Appendix I

PACIFIC’S HELD ORDER RECORD IS STATISTICALLY WORSE THAN ALL OTHER SBC COMPANIES EXCEPT NEVADA

SBC/Ameritech merger compliance service quality reports for the time period July 1999 to May 2001 show that Pacific has considerably higher aggregate held orders than all other SBC companies.    Held orders for this reporting are defined as “…the number of installation orders for basic service delayed over 30 calendar days”.
  While Pacific shows the greatest number of held orders
 than other SBC companies, Pacific controls a greater number of access lines than any other SBC company.  When access lines differences are accounted for, how does Pacific’s service measure up?  

Table 1 shows the total number of reported held orders reported to the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) on a monthly basis from July 1999 to June 2001.  The data used in this analysis comes from the service quality data submitted by all 13 SBC states in compliance with Merger Condition 24, “Additional Service Quality Reporting” (“Condition 24), in Appendix C (the “Merger Conditions”) of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) Order approving the SBC/Ameritech Merger.

Table 1:  SBC Companies Reported Held Orders
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Held orders are an important indicator for overall service quality for three reasons.  First, held orders are related to the availability of physical plant; therefore, the number of held orders can be an indicator of how well an ILEC has forecasted demand and planned the network to meet the needs of both business and residential customers.  Second, held orders are an indicator of the overall condition of the network.  Are facilities unavailable because of insufficient network maintenance?  Third, a high number of held orders means customers suffer longer waiting periods for their phones to be installed.


The purpose of this regression analysis is, after accounting for access line differences, is to determine whether the results are statistically significant in determining how Pacific is performing in relation to the other SBC states for number of held orders.

Table 2:  SBC States Held Orders/Orders (HOO) for Basic Service
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Using the service quality data (total held orders and total orders for basic service
), a ratio showing the relationship between held orders and orders for basic service was calculated for each state on a monthly basis and was given the variable name, “HOO”.  The purpose of this was to account for the differences in access lines for each company as Pacific controls the most access lines of any other SBC company.   A low ratio means better service and a high ratio means worse service.  Table 2 shows a graph of the HOO values plotted by state over time.  NV has high HOO ratios compared to all other states, but CA and IL appear to be poor performers as well.

The data points for this variable were checked to see if they were normally distributed, and it was not.  After considering various options for analyzing the data, ORA decided to use Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression.

While checking the distribution, the states CA, IL, and NV appeared to be the worst performing states as they had more high HOO ratios than the other ten states.   Since there was concern that eliminating these states in the regressions would introduce a bias that would indicate that the better performing states were performing worse, it was decided to run a series of ten regressions, which always included the states CA, IL and NV.

The thirteen SBC states were assigned dummy variables, (ARK, CA, CT, IL, IN, KS, MI, MO, NV, OH, OK, TX, WI) and a series of simple OLS linear regressions were performed using the regression equation:

  A moving average variable was assigned, MA(1), to correct for model error.

A series of ten OLS linear regressions were performed using the regression equation:

HOO=  +(SBC states) + ma(1)

where:

Where HOO is the ratio of number of held orders to number of orders for basic service

 is the constant term.

 is the estimated coefficient of the SBC states variable.

Ma(1) is a moving average variable used to adjust for auto-correlation in time.

The regression results were evaluated using a significance level of 0.05 (95% confidence).  If the probability of the estimated coefficient of the SBC states variable is 0.05 or less, then that state is either a statistically good performer or a statistically bad performer.  Table 3 shows the results of these 10 regressions.

Table 3:  Regression Series

	Regression 1 noarkma
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Std.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Var.
	Coefficient
	 Error
	t-Statistic
	Prob.  
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	0.000011
	0.0000
	1.1234
	0.2622
	
	Dependent Variable: HOO
	
	
	

	CA
	0.000855
	0.0001
	9.2646
	0.0000
	
	Method: Least Squares
	
	
	

	CT
	0.000072
	0.0000
	4.8849
	0.0000
	
	Sample: 1 312
	
	
	
	

	IL
	0.000760
	0.0001
	6.9787
	0.0000
	
	Included observations: 312
	
	
	

	IN
	0.000295
	0.0000
	10.1613
	0.0000
	
	Convergence achieved after 31 iterations
	

	KS
	0.000255
	0.0001
	3.9492
	0.0001
	
	White Heteroskedasticity-Consistent Standard Errors & Covariance

	MI
	0.000401
	0.0000
	10.9360
	0.0000
	
	
	
