
Q.1.  What is the purpose of your Reply Testimony?

A.1.  The purpose of my Reply Testimony is to respond to statements made in the Prepared Testimony of Terry Gleason, Rick Resnick and Sharon Moore on behalf of Pacific Bell (Pacific) in this proceeding. 

Q.2.  Please summarize your Reply Testimony.

A.2.  As ORA states in its Complaint and in its Opening Testimony, the quality of Pacific’s residential repair service violates requirements imposed on Pacific by the Public Utilities Code and the Commission decision that authorized the merger of Pacific with SBC.  The Automated Reporting Management Information System (ARMIS) reports Pacific provides to the Federal Communications Commission (FCC), and documents Pacific provided ORA in discovery all attest to the degradation in Pacific’s residential repair service since 1996.  

In its testimony, Pacific tries to discredit its own ARMIS reports, minimize the complaints of its own customers and focus attention instead on unsubstantiated generalities about other surveys, other events and other issues.  Pacific’s testimony fails to refute ORA’s showing of increased repair intervals, increased customer dissatisfaction and obstacles to customers trying to get their service repaired.

Q.3.  Do you agree with Mr. Gleason’s explanation of Pacific’s increased Customer Dissatisfaction levels?

A.3.  No, Mr. Gleason makes assumptions about what customers meant by choosing various answers in surveys, but does not explain the basis for those assumptions. 

Stripped of all the rhetoric, Mr. Gleason’s explanation of the increase in customer dissatisfaction is that some customers who responded “Just OK “ in 1996 and 1997, really meant “Dissatisfied”, and because “Dissatisfied” became a possible response in 1998, this accounts for the statistical increase in customer dissatisfaction in 1998.  

But Mr. Gleason does not explain why the Commission should assume that Pacific’s customers do not know the difference between the meaning of “Just OK” and “Dissatisfied.”  Suggesting that subtle differences in the negative connotations of certain responses is responsible for the increase in customer dissatisfaction totally ignores the more logical possibility that customer responses might have shifted because customers are more dissatisfied with Pacific’s service. 

Even using Mr. Gleason’s assumptions, however, the percentage of Pacific’s customers dissatisfied with Pacific’s repair service has increased since the merger.  In Figure 2 of page 8 of his testimony, Mr. Gleason presents an analysis of Customer Dissatisfaction Ratings for Residential Maintenance and states, “Figure 2 shows that the sum of percentages in the bottom three boxes has remained essentially constant.  Dissatisfaction in all of its forms, mild to severe, has not appreciably changed during the study period.”  Figure 2 shows that the percentage of Pacific’s customers who are dissatisfied with Pacific’s repair service had increased since the merger.

Mr. Gleason’s Figure 2 is a graph depicting customer dissatisfaction by plotting the sum of percentages for the bottom 3 boxes in the customer survey for each month from January 1996 to September 2000.  The data points in the graph in Figure 2
 show the following:

a. Jan 1996 – Dec 1996: dissatisfaction ranges from 16 to 26% of respondents, with an average of approximately 19% during this interval.

b. Jan 1997 – Dec 1997: dissatisfaction ranges from 16% to 32% (peak) of respondents, with an average of approximately 25% during this interval.

c. Jan 1998 – Dec 1998: dissatisfaction ranges from 20% to 28% of respondents, with an average of approximately 25% during this interval.

d. Jan 1999 – Dec 1999: dissatisfaction ranges between 25% and 28% of respondents, with an average of approximately 26% during this interval.

e. Jan 2000 – Dec 2000: dissatisfaction ranges between 25% and 30% of respondents, with an average of approximately 27.3%. 

Thus, even using Mr. Gleason’s unsubstantiated assumptions about what customers meant in the survey, it still appears that customer dissatisfaction levels have increased since 1996. 

Pacific changed its Automated Reporting Management Information System (ARMIS) customer satisfaction survey in 1998 and is now citing the change as a reason to invalidate the less favorable results.  In its Fourth Set of Data Requests, Request 20, ORA sought information regarding Mr. Gleason’s understanding of the reasons for the change to the survey.  Pacific’s response to Request #20 stated that, “Mr. Gleason has no knowledge regarding all of the reasons that may have existed for this decision.”
  

