Before the Public Service Commission

Of the State of Missouri

	In the Matter of Proposed Amendments to Commission Rules 4 CSR 240-32.020, 4 CSR 240-32.060, 4 CSR 240-32.070, 4 CSR 240-32.080, 4 CSR 240-3.500, and 4 CSR 240-3.550.
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STAFF COMMENTS IN SUPPORT OF PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO RULES 4 CSR 240-32.020, 4 CSR 240-32.060, 4 CSR 240-32.070, 4 CSR 240-32.080, 4 CSR 240-3.500, AND 4 CSR 240-3.550

	



COMES NOW the Staff of the Missouri Public Service Commission (“Staff” and “Commission”) and for its Comments In Support of Proposed Amendments to Rules 4 CSR 240-32.020, 4 CSR 240-32.060, 4 CSR 240-32.070, 4 CSR 240-32.080, 4 CSR 240-3.500, and 4 CSR 240-3.550 and states as follows:
4 CSR 240-3.500
4 CSR 240-3.500 (1): The definition of “access line” is being proposed to clarify the tabulation of basic local service lines used for compiling certain data in a company’s quality of service report.  The term is primarily used in tracking results of certain category of service criteria, specifically trouble reports.  For example the service objective for customer trouble reports is a frequency not exceeding six (6) reports for every one hundred (100) access lines each month.  The term also has implications on whether to count trouble on other types of access lines.  A definition for the term “access line” will help ensure consistent tabulation of quality of service reports among companies.

The proposed revision to the existing definition for “access line” is appropriate because it will attempt to achieve greater consistency among parties in their quality of service reporting.  The existing definition is currently unclear regarding high capacity lines.  For example, a high capacity line equipped with 24 voice-grade channels may be counted differently depending on a party’s interpretation.  In this example, a company may count a high capacity line in its quality of service report as “one” line, 24 lines, or perhaps not at all under the existing definition.  The proposed definition attempts to clarify this issue by counting a high capacity line based on the number of voice-grade equivalent channels associated with it.  The proposed definition for an access line is reasonable because it will weight an access line based on the number of voice-grade conversations the line can simultaneously handle.    

The proposed access line definition does not include basic local lines used only for data purposes.  This concept appears to be consistent with Missouri statutory definition of basic local telecommunications service by defining it as “…two-way switched voice service…”   This concept suggests the Commission’s quality of service standards may not apply to access lines solely used for data purposes.  Likewise if a company receives a trouble report for a line used solely for data purposes then the company would not count the trouble report in the tabulation of the company’s trouble report rate.  If the Commission intends to have the Commission’s quality of service standards apply to data-only access lines then the Commission may want to further revise this definition.    
 

4 CSR 240-3.500 (7): The definition of “class of service” is being proposed to correspond to residential or business services.  

4 CSR 240-3.500 [8]: With the elimination of line service, the definition of “grade or grade of service” is no longer required in Chapter 3 or Chapter 32. 


4 CSR 240-3.500 (8): The term “customer” is used in Chapter 3 and therefore should be defined.  This definition essentially mirrors the proposed definition for 4 CSR 240-32.020.  Staff recommends this definition be further revised to exactly match the corresponding definition in 4 CSR 240-32.020.  The proposed revision should delete “etc.” and insert “or other entity”.  In this respect Staff recommends the definition for customer read as follows, “Customer means any individual, firm, partnership, corporation, municipality, cooperative, organization, governmental agency, or other entity that accepts financial and other responsibilities in exchange for telecommunications service.”
4 CSR 240-3.500 (10): The term “held application” is currently defined in 4 CSR 240-32.020 but used in Chapter 3.  The term should be defined in this chapter.  The proposed definition is identical to the current definition contained in Chapter 32.



4 CSR 240-3.500 (11):  The term “incumbent local exchange telecommunications company” is currently defined in 4 CSR 240-32.020 but used in Chapter 3.  Therefore, the term should be defined in this chapter.  The proposed definition is identical to the current definition contained in Chapter 32.




4 CSR 240-3.500 (13): The term “long distance service” is currently defined in 4 CSR 240-32.020 and used in Chapter 32 and Chapter 3.  The proposed definition is based on the statutory definition of “basic local telecommunications service” as contained in Section 386.020(4) but modified to reflect an explanation for long distance service.  

