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Final Report of the Audit of 
BellSouth’s Performance Assessment Plan for Florida 

I. Introduction and Approach 

A. Background and Purpose of the Review 
Incentive plans or enforcement mechanisms, and the performance measures on which they are 
usually based, play vital roles in the local telecommunications competitive marketplace. 
Performance measures in areas such as ordering, provisioning, billing, and maintenance and 
repair (M&R) provide a method to correlate an incumbent local exchange carrier’s (ILEC’s) 
performance between its wholesale and retail services. The results of performance measures can 
be used to monitor whether there is a level playing field between the ILEC and competitive local 
exchange carriers (CLECs), also known as dternative Iocal exchange carriers (ALECs). Along 
with performance measures, commissions have adopted enforcement mechanisms or similar 
performance assurance plans to encourage the LEC to satisfy its commitments regarding the 
provision of services to CLECs. The ILEC’s failure to meet certain standards of performance 
typically results in its making remedy payments to affected CLECs. It is therefore extremely 
important that the performance measures accurately and reliably reflect actual ILEC performance 
and that any remedy payments determined from those measures are correct. 

The Florida Public Service Commission (Commission) selected The Liberty Consulting Group 
(Liberty) to perform an audit €or the year 2003 of BellSouth’s Performance Assessment Plan for 
Florida, which includes its Performance Measurements Quality Assurance Plan (PMQAP), 
Service Quality Measurement (SQM) Plan and its Self Effectuating Enforcement Mechanism 
(SEEM) Administrative Plan. The scope of the engagement includes: 

e 

An audit to determine the completeness and accuracy of BellSouth’s SQM data as 
reported in SQM/SRS1 
An audit to determine the completeness and accuracy of BellSouth’s SEEM data 
and SEEM remedy payments as reported in the Parity Analysis and Remedy 
Information System (PARIS) 
A complianct audi, ~-sp2~cllZ outl;‘: Ph/lchf’. 

Representatives from BellSouth, CLECs, and the Commission Staff provided input to the audit’s 
scope and methods, resulting in a “Scope and Methodology Document” (Scope Document) that 
the Commission Staff issued on Jul\z 13, 2004. On July 22, 2004, Libcfly subinitted a high-level 
Audit Plan based on the Scope Document to the Commission Staff and BellSouth and submitted 
a final revised Audit Plan agreeable to the parties on August 27,2004. The Audit Plan called for 
Liberty to produce a more detailed audit work plan following initial diagnostic interviews and 
documentation reviews. Liberty participated in an initial orientation session on September 1 5 ,  
2004, conducted ai initial set of diagnostic inlerviews,- a m  recavec, ;I nuni’uer of ~ocuiileiits 
from BellSouth in response to Liberty’s data requests. Based on this input, Liberty developed an 
Audit Work Plan, whch it submitted to the Commission Staff for review. The Commission Staff 
provided comment:: to thi? plar,. 2nd a y m w ~  L riiodijicr i 7 f 7  ~icir :  (31, ~ ~ ~ ~ T J V E I W  1 f,. 20 P 

l l i ( I L l 1 , :  1 1 .  1 

Interview Request # 1 ,  October 4-6, 2004. 2 

c-4. %i* 
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k U g &  A 



Final Report of the Audit of 
BelISouth’s Performance Assessment Plan for Florida 

1 
2 
3 

4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 

20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
?C 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 

36 
z c  - _  

B. Overview of BellSouth’s Performance Assessment Plan 
for Florida 

The BellSouth Performance Assessment Plan includes the SQM Plan, the SEEM Administrative 
Plan, and the PMQAP? The BellSouth SQM Plan describes in detail the performance measures 
that BellSouth uses to report the quality of its wholesale and retail performance. The SQM Plan 
also identifies certain SQM performance measures that are also SEEM measures. The SQM Plan 
provides the basic definition of BellSouth’s performance measures, describes the business rules 
BellSouth applies to the measures, indicates what types of records BellSouth excludes from the 
calculations, provides the formulas BellSouth uses for calculating the measures, lists the report 
structure and data that are retained for the measure, and lists the disaggregations of each measure 
for both the SQM reports and SEEM calculations together with the performance standards (retail 
analogs or benchmarks) that apply to each disaggregation. The relevant version of the SQM plan 
for this audit is version 3 .OO, issued July 1,2003. 

BellSouth organizes its performance measures using the following eleven domains: 

0 Ordering (0) 
Operations Support Systems (OSSs), including Pre-ordering (PO) 

a Provisioning (P) 
a Maintenance and Repair (MBLR) 
a Billing (B) 
0 

0 Database Update Information @) 

Trunk Group Performance (TGP) 
colIc??1;~-:- ir‘ 

Change Management (CM). 

Operator Services (OS) and Directory Assistance (DA) 

0 E911 (E) 

Within each domain there are between 2 and 13 performance measures. The SQM Plan identifies 
each measure by its cioiuain as well as its specific nieasure number. For example, P-7 is a 
Provisioning measure that calculates the Coordinated Customer Conversions Interval, or the 
average time BellSouth requires to complete a coordinated customer conversion (“hot cut”). 
Some measures also have related measures and are designated with the same number plus a 
letter. For example, P-7C measures the percentage of provisioning-related troubles within seven 
uays of I ~ L  coiq~ieriui ,  ui L 110~ cut order.. For acrudi pmonnarice repoi-ung, most oi the measures 
have disaggregations or sub-measures, which usually correspond to disaggregations of the 

-.>>l& 
The Liberty Consulting Group 
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measure by product type or transaction type. For example P-7C has two disaggregations, UNE 
Design Loops and UNE Non-Design Loops. 

The Commission adopted the SEEM Administrative Plan for Florida on September 10, 2001, 
The SEEM Administrative Plan provides for two tiers of remedy payments for non-compliance. 
BellSouth pays Tier 1 remedy payments directly to a CLEC when it provides non-compliant 
performance to that CLEC as measured by the Tier 1 SEEM measures. BellSouth pays Tier 2 
remedy payments to the Commission or its designee when BellSouth's performance for a 
consecutive three-month period is not in compliance for CLECs in aggregate for a Tier 2 
Enforcement Measurement Element. The SEEM Administrative Plan lists measures and specific 
sub-measures or disaggregations included in the SEEM. It also specifies the statistical formulas 
for each type of measure that BellSouth uses to determine compliance with the standards for 
each sub-measure. In addition, the SEEM Administrative Plan lists the fees for each type of non- 
compliance, describes the method for calculating remedy payments, and presents other policies 
associated with the SEEM. The relevant version of the SEEM Administrative Plan for this audit 
is version 2.7, updated June 16,2003. 

BellSouth uses a number of systems and processes to implement the Florida Performance 
Assessment Plan. For collection, storage, and selection of the measures' data and for calculation 
and reporting of measures, BellSouth uses the Performance Measurements Analysis Platform 
( P W ) .  The version of PMAP reviewed in this audit is PMAP 4.0. BellSouth uses PARIS to 
calculate and report the remedy payments required by the SEEM. The version of PARIS 
reviewed in this audit is PAFUS 2.0. The sections below describe PMAP and PARIS in more 

The PMQAP documents the systematic procedures that BellSouth uses to ensure that it produces 
accurate and reliable service quality measurement reports? The PMQAP consists of four 
components: SQM Change Control, RequirementlChange Control, Production Validation, and 
SEEM Validation. BellSouth uses the SQM Change Control process to manage requests for 
changes to the SQM Plan. BellSouth iisw the Requjrement/Chanpr Control process to manape 
changes to systems, plans, and processes. BellSouth uses the Production Validation process to 
identify problems or discrepancies in the data or PMAP software. The SEEM Validation Plan 
documents BellSouth's process for validating data contained in PARIS. AI1 of these components 
were in the scope of the audit except for SQM Change Control. 

C. 
38 

Overview of BellSouth's Measures and Remedy Payment 
Systems 

39 
40 
41 Warehoust. whicl- nl-pmize? and i!e:ipnatt.:- t i i t  ~ ~ > ? ~ o ? : i ~ ~ t ~  c';si; I O  1 i J ? - d u d r ~ :  j i ;  ~~1 

J? 1>1 

PMAP consists of three principal sub-systems: The Regulatory Ad-hoc Data System ( W S ) ,  
whch collects and stores data from the BellSouth legacy and other source systems; the Data 

I I I I '  ' 
r. - 

c - A'&- 
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appropriate calculation, and transmits the data to reports. PARIS uses data in PMAP for input in 
remedy payment calculation and reporting. 

BellSouth’s PMAP Data Warehouse is the repository for the data that BellSouth sends from its 
legacy source systems. At the Data Warehouse, BellSouth applies most of its business logic to 
the transactions in order to determine if individual transactions (e.g., service orders, Local 
Service Requests, and trouble tickets) are included in, or excluded from, the measure and remedy 
payment calculations. The Data Warehouse is the source for the filtered data that BellSouth 
sends to the SQM Mart for measure calculations and to PARIS for calculating remedy payments. 
The following diagram illustrates the PMAP data flow: 

Data Collsdion 
Poinl 

12 Source: BellSouth response tu Data Request #12. 
13 
!i This d&  OM' IS apr :i 
15 P-4, P-7, P-7C, P-9, and M&R-1 through M&R-5.5 
16 
17 The raw data that BellSouth uses for the calculation of SQM and SEEM results come from 64 
I I different source systenx. EADS is M operational d a k  stoic that pulls the data daily from various 
19 legacy OSSs and consolidates them into one database.6 Although the primary use for these data 
20 is regulatory reporting, BellSouth also uses the data stored in RADS for various internal 
21 reporting functions. RADS operates on a SUN El0000 server with two UNK domains. One 
22 domain is dedicated to data gathering, loading, and archiving, while - the other houses the 
--* database thai store2 tiic CZA.  Urilcje is tlie datab i I A p 1 L  for LADE.’ bellSouth retains RADS 
24 data for 36 months. BellSouth noted that, because of the sheer volume of data, some source 
25 system data (such as inte test orders) are no ent to RADS. Additionally, in order to reduce 
Z f  the aniouni of dar; 11 1 :  1 ,  r3e1i 11 t J  qr: s m c  : OJIK ;Joii-critjcal data fields 

I I  t;jc iiiajcrity of tllc I I ~ - L ~ ~ > ~ J C  iiieisii~es in t h s  audit, ie . ,  0-9, P-3, 

P‘ 

&4!&&& 
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to RADS. According to BellSouth, all the data necessary for measure calculation are transmitted 
and stored in RADS. 

Because BellSouth updates RADS daily, the system is too dynamic to be used for measurement 
calculation purposes. As a result, BellSouth takes a monthly snapshot of each of the RADS 
tables that contains data needed to create the monthly SQWSRS and PARIS reports. The 
purpose of this snapshot is to create a static copy of the RADS tables. Each snapshot cycle 
begins on the last day of the month and continues until the ninth day of the following month.' 
BellSouth copies these snapshots to two other databases, one for archiving the data and the other, 
known as SNAPMDS, for warehouse processing. BellSouth retains the archival database copies 
for 18 months, and retains the SNAPRADS database for one to three months as needed.g The 
SNAPRADS database consists of approximately tables that contain data needed for measure 
calculations. According to BellSouth, these tables contain raw data from the source systems, Le., 
BellSouth has not yet applied any business rules or exclusions at this point in the process. 
BellSouth has internal controls in place that allow it to perform some data quality control checks 
by comparing the data in SNAPRADS to that in RADS. 

From SNAPRADS, the data flow to the PMAP Data Warehouse. The Data Warehouse operates 
on SUN El0000 and E12000 servers consisting of three domains. The Data Warehouse 
organizes many sections by domain or transaction type. Each specific warehouse (e.g., ordering, 
provisioning) has three types of tables relevant for measure calculations. The first type of table, 
the fact table, contains data generally considered to be the base record. Four key fact tables for 
the u oses of this audit are: i)-hich contains service order detail; ii) 
-hi& contains Local Service Re uest (LSR) detail; iii) -hich 
contains trouble ticket detail; and iv) hich contains information on lines in 
service." The records that BellSoufi- tables have already been rocessed 
through the SQM business rules. An additional fact table worth noting is d h i c h  
BellSouth uses to capture any records that contained fatal errors preventing them from being 
included in the measure calculation. 

. .  
L".-.; q / & c - .  

The Liberty Consulting Group 
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more than one SQM measure within SQM categories. 

In the PMAP data flow, BellSouth next moves data from the Data Warehouse to the SQM Mart, 
which consists of measure-specific data mart (DM) tables that BellSouth uses to calculate and 
report measure results. Each measure has a transaction-level DM table and up to four aggregate- 
level tables. BellSouth creates the measure-specific DM tables bv ioining transactions marked 
for inclusion in the measure frourn the fact tables with 
information from the appropriate lookup and transition history tables for those transactions. The 
system uses a reference table, the measure candidate position table, to identify the correct 
character in the membership map to use based on state, report famiIy, and measure type code 
(e.g., benchmark or parity). The DM table contains the lowest level of data needed for the 
calculation of the measure, and contains only those data fields necessary for the measure 
calculation. BellSouth creates a total of m S Q M  DM tables each month. 

A 

BellSouth uses the DM table in the SQM Mart to create the aggregate level data tables it uses for 
SQM results reporting. BellSouth also uses the DM table, along with other warehouse data, to 
create a Supporting Data User Manual (SDUM) table for each measure. The SDUM table 
contains transaction level data that CLECs can download from the PMAP web site. CLECs may 
obtain only the dat? f m  thej,. snecific companv an& t he  CLEC a p p e p a t e  data. The SDUM table 
contains the data that a C L K  needs to replicate the state-speciik, CLEC-level reports that 
BellSouth posts on the PMAP website. 

BellSouth also moves data from the Data Warehouse to relational tables in PARIS. As part of its 
processing, PARlS creates relational lables by pulling transaction-level data from the Data 
Warehouse based on the measurement map, product groups, service order and trouble ticket 
attributes, date parameters, and other table join criteria. PARIS retrieves only those records and 
fields that it needs to calculate SEEM results. 

The overall data flows ior the B-1, 0-3 ,  and 0-4 measures differ from that of the other in-scope 
measures. For the B-1 measure, BellSouth does not send data from its legacy billing systems 
directly to RAD?.  l m t r d  FellSouth load? selerter' dat; from it!: l e p r y  billinp and financial 

C ' 7 , C  - E ? -  ? F b # j f ' '  in RP,D,C. 
\ ,  . . I  . GIp'"'c> 1Jlh 

a'k 
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relevant billing data in - tables in the Data Warehouse, and the remaining phases 
of the flow are similar to other measures. 

For the 0-3 and 0-4 measures, BellSouth collects data from its legacy system in RADS, and 
moves the data monthly to SNAPRADS tables, During the November 2003 to January 2004 
period, data for the 0-3 and 0-4 measures did not flow to the Data Warehouse or PARIS.12 As 
such, the data flow differed from that of the other in-scope measures. According to its data flow 
diagram, BellSouth sent processed data to a separate stand-alone flow-through data m a d 3  
BellSouth then calculated SQM results and SEEM remedy payments using a manual process. 

BellSouth also uses a PMQAP SEEM Validation process with an objective to ensure the validity 
of data in PARIS. According to BellSouth, there are two deliverables from this process: i) 
approved remedy payments and ii) published sub-measure and remedy payment data.l5 The 
PARIS data validation c y l e  r o ~ s 3 ~ t ~  of fmir q h a w :  i) trend ana1y-i: 51‘ d ~ t ;  m d y i ~ .  I:’ 

problem resolution, and iv) payment approval. The PARIS data covered by BellSouth’s process 
include remedy p a p  ent amounts on a CLEC and sub-measure basis, affected volumes, and 

. ...\ 

a n n  

For the trend analysis phase, BellSouth uses a variety of automated routines to focus on trends 
and consistency in remedy payment data. The majority of BellSouth’s SEEM validation focuses 
on the data analysis phase, the purpose of which is to validate correct remedy payments, and 
determine the cause of incorrect payment information. In the problem resolution phase, 
BellSouth addresses any data anornalie? that j t  jdentjljcd. roordinate,c t l i c  rerolutio~ of d z ? t ~  anc7 
system problems, and adjusts remedy mounts. BellSouth uses the final phase, payment 
approval, to ensure that approved remedy payments are transmitted to Accounts Payable for 
payment procesin?. 

22=&3rci=i*r, 

The Liberty Consulting Group 
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In the 
audit: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

D. Audit Scope 

Scope Document, the Commission specified the following areas to be included in the 

Documentation Review 
a. Verify that supporting documentation for replication of PMAP 4.0 and PARIS 2.0 

job flows are sufficient, clear, and complete 
b. Verify that documented procedures exist for the measure change process and are 

sufficient, clear, and complete 
c. Verify that BellSouth is in compliance with SQM and SEEM documentation md 

other Commission orders. 

Data Validation 
a. Verify appropriate transaction flow from files in RADS to the PMAP Data 

Warehouse, SQWSRS and PARIS data marts 
b. Verify the accuracy of data fields in the PMAP Data Warehouse, SQWSRS and 

PARIS 
c. Verify the assignment of CLEC and BellSouth retail transactions to the 

appropriate cells for parity sub-measures where applicable 
d. Verify that BellSouth is in compliance with PMQAP for data validation 

processes. 

Calculation Compliance 
: Fm s r j f p t P r T  117d;~jdual CJ-EC ant" aFyrra t r  SQh/l/lCRZ and PARIS reports, verifv 

the accuracy of SQWSRS reports and verify that PARIS accurately determines 
measurement compliance from the data in the PMAP warehouse. It is anticipated 
the auditor may need to address the following areas: 
i .  Verjf'!: tlic correct application of benchmark standard:: 
ii. Verify the accuracy of computed benchmark results 
iii. Verify accurate determinations of compliance 
iv. Verify modified 2-scores are accurate for SQWSRS reports 

vi. Verify accurate determinations of compliance for SRS/SQM and SEEM 
' c o ~ i  t~r; applic:ition of rei:(:; 

evaluation purposes. 
I 4-0; ;.): 

i .  Verijv tnincated 2-scores are accurate In SEEM 
, . L L \ < L J ; ; : ,  

The Liberty Consulting Group 
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iii. Verify balancing critical values are accurate. 

4. Remedy Calculations and Payments 
a. Verify the appropriate fee was utilized in the calculation of remedies 
b. Validate the accuracy of remedy payments made to CLECs compared to remedies 

calculated in PARIS 
c. Validate the accuracy of remedy payments made to the State of Florida compared 

to remedies cdculated in PARIS 
d. Verify the correct implementation of Administrative penalty provisions. 

5. Adjustments 
a. Identify the underlying causes for adjustments to SEEM payments and whether 

those causes are appropriate 
b. Determine if the required adjustments are appropriate 
c. Validate that adjustment amounts are accurate 
d. Validate that adjustments comply with Reposting Policy time frames 
e. Verify that adjustments were correctly made and completely applied. 

6. Reporting 
a. Validate the accuracy and completeness of data reported in SQWSRS and PARIS 

reports 
b. Verify Tier- 1 Transmitted Payment accurately reflects PARIS calculations 
c. Verify Tier-2 State Payment accurately reflects PARIS calculations. 

7. Metric Change Management Process 
ci . 

b. 

c, . 
d. 
e. 

VerjFl Fr?’?o\ith j, in complianrc v 3 t V  t5c- Ph4tAT for iiietr’jc change 
management processes 
Validate compliance with established procedures for the metric change 
notification process 
Verify t i x  cl3aiges to measures are consistent with SQM requirements 
Verify changes are accurate and comply with the Reposting Policy 
Verify the accuracy of impact statements in metric change notification reports. 

In addition, the t:cop, 7 ~ ~ r n i e ~ i ~  specifics thal a l t k \ : g ~ ,  audI: axa: and 7 will apply to all 
measures included in the SQM Plan and SEEM Administrative Plan, audit areas 2 through 6 will 
be restricted to the following “in-scope” measures: 

e 

B 

P-3 
-L 

1 1  

u 2.- ‘& 
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a 

P-7 
P-7c 

P-9 

M&R-1 
M&R-2 
M&R-3 
M&R-4 
M&R-5 
B- 1 

Interval Distribution 
Coordinated Customer Conversions Interval 
Hot Cut Conversions - 96 Provisioning Troubles Received within 
7 Days of a Completed Service Order 
Percentage Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days of Service 
Order Completion 
Missed Repair Appointments 
Customer Trouble Report Rate 
Maintenance Average Duration 
Percent Repeat Troubles within 30 Days 
Out of Service (00s) > 24 Hours 
Invoice Accuracy 

Each of these measures has a number of sub-measures, ranging from 2 to 125, for a total of 635 
sub-measures associated with the 14 in-scope measures. Liberty worked with representatives 
from the Commission Staff to select which sub-measures would be included in the audit. Of the 
168 sub-measures selected, approximately half were chosen from the list of those that had 
historically large remedy payments, and half were randomly chosen from the remaining sub- 
measures of the in-scope measures. Liberty added a few additional sub-measures to the list, 
principally in order to ensure wide product coverage. Appendix A lists the sub-measures chosen 
for inclusion in the audit. With the agreement of the Commission Staff, the time period for the 
audit of the in-scope measures was November 2003 to January 2004, 

Liberty covered all seven audit areas specified in the Scope Document in its review, although 
these were restructured into the following work areas, the results of which are reported in the 
sections that follow. 

Regulatory C ~ r n n l i : ! : ~ ~ ~  (1 ~ i d j t  zrr? I r .  Report Sertjor T: i” 
CLEC Supporting Documentation (Audit: area la, Report Section II B) 
Metric Change Control (Audit areas l b  and 7, Report Section 11 C) 
Data Validation (Audit area 2) and Measure Reportin? Renlication (Audit areas 
3a and 6a for SQWSKS) io1 

Ordering Measures (Report Section III A) 
Provisioning Measures (Report Section ID B) 
Maintenance and Repair Measures (Report Section J I l  CI 
Billing Measures (Report Section u1 D> 

Compliance with PMQAP Data Validation Processes (Audit area 2, Report 
section J-U E’ 

i :  

66; kepori section I V  Bj. 

- I&-”- 
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Liberty's Review Methods 
Liberty drew from its experiences working on similar audits in conducting this audit. Liberty 
obtained information from BellSouth through a series of meetings and interviews with BellSouth 
personnel, as well as document and data requests. Throughout this audit, Liberty found the 
BellSouth personnel assigned to work with Liberty to be knowledgeable and cooperative. In a 
few areas, Liberty also sought information directly from CLECs operating in Florida. Liberty 
relied on the input and guidance of the Commission Staff during the audit. 

As the audit proceeded, Liberty notified BellSouth and the Commission Staff of preliminary 
findings, and BellSouth replied to these notifications with comments and additional information. 
Based on this input and additional analysis, Liberty developed the list of findings included in this 
report. 

F. Overall Conclusions 
Overall, Liberty found that BellSouth has the systems and processes necessary to produce 
reasonably accurate performance results. And, for the most part, these systems and processes 
produced fairly accurate reported results and remedy payments for the in-scope measures during 
the period between November 2003 and January 2004. However, Liberty determined that 
BellSouth failed to produce completely accurate reports and payments in some areas. These 
deficiencies are noted in the findings listed below and more fully described in the remainder of 
this report. 

Although Liberty had some findings in all areas of the audit, the majority of the findings fall into 
the following categories: 

e 

l s s ~ c s  i iSh\Ji i i i tCCr witi, complmm. wiill ~ i l c  Floiiua eoiilrillssion orders related to 
the BellSouth Performance Assessment Plan (These are noted in Section II C.) 
Issues associated with the accuracy and completeness of the data in PMAP and 
PARIS used for the calculation of the SQWSRS reports and remedy payments 
(These are noled in Section 111 F.j 
Issues associated with the accuracy of the correct remedy payments (These are 
noted in Section IV C.) 

Most of these  finding^. ,?f!Pcl ~ . e l a t j x l : ~  f t w  sub-n; N T F +  ~ F W  rclaLj!tely small impact, or deal 
with process or documentation issues. In addition, BellSouth has concurred with most of these 
findings, and has either implemented, or plans to implement, changes to its systems to address 

t lw+  TAilwt!7 h e l i ~ w c  h a w  significant impact, 

.+*" .E &.> 
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calculations, or data months; 
c. is likely to affect the sub-measure results or remedy calculations but 

for which the extent of the deviation cannot be estimated for the data 

1 
2 
3 for the findings classification: 
4 

Document, Liberty formed the findings classification in part on the basis of the materiality 
criteria in BellSouth’s SQM and P N S  Reposting Policy. The following table lists the criteria 

Classification 

1 

2 

3 

4 

~ 

Description 

Liberty has found a gap or potential flaw in BellSouth’s methods, procedures, 
or documentation for whch a change could lead to an improvement in the 
reliability of reported results or remedy payments. 
Liberty has found an issue that is not a clear jnconxi~tenry with RellSoiith’s 
interpretation oi published measures guidelines or other Florida Public Service 
Commission requirements but which should be clarified. For example, 
Be31Sout.h had adopted convention? that are not dociimented in puhljFhe$ 
oriide]jne> c;nc 17’12 a t :  i + 1-11 7 ; ~ , i ~ f : j j : : j ~ ~ - ~  4 :i , i  7- 

- 

I Lwifh the wording but tor which other reasonable interpretations are possjhle 1 
- --_____ - ~~~- _ _  __ - - .  _ .  

2 -,,I% 
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The following lists the audit’s findings and the classification and report page number of each? 

1: 

2: 

3: 

4: 

5: 

6: 

7 :  

8: 

9: 

10: 

11: 

BellSouth was not reporting B- 10 (Percent Billing Errors Corrected in “X” 
Business Days) according to the SQM Plan Reporting Requirements. 
Classification: 4 ..................................................................................................... 40 

BellSouth was not reporting C- 1 (Collocation Average Response Time) results 
according to the SQM Plan reporting requirements. Classification: 3 ................ ..4 1 

For measure CM-8 (Percent Change Requests Rejected), BellSouth was not 
reporting according to the SQM Plan reporting requirements. 
Classification: 3 ................................................................................................... ..42 

BellSouth did not report the 2-scores according to the SQM Plan reporting 
requirements in the 12-month PMAP reports for measures P-2B (Percentage of 
Orders Given Jeopardy Notices), M&R-3 (Maintenance Average Duration), B-7 
(Recurring Charge Completeness), and B-8 (Non-Recurring Charge 
Completeness). Classification: 4 ............................................................................ 43 

The Florida SQM Plan and SEEM Administrative Plan contain several 
discrepancies regarding provisions found in Florida Order PSC-02- 1736-PAA-TP. 
Classification: 4 ..................................................................................................... 44 

For measure OSS-2 (OS S Availability - Pre-OrderinglOrdering), the availability 
report at BellSouth’s Interconnection website is missing entries for many of the 
OSS listed in Appendix D of the SQM Plan. Classification: 4 .............................. 45 

BellSouth posts only the most recent month of PARIS reports for viewing by the 
CLECs on the PMAP website. Historical PARIS reports are not available. This is 
in contrast to BellSouth’s practice of having previous months’ reports available 
for a ful l  vear for the majority of SQM Plan reports. CJwsjficatjon: ................. 46 

BellSouth has provided no evidence that it complied with the Florida Reposting 
Policy in determining whether errors or changes required reposting. 
Classification: 3 ..................................................................................................... 46 

The SDUM instructions for replicating the SQWSRS reports were not easy to 
understand and use. Classification: 3 ..................................................................... 47 

The SQL scripts contained in the SDUM document for MtkR-2 (Customer 
Trouble kepori karej ciia 1iot replicate C L K  results proper)). 
Classification: 4 .................................................................................................... .50 

: ; - 10:; 

through 59 are located in  Section 1V.C. 
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~. 

12: 

13: 

14: 

15: 

16: 

17: 

18: 

19: 

20: 

21: 

i L .  

The Impact Statements provided by BellSouth as part of the Notification Process 
were unclear and did not accurately state the effect of a proposed change on its 
associated performance measure. Classification: 3 ............................................... 52 

The overall intend to process BellSouth's Change Requests was excessive. 
Classification: 3 .................................................................................................... .54 

BellSouth's tracking and monitoring of the metric change control process did not 
accurately track progress or permit BellSouth management to accurately monitor 
workflows to determine which process areas are in need of improvement. 
Classification: 3 ..................................................................................................... 55 

BellSouth has not documented well its Performance Measurements Quality 
Assurance Plan. Classification: 4. ........................................................................ ..57 

BellSouth excluded transactions from the calculation for a measure because it 
lacked required information about these transactions that were necessary only for 
another measure. Classification: 2 ....................................................................... 141 

The retail performance analog for the Local Interconnection Trunk product as 
documented in BellSouth's SQM Plan for the P-3 (Percent Missed Initial 
hstdlation Appointments), P-4 (Average Completion Interval & Order 
Completion Interval Distribution), P-9 (Percent Provisioning Troubles within 30 
Days of Service Order Completion), M&R- 1 (Missed Repair Appointments), 
M&R-2 (Customer Trouble Report Rate), M&R-3 (Maintenance Average 
Duration), M&R-4 (Percent Repeat Trouble Reports within 30 Days) and M&R-5 
(Out of Service >24 hours) measures is unclear and misleading. 
Classification: 4 ................................................................................................... 144 

BellSouth incorrectly reported certain LNF orders as DIP Standalone orders in the 
0-9 (Fim Order Confirmation T i m r l i n e ~ ~ j ,  and P-9 (Percent Provisioning 
l'roubles within 30 Days) results. Classification: 2. ............................................ 145 

BellSouth has adopted a convention for treating related PONS in 0-9 (Firm Order 
Confirmation Timeliness) that is not contained in the SQM Plan. 
Classification: 4 ................................................................................................... 146 

BellSouth omits coin orders from 0-3 and 0-4 (Percent Flow-Through Service 
Requests, Summary and Detail) reported results. Classification: 2 ..................... 147 

For thr. i m i ~  period of tllls audit BellSoutti was inappropriately excluding non- 
coordinated hot cuts from the calculation of the measure results for P-7C (Hot Cut 
Conversjons - Percent Provisioning Troubles received within 7 Days of a 
< ~ ~ ~ , j j , j ~ - i t ~ *  i c i : q r l r  .. C J B ~ F ~ ? I I * ;  . { :, . . . . . . . .  ................................ 141. 

, . I * ! y e -  
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5 24: 
6 
7 

8 25: 
9 

10 
11 
12 

13 26: 
14 
15 

16 27: 
17 
18 
19 
20 

21 28: 
22 
23 
24 
25 

2b 29: 
27 
28 

29 30: 
30 
31 
32 

33 31: 
34 
35 
l i  

BellSouth was rnisclassifying certain orders with a “PR-17” (cancelled order) 
error code thereby incorrectly excluding these orders from the calculation of the 
P-3 (Percent Missed Initial Installation Appointments) results. 
Classification: 2 ................................................................................................... 1 5 ~  

BellSouth reported the results for P-3 (Percent Missed Initial Installation 
Appointments) incorrectly because it included end-user-caused misses in the 
denominator. Classification: 2 ............................................................................ .15 1 

BellSouth incorrectly excluded the majority of the hot cut orders from the 
calculation of the P-7C (Hot Cut Conversions - Percent Provisioning Troubles 
Received Within 7 Days of a Completed Service Order) measures and excluded a 
smaller subset of orders from the P-7 (Coordinated Customer Conversions 
Interval) measure. Classification: 1 ..................................................................... 152 

BellSouth did not include disconnect service orders associated with Standalone 
LNP activity in the measure calculation for f-4 (Average Completion Interval & 
Order Completion Interval Distribution). Classification: 2 ................................. 153 

BellSouth incorrectIy included certain record change orders in the calculation of 
P-3 (Percent Missed Initial Installation Appointments), P-4 (Average Completion 
Interval & Order Completion Interval Distribution), and P-9 (Percent Provisioning 
Troubles within 30 Days of Service Order Completion) measurement results. 
Classification: 2 ................................................................................................... 154 

BellSouth incorrectly excluded orders from the calculation of the P-7 
(Coordinated Customer Conversions Interval) and the P-7C (Hot Cut Conversions 
- Percent Provisioning Troubles Received within 7 Days of a Completed Service 
Order) measures that were properly included in the other in-scope provisioning 
measures. Classification: 2 ................................................................................... 155 

BellSouth included orders with invalid conversion durations in the calculation of 
the P-7 (Coordinated Customer Conversions Interval) measure. 
Classification: 2 ................................................................................................... 156 

For P-3 (Percent Missed lnitial lnstallation Appointments), BellSouth included 
certain cancelled orders in both the numerator and denominator of the SQM 
results calculation, but included the same orders only in the denominator of the 
SEEM results. Classification: 2 ........................................................................... 157 

BellSouth incorrectly included deiiy and reslore record change orders in the 
calculation of P-3 (Percent Missed Initial Installation Appointments), P-4 
(Average Completion Interval & Order Completion Jnterval Distribution), and P-9 
(;,€7 i’c: k ~ ~ l r  :-nubier v’ i i  T J :  ( ‘ 8  ,(,(.--?. i ~ d e i -  Cmipletion) 

: i (  . -  - I .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  
, I  
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BellSouth overstated the CLEC circuit counts for P-7C (Hot Cut Conversions - 
Percent Provisioning Troubles Received within 7 Days of a Completed Service 
Order) by doubling the SL1 (Non-Design) Loop volume. Classification: 2 ....... 16 1 

During its calculation of the monthly SEEM results in PARIS, BelSouth 
incorrectly excluded transactions from the retail analog of the resale ISDN 
product for the P-3 (Percent Missed Initial Installation Appointments), P-4 
(Average Completion Interval & Order Completion Interval Distribution) and P-9 
(Percent Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days of Service Order Completion) 
measures. Classification: 2. .................................................................................. 162 

The logic used by BellSouth to determine dispatch type misclassified some UNE 
loop orders when calculating the P-3 (Percent Missed Initial Installation 
Appointments), P-4 (Average Completion Interval & Order Completion Interval 
Distribution), and P-9 (Percent Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days of Service 
Order Completion) measures. Classification: 3 ................................................... 163 

BellSouth did not include certain wholesale products in its calculation of the 
SEEM remedy payments for the P-9 (Percent Provisioning Troubles within 30 
Days of Service Order Completion) measure. Classification: 2 .......................... 164 

. 

The SQM and SEEM levels of disaggregation as documented in BellSouth’s 
SQM Plan were inaccurate and misleading for the UNE-P product for the P-3 
(Percent Missed Initial Installation Appointments), P-4 (Average Completion 
Interval & Order Completion Interval Distribution) and P-9 (Percent Provisioning 
Troubles withn 30 Days of Service Order Completion) measures. Classification: 
4 ............................................................................................................................ 165 

BellSouth incorrectly classified UNE Line Splitting orders as UNE-P orders when 
calculating its resuIts for the P-3 (Percent Missed Initial Installation 
Appoixtmrnte). P-4 (Averape Corn-pl~~i~r;  Inten~d Rr Order Completion Interval 
Distribution), and P-9 (Percent Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days of Service 
Order Completion) measures. Classification: 2 ................................................... 166 

BellSo~ith necglected to calculate the total impact of muItjple errors in determining 
whether it needed to repost the results for the P-7C (Hot Cut Conversions - 
Percent Provisioning Troubles Received within 7 Days of a Completed Service 
Order) measure. Classification: 2 ....................................................................... .167 

BellSouth’s dorumentatjon in the SQM Plan for the P-7C (Hot Cut Conversions - 
Percent Provisioning Troubles Received within 7 Days of a Completed Service 
Order) is contradictory and misleading. Classification: 4 .................................. .I70 

2- i 31‘ 0 

lnstallation Appointments), P-4 (Averape Completion Interval & Order 

-z<i&+ 
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41: 

42: 

43: 

44: 

45: 

46: 

47: 

48: 

49: 

L ,  

Completion Interval Distribution), and P-9 (Percent Provisioning Troubles within 
30 Days of Service Order Completion) measures. Classification: 2 ................... 170 

BellSouth was not in conformance with the SQM Plan when calculating service 
order durations for the P-4 (Average Completion Interval & Order CompIetion 
Interval Distribution) measure. Classification: 2 ................................................ .17 1 

BellSouth did not properly align the product IDS for troubles and the lines on 
which they occurred for M&R-2 (Customer Trouble Report Rate), causing 
mismatches and resulting in assignment of either the troubles or the lines to the 
wrong sub-measure in SQM reports and SEEM remedy payment calculations. 
Classification: 2 ................................................................................................... 172 

BellSouth included special access services in some of its retail analog calculations 
during the audit period and, after correcting the calculations, failed to perform a 
complete analysis to determine whether reposting was necessary. 
Classification: 2 ................................................................................................... 173 

BellSouth included orders with invalid maintenance durations in the calculation of 
the M&R-3 (Maintenance Average Duration) measure. Classification: 2 .......... 175 

During its calculation of the monthly SEEM results in PARIS, BellSouth 
incorrectly excluded ISDN-Basic Rate Interface (ISDN-BRT) Business Design 
troubles for the M&R-1 (Missed Repair Appointments), M&R-2 (Customer 
Trouble Report Rate), M&R-3 (Maintenance Average Duration), M&R-4 (Percent 
Repeat Troubles within 30 Days), and M&R-5 (Out of Service > 24 Hours) 
measures. Classification: 2 ................................................................................... 176 

For the B-1 (Invoice Accuracy) measure, BellSouth did not define the adjustments 
it includes in a report month consistently for all bills. Classification: 2 .............. 177 

BellSouth’s manual process for preparing billing data for the B-l (Invoice 
Accuracy) measure did not contain adequate quality control procedures. 
Classification: 3 ................................................................................................... 178 

BellSouth’s process lor determining the final adjustment values and the count of 
adjustments in the calculation of the B-1 (Invoice Accuracy) measure for both 
CLECs and BellSouth retail is incomplete and thus does not assure accurate 
reporting of this measure. Classification: 3 ........................................................ .179 

BellSouth’s methods ior deiiriiiig revenues and determne which bills are included 
in the B-1 (Invoice Accuracy) measure are not addressed by the SQM Plan. 
Classification: 4 ................................................................................................... 3 81, 

A- 4 k z -  
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51: BellSouth performed no validation to detect invalid zero dollar remedy payments 
during the audit period. Classification: 4 ............................................................. 182 

52: BellSouth was not calculating the parity measures involving Tier I averages 
according to the SEEM Administrative Plan. Classification: 1 ........................... 3.99 

53: BellSouth did not make remedy payments for failures associated with the 0-3 and 
0-4 (Percent Flow-Through Service Requests Summary and Detail) measures in 
accordance with the SEEM Administrative Plan. Classification: 1 ..................... 200 

54: BellSouth did not calculate the remedy payments for percentage parity measures 
@e., M&R-1, M&R-4, M&R-5, P-3, and P-9) according to the SEEM 
Administrative Plan. Classification: I ................................................................. 2 0 ~  

5 5 : ,  BellSouth did not calculate remedy payments for M&R-2 (Customer Trouble 
Report Rate) according to the SEEM Administrative Plan. Classification: 1 ..... 203 

56: BellSouth did not have adequate and consistent documentation for its SEEM 
remedy payment calculation process, which may have contributed to erroneous 
calculations. Classification: 2 ............................................................................ ..204 

57: BellSouth improperly excluded some data items and improperly included others 
in the calculation of SEEM remedy payments for the 0-9 (Firm Order 
Confirmation Timeliness) measure. Classification: 1 ......................................... .207 

58: The BellSouth CLEC Administration table update process caused delayed penalty 
payxnents to CLECs. Classification: 3 ............................................................... ..208 

59: BellSouth does not have a process in place to ensure that all remedies for a given 
reporting month are eventually paid. Classification: 3 ........................................ 209 

Liberty notes that the findings, conclusions, and recommendations contained in this report are 
the findings, conclusions, and recommendations of Liberty only and as such are not necessarily 
agreed to by BellSouth or the Commission. 
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II. General Review 

A. Regulatory Compliance 

1. Background 

An important aspect of this audit is the review of the compliance of BellSouth’s Performance 
Assessment Plan for Florida with regulatory requirements. BellSouth implemented the 
Performance Assessment Plan pursuant to Florida Commission orders, and these orders are 
therefore the principal source of requirements for the various components of the Performance 
Assessment Plan. However, BellSouth has also indicated to Liberty that there are other sources 
for some of the procedures, conventions, and policies it uses to implement the SQM Plan and the 
SEEM Administrative Plan.17 For example, BellSouth implemented the CLEC rnetrics change 
notification process pursuant to Georgia Public Service Commission JuIy 19, 2002, Order in 
Docket No. 78924  and based the definition of the cells it uses in the SEEM calculations on 
Louisiana industry workshops. In addition, BellSouth has developed with the approval of the 
Florida Commission a policy for reposting SQWSRS reports and remedy payments.’* Liberty’s 
objective in this task area was to determine the set of regulatory requirements governing the 
Florida Performance Assessment Plan and to assess whether the measure results and remedy 
payments reported by BellSuuth comply with these requirements. 

The Scope Document mandates that the examination of regulatory compliance be applied to all 
measures covered by the SEEM Administrative and SQM Plans, However, because only the in- 
scope measures will be examined in detail as part of the audit, the granularity of the regulatory 
Compliance assessment was significantly greater for these measures. 

2. Analysis and Evaluation 

During it: review o f  5 c 3 L a L ‘ :  conipliance with tLi SGM Plai,, tile SEEM Administrative Plan 
and other Commission orders, Liberty asked BellSouth and the Commission for the set of 
documents that embody the regulatory requirements for the Florida Performance Assessment 
Plan. In response, BellSouth identified Florida Commission Order Nos. PSC-02- 1736-PAA-TP 
(issued December 10,2002), PSC-03-0529-PAA-TP (issued April 22, 2003), and PSC-03-0603- 
CO-TP (May 15, 2003), as well as the orders and documents incorporated by reference in these 
Commission orders relevant to measure definition, measure implementation, measure reporting, 
remedy definition, remedy payment calculation, and remedy rep~rting.’~ The Commission 
confirmed that these are the relevant orders. 

Liberty reviewed the Commission orders adopting the Florida Performance Assessment Plan and 
other relevant orders and document?. For all rnea~iirt=~ rovered by fhme plans, Liberty examined 
tn i  SO?,/ I ’ I ; , J  ’ i ’ ! ;~l]J lFl : ’ i  t I T ’ (  ’ 1 ;  ’ 1 1 ; ~ ~ ~ i i : ~  rnrmnliance w j t j  
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Commission requirements. Liberty also exarnined PMAP and PARIS reports, documentation, 
and notifications provided to CLECs, as well as internal BellSouth documents for evidence that 
BellSouth had properly implemented the requirements of the SQM Plan and the SEEM 
Administrative Plan. As appropriate, Liberty sought infomation from some CLECs active in 
Florida to support this investigation. 

0 

0 

a 

0 

Liberty compared reports obtained from the PMAP website to the SQM Plan and SEEM 
Administrative Plan reporting requirements for all measures (not just those in-scope) for the 
months of November 2003, December 2003, and January 2004. Based on this analysis, Liberty 
determined the following: 

a PMAP reports existed for all required CLEC Aggregate Florida measures for all 
three months. 
PMAP reports existed for all required CLEC Aggregate Regional measures for all 
three months. 
PMAP reports existed for all required CLEC-specific measures, with the 
exception of 0-6 and TGP-2, for all three months. 

BellSouth stated that it provides 0-6 by subscri tion only; therefore, only 
C E C s  who subscribe can view the 0-6 report! BellSouth implemented 
this practice due to the large size of the 0-6 report, which contains 
detailed information on every LSR submitted by the CLEC each month. A 
CLEC can subscribe to the 0-6 report by contacting their account 
representative or by submitting a request via the feedback icon on the 
PMAP website.21 Liberty verified the subscription process in CLEC 
interviews. 
BellSouth stated that TGP-2 reports are only available for CLECs with 
activity for this measure; therefore, only CLECs with data for th is measure 
will see a TGP-2 report on the website.22 Liberty noted that this was 
unique to the TGP-2 measure report. For other measures with no activity, 
RellSouth would publish a report on the website that contained a title and 
column headers but no rows of data. Liberty found Change Management 
metric reports to be the most common example of this situation. 

. 

A few reports listed additional disaggregations not required by the Florida SQM 
Plan. Liberty did not issue findings for these reports as long as the required 
disaggregations were present. 
All benchmarks and interval reporting categories matched the SQM Plan. 
There were some discrepancies between the SQM Plan report structure 
requirements and the PMAP reported results: 

For measure B-10 (Percent Billing Errors Corrected in "X" Business 
Days), the PMAP reports were disaggregated into three rows (Le., 
! n t e ~ o n n ~ c t i m i  Resale. an4 1 Tw,! pven Ilmiiyh !hi? level of 

. 

-i..: 4 L . C L  
The Liberty Consulting Group 

Page 20 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
3L 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 

Final Report of the Audit of 
BellSouth’s Performance Assessment Plan for Florida 

disaggregation was not required by the SQM Plan definition, business 
rules, or report structure,23 The totals must be manually calculated @e., the 
user must take the sum of the three rows) to determine pasdfail for this 
measure. 
For measures C-1 (Collocation Average Response Time) and C-3 
(Collocation Percent of Due Dates Missed), the PMAP reports were 
disaggregated at a higher level than specified in the SQM Plan during the 
audit period.24 The SQM Plan report structure defines six disaggregations 
(i.e., Virtual-Initial, Virtual-Augment, Physical Caged-Initial, Physical 
Caged-Augment, Physical Cageless-Initial, and Physical Cageless- 
Augment). Published PMAP reports list the higher level disaggregations 
of Physical and Virtual. By contrast, for measure C-2 (Collocation 
Average Arrangement Time), the PMAP reports follow the same SQM 
Plan defined disaggregations. 
For measure CM-8 (Percent Change Requests Rejected), the SQM Plan 
specifies that the report is to be disaggregated by the reason for rejection 
(i. e., cost, technical feasibility, or industry direction)? However, the 
published PMAP reports did not specify rejection reason. The reports had 
just one row with number of requests and number of rejects. 
For measure P-2B (Percentage of Orders Given Jeopardy Notices), the 
PMAP 12-month reports are missing Z-scores for all product 
disaggregations on mechanized orders.26 
For measure M&R-3 (Maintenance Average Duration), the PMAP 12- 
month reports are missing 2-scores for the UNE Digital Loop < DSL and 
UNE Digital Loop 2 DSL products.” 
For measures B-7 (Recurring Charge Completeness) and B-8 (Non- 
Recurring Charge Completeness), the PMAP 12-month reports are 
missing Z-scores for the resde disaggregatim2’ 

During the course of 11s Ieview, Liberty confinned that all sub-measures were present in PMAP 
reports as required by the SQM Plan. BellSouth omits sub-measures that have no activity from 
its monthly reports. However, Liberty confirmed the existence of all appropriate sub-measures 
by examining the 12-month reports. 

Liberty was not able to confirm the presence of dl relevant measures and sub-measures in 
PARIS because BellSouth only publishes reports on the website for those measures that m i s s  the 
reporting standard. 

“ - .! I r r ,  ’’ Finding 4. 
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Liberty also examined each line item of the Florida orders listed above and verified compliance 
with all but a few items. Liberty discovered some minor discrepancies between the FTorida 
orders and language found in the SQM Plan and the SEEM Administrative Plan. These are 
detailed in the Findings and Recommendations section. 

Liberty also examined whether BellSouth adhered to the provisions set forth in the SQM Plan 
and the SEEM Administrative Plan, including required posting, notification, payments, and 
documentation to CLECs in a timely fashion. Liberty found that BellSouth complied with most 
reporting requirements, with a few exceptions: 

e 

0 

Liberty noted discrepancies between Appendix D and the list of OSS on the 
availability report currently posted on the interconnection ~ebsi te .~’  Additionally, 
the interconnection website states that the same availability report is also posted 
on the PMAP website. However, Liberty could not locate the report on the PMAP 
website. BellSouth removed the reference to the PMAP website from the 
interconnection website?’ 
BellSouth posts only the most recent month of PARIS reports for viewing by the 
CLECs on the PMAP ~ebs i te .~’  Historical PARIS reports are not available. 
BellSouth revised their Data Reconciliation policy and posted it under the heading 
“CIG Inquiry Response Policy.” Liberty suggests that BellSouth change the title 
of the heading on the website or create a new one that specifically states “Data 
Reconciliation Policy” even if it points to the same document. 

In coordination with its investigation of data validity and replication of SQWSRS reports and 
remedy payments described in the sections below, Liberty performed a more detailed evaluation 
of BellSouth’s compliance with the list of requirements in the SQM Plan and the SEEM 
Administrative Plan for the in-scope measures. For these measures, Liberty examined whether 
BellSouth: 

Properly implemented required exclusions and business rules (see Section II, 
“Data Validation and SQhUSRS Reports”! 

0 

e 

Adequate1 y documented and justified conventions that BellSouth adopted which 
were not addressed in the Plans (see Section IC C, “Metric Change Control”) 
Calculated SQM Plan results as well as Tier 1 and Tier 2 remedy payments as 
required for all the sub-measures listed in Appendix A (see Section IV, “Remedy 
Payments”) 
Adopted the correct measurement standards for all measures (see Section ID, 
“Data Validation and SQWSRS Reports”) 
Followed data retention requirements (see Sectjoi: fs1 ‘‘Dat?: Val idat im a n t  
SQWSRS Reports”). 

-. ” f/&z-,. 
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as reflected in the Service Quality Measurement (‘SQM’) reports ... and recalculate Self- 
Effectuating Enforcement (‘SEEM’) payments . . .” under certain circumstances?2 The following 
circumstances are among those listed in the FRp?3 

Performance sub-metric calculations that result in a shift in the performance in the 
aggregate from an “in parity” condition to an “out of parity” condition will be 
available for reposting. 
Performance sub-metric calculations with benchmarks that are in an “out of 
parity” condition will be available for reposting whenever there is a >2% 
deviation in performance at the sub-metric level. 
Performance sub-metric calculations with retail analogs that are in an “out of 
parity” condition will be available for reposting whenever there is a .5 change in 
the Z-score at the sub-metric level. 

These conditions list very specific criteria that need to be met at the sub-measure level in order to 
determine whether a reposting is necessary. These criteria require that when an error has been 
found or BellSouth needs to make an adjustment in the methods it uses to produce the measure 
reports and determine the remedy payments, BellSouth should recalculate the sub-measure 
results and remedy payments and the 2-score, for those sub-measures with retail analogs, to 
determine whether reposting of reports and adjustments in remedy payments are necessary. 

During the course of the audit, BellSouth was consistently unable to provide Liberty with the 
results of calculations to support their reposting decisions.34 Therefore, in order to assess 
BellSouth’s compliance with the FRP, Liberty provided a list of 20 changes that were included in 
BellSouth Data Notifications between April 2003 and February 2004 and requested BellSouth to 
provide documentation of the analysis performed to determine whether reposting was required 
due to these changes.35 BellSouth indicated that it could not provide such documentation because 
“[ulnder the current Reposting Policy, BellSouth was not required to retain the infomation for a 
set period, nor is BellSouth required to publish any information beyond the requirements of the 
impact  statement^."^^ Libeky believes that this indicates an inadeguacv in BellSouth’s process 
for complying with the reposriiik yoilcy as riorea beiow in the Finaiiigs and kecoinmendations 
section. 

B. Supporting Documentation 

1. Background 

On the, PMAP websjte, BellSouth provides CLECs access to the rneasiim data assocjated wit?., 
the CLEC’s own transactions, as well as instructions that can be used for replicating measure 
reports. BellSouth provides the Supporting Data User Manual (SDUM), which can be found on 

’’ Response to Data Request #384+ 

uL.A-, Lk- 
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the PMAP website, to assist CLECs in replicating PMAP reports. According to the SDUM 
Executive Summary, this manual instructs CLlECs on how 

8 Download supporting data files 
lmport supporting datu files into Microsoft E X G ~  

a Manipulate data to recreate any number in the performance 
Measurement reports far which there is  supporting datu. 

Suppurting data files contuin detailed infomation about spec@c LSRs, service 
orders, trouble tickets, and other items reported in the BellSouth SQM/SRS 
reports. The supporting data has two main uses: 

Recreating pelfomance measurement reports posted by 
BellSouth on the PMAP web site 
Enabling CLEO to create custom reports and disaggregate 
performance measurement reports. 

There is no similar documentation on the PMAP website to assist CLECs in replicating PARIS 
report results or remedy payments. 

2. Analysis and Evaluation 

The Scope Document mandates that the examination of supporting documentation be applied to 
all measures covered by the SEEM Administrative and SQM Plans. However, because only the 
in-scope measures were examined in detail as part of the audit, the granularity of the supporting 
documentation assessment was significantly greater for these measures. 

SQMSRS Reports 

BellSouth asserts that there are nc special hardware requjremenl? for SQWSRLC repori 
replication beyond sufficient storage on the computer?6 BellSouth also indicates that a user 
would have the most success with a database platform such as Microsoft Access that can 
interpret SQL script. Before introducing SDUM, BellSouth provided the Raw Data Users 
Manual (RDUM), which was tailored to data manipulation using Excel, as the SQM/SRS report 
replication instruction documentation. In the middle of 2003, BellSouth migrated RDUM to 
SDUM, which relies on SQL scripts to describe the logic to replicate the measures. BellSouth 
updates the SDUM monthly in the event of changes in the measure calculations. CLECs wishing 
to access data from past months must have the version of SDUM in effect €or that month in order 
to properly replicate report results 39 CLEC!: accessjn? the PMAP websitr can 0111~7 requesl thr 
most recent month of data and SDUM docurnentation; however, BellSouth will provide 
information fiom past months upon special request. BellSouth expects and encourages CLECs to 
dawnload the data they need on a monthly baqi..: makin? slierjal recliiwts irnnecrwir>T 

’‘ Interview k5, November 10, 2UW. 
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Liberty obtained copies of the SDUM for the audit timeframe to evaluate its accuracy, 
completeness, consistency, and usability?) Liberty also obtained input from volunteer CLECs 
with experience using the SDUM instructions! Liberty performed a more detailed assessment 
of the accuracy and completeness of the SDUM procedural documentation for the in-scope 
measures by attempting to recdculate these measures using the SDUM replication instructions 
and CLEC supporting data files. Liberty then compared these replication results with the C B C -  
specific reports published by BellSouth. 

Liberty found the SDUM instructions for replicating the SQWSRS reports difficult to 
understand and use!2 The majority of the SDUM contains SQL scripts for replication without 
accompanying explanation on how to use them. As the instructions are currently written, a user 
would need to be skilled in the use of SQL to be successful. Liberty recognizes that the Florida 
measures are complex and that any procedures designed for replication will necessarily be 
complex as well. However, Liberty finds the SDUM misleading and incomplete in several 
areas:43 

do not mention the Section 2 (Executive Summary) and Section 3 
need for a database platform and indicate that Microsoft Excel, or something 
similar, is all that is needed to perform SDUM replication. The SDUM describes 
all the steps to download and import the data in Excel terms. Although able to 
successfully download PMAP data into Excel using the instructions, Liberty 
discovered a missing step in the P W  documentation. Specifically, in section 
3.4, before proceeding with step 3 (Click on the ‘ViewExtract SUPPORTING 
DATA’ link) the user must first click on “View/Extract PMAP data’ link. SDUM 
omitted this step. 

using spreadsheet manipulations in Excel; however, this would be extremely 
difficult and time consuming. The user would have to decode the SQL and 
transform it into Excel spreadsheet manipulations. When asked about this issue, 
BellSou~l, I;:!o:med Liberty that 11ic predecessu; 10 SDUM was written for 
replication using E ~ c e 1 . ~ ~  BellSouth updated the detailed replication instructions 
for each measure to use SQL scripts. However, Sections 2 and 3 (which contain 
the Executive Summary, the Introduction, and the download instructions) have 
not been updated to reflect the change from Excel to SQL. Excel is best suited for 
viewing and filtering the data, not replicating PMAP results. 

consistent across measures, BellSouth does not provide either a high-level 
explanation. to help the user interpret the detailed information contained i n  
Sectioii 4 ,  01 any examples for guicrluicc, instead, Section 4 begins with the first 

The user can theoretically use downloaded data to replicate SQWSRS reports 

0 While the format for the replication instructions, provided in Section 4, is 

&-:sey* , 
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1 

0 

0 

a 

measure and lists supporting data files, formulas, and SQL scripts. There are no 
procedures listed for how to implement these items. As it is currently written, 
only a user with SQL skills would be able to understand these instructions 
completely. 
The SDUM does not adequately emphasize the need for an Oracle Platform to 
maximize user success with replication. Significant SQL syntax changes would be 
necessary if attempting to use other database platforms (e.g., Microsoft Access) to 
perform replication. Section 3.9 of the SDUM contains a small paragraph that 
hints at the need for Oracle 9i. If the Executive Summary of the document were 
updated to emphasize this point and to describe the issues/drawbacks associated 
with attempting to replicate using SDUM with other approaches, the user could 
make a more informed decision about which platform to use. 
BellSouth designed its SQL scripts to provide the SQWSRS report results one 
line at a time; therefore, to replicate a report with multiple products and multiple 
time intervals could take hundreds of separate SQL runs, requiring that the user 
edit the script with different parameters (e.g., product, interval) each time between 
runs. The SDUM does not explain how the user can get multiple rows in one SQL 
run. Liberty knows that replication of multiple rows is possible, because during a 
Liberty on-site visit, BellSouth demonstrated various methods to obtain multiple 
rows, and in some cases entire reports, by simply commenting out certain Lines of 
the SQL script. The SDUM document does not contain any of these methods, 
although Liberty found them extremely usehl. Without the availability of such 
additional instructions, a user would need to be skilled in SQL in order to perform 
replications without considerable inconvenience. 
Liberty also encountered minor syntax errors when executing the SDUM SQL 
scripts for in-scape measures: 
o The script for measures P-3 and P-4 contained an extra line space that 

causes an SQL syntax error. 
The script for n3easm-e P-7 contained an en’onecliis “:” (colon) characte; 
that causes an SQL syntax error. 

Regarding completeness, Liberty performed an inventory of the SDUM document 
to verify that it included all measures with a CLEC-specific component. All 
measures were represented with four exceptions, 0 - 3 ,  0-4, 0-6, and M&R-’7. 
BellSouth stated that 0-3 and 0-4 are manud measures and not in the warehouse. 
Because the SDUM is based only on warehouse data, these measures cannot be in 
SDUM. 0-6 represents the detailed LSR information that is used to calculate 0-3 
and 0-4. For M&R-7, because all CLECs are notified via email simultaneously, 
by default the aggreptc results will always equal the CLEC-syecifx  result^ 

0 
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from the same timeframe. Liberty determined that all results matched with one exception. When 
Liberty replicated M&R-2, BellSouth’s SDUM scripts improperly excluded all records with a 
zero numerator and a non-zero denominator? 

BellSouth encourages users who discover an issue/error in the SDUM documentation, want to 
propose changes or corrections, or need support for implementation, to submit items via the 
Feedback L00p.4~ BellSouth provides procedures for this process in its CLEC Interface Group 
documentation. 

PARIS 

Liberty could not identify any documentation on the PMAP website to assist CLECs in 
replicating PARIS report results or remedy payments? Instead, BellSouth’s “PARIS Remedy 
Replication Response Policy” instructs CLECs that they will be given access to the data and 
instructions to reproduce their specific PARIS calculations after coming on-site to the BellSouth 
Center in Atlanta, Georgia and signing a non-disclosure agreement. When Liberty requested 
access to the instructions referenced in the policy, BellSouth stated that the Florida SEEM 
Replication Manual is under development and offered the Georgia SEEM Replication Manual!’ 

Because no documentation or written instructions existed to replicate PARIS reports during the 
audit timeframe, CLECs would require significant direct assistance from BellSouth to 
accomplish this task. Liberty knows of only one CLEC that attempted to perform PARIS 
replication.’’ The CLEC required over ten visits of two to three days each, with significant 
assistance from BellSouth, to replicate the PARIS results for only five measures in the state of 
Georgia? Given the lack of available documentation, CLECs would need to have invested a 
similar amount of time and effort during the audit period. 

Liberty did not attempt to replicate Florida PARIS results for the audit timeframe due to the lack 
of SEEM replication documentation for Florida. Since replication in Florida was not possible, 
Liberty invesligated manogous replication procedures available for the state of Georgia by 
interviewing BellSouth and participating CLECs to understand their  experience^.^^ 

BellSouth indicated that, in order to perform PARIS replications, a CLEC must come on-site to 
the Atlanta location and use BellSouth’s hardware and software to perform the replications. The 
CLEC requires access to statistical software for analog measures. BellSouth provides access to 
S+ for this purpose; however, if the CLEC prefers a different statistical package (e.g., SAS), it 
must provide its own. Because PARIS report replication is more complex than SQWSRS report 
replication, BellSouth stated that a more sophisticated user, particularly someone with a 

-- ‘I -.,,-; - l h  
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statistical background, would have more success. Similar to PMAP, BellSouth makes available 
PANS data from past months upon request. BellSouth includes all measures Erom the SEEM 
Administrative Plan in the SEEM Replication Manual. 

One CLEC attempted to replicate PARIS reports at BellSouth’s Atlanta, Georgia office for 
approximately 25 days in 200Z?3 BellSouth indicated that an employee is always on-site 
observing and helping out as necessary.54 BellSouth also stated that, although the CLECs have 
access to the BellSouth transactions on-site during the replication process, they can only print out 
and take away final results that have no BellSouth proprietary information. 

The CLEC attempted replication for the August, September, and October 2001 data months in 
the calendar year 2002. It used Georgia data and the Georgia SQM Plan and the SEEM 
Administrative Plan and attempted replication of measures related to: 

a Order Completion Interval (OCT) 
a Maintenance Average Duration (MAD) 

Missed Installation Appointments (MIA) 
Reject Interval 
FOC Timeliness. 

At the time of the CLEC’s replication, D U M  governed SQWSRS report replication and no 
documentation existed for PARIS replication. The CLEC used RDUM primarily for identifying 
exclusions and computing the measure formulas and wrote its own programs for replicating 
PARIS calculations using SAS software. The CLEC performed its work on-site at BellSouth 
over the course of approximately ten visits, with each visit lasting two or three clays. BellSouth 
provided the computer and SAS software used by the CLEC. 

The CLEC used transaction-level detail for its study. It used both its own data (based on four 
different OCNs) and BellSouth retail data in its analysis and included both transactions expected 
to be included and t h o x  to hr excluded in order to t e l  exclusions. The files were extracted from 
NODS and BARNEY, which are BellSouth systems that were predecessors of PMAP 4.0. 

C. Metric Change Controlt 

1. Background 

The management of changes can affect numerous parts of an organization, and requires a 
comprehensive and coilsI; ieiii process allowing JOI-   ti^ coiitrol mci uacking of the many types of 
changes according to their own individual processes and workflow. Common types of changes 
include those related to processes, documents, hardware, software applications, engineering, 

- ,  t’ L 1 . 1  < i L C l i  

Liberty feels that its experience was representative of the difficultics faced hv CLECs attempting to replicate PARIS 
TCrI,\T!C 
54 lnterview #6, Noveinber 111,ZW4. 
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facilities, maintenance, equipment, validation, and protocols. With the growing interdependence 
of computing systems and applications, as well as the diversity in user communities, change 
control and proactive notification to users of change has become even more important. 

The main focus of Liberty’s review in this area was to determine whether BellSouth complied 
with established procedures for the metric change notification process including: 

0 

a 

e 

e 

0 

0 

Existence of effective tools for tracking metric changes 
Sufficient internal controls to properly manage the process 
Timely and efficient processing of metric changes 
Effective use of change controls to improve its performance reporting processes 
Obtaining appropriate approval for changes implemented 
Testing of changes before releasing them for production 
Complete and clear Notification Reports 
Notification Reports that sufficiently and accurately state the impact of the 
proposed changes 
Existence of procedures to update or modify these reports 
Timely and complete distribution of Notification Reports. 

