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“ \l 2

REFERENCE:  TESTIMONY OF MS. ALEXANDER, PARAGRAPH 10, FOOTNOTE 4 

tc “Reference\:  Testimony of Ms. Alexander, paragraph 10, footnote 4 “ \l 2

a) FOR THE PERIOD 1990 UNTIL THE PRESENT, PROVIDE ALL DECISIONS OF THE MONTANA PSC WITH RESPECT TO US WEST (NOW QWEST) IN WHICH QUALITY OF SERVICE WAS AN ISSUE.

b) INDICATE IN WHICH YEAR QWEST ENTERED INTO PRICE CAP REGULATION UNDER THE MONTANA PSC AND PROVIDE THE RELEVANT REGULATORY DECISION.

Further response to interrogatory per Commission letter of October 3, 2001 which requested as follows: Provide the rulings together with a summary describing clearly the form of regulation during the period 1990 to the present.

RESPONSE OF MS. ALEXANDER:

As noted in the revised response to this interrogatory filed on September 24, 2001, US West has not filed a rate case in Montana for at least 11 years.  As a result, there has not been a commission decision on a revenue requirement case for local exchange service for the period 1990 until the present.

A consequence of the failure to file a rate case for at least 11 years is that QWEST       is not under a price cap regime in Montana.

Ms. Alexander does not have any orders or rulings issued by the Montana PSC concerning Qwest’s quality of service decisions from the 1990-1997 period because she has not retained any in her files and the Montana PSC website only contains rulings since 1998.  Ms. Alexander does have copies of press releases issued by the Montana PSC concerning US West’s service quality violations and the court case that was filed in 1994.  As a result, Ms. Alexander cannot respond to the request for any Commission orders.  Instead, she did (in her prior Revised Response dated September 24, 2001) provide information obtained by means of a telephone conversation with a member of the Montana PSC staff.

September 24, 2001
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REFERENCE:  TESTIMONY OF MS. ALEXANDER, PARAGRAPH 15 tc “Reference\:  Testimony of Ms. Alexander, paragraph 15 “ \l 2
PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION SEPARATELY FOR VERIZON IN MAINE, VERMONT, MASSACHUSETTS AND NEW YORK:

A)
INDICATE THE FORM OF REGULATION TO WHICH VERIZON IS SUBJECT IN EACH STATE.

B)
FOR EACH STATE, PROVIDE THE MOST RECENT DECISION WHICH SETS OUT THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF SUCH REGULATION.

C)
FOR EACH STATE, PROVIDE ANY OTHER DECISIONS, AGREEMENTS AND/OR OTHER DOCUMENTATION WHICH EXPLAIN THE SERVICE QUALITY PLAN TO WHICH VERIZON IS SUBJECT.

Further response to interrogatory per Commission letter of October 3, 2001, which requested as follows: Provide a hard copy of the most recent Massachusetts Decision.

RESPONSE OF MS. ALEXANDER:

Attached is a hard copy of the most recent Massachusetts Decision.

The decision may be accessed at the URL shown in footnote 9 to the evidence-in-chief of Ms. Alexander.  The reader is required, however, to scroll down 6 inches to see the commencement of the decision.  

Accordingly, the hard copy is not being distributed to the parties to the proceeding. 

October 10, 2001
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REFERENCE:  TESTIMONY OF MS. ALEXANDER, PARAGRAPH 21


AT PARAGRAPH 21, MS. ALEXANDER STATES:

“…THE 13 STATES SERVED BY US WEST (NOW QWEST) HAVE ENDURED OVER A DECADE OF POOR SERVICE QUALITY THAT BEGAN TO BE DOCUMENTED IN THE EARLY 1990’S AFTER MOST OF STATES ADOPTED A MULTI‑YEAR ALTERNATIVE RATE PLAN…”

PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION SEPARATELY FOR EACH OF THE 13 STATES SERVED BY QWEST:

A)
DISCUSS THE PERFORMANCE ACHIEVED BY QWEST WITH RESPECT TO EACH SERVICE INDICATOR.

B)
INDICATE IN WHICH YEAR QWEST ENTERED INTO PRICE CAP REGULATION IN THAT STATE AND PROVIDE A COPY OF THE RELEVANT DECISION.

