QUALIFICATIONS AND PREPARED TESTIMONY

OF

LINDA A. ROCHESTER

Q.1. 
Please state your name and business address.

A.1.
My name is Linda A. Rochester 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 employed by the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) as a Regulatory Analyst IV assigned to the Consumer Issues 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 in Psychology and Business Administration from California State University at Sacramento in 1979.  I joined the CPUC in December 1986.

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

A.4.
I joined the Commission as a Transportation Analyst in the Transportation Division.  I reviewed common carrier tariff filings to ensure compliance and in 1989 I was assigned to OII.80-11-003, the Household Goods proceeding.  I became Transportation Divisions project manager in 1991, helping the Commission formulate the rate structure that moved the household goods industry from minimum to maximum rate regulation with additional consumer protection elements.  I drafted a tariff to reflect the new rate structure and wrote a consumer information guide that must be given to all customers.  I drafted the entrance exams for prospective carriers and conducted workshops throughout the state to familiarize carriers, the public and Commission staff with the new regulations.  I responded to all inquiries involving interpretation of the tariff rules.  

In 1997 I was transferred to the Telecommunications Division.  I was assigned the Citizen’s Price Cap Filing, various advice letters and the OII/R regarding the statewide expansion of public policy payphones.  I was project manager in the preparation of the resolution relating to the Community Partnership Agreement funded as part of the Pacific/SBC merger.  

In September 1998 I transferred to ORA.  In ORA I have prepared comments on advice letters and resolutions, reviewed, commented and conducted briefings on proposed legislation and I am currently developing a database on the elements and status of the various telecommunications public programs.  I was project coordinator responsible for preparing the report on the consumer preference survey regarding area code overlays and splits.  I was an ORA witness in the application for suspension of the pooling agreement between Pacific Bell (Pacific) and Small Local Exchange Carriers (A.99-09-044).  

Q.5.
What is the purpose of your testimony?

A.5.
The purpose of my testimony is to address ORA’s allegations in C.00-11-018 against Pacific Bell (Pacific) regarding increased repair intervals, increased customer dissatisfaction and declining service quality.  I will also answer the questions presented in the Scoping Memo.  

Q.6.
Please summarize your testimony.

A.6.
My testimony will demonstrate how Pacific’s initial and repeat residential out of service repair intervals since its merger with SBC have increased.  It will also demonstrate how the increased out of service repair intervals impact customer satisfaction.  My testimony will also show that callers to Pacific’s 611-repair line are not given an opportunity to ask for a four-hour appointment window.  

Public Utilities Code 451 requires Pacific to provide”…adequate, efficient, just and reasonable service…” as is necessary “…to promote the safety, health, comfort and convenience of its patrons… and the public.”   Since Pacific’s merger with SBC in early 1997, Pacific has reported average intervals without telephone service of as much as 50 hours.  ORA’s review of customer complaints reveals repair intervals of as much as 10 days.  It is not surprising that during this time customer dissatisfaction with Pacific’s service has increased.  Additionally, customers calling Pacific’s 611 repair service are not given an opportunity to request a four-hour appointment window.  Given these conditions, Pacific’s current service quality is not “adequate, efficient, just and reasonable” and does not “promote the safety, health, comfort and convenience of its patrons and the public.”

Ordering Paragraph 2 of D.97-03-067, the merger decision, requires that Pacific “shall maintain or improve its service quality over the five years following the merger.”  Every year since the merger Pacific’s initial and repeat out of service repair intervals have exceeded its pre-merger repair intervals, constituting a violation of the requirements of Ordering Paragraph 2.  Customer dissatisfaction levels continue to rise as well. 

Q.7.
What remedies does ORA recommend?

A.7.
ORA recommends that the Commission order the following:

· That Pacific provide residential customers with guarantees of quality repair service within a specified time and amend its tariff to include that guarantee;

· That Pacific provide residential customers with a credit of $25.00 if it fails to meet repair service guarantees and amend its tariff to include that provision;

· That Pacific provide customers who call Pacific for repairs with an opportunity to request a four-hour appointment period and amend its tariff to include a four-hour appointment period;

· That Pacific be required to memorialize and record the complaints it receives in its business offices about its residential repair service.  Where the information is given by the caller, the record should include the date and the customer’s name, address and stated reason for the complaint.  Pacific should maintain records of all complaints received at its business offices for a period of at least 3 years.  

· Any further relief the Commission deems appropriate.

ISSUES FROM THE SCOPING MEMO

Q.8.
What percentage of the residential customers in Pacific’s service area are served by Pacific?  (Scoping Memo, 4a)

A.8.
Pacific has a virtual monopoly over residential local service in its service territory.  Pacific’s actual share of the California residential market is the subject of some debate.  ORA sought clarification of this issue in its first set of data requests.  Pacific objected to the request on the grounds that it is not relevant to this proceeding.
 

At one time Pacific estimated that it had approximately 97% of the residential access lines in its California service territory
.  In response to a data request in another proceeding, C.00-08-053, Pacific estimated “…the percentage of California residential lines in Pacific’s territory to which Pacific provides basic local exchange service to be 94%-97%.”
  According to information Pacific provided to the San Francisco Chronicle, Pacific estimates that its share of the residential access lines in California as of 1999 to be 99%.
  Pacific’s market share of the access lines in its service territory is relevant since whether it is 94% or 99%, the fact remains that with such a dominant presence, few of Pacific’s customers have the option of switching to another carrier if they are unhappy with Pacific’s basic exchange local service.  

