - _ P T
L ____and OASIS) o S : -
0OSS-2 Interface 1. TAG Same plus g 16
Availability (Pre- 2. LENS ! - :
Ordering/Ordering) S 16. LNP Gateway
‘ _ : 17. XDSL Gateway
3. DOE o ‘ co
4. SOCS- .| (CLECs assume that
5. ATLAS entire foute of -
6. RSAG-. . . middlewaré‘and' -
7. DSAP .- ‘backend systems . o S
8. BOCRIS - "+ accessed through TAG, | =~ ) : .
9. SONGs .. | LENSand EDI "~ o : -
10.. HAL - interfaces are covered
- 11. P/SIMS _ by system availability
. L 12. LEO Mainframe | metric.)
c 13. LEO Unix - :
-14. LESOG
15. EDI
| (ROS, RNS are only
| used by BellSouth retail.
| Benchmark makes
| reporting uncecessary. -
DOE is used in Southern
Bell states and SONGs
in South Central Bell’
- . ) » states) : :
0SS-3 Interface . 1. TAFI - _ (CLECs assume that .| 2~
Availability 2. ECTA " | entire route of B _ ,
‘Maintenance and Repair | . . ‘ | middleware and R ‘ o .
) : (Backend and .| backend systems e o
middleware of LMOS - | accessed through TAG,
_“HOST, MARCH, | LENS and EDI
| 8OCS, CRIS, . interfaces are covered
PREDICTOR, LNP) | by system availability . -
I S metric.) o
1 OSS-4 Response | 11 systems listed- in Create (or confirm 7 (fewer if BST has not
Interval Maintenance reports : loggingof)a . .~ |{'yetbuiltto CLEC' _
and Repair ' B ‘ : ‘Maintenance Report; - | proposed query types,
B s Obtain Status; - | multiplied by interface)
Obtain Test Results; | x 2 interfaces (TAFI,

Cancel Request; - | ECTA)=14




ol

' CLEC REQUESTED DISAGGREGATION

- KK-E

Rejected or Failed
Queries (regardless of

type);

. | Clearance Notification;
: Closure Notification
PO-1 Loop Make Up Loop Make Up Same 1
Response (Manual) - ' ' | ,
PO-2 Loop Make Up | Loop Make UP - | Same 1 (multiplied by EDI,
Response (Electronic) - : - " LENs interfaces) = 2
0SS 102 Percent NA All weighted test deck | 1
Software Certification | =~ ' Mailures aggregated :
Failures together
1 0S8.103 Software NA Problems with Work- 2
' Problem Resolutwn Arounds; -
T tmelmess - Problems without Work— i
. \ | Arounds
0SS 1 04 Software NA Problems with Work— 2
Problem Resolution . Arounds; :
" Delay Hours/Days Problems without Work-
R v Arounds
- MI Percenit Response | NA ‘Bach . -3
| Commitments Met on. t Ordering/Provisioning
Timie — Help Desk - /Systems Help Desk
| ORDERING ' , .
O-1 Acknowledgément | 1.. EDI. Same 12
Message Timeliness 2. . TAG.
02 Acknowledgement | 1. EDI Same 2
Message Completeness © | 2. TAG .
0-3 Percent Flow 1. Residence (Resale) | Same But: Instead of 5
Through Total 2. Business (Resale) | (Aggregated) UNE:
o 3. INP . 4.. UNE-Platform
‘| 4. UNE 5. 'UNE Loops
0O-4 Percent Fiow 1. . Residence (Resale) | Same but: 15
Through Designed 2. Business (Resale) Instead of (Aggregated)
: ' 3. INP. UNE:
4, "UNE 4. UNE-Platform
EORE 5. UNE Loops
" | O-5Percent Flow. - This is supporting data,
" | Through Error Analysis not a performance report
0-6 CLECLSR | This is raw datd not a
Information performance report
O-7 Percent Rejected 21 Services - Same. But instead of -~ | 31
Service Request UNE xDSL loop
: 1.  Unbundled UNE-
- derived ADSL -
- Loop '
2. Unbundled UNE- - |
~ derived HDSL loop,
| 3. UCL Loops Long
- - and Short :
4. Other 2 wire xDSL
loops




CLEC REQUESTED DISAGGREGATION

5. Other 4 wire xDSL ‘

loops.

| 6. Line Splitting -

Replace UNE Digital .
Loop > DS1 with:

|'7. UNEDSI .
8. UNEDSSand

higher

| Replace UNE ISDN
| with:

9. UNEISDNPRI
10. UNE ISDN BRI
Replace UNE Combos
Other with:

11. 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:

O-8 Reject Iﬁterval »

.

1.” ‘Fully Mechanized
2. Partially

Mechanized

4.

And 21 Product Types .

3. Non-Mechanized

-Same.

But instead of UNE

1 xDSL loop , _
“1. .- Unbundled UNE-

derived ADSL -
Loop

1+2.  Unbundled UNE-

.derived HDSL loop
3. UCL Loops Long -
. and Short

4. Other 2 wire xDSL

loops -

5. Other 4 wire xDSL -

loops. - :
6. Line Sphttmg _
Replace UNE Digital - -
Loop > DS1 with:
7. UNEDSI:
8. UNE DS3 and
higher .
Replace UNE ISDN’
with: :
9. UNEISDNPRI °
10. UNE ISDN BRI

Replace UNE Combos

Other with:

11. -Enhanced Extended

Loop (Dispatch)
12. Special Accessto -
. - EELs Migration
Replace Resale ISDN:
13. Resale ISDN PRI -
14. Resale ISDN BRI

31 x 3 order types =93‘




vEe

' CLEC REQUESTED DISAGGREGATION

~

15. Resale DID trunks -

10-9 FOC Timeliness

1. Fully Mechanized

2. Partially
: Mechanized

3. ,Non,-Mechanizc;d. .

Trunks.

And 21 ,Product Types .

- Same But:v

Instead of UNE xDSL :
loop: - - :

1. .Upbundled UNE- ..

derived ADSL
Loop

2. Unbundled UNE-

derived HDSL. loop

3. UCL Loops Long
©  and Short
4. Other 2 wire xDSL

loops. - . ,
6. Line Splitting
Replace UNE Digital

Loop > DS1 with:

5. __Other 4 wire xDSL

1 7. _UNEDS1 -
8. UNE DS3 and

higher
Replace UNE ISDN
with: :
9. UNE ISDN PRI
10. UNE ISDN BRI

| Replace UNE Combos
Other with: '
11. 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

31 x 3 order types =93 ‘

0-10 Service Inquiry - | 1. xDSL (includes Same but: : 6 .
with LSR/FOC - UNE unbundled Replace xDSL with: - R
‘Response ADSL, HDSL, and : o o
: " UNE Unbundled 2. Unbundled UNE-
- Copper Logps) “derived ADSL Loop
2. Unbundled - 3. Unbundled UNE-
Interoffice derived HDSLloop . || .
transport. 4. UCLLoopsLong |. - -
and Short
5. Other 2 wire xDSL
1 loops . :
6. Other 4 wire xDSL
- loops.




CLEC REQUESTED DISAGCREGATION

O-11 FOC/Reject -

Completeness

¥

| 21 Products -

Fully Mechanized =
Partially Mechanized
‘Non-mechanized

'Same But instead of -

UNE xDSL loop
1. Unbundled UNE--
- derived ADSL. -
"~ Loop '
2. - Unbundled UNE-
derived HDSL loop
3. UCL Loops-Long
* and Short
"4, Other 2 wire xDSL
loops . .
5. Other 4 wire xDSL
loops. -
6. Line Splitting
-| Replace UNE Digital
| Loop > DS1 with:
7. UNEDS1 _
8. - UNE DS3 and-
higher "~
1 Replace UNE ISDN.
with:

9. UNEISDN PRI

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

1. ' )

31x3 ordgr%types =93

O-12 Speed of Answer

‘1 in Ordering Center

CLEC Local Carrier .

Service Center’

Same (unless BST has

-other preorder, order,

3 (Varzer testimony)

system help desks
: serving NC carriers) .
OP-113 Call - NA - - CLEC Local Carrier 3 (Varner testimony)
Abandonment Rate ' ‘ | Service Center (and any | : g
: ' | other help desk service .