	
	
	

	MO
	0.000130
	0.0000
	2.6464
	0.0086
	
	R-squared
	0.8971
	    Mean dependent var
	0.0008

	NV
	0.006474
	0.0005
	12.8975
	0.0000
	
	Adjusted R-squared
	0.8926
	    S.D. dependent var
	0.0018

	OH
	0.000592
	0.0000
	12.0506
	0.0000
	
	S.E. of regression
	0.0006
	    F-statistic
	199.8763

	OK
	0.000029
	0.0000
	1.4938
	0.1363
	
	Durbin-Watson stat
	1.7937
	    Prob(F-statistic)
	0.0000

	TX
	0.000126
	0.0000
	4.1702
	0.0000
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WI
	0.000269
	0.0001
	4.6977
	0.0000
	
	
	
	
	
	

	MA(1)
	0.236638
	0.2186
	1.0827
	0.2798
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Regression 2 noctma
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Std.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Var.
	Coefficient
	 Error
	t-Statistic
	Prob.  
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	0.000084
	0.0000
	7.7633
	0.0000
	
	Dependent Variable: HOO
	
	
	

	ARK
	-0.000072
	0.0000
	-4.8849
	0.0000
	
	Method: Least Squares
	
	
	

	CA
	0.000782
	0.0001
	8.4818
	0.0000
	
	Sample: 1 312
	
	
	
	

	IL
	0.000688
	0.0001
	6.2605
	0.0000
	
	Included observations: 312
	
	
	

	IN
	0.000223
	0.0000
	7.6439
	0.0000
	
	Convergence achieved after 31 iterations
	

	KS
	0.000183
	0.0001
	2.8217
	0.0051
	
	White Heteroskedasticity-Consistent Standard Errors & Covariance

	MI
	0.000329
	0.0000
	8.9415
	0.0000
	
	
	
	
	
	

	MO
	0.000057
	0.0000
	1.1733
	0.2416
	
	R-squared
	0.8971
	    Mean dependent var
	0.0008

	NV
	0.006402
	0.0005
	12.7587
	0.0000
	
	Adjusted R-squared
	0.8926
	    S.D. dependent var
	0.0018

	OH
	0.000519
	0.0000
	10.6669
	0.0000
	
	S.E. of regression
	0.0006
	    F-statistic
	199.8763

	OK
	-0.000044
	0.0000
	-2.2479
	0.0253
	
	Durbin-Watson stat
	1.7937
	    Prob(F-statistic)
	0.0000

	TX
	0.000054
	0.0000
	1.7616
	0.0792
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WI
	0.000196
	0.0001
	3.4277
	0.0007
	
	
	
	
	
	

	MA(1)
	0.236638
	0.2186
	1.0827
	0.2798
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	Regression 3 noinma
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Std.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Var.
	Coefficient
	 Error
	t-Statistic
	Prob.  
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	0.000306
	0.0000
	11.2888
	0.0000
	
	Dependent Variable: HOO
	
	
	

	ARK
	-0.000295
	0.0000
	-10.1613
	0.0000
	
	Method: Least Squares
	
	
	

	CA
	0.000560
	0.0001
	5.8046
	0.0000
	
	Sample: 1 312
	
	
	
	

	CT
	-0.000223
	0.0000
	-7.6439
	0.0000
	
	Included observations: 312
	
	
	

	IL
	0.000465
	0.0001
	4.1980
	0.0000
	
	Convergence achieved after 31 iterations
	

	KS
	-0.000040
	0.0001
	-0.5399
	0.5897
	
	White Heteroskedasticity-Consistent Standard Errors & Covariance

	MI
	0.000106
	0.0000
	2.3910
	0.0174
	
	
	
	
	
	

	MO
	-0.000165
	0.0001
	-3.0290
	0.0027
	
	R-squared
	0.8971
	    Mean dependent var
	0.0008

	NV
	0.006179
	0.0005
	12.3077
	0.0000
	
	Adjusted R-squared
	0.8926
	    S.D. dependent var
	0.0018

	OH
	0.000297
	0.0001
	5.4949
	0.0000
	
	S.E. of regression
	0.0006
	    F-statistic
	199.8763

	OK
	-0.000266
	0.0000
	-8.3947
	0.0000
	
	Durbin-Watson stat
	1.7937
	    Prob(F-statistic)
	0.0000

	TX
	-0.000169
	0.0000
	-4.3127
	0.0000
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WI
	-0.000026
	0.0001
	-0.4198
	0.6749
	