4 CSR 240-3.500 (14): The term “message” is currently defined in 4 CSR 240-32.020 and used in Chapter 32 and Chapter 3.  Therefore, the term should be defined in this chapter.  The proposed definition is identical to the current definition contained in Chapter 32.



4 CSR 240-3.500 [(12)]:  This term “pay telephone service provider” is not used in either Chapter 3 or Chapter 32.  Therefore this definition should be removed.

 

4 CSR 240-3.500 [(13)]: The removal of the technical procedure referred to as “regrade” is relating to party line conversion to single line service. This procedure has become obsolete.

4 CSR 240-3.500 [(14)]:  This term “service bureau” is not used in Chapter 3.  Therefore this definition should be removed.

4 CSR 240-3.500 (17):  The term “person” is used in both Chapter 3 and Chapter 32.  Therefore the term should be defined in this chapter.  The proposed definition is identical to the current definition contained in Chapter 32.

4 CSR 240-3.500 (18):  The term “public utility” is currently used in Chapter 3 but defined in Chapter 32. Therefore, the term should be defined in this chapter.  The proposed definition is identical to the current definition contained in Chapter 32.



4 CSR 240-3.500 (19):  The term “rate” is currently used in Chapter 3 but defined in Chapter 32. Therefore, the term should be defined in this chapter.  The proposed definition is identical to the current definition contained in Chapter 32.



4 CSR 240-3.500 (20):  The term “service” is currently used in Chapter 3 but defined in Chapter 32. Therefore, the term should be defined in this chapter.  The proposed definition is identical to the current definition contained in Chapter 32.


4 CSR 240-3.500 (21): The proposed definition for “service objective” is intended to demonstrate an acceptable quality of service level for the various service categories identified in 4 CSR 240-32.080.  The Commission’s telecommunications quality of service rules identify two basic quality of service levels:  service objective level and surveillance level.  The Commission’s rules have always defined surveillance level; however no definition previously existed for service objective.  Both terms should be defined in the Commission’s rules.  The proposed definition for service objective also clarifies that service objectives should be maintained on an exchange-specific basis or as otherwise monitored according to 4 CSR 240-32.080.  Commission rule 4 CSR 240-3.550(5)(A)(1) describes how companies submit the aggregated (or company-wide) service level for each aspect of service quality identified in 4 CSR 240-32.080.  Commission rule 4 CSR 240-3.550(5)(A)(1) also requires companies to identify in their quarterly quality of service report any exchange failing to achieve surveillance level.  The proposed definition for service objective attempts to ensure a company’s quality of service will be monitored on an exchange-specific basis or as otherwise monitored as described in  4 CSR 240-32.080.  

 

4 CSR 240-3.500 (22): The term “station” is used in Chapter 3 and currently defined in Chapter 32.  Therefore, the term should be defined in this chapter.  The proposed definition mirrors the definition currently contained in Chapter 32.



4 CSR 240-3.500 (23): The proposed revised definition for “surveillance level” is a specific quality of service level that has been determined to be substandard and requires immediate correction by the company.  The existing definition incorrectly suggests that a company’s performance at or below this level is inferior.  For many measures described in 4 CSR 240-32.080 a lower number is considered inferior service as suggested by the current definition (i.e., orders for basic local telecommunications service completed within five working days).  In contrast, other measures reflect that a higher number should be considered inferior service (i.e., customer trouble reports).  Therefore the proposed definition appropriately removes the suggestion that a lower number may be considered inferior service.




4 CSR 240-3.500 (26):  The term “tariff” is currently used in Chapter 3 but defined in Chapter 32.  Therefore, the term should be defined in this chapter.  The proposed definition mirrors the existing definition in Chapter 32.



4 CSR 240-3.500 (27):  The term “telecommunications company” is currently used in Chapter 3 but defined in Chapter 32.  Therefore, the term should be defined in this chapter.  The proposed definition mirrors the existing definition in Chapter 32.

4 CSR 240-3.550 
4 CSR 240-3.550 (4) (A) (B) and (5) (A) (2):  The removal of the technical procedure referred to as “regrade” is relating  to party line conversion to single line service. This procedure has become obsolete. 

