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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Investigation into the establishment 
of operations support systems 

incumbent local exchange 

) 

permanent performance measures for 1 

telecommunications companies. 1 

Docket No.: 000121A-TP 

Filed: May 10, 2010 

REPLY COMMENTS OF AT&T n O R I D A  

Pursuant to the Notice issued by the Florida Public Service Commission Staff (“Commission 

Staff ’) on May 3,2010, BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., d/b/a AT&T Florida (“AT&T 

Florida”) submits its reply comments in response to the April 23,2010 filings of the Florida Cable 

Telecommunications Association, Inc. (“FCTA”) and Saturn Telecommunications Services, Inc. 

(“STS”) regarding proposed revisions to the AT&T Florida Service Quality Measurement Plan, 

Version 5.01, (“SQM or “SQM plan”) dated April 19,2008 and Self-Effectuating Enforcement 

Mechanism Administrative Plan, Version 5.02, (“SEEM’ or “SEEM plan”) dated December 

15,2008, together also referenced as the Performance Assessment. 

AT&T Florida, as part of its filings on July 10 and August 7,2009, provided a summary of its 

proposed revisions to the Performance Assessment Plan. Those documents along with the 

accompanying exhibits well stated the overarchmg goal of the plan and AT&T Florida’s proposed 

changes with rationale for each in support of accomplishing that goal. Simply stated, the 

overarching goal of the plan was to accomplish the objectives of monitoring and enforcement of 

nondiscriminatory access as effectively and efficiently as possible. Moreover, an effective plan will 

not unduly burden one competitor for the benefit of others or treat some companies more favorably 

than others. It is AT&T’s position that this goal should be accomplished in consideration of the 

current market place and with as little regulatory involvement as possible. 
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AT&T Florida identified four (4) items that must be taken into account to accomplish that 

goal: 

Focus plan on the measurement of only key customer impacting processes, and not on the 
measurement of non-critical or secondary processes, nor on duplicative measurements of the 
same activity. 

Ensure the plan is not so excessive, impractical, or unreasonable as to promote uneconomic 
behavior. 

The plan should reflect the current marketplace which is very different fkom the status at the 
time such plans were first implemented. 

The plan should take into consideration treatment of similarly situated providers. 

From the beginning of this review process AT&T Florida’s proposed revisions were focused 

on performance measures that actually affect competitors and the competitive process in general. By 

emphasizing those performance measwes that most directly and significantly affect Competitive 

Local Exchange Carriers’ (“CLECs”’) end users, the SQM plan becomes more relevant and useful. 

Eliminating redundant and irrelevant measures also would reduce AT&T Florida’s costs of 

collecting, analyzing, and reporting performance results each month for measures that provide only 

marginally (or no) useful information. 

With the encouragement of the Florida Staff, upon the conclusion of the last staff-held 

workshop in December 2009, AT&T entered into negotiations with CLECs participating in the 

docket in hopes of reaching a settlement. A settlement was reached with the CompSouth member 

CLECs and filed in the docket on March 22,2010. AT&T Florida concurs with CompSouth that the 

settlement represents a reasonable compromise in consideration of the goals for the review, of all 

issues currently pending in the docket and that the settlement honors all agreements reached during 

the course of the staff-held workshops (See CompSouth letter dated March 22,2010). 
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AT&T Florida is perplexed by the issues raised by FCTA and STS. Neither FCTA nor STS 

has identified specific items of concern relative to the settlement agreement other than to rely on 

vague generalities about certain metrics. Rather, their comments appear to be simply an attempt to 

increase the financial costs of the plan to AT&T Florida for no justifiable reason. 

AT&T Florida has categorized FCTA and STS generalized concerns into the following 

categories, with responses provided below for each. 

Participation in the Settlement Negotiations 

Elimination of Tier 2 remedies and oversight/jurisdiction of Commission 

Elimination of Nan-Service Impacting Penalties 

Effect of Tier 2 

Commingled Circuits and SQIWSEEM 

Settlement Agreement does not address key concerns of those who did not sign it 

Change of Law provisions and term of settlement agreement 

Other proposed changes from FCTA SQMiSEEM redline documents 

Re-start the workshop process 

PARTICIPATION IN THE SETTLEMENT NEGOTIATIONS 

FCTA paints a picture of exclusion stating they “were not asked to participate in the 

negotiations between AT&T and CompSouth, and indeed, learned of the negotiations only through 

rumor.” (See Comments ofFCTA atpg. 1) FCTA’s statement is a gross exaggeration and 

misrepresentation of the settlement negotiation process. While initial discussions were coordinated 
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with CompSouth member CLECs, it was the intent to include all CLECs participating in the docket 

once a settlement in principal was reached. When CompSouth reached out to other parties before 

the settlement agreement was finalized, STS and Comcast Phone of Florida, L.L.C. d/b/a Comcast 

Digital Phone (“Comcast”), FCTA’s primary participating member, both declined to participate. 

FCTA further claims that the agreement is a bi-lateral settlement “negotiated between two 

parties behind closed doors, without involvement of the Commission Staff or of key stakeholders.” 

(See Comments ofFCTA atpg.. 2) First, this can hardly be referenced as a bi-lateral agreement as 

there are eight (8) CLEC signatures to this agreement representing a quorum of CompSouth member 

CLECs. While all are members of CompSouth, the agreement represents eight (8) individual key 

stakeholder competing carriers, all of which were active participants in the docket. Additionally, 

other CompSouth member CLECs that did not sign the agreement have opted not to bring forth any 

objections or concerns to the settlement agreement in response to the Commission Staffs March 25, 

2010 notice. 

Second, settlement negotiations were encouraged by the Commission Staff at the conclusion 

of the December staff-held workshop. The Commission and its Staff have always encouraged 

parties to resolve issues through negotiation. The Commission Staff was fully aware that these 

negotiations were being conducted. AT&T Florida would also note that in each of the SQWSEEM 

reviews since their advent, most if not all of the issues have been resolved through negotiations 

among the active participating CLECs. The workshop process is important particularly in 

establishing a beginning point. However, the bulk of the negotiations in past reviews did not take 

place in the workshops. FCTA’s suggestion that negotiations can only be done in a workshop forum 

is belied by history. 
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Third, as stated above, FCTA and STS affirmatively declined to enter into the negotiations 

once a settlement in principal had been reached. Furthermore, at no point did FCTA, any member of 

FCTA or STS reach out to AT&T Florida to initiate discussion regarding any issue of concern from 

the staff-held workshops or the settlement negotiations. AT&T is more than a little perplexed that 

FCTA, having declined to enter into the negotiations despite an invitation to do so, now wants to 

ignore all the agreements that the negotiations with the majority of CLEC have accomplished and 

start over. There is no basis to even consider doing so. AT&T Florida submits that the settlement 

agreement achieved with those carriers who chose to participate in the negotiations is the appropriate 

resolution to the SQM/SEEM review. 

ELIMINATION OF TIER 2 REMEDIES 
AND OVERSIGHT/JURISDICTION OF COMMISSION 

AT&T Florida’s position regarding the elimination of Tier 2 remedies has been clear from 

the start. The local telecommunications market is irreversibly open and therefore, the safeguards 

intended by Tier 2 remedies (added incentive to AT&T to ensure it structured and implemented its 

Operations Support Systems (“OSS”) and associated processes in a way that enhanced the 

competitive landscape) are no longer necessary. As AT&T stated in its previous filings, times have 

changed since Tier 2 SEEM remedies were first instituted. Tier 2 remedies were thought necessary 

to provide additional financial incentives to establish and maintain an open, competitive 

marketplace, and prevent backsliding. Their purpose has been fulfilled - the Florida 

telecommunications market (as it has evolved since the passage of the Act in1996) is now 

irreversibly open to competition. AT&T has unquestionably maintained its ordering, provisioning, 

maintenance & repair, and billing systems and associated processes at levels that support the CLEC 

industry and provides an efficient CLEC with a meaningful opportunity to compete. As previously 
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stated, the Southeast region is the only region in AT&T’s 22-state ILEC footprint that still has Tier 2 

remedies, In addition to being punitive, Tier 2 remedies are discriminatory as AT&T is the only 

ILEC in Florida subject to SEEM remedies; Verizon and Embarq are not. (See, Docket No. 000- 

12 IA-TP: BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. ’s Comments and Proposed Revisions to the 

BellSouth Performance Assessment Plan, filed July 10, 2009; and, AT&T’s Motion for  Expedited 

Approval of Lifeline Outreach Funding and for Modijkation of SEEM Penalty Payments, filed 

October 16, 2009). 

STS suggests that the Tier 2 remedies “are necessary for each commission to recoup the cost 

for administrative oversight to the State” and “to help the State recoup the cost of Staff efforts.” 

(See Comments of STS atpg. I ,  para. 1A & IB) FCTA also expresses the concern that the state of 

Florida will lose “revenue if Tier I1 is scrapped.” (See Comments of FCTA atpg. 3) Both STS and 

FCTA’s statements are flawed on their face. First and foremost, as noted above it was never the 

intent of Tier 2 remedies to provide a revenue stream to a State to offset administrative costs. 

Second, and more importantly, Tier 2 remedies are paid to Florida’s general revenue fund and not 

directly to the Commission. The Commission is funded by regulatory assessment fees paid by 

regulated companies. The commission does not receive any funding from general revenue 

appropriations. The Commission does not have any financial stake in Tier 2 remedies. Any 

suggestion that the Commission should base its decision regarding the elimination of Tier 2 remedies 

on the financial health of the state is ludicrous on its face. 

FCTA implies that an impact of the settlement agreement is the Commission would “lose 

oversight discipline”. (See Comments ofFCTA atpg. 3) AT&T is perplexed by this statement. 

First, and most obviously, these Plans are under a Commission directed order and no substantive 

change is permitted without a review under the oversight of the Commission Staff with resulting 
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approving order by the Commission. Additionally, both the SQM and the SEEM Plan continue to 

have a dispute resolution provision that reads in part that if AT&T and the CLEC are unable to reach 

a resolution, then the dispute shall be resolved by the Commission. This provision clearly provides 

continued oversight by the Commission. 

FCTA further claims that the “elimination of Tier I1 penalties for important metrics such as 

OSS-1 (OSS Response Interval), OSS-2 (OSS Interface Availability) and CM-6 (Percentage 

Software Errors Corrected within “X” days) would be detrimental to competition given AT&T’s 

recent OSS failures -most notably the Great OSS Train Wreck of 2008.. .” (See Comments ofFCTA 

atpg. 2) FCTA provides no rationale other than a financial incentive is necessary to ensure AT&T 

meets its OSS non-discriminatory obligations. Tier 2 remedies add nothing to the incentive to 

maintain performance to CLECs other than being an excessively punitive addition to CLEC 

remedies. If Tier 2 remedies were essential to maintain performance, one would expect that 

performance in those jurisdictions without Tier 2 remedies would have experienced vastly degraded 

service after the Tier 2 elimination. That is simply not the case. 

The Tier 1 remedies provide ample incentive for AT&T Florida to continue to provide the 

compliant levels of service and ensure an open market as it has since receiving Section 271 approval. 

Those levels of performance continue to provide efficient CLECs with meaningful opportunities to 

compete, and support open competition for the industry as a whole. In addition, AT&T has agreed 

as a negotiated compromise in the settlement agreement to place additional SEEM remedy dollars at 

risk to demonstrate its commitment to performance and as a further deterrent to backsliding. 

Specifically, AT&T agreed to increase the Tier 1 Fee Schedule by twenty (20) percent on an 

individual remedied metric basis (except for Collocation and Billing), commencing with the third 

consecutive month miss and continuing through the sixth consecutive month miss. This revision is 
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similar in structure to the methodology employed by Tier 2 remedies in that AT&T will be subject to 

increased remedies when non-equity performance is incurred for three consecutive months or more. 

A major difference to the Tier 2 methodology, however, is this increased rate in the Tier 1 remedy 

will be applied at the individual CLEC performance level (versus the aggregate performance across 

all CLECs) and the resulting remedies will be paid to the CLEC. Had this been in place in 2008, 

CLECs would have received even greater Tier 1 remedies on the critical metrics impacted by the 

0SS release such as 0-8 (Reject Interval) and 0-9 (Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness). 

Its purpose fulfilled, it is now time to eliminate Tier 2 remedies. 

ELIMINATION OF NON-SERVICE IMPACTING PENALTIES 

In its April 23rd filing, FCTA attached as Appendices C and D "redlines of both the SEEM 

and SQM plans that reflect cable's position and the workshops to date." (See Comments ofFCTA ut 

pg. 3) AT&T Florida responded to these appendices via a memo to FCTA on April 27'h asking for 

FCTA to identify the changes in the documents that FCTA had made. FCTA began with the redline 

documents provided by AT&T with the settlement agreement on March 22"d. Thus, it was virtually 

impossible to distinguish input made by FCTA from the redline changes provided with the initial 

March 22"d settlement agreement filing. FCTA responded via email on April 2gth that they had 

difficulty getting deletions from the original AT&T-CompSouth settlement redline to show up on the 

track changes and that FCTA was working on a new, more comprehensive version to guide 

discussion at a future workshop. FCTA further stated that when completed, the redline documents 

will be filed with the Commission. As of this filing, FCTA has not provided any new redlined 
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documents or even a simple listing of the changes that it made to the redlined SQM/SEEM Plan that 

it filed. 

In an effort to understand the proposed changes by FCTA depicted in their SQM and SEEM 

documents and hopefully discern cable’s specific positions, AT&T used the MS WORD “compare” 

functionality to contrast the documents with the AT&T-CompSouth redline settlement documents 

filed March 22,2010. The resulting SQMBEEM documents (attached as Exhibits ATT-1 and ATT- 

2) reflect FCTA insertions as redline and deletions as blueline to the AT&T-CompSouth settlement 

documents. As a result of this process, it appears that FCTA re-inserted the stricken provisions 

regarding non-service impacting penalties. FCTA provided no rationale to support this position. 

Specifically, the proposed revisions to eliminate non-service impacting penalties include: 

The automatic penalty of $2,000 per day for the late posting of SQM reports. (SEEM section 

2.5) 

The $400 per day fine for reposting SQM reports. (SEEM section 2.6) 

The $1,000 per day fine for each day after the due date for payments made to the 

Commission. (SEEM section 4.4.3) 

AT&T Florida’s position is the automatic penalty of $2,000 per day for the late posting of 

SQM reports should be eliminated. Historically, late posting of SQM or SEEM reports rarely 

occurred. In fact, late posting only occurred once in the last six (6) years throughout the nine-state 

Southeast region, and none in Florida. AT&T will make every reasonable effort to meet all 

deadlines imposed by the SQM and remedy plans. With the volume of data and reports, it is 

unreasonable to assume that an issue will never arise regarding the posting of a report. Even 

assuming there is a late posting of a report, there is nothing to suggest that late reporting is harmful 

to the CLECs or to the Commission. 
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AT&T Florida’s position is the $400 per day fine for reposting SQM reports should be 

eliminated. When AT&T discovers, or is informed of, an inconsistency in the posted SQM 

performance reports, the data is corrected as quickly as possible and the reports are reposted to the 

performance measurement website. AT&T Florida should not be liable for a reposting fine when 

there is no harm to CLECs. The primary objective of performance measurement reporting is to 

provide complete and accurate results, identify omissions and errors should they occur, and correct 

them expeditiously; it is not to levy fines for efforts to correct the data. The number of 

measurements and sub-metrics, the volume of data processed, and the complexity of the SQM Plan 

imposes significant demands on AT&T that can result in a data restatement. To the extent that 

omissions and errors are identified, AT&T Florida should not be fined for taking action to correct 

the posted results. Clearly, the CLEC did not experience any discriminatory actions nor can any 

competitive harm be presumed because of reposting performance reports, particularly where the 

CLEC was provided better service than originally reported. This unwarranted punitive fine does 

nothing to strengthen (or even maintain) competition in the local exchange market and should be 

eliminated. 

AT&T Florida’s position is the $1,000 per day fine for each day after the due date for 

payments made to the Commission should be eliminated. First, AT&T is proposing the elimination 

of Tier 2 payments therefore making the $1,000 per day fine no longer applicable. Second, late 

payments to the Commission rarely occur (only twice in the last 7 years) and are the result of 

inadvertent and unintentional errors in monthly data reporting. Third, a payment transmitted late to 

the Commission has no bearing or impact on the services AT&T provides to CLECs and thus, the 

overall competitive landscape. 
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EFFECT OF TIER 2 

FCTA states “Metrics whose penalties increased were not increased enough to make up for 

the missing deterrent effect of Tier 11. ” (See Comments of FCTA atpg.4-5) As noted above, AT&T 

Florida’s position is Tier 2 is no longer needed. The local telecommunications market is irreversibly 

open and, therefore, the safeguards intended by the Tier 2 remedies are no longer necessary. 

