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STAFF'S REPORT ON THE EFFICACY OF ISSUE 2056 

IN REDUCING BILLING DISCREPANCIES 

OR REDUCING THE DIFFICULTY IN RESOLVING SUCH DISCREPANCIES




COMES NOW the Staff of the Missouri Public Service Commission, and submits this Report on the Efficacy of Issue 2056 in Reducing Billing Discrepancies or Reducing the Difficulty in Resolving Such Discrepancies to the Missouri Public Service Commission.

1.  Procedural Background.  

The Commission created the instant case on June 10, 1999, when it issued its Report and Order in Case No. TO-99-254 (“the PTC Case”).  The Commission ordered: “[t]hat Case Number TO-99-593 is established to investigate signaling protocols, call records, trunking arrangements and traffic measurement.”

In the PTC Case, the Commission also ordered the parties to provide standard 11-01 records.  The Commission said:

However, the Commission will order the provision of standard “Category 11” records.  This will provide the SCs better information about calls terminated to them. … 11-01 records are an industry standard, and all of the SCs currently use them.  They are the records used in the carrier access billing system.  The Commission finds that requiring the PTCs to provide industry standard 11-01 records is in the public interest, and will order these records to be provided by April 1, 2000.
  (Emphases supplied.)

(The Staff notes that although the Commission ordered the PTCs to provide industry standard 11-01 records, such records have never been provided widely, or perhaps at all.  The records that have instead been provided are a Missouri modification of the industry standard 11-01 record, which differs slightly from the industry standard, in that it does not contain a carrier identification code.  The “Missouri modification” of the industry standard 11-01 record is the modified 11-01 record format, which is the format that all of the Missouri ILECs agreed upon for intrastate / intraLATA toll records following industry discussions held regarding implementation procedures that are needed to comply with the Commission’s order in the PTC Case.) 

On December 13, 2001, the Commission issued its Order Directing Implementation, Denying Motion to Consolidate, and Granting Intervention in this case, requiring “[t]hat all telecommunications (sic) subject to the jurisdiction of the Commission shall implement Issue 2056 developed by the Ordering and Billing Forum as soon as is reasonably practicable.”

Also in the December 13 Order Directing Implementation, the Commission ordered the Staff to file a report on the status of implementation of Issue 2056 no later than May 7, 2002
, to file a report on the efficacy of OBF Issue 2056 in reducing billing discrepancies or reducing the difficulty in resolving such discrepancies no later than August 7, 2002
, and to begin the rulemaking process to promulgate a rule that will codify the requirement that all Missouri-regulated telecommunications companies implement Issue 2056, developed by the Ordering and Billing Forum
.

2.  The Industry’s Efforts to Comply with the Commission’s Orders.  

The Staff, the other parties to this case, and others in the telecommunications industry have made extensive cooperative efforts to comply with the December 13 Order Directing Implementation, and to resolve the issues that the Commission sought to resolve when it established this case, in general.  The Staff’s participation in these efforts included the following:

March 4, 2002:  Staff internal meeting, to prepare for industry forum on Issue 2056, to be held on March 7.

March 7, 2002:  Industry forum at Capitol Plaza.

March 8, 2002:  Staff internal meeting to review progress at March 7 forum.

March 19, 2002:  Staff internal meeting to discuss questions to include on a questionnaire to affected companies, and circulate questionnaire.

March 28, 2002:  Conference call with all participants, to discuss the questions on the questionnaire.

April 19, 2002:  Staff internal meeting to discuss Staff’s answers to the questionnaire.

April 23, 2002:  Staff internal meeting to prepare for conference call on April 24.

April 24, 2002:  Conference call with all industry participants, to discuss responses to questionnaire.

May 2, 2002:  Conference call with all participants, to discuss the status report that the Staff has been directed to file on May 7.

May 7, 2002:  Staff’s report on the status of implementation of OBF Issue 2056 filed.

May 20, 2002:  Staff internal meeting to prepare for workshop to be held on May 21.

May 21, 2002:  Workshop with all participants, at the Governor Office Building.  The participants agreed to identify the types of records exchanged on all types of traffic.

June 14, 2002:  Participants provided written responses regarding the intercompany records exchange process.

June 20, 2002:  Staff internal meeting to prepare for workshop to be held on June 21.

June 21, 2002:  Workshop with all participants, at the Governor Office Building, to discuss responses.  The participants agreed to provide draft language for the proposed rulemaking and suggestions about what the Staff should include in its August 7 report to the Commission on the efficacy of OBF Issue 2056 in resolving disputes.

July 10, 2002:  Industry participants provided written feedback regarding the rulemaking and the content of the Staff’s August 7 report.

July 16, 2002:  Conference call to discuss the feedback that the participants provided on July 10.