. ' N.C. carriers) .
0-13 LNP- Percent. Stand Alone LNP | Same. 2
Rejected UNE loop and LNP - ] B 1
0-14 LNP — Reject Stand Alone LNP Same 12
Interval Distribution and. | UNE loop and LNP
Average Reject Interval o ] .
0-15 LNP -~ FOC - | Stand Alone LNP - Same - 2
Timeliness UNE loop and LNP
Distribution/FOC: ‘ » ’
Average Interval - : . 1
OP-114 Mean Timeto | NA Inbound Trunks 1
Provide Response to P requested with TGSR/
Request for BST-to- ASR(BST ACNA)

CLEC trunks




C

KK-E

3. ucL Loops Long

and Short * i
4. Other 2 wire xDSL
-~ loops
5. Other 4 wire xDSL
loops.
6. Line Splitting
'{ Replace UNE Digital
{ Loop >DS1 with: *
7. UNEDSI
8. - UNEDS3 and -
higher
Replace UNE ISDN -
with:

9. UNEISDN PRI

10. UNEISDNBRI
Replace UNE Combos
Other with: -

11 Enhanced Extended -

Loop (Dispatch)
12. Special Access to
EELs Migration

"Replace Resale ISDN:

13. Resale ISDN PRI-
14. Resale ISDN BRI

15. Add: ResoldDID

"Trunks °

" 16. Inbound BST-to-

. CLEC trunks.

CLEC REQUESTE
OP-115 Percent NA Inbound Trunks |1
‘Responses to Requests | requested with TGSR/ :
| for BST-to-CLEC - ASR (BST ACNA)
Trunks Provided in. 7' - - .
Days o ;-
.| OP-116 Percent NA Inbound Trunks 1
| Negative Responses for : requested with
-BST-to-CLEC trunks TGSR/ASR(BST
. o ACNA) '
PROVISIONING: : ‘ ) ,
P-1 Mean Held Order 21 Products - Same But: 32 % 3 geographic.
Interval & Distribution ' Instead of UNE xDSL disaggregations = 96
Co loop: - (But BST should
1. Unbundled UNE- provide information to
. derived ADSL | the Commission to
Loop : determine the
2. Unbundled UNE— appropriate number of .
derived HDSL loop . | geographic '

- disaggregations to.

capture regional

.differences: urban and

rural and degree of
competition—heavy or

| moderate.

P-2 Average Jeopardy
Notice Interval &
Percentage of Orders
Given Jeopardy Notice

21 Proﬁucts ‘

See above. Plus Projects

33 x 3 geographic
disaggregations =99

P-3 Percent Missed

Installation Appointments - -

See above.
Plus Projects

33 x 3 geographic’
disaggregations = 99
Report CNA (Customer
Not Ready) exclusions

as diagnostic




P-4 Avérage Compleﬁoﬁ

33%3=99 x3

See above. Plus Projects
. Interval (OCI) & Order ‘ - (Dispatch, Non- - -
Completion Interval - Dispatch, Software
|* Distribution Change)
» =297'x 3 (Volume -
. v : Category) = 8§91
"| P-5 Average Completion See above. Plus Projects | 33 :
Notice Interval K i
.| ‘OP-121 Percent Billing See above Plus Projects. | 33
| Completion Notices Sent K : ' 1
Within Twe Days of
Work Completwn : . :
| P-6 Percent 1. UNE loop-hotcuts " | 4
Completions/Attempts. | 2. UNE 2 wire xDSL
‘without Notice or <24 -1 3. UNE 4 wire
Hours Notice : 1 .. xDSLUNE-P-
‘ - dispatch.

P-7 CCC Interval-

NA

"UNE-loop hot cut

2 x 3 geographic

-P-7a CCC Hot Cut %.
| Within Intérval and (two volume categories) disaggregations
Average Interval (CLEC © : 1=6_ - '
“on time metric includes '
OP-106 early and OP-I 07 |.
late cuts) . .
P-7b CCC-Average UNE-loop hot cut 1
| Recovery Time :
OP:111 and 112 Mean . | NA UNE-loop hot cut 1
Time and Percent of '
Customers Restored to N
ILEC : .
P-7¢ Hot Cut Provisioning | Hot Cut UNE-loop hot cut ‘ ’ :
Troubles in 7 Days . : ‘ ‘ 1 x-3 geographic -
, _ | disaggregations = 3
OP-108 Percent Orders. NA . Hot cuts T .
Cancelled or : ' 1
Supplemented at the
Request of the ILEC S
OP-109 Percent of Hot NA. Hot cut loop 1-
Cuts Not Working as ' T - |
Initially Provisioned. : e
| OP-118 Percent NA 2 wire xDSL. 4 x 3 geographic
“Successful xDSL ' | 4 wire xDSL disaggregations = 12
‘| Cooperative Service line sharing ;
Testing line splitting S
-P-8 Cooperative xDSL. 2 wire xDSL 4 x 3 geographic
Acceptance Testing 4 wire xDSL ~ - disaggregations = 12 -
Percent xDSL Loops line sharing '
Tested line splitting :
-OP-120 Percent NA 2 wire xDSL 4 x 3 geographic
| Successful Completion of 4 wire xDSL . disaggregations =12
| Modification/ line sharing ’
| Conditioning for xDSL line splitting
Loops . .- : -
P-9 Percent Prowsmmng 21 Same. But instead of 33 x 3 geographic
UNE xDSL loop disaggregations = 99

Troubles in 30 Days of
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' CLEC REQUESTED DISAGGREGATION

, Orde: Completion

1. Unbundled UNE-

derived ADSL
Loop -
2. Unbundled UNE-
 derived HDSL loop

. | 3., UCL Loops Long -

and Short

4. Other2 wire xDSL '

loops -
5.. Other 4 wire xDSL
loops. -
6. Line Splitting

- | Replace UNE
.| Digital Loop > DS1 -

with:

{7, UNEDSI

8. . UNE DS3 and
higher

Replace UNE ISDN

with:

'9. UNEISDNPRI .

10. UNE ISDN BRI

- Replace UNE Combos .
| Other with: ,
11...Enhanced Extended

. Loop (Dispatch)
12. Special Access to
" EELsMigration

-Replace Resale ISDN:

13. Resale ISDN PRI
14. Resale ISDN BRI
15. Add Resale DID
trunks -
16. BST-t0-CLEC
- trunks
17. Projects .

P-10 Total Service Order

Cycle Time

Not requested. by
CLECs.

OP-104(0-11in GA)
Service Order Accuracy

NA

U‘PP’!‘-’:“'

-

- Resale Remdenﬁal
Resale Business-
Resale ISDN-PRI
Resale Centrex
UNE- 2 wire voice’
loop -

~UNE-2 wire xDSL ‘
loops

7. UNE-4-wire xDSL

loops
8. UNE-platform

9. UNE-other -

P-12 LNP;Percent Missed
Installation Appointments

Hot Cut with LNP |

Hot Cut without

Hot Cut with LNP.

Stand Alone LNP

2 x 3 geographic
disaggregations. = 6

LNP

LNP with Loop.

P-13 LNP-Average




" . CLEC REQUESTED DISAGGREGATION

Disconnect Timeliness

JInterval & Disconnect

Timeliness Interval

| Distribution

Stand Alone LNP .

P-14 LNP-Total Service
Order Cycle Time

vNot requested by

MAINTENANCE & REPAIR

CLEC:s.

M&R-1 Missed Repair

‘Appointments

21 products

'O\

Same. But instead of

UNE xDSL loop

1. Unbundled UNE--
" derived ADSL
‘Loop

2. Unbundled UNE-

"derived HDSL loop-
3.. UCL Loops Long

and Short

| 4:- Other 2 wire XDSL

loops

f 5. Other 4 wire xDSL -

loops.

Line Splitting-
Replace UNE -
Digital Loop > DSI
_ with: -

8. UNEDSI_

~q

9. UNEDS3and

higher
Replace UNE ISDN

| with: :
10. UNE ISDN PRI '

11. UNE ISDN BRI
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

31 x 3 disposition codes
(software change,
dispatch in and dispatch .

out) x 3 geographic

areas = 279

. M&R-2 Customer

Trouble Report Rate

v21 Products

Same. But instead of

UNE xDSL loop -

1. Unbundled UNE-
-derived ADSL
~Loop

2. Unbundled UNE- -

- derived HDSL Ioop‘

3. UCL Loops Long
- and Short

4. Other 2‘wirefxDSL‘ ,

loops -
5. Other 4 wire xDSL
loops,
6. Line Sphttmg
Replace UNE D1g1tal

31 x3 geographlc areas
= 93 '

’
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' CLEC REQUESTED DISAGGREGATION:

KK-E

"1 Loop >DS1 with:

7. UNE DS1

| 8. UNEDS3 and
hlgher

Replace UNE ISDN

with: '

9. UNEISDN PRI

10. UNE ISDN BRI

Replace UNE Combos .