Furthermore, AT&T Florida believes the Tier 1 remedies at the level currently stipulated in the 

SEEM Plan provide ample incentive for AT&T to meet its nondiscriminatory obligations to ensure 

an efficient CLEC with a meaningful opportunity to compete in this open market. So there is no 

need to shift Tier 2 remedies intended for one purpose as a funding mechanism to potentially put 

more Tier 1 remedies in the pocket of CLECs. Neither FCTA nor any party to this docket has 

provided any data or logic to support an increase in Tier 1 remedies. However, as a negotiated 

compromise as described above, AT&T does agree to place additional SEEM remedy dollars at risk 

in the form of an increase in the Tier 1 Fee Schedule by twenty (20) percent on an individual 

remedied metric basis (except for Collocation and Billing), commencing with the third consecutive 

month miss and continuing through the sixth consecutive month miss. 

Within the FCTA proposed changes to the SEEM Plan (See the SEEM Plan Appendix A: Fee 

Schedule in FCTA’s Appendix D), FCTA proposes an alternative structure to the Tier 1 Fee 

Schedule but neglects to provide any logic or explanation for their approach. From AT&T’s review 

of FCTA’s position on the Tier 1 Fee Schedule, it appears FCTA is proposing to maintain the fee 

schedule at the same rate for month 1 and 2 and then escalate commencing with the third 

consecutive month miss and continuing through the sixth consecutive month miss (except for 

Collocation and Billing where no change is proposed). AT&T finds it unusual that FCTA proposes 

for several of the measures that the Month 4 and for a few, even the Month 5 fee schedule, is less 



than that for Month 3. Even more odd, FCTA proposes a lower fee schedule for the LNP measures, 

a metric the cable providers profess to be key, at Month 3 than what is proposed in the AT&T and 

CompSouth settlement. A comparison of FCTA’s position on the Tier 1 Fee Schedule with the 

AT&T and CompSouth settlement proposal can best be reviewed through the SEEM Appendix A in 

the attached Exhibit ATT-2. 

STS would propose an increase of 75% of Tier I payments and keep the Tier I1 payments at 

their current levels before a reset to month one (l).” (See Comments ofSTS at pg. 8pauu. SA) This 

proposal is ludicrous and, like FCTA’s, is not supported by any logic or data. STS’s obvious intent 

is to simply create a more lucrative remedy structnre for itself. Such a proposal is grossly 

inappropriate and should be rejected out of hand. 

The SEEM Plan proposed changes from the Settlement Agreement focus on the key 

processes that CLECs rely upon to provide service to their end users. As such, if AT&T Florida 

misses a remedied performance measurement for three months in a row, or longer, the CLEC will be 

the benefactor of the twenty percent increase in the Tier 1 Fee Schedule. Once again, this increase in 

the Tier 1 Fee Schedule represents a reasonable compromise and was found to be acceptable by the 

majority of CLECs who participated in the Florida Workshops. AT&T Florida requests that the 

Commission find this to be an acceptable compromise, as well as consideration for the elimination of 

Tier 2. 

SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT DOES NOT ADDRESS 
KEY CONCERNS OF THOSE WHO DID NOT SIGN IT 

FCTA alleges that, “the AT&T-CompSouth agreement does not address cable’s key 

concerns, nor those of CompSouth members who did not sign onto it.. .issues that cable telephony 
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providers care about were not addressed.. .These include important ordering mehics.. .”’ (See 

Comments ofFCTA ntpg. 4) FCTA further claims that “Key metrics designed to enhance 

competition were not strengthened in the settlement. Nor does the settlement take meaningful steps 

to punish chronic failures, which was a key issue for FCTA members.” (See Comments ofFCTA ut 

pg. 5) Nowhere does FCTA cite a specific measurement with proposed changes to enhance the 

SQM Plan. Instead inference is made that “Evidence of repeated, un-cured violations shows that the 

existing penalties are insufficient.” (See Comments ofFCTA atpg. 6) AT&T can only infer that 

FCTA is referring to Comcast’s January 15, 2010 filing in this docket stating “AT&T Florida failed 

the Order Completion Interval (P-4) for Comcast Phone for 25 consecutive months. In addition, 

AT&T failed the Service Order Accuracy - Resale (P-1 1) performance standard for 12 consecutive 

months.” Zd. 7 6 .  Comcast further states “the Commission records reflect that AT&T Florida has 

failed the LNP Disconnect Timeliness @on-Trigger) Unscheduled Hours (P-13) continuously since 

March 2006 and Service Order Accuracy - Resale (P-11) for seventeen consecutive months.” Zd. 

713. As an initial matter, FCTA misrepresents the current performance for these measurements. 

FCTNComcast is referring to the Resale Business Non-Dispatch SQM Level of Disaggregation for 

the Order Completion Interval (OCI) measurement. One need only review the past twelve month 

aggregate performance to gain a proper perspective. 

AT&T discovered a data problem for partial port orders that impacted the performance 

reports for the Resale Business SQM Level of Disaggregation. Specifically, a partial port order 

requires AT&T to create an administrative order for the disconnect of the line being ported. These 

administrative orders should have been excluded from the OCI measurement per the exclusion 

provisions stated in the SQM. Instead, these administrative orders were being captured in the CLEC 

’ AT&T Florida would note the difficulty in attempting to address the concerns of those who declined to present them in 
the course of the negotiations in which they declined an invitation to participate. 
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data and AT&T was not closing the orders out timely as they were low processing priority. Thus, 

this resulted in an extended interval for the CLEC performance results. The correction to the code to 

exclude the administrative orders was noticed per the SQM Data Notification Process filed Oct I ,  

2009 with the Commission for the Proposed November 2009 Data Notification. As noted in Exhibit 

ATT-3, the state aggregate performance has been at equity since the implementation of this change 

as reflected in the December 2009 through March 2010 performance results. 

With regard to the Service Order Accuracy - Resale (SOA-R) measurement, AT&T has met 

the equity performance for this measurement for seven of the past eight performance months with 

the one month’s missed performance being at 94.87% against a 95% benchmark (See Exhibit ATT- 

4). This is an illustration regarding AT&T’s serious approach to its performance obligations. This 

measurement had not reflected equity performance for several months. AT&T investigated the 

nature of the cause and implemented additional quality procedures in July 2009 that resulted in 

immediate and sustained improvement. Interesting to note that while the FCTA member CLECs do 

not have resale orders as part of their business model, they are impacted by the SOA-R metric only 

because directory listings submitted separately that are associated with a Local Number Portability 

(LW) order are captured in this disaggregation level. 

The third measure of FCTAKomcast’s performance allegation is the LNP-Disconnect 

Timeliness (Non-Trigger) or LDT. The performance for the LDT metric must be put in context to 

evaluate its significance. The specific level of disaggregation in question is the LNP (Unscheduled 

After Hours Ports). To put this into perspective, for the state of Florida, the largest number of 

transactions in any given month for the past twelve months was 52 for March 2010. Also, it should 

he clarified that this metric and the resulting small volume applies only to certain scenarios where 

translations must take place to remove features that are non-triggerable. In addition, this is for 
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unscheduled after hours ports. While AT&T is seeking a resolution for improved performance, the 

overwhelming majority of LNP transactions &e processed as represented by the SQM P-13C 

measurement, LNF -Percentage of Time AT&T Applies the 10-Digit Trigger Prior to the LNP 

Order Due Date. A review of the twelve month aggregate performance for this metric will reflect 

equity performance for all months with volumes ranging from a low of 13,212 and a high of 18,276. 

(See Exhibits ATT-5 and ATT-6) 

COMMINGLED CIRCUITS AND SQM/SEEM 

STS expresses concern with maintenance and repair for commingled circuits and indicates 

that AT&T has stated that the UNE portion of a commingled circuit is captured in the UNE SQMs 

and is counted for any applicable SEEM Tier I and Tier I1 payments. Further, STS not only 

disagrees but requests that AT&T provide detailed documentation on how this capture process is 

implemented, along with data capture, and provide true data that has been captured. (See Comments 

of STS ut pg. 2, para. 24 AT&T Florida reaffirms its position that the UNE portion of a 

commingled circuit is captured in the SQMs and any applicable Tier 1 and Tier 2 remedies are paid 

as defined by the SEEM Plan. The UNE portion of commingled circuits for the Maintenance & 

Repair metrics as well as the Provisioning metrics is captured in the UNE Enhanced Extended Loops 

(EELS) disaggregation. STS has access to their data where they can validate and, if so desired, re- 

create the SQM performance measurement reports provided by AT&T. Instructions for doing so can 

be found in the long-standing Supporting Data User Manual (“SDUM”) located on AT&T’s 

performance measurement website. After login, SDUM can be accessed under the “Exhibits” 

section. 
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STS alleges that AT&T has “NO tracking capabilities” for SQM/SEEM Measures for 

maintenance and repair of commingled circuits and turn-up and testing for new commingled circuits. 

In addition, STS requests documentation of the coding applied by AT&T to capture commingled 

DSOs and DSls maintenance and repair and ordering measures. (See Comments ofSTS atpg 3, 

para. 2B(c)). First, AT&T Florida will not agree with STS’ request for “coding applied by AT&T to 

capture Commingled DSO’s and DSl’s Maintenance & Repair and Ordering Measures”. AT&T’s 

sofiware coding is proprietary. Second, a third party auditor has validated that AT&T’s code and 

processes are compliant with the SQM and SEEM Plan ordered by the state of Florida.‘ With 

respect to the turn-up and testing process, AT&T Florida disagrees with STS’s allegation. The tum- 

up and testing processing is part of the provisioning process for a new UNE. UNE provisioning is 

sufficiently monitored by the provisioning metrics such as Order Completion Interval and Missed 

Installation Appointment. Besides, if this was a concern, STS should have stated its concern during 

the numerous workshops conducted over the past several months and not now at the midnight hour 

as the review process nears completion. 

STS also alleges that AT&T has “NO tracking capabilities” for SQM/SEEM Measures for 

the Automated Completion Transmittal System (‘‘ACTS’’) process for Access Customer Advocate 

Center (“ACAC”) and Customer Wholesale Interconnection Network Service Center (“CWINS’) 

tracking, which should be included in the measures. STS also requests that ACTS be included in the 

CM-5 measure, Notification of CLEC Interface Outages. (See Commertts ofSTS atpgs. 2-3, ~ W U .  

ZB(d)) AT&T Florida disagrees and reaffirms its position as stated earlier during the SQWSEEM 

review that ACTS is not a Wholesale interface that is subject to the SQMISEEM Plan. The ACTS 

process allows AT&T to send order completion and/or status information directly to a CLEC with an 

Final Report of the Audit of BellSouth’s Performance Assessment Plan for Florida (April 19, 2005); Final Report of the 2 

Re-audit of BellSouth’s Performance Assessment Plan for Florida ( M a y  18,2006). 
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E-mail message via the Internet. This is a voluntary process primarily used by access providers but 

is also available to CLECs. ACTS generates an order completion E-mail once a completion is 

generated in AT&T’s Work Force Administration (“WFA”) or Loop Maintenance Operations 

System (“LMOSY)~. It is this same completion date stamp that is utilized for compilation of SQM 

performance reports on such provisioning metrics as Order Completion Interval and Installation 

Appointments Met. 

STS expresses concern over identification of commingled circuits in Performance 

Measurement Analysis Platform (“PMAP”) data reports and states that “According to AT&T, STS is 

paid applicable SQM Tier I payments on the UNE Portion of a Commingled Ckt. However, AT&T 

cannot provide the payment details, nor can AT&T point to any specific data.” (See C o m m e n t s  of 

STS a t p g .  3, para. 3 4  As stated above, the UNE portion of a commingled circuit is reported in the 

EELS sub-metric for both SQM and SEEM reporting. It should be noted that only the P-4 (Order 

Completion Interval) metric for EELS is subject to SEEM remedies. This is clearly documented in 

Appendix B of the SEEM Plan. As for SEEM payment details, AT&T reports reflect Tier 1 remedy 

payments to STS for the EELS OCI sub-metric during 2009. 

STS also requests that AT&T include commingled DSO VG UNE Loop SL2 in the measures 

for P-11 Service Order Accuracy for all the applicable fields on the Local Service Request. (See 

Comments of STS a t p g .  3, para. 3B) The P-I1 metric is not based on product but instead is based on 

method of Local Service Request (“LSR’) entry. The definition for the metric clearly states that 

“Only electronically submitted LSRs that require manual handling (Partially Mechanized) by an 

The LMOS ond the WFA system stores assignment and selected account information for use by downstreom OS5 and 3 

AT&T personnel during the provisioning ond maintenance & repair process. LMOS is used for non-designed products 
andservices; where os WFA is for designed. 
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AT&T service representative in the LSC are measured.” AT&T affirms that if the UNE portion of a 

commingled circuit is submitted electronically and drops to the center for processing by an AT&T 

service representative (i.e. Partial Mechanized), then the LSR will be included in the measure subject 

to the metric exclusions. 

STS suggests that Accessible Letter CLECSEIO-049 New UNE Ordering Guide & Update to 

Southeast Special Handling Document for Migrutions to Commingled UVL SL2 Loop with Number 

Portability be updated such that when ordering via LEX, allowing the Loop Type be “OTHER” will 

allow applicable SQMISEEM Measures to apply. (See Comments of STS atpg. 3, pura. 3C) If STS 

is suggesting that commingled UNEs for the provisioning and maintenance & repair metrics be 

captured in the UNE Other disaggregation, then AT&T disagrees. As stated above, the UNE portion 

of a commingled circuit is already captured in the SQM UNE EELS disaggregation.. 

STS’s suggests that if a central office (“CO’) is non-Impaired then Appendix H: Special 

Access Measurements should apply and not just as diagnostics. (See Comments of STS at pg.  4, 

para. 5) AT&T Florida does not agree. Special Access is not subject to AT&T’s Section 251 

obligations and therefore is not subject to SQM metrics nor any SEEM remedies. In Order No. 

PSC-03-0529-PAA-TP dated April 22,2003, the Florida Commission adopted diagnostic special 

access performance measures. In Docket No. 041269-TP, Order No. PSC-06-0299-FOF-TP, issued 

April 17,2006, the Florida Commission indicated that “. ..wholesale services, as they relate to 

commingling, include switched and special access and resale services only; do not include 5271 

services.” As part of the CompSouth settlement agreement, AT&T Florida has agreed to continue 

the Special Access metrics Appendix H of the SQM Plan for information purposes only. AT&T 

Florida requests that the Commission rule in favor of the settlement agreement. 



“STS is concerned that the AT&T WebToolbar is not included in the Operations Support 

Systems (OSS) Measures.” (See Comments ofSTS atpg. 4, para. 6) STS specifically references the 

OSS-2 (OSS Interface Availability) measure. AT&T Florida disagrees that the Web Toolbar should 

be included in this measure. The purpose of the OSS-2 measure as noted in the SQM definition is to 

monitor the “Percent of time OSS interface is functionally available compared to schedule 

availability.” The Web Toolbar is not an interface. While AT&T does agree that certain interfaces 

are accessed via the Web Toolbar, the Web Toolbar itself is not an interface and therefore does not 

meet the intent of the OSS-2 measure. The interfaces captured by this measure are noted in 

Appendix C (OSS Interface Availability Tables) of the SQM. 

STS expresses concerns about Special Handling Scenarios LSRs as follows: (See Comments 

of STS at pgs. 4-5. para. 7 )  

a) 

b) How will AT&T measure these LSRs since practically every “Commingled” LSR is 

Is Special Handling Scenarios LSR treated like Planned Manual Fallout? 

“required” to follow the Special Handling Scenario when submitted via LEX? 

Special Handling in the “Remarks” section of an LSR submitted via an electronic ordering interface 

is not a stand alone criteria that results in the LSR being excluded from the 0-3 (Percent Flow- 

Through Service Requests) metric calculation. Special Handling in the remarks section does, 

however, result in the LSR falling out of electronic processing to AT&T’s Local Service Center 

(“LSC”) for intervention by an AT&T service representative. If the service representative transmits 

a Firm Order Confirmation (“FOC”) to the CLEC resulting in an AT&T service order being 

generated for provisioning, then the LSR will be counted as a miss under the “AT&T Fallout” 

category for the 0-3 flow-through metric. If the AT&T service representative transmits a rejection 

notice to the CLEC for the LSR resulting in an AT&T service order not being generated, then the 
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LSR will he classified under the “CLEC System Fallout” exclusion category and therefore, not 

subject to the flow-through calculation. 

An LSR for Commingled Loops submitted via an electronic ordering interface is treated by 

definition as “Planned Manual Fallout” for purposes of the 0-3 flow-though metric. While an LSR 

for Commingled Loop does require that the remarks section be annotated with Special Handling, that 

is not the reason for the LSR being categorized as Planned Manual Fallout. Commingled Loops are 

classified as Planned Manual Fallout due to the complexity of the service. This is nothing new to the 

0 - 3  metric for Commingled Loops and is clearly defined in the SQM by incorporation of the LSR 

Flow-Though Matrix in the Business Rules specific to Planned Manual Fallout. As also noted in the 

Business Rules for the 0-3 metric, the LSR Flow-Through Matrix can he accessed at the AT&T 

Performance Measurement wehsite. The LSR Flow-Through Matrix notes the Commingled Loops 

Product as not being flow-through eligible and reflects a “YES” in the “FOR MANUAL 

HANDLING column with a reference to see Note 1. Note 1 states “Planned Fallout for Manual 

Handling denotes those services that are electronically submitted and are not intended to flow 

through due to the complexity of the service.’’ Therefore, with respect to the 0 - 3  metric, LSRs for 

commingled loops are not considered in the flow-through calculation. 