	
	
	
	
	

	MA(1)
	0.236638
	0.2186
	1.0827
	0.2798
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Regression 4 noksma
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Std.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Var.
	Coefficient
	 Error
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	0.000267
	0.0001
	4.1771
	0.0000
	
	Dependent Variable: HOO
	
	
	

	ARK
	-0.000255
	0.0001
	-3.9492
	0.0001
	
	Method: Least Squares
	
	
	

	CA
	0.000599
	0.0001
	5.3282
	0.0000
	
	Sample: 1 312
	
	
	
	

	CT
	-0.000183
	0.0001
	-2.8217
	0.0051
	
	Included observations: 312
	
	
	

	IL
	0.000505
	0.0001
	4.0121
	0.0001
	
	Convergence achieved after 31 iterations
	

	IN
	0.000040
	0.0001
	0.5399
	0.5897
	
	White Heteroskedasticity-Consistent Standard Errors & Covariance

	MI
	0.000146
	0.0001
	2.0132
	0.0450
	
	
	
	
	
	

	MO
	-0.000126
	0.0001
	-1.5656
	0.1185
	
	R-squared
	0.8971
	    Mean dependent var
	0.0008

	NV
	0.006219
	0.0005
	12.2775
	0.0000
	
	Adjusted R-squared
	0.8926
	    S.D. dependent var
	0.0018

	OH
	0.000336
	0.0001
	4.1677
	0.0000
	
	S.E. of regression
	0.0006
	    F-statistic
	199.8763

	OK
	-0.000227
	0.0001
	-3.4482
	0.0006
	
	Durbin-Watson stat
	1.7937
	    Prob(F-statistic)
	0.0000

	TX
	-0.000130
	0.0001
	-1.8519
	0.0650
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WI
	0.000013
	0.0001
	0.1569
	0.8755
	
	
	
	
	
	

	MA(1)
	0.236638
	0.2186
	1.0827
	0.2798
	
	
	
	
	
	


	Regression 5 nomima
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Std.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Var.
	Coefficient
	 Error
	t-Statistic
	Prob.  
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	0.000412
	0.0000
	11.7161
	0.0000
	
	Dependent Variable: HOO
	
	
	

	ARK
	-0.000401
	0.0000
	-10.9360
	0.0000
	
	Method: Least Squares
	
	
	

	CA
	0.000454
	0.0001
	4.5823
	0.0000
	
	Sample: 1 312
	
	
	
	

	CT
	-0.000329
	0.0000
	-8.9415
	0.0000
	
	Included observations: 312
	
	
	

	IL
	0.000359
	0.0001
	3.1490
	0.0018
	
	Convergence achieved after 31 iterations
	

	IN
	-0.000106
	0.0000
	-2.3910
	0.0174
	
	White Heteroskedasticity-Consistent Standard Errors & Covariance

	KS
	-0.000146
	0.0001
	-2.0132
	0.0450
	
	
	
	
	
	

	MO
	-0.000271
	0.0001
	-4.6354
	0.0000
	
	R-squared
	0.8971
	    Mean dependent var
	0.0008

	NV
	0.006073
	0.0005
	12.0773
	0.0000
	
	Adjusted R-squared
	0.8926
	    S.D. dependent var
	0.0018

	OH
	0.000191
	0.0001
	3.2450
	0.0013
	
	S.E. of regression
	0.0006
	    F-statistic
	199.8763

	OK
	-0.000373
	0.0000
	-9.5954
	0.0000
	
	Durbin-Watson stat
	1.7937
	    Prob(F-statistic)
	0.0000

	TX
	-0.000275
	0.0000
	-6.0893
	0.0000
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WI
	-0.000132
	0.0001
	-1.9932
	0.0471
	
	
	
	
	
	

	MA(1)
	0.236638
	0.2186
	1.0827
	0.2798
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Regression 6 nomoma
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Std.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Var.
	Coefficient
	 Error
	t-Statistic
	Prob.  
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	0.000141
	0.0000
	2.9478
	0.0035
	