Pacific’s customers have expressed great frustration and dissatisfaction at the treatment they have received when they try to get Pacific to repair their residential service.  As one customer wrote to Mr. William Blase, President, Pacific Bell:

It may well be that this letter never reaches your desk; however with the outside chance that it does reach you – I want you to know about my sense of indignation and anger with the incredible level of incompetence and disinterest experienced in attempting to have my telephone repaired.  If there was an alternative to PacBell I would immediately change service.

Another customer waited three and a half days to have service restored during which time he was repeatedly, and erroneously, assured repairs were being made, and spent more than an hour on hold to Pacific trying to reach someone who would help him.  As he put it in his letter to Mr. Blase:

...You are a public utility and I expect better customer service and if I could I would choose another phone company to handle my home phone...

One customer was without service for 13 days because Pacific had disconnected his line when installing one for a neighbor.  During that time, he spent 2 ½ days at home waiting for technicians who did not arrive and “countless hours, yes hours, either on hold with no one getting back to me or voice mail nightmares.”
  As he said in his letter:

...I expected this kind of service when I lived in Puerto Rico, but this is the good old U.S. of A. for god’s sakes!!!  If PacBell were not the monopoly that it is, you can surely bet my hard earned dollar would find service elsewhere...
   

Another customer succinctly stated, after making himself available for a 12-hour appointment window for which Pacific’s repair service did not show up:

Aside from foregoing a telephone, I have no alternative to their service.

Pacific still has a virtual monopoly over residential local exchange service in its California service areas.  No matter how inadequate, inefficient, unjust or unreasonable Pacific’s residential customers find its repair service, few are in the position to do anything about it.

Q.9.
 Does the quality of the repair service provided by Pacific violate Section 451 of the Public Utilities Code?  Specifically, are Pacific’s out-of-service repair intervals for residential customers longer than is “adequate, efficient, just or reasonable?”  (Scoping Memo, 4b)

A.9.
The quality of residential out of service repair provided by Pacific is not adequate, efficient, just and reasonable and does not promote the safety, health and comfort of its residential customers.  Specifically, Pacific’s out-of-service repair intervals for residential customers are longer than is “adequate, efficient, just or reasonable.” 

Pacific’s customers complain of out of service intervals that last for days, weeks and even months. One customer complaint to Pacific’s Executive Offices on February 3, 2000 was summarized as follows:

The customer says 2 technicians were working near his house 1/28 and ever since then his line has been out.  He has called Repair everyday since then and is told someone will be out everyday but no one has come yet.  He and his wife are elderly and his wife is disabled.  He had to send his son to get them a cellular phone because their doctors have been trying to contact them.  He begs please can we fix his phone.

The son of another customer wrote:

My mother...has been without phone service since Saturday, January 29, 2000.  A repair request was made on Sunday, January 30, 2000 and an appointment made for Wednesday, February 2, 2000 to service the problem.  At that time, my mother was advised that there was a problem with her cable and another technician would have to service the problem.  On February 3, 2000, I called repair service at 611 and was advised that it would be approximately 8 more days before any repairs could be made to her phone line.  Please be on notice that my mother is 83 years old and recently discharged from the hospital due to a fall she sustained at home in December 1999.  She is on the lifeline system through .... Hospital so that she can buzz them for help if she falls again and the lack of phone service presents a present health hazard.

A call to Pacific’s Executive Offices on March 1, 2000 was reported as follows:

The complainant states the phone line has been down 2 weeks and they need it fixed as soon as possible because the customer is the area medical director for .... Hospital.  She says because he is the director it’s necessary for the hospital to be able to reach him at any given time.  Today she was told by repair the service will not be fixed for another 8-10 days, because of a cable problem.  A man was out yesterday.
 

Another customer wrote on February 2, 2000:

We have not had one week since October 27th with all four lines working consistently and adequately at the same time.  I have stayed home from work a total of 18 days (at a significant loss of income), waiting for PacBell technicians.  Of those 18 days, the PacBell technicians have showed up only 50% of the time...”

Customers trying to get Pacific to make repairs complain of unreasonable delays and inadequate and inefficient service by Pacific. The reasons for the long delays do not comport with Pacific’s obligation to provide “adequate, efficient, just or reasonable” service, but instead include the failure of Pacific’s 611 repair line to record trouble reports, the failure of Pacific to let its customers speak to an actual person, the failure of Pacific to send technicians capable of doing the necessary work, and Pacific’s unilateral cancellation of repair appointments.  

One customer called 611 twice over a weekend to report a service outage only to learn later that there was no record of her messages.
  Another customer called 611, and was told the appointment would be for Friday between the times of 1-5.  But:

[t]he repair service never showed up.  We repeatedly called the following week, and the operators told us that our appointment was not even on the computer.

One customer called 611 on January 31, 2000 to report that she was without service.  Over the next 17 days, she called Pacific repeatedly to find out when her service would be repaired.  She was assured repeatedly that her service would be restored that day.  As she wrote:

Eventually, my phone was repaired on February 17, 2000.  I had to take a day off work without pay and it took three men to do a two hour job.  They showed me their work order.  My phone repair request was not entered until the 15th of February.

Pacific’s repair intervals are also unduly prolonged by Pacific’s use of an automated system that makes contact with an actual person difficult, if not impossible.  A document prepared in 1999 by SBC Technology Resources, Inc. described two primary goals for improving the performance of the Pacific Bell Repair (611) Voice Response System:  increase automated handling of calls; and reduce misdirected calls.
  On “general performance issues,” the author included the following:

Whose time is more valuable?
A significant number of customers correctly believe that the purpose of applications like this is to save our company money at the expense of the customer’s time.

