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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ORA testimony will show that service quality reports submitted by SBC/Pacific Bell (Pacific) and Verizon are based on unreliable and inaccurate data.  ORA discovered that Pacific has submitted inaccurate data from 1998 through 2001.  Verizon has provided inaccurate data for 2000 and 2001.  The companies submit service quality reports based upon this flawed data to both the FCC and the PUC.  

· Data was not only inaccurate but also consistently biased in the companies’ favor.  

· For Pacific, the amount of erroneous data for the years 2000 and 2001 was so great that it led to reporting shorter installation intervals than should have been the case.  In some instances, those installation intervals are negative numbers.

· Many Verizon customers received substandard service (a very long wait) and Verizon was required to make penalty payments to these customers. Recorded service records for many of those customers show installation intervals of zero days.  In many other cases, customer records of those receiving credits for substandard service are missing from the underlying data. 

· Both companies close out repair reports and service orders before the work is finished, making the recorded interval much shorter than the real wait time for customers. This practice drives down the average intervals reported to the CPUC and FCC, making service quality appear better than it is.

This testimony also will show that both Pacific’s and Verizon's service quality has declined in some areas during the NRF review period.  The quality of service for both companies is worse than it appears in published service quality reports and data such as GO-133, ARMIS, and MCOT.  This causes ratepayers to suffer harm in a number of ways.

· An increasing number of customers have experienced problems with their telephone service.

· Customers have had to endure longer waiting periods to have these problems remedied.

· Ratepayers are suffering the consequences of reduced service quality in terms of convenience, safety, and economics.

· This Commission and other regulatory agencies cannot accurately gauge the service quality customers receive if this quality is measured with erroneous data and inaccurate reports. This Commission cannot sufficiently protect ratepayers if it relies on inaccurate and biased data to make decisions.

It is impossible to know how far these service quality problems reach because the validity of both Pacific's and Verizon's raw data is questionable.  ORA has relied on submitted data from ARMIS reports, which we expect to be reported accurately by telecommunication carriers.  If these numbers are unreliable, a major tool for monitoring service quality data is jeopardized.  While it is ORA's duty to protect the ratepayers, we cannot do so without regular access to accurate and reliable data from the utilities.  

As both companies have failed to undertake accurate record keeping and objective self-reporting during the NRF review period, the Commission should not rely upon un-audited service quality results reported by either company. 

G.O. 133 B and Other Service Quality Issues

What is ORA’s Service Quality Focus?

We believe that among the most important issues to telephone customers are how long it takes to get service installed and whether that service works reliably.  That view is shared by Verizon
 and by the FCC
 Another important concern is how customers are treated when they call with an installation or repair issue.  ORA has not focused its resources on the effect of technology deployment, as it is not clear whether those decisions will improve service quality in California or whether those decisions would primarily benefit affiliates.

What About G.O. 133B Service Quality Reporting Standards?

G.O. 133-B established certain reporting standards for local exchange carrier service quality.  This material is self-reported by the companies; G.O. 133-B does not mandate any audits of this reported data.  There are no automatic penalties for failing to meet standards.  Except for Held Primary Service Orders, G.O. 133B standards are considered minimum service quality standards that need to be reported only if the company has an “exception” to one of the measures.  (The subject of Held Primary Service Orders is addressed in the testimony of ORA Witness Young.)  For a company to record an “exception” means that it failed to meet a particular service quality measure in the General Order.  G.O. 133B is useful for tracking failures (exceptions) but inadequate for reporting trends in the improvement or degradation of service quality.  Most of Pacific’s and Verizon’s failures have been in Business Office Answering Time (BOAT) and Trouble Report Service Answering Time (TRSAT).  These measures reflect the length of time a customer must wait to report trouble with a residential line or to speak to the business office.

Some of the reporting standards in G.O. 133B are set at very low thresholds.  For example, companies can meet the standard for Customer Trouble Reports if the company receives reports for 6 to 10 percent of their lines.
  Typical of the G.O. 133B standards, this is quite a low sampling level, especially when the measure addresses only10% for offices of 1,000 or fewer lines.
  Pacific and Verizon have not failed this standard since 1992.  

