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DIRECT TESTIMONY - ELTON HOWELL 

Please state your name and business address. 

Elton Howell, 101 East Gaines Street, Tallahassee, 

Flori.da 32399-0866. 

By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 

I am a staff engineer with the Florida Public Service 

Commission, Bureau of Service Evaluation. 

Please describe your communications and regulatory 

experience. 

I joined the commission staff in 1991 after twenty-one 

years of working as a contract employee and as an hourly 

employee in various engineering and installation and repair 

capacities for Pacific Bell, Southern Bell and various 

General Telephone Companies. I was with GTE for 11 years 

and held the positions of Senior Project Engineer, Project 

Engineer and Planning Engineer. I was Senior Project 

Engineer with Southern Bell for 8 months and spent 5 years 

with Pacific Tel as Project Engineer and 

InstallerfRepairman. As an engineer and a planner I 

provided detailed telecommunication construction drawings 
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for outside plant projects as well as developing budgets, 

designing cable and conduit routes, cable sizing and 

overa.11 plans for the outside plant (OSP) engineers. In 

addit.ion I have designed and engineered fiber spans, T1 

spans, remote carrier sites, and major cable and conduit 

facilities. Some of the largest projects I engineered were 

$5.5 and $14 million systems. 

What are your responsibilities in your present position? 

As a staff engineer in the Bureau of Service Evaluation, I 

primarily perform service evaluations on the LECs and the 

IXCs to ensure their quality of service. These evaluations 

include initiating and analyzing test call data, auditing 

repair and business office records, making on-site 

inspections and reporting the results of these tests and 

inspections. 

Have you previously testified before this Commission? 

NO. 
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1 Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 

2 

3 A. The purpose is to address the problems that were discovered 

4 when reviewing Southern Bell Telephone Company (SBT) 

5 records for proper rebating of out-of-service (00s) 

6 trouhles and Consumer Affairs complaints relating to repair 

7 operations. 

8 

9 Q. What issues will your testimony address? 

10 

11 A. bly testimony will directly address issues 301, 302, 306, 

12 309 and 401 (b) (c) and indirectly address issues 307 and 

13 310 that were originally established in Docket Nos. 910163- 

14 TL and 910727-TL. These issues pertain to SBT's proper 

15 reporting and rebating of trouble reports. 

16 

17 Q. What analysis was preformed in the preparation of your 

18 testimony? 

19 

20 A. Members of the Bureau of Service Evaluation staff and I 

21 have reviewed several trouble reports for August 1990, 

22 April 1992 and Consumer Affairs complaints from February 

23 1990 through December 1990 to see if the company properly 

24 rebated customers. In addition, staff reviewed SBTIs 

25 repair and rebate operations to identify any major problems 
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that SBT may have experienced during these time periods. 1 

2 

3 Q. Will you explain exactly what data was reviewed for August 

4 1990? 

5 

6 A. Staff reviewed the Detailed Lengthy Extended Trouble 

7 History (DLETH) and billing records for customer direct 

8 trouble reports that were out-of-service over 24 hours. 

9 Our main goal in this review was to determine the accuracy 

10 of SBT’s out-of-service over 24 hour rebating procedures. 

11 

12 Q. 

13 

Did you participate in the review of the August 1990 data? 

14 A. No. 

15 

16 Q. Do you agree with the findings in this review? 

17 

18 A. Yes. 

19 

20 Q. What .is a DLETH and how does SBT use it? 

21 

22 A. A DLETH is a record the company keeps to show the detailed 

23 status of a trouble report from the time the trouble is 

24 reported until the time the trouble is cleared and closed. 

25 The DLETH can also be used to show the accumulated record 
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1 of the past trouble history for a specific telephone 

2 number. 

3 

4 Q. From the information you reviewed, did you find any 

5 probl.ems with SBT's repair or rebate operations from the 

6 1990 and 1992 data? 

7 

8 A. Yes, I found problems in both the August 1990 and April 

9 1992 data. 

10 

11 Q, What problems did you find in your review of the August 

12 1990 data? 

13 

14 A. The staff reviewed 457 DLETHs and customer billing records 

15 and found 337 of these troubles were eligible for rebates. 

16 SBT did not rebate 117 of these trouble reports. 

17 Approximately 35 percent of the August1990 trouble reports 

18 that were eligible did not receive a rebate. 