From the complaints ORA has reviewed, it appears that a number of Pacific’s customers would agree with that statement.  Customers have expressed great frustration at being unable to get anyone at Pacific to listen to them.  One customer wrote:

On Wednesday, August 23, 2000, I called the repair service and could not get a hold of anyone about problems with my telephone.  I decided to call customer service and I still was not able to get a hold of anyone about problems with my telephone line.  I decided to contact the Company Headquarters.  I tried to explain problems I was having with my telephone to a very rude person.  He told me that I was not to call this phone number about problems I was having with my telephone and did not let me further explain but placed me through to the repair department.

I talked to someone at the repair department and explained that my telephone line kept hanging up on me but did not get a chance to explain the rest.  She just cut in on me and said that she would test the telephone line.  When she performed the test, the telephone hung up on me.

  Another customer’s complaint to Pacific’s Executive Office was summarized as follows:

The customer is upset because about every six months he gets an enormous amount of static on his line and he has to take a day of work and it’s always found to be something on the Pacific Bell side.  In addition he is always given a window appointment of 8-5 which takes his whole day and the technician usually doesn’t show until after 5PM.

Another customer wrote:

I have been trying to have my phone line fixed (static on the line) since November 23, 1999.  It is now December 29, 1999 and my phone still does not work properly.  So far I have taken 3 days off work so I can be here for your very inconvenient “anytime between 8:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m.” appointments.  I have had four different Pacific Bell Servicemen come out here who have repeatedly told me that the problem is not coming from inside my house that it’s from the outside line, yet the problem has still not been fixed....”

Customers also complain of delays caused by Pacific’s failure to send a technician who can actually do the repairs.  One complaint of a customer who contacted Pacific’s Executive Offices is summarized as follows: 

The customer stated a repair technician stated he could not do the work because outside work needed to be done and he was an inside technician.  The customer called back to repair to schedule someone to come out but was told it would take over a week.  The customer just got out of the hospital, has epilepsy, has a heart condition and is blind. He would like to be considered high priority.

Another customer wrote to Mr. Blase that she learned her phone was out of service on Friday, June 16, 2000.  A friend called to report the problem and was told that there was “something wrong with the cable and that it would be fixed on Sunday.”  The customer called Saturday and Sunday to find out if she had to be home for the repair service, but reported that she was:

...unable to reach a human being no matter what I tried.  On Monday I was told that your company did not know what the trouble was.  I then called the executive offices in San Francisco as I felt I was not getting true answers on the automated line.  I did not get the name of the woman with whom I spoke but I told her that I was 79 years old and lived by myself and had been out of the hospital only two weeks.  I said I had a cell phone but did not really [k]now how to use it.  She said if I needed to use the cell phone to call and that call would only be 50 cents and I could certainly afford that.  I asked her how she knew what I could afford and she said the conversation was ended.  Later Monday morning a repair man was working across the street as a neighbor had the same problem.  I asked him if he could repair my phone also but he said that he did not have a work order; however he was very helpful and confirmed that the problem was the cable... A repair man came late Monday afternoon and told me that he could not fix it as it was cable.  Which your company knew on Friday and it would be three to five days before they could repair it.  The next morning I saw a repairman and he did fix it.... If someone knew on Friday what was wrong why did I have all this runaround...
  

Customers have called 611 and had appointments scheduled only to learn later that Pacific had unilaterally cancelled them.  One customer wrote that he had called Pacific:

...and requested a technician be dispatched to my home to repair my service.  I selected Saturday, July 1, as a repair date and was advised that a technician would come to my home between 8:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. to work on my line.  I waited all day for the technician.  When I called at 5:00 p.m. to verify someone would come I was advised that the repair ticket had been canceled because the line had been tested and it checked out fine.  However, no one bothered to call me.  A technician finally came to my home today and found that my service was indeed experiencing serious problems with static.  The line into my home required replacement.

Pacific’s Executive Office reported a complaint from a customer as follows:  

The customer wanted her line repaired.  She said the line is dead.  She had an appointment for today and it was cancelled.  The customer said when her line is tested, the voicemail comes on and the repair person says the line is OK.  She said she has been told Pacific Bell needs access and then we don’t need access.  The customer says the line has been dead for 5 days.

Pacific unreasonably causes delays and inconvenience to its residential customers by failing to record trouble reports, making it difficult for customers to reach an actual person, sending out technicians who cannot perform the needed repairs, and canceling appointments without letting customers know.  These are all problems a utility concerned about the “safety, health, comfort and convenience of its patrons, employees and the public” should be able to correct promptly. 

The negative effect of Pacific’s repair service system on the safety, health, comfort and convenience of its individual customers can also negatively affect the general public.  Apparently, doctors, nurses, a suicide prevention counselor, police officers and firefighters have all been victims of Pacific’s inadequate, inefficient, and unreasonable repair service system, made to waste hours waiting for repair service, or unreachable because their telephones are out of order.
  

In addition, in the past year, customers have complained that the problem with their telephone lines generated calls to 911.  One customer’s call to Pacific’s Executive Office was reported as follows:

...He still gets crossed lines, phones ringing intermittently, outages frequently and 911 is still being called randomly.  On 12/8/00, the Sheriff appeared at this door with gun drawn...

