e QUALITY PERFORMANCE

- COMMUNICATIONS, INC, FOR REVISFONS T
' ITS EXCHANGE AND: NETWORK SERVICES

- 016 to review.lU 8 WEST's service quality performance pursua
aratej increase for-reésig

_ increase dependmg on Us W'ES'VT's:s ;

of the Mtdwest kic (A'f '

" questions raised by the Commissibn during the June, 12, 1997, hearing. on July 1,1997, U8 WEST

49-31. The Commlsswn may:rely upon any or all of theSe or other |aws of thls state m maktng its

U S WEST COMMUNICATIGNS INC. SERVIC E

IN.THE MATTER OF THE FtErNG BY: u s wee‘r

TARIFF AND EXCHANGE AND NETWORK
SERVICES CATALOG ~ = <=

On February 20,1997, the Publlc Utlllttes Commlsmon (Cemmnssron pe d ocket T(397-
C SSion's:

Approving St:pulatlon and Addendum in Doc_k

decided tha a' proposed second increase fay be

'tlmety Petltion 1o tntarvene By Order da d.‘Apnl 28 1997 ’the'*‘“': :
Commlssmn granted both Petmons to [htervene' S o - " S :

..1

w . On Apnl 30, 1997, the. Commlsszon recelved a f Img by U s WEST that reflects the second",
phase of increase which is docket: TC97-049.7 On June 3, 1997 ‘at’a duly noticed meetmg,_ the'
Commrssron declded to consohdate dockets TCQT—U16 and TCQ'?-'049 v

On May 20, 1997, the Commlssron ISSLIed |ts Amended Grder and Notlce of Procedura
Schedule and Hearing in docket TC97-016" schedulmg a hearmg for June 12-13; 1997.: The hearing-
was commenced as scheéduled. The Commission cont;nued the hearmg s0 that the patties and the
Commission could identify any ‘outstanding issues once' the June 12, 1997, transc‘.npt beécamé
avaitable. The procedure established by the Commission permitted U S WEST to draft a:list'of the
issues and witnesses it believed were relevant to.complete the hearing based: upon concerms and

filed a letter setting forth its additional w:tnesses and the lssues to be addressed by thOSe wrtnesses
The Commlss:on has jurisdictiof in thls matter pursuant to SDCL Chapters 1 26 49—13 and
determmatlon

The issue is whether based upon the Commlssmn & stlgatlon of. U S WESTs semce Lot s
quality performance from February:12, 1996, to ‘February 1 ‘.1‘,1599? a second raté incredse B
scheduled to be implemented-at the end of 18 months frém the 1i rst mcrease may be mpfemented , o
(in whole or in part), delayed or. re,jected . o LI Sk AT

L
1he

" The hearing.is an adversary proceedlng conducted pursuant to SDCL Chapter 1-26.. A!I' .
parties have the right.to attend and represent themsetves or be repreésented by an attorney - e

.. ‘However, such nghts and other due process rights shatt be forfeited if not exercised at the, Mhearing.

' you or your representatlve fail to appear at the time and place set for the heanng the Final
Decision will be based solely on testimony and evidence provided, if any, durmg the hearlng ora.
Final Decision may be issued by default pursuant to SDCL 1-26-20. . . T




The Commission, after examining the evidencé and: heanng testimony presented by the
parties, shall make Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law anda. Ftnal DeClSIOFI As a result of the
hearing the Commission may implement (in whole. 6rin. part), deiayf or re;ect the second increase

-<pursuant to its decision in TC94-121. The Final Decision madeby the. Comg‘mssmn may be appealed
'by the parties to the Circuit Court and the South Dakota Supreme Court as: prcwided by Iaw

The Commission:finds that the letter dated June 30, 1997 es submltted by US WEST

identifying additional withesses and issues should be adopted and these matters shall.be heard. at

the hearing.

