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I.   Introduction

Q.
Please state your name and business address.

A.
My name is Kristen M. Russell.  My business address is 1300 South Evergreen Park Drive Southwest, P.O. Box 47250, Olympia, Washington, 98504.  My business e-mail address is krussell@wutc.wa.gov
Q.
By whom are you employed and in what capacity?

A.
I am employed by the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission (Commission) as a Regulatory Analyst for the Telecommunications Section.  My participation in this case is on behalf of the Commission’s Staff (Staff).

Q.
What are your educational and other qualifications? 
A.
I began my career with the Commission in September of 1990.  I received a Bachelor of Arts degree, with an emphasis in accounting, from The Evergreen State College in 1994.  



In September of 1999, I took a position with the Telecommunications Section of the Commission as a Regulatory Analyst and have worked on various telecommunications-related issues.  I review service quality reports that are submitted to the Commission.  I have presented recommendations to the Commission on rulemakings regarding the Washington Telephone Assistance Program (WAC 480-122) and the cessation of telecommunications service (WAC 480-120-083). 

Q.
What is the purpose of your testimony?

A.
I am providing testimony regarding Verizon Northwest Inc.’s (Verizon NW or Company) service quality in the state of Washington during the test year.  I also respond to the testimony of Verizon’s witness, Ms. Deborah Anders, and her assertions regarding Verizon’s service quality.

Q.
Have you previously filed testimony in this proceeding?

A.
No.

II.  Summary

Q.
Please summarize your testimony.

A.
I provide an overview of the Commission’s service quality rules.  I review and analyze Verizon NW’s service quality reports filed with the Commission and discuss how the Company is performing with respect to these rules.  I also review the Company’s testimony on service quality in this docket.  



Based on my review and analysis, I conclude that: 1) Verizon NW’s service quality is about the same in the test year as it has been over the last three years; and 2) while the Company has not met all Commission service quality standards, the Company’s overall service quality appears adequate and is on par with other telecommunications companies in this state.

III.   Background:  Service Quality Reporting Rules

Q.
Which Commission rules regarding service quality are applicable to Verizon NW?

A.
Verizon NW is subject to the service quality reporting requirements in WAC 480-120-439, which apply to telecommunications companies.  It is also subject to performance standards for installation or activation of service contained in WAC 480-120-105; response time standards contained in WAC 480-120-133; trouble report standards contained in WAC 480-120-438; network performance standards contained in WAC 480-120-401; and repair standards contained in WAC 480-120-440.

Q.
Briefly describe the areas of service quality the Commission monitors for telecommunications companies such as Verizon NW.
A.
The Commission generally monitors missed appointments, installation of basic service, trouble reports, trunk blocking, out-of-service interruptions or impairments, and complaints.  I will describe these terms in detail later in my testimony.

Q.
Have there been recent changes to the Commission’s service quality rules for telecommunications companies?
A.
Yes.  In Docket No. UT-990146, the Commission undertook a rulemaking proceeding that resulted in modifications to the service quality rule previously located in WAC 480-120-535, and to the measurement standards previously located in WAC 480-120-051, -515, -520, and -525.  




The modifications resulted in the Commission’s current service quality rule, WAC 480-120-439, and the measurement standards rules, WAC 480-120-105, -133, -401, -438, and -440.  These rules replaced WAC 480-120-535 and the respective measurement standards rules located in WAC 480-120-051, -515, -520, and -525.  




The current rules took effect July 1, 2003. 

Q.
Is this change in service quality rules significant to your testimony? 

A.
Yes.  Verizon NW’s proposed test year for this proceeding is October 2002 through September 2003.  This time period covers nine months under the previous rules, and three months under the current rules.

Q.
In your testimony, when you refer to any areas in which Verizon NW has or has not been in compliance with Commission rules, are you referring to the rules in effect at the time?