 
    4 CSR 240-3.550 (5) (A) (1): The revised text clarifies specific responsibilities required of a company when a specific area or areas fail to meet a predetermined quality standard.  Specifically if a company observes performance within an established surveillance level for an exchange or as otherwise monitored according to 4 CSR 240-32.080 then the company should include such service levels with the company’s corresponding aggregate service level in the company’s quarterly quality of service report.  In addition the company should provide an explanation of what corrective action will be taken to achieve the Commission’s service objective.  These requirements need to be spelled out in the Commission’s rules because not all companies currently provide this additional information.  This information will help ensure the company is aware of the inferior service and is taking steps to correct the problem.

            4 CSR 240-3.550 (5)  (D):  The added text clarifies companies have an additional option of electronically reporting abnormal conditions.

4 CSR 240-32.020 

Staff recommends the Commission insert one additional definition. This additional definition would define “out of service”.   See Staff comments for 4 CSR 240-32.050 (5) (H) (2) for further explanation.

4 CSR 240-32.020  (1): The definition of “access line” is being proposed to clarify the tabulation of basic local service lines used for compiling certain data in a company’s quality of service report.  The term is primarily used in tracking results of certain category of service criteria, specifically trouble reports.  For example the service objective for customer trouble reports is a frequency not exceeding six (6) reports for every one hundred (100) access lines each month.  The term also has implications on whether to count trouble on other types of access lines.  A definition for the term “access line” will help ensure consistent tabulation of quality of service reports among companies.

The proposed revision to the existing definition for “access line” is appropriate because it will attempt to achieve greater consistency among parties in their quality of service reporting.  The existing definition is currently unclear regarding high capacity lines.  For example, a high capacity line equipped with 24 voice-grade channels may be counted differently depending on a party’s interpretation.  In this example, a company may count a high capacity line in its quality of service report as “one” line, 24 lines, or perhaps not at all under the existing definition.  The proposed definition attempts to clarify this issue by counting a high capacity line based on the number of voice-grade equivalent channels associated with it.  The proposed definition for an access line is reasonable because it will weight an access line based on the number of voice-grade conversations the line can simultaneously handle.    

The proposed access line definition does not include basic local lines used only for data purposes.  This concept appears to be consistent with Missouri statutory definition of basic local telecommunications service by defining it as “…two-way switched voice service…”   This concept suggests the Commission’s quality of service standards may not apply to access lines solely used for data purposes.  Likewise if a company receives a trouble report for a line used solely for data purposes then the company would not count the trouble report in the tabulation of the company’s trouble report rate.  If the Commission intends to have the Commission’s quality of service standards apply to data-only access lines then the Commission may want to further revise this definition.
4 CSR 240-32.020 (2): The proposed change in the definition of automated dialing removes the plural form of the term “devices”. 
4 CSR 240-32.020  (3): The term “grade of” is associated with party line service.  Since party line service is no longer offered, this term is no longer necessary in the definition of “base rate area.”

 
4 CSR 240-32.020  (6): The definition of “blockage” as used in 4 CSR–240. 32.080  (F) (G) is being proposed to clarify a blockage is when a call cannot be completed due to a network failure.  A blockage condition may exist when facilities are under designed for load capacity, equipment failure, or extreme high call volume.   

4 CSR 240-32.020  (7): The proposed revision of “call” simply refers to the singular rather plural form of the term.   



4 CSR 240-32.020  (10): The definition of “class of service” is being proposed to correspond to residential or business service.  

  
4 CSR 240-32.020  (11): The proposed change of the definition of “customer” is being recommended to remove “etc” entry, and replacing it with “other entity”.  The definition demonstrates that when a company provides a communications service for pay, the customer is the party that has payment responsibility for the service.

4 CSR 240-32.020  (13): The proposed change to “customer trouble report” is made to clarify that all customer reports received should be recorded as a single stand-alone report for tracking and reporting as required in 4 CSR 240-32.070. (5). 

4 CSR 240-32.020 [(14)]: “Grade of service” is a technical term that has become obsolete with the elimination of party lines.  Therefore this definition can be eliminated.

4 CSR 240-32.020 [(17)]: “Individual line service” is a technical term that is somewhat obsolete with the elimination of party lines.  In Staff’s opinion this definition can be eliminated.

 4 CSR 240-32.020 (16): The proposed definition for “intercept service” is recommended to demonstrate a specific type of service a company provides when a call is made to a non-working number or to a telephone number that has been changed.  This definition is similar, but not identical, to the existing definition for “standard intercept service” in 4 CSR 240-32.020 (42).  The term “intercept service” is used in Chapter 32; however the term “standard intercept service” is not used in Chapter 32.