Liberty’ s review also analyzed BellSouth’ s change management documentation, specifically 
Performance Measurements Quality Assurance Plan (PMQAP) Version 6.0,55 to determine 
whether: 

0 The documentation is complete and easy to understand 
e Any significant topics are omitted 

All measures, including all sub-metrics and disaggregations, are covered by the 
documentation 
Procedures are consistent across measures and domains 

event of a process change 
e Procedures exist for malung changes or corrections to the documentation in the 

a Changes are communicated. 

BellSouth uses “change control” as the generic term for the process of submitting, reviewing, 
approvinghejecting, monitoring, and managing all changes to its PMAP Production System. 
Normally, the term “change control” applies to all changes to the software, documentation, and 
system hardware. 

BellSouth uses the PMAP “Production Life Cycle & Change Control Processes” (PLC3P) to 
implement changes in the PMAP system.56 While the primary purpose of the PLC3P is to 
lnanapc thr inlcr-nFii ~ I ~ O C ~ S S  wi t l j j i -  l~cJI$oi i~ j , .  IT ;ilsr\ T Y + Y ~ I ( ~ P ;  : 1: I ; 2 f j :  1 7  T, ,Z I~J ;~PC i:x\ j : 7 : 
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build an audit trail for changes related to FMAP systems including PARIS. PLC3P follows a 
traditional software development life cycle and includes nine phases, 23 processes, 11 individual 
roles, and 15 status  transition^?^ 

For ease of understanding, Liberty has condensed the PLC3P into five major steps, i) Planning, 
Analysis, and Preliminary Design; ii) Change Control; iii) Detailed Design; iv) Notification; and 
v) Production. 

Condensed Production Life Cycle and Change Control Processes Flow Diagram 

Planning, Analysis, and Preliminary Design 

BellSouth begins the PLC3P with a Change Request (RQ) that it can open for one of four 
reasons: i) Regulatory Orders, ii) Audit Findings, iii) Mandated Changes, or iv) Discretionary 
Changes. Regulatory Orders include any action required by a state Public Service/Utility 
Commission as a result of docket or other Commission activity that would have an impact on 
PMAP or SEEM. Audit Findings include the implementation of changes, modifications, and 
corrections consistent with internal or external audit findings with respect to PMAP, SEEM, or 
related systemslprocess findings. Mandated Changes include any change required to maintain 
system functionality (e.g., upstream or downstream changes that will affect results or output), 
compliance-related issues (e.g., calculation corrections and modification), or external requests 
for changes in system fiinctionaljt~~ ( e .p . ,  a CLEC request). Djscretionary Changes include 
changes related to process improvements, code efficiency, resource allocations, and cosmetics. 

When BellSouth creates an RQ, it also develops an RQ Definition which includes i) a 
determination of system impacts, ii) a Requirements Definition Document (RDD), iii) a 
determination as to whether BellSouth needs to issue a CLEC notification, iv) the creation of an 
Expected Results Document, and v) an estimate of the work required to implement the change? 

BellSouth uses an off-the-shelf management tool, 
status of RQs at all stages of the change contro 

59 to monitor the 

communicate progress, share data, and document issues.60 BellSouth creates, for internal use, 
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weekly reports of all RQs that are being processed. BellSouth does not maintain the approval 
dates associated with Release Packages directly in w1 Instead, BellSouth retains 
Functional Change Control Board (FCCB) and Organizational Change Control Board (OCCB) 
approvals as hardcopy artifacts of the approval process. Likewise, BellSouth records the dates 
for Notifications based on artifacts of the notification process; - does not reflect the 
actual notification dated2 

Change Control 

As part of the Change Control step, BellSouth’s FCCB and OCC3 review pending RQs to 
determine their completeness, appropriateness, scheduling, and sequencing into various Release 
packages. The FCCB and OCCB meetings are the sole source of approval for all RQs. The 
OCCB communicates its decisions to other organizations within BellSouth via minutes and by 
the distribution of the Approved Release Rep01-t.~~ 

Before the FCCB reviews an RQ, BellSouth subjects it to a RDD review or RDD Walkthrough. 
In this step, all preliminary RQs are reviewed by the Developers, Business Analysts, and Testers 
processing the change to: i) clarify all requirements, ii) review work effort estimates, and iii) 
ensure all affected system areas have been identified and documented. 

The FCCB then prepares the “FCCB Package,’’64 which prioritizes the RQ for preliminary 
ReIease, and determines the necessary resources as well as scheduling considerations to 
implement the RQ. The FCCB then prepares the necessary documentation for submission to the 
OCCB. Although constituted as a “board,” the FCCB in essence serves as a review and screening 
task team for the OCCB. 

The OCCB, which is composed of the Director of Interconnection Services, Release Manager, 
PMO Manager and PMAP Notification Managers, makes the “Go”/”No Go” decision for all 
Releases. As part of its approval process. the OCCB reviews: i) the content of all proposed RQs, 
ii) the development and delivery risks 01 each RQ, and iii) the impact of kniergency KQs that are 
included in the proposed Release(s). The OCCB can either unconditionally approve a Release, or 
require the addition or deletion of specific RQs as a condition of approval. Any changes go back 
to the FCCB for modification of the Release per the OCCB’s direction and reissuing for 
approval. When required, OCCB approval also triggers the preparation of a Notification Report 
discussed below. 

61 A Release may contain a number of changes or RQs. One major element of any change control process is the 
coordination of the various individual changes to ensure they do not conflict with one another in a Release or with 
other scheduled Releases. BellSouth processes its software changes as a packaped Release; ~ O W ~ V ~ J ,  repulatorv 
notificat~onc lahe ~ 1 1 a r r  at dit> Ctxlnpe l i r i i i r s i  OT ’ t i  ( C ;  ievc 

T. 
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Detailed Design 

Once the OCCB approves a Release Package, consisting of various RQs, the responsible 
Development Managers, PARIS Architect, Project Managers, Business Analysts, Subject Matter 
Experts, and Testers prepare a detailed design to implement the proposed changes and associated 
testing data. As part of this step, the OCCB identifies all areas within the system requiring 
change and prepares technical documentation. This technical documentation details a l l  aspects of 
system design, provides information to the Test Team so that they can develop the necess 
data and test cases and other information necessary to assist in the validation of test results. v test 

Notification Reports 

Pursuant to an Order of the Georgia Public Service Commission, BellSouth issues Notification 
Reports for “any change to the method by [which] its performance data is calculated.”66 
BellSouth provides preliminary and proposed notifications each month to the Florida 
Commission as well as to the other Public ServiceKJtility Commissions in BellSouth’s nine-state 
operating area. BellSouth files Preliminary Change Notifications 90 days before its intended 
implementation of changes, and files Proposed Change Notifications 60 days before its intended 
implementation of changes .67 

BellSouth files each of these notifications on the first day of every month to inform CLECs of 
impending changes. After BellSouth files its notification, CLECs may file coments  on the 
changes and discuss potential impacts with BellSouth on the PMAP Notification Call. If required 
by the Commission, BellSouth will adjust the RQ to address CLEC issues and 

Production 

The final step, Production, actually includes five separate and distinct steps in the PLC3P before 
BellSou~h places a Rcleast oi KQ into production, specifically: i j Construction and Unit Testing, 
ii) Functional Testing, iii) Regression Testing, iv) Implementation, and, finally, v) Production. 
During Construction and Unit Testing:’ BellSouth makes changes to the code to meet the new 
requirements identified in the Detailed Design and tests the code to ensure that it meets these 

65 The Test Team consists of various individuals in the change process responsible for determining whether the 
roposed changes are properly coded and can be implemented without impacting other systems, reports, or outputs. 
ti Georgia Public Service Commission Order dated July 2, 2002 in Docket 7892 - Performance Measures for 

Telecommunications Interconneclions, Unbundling and Resale, Page 2: “On the first business day of the month 
j~recedin: thr data montt, io* whir); UellSouth proposes tc  ~ , i a l ~ c  any C I M I I ~  10 the method by [which] its 
performance data is calculated, BellSouth will provide written notice of any such proposed changes (hereinafter 
referred to as ‘Proposed Data Changes’). This notice will identify the affected measure(s), describe the proposed 
change, provide a reason for the proposed change. and outline i t s  impact. At the same time BellSouth will provide 
writtefi IICIIICC i)i a n \  i I I O V ~ ~ ~  i ii c,: caicii iatru~ miformance dnt; 

l(>LIC( F I E  :: ’ 

11,‘ClUll I C  ( ‘OnYlGr r~I j ’  i(- t r ~ i  n!el 

- I ‘&>,I \ a , > * ’  I , u.. i l l \  1 l ? A A  A J  \ , L L / L l l L .  

BellSouth performs Unit  lesting to verify that the new or modified software performs as expected. 65 
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initial requirements. Functional Testing covers how well the system executes the functions it is 
supposed to execute using the new or changed code. In this step, BellSouth creates functional 
test cases and baseline results and compares them to actual run results. BellSouth then reviews 
and resolves any errors that it identified. In the final testing step, Regression Testing, BellSouth 
tests the software changes in a full production environment and resolves any unacceptable 
results 7' 

As part of the Implementation Step, BellSouth conducts a Production Run Planning Meeting 
(PRPM). At the PRF'M, the Production Run Manager reviews any outstanding issues from the 
previous production run cycle, the status of the Regression Testing associated with the new 
Release or RQ, and the schedule of associated start-up activities. The Production Run Manager 
determines whether the Release or RQ is ready for insertion into the routine production 
environment. Once placed into Production, various testers undertake a final validation of source 
files, data warehouse, data marts, web-related materials, and PARIS. If the validation is 
successful, BellSouth considers the Release or RQ implemented and the RQ closed. If, however, 
the Production Run does not generate the desired results from an TI' processing or business 
process perspective, BellSouth initiates an Emergency Change Process to correct the pr~blern.~' 

Emergency Change Process 

If errors are encountered during the Production step, BellSouth initiates an Emergency Change 
Process. Last minute errors could be caused by new requirements or upstream defects previously 
undetected. Based on the time available to complete the production of the Release or RQ, 
BellSouth will make the necessary corrections and then run through a series of tests to retest the 
Release, going through as much of the change control cycle as is feasible? 

2. Analysis and Evaluation 

As part of its analysis and evaluation of SellSouth's Change Control process, Liberty reviewed 
all documentation associated with the process, interviewed BellSouth managers and subject 
matter experts, and conducted an independent review of the Change Control Process. In addition, 
Liberty evaluated compliance with the Notification process. As part of this analysis, Liberty 
reviewed all filings made with the Georgia PSC73 from July I, 2003, to February 2, 2004, as well 
as the associated internal tracking and monitoring conducted by BellSouth for these RQs. Liberty 
reviewed a total of 183 R Q s , ~ ~  including 79 that required Notification Reportsy5 as part of its 
audit. 

Also referred to as verification testing, BellSouth initiates regression testing after a programmer has attempted to 
fix a recognized problem or has added source code to a program that may have inadvertently introduced errors. This 
quality control measure ensures that the newly modified code still complies with its specified requirements and that 
unmodified codc liar not l~cttn ;ifjcctrtl hy ( t i t  m;irnrr-n;lircc ariivrt? i n i c ~ ~ i c v  7 '  

70 
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7 3  Changes i o  elements of the SQM Plan are submitted for comment piirsaant to Georyia PFC Ordm in 3 3 o r k ~  7P9:- 

' 4  Responses to Data Requests # I  10 and #184. 
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BellSouth has a well-developed change control process in place to identify, monitor, and 
implement the various changes needed as part of its SQM Plan. BellSouth designed the process 
to accomplish two tasks, i) to orchestrate multiple changes to its SQM Plan that occur over its 
natural life cycle as a result of regulatory order, upstream or downstream system changes, or 
process improvements; and ii) to notify various regulatory and CLEC users of pending changes, 
the nature of those changes, and their impact. 

Tracking 

BellSouth uses a combination of TestDirector, copies of meeting minutes, and written approvals 
to track, monitor, and record progress and decisions in its the metric change process. Liberty 
tested the capability of BellSouth’s tracking systems by reviewing tracking data for RQs from 
July 2003 to Februar 2004. This review inchded 183 RQs consisting of a possible 2,013 status 
tracking data points? In its initial response, BellSouth excluded or left blank 520 tracking data 
points, almost 26 percent of the sample, with little or no explanation. After additional discussion 
and analysis, BellSouth was able to explain all but 49 of the blank entries. Whde some of these 
exclusions appear to be logical (e.g., a number of the RQs did not require Notification, hence 
BellSouth did not note completion data for this activity), others appear to be the result of data not 
being available, error, or oversight. 

The following table summarizes Liberty’s findings: 

Liberty found that BellSouth took an average of 153 days to complete an RQ from end-to-end, 
almost six months from start to finish.79 In Liberty’s experience, this appears to be excessive. 

7 5  Responses to Data Requests #12 I and #183. 
Response: to Datz r k j u c c t c  #rl l i  arid $184. Liberry consic~rec c x h  K Q  S t a i u ~  Definition, as defined in PMAP 
Production Life Cycle arid Change Control Processes: Status Definitions and Flow, as a status tracking data 
point. These data points are shown in the Production Life Cycle and Change Control Processes Diagram provided 
by BellSouth and were discussed as part of Interview #I. October 4-6,2004. 

76 

!ii 1 c r  l i ( ) i  ( cb~iii I I  specIJ1c c l i a n ~ e  requirement$ 

. Li- L i l c l  I lbuuLraL irll L , V C I ~ ~ ~ .  bellSourh ulc 
work this RQ per the normal drvelopment process, and  ~ i n h t ~ r f  the fino1 gaius to hc correct oncc the work was 
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Liberty based its calculations on 160 KQs for which BellSouth provided end-to-end dates. 
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Moreover, as can be seen from the foIlowing chart, the interval is trending upward and Liberty 
found significant variation in the end-to-end processing times: 

End-to-End Processing fnterval 
(RQ Open to Closed) 

4 
5 
6 
7 

Nineteen RQs took more than 200 days with the longest taking 315 days from start to finish. 

8 
9 

10 
11 BellSouth’s initial approval process: 

Within the average 153-day end-to-end interval, Liberty found the average time from when 
BellSouth originated an RQ to when the OCCB approved the RQ was 58 days.” As can be seen 
from the following chart, while this interval is trending downward, there is little consistency in 

Start to OCCB Approval 
(RQ Open to Scheduled) 

0 20 4cI 60 100 12P 14@ 160 

Change Request 

. .  -~ I 

’’ Liberty based i t s  calcularions on 155 RQs provided by BellSouth that were listed as “Open to OCCB Approval.” 
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days? As can be seen from the following chart, while the interval is trending slightly downward, 
once again there is little consistency in interval from when an RQ is opened until when the 
necessary notification is made: 

Start to Notification 
(RQ Open to CLEC Notification) 

4 

4 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 

Change Request 

Liberty also compared 58 RQs, which indicated that BellSouth made a Notification, to the actual 
flings made with the Georgia PSC to determine the accuracy of the tracking data provided.82 
Liberty found that 24 percent of the RQs had some kind of discrepancy as shown in the 
following table: 

13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

The tracking of Metric Changes conducted by BellSouth as part of the PL3CP while adequate, 
needs improvement. Liberty’s review suggests that BellSouth’s documentation of progress is 
inconsistent and that BellSouth does not adhere to its own practices with respect to monitoring 
workflow. In addition, BellSouth uses a combination of mechanized and mama1 tracking 
methods that make the collection, monitoring, and review of tracking data problematic. Of the 
2,013 process data points Liberty reviewed. BellSouth ornjtted a l r n m t  20 percent (ic, 396 datr 
points) with 13 different explanations for the omissions. The explanations included posting 
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errors, scheduling errors, and human errors. Additionally, with respect to tracking of RQs 
requiring Notification, Liberty observed a number of discrepancies between the actual filings and 
the tracking data provided. 

Notification 

As part of its analysis, Liberty reviewed eight Notification Reports filed fiom July 2003 to 
February 2004.8~ The eight fiIings studied included 79 specific proposed changes of which 68 
had a direct effect on Florida. Pursuant to the Georgia PSC’s July 19, 2002, Order in Docket No. 
7892-U, each proposed change should “identify the affected measure( s), describe the proposed 
change, and outline its impact.” 

As shown in the following chart, almost half of the RQs processed in this timeframe were related 
to Provisioning measures: 

Provisioning 
41 Yo 

ALL Measures 

Maintenance] \ \ ~ S&,po~-- 
and Repair 11% 

11% Bitling 
1 Yo 

Based on the requirements established by the Georgia PSC, Liberty categorized BellSouth’s 
impact statements into three categories, i) Acceptable, ii) Partially Acceptable, and iii) 
Unacceptable. Liberty considered an “Acceptable” im act statement to include an accurate and 
useful assessment of ALL metrics reflected in the RQ. Liberty categorized an impact statement 
as “Partially Acceptable” if it was accurate in its assessment, but only reflected the impact of the 
change on one of many metrics or described the change in an indirect manner. Liberty 
considered an Impact Statement “Unacceptable” if it clearly omitted any meaningful impact or it 
measured the impact on elements of the rnetrjc in a way that made it  imnossjble to assess the tnic 
impact without considerable additional efiort. Based on these criteria, Liberty found less than 
half of the filed Impact Statements to be Acceptable and slightly over one-third to be 
Unacceptable. 

8 

i\L 

84 Another issue is that most impact statements discuss onlv the effect 
issiir L I I (  r : ~  i 1 ~ L : I ~ j t - i  L ~ :  1 1  * (  I I, 11 

c o m s s i o n  or to CLECs in a state whose results are not quoted. Liberty’s categorization does not reflect this issue. 
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1 
2 The following table provides examples of each category: 

Acceptable 

Partially Acceptable 

Unacceptable 

Based on February 2003 data, the Customer Trouble Report Rate is reduced from 
2.74% to 2.4%. Maintenance Average Duration for ADSL provided to retail will 
increase by an average of .89 hours. Repeat Report Rate will be reduced by an average 
of .003% across all states for ADSL provided to retail?' 
Based on February 2003 data the Customer Trouble Report Rate for UNE Combo 
Other would increase from 4.26% to 4.45%.90 
For May 2003 for both Retail and WhoIesale, 198 of 3,337,33 1 records (0.0005%) 
were marked as missed appointments without a vdid missed appointment code.g' 
For June 2003 Georgia 271 data, PMAP posted 98.76% of Service Inquires for 
Electronic Loop Make-up completed within one minute and the percentage should 
have been 98.C15%.'~ 
For May 2003,224 of 38,947 records had an additional day in the durations. For SA-6, 
ASR Receipt Date to FOC Due Date, 6 out of 9,827 records were affected, for ASR 
Receipt Date to Order Completion Date, 34 out of 18,356 records were affected and for 
ASR Receipt Date to Requested Due Date, 41 out of 9,822 records were affected. For 
SA-7, Past Due Circuits, 143 out of 143 records were affe~ted.9~ 
For March 2003, 17 orders wouId be affected by this changeY4 
The reports will reflect the correct interval buckets" 
CLEC CTRR for 2-wire analog loops non-design will approximately double?6 

** July 1, 2003 filing, Proposed August 2003 Data Notification, Item # 2. 
86 August 1,2003 filing, Proposed September 2003 Data Notification Item #8. 
a7 November 2,2003 filing, Proposed December 2003 Data Notification Item #2. 
** December 1, 2003 filing, Proposed January 2004 Data Notification Item #6. 

July 1,2003 filing, Proposed August 2003 Data Notification, ltem # 4. The change is reported for metrics M&R- 
1, M&R-2, M&R-3, M&R-4, and M&R-5 but BellSouth dues not provide an impact assessment for either M&R-1 
or M&R-5. 
August I ,  2003 filing, Proposed September 2003 Data Notification Item #9. BellSouth reports this RQ for all 
M&R metrics, but only provides the impact on M&R-2. 
September 2. 2003 fihi, Praposei' Oclober 2003 Dati Noiification Item $5.  I3ased on this statement, it is no1 
clear whether the reported impact is the new result or a difference to be applied. 

92 November 3, 2003 filing, Proposed December 2003 Data Notification Item # 1. BellSouth reports this RQ for all 
states, but only provides the impact for Georgia. 
kLIFUSf 1 .  ?(io? f l i l T i i  IOT'!I  r o  ; j ~ e r  7 1 ,- 7.i iimr'lct Siateriienl reporis t h r  

111, i \ lG l i j \  cl l \?eh ~ i i i l t  nlelrics w~l i l  

91 
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'' January 2, 2004 filing, Proposed February 2004 Data Notification Item #7. 
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Liberty also analyzed the underlying data supporting BellSouth's Notifications and found the 
type, age, and accuracy of the data to be questionable. The data used to support the Impact 
Statements were on average six months old and in some cases as much as eight months old. In 
certain cases, the use of stale data was exacerbated by additional processing delays. In other 
instances, the Impact Statement was predicated on a single metric when the proposed change 
affected multiple metrics. In addition, Liberty found data to be missing or in error and, in six 
instances, found no impact statement at all, in spite of the requirement to provide one. 

Internal Controls 

Liberty reviewed the internal controls and control environment associated with BellSouth's 
Metric Change Process. 

BellSouth submits all requests for metric changes related to PMAP via -d uses the 
PL3CP to track and observe pr0gress.9~ Once BellSouth completes the Planning, Analysis, and 
Preliminary Design step, the FCCB and OCCB hold meetings to review and authorize proposed 
RQs. The OCCB communicates its decisions regarding PMAP metric changes via written 
minutes and the distribution of the approved Release report.98 BellSouth also records the RQ's 
approval in m9 
The PL3CP has no documented classifications for change requests; however, most requests fall 
under the following informal classifications: i) PSC/FCC Orders, ii) Defects (as determined by 
the Measurements Analysts), iii) Audit Findings (as determined by the Audit Team), and iv) 
System Performance Changes,''' The PL3CP has no estabIished processing intervals or process 
benchmarks to help measure the efficiency of the change process. As such, processing intervals 
can range from one day for an emergency change request, to an indefinite period for change 
requests not identified for a particular Release. lo' 

BellSouth has no formal training or training materials associated with the metrics and change 
management process. Instead, BellSouth relies on "on-the-job training" techniques and existing 
documentation to meet its training needs.'02 Liberty was unable to ascertain the continuity or 
depth of institutional memory that is critical when u s j q  on-the-job training rnethod~.''~ 

BellSouth uses password authorization to control access to the various systems. BellSouth has a 
number of password protections In place to ensure access to authorized users only. These 

97 Response to Data Request #118 and Interview #1, October 4-6,2004 

kesponse to Uata Request # I  20. 
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protections include complex rules regarding password creation, expiration dates, and idle 
(dominant account) access lockodM 

BellSouth's internal controls and control environment are adequate to prevent unauthorized 
access and changes to the various metric measures. However, given the level of operational, 
regulatory, and process complexity, the continued use of only on-the-job training could weaken 
the current controls, if it has not done so already. 

Documentation 

Liberty reviewed the documentation associated with BellSouth's Metric Change Process, 
specifically, Performance Measurements Quality Assurance Plan (PMQAP) Version 6.0.'05 
Liberty found BellSouth's documentation to be generally complete, adequate, and consistent 
with the processes being documented. Liberty noted, however, that BellSouth does not have 
sufficient docurnentation in place to resolve the numerous process issues resulting in missing, 
delayed, or erroneous data. Additionally, the Change Request Status Definitions reflected in the 
PMAP Production Life Cycle and Change Control Processes: Status and Definitions and Flow 
do not address the multitude of status results provided in response to Liberty Data Requests.lo6 

Liberty also notes that the PMQAP is poorly labeled and difficult to follow. In response to a 
request from Liberty for the PMQAP document, BellSouth provided a folder containing 23 
Microsoft Word documents and two Adobe Acrobat files.'07 One of these documents describes 
the PMQAP at a very high level, and lists and categorizes the supporting documents that provide 
more detail on a number of topics.1o8 A separate one-page document named "PMQAP - 
Contents" also lists and categorizes the supporting documents, but uses different names. Liberty 
found that the actual file names of the supporting documents frequently differ from those 
mentioned in either of these two summary documents. Furthermore, because the files in the 
folder are ordered alphabetically, they are not in the logical order of the content. 

D. Findings and Recommendations 

Finding 1: BellSouth was not reporting R-10 (Percent Billing Errors 
Corrected in "X" Business Days) according to the SQM Plan Reporting 
Requirements. Classification: 4 

For measure B-10 (Percent Billing Errors Corrected in "X" Business Days), the PMAP reports 
are disaggregated into three rows ( i e . ,  Interconnection, Resale. and TJNE) even thouph thew i 5  

no requirement to do ths  in the SQM Plan definition, business rules, or report structure. More 
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importantly, to determine pass/fail far this measure, the totals must be manually calculated (Le., 
the user must take the sum of the three rows). 

BellSouth states that “the current format of the €3-10 PMAP report is the original configuration 
created for this measure during its inception. As these reports were converted over to the new 
SRS format, the reports were left unchanged and forwarded to the Commission and CLECs for 
review. Although as you pointed out, the reports go [to] the next level of unnecessary 
disaggregation, no issues have been raised as to the format of the report and the necessity of 
having to sum the rows in order to determine pass/fail.”log 

Because the B-10 report structure does not strictly conform to the SQM Plan, the Commission 
and CLECs cannot immediately read the expected data from the reports. They must manually 
total the non-required disaggregations to obtain the B-10 results as defied in the SQM Plan and 
determine pass/fail. BellSouth stated that they have two courses of action to eliminate this 
discrepancy. The first would be for BellSouth to submit a change control and modify the report 
structure to strictly adhere to the SQM Plan. The second would be for BellSouth to submit an 
SQM clearinghouse request to modify the SQM Plan allowing the current disaggregations 
displayed in the B-10 report structure. BellSouth feels the second choice may be preferable 
because CLECs and other PMAP report users may have become accustomed to the current report 
format. BellSouth indicated that it would like to solicit the advice of the Florida Commission on 
how to proceed with a correction?’ 

Correcting the reporting discrepancy to add a line for the total would be a minor programming 
change to implement. Liberty recommends that BellSouth consult with the Commission to 
determine what further steps are necessary. This discussion should consider the options of 
proceeding with an official change request to conform to the SQM Plan reporting requirements 
or seeking a red-line change to the SQM Plan to match the current format of the B-10 report. 

Finding 2: BellSouth was not reporting C-1 (Collocation Average 
Response Time) results according to the SQM Plan reporting requirements. 
Classification: 3 

For measures C-1 (Collocation Average Response Time) and C-3 (Collocation Percent of Due 
Dates Missed), the PMAP reports are disaggregated at a higher level than specified in the SQM 
Plan. The SQM Plan report structure defines six disaggregations (Le., Virtual-Initial, Virtual- 
Augment, Physical Caged-lnitial, Physical Caged-Augment, Physical Cageless-Initial, and 
Physical Cageless-Augment). Published PMAP reports use higher level disaggregations such as 
Virtual and Physical-Caged. By contrast, for measure C-2 (Collocation Average Arranyernent 
Time), the PMAP reports follow the SQM Plan disaggregations. 
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Caged, Cageless, and Virtual. This format was accepted with the roll out of the SRS reporting 

BellSouth also stated that for C-3, “RQ533 1 irn lemented with Release 4.4.09 changed the report 
format to match the Florida disaggregations.” l2 Liberty has verified that the PMAP reporting 
disaggregations for C-3 match the SQM Plan requirements beginning in September 2004 but did 
not match them during the audit timeframe. 

P 

Measure C-2 (Collocation Average Arrangement Time) has the s m e  level of disaggregation 
reporting and is in compliance. The volume for all three measures is low, but roughly the same. 
There appears to be no reason for BellSouth to conform to the disaggregation reporting 
requirements for C-2 (and now C-3), but not for C-1 . However, BellSouth has noted that the C-3 
change “came at the request of the Florida PSC staff and during an SQM worlcshop. There was 
no request to change the structure of C- I, therefore the structure remained as e~tablished.””~ 

Because BellSouth withholds the proper level of disaggregation for C-1, CLECs do not have 
ready access to valuable information for future decision making. Although not the case during 
the audit period, BellSouth has corrected the report format for C-3 so that it now conforms with 
the SQM Plan. 

In reply to this finding, BellSouth n ~ t e d : ” ~  

[T’he volumes for the C-1 metric are extremely low and for reporting purpose, 
the products are rolled up into the three main categories of Caged, Cageless and 
Virtual. Since the SQM is in the process of being changed, BellSouth does not 
propose to change the current reports at this time. Also, since we have not 
received any requests for the more disuggregated data, it has not signijkantly 
impacted users ability to monitor BellSouth ’s performance. 

Liberty recommends that BellSouth consult with the Commission to determine what further steps 
are necessary. Ths  discussion should consider the options of modifying C-1 to conform to the 
SQM Plan reporting requirements or seeking a red-line change to the SQM Plan to correctly state 
the format of the C-1 report. 

Finding 3: For measure CM-8 (Percent Change Requests Rejected), 
BellSouth was not reporting according to the SQM Plan reporting 
requirements. Classification: 3 

For CM-6, the SQM Pian specilks thal the repori IS to be disaggregated by the reason for 
rejection (ie., cost, technical feasibility, or industry direction). However, the published PMAP 

’ I 4  BellSouth’s April 5 ,  2005 response to Liberty’s Florida Draft Audit Keport, issued March 11, 2005. 
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reports do not specify the rejection reason; instead, they have just one row listing the number of 
requests and the number of rejects. 

When Liberty identified this issue, BellSouth stated "BellSouth agrees that the report for CM-8 
(Percent Change Requests Rejected) needs to be modified to fulfill the specified disaggregation 
requirements of the SQM Plan as it applies to the reason for rejection. BellSouth has issued 
RQ6O7 1 to initiate the changes necessary to satisfy these requirements."'15 

Because BellSouth withholds the proper level of disaggregation showing the reason for change 
request rejection, CLECs do not have access to valuable information for future decision making. 
BellSouth issued RQ6071 to update the SQL script and, when completed, this change should 
correct the issue.'l6 

Finding4: BellSouth did not report the 2-scores according to the SQM 
Plan reporting requirements in the 12-month PMAP reports for measures P- 
2B (Percentage of Orders Given Jeopardy Notices), M&R-3 (Maintenance 
Average Duration), B-7 (Recurring Charge Completeness), and B-8 (Non- 
Recurring Charge Completeness). Classification: 4 

Liberty identified four measures that were missing Z-score entries for some disaggregations on 
the 12-month PMAP reports: 

0 

0 

0 

P-2B (Percentage of Orders Given Jeopardy Notices) - Z-scores are missing from 
all product disaggregations for mechanized orders. BellSouth stated that it has 
initiated RQ6115 to correct this i ~ sue ."~  
M&R-3 (Maintenance Average Duration) - 2-scores are missing for only the 
products UNE Digital Loop < DSL and UNE Digital Loop >= DSL. BellSouth 
stated that it has initiated RQ6I 12 to correct this issue."' 
B-7 (Recurring Charge Completeness) and €3-8 (Non-Recurring Charge 
Completeness; - Z-scores are missing for the resale disaggre ation only. 
BellSouth stated that RQ6110 has been initiated to correct this issue. IF9 

Without complete PMAP reports, CLECs do not have access to valuable information for future 
decision makmg. BellSouth issued RQ6115, RQ6112, and RQ6110 to correct these issues and, 
when completed, these changes should correct the issues.'20 

115 

Response to Preliminary binding 39. I SL 
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Finding5 The Florida SQM Plan and SEEM Administrative Plan 
contain several discrepancies regarding provisions found in Florida Order 
PSC-02-1736-PAA-TP. Classification: 4 

Liberty examined each of the Florida Commission orders to verify compliance. Liberty noted 
some discrepancies between provisions in Florida Order PSC-02- 1736-PAA-TP and language in 
the SQM Plan and the SEEM Administrative Plan: 

0 

0 

a 

0 

Page 12, line item 27: New language to be inserted in section 2.9 of the SEEM 
Administrative Plan document is incorrect. It should read “... PMAP home page 
on the Current Month Site Updates Link.” However, it currently reads “...P W 
home page . ....” BeIlSouth agrees that the language should be clarified. BellSouth 
stated that it will modify the SEEM Administrative Plan at the direction of the 
FPSC at the conclusion of the Liberty audit.l2l 
Page 13, line item 38: BellSouth only partially implemented a language change 
in the OSS-3 (OSS Availability - M&R) section in the SQM Plan. “LNP” was to 
be changed to “LNP Gateway.” BellSouth completed the change in Appendix C, 
but not in two locations under “Data Retained” for OSS-3 on pages 9-10 of the 
SQM Plan. BellSouth agrees and stated that it will modify the SQM Plan at the 
direction of the FPSC at the conclusion of the Liberty audit. 122 

Page 14, line item 47: BellSouth did not implement a language deletion in the P- 
4 (Average Completion Interval) section of the SQM Plan. BellSouth should have 
removed the text “Residence and Business reported in day intervals = 0, 1,2,3,4,  
5, 5+” from the Report Structure section of P-4 on page 61 of the SQM Plan. 
BellSouth agrees and stated that it will modify the SQM Plan at the direction of 
the FPSC at the conclusion of the Liberty audit 
Page 27, line item 132: BellSouth did not implement a language change in the B- 
10 (Percent Billing Errors) section of the SQM Plan. In the calculation section, 
the text “responses due” should be present for B-10 on page 134 of the SQM Plan. 
BellSouth agrees with Liberty’s interpretation of the order. BellSouth stated that 
“responses due” can be added to the language for the calculation in the SQM Plan 
and indicated that the monthly reported data is actually based on responses due. 
BellSouth also noted that this measurement has been recently discussed with the 
CLECs and the Florjda PSC as a part of the current six-month review and 
different language in the calculation section may result from these discussions. lZ4 
Page 42, referring to D-1 (Average Database Update Interval) and D-2 
(Percent Database Update Accuracy): The order states that the Report Structure 
documentation should be updated to reflect geographx scope. KPMG Consulting 
concluded that BellSouth’s SQM Plan repor? for D-I ;tnd D-2 is reported on i: 

regional and state-specific basis. D-1 on page 145 and D-2 on page 146 of the 
SQM Plan reflects Region only. BellSouth agrees and stated that it will modify 

-’- 
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the SQM Plan at the direction of the FPSC at the conclusion of the Liberty 
audit. * 25 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

The language in the SQM Plan and the SEEM Administrative Plan is important €or the proper 
interpretation and implementation of the Florida performance measures. While the discrepancies 

6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 

listed above are minor, correcting them will minimize confusion. BellSouth stated that they will 
modify the SQM Plan and SEEM Administrative Plan at the direction of the FPSC at the 
conclusion of the Liberty audit.’26 

Finding 6: For measure OSS-2 (OSS Availability - Pre- 
Ordering/Ordering), the availability report at BellSouth’s Interconnection 
website is missing entries for many of the OSS listed in Appendix D of the 
SQM Plan. Classification: 4 
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When possible, Liberty verified the availability of measure performance reports and related 
infomation on the PMAP website during the audit timeframe. However, when Liberty was 
unable to verify the existence of such information during the audit period, Liberty examined the 
current status of the information instead. 

OSS-2 measures the availability of the Pre-Ordering and Ordering OSS. The OSS-2 definition in 
the SQM Plan states that scheduled availability is posted on the hterconnection website. Also, 
Appendix D of the SQM Plan lists the OSS that should be included in OSS-2. 

Liberty noted discrepancies between Appendix D and the list of USS on the availability report 
currently posted on the interconnection website. Specifically, Appendix D includes PSIMS, 
TAG, COG, SOG, DOM, DOE, BOCRIS, SONGS, RNS, and ROS in the list of OSS interfaces 
for OSS-2. However, BeIlSouth does not post the scheduled availability of any of these 
interfaces on the interconnection ~ e b s i t e . ’ ~ ~  Additionally, the interconnection website states that 
the same availability report Is also posted on the PMAP website. However, Liberty was not able 
to locate the report on the PMAP website. 

BellSouth provided a logical explanation for the absence of each of the OSS listed above from 
the interconnection website, and indicated that it “will pursue a Red Lined SQM to reflect the 
changes.”’28 Additionally, BellSouth stated that the note referencing the availability report has 
been removed from the Interconnection website. 

The inconsistencies present between Appendix D of the SQM Plan and BellSouth’s 
interconnectjon website can cause unnecessary confusion for CLECs. However, Liberty finds 

....... 
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that BellSouth is attempting to resolve the issue. When completed, the proposed changes to the 
SQM Plan should correct the issue. 

Fmding4: BellSouth posts only the most recent month of PARIS reports 
for viewing by the CLECs on the PMAP website. Historical PARIS reports 
are not available. This is in contrast to BellSouth’s practice of having 
previous months’ reports available for a full year for the majority of SQM 
Plan reports. Classification: 4 

Section 2.4 of the SEEM Administrative Plan for the state of Florida states that “Final Validated 
SEEM reports will be posted on the 15th day of the month, following the final validated SQM 
report or the first business day thereafter.” Section 2.8 states that “BellSouth shall retain the 
performance measurement raw data files for a period of 18 months and further retain the monthly 
reports produced in PMAP for a period of three years.” 

On BellSouth’s PMAP website, BellSouth currently makes available the PARIS (SEEM) and 
SQM Plan reports. A CLEC can log in and view the most recent 12 months of their CLEC- 
specific SQM Plan results. However, the CLEC can only view the most recent month of PARIS 
reports. 

Although not a literal violation of Commission requirements, BellSouth’s practice for the PARIS 
reports is inconvenient and contrary to reasonable expectation. BellSouth has shown the 
capabiIity to allow access to the historical SQM Plan reports. There appears to be no valid reason 
to be more restrictive for PARIS reports. 

Keeping only the most recent month of PARIS reports online places an unnecessary burden on 
the CLEC. Each CLEC would be forced to download each month’s PARIS reports in order to 
perform month-to-month comparisons. Since these reports specify direct financial implications 
for the CLECs, it seems appropriate that they be made available for as long as feasible. 
BellSouth staled thal ii “has augmented its retention of SEEM remedy data by implementing” 
RQ5949, which will allow for the archiving of PARIS Reports beginning with September 2004 
PARIS data.Z29 BellSouth followed that change control with RQ6008, which will make the 
archived PARIS Reports accessible on the PMAP website. When completed, these changes 
should correct the issue. 

Finding 8: BellSouth has provided no evidence that it complied with the 
Florida Reposting Policy in determininp whether errors or changes required 
reposting. Classi1ic;rtSon: 3 
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between April 2003 and February 2004 and requested BellSouth to provide documentation of the 
analysis performed to determine whether reposting was required due to these  change^.'^' 
BellSouth indicated that it could not provide such documentation because “[ulnder the current 
Reposting Policy, BellSouth was not required to retain the information for a set period, nor is 
BellSouth re uired to publish any information beyond the requirements of the impact 
statements. 99 

9 

In addition, BellSouth sent Liberty a copy of a new version of the “ P W  4.0 Data Notifkation 
Process” document, which it claimed would alleviate the problem of missing documentation for 
reposting analysis by requiring that “the analysis and decisions pertaining to the rerudreposting 
policy will be formally documented.”133 However, this document focuses on the related Data 
Notification process. The only reference to reposting is the following,’34 

At this time the [Industry Call Coordinator] and Nutijkatiorz Team will determine 
if reposting is necessary based on the changes and the impact outlined in the 
change request (RQ). Once the Legal Review is conducted ..., the Reposting 
Analysis Document will be attached tu each RQ on the Proposed Data 
Notification List and will include the rationale for each change request which 
requires reposting. 

In particular, the document contains no requirement that .BellSouth complete and maintain 
internal documentation of the recalculations necessary to determine whether reposting is 
required. Nor does it provide any guidance as to the calculations necessary to determine whether 
reposting is required. 

The CLECs and the Commission rely on BellSouth’s internal processes to provide reliable 
measure reports and remedy payments. Unless BellSouth conducts the complete analysis 
necessary to determine whether reposting is necessary, these parties cannot rely on the measure 
reports nor be assured that they are receiving the correct remedy payments. Liberty recommends 
that BellSouth reexamine. update, and completely document its reposting procedure to assure 
that its analysts fully comply with the requirements of the Reposting Policy. This procedure 
should include, at a minimum, the requirement that the analysts perform all the calculations 
required by the Reposting Policy for the measures and jurisdictions affected by any defect 
potentially requiring reposting, that they document those calculations in sufficient detail as to be 
auditable, and that the documentation be maintained for a reasonable period of time. 

Finding 9: 
were not easy to nnderstand and use. Classification: 3 

The SDUM instructions for replicating the SQWSRS reports 

The majority of the SDUM document contains SQL scripts for replication but with no 
accompanying explanation as to how to use them. Ae the instnictions are currently written, a user 

, iillb i.-i c . 
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would need to be skilled in the use of SQL to be successful. BellSouth provides CLECs access to 
the measures data associated with their own transactions, as well as instructions that they can use 
for replicating measures reports. 

Liberty recognizes that the Florida measures are complex and that any procedures designed for 
replication will necessarily be complex as well. However, the SDUM is misleading and 
incomplete in several areas: 

Section 2 (Executive Summary) and Section 3 (Introduction) do not mention the 
need for a database platform and indicate that Microsoft Excel, or something 
similar, is all that is needed to perform SDUM replication. The SDUM describes 
all the steps to download and import the data in Excel tenns. Liberty discovered a 
missing step in the PMAP documentation. Specifically, in section 3.4, before 
proceeding with step 3 (Click on the ‘ViewExtract SUPPORTING DATA’ link) 
the user must fmt click on “ViewExtract PMAP data’ link. SDUM omitted this 
step. 

0 

a 

0 

0 

The user can theoretically use downloaded data to replicate SQWSRS reports 
using spreadsheet manipulations in Excel; however, this would be extremely 
difficult and time consuming. The user would have to decode the SQL arid 
transform it into Excel spreadsheet manipulations. 
While the format for the replication instructions, provided in Section 4 
(Recreating Reports), is consistent across measures, BellSouth does not provide 
either a high-level explanation, to help the user interpret the detailed information 
contained in Section 4, or any examples for guidance. Instead, Section 4 begins 
with the first measure and lists supporting data files, formulas, and SQL scripts. 
BellSouth does not list procedures for how to use this infomation. 
The SDUM does not adequately emphasize the need for an Oracle Platform to 
maximize user success with replication. Significant SQL syntax changes would be 
necessary if attempting to utilize other database platforms (e.g., Microsoft 
Access) to perform replication. 
BellSouth designed its SQL scripts to provide the SQWSRS report results one 
line at a time; therefore, to replicate a report with multiple products and multiple 
time intervds could take hundreds of separate SQL runs, requiring that the user 
edit the script with different parameters (e.g., product, interval) each time between 
runs. The SDUM does not explain how the user can replicate multiple rows in one 
SQL run. 
Liberty encountered minor syntax errors when executing the SDUM SQL scripts 
for in-scope measures. 

I_ - . ~ ~~ - ~ __ 
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section 3.7 describes how to use auto-filter in Excel and then refers the user to Section 4 (which 
contains SQL) for detailed instructions. Section 3.8 only focuses on how to manipulate product 
roll-ups. Although it is certainly possible to replicate using these instructions, Liberty was 
judging the usability of the SDUM. Liberty disagrees that it is easy to replicate using Excel with 
the SDUM instructions. 

BellSouth also asserts that the targeted user groups would intuitively find the location of the 
BeIlSouth raw data files on the PMAP website. Liberty agrees, but still believes it makes sense to 
update the SDUM instructions to be as accurate as possible. 

The SDUM can be greatly improved from a usability standpoint if BellSouth expanded the 
document to include more preliminary explanations and some examples. Specifically, Liberty 
suggests that BellSouth add more description of i) the different tools and platfoms avaiIable to 
perform data manipulation and replication, ii) the advantages and drawbacks of the different 
platforms, and most importantly iii) how to apply the SDUM instructions to each platform. 
Specific examples for the most commonly used tools would be most helpfwl (e.g., show how to 
interpret the SQL script to perform manipulations and replications as an Excel user for a specific 
measure). Additionally, the list of assumptions for the user community provided by BellSouth 
should be added to the SDUM. If BellSouth added this information to the SDUM, the users 
would be able to make a much more informed decision when deciding which tool to use to meet 
their specific needs, and would have a higher probability of success. BellSouth did indicate that 
it has taken steps to correct the minor syntax errors discovered in the SDUM SQL scripts and 
have introduced RQ4338 to do 

BellSouth noted in reply to this finding: 137 

BellSouth believes the current SDUM Replication Manual is suflcient artd is 
functional fur the purpose for which it was created. As with any system, 
improvements are possible. BellSouth has to balance the realistic aspects of 
functionality, develupmen f cosf and support in any decisions involving thesp 
systems. I t  is BellSouth’s position that il has suficiently met the requirements set 
forth by the Commission with the current SDUM Replication Manual. No other 
party has indicated that the SDUM Replication Manual was insuflcient. 

Liberty recommends that BellSouth consult with the Commission and the CLECs to determine 
whether further steps are necessary. This discussion should include, at a minimum, an 
assessment of the extent of the CLECs’ requirements for and use of the SDUM md the cost 
effectiveness of implementing and maintaining an improved SDUM Replication Manual. 
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Finding 10: The SQL scripts contained in the SDUM document for M&R-2 
(Customer Trouble Report Rate) did not replicate CLEC results properly. 
Classification: 4 

When Liberty replicated M&R-2 using SDUM, it discovered a discrepancy with the P W  
results. BellSouth’s SDUM scripts improperly excluded all records with a zero numerator and a 
non-zero denominator from the SDUM report results. After Liberty brought this to BellSouth’s 
attention, BellSouth confirmed it to be true and issued RQ6044 to correct the SQL script in the 
SDUM documed3* 

Any CLEC attempting to replicate M&R-2 results using the SDUM would have encountered 
incomplete results. BellSouth issued RQ6044 to update the SQL script and, when completed, this 
change should correct the issue. 

Finding 11: BellSouth did not provide adequate documentation for 
replication of the results reported in PARIS. Classification: 3 

An objective of Liberty’s audit was to verify that supporting documentation for replication of 
PARIS 2.0 job flows are sufficient, clear, and complete. BellSouth said that its Florida SEEM 
Replication Manual was “under de~elopment.”’~~ 

The Exhibit section of BellSouth’s PMAP website contains a document entitled “PARIS Remedy 
Replication Response Policy.” It states that “CLECs interested in replication of PARIS reports 
must agree to come on-site to BellSouth Center, 675 West Peachtree Street, Atlanta, where they 
will sign a non-disclosure agreement and be given access to the data and instructions necessary 
to reproduce their specific PARIS cdculations.” Liberty asked BellSouth for a copy of these 
instructions, and BellSouth responded with a copy of the Georgia SEEM Replication Manual 
along with a statement that the “Florida SEEM Replication Manual is under development.” 
Liberty verified with BellSouth that no SEEM replication documentation or written instructions 
for PARIS payment rcpiicaiiori existed during the 2003 audit per10d.I~’ Thus, BellSouth failed to 
meet the criterion that the docurnentation be sufficient, clear, and complete. 

Because no documentation or written instructions existed to replicate PARIS reports during the 
audit timeframe, m y  CLEC would have required significant direct assistance from BellSouth to 
accomplish this task. Liberty knows of only one CLEC that attempted this task. Although their 
efforts were in the 2002 calendar year and thus their experience is not directly relevant to the 
time period of the audit, they required over ten visits of two to three days duration each with 
significant assistance from BellSouth to replicate the PARIS results for only five measures in the 
state of Georgia. G I V ~  tlic l a x  oi available docunientmou, a sixiliia- investment in time and 
effort on the part of a CLEC would have been required during the audit period. 

-- - + % ; * i a  
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1 
2 
3 replication of those results. 
4 
5 BellSouth responded that “CLEC replication of SEEM results was not envisioned, or planned to 
6 be an ongoing event once an audit had been completed. The intent of the Replication Manual is 
7 for use by the Auditors, and not the CLECs. Therefore, we disagree with Liberty’s position that 
8 ‘BellSouth should make available to CLECs the documentation that would permit relatively easy 
9 replication of those results’. We do not believe it is possible to produce ‘documentation that 

10 would permit relatively easy replication of those results.”14’ 
11 
12 Liberty agrees that it will be difficult to produce documentation that would permit relatively easy 
13 replication of results. However, Liberty does not agree that PANS replication instructions are 
14 intended for auditors. In BellSouth’s own response to the finding, it quotes the PARTS 
15 Replication Policy. The first sentence begins “CLECs interested in replication ...” Furthermore, 
16 Liberty would not have been tasked by the Commission to “[vlerify that supporting 
17 documentation for replication of PMAP 4.0 and PARIS 2.0 job flows are sufficient, clear, and 
18 complete“ if the intended audience for the documentation were auditors. More CLECs might 
19 consider performing PARIS results replication and analysis if the documentation were available 
20 to do so. 
21 
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Results reported in PARIS can be important to CLEW operations and finances. Therefore, 
BellSouth should make available to CLECs the documentation that would permit relatively easy 

In response to this finding, BellSouth noted:14* 

The PARIS Replication Document was originally created to assist Third-party 
Testing Auditors in their replication eflorts. However, as variow CLECs and 
Public Service Commissions began requesting the document for their use, the 
scope of the document was expanded. BellSouth also maintains that PARIS and 
PMAP systems are very complex and that CLECs and Auditors would need the 
necessary information technology (IT) skills to replicute the measures. Entities 
that possess this “IT” knowledge would be uble to accurately replicate their 
metrics. The current documentation provides instructions in the most specific 
manner possible arid is patterned afler the instructions provided by other 
companies. Further, experience contmdicts Liberty ‘s recommendation. 
Previously, BellSouth had less detailed instructions and the level of interest in 
replicating SEEM was about the same as it is currently. 

Liberty recommends that BellSouth consult with the Commission and the CLECs to determine 
whether further steps are necessary. This discussion should include, at a minimum, an 
assessment of the extent of the CLECs’ requirements for and use of remedy payment replication 
and the cost effectiveness of implementing and maintaining an improved remedy payment 
replication process. 
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Finding 12: The Impact Statements provided by BeUSouth as part of the 
Notification Process were unclear and did not accurately state the effect of a 
proposed change on its associated performance measure. Classification: 3 

As part of its analysis, Liberty reviewed eight Notification Reports filed from duly 2003 to 
February 2004. The eight filings studied included 79 specific proposed changes of which 69 had 
a direct effect on Florida.’43 Pursuant to the Georgia PSC’s July 19, 2002, Order in Docket No. 
78924, each proposed change included an identification of the affected measure, a description 
of the change being made, and a statement regarding the impact of the change. Each of the 
proposed changes was also discussed in an industry conference call as prescribed by the Georgia 
PSC’s Order. 

Although the 69 Impact Statements that Liberty reviewed technically complied with the Georgia 
PSC’s Order, Liberty does not believe the process provided timely and sufficient information for 
the’Commission and CLECs to assess the true effect of many of the changes. Liberty identified 
the following issues with the information provided: 

The Impact Statements reviewed did not calculate the effect on the associated 
measure. Instead, the Impact Statements stated the effect of the proposed change 
on only selected elements of the measure. 

e 

0 

e 

e 

0 

BellSouth used outdated data to assess the impact of a proposed change.’44 The 
delays in implementation noted below exacerbated this problem. 
Despite the 30-day time interval between it Preliminary Data Notice and a 
Proposed Data Notice, BellSouth updated its impact assessment with more current 
data in only three instances. 
In four instances, BellSouth delayed issuing Proposed Change Notices for at least 
one month after issuing the Preliminary Change Notice. Although BellSouth 
referenced the delay in its Proposed Change Notice, it did not mention the delay 
in the next proposed filing where, under normal circumstances, this change would 
have been made. 
About one-third (30 percent) of the changes filed required a correction or 
involved a delay in implementation. 
Eleven of the changes encountered a delay in implementation of one to two 
months. However, BellSouth did not update the associated Impact Statements to 
reflect information that is more current. 
Thirteen of the changes required post implementation corrections. However, 
BellSouth did not provide revised Impact Statements. 
Additionajly, Liberty observed a number of error: or niisleadinp statements 
involving the assessment of impact (See Finding 25, Finding 30, and Finding 32). 
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The CLECs and the Commission depend on the BeIlSouth Metric Change Notification Reports 
to learn about errors in the SQM reports and potential changes in the remedy payments 
BellSouth paid. Without access to additional information and calculations than those currently 
provided in these reports, it is impossible for CLECs and the Commission to determine the full 
effect of a change on the measures undergoing revision. Additionally, the number of corrections 
and delayed implementations in BellSouth’s Change Notification Reports make it difficult for 
the CLECs and the Commission to rely on the information provided or the timing of the 
implementation of the changes. 

In response to Liberty’s preliminary finding on this matter, BellSouth stated that it was in 
compliance with the Georga PSC Order and the Change Notification Policy in effect during the 
audit period.’45 It also noted that it is working with the Commission and CLECs in SQM 
workshops, and this may address some of the issues identified by Liberty. 

Liberty recommends that these workshops address the possibility of establishing a standard 
impact assessment policy and practice to guide the analysis associated with any change in 
performance measures. Key elements of this policy should be: 

Impact assessments performed on a state specific basis 
a 

0 

e 

The development of a rating scale that clearly articulates the severity of any 
proposed change. For example, a Level 1 Impact could include a change or 
correction that would alter previously published performance results from a met 
to miss or vice versa. A Level 2 Impact could be where there is no change in the 
met or miss criteria, but the absolute measures have changed by &5 percent. 
Level 3 Impact could indicate an error or required change that does not influence 
performance results. Level 1 and Level 2 impacts would generally require 
Notification. 

146 A 

The use of a minimum of three months of the most recent data associated with the 
measure undergoing change. 
Expand the list of Reasons €or Change to include at least Regulatory Orders, 
Metric Formula Corrections, Process Improvements, Maintenance Changes, and 
the addition of New ProductdServices. BellSouth should also include the Reason 
for Change in both internal tracking and any Notification submitted to a 
regulatory body. 
An affirmative statement in the Notification with regard to whether a Proposed 
Data Notification has been updated since filed as a Preliminary Data Notification. 
Notifications should include infomation regarding whether a reposting was 
required because of the change. 

*.q&. 
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BellSouth replied to this recommendation by stating that “BellSouth has a Change Notification 
Policy that is currently in effect. The Filorida Public Service Commission has adopted the plan 
and BellSouth believes the plan is sufficient. No changes should be 

Finding 13: 
was excessive. Classification: 3 

The overall interval to process BellSouth’s Change Requests 
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Liberty tested BellSouth’s end-to-end change control processing intervals by reviewing tracking 
data for RQs from July 2003 to February 2004. This review included analysis of 183 RQs and 
used data provided by BellSouth horn Te~tDirector‘~~ and other tracking sources. 

Liberty found that BellSouth took an average of 153 days to complete an RQ from end-to-end, 
almost six months from start to finish. In Liberty’s experience, this is an excessive interval. 
Moreover, the interval was trending upward during this period. In addition, Liberty found 
significant variation in the end-to-end processing times. End-to-end processing intervals ranged 
from two days to 315 days including 19 RQs (ten percent of the total) that took taking more than 
200 days to complete. 

Excessive processing times prevent required changes from being implemented in a timely 
fashion, which in turn can delay remedy payment adjustments and the reposting of measure 
results. 

BellSouth replied that it disagrees with Libert ’s assessment that the interval for processing 
Change Requests is excessive. BellSouth stated IZ 

Our priority order for working Re’s is as follows: 

1. Mandated orders (PSC, FCC, Regulatory) 
2. RQs associated with Audit findings 
3. Discrerioiaury RQs (i.e. system peijbmuiice, etc.) 

For RQs that impact the CLEC’s reports and are not ordered chunges, BallSouth 
has a 90-day notflcation period that must be met before the changes can be 
impleutenred. I n  some instances, this may lengthen the timeline for any given RQ. 
As information, Res for PSC orders may be put in month before we receive the 
order as place holders for future work. If Liberv utilized any such Res, this 
would have falsely inflated the actual length uf time required to implement the 
associated I@. Although Liberty used 7’estDirector data in developing this 
fmdu ig ,  ii. s ~ n ~ p u r i ~ i ~ ~ i  EO n o ~ t  the ~ i m c  ieiigti, l t l  i csf Iltiiecaol-joi an RQ has no 
impact on our timeliness of delivery. Mandated orders and RQs associuted with 

~ _ -  - 

- 1  
1 * -  

- I equlrcJlIcJII: 
hedulinp, and executinF tests: defect manapment;  and project status analysis ~ manapement; planninp. 
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kesponse LO Preliminary binaing 60, 

._ ‘t:& 

The Liberty Consulting Group 
L-r L. - 



Find Report of the Audit of 
BeUSouth’s Performance Assessment Plan for Florida 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 

29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
34 
40 
41 
i‘ 

audit findings ure implemented within given stute ordered dates and/or 
compliance with the CLEC Change Noti@cation process. 

While Liberty acknowledges that, in theory, the 90-day notification period could influence end- 
to-end process intervals, in reality this does not appear to be the case. Based on the data 
BellSouth provided, Liberty recalculated the average end-to-end interval without the 76 RQs that 
included the Notification step. The resulting average end-to-end interval was 146 days, which 
was not a significant difference. Liberty also tested for differences in the type of RQ. For those 
RQs BellSouth identified as Mandated and Discretionary, the average end-to-end interval was 
115 days and 164 days, respectively. There were no RQs identified as audit-related in the data 
BellSouth provided. There were, however, an additional 34 uncategorized RQs with an average 
end-to-end interval of 147 days. This analysis does suggest that BellSouth’s prioritization of 
mandated changes may be producing somewhat shorter intervals for these changes. 

With respect to the use of TestDirector data, Liberty’s use of these data was predicated on three 
interviews with BellSouth, a review of PMAP documentation, and a number of Data Requests. 
At no time has BellSouth indicated that the TestDirector data is inaccurate. The fact that it has no 
impact on the timeliness of delivery is irrelevant. Furthermore, Liberty’s assessment of the 
process was not meant to suggest that BellSouth is not meeting its requirements. It was only 
meant to note that the data suggests that overall processing intervals are excessive based on 
Liberty’s experience. Liberty therefore recommends that BellSouth consider ways to improve its 
change management process in order to expedite the implementation of its Change Requests. 

Finding 14: BellSouth’s tracking and monitoring of the metric change 
control process did not accurately track progress or permit BellSouth 
management to accurately monitor workflows to determine which process 
areas are in need of improvement. Classification: 3 

BellSouth uses a combination of TestDirector, copies of meeting mjnutes, and written approvals 
IO track, monitor, and record progress and decisions in the metric change process. Liberty tested 
the capability of BellSouth’s tracking systems by reviewing tracking data for RQs from July 
2003 to February 2004. This review included 183 RQs consisting of a possible 2,013 status 
tracking data points.’50 In its initial response to Liberty’s data request, BellSouth left blank 520 
tracking data points, almost 26 percent of the sample, with little or no explanation. After further 
discussion and analysis, BellSouth was able to explain all but 49 of the blank entries.’” While 
some of these exclusions appear to be logical (e.g., not all RQs require Notification, hence no 
completion data for this activity were noted), others appear to be the result of data not being 
available, error, or oversight. Thus, almost 20 percent of the data used to monitor and track 
progress was missing or incorrect. 

In spite of iising state-gf-the-art trackinp software. BellSouth still relied during the audit period 
-):OFIT$: In additioi- 2- 7- < .  

__ - . .  

150 Responses to Dab Reauestq +I10 2nd #1X4. Libertv cnn.ridrrr.rt each RCI Sta~us Definition as a pofential 

15’ Response to Data Request #I  84 and lnterview #17, November 29, 2004. 
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BellSouth did not track scheduling changes once an RQ was approved. Although the tracking 
and monitoring process did provide useful information for monitoring the authorization and flow 
of metric changes, it did not accurately record progress or permit BellSouth management to 
monitor workflows to determine on-going resource requirements. 

The inability to accurately monitor the status and progress of RQs and software releases makes it 
difficult to accurately allocate resources to the change management process. The lack of accurate 
tracking data is particularly significant during the Requirements Definition Document and FCCB 
process where BellSouth determines resource and scheduling considerations to implement an 
RQ. The inability to accurately forecast the availability of resources will delay changes from 
being implemented in a timely fashion, which in turn can delay remedy payment adjustments and 
the reposting of measure results. 

BellSouth disagreed with Liberty’s assessment that there is a “lack of accurate tracking data” in 
the’Planning, Analysis and Change Control processes. It noted:’52 

Available resources are accurately forecasted using input f/om the Development 
Manager. While maintained by the Release Manager, these documents are used 
by Project Management andor the Development Manager to determine whether 
or not additional work can be added to a release. As indicated to Liberty 
previously, the statuses in Test Director have no impact on the delivery or quality 
of current or future releases, nor does it impact resource avoilability. 

BellSouth also disagrees with Liberty’s assertion that scheduling changes are not 
tracked once an RQ is approved. Changes to previously scheduled releases are 
documented in the monthly FCCB agenda and an the corresponding OCCB 
approval fom.  Also, status transitions after “schedukd status are nut used in 
our process tu determine ongoing resource availability. 

Liberty’s use of the data quoted in this finding was predicated on three interviews with 
BellSouth, a review of PMAP documentation, and a number of Data Requests. However, if 
BellSouth now takes the position that it does not rely upon TestDirector to manage its change 
process, and instead relies upon minutes and manually noted documents from the FCCB and 
OCCB processes, Liberty’s finding remains unchanged. Based on Liberty’s experience, the 
accountability and controls associated with such a process, no matter how carefully managed, are 
deficient, and this appears to result, in part, fiom insufficient tracking data. Liberty recommends 
that BellSouth consider ways to improve its change management process in order to improve the 
monitoring, accountabiJity, and controls in the process. 

- - 

Response to Preliminary Finding 61. i 5; 

-~ - L ,e, 
The Liberty Consulting Group 



Final Report of the Audit of 
BellSouth’s Performance Assessment Plan for Florida 

1 
2 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 

39 
40 

-r 3 c  

1. 

Finding 15: BellSouth has not documented well its Performance 
Measurements Quality Assurance Plan. Classification: 4 

As part of Liberty’s audit of BellSouth’s compliance with the Performance Measurements 
Quality Assurance Plan (PMQAP), Liberty examined the PMQAP documentation. Liberty found 
areas where the documentation of the process could be improved. 

First, the PMQAP document is poorly organized and difficult to follow. In response to Liberty’s 
request for a copy of the latest version of the PMQAP, BellSouth provided a folder containing 23 
Microsoft Word documents and two Adobe Acrobat files.’’’ One of these documents describes 
the PMQAP at a very high level, and despite describing the PMQAP as presenting “all the 
existing documentation and processes as an integrated plan,” this document simply lists and 
categorizes the supporting documents that provide more detail on a number of t 0 p i ~ s . l ~ ~  A 
separate one-page document named “PMQAP - Contents” also lists and categorizes the 
supporting documents, but uses different names. Liberty found that the actual file names of the 
supporting documents sometimes differ from those mentioned in either of these two summary 
documents. Furthermore, because the files in the folder are ordered alphabetically, they are not in 
the logical order of the content. 

Second, the individual supporting documents within the PMQAP package often provide 
insufficient detail about the processes. Most of the individual documents that are part of the 
overall PMQAP documentation simply describe the existing procedures at a high level. As 
examples, 

0 

a 

0. 