Just because an LSR is excluded from the 0-3  flow through metric does not exclude the LSR 

from other key Ordering measurements. Even the Federal Communication Commission (“FCC”) 

has acknowledged this point and has repeatedly stated that flow-through rates are not the sole 

indicator of nondiscrimination. (See FCC Florida/Tennessee Order 7 93). Rather, where other 

evidence demonstrates that the BOC’s OSS is able to process competing carrier’s orders at 

reasonably foreseeable commercial volumes, it is not necessary to focus the analysis solely on flow- 

through rates. The FCC therefore looks to provision of timely FOC and reject notices, accurate 
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processing of manually handled UNE and resale orders, and scalability of the BOC’s systems, (See 

FCC FloviddTennessee Order 7 93) AT&T provides perfonnance measurements in the SQM Plan 

for reject timeliness (SQM metric 0-8, Reject Interval) and FOC timeliness (SQM metric 0-9, Firm 

Order Confirmation Timeliness) disaggregated by: (1) fully mechanized orders (is., orders that flow 

through); (2) partially mechanized orders that are submitted electronically but require some manual 

processing; and (3)  manually submitted and processed orders. Furthermore, these metrics are 

subject to Tier 1 remedies per the SEEM Plan. 

CHANGE OF LAW PROVISIONS AND TERM OF SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 

STS expresses concern “with the Change of Law verbiage in the SQM Plan that the parties 

agreed to on or about October 26,2009, including STS”, (See Comments of STS atpg. 3, para. 4 )  

STS however does not specify its concern. Therefore, AT&T Florida is left to speculate on the 

nature and extent of STS’s inquiry. What AT&T Florida can state is there was no substantive 

change made to the Change of Law verbiage that currently exists in the Wholesale Performance 

Assessment Plan. The change that was made was to put a Change of Law provision in the SQM 

Plan, as currently this provision is only documented in the SEEM Plan. This was done in an effort to 

create a SQM Plan that can stand alone independent of the SEEM Plan and spare the confusion that 

inevitably stems from multiple, overlapping or absent cross references. The Change of Law 

provision proposed for the SQM Plan is simply a “cut and paste” version of what currently exists in 

the SEEM Plan with slight administrative modifications. Thus, in actuality this does not represent a 

change to the current Plan, but rather an administrative change enhancement. Other provisions that 

existed only in the SEEM Plan were similarly proposed and documented in the SQM Plan. 

STS also seeks an explanation as to how the CompSouth Settlement Agreement with AT&T 
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would work based on the specific terms in section I.(E) regarding the term of the agreement. (See 

Comments of STS atpg. 4) The intent of this specific term simply stated is to create a period of 

stability for the SQM and SEEM Plan. The parties to the settlement agree not to seek any non- 

administrative changes for a period of four (4) years from the date of Commission approval. In other 

words, the parties to the settlement agree not to seek a review by the Commission for four (4) years 

upon conclusion of the current review and Commission approval. 

OTHER PROPOSED CHANGES FROM FCTA SQWSEEM REDLTNE DOCUMENTS 

Using Exhibits ATT-1 and ATT-2 that AT&T Florida created as described above, the 

following additional FCTA proposed changes to the SQM and SEEM Plan were noted. 

Upon review of FCTA’s filed SQM redline document, it is AT&T’s assumption that FCTA is 

not proposing any further changes to the SQM metrics from those reached in the settlement 

agreement since there were no changes to metric definitions, business rules, calculations, reporting 

structure, or SQM levels of disaggregation. 

For each and every metric noted in the SQM Plan, FCTA re-inserted the “SEEM Measure” 

section indicating whether or not the metric was remedied. AT&T Florida proposed the elimination 

of this section in the metrics in an effort to structure the SQM Plan as a standalone document 

independent of the SEEM Plan. SQM metrics that are remedied are best identified in Appendix B of 

the SEEM Plan. For ease of document administration and to avoid redundancy and possible 

confusion, AT&T Florida proposed remedied metrics at submetric level be defined in the SEEM 

Plan at Appendix B. 

FCTA has re-inserted CM-7 (Percentage of Change Requests Accepted or Rejected within 10 

Business Days) and CM-1 1A (Average Time to Implement Process Change Requests). This is 
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perplexing to AT&T Florida in that the CLECs, including FCTA member CLECs (specifically 

Comcast), agreed to remove these metrics in their Action Item 22 response filed with the 

Commission on November 24, 2009. AT&T Florida requests that the Commission honor the 

agreement reached per Action Item 22 and eliminate these metrics from the SQM Plan. 

FCTA has re-inserted language in SQM, Appendix D (AT&T’s Policy on Reposting of 

Performance Data) to incorporate verbiage specific to the recalculation of SEEM payments. AT&T 

Florida is perplexed by this re-insertion of language. This change was agreed to by parties in the 

docket, including an FCTA member CLEC,, as part of the joint position matrix filed October 30, 

2009. The CLECs worked collaboratively to review, provide input and compile positions on this 

issue and agreement was reached. AT&T Florida requests that the Commission honor the agreement 

reached per the joint matrix filed October 30,2009. 

FCTA has stricken the language at SEEM section 4.1.6 that defined the value of Lambda 

being 1 for both individual CLECs and the CLEC aggregate. Even though FCTA has stricken the 

definition for the value of Lambda, the existence of Lambda still appears in the SEEM Plan at pages 

39 and 42, which is confusing to say the least. This addition by AT&T was merely an administrative 

change to document the Lambda value in the SEEM Plan as it is not currently defined. This is not a 

change to current SEEM processing or the statistical methodology employed. AT&T Florida is 

perplexed by this proposed change as it was thoroughly discussed during the workshops and AT&T 

felt agreement had been reached. AT&T requests that the Commission not accept this proposed 

change. 

FCTA has re-inserted language at SEEM section 4.4.4. Once again AT&T Florida is 

perplexed by the re-insertion of this language. Like previously stated, change was agreed to by 

parties in the docket, including the FCTA member CLEC,, as part of the joint position matrix filed 
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October 30,2009. AT&T Florida requests that the Commission honor the agreement reached per the 

joint matrix filed October 30, 2009. 

FCTA has stricken, at SEEM section 4.5.2.4, the words “where applicable”. This section 

relates to the declaration of a Force Majeure Event. The insertion of the “where applicable” is to 

provide for a situation resulting in a Force Majeure declaration that is not specific to a field 

geographic area. Most Force Majeure declarations are the result of network infrastructure damage to 

a geographic area as the result of an act of God, such as a hurricane. For such events, AT&T Florida 

would identify each wire center and associated NPA/NXXs and provide the wire center’s color 

coded Areas Dispatch Status Report as well as provide a report for pending service orders and 

troubles. But for those rare situations where the Force Majeure Event is not specific to a geographic 

area but rather a single building such as a processing center, this information would not be 

applicable. 

FCTA has stricken the reference to Automated Reporting Management Information System 

(“ARMIS”) data at SEEM section 4.7.1. The use of the ARMIS data for purposes of establishing net 

revenues in Florida has been a well-established and long-standing practice. This change was never 

proposed or presented for any discussion during any of the staff-held workshops. AT&T Florida 

requests that the Commission dismiss this proposed change and the language remain as currently 

written with respect to reference to the ARMIS data. 

FCTA has stricken language at SEEM section 4.8.1 regarding audits. Specifically, FCTA 

has stricken the provision that “unless otherwise agreed between AT&T and the Public Service 

Commission”, the audit should be conducted by an independent third party auditor. The intent of 

this provision is to allow the flexibility to determine the best approach to conduct an audit for the 

given need. The situation being questioned may best be served by an audit conducted by the 
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Commission Staff or even by AT&T’s internal staff. The point is the issue and purpose of the audit 

should drive the process and not the other way around. AT&T Florida requests that the Commission 

not accept this proposed change. 

RE-START THE WORKSHOP PROCESS 

FCTA suggests that the “Commission should use FCTA’s redline and open issues list from 

the first two workshops as the agenda” and re-start the workshop process. (See Comments ofFCTA 

atpg. 8). FCTA further suggests that the “settlement does not reflect the progress made via 

collaborative discussions and workshops which all parties engaged in over a period of several 

months. Also, although CompSouth now has settled with AT&T, the remaining parties have not, 

and indeed, have rejected the CompSouth-AT&T bi-lateral agreement.” (See Comments ofFCTA at 

pg. 8). These statements on their surface are flawed. First, the workshop process did not end. As 

noted above, at the conclusion of the December workshop and with the encouragement of the 

Commission Staff, AT&T entered into settlement negotiations. The product of these negotiations 

was the result of a collaborative effort for which FCTA member CLECs and STS opted not to 

participate. And with its filing on March 22,2010, CompSouth made it a point to state “the 

Settlement honors every agreement reached during the course of the staff-held workshops to date; 

none of those agreements have been altered or undone by the Settlement.” (See CompSouhtletter 

dated March 22,2010). So AT&T Florida is perplexed by FCTA’s accusation that “action items 

from the first two workshops remain unresolved” and these unresolved items are cataloged in 

FCTA’s Attachments A and B. (See Comments ofFCTA utpg. 9). AT&T and CompSouth did not 

“throw the baby out with the bathwater” but instead incorporated all agreements resulting from the 

staff-held workshops and action items and reached agreement on all others. So all items represented 
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by FCTA’s Attachments A and B have been resolved through the settlement agreement. 

AT&T Florida strongly disagrees with FCTA’s accusation that the remaining parties have 

rejected the CompSouth-AT&T settlement agreement. The record clearly reflects that only FCTA 

and STS have filed concerns in the docket regarding the CompSouth-AT&T settlement agreement. 

As noted earlier, eight of the CompSouth member CLECs signed the settlement agreement. What is 

clear is other CompSouth member CLECs that participated in the docket have found no reason to 

object to the settlement agreement. 

Finally, there is no need to re-start the workshop process as it never stopped. The negotiation 

process has been ongoing even though FCTA and STS elected not to participate through the 

settlement negotiations. The Florida SQM/SEEM Plan review process has been engaged for over a 

year with initial detailed filings made July 10,2009. So it is not time to re-start the process, but 

rather it is time to bring the process to conclusion. 

CONCLUSION 

After an exhaustive and time consuming process which included numerous filings and staff- 

held workshops, all parties have had ample opportunity to provide input for proposed changes to the 

SQM and SEEM Plan. AT&T and CompSouth, which represents the majority of the parties 

participating in the docket, have gone an extra step and reached a settlement agreement. The 

settlement agreement represents a reasonable compromise regarding all issues presented by all 

parties and reflects positively towards the goals presented by AT&T Florida at the onset. AT&T 

Florida therefore respectfully requests that the Florida Staff accept the CompSouth-AT&T 

settlement agreement and issue a staff recommendation to adopt such for acceptance by the 

Commission at the next agenda meeting. 
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Respecthlly submitted this IOth day of May, 2010 

Tracy W. Hatch 
Manuel A. Gurdian 
c/o Gregory R. Follensbee 
150 South Monroe Street, Suite 400 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

Attorneys for BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc 
dm/a AT&T Florida 
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OSS-1 [ARI]: OSS Response Interval (Pre-Ordering10rderinglMaintenance 
8 Repair) 

s>stem 
RSAG 
RSAG 
ATLAS 
DSAP 
CRlS 
OASIS 

S>S,Crn 

RSAG 
RSAG 
ATLAS 
DSAP 
CRIS 
OASIS 

S:SlCm 
RSAG 
RSAG 
ATLAS 
DSAP 
CRIS 
COFFl 
PISIMS 

S>llWM 
RSAG 
RSAG 
ATLAS 
ATLAS 
ATLAS 
DSAP 
CRlS 
PISIMZ 

rable 1: Legacy Sys tem Access Times For RNS 

C""l,Xt D4 I* ,\\E. SW. It "f Calls 
RSAG-TN  address^ . . . . . .  x ........... x 
RSAG-ADDR ..... Address. . .  x . . . . . . .  x 
ATLAS~TN. .................. TN ..................... x ................ x 
DSAP-DDI .  schedule^ . .  . . x  . . . . . . . . . .  x 
CRSACCTS ............. CSR ................... x ................. x 
OASlSBlG .......... FeaIureISelvtce . . . . . .  . x .  ............. x 

rable 2 Legacy System Access Times For ROS 

C""fr;Kl U I l r  .\,o.sc'c. norcIiir 
RSAG-IN Address .~ ~ ~ x J 

RSAG-ADDR Address.. . . . . .  x .  . ~x 
ATLAS-TN TN .................... . x . . .  ............... x 
DSAP-DDI Schedule ................... x ................... x 
CRSOCSR CSR ..................... x .................. x 
OASiSBlG FeaIureiSelvice ............ x ................. x 

rable 3: Legacy Sys tem Access Times For LENSlLEXlEnhanced Verigate (Pre-Order only) 

cuntrart U.V. A , ~ .  see. Itor ~ 1 1 1 ~  
RSAG-TN Address. ........... x . . . .  x 
RSAG-ADDR Address . . . . . . . . .  . . x  . .  3 
ATLAS-TN TN ..................... x .  ............... x 
DSAP-DDI Schedule .............. . x  .................. x 
CRSECSRL CSR ................. . x . . .  ............... x 
COFFIIUSOC FealureiSelvice x 
PSIMSIORB FeatureiSelvice ~ x J 

Table 4: Legacy Sys tem Access Times For TAGIXMUXML Gateway 

contrnr, 0111 see. n urcniir 
RSAG-TN Address ................ x ................. x 
RSAG-ADDR Address ............... x . . . . . . . . . . .  .x  
ATLAS - T N TN ................. . x .  ................. x 
AT LA S - M L H T N ~  . . x 
ATLAS-DID TN ................... x... ............. x 
DSAP-DDI Schedule ............. . x  ................. x 
CRSECSRL CSR ~ ~ ~ ~x~ ~ . x 
PSIMIORB FealuielSewice ......... i ................ x 
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S>Vtem A T & l ~  C"""l 
d C I L C  e= IO 

CRlS 
DLETH 
OLR 
LMOS 
LMOSupd x 
LNPGateway x 
MARCH 
OSPCM 
Predictor x 
SOCS 
NIW 
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OSS-2 [IA]: OSS Interface Availability (Pre-OrderinglOrderinglMaintenance 

OSS Table 1: SQM Interface Availability for Pre-Orderinglordering 

8, Repair) 

OS5 interface Availability Application Applicable Io "%Availability 

tu1 . . ................................ 1 ' L I C . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Y 

LEUS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  c !LE('. . . . . . . . . . . .  Y 

I FX l ' t~Ib( '  .. x 

I.ASR . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  r1 I.(' ...... . x  

wrii c l.liC 

OBI- 1.1 I M  

Eiiliaiiccd V w ~ s c r  ( I I:(' 

LESOIi. . . . . . .  . . .  l'lLh(' . . . . . . . . . . . .  . "  

I A G X M I . .  . . . . . . . . .  (l.l:c. . . . .  . . .  

I.hP l;sCir;,> . . . . . . . . . . . .  ( I IF1 . . .  .x 

XMI. ( ia ,cnr> 1'1 I I '  

Sl i l i  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1LI1. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Y 

DOC . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  . I  ILI~I hrkT . .  . x  

SONGS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  i ILEC A ~ r & i ~ .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

.41~I A S  COFH. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 ' I ~ I C  .4 I& I . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  \ 

BOCKIS < Ills . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . I  LliC ATRT . . x  

I X A P  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  I'ILEC .ATbl... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  x 

RS.4(; . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1.1 tF1' A I& I ... . . . . . . . .  7 

SOCS. .  . . . . . . . . . .  

I ~ F A I ' S  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1.1 1FC.AlRl . . . . . . .  Y 

. . . . . .  ( 'LE( ATRT . . . . . . . . . . . .  

KOS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  A l h l  

OSS Table 2: SQM Interface Availability for Maintenance 8 Repair 

oss interface % Avallabilbty 

,$r&i I A F I  

C I I (  1 A l l  

( 1 1 1  I111 \  
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1: 

A malhemalical symbol n:prest'Jlting the sum of a series of values following the symbol. 


/\ mathematical operator [epresentin1! subtf3(."liofl. 

A malilc1ll3li('al operalor rcpR'sC'ntlng addition. 

A lI1a1hCma1il.:!:t1 operafor representing division. 

< 

A malhtmatical symlx.Jllhal indlt'3t('s rhe metric On the It'n of the 5ymhol is less than the lDt'lric on tne right. 

<= 
A mathematical symbol that indicates till": metrle on the left of the symbol is less Ihan or equal to the metric on the right. 

:> 

A mathematical symbol that indicates the metric on the left or the symbol is greater than the metric on the right. 

>= 
A mathematIcal symbol that indicates the. metric on [he left ofl:he symbol is greater than or equal 10 Ihe metric on the right 

() 


PnreJ1lhescs. used 10 group malhematleal oper.Hiol1s which are completed before operal1ons outside the parc-lHheses, 
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1 Scope 

1.1 This Administrative Plan (Plan) includes Service Quality Measurements (SOM) with 
corresponding Self Effectuating Enforcement Mechanisms (SEEM) to be implemented by 
AT&T pursuant to Order No. TED issued on TED by the Florida Public Selvice Commission 
(the "Commission") in Docket No. 000121A-TP. and as confirmed by Consummating Order 
No. TED, issued by the Commission on TED. 