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that pursuant to SDCL 1-26-26, the Commission hereby gives notige
that the attached Quality of Service Data, marked as Exhibit A, has bzen received by ihe

Commission. It may be considered by the Commission in these proceedings commenging oh Ju{y‘

16, 1997, in LCR-1, State Capitol Building, Pierre, $D, beginning at 8:30 a.mmi. All parties shall have
an opportunity to participate and present witnesses relative to the attachment. _

It is therefore

ORDERED that all parties shaii be afforded the opportunity. to parﬂc:pate in the consrderatron
of Exhibit A by the Commission as provided by SDCL. 1-26-26; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED . that a hearing shall cornmence on July 1v6 1 997 m LCR—‘] State
Capitol Building, Pierre, SD, beginning at B 30:a.m.; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that theletter dated June 30 1997 as submitted by . U S WEST |
identifying additional witnesses and issues shall be adopted The letteris hereby mcorporated byu -

reference.

Pursuant to the Americans with Disabilities Act, this hearing is being held inn a physically
accessible location. Please contact the Public Utilities Commission at 1-800-332-1782 at.least 48

hours prior to the hearing if yout have special needs so arrangements caf be made t§ accommodate '

you.
Dated at Pierre, South Dakota, this 7th day of July, 1897,
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE . o
The undersigned hereby certifies that this BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION:
document has been served today upon all parties of Commissioners Burg Nelson arid’
record in this docket, as listed on the docket sepvice N ' o
list, by facsimile or by first class mall, in properiy Schoenfelder

addressed enyaopes, with charges prepald thereon.
—/ 4
WILL!AM BULL RD =

Date; ’/;/ Z / ¢,7 Executive Director

(OFFICIAL SEAL)




The National Regulatory Research Institute

1080 Carmack Road

TOﬁ]d ) Columbus, Ohio 43210-1002

: Phone: 614/292-9404
UNIVERSITY FAX: 614/292-719¢

To: Jim Burg

Pam Nelson

Laska Schoen r
From: Ray Lawto
Date: June 25, 1097

Subject: Quality-of-Service Data For South Dakota

Per your request, two items are submitted for your use. The first is a memo from Mike
Clements that should be helpful in your assessment of the trend line for service quality J
in South Dakota. Mike's memo uses federal ARMIS data. The data cover six ARMIS _ - |
service quality variables. The big picture is that South Dakota has declined on four of

the six measures. ' {

The second item was filed in the Ohio Public Utility Commission’s price cap proceeding.
The part most useful to you may be Chapter Four, which lays out the linked logic of
service quality and price caps and why you should have a reasonable expectation that

service quality should éither remain the same or improve under price caps.

 EXHIBIT -

A

Established by the National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners at The Ohia Stare Uneversity in 1976




Recently issued 1996 service quality results exhibit a similar trend. In 1996, the FCC

adopted a yearly, versus quarterly, service quality filing. Thus, the 1996 results are not strictly -

comparable to the 1991 to 1995 data. However, calculating average quarterly values from the
annual data permits some rough comparisons. Compared with the 1991 second quarter, the
1996 results show lower service quality levels in total customer commitments met, total repeat
trouble reports, switched downtime, and total customer complaints. Improvements are
apparent in total trouble reports and trunk blockage.

South Dakota's service quality results closely track US West's aggregate results. Figures
15 to 28 illustrate South Dakota's and US West's service quality records on the previous
measures. As the figures illustrate, the South Dakota and US West results move in tandem.
These results are consistent with other studies that identify the holding company as a
significant factor influencing state-level activity. That is, the holding company's corporate
strategy appears to influence state-level results.

Compared to Ohio, South Dakota has a generally lower service quality level. Recently,
the NRRI published an in-depth report identifying the telecommunications service quality
preference and experiences of Ohio residential and business consumers. Even though Ohio
generally has higher net service quality levels (Table 2), the NRRI survey indicates that a
significant number of consumers of Ohio local exchange companies still have significant
service quality problems. This suggests that a similar survey done in South Dakota could
show that even large proportions of South Dakota consumers would also be concerned about
the quality of the telecommunications services that they receive.