4 CSR 240-32.020  (24): The change to the definition of “local calling scope” is being proposed to identify a specific geographic calling area as stated in 4 CSR 240-31.010 (8).

4 CSR 240-32.020 [(26)]:  “Local message” is not being used in Chapter 32, therefore the definition should be removed. 



4 CSR 240-32.020  (25): The term “long distance service” is currently defined in 4 CSR 240-32.020 and used in Chapter 32 and Chapter 3.  The proposed definition is based on the statutory definition of “basic local telecommunications service” as contained in Section 386.020(4) but modified to reflect an explanation for long distance service.  

4 CSR 240-32.020  (27): The definition change to “message rate service” is being proposed to clarify how a consumer would be billed for the service rendered.

4 CSR 240-32.020 (29): The definition change is being proposed to clarify what type “operator assisted calls” should be monitored in 4 CSR-32.080 (5) (C). The current definition references Section 386.020(37) RSMo.  In Staff’s opinion this statutory definition does not adequately clarify the type of operator assisted calls that should be monitored.  The proposed definition should be further clarified to reflect only “0-“ dialed operator service calls.  In this respect Staff recommends the following proposed definition:  “Operator assisted calls-a telecommunications service using either human or automated call intervention that is initiated by dialing solely on a “0-“ basis.”  In Staff’s opinion, this proposed revision is appropriate.  Operator service calls dialed on a “0+” basis would be technically difficult for a basic local telecommunications company to monitor.  For additional discussion, see Staff comments for 4 CSR 240-32.080(5)(C).  
4 CSR 240-32.020  [(33)] “Party line service” is obsolete and therefore this definition should be removed.

4 CSR 240-32.020  (31):  The proposed definition of “pay telephone” is intended to demonstrate a specific class of service a company may provide.

4 CSR 240-32.020 [(34)]: The term “pay telephone service provider” is not used in Chapter 32, therefore this definition can be removed. 

4 CSR 240-32.020  [39]:  The term “regrade” refers to the technical procedure of converting a party line to single line service. This procedure has become obsolete. Therefore this definition is no longer necessary.



4 CSR 240-32.020  (36):  The proposed definition for “service objective” is intended to demonstrate an acceptable quality of service level for the various service categories identified in 4 CSR 240-32.080.  The Commission’s telecommunications quality of service rules identifies two basic quality of service levels:  service objective level and surveillance level.  The Commission’s rules have always defined surveillance level; however no definition previously existed for service objective.  Both terms should be defined in the Commission’s rules.  The proposed definition for service objective also clarifies that service objectives should be maintained on an exchange-specific basis or as otherwise monitored according to 4 CSR 240-32.080.  Commission rule 4 CSR 240-3.550(5)(A)(1) describes how companies submit the aggregated (or company-wide) service level for each aspect of service quality identified in 4 CSR 240-32.080.  Commission rule 4 CSR 240-3.550(5)(A)(1) also requires companies to identify in their quarterly quality of service report any exchange failing to achieve surveillance level.  The proposed definition for service objective attempts to ensure a company’s quality of service will be monitored on an exchange-specific basis or as otherwise monitored as described in  4 CSR 240-32.080.  



4 CSR 240-32.020[(41)]:  The term “tandem” is not used in Chapter 32.  Therefore this term can be removed.



4 CSR 240-32.020[(42)]:  The term “standard intercept service” is described as “intercept service” in Chapter 32.   See Staff comments for 4 CSR 240-32.020 (16).

 
4 CSR 240-32.020  (38):  The proposed definition for “subsequent trouble report” is intended to clarify a specific type of customer reported trouble that is recorded but excluded from the quality of service measurements as defined in 4 CSR 240-32.080(4).



4 CSR 240-32.020  (39): The proposed revised definition for “surveillance level” is a specific quality level that has been determined to be substandard and requires immediate correction by companies.  The existing definition incorrectly suggests that a company’s performance at or below this level is inferior.  For many measures described in 4 CSR 240-32.080 a lower number is considered inferior service as suggested by the current definition (i.e., orders for basic local telecommunications service completed within five working days).  In contrast, other measures reflect that a higher number should be considered inferior service (i.e., customer trouble reports).  Therefore the proposed definition removes the suggestion that a lower number may be considered inferior service.