A shortcoming of G.O. 133B is that it does not measure installation
 or repair intervals.  As the Commission determined in the Repair Complaint Decision, D.01-02-021, C.O.L 17, “Out-of-service repair intervals for residential customers are a particularly significant element of service quality.  The ARMIS (Automatic Record Management and Information System) service quality reports that are filed with the FCC provide interval information on a total company averaged basis.”  It was a review of the ARMIS reports that guided ORA to discover the repair interval problems that resulted in the Commission finding Pacific in violation of the Public Utilities Code § 451 and § 702 in the Repair Complaint Decision.  This Decision also required that Pacific report its out of service intervals to the Commission and ORA on a monthly basis.
  

Both Verizon and Pacific have reported exceptions to the G.O. 133B reporting standards in the area of operator answering time for trouble reports
 and for business office
 requests for installation.  

Trouble Report Answering Time (TRSAT)

G.O. 133B requires the reporting of the time it takes the service attendant to answer
 customer trouble report calls.
  The reporting service level is 80% answered within 20 seconds based on a sample taken by the company.  Since 1992 Pacific has met this standard 71% of the time.  Verizon has met it 90% of the time. 

Business Office Answering Time (BOAT)

G.O. 133B also requires the reporting of the time it takes the business office representative to answer business office calls.  The reporting service level was 70% answered within 20 seconds from December 3, 1992, until October 4, 1993, when it increased to 75% answered within 20 seconds.  From July 5, 1994, until the present the reporting service level is 80% answered within 20 seconds.  Since 1992 Pacific has met this standard only 61% of the time.  Verizon has met the BOAT standard 73% of the time.
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The current operator answering time measures are inadequate.  This measure originated when the Pacific and Verizon did not widely deploy Automatic Response Units (ARU) to field calls to their business office and repair offices.  With an ARU, a call can be answered by a machine, well within the reporting standards of G.O. 133 B.  If customers wish to reach a live operator they must navigate menus for a period ranging from 50 to 300 seconds, and only then are they placed in a waiting queue for an average of 35 more seconds, according to Pacific’s estimates
, before reaching a live operator.
  Compounding this problem is that busy calls are not included in the call answering standards.  If customers are receiving busy signals instead of being connected with the company then the call answering measures and reporting data are not meaningful.

In reporting TRSAT and BOAT for G.O. 133B, the use of Automatic Response Units (ARUs) gives an unfair advantage to companies that employ ARUs, such as Pacific and Verizon, over companies that use live operators exclusively.  Standards that require a service provider who provides live operators to assist customers in finding the right department within 20 seconds, but allow providers using an ARU much more time to direct customer calls to a live operator are not comparable.  

What Important Service Quality Information is Mandated by the FCC?

Pacific and Verizon provide the FCC with the FCC Service Quality Report.  This report presents in summary form most of the performance measures that are found in the ARMIS and Merger Compliance Oversight Team (MCOT)
 reports on service quality.  This information is reported by many telephone companies, including SBC and Verizon affiliates to the FCC.  

As discussed earlier, the current G.O. 133 B reporting requirements do not provide enough information to alert the Commission to problems such as  those encountered by Californians  in the complaint case with Pacific’s repair service.  If ORA had not brought Pacific’s performance to the Commission’s attention, after examining FCC reports, the problem might have gone on for a much longer.

How Do Pacific and Verizon Use “Best Practices” for Service Quality?

One of the advantages of the scale of very large multi-state corporations like SBC and Verizon is that they are able to share the best practices of the different companies that they acquire.  SBC and Pacific are well aware of this.  “The merged company will also be able to draw upon the expertise and abilities of the personnel from both companies, and adopt the ‘best practices’ of each company to improve the quality and efficiency of service.”
  “By sharing the policies, practices and expertise both companies have acquired in serving their different customer bases with various services, however, we will be able to improve our joint capabilities.  To be sure, it will not be in either company’s interest as a merged entity to employ a practice that results in inferior service, either in Illinois or any other jurisdiction.”
  In testimony seeking Illinois’ approval of the merger between Ameritech and SBC, Ameritech’s witness testified that “SBC has a commitment to a ‘best practices’ approach, meaning that it will adopt the best practices of both companies throughout the country in order to maximize efficiency and service quality.”