Other customers reported that police officers came to their homes in response to these false alarms yet Pacific’s repair service still set repair appointments days away.
  

Pacific’s repair intervals for residential repair service do not promote the safety, health, comfort and convenience of its patrons, or the public. 

Q.10.
 Does Pacific provide customers who need to be present for service repairs an opportunity to request a four-hour period for the commencement of repairs?  Are callers to Pacific’s 611 repair line given an opportunity to request a four-hour appointment window?  (Scoping Memo 4c)

A.10.
No, callers to Pacific’s 611 repair line are not provided with an opportunity to request a four-hour appointment window.  In its first set of data requests ORA asked Pacific to provide a transcript of the messages and prompts that callers to Pacific’s 611 repair line heard when they called in November 2000.  Pacific supplied that information and ORA’s review reveals no clear instance in which a customer may request a 4-hour appointment window.
  The automated system does not include a prompt that asks the customer whether they prefer morning or afternoon appointments or a four-hour appointment window.  Callers may choose the day of an appointment, but are then merely assigned a time during which they must be present in order for repairs to take place.  In many instances that repair window is up to 11 hours.
  Additionally, there is very little opportunity to actually speak to a live operator without first going through much of the automated system and then only if the customer knows to press “0” repeatedly.  When asked if it is possible to receive a 4-hour appointment window using the automated system, a Pacific representative stated “…You must talk to a live operator to schedule the 4-hour window.”
   

As one customer described her experience:

Having everything automated limits the kind of information I can give to your company in order that your employees can do a more effective job, and can reach me more efficiently.  When I called to check on my status, I spoke with a representative who didn’t even have my phone problem documented from my earlier report, and said I had no specific “window” for an appointment which she later explained I needed to have to get a particular time.  However, with only automated answering, there was no opportunity to talk to a live person to discuss these arrangements.  Are the customers supposed to guess that one needs to continually press “0” in order to talk to a real person, or how does one just know this information if your company doesn’t state this on the automated answering message.  In any case, I was given a Thursday appointment, but with a 10-hour window.
 

Pacific’s customers are caught in an almost Catch 22 situation.  The only way they can request a 4-hour appointment window is by speaking to a live operator, but the only way to access a live operator when using the 611 automated system is to press “0” repeatedly and that information is not readily available in the automated instructions.

Q.11. 
 If Pacific does not provide customers who need to be present for service repairs an opportunity to request a four-hour period for the commencement of repairs, does that constitute a violation of Section 451?  (Scoping Memo 4d)

A.11.
From comments made by Pacific’s residential customers, it seems that customers have found it difficult, if not impossible, to request a four-hour period for the commencement of repairs.  

One customer call to the Executive Offices was reported as follows:

The customer called because his service has not worked for 1 and ½ days and he needed a specific time for an appointment 2-4 or 4-6 PM on 2/3 because his wife is legally blind and his mother in law has demenetia.  He said he was told his appointment would be 2/3 8:00 AM to 5:00PM.

A customer who asked to narrow the 8 to 5 appointment period said she was told “...there was no way to do it any sooner or to narrow the window down.”

Even a customer who specifically asked for a 4 hour window could not get one:

The customer is upset at the repair process where he is unable to speak to a supervisor directly.  His aunt is 76 years old and has Altzheimer’s and has no dial tone.  The repair associate originally gave an unacceptable repair date.  He finally got an appointment for tomorrow after hours on the phone but was not given a 4 hour window.  He needs to have someone there to assist her and needs to be given a 4 hour window.

Customers who had to take off entire days to wait for Pacific’s technicians to commence repairs clearly found Pacific’s scheduling system far from “adequate, efficient, just and reasonable service.”  One customer wrote:...

On April 11th or the 12th I had the static condition back on my telephone and again contacted 611 and arranged an appointment for repair between 8 am and 7 pm on April 14th.  I waited in my house for that repairperson from 8 am until 7 pm.  At 730 PM with no contact from Pacific Bell, I became very angry as I had set aside this 11 hour block of time for this much needed repair.  The telephone was all but unusable through the weekend (April 15th and 16th 2000.)  On Monday morning I received a call from my wife at my fire department informing me that there was a repairman at my residence and was there to repair the static condition.  My wife was “blind sided” with his appearance and delayed her trip to San Francisco while he did the repair.

Customers who were able to request a four-hour appointment period have waited in vain for technicians to arrive, sacrificing other plans, appointments and days of work and vacation time to Pacific’s repair service system.  As one customer wrote:

My complaint is that I had an appointment on Saturday from 2-6 pm to have my phone fixed.  I had to make time in my work and personal schedule for this appointment.  A technician never showed up because someone tested the line elsewhere and it showed that it was working fine, well it wasn’t.  When I called 611, I was offered a Monday appointment, where I could take time off work again and wait around again for someone to show up, NO THANKS....

Another customer wrote:

... The service representative was not particularly helpful.  She checked on the phone line and confirmed that there was trouble on the line.  I specifically asked if the trouble could be fixed remotely.  She said that PacBell would have no idea what the trouble was until a service representative visited our home, and that the earliest appointment available was Friday, April 28, 2001, four days away.  I was frustrated and upset with the prospect of having no phone or DSL service for four days, but at least I had a concrete appointment to get the problem fixed.  We set an appointment for a service representative to visit our home on Friday afternoon between 1:00 p.m. and 5:00 p.m.  We were given no follow-up phone number to call and no confirmation for the appointment.  My wife and I arranged our schedules so that she could be home at those hours.  