  
4 CSR 240-32.020  (48):  The proposed definition for “unusual repair” is intended to clarify a repair situation that may be excluded from the Out Of Service Cleared within 24 hours objective. The proposed definition attempts to define unusual repair as when restoration is prohibited by an external element that is beyond the control of the company.  For example, if a company has  work force and/or material limitations that prevent the company from restoring service within 24 hours, such limitations are within the company’s control and therefore should not be considered unusual repair.  In contrast, limitations caused by declared natural disasters are certainly beyond the company’s control and therefore could be considered as unusual repair. Reports excluded from the out of service requirement are still counted in the customer report rate base. 
4 CSR 240-32.060 
4 CSR 240-32.060 [2]:  Technological changes have made the definition of “trunk circuits” somewhat obsolete, as the existing definition does not appear to recognize trunk circuits comprised of certain technologies, such as fiber optics.  In Staff’s opinion the definition can simply be removed.

4 CSR 240-32.060 [3]:  Technological changes have made “party line identification” obsolete.  Therefore it is appropriate to delete this reference in defining “grounded circuits”.

4 CSR 240-32.060  (5): Corrects grammar.



4 CSR 240-32.060 (14) (A): The terminology clarifies that no matter what the diameter of the cable, it is required to have 24 inches of coverage.



4 CSR 240-32.060 14 (B): The terminology clarifies that no matter what the diameter of the cable, it is required to have 24 inches of coverage.

4 CSR 240-32.060 (15):  The proposed changes attempt to clarify that a trouble isolation fee can not be charged in certain situations.  In Staff’s opinion, a trouble isolation fee should not be applied to any customer when a network interface device has not been installed or is not accessible to the customer.  Preventing a company from charging a trouble isolation fee in such situations is appropriate because the customer cannot isolate trouble without the company’s assistance.  Existing wording of this portion of the Commission’s rules appears to provide companies with the ability to charge such a fee based on wording in the company’s tariff.  For example, some tariffs appear to allow companies to charge a trouble isolation fee regardless of whether the customer has access to a network interface device.  The proposed revision appropriately removes the reference to the company’s tariff if the company wants to apply the charge in such situations.  

4 CSR 240-32.070 
 

4 CSR 240-32.070 (4):  Companies no longer provide regrades of service so such references have been appropriately removed.  The proposed revisions also clarify that companies are required to provide a commitment date of when service will be installed or service will be restored.  Text pertaining to substantial construction is also being deleted.  Some companies maintain this portion of the Commission’s existing rules enables them to have 30 days to install basic local service whenever substantial construction or any construction is necessary.  Essentially such an interpretation, if correct, allows a company to discard such orders in compiling their percentage of orders for basic local telecommunications service that are completed within five business days.  In Staff’s opinion this portion of the Commission’s rules only pertained to substantial construction involved in regrades.  Staff believes companies should track all orders for basic local telecommunications service to see if service was installed within five business days.  Companies should not be able to exclude any orders on the sole basis the order required the installation and/or construction of facilities.  The only exceptions should be where delays in installing basic local telecommunications service is caused by the customer or the area has experienced a declared natural disaster as described in 4 CSR 240-32.080(5)(A) and (B).  These exceptions attempt to properly reflect situations that are beyond the company’s control.  The planning and construction of facilities are totally within the company’s control and therefore the Commission’s five-day service objective should still apply to any order for basic local telecommunications service involving construction.

4 CSR 240-32.070 (5): The proposed terminology clarifies that companies provide an audit trail for the receipt of all trouble reports.  Some companies currently do not have such an audit trail.  For instance some companies may clear the trouble without documenting the customer’s reporting of trouble.  In such instances the company typically resolves the customer’s trouble expeditiously; however the company doesn’t include such a trouble report in the company’s tabulation of trouble reports during the reporting time period.  In addition the proposed revision clarifies the time and date of the initial customer contact will start the out-of-service time period.   This clarification will ensure all companies will consistently track trouble reports.  Inconsistencies currently exist among companies for the identification of the time of the customer’s contact.  For example some companies may have an automated system answering a customer’s initial trouble report on weekends but document the time of customer contact for Monday when the company initially hears the customer’s recorded trouble report message.  The proposed revision will ensure the time of customer contact will be when the customer actually contacts the company.

4 CSR 240-32.080 


4 CSR 240-32.080 (1): The proposed text simply cross-references another section of the Commission’s rules where reporting requirements can be found.