ORA believes that best practices should be considered from the end user perspective.  Based on its merger testimony, we expect Pacific and Verizon to adopt the best practices of its affiliate companies with regards to service quality for retail customers.  California customers should benefit by Pacific and Verizon being able to draw upon a larger system-wide work force, to act as a “strike force” when unforeseen service quality problems arise.
  In 2000 Pacific sent service technicians, maintenance administrators and managers to the former Ameritech states for most of the period from late September to the middle of December.  This was acknowledged by SBC Chairman Edward Whitacre: “We had told them at that meeting that we would have the service back to standards by the end of this year and truth is we’ve met those service standards.”  [Eemphasis added.]  Mr.Whitacre went on to say that this movement of service and supervisory personnel was an advantage of the scale and scope of the combined SBC companies.
  This should concern the Commission because, as Figure 1 illustrates, Pacific’s service quality for restoring service to residential customers in California was worse than SBC Ameritech Illinois, to which most of Pacific’s employees were loaned.  Illinois is a state with stricter service quality standards and penalties than those mandated by California’s reporting standards.  
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Is Marketing Abuse a Service Quality Issue?

Yes. ORA believes that service quality involves any interaction between customers and company personnel.  Marketing abuses of the company toward end users affects service quality.  A company that engages in marketing abuse cannot be considered to be providing “good” service quality.  As this NRF review spans a period of time from 1990 to the present, the Commission, in its review of service quality, should consider that both companies have misrepresented facts to customers, and that Verizon as well as Pacific has misrepresented facts to the Commission. For instance, GTEC (Verizon) charged non-English speaking subscribers for optional services which the customers did not order at its Foreign Language Assistance Center (LAC).  These abuses included adding unrequested custom calling services to consumers’ bills.On June 29, 1992, GTEC suspended 20 employees at its LAC for these activities.  The Commission’s Advisory and Compliance Division (CACD) recommended approval of GTEC’s proposal to refund to consumers approximately $3.2 million and to pay a matching sum to community groups for telecommunications education.  In 1995 some GTEC employees filed a lawsuit alleging that GTEC had misrepresented facts to the Commission and had ordered the shredding of documents.  The Report of the Consumer Services Division Investigation into GTEC’s1992 Marketing Abuse Allegations, prepared by outside consultants, found that GTEC directors, attorneys, and managers “…failed to disclose material information to the CPUC about the history of sales fraud at the LAC, and GTEC did not produce all relevant, requested documents in the CPUC 1992 investigation of the LAC.”  The Commission approved a settlement agreement in D.98-12-084, which required GTEC to pay a total of $13 million (including the original $3.2 million) to the General Fund of the State of California, the Telecommunications Consumer Protection Fund, and to the CPUC Fiscal Office as reimbursement for the CSD’s investigative and other costs.

Decision 01-09-058, September 20, 2001, found that Pacific had “…changed course from its 1992 policies and reinstated certain abusive marketing practices that we enjoined in 1986.”
  The Commission concluded “Pacific Bell has exhibited a pattern of regulatory compliance during periods of special oversight, only to be followed by noncompliance in furtherance of Pacific Bell’s revenue goals when the special oversight ends.”
  Conclusion of Law 30 states that “Pacific Bell knew or should have known that transplanting the term ‘basic’ from local service to what could be the most expensive group of optional services available created a potential for customer confusion.”  The Commission found that Pacific’s marketing practices were “…inconsistent with reasonable service quality.”
  Pacific was found to be in violation of the P.U. Code§§§ 451, 2893, 2896, Pacific’s tariff and a CPUC Decision.  Pacific was fined $15.5 million to deter future violations.

