BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

	Order Instituting Rulemaking on the Commission’s Own Motion to Assess and Revise the New Regulatory Framework for SBC Pacific Bell and Verizon California Incorporated.


	Rulemaking 01-09-001

(Filed September 6, 2001)

	Order Instituting Investigation on the Commission’s Own Motion to Assess and Revise the New Regulatory Framework for SBC Pacific Bell and Verizon California Incorporated. 


	Investigation 01-09-002

(Filed September 6, 2001)


REPLY TESTIMONY OF KARIN HIETA

OFFICE OF RATEPAYERS ADVOCATES

R.01-09-001/I.01-09-002: PHASE 2B

Date: July 19, 2002






SBC Pacific Bell

Q1.  Do you agree with Mr. Resnick’s assertion that Pacific’s residential out-of-service intervals have “significantly improved over the last five years”?

A1.  No.  Although Pacific’s residential out-of-service intervals have decreased in the last year and half according to Table 7, this decrease follows an increasing trend beginning in 1996.  In fact, the Commission recently stated that “[t]he ARMIS data shows that Pacific’s mean (or average) for initial out-of-service repair intervals increased 45% between 1996 and 2000”
 and that “[t]he Commission cannot find that Pacific’s service quality is excellent when the initial out-of-service repair intervals for residential customers has increased 45% since 1996.”
  According to the most recent data reported to ARMIS, the residential out-of-service interval in 2001 is still above the interval in 1996.  In light of the intervals that remain higher than 1996, and the Commission’s decision, it is farfetched to describe Pacific’s performance in this area as “significantly improved over the last five years.”
  Additionally, the decrease in the out-of-service interval shown in the table appears more drastic than it actually is due to a change in the x-axis interval beginning in 2000.

Q2.  Do you agree with Mr. Resnick’s assertion that Pacific’s residential trouble report rates have “significantly improved over the last five years”?

A2.  No.  The combined business and residential trouble rates shown in Table 8 of Mr. Resnick’s testimony display only a partial picture of what is occurring.  Breaking these numbers down further reveals that the trouble report rates for residential initial all other troubles and residential repeat all other troubles have increased during the NRF review period, as shown in my opening testimony.
  By grouping trouble report rates together, Pacific obscures the more detailed picture.  Additionally, the decrease in combined business and residential report rates appears greater than reality due to a change in the x-axis interval in Table 8.

Q3.  Is Mr. Resnick correct in stating that “Pacific has had fewer reports per 100 lines on a company-wide basis for each year since 1990”?

A3.  No, the reports per 100 lines have not decreased steadily since 1990.  The number of customer trouble reports per 100 lines has been higher than in 1990 for many years.  In fact, in 2000 there were 1.74 reports per 100 lines and in 2001 there were 1.73 reports per 100 lines, versus 1.48 reports per 100 lines in 1990 according to Mr. Resnick’s chart.
  Although Pacific has met the G.O. 133-B reporting requirements, these requirements are minimum requirements and don’t include all trouble reports.  According to G.O. 133-B, customer trouble reports are “[i]nitial reports from customers and users of telephone service relating to dissatisfaction with telephone company-provided equipment and/or service.”
  ARMIS data includes repeat trouble reports and provides a more complete picture.  Looking at the ARMIS data, it becomes obvious that residential report rates for initial and repeat all other troubles have increased during the NRF review period.  This is shown in Figures 7 and 8 of my testimony.

Q4.  Do you agree with Mr. Resnick’s statement that “[m]aintenance measures for trouble reports have remained relatively constant with improvements since 2000”?

A4.  The NRF review period covers 1990 to the present time.  While improvements in the last two years are positive, we cannot ignore the rest of the NRF review period.  As previously discussed, maintenance measures for residential out-of-service intervals have decreased significantly between 1996 and 2000, and proven to demonstrate poor service quality for Pacific.  The residential initial and repeat trouble report rates have increased since 1996, and remain above the 1996 level.  And while the number of trouble reports has remained relatively steady since 2000 for residential customers, I included in my testimony some examples of cases in which repeat out-of-service troubles occurred within 24 hours of a previous repeat trouble.
  While troubles reported within 24 hours of a previous repeat trouble report are significant, once analysis is expanded the findings are even more alarming.  In 2001, 6.76% of the residential repeat out-of-service repairs occurred within one week of a previous repeat repair, 8.84% occurred within two weeks of a previous repeat repair, and 10.10% occurred within three weeks of a previous repair.  These high percentages portray a large burden on customers attempting to have their service restored.
Q5.  Do you agree with Professor Hauser’s statement that “Pacific has provided a high level of service quality relative to regulatory standards and relative to Pacific’s peers on direct measures of service quality, such as . . . ARMIS 43-05”?