As state commissions increasingly adopt alternative regulatory policies, service quality remains an
important consideration. Technology, legislation, and commission action are fostering
competition. This newly emerging competition should improve economic efficiency. However,
incipient competition has not resolved the present service quality problems. Results from the
preceding six year period indicate a general service quality degradation.
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FIGURE 2: Business Customer
Commitments Met (FCC ARMIS 43-05)
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FIGURE 3: Total Customer Commitments Met
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FIGURE 4: Residential Trouble Reports
(FCC ARMIS 43-05)
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FIGURE 5: Business Trouble Reports

(FCC ARMIS 43-05)

T ; T T T T T T ' T

Q291 Q491 Q292 Q492 Q293 Q493 Q294 Q494 Q295 Q4 95

Period

—e— South Dakota




Percent

30.0%

25.0%

20.0%

15.0%

10.0%

FIGURE 6: Residential Repeat Trouble
Reports (FCC ARMIS 43-05)
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FIGURE 7: Business Repeat Trouble Reports

- (FCC ARMIS 43-05)
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FIGURE 8: Total Trouble Reports
(FCC ARMIS 43-05)
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FIGURE 9: Total Repeat Trouble Reports
(FCC ARMIS 43-05)
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FIGURE 10: Trunk Blockage - Exceed
Threshold One Month (FCC ARMIS 43-05)
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FIGURE 11: Switched Downtime
(FCC ARMIS 43-05)
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FIGURE 12: Business Customer Complaints
(FCC ARMIS 43-05)
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FIGURE 13: Residential Customer Complaints
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FIGURE 14: Total Customer Complalnts
(FCC ARMIS 43-05)
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TABLE 1

SOUTH DAKOTA SERVICE QUALITY RANKINGS

Repeat .
Period Commitments Trouble Trouble Trunk Switched
(QuarterfYear) Met Reports Reports Blockage Downtime Complaints

Q2 1991 31 18 32 48 25 28
Q4 1991 30 4 34 48 28 36
Q2 1992 43 8 34 47 7 34
Q4 1992 32 8 27 438 3 21
Q2 1993 33 17 26 42 2 31
Q4 1993 34 3 31 28 _ 48 39
Q2 1994 33 13 34 46 37 43
Q4 1994 3 4 32 45 12 34
Q2 1995 36 25 38 48 35 44
Q4 1995 40 6 29 44 31 39

Scale: 1 Highest, 48 Lowest

Source: FCC ARMIS 43-05,
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FIGURE 16: Business Customer
Commitments Met (FCC ARMIS 43-05)
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FIGURE 17: Total Customer Commitments
Met (FCC ARMIS 43-05)
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FIGURE 18: Residential Trouble Reports
(FCC ARMIS 43-05)
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FIGURE 19: Business Trouble Reports

(FCC ARMIS 43-05)
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FIGURE 20: Residential Repeat Trouble
Reports (FCC ARMIS 43-05)
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FIGURE 21: Business Repeat Trouble
Reports (FCC ARMIS 43-05)
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FIGURE 22: Total Trouble Reports
(FCC ARMIS 43-05)
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FIGURE 23: Total Répeat Trouble Reports
(FCC ARMIS 43-05)
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FIGURE 24: Trunk Blockage - Exceed
Threshold One Month (FCC ARMIS 43-05)
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FIGURE 25: Switched Downtime
(FCC ARMIS 43-05)
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FIGURE 26: Business Customer Complaints
(FCC ARMIS 43-05)
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FIGURE 27: Residential Customer Complaints
(FCC ARMIS 43-05)
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FIGURE 28: Total Customer Complaints
(FCC ARMIS 43-05)
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SOUTH DAKOTA, OHIO, AND US WEST AVERAGE

TABLE 2

SERVICE QUALITY PERFORMANCE

(Q2 1991 to Q4 1995)

Aggregate
Service Quality Measure South Dakota Chio US West
Total Customer Commitments Met 98.2% 99.3% 97.8%
Total Trouble Reports 43.9 60.2 48.5
Total Repeat Trouble Reports 20.2% 19.7% 24.1%
Trunk Blockage 7.7% 52% 2.3%
Switched Downtime 16.5% 15.3% 18.3%
Total Customer Complaints 0.08 0.01 0.10

Source: FCC ARMIS 43-05.