A.
Yes.

Q. 
Please identify the differences between the current service quality rules and the prior service quality rules. 

A.
A significant difference is that the previous rule required local exchange companies (LECs) with over 50,000 access lines to report installation appointments met, held orders, regrade orders held, and trouble reports.  The current rule requires that Class A companies report the information required in WAC 480-120-439, and Class B companies need not report as required in WAC 480-120-439(1).  The classification of a company as Class A or Class B is determined by the percentage of state access lines – a company with 2% or more of the state access lines is a Class A company, and a company with less than 2% of the state access lines is a Class B.  As of July 1, 2004, the 2% benchmark equates to approximately 80,000 access lines.

Q.
Did this change affect Verizon NW?
A.
No.  Verizon NW is a Class A company.

Q.
What changes in the service quality rules affected Verizon NW?

A.
The current rule adds new requirements for interoffice, intercompany and interexchange trunk blocking reports – WAC 480-120-439(8), with the standards located in WAC 480-120-401(3) and (5).  In addition, thresholds have been established for company response times for calls placed to a business office or repair center during regular business hours, based on an automated or a non-automated system – WAC 480-120-439(10), with the standard located in WAC 480-120-133.  

In addition, there were modifications to the major outages and interruption reports.  Under current rules, 100% of all out-of-service interruptions must be repaired within 48 hours, WAC 480-120-440(1), and 100% of all other regulated service interruptions must be repaired within 72 hours, WAC 480-120-440(2).  The prior requirement was that 100% of interruptions must be restored within two working days – former rule WAC 480-120-520(8).   

Q.
Did any Commission service quality reporting requirements stay the same? 

A.
Yes.  For installation of basic telephone service, the current rules continue to require that local exchange companies complete 90% of all orders (of up to the initial five access lines) received during each month, and a 99% completion threshold quarterly (WAC 480-120-105).  Trouble reports still must not exceed four per 100 access lines per month for two consecutive months or four per month for four months in a 12-month period (WAC 480-120-438).  Ninety-eight percent of calls placed must still receive a dial tone within three seconds, and 98% of calls still must not encounter a blocking condition (WAC 480-120-401(2)(a)). 

For repair of out-of-service interruptions, both the current rule (WAC 480-120-440(7)) and the prior rule (former WAC 480-120-520(8)), exclude Sundays and holidays from the time calculation. 

Q.
For purposes of service quality reporting, what is a trouble report, and how is it reported to the Commission?


A.
A trouble report (TR) is “. . . a report of service affecting network problems reported by customers, and does not include problems on the customer’s side of the SNI [standard network interface].” WAC 480-120-021.  The Company’s  monthly report to the Commission must include the number of TRs by central office and the number of lines served by the central office.  TRs must be presented as a ratio per 100 lines in service.  

As I explained earlier, the standard for TRs by central office must not exceed four TRs per 100 access lines for two consecutive months, or four TRs per 100 access lines for four months in any one twelve-month period. 

Q.
What is an out-of-service interruption?

A.
An out-of-service interruption is a condition that prevents the use of the customer’s telephone exchange line for purposes of originating or receiving a call.  It does not include trouble reported for non-regulated services such as voice messaging, inside wiring, or customer premise equipment.

Q.
What are trunks, and what is trunk blocking?

A.
Trunks are communication lines between two switching systems (central offices). Each trunk carries one conversation and it may be either a local or long distance call. 

Blockage occurs when all trunks from one switching system to another are in use.  Trunk blockage prevents a caller from reaching the called party.
Q.
What does the Commission consider to be a service quality complaint?

A.
A service quality complaint is a customer complaint related to the Commission’s service quality standards.  The Commission counts complaints related to quality of service, delayed service, and network congestion.  In order to more fairly compare large and small reporting companies, the Commission calculates a percentage based on the number of service quality complaints per 10,000 access lines.

IV.   Commission Staff’s Analysis of Verizon Northwest Inc.’s Service Quality, as Measured by Commission Service Quality Rules

Q.
In the test year, did Verizon NW meet the service quality standards established by the Commission’s rules that were in effect at the time?

A.
No.  Verizon NW did not meet all the service quality standards established by rule(s) in the following areas:  Trouble reports (TRs), out-of-service interruptions repaired within 48 hours and 72 hours, and trunk blocking.  