How Responsive has Pacific Bell Been to Commission Orders to Improve Service Quality?

Pacific violated the service quality requirements of D.94-06-011 because it failed to notify ORA by letter in 1994 about software changes related to Calling Cards, or conduct semi-annual meetings with Commission staff on “service quality results, to discuss concerns, and to discuss utility corrective measures.
”  Pacific did not contact ORA or the Telecommunications Division about any such meetings.  Pacific also did not hold the semi-annual meetings with CPUC staff on TRSAT results, also required by the Decision.  Finally, the Repair Complaint Decision
 found that “residential customers are not receiving repair service that is adequate, efficient, just, and reasonable”
 and had violated both P.U. Code § 451 and a Commission Order in its merger decision to “…maintain or improve service quality over the five years following the merger.”
  

What are Your Conclusions?

1. Submissions in compliance with G.O. 133B Standards are un-audited and do not contain information about installation or repair intervals.  They are useful for recording failures but inadequate for reporting installation and repair interval information.

2. Service Quality information filed with the F.C.C. contains interval information that is important for the Commission in evaluating service quality.

3. Over the NRF period
 Pacific met its BOAT standards only 61% of the time and its TRSAT standards only 71% of the time.

4. It takes Pacific residential customers 50 to 300 seconds to navigate the menus of an ARU only to be placed on hold for another 35 seconds in order to reach a live operator.  

5. Pacific and Verizon are aware of and use “best practices” in other states, which employ stricter service quality standards and penalties.  Pacific sent California personnel out-of-state to help out companies who had better residential repair service than Pacific’s.

6. Pacific and Verizon have engaged in marketing abuses during the NRF review period.

7. Pacific Bell has not been responsive to Commission orders on service quality.

QUALIFICATIONS AND PREPARED TESTIMONY

OF

DALE G. PIIRU
Q.1
Please state your name and business address.

A.1
My name is Dale G. Piiru and my business address is 505 Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco, California 94102

Q.2.
By whom are you employed and what is your position?

A.2
I am currently employed by the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) as a Regulatory Analyst 5 assigned to the Telecommunications Branch of the Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA).

Q.3
Describe your educational and professional qualifications.

A.3
I received a Bachelor of Arts Degree with Honors in Economics with a Minor in Information Science from California State University at San Francisco in 1983.  I joined the CPUC in January of 1986.

Q.4
Please describe briefly the scope of your duties since joining the Commission staff.

A.4
I was a witness for the Division of Ratepayer Advocates (DRA), ORA’S predecessor, in OII 84, the detariffing of inside wire maintenance and installation.  I testified in Southern California Edison’s 1988-1989 test year Energy Cost Adjustment Clause proceeding, A.88-02-016.  I was DRA’s Total Bill Impact Analysis witness in IRD.  I was DRA’s project manager of I.92-04-008, which addressed authorization for intraLATA market entry for IECs.  I was DRA’s witness on unbundled network functions in (R.93-04-003, I.93-04-002), in 1996.  I was a witness on Total Bill Impacts in Citizens Utilities Company’s general rate case proceeding, A.93-12-005.  I was an ORA witness in Pacific Bell’s Application for CHCF-B Rate Offsets, A.97-03-004 on Switched Access Rate Reductions.  I was ORA’s Service Quality Witness in the GTE/Bell Atlantic Merger Case, A.98-12-005.  I was an ORA witness in A.99-07-020, on the Public Interest Effects of Pacific’s Proposed Asset transfer.

Q.5
What is the purpose of your testimony in Phase 2B?

Q.5
The purpose of my testimony is to present ORA’s Executive Summary and analysis regarding G.O. 133B performance and Other Service Quality Issues for Pacific Bell and Verizon in the NRF Proceeding Phase 2B, R.01-09-001, I.01-09-002.