Citing lack of standardization as a reason to invalidate results is a convenient argument for Pacific, particularly in view of the fact that the lack of standardization is self-generated.  If the Commission accepts this argument, all Pacific need do to ensure a lack of meaningful customer satisfaction information now and in the future is change its survey every couple of years.  

Arguing the semantics of survey construction is not productive at this point. For every survey it is possible to find an expert with plausible arguments for invalidating the survey’s results, or for that matter, validating the results.  What is important is that even though the wording of the survey instruments has changed, at this time, the ARMIS customer satisfaction survey results represent the most information the Commission has regarding Pacific’s customers’ satisfaction with Pacific’s repair service for the years in question.  

          Q.4.  Do you agree with Mr. Gleason ‘s conclusion that the American Customer Satisfaction Index (ACSI) “is a better indicator of customer satisfaction”
 for the Commission to rely on than are Pacific’s ARMIS reports or complaints from actual customers? 


A.4.  No, for several reasons.  First the ACSI survey reports results for SBC, not Pacific individually.  ORA’s complaint relates to Pacific’s repair intervals, not SBC’s.  Likewise, the ARMIS data on customer satisfaction submitted by ORA is based on surveys of Pacific’s customers who have had recent experience with Pacific’s repair service, not SBC’s customers.  


ORA’s Fourth Set of Data Requests, Request 29, sought the results separately for Pacific Bell/California and the other SBC affiliates.  Pacific’s response stated that Mr. Gleason does not have this data;
 presumably, no one else at Pacific does either.  In any case, the Commission has no way of knowing what relationship, if any, there is between the ACSI results as they relate specifically to Pacific’s customer satisfaction.


Secondly, Mr. Gleason’s testimony provided no supporting data for the results of the survey.  No information regarding the questions asked of the survey respondents or how respondents were selected was provided in the testimony, only a website address was given.  ORA’s visit to this website yielded only raw numbers without the information necessary to substantiate the results.  ORA found no information available to the public at the website to support the survey results.  


In its Fourth Set of Data Requests, Request 28, ORA sought information regarding how the ACSI survey was developed, including what questions were asked, how respondents were selected and all underlying data relating to construction of the survey instrument.  Pacific’s response to Request #28 was, “All information relied upon by Mr. Gleason is at the website.”
  


Pacific has provided no support for Mr. Gleason’s statement that the ACSI is a better indicator of customer satisfaction, and ORA has been unable to evaluate the validity of this claim.  Data request responses from Pacific have been uninformative.
  


Mr. Gleason’s testimony stresses the critical importance of standardization in surveying, yet provides the Commission with no way of determining whether the ASCI survey is standardized.  


Q.5.  Do the results of the J.D. Power and Associates survey accurately represent customer satisfaction with Pacific’s repair service?

A.5.  It is impossible to tell.  According to the attachments to Mr. Gleason’s testimony, the J.D. Power and Associates survey uses eight key areas to measure customer satisfaction.  They are:

· Customer Service 

· Cost of Service

· Corporate Image

· Call Quality

· Promotions

· Billing

· Calling Card 

· Operators.

Of the eight areas only one, Customer Service, is even tenuously related to the issue of customer satisfaction with Pacific’s repair service.  Customer feelings about the cost of service, billing, corporate image, promotions, calling cards, etc., do not measure customers’ satisfaction with Pacific’s repair service.  Attached to Mr. Gleason’s testimony were the press releases for each year of the survey, but none of the underlying data needed to test the methods or results of the survey. 

In its Fourth Set of Data Requests, Request 32, ORA sought all the underlying data for the J.D. Power and Associates survey that Mr. Gleason relied upon in making his recommendation.  Pacific’s response to the data request was that Mr. Gleason could not disclose the questions contained in the surveys because of a non-disclosure agreement he has with a third-party client.
  Of all the other information sought in Request 32, such as the number of customers surveyed, the descriptions of repair troubles, how survey participants were contacted and all analyses, reports letter memos or other documents relating to the construction of the survey, Pacific’s response was “Mr. Gleason has no knowledge.”
  

In his testimony, Mr. Gleason states, “A much better way to judge customer satisfaction with Pacific’s service is through surveys, of scientifically-constructed random samples of customers with recent repair experience.  This is exactly what the customer satisfaction surveys discussed above, are.”
  This statement is in stark contrast to the negligible information Pacific has actually provided about the two surveys Mr. Gleason is recommending.  From Pacific’s response to ORA data requests on the subject, it appears that Mr. Gleason’s knowledge of the two surveys’ construction and methodology is limited to the questions used in the J.D. Power and Associates survey, which he will not disclose.  