For the data validation documents, there are often no standards or guidelines for 
evaluating the analysis results or sufficient documentation of subsequent actions 
to be taken as a result of an analysis failure. The Measurement Analyst Data 
Validation Process document simply provides references to several other 
documents by file pathnarne on BellSouth internal file servers. While Liberty was 
able to obtain copies of these documents, Liberty found that these documents, 
alonp with the PMAP Production Validation Process document contained high- 
level process docurnentation and general validation steps and tools but lacked 
detail regarding actual validation standards used and the corresponding 
enforcement mechanisms or action steps to be followed in the event of a 
validatj on anomaly. 
The PMAP data validation documents, such as Measurement Analyst Data 
Validation Process and PMAP Production Validation Process, do not fully 
highlight that there are strong scheduling ties between production validation and 
functional and regression testing. The niultiple responsibilities of the PMAP 
Validat ior, Tcam and other circunistmccs may r q u i r c  decisions where priority 
dictates that some validation activities are not completed. It would help to 
document procedures to use in order to reconcile these priorities. 
?’hc r: 1 i ;I :I $1 ,StalLi: ]-,~pf113j11< 

0 ? i i  

,- I 
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This document is labeied Yerjormance Measurements Plan-Marva. 

J i .  

134 

The Liberty Consulting Group 
Page 57 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
1 1  
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 

Final Report of the Audit of 
BellSouth’s Performance Assessment Plan for Florida 

Flow do not address the multitude of status results provided in response to 
Liberty Data Req~ests.”~ 

In response to this finding, BellSouth stated that it’56 

disagrees with Liberty’s assessment that the P e ~ o m n c e  Measurements Quality 
Assurance Plan (PMQA P)  hampers effective implementation of the processes and 
prevent[s] ready assessment of compliance. As noted in the Executive Summary, 
“the PMQAP presents all of the existing documentation and processes as an 
integrated plan. ” It’s important fur Liberty to understand that the PMQAP is an 
internal document, and is maintained on our website. 

In the 2004 revision of the PMQAP, BellSouth used input from representatives of 
each of the subject areas to develup a document tu support how it actually being 
used and implemented in the applicable work gruups. The PMQAP was 
organized to reflect the life cycle of service quality measurement - that being 
Change Control, Production and Validation. We believe that this approach is 
logical, and it was also recommended by  our work groups. And, as indicated in 
the scope of the PMQAP, high level views are provided (in the PMQAP) for each 
component, with more details on the measures being found in the SQM Plan 
docurnentation, located on the PMAP website. 

BellSouth also indicated that it found only three instances of inconsistent naming conventions for 
the files “and has made the appropriate correcti~ns.”’~~ 

Liberty believes that since the PMQAP provides the procedures that BellSouth uses to ensure 
that it produces accurate and reliable service quality measurement reports, the poor organization 
and high-level nature of most of the PMQAP documentation can hamper effective 
implementation of the processes. In addition, Liberty notes that assessment of compliance with 
the PMQAP was one of the requjrements of this audit, and the shortcoming noted in this finding 
limit the ability to assess such compliance. Liberty recommends that BellSouth consider 
updating its PMQAP documentation to address the areas noted above. 

*” .:i-“,- 1- 
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111. Data Validation and SQWSRS Reports 

A. Ordering Measures 

1. Introduction 

There are three in-scope ordering measures: 0-3, Percent Flow-Through Service Requests 
(Summary); 0-4, Percent Flow-Through Service Requests (Detail); and 0-9, Firm Order 
Confirmation Timeliness. 

The 0 - 3  and 0-4 measures report the percentage of Local Service Requests (LSRs) submitted 
electronically that flow through to the service order processor and for which BellSouth issues a 
Firm Order Confirmation (FOC) without manual intervention. The SQM Plan lists the following 
exclusions: 

e Fatal rejects 
I 

0 

0 

0 

Auto clarifications 
Manual fallout (for percent flow-through only) 
CLEC system fallout 
Scheduled OSS maintenance. 

The SQM Plan provides the following formula for the 0-3  and 0-4 Percent Flow-Through 
measures: 

Percent Flow Through =a /[b-(c+d+e+f)] X IUU,  where 
a = Total number of LSRs that flow through LESOGLA U T 0  and reach a status 

b = Number of LSRs passed from L E O U P  Gateway to LESOGLA UT0 
c = Number of LSRs that-fall outsfor manual processing 
d = Number of LSKs that are returned lo the CLEC for auto clarification 
e = Number of LSRs that are returned to the CLEC from the LCSC due tu CLEC 

f = Number of LSRs that receive a Z status.’58 

fur a FOC tu be issued 

claripcatiun 

The formula for the 0-3 and 0-4 Percent Flow-Through Achieved measures is as follows: 

Percent Achieved Flow Through =a / [b-(c+d+e)] X 100, where 
n = Total number- qf LSRs that .flow throupli LESOGL4 U T 0  and reach a status 

b = Number of LSRs passed from LEO/ZNP Gateway to LESOGLAUTU 
r = NimhPr of LYXP /hut m e  retimwd to fhP CLEC~for nuto rinr$cntioii 

for a FOC to be issued 

--L..i” ,-, 
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d = Number of LSRs that are returned to the CLEC from the LCSC due to CLEC 

e = Number of LSRs that receive a 2 status. 
clarification 

BellSouth reports 0-3, a Tier 2 measure, on a regional CLEC aggregate basis and reports 0-4, a 
Tier 1 measure, on an individual CLEC basis. Both measures have the same standard, which is 
based on product type: 

Residential - 95 percent 
Business - 90 percent 

UNE-P - 90 percent 
e LNP - 85 percent. 

a UNE-L - 85 percent 

The 0-9 measure reports BellSouth’s performance in providing a FOC within the standard 
interval. The SQM Plan lists as exclusions service requests cancelled by the C E C  prior to being 
confirmed and LSRs categorized as projects. For partially mechanized and non-mechanized 
LSRs and Access Service Requests (ASRs), the SQM Plan indicates that BellSouth should also 
exclude designated holidays and non-business hours fiom the time intervd calculation. 

The SQM Plan provides the following formula for the 0-9 Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness 
measure: 

F i m  Order Interval Distribution = (t#) X 100, where 
e = Service requests confirmed in designated interval 
f = Total Service Requests Conflrrned in the Reporting Period 

BellSouth reports 0-9, a Tier 1 and Tier 2 measure, for individual and aggregate CLECs on a 
state and regional basis. The performance standard depends on the level of order mechanization: 

e 

e 

Fully mechanized - 95 percent withm 3 hours 
Partially mechanized - 95 percent within 10 hours 
Non-mechanized - 95 percent within 24 hours. 

The standard for trunks, regardless of the level of mechanization, is 95 percent within 48 hours. 

* * 3  

As part of its audit of BellSouth’s procedures for processing the ordering performance measures, 
Liberty obtained an overview of the business processes and systems that generate the data used 
for the measures. Ljbert!7 soupht to determine whether ke~r  data field definitjons were consistent 

~ ~ ~ - 3 1 : :  77: lues from th 

ecjfied jn the SQM Plan. Libertv 

, .  . _  v r i l l .  1 1 ~ t  5 f7*’f I 
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reliability of reported results, Liberty recalculated CLEC aggregate and CLEC-specific results 
€or selected sub-measures. 

Liberty found that BellSouth produced generally reliable results for the 0-3, 0-4, and 0-9 
performance measures. Liberty successfully replicated the results for all three measures for the 
November and December 2003 data months. Liberty also found that BellSouth generdy follows 
the SQM Plan by correctly applying exclusions and properly defining the logic and data fields 
that it uses to calculate the denominators and numerators in the measure calculations. 

2. Analysis and Evaluation 

a. Background 

BellSouth Ordering Systems and Processes 
BellSouth has four methods to receive CLEC mechanized LSR submissions: Local Exchange 
Navigation System (LENS), Electronic Data Interchange (EDI), Extensible Markup Language 
(XML), and Telecommunications Access Gateway (TAG). LENS is BellSouth’s Web GUI. 
Some CLECs use EDI, a protocol that allows the CLEC and BellSouth systems to interact peer 
to peer, to submit orders (service requests) in batch, and BellSouth provides an interface to 
accept CLEC orders as standard ED1 transaction sets. TAG was an application program interface 
(MI), which allowed a CLEC’s system to interface in real time with BellSouth’s ordering 
system. BellSouth also provides an MI to accept CLEC orders in XML format. Both TAG and 
the XML interface were available during the audit period, but BellSouth was phasing out TAG 
and completed the phase-out by the end of March 2004. BellSouth noted that it receives most 
C W C  orders through LENS. 

4 1 -  
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The diagram below ihstrates BellSouth’s ordering flow in effect during the audit period.15’ 
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Orders that BellSouth receives 
GatewayKustomer Order Gateway 
Telcordia product, is the gateway 

via these four methods flow to the ServiceGate 
(SGGKOG, typically referred to as SGG)?’ SGG, a 
between the interfaces and BellSouth’s service order 

processors (SOPS). The ordering gateway performs first level edits on orders using an editor 
module called PRE. The PRE portion of SGG performs front-end order validation and can fatally 
reject an order, sending notice to the CLEC back through the interface over which the order 
came. 

Orders that come into the SGG can flow to the LNP Gateway, to the Local Exchange Ordering 
(LEO) system, or to the Delivery Order Manager (DOM) system, each of which functions as a 
data collection point. Most LSRs go to LEO. The Local Exchange Service Order Generator 
(LESOG) system creates service orders for LSRs corning through LEO. LNP orders go to the 
LNP Gateway and on to LAUTO, which validates LSRs and issues service orders. If an LSR has 
any LNP component at all, it flows to the LNP Gateway. BellSouth’s DOM system handles 
xDSL, EEL, and UDC (Universal Data Channel) orders. Orders that come in throuph DOM flow 
to the Service Order Generator (SOG). The LAUTO, LESOG, and SOG systems feed into the 
Service Order Control S ys tern (S OCS) . 
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BellSouth calls its wholesale ordering system configuration (including the interfaces, such as 
LENS or XML, the gateway; the ordering systems, such as LEO or DOM; and the service order 
generators, such as LAUTO or LESOG) Encore. BellSouth began using the ED1 LSOG 
Mechanization Specification 6 (ELMS6) industry map with the release of Encore version 14 
(Encore 14) on November 23, 2003. The Telecommunications Industry Forum (TGIF) standard 
is an industry standard for submitting local service requests to the incumbent. BellSouth supports 
TCIF version 9 (TCIFg), but discontinued the TClF version 7 (TCIF7) industry map when it 
released Encore 14. 162 

TAG, EDI, and XLM accept orders in both TCIF9 and ELMS6 formats (and previously accepted 
orders in TCIF7 format). LENS uses only the latest version of the industry ordering standard. 
During the audit period, LENS used TCIF9 until BellSouth released Encore 14, at which time it 
switched to ELMS6 BellSouth uses an LSR Router application to determine whether an order 
submitted in TCIF9 is LNP or not, and routes the order to the LNP Gateway or LEO as 
required.163 Both the LNP Gateway and LEO process orders in TCW9 and ELMS6 formats; 
DOM processes orders in TCIF9 format only. '* 
BellSouth has a fax server, the Local Order Information System (LOIS), which receives faxed 
LSRs from CLECs. LOIS routes faxed LSRs to printers at the Local Customer Service Center 
(LCSC) in Atlanta, Georgia or Birmingham, Alabama. Personnel at these centers retrieve orders 
from the fax printer and enter the orders into the Local Order Number (LON) tracking system. 
Service representatives both create an order and keep track of it in LON. If BellSouth receives an 
LNP order via fax, the LCSC representative also inputs the LNP order directly into the LNP 
Gateway. 165 For non-LNP orders, the representative uses one of BellSouth's order generation 
tools, such as the Service Order Negotiation Generation (SONG) system to generate a service 
order, which then flows to SOCS. The LCSC representative is responsible for sending 
clarifications or FOCs on these manual LSRs as required. BellSouth system representatives also 
use LON to track mechanized LSRs that dropped out and were subsequently handled manually. 

CLECs can submit ASRs for access or interconnection tninks e l e c t r o r ~ ~ c a ~ l ~  via ConnectDirect, a 
file transfer protocol, or fax them to a separate ASR fax server. BellSouth representatives in the 
Interconnection Customer Service Center (ICSC) enter ASRs manually into the Exchange 
Access Control Tracking (EXACT) system, which perfoms order management functions, using 
the Carrier Access Front End IC&) GUI. ASRs flow from EXACT to the SOG, which 
generates a service order that subsequently flows to SOCS.'66 

When a CLEC submits an LSR electronically, one of the following happens: 

-,*&=+- - % :x I 
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The order flows through the system to the service order processor. The system 
then generates a service order and returns a FOC to the CLEC. 
The order is missing information or contains basic errors. SGG rejects the order 
back to the CLEC (a “fatal” reject). 
The order passes the gateway but the service order processor detects missing 
information or basic errors. The service order processor then rejects the order 
back to the CLEC (also a “fatal” reject). 
The order passes the gateway and service order processsor, but encounters errors 
further downstream. The system sends an auto clarification, also known as a 
reject, to the CLEC. 

In many cases, BellSouth’s ordering systems can process the order automatically. However, 
during the course of processing, some orders drop out for manual handling. BellSouth service 
representatives then review these orders and either create a service order and send a FOC, or 
send an auto clarification back to the CLEC. 

Because fatal rejects in SGG do not flow through to the service order processors, the CLEC can 
resubmit the order with the same purchase order number (PON) and version number. If the 
service order processor rejects an LSR, the CLEC can resubmit the order with the same PON but 
must increment the version number.’67 BellSouth treats each version of a PON as a separate 
order. In some cases, a CLEC submits a new version of a PON in order to supplement an existing 
order to, for example, change the due date or cancel the order. If a CLEC submits an LSR to 
cancel an existing LSR for which BellSouth has not already created a service order, BellSouth 
issues a “dummy FOC.” If the service order had been created and then cancelled, BellSouth 
would send a real FOC?’ 

Some fatal rejects occur in LEO, LNP, and DOM because SGG cannot determine that, for 
example: 

e The LSR has missing, incomplete, or jnvaljd information 
0 The CC/PONNer’59 combination is a duplicate 
0 A LSR is attempting to supplement a LSR that has already completed 

submission 
a A supplemental LSR has a version number not higher than the previous 

A LSR is attempting to supplement a non-existing original LSR. 

h general, such instances occur when LEO, LNP, or DOM can determine that the LSR cannot be 
processed.’70 

Auto clarifications occur when BellSouth’s ordering system encounters errors further 
do,wnstrean~ nasi tlir , c c ~ - , ~ i i ~  c-u-cir~ PI-O(WSOI. Fo: m 1 3 1 ~  . z CIXf rould submit an LSR on aij 

-1*. 
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Interface/ Primary Time Stamp Backup Time Stamp 
Gateway Inbound Outbound Inbound Outbound 

TAGKML SGG SGG LEO LEO 
ED1 ED1 ED1 SGG SGG 
LENS SGG LEO LEO None 

inactive account or an account not owned by the submitting CLEC, or one for products or 
services not offered in the specified central office.171 

LNP LNP 
LNPLNP Gateway ED1 ED1 ED1 SGG SGG 

pP 

BellSouth's LEO system also includes an application called m h i c h  operates behind the 
scenes on LEO orders that encounter an error condition and fall out for any reason. Normally, 
such orders would fall directly to the service representatives. However, there are certain types of 
errors that BellSouth always fmes in the same way, and it uses th-application to pick up 
LSRs with these types of errors. m a n  in some cases fm the error in the LSR and send the 
order on its way. The corrected order can flow through and receive a FOC, but it can also fall out 
again later for another reason. In some cases, m a n n o t  fix the order and it mechanically 
sends the order back to the CLEC as an auto clarification or puts the order in a queue for the 
service representative to retrieve for further processing. 17' 

DOWSOG 
DOWSOG 
DOWSOG 

BellSouth records a significant amount of data during the life cycle of an order, Two of the more 
important fields are the receipt time and the FOC time for the order. BellSouth captures order 
receipt and confirmation time stamps at various points in the process, depending upon the 
interface and source system involved. BellSouth uses certain time stmps as primary ones for the 
purposes of calculating duration intervals, and uses others as backup in the event that the primary 
one is missin . Generally, BellSouth captures the time stamp closest to the C B C  as the primary 
time stamp:7' BellSouth's time stamp source matrix relevant to the audit period is summarized 
below. 

TAGKML SGG SGG DOM DOM 
ED1 ED1 ED1 SGG SGG 
LENS SGG SGG DOM DOM 

I LON 1 LON I ~ 0 1 s ~ ~ ~  r LOIS 1 None 1 LON 

EXACT I EXACT /EXACT [EXACT I None I None 
23 

17' Response to Data Request #355. 
17* Interview #12, November 22-23, 2004. In the 0 - 3  and 0-4 calculation, if EASY corrects the order and sends a 
FOC S ~ I I ~ F  i,11 ill11 : 1 I - I \ + I I I I O I I ~ ~ ~  ir:  aut^ clarificaticin. respectivel! 

t -  

L \ i .  > 5 ,L  , i  , <.: U L ~ I L ~ ~ O L ~ ~  error, i; L I A L  

representative sends an auto clarification. BellSouth classifje~ the order as a CLEC error 

' '" BellSouth uses the lax date Iron] LO15 as the primary inbound time stamp. 
17.  j\rsjmiis( t r  I- :,[; i i TI{  ; n r c ' 7 1 . l c \ 7 8  ,i i 

.- - -  ~- 
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BellSouth explained that TAG, XML, and LENS act more like pass-through systems and do not 
have their own independent time stamps. As such, BellSouth uses SGG time stamps as the 
primary receipt (inbound) and FOC (outbound) time stamps for orders coming through these 
applications. The secondary time stamps come from the ordering system (LNP Gateway, LEO, 
or DOM). The one exception is a LEO order that comes through LENS. In this case, the FOC 
does not go back through SGG but rather directly to LENS, and therefore LEO provides the 
primary outbound time stamp. ED1 has its own server and BellSouth uses the time stamps from 
the ED1 server as the primary receipt and FOC time stamp, with the backup time stamps coming 
from SGG. 

For faxed LSRs, BellSouth uses time stamp data from LOIS for inbound and outbound activity 
(the representative enters the fax time stamp in LON). BellSouth does not have a secondary 
inbound time stamp for manual orders, and it uses LON as the backup source for outbound time 
stamps. BellSouth explained that LON tells LOIS to send a confirmation, but LOIS actually 
sends the fax message. The time stamp used for fax orders is that of the first valid attempt to 
send the message to the CLEC. Both inbound and outbound time stamps for ASRs come fkom 
EXACT, and there is no backup.'75 

BellSouth Ordering Data 
BellSouth captures a vast amount of ordering data, most of which it organizes by ordering 
system. For LEO, BellSouth stores the data on TCIF9 and ELMS6 format orders separately. 
BellSouth captures primary information about each order in one of several data base tables, and 
uses a series of auxiliary tables to canture additional information about orders. such as inbound 
and outbound time stkps,  order staius, and related PONS. BellSouth uses a-unique key 

176) to identify each version of an order, and uses this unique 
keyto link order-specific data in the many data tables. For example, BellSouth records primary 
information on LEO and DOM orders in base LSR tables, and uses audit tables to record each 
significant event that happens to the order, such as when it enters the ordering system, moves to 
the service order generator, or faTTs to a service representatjve. BellSouth also captures 
information about fatal rejects that occur in SGG or the service order processor, auto 
clarifications, and non-fatal errors that make an order fall out for manual hand1i11g.I~' 

BellSouth sends data from its ordering systems to RADS. Using data from RADS tables, 
BellSouth creates approximately korresponding SN A P W S  tables each month from which it 
selects source data for the 0-3, 0-4, and 0-9 measures. BellSouth selects records to move into 
SNAPRADS based on a defined set of criteria. Generally, BellSouth extracts more data from 
RADS than needed, and applies more precise logic later in the process to select those orders 
actually relevant for the reporting month.'7* 

17' Interview #8, November 11,2004. 
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BellSouth uses data from the SNAPRADS tables to create the 
-tables in the D 
contains relevant data about an order, and the 
FOC and reject time stamp information about the order. BellSouth uses a different set of criteria 
for each order type (e.g., LE06, LEO9, LON) to determine whether it should process a given 
record into the Data Warehouse for the month. BellSouth typically captures at least two months 
of data in the Data Warehouse. 

BellSouth assigns 
BellSouth uses the ith the time stamp and 
duration infomati processes orders from 
the SNAPRADS tables, BellSouth examines the combination of six fields: OCN, PON, version, 

status code. If BellSouth identifies that there are no other 
records in the table with this combination, it adds the order to the table and 

As BellSouth moves records to the ‘t determines the value for certain 
key data fields such as state code, product ID, and mechanization code. BellSouth’s logic for 
determining states differs for orders coming from each of the service order processors, and 
BellSouth typically sets up a hierarchy of steps to identify state, with the most reliable method 
applied first. For exam le, for LEO orders, BellSouth first looks at the -f the 
service order number -mote Florida) to determine state. If there is no service 
order number, BellSouth can use the NPA or the state of the end user to assign the state for the 
order. 79 

In the - table, BellSouth also assigns a product ID and mechanization code to 
each order, which it derives from specific fields in the SNAPRADS tables. BellSouth provided 
Liberty with the product derivation rules in place during the audit period.’** To derive product 
ID, BellSouth may examine such SNAPRADS data fields as source system, request type, class of 
service, and service type To derive the mechanization code, which indicates whether the order 
was fully iiiechanized, partially mechanized, or non-mechanized, BellSouth examines specific 
fields in the SNAPRADS tables that denote whether the order was manually handled, and if so, 
whether it dropped out from the mechanized process. 

While creating t 
each record. The 
SQM purposes, 

able, BellSouth populates the membershp map field for 
enchmark membership map relates to 0-9 for Florida 
9 for Florida SEEM purposes. BellSouth uses the FOC 

date to determine whether a given record should be included in the reporting month for 0-9. If 
the FOC date falls outside the reporting month, BelIS~iith places in the first character of the 
benchmark membershp map fiela arid excludes the record from the measure?’ If the order is 
eligible for 0-9, BellSouth places a m n  the appropriate position in the membership map field. 

n i ~ ’ I 1 1 ~ ~  I O ’  i 

in the 0 - 4  position to exclude the orders from 0-9 only. system places a 

--.;..a 
(/&/ LI 
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If the system determines that the order is eligible for the reporting month but should be excluded, 
it places a mn the appropriate position in the benchmark membership map field, and the order 
will not move forward to the data mart tables and thus will be excluded from reported results. 
The SQM Plan lists as valid exclusions orders that the CLEC cancelled before BellSouth sent a 
confirmation and projects.’82 

If during processing 

but also sends a copy to an 

record, such as a failed company 
lookup, it includes able with an appropriate error code, 

the membershb I.WD fields to indicate that the record should not be used for calculating anv of 
marks the record with a in 

able, BellSouth places one or more 
example, if BellSouth confirms but 

then later rejects the sarne PON version, there will be two records in the history table, one for the 
reject and one for the confirmation. When BellSouth processes the SNAPRADS records 
containing time stamp data, it uses already assigned to the order in the - 
-and applies the same the transition history record.‘@ 

BellSouth also records the source for the time stam s it records in the -- 
-able. For example, a designation of h o r  a LNP order indicates that BellSouth 
used the primary inbound time stamp from SGG (from a -able) as the start time 
and the secondary outbound time stamp from the LNP Gateway as the FOC or stop time. A 
designation of -erns that the receipt and FOC time stamps were both from EDI, 
BellSouth noted that it can record more than one outbound time stamp on each PON version, and 
that it generally uses the first one for the purposes of 0-9? BellSouth also noted that it has no 
way to identify if it resent a confirmation at the CLEC’s request or due to a BellSouth error.1x6 

31 For each record in the /--table, BellSouth calculates the 
32 duration of the FOC or rcject interval in terms of minutes, based on the “start and stop times,” 
33 Le., the order receipt date and time and the FOC or reject date and time. Prior to calculating the 
34 interval, BellSouth determines which OSS service availability schedule applies for the ordcr. All 
35 of BellSouth’s OSS schedules have some amount of down-time. BellSouth’s PMAP 
36 documentation contains a table that summarizes the criteria BellSouth uses to determine which 
37 of the 25 possible OSS schedules to apply when calculating the duration for a given order.187 For 

Interview $25,  January 3 1, i O U f  . bellSouth stated that valid J X O J ~ C ~  numbers begirl with the state abbreviation, 
followed within several characters by the OCN. BellSouth noted that for cancelled orders, it sends a dummy FOC to 
confirm the cancellation; however, it does not record the dummy FOC in the warehouse, but rather in a SNAPRADS 
aud i t t ab1 e. 

18: 

l--rsmnsr it’ l h i i l  l ~ t ~ ( \ \ i ~ ~ ~ *  + 14- 

1: ” 

Lucr+. ixl ibc)ui i l  iiuleu ulht L~~~ wl) ~ ; X L ~ + U O I ~  tu usmg the Ins1 one occurs when 
IlSouth sends an auto clarifiratiori l n ,  inistalrt 

187 Response to Data Request #68. 
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example, the applicable schedule that applies to a fully mechanized order submitted via LENS 
and processed by LEO is different from the schedule for the same order if it was partially 
mechanized @e., it dropped out for manual handling). In general, the FOC interval calculations 
for orders that are not fully mechanized reflect the operating hours of the service centers, which 
tend to be shorter than mechanized systems. 

BellSouth mechanized its process for handling related PONslB8 when it implemented Encore 14 
and the ELMS6 industry format in November 2003. According to BellSouth, related PONS flow 
as a group, and if one LSR falls out €or planned manual handling, all LSRs in the group fall out 
also. BellSouth adopted the convention of using the inbound time stamp of the last LSR it 
receives in a related PON group as the inbound time stamp for all LSRs in that group.'89 

13 
14 
15 
16 directly from SNMRADS. 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 

BellSouth uses data from the -and !-tables 
to calculate many of the ordering measures, including 0-9. BellSouth does not, however, use the 
Data Warehouse tables to calculate 0-3 and 0-4 flow-through measures, and instead uses data 

0-9  - Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness 
The 0-9  measure reports the percentage of orders for which BellSouth provided a FOC within 
the standard interval. The 0-9 measure has a benchmark standard interval that depends on the 
level of order mechanization, i. e., fully mechanized, partially mechanized, or non-mechanized. 

l k k  

lb9  Response to Data Request #279. 
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The diagram below shows the data flow for the 0-9 measure. 

Ordering 
Source Systems 

L 
RADS 
Tables 

SNAPRADS 
Tables 

Data Warehouse 
FactB3istot-y Tables 

BellSouth creates the -and-!ables in the 
warehouse using the data from SNAPRADS. Rather 
warehouse data directly, BellSouth instead creates the 
-able in the Data Mart with which it calculates 
BellSouth copies selected data from the - table for those records that have 
the appropriate value - in the For each 
fact table record that BellSouth uses for eves FOC interval 
information assocjatcd with order from the 

Because firm order confirmation results are broken out into time intervals on the SQM report, 
there are multiple records in the = table for each order, one for each time interval into which 
the order falls. For mechanized orders, for example, there are 13 time intervals categories with 
associated time interval IDS, some of whch are actual FOC interval durations (e.g., 0-15 minutes 
or 24-48 hours), and some of which are sub-total intervals (e .g . ,  0-3 hours). If the FOC interval 
for an order were, for example, ten minutes, the table would contain two records for the 
order, one with a time interval ID of 9 (0- 15 minutes) and one with a time interval ID of 100 (0-3 
hours). Records in the = table are at the product ID level. To calculate results for each 
reported product group, BellSouth aggregates specific product IDS based upon its product rollup 

~ - -  I.--_ - ~~ ~- 

BellSouth provided the product rollup rules in response to Data Request #152. 1 %J 

.Lt-.- '* 
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BellSouth does not exclude non-CEC orders from the data mart, and thus the table will 
contain BellSouth orders or test orders. BellSouth excludes these orders from re orted results 
when it calculates the measure, and selects only those orders submitted by CLECs. I f *  
BellSouth creates parity aggregate and company aggregate tables in the data mart using the data 
in the DM table. BellSouth also creates an = DM table for use by CLECs in 
conjunction with the PMAP website. The = parity aggregate table contains a record for each 
sub-measure, Le., product and mechanization combination, for each state. For Florida, for 
example, there are 56 records in all. Each record contains the product group ID, the 
mechanization code, the benchmark value, the time interval standard for which the percentage 
applies (e.g., less than three hours, less than 24 hours), the CLEC numerator and denominator, as 
well as the calculated percentage timeliness. BellSouth calculates the denominator as the number 
of LSRs or ASRs, and the numerator as the number of orders for which BellSouth sent a FOC 
within the time interval specified. The parity aggregate record also contains the cumulative 
number of minutes for all orders in the sub-measure group (dividing the cumulative minutes by 
the denominator and again by 60 to convert to hours yields the reported average interval). Each 
record also contains an equity result, yes or no, based on the comparison between the C E C  
result and the benchmark for the sub-measure (95 percent in all cases), and also shows the chart 
direction that illustrates improved performance (up). 

Like the = table, the = company aggregate table contains two or more records for each 
Company Code/state/product/mechanization combination. These multiple records correlate to the 
specific time intervals into which the CLEC's orders €or a given sub-measure fall, and also 
indicate the number of the company's orders that fell in that interval. As an example, a CLEC 
had three orders for a mechanized product and BellSouth sent an FOC in ten minutes on two of 
the orders and in 25 minutes an the other. There would be three records in the company 
aggregate table, one with a time interval ID of 9 (0-15 minutes) with a count of 2, one with a 
time interval of 33 (15-30 minutes) with a count of 1, and one with a time interval ID of 100 (0 
to 3 hours) with a count of 3. Each record also contains the cumulative number of minutes €or the 
orders by the CLEC for the mechanizatiodproduct group and t h e  interval. In the example 
above, the first record would contain an entry of 20 Cumulative minutes (two orders of ten 
minutes each), the second record would contain an entry of 25 minutes, and the thrd would 
contain an entry of 45 minutes (the total minutes for all three orders). 

To calculate remedy payments, PARIS accesses the - and - - tables, and pulls into PARIS a copy of all records that should be included in 
the measure, based on the membership map. BellSouth uses the measure candidate position 
lookup table to determine the position in which the relevant character for the 0-9 measure is 
located for SEEM). BellSouth aggregates the data by mechanization type, Company 
Key, and state. BellSouth then rolls up these records to the parent company level. 

ellSouth executes a procediire in PART eur data into the 
I ;; pl( 1, 

_ _  
''I Response to Data Request #380. BellSouth designated CLEC orders with a Company Type of 1. 
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0-3 and 0-4  - Percent Flow-Through Service Requests, Summary and Detail 
The 0-3 and 0-4 measures report the percentage of LSRs CLECs submit electronically that flow 
through and reach a status for BellSouth to issue a FOC without manual intervention. The 
measure focuses on only mechanized LSRs, and excludes orders that CLECs submit manually.193 
Percentage flow-through essentially measures how many LSRs (PON versions) flowed through 
that had the opportunity to flow through. BellSouth reports LNP results separately from other 
LSRs @e., LEO and DOM orders). 

The SQM Plan states that orders that by definition cannot Bow through, specifically fatal rejects 
and auto clarifications, should be excluded from the measure. The SQM Plan defines a fatal 
reject as an error that prevents an electronically submitted LSR from being processed, such as an 
incorrect character in the PON field. Auto clarifications, also known as automated rejects, occur 
due to invalid data in the LSR, such as an invalid address. For auto clarifications, the service 
order processor logs the order but the order does not contain enough information for processing 
and the service order processor sends the order back to the CLEC for more information. 
Similarly, the SQM Plan states that orders that cannot flow through for a reason not subject to 
BellSouth’s control, i.e., orders that fall out for manual handling due to a CLEC error, should 
also be excluded. 

Planned fallout, or orders that are designed to fall out for manual handling, are excluded from 
percentage flow-through. Certain LSRs are designed to fall out of the mechanized order process, 
and these are processed manually by the LCSC. The SQM Plan lists fourteen categories of 
manud fallout, including complex, directory listings, and LNP-only orders. Appendix E of the 
SQM Plan contains a list of services and identifies whether LSRs for each product are eligible to 
flowthrough. The SQM Plan also lists scheduled OSS maintenance as an exclusion; however, 
that exclusion is not relevant for flow-through, because the 0-3 and 0-4 measures do not 
measure duration.lg4 

BellSouth reports both percentage flow-through and percentage flow-through achieved, although 
BellSouth uses the latter for diagnostic purposes only and so it is not subject to benchmark 
standards. The formulas for both measures are the same except that percentage flow-through 
achieved does not exclude manual fallout. The SQM Plan formulas subtract “2 status” orders, 
i.e., LSRs that have been supplemented before BelJSouth processed the original LSR, from the 
calculation of percentage flow-through and percentage flow-through achieved. For these orders, 
BellSouth stops processing on the first version, assigns it a Z status, and continues processing the 
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new version. According to BellSouth, the Z status applies to any type of supplement, including 
cancels. BellSouth counts all FOCs on an LSR in reported results, even those it sent to confinn a 
cancellation. 195 

The SQM Plan defines total system fallout as errors that require manual review by the LCSC to 
determine if the error is caused by the CLEC or is due to BellSouth system functionality. If the 
error is CLEC-caused, the LCSC sends the LSR back to the CLEC for clarification. If the error is 
BellSouth-caused, the LCSC representative corrects the error and sends the order on for further 
processing. 

BellSouth considers total mechanized orders as all LSRs it receives through LENS, EDI, and 
TAGBML, excluding all fatal rejects. Mechanized LSRs will fall into one of four categories: 
valid LSRs, manual fallout, auto clarifications, or pending supplement (Z status) orders. 
BellSouth considers am LSR valid when it passes edit checks to ensure the data are correctly 
forinatted and complete, does not fall out for a planned manual reason, and is not superceded 
prior to sending the CLEC a response. BellSouth bases 0-3 and 0-4 results on submitted valid 
LSRs, or those eligible to flow through. Valid LSRs can either flow through or fall out due to 
errors caused by the CLEC or BellSouth. 

BellSouth calculates the denominator for percentage flow-through as the number of valid LSRs 
less those that fell out due to CLEC error. The numerator is the number of valid LSRs that 
actually flowed through. To calculate flow-through achieved, BellSouth includes planned manual 
fallout in the numerator and denominator of percentage flow-through. lg6 

The flow-though report on the PMAP website is an Excel spreadsheet with multiple tabs. In 
addition to reporting percentage flow-through and percentage flow-through achieved, BellSouth 
also reports the number of fatal rejects in a separate tab as part of the 0-4 reporting requirements. 
Under the SQM Plan, BellSouth is required to maintain a count of errors by error code. Because 
there can be more than one error on a single LSR, there are more total errors on the error analysis 
report than LSRs with ~ T T O T S . ' ~ ~  BellSouth provides it count of errors by error code for fatal and 
non-fatal errors under separate tabs in the flow-through repod. BellSouth reports its enor 
analysis not because it is re uired to do so under the SQM Plan, but because it has historically 
provided 'such information, 19'8 

As discussed previously, BellSouth does not use data from the Data Warehouse to calculate the 
flow-through measures, but instead processes SNAPRADS data directly using an Interim 
Solutions flow-through application. The diagram below shows the data flow for the 0-3 and 0-4 
measures. 

L 

k J >  

19* Interview #12, November 22-23, 2004. 
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The Interim Solutions application uses a large number of SNAPRADS tables to calculate flow- 
through results, as well as results for fatal rejects and errors. BellSouth limits the data for 0-3 
and 0-4 to that of mechanized orders that came through EDI, TAG, XML, or LENS. BellSouth 
applies dl business rules within the flow-through program application. 

BellSouth's flow-through program package contains several major modules, including flow- 
though, LNP flow-through, LNP fatal rejects, non-LNP fatal rejects, error analysis, and CLEC 
LSR information (for 0-6). The output of the flow-through package is a set of six "final" tables. 
Four of the tables, LSR flowthrough final, LSR  fatal^,''^ LNP flo\;si-through, and LNP fatals, are 
relevant for the 0-3 and 0-4 measures.200 

The final LSR and LNP flow-through tables contain, for each mechanized LSR in the reporting 
month, a record that includes, among other fields, the CLEC, PON, version, and product, as well 
as a series of indicator fields representing each possible outcome (q., flow-through, manual 
fallout, BellSouth error). The final LSR and LNP fatals tables contain a record for each PON 
version fatally rejected during the reporting month. 

BellSouth uses additional programming logic to aggregate the records in the final LNP and non- 
LNP LSR flow-through tables by CLEC, mechanized interface (TAG, LENS and EDI), and 
product and to place the results in a text fife. The text tables show, by CLEC, the number of 
LSRs through each mechanized interfacr iwitl: TAG and ?Ch/JL cnmbined undci- TAG:, ala;?; 
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with the number of manual fallouts, auto clarifications, Z status orders, CLEC-caused fallout 
errors, and BellSouth-caused fallout errors. If a CLEC ordered via more than one interface, there 
will be a separate record in the table for each interface/product combination. The text versions of 
the fatal reject tables contain essentially the same information as the final tables. 

The flow-through data are organized by product category: residential, business, UNE-P, UNE-L, 
and aggregate (and also combined UNE for those states that report this category). BeUSouth's 
flow-through business analyst uses the text files to create Excel spreadsheets that contain CLEC- 
specific information. The business analyst loads information from the text files into tabbed input 
sheets and applies macros to create a separate results sheet for each product. The analyst sends 
the Excel spreadsheets, with CLEC identifications masked, to the PMAP website to be used for 
current month reporting. Only current month results are available on the website.201 During the 
audit period, BellSouth re orted CLEC-specific results at the OCN level in Florida, but now 
reports at the parent level. & 

, which then sends 
also uses archived 

to create the LNP flow-though, regular flow-through, and regular flow-through 
achieved 12-month reports and summary charts on the PMAP website. 

table in the Data Mart using the data in the = table. 
sults by state (because this is a regional measure, the state 

results are all the same) for residential, business, UNE-P, UNE-L, and LNP products, combined 
UNE results for those states that report this product, and aggregate/summary results, The - table contains percentage flow-through results for all products, and percentage 
achieved flow-through results for all products except LNP. Each record in the table contains the 
sub-measure code, the benchmark percentage for flow-through (there is no benchmark 
percentage for achieved flow-through as it is a diagnostic), the numerator, denominator, and 
calculated percentage. Each record also contains an equity result (yes or no), based on a 
comparison between the CLEC result for that product and the standard. Each record also 
contains a field indicating the direction on 12-month performance charts, up or down, that 
illustrates improved performance (up for 0-9). 

During the audit period, no 0-3 and 0-4 data flowed directly into PARIS, and BellSouth did not 
create a 1-1 table as it does for other benchmark measures. Instead, BellSouth 
calculated payments within the Interim Solutions application and then loaded remedy 
information into the PARIS AP Interface. 

b. Data Validation 
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for 0-3, 0-4, and 0-9 are complete and accurate. BellSouth's calculations for the 0-3 and 0-4 
flow-through measures and the 0-9 Confirmation timeliness measure rely upon many of the same 
data fields. As such, Liberty combined its investigation for these measures as much as possible. 

Some of the specific goals of the data validation task area are as follows: 
Determine whether data fields are accurate and remain the same as they flow from 
RADS through to SQM and remedy payment calculations 
Determine whether data collection is sufficiently comprehensive, and whether the 
appropriate data ultimately are input to the performance measurement and remedy 
payment calculations 

appropriately and accurately 
Determine whether key characteristics of transactions (such as product type or 
mechanization level) are accurately captured and used to identi@ the correct 
transactions included in specific sub-measures 
Determine whether exclusions are accurately applied, and whether data excluded 
from results are readily identifiable 
Determine whether the transition history tables are complete and accurate. 

0 

0 

0 Determine whether data manipulations or calculations are performed 

0 

a 

e 

Liberty first examined BellSouth's process for extracting data from RADS. As discussed earlier, 
using data from RADS tables, BellSouth creates approximately corresponding SNARADS 
tables each month from which it selects raw data for the 0-3, 0-4, and 0-9 measures, BellSouth 
selects records to move into SNAPRADS each month based on a defined set of criteria. 
BellSouth designed the criteria it uses to create the SNAPRADS tables to capture all possible 
data necessary for the reporting month, and therefore they include more data than necessary. For 
approximately one-third of the SNAPRADS tables it creates, BellSouth copies the entire RADS 
table into SNAPRADS. For the others, BellSouth generally extracts from RADS data for 
transactions in the current month, the prior month, and several days into the following month. 
For example, for a Noveiiiber reporting month, BellSouth may copy into SNAPRADS records on 
orders that BellSouth received between October 1'' and December 4*. 

BellSouth uses data from the SNAPRADS tables to create the - and = 
tables in the Data Warehouse. The cxiteria that BellSouth uses to 

select the records it processes into the Data Warehouse each month differ depending on the 
SNAPRADS table involved, but in all cases it includes the equivalent of the order receipt date 
field.203 BeIlSouth moves a record from SNAPRADS into the warehouse if the order receipt date 
is within a certain range, t ically up to two months prior to the reporting month or several days 
into the following rnonth.2'BellSouth also moves data such as time stamps horn other auxiliary 
SNAPRADS tables into the warehouse based on a similar date range. 

i,. , \ I I I I > , :  1 1 1 ,  u : $ L ;  1( 1 lile 1'. I ,  < / I  i ~ , l ~ l _ i  ~noriti, ( 4 ~ l i ~  if BellSouti, 
copied the entire RADS table into SNAPRADS each month. In most cases, however, the SNAPRADS tables will 
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Liberty believes that BellSouth’s approach for selecting RADS and in turn SNAPRADS data for 
each reporting month generally ensures that BellSouth has captured all relevant data for the 
reporting month in the warehouse. Instances in which a confirmed order is never captured would 
only occur if BellSouth sent a confirmation several months after it received the order, i.e., where 
the receipt date is before the date range BellSouth uses to create the SNAPRADS tables. Liberty 
believes that such instances are rather rare. 

While selecting SNAPRADS records to bring into the warehouse, BellSouth excludes orders 
marked with a test indicator, and does not bring them into the warehouse at all. Not all test orders 
are marked with the indicator, however, and thus some test orders flow to the warehouse. 
Typically, BellSouth designates test orders with specific OCNs, giving them a BellSouth 
company type code. BellSouth excludes these non-CLEC orders when it calculates the measures. 

Data Validation for 0 - 9  
Liberty selected a random sample of 300 transactions from SNAPRADS to track through the 
PMAP data flow for 0-9. Liberty tracked these sample transactions through the downstream 
systems and databases to the DM tables that BellSouth uses to calculate SQM results. Liberty 
sought to determine whether the data maintain their integrity as they flow from table to table 
while BellSouth applies various logic or data transformations. Additionally, Liberty tested 
whether BellSouth properly included or excluded orders from the measure. 

To identify the relevant population from which to draw the sample, Liberty requested that 
BellSouth provide Liberty with a list of unique transactions from each source system (ie, LEO, 
DOM, EXACT, LON, and LNP) for November 2003 and for December 2003. To create the 
sample population for each month for each source system, Liberty requested that BellSouth use 
the same date range criteria that it uses to determine if SNAPRADS records should flow into the 
warehouse that month, i.e., two months prior to the reporting month and several days into the 
following month. Liberty requested that BellSouth not exclude test orders marked with the test 
product indicator. 

BellSouth provided Liberty with a list of orders meeting its criteria.205 Each order was identified 
by a unique ID, such as -, or, for LNP orders, -.206 Liberty used these 
lists of transactions as the populations from which it selected its samples. Liberty drew 150 
orders each from the November and December 2003 populations. Liberty used the volume of 
orders processed though each ordering system during November and December 2003 as a guide 
to choose the size of the samples from each source system. Liberty selected its 150 orders per 
month as follows: 75 fiom LEO, 30 from LNP, 15 from DOM, 20 from LON, and 10 from 
EXACT. Liberty then randomly selected samples of these sizes from the appropriate source 
system populations. 

i 
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Liberty specifically designed the sample population in such a way that it expected a certain 
number of orders not to be relevant for the reporting month. For example, Liberty chose to 
include in its sample those orders with key dates that fell across a wider time period than the 
reporting month. In this way, Liberty would have opportunities to substantiate that BellSouth 
properly determined the membership map for orders confmed or not confirmed during the 
month. 

Using these samples, Liberty examined the flow of data from SNAPRADS to the DM table. 
Liberty first extracted data associated with the sample orders from the 

examined each sample SNAPRADS order to determine whether it should be in the warehouse, 
and if not, why. For example, certain orders with a test indicator did not appear in the warehouse. 

warehouse tables and from the -2; 

When tracing transactions from SNAPRADS to the warehouse, Liberty found that four LON 
orders that otherwise should have appeared in the warehouse did not. BellSouth researched these 
orders and informed Liberty that the service representative did not record a received date in LON 
from the fax for these orders. BellSouth does not include such orders in the warehouse because 
there would be no way for it to determine duration. 

Next, Liberty verified that BellSouth assigned the membership map entry correct1 for each 
sample order. BellSouth marked orders with a FOC date within the month with a 
marked orders with an error code with a and marked orders not within the reporting month 

as each order falls into at least two 

or 

with a m Liberty verified that each in the 0-9 membership map position was 
reflected by at least two records in the 

time intervals. Similarly, Liberty verified that none of the orders marked with a or 
were included in the = table. 

Liberty did not continue to trace the sarnple to PARIS because during the audit period, BellSouth 
did not create separate tables for 0-9. Instead, PARIS used a view of warehouse data and 
calculated penalties using records that were marked as applicable to SEEM, Le., those with a 
in the correct membership map position. Liberty corn ared the values in both the 0-9 SQM and 
SEEM membership ma positions (positions d, respectively) to validate that they were 
the same in all ca~es?~'Thus, Liberty was satisfied that PARIS would select the same orders for 
the purposes of penalty payments as BellSouth selects for SQWSRS reporting purposes. 

As part of its data validation review, Liberty tested BellSouth's derivation of key data fields such 
as mechanization code and product ID, whch are important in order to correctly categorize 
orders in the sub-rneasures. Liberty selected a broad subset of orders from its sample, and 
verified that BellSouth assigned the correct mechanization code and product ID in the - - table based on the values contained in specific fields in the SNAPRADS tables. 
Lihertv was satisfied thal I3t3~1S0u~h performed tfier;~ cm\7ersjons correctly. 

both SQM and SEEM, or both membership map positions contai 
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Another focus of Liberty's review was BellSouth's calculation of FOC interval durations. To 
verify that BellSouth correctly calculated durations, Liberty selected a broad subset of orders 
from each ordering system as its sample. In each case, using the start and stop times in the 

W I  

t&le and the indicated 6SS service availadility schedule, 
Liberty substantiated the FOC interval duration, Consistent with the SQM Plan, BellSouth 
assigns an interval of one minute to any order that it receives and works manually after business 
hours. 

During the audit period, BellSouth calculated FOC intervals for ASRs differently from intervals 
for LSRs. At that time, BellSouth measured trunk FOC intervals in days. When BellSouth placed 
the FOC interval information into the warehouse tables it converted the FOC interval from days 
to minutes by multiplying it by 1,440 minutes (24 hours times 60 minutes). If BellSouth received 
an ASR and sent a FOC in the same day, BellSouth did not record an interval of "0" days in the - table but instead adopted the convention of using one-third of 
a day (ie., eight hours).'"' If BellSouth received an ASR after 2:oO pm., it considered it as 
having been received the next day for the purposes of calculating the interval in terms of days.2og 

A companion issue to the calculation of FOC interval durations is that of time zones. Time 
intervals for service requests are measured from start time (last receipt) to stop time (FOC). The 
time stamps that BellSouth records in the SNAlpRADS tables reflect the actual time zone used by 
the restlective svstem.210 When BellSouth creates the warehouse tables. it converts the time 
stampsLas -. . necesiuy to reflect all times in Central time in the -~ 

If both the receipt and FOC times are in the same time zone, then the calculation of the 
interval is relatively straightforward. Liberty investigated whether this was true in all cases. 

EDI, LENS, LEO, DOM, and EXACT are all on Central time. The LNP Gateway, TAG/XML, 
and SGG are all on Eastern time.212 BellSouth stated that as long as a FOC goes back over the 
same interface that accepted the order, the time zone would be the same for both receipt and 
FOC times.213 In cases where a mechanized order falls out for manual handing, the service 
representative sends the FOC or auto clakfication for the order back through the same interface 
over which the order came in. Therefore, the receipt and FOC times would be in the same time 
zone. 214 

Manual LSRs are the exception. BellSouth has fax printers and service centers in both the 
Eastern and Central time zones. LOIS receives fax orders from CLECs and routes them to the 
fax printer at one of the service centers. Clerical personnel at the centers input the faxed 
information into LON with the local time stamp from the fax. When BellSouth records time 
stamps in LON, it also records the time zone. When service representatives create a service 

'08 This convention i s  not included in the SQM Plan. BellSouth subsequently changed its method for calculating 
ASR intervals to minutes, the same as for LSRs 
209 I : - ~ I I  wsponsr io  I ~ I J ~ W - ~ I ~  cli icctloll  ir1-n: 11tt.- . ~ ~ ~ v  
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order, he or she views a FOC screen to create a fax page. When the representative hits the button, 
the system records the local time as the FOC time. 

As discussed in more detail below, during the audit period BellSouth incorrectly calculated FOC 
duration in a few instances because of differences in time zones. BellSouth explained that in 
some cases, the service center that initially entered the order in LON could be busy and ask the 
other to take care of some orders. If service representatives in both time zones touch the order, 
the inbound and outbound time stamps can be in two different time zones. 

Warehouse Sample 
As an added test of data validity, Liberty examined the 0-9 data flow starting with the Data 
Warehouse. Liberty selected orders from the - table and traced them forward 
to the = table in the Data Mart, and backward to the appropriate SNAPRADS tables. Ke 

i) whether the order correctly had an associated record in the Y 
table, ii) whether the order was properly included in or excluded from the 

were the same as those in the Data Warehouse tables, and iv) whether the data in selected fields 
in the Data Warehouse tabIes were consistent with data fiom the associated SNAPRADS tables. 

upon the membership map field, iii) whether field values in the = table 

Liberty created a sample of 96 orders, consisting of four observations for each of the 24 0-9 sub- 
measures that Liberty had selected for replication and listed in Appendix A.215 For each sub- 
measure, Liberty randomly selected two orders with the a propriate mechanization level and 
product ID from the November 2003 d t a b l e  and two from the December 
2003 table. Liberty did not exclude orders with an error code from the relevant sampling 
population. In order to focus the sample on those orders eligible for the reporting month, Liberty 
selected orders with a FOC date within the month. 

g the sample orders, Liberty extracted data for the 
table and linked it with the associated data from the 

Liberty then extracted all rec 
in its sample. Using the benchmark membership map field 
, Liberty determined whether 

erty found that all the orders in the 
appropriate position in the benchmark membership map field 
and vice versa. In cases where the sam le order was not in the 
that it was correctly marked with a d or in the membership map. Liberty investigated why 
BellSouth had excluded each order missing from the = table. In all cases, the order either 
had an error code associated with it (and therefore was excluded by BellSouth from all ordering 
measures) or was a project, and thus was properly excluded under the SQM Plan. Liberty was 
satisfied that BellSouth treated each sample order correctly. 

vr *<.+,(4 
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table contained the correct 
ion (i.e., in the - table. Liberty substantiated 

5 number of records for each order, one for each time interval into which the order fell. 

For six of the 96 orders in the sample, Liberty found two records for the order in the = - table because BellSouth confirmed and rejected the same PON 
version. In two cases, BellSouth had confirmed the order, and then rejected it later. BellSouth 
explained that at times it confirms an order, but the order later encounters a problem downstream 
and the system sends an auto clarification, i.e., rejects the same PON For the four 
other orders, Liberty found that BellSouth had rejected a PON version first, and then confirmed 
it later. Liberty asked BellSouth why it would first reject and then confirm an order. BellSouth 
speculated that this was due to either a system error that incorrectly rejects orders, or errors by 
the service representatives.’18 BellSouth’s FOC interval calculation reflects the effect of the 
delayed confirmation, because BellSouth uses the same “start’’ time stamp for both the rejection 
and confirmation. 
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sample to test EXACT time stamps. For each sample item, Liberty substantiated that BellSouth 
recorded the inbound and outbound time stamps correctly in the 1 

Liberty also traced these 96 orders back to specific SNAPRADS tables. Liberty substantiated 
that RellSoiith cnnectly assigned the company ID, product ID, and mechanization code in the 

I table, based on the values in specific fields in the SNAPRADS tables. 
+ha ”‘art and stop time stamps that BellSouth recorded in the = i I table for these sample orders. Liberty tested each 

inrerrace/sur/ronnar commation to determine if BellSouth drew the primary or secondary time 
stamp fkom the same SNAPRADS table listed in the time stamp source matrix. Because each 
SNAPRADS table may contain many time stamps associated with the order, Liberty also verified 
that BellSouth selected the correct one for the receipt date and time and €or the FOC date and 
time. 

I 

Drawing from its sample of 96 orders, Liberty tested each ordering systemlinterface combination 
for TCIF9 fonnat orders, as well as manual LON orders. For ELMS6, Liberty also tested LEO 
and LNP orders that came through LENS, and LEO orders that came through EDI.219 There were 
no EXACT orders in Liberty’s warehouse sample, and Liberty used orders from its SNAPRADS 

37 
38 
39 0-9Issues 
40 
41 

BellSouth made changes to its process relating to the 0-9 measure before, as well as during, the 
audit period. For example, before the audit period BellSouth used a time stamp from LEO or 
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LNP for orders that came through TAG servers. Beginning in October 2003, the orders went 
through SGG and BellSouth began to use the SGG time stamp for the receipt date and time.22o 

BellSouth made a significant number of changes during the audit period, many of which were 
associated with the implementation of Encore 14. For the November 2003 reporting month, 
BellSouth put into place logic for processing related PONs, in which it uses the inbound time 
stamp associated with the last PON received as the time stamp for all orders in the gr0up.2~’ 
Under RQ2976, BellSouth made changes to its programming in order to begin excluding 
wireless orders from LNP product results. Under RQ4830, BellSouth made changes to 
accommodate situations in which a CLEC supplements one LSR in a group of related PONs. 
Under RQ4586, BellSouth added new programming logic to provide an alternative method to 
identify the state for LEO orders that otherwise would have been marked with an error code. 

BellSouth also identified and corrected problems in the same time frame. Before the audit period, 
BellSouth was incorrectly counting certain completion notices as FOCs for LNP products, which 
it corrected for the April 2003 data month under RQ1753. As another example, RQ2692 dealt 
with situations in which a representative worked an order but did not “claim” it on the system, 
which meant that such orders were incorrectly classified as fully mechanized when they were 
actually partially mechanized. BellSouth implemented a solution to the problem in May 2003. 

During the audit period, BellSouth found that the changes it previously made in order to use the 
SGG time stamp for receipt date and time for LEO and LNP orders through TAG were 
incomplete. BellSouth issued RQ4815 to complete the modifications. In December 2003, 
BellSouth found that it was incorrectly classifying certain COG LSRs that came in through ED1 
as coming through TAG, and issued RQ4783 to correct the problem. Prior to January 2004, 
BellSouth was reporting some access trunks as interconnection trunks. It completed RQ4608 and 
RQ4776 to correct the problem. 

After the audit period began, BellSouth had several RQs that related to its implementation of 
Encore Release 15 and 16. which were not to correct problems per se. In other cases, BellSouth 
made changes that had no effect on audit period results. In February 2004, BellSouth changed 
how it reported UNE combinations of loop, transport, and multiplexer. BellSouth reported these 
as UNE Combo-Other, but starting in February 2004 BellSouth began reporting them with 
EELs.*~’ Until July 2004, BellSouth was calculating the FOC duration of trunks in days, rather 
than hours. Under RQ5160, BellSouth began calculating the duration in hours and made the 
correct program changes to take into account non-business 

38 
39 

Other changes, however, did deal with problems that existed during the audit period. In January 
2004, BellSouth fixed a situation under RQ4623 in which it was incorrectly identifying certain 
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LNP orders as fully mechanized when they were actually partially mechanized? BellSouth 
indicated that the error had a relatively small effect, and estimated that it incorrectly categorized 
29 of 6,609 LNP orders for July 2003 due to this error. 

Two of BellSouth's RQs dealt with problems with differences in time zones. BellSouth found 
that it counted some non-mechanized LSRs in LON with multiple clarifications or FOCs twice. 
BellSouth noted that this situation occurred when a service representative re-faxed a FOC or 
reject in a different time zone from the origind FOC or reject. At the time, BellSouth assumed 
when calculating duration that the time zone of the inbound time stamp was the same as the time 
zone of the outbound. BellSouth found the problem because in certain cases it calculated a 
negative interval (i.e., the inbound time stamp was in the Eastern time zone and the FOC was 
Central time), BellSouth acknowledged that there may have been situations in which the interval 
was one hour longer than it should have been. BellSouth corrected part of this problem under 
RQ4785 in March 2004 and completed further changes under RQ5601 in October 2004? For 
both changes, BellSouth had estimated the impact on reported results for non-mechanized orders 
of 0.09 to 0.17 percent. 

In June 2004, BellSouth corrected a situation under RQ5 134 in which it was not using the correct 
FOC time stamp for certain ASRs. In July 2004, BellSouth corrected a situation in which it was 
not capturing the appropriate FOC or reject response time for ELMS6 LNP orders. BellSouth 
explained that in this case the transaction ID was missing in SGG, so it used the secondary time 
from the LNP Gateway. BellSouth added logic under RQ5188 to check another field in the S G G  
data so it could properly identify the SGG time stamp. BellSouth pointed out that the primary 
and secondary time stamps usually differed by seconds, so there was relatively little effect on 
results.226 In terms of impact, BellSouth estimated that it incorrectly reported the time stamps for 
83 of 3,405 LNP orders for March 2004. 

Early in the audit, BellSouth told Liberty that CLECs could not order INP in Florida during the 
audit period. Liberty found that BellSouth reported results for this product in 0-9 Standalone 
INP Non-mechanized for November and December 2003. BellSouth explained that it 
rnisclassifled LNP records as INP because the CCRONNersion recorded for non-mechanized 
orders in LON did not match that in the LNP Gateway.227 BellSouth service representatives enter 
this information manually in both systems. BellSouth noted that it was still investigating an 
alternative method to identify these records that would allow it to process them accurately.228 

224 Interview #25, February 16-17, 2005. BellSouth explained that Oracle had a particular way of dealing with nulls. 
When a logic statement checks if a null field is equal to a value and not equal to a value, neither will be true. 
BellSouth had a flaw in its logic statements so that orders with a null in the CUID field were incorrectly identified as 
fully mechanized 
225 Jnterview #25, February 16-17.2005. 

l r i t v r v i ~ \ v  $2' I ; rb :ua~~  1 t - "2b 1 

fnr K k L '  

l b L b  U l Q C l h  A l i i ,  I l jL)  UVL L A ~ L  LJ ULiLLivh) 1tJ~ hLLLlJLlir& L ~ \ A  ~ ~ c s b t ; ~  LNI: 0 1 u ~ l i  

throuph the L,NP Gate ellSouth service representatives 
~ L > ~ ~ j i h ~ ~ ~ i ~  I IlirJ I 8 J C  1i i f i l  

Response to Data Request #19 22& 

-&..2Jt&d 

The Liberty Consulting Group 



Final Report of the Audit of 
BellSouth’s Performance Assessment Plan for Florida 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 

BellSouth subsequently stated that it had proposed changes in the Florida Proposed SQM 
(version 3.1) concerning product disaggregations that would address this issue. BellSouth stated 
that if the changes are accepted it would initiate a change request to modify the system?29 

Data Validation for 0-3 and 0 - 4  
Because BellSouth does not use the warehouse tables for the 0-3 and 0-4 measures, Liberty 
developed a different type of data validation review for these measures. As discussed previously, 
BellSouth produces six “final” tables as output of the Interim Solutions flow-through application, 
four of which contain data on LSR and LNP-only orders, as well as LSR and LNP-only fatals. 
The final tables axe 
these tables to create the 

a separate record for each order. BellSouth uses 

Liberty selected two CLECs for the November 2003 data month, one for flow-through and one 
for’LNP flow-through, as well as two for the December 2003 data month. Liberty asked 
BellSouth to provide all records from the final tables, both the order and fatals tables, for these 
CLECS.’~’ 

The purpose of Liberty’s examination was to confirm that all records from the final tables for 
these CLECs had been correctly aggregated and re orted in the flow-through reports, Liberty 
sorted the data that BellSouth provided by p, and then sorted company-specific 
records by product type (e.g., residential, UNE-P) and mechanical interface (LENS, EDI, or 
TAG). Liberty then counted the total number of orders for each product group and interface 
combination in each report category: auto clarification, manual fallout, pending supplements, 
BellSouth and CLEC fallout, total mechanized orders, and total valid LSRs. For the fatal error 
data, Liberty counted the number of fatal error records associated with each CLEC. In all cases, 
Liberty replicated the reported results for these CLECs for flow-through and fatals. 

Liberty reviewed BellSouth’s flow-through application program in some detail. As noted earlier, 
there are several major modules j n  BellSouth’s flowthrough program package. including flow- 
through, LNP flow-through, LNP fatal rejects, non-LNP fatal rejects, error analysis, and CLEC 
LSR information (for 0-6). BellSouth’s programming is set up in such a way that BellSouth can 
run monthly and daily reports, and can run each module separately as necessary. BellSouth runs 
the reports against tables from SNAPRADS. Jn some cases, the program references these tables 
and in some cases the programs actually pull in a copy of a table to speed up processing. 
Throughout the programming run, BellSouth routinely executes counts and statistics and creates 
separate output files that the programming analysts or business analysts can use to check results 
or see what is happening at various stages of the programs.231 

BellSouth personnel provided a walk through of large portions of the flow-through programming 
modules. The programming code is very complicated and difficult to follow, one reason being 
that BellSouth used hard code instead of lookup table: to i~nplernen~ certain logic. Tlir flov*- 
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through modules contain a series of logic steps designed to determine how the orderin s stems 
processed each order. The logic follows a certain hierarchy: auto clarifications, fi auto 
clarifications, manual handling fallout, = manual fallouts, dummy FOCs (on cancelled 
orders), flow-through, Z status orders, and related PONS. For orders that meet none of the criteria 
for these categories, BellSouth must perform additional analysis to determine if they did not flow 
through due to BellSouth or CLEC errors. If BellSouth cannot identify a reason for fallout, it 
designates the order as having a BellSouth 

During the walk through, Liberty learned some of the conventions that BellSouth has adopted. 
For example, BellSouth can send more than one response on a PON version, and the flow- 
through application uses the first response, which is the record with the earliest time stamp. If 
BellSouth sends an auto clarification in error, it classifies the order as an auto clarification for the 
purposes of flow-through. BellSouth also stated that there was no equivalent in DOM to a Z 
status order, and that it cannot tell if a PON version has been superceded in DOM. Therefore, if 
such an order drops out, the flow-through application will not be able to categorize it correctly as 
a 2 status order, but instead will designate it a BellSouth Liberty also substantiated that 
the application includes only CLEC orders in the flow-through results. 

BellSouth also provided a walk through of the fatal reject module. The program contains logic 
steps that identify fatal rejects that occur during pre-vdidation (in the gateway), as well as 
fhrther downstream in LEO, DOM, or the LNP Gateway.234 

Liberty asked BellSouth’s flow-through business analyst to demonstrate the logic of the flow- 
through program by working through concrete examples of orders. Liberty and BellSouth 
identified LEU, DOM, and LNP orders that were categorized differently in the final tables, and 
researched these orders in the relevant SNMRADS data tables. In all cases, the analyst was able 
to substantiate that the flow-through application correctly categorized the order. 

Liberty also selected mechanized orders from its 0-9 SNAPRADS sample to examine for itself 
how the orders were treated for the purposes of 0-3 and 0-4. Liberty first identified how 
BellSouth marked the order in the final flow-through table (e .g . ,  flow-through, fallout for manual 
processing, BellSouth error). Liberty then researched the order in SNAPRADS to determine 
whether the application had correctly categorized each order. Similarly, Liberty selected fatal 
rejects from its SNAPRADS sample and examined how they were treated in the fatal reject final 
tables. 