Upon the Effective Date of this Plan, all appendices referred to in this Pian will be located 
on the AT&T performance measurement website at http:llpmap.wholesale.attcom. 

1.2 

2 Reporting 

2.1 

2.2 

2.3 

In providing services pursuant to the Interconnection Agreements between AT&T and 
each CLEC. AT&T will report its performance to each CLEC in accordance with AT&S's 
SQM and pay remedies in accordance with the applicable SEEM, which are posted on the 
AT&T performance measurement website. 

Final validated SEEM reports will be posted on the AT&T performance measurement 
website on the 15th of the month, following the posting of final validated SQM reports for 
that data month or the first business day thereafter. 

BellSouth shall pay firres lo the Commission. in the aqqreqale. for all late SQM and SEEM 
reports in the amount of S2000 per dav Such pavment shall be made to the Commission 
for deposit into the stale General Revenue Fund within fifteen (15) calendar days of the 
end of the reportinu month iri w h i c h k - k t e  publication of the report occurs. 

Notification, a maximum of niriety WAYS may be deducted from the fine. The 
circumstances which mav necessitate 6 repostinu of SQM reports are detailed in Appendix 
F. Repostinu of Performance Data and Recalculation of SEEM Payments. Such payments 
shall be made to the Commission for deposit into the state General Revenue Fund within 
fineen 115) calendar davs of the final publication date of Ihe report or the report revision 
date 
Tier II SEEMS Dayments and Adinirustrative fines for late and reposted reports will be sent 
to the Commission. Checks and the accompanyin0 transmittal lelter will be postmarked on 
or before the 15"; of the month or the first business day thereafter. w h e n  the 15"' fails on a 
non~business day 

ATBT shall retain the performance measurement raw data files for a period of 18 months 
and further retain the monthly reports for a period of three years. 



@& at&t 
Florida SEEM 

Administrative Plan 
2.4 AT&T will provide documentation of late and reposted SQM and SEEM reports during the 

reporting month that the data is posted to the website. 

Review of Measurements and Enforcement Mechanisms 

3.1 Review, of Mcosurrments 

3 

A workshop andlor confcrence shall he arganizcd and hcld pcriodically or at the request of 
either party for the purpose ofevaluating the existing remedies and determining whethcr 
any reincdics should be deleted. modified or any new remedies added. Provided howcvcr. 
no ncw remedics shall be added which are already gowned  by existing remedies. A 
CLEC may actively participate in this periodic workshop with ATXT. other CLECs, and 
state regulatory authority rcprcscntatives. 

3.1.1 Administrati\'e Changes 

AT&T may make administrative changes that do not substantidy change thc SEEM 
Plan. Such changes are excluded from the periodic r w i c w  process notcd aho\'c. 
AT&T will provide writtcn noticc lo thr  Commission regarding a l l  administrative 
changes. An administrativc changc is  one that corrects typographical, spelling. 
grammatical, or computational errors, updatcs wchsitc addrcsses and incorporates 
modifications to architecture iinplrmcnrrd in an OSS release following the approvcd 
Change Management proccss. Administrative changes will inut chanee the intent or 
the plan language of the document. 

3.2 n tne ever I 3 d S ~ J I C  JI sc's r c g a r u q  tnc oicew!  mod llratinn or amencmenl lo tne 
SQMs ur SEEMS the p m  es UI refer me d spAe IC thd F o w a  P~trlic Sew ~e 
Ccmrrussion 

4 Enforcement Mechanisms 

4.1 Definitions 

4.1 .I Enforcement Measurement Elements - performance measurements identified 
as SEEM measurements within the SEEM Plan. 

Enforcement Measurement Benchmark compliance - level of performance 
established by the Commission used to evaluate the performance o iAT8T for 
CLECs~wke-- e&&ar~sew+ea ideasihie . 

4.1.2 

4.1.3 Enforcement Measurement Retail Analog compliance - comparing 
performance levels provided to AT8T retail Customers with performance levels 
provided by AT8T lo the CLEC customer for measures where retail analogs 
apply. 
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Tesf Statisfic and Balancing Critical Value - means by which enforcement will 
be determined using statistical methods. The Test Statistic and Balancing 
Critical Value are set forih in Appendices C. D, and E of this Plan. 

Cell - grouping of transactions at which like-to-like comparisons are made. For 
example, all ATST retail services, for residential customers. requiring a 
dispatch in a particular wire center. at a particular point in time will be 
compared directly to CLEC resold services for residential customers, requiring 
a dispatch, in the same wire center, at a similar point in time. When determining 
compliance, these cells can have a positive or negative Test Statistic. See 
Appendices C, D and E of this Plan. 

I 4.1.6 Delta, Psi&, EpsiIonanti-4ambfk- measures of the meaningful difference 
between ATBT performance and CLEC performance. For individual CLECs, the 
Delta ( 6 )  value shall be 0.5 and for the CLEC aggregate the Delta value shall 
be 0.35. The value for Psi (w)  shall be 3 for individual CLECs and 2 for the 
CLEC aggregate. The value for Epsilon (E) will be 2.5 for the CLEC aggregate. 
The value of C w n b d a ~ ( ~ . i ~ s h a K ~ - l ~ ~ f o r ~ ~ ~ h  4ndivtdual CCECs and the 
CLEC aggregate, 

Tier-I Enforcement Mechanisms - self-executing fees paid directly to each 
CLEC when ATBT delivers rion-compliant performance of any one of the Tier-I 
Enforcement Measurement Elements for any month as calculated by AT&T. 

Administrative Plan 
4.1.4 

4.1.5 

4.1.7 

4.1.8 Affiliate - person that (directly or indirectly) owns or controls. is owned or 
controlled by, or is under common ownership or control with, another person. 
For purposes of this paragraph, the term "own" means to own an equity interest 
(or the equivalent thereof) of more than 10 Percent. 

4.1.9 Affecfed Volume - that quantity of the total impacted CLEC volume or CLEC 
Aggregate volume for which remedies will be paid. 

Cell Ranking - placing cells in rank order from highest to lowest, where the cell 
with the most negative Z-Score is ranked highest and the cell with the least 
negative Z-Score is ranked lowest 

4.1.10 

4.1.11 Cell Correcfion - method for determining the quantity of transactions to be 
remedied, referred to as "affected volume," wherein the cell-level Z-Score for 
the highest ranked cell is first changed to zero ("corrected") and then the next 
highest. progressively, until the overall level truncated 2-Score is equal to the 
Balancing Critical Value as required by the Remedy Calculation Procedures. 
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4.2 

4.3 

Administrative Plan 
Either all of the transactions in a corrected cell are remedied or a prorated 
share (determined through interpolation) is remedied. 

Application 

4.2.1 The application of the Tier-I Enforcement Mechanisms does not foreclose other 
legal and regulatory claims and remedies available to each CLEC. 

Payment of any Tier-I Enforcement Mechanisms shall not be considered as an 
admission against interest or an admission of liability or culpability in any legal, 
regulatoly or other proceeding relating to AT8T's performance and the payment 
of any Tier-I Enforcement Mechanisms shall not be used as evidence that AT8T 
has not complied with or has violated any state or federal law or regulation. 

4.2 2 

Methodology 

4.3.1 Tier-I Enforcement Mechanisms will be triggered by AT8T's failure to achieve 
applicable Enforcement Measurement Compliance or Enforcement 
Measurement Benchmark for each CLEC for the State of Florida for a given 
Enforcement Measurement Element in a given month. Enforcement 
Measurement Compliance is based upon a Test Statistic and Balancing Critical 
Value calculated by AT8T utilizing AT8T generated data. The method of 
calculation is set forth in Appendices C, D. and E of this Plan. 

4.3.1.1 All OCNs and ACNAs for individual CLECs will be consolidated for 
purposes of calculating transaction-based failures. 

When a measurement has five or more transactions for the CLEC. 
calculations will be performed lo determine remedies according to the 
methodology described in the remainder of this document. 

Tier-I Enforcement Mechanisms apply on a per transaction basis and 
will escalate based upon the number of consecutive months that fail 
for each Enforcement Mechanism Element for which AT8T has 
reported non-compliance. Failures beyond Month 6 will be subject lo 
Month 6 fees. All transactions for an individual CLEC will be 
consolidated for purposes of calculating Tier-I Enforcement 
Mechanisms. 

4.3.1.2 

4.3.1.3 

4.3.1.4 For submetrics that are assessed based on Enforcement 
Measurement Retail Analog compliance criteria, the fee paid for a 
particular submetric that failed at the Tier-1 level will be differentiated 
based on two criteria. First, the Tier-I fee paid will be based on 
whether the same submetric that failed at the Tier-I level (CLEC- 
specific) also failed at the CLEC aggregate level in Ihe same month. 
Second, the Tier-I fee paid will be based on whether the transactions 
in the cells to be remedied correct the overall truncated 2-score from 

4 
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CLEC Aggregate 
Performance 

Passes 
Fails 

Per Transaction Per Transaction Fee 
Fee Below BCV Between BCV and 0 

(Fee)’(3/2) (Fee)’(l/3) 
(Fee)’(3) (Fee)’(2/3) 

CLEC 
Aggregate 

Performance 
Passes 

Fails 

1.?2 Tier-2 Enforcement Mechanisms will be triqqered bv BellSouth’s failure tc 
achieve applicable Enforcement Measurement ConiDliance or Enforcement 
Measurement Benchmarks for the State of Florida for qiven Enforcement 
Measurement Elements for three consecutive months. The method of calculation 
is set forth in Aopendlces C, D. and E of this Plan. 

4 3.2.1 Tier- 2 Enforcement Mechariisms aDDiv, for an  aqqreqate of all CLEC 
data senerated by BellSouth. on a Per transaction basis for eacli 
Enforcement Mechanism Element for which BellSouth has reported 
non-compliance. 

Per Transaction Fee 

(Fee)’(3/2) 
(Fee)’(5/2) for Ordering and Flow Through 
(FeeY(3) for all other benchmark measures 

4.3.2.2 The fee paid for a parlicuiar submetric that failed at lhe Tier 2 level will 
be as shown in Appendix A,  Table 2. 

4 3 2 I Ibe hlarkel Penctral on Ad ..SlmenlS u1 I ue dup leu based on the lo1 onmq 
p i c v  buns Io cnhilnce compel Idon lor n9scenI p#rd(,cls  1 8 1  u r u t ~  10 L”IS-~CI 

pa! l y  anu ucnchmarh petiormance nnere CLECs o m ! r  Ikih 10 umes 01 
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advanced and nascent services, BellSouth will make additional Tier-1 
wymeekand Tier-2pavments where performance standards for the following 
measures are not met, if the measurement applies to the nascent service. 
* Percent Missed Installation Appointments 

Average Completion Interval - Missed Repair Appointments 
* Maintenance Average Duration . 

Administrative Plan 

Average Response Time for Loop Make-up-Response Time-Electronic 
Information 

4.3.2.1 These additional payments will only apply when there are more 
than 10 and less than 100 average units in service statewide for the 
preceding three-month period. The additional payments in the form 
of a market penetration adjustment will be made if AT&T fails to 
provide parity for the above measurements as determined by the 
use of the Truncated Z- test and the balancing critical value or fails 
to meet the established benchmark. 

ATBT shall calculate the new Tier-1 and Tier 2 payments, which 
include the market penetration adjustment by applying the normal 
method of calculating affected volumes as ordered by the 
Commission and trebling the normal Tier-1 and Tier 2 remedy. 

4.3.2.2 

4.3.2.3 If, for the three months of data. there were 100 observations or 
more on average for the sub-metric, then no additional payments 
under this market penetration adjustment provision will be made. 
Further, market penetration adjustments shall no longer apply if 24 
months have elapsed since the first unit of the nascent service was 
installed. 

CLECs may file a petition with the Commission in order to add a 
service to the list of services for which the market penetration 
adjustment may apply. 

Any payments made under this market penetration adjustment 
provision are subject to the Absolute Cap set by the Commission. 

4.3.2.4 

4.3.2.5 

I 

4.4 

4.3.3 For Tier-1 and 'lier 2 evaluations, the retail analog or benchmark is the same 
as for the SQM. See the SQM for SEEM retail analogs and benchmarks. 

Payment of Tier-I and Tier 2 Amounts 

4.4.1 If AT&T pelformance triggers an obligation to pay Tier-1 Enforcement 
Mechanisms to a CLEC or an obliqation to remit Tier-2 Enforcement 
Mechanisms to tile Commission or 11s desiqnee. , ATBT shall make payment 
in the required amount on the day upon which the final validated SEEM 

I 
6 
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reports are posted on the AT8T website as set forth in Section 2.4 above. 

4.4.2 For each day after the due date that AT8T pays a CLEC less than the required 
Tier-I remedy, AT8T will pay the CLEC 6% simple interest per annum on the 
difference between the required amount and the amount previously paid. The 
underpayment and interest will be paid to the CLEC in the next months payment 
cycle. 

For each day after the due date that BellSouth fails lo Day the reuuired Tter-2 4.4 3 

4.4.3 If a CLEC disputes the amount paid for Tier-I Enforcement Mechanisms, the 
CLEC shall submit a written claim to AT&T within sixty (60)  days after the 
payment date. AT8T shall investigate all claims and provide the CLEC written 
findings within thirty (30) days after receipt of the claim. If AT8T determines the 
CLEC is owed additional amounts, AT&T shall pay the CLEC such additional 
amounts within thirty (30) days after its findings along with 6% simple interest 
per annum. 

davs after the payment dale. BeilSoulh shall investiqate all claims and provide 
the Commission written findinqs within thirty ( 3 0 )  davs after receipt of the claim 
If BellSouth determines the Commission is owed additional amounts. BellSouth 
shall pay such additional amounts within thirty ( 3 0 )  days after its fitidinus alonq 
with 12% simple interest per a m  

Any adjustments lor underpayment or overpayment of calculated Tier-1- 
- 2 remedies will be made consistent with the terms of AT&Ts Policy On 
Reposting Of Performance Data and Recalculation of SEEM Payments, as set 
forth in Appendix F of this document. If any circumstance necessitating remedy 
adjustments should occur that is not specifically addressed in the Reposting 
Policy, such adjustments will be made consistent with the terms defined in 
Paragraph 7 of the Reposting Policy. unless lhe Florida Commission orders 
othewise . . ' I .  

Any adjustments for underpayment or overpayment will be made in the next 
month's payment cycle after the recalculation is made. The final current month 
reports will reflect the final paid dollars, including adjustments for prior months 
where applicable. Questions regarding the adjustments should be made in 
accordance with the normal process used to address CLEC questions related to 
SEEM payments. 

4.4.4 

4.4.5 

7 
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4.4.5.1 If a SEEM overpayment is made to a CLEC, and AT8Ts SEEM 
liability calculated and payable to that CLEC in the next months 
payment cycle is insufficient to offset the amount of overpayment. 
then within 30 days of AT&T's request. the CLEC shall repay the 
amount necessaly lo satisfy the remaining SEEM overpayment 
balance. If the CLEC is unable to repay the overpayment at that time, 
the CLEC may contact AT&T for payment arrangements. 

4.4.6 Where there is a SEEM adjustment, in addition to the submetric. data month(s), 
and adjustment amount, ATST will include an adjustment code on the CLEC 
specific Tier-1 or Tier 2 PARIS_reports on the AT&T performance measurement 
website. Then, on a separate document on the AT&T performance 
measurement website, this code will be cross-referenced with a brief narrative 
description of the adjustment. These codes and descriptions will be applicable 
to all states where an adjustment was applied. If there are multiple adjustment 
codes, the code explanation document can be accessed on the AT8T 
performance measurement website that will contain all of the codes and the 
narrative descriptions for each code. An explanation of the cause of the 
adjustment and the data months impacted by the adjustment will be included in 
the narrative. 

I 

4.5 Limitations of Liability 

I 4.5.1 AT&T will not be obligated to pay Tier-1- Enforcement Mechanisms for 
non-compliance with a performance measure if such non-compliance results 
from a CLEC's acts or omissions that cause failed or missed performance 
measures. These acts or omissions include but are not limited to, accumulation 
and submission of orders at unreasonable quantities or times, failure to follow 
publicly available procedures, or failure to submit accurate orders or inquiries. 
AT&T shall provide each CLEC and the Commission with reasonable notice of, 
and supporting documentation for. such acts or omissions. Each CLEC shall 
have 10 business days from the filing Of such Notice to advise AT&T and the 
Commission in writing of its intent to challenge, through the dispute resolution 
provisions of this plan. the claims made by ATBT. AT8T shall not be obligated 
to pay any amounts subject to such disputes until the dispute is resolved. 