	Dependent Variable: HOO
	
	
	

	ARK
	-0.000130
	0.0000
	-2.6464
	0.0086
	
	Method: Least Squares
	
	
	

	CA
	0.000725
	0.0001
	6.9609
	0.0000
	
	Sample: 1 312
	
	
	
	

	CT
	-0.000057
	0.0000
	-1.1733
	0.2416
	
	Included observations: 312
	
	
	

	IL
	0.000630
	0.0001
	5.3104
	0.0000
	
	Convergence achieved after 31 iterations
	

	IN
	0.000165
	0.0001
	3.0290
	0.0027
	
	White Heteroskedasticity-Consistent Standard Errors & Covariance

	KS
	0.000126
	0.0001
	1.5656
	0.1185
	
	
	
	
	
	

	MI
	0.000271
	0.0001
	4.6353
	0.0000
	
	R-squared
	0.8971
	    Mean dependent var
	0.0008

	NV
	0.006344
	0.0005
	12.3297
	0.0000
	
	Adjusted R-squared
	0.8926
	    S.D. dependent var
	0.0018

	OH
	0.000462
	0.0001
	6.9690
	0.0000
	
	S.E. of regression
	0.0006
	    F-statistic
	199.8763

	OK
	-0.000101
	0.0001
	-1.9920
	0.0473
	
	Durbin-Watson stat
	1.7937
	    Prob(F-statistic)
	0.0000

	TX
	-0.000004
	0.0001
	-0.0703
	0.9440
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WI
	0.000139
	0.0001
	1.8848
	0.0604
	
	
	
	
	
	

	MA(1)
	0.236637
	0.2186
	1.0827
	0.2798
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Regression 7  noohma
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Std.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Var.
	Coefficient
	 Error
	t-Statistic
	Prob.  
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	0.000603
	0.0001
	4.1194
	0.0000
	
	Dependent Variable: HOO
	
	
	

	ARK
	-0.000592
	0.0002
	-2.8549
	0.0046
	
	Method: Least Squares
	
	
	

	CA
	0.000263
	0.0002
	1.2693
	0.2053
	
	Sample: 1 312
	
	
	
	

	CT
	-0.000519
	0.0002
	-2.5087
	0.0126
	
	Included observations: 312
	
	
	

	IL
	0.000168
	0.0002
	0.8131
	0.4168
	
	Convergence achieved after 31 iterations
	

	IN
	-0.000297
	0.0002
	-1.4338
	0.1527
	
	White Heteroskedasticity-Consistent Standard Errors & Covariance

	KS
	-0.000336
	0.0002
	-1.6246
	0.1053
	
	
	
	
	
	

	MI
	-0.000191
	0.0002
	-0.9216
	0.3575
	
	R-squared
	0.8971
	    Mean dependent var
	0.0008

	MO
	-0.000462
	0.0002
	-2.2321
	0.0263
	
	Adjusted R-squared
	0.8926
	    S.D. dependent var
	0.0018

	NV
	0.005882
	0.0002
	28.5168
	0.0000
	
	S.E. of regression
	0.0006
	    F-statistic
	199.8763

	OK
	-0.000563
	0.0002
	-2.7344
	0.0066
	
	Durbin-Watson stat
	1.7937
	    Prob(F-statistic)
	0.0000

	TX
	-0.000466
	0.0002
	-2.2506
	0.0251
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WI
	-0.000323
	0.0002
	-1.5594
	0.1200
	
	
	
	
	
	

	MA(1)
	0.236638
	0.0564
	4.1953
	0.0000
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Regression 8 nookma
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Std.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Var.
	Coefficient
	 Error
	t-Statistic
	Prob.  
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	0.000040
	0.0000
	2.4721
	0.0140
	
	Dependent Variable: HOO
	
	
	

	ARK
	-0.000029
	0.0000
	-1.4938
	0.1363
	
	Method: Least Squares
	
	
	

	CA
	0.000826
	0.0001
	8.7934
	0.0000
	
	Sample: 1 312
	
	
	
	

	CT
	0.000044
	0.0000
	2.2479
	0.0253
	
	Included observations: 312
	
	
	

