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General Counsel’s Office/Date


Subject:
Increases in Local Operator Services Rates  

Date:
May 23, 2003 revised May 27, 2003

P.S.C. Mo. No. 24, Local Exchange Tariff, 5th Revised Sheet 5.11A and 5th Revised Sheet 5.12.

I.  Background

On May 9, 2003, Southwestern Bell Telephone, L.P., d/b/a SBC Missouri (SBC) an incumbent local exchange carrier, filed proposed tariff sheets with a twelve-day effective date by which SBC seeks to increase the operator assistance (services) rates authorized under SBC’s Local Exchange tariff. On May 13, 2003, the Office of the Public Counsel (OPC) filed Motion to Reject Tariff, Or In The Alternative, To Suspend.  On May 16, 2003, Staff filed a response to OPC’s motion. On May 19, 2003, SBC extended the effective date of the tariffs to May 30 in order to permit an opportunity to provide additional information to Staff.  On May 27, 2003, SBC further extended the tariffs to May 31, 2003. 

One of the issues raised in OPC’s motion was the lack of customer notice pursuant to 392.500(2) RSMo.  SBC indicated notice of the proposed rate increase was provided to its customers in the previous billing cycle. Some customers would have had as many as thirty days notice while others would have had ten.  SBC did not provide a copy of its customer notice with the instant filing but did provide a copy to the Telecommunications Department Staff (Staff) upon request.  The submitted notice references “changes” in operator services surcharges and rates, and increases in business and residential MTS (Message Telecommunications Service). The instant tariff deals only with operator services rates and surcharges. 

Specific information is not provided for the operator services rates changes in the customer’s notice. Instead, the customer is directed to a toll-free telephone number printed elsewhere in the bill and instructed to call that number for details on the changes.  The toll-free number varies throughout the state, dependent upon the customer’s address.  Staff notes, in JI-2003-0241 and JL-2003-1356 (Case No. LT-2003-0268) the Commission approved similar notification procedures.  


II. Staff’s Issues with Tariff Filing

Upon receipt of the customer notification, Staff attempted to verify the adequacy of the automated procedure and the rate information provided thereby.  Staff’s first attempt to verify the rate information failed because Staff did not have access to an SBC account to access the automated system.  Staff contacted SBC and found that it could not provide an account number because employee accounts include benefits not available to the general public and providing access to a non-employee customer’s account information would raise other issues.  SBC’s legal department consented to Staff using account information of a PSC employee (employee) with SBC service.  Staff attempted to verify rate information using that employee’s account information.  This attempt took about 5 minutes.  Staff could not complete the attempt because the SBC customer service representative (CSR) requested a passcode to proceed and the employee had no recollection of authorizing or requesting a block on the account, which would require a passcode.   The call was terminated.

Staff attempted to verify the rate information a second time using the employee’s account information.  This call lasted at least 15 minutes as follows:  

· Staff was transferred to four different CSRs, through the automated rotation, before reaching someone that could assist in the query.

· Two of the CSRs posed marketing questions before transferring Staff back to the automated rotation.

· The final CSR still required a passcode, but was willing to work with Staff after being informed that Staff was just requesting rate information that should not be protected.

· The CSR did not have knowledge of any rate increases, but assured Staff that if rate increases were proposed she would know of them.

· The CSR gave Staff the existing rates and promised to research any new rates and took the “work” phone number to call back with the results of her research.

· No further verification of the new rates was received.

Staff contacted SBC and requested a test account number that could be used to evaluate the automated rate procedure.  Staff subsequently filed its Response to OPC’s motion including its own request to suspend the tariff to allow further time to state its opinion on whether the notice given by SBC was adequate. 

After filing its Response and request for suspension of the tariff, Staff continued to work with SBC to verify the automated process.  SBC provided a test account, which Staff used on two separate occasions.  These calls lasted 10 minutes and 18 minutes and resulted in Staff being placed in the automated rotation twice; thus, speaking to two CSRs per call.  On the first call, one of the CSRs asked Staff to define the service (i.e., person-to-person) for which the rate was requested, but then quoted the residential long distance per minute rate instead of the operator service rates requested.  On the second call, the final CSR said he had no information on new charges.  When asked when notice of rate increases would be received by the CSRs, he said they receive memos daily on new products but had not received any information on new rates for operator services.

Staff contacted SBC and informed it of the outcome of the most recent attempts to verify the automated customer notice procedures.  SBC committed to Staff to have the system working by May 21, 2003 and extended the tariff filings to May 31 to allow time for the required 10-day customer notification.   