19 

20 Q. 

21 reports to review? 

22 

23 A. Yes, the Division of Communicationsi (CMU) staff requested 

24 the D.ivision of Auditing and Financial Analysis (AFAD) to 

25 provide a sample of the trouble reports from the Mechanized 

Do you believe that 457 DLETHs is an appropriate number of 

5 



Trouble Analysis System's (MTAS) data provided by SBT that 

were out-of-service over 24 hours. Based on a 95% factor 

for the desired confidence level, a 5% expected error rate 

and a 2% desired precision, the information provided CMU 

staff with a statistically valid sample for this time 

period. 

8 Q. What is MTAS and the data associated with this System? 

9 

10 A. MTAS (Mechanized Trouble Analysis System) is a system used 

11 by SBT to analyze trouble reports. The data in MTAS is a 

12 summary of some of the data found on a DLETH such as 

13 receipt time, close time, cause code and disposition code. 

14 

15 Q. 

16 when they appear to be eligible for a rebate? 

17 

18 A. The company states it does not believe it has to rebate 

Do you know why SBT failed to give these customers a rebate 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

trouble reports that are out-of-service over 24 hours if it 

is determined the trouble is related to the customer 

premises equipment (CPE) . However, I believe the intent of 
the rule is clear, and SBT is required, at the very least, 

to attempt to notify the customer within 24 hours that the 

trouble is related to their CPE. If the company does not 

notify the customer, the customers would never know the 
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problem was related to their telephone equipment and 

therefore could be out-of-service indefinitely. 

Do you believe SBT is required to rebate these CPE related 

troubles? 

Yes, it is my opinion that Rule 25-4.070 ( l ) ( b )  and (7) and 

Rule 25-4.110 (2), read in conjunction, requires SBT to 

rebate troubles that are out-of-service longer than 24 

hours. If the company identifies the troubles as customer 

CPE problems, then the company must notify, or attempt to 

notify, the customer within 24 hours that the problem is 

related to their CPE, otherwise the customer is due a 

rebate. 

Is this rebating problem for CPE related trouble occurring 

statewide? 

Yes, as you can see from the Exhibit EH-1 that the numbers 

illustrate a company wide problem. 
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Q. 	 Explain exactly what data was reviewed for April 1992? 

A. 	 The same type of information was reviewed for April 1992 as 

was reviewed in August 1990, DLETHs and billing records for 

customer· direct trouble reports that were out-of-service 

over 24 hours. However, staff broadened its scope to see 

if there were other areas of concern that needed 

correcting. 

Q. 	 What problems did you find in your review of the April 1992 

data? 

A. 	 From my review of 438 DLETH's and the billing records 

associated with those reports, it appears there were five 

major problems. 

1. 	 SBT did not rebate trouble reports that were out-of­

service longer than 24 hours, if the trouble was 

determined to be associated with the customer's ePEe 

2. 	 SBT did not rebate 52 trouble reports for OOS over 24 

hours even though the problem was with SBT's 

equipment. 

3. 	 SBT did not rebate for repeat reports even though 
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10 Q. 

11 your analysis of the April 1992 data? 

12 

13 A. Yes, Exhibit EH-2 shows the breakdown for the 5 areas I 

Can you show in a table the breakdown of your findings from 

there were outages and the customer was 00s for the 

full duration of the report’s history. 

4. SBT did not rebate an appropriate amount for some of 

the troubles which were 00s for several days. 

5. SBT did not accurately identify the true cause of the 

troubles in the initial trouble reports. 

discussed above. 14 

15 

16 Q. Was the sampling technique used for April 1992 similar to 

17 that which was used for the August 1990 review? 

18 

19 A. Yes. 

20 

21 Q. 

22 the April 1992 data? 

Could you explain in more detail the problems you found in 

23 

24 A. As found in both the 1990 and 1992 audits, SBT did not 

25 rebate subscribers for outages that were determined to be 
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related to CPE. Approximately 13 percent of the reports I 

reviewed were related to CPE. I also determined SBT does 

not rebate all out-of-service trouble reports even though 

they were linked to the company's own telephone plant. 

Exhibit EH-3 illustrates a trouble that falls into this 

category. 