Other with: ‘

Loop (Dispatch)
12. Special Access to
' EELSs Migration
Replace Resale ISDN:
13. Resale ISDN PRI
14. Resale ISDN BRI
15. Resale DID trunks

11. Enhanced Extended '

M&R—3V Maintenance

" Average Duration -

21 Products

Same. But instead of -
UNE xDSL loop
1. Unbundled UNE-
derived ADSL
"~ Loop
‘2. Unbundled UNE-~
" derived HDSL loop
3. - UCL Loops Long
and Short
4. Other 2 wire xDSL
loops -

‘loops.

6. Line Splitting-

Replace UNE Digital
Loop > DS1 with:

7. UNEDSI
8. UNE DS3and

higher

Replace UNE ISDN
with:

‘9. UNEISDN PRI

| 10. UNEISDN BRI

Replace UNE Combos
-Other with: :
11. Enhanced Extended
Loop (Dispatch)
12. Special Access to -
- EELs Migration
Replace Resale ISDN: ..
13. Resale ISDN.PRI

"| 14. Resale ISDN BRI -

- Resale DID trunks

5. Other 4 wire xDSL

31 x 3 disposition codes
| (software change, . .

dispatch in and dispatch

‘| out) x 3 geographic:

areas = 279.

M&R-4 Percent Repeat
Troubles within 30 Days

15 products -

Same. But instead of
UNE xDSLloop

1. Unbundled UNE-
derived ADSL Loop
2. Unbundled UNE-

25x%x3 geograplnc areas
= 75

10




‘CLEC REQUESTED DISAGGREGATION

KK-E

3. UCL Loops Long
and Short

- loops

5.~ Other 4 wire xDSL
“loops,
6. Line Sphttmg '
Replace. UNE Digital
Loop>DS1 with:
7. UNEDSI -
8. UNEDS3and-
higher

{ Replace UNE ISDN
with:
9. UNEISDN PRI -
10. UNEISDN BRI

-| Replace UNE Combos '

t Other with:
11. 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

“derived HDSL loop

4. Othér 2 wire xDSL

M&R-5 Out of Service
> 24 Hours -

21 products -

‘But instead of UNE
xDSLloop

1. Unbundied UNE-
: derived ADSL-
-~ Loop -
2. Unbundled UNE-

_ derived HDSL loop
.3.. UCL Loops Long .
© " and Short.

4. Other 2 wire.xDSL
loops
5. Other 4 wire xDSL
“loops.
6. . Line Sphttmg
Replace UNE Digital
‘Loop > DS1 with:
~7." UNE DS1
8. UNEDS3and '
- higher
Replace UNE ISDN
with:
9. UNEISDNPRI-’
1-10. UNE ISDN BRI
Replace UNE Combos
Other with:

3 11. Enbanced Extended

31x3 geographlc areas

- =93

Loop (Dispatch) -

11




' CLEC REQUESTED DISAGGREGATION

12. Special ~Aécess to
EELs Migration
Replace Resale ISDN:

14. Resale ISDN BRI
15. AddResale DID

13. Resale ISDN PRI .

trunks
M&R-6 Average Regional Repair Center | Each Repair Center .
Answer Time-Repair . ' ' C
Center’ . , .
M&R-7 Mean Time to All FCC Reportable — * | Same
Notify CLEC of Outages . :
Network Outage < ' ' :
MR-101 Call Regional Repair Center | Regional Repair Center .
Abandonment Rate ' o S
(Maintenarice)
BILLING
B-1 Invoice Accuracy Resale Same
] . Interconnection )
B-2 Mean Time to | Resale Replace with:
Deliver Invoices. UNE §"CRIS ’
L ‘Interconnection "CABS
B-3 Usage Data Region - Resale
‘Delivery Accuracy UNE-P
: Interconnection
B-4 Usage Data - . Region CABs
| Delivery Completeness , CRIS
B-5 Usage Data Region CABs
Delivery Timeliness CRIS
B-6 Mean Time to "| Resale CABs
| Deliver Usage LT UNE CRIS
' ) Interconnection - -
B-7 Recurring Charge . | Resale ‘CABs ,
{ Completeness UNE CRIS
e Interconnection :
B-8 Non-Recurring Resale CABs
Charge Completeness UNE CRIS
: _ Interconneciton a
| B-105 Percent Billing NA .. DUF .
Errors Correctingin X |~ Customer Bill
. Days . ' Impacting
: Non-Customer Bill = -
Impacting
Invoice

OPERATOR SERVICES AND DIRECTORY ASSISTANCE

One Center

0S-1 Speed of - |-One Center One Center if there is

Answer/Average Speed ' only one

of Answer-Toll : :

0S-2 Speed of . | One Center One Center is there is
| Answer/Percent o ' only 1

Answered in X Seconds ,

DA-1 Speed of One Center if there is

| only 1

.| Answer/Average Speed

12




CLEC REQUESTED DISAGGREGATION.

' of Answer-DA

DA-2 Speed of Answer/ | One Center One Center if there is J .
Percent Answered ' only 1 :
within X Seconds '
| DATABASE UPDATE INFORMATION
D-1-Average Didtabase | LIDB Same 3
. Update Interval; ‘DL ' Lo
1 DA .
D—2 Percent Database LIDB Same - 3
Update Accuracy DL °
| D3 P_ércent NXXs and Same 1
LRNs Loaded by LERG ‘
Effective Date , : .
MI-102 Average Time | NA ' By Directory Closing ‘ _
Allotted to Proof Llstmg ' ‘ -12 (Estimated closings
Updates Before “where there is
Publication competitions)
-E911
E-1 Timeliness E911 Same . i1
1 B-2 Accuracy ‘| B9l Same 1
E-3 Mean Interval E911 Same 1
| TRUNK GROUP PERFORMAN CE : :
TGP-1 Trank Group None DesignType: 3
Performance-Aggregate L .
o 2% - ’
. 1% .
0.5% blocking
TGP-2 Trunk Group NONE See above 3
Performance-CLEC : SR
Specific
COLLOCATION _ : ‘ ’ . 1
C-1 Collocation Virtual Initial, } Same but replace | 8 x 3 geographic =24 .
.| Average Response Time | Virtual Augment " Physical Caged Co :
R Physical Caged-Initial |  Augment with:
Physical Caged- - Physical Caged 45- day .
Augment =~ augment.
- 1 Physical Cageless — Physical Caged 60 -day-
| Initial ‘| augment ' '
Physical Cageless- ‘| Remote
) ' Augment : ; : o
C-2 Collocation - Virtual Initial , Same but replace - 8 x 3 geographic =24 -
Average Arrangement Virtual Augment Physical Caged : -

- | Time .| Physical Caged-Initial Augment with:
' : | Physical Caged- Physical Caged 45-day -
Augment . augment. ‘
- - | Physical Cageless — Physical Caged 60-day
| Inmitial augment '
Physical Cageless- And Remote ..
: , Augment : e :
C-3 Collocation Percent | See Above Same plus 7 x 3 geographic = 21
Missed Due Dates Remote ) ,
.| CHANGE MANAGEMENT.
CM-1 Timeliness of | None | Emergency | 6

13




CLEC REQUESTED DISAGGREGATION

KK-E

14

Change Manageinent Regulatory Requirement
Noticés Industry Recommended
‘ Major . ‘
Minor
CLEC Initiated -
) BST Initiated
CM-2 Change | None Same as above 6
Management Notice '
“| Average Delay Days - » . -
"‘CM-3-Timeliness of - . | None Same as above. 6
| Documents Associated ' C
| with Change .
CM-4 Change Nore Same as above. 6
Management ' )
Documentation Average
Delay Days .
. 1 CM-5 Notification of EDI Same 6.
.| CLEC Interface Outages | CSOTS : :
LENS
TAG
ECTA
: , TAFIL :
CM-6 Percent ILEC vs. | NA CLEC Initiated . 2
CLEC Changes Made ’ BST Initiated ]
.1 BONA FIDE/NEW BUSINESS REQUEST PROCESS
‘BFR-1 Percentage of BFR Same 11
BFR/NBR Requests ' '
Processed Within 30
Business Days. '
BFR-2 Percentage of | BFR - Same 1
-Quotes Provided for
Authorized BFR/NBRs
Processed in 10./30/60
Business Days . :
TOTAL = 2778 -
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WORLDCOM RESPONSE CORRELATEDIDUPLICATED MEASUREMENTS

- "BST wrongly claims that t these metriCS'are corre'lated and only one should be ipart of

the remedy plan. See Varner Exhibit AVJ-4: “WorldCom strongly disagr'ees. .‘S-ee g

- responses below

~ Section 1: Operations Support Systems (OSS)

| OSS1: - Average Response Time Pre-Ordering/Ordering — This impacts customersin |

a different way than the other metrics. This metric shows how long it takes to pull up
queries with information to place the/r order while the customer is-on the phone wrth '
‘a sales agent. - /

0SS2: Interface Availability Pre- Order/Orderlng Th/s 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, particularly

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 EDI 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 CLEC
can gain access fo BellSouth’s systems to log a maintenance trouble ticket. Thisis -

| @ 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 maintenance workers receive in trying to log
troubles. It does not capture that an entire system is down. and that no troubles can :
be Iogged in either a fast or slow manner.

o Sectlon 2: Ordermg .