Q.6.  Why did ORA include the consumer complaints in its testimony?

A.6.  ORA’s purpose in including the customer complaints in its testimony is to give consumers a voice in this proceeding.  ORA makes no representations as to the statistical significance of the customer complaints it received from Pacific.  The complaints are not offered here as anything other than what they are, accounts of individual customers’ experiences with Pacific’s repair service.
  

Use of such personal accounts before this Commission is hardly unprecedented.  The Commission regularly invites the public to come forward and share its views, opinions and experiences at Public Participation Hearings for the very reason ORA has offered these accounts in this proceeding.  The actual experiences of consumers are infrequently heard in Commission proceedings, yet the decisions made here affect them on a daily basis.  Customer comments should be viewed as one tool among many used to determine if Pacific is providing customers with adequate, efficient, just and reasonable repair service. 

Q.7.  Mr. Gleason states that because only 26 consumers mentioned the issue of a four-hour appointment window, it does not appear to be a serious problem.
  Do you agree?  

A.7.  No.  The Commission should not expect customers who don’t know about a service to complain about a lack of it.  Moreover, the fact that Pacific includes notices in its newsletters that say customers can request a four hour-window does not mean that customers can actually make that request when they call Pacific’s repair line. 

In any case, the Commission should not disregard complaints about the 4-hour window.  Instead, the Commission should recognize the customers who took valuable time to call and write about a service problem that was important to them.  By seriously considering the customers’ complaints, the Commission may encourage other customers to communicate concerns about their service as well.

Q.8.  Do you agree with Mr. Gleason’s discussion of the use of mean versus median?

A.8.  No.  The FCC’s ARMIS reporting requirements are standardized.  ALL carriers are required to report their average repair intervals
.  Pacific would only be disadvantaged if it were required to report its repair intervals based on the mean and other carriers report based on their medians.

Mr. Gleason provided a graph of Pacific’s repair interval for December 2000 only.  According to a data response, Mr. Gleason conducted no other analysis of Pacific’s data or the data of other companies.
  Pacific has thus provided no support for the conclusion that use of medians would change Pacific’s overall repair interval results in relation to other companies’ results.  

ORA has prepared a graph of Pacific’s residential Out-Of-Service repair intervals for all of 1999 and the first six-months of 2000, using both the median and the mean. 
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As this graph illustrates, Pacific’s overall performance does not change regardless of whether it is measured using a median or mean.  Although, the repair intervals decreased, if the median were applied to the repair intervals of the other companies, their numbers should experience a corresponding decrease.  Given similar distributions of repair intervals, any increases or decreases from one company to another would remain proportionate when using the median.  Therefore Pacific’s position relative to other companies should remain the same.

Q.9.  Do you agree with Mr. Resnick’s testimony that Pacific’s G.O. 133B results indicate that Pacific has maintained or improved its service quality over pre-merger results?
  

A.9.  No.  Pacific’s G.O. 133B Reports on Held Orders, Installation, Operator Assistance, Directory Assistance or Business Office Answer do not address Pacific’s repair service, or respond to any of the Scoping Memo questions.  ORA requested all documents relating to measures taken by Pacific to verify the accuracy of the reports attached to Mr. Resnick’s testimony, but Pacific objected “...to these questions as beyond the scope of this proceeding, overly broad and unduly burdensome” and refused to answer them.
  ORA also asked for a comparison of Average Trouble Service Answer Times since 1996, measuring the time between the time the caller finished dialing 611 and a service representative came on the line, but was referred back to G.O. 133-B reports.
  

Q.10.  Do you agree with Mr. Resnick’s statement that ARMIS data should not be relied on because there is no standardization in how the data is collected?
  

A.10.  No, both G.O. 133B and ARMIS set out specific reporting standards as to how the data should be collected.  Pacific, according to its own testimony in this case, does not follow those standards.  G.O. 133B, Section 3.3a, Customer Trouble Reports reads:

Description.  Initial reports from customers and users of telephone service relating to dissatisfaction with telephone company-provided equipment and/or service.  Reports not relating to the quality of the telephone service, reports that cannot be complete because of a lack of access to customer’s premises, subsequent reports, requests for operator assistance in placing calls, requests for busy verification, reports relating to toll private services, special services, customer-provided equipment, and employee reports will not be included.  Reports received within the reporting unit in terms of reports per 100 lines.  