In one case, Liberty could not find the order it selected in the final flow-through tables. 
BellSouth investigated the order and told Liberty that the order was not included because it was a 
coin order, which BellSouth excludes from the flow-through measures. BellSouth does not, 
however, exclude coin orders from the warehouse and does not exclude them from O-9.235 The 
SQM Plan does not list coin orders as an exclusion from either measure. BellSouth agreed that it 
did not treat coin orders consistently. and stated that i t  had made provisions, as part of RQ1944, 
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to begin reporting coin LSRs when it migrates the 0-3 and 0-4 measures into the P W  Data 
Warehouse in the third quarter of 2005.236 

Liberty was satisfied that BellSouth's process for generating flow-through results was 
reasonable, although there were problems during the audit period that affected reported results. 

0-3 and 0 - 4  Issues 
After the audit period, BellSouth identified several problems with flow-through, primarily 
stemming from the implementation of the ELMS6 format in November 2003. When BellSouth 
implemented ELMS6, the ordering systems began using some new codes to identify planned 
manual LNP orders. The PMAP organization was not aware that these new codes had been 
added. BellSouth had not programmed the flow-through application to correctly identify these 
orders, and thus incorrectly categorized them as BellSouth fallout on the L W  flow-through 
report.237 In April 2004, pursuant to 1144960, BellSouth added coding to its flow-through 
application so that it could properly identify planned fallout LNP orders in ELMS6 format. 
BellSouth estimated the impact on LNP flow-through, stating that results would have increased 
by 1.02 percent for December 2003. 

When BellSouth implemented ELMS6, the LEO system began using different types of text 
messages to identify clarifications. BellSouth indicated that it failed to identify all clarifications 
on ELMS6 orders through LEO, and likely mischaracterized the orders as BellSouth errors. In 
July 2004, pursuant to RQ5198, BellSouth added logic to its flow-through application to 
properly identify clarifications on LEO orders in ELMS6 format.238 BellSouth estimated that it 
incorrectly categorized 80 LSRs for February 2004, and stated that results for UNE and 
aggregate flow-through would have increased by 0.01 percent. 

BellSouth also found that the flow-through application was not correctly categorizing LNP 
orders in ELMS6 format that came in through EDI. When BellSouth implemented ELMS6, the 
ordering system began usincg different messages in its audit tables for K I F 9  and ELMS6 orders. 
The flow-through application identified these orders as manual fallout, whch BellSouth excludes 
from the percentage flow-through BellSouth's impact statement indicated that 
BellSouth incorrectly categorized approximately 1,250 ED1 orders for the month of April 2004. 
In August 2004, pursuant to RQ5427, BellSouth corrected the error by modifying the coding in 
the flow-through application. 

h addition to these errors that affected reported results during the audit period, Bel~SQUth also 
worked on a number of other RQs affecting the 0-3 and 0-4 measures during the audit period. 
BellSouth stated that only three of these, RQ4420, RQ4510, and RQ4555, were important, and 
that the others related to SRS and other reporting conventions that chd not affect measure 
calculations. RQ4555 was a blanket RQ covering BellSouth's changes needed to implement the 
release of Encore 14. which inclnded ELMS6. BellSorith peiformed RQ4420, whjch related to 

- *." 8 ,  i 
-.,,-.&>,I- 

The Liberty Consulting Group 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 

12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 

Product 
Group 

Final Report of the Audit of 
BellSouth's Performance Assessment Plan for Florida 

Flowed Auto BST CLEC Manual Pending TotaI Valid Thrv 

(calc) 
Clar. Falloiit Fallout Fall snpp. hlcch LSRs 

the related PON logic that BellSouth added to the flow-through application program, as part of 
the work required under RQ4555. Under RQ4510, BellSouth added logic to the flow-through 
application to identify and exclude LNP wireless orders from LNP flow-through results? 

BellSouth also made some small changes to the flow-through package during the audit period not 
covered by RQs. These reportedly had no effect on measure results. For example, BellSouth 

BellSouth reports for informational purposes only. 
added additional logic for the December month to identify more fatal rejects, which 

c. SQWSRS Report Replication 

0-3 and 0-4 
The 0-3 measure was not included in Liberty's list of measures selected for SQWSRS report 
replication (see Appendix A for a complete list of these measures), but Liberty included it in its 
replication work nonetheless. Libert recalculated the 0-3 CLEC aggregate results for November 
and December 2003, using the & tables that BellSouth provided. Each data mart fde 
contained approximately 2,000 records of company-specific information. First, Liberty sorted the = table by product group and calculated the total number of orders in each category: auto 
clarification, manual fallout, pending supplements, BellSouth and CLEC fallout, total 
mechanized orders, and total valid LSRs. Liberty next calculated the number of orders that 
flowed through as the number of valid LSRs minus system fallout (including both BellSouth and 
CLEC caused fallout). For percentage flow through, Liberty calculated the denominator as the 
difference between valid XXRs and CLEC-caused fallout. Liberty then calculated the percentage 
flow through as the number of LSRs that flowed through divided by this denominator. The 
following chart summarizes Liberty's calculations. 
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UNE-L 2,626 1,541 497 2,226 182 

LNP 1,307 826 750 5,040 0 
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For percentage achieved flow through, Liberty calculated the denominator as the number of 
mechanized LSRs minus auto clarifications, pending supplements, and CLEC-caused fallout. 
Liberty then calculated the percentage achieved flow through as the number of LSRs that flowed 
through divided by this denominator. 

Each CLEC aggregate result that Liberty calculated matched that reported by BellSouth on the 
SRS report on its PMAP website. Liberty also verified that these CLEC aggregate results 
matched those in BellSouth’s PFT Parity Aggregate and 12-month Aggregate reports. 

All five of the 0-4 sub-measures were included in Liberty’s list of measures selected for 
12 
13 

SQM/SRS report replication. Liberty sought to replicate CL,FLC-S ecific results for one CLEC for 
November and December 2003. First, Liberty sorted the p table by - and 
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calculated the total number of orders in each category for the CLEC: auto clarification, rnanud 
fallout, pending supplements, BellSouth and CLEC fallout, total mechanized orders, and total 
valid LSRs. Liberty next calculated the number of orders that flowed through as the number of 
valid LSRs minus system fallout (including both BellSouth and CLEC caused fallout). 

BellSouth provided Liberty with the relevant 0-3 and 0-4 reports for the audit period because 
flow-through reports for the audit period were not available on the PMAP website.242 Liberty 
calculated the number of flow-through orders, and the percentage flow-through and flow-through 
achieved as described above for 0-3. Each CLEC company-specific result that Liberty calculated 
matched that reported by BellSouth. There was no company aggregate table or 12-month report 
against which Liberty could also check results. 

Liberty successfully replicated Bells outh’ s CLEC aggregate and CLEC-specific SQWSRS 
results for 0-3 and 0-4. 

There are 25 0-9 sub-measures included in Liberty’s list of measures selected for SQWSRS 
reDort replication. Liberty recalculated the CLEC aggregate results for November and December 

1 1 

that BellSouth provided. As noted 
table for each order, one record for each 

33 
34 

2003 for these sub-measures using the 
previously, there are multiple records in 

35 
36 

time interval into which the order falls (e .g . ,  0-15 minutes, 0-3 hours). Also, the orders in the - table are defined by product ID, rather than by reporting product group. For example, 

242 Response to Data Request #273. 
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the denominator, or the number of orders confirmed in the reporting The numerator for 
mechanized orders is the number of orders that BelISouth confirmed within three hours. The 
numerator for partially mechanized and non-mechanized orders is the number of orders that 
BellSouth confirmed within ten hours and within 24 hours, respectively. Liberty calculated the 
percentage of timely order confirmations by dividing the numerator by the denominator, as 
defined. To cdculate the average confirmation interval, Liberty summed the receipt-to- 
confirmation intervals (reported in minutes) of all orders in the denominator for the specific 
product reporting group, and divided by the denominator times 60 to derive the interval in terms 
of hours. 

Each CLEC aggregate sub-measure result that Liberty calculated matched that reported by 
BellSouth on the SRS report on its PMAP website. Liberty also verified that these CLEC 
aggregate results matched those in BellSouth’s FOCT Parity Aggregate report. Liberty was dso 
satisfied that BellSouth was correctly applying its product rollup rules. 

Liberty also sought to replicate CEC-specific results for one CLEC for November and 
December 2003. Liberty generated a list of all the - that appeared in each of the 25 
CLEC aggregate results, in order to determine which CLECs ordered a given product in order to 
select one for replication. Liberty randomly selected a CLEC for each product g r ~ u p . ’ ~  In all, 
Liberty selected 22 different CLECs. Liberty recalculated the CLEC-specific results using the 
same logic as for the CLEC aggregate, but selected only those records with the appropriate -- 
Each CLEC-specific result that Liberty calculated matched that reported by BellSouth in the SRS 
reports on its PMAP web~ite?~’ Liberty also verified that the CLEC-specific results matched 
thbse in BellSouth’s tables. 

Liberty successfully replicated BellSouth’s CLEC aggregate and CLEC-specific SQWSRS 
results for 0-9. 

B. Provisioning Measures 

1. Introduction 

There are five in-scope provisioning measure for ths audit: P-3, Percent Missed Initial 
Installation Appointments (PMIA); P-4, Average Completion hterval & Order Completion 
Interval Distribution (OCI); P-7, Coordinated Customer Conversions Interval (CCCI); P-7C, Hot 

243 Because orders appear in more than one time interval category, calculating the denominator is not 
straightforward. For example, for fully mechanized orders, one must add the number of orders in  the 0-3 hour 
interval category to those in the 6-32 hour, 12-24 hour, 24-48 hour. and Feater than 48 hour catepories 
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Cut Conversions - Percent Provisioning Troubles Received within 7 Days of a Completed 
Service Order (PT); and P-9, Percent Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days of Service Order 
Completion (PFT). All five of these measures are Tier 1 and Tier 2 measures in the SEEM 
Administrative Plan. 

BellSouth reports the five in-scope provisioning measures on a statewide and regional basis for 
individual CLECs and CIlEC aggregate. For the P-3, P-4, and P-9 measures, BellSouth also 
reports its retail performance results on a statewide and a re ional basis. The standard for the P- 
3, P-4, and P-9 measures is parity with BellSouth ~-etail?~’The P-7 and P-7C measures have 
benchmark standards. 

P-3 - Percent Missed Initial Installation Appointments 
c 

The P-3 measure monitors the reliability of BellSouth’s committed due dates. For this measure, 
BellSouth calculates the percentage of the total orders processed for which BellSouth did not 
complete the service orders on the committed due date. BellSouth reports these results separately 
for BellSouth-caused missed commitments and end-user-caused missed commitments.247 The 
SQM Plan lists the following exclusions for the P-3 measure: 

Orders cancelled prior to the due date, including “zero due date” orders that are to 
be provisioned on the same day that they are placed. 
BellSouth or CLEC order activities associated with internal or administrative use 
of local services (e.g., record orders, listing orders, test orders) 
Disconnect (D) orders and From (F) orders248 

0 

0 

e End-user misses. 

The SQM Plan provides the following formula for the calculation of the P-3 results: 

Percent Missed Tnrtalhtiun AppoinhnentLy = (ah”) x 100 
a = Number oj orders with completion date in reporting period past the original 

b = Number of orders completed in reporting period 
committed due date 

BellSouth defines orders with a completion date in the reporting period as orders completed in 
the report month with an order suffix code of 1, which indicates that the order is in final 
completion status and ready for bill completion. Orders completed in the report month that do 

246 For the P-4 measure, the UNE xDSL, UNE Line Sharing with conditioning, and UNE Line Splitting with 
conditioning products have a benchmark standard in  lieu of a retail analor 
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not have the 
reported in the following month's SQM and SEEM 

suffix code (e.g., some orders completed on the last day of the month) will be 

PMIA measures the percent of orders with completion dates in the reporting period that are past 
the original committed due date. The SQM Plan states that BellSouth should exclude missed 
appointments caused by end-user reasons and report them separately.25o BellSouth defines a 
missed appointment as the first missed commitment date on the service order regardless of 
whether BellSouth or the end-user caused the miss. BellSouth defines the due date for this 
measure as any time within the 24-hour period of the confmed due date. 

BellSouth disaggregates the P-3 measure into 29 unique CIEC product groups. The performance 
standard for each of these product groups is parity with an analog retail product. These analog 
retail products are not mutually exclusive and often serve as the performance analog for multiple 
CLEC products. As such, BellSouth will count a single retail service order toward multiple SQM 
and SEEM sub-measures based on BellSouth's current product mapping rules.251 When reporting 
the P-3 results, BellSouth further disaggregates the CLEC product groups based on i) the number 
of lines associated with the order, ii) whether the order required a dispatch to be provisioned, and 
iii) whether the order required loop conditioning for products involving xDSL ~ervice.2~~ 
Generally, the retail andog products follow the same dispatch convention as the CLEC product 
to which they are being compared (i.e., resale business dispatch orders are compared to retail 
business dispatch orders and resale business non-dispatch orders are compared to retail business 
non-dispatch orders). However, the product disaggregation rules found in the SQM Plan indicate 
that for some of the CLEC products, the comparable retail analog is dispatch-only orders 
regardless of whether the CLEC order required a dispatch. 

P-4 - Average Completion Interval and Order Completion Interval 
Distribution 

P-4 measures the time it  takes BellSouth to provide servjce to CLECs or its own customers. The 
order completion inierva distribution provides the percentages of orders completed within 
certain time periods. This report measures how well BellSouth meets the interval offered to 
customers on service orders. The SQM Plan lists the following exclusions for the P-4 measure: 

e Cancelled service orders 
0 BellSouth or CLEC order activities associated with internal or administrative use 

of local services (e.g., record orders, listing orders, test orders, etc.) 
D orders, except D orders associated with standalone Local Number Portability 
( L W  

0 

L appointment code orders @e., orders for whch the customer has requested an 
interval longer than the one offered) 

I I A ~ .  < l i i  , , L . i ~ ~ i ~ h , ~ l A  u1 c ~ l ~  i 2 IIIGISUTL. hcc the Fincliiigs 
section of the report for illore details 

25"These products include UNE xDSL Loops, UNE Line Sharing and LJNE Line Splitting. 

*.di*.., 
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End-user caused misses. 1 
2 
3 
4 
5 Completion interval = (a-b) 
6 a = Completion date 
7 
8 

The SQM Plan provides the following formula for the calculation of the P-4 results: 

b = FUC/SUCS date time stamp (the order’s application date) 

9 
10 
11  
12 
13 
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Average completion interval = (dd} 
c = Sum of all completion intervals 
d = Count of orders completed in the reporting period 

Order completion interval distribution Cfor each interval) = (e&) x IO0 
e = Sewice orders completed in “X” days 
f = Total service orders completed in reporting period 

As with P-3, BellSouth defines orders in the reporting period for P-4 as those orders completed 
in the report month with an order suffix code of I, which indicates that the order is in final 
completion status and ready for bill ~ornpletion?~ 

For this measure, BellSouth determines the actual completion interval for each order processed 
during the reporting period. The completion interval starts when the Service Order 
Communication System (SOCS) assigns a valid order number (the application date) and stops 
when the technician or system completes the order in SOCS.254 BellSouth accumulates the 
elapsed time for each reporting dimension on each order. BellSouth then divides the accumulated 
time for each reporting dimension by the associated total number of completed orders. BellSouth 
calculates zero due date orders with a .33 day interval (i.e., eight When calculating 
service order durations, BellSouth excludes Sundays for all products. It also excludes Saturdays 
from the calculation of the service order duration for 2-Wire ADSL, 2-Wire HDSL and 4-Wire 
WDSL 

As with P-3, BellSouth disaggregates P-4 into 29 unique CLEC product groups. Each of these 
product groups, with the exception of UNE xDSL, UNE Line Sharing with conditioning, and 
UNE Line Splitting with conditioning, has a standard of parity with the associated analog retail 
product. These retail products are not mutually exclusive and often serve as the performance 
analog for multiple CLEC products. As was the case for the P-3 measure, a single retail service 
order can be counted toward numerous SQM and SEEM sub-measures based on BellSouth’s 
product mapping ~ l e s . * ~ ~  The UNE xDSL product has a benchmark standard of less than or 
equal to five days for orders that do not require conditioning. UNE xDSL, Line Sharing, and 
Line Splitting orders that require conditioning have a benchmark standard of less than or equal to 

-,I& 
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12 days. BellSouth further disaggregates the CLEC product groups by i) the number of lines 
associated with the order, ii) whether the order required a dispatch to be provisioned, and iii) 
whether the order required loop conditioning, for xDSL products. Generally, the retail analog 
products follow the same dispatch convention as the CLEC product to which they are being 
compared (Le., resale business dispatch orders are compared to retail business dispatch orders 
and resale business non-dispatch orders are compared to retail business non-dispatch orders). 
However, the SQM Plan product disaggregation rules state that for some CLEC products, the 
comparable retail analog is dispatch-only orders regardless of whether the CLEC order required 
a dispatch. 

BellSouth reports resale residence and business order activity in day intervals of 0, 1,2, 3,4,  5, 
and 5+ days. It breaks the report structure for UNE and Design orders down into groupings of 0- 
4,5-9,lO-14,15-19,20-24,25-29 and 30+ days. 

P-7 - Coordinated Customer Conversion Interval 

P-7 measures the average time it takes BellSouth to disconnect an Unbundled Loop from the 
BellSouth switch and cross-connect it to the CLEC's collocated equipment. This measure applies 
to service orders with number portability for which the CLEC has requested that BellSouth 
provide a coordinated cutover. The SQM Plan lists the following exclusions €or the P-7 measure: 

Orders cancelled by the CLEC 

Unbundled loops for which there is no existing subscriber and loops for which the 
CLEC did not request a coordinated cutover. 

CLEC-caused delays following disconnect of the Unbundled Loop 

The SQM Plan provides the following formula for the calculation of the P-7 measurement 
results: 

Coordinaied Cusioruei- Conversion Interval = t a-b) 
a = Completion date and time fur cross connection ofa  coordinated unbundled loop 
b = Disconnection date and time of a coordinated unbundled loop 

Percent coordinated customer conversions Cfor each intervul) = (dd) x 100 
c = Total number of coordinated customer conversiuns fur each interval 
d = Total number of unbundled loops with coordinated conversions (items) for the report 

period 

BellSouth includes in its calculation of the P-7 measure all coordinated hot cut orders completed 
in the reporting month. For service orders with LNP, BellSouth defines the interval as the total 
time for the cutover inchiding the translation time required to place the line back in service on 

ef' Il l l l  h?,l!: P I ? ? :  P l C  :: th -  2 \'?T.i-,P* !?T 

. >  IJXt'i hJiL-: 

associated with the service order. 
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Under the report disaggregations for the P-7 measure, the SQM lists m - L  with interim number 
portability (IN”) and UNE-L with LNP. In Florida, however, BellSouth transitioned the last 
switch to handle the LNP process in March 2000. As such, CLECs could not order EXP in 
Florida for the months that were the focus of this audit.25g The benchmark €or P-7 is 95 percent 
of the coordinated hot cuts completed within 15 min~tes .2~~ 

In its P-7 results, BellSouth reports the total number of hot cut lines that fell into the 0-15 minute 
provisioning window and the number that exceeded 15 minutes. For reporting purposes, 
BellSouth fixher disaggregates the 0-15 minute provisioning window into coordinated hot cuts 
lines that were cutover between zero and 5 minutes and coordinated hot cuts lines that were 
cutover between six and 15 minutes. The report also provides the overall average cutover time 
for all coordinated hot cuts completed during the report period. 

P-7C - Hot Cut Conversions - Percent Provisioning Troubles 
Received within 7 Days of a Completed Service Order 

P-7C measures the quality and accuracy of BellSouth’s hot cut activities on coordinated and non- 
coordinated conversions. The SQM Plan documentation for P-7C indicates that this measure 
only applies to coordinated customer conversions (CCCs); however, P-7C measures both 
coordinated and non-coordinated hot cut orders.260 

The SQM Plan lists the following exclusions for the P-7C measure: 
a Any order cancelled by the CLEC 
a 

Test orders. 
Troubles closed out to Customer Provided Equipment (CPE) problems 

The SQM Plan provides the following formula for the calculation of the P-7C measurement 
results: 

Percent provisioniq troubles within 7 days of service order completiun = (ah) x 100. 
a = the sum of all CCC circuits with a trouble within 7 days following sewice order(s) 

b = the total w.mOer of CCC service order circuits completed in the previous repurt 
completion 

calendar month261 

BellSouth includes all service orders completed in the previous calendar month, to dlow for 
inclusion of orders that were provisioned in one month but had a trouble report within the seven- 
day window that occurred in the following month. As such, BellSouth reported service orders 

-=&f&+. 
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that completed in October 2003 in the November 2003 P-7C results and orders completed in 
November 2003 in the December 2003 P-7C results.262 

BellSouth disaggregates its P-7C results into i) design (SL2) loops dispatch, E) design (SL2) 
loops non-dispatch, iii) non-design (SL1) loops dispatch, and iv) non-design (SLl) loops non- 
dispatch. The benchmark for P-7C is a trouble report rate of less than or equal to 3 percent within 
seven days of the hot cut completion. 

P-9 - Percent Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days of Service Order 
(SO) Completion 

P-9 measures the quality and accuracy of BellSouth’s service order activities. The SQM Plan 
lists the following exclusions for the P-9 measure: 

0 

0 

0 

Cancelled service orders 
Order activities of BellSouth or the CLFC associated with internal or 
administrative use of local services (e.g., record orders, listing orders, test orders, 
etc.) 
D and F orders 
Trouble reports closed out to CPE. 

The SQM Plan provides the following formula for the calculation of the P-9 results: 

Percent provisioning troubles within 30 days of SO activity = (a&) x 100 
a = Trouble reports on all completed orders within 30 days following SO completion 
b = All sewice orders completed in the previous report calendar month 

BellSouth includes all service orders completed in the previous reporting month in its P-9 
calculations. This gives BellSouth time to jdentifv orders provisioned in one month with a 
trouble report occurring withm the SO-day window, but in the following month. As such, 
BellSouth reported service orders completed in October 2003 in the November 2003 P-9 results 
and orders completed in November 2003 in the December 2003 P-9 re~ults?~As was the case 
with the P-3 and P-4 measures, BellSouth defines a completed order as an order that was 
completed in the prior month with a suffix code OP indicating that the order is in final 
completion status and ready for bill completion. 

When calculating its P-9 results, BellSouth uses only the first trouble report received after a 
service order completion. Subsequent trouble reports are reported in the M&R-4 measure 
(Percent Repeat Troubles). 

.- ‘. .;&- 
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BellSouth disaggregates P-9 into 28 unique CLEC product groups, each with a parity standard of 
the associated analog retail product.264 These retail products are not mutually exclusive and often 
serve as the performance analog for multiple CLEC products. As was the case for the P-3 and P- 
4 measures, a single retail service order can be counted toward numerous SQM and SEEM sub- 
measures based on BellSouth’s product mapping rules.265 BellSouth further disaggregates the 
CLEC product groups by i) the number of lines associated with the order and ii) whether the 
order required a dispatch to be provisioned. Generally, the retail analog products follow the same 
dispatch convention as the CLEC product to which they are compared (ie., resale business 
dispatch orders are compared to retail business dispatch orders and resale business non-dispatch 
orders are compared to retail business non-dispatch orders). However, the SQM Plan product 
disaggregation rules state that for some of the CLEC products, the comparable retail analog is 
dispatch-only orders regardless of whether the CLEC order required a dispatch. 

* * *  

As part of its audit of BellSouth’s procedures for processing the in-scope provisioning 
paforname measures, Liberty obtained an overview of the business processes and systems that 
generate the data used for the measures. Liberty sought to determine whether key data field 
definitions were consistent with the SQM Plan and to assess whether BellSouth correctly applied 
logic to derive values from the source data to be included in the measure. Liberty also examined 
whether BellSouth correctly applied any exclusions specified in the SQM Plan. Liberty 
examined the validity of the provisioning data as it moved through the PMAP system. To check 
the reliability of reported results, Liberty recalculated CLEC aggregate, CLEC-specific, and 
retail results fur selected sub-rneasures. 

Liberty found that BellSouth generally produced accurate results for the in-scope provisioning 
performance measures. However, Liberty did find a number of data integrity problems that had 
an effect on the accuracy of both BellSouth’s reported SQM results and on BellSouth’s SEEM 
calculation to determine remedy payments. Liberty describes these matters in the Findings and 
Recommendations section of this report. Ljbert>7 successfully replicated the results for a?l five 
measures for the November and December 2003 data months. 

2. Analysis and Evaluation 

a, Background 

AI1 of BellSouth’s ordering systems ultimately feed into SOCS. SOCS collects, stores, and 
distributes service orders to all user departments, including service order driven mechanized 

All service orders processed by SOCS conform to the BellSouth order format, whch 

wj*. 
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is designed to be compatible with Universal Service Order  procedure^?^ The order format 
requires compatibility because of the various billing, directory, and facility related mechanized 
systems that use the service order. The service orders that provide the data to SOCS establish, 
disconnect, or change the customer’s service, provide telephone directory information, and 
maintain billing records. Service orders are generally initiated by one of the following methods: 

A retail customer contacts BellSouth and places an order with a BellSouth service 
representative 
A carrier initiates an order OR the customer’s behalf 
BellSouth initiates an order on the customer’s behalf 
A reseller initiates an order on the customer’s behalf. 268 

The service order information contained in SOCS provides source data for dl of the in-scope 
provisioning measures. For the P-3, P-4, and P-9 measures, BellSouth uses SOCS as the only 
source system for provisioning data. For the P-7 and P-7C measures, BellSouth obtains source 
provisioning data from its Coordinated Cuts Scheduling System (CCSS), as well as SOCS. 
BellSouth uses CCSS to schedule and track its hot cut activity. Additionally, for the calculation 
of the f-7C and P-9 measures, BellSouth obtains source trouble report data from its LMOS and 
WFA systems?’ BellSouth uses RADS to pull data from each of these source systems and then 
BellSouth’s downstream SQM and SEEM systems and processes use these data to calculate the 
monthly SQM results and SEEM penalty payments as described in Section I C of this report. 
Liberty used the data found in these downstream SQM and SEEM systems to perform the data 
integrity and replication portions of its audit as described in the following sections. 

b. Data Validation 

Liberty’s objective for the data validation portion of this audit was to ensure the completeness 
and accuracy of the data BellSouth uses to generate the SQWSRS and PARIS reports and to 
calculate remedy payments for the in-scope provisioning measures. 

The following lists some of Liberty’s specific goals in the provisioning data validation task area: 

0 

Determine whether data field values are accurate and remain the same as they 
flow from RADS through to SQM and remedy payment calculations 
Determine whether data collection is sufficiently comprehensive, and whether the 
appropriate data are ultimately input to the perfomance measurement and remedy 
payment calculations 
Determine whether BellSouth performs data manipulations or calculations 
appropriately and accurately 

a ,/p.$.- 
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0 

0 

Determine whether key characteristics of the provisioning transactions (such as 
product type, dispatchhon-dispatch, desigdnon-design, and line counts) are 
accurately captured or derived 
Determine whether BellSouth accurately applied exclusions, and whether data 
excluded from results are readily identifiable 
Detennine whether BellSouth correctly calculated values that use lookup tables 
such as interval calculations 
Determine that BellSouth correctly assigns CLEC and BellSouth transactions to 
the appropriate cells for parity sub-measures. 

Liberty’s data validation efforts began with RADS. As described above in Section I C, because 
the RADS database is too dynamic to be used for measurement purposes, BellSouth takes a 
monthIy “snapshot” of each RADS table to create a stable base of data for measurement 
cdculations. BellSouth creates this snapshot using a combination of dates that will provide the 
data required to perform the results calculations for the current reporting period. BellSouth then 
moves the snapshot of RADS data into SNAPRADS. BellSouth uses data from the SNMRADS 
tables to create the various fact tables in the Data Warehouse which it will, in turn, use to 
calculate the SQM and SEEM res~lts.”~ For the in-scope provisioning measures, BellSouth does 
not apply any of the business rules or exclusions prior to taking the snapshots to create the 
SNAPRADS tables.271 

Liberty reviewed the RADS snapshot criteria spreadsheet provided by BellSouth for the in-scope 
provisioning measures?72 Using this spreadsheet, Liberty determined that the logic BellSouth 
uses for selecting RADS records for the monthly snapshot captures all the relevant data needed 
to calculate the rovisioning measures for the current reporting month. To create the 
SNAPRADS p table, which BellSouth uses to provide the data needed to calculate the 
results for all five of the in-scope provisioning measures, BellSouth takes the RADS snapshot on 
the third day of the month following the reporting month (e.g., takes the November SOCS 
snapshot on December 3). BellSouth then selects records for the SOCS snapshot based on the 
following criteria: i) all orders with a completed status that have a time stamp greater than or 
equal to the first day of the reporting month and ii) all orders with a status other than completed 
(e.g., pending, cancelled) that have a time stamp greater than or equal to the first day of the 
previous month. BellSouth pulls more than two months of data into the SNAPRADS 
table, from the first day of the month prior to the reporting month through to the second day of 
the subsequent month. 

To create the SNAPRADS = table, which BellSouth uses with 
calculation of the P-7 and P-7C measures, BellSouth takes a snapshot of table in 
RADS. BellSouth takes this snapshot on the thrd day of the month following the report month. 
The SNAPRADS table, a historical table, contains five years of hot cuts data. When 
selectinc SNAPRADS records to bring into the fact table:: in the Data M7arehouse. BellSouth 
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1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 SNAPRADS to Data Warehouse (P-3, P-4 and P-9 Measures) 
8 In the first phase of its data integrity review, Liberty selected a random sample of 150 retail 
9 transactions and 150 wholesale transactions from the November and December 2003 

10 SNAPRADS = files. Liberty selected this sample from data files supplied b BellSouth that 
11 contained all of the service order numbers appearing on the SNAPRADS d t a b l e s  for these 
12 two data rn~nths.”~ BellSouth provided Liberty with four files of service order numbers from the 
13 SNAPRADS = tables. Two of the files contained a complete list of dl the service order 
14 numbers that appeared in the = tables in November and December 2003, one file for each of 
15 the two months reviewed. The other two files contained only the subset of these service order 
16 numbers associated with a CLEC provisioning activity, one file with November data and the 
17 other with December data. Based on these files, Liberty created files with only retail orders for 
18 the same two months. 
19 
20 These S N A P W S  

For example, a service order completed on December 1,2003, captured for the November 2003 
data month during the December ?Id snapshot, was not included in the November results. 
BellSouth snapped this same service order record again on January 3’ 2004, however, and 
counted it toward the December 2003 SQM and SEEM results. 

files contained service order data for all nine of the BellSouth states. 
21 
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To identify Florida orders for its data inte it sam le, Liberty selected only those service orders 
of the service order number. BellSouth 

refers to the 
I represent all of the possible codes used to identify Florida service orders. 

of the service order number represent Disconnect and From activity, 
which are valid exclusions from the calculation of the provisioning measures. In addition, since 
BellSouth has a global exclusion of all record change orders that contain an - of the service order number, Liberty also excluded such orders from its sample. 

in the 

Once Liberty manipulated the raw data files to identify only Florida orders and remove the 
global exclusions, Liberty combined the November and December 2003 service order files so 
that the population of orders used by the random selection process would include service orders 
from each of those two audit months. Liberty then pulled a random sample of 150 CLEC-specific 
service orders and 150 retail-specific service orders from these combined files. Liberty also took 

hat were considered global exclusions 
Liberty used 

this second sample to verify that these order types were not being included by BellSouth in the 41 
42 calculatjon of the SQM and SEEM results 
/ .  

Response to Data Request #+?3? 

27’ Response to Data Request #325. 

273 
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Liberty designed this sample process so that it would include orders in the sample population 
that contained a wider range of dates than the orders that should be included in the reporting 
month (e.g., orders that were completed on January 2,2004, and that were snapped on January 3, 
2004, for the December 2003 report month). By doing so, Liberty could determine whether 
BellSouth properly excluded these orders from its results calculations. Liberty also designed this 
sample process to include orders that would be subjected to other, non-global exclusions defined 
in the SQM Plan (e.g., cancelled service orders) so that Liberty could evaluate whether 
BellSouth applied these exclusions correctly. 

Liberty tracked each the sampled service order from November and December 2003 
S N A P W S  files into the Data Warehouse. Liberty first determined whether each of the orders 
could be found on the proper in the Data Warehouse for the reporting 
month of the service order. Of the samde of 150 CLEC service orders examined. Libertv could ~~~ 

not locate ten on the 
Liberty could not find 

150 retail orders in Liberty’s sample, 
for the reporting month. 

Liberty investigated each of the ten CLEC and 28 retail service orders to determine why they did 
not appear on the 1- and why BellSouth excluded them from the measure 
calculations. Liberty found that BellSouth excluded all 38 of these orders because they either 
contained an error code or appeared in the RADS snapshot but not within the report month. Five 
of the 40 orders fell into the latter category, and thus BellSouth properly excluded these from the 
calculation of the results for the report month because their completion dates were in the 
following month (e.g., BellSouth properly excluded orders completed on January 2, 2004, from 
the December BellSouth excluded the remaining 33 orders because 
the orders encountered various errors during the processing of the order for measurement 
calculation. BellSouth explained that it excludes any order that encounters an error of any type 
during the yrocessing of the order for SQM and SEEM re ortin from the measure 
calculations? These orders are found on the provisioning table. For each order 
containing an error code, Liberty verified that the order met the criteria specified by the error 
code description and had the correct error code per BelISouth’s d~curnentation.”~ The following 
table provides a breakdown of the error codes that Liberty found on these 33 orders. 

~~ 

Error Code Description278 

Response to Data Reauesl $Si 

27b Response to Data Request # I  39 

216 
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3 Wholesale 

When creating the - Table from the = S N A P W S  file, BellSouth 
populates three membership map fields on the table. BellSouth uses these membership maps to 
determine inclusion of service order transactions in the SQM arid SEEM results  calculation^?^^ 
Each position in the m h a r a c t e r  membership maps has a specific identity which indicates the 
state and the measure for which that record is to be used?’ Using the Measure Candidate 
Position lookup tables provided by BellSouth, Liberty determined the appropriate position on 
each of the three Data Warehouse membership mapping fields for the Florida SQM and SEEM 
calculations of the P-3, P-4, and P-9 measures.281 For the P-3 and P-9 measures, which are both 
proportional measures, BellSouth uses positions of the proportion membership map 
field respective1 to identify transactions eligible for the Florida SQM results; BellSouth uses 
positions y to determine eligibility for the P-3 and P-9 SEEM results. Orders included in 
the denominator of the results calculation contain a orders included in both the numerator 
and denominator contain a 
in these positions on the proportion membership map. For the P-4 measure, which has both a 
mean and a benchmark standard, BellSouth populates both the mean and the benchmark 

Table,282 According to the - membership maps on the 

inclusion in the 

for SQM and 

and orders excluded from the measure calculation contain st 

membership map field indicates 
in position 15 indicates inclusion in the 
of the benchmark membership ma field 

these positions on the membership maps to represent a transaction that it should exclude from the 
measure calculations. 

P-9 measures, BellSouth uses a h  in 

Liberty examined the 262 sampled retail and wholesale service orders on the Data Warehouse 
1- to determine whether BellSouth correctly membership mapped them 
for inclusion (or exclusion) in the SQM and SEEM calculations. To determine the accuracy of 
the membership mapping of these transactions for the P-3 measures, Liberty compared the 
service order completion date with the committed due date on each transaction. When BellSouth 
met the committed due date, Liberty verified that the transaction contained a on the 
proportion membership map to indicate inclusion in the denominator of the measurement 
calculation. When the service order completion date exceeded the committed due date, Liberty 
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verified that BellSouth had populated the membership map with a to indicate inclusion in 
both the numerator and denominator. For service orders excluded from the measurement 
calculation, Liberty examined the service order transaction to determine whether BellSouth 
applied the exclusion appropriately per the SQM Plan (e.g., end-user m i s s ,  orders cancelled prior 
to the due date). Liberty identified the cause of a missed appointment (Le., end-user miss or 
BellSouth miss) by using BellSouth’s missed appointment Liberty also validated that 
BellSouth was not excluding orders cancelled after the due date from the P-3 results calculation. 

When validating the membership mapping for the P-4 measure calculation, Liberty examined 
each transaction on the to ensure that BellSouth marked it with a 
on the benchmark and mean membership maps to indicate that the transaction’s corn letion 
interval would be included in the results calculation. In cases where Liberty found a d i n  the 
membership map position, Liberty validated that BellSouth properly excluded the order per the 
SQM Plan (e.g., cancelled service orders, or orders containing an v5 appointment code 
indicating that the customer requested a date later than the offered interval). 

To validate the membership mapping for the P-9 measure, Liberty investigated each telephone 
number or circuit ID number associated with the sampled service order transactions to determine 
whether there was a trouble ticket issued on the line within 30 days of the service order 
completion date?86 Liberty accomplished this by looking for a trouble ticket in the Data 
Warehouse - for the s m e  month that the service order was completed or in the 
month that followed the service order completion date.287 In other words, for a service order that 
was completed in December 2003, Liberty looked for a trouble report in both the December 2003 
and January 2004 - Tables. In cases in which no trouble report was found, Liberty 
verified that the proportion membership map was marked with a in the appropriate field 
position indicating that the order should be included in the denominator of the results calculation. 
When Liberty identified a trouble report on the line associated with the service order, it would 
examine the service order completion date and the trouble ticket origination date. If the date 
exceeded 30 days, Liberty verified that BellSouth membership mapped the transaction with a 
for jnclusjon in the denominator only. When the senrice order completion date and the trouble 
report origination date were within 30 days, Liberty verified that the P-9 membership mapping 
for the transaction was a indicating that the transaction had a trouble report within 30 days 
and should be included in both the numerator and denominator of the measurement calculation. 
When Liberty found a trouble report within 30 days of the service order completion date that 
BellSouth had excluded from the P-9 measure calculation, Liberty validated that the BellSouth 
cleared the trouble report with a disposition code indicating that the trouble was caused by the 
CPE based on the disposition code definitions supplied by BeIlSouth.288 

284 Response to Data Request #239. 
285 Of the sampled service orders, Liberty found that BellSouth excluded 37 wholesale and nine retail orders from 
the P-4 metric calculatjon becaiisc thr  order contained an 
2Ff I Z ~ I F ~ ~ ~ I I  iacntifir: J (  j l T i P C  !)’ 11 { (‘1 ‘ I (  lJVf-l,oop lines by tlrt 

- L X ~ I ~ O U L I I  u x s  LIE lui t i i t  a icu ia tmi  01 L I I ~  ~naui~enancc ana repau domain measures. It also 
 use^ i t  jn h e  calculation of t h ~  T’-C nnc‘ p - 7 r  riicasiires to dctPn;iirw wliellw ~ h c r c  was a trouhk report on a 1m 
i i ~ w c i a i c ~ ,  WIII ,  L Itccrii sc; \IC. L,, LL. 6 i i 1 i 1 ~ ;  

apgointment codr 

Response to Data Request #96. 
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Liberty then verified that BellSouth correctly populated the key data fields used to calculate the 
SQM and SEEM results in the based on the source data found in 
SNAPRADS. BellSouth takes some of these data directly from a comparable data field in 
SNAPRADS; however, it derives other fact table data fields €tom the data contained in 
SNAPRADS. In addition to the SNAPRADS data, BellSouth uses look-up tables found in the 
Data Warehouse to derive some of the data fields found on the fact table. The - 
Table data that Liberty validated include: 

0 

e 

0 

0 

a 

e 

e 

0 

a 

e 

e 

Order application date 
Order completion date 
Committed due date 
Missed appointment codes 
Line counts derived by using the SOCS SWO or SPO fields289 
Product ID derived from BellSouth’s Product Derivation Rules:% USOC Guide 
found on the BellSouth web site,291 and its product look-up table292 
Service order status (e.g., completed order, pending order, cancelled order, etc.) 
Company key derived using the SOCS “MAN”, “IIIESH”, and “RESH” fields to 
obtain OCN/ACNA293 information and the company look-up table supplied by 
BellSou th294 
Order design code (which designates whether the order involved a designed or 
non-designed service) derived from SOCS data in conjunction with BellSouth 
SOCS Derivation Rule NG-DERI-SOCS 0020295 
Dispatch type derived from SOCS data and BellSouth SOCS Derivation Rule 
NG-DEN-SOCS 0030296 
Wire center key derived from the SOCS Wire Center NPA-NXX and the Wire 
Center Look-up Table provided by B e l l S ~ u t h ~ ~ ~  
Last cancelled datezgx 
First orde: f i n d  completion (CPX)”’ datc 30rr 

State code derived from the SOCS NPA-NXX fields and the NFA-NXX Look-up 
Table.301 

Response to Data Request #245, 269 

290 Response to Data Request #35. 
291 Liberty used BellSouth’s intranet web site for USOC information (http://orbit.bst.bls.corn/usoc/book.htrnl) while 
on BellSouth’s premises. When working remotely, Liberty accessed BellSouth’s USOC Guide on its internet site 
http://interconnec tion.bellsouth.com under “Guide” and “Products and Services.” 
292 Response to Data Request #139 
293 Operating Company NumbedAccess Customer Name Abbreviation 

Responses to Data Requests #I39 and #327. 294 

esignates a completed order with the X suffix. 

Kesponse to Uata Request k139. w, 

The Liberty Consulting Group 
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Based on the SNAPRADS to Warehouse data validation efforts described above, Liberty 
discovered the following findings related to the P-3, P-4 and P-9 measures. The Findings and 
Recommendations section describes each in more detail. 

0 BellSouth misclassified certain orders with a “PR-17” (cancelled order) error code 
thereby incorrectly excluding these orders from the calculation of the P-3 results. 
BellSouth reported the results for the P-3 measure incorrectly because it included 
end-user misses in the denominator of the results calculation rather than exclude 
these orders per the SQM Plan. 
BellSouth did not include disconnect service orders associated with Standalone 
LNP activity in the measure calculation for P-4. 

e 

BellSouth incorrectly included certain record change orders in the calculation of 
the P-3, P-4, and P-9 measure results. 

0 For the P-3 measure BellSouth included certain cancelled orders in both the 
numerator and denominator of the SQM results calculation, but included the same 
orders only in the denominator of the SEEM results. 

Data Warehouse Sample (P-3, P-4 and P-9 Measures) 
The next phase of Liberty’s data validation review focused on the sub-measures identified in 
Appendix A of this rep01-t.~’~ Liberty selected a sample of service orders for each of the sub- 
measures from the November and December Data Warehouse 1 1 .  Liberty 
selected the sample from the Data Warehouse because all of the information that Liberty needed 
to select specific orders at a sub-measure level resides on the . This 
information includes data such as dispatch type, design code, company code, and line counts. 
Liberty used the orders selected from the Data Warehouse to trace the data forward into the 
various DM Tables, where BellSouth calculates the SQM results, and into the PARIS 
-, where BellSouth calculates the SEEM remedy payments. Liberty also used the 
Data Warehouse service oiciers IC uace the orders backwards into the 111 
SNAPRADS to ensure that all of the critical data fields were carried over correctly from 
SNAPRADS into the Data Warehouse a. 
Liberty selected eight wholesale service orders for each A pendix A sub-measure, four each 
from the November and December 2003 p tables. Similarly, Liberty also 
selected eight retail service orders for each retail analog of the Appendix A sub-measures. These 
were also divided equally between the November and December 2003 - 
tables.303 As with the S N A P W S  sample described above, Liberty specified Florida only orders 
by removing all orders from the sample population that did not contain an in the 

of the service order number. Additionally, to ensure that 
the sample population would include only orders that involved an inward provisioning activity, 
Liberty renmvre all order-: from tlv n o r ~ n ~ a ~ i o ~ ,  tl cjic I ~ O !  ( ~ O I I ~ ; ~ I ~ ’  ii 10: ne\: . j o -  

April 19, 2005 4!& 
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change, or for to in the fllrst character (the action code) of the service order number.3o4 
Liberty selected the sub-measure specific service orders by screening the sample population 
based on the following key data fields: - Identifies retail vs. wholesale orders - Identifies the specific product being ordered305 - Identifies orders that provisioned less than ten lines and orders 

that provisioned ten or more lines - Identifies whether order required dispatch (i. e., dispatch-out, non- 
dispatch, switch based, non-dispatch, dispatch-in order). 

0 

Liberty used this sample of service orders to validate the data transmitted from the Data 
Warehouse to each of the measure specific DM tables and into the PARIS - mo6 To conduct the data mart validations, Liberty checked the membership mapping of the 
trarisaction for each of the three measures. Based on the value found on the membership map, 
Liberty reviewed each of the DM tables supplied by BellSouth and verified that it treated 
appropriately the transaction for the measure cal~ulation?~ For example, if a transaction 
contained a of the proportion membership map field, Liberty verified that 
BellSouth included the transaction in both the numerator and denominator of the P-3 measure 
calculation on the - table; however, if a transaction contained a in this position, 
Liberty verified that BellSouth only included it in the denominator. To ensure that BellSouth 
applied exclusions appropriately per the SQM Plan, Liberty also reviewed all transactions 
marked with a on the membership map for it specific measure, which indicates that the 
transaction should be excluded from the calculation of that measure’s results. For each 
transaction reviewed, Liberty verified the integrity of the key data fields transferred from the 
Data Warehouse into the DM tables. The data fields reviewed for accuracy include: 

in position 

* I  - all DM tables 
- all DM tables 

0 - all DM tables - - all DM tables 

- all DM tables 

I 

0 1 - all 11100 DM tables 

- aI1 I 1 DM tables 
J 

- DM table only3a8 

304 Response to Data Request #325. Because one of the primary objectives of this portion of the data integrity audit 
was to test the accuracy of the data flow into the data mart and PARIS, Liberty did not want to include orders in the 
sample population that it knew would be excluded horn the metric calculation such as record changes. 
305 Liberty used the Data Warehouse provided by 3ellSouth in response to Data Request 
#139 to identify the product ID for each product found on the Appendix A sub-measure list. 

Each of these Ihrer riieasurps h a s  i t !  o w  tahir ir, t h c  ~ILPII; man whicl .  I.tt.ll501ni, IISP: i i i  calcuiatt thr  5c’ih/ 306 

field located on the is used for the calculation of the P-4 meawre. It is a 

the Data harehouse. ‘lo validate the accuracy 01 this value in the data mart, Liberty manually calculated the 
; 1 :  
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IM table only 
-1 DM table only 

-I - DM table 

data validations, Liberty tracked the same sample orders into the PARIS 
Tables to verify the integrity of the data as it moved from the Data Warehouse 

into PARIS. Liberty also verified many of the same key data fields as shown above for the data 
mart. Additionally, because a single retail order can be the performance analog for numerous 
wholesale products, Liberty verified that each retail transaction aligned appropriately with all of 
the wholesale products based on the SEEM disaggregations reflected in the SQM Plan and the P- 
3, P-4 and P-9 Product Comparisun Spreadsheet supplied by BellSo~th.~’~ 

Liberty also used the sample of the orders taken from the Data Warehouse - 
Table to validate the data integrity going backwards to the = table in SNAPRADS using the 
sample-specific = data supplied by BeIlS~uth.~’~ To conduct this portion of the analysis, 
Liberty followed the same process previously described in the “SNAPRADS to Data 
Warehouse” section performing all of the same validations of the key data fields listed there. 

As a result of its Data Warehouse sample data validation efforts, Liberty identified the following 
findings related to the P-3, P-4, and P-9 measures. The Findings and Recommendations section 
describes each in more detail. 

0 

a 

a 

e 

BellSouth incorrectly included deny and restore record change orders in the 
calculation of the P-3, P-4, and P-9 measure results. 
During its calculation of the monthly SEEM results in PARIS, BellSouth 
incorrectly excluded transactions from the retail anallop of the resale Integrated 
Services Digital Network (ISDN) product for the P-3, P-4, and f -9  measures. 
The logic used by BellSouth to determine dispatch type misclassified some UNE 
loop orders when calculating the P-3, P-4, and P-9 measures. 
BellSouth did not include certain wholesale products in its calculation of the 
SEEM remedy payments for the P-9 measures. 
The SQM and SEEM levels of disaggregation as documented in BellSouth’s 
SQM Plan were inaccurate and misleading for the UNE Loop and Port product 
(UNE-P) for the P-3, P-4, and P-9 measures. 
BellSouth incorrectly classified UNE Line Splitting orders as UNE-P orders when 
calculating its results for the P-3, P-4, and P-9 measures. 

s k & d L  
The Liberty Consulting Group 
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a 

BellSouth did not include all orders for Local Jnterconnection Trunks in its 
calculation of the SEEM remedy payments for the P-3, P-4, and P-9 measures. 
BellSouth did not calculate service order durations for the P-4 measure in 
conformance with the SQM Plan. 

P-7 and P-7C Measures 
As with the P-3, P-4, and P-9 measures, Liberty selected a random sample of 150 transactions 
from the SNAPRADS = table supplied by BellSouth for its P-7 and P-7C data validation.311 
Because these two measures have a benchmark standard, Liberty did not need an equivalent 
sam~le of retail service.312 Libertv selected the 150 samded service orders bv onlv including 

represent all of the possible sites codes used to identify Florida service orders.314 

BellSouth’s SNMRADS m table, contains five years of service order data.315 To include 
service orders for November and December 2003 only in the sample population, Liberty 
screened out from the sample population all orders that did not have a committed due date in one 
of those months. Finally, because the table also contains service order data on new orders 
for unbundled xDSL loops and unbundled co er loops (UCL), Liberty included only those 
orders that had a work type ID of pp in the sample population? These work type 
IDS a ly only to service orders that were associated with coordinated or non-coordinated hot 
cuts. 3F? 

After completing this filtering process, Liberty pulled a random sample of 150 service orders to 
use in the SNAPRADS to Data Warehouse data integrity portion of the audit for the P-7 and P- 
7C measures. Liberty discovered that BellSouth had excluded slightly more than half (77) of the 
150 sample orders from the measure calculation as a result of an error code.31s Given the 
large percentage of ol-ci~rs froni the sample that fell into this category, Liberty drew another 
random sample of 150 orders that did not have an error code. The Findings and 
Recommendations section describes this issue in more detail. 

Liberty tracked each of its sample orders from SNAPRADS into the Data Warehouse.”’ Libert 
first determined whether each of the orders was in the - and the y 

Response to Data Request #333. 
A retail sample is not possible because all hot cut orders are initiated by a CLEC. 

’I3 Response to Data Request #326+ 
314 Response to Data Request #f??? 
11.’ I ? 20‘:. 

uircc! tahlc lool..-ir;- f a i k d  RcllSourl; nrovidcd the Error Look-Up Tables 318 

319 Interview #21, January 4-7 and January 11-13,2005, 

April 19, 2003 &k&G 
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1 Using the = 
lookup tables, Liberty determined the appropriate position on each of the 

2. 3 Tables membership mapping field for the SQM and SEEM calculations of 
4 the Florida P-7 and P-7C measures.321 For the P-7 measure, BellSouth uses positions = of 
5 the benchmark membership map field on the - to identify how the transaction 

Tables in the Data Warehouse for the service order reporting 

6 
7 
8 
9 

should be treated for Florida SQM and SEEM caculations respectively. BellSouth uses the same 
two positions - of the proportion membership map field on the - 
Table for the P-7C calculations, 

16 
17 
1.8 Recommendations section details. 
19 

verified that BellSouth was correctly a 1 ing the error code on these orders. The remaining five 
orders that were missing from the & resulted in findings, which the Findings and 

20 
21 
22 
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Libert validated that the 112 orders that were found on the - and the = 
were properly membership mapped according to the SQM Plan. For the P-7 

-validated that all orders involving a coordinated hot cut contained a in 
positions of the benchmark membership map field on the - to indicate 
that the transaction should be included in the calculation of the SQM and SEEM results. Liberty 
identified coordinated cutovers by a work type ID of -.322 

As with the process used for the P-9 measure, Liberty used the - Table from the Data 
Warehouse to determine whether there was a trouble report on the any of the lines associated 
with the hot cut order within seven days of the completion of the order for the P-7C calculations. 
For service orders completed prior 1 0  the last week of the month, Liberty used the same month’s - to perform this validation. However, for service orders completed within seven 
days of the end of the month, Liberty used both the same and the next month’s - 
to perform this validation. When a trouble report was issued within seven days of the completion 
of the hot cut service order on a circujt ID associated with that order, Liberty validated that the 
transaction contained a in positions = of the proportion membership map field of the - Table for that circuit ID to indicate that it should be included in both the 
numerator and denominator of the results calculation?23 When Liberty found no trouble reports 

320 Interview #21, January 4-7 and January 11-13,2005, BellSouth uses the - Table for the calculation of 
the P-7 measure results and the - Table for the calculation of P-7C measure results. 
321 Responses to Data Requests #66 and #78. 

el invoivccl a live lirre liot cut, each mie associaleu with 
Tab]€. Iht c i i w ~ l  lh:1 ha( lhc trouhlr i r ! ~ ~ l  u ~ 0 1 ~ I c ’  

indicating that they should be 
U nmiIimsJ,ij, ~ l j h p p C C  .Ib, liiclUSlOI1 11, i l l ;  ~ > ~ I ~ I c ~ : ~ L L I ~  L I I L J  U ~ i i t ; ~ ~ l l i ~ > i t ~ j s  iii l l i i  ~ I C L I I  CdJCUlt ihdi l i .  ri iic V L I ~ L ,  

four circuits associated with the order would be membership mapped with a 

April 14, 2003 m & s i . ! J k  

The Liberry Consulting Group 
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or found trouble reports that were outside the seven-day window, Liberty validated that positions = of the proportion membership map contained a to indicate that the transaction should 
be included in the denominator only for the P-7C results calculation. 

After validating the P-7 and P-7C membership mapping for each of the 112 sam le hot cut 
transactions, Liberty verified that BellSouth correctly populated the key P T a b l e  and 

Table data fields used to calculate the SQM and SEEM results based on the 
file found in SNAPRADS. BellSouth takes some of the Warehouse 

fact table data directly from a comparable data field in SNAPRADS, whereas it derives other fact 
+ ~ I J P  ~ + n  fields based on the data contained in SNAPRADS. The - and = 

data fields that Liberty validated include: 

Unlike the other in-scope provisioning measures, the P-7 and P-7C measures have very few sub- 
measures, because these two measures only involve hot cut loops. Therefore, Liberty used the 
same sample of orders taken from the Table in SNAPRADS for its review of data 
integrity going from SNAPRADS down through the Data Warehouse and into the DM 
tables. BellSouth does not create a record on the - table in PARIS for the P-7 
and P-7C SEEM calculations. Instead, B rms these calculations in PARIS from data 
taken directly from the Data Warehouse ~ ~ b l ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~  

included in the denominator of the calculation only. This differs From the P-9 measure in that P-9 results are 
calculated at a service order level whereas P-7C results are calculated at a circuit level. 
324 Liberty manually calculated the cutover duration based on the cutover completion datehime minus cutover start 
datehime. Liberty used this manual calculation to validate the duration value populated on the Table. 

Resmnsr I ( ,  Dat; I ~ c ~ i ~ i r s -  ?'>i': 
725 

I I 1. t IcLLlj,L IlziLE I l l t l l l lb  t i l \  

ompletion date. Liberty used this calculation to validate the duration value populated on the 

#24, January 20,2005. 

-L \I/&+.- 
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Using the sample transactions, Liberty validated the integrity of the data moving from the 
Warehouse to the DM tables. Liberty reviewed key data fields in each of the two DM tables used 
to calculate the P-7 and P-7C measures to verify that BellSouth accurately transfemed the data 
from the warehouse to the data mart based on the criteria specified in each memure’s respective 
membership map?29 The data mart data fields validated by Liberty include: - - found on DM tables - - found on m DM tables - - found on DM tables - - found on DM tables 
7 - found on DM tables 
-tableonly 
‘-1 table only 

0 table only 
1- table only. 

During its SNAPRADS to Warehouse data validation, Liberty discovered the following findings 
related to the P-7 and P-7C measures. The Findings and Recommendations section describes 
each in more detail. 

BellSouth inappropriately excluded non-coordinated hot cuts from the calculation 
of the measure results for P-7C. 
BellSouth did not include the translation time necessary to place the line back in 
full service when calculating the measure results for P-7. 
BellSouth incorrectly excluded the majority of the hot cut orders from the 
calculation of the P-7 and P-7C measures. 
BellSouth incorrectly excluded orders from the calculation of the P-7 and P-7C 
measures that were properly included in the other in-scope provisioning measures. 
BellSouth included orders with invalid conversion durations in the calculation of 
the P-7 measure. 
BellSouth overstated the CLEC circuit counts for P-7C by doubling the SLl (non- 
Design) loop volume. 
BellSouth neglected to calculate the total impact of multiple errors in determining 
whether it needed to repost the results for the P-7C measure. 

contradictory and misleading. 

0 

0 BellSouth’s documentation in the SQM Plan for the P-7C measure is 

April 19, 2005 &k%s 
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c. SQM/SRS Report Replication 

P-3 
Liberty’s list of measures selected for SQWSRS report replication included 20 P-3 sub- 
measures. Liberty recalculated the CLEC aggregate and BellSouth retail results for November 
and December 2003, using the - tables provided by B e l l S ~ u t h . ~ ~ ~  To perform these 
replications Liberty identified all the transactions related to a specific sub-measure by filtering 
the - Table based on key data fields as follows: 

9 

-: to identify all of the Florida transactions 
-: to separate retail from CLEC transactions - to identify the specific product associated with each sub-measure - - to determine line count associated with the order. 

Once Liberty identified the transactions on the November and December 2003 - Table 
that belonged to each of the 20 sub-measures selected to be replicated, Liberty was able to 
perform the recalculation of BellSouth’s reported P-3 SQM CLEC aggregate results. To perform 
the retail replication for each sub-measure, Liberty counted the number of retail orders that had a 
BellSouth missed appointment date and the number of retail orders that had an end-user missed 
appointment date. Liberty then divided each of these two totals by the sum of the total retail 
transactions associated with that sub-measure to arrive at the percent missed appointments results 
by BellSouth misses and by end-user misses respectively. To replicate the wholesale results, 
Liberty followed the same process with each sub-measure specific CLEC orders, instead of the 
sub-measure specific retail orders. 

Liberty also replicated CLEC-specific P-3 results for one CLEC per sub-measure for each 
month’s reported CLEC specific results. To perfom this replication, Liberty selected 19 
different CLECs based on the CLEC’s order volumes within each of the ~ub-rneasures.~~~ Each 
CLEC-specific P-3 result that JAert! calculated for these 19 CLEO matched the result: 
reported by BellSouth in the SRS report on its PMAP website. 

Liberty successhlly replicated BellSouth’s retail, CLEC aggregate, and CLEC-specific P-3 
SQM/SRS results for November and December 2003. 

P-4 
Liberty’s list of measures selected for SQWSRS report replication included 22 P-4 sub- 
measures. Liberty recalculated the CLEC aggregate and BellSouth retail results for November 
and December 2003 using the - tables provided by B e l l S o ~ t h . ~ ~ ~  Liberty identified all the 
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transactions related to a specific sub-measure by filtering the = Table based on the same 
key data fields identified on the bullet list shown above for the P-3 measure. 

To perform the retail replication for each P-4 sub-measure, Liberty determined the denominator 
by totaling the retail orders completed within each sub-measure category. To arrive at the 
numerator, Liberty added all of the service order durations within each sub-measure category. 
Liberty derived the P-4 average service order duration for each sub-measure by dividing the sum 
of the service order durations by the total number of service orders within each sub-measure. 

9 
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Liberty followed the same process to cdculate the CLEC aggregate results using sub-measure 
specific wholesale orders. 

Liberty also replicated the various P-4 time interval report dimensions specified by the SQM 
Plan by sorting the transactions within each sub-measure by the time interval ID field. BellSouth 
uses this field to identify the report dimension interval into which a transaction falls. Each 
possible interval that can be found on the P-4 SQM report has a unique time interval ID value.333 
For example, a resale order that was provisioned on the same day it was received (i.e., a zero day 
interval) would have a time interval ID value of 12 populated in the time interval field. Another 
resale transaction that was provisioned in two da s-would have a value of 68 populated in the 
field. Liberty referenced the y a b l e  provided by BellSouth to determine - -  the 
appropriate time interval ID value for eachof the P-4 interval reporting  requirement^."^ By 
sorting on the - field Liberty was able to successfully replicate the interval 
specific retail and CLEC aggregate results reported by BellSouth for both November and 
December 2003. 

Liberty also replicated CLEC-specific P-4 results for one CLEC per sub-measure for November 
and December 2003. To perform this replication, Liberty selected 17 different CLECs based on 
order volumes within each of the sub-measures. Liberty calculated both the average interval 
results and the interval specific results. Each CLEC specific P-4 result that Liberty calculated for 
these 17 CLECs matched the results reported by BellSouth in the SRS report on its P M M  
website. 

Liberty successfully replicated BellSouth’s retail, CLEC aggregate, and CLEC-specific P-4 
SQWSRS results. 

P-9 
Liberty’s list of measures selected €or SQWSRS report replication included 15 P-9 sub- 
measures. Liberty recalculated the CLEC aggregate and BellSouth retail results for November 
and December 2003 using the - tables provided by BellSouth.33s Liberty identified all the 
transactions related to a specific sub-measure by filtering the - Table based on the same 
key data fields identified on the bullet list shown above for the P-3 measure. 
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After identifying the transactions on the Table, Liberty recalculated BellSouth’s reported P- 
9 SQM CLEC aggregate results. For retail replication, Liberty obtained the denominator of each 
sub-measure by totaling the number of the retail orders completed by BellSouth. To obtain the 
numerator, Liberty totaled the number of service order transactions identified on the = 
Table as having a trouble ticket associated with them, Liberty used the same process to calculate 
the CLFC aggregate results, after replacing the sub-measure specific retail orders with the sub- 
measure specific wholesale orders. 

Liberty also replicated November and December 2003 CLEC-specific P-9 results for one CLEC 
per sub-measure. Liberty selected 18 different CLECs based on order volumes within each of the 
sub-measures. Each P-9 CLEC-specific result that Liberty calculated for these 18 CLECs 
matched the results reported by BellSouth in the SRS report on its PMAP website. 

Liberty successfully replicated BellSouth’s retail, CLEC aggregate, and CLEC-specific P-9 
SQWSRS results. 

P-7 
The P-7 measure has only one product sub-measure associated with it, i.e., coordinated 
conversion hot cut l00ps.3~~ Libert obtained the data used to replicate the CLEC aggregate 
results for this measure from the y Table provided by Bel lSo~th.3~~ Liberty calculated 
the cutover item count to arrive at the denominator for the average overall interval. 
determined the numerator by totaling the cutover durations for each transaction on the 
Table. Liberty calculated the average intend by dividing the total durations by the total item 
count. 

In order to replicate each of the various P-7 time interval report dimensions specified by the 
SQM Plan, Liberty sorted the - transactions by time interval ID values. Liberty was 
then able to successfully replicate each of the required interval reporting dimensions for the 
November and December 2003 CLEC aggregate results. 

Liberty also replicated CLEC-specific P-7 results. Liberty selected five different CLECs based 
on their coordinated hot cut order volume. 

Liberty successfully repijcaied BellSouth’s CLEC aggregate and CLEC-specific P-7 SQWSRS 
results. 

P-7c 
There are only four product sub-measure disaggregations associated with the P-7C measure, i) 
UNE Loop Design - Dispatch, ii) UNE Loop Design - Non-Dispatch, iii) UNE Loop Non- 
Design - Dispatch, and iv) LINE Loop Non-Design - Non-Djspatch. 

. .  