In the test year, Verizon NW had three central offices where TRs exceeded the Commission standard of four TRs per 100 access lines per month for two consecutive months.  There was one Verizon NW central office where the TRs exceeded the maximum of four TRs per 100 access lines for four months in a twelve-month period.  
In addition, the Company did not meet the standard of 100% of out-of- service interruptions repaired within 48 hours for four months, nor did it meet the standard of 100% of other regulated services / impairments repaired within 72 hours for three months.  

Finally, Verizon NW did not meet the trunk blockage standard for one month in the test year.  The standard (WAC 480-120-401) states that for any month, during average busy-hour, 99% of all trunk groups must block less than one-half of one percent of the traffic carried over intertoll and intertandem facilities.  Because the trunk blocking report is a new rule, the Company’s failure to meet the standard occurred in the last three months of the test year.

Q.
Have you prepared an exhibit showing these results?

A.
Yes.  I prepared Exhibit No. ___ (KMR-2).  This exhibit shows the Company’s service quality measurements for October 2002 through June 2003, when the previous service quality rules were in effect.  I also prepared Exhibit No. ___ (KMR-3), which shows the Company’s service quality measurements for July 2003 through September 2003, when the current service quality rules were effective.  

Q.
How does Verizon NW’s service quality performance in the test year compare to the 12 months prior to the test year? 

A.
Verizon NW’s service quality in the test year was consistent with its service quality in the 12 months prior to the test year, as measured by the Commission’s rules.

Table 1 below shows that for the year prior to the test year, October 2001 through September 2002, Verizon NW had four instances in which two central offices exceeded the trouble report maximum of four TRs per month for four months in a 12-month period four times – October, December, August, and September – as well as three instances in which two central offices exceeded the maximum of four TRs for two consecutive months.  On the other hand, the major outages that occurred in this period were repaired in the required time frame.


Table 1

October 2001 to September 2002

	WAC
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May 
	Jun
	Jul
	Aug
	Sept

	480-120-525
	b
	ok
	b
	ok
	ok
	ok
	a
	ok
	ok
	ok
	a & b
	a & b

	Violations:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	a = TRs exceed 4 per 100 access lines per month for 2 consecutive months
	

	b = TRs exceed 4 per 100 access lines per month for 4 months in a 12 month period


Because the trunk blocking reporting requirement did not go into effect until July 2003, I was unable to compare Verizon NW’s performance for that particular standard.  

I also calculated the average of the measurable performances of Verizon NW for the installation/activation of basic service, appointments met, complaints, and the complaint percentage per 10,000 access lines.  Table 2 is a comparison of the measurable performances between the two 12-month periods.

Table 2

Prior Year vs. Test Year

	Service Quality
	Prior
	Test 

	Standard
	Year
	Year

	Basic Service Install / Activation
	99.66%
	98.69%

	Appt. met
	99.28%
	99.34%

	Avg. Complaints per Mo.
	2.3
	2.17

	Complaints %
	3.0%
	2.0%


Table 2 shows that for these measurable performances, Verizon NW has maintained essentially the same level of service quality during the two 12-month periods.

Q.
Did you perform any other comparisons or analysis of Verizon NW’s service quality?

A.
Yes.  I compared test year service quality measurements for Verizon NW with Qwest Corporation (Qwest), a company of similar size, and with United Telephone Company of the Northwest (Sprint), a Class A company with fewer access lines.

Q.
What did your analysis show?

A.
Verizon NW performed better than Qwest and Sprint in some of the service quality areas, and worse in others.  In particular, for the last three months of the test year, Verizon NW’s performance was considerably poorer than Qwest’s or Sprint’s for the installation of basic telephone service.    

Q.
Did you prepare an exhibit showing these comparisons? 
A.
Yes.  The exhibit is my Exhibit No. ___ (KMR-4).  To prepare this exhibit, I reviewed the previous service quality rule, and analyzed the service quality reports filed by Verizon NW, Qwest and Sprint for October 2002 through June 2003.  I then created a spreadsheet identifying the applicable rule, the performance standard, and the month/year the service quality report pertained to.  I noted my findings in the spreadsheet, i.e. if the companies met the Commission’s standard, did not meet the standard, or failed to file the information pertaining to the particular standard.  I repeated this process for the current service quality rules, which covered the remaining three months of the test year – July through September 2003.  