The ARMIS reporting requirements are equally unambiguous.  The instructions for Row 0145 – Out-of-Service Average Repair Interval reads:

Enter the average interval, expressed in hours to the nearest tenth measured on a running clock, between the time a trouble report entered in Row 0144 is received by the ILEC, and the time the trouble report is cleared.  

In his testimony Mr. Resnick states that,”…we do not generate trouble tickets for calls to 611 that we fix on line with the customer; other RBOCs issue a trouble report.”
  

The reporting requirements for G.O. 133B and ARMIS do not exclude calls to 611 that are fixed while the customer remains on the line.  The ARMIS reporting requirements specifically state that intervals should be expressed in hours to the nearest tenth.  It does not exclude calls that are fixed while the caller is still on line or calls that only take a short time to handle.  It appears from Pacific’s testimony, however, that Pacific is violating the Commission’s G.O. 133B Section 3.3a by not generating trouble reports for all calls coming into its 611 repair line.

Mr. Resnick goes on to state that, “For the year 2000, 74% of the calls received by the Customer Service Bureau did not result in trouble tickets”.
  If 74% of the calls that come into the 611 repair do not generate a trouble report and are not subsequently reported to ARMIS, it is unclear to ORA how that 74% was determined.  ORA requested the underlying data for the 74% figure in its Fourth Set of Data Requests, but Pacific’s response was “See Ms. Moore’s testimony.”
  

Mr. Resnick argues that the ARMIS data is unreliable because it lacks standardized processes for reporting, but says that Pacific does not report all the incoming 611 calls even though other RBOCs issue trouble tickets in all instances.  

Mr. Resnick doesn’t seem to have the same qualms about the reliability of ARMIS data that casts Pacific’s performance in a positive light.  Indeed, Mr. Resnick offers ARMIS data indicating that Pacific’s initial and repeat trouble reports are the lowest among the RBOCs as proof of Pacific’s good service
.  Apparently Mr. Resnick does not see the connection between Pacific’s 74% underreporting of the 611 calls and its low ARMIS Trouble Report rate.  

Q.11.  Mr. Resnick appears to attribute Pacific’s longer out-of-service repair intervals from 1996 to 2000 to El Nino and flooding in the Sacramento Delta Region.
   Do you agree? 

A.11.  No.  Mr. Resnick presents a chart with annual rainfall totals for San Francisco from the National Weather Service and the California Department of Water Resources.  Not only does this chart fail to consider rainfall totals outside of San Francisco, but it also extrapolates “The net result of higher than normal rainfall is an increase in the volume of customer repair trouble reports”
 without citing specific data or allocation factors indicating economic damage to Pacific’s network on a wirecenter basis throughout the state.  Resnick also states, “These heavy rains caused a 14% increase in the number of trouble tickets in 1997 and 1998.
   

Mr. Resnick’s testimony relies on a superficial correlation between increased rainfall totals and service outages without explicit financial and geographic analysis.  Pacific has not shown that El Nino and flooding in the Delta are responsible for Pacific’s increased repair service intervals.  

Q.12.  Has ORA examined any other historical weather-related data to measure the impact of severe weather conditions on Pacific’s average residential repair intervals?  

A.12.  Yes.  ORA compared the effects of the 1997-98 El Nino season to those of the record-flooding season in California in 1994-95.  Despite the fact that the 1995 season resulted in higher than average rainfall total and 355% greater economic damage throughout the state than the 1997-98 El Nino season, Pacific’s average residential repair intervals were still 49.25% less than in 1998.  

The charts below show total damages and average residential repair intervals for recent seasons, as reported by the California Governor’s Office of Emergency Services.
  The 1994-95 season is ranked the costliest since 1949 with major flooding during storms in January and March while the El Nino season from December 1997-April 1998 (highest rainfall months) ranks only the 10th costliest since 1949. 

Table 1 – Storm Damages




	Season

	Months 
	Total Damages

	1994-95*
	Jan and March 1995
	$1.95 Billion

	1996-97*
	Dec 1996-Jan 1997
	$1.88 Billion

	1997-98
	December-April
	$0.55 Billion


*Not El Nino seasons.