            4 CSR 240-32.080 (2): The change clarifies that a company is expected to provide service in each exchange or as otherwise monitored in this section that meets or exceeds the service objective level.  The clarification is necessary because certain criteria are not monitored on an exchange-specific basis.  The proposed revision also clarifies the expectation that if service falls to the surveillance level then the company shall immediately investigate and take appropriate corrective action.  The corrective action taken shall be submitted in the company’s quarterly quality of service report.  A similar requirement is contained in 4 CSR 240-3.550 (5) (A) (1).  Staff has one recommended additional revision to this portion of the rule.  Staff recommends the Commission further revise the second sentence of this section to read as follows:  “If service within any exchange falls within the surveillance level, the company shall immediately investigate and take appropriate corrective action.”  This revision deletes “…to or below…” and inserts  “within”.    This suggested revision correctly reflects that surveillance level can be a high or a low number depending on the criteria being monitored.  See Staff’s comments for 4 CSR 240-3.010 (23) concerning the proposed definition for surveillance level.



4 CSR 240-32.080 (4):  The proposed revision attempts to clarify the monitoring of trouble reports.  Currently companies differ in their interpretation of the current rule on tracking trouble reports.  Without this proposed revision a company may use great latitude in not counting certain trouble reports in calculating the company’s trouble report rate.  For example a company may receive many trouble reports but only reflect one trouble report if the trouble reports can be traced to a common defect.  In such instances a company may attempt to minimize its trouble report rate by claiming various trouble reports are the result of a common problem.  This ability gives companies wide discretion in determining whether multiple trouble reports might be associated to a common defect.  Staff believes companies should track and report any trouble report.  This perspective would have the company calculate its trouble report rate by including any reports of trouble even if it is related to the same defect.  This proposed revision would provide a more accurate reflection of trouble reports and it would minimize a company’s ability to discard trouble reports.  The only exception that should be made is when subsequent trouble reports have been made on the same access line and the trouble has not yet been repaired or corrected.  





4 CSR 240-32.080 (5)(A)(1):  The proposed revision attempts to clarify the exceptions for completing an order for basic local telecommunications service within five working days.  The current rule simply indicates an exception might be for a natural disaster.  This current wording provides wide discretion to companies.  For example, in determining the percentage of orders completed within five working days a company could disregard many orders on the basis of a storm.  Such a storm may range from a slight rain shower to more severe weather and still be labeled as a “natural disaster”.  The proposed revision would require the natural disaster to be a “declared” natural disaster for that area.  Such a revision removes the ambiguities that currently exist.    



 

4 CSR 240-32.080 (5)(A)(2): The proposed revision more accurately clarifies the band or range of the surveillance level. 






4 CSR 240-32.080 (5)[B][1][2][3]: Technological changes have made references to regrades obsolete.





4 CSR 240-32.080 (5)(B): Technological changes have made references to regrades obsolete. In addition, the proposed revision properly ensures all customers will be given a commitment of when service will be installed.





4 CSR 240-32.080 (5)(B)(1):  The proposed revisions properly clarify the band or range of the Commission’s service objective level.   The proposed revisions require a natural disaster to be a declared natural disaster for a specific area in order to be excluded from the company’s basic service commitment rate (see Staff comments for 4 CSR 240-32.080 (5)(A)(1).)  Technological changes have made references to regrades obsolete.




4 CSR 240-32.080 (5)(B)(2): The proposed revision properly clarifies the band or range of the Commission’s surveillance level.





4 CSR 240-32.080 (5)(C): The proposed revision clarifies the scope of the service objective including what and how this category of service is monitored.  Specifically the proposed revision clarifies the company is expected to track only “0-“ dialed calls.  In Staff’s opinion, this proposed revision is appropriate.  Operator service calls dialed on a “0+” basis are difficult to monitor.  With the high number of interexchange carrier providers offering operator services it would place an undue burden on an ILEC to monitor all types of operator services.  The proposed revisions also clarify that if a company offers operator service but contracts with a third party for providing the service the company still needs to monitor and report the operator service being provided to customers.  The proposed revision also deletes references to “directory assistance”.  In Staff’s opinion, directory assistance is not contained in the statutory definition of operator services as identified in Section 386.020(37).  Finally, the proposed revisions change the service objective and surveillance levels for this category of service.  These service levels are being increased by 6 seconds to reflect switch delay times.  For example, central office switches typically are timed to wait a few seconds after a caller dials “0”.  This delay allows the caller to dial additional digits if the caller is making a 0+ dialed call.   These new levels will allow easier monitoring for the timing for this service category begins immediately after the caller dials “0”.