0-3: Percent Flow—Through Service Request (Summary) - ThlS metrlc relates fo
aggregate CLEC performance

“0-4: - Percent Flow-Through Service Request (Detail) — Thrs 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




v through metric ensures that BeIISouth is vigilant in ensur/ng that those orders
-designed to flow through do not run into glltches that keep them from domg so.

1.0-9:  Firm Order Conﬁrmatlon Timeliness — ThlS metrlc is.in the two remedy plans |

that cleared the FCC so far, and it shows whether a CLEC received & confirmation -
when it was due so it can specify an expected due date to the customer...

P-9:  Total Service Order Cycle Time - This is not a measure requested by
CLECs It shows the total time to process orders on average but not whether the

| steps occurred at their proper times when expected.

P-12: LNP —Total Servrce Order Cycle Time — This also was not requested by
CLECs but alsois a compllat/on of averages rather than showrng 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 confirmation

| 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
basrs because of different ordering processes among DLECs.

0-15: LNP - Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness Interval Distribution & Firm Order

Confirmation Average Interval —~To measure disparity i 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.

O-14: LNP Reject Interval Thisis a dlsaggregatlon for the above mterval and,

'| does not overlap unless BeliSouth has not, as it should, excluded LNP reject

_ Intervals from the other intervals above :

Seotlon 3: Provisioning -

- . F_’¥1: Mean Held Order Interval & Distribution Interval - This metric ahd distribution. | -~

~ tells the magnitude of held orders for the CLEC. BellSouth, its affiliate and
CLECs could have the same number of m:ssed appomtments but if the .
‘CLECS’ orders are held Ionger

P-2:  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 appomtments for réetail
customers. BellSouth can miss one:metric without missing the other, and
. the two together gives a view on whether CLEC customers are receivinga
" fair warnings when service delivery is in jeopardy.
P-3:  Percent Missed Installation Appointments - Here again, this metric and the
- one below give a better view into whether there is discriminatory service
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. ‘dellvery BST could. meet all its appomtments and still be dlscrlmlnatmg by
giving the CLECs due date longer than the standard interval. Both metrics
should be examined together for a product to determine ifthereis .
discrimination. ' Also missed appointment metrics include all service requests
even those shorter and longer than-the standard interval, while the average

" completion interval only measures when the standard interval is requested. -
P-4:  Average Order Completion Interval (OCI) & Order Completion Interval
" Distribution - See above. This metric can show another aspectof
discrimination that would be h/dden if only Missed. Appomtments are in the
remedy plan. :
P-5:  -Average Completion Notice Interval — The completion notlce lnterval
’ measures whether the change of the customer from ILEC to CLEC
: ownershlp was updated in the bilfing system. If the change errors out of the
~ billing system when double billing can occur, ‘<
P-9:  Total Service Order Cycle Time — This is not a metric requested by CLECs.

|'/P-12:  LNP - Total Service Order Cycle Time — Not a measure requested by

" CLECs. It just appears to.add averages for different segments of the
_ordering and provisioning process together for LNP requests.

‘Section 4: Ma‘intena‘nce & Repair

. M&R 1: Missed Repair Appomtments - Thls measures how dependable isin

estimating the repair intervals that are relayed to customers. This metric is
different than the ones below because both the metrics below can be at

- parity yet this metric be- missed, Ieavmg CLEC customers dlssatlsfled that -
repair estimates were not met. _

M&R-3: Maintenance Average Duration -- This metrlc shows how much time the
repair actually took. If dlsaggregated appropnate by appropriate activity --
software problems, dispatch in and dispatch out--it can be a.very accurate
determinant of parity.

' lM&R 5: Out of Service. (OOS) > 24 Hours This shows one critical dlspersmn whlle '

this does overlap with the average duration metric, that can warrant added
remedies as customers’ expectatlons of how long a repair should take are
greatly taxed. : c _
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M&R—2 Customer Trouble Report Rate Thrs metric gives an overall view of the

quality of the network in general. v
M&R-4: Percent Repeat Troubles Within 30 Days While thrs may overlap the
trouble rate, this gives a picture of repair quality. This is a different evaluation than.
the first metric; which might pick up if CLECs are receiving inferior facilities all

"\ around, while this one. shows whether the trouble is cleared or mlssed by

maintenance staff.

 M&R-6: Average Answer Time — Repair This shows how quickly the ILEC responds

to CLEC trouble calls and has nothing to do with trouble rates or repair quality. .
P-8: % Provisioning Troubles Within 30-Days of Service order completion - This.

‘metric shows installation quality, and generally is an indication if the loop or other
| product was installed properly. Any one of these metrics could be missed without

triggering another, so they are not related and all deserve fo be in a remedy plan as

measurements of customer-impacting discrimination.

‘Section 5: Billing

B-4: Usage Data Delivery Completeness - This metric, and the two below, all
. need to be examined to ensure that CLECs are rece/wng parlty service. This
. one captures whether any data is. mlssmg
B-5:  Usage Data Delivery Timeliness - This measure captures whether the v
delivery was on time and can be looked at with the metric below, which shows
whether the on-time performance interval can lmproved upon by reducing the
: standard interval. '

' B-6:‘_ Mean Time to Deliver Usage - This measure shows whether the on-time -

performance was actually dlscrrmlnatory as the ILEC provides usage data
" more rapidly on average to itself. :

Sectlon 6: Operator Services and Dlrectory Assnstance .

1 0S-1: Speed to Answer Pertormance/Average Speed to. Answer —Toll - Agam

this is a coupling of on-time and average time metrics that need to be looked
at fogether to see if parity pen‘ormance is being g/ven The average shows
whether BellSouth and CLEC calls are answered in the same. average '
amount of time.

| 0S-2: - 'Speed to Answer Performance/Percent Answered in “X’ Seconds — Tolf

This shows the percentage of time that the on-time standard was met, but not
whether the time mterval was parlty with what BeIISouth customers receive.

0S-3: Speed to Answer Performance/Average Speed to Answer - Dlrectory
- Assistance - (See above.)
0S-4: - Speed to Answer Perfon"nance/Percent Answered in “X” Seconds -~
Directory Assistance -

Section 7: Database Update Information
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M&R-2: Customer Trouble Report Rate - This measure and the ones below capture
various aspects of problems with databases. - This metric would capture on a

- I disaggregated basis, N)O( or other troubles caused by lnaccuracy, albelt after the.

fact. .-

| D-1:  Average Database Update Interval - ThIS captures how fast the data gets |
into the database, and whether it oceurs at parity with BellSouth retail. - -
| D-2:.  Percent Database Update Accuracy - This sampllng of accuracy can

capture errors before they become troubles reported by the CLEC customer. =
D-3:  Percent NXXs Loaded by the LERG Effective Date - This also is a proactive .

‘measure to ensure than no end user troubles erI occur because of late NXX

loading.

Section 8: Eg'11 B

| E-1:  Timeliness - Again on-time does not mean that the CLEC rece/ved the

‘same interval as the ILEC did for itself.

E-3:  Mean Interval — The mean performance, or better yet the distribution, needs .

to be examined to determine whether updates are being done at an equal
pace. : ‘

o Sectlon 9 Trunk Group Performance

TGP- 1 Trunk Group Performance — Aggregate The capture of aggregate CLEC

performance clearly is a different matter than the capture of lndrwdual CLEC 1
performance (the metric below).