It also appears that SBT did not rebate what appears to be 

repeat reports. Rule 25-4.070 (7) states, "A repeat 

trouble report is another report involving the same item of 

plant within thirty days of the initial report." Exhibit 

EH-3, EH-4, EH-5 and EH-7 shows multiple trouble reports 

which appear to be repeat reports. It appears the company 

may have attempted to circumvent the rule by identifying 

different pieces of plant as the cause so that these 

reports would not be classified as repeat reports. In my 

opinion these reports were repeat reports and deserve a 

rebate. However, SBT has statused these reports as 

ordinary trouble reports which basically will either limit 

the amount of rebate given or exclude the report from a 

rebate since each individual trouble report may not have 

exceeded 24 hours. For example, Exhibit EH-3, shows that 

the customer was out-of-service for 13 days. During this 

time the customer called in five (5) out-of-service 

reports. Three times the complaint was "can't call - no 

10 
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dial tone" and once as "can't callout"; the last report 

was "can't be called". In effect, out-of-service. A 

repairman was dispatched out four times before the problem 

was finally solved. I determined from the narrative of the 

DLETH that the subscriber's service was connected to the 

wrong cable pair in the central office; it. was this final 

action that stopped the trouble reports. The company 

categorized each trouble that was dispatched as a different 

item of plant; therefore, excluding it from a rebate since 

it was not considered a repeat report. It is my opinion 

the subscriber deserved a rebate for all thirteen days. I 

could find no evidence where a rebate was given. Exhibits 

EH-4, EH-5 and EH-7 show examples of similar repeat 

reports. 

In addition, it appears that SBT rebated some customers a 

partial amount owed for being out-of-service; that is where 

one day was rebated but three days should have been 

rebated. The non-rebating of these reports appear to be 

due to SBT's statusing of these reports as ordinary trouble 

reports instead of repeat reports. See Exhibit EH-6. 
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Why do you think the customer shown in Exhibit EH-6 should 

have been given a rebate for three days? 

The reports which were analyzed involved similar out-of- 

service trouble conditions but were coded by SBT as 

different causes thereby circumventing what staff believes 

should be a repeat report and rebated pursuant to Rule 25-  

4.070 ( l ) ( b )  and (7) and 25-4.110 (2). 

What should be done to expedite the repair of these 

troubsles? 

The company should verify the service is actually working 

correctly all the way from the customer's premises back to 

the central office. This procedure, in my opinion, would 

stop the main causes of repeat reports, multiple reports, 

or subsequent reports. See Exhibits EH-3, EH-4, EH-5, EH-6 

and EH-7. 

Do you have any information, other than CPE, showing that 

SBT has failed to provide proper rebates? 

Staff found in its recent audit of the April 1992 DLETH's 

that :30% of the total trouble reports, which were out-of- 

service over 24 hours, were not DroDerlv rebated. Of this 

12 
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total., 43.9% were CPE related reports and 56.1% were from 

the regulated side of the market; that is, from the central 

office to the point of demarcation, such as the protector 

or th.e network interface. Furthermore, 12% of the trouble 

reports not rebated were service order related. see 

Exhibits EH-8 and EH-9. 

What do you mean by service order related? 

This means the telephone was not working after the service 

order was completed by the company and generally relates to 

a bad plant condition. Exhibit EH-9 shows in the DLETH 

narrative a defective cable pair was assigned because there 

were no other cable pairs available. 

How many multiple reports were found in the April 1992 

study? 

Staff found 40 customers that had multiple reports related 

to their out-of-service complaints. Exhibit EH-10 shows a 

subscriber had called 26 times within a 6 day period before 

the trouble was cleared. For this circumstance Exhibits 

EH-ll,, EH-12 and EH-13 demonstrate how, through the 

existing system now being used in the Loop Maintenance 

Operational System (LMOS) and MTAS, the rebate rules are 

13 
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being circumvented by classifying the reported troubles to 

different causes; ,meanwhile the subscriber is out-of- 

servi.ce. Each time they called in a report, LMOS would 

treat it as an unrelated trouble which would be classified 

as a multiple or subsequent report, not of the same origin 

or cause, thus not deserving a rebate. 

What information did you review in your analysis of 

Consumer Affairs complaints? 

Staff and I reviewed all complaints whether classed as 

justified or not filed with the Commission's Division of 

Consumer Affairs for the time period of February 1990 

through December 1990. This information was compared to 

the MTAS trouble information for each telephone number for 

the same period. 

What problems did you find in your review of the Consumer 

Affairs complaints? 