Friday afternoon finally came and my wife waited at home.  The hours rolled by but no one from PacBell came.  The appointment was totally ignored.  You can imagine how upset we were.  My wife again tried to call customer service with no result...

Q.12.
 Have Pacific’s out-of-service repair intervals increased since its acquisition by SBC? (Scoping Memo, 4e)

A.12. 
Yes, Pacific’s out-of-service repair intervals increased since its acquisition by SBC.  

Telephone carriers whose annual revenues exceed $114 million or whose rates are regulated are required to file service quality information with the Federal Communications Commission (FCC).  The information becomes part of the FCC’s publicly accessible Automated Reporting Management Information System (ARMIS) database. 

ORA accessed the ARMIS information filed by Pacific and other carriers and prepared charts representing Pacific’s initial and repeat out of service repair intervals for the time period prior and subsequent to the merger with SBC.  Charts 1and 2 show the initial and repeat out of service repair intervals for all telephone carriers with over 2 million residential access lines for the years 1994 through 1999.  The charts indicate that since the merger with SBC, Pacific’s initial and repeat out of service repair intervals have shown a steady increase.  Although there was a moderate drop in Pacific’s initial out of service repair interval for 1999, it still exceeded Pacific’s pre merger figures (1994 – 1996).  Additionally, the charts show that Pacific’s initial and repeat out of service repair intervals are higher than any other carrier of comparable size. 

ORA has also provided Tables IA, IB and IC and IIA, IIB and IIC which show the initial and repeat out of service repair intervals reported for Pacific and all other carriers with over 1 million residential access lines.  The tables include data for the years 1994 to 1999.  Almost without exception since its merger with SBC, Pacific has the highest initial and repeat out of service repair intervals of all carriers with more than 1 million residential access lines.  One exception is its initial out of service repair interval for 1999 when it came in a close second for carrier with the worst out of service repair interval.  Pacific reported an average 37.9 hours to SNET Connecticut’s 39.2 hours.  Significantly, the only other exceptions to Pacific’s distinction as the carrier with the highest out of service repair intervals are the pre-SBC merger years.  In 1994, 1995 and 1996, Pacific’s reported initial out of service repair intervals, while not the lowest among all carriers with more than 1 million residential access lines, were still lower than any Pacific out of service repair interval since the merger.  

In 1994 and 1995, Pacific’s reported repeat out of service repair intervals were lower than its repeat out of service repair intervals in the post-merger years.  Although Pacific’s repeat out of service repair interval for the pre-merger year 1996 was the worst among carriers of similar size, it is still lower than any repeat out of service repair interval Pacific has reported since the merger with SBC.  
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20.9



BS South Carolina
16.9

BS Tennessee
18.9



GTEC California
19.1

US West Colorado
17



SBC Oklahoma
19.7

BS North Carolina
20.5



Wisconsin Bell
15.2

BA Virginia
18.3



GTEC Florida
18.7

GTEC Florida
17



BS South Carolina
18.3

Ohio Bell
20.4



Indiana Bell
14.4

BA Pennsylvania 
18.3



SBC Texas
17.5

GTEC California
16.0



BS Florida 
17.8

BS South Carolina
20



Illinois Bell
14.3

GTEC California
17.1



BS Tennessee
17.1

BS Florida 
15.5



BA Pennsylvania 
16.4

SBC Missouri
18.2



GTEC California
13.4

BS South Carolina
16.6



BS Georgia
16.9

BS North Carolina
15.2



SBC Missouri
16.2

GTEC Florida
16.2



Ohio Bell
13.4

SBC Texas
16.3



BS Florida 
16.8

GTEC Texas
14



GTEC Florida
15.9

Illinois Bell
15.9



GTEC Florida
12.3

GTEC Texas
13.5



BS South Carolina
16.3

BS South Carolina
13.9



GTEC California
15.5

GTEC Texas
14.7



GTEC Texas
11.6

GTEC Florida
13.2



GTEC Texas
15

SBC Missouri
13.8



GTEC Texas
15.4

GTEC California
13.1



Sprint Florida


Sprint Florida




Sprint Florida


Sprint Florida
8.6



Sprint Florida
11

Sprint Florida
12.8



















































Source: FCC ARMIS Tables 43-05 IIa 





Source: FCC ARMIS Tables 43-05 IIa 





Source: FCC ARMIS Tables 43-05 IIa 





Companies with more than 1,000,000 Residential Lines




Companies with more than 1,000,00 Residential Lines




Companies with more than 1,000,00 Residential Lines






TABLE  IB





RESIDENTIAL INITIAL OUT OF SERVICE REPORT INTERVALS (HRS)




