1 - ,,lL L 5 L l . ,  . I-lo\\’evcI. SlllLL L L  , I  

TNP is no longer an available prodiic; in Florida (see responsr to Data Request #6) ,  there were no volumes to 

j3’ kesponse io  Data kequest #h. 
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Liberty recalculated the reported CLEC aggregate results for each of these four sub-measures 
using the = Table.338 
(i.e., dispatch or non-dispatch) 
supplied by BellSouth to sort the 
After identifying the transactions associated with each of the four sub-measures, Liberty frst 
calculated the cutover circuit count for each sub-measure to arrive at the denominator. To obtain 
the numerator, Liberty determined the number of cutover circuits with trouble tickets for each 
sub-measure. 

Liberty also replicated CLEC specific P-7C results. To perform this replication Liberty selected 
five different CLECs based on hot cut order volumes. 

Libprty successfully replicated BellSouth's CLEC aggregate and CLEC specific P-7C SQWSRS 
results. 

C. Maintenance and Repair Measures 

1. Introduction 

There are five in-scope maintenance and repair (MBER) measures for this audit: M&R-1, Percent 
Missed Repair Appointments; M&R-2, Customer Trouble Report Rate; MtkR-3, Maintenance 
Average Duration, M&R-4, Percent Repeat Troubles within 30 Days, and M&R-5, Out of 
Service >24 Hours. All five of these measures are Tier 1 and Tier 2 measures in the SEEM Plan. 

BellSouth reports the five in-scope M&R measures on a statewide and regional basis for 
individual and aggregate CLECs, as well as for BellSouth retail. BellSouth reports these 
measures by dispatched troubles, by non-dispatched troubles, and by all troubles in total. 
BellSouth reports these measure? separately for- 20 differen1 product groupings, each ~ i t l i  its 
own retail analog. 

The SQM Plan lists three exclusions for the M&R-I through M&R-5 measures: 
Trouble tickets cancelled at the CLEC request 
BellSouth trouble reports associated with internal or administrative service 
Customer provided equipment (CPE) troubles or CLEC equipment troubles. 

BellSouth only includes customer direct troubles in these measures.34o BellSouth states that its 
maintenance centers are open 365 days a year to receive trouble reports.341 

The five in-scope h4&R nieasiires are descr jhd b e l m ~  

April 1 Y, 2005 
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M&R-l- Missed Repair Appointments 

M&R-1 measures the percent of customer-reported troubles that are not cleared by the 
commitment date and time. 

BellSouth’s business rules state that the commitment date and time is set when the trouble report 
is received, and the cleared date and time occurs when BellSouth personnel clear the trouble and 
close it out. 

BellSouth does not include “no access” reports in the measure results. 

The SQM Plan provides the following formula for the M&R-1 measure: 

Percentage of Missed Repair Appointments = (wB) x 100 
a = Count of Custclmer Troubles Not Cleared by the Quoted Commitment Date and Time 
b = Total Customer Trouble reports closed in Reporting Period 

M&R-2 - Customer Trouble Report Rate 

M&R-2 measures the customer-reported trouble rate per 100 lineskircuits in service. 

The SQM Plan provides the following formula for the M&R-2 measure: 

Customer Truuble Report Rate = (a&) x 100 
a = Count of Initial and Repeated Customer Trouble Reports closed in the Current 

b = Number of Service Access Lines in service at the End of the Report Period 
Period 

M&R-3 - Maintenance Average Duration 

M&R-3 measures the average duration of trouble reports from when BellSouth opens a trouble 
report to when it closes that report. 

The SQM Plan states that the clock starts on the date and time of the receipt of the correct 
trouble report information, and the clock stops on the date and time that BellSouth restores the 
service and notifies the customer. 

The SQM Plan provides the following formula for the M&R-3 measure: 
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Average Maintenance Duration = (c/d) 
c = Total uf all maintenance durations in the reporting period 
d = Total Closed Customer Troubles in the reporting period 

BellSouth stated that the clock for measuring trouble duration stops when the service is restored 
and the BellSouth or CLEC customer is notified.342 In some cases, however, service may have 
been restored, but the CLEC was not immediately notified. When that occurs with non-design 
services, BellSouth considers the clock to have stopped when the technician attempted to call the 
customer. In the case of design services, the CLEC and BellSouth must agree on a restoral 

BellSouth stated that circuits managed through WFA can have more than one trouble ticket open 
at the same time? In those circumstances, both tickets will be included in M&R-3 if they each 
meet the appropriate criteria for inclusion.345 

M&R-4 - Percent Repeat Troubles within 30 Days 

MdkR-4 measures the percent of troubles that are repeat troubles. 

The business rules in the SQM Plan define a repeat troubk as one when there was a prior trouble 
on the same circuitnine that was cleared during the 30-day period counting back from the receipt 
date of the closed trouble. 

The SQM Plan provides the following formula for the M&R-4 measure: 

Percent Repeat Customer Troubles within 30 Days = (ah) x 100 
a = Count uf Customer Troubles using the ‘received date’ where more than one trouble 
report was logged for the same service linekircuit within a continuous 30 days 
b = Count qf Total Customer Trouble Reports using t h p  ‘cleared date,’ in Reporting 
Period 

When searching for repeat troubles, BellSouth’s process looks at troubles that closed in the 
current month and the immediately preceding month. For example, when identifying repeat 
troubles to be included in the November 2003 measure performance report, BellSouth reviews all 
troubles that were closed in October 2003 or November 2003.346 For the month of November 
2003, BellSouth performed an analysis to see how many additional repeat troubles it would 
identify if it searched back for an additional month. It determined that the additional troubles 
changed the reported M&R-4 measure from 16.32 percent to 16.33 percent.347 This represents a 

34: 

Response to Data Request #221. 
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change in the measure results of 0.06 percent. BellSouth stated that, beginning with the February 
2004 data month, it considers 70 days worth of trouble tickets when identifying repeat troubles. 

M&R4 - Out of Service (00s) > 24 Hours 

M&R-5 measures the percent of out of service troubles (closed during the reporting period) that 
BellSouth cleared in excess of 24 hours. 

The business rules in the SQM Plan state that the clock begins when the customer trouble report 
is created. BellSouth counts the trouble in the numerator of the measure if the elapsed time on 
the trouble report exceeds 24 hours. 

The SQM Plan provides the following formula for the M&R-5 measure: 

Out of Sewice (00s) =- 24 hours = (ah) x 100 
a = Total Cleared Customer Troubles (00s) > 24 hours 
b = Total 00s Customer Troubles in Reporting Period 

As part of its audit of BellSouth’s procedures for processing the M&R-1 though M&R-5 
performance measures, Liberty obtained an overview of the business processes and systems that 
generate the data used for the measure. Liberty sought to determine whether key data field 
definitions were consistent with the SQM Plan and to assess whether BellSouth correctly applied 
logic to derive values from the source data and select records to be included in the measure. 
Liberty also examined whether BellSouth correctly applied any exclusions specified in the SQM 
Plan. Liberty examined the validity of the M&R data as it moved through the PMAP system. To 
check the reliability of reported results, Liberty recalculated the CLEC aggregate, CLEC- 
specific, and BellSouth retail results for each product p-oup. 

Liberty found that BellSouth produced generally accurate results for the M&R- 1 through M&R-5 
measures during November and December 2003. Liberty successfully replicated results for these 
measures for the November and December 2003 data months. Liberty also found that BellSouth 
generally followed the SQM Plan by correctly applying exclusions and by properly defining the 
logic and data fields it used to calculate the denominators and numerators in the results 
calculations. 

2. Analysis and Evaluation 

measures from varlous HellSouth le 
P 7 F /  ;,;1< j- i 

e Work Force Administration 
I .  
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create and track trouble reports, they administer different products34x and are governed by 
different rules. For example, BellSouth considers any service for which it handles troubles using 
WFA, to be a design service.349 BellSouth assumes that all troubles handled through the WFA 
system have a standard 24-hour commitment interval, All other troubles, handled through 
LMOS, have varying commitment intervals. Additionally, BellSouth considers all trouble tickets 
issued in WFA to be out of service troubles?0 

Unlike the case of ordering and provisioning, where BellSouth calculates time durations within 
PMAP for measures such as 0-9 and P-4, BellSouth derives all M&R durations directly and 
without modification from the source systems, WFA and LMOS.351 Although it has operations in 
more than one time zone in Florida, BellSouth stated that it does not need to do any time zone 
conversions, because both WFA and M O S  have their own time zone algorithms to set the time 
zone. 352 

BellSouth uses RADS to pull data from its LMOS and WFA systems, and then BellSouth's 
downstream SQM and SEEM systems and processes use these data to calculate the monthly 
SQM results and SEEM penalty payments as described in Section I C of this report. Liberty used 
the data found in these downstream SQM and SEEM systems to perform the data integrity and 
replication portions of its audit as described in the following sections. 

Liberty's data validation efforts began with RADS. Because the RADS database is too dynamic 
to be used for measurement purposes, BellSouth takes a monthly "snapshot" of each RADS table 
to create a stable base of data for measurement calculations. BellSouth creates this snapshot 
using a combination of dates that will provide the data required to perform the results 
calculations for the current reporting period. BellSouth then moves the snapshot of RADS data 
into S N A P W S .  BellSouth uses data from the SNAPRADS tables to create the various 

in the Data Warehouse which it will, in turn, use to calculate the SQM and SEEM 
results.353 For the in-scope M&R measures, BellSouth does not apply any of the business rules or 
exclusions prior to taking the snapshots to create the SNAPRADS tables.354 Liberty examined 
the rules BellSouth uses to create thP snapshot files and found them to be reasonable. 

The SNAPRADS files containing relevant M&R data are: 
0 -, which contains CLEC and other troubles administered by 

the WFA system 
'-, which contains retail troubles administered by the 
WFA system 
-, which contains CLEC, retail, and other linedcircuits for whch 
troubles are administered by the WFA system 

0 

Response to Data Request #124. 
349 Response to Data Request #218. 

iIlLc?l \']e\, ? i , L 'CIo l )CJ  1, ~ ~ C ' '  
3'3 

354 Response to Data Request #39. 
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Mechanized Trouble Analysis System (MTAS)/LMOS system 
-, which contains CLEC and retail lines administered by LMOS 
=, which contains most of the retail lines administered by LMOS 
m, which contains retail and other lines 
-, which contains CLEC lines 
-, which contains CLEC lines m, which contains CLEC and retail lines. 

0 

e 

or more lines. As such, each of these files contains a field that shows the quantity of lines 
represented by the record. 

Each month, the BellSouth M&R measure calculation process applies business rules to the 
SNAPRADS files to 

contains lindcircuit information. The - contains trouble ticket information for 
troubles closed in the reporting month and the immediately preceding month. BellSouth uses the 
extra month’s data to identify trouble reports which are repeats. The - table 
contains linekircuit information obtained at a point in time shortly after the close of the reporting 
month. During this processing, BellSouth uses look-up tables to obtain certain needed 
information . Liberty reviewed the code BellSouth 
uses to process the M&R-1 through M&R-5 data in the Data Warehouse.355 Liberty also 
reviewed the M&R Re uirernents Documents for WFA and MTAS (LMOS) for November 2003 
and December 2003 ?’ These documents describe each measure, the exclusions and exceptions 
that BellSouth makes, the data tlia~ I e derived, measurement candidacy determination, arid the 
use of look-up tables for both troubles and 
lines. Liberty also conducted interviews to learn about BellSouth’s M&R process.357 

stored in the BellSouth Data 
-. The trouble ticket data and the 

BellSouth places many, but not all, of thc records that are not used in its perfonnance measure 
calculations from the SNAPRADS tables in an -5;able.35R Liberty requested and 
reviewed the M&R - table for November 2003. 

The - table contains data from the SNAPRADS table, as well as derived fields. One of 
these derived ) indicates whether BellSouth uses the record in its M&R results 
calculation. The also contains membership map fields, one each for mean, 

lnterview #15, December 2-3,2004 and Interview #20, January 5-7, 2005 
R C S J Y N ~ S ~  ir’ EZ~I: 1,e:‘t iw i‘c 

Response to Uata kequest #73. 
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proportional, and benchmark measures. These membership map fields indicate how the record is 
to be treated (for both SQM and SEEM purposes) during each i f  the M&R measure calculations. 
BellSouth takes the M&R-2 denominator directly from the -; therefore, it 
has no membership map. 

BellSouth uses data from the 1- tables to populate the DM tables 
which it uses to generate the SQM performance results. BellSouth uses these same data to 
populate the PARIS tables which it uses to generate the SEEM results. 

The Definition section of the SQM Plan for M&R-2 states that M&R-2 measures “[i]nitial and 
repeated customer direct or referred customer troubles (reported within a calendar month) per 
100 linedcircuits in service.” However, Liberty’s investigation showed that M&R-2 actually 
measures the number of trouble reports closed in the current month, not the number of troubles 
reported in the month. Thus, despite the statement in the Definition section, BellSouth’s actual 
practice is consistent with the formula in the Calculution section of the SQM Plan for M&R-2, 
which states that it measures troubles closed in the current period. 

The formula for M&R-2 in the SQM Plan has the number of service access lines in the 
denominator. Access lines are normally considered to be the circuit that connects the end-user 
with the local switching center. However, as can be seen from the products listed in the 
Disaggregation section of the SQM Plan for M&R-2, BellSouth includes more than just access 
lines in this measure. 

Liberty inquired as to whether BellSouth counted a trouble on a trunk as only one trouble for 
purposes of calculating the numerator of M&R-2, and whether BellSouth counted a trunk as one 
linekircuit for purposes of calculating the denominator of M&R-2. BellSouth stated that it 
counts a trunk as one item in both the numerator and denominator of M&R-2.360 

b Data Validation 

SNAPRADS Data Validation 
For the months of November 2003 and December 2003, BellSouth provided copies of all of the 
SNAPRADS files containing trouble ticket records and line/circuit count records.361 

From each of the SNAPRADS files, Liberty then selected a random sample of records to 
analyze. Liberty sampled trouble records as follows: 

SNAPRADS Table name 

~ - 
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1 
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10 
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15 
16 

17 
18 
19 
?O 

311 

I Total troubles sampled I 150 I 150 I 
y represented in the 

was correct for the record; ii) 

In addition, Liberty selected some of the sampled SNAPRADS trouble records and performed additional 
checks, for example to see that BellSouth properly represented the record in the data mart and 
tables, and that it had correctly determined the product ID for the record. 

Liberty sampled linekircuit SNAPRADS records as follows: 

Libertv analvzed the samuled SNAPRADS line/circuit records to ensure that they were properly 
represented in the - table. Liberty ensured that the fields which show thenumber 
of lines/circuits representre h 

1 t ,?# - ". .I 
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In addition, Liberty selected some of the sampled SNAPRADS linekircuit records and 
performed additional checks. For example, Libert reviewed the records and verified that they 
appeared in the tables, and that the y which identifies the type 
of service being provided (e.g., residence, business, PBX) was accurate in -. 

and 

Warehouse Data Validation 
Liberty performed a number of checks on all of the records in the warehouse - table. For 
example, Liberty checked the entire file to ensure that every WFA trouble was listed as being out 
of service, every record that satisfied an error condition was excluded from the relevant measure 
mapping processes, every WFA trouble whose duration was greater than 24 hours was 
considered to be out of service greater than 24 hours, and so forth. 

Liberty chose some sub-measures, listed in Appendix A, for further analyses. Liberty had to 
perform some analyses manuall on a record-by-record basis. To do these, Liberty selected a 
sample of records from the y table. For each of the sub-measures, Liberty selected two 
CLEC trouble tickets and two retail trouble tickets from the - table. Additionally, if 
possible, Liberty selected records with different product IDS for each of the sub-measures. 

For each of the selected - records, Liberty confirrned that it was properly membership 
mapped. If the trouble record was assigned an error code in the Data Warehouse, Liberty ensured 
that BellSouth did 
found in the 
not be found in 

Finally, Liberty determined whether each record could be - warehouse trouble records could 

Liberty performed similar validation analyses of linelcircuit records in the - table. 
Of the in-scope M&R measures, Iineskircuits are only relevant to M&R-2. For each M&R-2 
sub-measure in his report, Liberty chose two CLEC and two retail line/circuit 
records from the tahle for analysis. When possible, Liberty selected records with 
different product IDS for each of the sub-measures. 

For some of the selected linehircuit records, Liberty confirmed that the line count of the record 
in the table were all the same. If the 
record was assigned an error code in the Data Warehouse, Liberty ensured that it did so 
appropriately. For the other linekircuit records in Liberty’s warehouse sample, BellSouth’s 
processes had combined the data from multiple - records into a single record in 
the table. Using three sample records selected by Liberty from its warehouse Iinelcircuit 
sample, BellSouth confirmed for Liberty that each of the records was represented properly in an 
aggregated B table record.362 For selected records, Liberty also confirmed that the record and 
its data could be found in the appropriate SNAPRADS linekircuit table. 

table, the table for M&R-2, and the 

_ _  - _  _I - -~ 

362 Response to Data Request #396. 
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C. SQWSRS Report Replication 

M&R-1 
Liberty’s list of measures selected for SQWSRS report replication included 14 M&R-1 sub- 
measures. Liberty recalculated the CLEC aggregate and BellSouth r e t d  results for November 
and December 2003, using the - tables provided by Be l lSou t l~ .~~~  To perform these 
replications Liberty identified all the transactions related to a specific sub-measure by filtering 
the - table based on key data fields as follows: 

0 

0 

a 

A: to identify all of the Florida transactions 
1 to separate retail horn CLEC transactions 

to identify the specific product associated with each sub-measure 

. I  
some sub-measures. 

-d to exclude switch-based feature troubles from 

To perform the retail replication for each M&R-l sub-measure, Liberty determined the 
denominator by counting trouble tickets within each sub-measure category. To arrive at the 
numerator, Liberty counted tickets with a missed appointment indicator within each sub-measure 
category. Liberty derived the M&R- 1 percent missed repair appointments for each sub-measure 
by dividing the count of missed appointments by the trouble ticket count within each sub- 
measure. Liberty followed the same process to calculate the CLEC aggregate results. 

Liberty also replicated CLEC-specific M&R-1 results for one CLEC per sub-measure for each 
month’s reported CLEC specific results. To perform this replication, Libert selected eight 
different CLECs based on trouble volumes within each of the sub-measures!@ Each CLEC- 
specific M&R-1 result that Liberty calculated matched the results reported by BellSouth in the 
SRS report on its PMAp websjte. 

Liberty successfully replicated BellSouth’s retail, CLEC aggregate, and CLEC-specific M&R-1 
SQM/SRS results for November and December 2003. 

M&R-2 
Liberty’s list of measures selected for SQWSRS report replication included 13 M&R-2 sub- 
measures. Liberty recalculated the CLEC aggregate and BellSouth retail results for November 
and December 1003, using the --and - tables provided by 
BellSouth? Liberty identified all the transactions related to a specific sub-measure by filtering 

d j -  
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the - and - tables based on the same key data fields identified on the 
bullet list shown above for M&R-1. 

To perform the retail replication for each M&R-2 sub-measure, Liberty determined the 
denominator by totaling the line count within each sub-measure category. To arrive at the 
numerator, Liberty counted all of the trouble tickets within each sub-measure category. Liberty 
derived the M&R-2 customer trouble report rate for each sub-measure by dividing the count of 
trouble tickets by the line count within each sub-measure. Liberty followed the same process to 
calculate the CLEC aggregate results. 

Liberty also replicated CLEC-specific M&R-2 results for one CLEC per sub-measure for each 
month’s reported CLEC specific results. To perform this replication, Libert selected eight 
different CLECs based on trouble volumes within each of the sub-measures?6 Each CLEC- 
specific M&R-2 result that Liberty calculated matched the results reported by BellSouth in the 
SRS report on its PMAP website. 

Liberty successfully replicated BeIISouth’s retail, CLEC aggregate, and CLEC-specific M&R-2 
SQWSRS results. 

M&R-3 
Liberty’s list of measures selected for SQWSRS report replication included 22 M&R-3 sub- 
measures. Libertv recalculated the CLEC amregate and BellSouth retail results €or November 

YV Y 

and December 2603, using the - tables provided by BellS~uth.~~’ Liberty identified all 
the transactions related to a specific sub-measure by filtering the - table based on the 
same key data fields identified on the bullet list shown above for M&R- 1. 

To perform the retail replication for each M&R-3 sub-measure, Liberty determined the 
denominator by counting trouble tickets within each sub-measure category. To arrive at the 
numerator, Ljberty totaled the maintenance duration minutes within each sub-measure category. 
Liberty derived the M6tL-3 inaintenance average duration for each sub-measure by dividing the 
total duration minutes by the trouble ticket count within each sub-measure. Liberty followed the 
same process to calculate the CLEC aggregate results. 

Liberty also replicated CLEC-specific M&R-3 results for one CLEC per sub-measure for each 
month’s reported CLEC specific results. To perform this replication, Liberty selected nine 
different CLECs based on trouble volumes within each of the sub-rnea~ures.~~~ Each CLEC- 
specific M&R-3 result that Liberty calculated matched the results reported by BellSouth in the 
SRS report on its PMAP website. 

Liberty successfully replicated BellSouth’s retail, CLEC aggregate, and CLEC-specific M&R-3 
SQWSRS results. 

Note that a few sub-measures had zero volume. 

Now that a iew sub-measures 11ad zero volume. 

36b 

365 T,~SWJIIS{ to YILI; Leqi I S :  1’ 
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M&R-4 
Liberty’s list of measures selected for SQWSRS report replication included nine MBrR-4 sub- 
measures. Liberty recalculated the CLEC aggregate and BellSouth retail results for November 
and December 2003, using the - tables provided by B e l l S ~ u t h . ~ ~ ~  Liberty identified all 
the transactions related to a specific sub-measure by filtering the - table based on the 
same key data fields identified on the bullet list shown above for M&R-1 . 
To perform the retail replication for each MdkR-4 sub-measure, Liberty determined the 
denominator by counting trouble tickets within each sub-measure category. To arrive at the 
numerator, Liberty counted trouble tickets with a repeat indicator within each sub-measure 
category. Liberty derived the M&R-4 percent repeat trouble rate for each sub-measure by 
dividing the repeat trouble ticket count by the total trouble ticket count within each sub-measure. 
Liberty followed the same process to calculate the CLEC aggregate results. 

Liberty also replicated CLEC-specific M&R-4 results for one CLEC per sub-measure for each 
month’s reported CLEC specific results. To perform this replication, Liberty selected six 
different CLECs based on trouble volumes within each of the sub-measures. Each CLEC- 
specific M&R-4 result that Liberty calculated matched the results reported by BellSouth in the 
SRS report on its PMAP website. 

Liberty successfully replicated BellSouth’s retail, CLEC aggregate, and CLEC-specific M&R-4 
SQWSRS results. 

M&R-5 
Liberty’s list of measures selected for SQWSRS report replication included 12 M&R-5 sub- 
measures. Liberty recalculated the CLEC aggregate and BellSouth retail results for November 
and December 2003, using the - tables provided by B e l l S o ~ t h . ~ ~ ~  Liberty identified all 
the transactions related to a specific sub-measure by filtering the lable. based on the 
same key data fields identified on the bullet list shown above €or M&R- 1. 

To perform the retail replication for each M&R-5 sub-measure, Liberty determined the 
denominator by counting trouble tickets within each sub-measure category. To arrive at the 
numerator, Liberty counted all of the trouble tickets with an indicator showing out of service 
greater than 24 hours within each sub-measure category. Liberty derived the M&R-5 percentage 
out of service greater than 24 hours for each sub-measure by dividing the out of service greater 
than 24 hours trouble ticket count by the total trouble ticket count withm each sub-measure. 
Liberty followed the same process to calculate the CLEC aggregate results. 

Liberty also replicated CLEC-specific M&R-5 results for one CLEC per sub-measure for each 
month’s reported CLEC specific resultc. To perform this replicattjon. Liberty s e l ~ c ~ e d  P P ~ ~ C T  

difffe:-en: r’ d 3 -  -! r 0: . 7 i  
l i  , 

i -  

____ 

Response to Data Reourst #2P 369 

J q m ~ L  1, > / k a t <  1 < L < L L L - {  3,: 
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371 Note that a few sub-measures had zero volume, 
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specific M&R-5 result that Liberty calculated matched the results reported by BellSouth in the 
SRS report on its PMAP website. 

Liberty successfully replicated BellSouth’s retail, CLTX aggregate, and CLEC-specific M&R-5 

8 
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D. Billing Measure 

1. Introduction 
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12 interconnection services. 
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There is one in-scope billing measure, €3-1 (Invoice Accuracy). The B-1 measure reports 
BellSouth’s performance in providing accurate invoices to CLECs for resale, UNE, and 

The SQM Plan states that BellSouth should exclude from the measure test accounts and 
adjustments not related to billing errors, such as credits for service outage, special promotion 
credits, and adjustments to satisfy the customer. 

The SQM Pian provides the following formula for the B- 1 Invoice Accuracy measure: 

Invoice Accuracy = [(a-b)/a] X 100, where 
a = Absolute Value of Total Billed Revenues during current month 
b = Absolute Value of Total Billing Related Adjustments during current month 

BellSouth also reports results on a measure-of-adjustments basis for diagnostic purposes: 

Measure of Adjustments = [(c-d)/cJ X 100, where 
c = Number ofsills in current month 
d = Number of Billing-related Adiustments in current month 

B-1 is a Tier 1 and Tier 2 measure in the SEEM Administrative Plan. BellSouth reports the B-1 
measure on a statewide and regional basis for individual and aggregate CLECs, as well as for 
BellSouth retail. The standard for B-1 is parity with BellSouth retail. 

As part of its audit of BellSouth’s procedures for processing the €3-1 performance measure, 
Liberty obtained an overview of the business processes and systems that generate the data used 

38 
39 
40 
4 1 )3{a,?j:*Ct11 I i ( * (  >J-JY’ ’I ” C!\? i  : ~ 

for the measure. Liberty sought to determine whether key data field definitions were consistent 
with the SQM Plan and to assess whether BellSouth correctly applied logic to derive values from 
the soiirce data and select record5 to he included in the measure. Libert!7 also examined whether 

I ,  1 f i r  ,i’ I ,-- 

L . >  I > J ~ 

ted the CLE’C aggregate. CiJEC-specifjc. and B 
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Liberty found that BellSouth produced generally accurate results for the €3- 1 ’ invoice accuracy 
performance measure during November and December 2003. Liberty successfully replicated 
results for the measure for the November and December 2003 data months. Liberty also found 
that BellSouth generally followed the SQM Plan by correctly applying exclusions and by 
properly defining the logic and data fields it used to calculate the denominators and numerators 
in the B-1 measure calculations. 

2. Analysis and Evaluation 

a. Background 

To calculate the B-l measure, BellSouth compares the size of its billing errors, regardless of 
whether those errors were positive or negative @e., the sum of the absolute values of adjustments 
on individual bills), to the size of its opportunity to make an error (i.e., the absolute value of 
current revenues). Current revenues include recurring charges, non-recurring charges, recurring 
other charges and credits (OCSrC), and non-recurring OC&C.372 

The B-1 measure differs from most of the other in-scope SQM measures in that BellSouth 
prepares the data necessary to calculate the invoice accuracy measure outside of PMAP, and 
does not load data from billing source systems directly into RADS. Instead, each month 
BellSouth’s Billing Group creates spreadsheets that contain prepared data, and the RADS group 
loads the pre-processed data from the spreadsheets into RADS. 

There are three sources of billing information: the Carrier Access Billing System (CABS), the 
Customer Records Information System (CRIS), and the Integrated Billing System (IBS). IBS 
(also referred to as Tapestry) is similar to CRIS. UNE revenue and adjustment data and 
BellSouth retail revenue data come from IBS, and resale revenue and adjustment data come from 
CRIS. CLEC interconnertjon revenue and adjustment data, as well as some BellSouth 
adjustment data, come from CABS.373 

BellSouth uses a combination of mechanized and manual procedures to prepare the billing data 
that it uses to calculate the B-I measure. BellSouth first runs two mechanized job procedures that 
retrieve the revenue and adjustment information, based upon the bill date. BellSouth uses a 
mechanized procedure to extract, directly from CABS, CLEC local billing revenue and 
adjustment data, as well as BellSouth CABS adjustment data. Because BellSouth extracts data 
directly from CABS, it captures the adjustments reflected on bills BellSouth issued during the 
month. BellSouth does not retrieve IBS and CRJS data directly from the source systems, but 
instead uses a separate mechanized procedure to extract CRIS and IBS data from the Financial 
Database (FDB), which is the system BellSouth uses to keep its accounting records.374 Because 
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BellSouth extracts CNS/IBS data from the FDB, it captures all adjustments that BellSouth 
issued during the reporting month, not only those included on current month’s bills?75 

BellSouth uses two different methods for retrieving billing data depending on whether the bill 
comes from CABS or CRIS/IBS (i.e., extracting data from the source billing system versus 
extracting data from the financial accounting system). The SQM Plan refers to “billing related 
adjustments during current month.” Either of BellSouth’s methods could be considered 
consistent with the SQM language, but not both. ‘BellSouth offered, subject to Commission 
approval, to add clarifying language to the SQM Plm.376 Specifically, BellSouth proposed an 
update to state that CRIS/IBS adjustments are based on all adjustments posted to an account 
during the reporting month, and that CABS adjustments are based on only those adjustments 
issued on the customer’s monthly bill. This clarification should resolve the matter. 

BellSouth loads the output of the mechanized procedures for all nine BellSouth states into 
Microsoft Excel spreadsheets that the Billing Group uses to conduct its manual review. The 
mechanized procedures aggregate all BellSouth retail data by state, so there is only one record in 
the Excel spreadsheet per state. For CLECs, the spreadsheet contains a separate record for each 
combination of state, CLEC (based on ACNA or OCN), account number, and product. Each 
retail and CLEC record includes fields containing the absolute dollar values of revenues and of  
adjustments, as well as the total number of bills and total number of adjustments. The total 
adjustment value in each record may be made up of many individual adjustments, some of which 
may not relate to billing errors. 

The SQM Plan states that BellSouth should exclude test accounts and adjustments not related to 
billing errors from the measure. BellSouth cannot accomplish all of these exclusions in the 
mechanized procedures because some of the exclusions cannot be performed using computer 
logic. For example, in some cases, the reason for an adjustment is located in a text field that the 
mechanized process cannot find. In those cases, the Billing Group analyst must manually 
research the bills to identify adjustments for exclusion. 

The monthly “working” spreadsheets contain approximately 1 3,000 CLEC records covering all 
nine BellSouth states. The Billing Group analyst does not review every CLEC record in the 
spreadsheets. Instead, the analyst researches each bill for which the absolute value of the total 
adjustment is $1,000 or BellSouth stated that jt recognizes that by adopting the $1,000 
cut-off point, it may be including adjustments in CLEC results that are not related to billing 
errors, which would make its perforrnance look worse than it actually was. BellSouth indicated 
that it did not have the resources to spend the time to check each record.378 

Responses to Data Requests #316, #317, and #346. BellSouth may issue adjustments on a CRIS or IBS account 
after the bill date for the month: such adjustments are reflected i n  the monthfv FDB daia but appear on the next 
mon t i . c bj i 

375 

JJLU iilb uid I I ~ V ~ % L I ~ ~ L I L &  ULSC ~1113, L I L  u ~ l u j s ; ~  i l l  Sciu~i ~ i i & a  ~ I S U  I U ~ I I L I ~ ~ L S  cxcluclabie adjustiiients associaleu 
with bills thar have total adlustmcnr: of l e s ~  than $1.000 Tlic analvst woulr! reflect thesr exclusions in the 

) i O ] X l h l i  I L ,  c*!u: I I ,  t l l L  

lnterview #7, November 16,2004 and Interview #16, December 10,2004. 
iI( < 

d t 4 & %  
The Liberty Consulting Group 

Page 126 



Final Report of the Audit of 
BellSouth’s Performance Assessment Plan for Florida 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
1 1  
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
24 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 

If the analyst finds that some or all of the adjustments for a given CLEC record are not related to 
billing errors (such as an adjustment related to a special promotion), the analyst enters the 
associated dollar amount and count of the non-billing-errors in separate “adjustment to the 
adjustment” or exceptions coluhms in the spreadsheet, and calculates a new net adjustment 
amount and net number of adjustments. For example, a CLEC bill may include ten adjustments 
totaling $1,0o0, but only one, for $300, may be related to a billing error. In this case, the analyst 
would insert $700 in the dollar exceptions column in the spreadsheet and 9 in the adjustment 
count exceptions column. The analyst wouId also record the reason he or she removed that 
amount. Sometimes none of the adjustments on a bill pertain to billing errors. In that. case, 
BellSouth subtracts the entire adjustment amount but retains the record in the spreadsheet 
because it must still count the CLEC revenues in results.379 

Examples of the types of billing adjustments that BellSouth excludes are: . Late payment charges 
Volume and term discounts 

e 

e 

Sales promotions 
CREX (a toll block product that has now been phased out) true-ups 
Transfers of bills from one account to another 
Commission-mandated rate changes. 

Other examples include adjustments given to the customer for settlement in which neither party 
bears fault, and adjustments given in error that BellSouth will reverse the following month. 
BellSouth also indicated that it excludes adjustments associated with uncollectible accounts, 
which it considers adjustments to satisfy the 

In some cases, the Billing Group analyst finds a record for a test ID that the mechanized process 
did not remove. In this case, the analyst would cut the record from the spreadsheet and paste it 
into a separate exceptions worksheet, which BellSouth retains for audit purposes. The revenues 
and adjustments associated with the deleted records are not included in the spreadsheets 
BellSouth sends to RADS and are therefore not included in reported results.381 

After the Billing Group analyst has completed the manual review, he or she prepares “final” 
Billing Group spreadsheets reflecting only those records to be included in results. The Billing 
Group analyst expends much more effort reviewing CRIS/IBS data than CABS data. BellSouth 
cited one reason for this as the indistinct coding method its representatives use in the IBS system. 
BellSouth indicated that the process for preparing the final Billing Group spreadsheet has not 
really changed since the audit period, except that some manual checks have since been 
mechanized.382 

, 1  ! ’  
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Interview #7, November 15, 2004. ReHSouth noted that some of the test IDS were left over from the Bearingpoint 3bl  
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BellSouth stated that there was generally no routine review that it could perform for the state- 
level retail aggregate figures, because it would be impossible for it to trace adjustments back to 
all the retail accounts. However, each month the Billing Group analyst compares the revenues 
and adjustments for the current month to that of prior months, and investigates possible reasons 
for large changes. For example, if the analyst notices that adjustments are much higher than in 
prior months, the analyst may question other billing and financial personnel to find out if there 
was something unusual that occurred during the month. For example, in the December 2003 
worksheet for BellSouth retail revenue and adjustments, the analyst removed adjustments 
associated with a settlement with MCI, which totaled roughly $37 million. Therefore, the degree 
to which the BellSouth retail adjustment figure is accurate depends on the expertise of the 
analyst and his or her success in investigating anomalies. 

Liberty asked BellSouth if there were other ways in which it excludes non-billing-error 
adjustments from its retail adjustment amounts. BellSouth noted that most retail adjustments are 
coded to specific account codes, which it can exclude mechanically. Other bill adjustments, such 
as those for retail promotional credits, are not processed as  adjustment^.^'^ 

The scope of Liberty’s audit begins with the data in RADS. However, because BellSouth applies 
all exclusions to the B-1 data before they reach RADS, Liberty spent some time reviewing the 
process BellSouth uses to prepare the data for the measure. The Billing Group analyst provided a 
detailed walk-through of the mechanized and manual procedures, which included an overview of 
the types of revenues and adjustments that BellSouth includes and excludes from the measure. 
BellSouth also provided Liberty with the spreadsheets that contain the output of the mechanized 
procedures as well as the analyst’s revisions and exclusions to this data for the December 2003 
reporting 

Liberty reviewed these working spreadsheets and was able to identify why the analyst excluded 
certain records. Liberty was also able to track which total adjustments had been revised. With the 
exception of the total number of adjustments, Liberty was able to reconcile these working 
spreadsheets with the data in the final Bjlling Group spreadsheet that p e s  into RADS. Liberty 
found that the number of total adjustments in the working spreadsheets was two greater than the 
number of total adjustments in the final spreadsheets.385 

BellSouth indicated that it had introduced an error in the number of adjustments for one billjng 
account (although the dollar amount was correct) when preparing the final spreadsheets. 
BellSouth confirmed that the number of adjustments on the final spreadsheets was incorrect, and 
that invoice accuracy measured in number of adjustments (which BellSouth reports for 
diagnostic purposes) should decrease from 67.91 percent, as reported, to 67.1 1 percent.386 The 
result for invoice accuracy in terms of dollars was not affected. 

Under BellSouth’s process for transferring billing data into the final spreadsheets that it loads 
into RADS, BellSouth can introduce error? in  either the number of bjJk and adjustment? or t h ~  
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dollar value of revenues and adjustments. BellSouth informed Liberty that it recently revised the 
work flow for the manual review process to include additional review and control procedures. 
Additionally, BellSouth indicated that it updated the job aids used by the Billing Group analyst 
to reflect these changes.387 BellSouth noted that its recently revised work flow should minimize 
inaccuracies and improve quality control, and that it continues to review the process with an 
objective of reducing as many manual steps as possible.388 

The lack of full review of all the billing adjustments means that the final adjustments values and 
counts of adjustments that BellSouth uses to calculate the B-1 measure for both CLECs and 
BellSouth retail are likely to contain some inaccuracies. For practical reasons, BellSouth can 
never manually review all adjustments for both wholesale and retail bills. As long as a significant 
portion of the exclusions of non-billing error adjustments can only be identified manually, 
BellSouth’s B-l results will be inaccurate to some degree. By implementing more precise 
methods for coding adjustments and mechanizing more of the adjustment review, BellSouth 
could improve result accuracy. BellSouth noted that it implemented mechanical enhancements 
after the audit period, in the second quarter of 2004, to reduce a significant portion of the manual 
handling of adjustments ?’ BellSouth reiterated that it continues to review its methods to reduce 
as many manual steps as possible. 

The SQM Plan does not specify how BellSouth should define revenues, or whether certain types 
of bills should be included or excluded from the measure. BellSouth has adopted certain 
conventions, of which the Commission or CLECs may be unaware, for defining which revenues 
and bills it includes in the B-1 measure. For example, BellSouth excludes collocation revenues 
and adjustments associated with construction, space, and electricity (known as T O 1  accounts”). 
BellSouth stated that, because it bills CLECs based on estimates and later issues adjustments to 
correct the shortfall or overage, such data are not reflective of true invoice accuracy 
performance. BellSouth does, however, include other types of collocation account revenues and 
adjustments in the rnea~ure.~” BellSouth also defines revenues slightly differently for C M S  
bills than it does for CRIS and IBS bills. BellSouth includes federal, state, and local taxes in its 
revenue data from CABS, but includes only federal and state taxes in its FDB (CRIS and IBS) 
revenue data. 

Not only are many of the conventions not explicit, but they have changed since the audit period. 
During the audit period, BellSouth excluded BellSouth Long Distance account revenues and 
adjustments during the nianual review process. As a result of discussions between the Florida 
Commission and BellSouth, BellSouth began, as of June 2004, to include BellSouth Lon 
Distance account data in retail data but continued to exclude It from CLEC aggregate data. 
During the audit period, BellSouth included CLEC revenues and adjustments in its total 
BellSouth retail revenues and adjustments. At that time, BellSouth considered the CLEC to be a 
customer. After June 2004, BellSouth began excluding CLEC revenues and adjustments from 

395 
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retail t o t d ~ . ~ ’ ~  BellSouth explained that its interpretation of the SQM Plan had not changed, but 
that it agreed to remove the CLEC data after discussions with CLECs at various workshops?94 

BellSouth stated that it continues to have discussions with CLlECs and Commissions regarding 
the methods of defining this 1neasure.3~~ BellSouth also added some descriptive language to its 
job aids regarding the types of charges included and excluded from the measure. 

The B-1 measure is a benchmark measure with a standard of parity with BellSouth retail, which 
BellSouth considers a “floating benchmark.” BellSouth uses the term floating benchmark to 
differentiate an analog benchmark, which varies each month depending upon BellSouth retail 
performance, from a standard benchmark?96 

The data flow for the B-1 measure is as follows: 

Billing Group 
Spreadsheet 

Tables 

SNAPRPIDS 1 Tables 

h Data Warehouse 
Fact Table 

-\ 

The RADS group loads the data from the final Billing Group spreadsheets into RADS each 
month. BellSouth conies the RADS tables in their entirety into the SNAPRADS tables. 
BellSouth creates t h e  - table in the Larehouse using the data from 
SNAPRADS, and assigns error codes to records as necessary. The 1- table 
in the warehouse contains a separate record for each CLEC by state, account number, and 
moduct. For examde. if a CLEC has three billing accounts for resale and two for UNE in 

The Liberty Consulting Group 
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associated with it. During November and December 2003, none of the Florida records had emor 
codes .398 

BellSouth creates state ag y aggregate, and parity aggregate tables in the data 
mart using the data in the . BellSouth also creates a - table for use by 
CLECs in conjunction with the PMAP website. The state aggregate table includes three records, 
one for each product group, containing totals for each state. The company aggregate table 
includes a record containing totals for each company code/state/product combination. 

The parity aggregate table includes, for each state, a record containing totals for each product 
using the dollar and count methods of reporting. For Florida, there are six records, three for 
invoice accuracy in terms of dollars, and three for invoice accuracy in terms of counts. Each 
record in the parity aggregate table contains the CLEC and BellSouth numerators and 
denominators, as well as calculated percentage results. Each record also contains an equity result, 
(k, yes or no), which is based on the comparison between the CLEC and BellSouth result for 
that product, as well as the chart direction illustrating improved performance (up), standard error, 
and Z-score. 

To perform the SEEM calculations for B-1, PARIS accesses data in the 
table in the warehouse and creates a 1- table.3" This PARIS table 
contains a record for each CLEC by state and product, aggregated to the parent company level. 
Each record contains the parent company code, state, sub-measure identifier (each product for B- 
1 is a separate sub-measure), yeadmonth identifier, numerator, and denominator. PARIS uses the 
company lookup table to identify the appropriate parent company key for each - 
reflected in the warehouse records!oo 

PARIS joins the aggregate table to a - table, which PARIS uses to verify that 
BellSouth pays penalties to only those CLECs certified in a given state.40' PARIS runs another 
procedure that compares every sub-measure result for each parent company to the benchmark 
value ( ie . ,  BellSouth retail). PARIS creates the table, whch contains as 
primary data fields the company code; state; sub-measure code; the numerator, denominator and 
percentage accuracy result for the CLEC; the BellSouth percentage as the benchmark; and a 
padfail indicator (0 for pass, 1 for fail). PARIS uses a separate Trigger procedure to calculate 
the padfail indicator value and populate the field in the tabie.402 

397 Response to Data Request #37. 
398 By way of comparison, there were five records with error codes for all nine states in November and six in 
Decembe; 
3"1 

4"1 BellSouth noted that thjs check was not really necessa 
already certjfici 
'"A ?'liere are 110 YMS 

if the CLEC has a hil l ,  i t  j ,  

tables tor b- 1. 

* ,  
I _  . L I L ; I .  
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Source 

1 

Total Florida Total Florida 
Records Records Records Records 

November 2003 December 2003 

Table Name 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

--- 
Spreadsheet --- 10,356 2,281 10,336 

16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 

2,284 

b. 

S N A P W S  

Data Validation 

Subtotal 12,721 3,053 12,7 13 3,055 

2,365 772 2,377 771 
10,356 2,28 1 10,336 2,284 

Subtotal 12,721 3,053 12,713 3,055 

As discussed above, BellSouth applies the exclusions for the B-1 measure prior to sending the 
billing data to RADS. BellSouth does not transform the billing data as they move from the 
Billing Group spreadsheets to the = table. The only logic steps that BellSouth applies as 
the data flow through PMAP are the removal of records that contain errors, and the use of the 
company lookup table to assign the appropriate - to the OCN/ACNA. Therefore, 
Liberty's data validation review for the €3- 1 measure was relatively straightforward. 

3,053 
, movided , 

As a first step, Liberty verified that the November and December 2003 product-specific CLEC 
aggregate and BellSouth retail amounts for total revenues, total adjustments, total number of 
bills, and total number o the Billing Grou s readsheets matched those in 
the SNAPRADS tables, tables, and a t a b l e s .  Liberty also verified 
that the number of Florida records remained consistent as the data flowed from the Billing Group 
spreadsheets to the = table. The following table summarizes the record counts: 

--- 
Not 3,055 

, Drovided , 

The only records that did not flow to the data mart table and were therefore excluded from the 
measure were those with error codes. The number of records with error codes was very small, 
and none of the records related to Florida. 

Liberty next sought to verify that the November and December 2003 data in the Billing Group 
s readsheets remained consistent with the data in the SNAPRADS tables, the - P warehouse tables, and the - tables.404 The Billing Group spreadsheet contains a 
record for each separate bill the CLEC receives, which is uniquely identifiable by OCN/ACNA, 

-s&(!&& 
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approximately 13,000 CLEC billing records per month, a roximatel 3,000 relate to Florida. 
While roughly 75 percent are interconnection bills (in Pp, h e  majority of 
revenue dollars relate to UNE bills (in - which also includes resale bills). Liberty 
decided to use a weighted sampling technique based on revenue dollars to select 150 Florida bills 
for its data validation review from the November and December 2003 Billing Group 
spreadsheets. 

The records in the Billing Group spreadsheets and SNAPRADS tables have the following fields 
in common: 

table contains the same fields as the SNAPRADS tables 
field. Instead, the warehouse table records contain the Corn any 

Ke , which PMAP assigns based on the OCN/ACNA by using the - tabld0'The y table drops the source system, OCN/ACNA, and account number fields, and adds a 
new field, 

Liberty compared the common data fields in the 150 selected bill records from the Billing Group 
spreadsheets to those in the SNAPRADS tables, the L-1 warehouse tables, 
and the values in the fields irl eaclt sample CLEC bill record remained the 
same throughout. Liberty also analyzed whether BellSouth accurate1 assigned the - 

based on the OCN/ACNA using the information in the y table, and 
confirmed that BellSouth assigned the correct - for each sample record. Liberty 
also verified that thc datttii in each BellSouth retail aggregate record remained constant 
throughout. Liberty was therefore satisfied that the PMAP data flow for the B-1 measure was 
accurate. 

40f tabkL. 

In many cases, Liberty found that the Company Name assigned to a given OCN or ACNA in the 
Billing Group spreadsheets and SNAPRADS tables was not the same as the Company Name that 
was shown in the company lookup table. BellSouth stated that the Billing Group spreadsheet and 
the PMAP system use two different tables to determine Company Name, and that there is a 

-+&7&!&-- 
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1 chance that the Also, when companies purchase other 
at the same time on both tables. 

3 BellSouth the Billing Group when it 
moves the data to the and the field is not used in the 

that the incomplete linkage 
between the Billing Group and PMAP company tables was not a roblem. Because both groups 
identified a CLEC using the same OCN or ACNA, the p and parent company key 
used for reporting purposes are consistent. 

4 

2 companies, the 

6 
7 
8 
9 

results in the 
was satisfied thizl - table. 

10 
11 
12 
13 

Because the PARIS -~ table contains data aggregated to the parent 
company level, Liberty could not track the 150 company-specific sample bills to it directly. 
Instead, Liberty conducted a separate focused review of the table 
to determine if the arent company-level data are consistent with the company-level data in the 

associated with them from the 
il 
16 
17 related in the warehouse table. 
18 company-sperifip 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
34 
37 
38 

1 data h r r  n,-n~lrt and compared the results to the 
I table. Liberty found that the results matched, and 

DGl13UUUl  was c;u~cc;uy aggregating result data in the - 
BellSouth informed Liberty that the PMQAP data validation process does not include changes to 
the mechanized procedures that it uses to extract the CRIS, CABS, and IBS data for the €3-1 
measure. BellSouth also stated that the data extraction programs were EDS and Accenture 
programs, and that these companies have their own change control process. BellSouth added that 
PMQAP validation process does not include the manual review procedures that the Billing 
Group analyst performs.4o9 

The Billinp Group dom not have a formal qualitv control process other than the job aids that the 
analyst uses when preparing the spreadsheets."" These job aids describe the process BellSouth 
uses to retrieve the output from the CABS and FDB mechanized process, as well as the steps the 
analyst uses for reformatting and storing the data in worlung spreadsheets. The job aids also list 
some of the steps that BellSouth uses to check for adjustments that should be excluded from the 
measure. The analyst uses a series of paper worksheets to keep track of state-level results, and 
performs trend analysis by comparing revenues to previous months' revenues.41' 

407 
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c. SQWSRS Report RepIication 

All three of the B-1 sub-measures were included in Liberty's list of measures selected for 
SQWSRS report replication (see Appendix A for a complete list of these measures). Liberty 
recalculated the CLEC aggregate and BellSouth retail results for November and December 2003, 
using the - tables that BellSouth provided. First, Liberty summed the revenue amount, 
ad'ustment amount, number of bills, and number of adjustments values for all CLEC bills in the 1 table, with separate totals for each B-1 sub-measure (i.e., interconnection, resale, and 
UNE). The total revenue mount for each product represents the denominator for the B-l sub- 
measure. Liberty calculated the numerator as the difference between the total revenue mount 
and total adjustment amount for each product. Liberty then calculated the percentage invoice 
accuracy result, based on dollars, for each product and for BellSouth retail. Liberty calculated the 
measure based on the number of bills and adjustments in a similar fashion. 

Each CLEC aggregate result that Liberty calculated matched that reported by BellSouth in the 
SRS report on its PMAP website, as did the BellSouth retail percenta e. Libert also verified 
that these CLEC a and egate results comported with those in BellSouth's 

tables. 

Liberty also sought to replicate CLEC-specific results for one C E C  for November and 
December 2003. Libert chose a CLEC active in Florida that has numerous OCN and ACNA 
codes and d. Each CLEC-specific result that Liberty calculated matched that 
reported by BellSouth in the SRS report on its PMAP website. Liberty also verified that the 
CLEC-specific results matched those in BellSouth's 3 tables. 

Liberty successfully replicated BellSouth's CLEC aggregate and CLEC-specific SQWSRS 
results. 

E. Compliance with PMQAP Data Validation Processes 

1. Introduction 

The BellSouth PMQAP data validation process has two main sub-components, PMAP data 
validation and PARIS data validation. The PMQAP document PMAP Production Validation 
Process, Version 2.0 describes the process BellSouth uses to validate the data in PMAP. As 
noted above, BellSouth uses the PMAP data both for the calculation of the results reported in the 
SQWSRS reports and for the calculation of the remedy payments pursuant to the Florida SEEM 
Administrative Plan. The PMQAP document Self-Eflectuating Enforcement Mechanism (SEEM) 
Validution Plan, Version 2.1 addresses the validation of the PARlS data and of the remedy 
payment calculations. 

I ,  - _. L . 
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Liberty found that BellSouth generally followed the steps described in PMQAP for both 
?reduction validation processes during the audit period. Liberty obtained detailed documentation 
.n effect during the audit period regarding both data validation processes and also held walk- 
hrough sessions with BellSouth personnel actually involved in the analysis. 

2. Analysis and Evaluation 

a. PMAP Data Validation Processes 

Liberty met with BellSouth to obtain a complete review of the PMAP Data Validation 
Processes?12 BellSouth created a PMAP Validation Team for this process, and the duties within 
this relatively small group are separated mainly along domain lines ( ie . ,  ordering, provisioning, 
mdntenance and repair, etc.). BellSouth’s PMAP Validation Team is not only responsible for 
validation of the data used in the measure production cycle but also is involved with functional 
and regression testing of PMAP system changes performed during the change control process 
described above in Section II C. The data validation is effectively st by-product of the system 
functional and regression testing. 

The BellSouth PMAP Validation Team gets involved in the production lifecycle at the detail 
design phase of an RQ as deemed necessary based upon impact statements. The PMAP 
Validation Team develops test cases based on these impact statements. There is a seven- to ten- 
day window for each release to develop test cases prior to the code release, which normally 
occurs in the second week of each month. The monthly PMAP release schedule allows a period 
of 21 to 22 days to complete d l  functional testing activities relevant to a specific code release. 
Some test cases are deferred to regression testing. 

Production validation starts at the SNAPRADS process and occurs after functional and 
regression testing. Production validation uses many of the same documents and methods as 
regression testing. The production validation process relies heavily on statistical methods. 
Specifically, BellSouth uses standard deviation analysis and trend analysis based upon historical 
validation data point values. BellSouth described a validation data point as “a specific unit of 
business data that is the focus of validation attention.”413 According to BellSouth’s process, 
“each [validation data point] is measured and analyzed individually to refine the focus of the 
validation process, and to enable like comparison to be made between data sets, and across 

One tool that BellSouth uses in its monthly production validation process is the 
vTREND document, which PMQAP describes as a “PMAP validation document used to 
compare current results with history to determine the validity of the current data.’y415 The 
vTREND document contains various trending statistics and validation data point values for the 
past twelve months?’6 The reliability of such trending methods i s  dependent on an historical set 

4 r, t c 
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416 Interview #19, January 6-7, 2005 
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of data generated in a consistent manner (ie., by stable systems). BellSouth does not update 
historical data used for trending analysis to reflect the impact of system changes. This can affect 
the reliability of the analysis, as Liberty notes in the findings section below. 

Liberty also finds the strong scheduling ties between production validation and 
functiondregression testing somewhat troubling. The multiple responsibilities of the PMAP 
Validation Team and other circumstances may require decisions where priority dictates that 
some validation activities are not completed. Liberty observed, however, that BellSouth appears 
to have completed all described validation steps during the audit peri0d.4’~ 

b. PARIS Data Validation Processes 

Liberty evaluated the PARIS data validation process by conducting a complete process review 
with Bel lS~uth~~* and by reviewing all PARIS data validation process documentation in effect 
for the audit peri0d.4’~ BellSouth continues to mechanize its PARIS data validation processes, 
but it still manually validates some remedy payments, including those associated with measures 
that are themselves manually calculated. In addition, Liberty learned that during the audit period 
BellSouth validated 100 percent of the Florida remedy payments manually using spreadsheets, 
although these spreadsheets themselves are populated through a mechanized process>20 Because 
of this, Liberty focused on a process review of BellSouth’s manual spreadsheet-based approach. 

BellSouth has a team of analysts who are dedicated to the validation of the remedy payments 
each month. Each analyst specializes in the validation of one or more of the SEEM measure 
results. In the PARIS validation process, BellSouth pulls all the relevant data from the PMAP 
Data Warehouse to validate the PARIS payment calculations and places the data in a separate 
validation interface. During the audit period, the analysts pulled data from this interface into the 
spreadsheets they used for validation. 

BellSouth indicated that it created a separate mechanized interface containing Data Warehouse 
data in order to avoid resource contention with other users of the Data W a r e h o ~ s e . ~ ~ ’  This 
process also allows the analysts to make notations and comments and to document the validation 
process. BellSouth uses reports from the validation interface to check the validation cycle and to 
ensure that all data have been validated. BellSouth also uses this same information to update the 
accounts payable interface, to make a final determination of remedies to be paid as part of the 
payment approval process, and as a final check of the validation process. 

The PARIS Validation Team checks a number of different items in the remedy payment 
calculation process, They manually recalculate ke>7 values used in PARIS to determine the 
remedy payments, such as aggregate numerator and denominator counts for both CLEC and 
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Final Report of the Audit of 
BellSouth’s Performance Assessment Plan for Florida 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 techniques during the audit 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 

retail results, cell-level Z-scores, and fail month increments?2 They also check that all the cells 
in the SEEM calculation are properly populated. 

As they proceed through the process, the validation analysts run through a list of checkpoints, 
which differ somewhat depending on whether the measure they examine is a retail analog or a 
benchmark measure. In addition, during the audit period, there was some variation among the 
analysts reviewing the retail analog measures as to which specific process they used. For the 
retail analog measures that were in-scope for the Liberty audit, the analysts for P-3, M&R-1, and 
M&R-5 used one technique and those for P-4, M&R-2, M&R-3, and M8tR-4 used another newer 
method4= that has more checkpoints and combines the data for all CLECs and sub-measures on 
a single spreadsheet. BellSouth has incorporated this new method in its mechanization of the 
data validation process since the audit period. The method used for P-9 shifted between the two 

BellSouth indicated that the PARIS validation analysts reviewed all non-zero remedy payment 
calculations for the state of Florida from January 2003 through January ZO04!25 The analysts 
concentrated first on larger payment amounts, defined as the higher dollar amounts at the 
aggregate level. Any problem resolution within validation involves multiple groups. The analysts 
update the validation interface with padfail designation and include any comments. They can 
also attach documentation (such as spreadsheets or emails) within the interface. 

During its review, Liberty determined that BellSouth does not have any validation in place to 
verify the accuracy of zero dollar remedy payments. Furthermore, BellSouth indicated that it did 
not validate zero dollar payments during the audit period, even if one or more statistical tests 
failed. BellSouth indicated that it believed that any issues regarding zero payment validation 
were resolved during the testing and initial implementation of PARIS.426 BellSouth has since 
indicated that it did, in fact, validate zero payments during the audit period using the newer of 
the two analysis methods employed during the audit peri0d.4~~ 

30 
31 

If the data anaIvsts find error!: in the remedy payments diiring the monthly process, the payments 
are typically corrected. BellSouth maintains a Table to show all activity for a 

32 
33 
34 normal sequence of statu 
35 a payment reaches the 
36 
37 
38 
?? 

payment and to serve as an audit trail during the validation and payment authorization process. 
When PARIS successfully calculates a 

payment falls out of this normal sequence, BellSouth labels its status as 
generally occurs when the Validation analysts determine that there was an error and the payment 
needs to be corrected. However, BeIlSouth can also place the payment into - status if 
problems occiir later ir! the p y m c n t  process even after a payment has been authorized. 

422 The fail month increment is used in the Tier 2 remedy payment calculations to count the number of consecutive 
months for which a measure failed to meet the standard, 

IkIlSrnut, m l i c  t l i i ?  TY 
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Supplier Transaction and Remittance, BellSouth’s Accounts Payable System. 

425 

426 
n- 

- 3 \ i q h h l > i  L( l , L I I h J I L ; ~  i 

428 

The Liberty Consulting Group 



Final Report of the Audit of 
BellSouth's Performance Assessment Plan for Florida 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 

18 
19 
20 

21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
24 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
35 
39 
40 

Liberty reviewed the duties of those involved in the certification and authorization process, and 
found that there was an appropriate segregation of duties. No single individual can autonomously 
process a payment. The BellSouth personnel involved in this process examine and validate every 
payment line before they are selected for authorization. 

The PMQAP documentation does not contain any specific standards regarding validation 
analysis. BellSouth supplied additional validation procedures that contained detailed validation 
instructions, but that provided little guidance for actual problem resol~tion.4~~ Liberty believes 
that BellSouth generally complies with PMQAP data validation processes. Liberty finds that 
BellSouth's documentation of the PMQAP data validation processes provides general 
information and a data validation method. However, it does not provide standards and/or 
guidelines with respect to evaluating the analysis results or subsequent actions to be taken as a 
result of an analysis failure. 

F. Findings and Recommendations 

Finding 16: BellSouth excluded transactions from the calculation for a 
measure because it lacked required information about these transactions that 
were necessary only for another measure. CIassification: 2 

In its processing of the data used for SQM reporting and remedy payment calculations in PMAP, 
BellSouth assigns error codes when certain data elements are missing or aspects of the 
transaction do not conform to certain measure requirements. BellSouth then uses these e m r  
codes as part of its process for excluding transactions from the measures. During its data 
integrity analysis, Liberty observed that the error codes used in PMAP are not measure specific. 
In other words, a transaction receiving an error message because it does not meet the 
requirements of one measure will be excluded fiom all measures involving this type of 
transaction, even if the error was irrelevant to those other measures. 

For example, M&R-2 (Customer Trouble Report Rate) can be calculated without knowing the 
received date of the tr0uble,4~* but M&R-4 (Percent Repeat Troubles) requires the received date 
of the record. Nevertheless, all trouble tickets without a valid received date are given an error 
code and are excluded lroni all of the measure calculations involving trouble tickets, including 
M&R-2. When Liberty asked BellSouth about this issue, BellSouth confirmed that this was the 
case.431 As another example, P-9 (Percent Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days of Service 
Order CompIetion) is calculated without the field containing the original committed due date of 
the order. However. if this field is missing, that service order is automatically excluded from the 
calculation of the Y-4 measure regardless of the fact that due date inlomiation is irrelevant to the 
calculation of this measure. 

"' Data Kequest #32 - Validation Procedures Guide Version 2.1 dated 7/18/03. 
l<esnoIlsr t r 1  2 1 :  ITcruc'i' j 

'"- kesponse to ~ a t a  kequest #L 13. 
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BellSouth explained the extent to which this situation applies to the measures within the scope of 
this 

Ordering: Errors found in records relating to 0-3 and 0-4 apply only to those 
measures. All records marked with an error codes in the Data Warehouse fact 
table used for the ordering measures y are excluded from 0-9. 
Provisioning: All records marked with any error codes in the Data Warehouse fact 
table used for most provisioning measures are excluded from 
all in-scoDe movisioning: measures (P-3. P-4. P-7. P-7C and P-9). Records marked 

specific measures. 
Billing: Errors found in records relating to B-1 apply only to that measure. 
Maintenance & Repair: All records marked with an error codes in the Data 
Warehouse 
dl in-scope M&R 

table used for the M&R measures y are excluded from 

BellSouth explained that it excluded these records because, “when certain fundamental pieces of 
data are missing or invalid this calls into question the integrity of the record.”434 However, 
Liberty finds this rationale unconvincing. If BellSouth had only one M&R measure (e.g., M&R- 
2, which does not depend on a calculation of trouble duration), it would not exclude records that 
lack received dates, It is making this exclusion because the received date is needed for some of 
the other measures, and BellSouth has a common warehouse and a common process for all of the 
M&R measures. In other words, the pieces of data that BellSouth considers as “fundamental” to 
the integrity of the records are exactly the same as the data that BellSouth needs for calculation 
of reported results for some measures. 

Because of its procedure, BellSouth excluded relevant transactions from its SQM report and 
remedy payment calculations that should have been included, creating inaccuracies in its 
reported results and remedy payment calculations for those measures. Thj? may lead tc 
misleading reports and incorrect remedy payments provided to the CLECs and the Commission. 

BellSouth replied that it did not agree with Liberty’s characterization of the error exclusion 
problem.435 

However, it is true that the PMAP Warehouses du not include CLEC or BellSouth 
Retail records with an error code in the measurements. 

BellSouth takes cxceptiori 10 h i s  fiizdiizg OM ?he basis ofjbllowing ~ ~ ~ - o u i ~ d s :  

The process of excluding records fur missing information dues not 
create a parity issue between CLECs and BellSouth because both 

The Liberty Consulting Group 
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the CLEC records and BellSouth Retail records are treated equally 
in this regard. 
Attempting to write the code to anticipate every possible error 
multiplies the complexity of the code expunentially and could 
sign@cantEy increase the production time. 

BellSouth also claimed that “Liberty has mischaracterized the impact of this issue,” and pointed 
out that the examples Liberty provided would have no impact on the results. 

Liberty notes, however, that the issue is one of missing information. It is impossible to know u 
priori whether this rnissing information would create a parity issue. The fact remains that data 
that could be reported are not. Furthermore, given BellSouth’s elaborate system for assigning 
error codes to transactions, it seems to be quite feasible to use such coding or a modification of it 
to selectively identify transactions for use in different measure calculations. BellSouth should 
consider introducing such modifications into its PMAP system. 