AT&T shall not be obligated lo pay Tier-I or Tier-2 Enforcement Mechanisms 
(SEEM payments) for non-compliance with a performance measurement if such 
non-compliance was the result of any Force Majeure Event that either directly or 
indirectly prevented, restricted, or interfered with performance as measured by 
the SQMISEEM Plan. Such Force Majeure Events include non-compliance 
caused by reason of fire, flood. earthquake or like acts of God, wars, revolulion, 
civil commotion, explosion, acts of public enemy, embargo, acts of the 
government in its sovereign capacity, labor difficulties, including without 
limitation, strikes, slowdowns, picketing, or boycotts, or any other circumstances 

I 4.5.2 

8 
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beyond the reasonable control and without the fault or negligence of ATBT. 
ATBT. upon giving prompt notice to the Commission and CLECs as provided 
below, shall be excused from such performance on a day-to-day basis to the 
extent of such prevention, restriction, or interference; provided. however, that 
ATBT shall use diligent efforts to avoid or remove such causes of non- 
oedormance. 

4.5.2.1 

4.5.2.2 

4.5.2.3 

4.5.2.4 

To invoke the application of Section 4.5.2 (Force Majeure Event), 
ATBT will provide written notice to the Commission and post 
notification of such filing on ATBTs website wherein ATBT will identify 
the Force Majeure Event, the affected measures, and. if applicable, 
the impacted wire centers, including affected NPAs and NXXs. 

No later than ten (IO) business days after ATBT provides written 
notice in accordance with Section 4.5.2.1 affected CLECs must file 
written comments with the Commission to the extent such CLECs 
have objections or concerns regarding the application of Section 
4.5.2. CLECs will be required to show that the relief is not reasonable 
under the circumstances. 

ATBT's wrinen notice of the applicability of Section 4.5.2 shall be 
presumptively valid and deemed approved by the Commission 
effective thirty (30) calendar days after ATBT provides notice in 
accordance with Section 4.5.2.1. The Commission may require ATBT 
to provide a true-up of SEEM fees to affected CLECs if a Force 
Majeure Event declaration (or some portion thereof) is found to be 
invalid by the Cornmission after it has taken effect. 

During the pendency of a Force Majeure Event, ATBT shall file with 
the Commission periodic updates of its restorationirecovery progress 
and efforts as agreed upon between the Commission Staff and ATBT. 
The Commission Staff will consider reasonable requests from affected 
carriers on such updates' contents and frequency, including the need 
for weekly progress update reports. Additionally, for Force Majeure 
events &fe+-A+-impacting a geographic area of the network 
infrastructure, ATBT will post to the ATBT website 
(htt~s:iiclec.att.comiclecishell.cfm?section=2535) periodic updates of 
its restorationlrecovery progress and efforts. ATBT will post at a 
minimum for the area where Force Majeure has been declared- 
+e: the identity of each wire center and associated NPAiNXXs 
and the wire centers' color coded Area Dispatch Status report; the 
total number of ATBT pending service orders; the total number of 
CLEC pending Service orders; the total number of ATBT pending 
trouble reports; and the total number of CLEC pending trouble 
reports. 
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4.6 

4.7 

I 
I 

4.5.2.5 The Force Majeure claim will be presumptively valid for a period of 
sixty (60) calendar days. After sixty (60) calendar days have elapsed, 
ATBT shall resume compliance with the Enforcement Mechanisms or 
file for an extension of the relief period. To the extent CLECs have 
objections or concerns regarding the extension, CLECs must file 
written comments with the Commission within ten (IO) business days 
from the request of the extension. CLECs will be required to show 
that the extended period was not reasonable under the 
circumstances. ATBTs request for extension shall be presumptively 
valid and deemed approved by the Commission effective thirty (30) 
calendar days after AT8T provides notice in accordance with Section 
4.5.2.1 The Commission may require ATBT to provide a true-up of 
SEEM payments to affected CLECs if a Force Majeure Event (or 
some portion thereof) is found to be invalid by the Commission after it 
has taken effect. 

4.5.3 In addition to these specific limitations of liability, AT&T may petition the 
Commission lo consider relief based upon other circumstances. 

Change of Law 

4.6.1 Upon a palllcular Commission's issuance of an Order pertaining to Performance 
Measurements or Remedy Plans in a proceeding expressly applicable to all 
CLECs, AT8T shall implement such performance measures and remedy plans 
covering its performance for the CLECs, as well as any changes lo those plans 
ordered by the Commission, on the date Specified by the Commission. If a 
change of law occurs which may change AT8Ts obligations, parties may 
petition the Commission within 30 days to seek changes to the SQM and SEEM 
plans in accordance with such change of law. Pertonance Measurements and 
remedy plans that have been ordered by the Commission can currently be 
accessed via the ATgT performance measurement website.. Should there be 
any difference between the performance measure and remedy plans on AT&Ts 
website and the plans the Commission has approved as filed in compliance with 
its orders, the Commission-approved compliance plan will supersede as of its 
effective date. 

Enforcement Mechanism Cap 

4.7.1 ATBT's total liability for the payment of Tier-I and Tier-2 Enforcement 
Mechanisms shall be collectively and absolutely capped a1 36% 01 net revenues 
in Florida- ww-epMeQARR4iSdata.- 

If projected payments exceed the state cap, a proportional payment will be made 
to the respective parties. 

4.7.2 

10 
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I 

4.9 

4.10 

Administrative Plan 

4.7.3 If AT8T's payment of Tier-I and Tier-2 Enforcement Mechanisms would have 
exceeded the cap referenced in this plan, a CLEC may commence a proceeding 
with the Commission to demonstrate why AT&T should pay any amount in 
excess of the cap. The CLEC shall have the burden of proof to demonstrate 
why, under the circumstances, AT&T should have additional liability. 

Audits 

4.8.1 AT8T currently provides CLECs with certain audit rights as a part of their 
individual interconnection agreements. If ordered by the Public Service 
Commission, AT&T will agree to undergo a SEEM audit. s m  audit should 
be conducted by an  independent third party auditor. The results of audits will be 
made available to all the parties subject to proper safeguards to protect 
proprietary information. Audits will be conducted under the following 
specifications: 

4.8.1.1 The cost of one audit per version of the SEEM plan shall be borne by 
AT8T. 

4.8.1.2 Should an independent third party auditor be required, it shall be 
selected by AT8T and the PSC. 

AT&T and the PSC shall jointly determine the scope of the audit. 

Per Plan version, there will not be redundant audits of one or more 
of the same AT8T system@) or of Plan results or data for the same 
reported months, absent a showing of prior audit error or changed 
circumstances. 

The PSC may request input regarding selection of the auditor from 
interested parties. 

4.8.1.3 

4,8,1,4 

4.8.1.5 

4.8.2 These audits are intended to provide the basis for the PSCs and CLECs to 
determine that SEEM produces accurate data that reflect each State's Ordei 
for performance measurements. 

Dispute Resolution 

4.9.1 Notwithstanding any other provision of the Interconnection Agreement between 
ATBT and each CLEC, if a dispute arises regarding AT8T's performance or 
obligations pursuant to this Plan, AT8T and the CLEC shall negotiate in good 
faith for a period of thirty (30) days to resolve the dispute. If at the conclusion 
of the 30 day period, AT&T and the CLEC are unable to reach a resolution, 
then the dispute shall be resolved by the Commission. 

Regional Coefficients 

Some metrics are calculated for the entire AT&T Southeast region, rather than by state. 

11 
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Where these metncs are a Tier-1 SEEM submetric, a regional coefficient is calculated to 
determine the amount of the remedy for the CLEC in each state. For example, the 
Acknowledgement Completeness Measurement can be measured for an individual 
CLEC, but only at the regional level. In several states it is also a Tier-1 SEEM 
submetric. Thus, if there is a failure in this measurement for a CLEC, it is necessary i o  
determine the amount of remedy for the CLEC in each state. A Regional Coefficient is 
used to do this. (Appendix E, Section E.4 describes the method of calculating the 
Regional Coefficients.) The amount of remedy for the CLEC in a state is determined by 
multiplying the regional affected volume by the Coefficient for the state and by the state 
fee. 

A Stale coefficient is calculated to si)lit Tier 2 payments for regional metrics a m  
states by submetric I 

12 
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Appendix A: Fee Schedule 

Table 1: Fee Schedule for Tier-I Per Transaction Fee Determination 

Note 1: Reflects percent interest lo be paid on adjusted amounts. 
Note 2: Amount paid per 1000 usage records. 
Note 3: Amount paid per dispute. 

Table 2: Tier 2 Per Transaction Fee Determination I 

13 
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Note 1: The truncated Z does not apply to these measures 
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18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

Appendix B: SEEM Submetrics 

MIA 

MIA 

MIA 

MIA 

MIA 

MIA 

P-3 Percent Missed Installation Appointments - Resale POTS 

P-3 Percent Missed Installation Appointments -Resale Design 

P-3 Percent Missed Installation Appointments - UNE Loops - Design 

P-3 Percent Missed Installation Appointments - UNE Loops - Non-Design 

P-3 Percent Missed Installation Appointments - UNE xDSL and Line Splitting 

P ~ 3  Percent Missed Installation Appointments - LNP Standalone 

6.1 Tier-1 Submetrics 

15 



Item 
NO. 
23 I MIA 1 P-3 Percent Missed Installation Appointments - Local Interconnection Trunks 

Tier-I Submetric SQM 
Ref 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 I OCI 1 P-4 Order Completion Interval (OCI) - Local interconnection Trunks 

~~ 

OCI 

OCI 

OCI 

OCI 

OCI 

OCI 

P-4 Order Completion Interval (0Cl)- Resale POTS 

P-4 Order Completion Interval ( 0 0 )  -Resale Design 

P-4 Order Completion Interval (OCI) - UNE Loop Design 

P-4 Order Completion Interval (OCI) - UNE Loop Non-Design 

P-4 Order Completion Interval (0CI)- UNE xDSL and Line Splitting-without conditioning 

P-4 Order Completion Interval (OCI) - UNE xDSL and Line Splitting- with conditioning 

31 I OCI I P-4 Order Completion Internal (OCI) - UNE EELS 

40 

41 

42 

32 I CCI 1 P-7 Coordinated Customer Conversions - Hot Cut Durations 

PPT 

SOA 

LOOS 

P-9 Provisioning Trouble Rate - Local Interconnection Trunks 

P-I  1 Service Order Accuracy 

P-I38 LNP - Percent Out of Service < 60 Minutes - LNP 

33 j CCT I P-7A Coordinated Customer Conversions - Hot Cut Timeliness Percent within Interval 

44 LDT 

45 MRA 

46 MRA 

47 MRA 

48 MRA 

P-7D Non-Coordinated Customer Conversions - Percent Completed and Notified on Due 
34 I NCDD I Date 

P-13D LNP - Disconnect Timeliness (Non-Trigger) 

MR-I Percent Missed Repair Appointment- Resale POTS 

MR-1 Percent Missed Repair Appointment - Resale Design 

MR-1 Percent Missed Repair Appointment ~ UNE Loops Design 

MR-1 Pement Missed Repair Appointment - UNE Loops Non-Design 

35 I PPT I P-9 Provisioning Trouble Rate -Resale POTS 

36 1 PPT I P-9 Provisioning Trouble Rate -Resale Design 

37 1 PPT 1 P-9 Provisioninq Trouble Rate - UNE LOOPS - Desiqn 

38 I PPT I P-9 Provisioninq Trouble Rate - UNE Looos- Nan-Desim 

39 I PPT 1 P-9 Provisioninq Trouble Rate - UNE xDSL and Line Solittina 

P-13C LNP Percent of Time ATBT Applies the IO-Digit Trigger Prior lo the LNP Order 
43 I LAT I Due Date - LNP - (Standalone) 

16 
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Item 
No. 
49 

CTRR- 
NPRR 

MAD 

MAD 

MAD 

MAD 

MAD 

MAD 

50 

MR-2A Customer Trouble Report Rate Net of Provisioning Troubles and Repeat Reports 
- Local Interconnection Trunks 

MR-3 Maintenance Average Duratioi 

MR-3 Maintenance Averaqe Duralioi 

MR-3 Maintenance Average Duration - UNE Loops Design 

MR-3 Maintenance Average Duration - UNE Loops Non-Design 

MR-3 Maintenance Average Duration - UNE xDSL and Line Splitting 

MR-3 Maintenance Average Duration - local lnterwnnection Trunks 

- 

- 

51 

00s 
00s 
00s 
00s 

52 

MR-5 Out of Service (00s) > 24 hours ~ Resale POTS 

MR-5 Out of Service (00s) > 24 hours - Resale Design 

MR-5 Out of Service (00s) > 24 hours - UNE Loops Design 

MR-5 Out of Service (00s) > 24 hours - UNE loops Non-Design 

53 

54 

~ 

55 

56 

57 

58 

59 

60 

61 

62 

63 
~ 

64 

65 

66 

67 

68 

69 

70 

71 

72 

Appendix B: SEEM Subrnetrics 

Tier-I Submetric SQM 
Ref 
MRA 1 MR-1 Percent Missed Repair Appointment - UNE xDSL and Line Splitting 

MRA I MR-1 Percent Missed Repair Appointment - local Interconnection Trunks 

CTRR- 
NPRR I -Resale POTS 

MR-2A Customer Trouble Report Rate Net of Provisioning Troubles and Repeat Reports 

Rate Net of Provisioning Troubles and Repeat Reports 

Rate Net of Provlslonlng Troubles and Repeat Reports 

Rate Net of Provislonmg Troubles and Repeat Reports 

CTRR- 
NPRR I - UNE xDSl and l ine Splitting 

MR-2A Customer Trouble Report Rate Net of Provisioning Troubles and Repeat Reports 

PRT I MR-4 Percent Repeat Customer Troubles within 30 Days - Resale POTS 

PRT I MR-4 Percent Repeat Customer Troubles within 30 Days - Resale Design 

PRT I MR-4 Percent Repeat Customer Troubles within 30 Days - UNE loops Design 

PRT 1 MR-4 Percent Repeat Customer Troubles within 30 Days - UNE Loops Non-Design 

PRT I MR-4 Percent Repeat Customer Troubles within 30 Days - UNE xDSL and l ine Splitting 

PRT I MR-4 Percent Repeat Customer Troubles within 30 Days - Local Interconnection Trunks 

17 



00s 

00s 

6 

I 79 I 

IA OSS 2 OSS Interface Availability ~ [Ma~ntenance 8 Repair) ~ Reglonal per 0 S S  Interface 

1 80 I TGP 

7 LMT 

I 81 1 MDD 

PO-2 Lo00 Makeup - RespansxJme - Eicclronic - Loop 

Appendix B: SEEM Subrnetrics 

Tier-I Submetric 

MR-5 Out of Service (00s) > 24 hours - UNE xDSL and Line Splitting 

MR-5 Out of Service (00s) > 24 hours - Local Interconnection Trunks 

B-1 Invoice Accuracy 

8-2 Mean Time to Deliver Invoices - CRlS 

6-2 Mean Time to Deliver Invoices -CABS 

8 & 

8-5 Usage Data Delivery Timeliness 

0-2 Acknaiu.ledQernent Messaqe i&3x!eteness - Acknowledaments 

B-10 Percent Billing Adjustment Requests (BAR) Responded to within 45 Business Days 
- State 

9 

TGP Trunk Group Performance 

- FT 0 - 3  Percent Flow-Thrwqh Servlce Requests - Business 

~ ~ 

C-3 Collocation Percent of Due Dates Missed 

1 EI 

Tier 2 Submetric 

0 - 3  Percent Flow-ThrouqhServic,Reouesls - INp 

0% 1 OSS Response lntelval iPrc Ordering Ordering) LENSiEnhanced Verlgate 

OSS-1 OSS Response lntetval (Pie Ordering Ordeiing) LEX 

Ordetinp Ordering) TAGIXMLIXML Gateway 

1' 

1 Ll ARI I OSS-1 OSS Response Interval (Mainlenance & Repair) 

LT &Percent Flow-Throuah Service Request:,~:.UNE-L (?ncludes UNE-L with LNP, 

1 LI IA I OSS-2 OSS Interface Availability ~ (Pre-01deiing~Ordcring) --Regional per OSS Interface 

1 - RI 0 - 8  Reject Intewai ~ Fuily Mechaniz.& 

18 



1 -  - RI 

1f - -  RI 

1 FOCT 

l i  FOCT 

l i  FOCT 

Tier 2 Submetric 

0 ~ 8  Reiecl Interval - Partiallv Wechanized 

0-8 Reiect Interval - Non Mechanized 

0-9 Flrm Order Confirmation Timeiiness ~ Folly h l e c h a d  

0 - 9  Firm Order Confirmallon Timeliness - Partially Mechanized 

0 - 9  Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness - Non Mechanlred 

1 

guointme;ts - Resale POTS 

\DDOintmenls - Resale Deslqn 

\DDointnients - UNE LUODS - Desiqn 

Qpointmenls - UNE LOOPS - Non-Desiqn 

0 9 Flrm Order Confirmation Tlrneliness - Local Interconnection Trunks 

3 QU P-4 Order Completion Interval iOCI1 - Resale POTS 

3 OCi P-4 Order Completion Interval ICICII - Resale Desiqn 

2 

&I OCc 1 P-4 Order Completion Interval (ClCli - UNE Loop Desiqn 

FOCC 0 11 FOC & Reiect Response Completeness Fully Mechanized 

&I QU 1 P ~ 4  Order Completion Interval (ClCli - UNE LOOP Nan-Des~qn 

2 

P-4 Order Comuletion l i i f e ~ a l  (OCIl - UNE nDSL - wilh conditionin 

P-4 Order Compl~tion Interval (OCI) ~ LINE Line S~litt inq~- N o n - D l s m  

FOCC 0 11 FOG & Reiect Response Completeness Paitiali) Mecharized 
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Appendix B: SEEM Submetrics 
@l SQM 