1996


1997



Michigan Bell
34.5

Pacific Bell
46.8



BA Maryland 
33.2

Michigan Bell
35.1



BA Massachusetts 
33.0

Indiana Bell
32.6



US West Washington
32.3

SNET Connecticut
27.1



BA Virginia
30.3

BA Massachusetts 
25.3



Pacific Bell
29.3

SBC Texas
25.2



US West Arizona
29.0

Wisconsin Bell
23.5



Ohio Bell
28.5

BA New Jersey 
22.0



Indiana Bell
28.5

SBC Oklahoma
22



BA New Jersey 
26.3

BA Maryland 
21.6



BS North Carolina
25

US West Washington
21.6



BA Pennsylvania 
24.8

BA NY Telephone 
20.8



US West Colorado
23.7

Ohio Bell
20.5



SNET Connecticut
23.4

BS Alabama
20



Wisconsin Bell
21.8

US West Arizona
19.5



BS Louisiana
21.5

BS Louisiana
19.4



US West Minnesota
21.2

BA Virginia
18.9



BS Alabama
20.5

US West Minnesota
18.6



Illinois Bell
20.4

Illinois Bell
18.5



BA NY Telephone 
20.2

BA Pennsylvania 
18.1



SBC Oklahoma
20.2

BS Tennessee
17.2



SBC Missouri
19.8

BS Georgia
17.0



GTEC California
19.1

US West Colorado
17



GTEC Florida
18.7

GTEC Florida
17



SBC Texas
17.5

GTEC California
16.0



BS Tennessee
17.1

BS Florida 
15.5



BS Georgia
16.9

BS North Carolina
15.2



BS Florida 
16.8

GTEC Texas
14



BS South Carolina
16.3

BS South Carolina
13.9



GTEC Texas
15

SBC Missouri
13.8



Sprint Florida


Sprint Florida
8.6



















Source: FCC ARMIS Tables 43-05 IIa 





Companies with more than 1,000,000 Residential Lines






TABLE IC





RESIDENTIAL INITIAL OUT OF SERVICE REPORT INTERVALS (HRS)




























1998


1999



Pacific Bell
50.0

SNET Connecticut
39.2



SNET Connecticut
32.1

Pacific Bell
37.9



US West Minnesota
31.1

BA New Jersey 
32.4



US West Arizona
31.0

BA Virginia
31.8



BS Alabama
29.1

US West Minnesota
31.1



Indiana Bell
28.9

BS Tennessee
28.8



US West Colorado
27.2

US West Arizona
28.5



BS Tennessee
26.6

BS Alabama
28.2



BS Louisiana
26.2

Indiana Bell
27.2



Michigan Bell
25.6

BS Georgia
26.9



SBC Texas
25.4

US West Washington
26.5



BA Virginia
25.0

Michigan Bell
26.2



BA New Jersey 
24.8

US West Colorado
26.2



BA Massachusetts 
24.8

BA Maryland 
26.0



Wisconsin Bell
24.6

Wisconsin Bell
25



US West Washington
23.6

BS Florida 
23.6



Ohio Bell
22.3

BS Louisiana
23



BA NY Telephone 
22.2

SBC Oklahoma
22.1



Illinois Bell
20.8

SBC Texas
21.8



BS North Carolina
20.8

BA Massachusetts 
21.7



BS Georgia
20.6

BA NY Telephone 
21.2



BA Maryland 
20.3

BA Pennsylvania 
20.9



SBC Oklahoma
19.7

BS North Carolina
20.5



BS South Carolina
18.3

Ohio Bell
20.4



BS Florida 
17.8

BS South Carolina
20



BA Pennsylvania 
16.4

SBC Missouri
18.2



SBC Missouri
16.2

GTEC Florida
16.2



GTEC Florida
15.9

Illinois Bell
15.9



GTEC California
15.5

GTEC Texas
14.7



GTEC Texas
15.4

GTEC California
13.1



Sprint Florida
11

Sprint Florida
12.8



















Source: FCC ARMIS Tables 43-05 IIa 





Companies with more than 1,000,000 Residential Lines






TABLE IIA





RESIDENTIAL REPEAT OUT OF SERVICE REPORT INTERVALS (HRS)




























1994


1995



US West Arizona
50.5

US West Washington
55.6



US West Colorado
49.3

US West Arizona
55.5



US West Washington
47.9

US West Colorado
50.9



US West Minnesota
35.7

US West Minnesota
46.4



BS Florida 
33.0

Pacific Bell
38.3



BA Massachusetts 
27.3

BA Massachusetts 
33.8



BS Georgia
26.7

Michigan Bell
33.7



BS Alabama
26.6

Ohio Bell
32.3



BS Tennessee
25.1

BS Florida 
31.6



BS Louisiana
24.9

BS Alabama
30.4



BA NY Telephone 
24.1

BS Louisiana
28.2



Pacific Bell
23.8

Wisconsin Bell
27.7



BA Maryland 
22.7

Indiana Bell
27.2



Michigan Bell
22.4

BS Georgia
24.6



BA Pennsylvania 
21.3

SBC Missouri
23.9



BA New Jersey 
20.9

BA NY Telephone 
23.7



BA Virginia
19.9

BS North Carolina
21.1



BS North Carolina
19.7

BA Maryland 
21.0



BS South Carolina
17.9

Illinois Bell
21.0



SBC Oklahoma
17.8

SBC Oklahoma
20.6



SBC Missouri
17.6

SNET Connecticut
19.7



SBC Texas
17.5

BS Tennessee
19.6



SNET Connecticut
17.3

BA Pennsylvania 
18.4



Wisconsin Bell
15.6

BA New Jersey 
18.2



Illinois Bell
15.1

BS South Carolina
17.3



Indiana Bell
15.0

BA Virginia
16.8



Ohio Bell
14.6

GTEC California
16.6



GTEC California
14.1

SBC Texas
16.5



GTEC Florida
13.2

GTEC Texas
14.8



GTEC Texas
12.3

GTEC Florida
13.1



Sprint Florida


Sprint Florida




















Source: FCC ARMIS Tables 43-05 IIa 





Companies with more than 1,000,000 Residential Lines







TABLE IIB





RESIDENTIAL REPEAT OUT OF SERVICE REPORT INTERVALS (HRS)




