A5.  Pacific has not shown a level of high service quality relative to itself over time in all areas, as shown throughout my entire testimony.  Also, Mr. Resnick previously stated, “ARMIS data cannot be used to accurately compare service levels because the FCC rules for ARMIS reporting do not provide for standardization for gathering the data which are reported.”
  Professor Hauser himself stated “comparisons of Pacific’s ARMIS measures with other LECs can be difficult to interpret because of variations in data methodologies across LECs.”
  Because there is no standardization for data collection methodology in ARMIS, any analyses comparing Pacific to other LECs based on ARMIS are meaningless.  Yet, despite his own misgivings, Professor Hauser goes on to compare Pacific to the top ten LECs without providing any evidence of the validity of such a comparison.  

Q6.  Did Professor Hauser provide a complete analysis of the ARMIS data?

A6.  No.  While Professor Hauser analyzed initial and repeat trouble reports, initial and repeat out-of-service trouble reports, and initial and repeat out-of-service intervals for business and residential customers, he neglected to look at the number of all other trouble reports and all other trouble report intervals.  As shown in my opening testimony, the number of residential initial and repeat all other trouble reports and the residential initial and repeat all other trouble report intervals have increased during the NRF review period.
  Additionally, the out-of-service intervals for business customers increased during the NRF review period.

Q7.  In Professor Hauser’s testimony, he compares Pacific’s ARMIS performance to the top ten LECs.  Is this a valid comparison?

A7.  No.  For the aforementioned reasons comparisons cannot be performed between companies’ reported ARMIS measurements.  Even if such comparisons could be made, a troublesome situation arises.  Professor Hauser states that in his comparative analysis Pacific lagged in the areas of residential initial and repeat out-of-service intervals.  Yet they performed better in the number of initial and repeat out-of-service reports.  If Pacific had fewer trouble reports, why did it take them longer to resolve the trouble reports?  Additionally, Mr. Resnick previously stated that “[w]e [Pacific] do not generate trouble reports for calls to 611 that do not involve a specific repair issue; other RBOCs issue a trouble ticket in these instances.  The repair interval for such calls is very short in duration and, therefore, drives down these companies’ overall repair intervals.”
  We can likewise assume that this would drive up the reported number of said companies’ trouble tickets, since such calls would be included in the number of trouble tickets.  If this is the case, as Pacific claims, then other companies’ repair intervals would be even lower than Pacific’s and their number of trouble reports would be even higher than Pacific’s.  This means that the time it takes Pacific to repair a problem compared to the number of repair tickets is even greater than portrayed in ARMIS.

Verizon California, Inc.

Q8.  Ms. Anders acknowledges that customers want repairs to be completed correctly the first time, and states that “[o]ur results show that Verizon is meeting that expectation.”
  Ms. Thoms’ backs up this claim, asserting that combined business and residential total repeat trouble reports, as a percentage of initial total trouble reports, have averaged 10% or less since 1996
, and claims that “[t]he percent of repeat troubles within 30 days helps assess if repairs are fixed correctly on the initial trouble report.”
  Do you agree with their claims? 

A8.  While these reports have averaged 10% or less since 1996, the combined business and residential repeat out-of-service trouble reports, as a percentage of initial out-of-service trouble reports, has been higher than 10% for every year since 1994, other than 1999.  These figures are shown in Table 1 below.  The percentage peaked at a high level of 20.1% in 1996.

TABLE 1

Repeat Out-of-Service Trouble Reports as a Percentage of Initial Out-of-Service Trouble Reports 

CALIFORNIA, Business & Residence
	COMPANY
	STUDY AREA
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001

	


	SBC
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Pacific Telesis
	California
	19.6
	16.4
	14.3
	15.4
	17.8
	15.5
	16.4
	14.8

	VERIZON
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Verizon California
	GTE/California
	10.5
	10.7
	20.1
	11.1
	11.4
	9.5
	10.1
	10.4

	Verizon California
	Contel/California
	5.5
	8.5
	10.9
	11.4
	12.2
	9.5
	10.3
	9.5

	Verizon Northwest
	West Coast California
	11.2
	11.2
	10.2
	8.3
	8.0
	8.5
	10.5
	7.5

	CITIZENS
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	CT-Shasta/California
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	17.0
	14.9
	15.8

	
	CT-Golden State Colusa-California
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	94.6
	8.8
	9.8
	12.8

	
	CT-Tuolumne/California
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	90.0
	7.9
	11.3
	15.6

	