Tier 2 Submetric Na. Ref 

g- oci P-4 Order Completion Interval (OCI) - UNE EELS 

4; - W 

+ CCT 
4 

P ~ 7  Coordinated Customer Conversions - Hot Cut Durations 

P-7A Coordinated Customer Conversions - Hot Cut Timeliness Percent within Interval 

P ~ 7 D  Nan-Coordinated Customer Conversions - Percerlt Completed and Notified on Due 
p& 

NCDD 

within X days of Service Order Completion - Resale 

a- ___ PPT 

5(- -. PPT 

P ~ S  Percent PrOVisionlnq Troubles Wlthn X days of Servlce Order ComDlPliCm - UNE xDSL 

P-9erceiit Pravisioninq Troubie-ln-X davs ot Service Order Compiet~on - UNE Line 
m n q  - Dispatch 

___ P-9 Percent Provisioninq T roub lesh in  X days of Servlce Order COmpleliOn - UNE Llne 
Splittinq- Non-Dispatch 

P ~ S  Percent Provisioninq Troubles within X davs of Servlce Order C o m p i e t i o ~  
lnteiconnection Trunks 

P-I 1 Service Order Accuracv - Resale 

s- __ PPT 

- 5;- PpT 

SOA 5; ___ 
5 ~. Z0-A P-I1 Servlce Order Accuracy - UNE 

5 Laos P-135 LNP ~ Percent Out of S e r i ~ c c  < 60 Minutes - LNP 

P-13C LNP Percent of Time BellSouth ApDltes the lO~Diqit Triqger Prior to the LNP Order Due 
Date - LNP - (Standalone1 

5 Lei P~13D LNP - Disconnect Timeliness iNon-Trlsner) 

si- - MRA MR-1 Percent hlissed ReDalr ADDo~nlmenl- Resaie POTS 

- 51 MRA M R ~ I  Percent Missed Repair ADDointment - Resale Desiqn 

%- - MRA MR-1 Percent Missed Repair ApDointment- UNE Loom Desiqn 

E- - MRA MR-1 Percent Missed Repair ADDo~nln?e~?t- U N E  Loops Non-Deslqn 

6:- - MRA W P e r c e n t  Missed Repair ADDOinlment- UNE xDSL 

6- lilRA M R ~ I  Percent Missed Repalr A ~ ~ ~ i n t m e r i t -  UNE Line Spl~tt~nq 
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Appendix 6. SEEM Submetrlcs 

Tier 2 Submetric 

MR 1 Percent Missed Repar Appointment - Locai interconnection Trunks 

MR 2 Customer Troubie Report Rate - Resale POTS 

MR 2 Customer Trouble Report Rate - Resale Deslgn 

MR 2 Customer Trouble RepoIt Rate - UNE Loops Deslgn 

M R ~ 2  Customer Trouble Report Rate ~ U N E  Loops Nan-Desrgn I 
MR-2 Customer Trouble Report Rate - UNE xDSL 1 
MR-2 Customer Trouble Report liate - UNE Line Splitting 

MR-2 Customer Trouble Report IBate ~~ Local Interconnection Trunks 

M R ~ 3  Maintenance Averaqe Dumtion - Resale POTS 

' w e  Dur,?tion -~ Resale Desiqn 

age Durstion - UNE Loops- 

MR-3 Maintenance Aveiaqe Dumtion - UNE LOOPS Non-Deslqn 

MR-3 Maintenance Averase Duration - UNE xDSL 

M R ~ 3  Maintenance Averaqe Dur;ition - UNE Line Solittinq 

M R ~ 3  Maintenance Averaqe Duration - Local Interconnection Trunks 

MR-4 Percent Repeat Customer Troubles within 30 Days - Resale POTS 

_ _ _ _ ~  MR-4 Percent Repeat Customer I~7o~within 30 Days - Resale Desiqn 

M R ~ 4  Percent Repeat Customer Troubles viithin 30 Days - UNE Loops Desiqn 

MR-4 Percent Repeat Customer Troubles within 30 Days - UNE LOODS Non-Des~qn I 
M R ~ 4  Percent Repeat Cus-Troubles wlthln 30 Days - UNE nDSL I 
MR-4 Percent Repeat Customer Troubles within 30 Days - UNE Line Splittim I 

i 
MR-4 Percent Repeat Customer Troubles within 30 Days - Local 

MR-5 Out of Service LOOS) , 24 hours - Resale POTS 
i 

MR-5 Out of Service (00s) > 24 hours - Resale Desiqo I 
MR-5 Out of Service ( 0 0 5 ,  > 24 hours ~ UNE LOODS Desiqn I 
MR-5 Out of Service iOOSi > 24 hours - IJNE LoopNon-Des~qn 

MR-5 Out of Service-~OOSi~ 24 lhouis - CINE xDSL 
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Appendix B: SEEM Subrnetrics 

Tier 2 Submetric 

MR-5 Out of Service (00s) 5 24 hours - UNE Line Splittinq 

MR-5 Out of 5-e (OOS) ,  24-Local interconnect~on Trunks 

6-1 Irwoice Accuracy 

8 ~ 2  Mean Time lo Deliver Invoices - CRlS 

8-2 Mean Time lo Deliver I ~ Y O ~ C Z S  - CABS 

E 5 Usaae Data Delivery Timeliness 

B 10 Percent Billing Adlustnrent %quests [BAR) Responded lo within 45 Business Days 
State 

C-3 Collocation Prrcenl of Due Dates M~ssed 

C W l  Timelines of Chanqe Management Notices ~ Reqion 

CM-6 Percentaqe of Software Errors Corrected in "X Business Davs ~ Reqion 

C M ~ 7  Percentaqe of Charwe Requests Accepted or Reiected Wlthin 10 Davs - Reqion 

CM-11 Percen?age-of Software Chanqe Requestslmplernenled Within 60 Weeks of 
Prioritization :.- 
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Appendix C :  Statistical Properties and Definitions 

Appendix C: Statistical Properties and Definitions 

The statistical process for testing whether ATBTs wholesale customers (Competitive Local 
Exchange Carriers or CLECs) are being treated equally with ATBTs retail customers 
involves more than a simple mathematical formula. Three key elements need to be 
considered before an appropriate decision process can be developed. These are the type 
of: 

Data 
* Comparison 
* Performance 

This section describes the properties of a test methodology and the truncated Z statistic fo! 
three types of measures that compare CLECs performance to AT&Ts retail analog. 

C. l  Necessary Properties for a Test Methodology 

Once the key elements are determined, a test methodology should be developed that 
complies with the following properties: 

Like-to-Like Comparisons - Overall Level Test Statistic - Production Mode Process 
Balancing 

C. l . l  Like-to-Like Comparisons 

When possible, data should be compared at appropriate levels, e.g. wire center, time of 
month, dispatched residential, new orders. The testing process should: - Identify variables that may affect the performance measure 

Record these important confounding covariates 
Adjust for the observed covariates in order to remove potential biases and to 
make the CLEC and the ILEC units as comparable as possible 

C.1.2 Overall Level Test Statistic 

Each performance measure of interest should be summarized by one overall test statistic 
giving the decision maker a rule that determines whether a statistically significant difference 
exists. The test statistic should have the following properties: - 

* 
The method should provide a single overall index on a standard scale. 
If entries in comparison cells are exactly proportional over a covariate. the 
aggregated index should be very nearly the same as if comparisons on the 
covariate had not been done. 
The contribution of each comparison cell should depend on the number of 
obsetvations in the cell. 
Cancellation between comparison cells should be limited. 

- 
* 
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Appendix C: Statistical Properties and Definitions 
The index should be a continuous function of the observations. 

C.1.3 Production Mode Process 

The decision system must be developed so that it does not require intermediate manual 
intervention, i.e., the process must be mechanized to the extent possible. 

* 
* - - 
- 

Calculations are well defined for possible eventualities. 
The decision process is an algorithm that needs no manual intervention. 
Results should be arrived at in a timely manner. 
The system must recognize that resources are needed for other pedormance 
measure-related processes that also must be run in a timely manner. 
The system should be auditable and adjustable over time. 

C.1.4 Balancing 

The testing methodology should balance Type I and Type II Error probabilities. - 
* 

P (Type I Error) = P (Type I1 Error) for well-defined null and alternative 
hypotheses. 
The formula for a tests balancing critical value should be simple enough to 
calculate using standard mathematical functions, Le., one should avoid 
methods that require computationally intensive techniques. 
Little to no information beyond the null hypothesis, the alternative hypothesis, 
and the number of observations should be required for calculating the 
balancing critical value. 

Measurement Type 

Mean 

Data Used to Derive Measure 

Interval Measurements 

Proportion tRdlr Counts 

C.2 Testing Methodology- The Truncated Z 

In summary, many covariates are chosen in order to provide meaningful comparison levels 
below the submetric level chosen for the parity comparison. This includes such factors as 
wire center and time of month, as well as order type for provisioning measures. In each 
comparison cell. a Z statistic is calculated. The form of the Z statistic may vary depending 
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Appendix C: Statistical Properties and Definitions 
on the performance measure, but it should be distributed approximately as a standard 
normal, with mean zero and variance equal to one. Assuming that the test statistic is 
derived so that it is negative when the performance for the CLEC is worse than for the 
ILEC. a positive truncation is done - Le. if the result is negative it is lefl alone, if the result is 
POSitiVe It is changed to zero. A weighted average of the truncated Statisti= is calculated 
where a cell's weight depends on the volume of AT&T and CLEC orders in the cell. The 
weighted average is standardized by subtracting the weighted theoretical mean of the 
truncated distribution, and this is divided by the standard error of the weighted average. 
Summaries based on measurement type are given for the calculation of the cell Z statistic. 

Additionally, there are measures that are compared to a retail analog at least in part where 
cell definitions do not exist that permit assignment of data for these measures to cells so 
the truncated Z statistic cannot be calculated. These measures are: - Average Answer Time (M&R) - Billing Invoice Accuracy 

Mean Time to Deliver Invoices 

In addition, there is one measurement that uses retail results 'plus' (2 seconds for OSS 
response time); resulting in a benchmaik standard. This measurement is OSS Response 
Interval (Pre-Ordering/Ordering/Maintenance 8 Repair. 

As an example of one approach taken for a parity measure that does not use the truncated 
Z methodology, consider the measure Billing Invoice Accuracy. In Florida, AT&T calculates 
results for this measure by subtracting the Absolute Value of Total Adjustments during the 
current month from the Absolute Value of Total Billed Revenues during the current month 
then dividing these results by the Absolute Value of Total Billed Revenues during the 
current month and multiplying these results by 100. The formula is as follows: 

Invoice Accuracy =[(a - b)/a] x 100 

a = Absolufe Value of Total Billed Revenues during currenf month 

b = Absolute Value of Total Billjng Relafed A@rStments during current month 

A numerical example of the remedy calculation is given below: 

Example: 

CLEC DATA 

Bill Adjustments $14.660.00 
Total Billed Revenue $336,529.00 

AT&T DATA 
Bill Adjustments $6,018.969.26 
Total Billed Revenue $484.691.922.40 

CLEC Invoice Accuracy Ratio = [(336.529.00-14,660.00)/ 336.529.00] x 100 = 95.64 

AT&T Invoice Accuracy Ratio = 
[(484,691,922.40-6,018,969 26)/ 484,691.922.401 x 100 = 98.75 
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Appendix C: Statistical Properties and Definitions 
Thus, the calculated values are: 

CLEC Result = 96% 

ATBT Result = 98.75% 

In Florida once it is determined that the AT&T percent is higher, AT&T pays the CLEC 
according to the Florida Fee Schedule. 

The calculation would be the difference in the CLEC Invoice Accuracy Ratio and the AT&T 
Invoice Accuracy Ratio multiplied by the total CLEC Bill Adjustments. Then multiply the 
result by 2% (Appendix A: Fee Schedule) 

* 98.75%-95.64%=3.11% 

* 3.11% x $14,660= 5455.92 - 5455.92 x 2%= 59.12 

C.2.1 Mean Measures 

For mean measures, an adjusted, modified t statistic is calculated for each like-to-like cell 
that has at least seven ATBT and seven CLEC transactions. A permutation test is used 
when one or both of the ATBT and CLEC sample sizes is less than seven. The adjusted, 
modified t Statistic and the permutation calculation are described in Appendix D, Statistical 
Formulas and Technical Description. 

C.2.2 Proportion Measures 

For performance measures that are calculated as a proportion, in each adjustment cell, the 
cell Z and the moments for the truncated cell Z can be calculated in a direct manner. In 
adjustment cells where propoflions are not equal to zero or one, and where the sample 
sizes are reasonably large (n,,p,,(l-p,,) , 9), a normal approximation can be used. In this 
case, the moments for the truncated Z come directly from properties of the standard normal 
distribution. If the normal approximation is not appropriate, then the Z statistic is calculated 
from the hypergeometric distribution. In {his case, the moments of the truncated Z are 
calculated exactly using the hypergeometric probabilities. 

C.2.3 Rate Measures 

The truncated 2 methodology for rate measures has the same general structure for 
calculating the Z in each cell as proportion measures. For the rate measure Customer 
Trouble Report Rate there is a fixed number of access lines in service for the CLEC, bs, 
and a fixed number for AT&T. b,,. The modeling assumption is that the occurrence of a 
trouble is independent between access lines, and the number of troubles in b access lines 
follows a Poisson distribution with mean Ab where h is the probability of a trouble per 1 
access line and b (= b,, + b2,) is the total number of access lines in service. The exact 
permutation distribution for this situation is approximated by the binomial distribution (the 
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Appendix C: Statistical Properties and Definitions 
limit for the hypergeometric distribution) that is based on the total number of AT&T and 
CLEC troubles, n, and the proportion of AT&T access lines in service. q, = b,Jb. 

In an adjustment cell, if the number of CLEC troubles is greater than 15 and the number of 
AT&T troubles is greater than 15, and n,q,(l-q,) > 9, then a normal approximation can be 
used. In this case, the moments of the truncated Z m m e  directly from properties of the 
standard normal distribution. Otherwise, if there are very few troubles, the number of CLEC 
troubles can be modeled using a binomial distribution with n equal to the total number of 
troubles (CLEC plus AT&T troubles). In this case, the moments for the truncated Z are 
calculated explicitly using the binomial distribution. 
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Appendix D Statistical Formulas and Technical 
Descriptions 

Appendix D: Statistical Formulas and Technical 
Descriptions 

We start by assuming that the data are disaggregated so that comparisons of CLEC's 
periormance to AT&Ts retail analog are made within appropriate classes or adjustment 
cells that define "like" observations. 

D.1 Notation and Exact Testing Distributions 

Below, we have detailed the basic notation for the construction of the truncated Z statistic. 
In what follows the word "cell' should be taken to mean a like-to-like comparison cell that 
has both at least one ILEC observation and at least one CLEC Observation. 

W ' (  ) = 

the total number of occupied cells 

1, ... L:anindexforthecells 

the number of ILEC transactions in cell j 

the number of CLEC transactions in cell j 

the total number transadions in cell j;  n,,+ n2, 

Individual ILEC transactions in cell j; k = 1 ,.. , n,, 

Individual CLEC transactions in cell j; k = 1 ... , n2, 

individual transaction (bolh ILEC and CLEC) in cellj 

= \  k = n , , + l  ,..., n, 

the inverse of the cumulative Standard normal distribulion 
function 

X,,k k = l .  ..., n,, 

For Mean Performance Measures the following additional notation is needed. 

~ x = The ILEC sample mean of cell j 
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Appendix D: Statistical Formulas and Technical 
Descriptions 

- = The CLEC sample mean of cell j X? 

s;,  
= The ILEC sample variance in cell j 

= The CLEC sample variance in cell j 

( Y l d  = a random sample of size n2, from the set of Y ,,.. . ..Y,,, ; k = 

1,...,n2, 

M, = The total number of distinct pairs of samples of Size n,, and n2,; 

=[:;,I 
The exact parity test is the permutation test based on the "modified z' Statistic. For 
large samples, one can avoid permutation calculations since this Statistic will be normal 
(or Student's t) to a good approximation. For small samples, where one cannot avoid 
permutation calculations, it has been determined that the difference between "modified 
z' and the textbook "pooled z' is negligible. Therefore the permutation test based on 
pooled Z for small samples will be used. This decision speeds up the permutation 
computations considerably, because for each permutation we need only compute the 
sum of the CLEC sample values, and not the pooled statistic itself. 