Five major problems appeared from the review of the 

Consumer Affairs Complaints and the MTAS data. The 

problems are as follows: 

1. Discrepancies between the Consumer Affairs complaints 

14 
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and the MTAS data. 

Excessive delay in repairing a cable trouble. 

Service Orders not properly installed. 

Numerous reports that were delayed due to heavy 

workload. 

Inaccurate information filed with the Division of 

Consumer Affairs by SBT. 

Describe the type of discrepancies between the Consumer 

Affairs complaints and the &AS data that you referenced 

above? 

It was apparent what the customer reported to SBT was not 

what !staff found on the MTAS data. For example, a customer 

may hlave reported that their service was out of order. 

However, upon reviewing the company's records of the 

reported trouble the initial status of the trouble report 

was n:service affecting" instead of "out-of -service". 

15 



1 Q. What do you mean by excessive delay in repairing a cable 

2 trouble? 

3 

4 A. From review of the complaints, it appears the company has 

5 a practice of dispatching a service technician to repair a 

6 trouble report unless it is initially reported as a cable 

7 trouble. When a service technician discovers the trouble 

8 is related to a cable trouble the service technician does 

9 not fix the trouble since it is a cable trouble. The 

10 service technician will inform the maintenance center the 

11 The company will put the trouble 

12 report back in the dispatch pool until an available cable 

13 At that time, 

14 the maintenance center will dispatch a cable repairman. 

15 Staff believes the delay of possibly several days is 

16 inappropriate. SBT should attempt to get a cable repairman 

17 dispatched sooner in order to repair the trouble instead of 

18 waiting several days. 

19 

20 Q .  What do you mean when you say a service order was 

21 improperly installed? 

22 

23 A. This is the same problem that appeared in the review of the 

24 April 1992 data which showed a service order had multiple 

25 trouble reports filed shortly after the initial 

problem is in the cable. 

repairman can respond to the trouble report. 

16 



1 installation of the service order. This should not happen 

2 if the service order is installed properly and checked to 

3 the customer s premises. 

4 

5 Q. Could you explain what you mean when you state numerous 

6 reports are delayed due to a heavy workload? 

7 

8 A. Yes. From this review as well as the April 1992 data it 

9 appears that in some of the trouble reports SBT stated the 

10 trouble was not fixed due to a heavy workload. In some 

11 instances SBT attributed this excessive workload to 

12 inclement weather. However, there were some instances when 

13 the company stated the reason for not completing the repair 

14 was due to the workload and did not specify that it was 

15 weather related. From this it appears that SBT may have 

16 some staffing problems in the repair operations as it 

17 relates to repair of cable trouble reports. 

18 

19 Q. Could you explain what you mean by inaccurate information 

20 filed with the Division of Consumer Affairs. 

21 

22 A. In some cases it was apparent the company did not inform 

23 the Consumer Affairs' staff of possible troubles related to 

24 the specific report filed by the customer. For example, 

25 the customer reported to the Commission he had been out-of- 

17 
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service starting August llth, and on that specific date he 

reported the outage to the company. SBT usually did not 

report any related trouble the customer may have had prior 

to hi.s claim with the Commission. 

As a result of your investigation, should Southern Bell be 

required by the Commission to rebate those customers not 

properly rebated? 

Yes. 

Should Southern Bell be required to file a report with the 

commission for these rebates? If so, what should be 

contained in the report? 

Southern Bell should provide evidence that all the missed 

rebates, beginning in February 1990, including those 

contained in my exhibits, to the conclusion of these 

hearings have been properly rebated. 

Does this complete your testimony? 

Yes it does. 
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EXHIBIT EH-1 Page 1 of 1 

AUGUST 1990 ADUIT 

TOTAL REEURTS NUMBER OF REFURTS M E R  REFORTS NOT PRECENT OF 
ELIGIBLE =ATE REBAIW REBATES NOT 

TOTAL 



EXHIBIT EH-2 Page 1 of 1 

TOM. REKRTS 

TOTAL 438 

APRIL 1992 AUDIT 

TUTAL mmrs PRECEUT OF CPE REFURTS PLANT REFORTS 
NOT REBATED REFORIS NOT NOT REBATED NOS REBATED 

REBAIED 

47 22 18 29 

18 21 10 8 

67 4 9  30 37 

132 30 58 74 
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