As my Exhibit No. ___ (KMR-4) shows, Verizon NW’s performance for the installation of basic service was better than both Qwest and Sprint only once in the 12-month period - December 2002.  Neither Qwest nor Sprint violated the TR standards in the 12-month; however, Verizon NW failed these standards four times – the Company failed both standards in October 2002, and failed one of the standards in June 2003, and failed a standard again in September 2003.

Q.
Why did you compare Verizon NW’s service quality to that of Qwest and Sprint?

A.
Because, in Verizon NW’s direct case, the Company’s service quality witness, Ms. Anders, refers to the “Washington aggregate.”  Exhibit No. ___ (DA-1T), page 11, line 6.  In Staff Data Request No. 243, Ms. Anders was asked to identify the companies included in the “Washington aggregate.”  Verizon NW’s response identified Qwest and Sprint as the other companies used in its service quality comparison.  The service quality comparison figures Ms. Anders provided in her testimony, and the figures provided by Verizon NW in response to Staff Data Request No. 243, were extracted from the FCC Report 43-05 for the Year 2003.
V.   Verizon NW’s Analysis of its Service Quality in Washington

Q. 
Has Verizon NW provided any service quality analysis in this docket?

A.
Yes.  As I just mentioned, Verizon NW has provided the testimony of Ms. Anders.  Exhibit No. ___ (DA-1T).

Q.
What sort of evidence did Verizon NW present on service quality?

A.
Ms. Anders reports the results of random surveys Verizon NW conducted of consumer and small business customers who had had recent interaction with the Company.  Exhibit No. ___ (DA-1T), page 8, line 13 to page 9, line 6.  These surveys pertain to Verizon NW’s repair and installation of service.  

Q.
Did this evidence discuss quality of service based on the standards contained in the Commission’s service quality rules?

A.
No.

Q.
Did Verizon NW provide any reference to its service quality in relation to the Commission’s service quality rules?
A.
Yes.  Verizon NW indicated in the direct testimony of Ms. Anders that its service quality performance relative to the Commission’s service quality rules has been “excellent.”  Exhibit No. _____ (DA-1T) page 7, lines11-15.

Q.
Did Verizon NW provide any detailed analysis of its service quality in relation to the Commission’s rules?

A.
No.  Although Ms. Anders’ testimony refers to the Commission’s service quality rules, she provides no in-depth analysis of the rules, nor does she provide any details about the Company’s performance under these rules.

Q.
How many surveys did Verizon NW conduct, and what were the results?  

A.
On average, Verizon NW conducted XXX surveys a month for each class of customer and type of service for each year, 2001 to 2003. 

For 2003, 96% of consumer customers surveyed rated Verizon NW’s installation of service as outstanding (O/S), very good (V/G), or satisfactory (S) (XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX); 91.1% of consumer customers surveyed rated Verizon NW’s repair of service as outstanding, very good, or satisfactory (XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX).  For small business customers, 93.6% and 89.4% rated its installation and repair of service either outstanding, very good, or satisfactory, respectively (XXXXXXXXXXXXX, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX). 

With regard to rating Verizon NW’s installation and repair of service, the surveyed respondents could also select “not so good” (N/G) and “poor” (P).   These options were selected by some of the respondents (consumer provisioning XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXX.  

Verizon NW also provided general rating percentages for the years 2001 and 2002  XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXx.  

Q.
Do the Commission’s service quality rules require reporting of information regarding companies’ repair and installation of service?

A.
Yes.

Q.
How do Verizon NW’s reports to the Commission on repair and installation of service compare to Verizon NW’s survey results in that area?

A.
For the test year, Verizon NW met the Commission’s benchmark standards for installation; however, as mentioned earlier in my testimony, the Company did not meet the standards for repairs of interruptions and impairments.  

This directly correlates to the survey results from small business customers.  During the test year, small business customers responded to the Company’s survey regarding repair of service with a satisfaction rate below 90% for seven out of the 12 months.