_ TGP-2: Trunk Group Performance — CLEC Specmc - BST appears to be dlsputmg

.a major tenet of ILEC remedy plans to cover harm to mdlwdual CLECS and
competltlon in general :

Section 10; Collocation

| C-2: . Collocation Average Arrangement Time — This metric captures parity in

performance when compared to BeIISouth s data afflllate or whether a
benchmark can be improved upon.
C- 73 Collocation Percent of Due Dates Missed — This shows whether the exrstlng

benchmark was mlssed but not whether the interval is reasonable

Sectlon 1z Change Management

| CM-1: Timeliness of Change Management Notlces - This metr/c shows whether the

notice was delivered on time.
CM-2: Change Managemenit Notice Average Delay Days - ThIS metnc shows for
those that were late, the degree to WhICh they were late.
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CM 3. Timeliness.of Documents Assomated WIth Change Thls metnc shows
. whether documents were delivered on time.

| CM-4: Change Management Documentation Average Delay Days - Th/s shows that

when the due date for the document was missed, the degree to Wthh it was
mlssed ‘
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Filed: November 22, 2000

WORLDCOM'S COMMENTS CONCERNING. o o N
STAFF’S DRAFT PERFORMANCE ASSESSMEN‘I‘ PLAN ' '

WorldCom Inc (“WorldCom ) submxts thesc comments m responsc 10 Staﬁ‘ g ©

Draﬁ Performance Assussment Plan (“Draft Plan’ ) | | |

INTRODUCTION

- The Draft Plan prov;des & good stamng pomt in the dcvelopment ofa Flonda _—

rernedzes plan. WoﬂdCom suppons 2 number of features in the plan sucn as the - |

| vrcqmrement that BellSouth pay ALECs directly w'nen 1t faﬂs to meet performance

standards. the xmplementanon of 8 procedural rather than an absolute cap on remeches,

and the r::qmrement that the Plan commence thhm a set time mdependen’cly of w.hether

BcllSouth has been granted i m-regxon Iong dxstance authomy Tnsre are s number of

other parts of the Draﬁ Plan however, that WorKdCom submus should bc medified to

' ensure BeﬂSouth is given the proper incentwes to open its Flonda 1oca1 marl\et In that ‘
: regard WorldCom generally agrees wﬂ‘.h the comments being ﬁled by AT&T on the |
» Drafc Plan. WorldCom files thesc separate comrnents tc emphaszze certaln staustzcal and

structural modxﬁcatxon_s that would improve zhe plan. -

. .

! These commen!s are by no means exhauslive, and the foeud on cenain statistical and structual issues here
is not intended 1o suggest that cther issues are not also eritical, Saveral other issues will be addressed in the
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CDMMENTS
A ia i Viodificatio $
WorldCom is most concemcd abou‘c the choice of 2 paramcter delta in the Draﬁ\

‘ Plan WoﬂdCam only has supported AT&T'S par amcter dcita of .25 as the upper hrmt on
‘ 'what would be acceptable 8s & crude decision rule on competztive signiﬁca.ncc. For |
| aggr:gate (1 e, Tier II) ALEC results a.10 parametcr de]ta should be chosen becausc of
the larger sampla sizes that would beinvolved, -As the. attached pa.n:r frorn Aubum |
Umversxt} Economms Professor John D. I ackson notes, for larger sample sizes g largc
’ para.meter delta cap cut off major dlfferences in me:-ms from the remedy. scheme. Asa’

result, the: h1gh parameter delta proposed i m the Draft Plan wouid su‘ostaxmany Jimit the -
_ remedies BeHSouth would be called upon to pay. Thus, a lower para.meter delta should
be adopwd. »Altematxvely, compet1t1vely sxcmﬁcant margins should be. dcﬁned for each
' :memc bascd actual market expenence These margins would have to be reex;mmed as

vcompetxtxon dcve]ops and cuatomers reactions to dxfferehc‘;gs in performance change.

B, Structursl Modificetions
| WorldCom g strong prefcrech is that remedxes be assessed onaper meésu:e o
’ . basms rathier than on 8 per occurrence , basis. Per occurrence p\ans may work when
- competxtxon is robust and few new products &re coming 10 market, but in Flonda, wheré
cornpetition is stll strugghng for 2 foothold, & per occun'encc plan could gen:rate low
. remadxes that BellSouth readxly would pay rather than open the docrs to local

 competition. Per occurrence plans keep remedies the lowest when ALECs are just
R _

testimony WorldCom will file in this docket, WerldCom alse will add:e#s the issues raised in these
colmmenis more comprehensively in that jestimony. ‘
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bev'mmng to ramp upine market or launching new semces in compeu tion thh ILECs.T

 ALEC reputatmns and ﬁnancm] resources are most vulnerable in those early stages of

' market entry orof a product offermg Compeutors coulc be driven out of the market

long before per occuTence remedies would reach 1evels to motwate EellSouth 10 spend
money for human and. capltal resources ta ﬁx problems, let alone offse: BcllSouth‘
powerful mcentwe to retain exxstmg Jocal proﬁts new hxgh-margm advanced dtcxtal
service proﬁts and eventually Iong distance proﬁts. |
If the Comumission none:heless determines t.hat 8 per occunenee'planbsh_eul‘d be
lmplemmted a number of ste-ps can be taken to amchcrate the problem of 1nsufﬁc1ent

re1ned1es dunng thc early stagcs of competmon First, the Commxssxon should requu'e a

‘ _minimum payment for each measure for whxch BellSouth faﬂs 10 pr0V1de sansfactory

: performance Such mimmum payments would: hclp gwe sufﬁcmnt mcennve for

BellSouth to comply mth its duty to provxde parity and & meamnﬂful cppor’cumty to
compe’:c even when acﬁvxty 1evels are low. Second, the Comm1ssxon should increase the
per oceurrence remedxes proposed in the Draft Plan The base remedy amoums proposed
gre too low to provxde an adequate incentive for BcllSouth to cooperate wnh its
compehters in the 1ocal market, a.nd would have httle '.mpa.ct ona ccmpany the size of

BeliSouth. T‘mrd rcmedtes should increase substanuaﬂy for severe and rcpeatcd

, vioia’cions The Draft Plan does not take into account the manmtude of poor perfonnance

by Bellsouth but rather ‘only’ the number of customers thet havc been harmed. For ,

example, the Draft Plan does not d:stmguxs’n whether.a performancc standa.rd was

| exceeded by 1 day for 100 customers of 30 days for 100 customers. in both ms’cances the

* same remedy’ wouid apply. And although the Tier 1 remedy amouns do increase for
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rcpeated'violaficns. th’okse increases are not substantial enough ie pr»of-'i‘de a sufficient

.mcennve to provzdc aood pcrformance , | | |
Srmcmral problems also exist for Tier IJ .For exafnple Tier 11 remedy paym ents _

are not mggered unless BellSouth has dxscnmma:cd agajnst the cntxreALEC community
for three consecutwe momhs But even one monzh of poor pcrfcrmancc, such ss d\mnw :
7‘ &n ALEC s ramp-up before it has established a reputation in the iocal market, can erodc |
) prospescts for local c‘ompetitmn.: Anditis mfﬁeult to {magine that t}«vo, _consecutzye ) |

An;omhs. of poer pcrfo'rrhahce would not have a serious impact onan ALEC at any stage of
| marke! entry.  Under tfne Draf't Plan. itis possxble for BeliSouth to provxde |
diseriminatory scrvzce in e:ght out of twelve months and stxl] pay no pénal ty Thus the
, lTlET IT remedies may ra.re y, 1f ever, be. mggered lcavmg BcllSomh wzth only the ‘
‘pmspect of paymg Tierl remed1es Moreover, under Tier. II (as under Tier I} BellSouth
" pays. the same remcdy regardless of thE'seventy of the vxelatmn | ’

Fmaﬂy, the Tler II remedy in the Draft Plan is too easy for BellSouth 1o avoxd

So long as it dzd not fa11 any twelve or more of twanty-sxx perfomxame standards for e
three consecunve months BellSouth v«rould remain free to market and seH ]ong daszancc
scwiccs. asaum!ng it prcvxc'ualy had been granted 271 authonty Thus even if. BeHSouth
- provided atrocious pcrformance on eleven pe:formance measurcments that thwarted

a ALECs’ e_ffoﬂs, to compete in the local market, the Tier III r;medy wogld not be
triggered, WorldCom respectfully sub‘:r;its_ that & more stringent test should be aﬁﬁlie_d.

| | | ' CONCLUSION -

For the foregoing reasons, and those expressed in the Commcnt's"o{vAT&T,_, v

WorldCom respectfully requests the _Cornfnissiqn to modify the Draft Plan, WorldCom

E 2
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win describe in more détail the modifications it believes are appropriate in the testimany ]
: 1t plans ro file in this docket.

Respectfully submitted, thxs 22"d day of November, 2000

’\P..,o f ~
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CRUCIAL SHORTCOMINGS OF THE "BALANC!NG CRlTICAL YALUE"
APPROACH TO PERF ORMAN CE APPRAISAL -

by
J ohn D Jackson, Professor of Econcmzcs,
Aubum Unwerszty, Aubum, AL 36830

-1 Imroducnon .