Pacific’s average residential out-of-service repair interval increased by 130% from 1994 to 1998, with a 70.6% increase between 1996 and 1998.  Notably, Pacific’s average intervals have shown the greatest increases of any of the other SBC companies, many of which were affected by severe weather conditions.   

	Table 2 - Residential Initial Out of Service Repair Intervals 
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000

	Southwestern - Arkansas
	11.87
	10.70
	10.70
	10.80
	12.30
	14.50
	22.30

	Southwestern - Kansas
	15.44
	14.45
	16.00
	13.50
	19.30
	22.30
	15.30

	Southwestern - Missouri
	17.81
	23.85
	19.80
	13.80
	16.20
	18.20
	16.50

	Southwestern - Oklahoma
	17.09
	21.11
	20.20
	22.00
	19.70
	22.10
	20.30

	Southwestern - Texas
	17.48
	16.30
	17.50
	25.20
	25.40
	21.80
	26.00

	SNET
	17.29
	20.38
	23.40
	27.10
	32.10
	39.20
	38.20

	Pacific Bell
	21.67
	33.48
	29.30
	46.80
	50.00
	37.90
	42.50

	Nevada Bell
	17.10
	21.20
	18.40
	24.50
	18.20
	16.90
	14.90


Again, despite nearly $2 Billion in flooding damages and record rainfall in late 1994 and early 1995, Pacific sustained average repair intervals of 21.7 and 33.5 hours, respectively.  Even if one were to take Pacific’s superficial analysis of the impact of El Nino on its repair intervals at face value, it is clear that Pacific has recently maintained more adequate standards of repair service during periods of greater economic damage than it has experienced since the merger.  Pacific’s assertions are unsubstantiated. 

Q.13.  Mr. Resnick claims that various external factors contribute to repair intervals that are higher for Pacific than other large companies.  Do you agree with his arguments?

A.13.  While it is true that factors such as weather, cable cuts, customer unavailability and access line growth may contribute to increased repair intervals, none of the external factors cited by Mr. Resnick are peculiar to California.  Rain falls in other states.  Large amounts of rainfall cause floods in states other than California.  In fact, other parts of the country are affected by weather-related incidents such as blizzards, hurricanes and tornadoes that are not part of California’s typical weather patterns.  Contractors cut cable lines in other states and access line demand for use beyond POTS has increased in other areas of the country.  ORA does not dispute Pacific’s contention that these factors may affect repair intervals.  ORA does dispute Mr. Resnick’s contention that these external factors adversely affect Pacific’s repair intervals exclusively.  Given that ALL phone companies face such external factors, ORA continues to contend that the ARMIS repair interval data for all telephone companies with over 2 million access lines is an accurate representation of the companies’ relative repair interval rates.  

Mr. Resnick also claims that how companies process trouble reports affects repair duration and any analysis of their respective repair intervals must take that into consideration
.  As ORA has already discussed, G.O. 133B and ARMIS reporting requirements and instructions are clear.  Pacific’s underreporting of calls to its 611 line is apparently a conscious business decision, not the result of a lack of standardized reporting instructions.  

Q.14.  Mr. Resnick claims that Pacific has augmented its customer facing technician force levels each year since the merger with SBC to respond to external factors.
  Do you agree with that statement? 

A.14.  (redacted)

Additionally, despite the net increase in customer-facing service technicians since the merger, Mr. Resnick states, “Pacific schedules its technicians according to the demand day-by-day.”
  In other words, demand for installations may take precedence over repair problems, although there is no way of verifying the precise degree to which repairs are neglected at this time.

Table 3 - REDACTED

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


Q.15.  Do you agree with Mr. Resnick’s contention regarding Pacific’s market share?


A.15.  No.  Whether Pacific’s share of the residential local exchange market is 94% or 99%, the threat of competition to Pacific’s market share is insufficient to guarantee high levels of repair service which are crucial to basic local exchange service.  Because of Pacific’s virtual monopoly in its California residential local exchange territory, service quality guarantees are essential to assure that residential customers receive adequate repair service.

Q.16.  Do you agree with Mr. Resnick’s assertion that customers have choices as to who provides their local service?


A.16.  While some residential customers are fortunate enough to have a choice of local exchange carrier, the vast majority does not. Mr. Resnick’s reference to “309 CLECs who have been authorized to provide service in California”
 says nothing about the number of Competing Local Exchange Carriers (CLECs) who actually provide residential local exchange service to California customers.  The following table represents the results of a survey ORA conducted on the companies certified to be CLECs in California.
  