A permutation probability mass function distribution for cell j, based on the "pooled z' 
can be written as 

the irrmiber u f ~ u m p l e ~  that .sum to t 
P M ( t ) = P ( x y , ,  = t ) =  

k M, 

and the corresponding cumulative permutation distribution is 

the nwnherofsaniples wifh sum 5 t 
C P M ( t ) = P ( x y , ,  St)=- 

x M, 

For Proportion Performance Measures the following notation is defined: 

a,, = 

a2, = 

The number of ILEC cases possessing an attribute of interest in 

The number of CLEC cases possessing an attribute of interest in 
cell j 

cell j 
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Appendix D: Statistical Formulas and Technical 
Descriptions 

a, = The number of cases possessing an attribute of interest in cell j; 
a,,+ a2, 

CHG(x)=P(11 < x ) =  

The exact distribution for a parity test is the hypergeometric distribution. The 
hypergeometric probability mass function distribution for cell j is 

0 x < m a x ( 0 . a , - n 2 , )  

2 HG(h). inax(0,a , -n2,)Sx Smin(a,,n,,) 
,,=ma.,l,a,~,,,,, 

I x > n ~ i n ( a ~ . n , ~ )  

The exact distribution for a parity test is the binomial distribution. The binomial 
probability mass function distribution for cell j is: 

B N ( k ) = P ( B =  k ) =  [[:]qY(l-q,)" - k .  0 5  k 5 n, 

\ '  ' 0 otherwise 

and the cumulative binomial distribution is 
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Descriptions 

x < o  Ik:"; x > n ,  

CBN(x)=P(BS x ) =  x B N ( k ) .  O < x  < n ,  

D.2 Calculating the Truncated Z 

The general methodology for calculating an overall level test statistic is outlined below. 

D.2.1 Calculate Cell Weights (WJ 

A weight based on the number of transactions is used so that a cell, which has a larger 
number of transactions, has a larger weight. The actual weight formula will depend on the 
type of measure. 

Mean Measure 

Proportion Measure 

Rate Measures 

D.2.2 Calculate a Z-Score (4) for each Cell 

A 2 statistic with mean 0 and variance 1 is needed for each cell. 

If W, = 0, set Z, = 0. 
Otherwise. the actual Z statistic calculation depends on the type of 
performance measure. 

* 

hlcn" Rlrasurc 

L, = Q, '(a) 

where n IS determined by the following algorithm 
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Appendix D: Statistical Formulas and Technical 
Descriptions 

If the two means are equal and the two variances are zero, set the cell 2-Score to zero. 

If min(n,,. n2,) > 6. then determine a as 

u=P(t,, , ,-,  ST,) 

that is, a is the probability that a StudenYs t random variable with n,,. 1 degrees of 
freedom, is less than 

where 

and ,g is the median value of all values of 

over all cells within the submeasure being tested such that all three conditions stated 
below are true 

"f,, ' 0 

n,, > 6 

n,, ?n39 for all valuc?s ofj, where nS9 is the 3'' quallile of all values of 

n,, in cells where the first two conditions are true. 

If no submeasure cells exist that satisfy these conditions. then g = 0. 

Note, that t, is the "modified z' statistic. The statistic T, is a "modified 2 adjusted for the 
skewness of the ILEC data. 

If min(n,,. n2,) 5 6. and 

M, S 1.000 (the total number of distinct pairs of samples of size n,, and nz, is 
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Descriptions 

1,000 or less) 
Calculate the sample sum for all possible samples of Size n4. 
Rank the sample sums from smallest to largest. Ties are dealt by using 
average ranks. 
Let Ro be the rank of the observed sample sum with respect lo all the sample 
sums. 

R, -0.5 
u = l -  

* M, > 1,000 

MI 

Draw a random sample of 1.000 sample sums from the permutation 
distribution. 
Add the observed sample sum to the list. There are a total of 1001 sample 
sums. Rank the sample sums from smallest to largest. Ties are dealt by using 
average ranks. 
Let Ro be the rank of the observed sample sum with respect all the sample 
sums. 

R -0.5 
1001 

u = l -  0 

Rate Measure 

0.2.3 Obtain a Truncated 2-Score for each Cell (2;) 

To limit the amount of cancellation that takes place between cell results during aggregation, 
cells whose results suggest possible favoritism are left alone. Otherwise the cell Statistic is 
set to zero. This means that positive equivalent Z-Scores are set to 0, and negative values 
are left alone. Mathematically, this is written as 

Z; = min(O,Z,) 
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Descriptions 

D.2.4 Calculate the Theoretical Mean and Variance 

Calculate the theoretical mean and variance of the truncated statistic under the null 
hypothesis of parity, E(Z:lI~I,,) and Var(Z;lH,,). To compensate forlhe truncation in step 

3, an overall, weighted sum of the Z', will need lo  be centered and scaled properly so that 
the final overall statistic follow a standard normal distribution. 

* If W, = 0. then no evidence of favoritism is contained in the cell. The formulae 
for calculating E(Z; 1 H,,) and Var(Z; 1 H,,) cannot be used. Set both equal to 
0. 

* Ifmin(n,,. n2,)>6forameanmeasure,or m i n ( a , , ( l ~ ~ ) , a ~ , ( l ~ ~ ) ) > O  for 
a proportion measure, or min(n,,, n2,) > 15 and n,q, (I-q,) > 9 for a rate 
measure, then 

and 

* Otherwise, determine the total number of values for Z', Let z,, and O,,,  denote 
the values of Z ,  and the probabilities of observing each value, respectively 

The actual values of the z's and Ws depend on the type of measure 

Mean Measure 

N, = min(M,.1,000). i = 1; .... N, 

z , ,  = m i n { O . @ - ' ( l - y ) }  wtiereR, istherai ikofsamplesumi 
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Rate Measure 

Appendix D: Statistical Formulas and Technical 
Descriptions 

. i = max(O.a, - n?,) _.... min(a,.n,,) 

e,, = B N ( ~ )  

D.2.5 Calculate the Overall Test Statistic (2') 

The Balancing Critical Value 

There are four key elements of the statistical testing process: 
* 
* 

- - a critical value, c 

the null hypothesis. Ho, that parity exists between ILEC and CLEC services 
the alternative hypothesis, H,. that the ILEC is giving better service to its own 
customers 
the Truncated Z test statistic, ZT, and 

The decision rule' is 

* If ZT< c then accept Ha. 
* If ZT >c then accept Ho. 

There are two types of errors possible when using such a decision rule: 

Type I Error: (n)Deciding favoritism exists when there is, in fact. no 
favoritism 
Type I1 Error: @)Deciding parity exists when there is, in fact, favoritism 
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Descriptions 

The probabilities of each type of error are: 

TypeIError: n = P ( z ' < c ~ l ~ , , )  

- TypeIIError: ~ = P ( z ' > c / H , , )  

We want a balancing critical value, cB. so that n = p. 
It can be shown that. 

where 

M ( p . O ) = p ' P + ) - O N $ )  

V(p;o) = (p' +a')@(+) - p o$(+) - M(p,o)' 

a[.) is the cumulative standard normal distribution function, N.) is the standard normal 
density function, and p and o are the formal arguments of functions M(.;) and V(.;). 

This formula assumes that Z, is approximately normally distributed within cell j. When 
the cell sample sizes, n,, and n2,. are small this may not be true. It is possible to 
determine the cell mean and variance under the null hypothesis when the cell sample 
sizes are small. It is much more difficult to determine these values under the alternative 
hypothesis. Since the cell weight. W, will also be small (see calculate weights section 
above) for a cell with small volume, the cell mean and variance will not contribute much 
to the weighted sum. Therefore, the above formula provides a reasonable 
approximation to the balancing critical value. 

The values of m, and se, will depend on the type of performance measure. 

Mean Measure 

For mean measures, one is concerned with two parameters in each cell, namely, the 
mean and variance. A possible lack of parity may be due to a difference in cell means, 
and/or a difference in cell variances. One possible set of hypotheses that capture this 
notion, and take into account the assumption that transaction are identically distributed 
within cells is: 

, ,  
t h :  v,, = u?,, o,; =a>; 
H,: p:, = p,,  + 6, oil, ozf = A, o,,' 
Where , > 0, , 21, j = 1 ,... L, and parameters ,and ,correspond to the Delta 
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and Lambda values defined in section 4.1.6 of the Administrative Plan) 

Under this form of alternative hypothesis, the cell test statistic 2, has mean and standard 
error given by 

ni,=- -4 

and 

Proportion Measure 

For a proportion measure there is only one parameter of interest in each cell, the 
proportion of transaction possessing an attribute of interest. A possible lack of parity 
may be due lo  a difference in cell proportions. A set of hypotheses that take into 
account the assumption that transactions are identically distributed within cells while 
allowing for an analytically tractable solution is: 

Where parameters v, corresponds lo the Psi values defined in section 4.1.6 of the 
Administrative Plan. 

These hypotheses are based on the '"odds ratio." If the transaction attribute of interest is 
a missed trouble repair, then an interpretation of the alternative hypothesis is that a 
CLEC trouble repair appointment is vI times more likely to be missed than an ILEC 
trouble. 

Under this form of alternative hypothesis, the within cell asymptotic mean and variance 
of a,, are given by' 

E ( a , , ) = n , n ; l '  

1 Slevens W L (1951) Mean and Vanance of an entry in a Conlingency Table Biomelrica 38 468470 
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Recall that the cell test statistic is given by 

n , - 1  

Using the equations above, it can be shown that Z, has mean and standard error given 
by 

nfn:" - n,, a i  

and 

se = 

, ,  

Rate Measure 

A rate measure also has only one parameter of interest in each cell, the rate at which a 
phenomenon is observed relative to a base unit, e.g. the number of troubles per 
available line. A possible lack of parity may be due to a difference in cell rates. A set of 
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hypotheses that take into account the assumption that transactions are identically 
distributed within cells is: 

Descriptions 

ti,,: r,, = I>, 

H,: r?, ~ E,',, 

Where parameters E, corresponds to the Epsilon values defined in section 4.1.6 of the 
Administrative Plan. 

Given the total number of ILEC and CLEC transactions in a cell. n,. and the number of 
base elements, b,, and b2,. the number of ILEC transaction, n,,, has a binomial 
distribution from n, trials and a probability of 

E, > I and j ~ I ..._ I_ 

'I ,b, , 
'I ,h, + r? ,b2, 

4; = 

Therefore, the mean and variance of n?,, are given by 

E(n, , )=n,q;  

\,ar(n,,) = n,q;(l-q;) 

Under the null hypothesis 

h 
q ^ = q  =" 

' b ,  

but under the alternative hypothesis 

Recall that the cell test statistic is given by 

Using the relationships above, it can be shown that 2, has mean and standard error 
given by 

and 
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DeSCriDtiOnS 

0.2.6 Determining the Parameters of the Alternative Hypothesis 

In this section we have indexed the alternative hypothesis of mean measures by two Sets of 
parameters, A, and S,(whereA,and S, correspond to the Lambda and Delta values defined in 
section 4.1.6 of the Administrative Plan section). Proportion measures are indexed by 
parameter yI and rate measures by E, (these parameters correspond to the Psi and Epsilon 
of section 4.1.6). A major difficulty with this approach is that more than one alternative will 
be of interest; for example we may consider one alternative in which all the S, are set to a 
common non-zero value, and another set of alternatives in each of which just one 6, is non- 
zero. while all the rest are zero. There are very many other possibilities. Each possibility 
leads to a single value for the balancing critical value; and each possible critical value 
corresponds to many sets of alternativt? hypotheses, for each of which it constitutes the 
correct balancing value. 

The formulas we have presented can be used to evaluate the impact of different choices of 
the overall critical value. For each putative choice, we can evaluate the set of alternatives 
for which this is the correct balancing value. While Statistical science can be used to 
evaluate the impact of different choices of these parameters, there is not much that an 
appeal to statistical principles can offer in directing specific choices. Specific choices are 
best left to telephony experts. Still, it is possible to comment on some aspects of these 
choices: 

Parameter Choices for 1, -The set of parameters 4 index alternatives to the null hypothesis 
that arise because there might be greater unpredictability or variability in the delivery of 
sewice to a CLEC customer over that which would be achieved for an othervise 
comparable ILEC customer. While concerns about differences in the variability of sewice 
are important, it turns out that the truncated Z testing which is being recommended here is 
relatively insensitive to all but very large values of the A). Put another way, reasonable 
differences in the values chosen here could make very little difference in the balancing 
points chosen. Therefore, A, parameters have been set to 1 

Parameter Choices for 6, -The set of parameters S, are much more important in the choice 
of the balancing point than was true for the A,. The reason for this is that they directly index 
differences in average sewice. The truncated Z test is very sensitive to any such 
differences; hence, even small disagreements among experts in the choice of the 6, could 
be very important. Sample size matters here too. For example, setting all the 6, to a single 
value SI = S might be fine for tests across individual CLECs where the CLEC customer 
bases are not too different. Using the same value of 6 for the overall state testing does not 
seem sensible. At the state level we are aggregating over CLECs. so using the same S as 
for an individual CLEC would be saying (hat a "meaningfur degree of disparity is one where 
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the violation is the same (6) for each CLEC. But the detection of disparity for any 
component CLEC is important, so the relevant "overallil 6 should be smaller. 

Parameter Choices for v, or q - The st?t of parameters y ~ )  or 4 are also important in the 
choice of the balancing point for tests of their respective measures. The reason for this is 
that they directly index increases in the proportion of sewice performance. The truncated Z 
test is sensitive to such increases; but not as sensitive as the case of 6 for mean measures. 
Sample size matters here too. AS with rriean measures, using the same value of y~ or E for 
the overall state testing does not seem sensible. 

The bottom line here is that beyond a few general considerations, like those given above, a 
principled approach to the choice of the alternative hypotheses to guard against must come 
from elsewhere. 

D.2.7 Decision Process 

Once ZT has been calculated, it is compared to the balanung critical value lo  determine if 
the ILEC is favoring its own customers over a CLEC's customers. 

Descriptions 
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Appendix E: AT&T SEEM Remedy Calculation 
Procedures 

E. l  ATST SEEM Remedy Procedure 

E . l . l  Tier-I Calculation For Retail Analogs 

DETERMINE IF AN INDIVIDUAL CLEC FAILS A TIER-I SUBMETRIC 

I. Tier-l i s  triggered by a monthly failurc of any Tier-l Remedy Plan submetric. 
2. Calculate the o x r a l l  test statistic for a CLEC (CLECI): Example. zTC1 icI (per Statistical 

Methodology). 
3. Calculate the balancing critical \ d u e  (Example, 'B,, , , , )  tha t  is associated h i l h  the 

alternati\e hypothesis (for fixed piirameters A.6. w. or E )  for that CLEC. 
4. If the overall test statistic is equal to or above the balancing critical value. stop here. That 

is, i f C B c , ~ , ~ < ,  i L ~ ~ , ~ ~ , ,  stop here. Othern ise ,  go to step 5. 

CALCULATE REMEDY PAYMENT FOR CORRECTION OF TEST STATISTIC TO THE 
BALANCING CRITICAL VALUE 
5. Select the cel l  with the most negati\e Z-Score (let i = l  . . . .  I with ,=I hal ing the most 

negatibe Z-Score, I-? ha\ ing next most ncgati~e Z-Score, etc. and with i = I  when the 
criterion ~n step 7 is fulfilled.) and set its Z-Score to zero (zcl rl , ~ ,  ~ 0). 
Recalculate the o\erall test statistic for that CLEC with the adjusted data; Example, 
z ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ '  (per Stat ist ical  Methodology). 
l f the  new overall test statistic 1s equal lo or abme the balancing cntical value. that is,  if 
cBcl~ic, s zrc,  
Calculate the Total Affected Volume (TAV) by summing the Total Impacted Volumes 
(TIV) of each cel l  wliose Z-Score was reset to zero except the last cell changed. The 
impacted ~ d u n i e  for the last cell changed should be interpolated by 

should be rounded up to the next positive integer and added to TAV, l.,o That is. 
TAVCI~PCI= TIVcI~Eo 
TIVrl rc l l  = I then TIVCLEc,, 
transactions that cause the okerall test statistic to be between the BCV and zero will he 
included in the TIV for transactions between the BCV and zero. 

9. Calculate (he below BCV portion of the  payment to CLECI by multiplying the result of 
step X (TAVC,,.< ,) by the  appropri~te dollar atmount from the fee schedule. Thus. 
CLEClCsc, payment = TAVCLrrl x SSfrom Fee Schedule. Here the fee should be derived 
from Table 1: Fee Schedule for Tier-l Per Transaction Fee Determination (Appendix A )  
multiplied by llie appropriate factor from section 4.3. I .4. This factor is 112 i f  the CLEC 

6. 

7. 