	CALIFORNIA AGGREGATE
	18.2
	15.7
	14.9
	14.8
	16.9
	14.7
	15.5
	14.1


Data Source: ARMIS Report 43-05, Table II, Column (aj), Rows 144, 148 

Taking Table 1 into consideration along with Ms. Thoms’ testimony demonstrates that there are more repeat occurrences of out-of-service conditions than of other types of service problems.  Additionally, many customers continue to experience telephone repair problems beyond the first repeat repair.  In my opening testimony I showed that at least 1.88% of residential repeat out-of-service repairs occurred within 24 hours of a previous repeat out-of-service repair in 2000.  These records indicate that either repair problems are recurring often, or that trouble tickets are being closed prematurely.  Further, in 2001, 5.22% of the residential repeat out-of-service repairs occurred within one week of a previous repeat repair, 6.65% occurred within two weeks, and 7.65% occurred within three weeks.  Although Verizon acknowledges that it is important to their customers that they do the job right the first time
, Table 1 and my analysis shows that they are not, in fact, meeting their customers’ expectations and needs.
Q9.  Do you agree with Ms. Thoms’ statement that “[a]verage clearing time for residence repair has ranged between twelve and fifteen hours”?

A9.  No, Ms. Thoms’ statement conveniently overlooks that in the year 2001, the average clearing time for residential repairs was approximately 20 hours, as shown in her testimony.
  This demonstrates Verizon’s tendency to overlook the years in which service quality declined, and acknowledge only the years in which they perform well.  Additionally, the number of trouble reports that required more than 24 hours to clear, has increased considerably since 1999.  
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Q10.  Do you agree with Ms. Thoms’ claims that the number of residential initial and repeat trouble reports have decreased during the NRF review period?

A10.  Ms. Thoms indicates that service quality has improved because the numbers of residential initial and repeat trouble reports have decreased during the NRF period.  These decreases are misleading.  According to data reported to ARMIS, Verizon has experienced between 13.6 and 16.2 reports per 100 lines for residential initial trouble reports between the years 1993 and 2001, proving to be relatively stable despite the decline in the overall amount of reports.  For residential repeat trouble reports, the trouble report rate ranged between 1.4 and 2.4 reports per 100 lines between the years 1993 and 2001.  While the volumes of residential initial and repeat trouble reports declined, the trouble report rates have remained steady.

Q11.  Do you agree with Ms. Thoms’ statement that “[r]epair intervals for residence service affected by ‘all other’ troubles reflect strong performance since the measure was introduced in 1994 and has been continuously reduced since 1996”?

A11.  No.  While residential all other trouble report repair intervals decreased continuously between 1996 and 1999, both 2000 and 2001 show a sharp increase.  The interval jumped from an average of 12.1 hours in 1999 to an average of 18.2 hours is 2001, showing an increase of 50.41%, as shown in my opening testimony in Figure 15.  This is not a continuous decline, and does not reflect strong performance.

Q12.  Do you agree with Ms. Thoms’ statement that “[t]he repair intervals for business service affected by “all other” troubles similarly reflect an overall strong performance, with an average of approximately ten hours since the measure was introduced into ARMIS in 1994”?

A12.  It is troublesome that while Verizon’s business initial all other repair declined steadily between 1996 and 2000, the interval jumped sharply from an average of 8.1 hours in 2000 to an average of 10.5 hours in 2001, as shown in Figure 11 of my testimony.  The graph in Ms. Thoms’ testimony shows that the average interval for the first quarter of 2002 remains almost as high as that of 2001.
  This does not reflect a strong performance.

Q13.  Do you agree with Ms. Thoms’ statement that “[r]epair intervals for residence out of service troubles are stable”?

A13.  No.  As shown in Figure 13 in my testimony, Verizon’s residential initial out-of-service repair interval rose from an average of 13.1 hours in 1999 to an average of 22 hours in 2001, showing a 67.94% increase, after steadily decreasing from 1996 to 1999.  This sharp increase in 2001 does not show Verizon’s repair intervals as being stable.

Q14.  Do you agree with Ms. Thoms’ statement that “[r]epair intervals for business initial out of service troubles too have been stable since 1994, with an overall duration of slightly over 11 hours”?

A14.  As shown in Figure 9 in my testimony, Verizon’s business initial out-of-service repair interval rose from 9.2 hours in 1999 and 2000 to 11.7 hours in 2001.  The last time Verizon’s repair interval was as this high was 1996.  Ms. Thoms shows in her graph that the interval has only slightly decreased in the first quarter of 2002.
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		2001		2001
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		Outage Intervals

		Year		1999		2000		2001

		OOS > 24		18732		39645		56014

		Total OOS		190285		229302		220998

		% of Total > 24		9.84%		17.29%		25.35%
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