	IL
	0.000732
	0.0001
	6.6744
	0.0000
	
	Convergence achieved after 31 iterations
	

	IN
	0.000266
	0.0000
	8.3947
	0.0000
	
	White Heteroskedasticity-Consistent Standard Errors & Covariance

	KS
	0.000227
	0.0001
	3.4482
	0.0006
	
	
	
	
	
	

	MI
	0.000373
	0.0000
	9.5954
	0.0000
	
	R-squared
	0.8971
	    Mean dependent var
	0.0008

	MO
	0.000101
	0.0001
	1.9920
	0.0473
	
	Adjusted R-squared
	0.8926
	    S.D. dependent var
	0.0018

	NV
	0.006445
	0.0005
	12.8334
	0.0000
	
	S.E. of regression
	0.0006
	    F-statistic
	199.8763

	OH
	0.000563
	0.0001
	11.0188
	0.0000
	
	Durbin-Watson stat
	1.7937
	    Prob(F-statistic)
	0.0000

	TX
	0.000097
	0.0000
	2.8120
	0.0053
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WI
	0.000240
	0.0001
	4.1001
	0.0001
	
	
	
	
	
	

	MA(1)
	0.236638
	0.2186
	1.0827
	0.2798
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Regression 9 notxma
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Std.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Var.
	Coefficient
	 Error
	t-Statistic
	Prob.  
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	0.000137
	0.0000
	4.8350
	0.0000
	
	Dependent Variable: HOO
	
	
	

	ARK
	-0.000126
	0.0000
	-4.1702
	0.0000
	
	Method: Least Squares
	
	
	

	CA
	0.000729
	0.0001
	7.5292
	0.0000
	
	Sample: 1 312
	
	
	
	

	CT
	-0.000054
	0.0000
	-1.7616
	0.0792
	
	Included observations: 312
	
	
	

	IL
	0.000634
	0.0001
	5.6574
	0.0000
	
	Convergence achieved after 31 iterations
	

	IN
	0.000169
	0.0000
	4.3127
	0.0000
	
	White Heteroskedasticity-Consistent Standard Errors & Covariance

	KS
	0.000130
	0.0001
	1.8519
	0.0650
	
	
	
	
	
	

	MI
	0.000275
	0.0000
	6.0893
	0.0000
	
	R-squared
	0.8971
	    Mean dependent var
	0.0008

	MO
	0.000004
	0.0001
	0.0703
	0.9440
	
	Adjusted R-squared
	0.8926
	    S.D. dependent var
	0.0018

	NV
	0.006348
	0.0005
	12.6334
	0.0000
	
	S.E. of regression
	0.0006
	    F-statistic
	199.8763

	OH
	0.000466
	0.0001
	8.4037
	0.0000
	
	Durbin-Watson stat
	1.7937
	    Prob(F-statistic)
	0.0000

	OK
	-0.000097
	0.0000
	-2.8120
	0.0053
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WI
	0.000143
	0.0001
	2.2875
	0.0229
	
	
	
	
	
	

	MA(1)
	0.236638
	0.2186
	1.0827
	0.2798
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	Regression 10 nowima
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Std.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Var.
	Coefficient
	 Error
	t-Statistic
	Prob.  
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	0.000280
	0.0001
	4.9780
	0.0000
	
	Dependent Variable: HOO
	
	
	

	ARK
	-0.000269
	0.0001
	-4.6977
	0.0000
	
	Method: Least Squares
	
	
	

	CA
	0.000586
	0.0001
	5.4091
	0.0000
	
	Sample: 1 312
	
	
	
	

	CT
	-0.000196
	0.0001
	-3.4277
	0.0007
	
	Included observations: 312
	
	
	

	IL
	0.000491
	0.0001
	4.0213
	0.0001
	
	Convergence achieved after 31 iterations
	

	IN
	0.000026
	0.0001
	0.4198
	0.6749
	
	White Heteroskedasticity-Consistent Standard Errors & Covariance

	KS
	-0.000013
	0.0001
	-0.1569
	0.8755
	
	
	
	
	
	

	MI
	0.000132
	0.0001
	1.9932
	0.0471
	
	R-squared
	0.8971
	    Mean dependent var
	0.0008

	MO
	-0.000139
	0.0001
	-1.8849
	0.0604
	
	Adjusted R-squared
	0.8926
	    S.D. dependent var
	0.0018

	NV
	0.006205
	0.0005
	12.2900
	0.0000
	
	S.E. of regression
	0.0006
	    F-statistic
	199.8763

	OH
	0.000323
	0.0001
	4.3869
	0.0000
	
	Durbin-Watson stat
	1.7937
	    Prob(F-statistic)
	0.0000

	OK
	-0.000240
	0.0001
	-4.1001
	0.0001
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TX
	-0.000143
	0.0001
	-2.2875
	0.0229
	
	
	
	
	
	

	MA(1)
	0.236638
	0.2186
	1.0827
	0.2798
	
	
	
	
	
	


Notes:
· Variable = Variable name.