1996


1997



Pacific Bell
39.4

Pacific Bell
46.8



US West Washington
37.5

Michigan Bell
35.5



Michigan Bell
33.9

Indiana Bell
34.5



BA Massachusetts 
32.3

SNET Connecticut
27.5



Indiana Bell
30.1

SBC Texas
26.4



Ohio Bell
29.7

US West Washington
25.9



US West Arizona
29.4

Wisconsin Bell
25.9



BA Maryland 
27.1

BA Massachusetts 
25.6



BA Virginia
25.7

BA New Jersey 
23.6



BS North Carolina
25.7

BA Maryland 
23.2



US West Colorado
24.7

SBC Oklahoma
22.8



BA New Jersey 
24.2

Ohio Bell
22.6



SNET Connecticut
23.3

US West Arizona
22.3



Wisconsin Bell
23.3

BA NY Telephone 
22.1



BS Louisiana
22.9

US West Minnesota
21.0



BA NY Telephone 
22.3

BS Alabama
21.0



BA Pennsylvania 
22.2

Illinois Bell
20.1



US West Minnesota
22.1

BS Louisiana
20.1



Illinois Bell
21.8

BA Virginia
19.5



SBC Oklahoma
20.9

US West Colorado
19.3



BS Alabama
20.5

BA Pennsylvania 
18.5



SBC Missouri
19.9

BS Tennessee
18.1



GTEC California
19.4

GTEC Florida
18.0



GTEC Florida
18.9

BS Georgia
17.9



BS Florida 
18.8

BS Florida 
17.0



SBC Texas
18.0

GTEC California
17.0



BS Tennessee
17.7

BS North Carolina
16.0



BS Georgia
17.6

GTEC Texas
15.0



BS South Carolina
17.3

SBC Missouri
14.9



GTEC Texas
16.2

BS South Carolina
14.9



Sprint Florida


Sprint Florida
9.0



















Source: FCC ARMIS Tables 43-05 IIa 





Companies with more than 1,000,000 Residential Lines





TABLE IIC






RESIDENTIAL REPEAT OUT OF SERVICE REPORT INTERVALS (HRS)




























1998


1999



Pacific Bell
50.2

Pacific Bell
39.9



US West Arizona
37.5

SNET Connecticut
39.6



US West Minnesota
33.8

US West Minnesota
36.8



US West Colorado
33.0

US West Arizona
35.7



SNET Connecticut
31.7

BA New Jersey 
34.9



Indiana Bell
30.4

BA Virginia
33.3



BS Alabama
29.2

US West Colorado
32.9



BS Tennessee
29.0

BS Tennessee
31.7



US West Washington
27.5

US West Washington
31.3



BS Louisiana
26.8

BS Alabama
30.2



BA New Jersey 
26.7

Indiana Bell
29.3



Michigan Bell
26.0

BA Maryland 
27.9



Wisconsin Bell
25.0

BS Georgia
27.0



SBC Texas
24.7

Michigan Bell
26.9



BA Virginia
24.5

Wisconsin Bell
25.9



Ohio Bell
24.5

BS Florida 
25.6



BA Massachusetts 
24.4

BS Louisiana
24.7



BA NY Telephone 
23.0

SBC Oklahoma
23.0



BS North Carolina
22.5

Ohio Bell
22.6



Illinois Bell
22.1

BA NY Telephone 
22.3



SBC Oklahoma
21.2

BS South Carolina
22.3



BA Maryland 
21.1

BS North Carolina
22.2



BS Georgia
21.0

BA Pennsylvania 
22.0



BS South Carolina
19.5

BA Massachusetts 
22.0



BS Florida 
19.0

SBC Texas
22.0



SBC Missouri
17.7

SBC Missouri
19.4



GTEC Texas
17.2

GTEC Florida
17.8



BA Pennsylvania 
16.9

Illinois Bell
17.3



GTEC Florida
16.9

GTEC Texas
15.8



GTEC California
15.7

Sprint Florida
14.1



Sprint Florida
11.9

GTEC California
14.0



















Source: FCC ARMIS Tables 43-05 IIa 





Companies with more than 1,000,000 Residential Lines



The only currently available residential repair interval data for the year 2000 provides Pacific’s average repair interval on a month-by-month basis from July of 1999 through September 2000
.  ORA has prepared Chart 3 representing the monthly repair intervals.  For January through September 2000, Pacific’s reported monthly repair interval exceeds 40 hours, with an overall average for that time period of 43.86 hours.  Chart 3 also compares the months of July, August and September of 1999 and 2000.  It shows that in 2000, Pacific’s repair intervals are higher than the same time period in 1999.  

Chart 3
















SBC/Ameritech Merger Compliance Service Quality Monitoring Report


Row 370R Average Repair Interval (hrs) Residence Total































Jan
Feb
Mar
Apr
May
Jun
Jul
Aug
Sep
Oct
Nov
Dec

1999






36.9
36.5
37
35.6
41.1
34.2

2000
44
53.2
47.1
43
41.6
40.4
42.5
39.15
43.61





























































[image: image1.png]Percentage

E

18

%

14

2

0

Percent Dissatisfied with Repair Service

1934

1835

1938

1097

1938

1039














































































































Q.13. 
 If the out-of-service repair intervals have increased since Pacific’s acquisition by SBC, does that constitute a violation of Ordering Paragraph 2 of D.97-03-067?  (Scoping Memo, 4f)  

A.13. 
Yes, Pacific has violated Ordering Paragraph 2 of D.97-03-067 which states, that: “Notwithstanding the status of the merger of SBC and Telesis, Pacific shall file annual information consistent with existing reporting requirements to demonstrate the maintenance or improvement of service quality consistent with Commission rules and General Orders (GOs).  Pacific shall maintain or improve its service quality over the five years following the merger.” Pacific has failed to maintain its repair service quality because in each of the years following the merger with SBC Communications, Pacific's repair service intervals have been higher than they were before the merger.