In reply, BellSouth stated that it “strongly feels that the process for excluding records due to 
missing or invalid fields contained on a record is vdid.” BellSouth’s position is that the same 
process is applied to both BellSouth and CLEC records, thereby ensuring equal treatment. 
BellSouth also stated that “while it may be technically feasible to make certain coding revisions 
Liberty suggests in its recommendation, they would be very complex and more importantly, 
there is no indication that these changes would materially change the measurement results. The 
number of records excluded is very small compared to the over 100 million records that are 
processed each month.”436 

Liberty notes that, while the number of excluded records could be considered “very small” when 
compared to the total records processed, the number of records excluded with an error code 
during the three months reviewed by Liberty were not insignificant. For example, for the 
provisioning measures during the three months subject to this audit, BellSouth excluded over one 
million service orders from the performance results of the provisjonjny measures each month.437 
Liberty cannot determine how many of these service orders BellSouth excluded because of 
missing data fields that would have been unnecessary for some measures. Recognizing 
BellSouth’s concern that the necessary coding revisions may be very complex and yet have 
limited impact, Liberty recommends that BellSouth conduct a study using the data from one or 
two months to determine the number of the transactions that it excluded from the SQM and 
SEEM calculations but for which there was sufficient information to be included in the 
calculation for some of the measures. The results of this study would allow an in fomed  decision 
as to whether the problem identified in this finding is significant enough to warrant a change in 
BellSouth’s processing 1 ogj c. 

i 
L . + l  . L .  

In November *ZOO3 there were 1,259,2 
excludcd f i o ~  t!ic h’ovrninct SO1 L ; i n <  ,C 
iound 1,523,751 and 1,763,911 service urd 

table and thereh 431 

-* i LL.-..# 

The Liberty Consulting Group 



Final Report of the Audit of 
BellSouth’s Performance Assessment Plan for Florida 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
3u 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
4J 

11  ’ 

In its 

Finding 17: The retail performance anaIog for the Local Interconnection 
Trunk product as documented in BellSouth’s SQM Plan for the P-3 (Percent 
Missed Initial Installation Appointments), P-4 (Average Completion Interval 
& Order Completion Interval Distribution), P-9 (Percent Provisioning 
Troubles within 30 Days of Service Order Completion), M&R-1 (Missed 
Repair Appointments), M&R-2 (Customer Trouble Report Rate), M&R-3 
(Maintenance Average Duration), M&R-4 (Percent Repeat Trouble Reports 
within 30 Days) and MtkR-5 (Out of Service >24 hours) measures is unclear 
and misleading. Classification: 4 

SQM Plan for wholesale products, where there is a standard of “parity with retail,” 
BellSouth typically defines the retail products that are included as the parity standard for each 
specific wholesale product (e.g., the retail parity standard for resale business is retail business). 
However, for the Local Interconnection Trunk product, BellSouth’s SQM Plan simply defmes 
the retail performance analog for the eight above mentioned in-scope provisioning and M&R 
measures as “Parity with Retail.” 

Liberty issued three Data Requests to BellSouth asking that BellSouth specifically identify all 
the retail products that were being included in the calculation of the Local Interconnection Trunk 
results for these measures. Liberty found BellSouth’s responses to these Data Requests to be 
contradictory, resulting in further uncertainty as to exactly what retail products are used as the 
analog for wholesale Local Interconnection Trunk service orders (provisioning measures) and 
trouble reports (M&R measures). 

In its response to the data request asking for the retail product definitions as they relate to the in- 
scope provisioning measures BellSouth stated: 

lXC message trunks (PROD-ID = ’1’) connecting BellSouth and lXC switches is 
the only ruduct that is included in the Analog product fur Local Interconnection 
Trunks. ‘’ (Emph a si s added) 

However, in its responses to the data requests asking for the same retail product definitions as 
they related to the in-scope M&R measures BellSouth replied: 

Per the BellSouth product derivalion rules, there is only QTW product for ‘20cal 
Interconnection Trunks”. It is product number 1.  Product One identijies circuits 
which are trunks. These trunks, which make up the BellSouth analog, are owned 
by customers other than CLEC‘s. The major groups of BellSouth customers are 
LYC Carriers and Wireless carriers. ThesP cihstomer trunks originate on their 
switch and ternmate on a BellSouth switch. These two groups make up over 99 
percent of the BellSouth analog trunks. The remainder of the trunks represents 
miscellaneous RST custornPrs. ReJJSouili con fimts That a17 circuits in the analog 

{ I  11” t i z i  riistorner I 
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Only product ID ‘I ‘s‘ are included in the anabg. Product ID I ‘s are all Trunks as defined 
in the Product derivation rules provided to Liberty in a previous response? 

Based on these Data Request responses it is still not clear to Liberty what products are being 
included as the retail analog for Local Interconnection Trunks. Additionally, as opposed to 
BellSouth’s assertion that “Product ID 1’s are all Trunks as defined in the Product derivation 
rules provided to Liberty in a previous response,” the only definition given in the Product 
Derivation Rules for Product ID 1 is “Local Interconnection Trunks” which obviously does not 
help clarify this issue.44* 

As it is currently written the SQM Plan can be interpreted to mean that other interconnection 
trunk groups (i-e., the trunk groups that connect the various locd switches in the BellSouth 
network that are used for the transport of BellSouth’s local retail traffic) are also included as an 
analog product for Local Interconnection Trunks. 

The language in the SQM Plan is important to the proper interpretation and implementation of 
the Florida performance measures. Inaccurate or misleading documentation creates unnecessary 
confusion as to what is actually being reported with this measure. 

BellSouth has indicated that “if the FPSC agrees with Liberty’s assessment that the language in 
the SQM Plan is ‘unclear or misleading’, BellSouth is willing, at the request of the FPSC, to 
make the necessary changes.’’442 Liberty recommends that BellSouth consult with the 
Commission to determine what further steps are necessary. 

Finding 18: BellSouth incorrectly reported certain LNP orders as INP 
Standalone orders in the 0-9 (Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness), and P- 
9 (Percent Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days) results. Classification: 2 

, 

BellSouth stated that the iransition to LNP was completed in the state of Florida in March 2000 
and as a result CLECs could not order INP during the audit period.443 However Liberty found 
that BellSouth reported results for the Standalone INP product €or 0-9 in November and 
December 2003 and for P-9 in November 2003. 

BellSouth explained that it misclassified LNP records as INP because the CCPONNersion 
recorded for non-mechanized orders in LON did not match that in the LNP Gateway? 
BellSouth service representatives enter this information manually in both systems. BellSouth 

440 Response to Data Request #390. 
Response to Data Request #3S. 
l~ r spons r  tc J’reJiiiii~i;~*\ b 1 1 ~ (  11 

44 7 

p i ~ i i i i i  i l r L . .  1,- v l i c  J L ~ . C S C I I L A L I L L L  ~ j s e  L L ~ N  lor t rachlb 
processes all LNP order? 

.< I <  I 11‘ i i ,  s~rvic.  iepresentative: 
manually enter the information about the order into both LON and the LNP Gateway. 

Puge 14.5 -&$,I&+ 
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noted that it was investigatin an alternative method to identify these records that would allow it 
to process them accurately. 44F 

In November 2003, BellSouth reported 272 non-mechanized Standalone LNP orders for this 0-9 
sub-measure and incorrectly reported another 16 orders as Standalone INP. In December, 
BellSouth reported 330 non-mechanized Standalone LNP orders for this 0-9 sub-measure, and 
incorrectly reported another 27 orders as Standalone INP. For the P-9 sub-measure results, 
BellSouth reported 686 non-dispatch, switch-based Standalone LNP orders, and incorrectly 
reported another five orders as non-dispatch, switch-based Standalone INP. In all cases 
BellSouth should have reported INP volumes of zero, and the orders that BellSouth erroneously 
classified as INP should have been included with the LNP sub-measure volumes. 

BellSouth concurred with this finding and has proposed changes in the Florida Proposed SQM 
(version 3.0 1) concerning product disaggregations to address this issue.446 The proposed SQM 
Plah revisions, to eliminate all product disaggregations involving INP, should correct this 
problem as long as BellSouth also corrects the logic it uses to identify standalone LNP orders. 
Otherwise, simply eliminating the Standalone INP product category will mean that the orders 
previously misidentified as INP will never get reported. 

Finding 19: BellSouth has adopted a convention for treating related PONs 
in 0 - 9  (Firm Order Coflirmation Timeliness) that is not contained in the 
SQM Plan. Classification: 4 

BellSouth mechanized its process for handling related PONs when it implemented Encore 14 and 
the ELMS6 industry format in November 2003. According to BellSouth, related PONs flow as a 
group, and if one LSR falls out for planned manual handling, all LSRs in the group fall out also. 
BellSouth adopted the convention of using the inbound time stamp of the last LSR it receives in 
a related PON group as the inbound time stamp for all LSRs in that group.447 

BellSouth‘s convention io1 in’uouiiG ~iiiit: stanips 011 individual LSks 111 it reiaiea PON group is 
not contained in the SQM Plan. As such, CLECs and the Commission may not be aware of how 
these related PONs are treated for the purposes of performance measurement. BellSouth should 
seek a clarification to the SQM Plan to make its convention explicit. 

BellSouth responded to this issue by noting that it “submitted a Notification on October 1, 2003 
... which clearly outlined the proposed treatment of related PONs for the 0-9 measure.”448 
Liberty agrees that this provides notification to the CLECs and Commission of the new related 
PON treatment. BellSouth also noted:449 

[Related ]PONS were ?lot ~ ~ & ~ s s e i i  in the SQM j o y  this I I L L ‘ U S U I ~  because t l zq  
could not be submitted electronically fur this measure when the SQM was 

BellSouth s April 5,  2005 response 10 Liberty s Florida brat[ Audit Report, issued March 1 1 ,  2005. 14 4 

-- . I L -  
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introduced. Like any other new development that must be caddressed in the interim 
before an SQM cun be revised under the processes specified by this commission, 
this mutter was addressed in the next periodic SQM review. 

Although it would be helpful to incorporate language in the SQM Plan to specify the related 
PON business rule, Liberty recommends that BellSouth discuss the issue with the Commission in 
the context of the periodic SQM reviews to determine the necessity of this change. 

Finding 20: BellSouth omits coin orders from 0-3 and 0 - 4  (Percent Flow- 
Through Service Requests, Summary and Detail) reported results. 
Classification: 2 

BellSouth processes SNAF’RADS table data directly using an Interim Solutions flow-through 
application in order to calculate flow-through results, as well as results for fatal rejects and 
errors. BellSouth limits the data for 0-3 and 0-4 to that of mechanized orders that came through 
EDI, TAG, XML, or LENS. 

The flow-through application contains a series of logic steps designed to determine how 
BellSouth’s ordering systems processed each mechanized LSR: auto clarification, manual 
handling fallout, flow-through, or Z status.450 The application further analyzes orders that meet 
none of the criteria for these categories to determine if they fell out due to BellSouth or CLEC 
errors. BellSouth applies all business rules within the flow-through program application. The 
output of the program consists of a set of “final” tables for LSR flow-through, LSR fatals, LNP 
flow-through, and LNP fatds. 

As part of its data validation review for 0-3 and 0-4, Liberty selected sample mechanized orders 
from SNAPRADS to examine how the orders were treated for reporting purposes. Liberty first 
identified how BellSouth marked the order in the final flow-through table (e.g., flow-through, 
fallout for manual processing, BellSouth error). Liberty then researched the order in 
SNAPRADS to determine if ILL appiicaiiou correctly categorizca each ordei. 

In one case, Liberty could not find the order it selected in the final flow-through tables. 
BellSouth investigated the order and told Liberty that the order was not included because it was a 
coin order, which BellSouth excludes €rani the flow-through measures. BellSouth does not, 
however, exclude coin orders from measures that it calculates using the Data Warehouse tables, 
such as 0-9.45’ This exclusion is not listed in the SQM Plan for 0-3 and 0-4. 

BellSouth agreed that it did not treat coin orders consistently and stated that it had made 
provisions, as part of RQ1944, to begin reporting coin LSKs when 11 migrates the 0-3 arid 0 - 4  
measures into the PMAP Data Warehouse in the third quarter of 2005. However, there is 
insufficient information in the documentation of RQ1944 for Libertv to determine whether it will 
address the i ssue identiflled 111 this f i ~ i d i i i ;  

* ICb 
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Finding 21: For the time period of this audit BellSouth was inappropriately 
excluding non-coordinated hot cuts from the caIculation of the measure 
results for P-7C (Hot Cut Conversions - Percent Provisioning Troubles 
received within 7 Days of a Completed Service Order). Classification: 1 

According to the Business Rules, as documented in the BellSouth SQM Plan, the P-7C measure 
“measures the quality and accuracy of completed service orders associated with Coordinated and 
Non-coordinated Customer Conversions.” However, during the course of Interview #14 
(November 23,2004) Liberty learned that for the period of November and December 2003 and 
January 2004, BellSouth only included coordinated hot cut conversions in the calculation of this 
measure. Any hot cut that was non-coordinated (e.g., frame due time hot cuts) was excluded 
from the measure results calculation. This was confirmed by Bel lS~uth?~~ 

Subsequent to the audit timeframe, BellSouth became aware of this problem and instituted a 
system change to correct it. BellSouth issued RQ4128 and an associated “MINI Requirements 
Definition Document (RDD)” that describes the system change as follows: 

Right now m datu is being excluded from SQM for P-7C - Hot Cut 
Conversions - % Provisioning Troubles Received Within 7 days of a completed Service 
Qrder. They are being excluded in SQM because of a null cutover completion date. SQM 
will remove date restrictions so that m will be included in SQM datu for P- 
7C measure. Currently, RADS DlTM ~ t ~ m p  is used in warehouse to determine reporting 
period. With this change, warehuuse will use - tu determine reporting 
period. 

According to the RDD and to BellSouth, this RQ was implemented on April 4, 2 W P 3  Liberty 
has not verified that all hot cut activity is now being included in the calculation of the P-7C 
measure because that verification would involve examining BellSouth data mart records that are 
in a time period that is outside the scope of this audit. 

To estimate the impact of excluding the non-coordinated hot cut orders from the P-7C 
calculation, Liberty used the DM tables for the P-3 (Percent Missed Installation Appointment) 
measure as a data source.454 Using these tables Libertv sorted on all completed orders from 

to determine the total number of hot cut orders and the number of lines associated with these 
orders for each month. Using these tables and this sort criteria Liberty was able to determine that 
there were 2.828 hot ciit service orders completecl in November 2001 accounting for 4,153 Iines 
and 3,955 hot cut service orders completed in December 2003 accounting for 5,144 lines. 

452 Response to Data Request #?SF 

454 The table name for the tables used is w. l . ~ ~ q ! o I l : ~  I ( ?  :;:,I: i , t t L , d C b  . ‘ 
45 _. 
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Liberty then reviewed the DM tables used to calculate the P-7C results for November and 
December 2003.~~~ Liberty found that the November results included 994 coordinated hot cut 
service orders accounting for 2,416 lines and the December results included 761 coordinated hot 
cut service orders accounting for 3,456 lines. The discrepancy between the total hot orders 
completed in November (2,828) and the orders actually used in the P-7C measure calculation 
(994) is 1,834 or 64.9 percent of the total hot cut orders. The discrepancy in the line counts 
between the total hot cut lines (4,153) and the line counts actually used in the calculation of the 
November P-7C results (2,416) is 1,737 lines or 41.8 percent of the total lines. For December, 
the discrepancy between the totaI hot cut service orders (3,955) and the service orders actually 
used in the calculation of the P-7C measure (761) is 3,194 or 80.8 percent of the total hot cut 
service orders. The discrepancy in the line count between the total hot cut lines (5,144) and the 
line count actually used in the calculation of the measure (3,456) is 1,688 or 32.8 percent of the 
total hot cut lines. 

Liberty did not assess the exact impact on the reported P-7C results of the omission of the total 
hot cut line counts from the calculation of the P-7C measure during the audit period. Evaluation 
of the impact requires determination of which, if any, of the missing hot cut lines experienced a 
trouble report within seven days of the hot cut activity and would require considerable data 
analysis. Depending on the trouble report rates for these lines, the inclusion of them in the 
measure calculation could have had either a negative or a positive impact on the reported results. 
However, given the large percentage of hot cut service orders not included in the reported 
results, Liberty believes the effect was likely to be significant. 

BellSouth concurred with this finding and issued RQ4128 in April 2004 to correct the 
problem? Based on a review of this RQ, Liberty believes that the changes should correct the 
problem identified in this finding. 

Finding22: BellSouth did not include the translation time necessary to 
place the lint) hark in full service when calculating the measure results fur P- 
7 (Coordinated Customer Conversions Interval). Classification: 2 

The Business Rules description of the P-7 measure, as defined in BellSouth’s Florida SQM Plan, 
states that “where the service order includes LNP, the interval includes the total time for the 
cutover including the Imarzslatiaiz time EO place  he lirie back in service on the ported line.” 
(Emphasis added.) However, Liberty learned that BellSouth is not including this translation time 
in the calculation of the P-7 measure.457 BellSouth confirmed this.458 

BellSouth notifies the CLEC once BellSouth ha5 completed the physical cutover of the 
cu~fon~er’s line to the CLEC’s collocated equipment. It is then the CLEC’s responsibility to 
complete the software translations necessary to port the customer’s telephone number from the 
BellSouth switch to the CLEC’s switch. Liberty recognizes that BellSouth has no control over. 

- - - x&zL  
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and potentially has no means to monitor accurately or to record, the translation time. Thus, 
because the SQM measures are designed to measure the performance BellSouth provides to its 
wholesale customers, Liberty understands why BellSouth would not think it appropriate to 
include the translation time. However, the exclusion of the translation time is clearly in violation 
of the currently published SQM Business Rules. Although Liberty cannot determine the impact 
in P-7 results of including the translation time interval, i t  believes it would be significant. 

BellSouth concurred with this finding, and stated that the language concerning the inclusion of 
the CLBC translation time in the calculation of the P-7 measure has been removed from the 
proposed new Florida SQM.4” 

Finding 23: BellSouth was misclassifying certain orders with a “PR-17” 
(cancelled order) error code thereby incorrectly excluding these orders from 
the calculation of the P-3 (Percent Missed Initial Installation Appointments) 
results. Classification: 2 

’ 

The rules for the P-3 measure, as defined in BellSouth’s SQM Plan, indicate that the only valid 
exclusion to this measure related to cancelled orders are “orders cancelled prior to the due date 
including orders that are to be provisioned on the same day they are placed (‘Zero Due Date 
Orders’).” While conducting the data integrity phase of its audit, however, Liberty found that 
BellSouth was also coding orders cancelled on the same date as the due date that were not “Zero 
Due Date Orders” (ie.,  the application date of the order was prior to the due date of the order) 
with a error code resulting in the exclusion of these orders from the calculation of the 
reported results for the P-3 measure. Liberty discussed this issue with BellSouth and BellSouth 
agreed with Liberty’s interpretation and indicated that it planned to issue RQ 6034 to correct this 
coding ~ I T O L ~ ~ O  

Liberty determined that, due to the misclassification with a = error code, there were a total 
of 9,029 Florida service orders that were jncorrectly excluded from the P-3 measure calculations 
in November 2003 and a total oi b,426 Florida service orders incorrectly excluded in December 
2003. The total number of service orders reported on each month’s SQM results was 928,999 in 
November 2003 and 988,907 in December 2003. Of the excluded orders, 35 of the 9,029 
November orders and 29 of the 8,426 December orders involved a missed appointment as a 
result of a BellSouth missed appointment code. Because of the various P-3 SQM and SEEM 
reporting disaggregations, it is difficult for Liberty to determine the exact impact these 
misclassified service orders had on the reported results at a sub-measure or CLEC level. 

BellSouth concurred with this finding and issued RQG033 to correcl the prahlem.4h’ Based on B 

review of this RQ, Liberty believes that the changes should correct the problem identified in this 
finding. 

~- 
459 Response to Preliminary Findinp 0 

46 I Response to Preliminary Finding 12. 
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Finding 24: BellSouth reported the results for P-3 (Percent Missed Initial 
Installation Appointments) incorrectly because it included end-user-caused 
misses in the denominator. Classification: 2 

The exclusion rules for the P-3 measure, as defined in BellSouth’s SQM Plan, indicates that 
“end-user misses” are excluded from the calculation of the SQM and SEEM measure results. 
However, BellSouth included service orders with an end-user miss in the denominator when 
calculating the reported results for BellSouth’s on-time performance for retail and CLEC orders. 
By including these service orders, BellSouth did not follow the SQM business rules and thereby 
increased the base of orders used to calculate the measurement results, potentially improving the 
reported performance results. 

BellSouth explained that end-user missed orders are included in the results because, in 
accordance with the P-3 SQM business rule definition and reporting dimensions, BellSouth is 
required to report end-user (retail) and CLEC (wholesale) misses.462 However, the current SQM 
business rules explicitly state “Missed Appointments caused by end-user reasons will be 
excluded and reported separately.” (Emphasis added.) The SQM requirement that BellSouth 
report the end-user missed order results separately does not allow for the inclusion of these 
orders in the base when calculating the results for BellSouth’s on-time performance according to 
the business rules defimition. Based on the current business rules definition, only those orders 
that were completed on time and orders that were BeellSouth-caused misses should be included in 
the denominator of the results calculation. Orders that involved an end-user miss should be 
excluded entirely from BellSouth’s on-time performance calculation. End-user missed orders 
should only be included in the calculation of the end-user results for this measure. 

BellSouth also explained that these orders are included in its base when calculating the results 
because BellSouth should not be penalized when the end-user or CLEC could not meet the 
original commitment date and BellSouth was ready to work the order on that date. While Liberty 
understands this logic, it is not consistent with the plain reading of the business rules and list of 
exclusions for P-3 in the SQM Plan. 

Liberty determined that there were 9,302 end-user misses incorrectly included in the BellSouth 
P-3 results for November 2003 and 9,761 end-user misses incorrectly included in the BellSouth 
P-3 results for December 2003. The total number of service orders reported for the P-3 SQM 
results in each of the two months was 928,999 for November 2003 and 988,907 for December 
2003. Liberty did not determine the breakdown of these misses between the retail results and the 
CLEC results- Additionally, because of the various levels of sub-measure disaggregation, Liberty 
did not determine what impact this error would have on BellSouth’s SQM results and/or SEEM 
payments at a sub-measure or CLEC-specific level. 
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BellSouth has indicated that Louisiana was the first state to exclude end-user missed 
appointments from the BellSouth missed appointment results and to report them separately. 
BellSouth noted, “The intent of the LA PSC was to exclude end-user Missed Appointments in 
the BellSouth Missed Appointment results, and to report them separately.” BellSouth also stated 
that when this was done, “it was also determined that the orders for the end-user Missed 
Appointment results would be included in the volume of completed orders, since BellSouth also 
has the opportunity to miss these appointments, and it is included in the calculation 
(den~minator).’~~ 

. 

BellSouth should exclude end-user miss orders from BellSouth’s result and report them 
separately as stated in the current SQM Plan. Alternatively, BellSouth should clarify the 
language in the SQM Plan to state clearly that BellSouth does not exclude end-user misses from 
the calculation of the reported results and that it does, in fact, count end-user misses as 
completed on time. BellSouth has elected to follow the latter approach464 and indicated that “this 
issue was addressed in the pending review of the SQM as initiated by the Florida Public Service 
 omm mission.^^^^ 

Finding25 BellSouth incorrectly excluded the majority of the hot cut 
orders from the calculation of the P-7C (Hot Cut Conversions - Percent 
Provisioning Troubles Received Within 7 Days of a Completed Service 
Order) measures and excluded a smaller subset of orders from the P-7 
(Coordinated Customer Conversions Interval) measure. Classification: 1 

Liberty found that BellSouth did not include the majority of the loop hot cut orders in the 
calculation of the P-7C measure results. Liberty also found that this problem affected the P-7 
measure, albeit to a much lesser extent than the P-7C measure. According to Liberty’s analysis, 
BellSouth was excluding these orders with an error code of LUO1, “Look-up Error.” Liberty 
noticed that all of the orders that were coded in this manner had a null value in the company key 
field used to identify the CLEC associated with the hot cut order. on both the Warehouse 

I, which is used in the results calculation of the other in-scope provisioning measures, 
these same orders did not contain an error code and the company key field was populated. 
Liberty found that most of the orders affected by th s  problem were non-coordinated hot cut 
orders, which are not counted in the calculation of the P-7 measure, but do count toward the P- 
7C measure. 

BellSouth explained that this problem was caused by the different processing paths that jt used 
for the coordinated conversion measures ( ie . ,  P-7 and P-7C) as compared to the other 
provisioning measures.466 BellSouth also noted that it identified this problem and issued RQ4989 
to resolve the issue in March 2004. This change control revised the proces? so that the 
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Final Report of the Audit of 
BellSouth's Performance Assessment Plan for Florida - obtain the company key from the - Table instead of the CCSS. 

BellSouth provided all C E C  notifications and impact statements from March 2003 through 
January 2005 and Liberty reviewed this information in order to determine whether BellSouth 
issued a data notification or impact statement related to this problem, but could not locate any 
reference to RQ4989.467 

Based on information provided b BellSouth, Liberty agrees that this problem had a limited 

(less than one percent) found on the - in November 2003 fi-om the measure 
calculation because those orders contained an error code of LUO1. However, for the P-7C 
measure, Liberty determined that BellSouth excluded 4,174, or 54 ercent, of the 7,773 Florida 
lines on the November 2003 - Table with the & emor code. For December 

-, and 7,728,72 percent, of the 10,697 Florida lines on the 
were excluded with an error code of =. Liberty did not determine the precise effect of this 
defect on the reported P-7 and P-7C measures during the audit period. However, given the large 
number of records that were affected, it is likely to have had a significant impact on the reported 
P - 7 ~  resu1ts.4~~ 

effect on the P-7 reported r e s~ l t s .~  l * BellSouth stated that it excluded 27 of 4,879 Florida orders 

2003, Liberty determined that 3,564, or 80 percent, of the 4,458 

BellSouth issued RQ4989 to correct this problem in March 2o04!70 This RQ, which requires that 
BellSouth determine the company key from the - table instead of CCSS, 
should resolve the issue identified in this finding. 

Finding 26: BellSouth did not include disconnect service orders associated 
with Standalone LNP activity in the measure calculation for P-4 (Average 
Completion IntervaI & Order Completion Interval Distribution). 
Classification: 2 

. 

The business rules for the P-4 measure, as defined in BellSouth's SQM Plan, indicate that 
disconnect order activiues u e  vdid exclusions to the cdculation of the I?-4 measure 
with the exception of disconnect orders associated with Standalone LNP order activity. 
However, BellSouth informed Liberty that it was not including Standalone LNP disconnect 
service orders in its calculation of this rnea~ure.~" BellSouth explained that it was not including 
this order type in the calculation of the P-4 measure because it measures this order activity in the 
P- 13D measure (LNP-Average Disconnect Timeliness Interval). Liberty agrees that BellSouth 
appears to include Standalone LNP disconnect service orders in P-l3D, based on the definition 
of this measure in the SQM Plan. However, by not including the Standalone LNP disconnect 
service orders in the P-4 measure calculatjons, BellSouth is not following the exclusion niles far 
P-4 as stated in the SQM Plan. 

467 Responses to Data Requests #121, #122, #297, and #298. 
Response 10 Preliminary lzindinp 3 7 465 

4b[ y>c];:>0ilL! j , i ,  J C I ( f  1 I ,  . 
< 1 I r  .L. i i 1 L 

inappropriately excluding non-coordinated hot cuts from the calculation of the P-7C results. 
I i r r l  I i  

470 r\CSJ>OlISE ~ ' J ( ~ ~ l I l ~ l J ~ 2 ~  ' ' ' l lICjI;i(  
47 1 lnterview #14, November 23,2004. BellSouth confirmed this in  Its response to Data Request # I  4. 
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As of October 2004, service orders involving a standalone LNP disconnect activity can be found 
on the - table in the Warehouse. However, during the 
audit months, the data necessary to generate the standalone LNP reports were not transferred to 
the Warehouse from the source systems. Prior to October 2004, the P-I3 reports that required 
these data were generated manually by BellSouth; therefore, the data needed to assess the impact 
of omitting the Standalone LNP disconnect orders from the calculation of the P-4 measure were 
not readily available to Liberty!72 Liberty cannot make an impact assessment without these data. 

BellSouth has indicated that “when the new P13-D was coded in PMAP, BellSouth found it no 
longer needed the Disconnect order to identify the LNP standalone product in The SQM 
documentation has been filed and could not be updated to remove the indication in the Exclusion 
section regarding D orders associated with LNF standalone. In future SQMs, BellSouth will 
clarify the exclusion to read Disconnect Orders.”473 

Because BellSouth is reporting disconnect service orders associated with LNP in the P-13D 
(LNP - Average Disconnect Timeliness Interval) measure, BellSouth should update the SQM 
Plan to remove the requirement to count these orders in the calculation of the P-4 memure and 
has agreed to do 

Finding 27: BellSouth incorrectly included certain record change orders in 
the calculation of P-3 (Percent Missed Initial Installation Appointments), P-4 
(Average Completion Interval & Order Completion Interval Distribution), 
and P-9 (Percent Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days of Service Order 
Completion) measurement results. CiassEcation: 2 

The rules for P-3, P-4, and P-9, as defined in BellSouth’s SQM Plan, indicate that BellSouth or 
CLEC order activities associated with internal or administrative use of local services, such as 
record orders and listinp orders, should be excluded from the calculation of the measurements. 
While conducting the data inlegrity phase of its audit, however, Liberty found that BellSouth did 
not always exclude order activity involving only a record change from the calculation of these 
measures. Typically record change orders are identified by the characters preceding the 
order’s Universal Service Ordering Codes (USOCs) in the USOC data field of the service order. 
However, BellSouth uses ceilain USOCs involving oiily a record change, such as a listing order, 
that is preceded by the characters code in the 
USOC field should only be included in the measure when there are other USOCs in the same 
data field that are preceded with a code of m - i n d i c a t i n g  that the order involves an inward 
activity. Liberty’s investiption revealed that when BellSonth’s SQM and SEEM processing 
system encountered any order with an in the USOC field, it incorrectly membership mapped 
the order in the Data Warehouse to be included in the calculation of the reported performance 
results. Ljberty discussed this issue with BellSouth and BellSouth apreed with Liberty’s 

on the .service order. Orders with the 

472 Interview #21, January J-7. 2005 and January 10-11. 2005 
‘’ ~ ~ t ~ ; ~ ~ l j > ~  t i  i r t  ~ ~ ~ j ~ i : !  . , i j l  ~ 

Response to Preliminary Finding 18. 474 
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observati~n!’~ BellSouth indicated that it planned to issue RQ6039 to correct the coding 
problem that causes these orders to be included in the measurement calculations. 

By sorting on the - and the = fields in the Data Warehouse Liberty 
determined that in November 2003 there were a total of 11,446 Florida service orders in which 
the USOCs contained the code to 
indicate that the order involved some form of actual provisioning activity other than the record 
change. In December of 2003, Liberty determined that there were a total of 9,831 Florida orders 
that met these criteria. The total service orders for these two months, its reported by BellSouth P- 
3 SQM results, were 928,999 in November 2003 and 988,907 in December 2003. Because of the 
various SQM and SEEM reporting disaggregations for the measures affected by this problem it is 
difficult for Liberty to determine the exact impact that the inclusion of these record orders had on 
the reported results at a sub-measure or CLEC-specific level. However, because these orders do 
not require any actual provisioning activity, their inclusion in the measurement cdculations may 
artificially improve reported results. 

code but did not contain an associated LJSOC with an 

BellSouth concurred with this finding and issued RQ6039 to correct the problem.476 Based on a 
review of this RQ, Liberty believes that the changes should correct the problem identified in this 
finding. 

Finding 28: BellSouth incorrectly excluded orders from the calculation of 
the P-7 (Coordinated Customer Conversions Interval) and the P-7C (Hot Cut 
Conversions - Percent Provisioning Troubtes Received within 7 Days of a 
Completed Service Order) measures that were properly included in the other 
in-scope provisioning measures. Classification: 2 

While conducting the data integrity phase of its audit Liberty found that BellSouth excluded 
orders from the calculation of the P-7 and P-7C, but properly included the same orders in the 
other in-scope provisioning measures (i.e., P-3, P-4 and P-9). Upon investigation Liberty 
determined that the 1 GISOL iilcsc orders were 11oi llieilibersh 
table (used in the calculation of the P-7 measure) and the 
(used in the calculation of the P-7C measure) was that the completion dates for the orders did not 
agree in the and = tables found in the RADS source system. BellSouth uses the = table as the source system in the calculation of the P-3, P-4 and P-9 measures. The = 
table, along with the table, is used in the calculation of the P-7 and P-7C measures. 
According to BellSouth, it dropped the orders from inclusion in the Data Warehouse for the P-7 
measures because of the date discrepancy between the two source ~ysterns .4~~ BellSouth could 
not explain why the two source systems would reflect different order completion dates for the 
same servicc order x i ~ w q .  bellSoulh indicateti thai 11 planned IG Issue a change request to 
correct this coding error. 

I > ’ ! &  
_ ”  - 

The Liberty Consulting Group 



Final Report of the Audit of 
BellSouth's Performance Assessment Plan for Florida 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 

Liberty did not determine exactly how many orders were dropped from the calculation of P-7 
and P-7C measures as a result of a discrepancy in the completion dates between the source data 
systems. In addition, the inconsistency between the completion dates of the same orders in 
and in may indicate errors in those measures like P-3, P-4, and P-9 that depend on the = data. However, Liberty did not assess to what extent this might be true, since investigation 
of the source data systems is outside the scope of this audit. 

BellSouth concurred with this finding and issued RQ6059 to correct the pr0blern.4~~ There was 
insufficient information on the RQ6059 documentation provided by BellSouth for Liberty to 
assess whether this RQ will resolve the issue identified in this finding.479 

Finding 29: BellSouth included orders with invalid conversion durations in 
the calculation of the P-7 (Coordinated Customer Conversions Interval) 
measure. Classification: 2 

While conducting the data integrity phase of its audit Liberty identified service orders included 
in the calculation of the P-7 performance results that had a conversion duration of zero minutes. 
Liberty determined that the reason the Data Warehouse calculated and recorded a cutover 
duration of zero minutes for these orders was that the cutover start date and time and the cutover 
complete date and time were identical on the source record coming from the table in 
SNAPRADS. Because a coordinated hot cut conversion requires manual work on BellSouth's 
central office distribution frame, it is impossible for BellSouth to accomplish the coordinated 
conversion in zero minutes. BellSouth was unable to provide a concrete explanation of this 
problem, although it did indicate that the problem was likely the result of input errors when the 
record was created!*' There is no explicit exclusion of service orders with a cut-over duration of 
zero minutes in the rules for the P-7 measure in the BellSouth's SQM Plan; however, by 
including these orders in reported results, BellSouth could be reporting better average conversion 
intervals than it is actually achieving. 

Libertv determined that in November 2003 there were 37 service orders with a zero minute 
durati;>n on the - table used for the P-7 results calculation. In December 2003 there 
were a total of 14 orders with a zero minute duration. The total number of service orders reported 
by BellSouth during these two months for the P-7 results posted on the BellSouth SQM web site 
was 1,808 in November and 1,476 in December. 

On February 1, 2005, BellSouth responded that it concurred with this finding and indicated that 
it would issue RQ6081, which would default conversion times that have the same start and stop 
time to one minute, to correct the However. on March 4. 2005. Liberty recejved an 
amended response from BellSouth on th s  finding. In its amended response BellSouth stated: 
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After firther consideration of the finding, BellSouth feels issuing un SQM 
Clearinghouse request tu clarifr the situation is the more appropriate sulution. 
The Clearinghouse request will propose that the SQM be modified to repurt any 
cut that is started and completed in less than one minute will result in a Zero 
duration. Therefore, RQ 6081 which was referred tu in the BellSouth original 
respunss has been cancelled. 

All hot cuts require physical work performed by BellSouth’s technicians on the BellSouth central 
office distribution frame to accomplish the coordinated conversion. This physical work can never 
be performed in zero minutes. Indeed, it is possible that some of the zero-minute hot cut 
durations may be the result of data input errors by the central office technician.“’ Liberty agrees 
with BellSouth that, because this is a benchmark measure, there is no impact on the P-7 equity 
determination of including zero-minute Nevertheless, using a zero-minute duration 
for dl hot cuts completed in less than a minute does artificially improve BellSouth’s P-7 average 
interval results. 

Liberty recommends that BellSouth seek concurrence with the Commission as to whether its 
current process of including cutovers with a zero-minute duration in the calculation of the P-7 
results is an acceptable practice, given that it only affects the reporting of the average interval 
results . 

Finding 30: For P-3 (Percent Missed Initial Installation Appointments), 
BellSouth included certain cancelled orders in both the numerator and 
denominator of the SQM results calculation, but included the same orders 
only in the denominator of the SEEM results. Classification: 2 

Within the PMAP Data Warehouse, BellSouth designates which transactions will be included in 
a measurement calculation and how these transactions will be included in the calculation by 
using “membership maps” in the Data Warehouse fact tables. For proportion measures. Iike P-? 
(Percent Missed Initial lnslallation Appointments), BellSouth uses the character in the 
proportion membership map field of the -1 to identify service orders to be 
included in both the numerator and denominator of the measure calculation. The character in 
this position identifies service orders to be included in the denominator only. 

While conducting the data integrity phase of its audit, Liberty found that BellSouth was 
incorrectly membership mapping orders that were cancelled after the due date and also contained 
a null value in the missed appointment code. Specifically, for these orders, BellSouth populated 
the P-3 SQM position of the proportion 
the P-3 SEEM posilion with the charactel 
BellSouth indicated that it was aware of the error and corrected it with RQ5037.484 The 
implementation of this change control. which was scheduled for June 2004, was intended tc 

bership map with the character 
When Liberty discussed thts iss 
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change the membership mapping such that these orders would receive a in the membership 
map for both SQM and SEEM results? 

Liberty reviewed all data notifications and impact statements dated from March 2003 through 
January 2005 to determine whether BellSouth issued a data notification or impact statement 
related to this problem for the CLECs and commissions? However, Liberty could not locate 
any reference to RQ5037 In addition, Liberty observed that the correction implemented by 
RQ5037 does not conform to the P-3 rules as defined in BellSouth's SQM Plan. Although the 
rules for P-3 in the SQM Plan specify the exclusion of orders cancelled prior to the original due 
date, orders cancelled after the original due date are eligible to be considered missed 
appointments?87 The exception to this rule would occur when the missed appointment was 
caused by the CLEC or end-user, since the Business Rules section of the SQM Plan specifies that 
missed appointments caused by the end-user will be excluded8' and reported ~eparately?~ 
When the cancelled date is after the original due date but the missed appointment field is null, 
BellSouth has no way of determining which party was the cause of the missed date. The orders 
observed by Liberty were of this type. The correction introduced by RQ5037, which populates 
the P-3 SQM and SEEM positions with a in the membership map, now designates such 
orders to be included only in the denominator of both the P-3 SQM and SEEM calculations. 
However, Liberty can find nothing in the SQM Plan P-3 rules to justify this. With the convention 
introduced by RQ5037, orders cancelled after the due date with no cause code appear in the 
calculations as if they were orders for which BellSouth was able to meet the original due date. 

Working with BellSouth, Liberty determined that in November 2003 there were a total of 2,033 
Florida service orders that were cancelled after the due date and had a null value in the missed 
appointment code which would have been membership mapped in this manner. In December 
2003, the total number of Florida service orders that met this criterion was 2,080. The total 
number of Florida service orders, as reported in the BellSouth P-3 SQM results, was 928,999 in 
November 2003 and 988,907 in December 2003. 

BellSouth concurred with this finding and. as noted above. issued RQ5037 in June 2004 to 
correct the problem."' based on a review of t h s  RQ, Liberty believes that the changes should 
rectify the specific problem identified in this finding. However, as identified above, this RQ 
introduces another problem. Specifically, it treats orders cancelled after the due date which have 
a null value in the missed appointment field as met appointments, even though the orders may 
have been cancelled as a result of the appointments that BellSouth actually missed. Liberty 

. 

485 Response to Preliminary Finding 22. 
486 Responses to Data Requests #121, #122, #297, and #298 
4s7 Thus. wlieri an order 1.c C ~ I ~ C C ~ ~ ~ C J  &her 111e original due d;i[c, 1:  s ~ ~ o u l d  usually be rnembership mapped with a 
in the Data Warehouse, designating it for inclusion in both the numerator and denominator of P-3. 
4*8 Liberty submitted Preliminary Finding 13 noting that BellSouth reported the results for P-3 incorrectly because it 
jncluded end-user-caused misses in  the denominator of the metrics calculation rather than exclude these misses as 

. . I  order: shotlj i  

the missed due date and des ipa t inp  that service order for inclusinn in  both the numerator and denominator of the P- 
1 Ie::\llr~ ('2 l i 'u l ;  I ]( .  i 

4(N Response to Preliminary Finding 22. 
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I . .  
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recommends that BellSouth exclude from the P-3 calculations orders cancelled after the due date 
that contain a null value in the missed appointment code field, because there is no way to 
determine the cause of the missed appointment in such cases. 

Finding 31: BelJSouth incorrectly included deny and restore record change 
orders in the calculation of P-3 (Percent Missed Initial Installation 
Appointments), P-4 (Average Completion Interval & Order Completion 
Interval Distribution), and P-9 (Percent Provisioning Troubles within 30 
Days of Service Order Completion) measure results. Classification: 1 

The rules for P-3, P-4, and P-9, as defined in BellSouth’s SQM Plan, state that BellSouth or 
CLEC order activities associated with internal or administrative use of local services (e.g., record 
orders and listing orders) should be excluded from the calculation of the measures. The SQM 
Plan does not define any exceptions to this rule. 

While conducting the data integrity phase of its audit, however, Liberty found that BellSouth 
included record change orders that involved a deny or a restore of service in the calculation of 
the P-3, PIC, and P-9 measure results. BellSouth identifies these orders with the characters “R:” 
preceding the order’s USOCs in the USOC data field of the service order and a value of either 
“ D  (deny) or “R’ (restore) in the special order field of the service order. The “R:” action code 
preceding the USOC indicates that this order involves a record change action. BellSouth uses 
deny and restore orders to turn off a customer’s service for reasons such as non-payment of the 
bill and seasonal suspension or restoral of service. BellSouth indicated that it included these 
orders in the measure calculation because it does not consider deny and restore orders to be 
record orders as they involve provisioning activity.4g1 However, BellSouth typically implements 
these orders electronically by a software change in the local switch, which requires no human 
intervention. Additionally, a deny order essentially accomplishes the same thing as a disconnect 
order by removing the customer’s service. BellSouth considers disconnect orders valid 
exclusions from all three measures; thus, it is illogical to include deny orders in the measure 
calculations if ~ I S C O I I J ~ L  oruers are excluded. rillus 15 especialiy true in the case of the P-9 
measure because a trouble ticket can not be issued on a service that has been denied. 

Liberty used the following filters on the Data Warehouse - table to determine the 
total number of deny and restore Florida service orders that were completed and included in the 
measure cdculations for November and December 2003: 

-D or R - identifies deny and restore service order types 
nuli - identifies s~rvice, orders that did not fall out for a 

- identifies Florida service orders 

- identifies service orders that have been completed 
i ~ -  i I  :i;  j1;~,37 completc 

_. . ~ _ _ _ . ~ -  

”“ hlerview # ‘ L A ,  January 4-i ,  N U S  and January 10-13, 2005. 
I -  -- .- - 

Page 156 
The Liberty Consulting Group 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
I6 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
52 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 

Final Report of the Audit of 
BellSouth’s Performance Assessment Plan for Florida 

Liberty determined that in November 2003, BellSouth completed 164,236 deny orders and 
140,823 restore orders. In December 2003, BellSouth completed 202,255 deny orders and 
161,756 restore orders. BellSouth reported a total of 928,999 service orders in the P-3 SQM 
results for November 2003 and 988,907 for December 2003. Although Liberty did not determine 
the precise impact of this defect on the reported P-3, P-4, and P-9 results during the audit period, 
given the large volume of deny and restore orders, it was likely significant. 

BellSouth disagrees with the issue presented in this finding, stating that:492 

BellSouth does not consider the denial or restoral orders as records that should 
be included in the category of recurds or listings and therefore should be included 
in the specified measures. Denial and Restoral service orders are not internal or 
administrative work activity. Physical or mechanical work is perJomed when the 
denial or restoral service order is processed. W e n  the denial is worked, service 
(such as dial tone) is removed from the line and if the denial is on a working 
telephone number, a recorded message (intercept) is applied that advises callers 
the service is not available. When an order is issued tu restore the service, the 
process is reversed and service is restored to the line and the intercept message is 
removed. In both cases, physical or mechanical work is pelformed on the service. 
Unlike disconnect orders, as mentioned in the finding documentation, there are 
sewice expectations associated with the denial and restore process from the 
customer and therefore should be included in the measures. 

Liberty maintains that a deny order is the same as a disconnect order from a customer 
expectation standpoint (i.e., it turns off the customer’s service) and therefore should be excluded 
from the calculation of the in-scope provisioning measures. BellSouth’s practice of excluding 
disconnect, but not deny, orders from the calculation of the P-3, P-4, and P-9 measures is 
inconsistent and unsupported by the SQM Plan. This is particularly evident with the P-9 measure 
as it is jmpossjble to receive a trouble tickel on 21 service that has been denied. As such, 
BellSouth’s current practice results in artificially improved reported results for this measure. 
With respect to restore orders, however, Liberty can understand BellSouth’s rationale for 
including these orders in the measure calculation. 

BellSouth should seek input from the Cornmission and the other stakeholders of the SQM and 
SEEM Administrative Plans as to whether it should include deny and restore orders in the 
calculation of the P-3, P-4, and P-9 measure results. Based on such input, BellSouth should 
either change its current practice or modify the SQM Plan to reflect that practice. 

~ 

492 Response to Preliminary Finding 29. 
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Report Product 
Month Type 

Dec SL 1 
2003 Dispatch 
Dec SLl Non- 
2003 Dispatch 

5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
2s 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 

Measure Hot Cut Adjusted Hot Cut Reported Adjusted 
Result Result 

5 654 327 0.76% 1.53% 

Numerator Volume Volume 

30 2,642 1,321 0-389c b.’i6% 

Finding32: BellSouth overstated the CLEC circuit counts for P-7C (Hot 
Cut Conversions - Percent Provisioning Troubles Received within 7 Days of 
a Completed Service Order) by doubling the SLl (Non-Design) Loop volume. 
Classification: 2 

While conducting the data integrity phase of its audit, Liberty found that BellSouth was counting 
each Non-Design, 2-Wire Unbundled Analog Loo twice in the - table in the 
Data Warehouse. This fact table is used by the p table in the data mart to calculate the P- 
7C SQM results. It is also used by PARIS to calculate the SEEM results. As a result of this error, 
the CLEC hot cut volumes for Non-Design Unbundled Loops (the denominator for the measure 
calculations) were overstated by a factor of two. 

When Liberty identified this issue, BellSouth indicated that it was aware of the error and 
corrected it with RQ4988, which it implemented in April 2004:’~ As a result of this change 
control, BellSouth revised its process for determinin the P-7C service order line count. Rather 
than count the rows of data on the table for each service order>94 which was 
BellSouth’s method of making the line count determination rior to RQ4988, the data mart now 
determines the line count from the p field from the Data Warehouse - table. Liberty verified that this field accurately reflects the line counts for each 
service order. 

By using the Data Warehouse - table for November 2003, Liberty determined that 
BellSouth overstated the number of Non-Design (SL1) hot cuts in Florida by 1,648 loops when 
reporting the December 2003 P-7C re~uIts .4~~ However, the SQM Plan and the SEEM 
Administrative Plan business rules require the P-7C measure to be reported not at an aggregate 
level but to be broken into four sub-measures: SL 1 -Dispatch, SL1 -Non-Dispatch, SL2-Dispatch, 
and SL2-Non-Dispatch. The double counting problem only involved the SL1 Loops and there 
was no impact to the reported SL2 results for December 2003. 

Liberty recalculated the December 2003 and January 2004 results for SL1 loops by using the 
November and December 2003 table to determine the correct number of SLI loops 
that should have been used in the denominator of the P-7C calculation.496 The results of this 
recalculation are shown on the following table: 

Beuc h mark 

<=3% 

<=3 9 L  

-,I- 
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3 326 163 0.92% 1.84% <=3% 

5 2,362 1,181 0.21% 0.428 <=3% 

SLl 
Dispatch 
SLlNon- 
Dispatch 

As demonstrated by this table, at the CLEC aggregate level, BellSouth is still within the 
benchmark standard when the P-7C results are recalculated and the change in the calculated 
percentage is less than 2 percentage points!g7 However, Liberty did not make an assessment of 
the impact of this error at the CLEC-specific level, and it is possible that the effect on specific 
CLlECs is larger. 

BellSouth concurred with this finding and issued RQ4988 in April 2004 to correct the 
problem?” The changes implemented as a result of this RQ should correct the problem 
identified in this finding. 

Finding 33: During its calculation of the monthly SEEM results in PARIS, 
BellSouth incorrectly excluded transactions from the retail analog of the 
resale ISDN product for the P-3 (Percent Missed Initial Installation 
Appointments), P-4 (Average Completion Interval & Order Completion 
Interval Distribution) and P-9 (Percent Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days 
of Service Order Completion) measures. Classification: 2 

The SEEM disaggregation rules for P-3, P-4, and P-9, as defined in BellSouth’s SQM Plan, list 
retail ISDN as the SEEM retail analog product for resale ISDN. One of the main products 
classified within the retail ISDN product group is retail ISDN-Basic Rate Interface (ISDN-BRI). 
However, while conducting the data integrity phase of its audit, Liberty found that BellSouth was 
not including the completed service orders for ISDN-BRI within the retail analog when 
calculating remedy payments for resale ISDN. 

Usine the table in the Data Warehoiise and sorting by retail orders that were 
completed during the month and had a product identification code designating those orders as 
ones used for the provisioning of an ISDN-BFU service, Liberty determined that BellSouth 
excluded 349 retail ISDN-BRI service orders from the PARIS calculation of the retail analog for 
the resale ISDN product jn November 2003. In December BellSouth incorrectly excluded 3 16 
retail EDN-BR1 service orders from the PARE analog calculation. In its P-3 SQM reports, 
BellSouth reported a total of 944 retail ISDN service orders in November and 852 retail ISDN 
service orders in December. Liberty did not determine what, if any, impact these excluded orders 
had on Tier 1 or Tier 2 remedy payments. However, the number of orders incorrectly excluded is 
a significant percentage of the total orders reportei’ 
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BellSouth concurred with this finding and issued RQ6111 to correct the problem identified by 
Liberty:” There was insufficient information in the RQ6 1 1 1 documentation provided b 
BellSouth for Liberty to assess whether this RQ will fi the problem identified by this finding. sod7 

Finding34: The logic used by BelISouth to determine dispatch type 
misclassified some UNE loop orders when calculating the P-3 (Percent 
Missed Initial Installation Appointments), P-4 (Average Completion Interval 
& Order Completion Interval Distribution), and P-9 (Percent Provisioning 
Troubles within 30 Days of Service Order Completion) measures. 
Classification: 3 

During the data integrity phase of its audit, Liberty found cases in which orders for new UNE-L 
and orders for UNE-L hot cuts were categorized as non-dispatch, switch-based. Because a UNE- 
L order does not use the BellSouth switch when it is provisioned, it should not be classified as a 
non-dispatch, switch-based order. The appropriate classification for these orders would be non- 
dispatch, dispatch-in. Liberty found that BellSouth used the following logic step to determine 
dispatch type: in the event that the “OCl3” field5’’ on the service order is blank and the order 
completion date minus the order application date equals zero (Le., the order was completed on 
the same day it was issued), BellSouth classified the order as non-dispatch, s~itch-based.~’~ AU 
of the misclassified orders examined by Liberty met these criteria. Liberty notes that same day 
provisioning is not a standard interval for UNE-L and none of the orders Liberty examined were 
expedited. 

Using the - table in the Data Warehouse and sorting by orders that provisioned 
UNE loops and had a dispatch type of non-dispatch, switch-based, Liberty determined that four 
orders was were misclassified as non-dispatch, switch-based in November 2003. In December 
2003, there were three such orders and in January 2004 there were 29. This problem may also 
affect other UNE products that do not require the use of the BellSouth switch to be provisioned. 
However, given the low volume of orders affected by this problem, Liberty did not conduct 
additioiiai invcsligatioris . 

BellSouth, in its response to this finding, stated, “[als clarification, all UNE loop orders are 
reported as Non-Dispatch. Though some orders may be reflected in the data as Dispatch-In, those 
orders are rolled-up and properly reported as Non-Dispatch, as per the current E A  SQM.7’503 

Liberty agrees that the Dispatch-In and Switch Based (which was not addressed in BellSouth’s 
response) classifications are additional disaggregations of the Non-Dispatch category for UNE- 
Loops, as well as for other products. Liberty also agrees that UNE-Loops are properly reported 
as Non-Dispatch. HUWCVCI , because Switch-Baseu is iioz a valid Non-Dispatch disaggregation 

.. $1- 
L r - x  J. 

The Liberty Consulting Croup 
Page 16.5 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 

12 
13 
14 
,15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 

Find Report of the Audit of 
BellSouth's Performance Assessment Plan for Florida 

for a Non-Dispatched UNE-Loop order, BellSouth should consider fixing the coding problem 
which results in the classification of some of its Non-Dispatch UNE-Loop orders in the Switch 
Based reporting category. However, given the low volume of orders affected by this problem, 
Liberty agrees with BellSouth that the issue lacks the severity to warrant coding changes if these 
changes are complex to i~nplernent.~~ 

Finding35 BellSouth did not include certain wholesale products in its 
calculation of the SEEM remedy payments for the P-9 (Percent Provisioning 
Troubles within 30 Days of Service Order Completion) measure. 
Classification: 2 

Liberty observed that BellSouth was not including 2-Wire ISDN Designed Loops without 
number portability and 2-Wire UDC Capable Loops in its calculation of the SEEM remedy 
payments for the P-9 measure. During discussions with Liberty, BellSouth confirmed that these 
two products were being dropped from the SEEM remedy payment calculations for the P-9 
results?05 BellSouth indicated that it will introduce change control RQ6132 to correct this 
problem. 

Jn November 2003, BellSouth reported 243 ISDN CLEC Loop orders in its P-9 Florida CLEC 
aggregate SQM results. In December, BellSouth's re orted SQM volume for ISDN Loops was 
170 for the CLEC aggregate P-9 results in Floridap06 BellSouth reported a total of 153,589 
CLEC orders for its November P-9 SQM Florida results, and a total of 150,619 in its December 
P-9 SQM Florida report. Liberty did not determine what, if any, impact these excluded orders 
had on Tier 1 or Tier 2 remedy payments. 

BellSouth concurred with this finding. In its response BellSouth indicated that RQ6132 has been 
cancelled. In lieu of this RQ, BellSouth stated that it will correct the problem identified in this 
finding with RQ611 l.507 There was insufficient information in the RQ6111 documentation 
provided by BellSouth for Libertv to assess whether this RQ will resolve the issue identified in 
this finding.50E 
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Finding36: The SQM and SEEM levels of disaggregation as documented 
in BellSouth's SQM Plan were inaccurate and misleading for the UNE-P 
product for the P-3 (Percent Missed Initial Installation Appointments), P-4 
(Average Completion Interval & Order Completion Interval Distribution) 
and P-9 (Percent Provisioning Troubies within 30 Days of Service Order 
Completion) measures. Classification: 4 

The SQM and SEEM disaggregation rules for the P-3, P-4, and f-9 measures, as defined in 
BellSouth's SQM Plan, are identical for the UNE-P product. Therefore, based on the SQM Plan 
it appears that this product has the same product disaggregation requirements in both reporting 
systems. Liberty observed that BellSouth reports P-3, P-4, and P-9 results for UNE-P dispatch 
with a performance analog of retail residential and business dispatch for the SQM calculations. 
However, Liberty found that the UNE-P dispatch orders are dropped from the PARIS 
calculations of SEEM remedy payments. Indeed, Tables €3-1 and €3-2 of the SEEM indicate that 
the only disaggregation requirement for UNE-P orders in SEEM are non-dispatch/dispatch-in 
and non-dispatchkwitch based orders. 

Inconsistency between the SQM and the SEEM documentation may result in a misinterpretation 
of the reporting requirements for each of the reporting systems. 

In its response to this issue, BellSouth stated?@ 

Using the July I ,  2003, version 3.0 of the Florida SQM as a guide, BellSouth 
created the SEEM sub-metrics that are used to per$own penalty culculufions for 
the State of Florida. For the Percent Missed Installation Appointments -UNE 
Loop and Port Cumbus (PMIA- UNEPC) sub-metric, the disaggregations and 
correspunding retail analogs are as follows: 

UNE Loop + Port Combinations.. ............. ..Retail Residence and Business 
- Dispatch In ........................................................... - Dispatched In 
- Switch Gase d ........................................................ Swilch hmm 

Since there are specific sub-disaggregations listed, BellSouth interpreted the 
SEEM disaggregations to be Dispatch In and Switch Based, bolh of which 
represent non-dispatch situations j i -um aiz operational standpoint. For other 
disaggregations listed there is in fact a strict one-to-one relationship between 
wholesale and retail disaggregations; i.e. UNE Digital Loop < DSI and Retail 
Digital Loup < DSI, UNE Digital Loop > = DSI and Retail Digital L m p  >=DSI, 
etc. However, in instances where there are separate sub-disaggregations listed, if 
is lhese separately specvied disuggr-egatioiis thul are used us lkie required level oj 
calculation. For example, the Percent Missed Instulla fion Appoinments -UNE 
XDSL (PMIA-UXDSL) sub-metric is listed in Version 3.0 qf the SQM as: 

~ _ _ ~ _ _ _ . I I  _____ 

5"'. kesponse to Prelinnnary hnd ing  45. 
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- With Conditioning , ...................................................... - With Conditioning 

In this case, there are nut 3 separate levels of disaggregation, only twu: XDSL 
With Conditioning and XDSL Without conditioning. Using this logic, BellSouth 
created tables B-l and B-2 in the SEEM Administrative Plan in order tu show the 
measures and sub-metrics fur which BellSouth would be cakulating penalties in 
Florida. Since the Plan was filed with and approved by the Florida Public Service 
Cummission, BellSouth believes it has been in f i l l  compliance with the 
Commission-ordered remedy calculation procedures. 

Liberty maintains that BellSouth’s SQM documentation of the level of disaggregation required 
for the SQM and SEEM results for the UNE-P product is misleading and believes that BellSouth 
should to clarify this documentation to reflect that for SQM results UNE-P has three levels of 
disaggregation (Dispatch, Non-Dispatch, as well as Dispatch-in and Non-Dispatch-S witch 
Based) whereas for SEEM reporting BellSouth only reports two levels of disaggregation, with 
UNE-P Dispatch orders not included in the SEEM Administrative Plan. Liberty recommends that 
BeIlSouth consult with the Commission to determine what further steps are necessary. 

Finding 37: BellSouth incorrectly classified UNE Line Splitting orders as 
UNE-P orders when calculating its results for the P-3 (Percent Missed Initial 
Installation Appointments), P-4 (Average Completion Interval & Order 
Completion Interval Distribution), and P-9 (Percent Provisioning Troubles 
within 30 Days of Service Order Completion) measures. Classification: 2 

Liberty added UNE Line Splitting to it audit work plan so that Liberty could investigate the large 
discrepancy between the ordering volumes reported for this product for the November 2003 0-9 
(Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness) result and the volumes reported for the P-3 and P-4 
;es~lts.~’* During its investigation of this problem, Liberty discokred that orders that were 
classified as Line Splitting orders in the Data Warehouse table, used to 
calculate the 0-9 SQM results, were classified as UNE-P orders in the Data Warehouse - table, which is used to calculate the P-3, P-4 and P-9 SQM results. 

When Liberty notified BellSouth of this issue, BellSouth stated that these orders were incorrectly 
coded as UNE-P orders for the calculation of the provisioning measure results and that they 
should have been classified with a product ID of 5061, which would have counted them toward 
the Line Splitting results.511 BellSouth indicated that it was aware of this problem and had issued 
RQ4871 to correct it in April 2004. Liberty found that BellSouth notified the Commissions and 
the CLECs of this change control in the Proposed April 2004 Data Notifications report. which 
stated: 
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Impact of Change: Fur November 2003, in Georgia, the PMI volume for UNE 
Lirte Splitting would increase from 6 to 110 with no change in equity. The volume 
for UNE-P would decrease from 86,135 to 86,025 with no change in equity. 

BellSouth did not provide a separate impact statement for Florida or for any month other than 
November. 

In November 2003, BellSouth reported 182 Line Splitting orders on its 0-9 results and 14 Line 
Splitting orders on the P-3 results for Florida. In December 2003, the reported Florida 0-9 Line 
Splitting volumes were 286 and the reported P-3 volumes were 26. However, all of the service 
requests counted toward the 0-9 measure results would not be included in the provisioning 
results as a result of valid exclusions, such as disconnect orders, or because the service orders 
that did not complete during the report period. Liberty did not quantify the actual number of 
Florida Line Splitting orders that were misclassified as UNE-P in the provisioning measure 
results calculations. Nor did Liberty quantify what impact these misclassified orders would have 
had on the reported P-3, P-4, or P-9 results for November and December 2003 in Florida. 

BellSouth concurred with this finding and issued RQ4871 in April 2004 to correct this 
problem?* The RQ487 1 documentation provided by BellSouth contained insufficient 
information for Liberty to assess whether this RQ will resolve the issue identified in this 
fi11ding.5'~ 

Finding 38: BellSouth neglected to calculate the total impact of multiple 
errors in determining whether it needed to repost the results for the P-7C 
(Hot Cut Conversions - Percent Provisioning Troubles Received within 7 
Days of a Completed Service Order) measure. Classification: 2 

Liberty identified three issues that affected the quality of the reported P-7C measure results and 
issued Preliminary Findings related to them. Tbese issues are i) inappropriate exclusion of non- 
coordinated hoi cut>,:'' i;, ~ ~ c ~ u s i o n  d oruers becas t  ui inconipieie iuentii'icalion of the CLEC 
company code for the orders,"s and iii) overstatement of circuit In its response to each 
of Liberty's Preliminary Findings, BellSouth indicated that it was aware of the problems 
identified by Liberty and that it had implemented RQ4 128, RQ4989 and RQ4988, respectively, 
to correct the problems. However, when Libei-ty inquired about how BellSouth determined that a 
reposting of the P-7C results was not necessary, BellSouth responded:517 

In all three of these cases mentioned in this finding, BellSouth conducted an 
impact analysis study and it was deemed that a reposting was slot required due io 
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the minimal impact of the changes when compared tu the reposting guidelines. 
Please see the attached impact statements for all three RQs. 

Liberty identified several deficiencies in BellSouth’s determination that reposting of its P-7C 
results was not necessary. 

First, the linpact Statements for each of the three change controls shows that each problem 
identified was treated individually and the impact of each to the reported results was assessed as 
a stand-alone calculation. Unless BellSouth calculates the combined effect of the three problems 
identified in its change controls, it cannot accurately state that a reposting is not necessary under 
the reposting guidelines. 

Second, regarding the exclusion of non-coordinated hot cut orders:18 
BellSouth acknowledged that “at the time the impact analysis was done for RQ 4128, the volume 
of - records were low. As back round, from October 2003 - March 2004, there 
was an unusually high volume of records submitted in BeIlSouth’s 
Impact Statement associated with RQ4128 included in the January 2004 Data Notification is 
“[flor May 2003, there were 17 non-coordinated conversions that were not reported, none of 
which had troubles.” This statement refers to a time period outside the three-month window for 
reposting and is unspecific as to jurisdiction. Thus, BellSouth apparently made the decision not 
to repost its results or recalculate remedy payments ignoring the actual volumes of orders in 
Florida for periods potentially subject to reposting. 