On May 21 and May 22, Staff again tested SBC’s automated customer notice procedures.  Staff not only used the test number provided by SBC, but also used the employee number and the telephone number and account information of another PSC employee’s parent.  These calls lasted from four to seven minutes, but these minutes were used to provide the requested rate information.  SBC made its automated menu more user-friendly.  Staff was able to make its selection and reach a CSR without being placed in lengthy queues or the rotation, as with prior calls.  On two of the three calls, the CSRs still confused directory assistance with operator services, but upon further clarification, all three CSRs were able to provide both the current operator service rates and the new rates for all proposed changes.  On one call, the CSR requested the passcode, but upon explanation that Staff was not seeking any personal information but only requesting information on the new rates, the CSR was forthcoming with the rates.  Staff’s impression of the last three test calls is positive and Staff is persuaded that SBC has now provided adequate customer notice for this filing as required by 392.500(2) RSMo.       

SBC has committed to making sure future rate change notices are clear.  When possible, all information regarding the rate change will be included in the customer’s bill.  Due to occasional technical constraints, SBC will need to periodically rely upon the automated procedure described in this Memorandum.  Staff will continue to monitor customer notice, whether paper, electronic or automated

III. Tariff Proposal

SBC proposes to increase operator services Non-payphone and Payphone rates charged for Calling Card, Collect Non-Inmate, Billed to a Third Number, Sent Paid, and Person-to-Person services.  The specific changes are noted below.

Changes In Local Exchange Operator Services Rates

	
	Non-payphone
	Payphone

	Station-to-Station
	Current Rate
	Proposed Rate
	$Change
	%Change
	Current Rate
	Proposed Rate
	$Change
	%Change

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Calling Card
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-Automated
	$1.35
	$1.50
	$0.15
	11%
	$1.35
	$1.50
	$0.15
	11%

	Semi-Automated
	$0.80
	$0.90
	$0.10
	12.5%
	$0.80
	$0.90
	$0.10
	12.5%

	Fully Automated
	$0.40
	$0.45
	$0.05
	12.5%
	$0.40
	$0.45
	$0.05
	12.5%


	
	Non-payphone
	Payphone

	Station-to-Station
	Current Rate
	Proposed Rate
	$Change
	%Change
	Current Rate
	Proposed Rate
	$Change
	%Change

	Collect Non-Inmate
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-Automated
	$1.35
	$1.50
	$0.15
	11.1%
	$1.35
	$1.50
	$0.15
	11.1%

	Semi-Automated
	$1.15
	$1.25
	$0.10
	8.7%
	$1.15
	$1.25
	$0.10
	8.7%

	Fully Automated
	$0.90
	$0.99
	$0.09
	10%
	$0.90
	$0.99
	$0.09
	10%

	Collect Inmate
	No Change
	No Change

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Billed to a Third Number
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-Automated
	$1.35
	$1.50
	$0.15
	11.1%
	$1.35
	$1.50
	$0.15
	11.1%

	Semi-Automated
	$1.15
	$1.25
	$0.10
	8.7%
	$1.15
	$1.25
	$0.10
	8.7%

	Fully Automated
	$0.90
	$0.99
	$0.09
	10%
	$0.90
	$0.99
	$0.09
	10%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Sent-Paid
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-Automated
	$1.35
	$1.50
	$0.15
	11.1%
	No Change

	Semi-Automated
	$1.15
	$1.25
	$0.10
	8.7%
	No Change

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Person-to-Person
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-Automated
	$3.00
	$3.30
	$0.30
	10%
	$3.00
	$3.30
	$0.30
	10%

	Semi-Automated
	$2.55
	$2.80
	$0.25
	9.8%
	$2.55
	$2.80
	$0.25
	9.8%


The above rates are charged on a per minute basis and other surcharges may apply.  Sent Paid refers to a billing relationship whereby the party responsible for the originating telephone is charged for the call.  Non-Automated calls are those where the caller accesses an operator who then dials the call and collects all billing necessary information for the call.  This kind of call is sometimes referred to as zero minus (0-), i.e., the caller just dials 0.  Semi-Automated calls are those in which the caller contacts the operator but dials the necessary information to complete the call; the operator only collects information necessary to bill for the call. A fully-automated call is one in which the caller accesses the operator, dials all necessary information to terminate the call, and provides all billing information by means of an automated system.  

In Case No. TO-93-116 the Commission found SBC’s operator services to be transitionally competitive.  On January 10, 1996 the Commission extended the transitionally competitive status of the aforementioned services for an additional three years.  In its Report and Order in Case No. TO-2001-467, the Commission found SBC’s operator services became competitive January 10, 1999.

IV.  Summary and Recommendation
Staff is persuaded that SBC has now provided a means for adequate customer notice for this filing.  With the extension until May 31, 2003, the required 10-day notice period will be satisfied.  Staff will continue to monitor SBC’s customer notices and customer notice procedures in the future.

Staff recommends the Commission approve the proposed instant filing effective May 31, 2003.  This recommendation is consistent with the Commission’s previous determinations regarding competitive services and customer notification.  Staff has no objection to the proposal taking effect and recommends Commission approval.  Staff is aware of another SBC filing, Tracking No. JI-2003-1953 (Case No. IT-2003-0484), which may affect or may be affected by this filing.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The Company is not delinquent in filing an annual report and paying the PSC assessment. 
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� TO-2001-467 is on appeal in the Circuit Court of Cole County.
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