July 16, 2002:  Staff meeting with Dave Evans, Verizon, to discuss technical aspects of how the system works, how calls are routed, and how records are exchanged.

July 17, 2002: Staff meeting with Trip England, STCG, and Craig Johnson, MITG, to discuss technical aspects of how the system works, how calls are routed, and how records are exchanged.

July 19, 2002: Staff meeting with Matt Kohly and Eva Feddick, to discuss technical aspects of how the system works, how calls are routed, and how records are exchanged.

July 19, 2002:  Staff meeting with Bob Schoonmaker, representative of the small LECs, to discuss technical aspects of how the system works, how calls are routed, and how records are exchanged.

July 23, 2002: Staff meeting with John Idoux and Stan Brower, Sprint, to discuss technical aspects of how the system works, how calls are routed, and how records are exchanged.

July 25, 2002: Staff meeting with Leo Bub, Tom Hughes, Marlon Hines, and Joe Murphy, SWBT, to discuss technical aspects of how the system works, how calls are routed, and how records are exchanged.

July 29, 2002:  Staff internal meeting to discuss what has been learned from the meetings with industry representatives.

July 30, 2002:  Staff internal meeting to discuss what has been learned from the meetings with industry representatives.

July 31, 2002:  Staff meeting with Dave Evans, Verizon, to discuss technical aspects of how the system works, how calls are routed, and how records are exchanged.

The Staff notes that the other parties to this case have been most cooperative with the Staff and have been very helpful in enabling the Staff to understand the very technical and complex subject matter that underlies this case.  These other parties have also contributed significant time and effort to this case that is not included in the foregoing summary.  The Staff appreciates their contributions to the preparation of this Report.

3.  The Parties Differ in their Interpretation of what Implementation of Issue 2056 will Require. 

As the Staff noted in its May 7 report to the Commission in this case, “the parties disagree as to exactly what they must do in order to implement the requirements of Issue 2056, and where these requirements are codified.”
  The Staff also stated in its May 7 report that “the companies in the telecommunications industry believe that they will be able to do, by August 31, 2002, everything that they are required to do by the terms of the Commission’s order, as they understand it.”
  There is a problem, however, in that not all of the parties agree with the requirements of OBF Issue 2056 and the intent of the Commission’s December 13 Order Directing Implementation.  Some parties, in particular the large incumbent local exchange carriers (SWBT, Sprint, Verizon and Alltel), construe the resolution of Issue 2056 narrowly, to apply only to IXC traffic.  Other parties, in particular the Small Telephone Company Group and the Missouri Independent Telephone Group, construe the resolution of Issue 2056 more broadly, believing that it should be applied to all intrastate traffic, including the intraLATA toll calls that have been the focus of this case.

There is no single document that was introduced into evidence in this case and identified as “OBF Issue 2056.”  Rather, the Commission’s order in this case regarding Issue 2056 was based primarily upon the testimony of Verizon witness Kathryn Allison, who advocated that the Commission consider the enhanced record exchange process that is contained in the MECAB document.  To the Staff’s knowledge, there is no single document that codifies the OBF’s resolution of Issue 2056, and that clearly identifies what telecommunications companies must do in order to comply with the OBF’s resolution of its Issue 2056.  

OBF issues are incorporated into a variety of industry guidelines, whether for ordering, engineering or billing of services.  In this particular instance, Issue 2056 is billing-related and thus the Multiple Exchange Carrier Access Billing document, (“MECAB”) was updated to include Issue 2056 as well as other billing issues.  The current version of MECAB is number 7.  The OBF’s resolution of Issue 2056 is referenced in Section 2.2.1, Reason for Revision, and it is reflected throughout MECAB 7.  MECAB 7 consists of about 116 pages
 and about 15 separate sections, and the OBF’s resolution of Issue 2056 only affects a small fraction of the contents of MECAB 7.  The Commission did not mention MECAB 7 in its December 13 Order Directing Implementation, and there is no reason to believe that the Commission intended to require all Missouri telecommunications companies to comply with all of the provisions of the entire MECAB 7 document.  It is also worth noting that the OBF revises the MECAB documents from time to time, and that it is likely that MECAB Issue 8 will be issued within the six months or so
, and it will undoubtedly contain provisions that differ from the provisions of MECAB 7.

Some parties argue that what the Commission intended to order in its December 13 Order Directing Implementation was the implementation of Issue 2056 as it is incorporated into MECAB 7.  Since, as noted above, the OBF’s resolution of Issue 2056 is not codified in any specific part of MECAB 7, the implementation of this interpretation would probably best be effected in the rulemaking that the Commission has directed the Staff to undertake.

4.  The Staff’s Interpretation of the OBF’s Resolution of Issue 2056.  

The one thing that the OBF’s resolution of Issue 2056 clearly does require is the elimination of the 11-50 summary record exchange process, effective August 31, 2002.  All parties agree upon this point.