- Section 271 of the Telecommunication Act of 1996 provided for ILEC entry into -
* the long distanice telephone service market if CLECs were allowed to enter the various - .
loesl telephone service markets. This CLEC entry, in tum, is predicared uponthe = -
CLECs! ab:hty to purchase from the ILEC varisus services crucial to their ability to-
compete in the local markes, Conseguently, the Act further requires that the ILEC
provide these services to the CLECs at & qualiry level a2 least equa! to that they provide
to their own customiers or affiliates. Thus, the evaluation of panty in local service ‘
provision has become a central issue in 8l] proceedings concemmg ILECs' 271 approval.
Statistical means difference tests, typically based on (some version of) the LCUG Z
 stetistic, have become fhe comerstone in the evaluation of service quality provision.
‘Indeed, test results are not only used 1o determine whether the ILEC has discriminated
against the CLEC in service quality provision, they also enter into the determination of
- the magnitude of the penalty involved according to severa] performance assurance plans
(such as those proposed by SBT, BST, and AT&T). Itis this latter use that has led to the
developmentof a- "balancmg cnnca] vames approach to panty testing and perfon-na.nce
appralsal -
"~ When one makes a dacxsxon concemmg the presence or absence of parity in
service provision based on & statistical test, he or she can’ err in ane of two possible ways.
~ They could conclude that discrimination in service provxslon exists when in fact it does
not, or they could conclude that discrimination does not exist when-in fact it does.
. Because the null hypothesis of the test assumes "no discrimination,” the former error

“involves the rejection of a true nuil. It is called & type I error, and the probability (or risk) -

- of committing such an error is called a. The latter error involves the acceptance ofa
falsc null. It ig called a type II error, and sthe probability (or risk) of committing such an
‘error is called B, The BCV approach to parity testing amounts {0 determining a critical
~ value of the test statistic called & balancing critical value (BCV), that equates o with ﬁ
“This principle was first enunciated by LCUG in the early (pre 1998) stages of parity
testing discussions, but the current version is the result of joint efforts of BST's statistical
discussions from Emstand Young and AT&T's (now retired) statistical expert Colin
- Mallows. Indeed, a BCV has become an integral part of both AT&T and BST's

- Performance Assurance Plans (PAPs).

‘ In principle, an equal chance of error approach is attractWe for (at least) :wo
reasons. First, it remedies a number of difficulties encauntered by the alternative .
approach. A number of PAPs, e.g., SBT's Texas plan, employ e fixed critical value of -
the test statiStic and a K-table in lieu of BCY. Withous going into a detailed eriticism, th

€

K-table corrects for random variation in the test statistic by allowing the ILEC to fail "k"
tests per smonth without penalty. Many CLECs object to this approach because the table is

¢
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denved ba.sed on.an un:eahsnc aitematwe (that the ILEC alwsys prcvxdes parity service)
and becsuse it ignores type II errors. The BCV approach avoids these criticisms (and
handles the random variation problem) by employing s critical value of the test statistic -
that equates the probabilisies of committing type I and type II errors.

Second, thie BCV approach dovetails neatly with the obj ective of unbzascd penaity

- assessment, An optimal statistical decision would be one that equates the costs of

making & type I error with the costs of making a type Il error. ILEC representatives are

- typically more than willing to disclose how much 3 type | error costs them. CLECs,on.

the other hand, have  more difficult time determining how much a type II error costs
them. These costs involve not only the foregone penalty payment and the cost to their
reputation; they also entail the cost to society of having to continue monopolistic service
provision while losing the benefits of comipeatition. Since these costs are difficult to

~ calculate, it isinot reasonable to expect ari optimal statistical decision. The BCV,

how:ver, accomphshes the next best thing. Since, the probability that the ILEC would

- have to'pay a fine when it is not.discriminating is equal to the probability thar it will not
"héve 1o pay & fine when it is discriminating, thc {ong run expected value.of inappropriate

net penalty payments is zero.
It is indisputable that the BCY approach has a definite allure for parity te.sting

and performance appraisal. Unforunately, operationalizing the BCV approach, putting = -
~ the principle into practice, exposes a major flaw which can open Pandora's Box in terms
- of allowing the ILEC to thwart meaningful CLEC competition at the loeal level. The

+ prablem relates to the key role played by a parameier & in determmmg what critical

values of the test statistic will lead 1o the rejection of parity. The flaw is that the value .
given to & is arbitrarily determined; Pandora's Box is opened when & is set egual to
"large"” values: and all the evidence suggests zlzatILECs are intent on pursuing exaczly
this stralegy.

8

I The Impor:ance of Spemfyma Dclta :

To apply the BCV approach one must (2) determme an express;on for the value
of @ assuming the nuil hypothesis is true, (b) determine an expression for the value of §

~ assuming the alternanve hypothesis s true, and (c) set these two expressions equal to
‘each other so 85 to s0lve for the balancing critical value (BCV) of the test statistic that

equates @ and P. Step (2) is easy because the CLEC and ILEC populauon mearns are-

~ 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 population mesns in

order to cornpute f. This is the point in the argument at which statisticians typwally cop
out. Ideally, we would like to compute B based on a means difference that is only just
large enough to be marginally “competitively significant.” Statisticians srgue that they -

“are in no position to gauge how large means differences should be in order to be
- marginally competitive significant, this matter should be left o “telephony experts.” But

given a measure of this difference, they can easily compute the BCV and hence -
implement 4n equal probsbility of Type I and Type II errors. The AT&T/BST

~ statisticians capsuhzc the probiem as follows:
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variances. The second sét of equalities in Ho and Ha above allow for discnmmanon in
the form of the CLEC variance exceeding the ILEC variance by a multiplicative factor A,
2>1; i.e., the ILEC provides the CLEC more variable service than it provides itself.

f thie th1s is certainly an important source of discrimination, it is of only tangential -

xmponance 1o the problem at hand. Thus, in what follows, the variances are agsumed to.
be equal; i.e., A=1.) In this view, the CLEC and ILEC means are equal under Hp and
differ by an amount equal to deg; under HA. Analytxcany, under these assumptions, steps

: (2), (), end (c) lead to the formula

Sprznee! Ht:e:f T Srewtie Awmnring blres: %z,s a -Emﬂ Vehi#t ¢ Temr Sarivle Awmm Mu-vm,u aﬁ;‘r
AV = (2
’ Verioge q’ Tb.'x: Seristic el;smang Mo= Dy by & a ~ fprosd Vaie </' T Sertste /hnumg Ao o rx DUfr !

Thus Sis a measure, in units of the ILEC standard deviation, of the extent to which.

the ILEC mean exceeds the CLEC mean (or, conversely). As such, specifying 8 .

specifies the difference between the CLEC and ILEC mesans that would be
marginally competmvely significant in affecting local service competition. Further,
specifying delta is integral to determining the BCV. It follows immediately that,

~ since parity is rejected if the computed value of the test statistic "exceeds” the BCV

the value chosen for § can determine the outcome of the test.
While the statistician may riot bein a pasition to accurately specify 8 he or shc is

~ certainly able to evaluate the impact of choosing a particular 8 on parity testing. Before
~ turning to this question, however, let us examine briefly the ability of "telephony experts"

to specify 8. In the past, BST "experts" have suggested that 8 should equal 1; more
recently (in the Florida Strawman proposal) ¢ value of 0,5 has been put forward. No

'cxplanauen has been offered a5 to how these numbers were derived. The following

scenario is not out of the question: One day the chief ILEC negatiator phones one of his -
engineers and asks, "Hey Joe, suppose our average service provision was sbout one -
standard deviation better than what we provide the CLECs on average. Would that
difference be competitively significant?” Joe thinks for a minute and responds, "Yeah, it
probably would be, but let me check with Bill to see what he thinks. Hey, Bill..." To
make & long story short, let's suppose that Bill and whoever else he consults soncur, The
value of § has now been established, in the ILEC's mind, as 1. Admittedly, thereisno -
real evidence Yo support this conjecture; but equally, there is no real evidence refuting it,

‘either. That is one of the problems, ILECs provade no evidence from their "telephony

experts" at all. -

Charitably, the ILEC may simply have asked its cxpens the wrong questxon It is
probably true that selecting 8=1, produces a means difference, %o, that is competitively
significant. But the important question is whether this is the least possible means
difference that would be competitively significant. If oneis willing to accept values of 8
that lead to mframargmal differences in. competinve significance, then there is an infinity .