Finally, of the three change controls related to these problems, BellSouth did not issue a Data 
Notification or Impact Statement to the CLECs and Commissions for RQ4989. BellSouth 
indicated that “the impact statement and notification for RQ 4128 was used for both of these 
RQs.”~~’  However, the statement of the problem for RQ4128 in the January 2004 Data 
Notification does not include any mention of the problem associated with RQ4989, Liberty 
recognizes that the majority of the orders dropped because of the inability to determine company 
code (RQ4989) correspond to  non-coordinated hot cuts that were jnappropriately dropped 
tllrough the error identiha 111 kQ4128. However, the inipact of the KQ4128 enor by no means 
accounts for the full impact of the RQ4989 Without a complete evaluation of the effect 
of the problem identified in RQ4989, BellSouth could not determine whether reposting of results 
was necessary. 

If BellSouth does not accurately and completely calculate and document the impact of reporting 
and remedy calculation errors, it cannot make the appropriate determination regarding the need 
to repost its results. Additionally, CLECs and the Commission cannot be aware of the impact of 
a problem unless the impact statement of each R Q  is calculated and documented in a proper 
manner according to the Data Notification Process. A recalculation that takes into consideration 
the combined effect of errors encountered and of the state, product, and measure-specific 
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transaction volumes (such as the increased order volumes experienced in Florida for the periods 
potential subject to reposting for P-7-C) is necessary to determine the true impact of errors and 
the need for reposting. 

In its response to this finding, BellSouth stated: 522 

BellSouth attempts to identifr an impact for each change to the metric 
calculations at the time that the issues are identiped and submitted fur 
preliminary proposal for the PMAP change notificatiun document. BellSouth 
treats each item independently us there is no assurance as to when or if proposed 
notice items will be accepted. BellSouth believes that this is a reasonable 
methodology for determining impacts to its measures. 

BellSouth’s assessment of the impact is developed at the time of the identification 
of the issue. At the time the impuct statement is developed, a detemination is  
made as to whether a reposting will be required. 

, 

As Liberty stated in this finding repurt, RQ4989 was not included in the January 
2004 datu notification. This  was an oversight on BellSouth’s part and, as Liberty 
p in t s  uut, the analysis pe?j4omzed would yield the same results. BellSouth should 
have listed both changes on its proposed noti$ciation. 

In its April 5,  2005 response to Liberty’s Florida Draft Audit Report, issued March 11, 2005., 
BellSouth stated:523 

BellSouth firmly believes that it has consistently followed the Change Notificatiun Policy 
correctly. In order to be in compliance with the existing policy, BellSouth must develop 
an impact statement for each change to be proposed. It should be noted that each of 
these changes are merely 4>ropased” at this point. They are subject to review by both 
the CLECs and the PSC before they are approved-for implementation. An?) attempt to 
gi-uup changes UJ A.wt-/-) t / L 1 ~  yrupuseb M J O U ~ I  oe u h i m - y .  Wouiu we gr-oup meiri JO) 

two mmths, six munths or one year? What would we do if a change was planned for one 
month but did not get implemented in that month, does that change how it is handled for 
reporting? Short of arbitrary rules, there is no logical way lo answer questions such as 
these. This would only cr-eaic coldusion for- all parties and would necessitale yet another 
impact analysis to be created. This could further delay necessary changes from being 
implemented in a timely manner. As Liberty stated in Preliminary Finding 47, BellSouth 
developed the required impact statements and per jbned  analysis of all the issues 
presented in the$nding. Therefore, BellSouth contends that no change is required. 

Liberty recommends that BeIlSouth, the Commission, and the other stakeholders review the 
current reposting policy to determine whether jt appropriately identifies situatjons that require 
reixistiii~ ~ TIiis Ir\+ix. iii ,i I I I I J J ~ J ~ I I U ~ ~  > ~ii->iii{ aric ?!I1 ” I < ,  ,+ 1 1 

R ~ \ T W T I X  t c  J~rr l j rn~n:+r~ l 7 k 1 1 , y  
BellSouth’s April 5,2005 response to Liberty s Florida h a f t  Audit Report, issued March 11, 2005. 
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that the situations requiring reposting are clearly and completely identified and are not subject to 

Finding 39: BellSouth’s documentation in the SQM Plan for the P-7C (Hot 
Cut Conversions - Percent Provisioning Troubles Received within 7 Days of 
a Completed Service Order) is contradictory and misleading. Classification: 
4 

9 
10 

P-7C measures BellSouth’s performance on all hot cut order activity? However, the 
documentation for the P-7C measure in BellSouth’s SQM Plan, is unclear about whether this 

11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
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33 
34 
35 
36 
37 

38 
39 
40 

measure includes all hot cut order activity (coordinated or non-coordinated) or only hot cut order 
activity that involved a coordinated hot cut. The Business Rules section of the SQM Plan states 
that P-7C “measures the quality and accuracy of completed service orders associated with 
Cobrdinated and Non-coordinated Customer Conversions.” (Emphasis added.) On the other 
hand, the Definition section of the P-7C measure in the SQM Plan includes the statement that it 
“measures the quality and accuracy of Coordinated Customer Conversion Activities ,” 
(Emphasis added.) The Calculation section of the SQM Plan also suggests that the P-7C measure 
is limited to coordinated customer conversions. The formula for the numerator states “[tlhe sum 
of all CCC Circuits with a trouble within 7 days following the service order(s) completion.”525 
(Emphasis added.) The formula for the denominator states “[tlhe total number of CCC service 
order circuits completed in the previous report calendar month.” (Emphasis added.) 

The language in the SQM Plan is vital to the proper interpretation and implementation of the 
Florida performance measures. Inaccurate or misleading documentation creates unnecessary 
confusion as to what is actually being reported with this measure. 

BellSouth concurred with this finding indicating that the new Florida SQM Plan, Version 3.1, 
that BellSouth has proposed to the Florida PSC addresses this issue by reflecting the inclusion of 
all hot cut circuits, both non-coordinated and ~ n o r d i n a t e d . ’ ~ ~  

Finding40: BellSouth was not including all orders for Local 
Interconnection Trunks in its calculation of the SEEM remedy payments for 
the P-3 (Percent Missed lnitial lnstallatioii Appointments), Y-4 (Average 
Completion Interval &z Order Completion Interval Distribution), and P-9 
(Percent Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days of Service Order Completion) 
measures. Classification: 2 

Liberty found that BellSouth was not including all orders for Local lnterconnect Trunks on the 
PARIS tables for inclusion in the calculation of the SEEM remedy payments for the P-3, P-4, 
and P-9 measures. Liberty examined three retail Local hterconnectjon Trunk orders for the 
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November 2003 data - table. The 
provisioned, whereas 

month, only one of which Liberty was able to frnd in the PARIS = 
order included in the SEEM calculation did not require a dispatch to be 
the other two orders were classified as orders that required a dispatch. 

Liberty brought this issue to BellSouth’s attention for its investigation. BellSouth responded that 
it found some missing data in the PARIS reference tables that causes some orders for trunks to 
be not included in the SEEM calc~lations?~~ BellSouth indicated that it has now created change 
control RQ6146 to correct th is  problem. 

In November 2003 BellSouth’s reported P-3 volumes for Local Interconnection Trunk orders in 
Florida were 92 retail orders and 78 wholesale orders. In December, the reported P-3 Florida 
volumes were 149 retail orders and 43 wholesale orders. In accordance with BellSouth’s SQM 
Plan these orders are not disaggregated by dispatch type on the P-3 SQM report. Liberty did not 
determine how many of these orders were not included in the SEEM remedy payment 
calculation. 

BellSouth concurred with this finding indicating that it issued RQ6146 to correct this problem. 
There was insufficient information in the RQ6146 documentation provided b BellSouth for 
Liberty to assess whether this RQ will resolve the issue identified in this finding. $8 

Finding41: BellSouth was not in conformance with the SQM Plan when 
calculating service order durations for the P-4 (Average Completion IntervaI 
& Order Completion Interval Distribution) measure. Classification: 2 

When BellSouth calculated the service order completion intervals for the P-4 measure, it 
excluded Sundays from the time intervals for all products. In addition, for the 2-wire ADSL, 2- 
wire HDSL and 4-wire HDLS products, BellSouth excluded both Saturdays and Sundays from 
the calculation of the completion intervals?29 BellSouth’s SQM Plan does not identify Saturdays 
and Sundays as valid exclusions for the calculation of the service order completion intervals nor 
GG 1116 ~ L I S ~ ~ ~ L S : ,  l‘iljcs sj,c,I ;;- i J ~ ~ i ~ l ~ l ~ i ~  01 mese ~ i i j ~  iul U I ~  ~ I ’ O C ~ L ~ C I L .  

By not including Sundays (and Saturday for the xDSL products) in the service order duration 
BellSouth understated its wholesale and retail order completion intervals when reporting the 
results for the P-4 rneasurt in Florida. Liberty did not quanti€y the impact of this understatement 
on the reported results. 

In response, BellSouth stated,530 

[T]o meet updated Inter-vu2 Guide requirements, the new FL SQM has been 
updated to not include this as an exclusion, but rather in the Business Rules state 
the folluwing: “Only valid business d q s  will be included in ihe calculation of this 
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interval. Valid business h y s  may be found at the following website: 
(h ttp://ww w . interconnection. be llsou th. c o m / # l o c a l o r d e r i n g h a n t e ~ ~ l g u ~ e  
) ”. 

At the time of the original request, the PMAP code was updated, with CLECPSC 
agreement (via conference call meetings), that the weekends and holidays wuuld 
be excluded only from the benchmark products, since those were not oflered dates 
in the Interval Guide. It was expected the SQM would be corrected with t k  next 
update, however, other requests were fulj7llad and this was placed on hold for the 
next update. 

BellSouth should update its SQM documentation to clearly state how weekends are treated in the 
calculation of the in-scope provisioning measure results. BellSouth indicated that it “believes 
that the current SQM is clear and will initiate Florida SQM changes as directed by the Florida 
Public Service Commission in the Liberty recommends that BellSouth consult with 
the Commission to determine what further steps are necessary. 

Finding42: BellSouth did not properly align the product IDS for troubles 
and the lines on which they occurred for M&R-2 (Customer Trouble Report 
Rate), causing mismatches and resulting in assignment of either the troubles 
or the lines to the wrong sub-measure in SQM reports and SEEM remedy 
payment calculations. Classification: 2 

As part of its SQM report and remedy payment replication for M&R-2, Liberty noted a number 
of examples in which there were troubles in the numerator of this measure but no corresponding 
lines in the denominator. BellSouth informed Liberty that some M&R-2 results could have 
troubles in the numerator without any corresponding lines in the denominator?32 BellSouth 
explained that this could occur for several reasons, including situations in which a trouble was 
reported during the month but the line was disconnected before the line count was taken early in 
L ~ K  foiiowmg ~ D O I ~ L ~ , ,  C, iili Jii jL cmigeo  ~ w n e i * s ~ q ;  a> LCJ iiie ~ ~ U U U C  was reported but before the 
line count was taken. 

To investigate this issue, Liberty provided BellSouth with four sets of troubles that appeared in 
the numerator without any corresponding lines in the denominator €or the November 2003 data 
month, and asked BellSouth to provide either the disconnect order or the order showing that the 
lines had changed ownership. In its response, BellSouth provided three different explanations for 
the d i s~ repanc ie s .~~~  

For some of these troubles, BellSouth provided data showing that the ownership of the lines had 
changed hands. For other troubles, BellSouth rioted that the ownership of the lines had been 

BelISouth’s April 5 .  2005. resnons? IO LjhPrty’s Florida Draft Audit Report issued h4arch 1 I ~ 2005. 

Response to Data Request #348. 

531 
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- A  ~ 1 ~ l C l J ’ ~ r ~  i, 1 .  . : ~ ~ ‘ ~ ~ t I l 1 L  - 

533 



Final Report of the Audit of 
BellSouth’s Performance Assessment Plan for Florida 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
3 j  

32 

33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 

misidentified by BellSouth’s process. BellSouth issued RQ5673 to address the misidentification 
of lines in November 2004, after the time period within the scope of Liberty’s audit? 

In its third explanation, provided for other troubles, BellSouth noted that it had indeed found the 
relevant lines in the CRIS file. When Liberty requested further clarification, BellSouth explained 
that the trouble tickets related to those lines had the wrong product IDS associated with them. 
Upon further examination, BellSouth determined that this occurred because the LMOS legacy 
system included incorrect class of service USOCs on those trouble tickets, causing the measure 
results calculation process to associate the wrong product IDS with the trouble tickets.535 As a 
result, BellSouth used different product IDS for the troubles than it used for the lines on which 
the troubles occurred. 

Liberty notes that, in addition to creating a mismatch between trouble reports and the lines those 
troubles are on, these errors in determining product IDS cause the misidentified troubles to be 
included in the wrong sub-measure result calculations. The mismatch between troubles and lines 
causes inaccurate SQM reports and SEEM remedy payments. Liberty did not determine the size 
of these inaccuracies. However, Liberty determined in its remedy payment replication that it was 
not able to match troubles with lines for about two percent of the wire center/CLEC/product 
group combinations for the months of November 2003 through January 2004. 

BellSouth replied to this finding by indicating that it “agrees with Liberty’s assessment with 
respect to the trouble tickets being assigned the incorrect product ID” and that “it corrected this 
problem with RQ5673, implemented in the November 2004 data BellSouth has also 
“opened RQ6147 to address the issue with the trouble reports.” Neither RQ5673 nor RQ6147 
contain enough detail about BellSouth’s process changes to enable Liberty to assess whether 
they will fix the problem identified in this finding. 

Finding43 BellSouth included special access services in some of its retail 
analop ca1riil~tion.c durinp the aarlif n~rior! and. 2ftc.r correctinp the 
calculatiom, f ailetl io pertorn1 a complete analysis to determine whether 
reposting was necessary. Classification: 2 

BellSouth issued RQ4550 to exclude special access records from the retail analogs537 in the 
SQM.53s When Liberty asked why t h s  exclusion had been made, BellSouth responded that 
special access services are not local exchange services and therefore should be excluded from the 
SQMaS3’ BellSouth also noted that Florida PSC Order PSC-03-0529-PAA-TIP required that it 
develop diagnostic special access measures. This Order did not, however, address the 
appropriateness of including special access records in the SQM. 

534 Liberty notes that RQ5637 described the change impact in terms of percent changes, even though M&R-2 has a 
retail analog, and the repostinp reauirements specify that Z-scores a t  the sub-mmsure level must be assessed in such 

3f the CLFC dat:: for thesc month: did not contain am’ special arces!: records 
1 !, 

534 Response to Data Request #132. 
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BellSouth began removing special access records from its SQM and remedy payment 
calculations beginning in the January 2004 data month and noted in its Proposed January 2004 
Data Notification, filed December 1,2003: 

BellSouth has discovered that Special Access sewices are erroneously being 
included in certain BellSouth Retail Analog data. 

The impact statement in the Data Notification only noted that the impact was "less than 1% 
volume impact in July 2003 data." This statement by itself does not demonstrate that the impact 
of the removal of the special access records would not have required reposting of the data. 
Therefore, Liberty requested all analyses performed by BellSouth to determine if reposting was 
required as a result of the change. BellSouth ultimately responded that: 

, The greatest change to any sub-metric in this case was less than I% and there 
was no parity shij?, therefore, re-posting was nut required?' 

However, the in-scope M&R measures are all measured against retail analogs. Accordingly, the 
reposting policy requires an evaluation as to whether the change resulted in a shift in parity and 
whether there was a change in the 2-score of at least 0.5 at the sub-measure level. 

Liberty requested all of BellSouth's working papers to confirm that re-posting was not required. 
BellSouth responded by providing two spreadsheets, neither of which included 2-scores or 
addressed parity shifts.'41 One of the spreadsheets showed, for Florida for November 2003, the 
difference in the number of retail lines when special access records are removed. Depending on 
the product ID, that difference was as much as 25 percent. However, this information was not 
helpful in determining parity shifts or Z-score changes. The other spreadsheet showed the M&R- 
2 and M&R-3 Florida results by product ID with and without including special access lines for 
February 2003. For example, the M&R-3 result for product ID 1 was 2.24405 when special 
access lines are included, but 2,96528 when those lines are excluded. While the data BellSouth 
proviaefi did 1301 ~ n c l u u ~  ~ - sc i ) i  LL,  iilc c i i i q t s  H A  results ai i i i L  sub-iiicasuIc level wert  
significant and certainly appeared to warrant such analyses. 

BellSouth states that it excluded special access records from the Florida measure calculations 
starting with the January 2004 data month; however, it is not clear that the impact of this change 
was ever fully assessed. Based on the information BellSouth provided to Liberty some changes 
at the sub-measure level were significant, but Liberty does not have enough information to 
determine whether reposting was required. 

BellSouth states that special access circuits were removed from numerous nietrics and at such a 
hgh level that Z-score mal sis was not required due to the technical feasibility standard in the 
Florida Reposting However. BellSouth provided no evidence that reposting W ~ P  
tcclmira7iTJ infeasibic IT. t h i .  1*i~f]lC. ( i ' j f ~  ' s i  ?1:t,t" , t  /. 1, ' 7 T J y , ;  P F' l  

. .  

Response to Data Request #341. 
rtesp0r:si tc' ?3,.r: I \ C ( l l l t  't #,?hi 
Response to Preliminary i-mding 3b. 
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that the study did not include the required Z-score analysis and BellSouth did not retain the study 
results. BellSouth also 

The removal of the special access records was an extremely rare and unique 
situation. BellSouth maintains that it has properly followed the specijic 
guidelines set forth in the Reposting Policy as well as the Change Notification 
Policy. When the discrepancy was detemined: 1 )  BellSouth notified the CLECs 
and the Florida Public Service Commission per the Change Notification Policy, 
2)  BellSuuth did conduct an impact analysis on the change of record counts. 

Liberty discussed its recommendations regarding reposting under Finding 8. 

Finding 44: BellSouth included orders with invalid maintenance durations 
in the calculation of the M&Rm3 (Maintenance Average Duration) measure. 
Classification: 2 

The M&R-3 measure reports the average duration from the time BellSouth opens a trouble ticket 
to the time that BellSouth closes that ticket, after fixing the trouble and restoring service. To 
calculate the M&R-3 results, BellSouth extracts the time interval between the opening and 
closing (maintenance duration) of each trouble ticket directly from the source maintenance and 
repair systems, LMOS and WFA. 

While examining BellSouth trouble ticket data for November and December 2003, Liberty noted 
a number of cases in which the trouble tickets had maintenance durations of zero minutes. For 
November 2003, there were 1,840 out of 142,352 tickets fiom LMOS that did not error out and 
that had zero maintenance durations, Furthermore, of these 1,840 trouble tickets, 122 were 
marked as dispatched. The characteristics of none of these troubles were such that they would be 
excluded according to the M&R-3 exclusion rules in the BellSouth’s SQM Plan. 

A legitimate iriteiliill ~ ~ I W ~ C I A  l i l t  up~miig anti ciosing oi trouble tickeis SIIOUKI not be zero. ‘I’his 
is particularly clear in the case of those troubles requiring a dispatch. When questioned about 
these zero maintenance duration intervals, BellSouth responded with two possible reasons as to 
why these trouble tickets had zero maintenance durations: i) the times were coded incorrectly in 
the legacy system by the technician and ii) the troubles were reported by the CLECs through the 
Trouble Analysis Facilitation Interface (TAFII) system, in which it is possible for there to be an 
apparent resolution of the problem before the ticket was opened, dthough the actual time interval 
is non-ze1-0.~~ Both of these explanations point to erroneous data in the source systems 
themselves. Although BellSouth’s PMAP system generally accepts data derived from the source 
systems without modification, it has an elaborate system of error checks that eliminates 
transactions with erroneous data fields from the measure calculations. Furthermore, in the case of 
some other time interval measures,545 BellSouth substitutes default values for derived time 
intervals  th;rt w o i i l i ‘  n~Iie!-\vcc; C P X  r‘ !,.,. 1 -i ; : 1  , I 

543 BellSouth’s April 5 ,  2005 response to Liberty’s Florida Draft Audif Report, issued h4arrh 1 3 .  2005 
Recjiorist- i i .  l j 2 t ;  I ~ w ~ I L ~ : !  #’?( 

For example, 0-9  (Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness) and P-4 (Average Completion Interval). 

544 

545 
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interval (8 hours) for any cases where PMAP calculates a zero duration on orders issued and 
worked on the same day (Zero Due Date Orders), 

The Cornmission and the CLECs rely on the accuracy of BellSouth’s measure calculations to 
assure accurate reporting and remedy payments. BellSouth’s use of zero durations when the 
actual maintenance duration is non-zero biases both the calculated wholesale and retail 
maintenance average durations to be smaller than their actual values. 

In response, BellSouth noted5& 

BellSouth’ mechanized systems can, and do verifL or analyze data, and peform 
updates to databases in milliseconds and seconds. Prior tu mechanization, this 
process would have taken several minutes and sometimes even hours to pefurm. 
BellSouth believes that it is pegectly legitimate to have durations of zero when the 
open and close times of a ticket are the same, or virtmlly the same. As 
information, the LMOS and WFA systems provide the durations tu PMAP in 
hours and minutes. 

‘ 

Liberty’s comparison to the P-4 measure as a reason for BellSouth tu set the 
duration tu something other than zero is flawed. Please note that the P-4 measure 
specijies in the SQM that the interval is set at .33 when the duration is for a zero- 
day interval. The SQM has no such language for MR-3. In both these measures, 
the data for CLECs and BellSouth Retail is treated equally. 

BellSouth’s analysis of the actual data for MR-3 shows there is no “bias” to the 
duration for either the CLEC or BellSouth retail durations for the MR-3 measure 
as Liberiy asserts in its Impact statement. 

Liberty notes that it cannot verify BellSouth’s assertions regarding its back-end maintenance 
systems and processes and any data generated by those systems because analysis of these 
systems was not withn tile. S C O ~ C  cii irIi5 a u u ~ i .  Idowevei-, Libeny b e m w s  iiiat tile mdlogy  wit^ 
the P-4 measure regarding the treatment of zero durations is sound. Therefore, Liberty 
recommends that BellSouth seek input from the Commission and the other stakeholders of the 
SQM and SEEM Administrative Plans regarding its treatment of zero trouble durations. Liberty 
believes lhat such discussions should address the advisability and feasibility oP either replacing 
the zero durations with non-zero default durations (as with P-4) or excluding trouble tickets 
showing zero duration from the MlkR-3 measure altogether. The discussions should also 
consider the feasibility and advisability of calculating trouble durations within PMAP, as 
BellSouth does for the provisioning measures, rather than using durations derived directly from 
the source systems, as t h s  might provide BellSouth with a better opportunity to identify potential 
errors in the source data. 

~ - ~ _ _  .- - 

Response to Preliminary Finding 59. 54 6 
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Business Design troubles for the M&R-1 '(Missed Repair Appointments), 
M&R-2 (Customer Trouble Report Rate), M&R-3 (Maintenance Average 
Duration), M&R-4 (Percent Repeat Troubles within 30 Days), and M&R-5 
(Out of Service > 24 Hours) measures. Classification: 2 

As part of its data validation investigation for the M&R measures, Liberty tracked a sample of 
trouble tickets from the Data Warehouse into the table that BellSouth uses as the source 
for its M&R measure PARIS calculations. Liberty found that a wholesale trouble from this 
sample, specifically a trouble on an ISDN-BRI Business Design circuit, was missing from the 

table. BellSouth includes such troubles in the Resale ISDN sub-measures M&Rl, M&R-2, 
M&R-3, M&R-4, and M&R-5. As a result, BellSouth did not include this transaction in these 
sub-measures when calculating remedy payments. 

BellSouth has acknowledged this issue, and indicated that it believes its cause is the same as that 
forthe issues Liberty noted in Findings 33 and 35 for provisioning measures. BellSouth also 
indicated that it initiated a correction to this problem through RQ6111. Specifically, BellSouth 
designed this correction to include some wholesale products in the PARIS calculations 
transactions, including ISDN-BRI Business Design, which had been neglected previ~usly.~~' 

BellSouth's explanation of the cause of the missing trouble implies that all wholesale ISDN-BRI 
Business Design troubles were excluded from the remedy payment calculations. Liberty did not 
determine what, if any, impact these excluded troubles had on Tier 1 or Tier 2 remedy payments. 
However, in its reply to this finding, BellSouth has indicated,548 

mere were occurrences of the ISDN pruducts (id's 17, 18, 19, and 20) on the 
wholesale side in Florida, however, the volumes were very low. SpeciJically, 
during the Audit period, there were nut any occurrences of a GLEC with at least 5 
service orders or trouble tickets. Consequently, reruns are a moot point. 

As noted, BellSouth is addressing the issue through RQ6111. However, Libertv does not have 
sufficient infomation 10 aetermiie wiiet~m. tliis chaige will fully cui-recl the probleiii. 

Finding46: For the B-1. (Invoice Accuracy) measure, BellSouth did not 
deflne the adjustments it includes in a report month consistently for all bills. 
Ctassification: 2 

BellSouth uses a combination of mechanized and manual procedures to prepare the billing data 
that it uses to calculate the €3-1 measure. BellSouth first runs two mechanized job procedures that 
retrieve revenue and adjustment information, based upon the bill date. BellSouth uses two 
different methods for retrieving billing data depending upon whether the bill comes from CABS 
or CRTS/IBS ( ie . ,  extracting data from the source billing system versus extracting data from the 
financial accountinp s!7sic17;' 

..*>. ' ." .'*> 1- 
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One mechanized procedure extracts, directly from CABS, the CLEC local billing revenue and 
adjustment data and the BellSouth CABS adjustment data. Because BellSouth extracts data 
directly from CABS, it captures the adjustments reflected on bills BellSouth issued during the 
month. For the other mechanized procedure, BellSouth does not retrieve IE3S and CNS data 
directly from the source systems, but instead extracts CRIS and IBS data from the FDB, which is 
the system BellSouth uses to keep its accounting re~ords.5~~ Because BellSouth extracts 
CRIS/IBS data from the FDB, it captures adjustments that BellSouth issued during the reporting 
month, not only those included on current month 

BellSouth uses two different definitions for adjustments, depending upon whether the bill comes 
from CABS or CRIS/IBS. The SQM Plan refers to “billing related adjustments during current 
month.” Either BellSouth approach can be considered consistent with the SQM language, but not 
both. 

BellSouth offered, subject to Commission approval, to add clarifying language to the SQM 
Specifically, BellSouth proposed to state that CRfs/E%S adjustments are based on all 

adjustments posted to an account during the reporting month, and that CABS adjustments are 
based on only those adjustments issued on the customer’s monthly bill. This clarification would 
resolve the matter. 

Finding 47: BellSouth’s manual process for preparing billing data for the 
B-1 (Invoice Accuracy) measure did not contain adequate quality control 
procedures. Classification: 3 

During its review of the process BellSouth uses to prepare data for the B-1 measure, Liberty 
examined working spreadsheets provided by BellSouth that contain the output of the mechanized 
procedures as well as the Billing Group analyst’s revisions and exclusions to these data for the 
December 2003 reporting month. With the exception of the total number of adjustments, Liberty 
was able to reconcile these working spreadsheets with the data in the final Billing Group 
spreadsheel tbak goeb l l i l G  i&S. Liberty lounu ihai the number of total adjustments in the 
working spreadsheets was two greater than the number of total adjustments in the final 
spreadsheets. 

BellSouth indicated that it had introduced an error in the number of adjustments for one billing 
account (although the dollar amount was correct) when preparing the final spreadsheets and 
confirmed that the number of adjustments on the final spreadsheets was incorrect and that 
invoice accuracy measured in number of adjustments, reported as a diagnostic, should decrease 
from 67.91 percent, as reported, to 67.11 percent. The result for invoice accuracy in terms of 
dollars is not affected. 

&),e 
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BellSouth should expand its process for preparing the billing data that it sends to RADS to 
include quality control for its manual processing steps. BellSouth informed Liberty that it 
recently revised the work flow for the manual review process to include additional review and 
controls procedures, and that it updated the job aids used by the Billing Group analyst to reflect 
these changes. BellSouth noted that its recently revised work flow should minimize inaccuracies 
and improve quality control, and that it continues to review the process with an objective of 
reducing as many manual steps as possible? 

Finding 48: BellSouth's process for determining the final adjustment 
values and the count of adjustments in the cakulation of the B-1 (Invoice 
Accuracy) measure for both CLECs and BellSouth retail is incomplete and 
thus does not assure accurate reporting of this measure. Classification: 3 

Because some of the B-1 exclusions specified in the SQM Plan cannot be performed using the 
logic in its current computerized process, BellSouth cannot accomplish all of them using the 
mechanized procedures it developed to prepare B-1 data. For those exclusions that cannot be 
accomplished through the mechanized procedures, the Billing Group analyst must manually 
research bills to identify which adjustments should be excluded, 

The analyst does not review every CLEC bill, but instead researches each bill for which the 
absolute value of the total adjustments is $1,000 or more. BellSouth noted that by adopting the 
$1,000 cut-off point, it may be including adjustments in CLEC results that are not related to 
billing errors, which would make its performance look worse than it actually was. BellSouth also 
indicated that it did not have the resources to spend the time to check each record. BellSouth 
cited the imprecise coding methods representatives use in the billing systems as one reason for 
the significant review burden. 

BellSouth stated that there was not a routine review that it could perform for the total retail 
adjustment figures, because it would be impossible for it to trace adjustments back to all the 
retail accounts. Howevei, tilt: b i i h g  broup analyst investigates possible reasons ior large 
changes in revenues and adjustments from one month to the next by questioning other billing and 
financial personnel to find out if something unusual occurred during the month. If the analyst 
identifies retail non-billing error adjustments, such as for a large settlement, he or she will revise 
the retail adjustment figures accordingly. 

The lack of a full review of all the billing adjustments means that the final adjustments values 
and counts of adjustments that BellSouth uses to calculate the B-1 measure for both CLECs and 
BellSouth retail are likely to contain some inaccuracies. For practical reasons, BellSouth can 
never review all adjustments for both wholesale and retail bills. As long as a significant poi~ion 
of the exclusions of non-billing error adjustments can only be identified manually, BellSouth's 
B-1 results will be inaccurate to some degree. Bv jrnplementjng more precise methods for codinr 

iic! rnechanizinr inm c" t i l '  ~ c ~ ~ ~ F ! I I Y ~ ~ ;  1-(7 1: F !:IT' ' J f '  1 

perioa, in the second qumer d2004, IO reduce a significant portion of the manual handling of 

Response to Preliminary Finding 14. 5 5; 
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adjust~nents?~ BellSouth reiterated that it continues to review its methods to reduce as many 
manual steps as possible. 

Finding 49: BellSouth’s methods for defining revenues and determine 
which bills are included in the B-1 (Invoice Accuracy) measure are not 
addressed by the SQM Plan. Classification: 4 

The SQM Plan does not specify how BellSouth should define revenues, or whether certain types 
of bills should be included or excluded from the measure. BellSouth has adopted certain 
conventions, of which the Commission or CLECs may be unaware, for defining which revenues 
and bills it includes in the B-1 measure. For example, BellSouth excludes collocation revenues 
and adjustments associated with construction, space, and electricity (known as “CO 1 accounts”) 
bills. BellSouth stated that, because it bills CLECs based on estimates and later issues 
adjustments to correct the shortfall or overage, such data are not reflective of true invoice 
accuracy performance and should be excluded. BellSouth does, however, include other types of 
collocation account revenues and adjustments in the measure? BellSouth also defines revenues 
slightly differently for CABS bills than it does for CNS and IBS bills. BellSouth includes 
federal, state, and local taxes in its revenue data from CABS, but includes only federal and state 
taxes in its FDB (CRIS and IBS) revenue data? 

Not only are many of the conventions not explicit, but they have changed since the audit period. 
During the audit period, BellSouth excluded BellSouth Long Distance account revenues and 
adjustments during the manual review process. As a result of discussions between the Florida 
Commission and BellSouth, in June 2004 BellSouth began to include BellSouth Long Distance 
account data in retail data but continued to exclude it from CLEC aggregate data? During the 
audit period, BellSouth included revenues and adjustments from all CLEC bills in its total 
BellSouth retail revenues and adjustments. At that time, BellSouth considered the CLEC to be a 
customer. After June 2004, BellSouth began excluding CLEC revenues and adjustments from 
retail totals.557 BellSouth explained that its interpretation of the SQM Plan had not changed: 
however, it agreed to reniov6 h e  CLEC data aher discussions wit11 CLECs at various 

’ 

The lack of documentation for BellSouth’s conventions for defining revenues and bills could 
lead to confusion by the Commission and CLECs about what is and is not included in the 
measure. Additional language for the SQM P1an.that makes these conventions explicit could 
reduce the potential for such confusion. BellSouth stated that it continues to have discussions 
with CLECs and Commissions regarding the methods of defining this measure. BellSouth also 
added some additional descriptions lan uage to its job aids regarding the types of charges 
included and excluded from the measure. 8 9  
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In response to this finding, BellSouth noted?' 

White the descriptions of the inclusions and the exclusions are not specifically 
documented in the Florida SQM, BellSouth believes its internal documentation 
accurately reflects this infomation. BellSouth will continually update this 
documentation as necessary. If clarity in the SQM is needed, this CQYZ only be 
addressed during a periodic review of the SQM as initiated by  the Commission. 

Although it would be helpful to incorporate language in the SQM Plan to define the revenues and 
bills that are included in the B-1 measure, Liberty recommends that BellSouth discuss the issue 
with the Commission in the context of the periodic SQM reviews to determine the necessity of 
this change. 

Finding 50: The BellSouth PMAP production validation process did not 
update the historical data used in trending analysis to reflect the effect of 
PMAP system changes. Classifleation: 3 

BellSouth relies heavily on statistical methods in its PMAP production validation process. 
Specifically, BellSouth uses standard deviation analysis and trend analysis based upon historical 
validation data point values. The reliability of such trending methods is dependent on an 
historical set of data generated in a consistent manner (Le., by stable systems). 

BellSouth also makes monthly changes to its PMAP system. Hence, when PMAP system 
changes result in updates to the historical measure values, BellSouth needs to update the 
historical baseline to reflect these updates. However, BellSouth indicated that it did not have a 
formal process to re-establish the validation baseline after PMAP system changes.561 Liberty 
believes that proactive restatement of historical results would improve statistical reliability and 
the efficiency of the ongoing PMAP production validation process. 

The accuracy of PMAP is critical to the PARIS reporting process as well as the remedy payment 
process. The failure of BellSouth to update baseline trending data as a result of system changes 
results in ad hoc re-evaluation of PMAP system changes during the production validation 
process to justify out-of-tolerance statistical results, which can affect BellSouth's ability to 
effectively identify data problems. 

BellSouth responded to this finding as follows:562 

For sinal1 dota processing systems, updating baseline trend infomiat ion by  
restating historical results tu account for system changes may provide better 
trend infomation. Huwever, BellSouth believes that (a) the overall validation 

t f R c ~ ~ 1 , C i :  <>?Id ib 1 i r  is rzof 

56b SellSouth's April 5,2005 response to Liberty's Florida Draft Audit Report. issued March 1 I ,  2005. 
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feasible to implement this approach for PMAP due to ut least three major 
concerns. 

First, setup and execution of system changes on multiple months of historical data 
cannot be accomplished in a timely manner relative to validation activities. 

Second, the suggested approach requires maintaining multiple system 
environments (one environment for each month to be restated) at a production 
level quality relative tu the current month’s environment, while simultaneously 
varying from its historic counterpart production environment. 

Third, there would be increased risks to managing the validatiun tools 
successfully since data would have to be retrieved from a combination of 
production and restated non-production environments - most likely on a measure- 

* by-measure basis. 

Consequently, BellSouth believes that its overall validation process 
accommodates assessing the impact of changes tu the PMAP system. We believe 
our existing process provides the necessary information to make infumed 
decisions as to the results uf data processing. 

Liberty understands BellSouth’s concerns; however, BellSouth should consider enhancements to 
its process to take into account baseline changes. 

Finding 51: BellSouth performed no validation to detect invalid zero dollar 
remedy payments during the audit period. Classification: 4 

During interviews, BellSouth described to Liberty its process for reviewing remedy payments.563 
BellSouth indicated that, as part of this process, it reviewed all non-zero remedy payment 
calculalions for the state of Fioriua ~ r o ~ i i  Jaiuary 2005 through January 2004 (which includes the 
audit period). However, BellSouth also stated that did it not validate any zero payments during 
the same period, even if one or more statistical tests failed. BellSouth stated at that time that zero 
payment amounts had been checked prior to the audit period, but were not checked dukng the 
audit period due to increasing data volumes and staffing constraints. 

BellSouth indicated that zero payment amounts may be validated in certain instances based upon 
trend analysis, implementation of new measures, or changes to existing measures.564 BellSouth 
stated, “[h]owever, manual validation of every measurement that has no payment either for a 
particular CLEC or for the measurement is not within our validation process. If the measurement 
is questioned internally or externally, BellSouth reviews the measurement to determine if the 
systems are processing the records correctly or if there is an error in the process which may 
recluirt I rmi:. ,c~~sren? chiliiye! rtnd~v- : ? ( : i i ~ ~ i v ~ r ! i ~  ’ 
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The imbalance between the extensive review of non-zero remedy payment cakulations and the 
lack of review of zero remedy payment calculations biases the SEEM remedy payment 
validation process in BellSouth's favor. The lack of a comprehensive zero dollar payment 
validation process may result in underpayments to either CLECs or the Florida PSC. 

BellSouth responded to this finding as 

During the a d i t  period, BellSouth used two diflerent methodologies to validate 
SEEM payments for retail analog, and they ran parallel. One was Darkology, 
and the other one was non-Darkology - old methodology. With the non- 
Darkdogy, zero payments were not validated. However, with Darkolugy, zero 
payments were validated. 

BellSouth runs high level checks, meaning only the statistical rules are checked ( 
Z-score, BCV etc ), but not the impacted volume - regardless of whether or nut it 
matched with the PMAP count. In other words, Brst we checked whether or not a 
company failed, (pass-jiail-nurn = 0), and if so, we determine whether or not the 
aggregate statistical test (Aggr Z score) was less than Zero. If it didn't fail 
(pass fuil-num =O) and the aggregate statistical test was negative, then we 
determine if the Aggregate Z score was less that the balancing critical value. All 
of the requirements were placed in a query that was run monthly by  each Analyst, 
and any records returned were considered anomalies. As such, further 
investigation was required to determine the cause of the anomalies. 

' 

Liberty notes that this response contradicts the information BellSouth provided during 
interviews. However, if BellSouth has implemented a process that consistently includes the 
examination of zero-dollar remedy payments across all of the SEEM measures, the issue raised 
in this finding would be resolved. 
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IV. Remedy Payments 

A. Remedy Payment Replication 

1. Introduction 

BellSouth calculates most of the remedy payments set forth in the SEEM Administrative Plan 
using PARIS, a system that draws data from the Data Warehouse and DM tables in the SQM 
Mart. Using pre-calculated inclusion indicators, PARIS groups the data by measure and 
determines, €or each sub-measure, whether BellSouth has passed or failed. BellSouth perfoms 
these determinations for both Tier 1 (individual CLEC) and Tier 2 (aggregate CLEC) 
Enforcement Mechanisms. After PARIS determines whether BellSouth passed or failed a sub- 
measure, it determines the remedy payment amount, if any, to be paid. BellSouth then enters this 
amount into the Supplier Transaction and Remittance (STAR) system for payment. 

A high-level flowchart of PARIS is shown below:566 

During the audit period, BellSouth did not calculate all measures using PARIS. Instead 
BellSouth calculated some measures through ad hoc processes, called “Interim Solutions.” The 
Interim Solutions methods typically involved taking data directly from the Data Warehouse or 
from the data mart, and using them to make the calculations and a padfail determination. 
BellSouth only placed the results of ths determination in a table in PARIS. Of the measures 
Liberty evaluated, B-1, 0-3/4, 0-9, P-7, and P-7C were calculated using Interim Solutions 
method. 

The Liberty Consulting Group 
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BellSouth defines a benchmark measure as a measure with an absolute passlfail standard, rather 
than one based on parity with retail. For benchmark measures, PARIS pulls certain data fields 
fiom the relevant portion of the Data Warehouse. PARIS then aggregates the data, performs 
certain calculations, and compares the results (for each state, CLEC, and product) to the 
benchmark for that sub-measure listed in a lookup table. PARIS inserts the results into the 
-, and sets a trigger t;> indicate ass or fail. PARIS then sends 
information, such as volumes, related to all failures to the p. The measure 
B-1 is an exception to the typical benchmark process in that, for B-1, BellSouth does not 
compare the CLEC results to a fixed benchmark each month. Instead, BellSouth uses the 
monthly retail results as a “floating” benchmark. It first pulls the aggregate CLEC and BellSouth 
retail data into PARIS and stores the intermediate results for each. PARIS then compares the 
CLEC and BellSouth results for the month, and stores them on the -1 
with the appropriate padfail trigger. 

BellSouth defines a parity measure as a measure for which BellSouth compares the CLEC data 
to equivalent BellSouth retail data for the same period. Parity measures can be calculated as 
means, rates, or proportions. BellSouth makes comparisons for these types of measures at the 
“cell” level. The attributes that make up a cell vary, but always include wire center, sub-measure, 
and CLEC. The attributes may also include number of circuits and dispatch type for the order, 
and the half of the month in which the order or trouble occurred. 

For parity measures, BellSouth calls the result for each CLEC by cell an “observation,” which, 
when combined with retail data, constitutes a complete cell. The BellSouth observations paired 
with the CLEC observations for the same attributes constitute all of the relevant cells that 
BellSouth needs to administer the SEEM Administrative Plan. For each cell, BellSouth 
calculates a statistical score called a Z-score. The method of calculation for this score varies 
based on the number of items under consideration and the type of measure. A positive Z-score 
indicates that BellSouth provided better service to the CLEC, while a negative Z-score indicates 
BellSouth provided better service to itself. BellSouth aggregates the cell Z-scores to the CLEC 
and sub-measure level based on a formula that roughly weights each cell by the number of 
transactions in the cell. beilboutfi then compares t lm aggregate Lscore to a Balancing Critical 
Value (BCV), which is the Z-score where Type I and Type 11 error probabilities are equal (for a 
particular level of di~parity)?~ If the CLEC Z-score is less than the BCV, BellSouth fails the 
sub-measure. PARIS stores results in a proportion Cell Score table, and infomation on failures 
in the Remedy Ap Fact table. 

To obtain the data needed to create the cells for arity measures, BellSouth uses PARIS - tables). PARIS creates these p tables by pulling transaction-level 
data from the Data Warehouse based on measurement maps, product groups, service order and 
trouble ticket attributes, date parameters, and other table join criteria. PARIS retrieves only those 
records and fields that it needs to create the cells. 

. %:+!.I*- 
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In some cases, either the CLEC or BellSouth may have no observations in a given period (e.g., 
half month) for the same attributes (e.g., wire center and product group). Because PARIS has 
only one observation, it cannot create a cell. If PARIS cannot create a cell, the data for the 
company that did have observations for that particular time period and set of attributes are 
excluded from the pasdfail determination and the remedy calculation for the relevant sub- 
measure. 

For Tier 1 parity measures (i.e., proportions, rates, and means), BellSouth must make a remedy 
payment to the CLEC if the statistical tests described above result in a failure, subject to the 
limitation that the number of transactions must be at least five. BellSouth determines payments 
based on a lookup table that contains the payments due to each CLEC as a result of a failure in 
the reporting month. For benchmark measures, BellSouth owes a remedy payment to the CLEC 
if the CLEC performance is below the standard. The level of payment for benchmark measures is 
also based on a lookup table. 

For Tier 2 measures, BellSouth determines payments based on the results over a threemonth 
eriod with the amount of payments drawn f b m  a lookup table. PARIS contains a = P table, which BelISouth uses to track whether the remedy was authorized and transmitted 

to the appropriate CLEC or Commission. 

BellSouth reports its remedy payments in a monthly PARIS report maintained on the PMAP 
website. Unlike the SQWSRS reports, BellSouth only retains the PARIS reports on the website 
for the current month. 

2. Analysis and Evaluation 

Liberty planned to verify padfail calculations for all in-scope measures through replication of 
selected code and review of appropriate dat . Liberty also wanted to perform a 

table in  PARTS and endinp with the ation of failures. bepinninp wit 
table, which shows lailuxes, in P 

In certain cases, Liberty was unable to perform the replication in this manner because BellSouth 
used Interim Solutions methods for some measures. For these measures, which did not go 
through the noma1 PAWS process, Liberty began with the relevant transaction-level data from 
the Data Warehouse or from the Data Mart, as appropriate. 

Liberty performed the calculations using its own code, which, for purpose of the replication of 
the mean parity measures, necessarily results in slight differences, due to the randomization in 
the statistical tests. Where appropriate, Liberty examined cell level results for these measures to 
ensure that differences found were the result of statistical testing differences, rather than errors in 
code. 

*.-,,;,ip+- 
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The incomplete and inconsistent docurnentation accompanying the SEEM Administrative Plan 
severely hampered Liberty’s replication efforts. Although BellSouth’s subject matter experts 
were able to resolve issues in interviews, the SEEM implementation apparently has no 
documentation between the very high-level SEEM document and the low-level programming 
code. 

The following sections describe Liberty’s replication of remedy payments. 

a. Benchmark Measures 

The following table displays the in-scope measures subject to benchmark standards: 

To determine the results for benchmark measures, BellSouth compares a CLEC percentage and a 
benchmark percentage. BellSouth defines benchmark measures as those for which it does not 
perform a statistical comparison. For these types of measures, BellSouth compares the CLEC 
result to a pre-determined standard set forth in the SQM Plan. For example, the SQM Plan lists a 
benchmark standard for 0-3 (Percent Flow-Through Service Requests (Summary)) of 95 percent 
for the Residence sub-measure. Thus, if fewer than 95 percent of 0-3 residence orders flow 
through, then BellSouth fails this measure and no statistical test is necessary. 

BellSouth treats the B-I measure as a benchmark for the purpose of remedy calculation, but 
BellSouth determines its slirrlcliilci UAXG 011 the retail result. Thus, io1 6-1, bellSouth iirsi 
calculates the appropriate percentage for the standard “Parity with BellSouth Retail 
Aggregate.”570 BellSouth then compares the retail percentage to the CLEC percentage to 
determine padfail, and performs no statistical test.571 

According to Liberty’s understanding, BellSouth’s typical process for calculating benchmark 
remedy payments is as follows: 

Pull transactions from the Data Warehouse or SQM Mart and put them into 
relational tables found in PARIS 

e Aggregate these transactions by CLEC and sub-measure 

1 LLkC icl; 
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a 

Compare the CLEC performance to the benchmark572 
Insert result (pass if CLEC performance exceeds the benchmark and fail if CLEC 
performance is below the benchmark) in the - table 

e Perform table lookups to determine remedy payment amounts and load the - table with information on the failures and payment amounts. 

For this part of the analysis, Liberty began with the relational tables in PARIS, and attempted to 
replicate for each sub-measure listed in Appendix A the pasdfail and remedy payment amounts. 
Liberty attempted to replicate Tier 1 and Tier 2 calculations for the data months November 2003 
through January 2004. In addition to the end-to-end replication, Liberty examined the interim 
steps and tables, as appropriate, to ensure that BellSouth was aggregating the data and 
performing the calculations properly. 

Liberty considered the benchmark portion of the replication successful if, based on an 
examination of the PARIS calculations for the data months under investigation, Liberty:573 

a 

m 

a 

a 

Reproduced, with the available documentation and using reasonable 
interpretations of that documentation, the same aggregate results and remedy 
payments as those calculated by BellSouth in PARIS. 
Determined that BellSouth used the correct benchmark for each benchmark sub- 
measure listed in Appendix A. 
Determined that BellSouth correctly assessed compliance for each benchmark 
sub-measure listed in Appendix A. 
Determined that BellSouth applied the correct remedy calculations to all the 
benchmark sub-measures listed in Appendix A. 

B-1 lnvoice Accuracy 
fieellSouth diu no1 cacuiate me b-1 measure results through the P’AKlS process, instead, it used 
the Interim Solutions methods. Therefore, in order to replicate the penalty calculations, Liberty 
began with the ‘1’ table, which contains information on all CLEC and sub- 
measure combinations for B-1, and calculated Billing accuracy according to the SEEM 
Administrative Plan. Liberty found 21 failures for November 2003, 18 for December 2003, and 
20 for January 2004. Liberty matched all of these failures to the figures on BellSouth’s 
~-, which shows all the SEEM failures. 

0-3/4 - Percent Flow Through Service Requests 
For the purposes of PARIS and SEEM calculation in Florida, BellSouth uses 0-3 for individual 
CLEC calculations and penalties (Tier 1) and 0-4  for agcprepate CLEC calculations and penalties 
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(Tier 2). Because the calculations are essentially the same, Liberty considers them to ether in 
this report. The measures 0-3 and 0-4 did not go through the PARIS pro~ess?~’Instead 
BellSouth used a series of spreadsheets to determine the PARIS results with respect to these 
measures. BellSouth compiles these spreadsheets using a table in the Data Mart, along with a 
lookup for a “flow-through coefficient” in the Data Mart. BellSouth sets this flow-through 
coefficient to 1 if the company does business in Liberty used the results of this query 
to calculate CLEC-specific and CLEC-aggregate flow-through timeliness for each sub-measure. 
Liberty then compared these results to the transmission of penalty am0unts.5’~ 

Liberty found 42 instances in which BellSouth did not make a remedy payment, even though 
Liberty’s calculations indicated a failure. Liberty also found 29 instances in which BellSouth 
transmitted a remedy payment on measures for which Liberty did not calculate a failure. 

0-9 Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness 

create summary information concerning fm order confirmation (FOC) timeliness.” ‘a 

Liberty calculated the results for three months, November 2003 through January 2004. Liberty 
aggregated by parent company and then compared these results against the 

in PARIS. Liberty and BellSouth match on numerator, 
denominator, and the pasdfail determination for every item that was found in both Liberty’s 
table and the benchmark table. These matches totaled over 900 cornpan y/sub-measure 
combinations per month. However, in each of the three months, there were company/sub- 
measure combinations that appeared in Liberty’s data but not in the benchmark table, or in the 
benchmark table but not in Liberty’s recalculation. Liberty addressed this issue in more detail in 
the Findings and Recommendations section. 

P-5 Coordina~ed ~usiumttr Conversions 
BellSouth did not calculate the benchmark measure P-7 using the PARIS system. Instead, 
BellSouth explained that it calculated the results from tables in the Data Mart and Data 

574 Interview #23, January 5 and 18,2005. 
575 Liberty requested the resuIts of this coefficient lookup, along with an explanation of how to use it, in Data 
Requests #354 and #355. In its responses, however, BellSouth did not provide an explanation of how to use the 
coefficient query. 
576 Ordinarily, Liberty compared pasdfail results in PARIS to the - table, but no entries appeared on 
this table for 0-314 for November 2003, and thus Liberty used the payment transmission tables. BellSouth provided 
these tables in response to Data Request #14. Liberty sought to use the actual PARIS reports, which are posted to the 
website and available to the CLECs. However, BellSouth does not retain these reports, thus BellSouth provided the 
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M&R-1 
M&R-2 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

9 period. Instead, BellSouth used the table to determine 
10 conversion timeliness BellSouth updated the table in PARIS directly from 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 b. Parity Measures 

For the months under review, Liberty verified the numerator, denominator, and pasdfail decision 
calculated by BellSouth. Liberty’s replication results agreed with the BellSouth results for every 
case, as calculated from the circuit fact table that resides in the Data Warehouse. 

P-7C Coordinated Customer Conversions - Percent 
8 BellSouth did not calculate the benchmark during the audit 

the results in that table? 

For the months under review, Liberty verified the passifail decision calculated by BellSouth. In 
its data integrity review, Liberty identified severd issues, including some that caused errors in 
the’results of BellSouth’s remedy payment calculations?2 Liberty addressed this issue in more 
detail in Section IU F. However, when Liberty calculated the results taking these errors into 
consideration, Liberty matched each of BellSouth’s calculated failures for the months of 
December 2003 and January 2004.583 

Missed Repair Appointments Parity proportion 
Customer Trouble ReDort Rate Paritv rate 

22 
23 

M&R-3 
M&R-4 
M&R-5 

The following table shows the in-scope parity measures involving proportions, means, and rates: 

Maintenance Average Duration Parity mean 
Percent Repeat Troubles within 30 Days 

Out of Service (009 > 24 Hours 
Parity proportion 
Paritv DroDortion 

1 Measure I DescriD tion I TvDe I 

P-3 

P-4 

P-9 

Percent Missed Initial Jnstallation Appojntments Parity proportion I 
Average Cornpieiron interval (OCi) & Order Gornpletion 

Interval Distribution 
% Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days of Service Order 

Parity mean 

Completion Parity proportion 

24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 

For parity measures, each sub-measure has a retail analog. BellSouth compares the CLEC result 
to the retail analog result for a given sub-measure to determine whether it passed that sub- 
measure. For example, for the M&R-1 sub-measure “UNE Loop + Port Combinations,” the 
analog is “Retail Residence & Business.” In order for BellSouth to pass this sub-measure, the 
percentage of CLEC missed repair appointments must be no greater than the percentage of retail 
residence and business missed repair appointments. 

.- - -.-* o&. 

The Liberty Consulting Group 
1 ugt  is/u 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
i' 

Final Report of the Audit of 
BellSouth's Performance Assessment PIan for Florida 

BellSouth does not initially aggregate to the CLEC level for each sub-measure when it calculates 
parity measure results. Instead, as discussed above, BellSouth tallies the results for each sub- 
measure by initial groupings called cells, which are typically based on wire-center, half month 
period (first or second half), handling type (e.g., Dispatch), and product gr0up.5~~ BellSouth 
per€orms initial statistical testing for parity measures at the cell level. BellSouth determines the 
type of statistical test applied based on the sample size and whether the measure is a rate, 
proportion, or mean. 

Each of the statistical tests produces a cell Zscore. When this score is negative, it indicates that 
BellSouth is providing substandard service. Negative scores close to zero might be the result of 
random variation, while large negative scores (Le., those far from zero) are likely the r e d  of 
actual disparities. BellSouth aggregates the cell Z-scores to the CLEC and sub-measure level 
based on a formula that roughly weights each cell by the number of transactions in the cell. 
BellSouth then compares this aggregate Z-score to the BCV. The Commission established a 
tolerance parameter, 6, in its adoption of the SEEM Administrative Plan, and BellSouth then 
calculates the BCV as the point at which, for this tolerance level, the chance of a false positive 
(false pass) equals the chance of a false negative (false fail). 

Below, in Finding 50, Liberty notes an error made by BellSouth in its calculation of the 
parameter 5. This error affects the outcome of several of the measures below, as noted. 

BellSouth applies the following technical steps in this process: 
e Pull transactions from the Data Warehouse or SQM Mart and put them into 

relational tables found in PARIS 
Aggregate these transactions by ILEC or CLEC, sub-measure, and cell 
Statistically compare cells using S-Plus and store cell result in the - 
table 

e Aggregate bv sub-measure and CLEC to determine aggregate Z-score and BCV 
Store result in an table 

Perform table lookups to determine remedy payment amounts and load the 
-table with information on the failures and payment amounts. 

For this portion of the analysis, Liberty began with the relational tables in PARIS, and attempted 
to replicate the pass/fail determinations. Liberty replicated Tier 1 (for a sample of CLECs) and 
Tier 2 calculations for the November 2003 through January 2004 data months. In addition to the 
end-to-end replication, Liberty examined the interim steps and tables, as appropriate, to ensure 
that BellSouth aggregated the data and performed the calculations properly. For example, Liberty 
calculated the BCVs, aggregated Z-scores, and cell Z-scores for each measure, and, where 
appropriate, compared these to BellSouth's Z-scores, as well as its and R tables. 
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Liberty considered the parity portion of the replication successful if, based on an examination of 
the PARIS calculations for the data months under investigati~n?~~ Liberty: 

Reproduced, with the available documentation and using reasonable 
interpretations of that documentation, the same BCVs, truncated 2-scores, 6 
values, cell scores and remedy payments calculated by BellSouth in PARIS 
Determined that BellSouth used the correct retail analog for each parity sub- 
measure listed in Appendix A 
Detennined that BellSouth correctly assessed compliance for each parity sub- 
measure listed in Appendix A 
Determined that the correct remedy calculations have been applied to all the 
parity sub-measures listed in Appendix A. 

* 

* 

e 

M&R-1 Missed Repair Appointments 
For M&R-I, Liberty began with the data tables residing in the PARIS systems that contain 
information about repair appointments, and attempted to replicate each aggregate 2-score and 
BCV. The aggregate Zscore is the statistical measure of performance for a particular CLEC and 
sub-measure combination while the BCV is the cutoff point for the Aggregate Z-score. BellSouth 
fails each CLEC/sub-measure combination in which the aggregate Z-score is lower than the 
BCV. 

An intermediate step in calculating the aggregate Z-score is the calculation of a "truncated" Z- 
score. During Liberty' s efforts to replicate the truncated 2-scores for percentage measures 
involving parity comparisons, Liberty found major discrepancies in results, BellSouth 
acknowledged two errors related to the calculation of aggregate Z results.586 Both of these issues 
revolved around the data handling of sub-measure and company combinations that contained 
only one cell with positive weight. 

M&H-2 
Liberty examined M&R-2, the only "rate" measure under consideration. This measure required a 
different statistical process from that of the other parity measures. Liberty determined the 
numerator for this measure using the - table and found that the ag regation matched 

Zustoriier '1 rouble Report Kate 

exactly as in M&R-1. Liberty input the denominator using a second table, h- 
Liberty identified discrepancies in the service line counts in the table in the PARIS systems that 
house the data concerning total lines in service. SpecificalIy, Liberty found a number of troubles 
for which, according to the - table, no lines existed. This problem occurred for 
approximately two percent of the CLEC/sub-measure combinations under consideration for each 
month, and totaled about 100 such combinations per month. 

h .<&+ 
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Total 

November 2003 45 1 
December 2003 467 

January 2003 465 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 

Balancing 
Critical P-value Expected P Value 
Value Difference Differences 

Difference (>.03) (approximate) 
W) 

0 27 23 
0 16 23 
0 11 23 

18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 

For the three audit months, November 2003 through January 2004, Liberty found 308 errors in 
the pasdfail determination made by BellSouth even after accounting for the global errors 
regarding the parameter 6 discussed in Finding 52. 

M&R-3 Maintenance Average Duration 
For the measure M&R-3, Liberty used the table a, and calculated results in a manner 
similar to M&R-1, except that the statistical tests applied were different, because BellSouth 
calculates the M&R-3 measure as an average and the M&R-1 measure as a percentage. In 
calculating these results, Liberty found an error in BellSouth's calculation of the parameter 6, 
discussed in Finding 52. After correcting for this error, Liberty found no errors in BellSouth's 
calculations. However, because of the simulation method that BellSouth used to produce some of 
the Aggregate Z-scores, some differences occurred. Below is a chart showing the actual and 
expected p-value differences of greater than 0.03. The p-value is a statistic calculated in the 
course of the M&R-3 measure that shows the probability of a result lower than the aggregate Z, 
if BellSouth performance and CLEC performance are in parity. 

Month 

As shown, the number of differences overall were no more than the number of expected 
differences, given the method of calculation.587 

M&R-4 
BellSouth calculates this measure in the same way that it calculates M&R-1. Liberty identified 
the same types of discrepancies in results and errors in calculations that it found in the M&R-1 
calculations. 

% Repeat Tmibltr w/jn 30 D t y  

M&R-S 
BellSouth calculates this measure in the same way that it calculates M&R-l. Liberty identified 
the same types of discrepancies in results and errors in calculations that it found in the MdkR-1 
calculations . 

Out of Service > 24 hours - Resale Residence Non-Dispatch 

'. - _-. 
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' 

November 2003 
December 2003 
January 2004 

1 P-3 Percent Missed Installation Appointments 
2 
3 
4 calculations. 
5 
6 
7 P-4 Order Completion Interval 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 

BellSouth calculates this measure in the same way that it calculates M&R-I. Liberty identified 
the same types of discrepancies in results and errors in calculations that it found in the M&R-I 

BellSouth calculates P-4, a mean measure, in the same manner as M&R-3. The table below 
shows the differences after correcting for the issues with the calculation of 6, discussed in 
Finding 52. The results below show the BCV differences. Liberty did not determine why these 
remaining BCV differences exist, but does not believe they are large enough to warrant an 
additional finding. As with the calculation of M&R-3, Liberty found the p-value differences 
within expectations, given the nature of the statistical test. 

Balancing 
critical P-value Expected P Value 
Value Difference Differences 

Difference (>.03) (approximate) 
(m 

Total 
Count 

512 4 16 26 
513 3 8 26 
509 3 13 25 

15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 

Month 

P-9 
BellSouth calculates this measure in the same way that it calculates M&R-1. Liberty identified 
the same types of discrepancies in results and errors in calculations that it found in the M&R-l 
calculations. 

Percent Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days 

Liberty has seven findings related to the remedy calculations. The following table summarize? 
these findings by Measure. 

- W h  
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33. Remedy Payment and Adjustments Process 

1 b  Introduction 

BellSouth cdculates and remits remedy payments to CLECs and to the Commission for failure to 
meet standards set forth in the SEEM Plan, BellSouth determines remedy payments in PARIS, 
and loads remedy accounts payable information into the PARIS AP interface. After BeUSouth 
management approves the remedy payments, BellSouth transfers authorized payments from 
PARIS to its accounts payable system, Supplier Transaction and Remittance (STAR). 

BellSouth makes adjustments to remedy payments as a result of changes (announced through 
Change Notifications) to a measure and corrections to previously calculated performance results. 
BellSouth can make these adjustments to remedy payments up to three data months prior to the 
date of a metric change notification. Additionally, BellSouth may implement the metric change 
and post the adjustments several months after the CLEC notification. 

2. Analysis and Evaluation 

Liberty reviewed BellSouth’s remedy payment and adjustment process in effect during the audit 
period for Horida. Liberty’s review focused on the relevant components of PARIS and 
BellSouth’s accounts payable systems for the in-scope measures. Liberty reviewed process 
documentation and worked with BellSouth’s subject matter experts to develop an understanding 
of the remedy adjustment process. Liberty specifically requested process documentation such as 

Liberty also conducted interviews with the BellSouth personnel having knowledge and 
responsibility for business analysis and system support functions related to processing 
adjustments to previously-administered Tier 1 and Tier 2 remedy  payment^."^ In addition, 
Liberty reviewed direc~l y related processes such as CLEC administration, error correction and 
dispute resolution 

methods and procedure:-, blisiness rules, systelli:: Elov,, diagrams, and management reports. 588 

One important part of the payment cycle is the process by which the BellSouth CLEC 
Administration group establishes an account within PARIS. BellSouth has explained that there 
are actually two processes associated with account establishment in PARIS: (i) updates to PARIS 
involving the additions of OCN(s) to an existing company in PARIS and (ii) the establishment of 

&,i& 
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a CLEC account in PARIS for the first time.’’’ BellSouth described the process for adding OCNs 
2 ~ o ~ ~ o w s : ~ ~ ~  

25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
3c 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 

The Interconnection Sales group is responsible for submitting the necessary paper 
work to the Billing Department fur the establishment of the billing account 
associated with the company’s interconnectiun, resell, or other type of contract. 
This paper work includes: 

a copy of the NECA letter attesting to the UCN(s) assignment to 
the company 
a copy of the certification information for the particular statee(s) 
involved 

(This process is necessary regardless of the type of contract arrangement the 
curnpany may have. Billing uccounts must be established prior to the processing 
of any service orders for any product types utilizing an OCN.) 

The Billing group notifies the CLEG Administration Group (CLEC Interface 
Group CIG) with the establishment of any new billing account associated with an 
OCN. Each OCN is added to the - table via a tool which allows 
the additiun of the UCN to multiple processing tables utilized in the Service Order 
Tracking System (SOTS), PMAP and P M S .  