Survey of California CLECs

	Survey Results

	Yes
	28

	No
	85

	Wrong Number
	30

	Disconnected
	36

	No Answer
	56

	No Phone Number
	20

	Total Called           
	 255


The survey was conducted by ORA staff on April 17 and 18, 2001.  Each CLEC reached by phone was asked, “Do you offer local residential telephone service in California”.  Of the 255 CLECs called only 28 of those reached said “yes.”   


Mr. Resnick also states that 18 companies have listings in the Alameda phone book offering inside wire service.
  While that may be true, inside wire repair services cannot provision basic dial tone service to residential customers and therefore does not represent any competition in the residential local exchange market.  

Q.17.  Do you agree with Ms. Moore’s statement that “If a customer is not happy with the appointment given by the CCSN, she has an opportunity at the end of the CCSN dialog to speak with a MA and at that time, the customer may request a four-hour window.”


A.17.  No, the opportunity to speak with an MA that Ms. Moore refers to is the prompt “If there are other problems and you wish to wait for a Pacific Bell representative, press 0 now.”
 At no time during the scheduling process is the customer told to press “0” or any other number to reach a representative.  It is illogical to provide the means of scheduling a 4-hour appointment window AFTER a customer has already scheduled an appointment.  By this time callers have already worked their way through a series of prompts that appear to indicate that only those appointments offered during the automated process are available.  The caller’s only option is to accept one of the appointments or cancel the call.  If a caller wants his or her phone repaired, there is only one option, accept the appointment.  

According to Ms. Moore’s testimony, the only other way to reach a representative within the automated system is “…by not pressing anything, by inputting invalid entries, by pressing “0”, and by pressing “0”…at the end of the CCSN dialog setting up the appointment.”
  To summarize, customers can only request a 4-hour appointment window if they speak to a MA.  However, they can only reach a MA if they respond to a non-sequitur prompt from the system, completely fail to respond to a prompt, make several invalid entries after a prompt or know to press “0” even though it is never a prompted option.  In other words, out of sheer desperation or completely by accident.  


Ms. Moore’s account of how appointments are assigned to customers who indicate they have a medical emergency does not denote any heightened consideration by Pacific.
  Her description of the process starts at the point of the customer speaking to a MA.  As discussed above, getting to that point is the actual problem.  

Q.18.  Does this conclude your testimony at this time?

A.18. Yes.

April 20, 2001

� The data points in ORA’s analysis of Figure 2 are approximations.  ORA asked Pacific to refer to Figure 2 and provide the “precise percentage dissatisfaction ratings for each month in a data request, but received only “See Mr. Gleason’s testimony, figure 2” in response.  (Pacific’s Response to ORA’s Fourth Set of Data Requests, #24.)


� Pacific’s Response to the ORA’s Fourth Set of Data Requests, #20(a).  ORA also sought all underlying data or documents relating to the decision of the company to change the survey.  Pacific’s response was that “...to date, it has not located any responsive documents.” 
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� See Prepared Testimony of Rick Resnick, p. 6.


� Prepared Testimony of Rick Resnick, p.8.


� Prepared Testimony of Rick Resnick, p.8. The figures for “Trouble Reports” were changed in Pacific’s Response to ORA’s Fourth Set of Data Requests #74, and according to Pacific, “From 1996 there was a 4% increase to 1997 and a cumulative 12% increase to 1998 in the number of trouble tickets.


� Excerpted from “El Niño and La Niña…Their Relationship to California Flood Damage”, By Jan Null, CCM, Golden Gate Weather Services. � HYPERLINK "http://www.ggweather.com/nino" ��www.ggweather.com/nino�.


� Prepared Testimony of Rick Resnick, pp.6-12.


� Testimony of Rick Resnick, p.12, Q.19


� Testimony of Rick  Resnick, p. 7. 


� REDACTED.


� Prepared testimony of Rick Resnick, p.


� See Prepared Testimony of Rick Resnick, p. 19


� See Prepared Testimony of Rick Resnick,  p. 18.


� Source: CPUC website, � HYPERLINK http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/stat/industry/telco/carrier+lists/index.htm ��http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/stat/industry/telco/carrier+lists/index.htm�. 
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