4 CSR 240-32.080 (5)(D)(1): The proposed revision properly clarifies the band or range of the Commission’s service objective level. 





4 CSR 240-32.080 (5)(D)(3):  The proposed change clarifies the monitoring responsibility of providers of basic local service. The revision also states the preferred mechanized method of monitoring customer assistance answer time and explains a specific method for manual tracking. 





4 CSR 240-32.080 (5)(E)(1): The proposed revision properly clarifies the band or range of the Commission’s service objective level. 



4 CSR 240-32.080 (5)(E)(2): The proposed revision properly clarifies the band or range of the Commission’s surveillance’s level. 





4 CSR 240-32.080 (5)(E)(3): The proposed change clarifies the monitoring responsibility of providers of basic local service. The revision also states the preferred mechanized method of monitoring “Originated Switch Calls” and explains a specific method for manual tracking. Staff recommends removal of the statement “if possible”.










4 CSR 240-32.080 (5)(F)(1): The proposed revision properly clarifies the band or range of the Commission’s service objective level. 




   4 CSR 240-32.080 (5)(F)(2): The proposed revision properly clarifies the band or range of the Commission’s surveillance’s level. 





4 CSR 240-32.080 (5)(F)(3): The proposed change clarifies the monitoring responsibility of providers of basic local service. The revision also states the preferred mechanized method of monitoring “Local Exchange Switched Call Completion” and explains a specific method for manual tracking. 














4 CSR 240-32.080 (5)(G)(1): The proposed revision properly clarifies the band or range of the Commission’s service objective level. 


4 CSR 240-32.080 (5)(G)(2): The proposed revision properly clarifies the band or range of the Commission’s surveillance’s level. 




4 CSR 240-32.080 (5)(G)(3): The proposed change clarifies the monitoring responsibility of providers of basic local service. The revision also states the preferred mechanized method of monitoring “Interexchange Switched Call Completion” and explains a specific method for manual tracking. 




4 CSR 240-32.080 (5)(H)(1) (B): The proposed revision properly clarifies the band or range of the Commission’s surveillance’s level. 




4 CSR 240-32.080 (5)(H)(1)(D) The proposed revision clarifies a misinterpretation by companies of what type trouble reports will and will not be used to calculate the customer trouble report rate. Trouble reports where the trouble causing the report is isolated to Customer Provided Equipment (CPE) or inside wire are excludable from the trouble report rate. Trouble reports where trouble is not found, “test ok “ or “found ok “ are countable in the trouble report rate. The customer trouble report rate measures the number of times customers report trouble on their lines. 

 


4 CSR 240-32.080 (5)(H)(2): The proposed revision clarifies the type of trouble report requiring restoration within 24 hours is when a customer experiences an out of service condition.  An out of service condition exists when a customer reports or a test reveals the customer has lost the ability to originate or receive a call. In Staff’s opinion the phrase “out of service” could be clarified by defining it in 4 CSR 240-32.020. Such a definition will help ensure consistent interpretation of the phrase. Staff recommends the following definition for out of service. “ An out of service condition exists when a customer reports or a test reveals the customer has lost the ability to originate or receive a call.” 




4 CSR 240-32.080 (5)(H)(2)(A): The proposed revision properly clarifies the band or range of the Commission’s service objective level.












4 CSR 240-32.080 (5)(H)(2)(B): The proposed revision properly clarifies the band or range of the Commission’s surveillance’s level. 




4 CSR 240-32.080 (5)(H)(3) The proposed revisions properly clarify that all customer trouble reports will be given a commitment of when service will be restored. (See Staff comments for 4 CSR 240-32.070 (4).)  




4 CSR 240-32.080 (5)(H)(3)(A): The proposed revisions properly clarify the band or range of the Commission’s service objective level.   The proposed revisions require a natural disaster to be a declared natural disaster for a specific area in order to be excluded from the company’s basic service commitment rate (see Staff comments for 4 CSR 240-32.080 (5)(A)(1).)  




4 CSR 240-32.080 (5)(H)(3)(B): The proposed revision properly clarifies the band or range of the Commission’s surveillance’s level. 





WHEREFORE, Staff respectfully requests that the Commission give due consideration to the comments provided herein.
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