Each month, upon completion of the PARIS processing which produces the 
transactions. (payments) in 

t f -  o r e  -- ^ _ _ _ ^  -. 
I the tables in 

table in which does nut have a 
corresponding record in the I 
particular UCN in a particular state. This repurt is reviewed and actiun is taken 

BellSouth utilizes the -List tu identify m y  OCN that has not 
been added to a cumpany fur a particular state. This identification process is 
concurrent with validation process of each PARIS transaction and u dates are 

payments are “fed” to STAR for payment issuance. 
made to the - table prior to p when 

37 
38 
39 
40 

BellSouth described the process for the initial establishment of an account as follows:5g3 

41 

Response to Preliminary Finding Ti 591 

-+&I&+” 

The Liberty Consulting Group 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 

Final Report of the Audit of 
BellSouth’s Performance Assessment Plan for Florida 

processing), then the CIG must contact the company tu complete the Remedy 
Payment Infomuttion Form. Attached work instructions for the processing of the 
Remedy Payment Information Form. The company must complete this document 

STAR Supplier ID number associated with the company; this allows the company 
to be paid utilizing the STAR system. 

If the company does not respond tu the request to complete the Remedy Puyment 
Information F o m  prior to the - process when the payments are ‘ffed” to 
STAR for Davmenb issuance. then the validated PARIS transactions associated “ 1 6  

with the ~ompany are pl status. All 
transactions that are in status are reviewed, researched and 
action taken.. . 

Liberty found that there were aspects of this process noted below that led to some significantly 
delayed payments to CLECs. 

BellSouth has rigorous processes to ensure that individual PARIS processing cycles are balanced 
to STAR to ensure that BellSouth processes the calculated remedy payments through accounts 
~ayable.5’~ Liberty found that BellSouth balances the remedy payments in PARIS and STAR for 
each reporting month. However, a given remedy payment processing cycle does not consist of a 
single reporting month. Monthly payments rendered to CLECs contain i) current month remedy 
payments, ii) prior month’s remedy payments, and iii) adjustments to prior payments. BellSouth 
does not have a process in place to balance PARIS and STAR that includes all these different 
contributions to the monthly payments. 

Liberty sought input from the CLECs and the Commission on their experience with the remedy 
payment and adjustment? nrocesses. Liberty requested fr-om BellSouth, cooperating CLECs (for 
Tier 1 payments), and the State of Florida (for Tier 2 payments) verification of remedy payments 
and adjustments made and received that were associated with the in-scope measures for the 
November 2003 through January 2004 data months. Liberty received detail payment data from 
BellSouth and one CLEC as part of this exercise.595 The Commission Staff stated to Liberty that 
all Tier 2 payments during the audit period were accurate. Therefore, Liberty did not further 
investigate the payments received by the Commission. Liberty compared the payments received 
by the cooperating CLEC with those calculated by PARIS and transmitted to STAR for the audit 
months and determined that the CLEC received the correct payments. Liberty also did a 
comprehensive comparison of the remedy payment calculations in PARIS and the records of 
transmitted payments in STAR for the in-scope measures for both Tier 1 and Tier 2 payments 
and verified that they matched for the audit months?96 

&&sf- 
The Liberty Consulting Group 

Page 297 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
I& 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 

Find Report of the Audit of 
BellSouth’s Performance Assessment Plan for Florida 

Liberty attempted to reconcile PARIS calculations of remedy payments and adjustments with 
STAR reports of rendered payments across the audit period. When unable at first to do so, 
Liberty asked BellSouth to review the balancing spreadsheets and explain the differences. After 
several iterations and detailed research, BellSouth was able to account for the differencedg7 As 
noted below, Liberty believes that the level of effort required to accomplish this reconciliation 
demonstrates the lack of a process to ensure that BellSouth actually makes al l  remedy payments 
for an entire reporting month. I 

Liberty’s analysis of the remedy payment data reveded 44 instances in which payments 
rocessed to a - status, 42 of which were due to missing entries in the PARIS 

table, apparently at the time transmission to STAR was attempted. Some of these 
payments status for several mon solution to a final 

While the dollar status of either 
amount of these transactions, in excess of $70,000, represented approximately one percent of the 
total payment dollar mount during the audit period, seven CLECs experienced delayed payment 
resolution during the audit period. Liberty also observed that approximately one month 
transpired between a payment entering the - status and that same payment being 
placed in - status for transmission to STAR. 

for payment) or 

P 

CLECs received delayed payments when BellSouth failed to update the - table at 
the beginning of the remedy payment process. Because this table is not validated until the 
payment is ready to be transmitted to STAR, which is approximately one month after the time 
that the payment is initiated, seven CLECs experienced delays to payment resolution during the 
audit period, with two CLEO experiencing payment delays multiple times during the audit 
period. 

Liberty also reviewed information on remedy payment adjustments made and received for the in- 
scope measures during the audit period?’’ BellSouth informed Liberty that there was only one 
adjustment made during this period, and this was associated with an error in the P-4 Order 
Completion Interval (Dispatch <lo) - EELS remedy payments.599 Liberty verified that thjs was 
the only affected measure during the audit period and that the adjustment amounts were correct. 
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C. Findings and Recommendations 
Finding 52: BellSouth was not calculating the parity measures involving 
Tier 1 averages according to the SEEM Administrative Plan. Classification: 
1 

In the course of replicating the balancing criticd values for the M&R-3 and P-4 measures, 
Liberty uncovered an issue with the calculation of the value BellSouth calls 6. The following 
excerpt from the SEEM Administrative Plan provides guidelines for the calculation of 8: 

I____ -...--.-I - . 

Liberty believes the language and formulas above imply that for each CLEC ( i e . ,  ALEC), for 
each sub-measure, a different value of 6 applies. Moreover, this value depends on the number of 
that CLEC's transactions relevant to the test. When calculating the balancing critical vdue  in this 
manner, Liberty could not match 412 of the 421 Tier 1 balancing critical values reported by 
BellSouth for November 2003, for the measure M R - 3 .  Similarly, 451 out of the 475 Tier 1 
balancing critical values for the P-4 measure did not match. When Liberty instead calculated 6 
using the same value across all cells in the sub-measure (even for different CLECs), Liberty's 
values differed from BellSouth's on only two of the 896 values for the balancing critical values 
for Tier 1 for the measures MR-3 and P-4 in November 2003. 
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10 
I1 

have been 63. Thus, BellSouth failed in an additional 32 instances due to this error. Liberty 
expects that a similar impact would have been seen in other months. 

BellSouth stated that it acknowledged that '?he current delta value calculation is based on a 
different interpretation of the documentation. The delta value is currently computed on a per sub- 
measure basis."601 BellSouth also stated that it issued RQ6040. This RQ is designed to change 
the calculation of 6 so that.6 is calculated on a sub-measure and CLEC basis, and should address 
the issues raised in this finding. 

failure but BellSouth did 
not transmit a remedy 
payment to the CLEC 
for the sub-measure in 

remedy payment but 
Liberty did not f i d  a 

failure for the 
corresponding sub- 

12 
13 
14 

November 2003 
December 2003 
January 2004 

15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

question measure and CLEC 
60 12 6 
37 13 5 
22 17 18 

21 

23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
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L, 

Finding53: BellSouth did not make remedy payments for failures 
associated with the 0-3 and 0 - 4  (Percent Flow-Through Service Requests 
Summary and Detail) measures in accordance with the SEEM 
Administrative Plan. Classification: 1 

According to the SEEM Administrative Plan, BellSouth must make remedy payments to 
individual CLECs for each sub-measure that it fails. In the course of replicating the payments for 
the Percent Flow-Through measures, Liberty found that BellSouth made remedy payments when 
it should not have done so, or failed to make remedy payments when it should have done so, 
according to the following chart: 

I I I Liberty calculated a I BellSouth transmitted a I 

Month 

To determine whether beilLoiltti issuea a payment, Liberty used tile payment transmission tables 
provided by BellSouth.602 Because this measure dtd not follow the normal PARIS process for the 
months under review, Liberty could not make additional comparisons to determine whether the 
failure was in the transmission or determination of the remedy payment.603 

Some CLECs may have forgone remedy payments due to this failure, and others may have 
received payments erroneously. In the months reviewed, Liberty found that BellSouth failed to 
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transmit a total of 42 payments, totaling approximately $60,000, which it should have made.604 
Additionally, BellSouth transmitted a total of 29 payments, totaling $42,400, to CLECs that 
should not have been made. 

BellSouth responded that the issues that caused the discrepancies were associated with company 
rollup issues and line splitting problems, which were corrected with RQ5631, RQ4932, and 
RQ5087.605 Liberty concurs that these issues appear to be the result of improperly excluding line 
splitting and improperly rolling up company codes. If the changes BellSouth referenced are 
properly implemented, they should correct the discrepancies noted in this finding. 

Finding54: BellSouth did not calculate the remedy payments for 
percentage parity measures (i.e., M&R-1, MdkR-4, M&R-5, P-3, and P-9) 
according to the SEEM Administrative Plan. Classification: 1 

During Liberty’s efforts to replicate the truncated Z-scores for percentage measures involving 
parity comparisons, Liberty found major discrepancies in results.”06 When asked about these 
discrepancies, BellSouth acknowledged two issues related to the calculation of aggregate 2 
results .607 Both of these issues revolved around CLEC/sub-measure combinations that contained 
only one cell with positive weight!’* h its SEEM Administrative Plan, BellSouth defines a 
parameter L to be equal to one when only one cell has positive ~eight.6’~ 

The table below summarizes the differences in calculations for the proportion parity measures 
for the three-month period from November 2003 through January 2004. The “Count” column 
lists the total number of CLEC sub-measure combinations with troubles for the given month. The 
column “Z-score Difference” shows all CLEC/sub-measure combinations for which there is a 
difference in the calculated 2-score between Liberty’s and BellSouth’s calculations. For all but 
one of the differences in this column, Liberty determined that L is equal to 1. The following 
column, “2-score Differences Corrected for BellSouth Response to Data Request Jf289,” shows 
the number of differences, after correcting for the issues BellSouth acknowledged in its response 
to Data Request #289. Thc firilv ColUI1UA shows the differences a h  Liberry applied the large- 
sample statistical test on smaller samples (instead of the small-sample test specified by the 
SEEM Administrative Plan). Because this change resulted in fewer differences, Liberty believes 
that BelISouth may have incorrectly applied the large-sample test in some circumstances. 

604 Because Tier 1 payments are scaled up over six months and the review only covered three months, the exact 
amount is impossible to calculate. Similarly, the Tier 2 payments do not apply until the third month, and thus 
differences in failures in November and December may or may not have resuIted in payments. 

Response to Preliminary Finding 5 1. 
Liberty also found differences in  calculations in rate and mean measures. These differences may or may not have 

been impacted by this issue, but were not due solely to this issue. 
‘07 Response to Data Request #289. In this response, BellSouth acknowledged an error in the aggregation of 2- 
scores when the number of items to aggregate equals 1. BellSouth acknowledged a second error that miscaIculated 
the %-scorr when there weri. 110 CLEC trouhlr: 

I+(? T I, i 
NE 

!-L. L A : l j , + A  ‘ LL. ,  .I , , ‘ , < I *  L , ,  L , l . i  , , l L L i  

Thus, fur each CLEC and sub-measure. these crlls are aggrepted to determine whether BellSouth passed or fajled 
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count 

1,383 

I 

1,383 

1,178 

P-3613 I 1,772 

P-g614 I 1,735 

TOTAL I 7,451 

2-score 
Difference 

296 

337 

296 

335 

293 

1557 

P d d  
Differences 

2 

4 

1 

6 

5 

18 

2-score 
Differences 

Corrected for 
BellSouth 

Response to 
Data Request 

#289 

20 

I z-score 
Differences, 
Correcting for 
BellSouth 

Response to 
Data Request 
#289 and using 

only hrge- 
sample 

Statistical Test 

5 

53 I . 15 

36 I 7 -++- 
189 I 71 

Correcting for the issues identified in Data Request #289 resulted in the number of differences 
between BellSouth and Liberty to decrease Erom 1,557 to 189. When Liberty applied the large- 
sample Statistical Test, that number of differences dropped to 71. 

BellSouth incorrectly calculated 2-scores for approximately 20 percent of parity proportion 
measures. This resulted in 18 pasdfail differences during the months under review. Most, but not 
all, of these differences were apparently due to errors acknowledged by BellSouth in response to 
Data Request #289. 

BellSouth responded that it agreed with Liberty’s finding and it had issued the following chan e 

Liberty believes that if these changes are properly implemented, the issues will be resolved. 
controls in Florida: RQ6148, RQ6149, RQ6150, RQ6151, RQ6152, RQ6003, RQBO40. 6 5  

I .  
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The Liberty Consulting Group 



1 
2 
3 

4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

I I 

Finding53 BellSouth did not calculate remedy payments for M&R-2 
(Customer Trouble Report Rate) according to the SEEM Administrative 
Plan. Classification: I 

Balancing 
Critical Value 

Difference 
greater than 

.1 

3 

3 

4 

267 

Liberty attempted to recalculate the results of the M&R-2 measure according to the 
documentation in Appendix D of the SEEM Administrative Plan as well as the information 
provided during discussions with BellSouth.616 For the three audit months, November 2003 
through January 2004, Liberty found that BellSouth incorrectly calculated almost half of the 
1,900 BCVs, and that this resulted in 308 errors in the padfail determination made by 
BellSouth. These results hold after accounting for the global errors regarding the parameter S that 
was noted in Liberty’s Finding 5z6” and the errors acknowledged by BellSouth in its response to 
Data Request #289 and noted in Finding 54?* 

Aggregate 
z 

difference 
greater 
than .l 

Pass Fail 
Difference 

3 1 

3 3 

6 4 

3 92 

The following table summarizes, for the months under review, the differences between the 
Liberty and BellSouth calculations for the BCV, Aggregate Z, and padfails for the M&R-2 
measure. The table separately lists items for which the parameter L equals 1, and the differences 
were adjusted for the issues surrounding the parameter L that BellSouth addressed in its response 
to Data Request #289. 

December 
2003 

2004 
Total 

January >1 

Month 

November 
2003 

December 
2003 

2004 
November 

200’ 

January 

272 1 106 

273 2 102 

822 18 308 

Value 
of L 

1 

> I  

Total 

122 

131 

139 

508 

499 

50 1 

1,900 
19 

616 Interview #26, February 2, 2OO5. 
In Finding 52, Liberty determined that BellSouth was not allowing the parameter 6, which is used in defining the 

alternative hypothesis, to vary across cells of a sub-measure, as required by the Florida SEEM Administrative Plan. 
To account for this error and isolate the impact of the additional errors associated with the calculation of the M&R-2 
nieasui c . i ,it 1rr11 varylnc values of 6, a5 

617 

ich there were no CLEC 
m u r ( * t x :  1,1 e r m  in tlic 

-..< *Jp- 
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When L is eater than 1, almost all the 2-scores match although there are still many padfail 
differences5 The pass/fail decision is based on a simple comparison of the BCV to the 
aggregated 2. Therefore, for those caes in which L is greater than 1, the differences in pasdfail 
are probably due to differences in the BCV, because most of the 2-scores match. On the other 
hand, for those cases when L equals 1, and the aggregate Z-scores and the BCVs differ, there are 
few pasdfail differences. 

Liberty observed that for all 308 of the pasdfail differences, BellSouth classified the items as 
failures, when they actually passed. 

BellSouth incorrectly determined the BCV on about half of M&R-2 sub-measure results and thus 
incorrectly determined failures for about 15 percent of M&R-2 sub-measure results. The 
payments for each CLEC/sub-measure failure averaged $5,800. Thus, during the three month 
period, BellSouth overpaid approximately $1,800,000 due to this error. 

BellSouth concurred with the above finding and responded by entering the following R Q s  to. 
correct the issue?*' 

RQ6148- changing statistical variable Se-i for FL c.? TN 
RQ6149- changing statistical variable L for FL & TN 
RQ6150- changing statistical variable M-i for FL & TN. The -report and 
- archive layers must be modified accordingly. 
RQ6151- changing aggregate Z score for FL & TN 
RQ6152- All uf the TN S-Plus scripts should be modified to call the FL functions 
rather than maintain separate S-Plus functions for each state. This change applies 
to all measure types (proportions, rate and means). 
RQ6003- Cells with zero numerator receiving negative z score (S-Plus). Also, in 
certain circumstances, aggregate z score for single cell aggregates are incorrect 
(SQL). 
RQ6040- chanpe in the delto value calculution. S-Plus code will be modified to 
curnpute m e  d&ia value pel- sub-metric and ALEC instead of one delta value per 
sub-metric. 

The infomation contained in the description of  the RQ's was insufficient for Liberty to 
delermine whether they would resolve the issues noted in this finding. 

Finding 56: BellSouth did not have adequate and consistent documentation 
for its SEEM remedy payment calculation process, which may have 
contributed to erroneous calculations. Classifkation: 2 

&&..$e 
The Liberty Consulting Croup 
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changes to the systems and process. The SEEM Administrative Plan provides a high level 
overview of the calculations that determine whether BellSouth passed or failed a particular sub- 
measure for a particular CLEC and the consequent remedy payment calculations, However, 
many of the definitions and notations in the SEEM Administrative Plan are vague, and some lead 
to calculation errors. Furthermore, without documentation that describes the relational databases 
and tables to which the SEEM calculations are applied, a user would find it difficult to accurately 
update or replicate the calculation algorithms in the SEEM Administrative Plan. 

Liberty found that BellSouth had no technical documentation, beyond the actual programming 
code used in its PARIS system, of the databases and tables that need to be accessed in order to 
perform the SEEM calculations. When Liberty requested information concerning the calculation 
of remedy payments and cell-level comparisons, BellSouth was unable to rovide any written 
technical documentation on cell-level calculations for parity measures.61: While BellSouth 
effectively communicated the necessary information in an interview with Liberty, BellSouth was 
unable to provide any written documentation beyond the programming code it~elf.6’~ 

The grouping of data into cells is one of the keys to performing the remedy calculations for 
parity measures. BellSouth acknowledged that “there is no public documentation that lists all the 
criteria that are used to create a like-to-like comparison cell.”623 In response to Liberty’s request 
for the specific attributes defining a cell for each parity measure, BellSouth replied with a 
spreadsheet that showed what appeared to be field names.624 This spreadsheet was, in fact, 
inc0rrect,6~~ and Liberty discovered in subsequent interviews and discussions how to define a 
cell for each measure. 

In its SEEM Administrative Plan, BellSouth defines a cell as follows:626 

Cell - grouping of transactions at which like-to-like comparisons are made. For 
example, all BellSouth retail ISDN services, for residential customers, requiring a 
dispatch in a particular wire center, ut a particular point in time will be 
compared directlv to A LEC resold ISDN sewices ,for residen f in/ customers 
requiring a dispatch, ui she ,mine wire center, at a similar point in lime ... 

While this definition is appropriate for a high-level document, it is completely inadequate for the 
purposes of trying to make changes to program code or perform replication. Yet this definition is 
the only guideline that BellSouth was able to provide Liberty for the definition of a cell. The 
statistical formulas in Appendix D of the SEEM Administrative Plan follow from this definition 
because they involve’ notation that includes cell-level calculations. Without a clear definition of a 
cell, a user can not correctly perform these calculations. 

621 Responses to Data Requests #12, #15, and 463. 
622 Interview #11, November 17,2004. 

Responsc tn Dat: Keaiir~r kClk 
02.. 

1 -  

measures, and  it is not the case for the denomin 
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The SEEM Administrative Plan also contains several mathematical formulas and notations that 
are inconsistent or that can produce undefined or infinite values. However, the SEEM 
Administrative Plan has no instructions on how to treat these values. For example, the formulas 
for 6 on page D-12 can and do produce values in which the denominator is zero and thus 16 is 
undefined, according to the definition. In addition, in the formula for proportion and rate 
measures on page D-8, the 2-score can be infinite when L is equal to 1. Also, on page D-1, L is 
defined as “the total number of occupied cells” whereas on D-9 the following implies a narrower 
definition, “recall that L is the total number of occupied cells with positive weight for the test.” 

With better documentation of the SEEM process and PARIS, it is possible that BellSouth might 
have avoided the errors raised in some of Liberty’s other findings. In addition, because BellSouth 
changes and updates the PMAP and PARIS systems monthly, better documentation would 
improve the reliability of the implementation of these changes. 

BelISouth responded that it would clarify the language of the plan. However, BellSouth did not 
state that it agreed with the finding and further stated that?” 

As previously stated in BellSouth ’s response to Preliminary Finding 42, BellSouth 
CQII provide a template that shows, per measure, the exact characteristics 
necessary to construct a cell. In addition, definitions can also be included to 
explain both the cell itself as wall as the characteristics.628 

Furthermore, BellSouth has noted:629 

These job aids could be inserted in the SEEM Replication Manual, which was 
created as a supplement to the SEEM Administrative Plan in an attempt to 
provide interested third parties with the documentation necessary tu successfilly 
replicate SEEM results. BellSouth will provide this infomation at the direction of 
the Florida Public Service Commission 

Despite these statements, ana as discussed above, bellSouth’s response to Liberty’s data requests 
provided incorrect information concerning cell construction. Furthermore, although 
improvements to the SEEM Replication Manual would be helpful, Liberty notes that there was 
no SEEM Replication Manual for Florida during the audit period. Furthermore, Liberty notes 
that the documentation of the BellSouth’s PARIS code is also inadequate. Liberty recommends 
that BellSouth consider improving its documentation, including, but not restricted to, the creation 
of a Florida SEEM Replication Manual incorporating some of the improvements BellSouth has 
noted in its reply to this finding. 
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Finding 57: BellSouth improperly excluded some data items and 
improperly included others in the calculation of SEEM remedy payments for 
the 0 - 9  (Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness) measure. Classification: 1 

Liberty used the documentation in Appendix D of the SEEM Administrative Plan in order to 
calculate SEEM remedy payments for the 0-9 measure. Because the datasets to calculate this 
measure do not reside in PARIS, Liberty also questioned BellSouth to determine the appropriate 
data to use in its calculations.630 

Based on this information, Liberty calculated the remedy payments for the three months 
November and December 2003, and January 2004, using data from the Tables. Liberty 
aggregated data from the Data Mart and then compared these results against the 

YY Y 

in PARIS, which contains the mkasure results and equit;(pass/fail) 
detenninations. The Liberty and BellSouth calculations match on numerator, denominator, and 

table. The number of companyhb-measure combination matches was over 2,800. 
determination for every item that was found in both the a Table and the - 

However, Libert identified several corn anyhub-measure combinations in the Data Mart but 
not in the y table, or in the p table but not in the Data Mart. Liberty provided 
BellSouth with a list of 64 dis~repancies .~~~ By excluding company codes that were no longer in 
use, Liberty was able to reduce the number of discrepancies to 51, and the following table 
summarizes these differences. 

22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 

BellSouth concurred with 46 of these discrepancies, explaining that they were the result of either 
i) improperly excluding Line Splitting items, or ii) improperly including, excluding, or rolling up 
~ompanies.""~ BellSouth indicated that it has corrected these problems through R Q s . ~ ' ~  For the 
remaining five discrepancies, BellSouth replied that it did not find these measures mapped for 
inclusion. 

In total, Liberty found 34 companyhb-measure combinations that should have been included, 
and five of which were failing. Each of these failures should have resulted in a remedy payment 
of between $450 and $1,400. On the other hand, BellSouth erroneously included 17 
company/sub-measure combinations, two of which were designated failures. BellSouth 
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erroneously paid $1,100 in total on these two failures. BellSouth has acknowledged the problem 
and issued change orders for all but five of the discrepancies. 

BellSouth stated that of the 51 discrepancies found, it concurred with Liberty's finding on SO of 
them. BellSouth further explained that these 50 discrepancies were "the result of either i) 
improperly excluding Line Splitting items (corrected with RQ563 l), or ii) improperly including, 
excluding, or rolling up companies (corrected with RQ4932 and RQ5087 in PARIS along with 
other warehouse side RQs). As for the remaining discrepancy, BellSouth has tracked the single 
transaction involved and determined that it would come through using the current code. There 
was a change to the entry in the company lookup table for this company in March of 2004 (a 
parent company was added). 

Liberty believes BellSouth's changes should correct the problems, but has not checked any 
actual code for the changes. 

Finding 58: 
caused delayed penalty payments to CLECs. ClassMcation: 3 

The BellSouth CLEC Administration table update process 

Liberty's analysis of the remedy payment data for the audit period revealed 44 instances in 

entries in the 
status for several months rim to Some of these payments 

resolution to a final status of either 
While the dollar amount of these transactions, in excess of $70,000, represented approximately 

to STAR was attempted. 

P 
one percent of the total payment dollar amount during the audit period, it should be noted that 
seven CLECs experienced delayed payment resolution during the audit period. Libert also 
observed that approximately one month trans ired between a payment entering the Y 
status and that same payment being placed in p status for transmission to STAR. 

CLECs received aeiayec pyiiienrs when BellSouiii iaiied to uyciaie the table at 
the beginning of the remedy payment process. Because this table is not validated until the 
payment is ready to be transmitted to STAR, which is approximately one month after the time 
that the payment is initiated, seven CLECs experienced delays to payment resolution during the 
audit period, with two CLECs experiencing payment delays multiple times during the audit 
period. 

BellSouth responded to this finding with a detailed explanation of the process for establishing 
CLEC account information in PARIS.635 However, BellSouth did not explicitly provide the 
reason for the large number of payment delays that Liberty observed. BellSouth should 
reexamine its process to determine whether there are ways to assure timely rendering of remedy 
payments. 

"-.*I-. &+, 
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Finding59: BellSouth does not have a process in place to ensure that all 
remedies for a given reporting month are eventually paid. Classification: 3 

Liberty found that BellSouth balances the remedy payments in PARIS and STAR for each 
reporting month. However, a given remedy payment processing cycle does not consist of a single 
reporting month. Monthly payments rendered to CLECs contain i) current month remedy 
payments, ii) prior month’s remedy payments, and iii) adjustments to prior payments. BellSouth 
does not have a process in place to balance PARIS and STAR that includes all these different 
contributions to the monthly payments. 

Liberty attempted to reconcile PARIS calculations of remedy payments and adjustments with 
STAR reports of rendered payments across the audit period. When unable at first to do so, 
Liberty asked BellSouth to review the balancing spreadsheets and explain the differences. After 
several iterations and detailed research, BellSouth was able to account for the differen~es.6~~ 

However, the level of effort required clearly demonstrates the lack of a process to ensure that 
BellSouth actually makes all remedy payments for an entire reporting month. Liberty found, 
based on BellSouth’s comments, that payments €or a given reporting month often occur over a 
large time span and that, in some cases, BellSouth must employ manual processes in order to 
ensure correct ~ayments.6~~ 

BellSouth should develop a payment status tracking and reporting process which allows updates 
from STAR back to PAFUS at the item level. Additionally, reports within PARIS should identify 
those items for a given reporting month that have not been paid. 

BellSouth responded to this finding as  follow^:"^ 

BellSouth disagrees with Libery ’s assessment that “BellSouth lacked a process to 
ensure that it made all remedy payments for a specific reporting month.” M e n  
BellSouth calculates the monthly remedies during the SEEM Monthly cycle, 
BellSoudh is calculniink U I L  U ~ C .  wneures thal are due aizd yaya.oie jor  itze given 
reporting month. Monthly payments to GLECs may contain adjustments and prior 
month’s remedies; only when an adjustment or payment for a previous month’s 
remedy is required due to a finding in the original calculation that requires 
correction. Corrections are iizdeed necessary to ensure that t?ie proper remedy is 
paid to the GLEC in order to comply with the administration of the SEEM plan .... 

The SEEM Monthly Cycle flow identijies the actual process flow for the overall 
SEEM cycle, with each major lask responsibility assigned tu the group 
responsible for the completion of the particular tusk. The PARIS AP Work Flow 
identifies the transition of each PARIS transaction through each status code from 
the moment the transaction is “PROPOSED ’’ to “TRANSMITTED ’’ (paid). Task 

c c _ _  I{+,,>.“ 
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responsibility is also assigned per the flow chart to show group responsibility for 
the movement of each transaction throughout the life cycle of the PARIS 
transaction. 

Process improvements have been implemented since the timeflame of this Audit to 
facilitate the actual balance procedures between the PANS and STAR systems. 
However, prior even to these process improvements, the actual monthly payments 
were balanced which is evidenced by the Liberty statement: “BellSouth was able 
to account for the diflerences. ” Monthly payment amounts are reported to the 
CLECs and Commissions through access to the P A N S  reporting system via the 
PMAP website. 

Liberty notes that BellSouth’s ability to account for the differences during the audit period does 
not necessarily substantiate the existence of a balancing process, Nevertheless, Liberty 
acknowledges BellSouth’s statement that they have introduced process improvements since the 
time of the audit, and that these may address the issue in this finding. However, Liberty has 
insufficient information to assess whether that is the case. 

%\= g&&. 
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Appendix A - Sub-Measure List 
2 

0-4 
Percent Flow Through Service Requests - Business 
Percent Flow Through Service Requests - Residence 
Percent Flow Through Service Requests - UNE-L 
Percent Flow Through Service Requests - UNE-P 
Percent flow-through Service Requests (Detail) LNP 
0-9 
Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness - Mechanized - LNJ? (Standalone) 95% <= 3 Hours 
Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness - Mechanized - Resale Business 95% <= 3 Hours 
Fiqn Order Confirmation Timeliness - Mechanized - Resale Residence 95% <= 3 Hours 
Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness - Mechanized - UNE Loop + Port Combinations 95 % <=3 Hours 
Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness - Mechanized - UNE Other Non-Design 95% <= 3 Hows 
Firm Order Confurnation Timeliness - Mechanized - UNE xDSL (HDSL, ADSL, and UCL) 95% <= 3 hours 
Fm Order Confirmation Timeliness - Non-Mechanized - INP (Standalone) 95% c= 24 Hours 
Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness - Non-Mechanized - LNP (Standalone) 95% <= 24 Hours 
Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness - Non-Mechanized - Resale Centrex 95% <= 24 Hours 
Firm Order Confurnation Timeliness - Non-Mechanized - UNE Digitat Loop c DS195% <=24 Hours 
Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness - Non-Mechanized - UNE Loop + Port Combinations 95% <= 24 Hours 
Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness - Non-Mechanized - UNE Other Non-Design 95% e= 24 Hours 
Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness - Partial Mechanized - 2W Analog Loop Design 95% <= 10 Hours 
Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness - Partial Mechanized - 2W Analog Loop Non-Design 95% <= 10 Hours 
Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness - Partial Mechanized - 2W Analog Loop wLNP - Non-Design 95% <= 10 Hours 
Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness - Partial Mechanized - EELS 95% <= 10 Hours 
Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness - Partial Mechanized - LNP (Standalone) 95% <= 10 Hours 
Frrm Order Confur-nation T i m e h e x  - I,nrti;,! h{eclianize:2 - Resale Business 95 % <= I i o u i  : 

Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness - Partial Mechanized - Resale Residence 95% < = 10 hours 
Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness - Mechanized - UNE ISDN Loop 
Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness - Non-Mechanized - UNE ISDN Loop 
Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness - Partial Mechanized - UNE ISDN Loop 
Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness - Mechanized - LINE Other Non-Design 
Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness - Non-Mechanized - UNE Other Non-Design 
Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness - Partial Mechanized - WNE Other Non-Design 
Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness - Non-Mechanized - UNE Switch Ports 
Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness - Non-Mechanized - Line Splitting 
P-3 
Percent Missed lnstallarion Appoinhneni~ - ?lx' AJI:dOp h c q '  ?!on-lhipr, h]): ? ~ I I  

1 c .  

1 ( Cirrarl: 

1"erccnL ivussea mmlaiic)il t l y p u i ~ ~ ~ i i i e n ~ s  - L vv Analog ~ v o p  wiLiuf. - IY on-besign bispaich < 1 C, Circuits 

Percent h/liswc! l~~s ia lk i i~o~,  A ~ i i ~ t ~ i n ~ i i i ~ w i ~  ?IJ' ' 3 ~ i : ~ i c l r  ,on: I 0 
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Final Report of the Audit of 
BellSouth’s Performance Assessment Plan for Florida 

Percent Missed Installation Appointments - EELs Dispatch < 10 Circuits 
Percent Missed Installation Appointments - INP (Standalone) Dispatch >= 10 Circuits 
Percent Missed Installation Appointments - LNP (Standalone) Non-Dispatch c 10 Circuits 
Percent Missed Installation Appointments - Resale Business Non-Dispatch e 10 Circuits 
Percent Missed Installation Appointments - Resale Residence Dispatch < 10 Circuits 
Percent Missed Installation Appointments - Resale Residence Non-Dispatch < 10 Circuits 
Percent Missed Installation Appointments - UNE Digital Loop e DS Z Dispatch c 10 Circuits 
Percent Missed Installation Appointments - UNE Digital Loop e DSl Non-Dispatch < 10 Circuits 
Percent Missed Installation Appointments - UNE Digital Loop >= DS 1 Dispatch < 10 Circuits 
Percent Missed Installation Appointments - UNE Line Sharing w/o Loop Conditioning Non-Dispatch e 10 Circuits 
Percent Missed Installation Appointments - UNE Line Sharing w/o Loop Conditioning Dispatch c 10 Circuits 
Percent Missed Installation Appointments - UNE Loop + Port Combinations Dispatch < 10 Circuits 
Percent Missed Installation Appointments - UNE Loop + Port Combinations Non-Dispatch < 10 Circuits 
Percent Missed Installation Appointments - UNE UDC/IDSL Dispatch e 10 Circuits 
Percent Missed Installation Appointments - tTNE Switch Ports 4 0  dispatch 
Percent Missed Installation Appointments - UNE Switch Ports 4 0  non-dispatch 
P-4 
Order Completion Interval - 2W Analog Loop Design Non-Dispatch < 10 Circuits 
Order Completion Interval - 2W Analog Loop Non-Design Dispatch < 10 Circuits 
Order Completion Interval - 2W Analog Loop Non-Design Non-Dispatch e 10 Circuits 
Order Completion Interval - 2W Analog Loop wLNP - Design Non-Dispatch e 10 Circuits 
Order Completion Interval - 2W Analog Loop WLNP - Non-Design Non-Dispatch e 10 Circuits 
Order Completion Interval - EELs Dispatch < 10 Circuits 
Order Completion Interval - LNP (Standalone) Non-Dispatch c 10 Circuits 
Order Completion Interval - Local Interconnection Trunks 
Order Completion Interval - Resale Business Dispatch e 10 Circuits 
Order Completion Interval - Resale Business Non-Dispatch < 10 Circuits 
Order Completion lnteival - Rwnlr Residence Dispatch < 10 f i icu i t :  

Order Completion Interval - Resale Residence Nan-Dispatch e 10 Circuits 
Order Completion Interval - Standalone INP Non-Dispatch 
Order completion Interval - UNE Digital Loop < DS1 Dispatch < 10 Circuits 
Order Completion lnterval - UNE Line Sharing w/o Loop Conditioning Non-Dispatch < 10 circuits 
Order Completion Interval - UNE Combos Other - Disp 
Order Completion Interval - UNE Loop + Port Combinations Non-Dispatch < 10 Circuits 
Order Completion Interval - UNE ISDN Loop - Dispatch 
Order Completion Interval - UNE ISDN Loop - Non-Dispatch 
Order Completion Interval - UNE Other Non-Design - Dispatch 
Order Completion Interval - UNE Other Non-Design - Non- Dispatch 
Order Completior: IJ1Terv:i’ - 2 hi ?ri!itlin,c - Now Jlispatr; 
7 -  
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Final Report of the Audit of 
BellSouth’s Performance Assessment Plan for Florida 

P-7C CCCs - Percent Provisioning Troubles Rec w/in 7 days of a completed Service Order - UNE Loop Non-Design - 
Non-Dispatch PBX ISDN 

P-7C CCCs - Percent Provisioning Troubles Rec w/in 7 days of a completed Service Order - UNE Loop Design - 
Non-Dispatch 

P-7C CCCs - Percent Provisioning Troubles Rec w/in 7 days of a completed Service Order - UNE Loop Design - 
Dispatch 

P-7C CCCs - Percent Provisioning Troubles Rec whn 7 days of a completed Service Order - UNE Loop Non-Design - 
Dispatch 
P-9 
% Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days - 2W Analog Loop Design < 10 Circuits Dispatch 
% Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days - 2W Analog Loop Non-Design c 10 Circuits Dispatch 
% Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days - 2W Analog Loop WLW - Non-Design c 10 Circuits Non-Dispatch 
8 Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days - EELS e 10 Circuits Dispatch 
% Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days - INP (Standalone) < 10 Circuits Dispatch 
% Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days - Resale Business < 10 Circuits Non-Dispatch 
% Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days - Resale Residence < 10 Circuits Dispatch 
% Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days - Resale Residence < 10 Circuits Non-Dispatch 
% Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days - UNE Loop + Port Combinations c 10 Circuits Non-Dispatch Disp In 
% Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days - UNE Loop + Port Combinations < 10 Circuits Non-Dispatch Switch Based 
% Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days - Resale Residential e 10 Circuits Non-Dispatch Switch Based 
% Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days - 2W andog loop non-design < 10 Circuits Non-Dispatch Switch Based 
% Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days - LNP Standalone < 10 Circuits Non-Dispatch 
% Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days - Local Transport < 10 Circuits Dispatch 
% Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days - UNE - xDSL (HDSL, ADSL, UCL) Dispatch 

Missed Repair Appointments - 2W Analog Loop Non-Design Dispatch 
Missed Repair Appointments - 2W Analog Loop Non-Design Non-Dispatch 
Missed Repair Appointments - Resalt I ~ n s ~ n c s  13ispalcll 
Missed Repair Appointments - Resale Business Non-Dispatch 
Missed Repair Appointments - Resale Residence Non-Dispatch 
Missed Repair Appointments - UNE Digital Loop < DS1 Dispatch 
Missed Repair Appointments - UNE Digital Loop < DS1 Non-Dispatch 
Missed Repair Appointments - UNE Digital Loop >= DS 1 Dispatch 
Missed Repair Appointments - UNE ISDN Dispatch 
Missed Repair Appointments - UNE Line Sharing Non-Dispatch 
Missed Repair Appointments - UNE Loop + Port Cornbinations Dispatch 
Missed Repair Appointments - UNE Loop + Port Combinations Non-Dispatch 
Missed Repair Appointments - UNE xDSL (HDSL, ADSL, and UCL) Dispatch 
Missed Repair Appointnienr? - UNE. xD% IP-fDSld. AIlSI,+ mi UCL\I Not:-lhxmtc! 

M&R- 1 
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Final Report of the Audit of 
BellSouth's Performance Assessment Plan for Florida 

Customer Trouble Report Rate - Resale Design 
Customer Trouble Report Rate - Resale Residence 
Customer Trouble Report Rate - UNE Combos - Other 
Customer Trouble Report Rate - UNE DigitaI Loop >= DS 1 
Customer Trouble Report Rate - UNE ISDN 
Customer Trouble Report Rate - UNE Loop + Port Combinations 
Customer Trouble Report Rate - UNE xDSL (HDSL, ADSL, and UCL) 
Customer Trouble Report Rate - Local Interconnection Trunks 
Customer Trouble Report Rate - Local Transport 
Customer Trouble Report Rate - UNE Other - Non-Design 

Maintenance Average Duration - 2W Analog Loop Design Dispatch 
Maintenance Average Duration - 2W Analog Loop Design Non-Dispatch 
Maintenance Average Duration - 2W Analog Loop Non-Design Dispatch 
Maintenance Average Duration - 2W Analog Loop Non-Design Non-Dispatch 
Maintenance Average Duration - Resale Business Dispatch 
Maintenance Average Duration - Resale Business Non-Dispatch 
Maintenance Average Duration - Resale Design Dispatch 
Maintenance Average Duration - Resale ISDN Non-Dispatch 
Maintenance Average Duration - Resale Residence Dispatch 
Maintenance Average Duration - Resale Residence Non-Dispatch 
Maintenance Average Duration - UNE Combos - Other Dispatch 
Maintenance Average Duration - UNE Combos - Other Non-Dispatch 
Maintenance Average Duration - UNE Digital Loop e DS1 Dispatch 
Maintenance Average Duration - LJNE Digital Loop < DS 1 Non-Dispatch 
Maintenance Average Duration - UNE Digital Loop >= DS 1 Dispatch 
Maintenance Average Duration - UNE ISDN Dispatch 
Maintenance Average Duration - L M -  13?PT Fon-D~spatcl~ 
Maintenance Average Duration - UNE Line Sharing Non-Dispatch 
Maintenance Average Duration - UNE Loop + Port Combinations Dispatch 
Maintenance Average Duration - UNE Loop + Port Combinations Non-Dispatch 
Maintenance Average Duration - UNE xDSL (HDSL, ADSL, and UCL) Dispatch 
Maintenance Average Duration - Resale PBX Dispatch 

% Repeat Troubles w/in 30 Days - 2W Analog Loop Design Dispatch 
% Repeat Troubles w/in 30 Days - 2W Analog Loop Non-Design Dispatch 
95 Repeat Troubles w/in 30 Days - UNE Combos - Other Dispatch 
% Repeat Troubles w/in 30 Days - UNE Combos - Other Non-Dispatch 
% Repeat Trouble!: w/in 70 13nvs - UNE D j ~ i t a l  l , q  > = DSI Ilispatcl 
9 
'h ilcpcai 'irouuies w/m JU uayb - L l l r l ~  ~ b u l ~  u i>pd lc~~  
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Final Report of the Audit of 
BellSouth’s Performance Assessment Plan for Florida 

M&R-5 
Out of Service > 24 hours - 2W Analog Loop Design Non-Dispatch 
Out of Service > 24 hours - 2W Analog Loop Non-Design Dispatch 
Out of Service > 24 hours - Resale Residence Dispatch 
Out of Service > 24 hours - Resale Residence Non-Dispatch 
Out of Service > 24 hours - UNE Combos - Other Dispatch 
Out of Service > 24 hours - UNE Combos - Other Non-Dispatch 
Out of Service > 24 hours - UNE Digital Loop >= DS1 Dispatch 
Out of Service > 24 hours - UNE ISDN Dispatch 
Out of Service > 24 hours - UNE Line Sharing Non-Dispatch 
Out of Service > 24 hours - UNE Loop + Port Combinations Dispatch 
Out of Service > 24 hours - UNE Loop +. Port Combinations Non-Dispatch 
Out of Service > 24 hours - WNE xDSL (HDSL, ADSL, and UCL) Dispatch 
€3-1 
Invoice Accuracy (Measured in Dollars) - Interconnection 
Invoice Accuracy (Measured in Dollars) - Resale 
Invoice Accuracy (Measured in Dollars) - UNE 

1 
2 
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Final Report 
Finding No. 

21 

Final Report of the Audit of 
BellSouth’s Performance Assessment Plan for Florida 

Description 

For the time period of this audit BellSouth was inappropriately 
excluding non-coordinated hot cuts fiom the calculation of the 
measure results €or P-7C (Hot Cut Conversions - Percent 
Provisioning Troubles received within 7 Days of a Completed 

Appendix B - Findings by Severity 

54 

55 

BellSouth did not calculate the remedy payments for percentage 
parity measures (Le., M&R-1, M&R-4, M&R-5, P-3, and P-9) 
according to the SEEM Administrative Plan. 
BellSouth did not calculate remedy payments for M&R-2 
(Customer Trouble Report Rate) according to the SEEM 

Service Order). 
BellSouth incorrectly excluded the majority of the hot cut orders 

22 

Administrative Plan. 
BellSouth improperly excluded some data items and improperly 
included others in  the calculation of SEEbI remedy payments for 
the 0-9 (Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness) measure. 
BellSouth excluded transactions from the calculation for a 
measure because it lacked required information about these 
transactions that were necessary only for another measure. 
BellSouth incorrectly reported certain LNP orders as INP 
Standalone orders in the 0-9 (Firm Order Confirmation) and P-9 
(Percent Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days) results. 
BellSouth omits coin orders from 0-3 and 0-4  (Percent Flow- 
Through Service Requests, Summary and Detail) reported results. 
BellSouth did not include the translation time necessary lo place 
the line back in full service when calculating the measure results 

57 
I 

Classification 

1 

1 

1 

1 

I 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 
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26 

27 

28 

. 29 

30 

32 

33 

35 

37 

38 

40 

BellSouth did not include disconnect service orders associated 
with Standalone LNP activity in the measure calculation for P-4 
(Average Completion Interval & Order Completion Interval 
Distribution). 
BellSouth incorrectly included certain record change orders in the 
calculation of P-3 (Percent Missed Initial Installation 
Appointments), P-4 (Average Completion Interval & Order 
Completion Interval Disiribution), and P-9 (Percent Provisioning 
Troubles within 30 Days of Service Order Completion) 
measurement results. 
BellSouth incorrectly excluded orders from the calculation of the 
P-7 (Coordinated Customer Conversions Interval) and the P-7C 
(Hot Cut Conversions - Percent Provisioning Troubles Received 
within 7 Days of a Completed Service Order) measures that were 
properly included in the other in-scope provisioning measures. 
BellSouth included orders with invalid conversion durations in 
the calculation of the P-7 (Coordinated Customer Conversions 
Interval) measure. 
For P-3 (Percent Missed Initial Installation Appointments), 
BelISouth included certain cancelled orders in both the numerator 
and denominator of the SQM results calculation, but included the 
same orders only in the denominator of the SEEM results. 
BellSouth overstated the CLEC circuit counts for P-7C (Hot Cut 
Conversions - Percent Provisioning Troubles Received within 7 
Days of a Completed Service Order) by doubling the SL1 (Non- 
Design) Loop volume. 
During its calculation of the monthly SEEM results in PARTS, 
Be1lSh.h incorrectly excluded transactions fiom the retail analog 
of the resale ISDN product for the f-3 (Percent Missed Initial 
Installation Appointments), P-4 (Average Completion Interval & 
Order Completion Interval Distribution) and P-9 (Percent 
Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days of Service Order 
Comdetion) measures. 
BellSouth did not include certain wholesale products in its 
calculation of the SEEM remedy payments for the P-9 (Percent 
Provisioninc Trouhlc~ wj~liir 30 Day: of Servicc Order 
Completion) measures. 
BellSouth incorrectly classified UNE Line Splitting orders as 
UNE-P orders when calculating its results for the P-3 (Percent 
Missed Initial Installation Appointments), P-4 (Average 
Completion Interval & Order Completion Interval Distribution), 
and P-9 (Percent Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days of 
Service Order Completion) measures. 
BellSouth neglected to calculate the total impact of multiple 
errors in determining whether it needed to repost the results for 
the P-7C (Hot Cut Conversions - Percent Provisioning Troubles 
Received within 7 Daw of a Cornoleted Service Order) measure. 
BellSouth was not including all orders for Local Interconnection 
Trunks in its calculation of the SEEM remedy payments for the 
P-3 (Percent Missed Jnitial  Tnstallatior Appointments). P-4 
( ~ \ J ~ J ; ; ~ ~  tF(;:jj* l ~ j l i ~ j  ,r,fi’- 8:’ <( ‘‘:c( c -  , I  (;jrti ’ 
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Final Report of the Audit of 
BellSouth’s Performance Assessment Plan for Florida 

46 

56 

2 

3 

8 

9 

42 

define the adjustments it includes in a report month consistently 
for all bills, 
BellSouth did not have adequate and consistent documentation 
for its SEEM remedy payment calculation process, which may 
have contributed to erroneous calculations. 
BellSouth was not reporting C- 1 (Collocation Average Response 
Time) results according to the SQM Plan reporting requirements. 
For measure CM-8 (Percent Change Requests Rejected), 
BellSouth was not reporting according to the SQM Plan reporting 
requirements. 
BellSouth has provided no evidence that it complied with the 
Florida Reposting Policy in determining whether errors or 
changes required reposting. 
The $DUM i n s t i u c h u ~ ~ ~  f u i  rcp1icntjn.g tlic SQWSRS report: 
were not easv to understand and use. 
BellSouth did not provide adequate documentation for replication 
of the results reported in PARIS. 
The Impact Statements provided by BellSouth as part of the 
Notification Process were unclear and did no: accurately state the 
effect of a proposed change on its associated performance 
measure. 
The overall interval to process BellSouth’s Change Requests was 
excessive. 
BellSouth’s tracking and monitoring of the metric change control 
process did not accurately track progress or permit BellSouth 
management to accurately monitor workflows to determine which 
process areas are in need of improvement. 

I The lopic used Re11Sou~I- I C  cleterminc dispatcl t y x  

11 

12 

13 

14 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 
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BellSouth’s Performance Assessment Plan for FIorida 

BellSouth’s manual process for preparing billing data for the B-1 

control procedures. 
BellSouth’s process for determining the final adjustment values 
and the count of adjustments in the calculation of the B-1 
(Invoice Accuracy) measure for both CLECs and BellSouth retail 
is incomplete and thus does not assure accurate reporting of this 
measure. 
The BellSouth PMAP production validation process did not 

effect of PMAP system changes. 
The BellSouth CLEC Administration table update process caused 
delayed penalty payments to CLECs. 
BellSouth does not have a process in place to ensure that all 

(Invoice Accuracy) measure did not contain adequate quality 

update the historical data used in trending analysis to reflect the 

47 3 

3 

3 

3 

48 

50 

58 

54 

1 

4 

5 

6 

7 

10 

15 

17 

remedies for a given reporting month are eventually paid. 
BellSouth was not reporting B-10 (Percent Billing Errors 
Corrected in “X” Business Days) according to the SQM Plan 
Reporting Requirements. 
BellSouth did not report the Zscores according to the SQM Plan 
reporting requirements in the 1Zmonth PMAP reports for 
measures P-2B(Percentage of Orders Given Jeopardy Notices), 
M&R-3 (Maintenance Average Duration), B-7 (Recurring Charge 

3 

4 

4 

Completeness), and B-8 won-Recurring Charge Completeness). 
The Florida SQM Plan and SEEM Administrative Plan contain 

4 

4 

several discrepancies regarding provisions found in Florida Order 

For measure OSS-2 (OSS Availability - Re-Ordering/Ordering), 
the availability report at BellSouth’s Interconnection website is 
missing entries for many of the OSS listed in Appendix D of the 
SQM Plan. 
BellSouth posts only the most recent month of PARIS reports for 
viewing by the CLECs on the PMAP website. Historical PARIS 
reports are not available. This is in contrast to BellSouth’s 
practice of having previous months’ reports available for a full 
year for the majority of SQM Plan reports. 
The SQL scripis contairied in the SDUn-’, document foi MAR-2 
(Customer Trouble Report Rate) did not replicate CLEC results 
properly. 
BellSouth has not documented well its Performance 
Measurements Quality Assurance Plan. 
The retail performance analog for the Local lnterconnection 
Trunk product as documented in BellSouth’s SQM Plan for the 
P-3 (Percent Missed Initial Installation Appointments), P-4 
(Average Completion Interval & Order Completion Interval 
Distribution), P-9 (Percent Provisioning TroubIes within 30 Days 
of Service Order Completion), M&R-I (Missed Repair 
Appointments), M&R-2 (Customer Trouble Report Rate), M&R- 
3 (Maintenance Average Duration), M&R-4 (Percent Repeat 
Trouble Reports within 30 Days) and M&R-5 (Out of Service 

PSC-02- 1 736-PAA-Tp. 

4 

I ,  
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4 
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UNE-P for the P-3 (Percent Missed Initial Installation 
Appointments), P-4 (Average Completion Interval & Order 
Completion Interval Distribution) and P-9 (Percent Provisioning 
Troubles within 30 Days of Service Order Completion) measures. 
BellSouth’s documentation in the SQM Plan for the P-7C (Hot 
Cut Conversions - Percent Provisioning Troubles Received 
within 7 Days of a Completed Service Order) is contradictory and 
misleading. 
BellSouth’s methods for defining revenues and determine which 
bills are included in the B-1 (Invoice Accuracy) measure are not 
addressed by the SQM Plan. 
BellSouth performed no validation to detect invalid zero dollar 
remedy payments during the audit period. 4 

4 

4 
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Final Report of the Audit of 
BellSouth's Performance Assessment Plan for Florida 

Appendix C - Findings Cross Reference 1 

Final Report 
Finding No. 

Prefiminary 
Finding No. 

Draft 
Report 

Finding No. 
Description 

BellSouth was not reporting B- 10 (Percent Billing 
Errors Corrected in " X  Business Days) according to the 1 1 26 
SQM Plan Reporting Requirements. 
BellSouth was not reporting C-1 (Collocation Average 

~ 

2 2 28 Response Time) results according to the SQM Plan 
reporting requirements. 
For measure CM-8 (Percent Change Requests 
Rejected), BellSouth was not reporting according to the 
SQM Plan reporting requirements. 
BellSouth did not report the Zscores according to the 
SQM Plan reporting requirements in the 12-month 
PMAP reports for measures P-2B(Percentage of Orders 
Given Jeopardy Notices), M&R-3 (Maintenance 
Average Duration), B-7 (Recurring Charge 
Completeness), and €3-8 won-Recurring Charge 
Completeness). 
The Florida SQM Plan and SEEM Administrative Plan 
contain several discrepancies regarding provisions 

3 27 3 

4 4 39 

5 5 44 
found in Florida Order PSC-02- 1736-PAA-TP. 
For measure OSS-2 (OSS Availability - Pre- 
Ordering/Ordering), the availability report at 
BellSouth's Interconnection website is missing entries 
for many of the OSS listed in Appendix D of the SQM 
Plan. 
BellSouth posts only the most recent month of PARIS 
reports for viewing by the CLECs on the PMAP 
website. Historical PATUS reports are not available. 
This is in contrast to BellSouth's practice of having 
previous months' reports available for a full year for the 
majority of SQM Plan reports. 
BellSouth has provided no evidence that it complied 
with the Florida Reposting Policy in determining 

6 6 9 

7 7 3 

8 8 56 
whether errors or changes required reposting. 
The SDUM instructions for repiicating the SQWSRS 
reports were not easy to understand and use. 
The SQL scripts contained in the SDUM document for 

9 9 25 

10 10 16 M&R-2 (Customer Trouble Report Rate) did not 
replicate CLEC results DroDerlv. 

11 BellSouth did not provide adequate documentation for 
replication of the results reDorted in  PARIS. 11 I 

The Impact Statements provided by BellSouth as part of 
the Notification Process were unclear and did not 
accurately state the effect of a proposed change on its 
a ssor i a t ed performance meas iirf 

": I_ 11 < 

12 12 31 
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Final Report of the Audit of 
BeIISouth’s Performance Assessment Plan for Florida 

worldlows to determine which process areas are in need 
of improvement. 
BellSouth has not documented well its Performance 
Measurements Quality Assurance Plan. 
BellSouth excluded transactions from the calculation for 
a measure because it lacked required information about 
these transactions that were necessary only for another 
measure. 
The retail performance analog for the Local 
Interconnection Trunk product as documented in 
BellSouth’s SQM Plan for the P-3 (Percent Missed 
Initial Installation Appointments), P-4 (Average 
Completion Interval & Order Completion Interval 
Distribution), P-9 (Percent Provisioning Troubles within 
30 Days of Service Order Completion), M&R-1 (Missed 
Repair Appointments), M&R-2 (Customer Trouble 
Report Rate), M&R-3 (Maintenance Average Duration), 
MkR-4 (Percent Repeat Trouble Reports within 30 
Days) and M&R-5 (Out of Service >24 hours) measures 

15 NIA 64 

16 15 43 

17 16 62 

is unclear and misleading. 
BellSouth incorrectly reported certain LNP orders as 
INP Standalone orders in the 0-9 (Firm Order 
Confumation) and P-9 (Percent Provisioning Troubles 18 17 52 

within 30 Days) results. 
BellSouth has adopted a convention for treating MONS 

19 53 in 0-9 (Firm Order Confirnation Timeliness) that is not 
contained in the SOM Plan. 

18 

19 
BellSouth omits coin orders from 0-3 and 0-4 (Percent 
Flow-Through Service Requests, Summary and Detail) 
reDorted results. 

20 58 

For the time period of this audit BellSouth was 
inappropriately excluding non-coordinated hot cuts 
from the calculation of the measure results for P-7C 
(Hot Cut Conversions - Percent Provisioning Troubles 
received within 7 Daw of a ComDleted Service Order). 

21 20 4 

BellSouth did 1 io i  include the translation tjme necessary 
to place the line back in full service when calculating 
the measure results for P-7 (Coordinated Customer 
Conversions Interval). 
BellSouth was misclassifying certain orders with a “PR- 
17” (cancelled order) error code thereby incorrectly 
excluding these orders from the calculation of the P-3 
(Percent Missed Initial Installation Appointments) 
results. 

22 21 

23 22 12 

BellSouth reported the results for P-3 (Percent Missed 
Initial Installation Appointments) incorrectly because it 
included end-user-caused misses in  the denominator. 
BellSouth incorrectly excluded the majority of the hot 
cut orders from the calculation of the P-7C (Hot Cut 
Conversion< - Prrcenr Provisioninp Troubles Received 

. $  , T I ’  1 ( I  I I ‘ ‘ ; r - t  ‘ 3 ( l r i  I1~1’:lslITe~ l ’ i 3 , ,  . . 
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27 26 I9 

28 27 20 

30 

31 

29 22 

30 29 

33 32 33 

34 

c :  
.. . 

33 34 

‘- :: i; ; 

calculation for P-4 (Average Completion Interval & 
Order Completion Interval Distribution). 
BellSouth incorrectly included certain record change 
orders in the calculation of P-3 (Percent Missed Initial 
Installation Appointments), P-4 (Average Completion 
Interval & Order Completion Interval Distribution), and 
P-9 (Percent Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days of 
Service Order Comdetion) measurement results. 
BellSouth incorrectly excluded orders from the 
calculation of the P-7 (Coordinated Customer 
Conversions hterval) and the P-7C (Hot Cut 
Conversions - Percent Provisioning Troubles Received 
within 7 Days of a Completed Service Order) measures 
that were properly included in the other in-scope 
provisioning measures. 
BellSouth included orders with invalid conversion 
durations in the calculation of the P-7 (Coordinated 
Customer Conversions Interval) measure. 
For P-3 (Percent Missed Initial Installation 
Appointments), BelISouth included certain cancelled 
orders in both the numerator and denominator of the 
SQM results calculation, but included the same orders 
only in the denominator of the SEEM results. 
BellSouth incorrectly included deny and restore record 
change orders in the calculation of P-3 (Percent Missed 
Initial Installation Appointments), P-4 (Average 
Completion Interval & Order Completion Interval 
Distribution), and P-9 (Percent Provisioning Troubles 
within 30 Days of Service Order Completion) measure 
results. 
BellSouth overstated the CLEC circuit counts for P-7C 
(Hot Cut Conversions - Percent Provisioning Troubles 
Received within 7 Days of a Completed Service Order) 
by doubling the SLI fNon-Design) Loop volume. 
During its calculation of the monthly SEEM results in 
PARIS, BellSoutli incorrectly cxcluded transactions 
from the retail analog of the resale ISDN product for the 
P-3 (Percent Missed Initial Installation Appointments), 
P-4 (Average Completion Interval & Order Completion 
Interval Distribution) and P-9 (Percent Provisioning 
Troubles within 30 Days of Service Order Completion) 
measures. 
The logic used by BellSouth to determine dispatch type 
misclassified some UNE loop orders when calculating 
the P-3 (Percent Missed Initial Installation 
Appointments), P-4 (Average Completion Interval & 
Order Completion Interval Distribution) and P-9 
(Percent Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days of 
Service Order Completion) measures. 
RcllSotith did not include c m a i n  v:holrsale nroduct? i, 
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and misleading for the UNE-P for the P-3 (Percent 
Missed Initial Installation Appointments), P-4 (Average 
Completion Interval & Order Completion Interval 
Distribution) and P-9 (Percent Provisioning Troubles 
within 30 Days of Service Order Completion) measures. 
BellSouth incorrectly classified UNE Line Splitting 
orders as UNE-P orders when calculating its results for 
the P-3 (Percent Missed Initial Installation 
Appointments), P-4 (Average Completion Interval & 
Order Completion Interval Distribution), and P-9 
(Percent Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days of 
Service Order Completion) measures. 
BellSouth neglected to calculate the total impact of 
multiple errors in determining whether it needed to 
repost the results for the P-7C (Hot Cut Conversions - 
Percent Provisioning Troubles Received within 7 Days 
of a Completed Service Order) measure. 
BellSouth’s documentation in the SQM Plan for the P- 
7~ ( ~ o t  Cut Conversions - Percent Provisioning 
Troubles Received within 7 Days of a Completed 
Service Order) is contradictory and misleading. 
BellSouth was not including all orders for Local 
Interconnection ~runks in its lcalculation of the SEEM 
remedy payments for the P-3 (Percent Missed Initial 
Installation Appointments), P-4 (Average CompIetion 
Interval & Order Completion Intervd Distribution) and 
P-9 (Percent Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days of 
Service Order Completion) measures, 
BellSouth was not in conformance with the SQM Plan 
when calculating service order durations for the P-4 
(Average Completion Interval & Order Completion 
Interval Distribution) measure. 
BellSouth did not properly align the product IDS for 
troubles and the ]in& o’;l which they ocLurred for M&R- 
2 (Customer Trouble Report Rate), causing mismatches 
and resulting ir i  assignment of either the troubles or the 
lines to the wrong sub-measure in SQM reports and 
SEEM remedy payment calculations. 
BellSouth included special access services in some of its 
retail analog calculations during the audit period and, 
afier correciing the calculations, failed to perform a 
complete analysis to determine whether reposting was 
necessary. 
BellSouth included orders with invalid maintenance 
durations in the calculation of the M&R-3 (Maintenance 
Average Duration) measure, 
During its calculation of the monthly SEEM results in 
PARIS, BellSouth incorrectly excluded ISDN-Basic 
Rate Interface (ISDN-BRI) Business Design troubles for 
Ihe MBR -1 Us7iserl Repair Appointments), M&R-2 
( f - ; , :  iop1r - - )  : f’. 3, 1 J - . I f i t I J  -: (Td7:ntz:lance 
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not define the adjustments it includes in a report month 
consistently for all bills. 
BellSouth's manual process for preparing billing data 
for the B-1 (Invoice Accuracy) measure did not contain 
adeauate aualitv control urocedures. 
BellSouth's process for determining the final ad&s&ent 
values and the count of adjustments in the calculation of 
the B-I (Invoice Accuracy) measure for both CLECs 
and BellSouth retail is incomplete and thus does not 
assure accurate reDortinp: of this measure. 
BellSouth's methods for defining revenues and 
determine which bills are included in the B-1 (Invoice 
Accuracy) measure are not addressed by the SQM Plan. 
The BellSouth PMAP production validation process did 
not update the historical data used in trending analysis 
to reflect the effect of PMAP system changes. 
BellSouth performed no validation to detect invalid zero 
dollar remedy payments during the audit period. 
BellSouth was not calculating the parity measures 
involving Tier 1 averages according to the SEEM 
Administrative Plan. 
BellSouth did not make remedy payments for failures 
associated with the 0-3 and 0-4 (Percent Flow-Through 
Service Requests Summary and Detail) measures in 
accordance with the SEEM Administrative Plan. 
BellSouth did not calculate the remedy payments for 
percentage parity measures (Le-, M&R-1, M&R-4, 
M&R-5, P-3, and P-9) according to the SEEM 
Administrative Plan. 
BellSouth did not calculate remedy payments for M&R- 
2 (Customer Trouble Report Rate) according to the 
SEEM Administrative Plan. 
BellSouth did not have adequate and consistent 
documentation for its SEEM remedy payment 
calculation process, which may have contributed to 
err O I ~ ~ O U S  calculations. 
BellSouth improperly excluded some data items and 
impropedy included others in the calculation of SEEM 
remedy payments for the 0-9 (Firm Order Confirmation 
Timeliness) measure. 
The BellSouth CLEC Administration table update 
process caused delayed penalty payments to CLECs. 
BellSouth does not have a process in place to ensure 
that all remedies for a given reporting month are 
eventuallv uaid+ 
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