8. 
,' go to step 8. Otherwise. repeat steps 5 ~ 6 letting i = i + I 

' T  T I V C ~  LCI I . I ~ T =  ('BcI~w ~ Z'CI FCI IV') (Z'MCI I ~ z M C I . B ~ I ' )  x TIVCLEC 1.1. The result 

TIVcLEc,.~~t ... + TIV,,,,,,, , + TIVc,ti1.1.,2r. Note that  i f  
I and the interpolation step can be omitted. Any 
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aggregate performance passes and 3 i f  the CLEC aggregate performance fai ls 

CALCULATE REMEDY PAYMENT FOR CORRECTION OF TEST STATISTIC T O  
ZERO 
10. 
zero, that is, i f0  <- zTcIErl' for i = I, then go to step 14. Othermise, go to step I I 
I l . Select thecel l  with themostnegati\eremainingz -, alue( le t I=l+I ,  .... I uithi.=I+l 

l f the  current overall adjusted test statistic (calculated in step 6 )  i s  equal to or above 

having the ,nost negative L-YBIU~,  i=1+2 habing  next most negative z-value. etc. and with 

i=J when the criterion in step 13 i s  fulfilled.) and set i ts r-balue to zero ( z C L L c I ,  = 0). 

zTCLLrI. (Per Statistical Methodology). 

to step 14. Otherwise, repeat steps I I ~ I2 letting i= i t 1  

(Tl\'U) ofeach cell whose L ~ Y B I U ~  mas m e t  to zero except the last cel l  changed. The 
affected volume for the last ce l l  changed should be interpolated by 
T1Vt I~ , . , , , . , , , ,= (0~r r , , , , ,  I ~ I  ) ' ( z  ( L E C I L  - L  ci~i i i . i  1') *TI \ ' (~ , , , , , . ,~TIV,~~i i . i iu r .  
The result should be rounded up to the next positive integer and added to TAVOrLErl. 
That is,~rAVO<,,:,.,= ( T I V c , , i , , ~ l ~ I V , ~ , , ~ , , , , , ) + T I V O , , , , , , , . , +  TIVOC,.,,,,,.,+ . . .  + 
~ l l V O c , r c , , , ~ ,  + l~lVOil,ir ,,,,, N r ) .  Notethat i f  l l \ iOc , , c , , ,=  I thenTIVc.,,,c ,,,,, = I and 
the interpolation step can be omitttd. Also. TIV,,,,,., ~ TlV,-,,,,,,.,,, is the remaining 
tramactions from TIVrL,< ,,, that  were not used in step X and ifTIVCLtCi., ~ TIV,,,,,.,,,,, 
then TAVOriErl = 0. 

15. Calculate the  0 to RCV portion ofthe payment to CLECI by multiplying the result of  
step 14 ( T A W <  Lkc, )  by the appropriate dollar amount from the fee schedule. Thus, 
CLEC I,, payment = TAVOc,,Lc, * SSfrom Fee Schedule. Here the fee should be derived 
from Table I: Fee Schedule for Tirr-l Per Transaction Fee Determination (Appendix A) 
inultiplied by the appropriate factor from section 4.3.1.4. This factor is 1/3 i f  the CLEC 
aggregate performance passes and 2!3 i f  the CLEC aggregate performance fails. 

12. Recalculate the o ~ e r a l l  test statistic for that C1.K with the adjusted data: Example. 

13. lfthe  ne^ overall test statistic i s  equal to or abaw zero. that is, i fcBrL,+rl  <= z ' ~ , . ~ ~  go 

14. Calculate the Total Affected Volume (TAVO) by summing the Total Impacted Volumes 

- T  , i  

CALCULATE TOTAL REMEDY PAYMENT FOR CLECI 
16. The total remedy payment for CLEC I i s  found by adding the results from step 9 to the 

resullsfromstep 15. That isCLECIroiiL payment= CLECIBCvpayment+ CLECI,, 
payment. 

E.1.2 Example: CLECI  Percent Repeat Customer Troubles Within 30 Days 
(PRT) for Resale (DSGN). 

Submeasure Category = Provisioning -Resale 
Failure Month = Month 1 
CLEC Aggregate Result = Failed 

Order TAV 
T C  

Zeroed (< BCV) nc Ir  z C L E C ~  BCLEC, 
Out (IIJ) 
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'Note that after making zCLECII = 0, the overall zTCLECif = -0.65 is greater than the 
balancing critical value 'BCLECt = -1.22. 

Note that after making zCLECI.. = 0. the overall zTCLEClf = 0.80 is greater than zero. 

'For cell#3 the TAV would be calculated with ((-1.22) - (-1.60))/((-0.65) - (-1.60)) x 3 
= 1.2 which is rounded up lo 2 tranijactions. 

"For cell#5 the TAVO would be calculated with ((0) - (-0.13))/((0.80) - (-0.13)) x 4 = 
0.56 which is rounded up to 1 transaction. 

Remedy payment for CLEClecv payment is (7 units) * (540iunit) * (3 factor) = $840 
when the CLEC aggregate performance fails. Remedy payment for CLECI, 
payment is (3 units) * ($40iunit) * (2/3 factor) = $80 when the CLEC aggregate 
performance fails. The total remedy payment is CLECTaraL payment = $840 + $80 = 
$920. 

1, 

E.2 Tier-2 Calculation For Retail Analoq!i 

___ I~ Tier I i s  t r i ! x s r r d l n  l l i w c  I 'OI I ICCLI~I IC  tmomlili f:iiliiw o l a i i \  I i i r :  Kcmcd i  I'lm sub- 
i i ivtr ic Ilmxx2iiic k i ~ l u r c j n  ~ c r i o m ~ n ~  SIC[>S 2 4 111 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ! . ~ ! ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ , ~ ! ~ l , ~ ~ h ~ ~  
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E.2.1 Example: STATE-A Percent Provisioninu Troubles within X Davs - UNE LOOPS 
DeSiqn 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I , ^ .  I 
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'Note that afler makinq zcLic_!J=ll, the overall zTcltcl* = -0.04 is qreater than the 
balancinq critical value CBCLECl =-I& 

"Note that after makinq zCir;, :-. the overall zTCLtC< = 0.80 IS qreater than zero. 

'For cell#lO the TAV.; would not bme interpolated qiven that the imRacted ,volume for 
that cell IS only 1 

that cell IS only 1 

TAV for month 1 is 4 units, TAVO fctr month 1 is 1 unit. 

Submeasure Cateqory = Provisioning - UNE 
Failure Month = Month 2 
CLEC Aqqreqate Result = Failed all three months 

For cell#l the TAV, would not be interpolated w e n  that the impacted volunie for 0' 

- 8 

. 10 .. 

__ Total 

__ 

1 1 - 4 1 2  llij:l l 5! 

1 

1 g w  
- 3 

- 

- 

~ - 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Procedures 
Submeasure Cateqory = Provisioninq - UNE 
Failure Month = Month 3 
CLEC Aqqreqate Result = Failed all three months 

E.2.2 Example: STATE-A Percent Provisioninq Troubles within 30 D a w .  UNE Loops 

Note that after makinq rcicnr=3, the overall = 0.18 is Qreater than the 
balancinq critical value cBcLEcI= -0 49. Note that it is also qreater than zero. 
Therefore the total affected volume has been identified. 

oFor cellU9 the TAVl would not be interpolated qiven that the impacted volume for 
that cell is onlv 1 

TAV for month 3 IS 5 units, TAVO for month 3 is 0 units. 

I f  the above examples represent performance for each of months 1 throu(lh 3, then 
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Averaqe ~TAVIO) lor rolling 3 month T h e  total 

paid for 
this Tier 2 

Remedv amount per unit I AWE- 
Table 2 

submetr ic  Remedy Dollars 

iemedy 

$345 

IS - 
$1148.85 + $25.08 = $1.173.93 which rounds UP lo $1174. 

E.3 Tler-1 Ca lcu la t ion  F o r  B e n c h m a r k s  

I .  For each CLEC a i t h  five or more observations. calculate monthly performance results 
for the State. 

2. CLEC hawng observations (sample sizes) between 5 and the large sample threshold L 
will use benchmark adjustment calculations described below. 
The only exception will he for Collocation Percent Missed Due Dates. 
a. ILarge sample threshold is defined as L = 5/(Bx( I -B)), rounded to the closest larger 

Integer. where B is the benchmark. Large sample thresholds for some values of 
benchmarks are shown in the table below. 

Threshold L 

96.5% 149 

b. .The Equivalent Minimal Benchmark for sample size n=5, EB(5) is based on the 
smallest number of  failures k S n,  for which the ~ ~ n i u l a t i v e  binomial distriburion 
CBN(k,n,B) exceeds 5%. l h e  failure allouance is at least I for small samples. 

Equivalenl Minimal 
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For any CLEC sample size n between 5 and L, the Equivalent Benchmark EB(n) is 
calculated so that the adjustment percent decreases linearly from EB(5) for n=5 to 0 
for n-L. resulting in the following formula: 

Effective Benchmark IS equal to the nominal Benchmark for large samples and to the 
Equi\alent Benchmark for small samples. 

Procedures 
c .  

EB(n) = B - (B-EB(s)).(L~n)/(L-S). 
d. 

n, Benchmark PMDDc Volume Affected Fee i F e e j ]  
Prooortion Volume Schedule MultiDlier 

State 

49 
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5. Determine the Volume Proportion by raking the difference between benchmark and the 

0. Calculate the Total itffected Volume by niultiplying the Volume Proportion from step 5 
by theTotal CLEC Volumc. 

7. Calculate the payment IO CLEC by multiplying the result of step 6 by the appropriate 
dollar amount from the fee schedule. That is, 
CLEC-s payment = C1.EC.s Total Affected Volume x $$ from Fee Schedule x multiplier. 
For the example that follows. assume CI.EC aggregate failure. 

actual perfomlance result. 

E.q .1  Example: CLEC Reject Interval - Fully Mechanized 

Submeasure Categol 
Failure Month = Mon, 
CLEC A re ate Re: 

Benchmark Reject 
Interval 

hour 1 hour 

=Ordering 
1 
K= Failed 

Payout for CLEC is (12 units) ' ($20/unit) ' (2.5 factor) = $600 

Multiplier Fee i Payout I 

I E.45 Tier 2 Calculations For Benchmarks 

agqregate data will have failed f o r a -  consecutive months 

- E.6 Regional and State Coefficients 

This section describes the method of calculating regional and state coefficients. 

E.46.1 L - Acknowledgement Completeness (AKC-ED18 AKC-TAG) 

* - Regional Coefficient Formula (Tier-I) 
Coefficient = (A+B) / (C+D) where: 
A = number of valid FOC transactions of the CLEC in the state (fully 8 
partially mechanized) 
B = number of valid RI transactions of the CLEC in the state lfullv 8 . .  
partially mechanized) 
C = total valid FOC transactions of the CLEC in the reuion (fully 8 partially - 
mechanized) 
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. Procedures 
D =total valid RI transactions of the CLEC in the region (fully & partially 
mechanized) 

State Coefficient Formula (Tier 2 )  

State Coefficient = (A+B) / iC+D-= 

A = number of valid FOC transaciions for all CLECs in the s t a t & ! W &  
parliallv mechanized) 
B = number of valid Rljransactions for all CLECs in the siate (!&& 
panially mechanized) 
C = totai valid FOC transactions in the ieqior (fuilv & Darlialiv iilechanizedl 
D =total valid RI transactions in the reqion (fullv & partially mechanized) 

- 
- 

E.45.2zFT] 

Percent Flow Through CLEC Aggregate - Residence (PFT-RES) 
Percent Flow Through CLEC Aggregate - Business (PFT- BUS) 
Percent Flow Through CLEC Aggregate - UNE-L ( includes UNE-L with 
LNP) 
Percent Flow Through CLEC Aggregate - LNP (PFT-LNP) 

Coefficient = A  / B where: 
A = number of valid FOC transactions of the CLEC in the state (fully 
mechanized) 
B = total valid FOC transactions of the CLEC in the region (fully 
mechanized) 

. 

. - Regional Coefficient Formula (Tier-I) 

. 

. 
Slate Coefficient Formula (Tier 2) 

State Coefficient = A I  B where. 
* 

* 

A = number of valid FOC transactions lor all CL.ECs In the slate (fuliy- 
mechanized) 
B = total valid FOC transactions In the reqion (fullv-mechanized) 

E.6.3 CMN, PSEC, PCRAR, PCRlP 

Reqion (PSEC) 
Percent Chancte Requests Accepted or Reiected in 10 Days . Reqion 

Percent of Chanqc Request implemented Within 60 Weeks of Priorittzation 
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- Reaion (PCRIP) 

State Coefficient Formula (Tier 2)  

Coefficient = ( A i B )  I (C+D) where 
* 

* 

A = number of valid FOC transactions for all CLECs in the stat!%U.uk& 
parliailv mechanized] 
B = number of valid RI transactions for all CLECs In tlhe state [IuIIv & 
partially mechanized) 
C =total valid FOC trznsactions in the reaion (fullv 8. partially iniechanized) 
D = total valid RI transactions in the reqion (fully 8 partially mechanized) - 

E.6.4 IA. OAAT 

State Coefficient Formula /Tier 21 

Coefficient = (A+B) I (C+D) where 
* A = number of vdlid FOC transactions for all CLECs in the sta!g&k& 

partially mechanized) 
B = number of valid RI transactions for ail CLECs in the state 
partially mechanized) 
C = total valid FOC Iransactions in tine reqion (fully 8 partially mechanized) 
D = total valid RI traniiactions in the reqion (fully 8 Dartiallv mechanized) 

* 
* 

E.4.3 [SOA] - Service Order Accuracy [SOA] 
Regional Coefficient Formula (Tier-I) 

* Coefficient = A / B wtiere: . A = number of valid SOA transactions of the CLEC in the State; 
€3 = total valid SOA transactions of the CLEC in the region. 
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Appendix F: AT&T's Policy on Reposting of 
Performance Data and 
Recalculation of SEEM Payments 

AT&T will be required to repost performance data as reflected in the Service Quality 
Measurement (SQM) reports and recalculate Self-Effectuating Enforcement Mechanism (SEEM) 
payments, to the extent technically feasible, under the following circumslances: 

1. Those SQM measures included in a state's specific SQM plan with corresponding sub- 
metrics are subject to reposting. A notice will he placed on the AT&T performance 
measurement website advising CLECs when reposted data is available. 

2. SQM Performance sub-metric calculations that result in a shift in the statewide aggregate 
performance from an "in parity" condition to an "out of parity" condition will be available for 
reposting. 

3. SQM Performance sub-metric calculations with benchmarks where statewide aggregate 
performance is in an "out of parity" condition will be available for reposting whenever there 
is a >= 2% decline in AT&Ts performance at the sub-metric level. 

4. SQM Performance sub-metric calculations with retail analogues that are in an "out O f  
parity" condition will he available for reposting whenever there is a degradation in 
performance as shown by an adverse change of >= .5 in the Z-Score at the sub-metric 
level. 

5. Any data recalculations that reflect an improvement in AT&Ts performance will be 
reposted at AT&Ts discretion. 

6. SQM Performance data will be reposted for a maximum of three months in arrears from 
implementation of the change of programming request requirement (RQ) which corrects a 
detected error. RQs shall not be unreasonably delayed after the date the error is 
detected. As an example. an error is discovered during the analysis of the May data 
month peformance that triggers a reposting, but the RQ correcting the error is 
implemented in the calendar month of July with the June data month performance reports. 
AT&T will correct the data beginning with the month of the RQ implementation (July), 
which would be for the June data month performance reports. and will repost the data 
month performance reports for the three months preceding data month performance 
reports - May, April, and March. 

7. When updated SQM performance data has been reposted or when a payment error has 
been discovered, AT&T will recalcuiate applicable SEEM payments. where technically 
feasible, for a maximum of three rnonlhs in arrears from date of detection. Recalculated 
SEEM payments due to reposted SUM data will he made for the same months that the 
applicable data was reposted. The three month period for recalculating SEEM payments 
due to an error will he determined in the same manner previously described for the SQM. 
For example. should an error be discovered for the data month of June, AT8T will correct 
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data for the three preceding months - May, April, and March. 

8 .  Any adjustments for underpayment of Tier-I calculated remedies resulting from the 
application of this policy will be made consistent with the terms of the state-specific SEEM 
plan, including the payment of interest. Any adjustments for overpayment of Tier-I 
remedies will be made at AT&T's discretion. 

9. Any adjustments for underpayments resulting from application of this policy will be made 
in the next months payment cycle after the recalculation is made. The final current month 
reports will reflect the transmitted dollars, including adjustments for prior months where 
applicable. Questions regarding the adjustments should be made in accordance with the 
normal process used to address CLEC questions related to SEEM payments. 

When a CLEC believes that an error in its specific data requires reposting where the 
above statewide thresholds have not been met, the CLEC is responsible for identifying 
such issues and requesting AT&T to repost the data. Any failure to repost inaccurate 
data should be brought to the attention of the Commission for resolution if it is 
estimated that the thresholds described in items 3 or 4 have been met at the CLEC- 
specific level. 

Determination of when Reposting Policy Applies 

AS part of the Change Notification Process, AT&T performs an analysis of impacts that are 
proposed to be made to performance measurement code. These impacts are used to identify 
changes to its reported SQM results. 

To determine this impact, AT&T performs a query of the data warehouse to identify those records 
that would be impacted by the proposed change. Once the number of records are identified, the 
measurement is recalculated to determine the impact. This is the general framework for analysis 
~ the specific steps used to evaluate the impact will vary with the issue being analyzed. However, 
the following example may assist in understanding: 

Assume that sewice orders were erroneously being included in a particular product 
disaggregation for Percent Missed lnstallatiori Appointments. They should have been in another 
product disaggregation. Further, assume thal the number of records erroneously included is 110 
records out of a total of 86,000. In this example, the numerator and denominator would both be 
reduced by 110 records and the Z-Score would be recalculated. If the amount of the change was 
sufficient to meet criteria 2, 4 or 5 above, the lieposting policy will be invoked. 
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