� JOINT COMMENTS OF GTE CALIFORNIA INCORPORATED (U 1002 C) AND GTE COMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION (U 5494 C) TO RULEMAKING ON SERVICE QUALITY STANDARDS AND REVISIONS TO GENERAL ORDER 133-B, August 1998, Page 14.  “GTE believes that customer satisfaction is reflected in measures that portray cycle time, commitment met, and reliability.”  In fairness to Verizon it should be noted that GTEC also proposed to reduce or eliminate existing service quality regulations as they were at that time.  


� Federal Communications Commission, CC Docket No. 00-229 In the Matter of 200 Biennial Regulatory Review – Telecommunications Service Quality Reporting Requirements, “Notice of Proposed Rulemaking,” adopted November 9, 2000 (FCC Notice).  


� G.O. 133B 3.3.c. Reporting Service Levels include the following:  Six reports per 100 working lines for units with 3,000 or more working lines, eight reports per 100 working lines for units with 1,001-2,999 working lines, and 10 reports per 100 working lines for units with 1,000 or fewer working lines.  All measures exclude terminal equipment reports.


� Transcript of Direct Examination of Charles Smith Before the Public Utilities Commission State of Ohio, page 86, Lines 15-16, January 14, 1999.  “In fact if we had trouble reports that high, I would be very worried.  In fact, I probably wouln’t have a job.”  Mr. Smith is referring to the case of 10% of lines with trouble reports.


� While a Held Installation Order could be considered an installation interval of over 30 days, G.O. 133B does not track any other installation or repair interval information.


� Pacific is also required to perform equal or better than they did before the SBC Merger in this measure.


� G.O. 133B defines a trouble report as any oral or written notice by a customer or their representative to the telephone utility which indicates dissatisfaction with their telephone service, telephone qualified equipment, and /or telephone employees.  G.O. 133B Section 1.13.ff.


� A business office receives requests for installations.


� A measurement of time for the trouble report service attendant to answer trouble report calls.  G.O. 133B Section 3.8.a.


� Pacific uses the term “Trouble Report Service Answering Time” (TRSAT) and Verizon uses the term “Customer Care Center Answering Time % Answered Within 20 Seconds” to describe this measure.  For the purposes of this testimony TRSAT will be used to describe those Pacific and Verizon measures. 


� Telecommunications Division Data Request02-01-001-1-I(iii) asked for “The amount of time in seconds it takes to listen to and respond to each option available on the response menu(s) that may be navigated to reach a live business office representative.” Verizon responded that “There is no historical data available regarding call timing.  The Company does not track this information on a regular basis.”


� Pacific Bell’s response to REQUEST TD 02-01-001-1-I (iii).  “…for the residence customers, the amount of time from when a call is answered by the ARU until the ARU transfers callers to the ACD can range from a low of 50 seconds to a high of 300 seconds.  The average time calls spend in queue in the ACD for residence customers is 35 seconds.  


� Service quality information is provided to the FCC’s MCOT.  The MCOT was created to oversee conditions associated with major common carrier mergers.


� DIRECT TESTIMONY OF SHERRY F. BELLAMY DOCKET NO. 98-0866 (Bell Atlantic/GTE (Verizon) Merger), on behalf of the Joint Applicants before the Illinois Commerce Commission, December 2, 1998.


� Rebuttal Testimony of  Joint Applicants’ Sherry F. Bellamy on behalf of Bell Atlantic Docket No. 98-0866 (Bell Atlantic/GTE (Verizon) Merger), before the Illinois Commerce Commission, April 21, 1999.


� Direct Testimony of W. Patrick Campbell on Behalf of Ameritech Corporation, Ameritech Illinois and Ameritech Illinois Metro, Inc., August 1998.


� Hearing transcript Tuesday, April 13, 1999 Case No. 98-1398-TP-AMT, before the Ohio Public Utilities Commission.  Examination of Sherry F. Bellamy on behalf of Bell Atlantic.


� An investor teleconference Dec. 19, 2000.


� D.98-12-084, Appendix A, Page 7.


� D.01-09-058, F.O.F. 46.


� Id. F.O.F. 62


� D.01-09-058, C.O.L. 40.


� D.94-06-011, Appendix B, Section 4.B.  SERVICE QUALITY  


� D.01-12-021, Page 2.