A simplified diagram, showing the principal elements and the routing of calls that are carried by interexchange carriers (“IXCs”), and of calls that are carried over the LEC-to-LEC network, is attached hereto as Exhibit A.

When a call is carried by an IXC, a tandem switch (the “terminating tandem”) receives the call from the IXC and sends the call to the terminating end office.  The terminating tandem company later sends an individual call record (Category 11-01) to the terminating end office, if requested.  In current practice, prior to the implementation of Issue 2056, the terminating end office company then prepares a Category 11-50 summary record (which summarizes the individual calls that it received from the terminating tandem) to the terminating tandem owner.  The terminating tandem owner then utilizes the 11-50 summary records to bill the IXC that delivered the call to the terminating tandem.  

After the implementation of Issue 2056 (now scheduled to be complete by August 31, 2002), the 11-50 summary records will no longer be required.  The terminating tandem will instead utilize the 11-01 individual call records (which it generates) to bill the IXC that delivered the call to the terminating tandem.  

The Staff believes that the OBF’s resolution of Issue 2056, per se, applies only to calls carried by IXCs, for a couple of reasons.  First, Issue 2056 refers specifically to Category 11-01 individual call records and to Category 11-50 summary records.
  Category 11 records are used for all calls carried by IXCs.  They are not, however, customarily exchanged by the large LECs (including SWBT, Sprint, Verizon and Alltel) for calls carried over the LEC-to-LEC network.  Relying on practices established during the former PTC Plan, these carriers customarily use Category 92 records instead.  SWBT also requires exchange of Category 92 records with CLECs that interconnect with SWBT.  Pursuant to the Commissions order in the PTC case, the large LEC companies do provide Category 11-01 records (modified as described above) to the terminating end offices of other ILECs in the state.  And second, the MECAB document itself appears to recognize that LEC-to-LEC calls were not within the ambit of Issue 2056.  For example, Section 6.5 of MECAB 7 states: “While the industry recognized that settlement plans between LECs are used, these are state or contract specific and are not included in the MECAB guidelines.”

The effect of the implementation of Issue 2056, then, is to allow the owner of the terminating tandem to bill the IXC for calls that the terminating tandem receives, based upon its own individual call records, without waiting for the terminating end office to send a summary record.

5.  The Efficacy of Issue 2056 in Resolving Billing Disputes.  

It is impossible for the Staff to measure, at this time, the efficacy of Issue 2056 in resolving billing disputes, because the rule will not be fully implemented until August 31, 2002.  It may not be possible to ever measure the efficacy, for in order to do so, the Staff would have to compare the number of unbilled minutes that would occur without the implementation of Issue 2056 to the number of unbilled minutes that would occur with the implementation of Issue 2056.  It will be very difficult to determine the number of unbilled minutes that actually occur, and it will be far more difficult to determine how many unbilled minutes would have occurred if Issue 2056 were not being implemented.  Nonetheless, based upon its meetings with industry representatives, listed above in Section 2 of this Report, the Staff is able to reach a conclusion regarding whether Issue 2056 will have any efficacy when fully implemented. 

As explained above, the resolution of Issue 2056 pertains only to calls carried by IXCs.  It does not pertain to calls carried on the LEC-to-LEC network, and it will not do anything to enable a terminating end office to identify the company that originated a call on the LEC-to-LEC network, and it will not do anything to reduce billing discrepancies.

The Staff therefore believes that Issue 2056, by itself, will not have any efficacy in resolving disputes over the billing of calls carried over the LEC-to-LEC network.  If it has any effect at all, it will certainly not provide an efficient mechanism for resolving such disputes.  The Staff believes this view is supported by all, or at least most, of the parties in this case.  

For example, STCG and MITG stated that:

Implementation of Issue 2056, as narrowly construed by these large ILECs, will have little, if any, impact upon the industry’s ability to identify and minimize the “unidentified traffic” … Issue 2056 will not enhance record exchanges among telecommunications companies for non-IXC traffic because these large ILECs have taken the position that Issue 2056 does not apply to these types of traffic. … [I]mplementation of Issue 2056 will make little, if any, headway in reducing billing discrepancies or making disputes regarding billing discrepancies easier to resolve, unless all carriers are required to create call detail records (i.e., Category 11.01 records) for all intrastate traffic.