Q.
Did Verizon NW make any assertions in its service quality testimony about its service quality as compared to other Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers in the state of Washington?
A.
Yes.  Verizon NW witness Ms. Anders testified that Verizon NW is providing Washington customers higher levels of service than the aggregate of Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers.  Exhibit No. _____ (DA-1T) page 11, lines 1-7.

Q.
Is Verizon NW’s testimony on this issue accurate?

A.
Yes.  Based on the source document used by Verizon NW, FCC Report 43-05, for the year 2003, five of the six measures do indicate that Verizon NW’s performance is better than the Washington aggregate (Qwest, Sprint and Verizon NW).  However, for 2001 and 2002, the Company’s service quality performance was not better than the Washington aggregate in all six measurable areas.  In particular, the Company is below the Washington aggregate for the percent of local installation commitments met for 2001, 2002, and 2003.  

It should also be noted that based on the FCC Report 43-05 for 2002 to 2003, although the number of Verizon NW complaints was lower than the Washington aggregate, the number of Verizon NW complaints rose from 24 to 53 for the former GTE study area, and from 105 to 126 for the former GTE /Contel study area.  During this same time, the number of Qwest and Sprint complaints, as reported in FCC Report 43-05, declined from 102 to 64 and 91 to 35, respectively.

Q.
What conclusions can be drawn from the service quality information supplied by Verizon NW in its direct testimony?

A.
First, based on Verizon NW’s survey results (of category ratings of outstanding, very good, or satisfactory) for 2001, 2002, and 2003, the Company’s consumer customers’ opinion on the provisioning of service has fluctuated, while its ratings for the repair of service have improved over the three years.

During this same period, small business customers’ rating of Verizon NW’s provisioning of service has continually improved, ending with a rating of 93.6% for the three rating categories of outstanding, very good, and satisfactory.  Meanwhile, its ratings for repair of service improved between 2001 and 2002, but then fell considerably to a low of 89.4% in 2003.  

The survey ratings of Verizon NW’s repair of service for both consumer and small business customers for the years 2001 to 2003 never rose XXXX.   

Table 3 compares the category ratings of Verizon NW’s provisioning and repair of service for the test year.

Table 3

Test Year

	Rating Categories
	Services as a whole
	Consumer
	Small Business

	Outstanding
	39.0%
	41.3%
	36.8%

	Very Good
	40.4%
	38.8%
	42.1%

	Satisfactory
	13.4%
	14.4%
	12.5%

	Not so Good
	4.1%
	3.5%
	4.6%

	Poor
	3.1%
	2.0%
	4.0%


Table 4 compares the category ratings of Verizon NW’s provisioning and repair 

of service for 2003.

Table 4

2003

	Rating Categories
	Services as a whole
	Consumer
	Small Business

	Outstanding
	38.2%
	40.3%
	36.1%

	Very Good
	40.4%
	39.0%
	41.8%

	Satisfactory
	13.9%
	14.3%
	13.5%

	Not so Good
	4.4%
	4.0%
	4.7%

	Poor
	3.1%
	2.4%
	3.9%


And finally, Table 5 compares the category ratings of Verizon NW’s provisioning and repair of service for 2002.

Table 5

2002

	Rating Categories
	Services as a whole
	Consumer
	Small Business

	Outstanding
	38.6%
	39.7%
	37.5%

	Very Good
	39.4%
	38.4%
	40.4%

	Satisfactory
	14.8%
	15.5%
	14.0%

	Not so Good
	4.2%
	4.1%
	4.2%

	Poor
	3.0%
	2.2%
	3.8%


Second, there were several months during the test year in which small business customers gave Verizon NW a less than favorable rating regarding its repair of service – falling below 90%, as indicated in Work Paper of Verizon NW Witness Ms. Anders which I have attached to my testimony as Confidential Exhibit No. ___ (KMR-C5).  
VI.   Conclusions

Q.
What are your conclusions regarding Verizon NW’s service quality?

A.
Verizon NW’s service quality is about the same in the test year as it has been over the last three years.  While the Company has not met all Commission service quality standards, the Company’s overall service quality appears adequate and is comparable to that of other telecommunications companies in this state.

Q
Does this complete your testimony?
A.
Yes.  
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