- of equally legmmate values that 8 could take on, For example, if 5=] resultsina

competitively significant means difference (1vc), then so would valucs of §=2,3.4, ...,
because they would lead to larger m_eansrdifferences than that given by 8=1 (i.e,, 2ec,
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3eg, 4o, ...). Thus; specifying inframargina! values for 5 becomes completely arbitrary,
50 that such values can contribute nothing to the solution of parity testing problems. The -
real question is how small can 8 be made and the resulting means difference be -
eompeunvely significant. Is it possible for means differences resulting from & values of
0.5, 0.25, or 0.1 to be competitively significant differences? It is the value of 3 that

leads to the marginally competitively significant means differcnce that we require,

because it is the only unique, unambiguous, meaningful valuo to assign to5if
competitive significance is to be the criterion by which we determine Type II error.

" Forthis reason, establishing the & that leads to marginally competitively significant

means difference should be the subject of considerable research on-the part of . ,
economists and statisticians as well as engineers and other “telephony experts.” The
CLECs are gware of no models that have been estimated, no experiments that have been

- conducted by the [LECs. Indeed, the ILEC is typically in & uniqucly poor position to

conduct ests and expcnments to establish the extent of, marg:na!ly competitively
significant differences in the provision of local telephone service because, generally.
speaking, it does not “compete” in local markets. In fact, a sound argument can be made

.that it is not possible at this time to accurately establish such values, because up to now,

local telephone markets in the U.S. have not seen vigorous competition between the
CLECs =nd the ILEC. Until such competition is the ri)e of the day, determining
"compehtxve significance” can be based on nothing but conJccture 2

;III.“ The Statistical Consequences of Choosmg 28 That is "Too I_arge"

Now consider the xmpact on parxty testing of the ILEC's choice of 6-—1 rather than
some, more appropnate, smaller number. The answer, in a nutshell, is this: the larger 8,

~ the more extensive is the ILEC's carte blanche to thwart local compaetition. The rationale
is as follows: {i) Larger values of 8 indicate larger differences in SQM means. (ii) The

larger the means difference, the less likely the comunission of a type [I error, i.e., the .

-lower is B, (iii) Smaller values of B require smaller values of o 1o balance the two risks.  1

(iv) Since @ is ot only the probability of committing a type 1 error but also the level of

- significance of the test, smaller values of o imply larger critical values of the test statistic.

(V) Since larger means differences imply greater discrimination and since larger critical
values of the test statistic make rejection of pa.nty less likely, larger values of & permit

greater discrimination by the ILEC without its incurring a penalty. To see points {i)- (iv)

more claarly, consider the Figure 1. The figure contains three sets of graphs with two

" graphs in each set. For each set, the upper graph can be considered as the distribution of

ILEC sample means and the lower graph, as the distribution of CLEC semple means,

~ The service being analyzed is assumed to be one in which larger numbers mean worse

performance, Thus, in sccordance with equations 1, the mean of the [LEC distribution is
u and the mean of the CLEC distribution is p+8sc. In the upper set.of graphs, &=1,in the
middle set, 8=0.5, and in the lowest set, §=0.25.

Graphzcally, determining the balancing critical value is casy. The probability of a -
type I erroris simply the area under the ILEC 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), and the probability of e Type Il error {s the area under the CLEC curve to the left
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 of X* (CLEC sample means so small that they give the appearance of panry when.it is -

not ruly the case). Detcrmmmg the balancing critical value simply amounts to adjusting
‘the dashed vertica! line -- the one Jebeled BCV and the one that defines X* -~ 30 as to

- equalize these two areas. Also note that even though the distributions are not normalized,

it stilf follows that larger (==B) areas imply smaller (m absolu:e value) critical values,

- and conversely,

Now consider the upper set of graphs which have been constmcted under the

hy{;othcsxs;hat §=1. Here, the CLEC mean is a relatively large distance above the ILEC.
" mean. Thus the BCV will determine a and § errors thet are relatively small, indicating

that the BCY itself will be relatively large in absolute velue. Intuitively, since the CLEC

© mean is a relatively large distance above the ILEC mean, we arc not very likely to

commit'a Type I ervor, that is, Bis likely to be small. Consequently, o must also bé

- small o equal £, and small a's correspond to 1arge (in a.hso.u:e valuc) @ntzcs.l valuag of

the test statistic,

In comparisen, consider the middle set of graphs. AH factors are assumed to be
the same a5 in the upper set except that now the CLEC meen s closer to the ILEC mean,
§=0.5 rather than 8=1. Relative to the first case, this increased proximity will lead to an
increased B-risk and 2 BCV that cuts off larger areas in the tails of both distributions.
Note that the latger « would conespond o0 a smaller (in sbsolute value) critical valug of -
the test statistic,

-Finally, note that the lowest set of graphs reinforces thesc nofions. Agam,

~ everything is assumed to be the samie as in the two earlier cases except that now the

CLEC mean is cJoser still 1o the ILEC mean, §=0.25, Again, becsuse of this mcrcased

- proximity, the a- and B-isks are higher and the resultmg BCV lower (in absolutc value)

than in the previous cases.
This analysis clearly dernonstrates that in general the largar 8, the  larger

~ the critical value of the test statistic associated with the rejection of parity, ceteris

paribus. Based on this result, it would not be difficult to accept a value of § of 1 if the a-
and B-nsks were of a Teasonable size; L.e,, if the critical values of the tast statistic were of .

‘reasonable magnitudes. Unfortunately, thxs is not the case for &=1, nor even for 5=0.5.

The problem is that the AT&T/BST approach guarantees that, given & the a-risk will
equal the B-risk, bu: it has nathing to say about the magnitude of risk ai which they will-

_be cqual. As a result, many tests have critical values that balance risks, but ac

infinitesimal risk levels, In facl, these levels af significance are so small as to make a
mockery of parity testing. .
~Based on the hypothesxs test defined in (1)
Hypie = poe=0y

1y
H, He=u,+800,50 = Ao, )

Begin by assuming that A=1. BST has suggested a sxmphﬁcd formula for approximatmg

the BCV for the truncated Z statistic. (It should be noted that what BST calls the -
fruncated Z is in fact a tandard normel variate -- the truncated Z minus its mean and

divided by ijs standard dcv:anon -- 50 that its critical vaiuea are those of a tradmonal A
statistic).
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Let.us begin by assummg tha: &=1, and let us assume that the ILEC samplc sizeis -
sufficiently large so that the term {1/n)) in the denominator of (3) can be taken to be zero.
Under these assumptions, the BCV depends only on & and the CLEC sample size,

Consider some typica] CLEC sample size values, and note the implied values of BCY
and the concomitant level of significance « (-]3)

nc=50=BCV-—-3 54> q=[=.0002"
‘ =100 = BCV =.5.00 = & = B = .0000003
e ng“BOO-"—vBcvn-Sééaar R = 2251016
nc=500=> BCV =-1],18 = o = =2.5%10%
nc=1000= BCY =158l => a =8 =1.3*10"
It should be clear that, for very reasonable CLEC sample sizes, when 5=1, the ~
AT&T/BST BCV approach yields unacceptably large (in absolute value) critical vallues

. and unacceptably small levels of significance, Put into perspective, the FCC has
- suggested that a=0.05 (CY=-1.645) is a reasonable significance level to undertake -
. statistical tests of parity. Some [LEC proposals have suggested u=0.025 (CV=-1 .96) or |

even ¢=0.01 (CV=-2.365). But no bona fide statistician could honestly recommend that
it would be reasonable to conduct a simple means difference test a1 anything : smaller than

‘the a=0.01 leve] of significance -- that is, until now. By rcqumng &=1, BST has

implicitly requu'ed that the level of szgmﬁcance be 1/50% of the m1mmum acceptable
level and 1/250%0f an appropriaté level -- in their best case scenario (nc = 50). For more

- rezsonsable sample sizes, the implications are even more outrageous. And these results -
' are not an artifact of the simplifying assumptxons used in the above analysis. BST

analyzed 84 parity tests on rwo SQMs using April 1999 data for the state of Louisiana,
with 8=1. They report & minimum BCV of -73 (I) and & median BCV of -3.74, implying -

" that half of the tests were undertaken at 2 level of significance less than .00009. Indeed,

roughly 3/4% s of the tests were undertaken at less than the recommended .05 level of
significance. These results indicate that, regardless of the opinion of the *telephony . .
experts,” the idea that §=1 can be rejected based on its statistical implications alonc.