ORA believes that how long it takes to repair customers’ phone service directly impacts customer satisfaction and the combination of these two factors is one of the most important measures of service quality.  As demonstrated elsewhere in this testimony, Pacific’s performance in the areas of initial and repeat repair intervals and levels of customer satisfaction has declined since the merger with SBC.   As one customer put it:

“All of my experience with Pacific Bell has been unsatisfactory, and it has gotten worse since SBC’s acquisition.”

Q.14.
What percentage of Pacific’s residential customers are dissatisfied with Pacific’s repair service?  (Scoping Memo, 4g)

A.14.
Using the FCC’s ARMIS data, ORA prepared Chart 4 showing Pacific’s customer dissatisfaction levels for the years 1994 through 1999.  According to the amended survey results submitted by Pacific to the FCC in January 2001, approximately 16.4% of the customers in the “California study area” were dissatisfied with Pacific’s repair service in 1999.
  Each year since the merger with SBC, the percentage of customers dissatisfied with Pacific’s repair service has increased

Chart 4



Percentage of Pacific Bell Residential Customers Dissatisfied with Repair Service 

Source:  ARMIS Table 43-06











Year
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999


% Dissatisfied
15.5
18
8
11.2
16.28
16.4
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Customer complaints indicate that some residential customers are extremely dissatisfied with Pacific’s residential repair service.
  It may never be possible to determine the full extent of customer dissatisfaction, however, because Pacific does not keep records of complaints made to its call centers or business offices.
    In addition, customers report great difficulty in finding out how to make a complaint to Pacific.  

One customer wrote to the Commission:

This is a letter of complaint about Pacific Bell.  My preference was to write to Pacific Bell.  Instead, this letter is directed to the Public Utilities Commission because I was not able to locate an address where a complaint would be reviewed by someone with authority to make changes.  The result:  a second grounds for complaint.  Even though “you can find anything in the ...Yellow Pages,” you can’t find Pacific Bell’s corporate headquarters.  Even though there is plenty of information about “How to Reach us,” it’s all meaningless unless you want to buy something or be shunted into a robotic telephone queue.
 

Another customer described trying to get an address to write to about Pacific’s poor repair procedures as follows:

My impression during that call was that it might have been easier to obtain the address of the KGB in Moscow during the height of the Cold War than it was to extract the information from the person who gave it to me.

Q.15.
Does this conclude your testimony at this time?

A.15.
Yes.

� Pacific’s response to ORA’s First Set of Data Requests,#11 & 12. 


� See Ex. 5 from UCAN v. Pacific Bell (C.98-04-004).


� Pacific’s Response to ORA’s Fifth Set of Data Requests #3 in C.00-08-053, attached.


� February 1, 2001, San Francisco Chronicle, “Competition on Hold Despite Telecom Act, Pacific has near monopoly in households” and “California Communications” Markets 1986 and 1999,” attached


� PBSQ 000281-283.


� PBSQ 000062-64.


� PBSQ 222-223.


� Id.


� Letter from W.C.M. to the California Public Utilities Commission 15 Sep 99


� See PBSQ 000512.


� See PBSQ 000140.


� See PBSQ 000736.


� See PBSQ 000039-000041.


� PBSQ 000160-164.


� PBSQ 000168-169.


� PBSQ 000189-190.


� Pacific’s Response to ORA’s First Set of Data Requests, #3, PBSQ 001910- 1922.


� Id., at PBSQ 001911. 


� PBSQ 000288.


� PBSQ 000839


� PBSQ 000101.


� PBSQ 000744.


� PBSQ 000266.


� PBSQ 000093.


� PBSQ 000348.


� See, e.g., PBSQ 000238, 000401, 000538, 000807, and 000220.  See also 000736 attached to footnote 12.


� PBSQ 001856.


� See E-mail sent Sunday November 26, 2000 6:00 PM;  PBSQ 000434.


� See Pacific’s Response to ORA’s First Set of Data Requests, #2.


� See Declarations of T. Edwards, A. Kinser, K. Ragsdale, D. Sanchez


� See Id.,  Declaration of D. Sanchez,para.11


� PBSQ 000242-244.


� PBSQ 000506


� PBSQ 000537.


� PBSQ 000960.


� PBSQ 000031-32.


� PBSQ 000216 


� PBSQ 000204-206


� See Merger Compliance Oversight Team, Service Quality Monitoring Report Files at www.fcc.gov.


� PBSQ 000198.


� Letter from Pacific Telesis dated January 11, 2001, and attachments.


� See other customer communications received by Pacific, the Commission and ORA in addition to those specifically referenced elsewhere in this testimony in Attachments to ORA’s Opening Testimony Relating to Pacific Bell’s Residential Repair Service.


� Pacific’s Response to ORA’s First Set of Data Requests, #5


� See attachment to footnote 9, Letter From W.C.M. to the California Public Utilities Commission, 15 Sep 99.


� PBSQ 000233-235.
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