6.  The Commission’s Objectives in Ordering Implementation of Issue 2056.  

In its December 13 order in this case, the Commission said that:

… Issue 2056, when implemented, will streamline record exchanges and provide a local and intraLATA meet-point record exchange process.  It will set up a consistent meet-point (or similar) process for records exchanges for facilities-based LECs, CLECs, and wireless carriers covering access, local, and intraLATA usage.  It specifies that each provider will be responsible for recording its own originating and terminating usage, allowing LECs to bill terminating usage and/or do bill validation.  Issue 2056 provides that any carrier that handles a call can get records from any other carrier handling the call, and so may make it easier to track down discrepancies and identify the appropriate carrier to bill.  A terminating LEC will be able to request records from all carriers back to the one originating the call to ensure that it can bill the proper carrier for termination.

The Staff understands that these are the objectives that the Commission sought to achieve when it ordered the implementation of OBF Issue 2056.


7.  Implications of this Report on the Staff’s Rulemaking to Implement Issue 2056.  

It follows from the foregoing that the Staff does not believe that the adoption of a rule implementing the provisions of the OBF’s resolution of Issue 2056 will accomplish the Commission’s objectives as the Staff understands them.  (See Section 6 of this Report for a listing of these objectives.)

Other parties to this case are likewise doubtful that the adoption of a rule will resolve the problems that the Commission seeks to resolve.  For example, Sprint stated that “it would be inappropriate to codify OBF Issue 2056 as a Missouri Public Service Commission Rule.”
  Likewise, Alltel stated that it “believes that it is premature and unnecessary to promulgate a rule at this time.”
  And Verizon said that it “does not believe it is appropriate to draft a rule in this case.”

The task of drafting a rule to implement Issue 2056 is further complicated by several other factors.

The Commission should not adopt a rule that merely states: “All telecommunications companies shall implement the provisions of OBF Issue 2056,” or words to that effect, because such a rule would be too vague.  As noted above, the provisions of Issue 2056 are not concisely stated in any single document, but are incorporated into, and scattered throughout, MECAB 7, which also addresses a multitude of other billing-related issues.  Furthermore, it is clear from the Staff’s discussions with industry representatives over the past six months that there is disagreement on what exactly is required to “implement Issue 2056.”  Any rule that the Commission adopts must therefore specifically and clearly state what Missouri telecommunications companies are required to do.

Also, MECAB 7 is an evolving document.  It will be superseded by the provisions of MECAB 8, probably in about six months.  Thus, even if the Commission were to adopt the provisions of Issue 2056 as incorporated in MECAB 7, it is possible that these provisions would change in the near future.

And finally, it would not be appropriate for the rule to state that telecommunications companies comply with “the latest revision of MECAB 7,” because that could be construed as a delegation of the Commission’s authority to another entity (the OBF).

The Staff believes, however, that that the Commission has, by its December 13 Order Directing Implementation, clearly indicated its desire to adopt a rule that will improve the records exchange process, in general, and will achieve the objectives that the Commission identified in its December 13 order (see the excerpt at pp. 9-10 hereof).  

The Staff will therefore continue to work to draft a rule that is designed to achieve the results that the Commission seeks to achieve, as set forth in its December 13 Order Directing Implementation.

WHEREFORE, the Staff respectfully submits this Report on the Efficacy of Issue 2056 in Reducing Billing Discrepancies or Reducing the Difficulty in Resolving Such Discrepancies.
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� Case No. TO-99-254, Report and Order, p. 19, Ordered Paragraph 7.


� Case No. TO-99-254, Report and Order, p. 14.


� Order Directing Implementation, p. 6, Ordered Paragraph 1.


� Order Directing Implementation, p. 7, Ordered Paragraph 2.


� Order Directing Implementation, p. 7, Ordered Paragraph 3.


� Order Directing Implementation, p. 7, Ordered Paragraph 4. 


� Staff’s Report on the Status of Implementation, Appendix A, second page.


� Staff’s Report on the Status of Implementation, Appendix A, fourth page (Summary).


� Including a number of pages that were intentionally left blank.


� Although a definite date for the release of MECAB 8 has not yet been established, the Forum Administrator of Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions (“ATIS”) has informed the Staff that it will probably be released early next year.


� The number designations for these records are assigned by the Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions (“ATIS”) Ordering and Billing Forum (“OBF”).  As an example, the complete designation of one type of record is “ATIS/OBF-EMI 11-01-21,” where “EMI” refers to Exchange Message Interface.  The first two digits in this number indicate the category; in this example, “11” means Carrier Access Usage record.  The next two digits in this number indicate the group; in this example, “01” means North American Originated and Terminated.  The final two digits in this number indicate the record type; in this example, “21” means FGD Terminating Access.


� From the draft of suggestions for Staff’s Efficacy Report, which STCG and MITC circulated to all parties in this case. 


� From Sprint’s Proposed Input for Staff’s August Report, which was circulated to all parties.


� From the July 10 Response of ALLTEL Missouri, Inc., which was circulated to all parties.


� From the untitled comments of Verizon, which were circulated to all parties in July 2002.
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