� Id.


� D.97-03-067, Ordering Paragraph 2.


� Pacific Bell did not provide G.O. 133B reports prior to 1992 in response to TD 02-01-001-1.  





PAGE  
14

_1086169145.xls
Chart1

		36526		36526		36526		36526		36526		36526

		36557		36557		36557		36557		36557		36557

		36586		36586		36586		36586		36586		36586

		36617		36617		36617		36617		36617		36617

		36647		36647		36647		36647		36647		36647

		36678		36678		36678		36678		36678		36678

		36708		36708		36708		36708		36708		36708

		36739		36739		36739		36739		36739		36739

		36770		36770		36770		36770		36770		36770

		36800		36800		36800		36800		36800		36800

		36831		36831		36831		36831		36831		36831

		36861		36861		36861		36861		36861		36861

		36892		36892		36892		36892		36892		36892



CA

IL

IN

MI

OH

WI

% Service Restored  Within 24 Hrs  
Source:  MCOT

0.3513543692

0.9046788221

0.6802691078

0.6173563628

0.8307619157

0.8610430522

0.2637446917

0.8942921562

0.6910020011

0.6355328208

0.8026095986

0.7956757387

0.3413530238

0.8973441245

0.7219191543

0.575748575

0.8767416616

0.7543688497

0.3432017544

0.8913244859

0.6842507178

0.5599417427

0.7079086724

0.6924520889

0.4186405726

0.8349175479

0.6489299753

0.5064723902

0.6811553459

0.6107715685

0.4012054571

0.7739554742

0.5450936635

0.4909492362

0.4930586655

0.5478395062

0.377061786

0.8752537028

0.5223363476

0.4742219299

0.5167431888

0.5135862431

0.4029014662

0.7612990994

0.4771830871

0.426522068

0.4490240447

0.4776526222

0.3504323694

0.55098071

0.4297939014

0.3907701921

0.4340918504

0.4286277714

0.3777900404

0.7733782494

0.5110307865

0.4347051664

0.5050723824

0.7201750547

0.4458186008

0.8723075166

0.670289182

0.5106766015

0.7046575342

0.7793902007

0.5553103688

0.8408441587

0.6188617477

0.5048169821

0.5919387755

0.6838153504

0.4776376546

0.871851537

0.8342259709

0.4772704251

0.7728367493

0.7313563783



Chart2

		36526		36526

		36557		36557

		36586		36586

		36617		36617

		36647		36647

		36678		36678

		36708		36708

		36739		36739

		36770		36770

		36800		36800

		36831		36831

		36861		36861



CA

IL

% Service Restored Within 24 Hours 
Source: MCOT

0.3513543692

0.9046788221

0.2637446917

0.8942921562

0.3413530238

0.8973441245

0.3432017544

0.8913244859

0.4186405726

0.8349175479

0.4012054571

0.7739554742

0.377061786

0.8752537028

0.4029014662

0.7612990994

0.3504323694

0.55098071

0.3777900404

0.7733782494

0.4458186008

0.8723075166

0.5553103688

0.8408441587



Sheet1

		State		Jan-00		Feb-00		Mar-00		Apr-00		May-00		Jun-00		Jul-00		Aug-00		Sep-00		Oct-00		Nov-00		Dec-00		Jan-01		Feb-01		Mar-01		Apr-01		May-01		Jun-01		Jul-01		Aug-01		Sep-01

		CA		35.1%		26.4%		34.1%		34.3%		41.9%		40.1%		37.7%		40.3%		35.0%		37.8%		44.6%		55.5%		47.8%		45.6%		49.0%		59.7%		70.7%		68.7%		67.5%		70.3%		67.9%		48.1%

		IL		90.5%		89.4%		89.7%		89.1%		83.5%		77.4%		87.5%		76.1%		55.1%		77.3%		87.2%		84.1%		87.2%		86.4%		89.1%		88.3%		89.4%		87.2%		85.5%		80.9%		87.0%		84.2%