· Coefficient = Estimated coefficient of the SBC  states variable.

· Std. Error =  The standard deviation in a sampling distribution.

· T-Statistic  = Coefficient / Std. Error.

· Prob. = Probability of the coefficient for HOO.

· R- Squared =  Measures how well an estimated regression fits the data.

· Adjusted R-Squared

· Standard Error of Regression =  Standard error of the estimate or the measure of the typical error of fit.

· Durbin-Watson Statistic = Measures whether autocorrelation is present.

· Mean Dependent Variable = The mean of HOO.

· S.D. Dependent Variable = The standard deviation of HOO.

· F-Statistic  = Measures whether regression has explanatory power.

· Prob. F. Statistic = Probability that regression has explanatory power.

Results


In nine out of ten regressions CA, NV, and IL were statistically significant within a 0.99 confidence interval as providing poor provisioning service in terms of number of held orders.  In the tenth regression only NV was statistically significant.  
The states that provided statistically good provisioning service in terms of number of held orders are ARK, CT, and OK.    

All regressions had an R2   of 0.8972.  This is a high R2, which suggests the estimated regression is a good fit for the data.  The Prob. F. Statistic is statistically significant at 0.00 indicating that these regressions have high explanatory power.

Conclusion


ORA’s statistical analysis indicates that Pacific is performing poorly in relation to the other SBC states. In nine out of ten regressions the estimated coefficients for California, Nevada, and Illinois were statistically significant within a 99 percent confidence interval. Since each state was represented in at least nine regressions, ORA averaged the estimated coefficients for each state in order to rank the performance of each state.  The ranking methodology indicates that Pacific Bell has the second worst held order performance. The only SBC state that ranks worse than Pacific is Nevada Bell. The rank and average coefficient of each SBC state is given in Table 4.

Table 4:  Ranking of the SBC States from Worst to Best

	State
	Average Coefficient

	NV
	0.006257

	CA
	0.000638

	IL
	0.000543

	OH
	0.000417

	MI
	0.000205

	IN
	8.68E-05

	WI
	5.77E-05

	KS
	4.29E-05

	MO
	-0.00010

	TX
	-0.0001

	CT
	-0.00016

	OK
	-0.00021

	ARK
	-0.00024








� NARUC Service Quality White Paper, p. 3.


� In a January 3, 2001 Report of Independent Accountants, Ernst & Young identified a problem with both Pacific and Nevada Bell’s held order reporting “During the Evaluation Period, Southwestern Bell Telephone Company (SWBT) and Pacific Bell/Nevada Bell (PB/NB) reported an order as ‘delayed over 30 days’ if, as of the first day of the month the pending order had been delayed for 30 or more days.  SWBT and PB/NB did not identify orders as ‘delayed over 30 days’ continuously throughout the month.  SWBT and PB/NB will modify their reporting processes prospectively to report all orders that were not complete within 30 days (i.e., that were ‘delayed over 30 days’) throughout the month.  Report of Management on Compliance With Additional Service Quality Reporting Requirements, Attachment A.  Therefore, the number of held orders reported  should be considered a conservative estimate.


� Applications of Ameritech Corp. and SBC Communications Inc. for Consent to Transfer Control of Corporations Holding Commission Licenses and Lines Pursuant to Section 214 and 310(d) of the Communications Act and Parts 5, 22, 24,25, 63, 90, 95, and 101 of the Commission’s Rules, CC Docket No. 98-141, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 14 FCC Rcd 14712 (1999).


�Line 100T, Total number of orders for Basic Service and line 120T Orders delayed over 30 days.


� ORA decided not to use the T-test because there were too many variables to perform this test efficiently.  Using the log of the HOO variable was likewise eliminated from consideration because 11% of the observations were zeros, and therefore, logs cannot be derived for all the HOO variables.
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