~ These sarhe conclusions also obiain in the case of 8=0.5, zlthough to a lesser

k’ degree. Recall that this is the value of 5 thst BST has put forward in their Florida

"Strawman" proposal, If we repeat the above expenment with'8=0,5, we find the .
followmg " '
nc=50=BCV=-| 77=>c.==B- 038
nc=100=BCV=.2530=a=0=,0062
- ne=300=>BCV ~-433 = a=[=,000007
- ne= 500 = BCV.=-5.59 = o = § = ,00000001]
‘nc=1000=BCV=.91=ag=p=13%10"
Again, cxce’pt for the nc—SO case, all significance levels are less than the minimum
acceptable level, and even for the ne=50 case, the significance level is less than the
recommended .05 level. Thus, for the reasons mentioned above, 5=0.5 must be rejected
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~ on the grounds of jts statistical 1mp’hcaticns 25100 big. (We acknowledge that these
numbers do not dovstail with those in examples found in Appendix D of the BST

proposal. They do, however, dovetail with the numbers we compute using that same data :
but appropriste, exact, formulae from other sources.) '
Finally, prior to his retirement, AT&T's Colin Mzllows recommended 2 value of.
0.25 for 8. Replicating the above experiment for 50,25 yields
ne=50=>BCV=-088=a=B=,19
Nc=100= BCV =-1.25 = a=f =106
nc=300=BCV=-216=a=0=.015
nc S00=>BCV=280=a=0=.0026 "
=1000= BCV=-3.95= a =] =.00004

] udged by the xmphed level of significance of the test, these results are cons:derably more

credible than the two previous cases, Still, for instences where ne> 100, the levais of
significance sre just too low. This inference is particularly important since both AT&T
and BST plans recomimend aggregating the test statistics up through many deep testing
“categories before comparing them to the BCV, so that large CLEC sample sizes are to-be .
expected, (To illustrate, the relevant sample sizes in thc prev:cusly men‘ncned BST
examples are in excess of nc=300 ) u

IV Imphcatxons for Panty Testing, Performance Appraxsal
. and the Pruspects for Operahonahzmg Equal Risk

The pfachcai import the above. statistical results concemmg parity testing should
be obvious: The lazger the value of §, she greater the means difference, i.e., the greater

~ the extent of discrimination against the CLEC, permitted the ILEC before zt is subjecttoa

penalty payment. An example will illustrate: The ILEC owes 2 penalty when the
computcd value of the test statistic exceeds the BCV. For simplicity, assume the test
statlsnc 1s the LCUG Z and that Rirec—r Thus a penalty is owed if

. X!‘LE(‘ ‘XIILEC 2 BCV ‘ (3)
C e PO ' '
cLec

: Substltutmﬂ equancn (2) for BCV and rearrangmg terms, & penalzy wzu be owcd £

chc EElLEC+05 g T "I Vb (4)-

New suppose Lhé ILEC miean repair interval is, say 3 days with a sta.nda.rd deviation of 8,

If 8= 1, the CLEC mean repair interval would have to be miore than < (as
compared to the ILEC's 3 days) before the ILEC would owe & penalty. Indeed, if § = 0.5,
as suggested in the Florida Strawman, the CLEC mean repair interval would have to be

‘ . more than § days (as compared to the ILEC's 3 days) before the ILEC would owe a

penalty. Interestingly, if § = 0.13, the implied means difference would be 0.6 days, abou:; '

 thesameas that implied by the cnncal Z value of 1 645 (wuh feine = 400) suggested by

the FCC (0.67 days).

Thirexample should make 1t clear why ILECs want large. valucs of & and CLECs
want small values of 8. It should also make it clear why & has become such an impontant
ba:gaimng chip in 271 ncgotxatxons It is impossible to emplzasz ze s:rang!y enough how

DO
1
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regrertablé this cutcome zs The value of & is not sdrh:thing to be bargzined ov'cr any
more than the value of n is something to be voted on. -As pointed outin section]l, 8is-
the difference between mean CLEC end JLEC performance levels, measured in units of

- the ILEC standard deviation, that would be marginally competitwely significant. Ideally,

its value for many different SQMs would be the subjest of serious study by stat:sncxans,
economists, engmeers and industry experts, To make 5 subject to negotiationisto.
destroy the logical underpinnings of parity testing and performance apprazsal - to make
these underpinnings rest on the relative bargaining power of the perticipants rather than’

‘gtatistical science, Yet this result is as inevitable as night following day. Becausewe

have not seen at the Jocal level the kind of vigorous competition emong providers that..

 would allow: an appropriste calculation of §, the only methods available for specifying 8

are conjecture and negonauon hopefully tempered with ¢ little statistical sanity:
. Problems msmg fromn the acceptance or rajection of parity are not the only

- practical problems arising from attempts to apply the BCV epprosch. Such problems are
. magnified when the BCV approach énters into the deterrnination of the magnitude of

penalties. Consider for example the penalty structure in the F‘Ioﬁda'.‘Smwman proposal. -

* In'thet plan, the computed value of the (truncated) Z (call it Z*) and the BCV (the parity -
. g2p) is divided by 4 and the resulting percentage (called the “volume proportion,” it
-cannot be >=1} which is then multiplied by the number of impacied CLECs-to0 ‘dcz;-rmine

the "Affected Volume." This number multiplied by the per-occurrence penalty -
determines the payment 10 the CLEC for discriminatory service. Since penalties are

. owed only when Z*>BCV, increases in 8 increase the BCV, which decreases the parity
* gap (for 2 given Z#), which decreases the volume proportion, which decreases the
" affeeted volume ( for a given number of f impacted C1ECs), and hence lowers the penalty

payment -~ or the likelihood of & penalty being owed. This means that by manipulating

&, the ILEC can manipulate penalty paymenis in such a way as to circumvent the intent of
even the most adroit state oversight agencies. Other plans involving 3 and the BCV (c.g,,
AT&T's), while more reasonable, have similar potential of not reflecting the harm of
disparity in a resl world environment.. CLECs like WorldCom have agreed in joint-

CLEC remedy proposais to .25 as & generous tris] g5 8 BCV individual CLEC resulta. \
But WorldCom is becoming increasingly alarmed, as it should well be, that regulators are.

splitting the difference between ILEC and CLEC proposals for BCV’s without any
considered analysis of the. impact of this “guess ©of competitive significanse on the

' marketplace

V. Can Equal Risk Be Made Operational?

‘In principle, the BCV spproach is mdeed 2 beautiful dream. It :hmmates thc '

o pioblem of random variation, and it reduces to zero the expected value of inappropriate
- penalty payments, Unfortunately, the crucial parameter 8 cannot be unambiguously
- determined, there is an {ncentive on the part of the ILEC (CLECs) to inflate (deflate) 5,

and making the valuc of S & barga.tmng chip destroys the statistical legitimacy of parity
testing and performance appraxsa The ILEC cannot be expected to make an enlightened
choice of 8 because it has scant experience with competition. The CLECs cannot be
expected ta make 2n enlightened chojce of 8 because they have limited oxperience in
terms of contracting with the [LEC and with providing services in the local market. ;
Since the kind of research needed to obtain an enlightened choice of & is not possible at .
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the present time, and since conjecture and negotiation clearly incorporate incentives to.

. pame the systemn, some CLECs (in particular, WorldCom) worry that @ one-sggg-tl:tﬁ-a .
" BCV can éver be made operational

For & moment, let us suspend disbelief and suppose thaz 2BCV --¢ven thh all 1ts

potential pitfalls -- is adopted Would this be a good thing for the CLECS, the ILECs, the B

state regulatory sgencies, or society as a whole? Even ignoring all of the problems
‘brought to light up to niow, the answer is still, "No!" Hére is why: Suppose that in spite |
of all the impediments that the various BCV plans place before it, competition still

‘develops. Increased compeﬁnon implies largér CLEC orders, and larger CLEC orders

imply lower probabilities if type II errors, ceteris parfbus.- But lower values of § imply _

lower balancing values of &, which in turn imply larger BCVs. Consequently, under the |
BCV approach, increased competition will make it less likely to judge & given means

: dxspmty as indicative of discrimination. This consequence is clearly unacceptable. A

given difference in the quality of services provided by the ILEC to.its own customers
versus what it provides 1o those of the CLEC is either discriminatery-oritis not, The -

. extent of CLEC/ILEC competition should have nothin;, to do with this-inference. For .= -
- _this reason, the long run aceeptability of BCVs is even more uncertain then its short mn o
= acceptabzlny

It rernains but to conclude that xmplcmcntmg aBCV approach is & risky strategy

it's proposed value of 8 = 0.25 is taken to be a maximum acceptable trial value of that
parameter for individual CLEC results. This position is based on statistical sanity;
conjecture, bargaining, or further alterations to increase the BCV are not acceptable. If

- state regulatory commissions find this position too intransigent, then some method other -
. than the BCV approach must be found to deal wx’r.h random variation and competitive .
- zcmﬁcance. , -

10

[

N A'm'de‘ed The CLECs support AT&T's proposal of 2 BCY approach only to the extent that » v