				96.1%

				81.7%

				51.6%

				89.6%

				67.9%

				94.3%

				62.8%

				94.4%

				88.5%

				81.1%

				95.4%

				91.0%

				86.4%

		345B		CA		%Service Restored wn 24 Hours		81.8%		77.6%		81.1%		81.4%		82.7%		84.0%		81.0%		85.1%		82.1%		83.7%		83.8%		85.8%		82.9%		83.6%		85.5%		87.5%		89.4%		90.0%		89.1%		90.2%		89.4%

		345B		CT		%Service Restored wn 24 Hours		51.4%		62.2%		66.3%		59.5%		42.1%		37.1%		30.6%		29.1%		26.9%		44.5%		43.6%		42.6%		59.8%		55.7%		63.5%		67.7%		61.2%		45.5%		56.0%		53.6%		64.7%

		345B		IL		%Service Restored wn 24 Hours		89.8%		89.4%		89.0%		89.8%		85.2%		79.1%		86.6%		76.1%		61.6%		81.4%		88.1%		84.8%		87.7%		89.0%		91.0%		89.3%		90.8%		88.0%		85.4%		84.4%		88.0%

		345B		IN		%Service Restored wn 24 Hours		68.9%		71.4%		73.0%		71.4%		65.5%		56.7%		52.5%		48.6%		45.2%		57.9%		68.8%		61.8%		83.2%		78.6%		84.3%		80.8%		79.3%		78.9%		71.5%		81.7%		80.0%

		345B		KS		%Service Restored wn 24 Hours		94.2%		97.0%		95.1%		95.7%		95.5%		92.9%		91.6%		93.8%		93.2%		92.8%		89.8%		92.3%		92.4%		91.5%		89.2%		91.7%		92.1%		90.1%		91.1%		91.5%		89.1%

		345B		MI		%Service Restored wn 24 Hours		63.1%		62.7%		61.0%		57.2%		52.1%		52.0%		52.5%		45.6%		43.9%		58.6%		59.1%		55.2%		52.4%		59.2%		70.8%		60.4%		56.2%		54.6%		58.5%		55.6%		56.9%

		345B		MO		%Service Restored wn 24 Hours		94.9%		96.3%		95.5%		95.8%		93.6%		91.9%		90.7%		90.0%		91.6%		92.5%		92.0%		92.4%		94.1%		91.1%		94.4%		95.0%		94.5%		92.5%		92.5%		93.4%		93.1%

		345B		NV		%Service Restored wn 24 Hours		87.9%		88.2%		89.1%		90.7%		88.4%		84.4%		86.5%		90.4%		89.6%		91.0%		92.8%		95.5%		96.8%		92.1%		96.4%		93.9%		96.3%		96.3%		92.0%		95.4%		94.1%

		345B		OH		%Service Restored wn 24 Hours		81.4%		80.9%		86.5%		71.2%		69.4%		49.8%		51.6%		42.7%		42.7%		62.6%		76.0%		62.7%		79.0%		75.7%		85.4%		71.6%		72.2%		76.7%		85.1%		85.3%		87.9%

		345B		OK		%Service Restored wn 24 Hours		94.9%		95.4%		93.3%		95.1%		92.9%		91.0%		88.0%		92.5%		93.6%		85.9%		80.1%		84.1%		85.5%		83.2%		86.4%		90.6%		88.3%		87.1%		89.8%		90.3%		86.5%

		345B		TX		%Service Restored wn 24 Hours		91.2%		92.4%		90.5%		88.8%		85.9%		77.7%		77.3%		83.1%		83.9%		78.8%		61.2%		70.4%		69.1%		71.6%		68.7%		80.6%		85.1%		72.1%		77.7%		83.1%		70.4%

		345B		WI		%Service Restored wn 24 Hours		86.3%		83.7%		78.2%		76.4%		66.0%		58.9%		60.2%		51.0%		49.6%		81.8%		83.1%		77.1%		78.6%		82.7%		87.9%		84.3%		90.6%		79.0%		83.6%		83.4%		84.7%
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