Further response to interrogatory per Commission letter of October 3, 2001 which requested as follows: Provide, by state, the year Qwest entered into price caps or price alternative regulation, and a copy of each relevant decision.

RESPONSE OF MS. ALEXANDER:

Please see the attachment.

Qwest (formerly US West) provides local exchange service as the incumbent Regional Bell Operating Co. in the states shown in column 1.  In column 2, Ms. Alexander has indicated the date that her files show that US West was under price cap regulation for each state for which she has such information.  

Ms. Alexander’s files are not comprehensive.  Ms. Alexander does not have copies of all of these decisions due to their age, but the chart in the attachment indicates in column 3 the source of her information or what might be available from commission websites.  Based on a preliminary review of various state websites, most commission decisions prior to 1997 or 1998 are not available electronically.
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Attachment

State
Date of Price Cap Regulation (if known)
Comments

Washington
1990-1995
Plan expired in 1995 and US West filed for doubling of residential rates under traditional rate of return regulation.  Commission ordered reduction in rate of return due to poor service quality.  Orders not available.  

Oregon
1991, eff. 1/1/92.  Due to expire 12/96.
Order No. 91-1598 (not available).  In Order No. 96-107 Commission terminated price cap plan in part due to deteriorating service quality, eff. May 1, 1996. This order is available at http://www.puc.state.or.us/orders/1996ords/96-107.htm.  In Order No. 97-171 (May 19, 1997) the Commission ruled on US West’s rates and rate of return, reciting the history of the company’s form of regulation and deteriorating service quality.  The 1997 order is available at http://www.puc.state.or.us/orders/1997ords/97-171.htm .

Idaho
1989 adopted Revenue Sharing Plan
This type of alternative rate plan divides the company’s annual revenues for regulated services by the number of access lines in service, using a base year.  If the annual revenue per line increases, portion of regulated sharing revenues returned to customers.  Order No. 25826 on December 13, 1994 extended the Plan for another year and explains the details of the incentive plan and the service quality deterioration that occurred during this same period.  The PUC ordered that a set of service quality standards and penalties be developed.  Order 26476 (June 1996) describes the withdrawal by US West of a proposal to replace the Revenue Sharing Plan and intent to file a rate of return rate case.  Order No. 26732 (December 1996) describes the resulting Consent Agreement concerning service quality penalties. Please see Order No. 25826, http://www.puc.state.id.us/orders/25826.HTM  and 

Order No. 26732, http://www.puc.state.id.us/orders/26732.HTM 

 

Utah
No information


Montana
Rate of return regulation; no incentive rate plan adopted


Wyoming
No information


Nebraska
Incentive form of regulation (profit sharing)
Telecommunications Service Quality (NRRI, 1996) –1995 survey

Minnesota
1998
Docket No. P421/AR-97-1544 (December 11, 1998), eff. 1/1/99.  See http://www.puc.state.mn.us/docs/orders/98-262.pdf.   The PUC’s approval of the US West/Qwest merger resulted in increased penalty amounts (see http://www.puc.state.mn.us/docs/USWQwestmerg.pdf, June 28, 2000.  On April 13, 2001 the PUC issued an ordering finding that US West’s penalties for 1998 totaled $890,500 and in 1999 penalties totaled $5,186,797.  

Iowa
As least by 1995
Telecommunications Service Quality (NRRI, 1996) –1995 survey 

Colorado
1992
Decision No. C92-854, May 26, 1992.  Please see http://www.dora.state.co.us/puc/Decisions/1992/C92-0854_90A-665T.doc
 Service quality plan with 15 indicators; violations in 1993-95 led to $5.3 M penalty.  The merger between US West and Qwest resulted in increased penalty provisions and customer rebates for service quality failures.  See (http://www.dora.state.co.us/puc/Decisions/1999/C99-0222_97A-540T_90A-665T.doc).

New Mexico
1990-1993
US West rejected alternative rate plan after 1993 PUC decisions concerning rates

Arizona
Rate base rate of return regulation in the early to mid 1990’s. Three year price cap plan adopted in 2001
http://www.cc.state.az.us/utility/telephon/63487.pdf
(March 30, 2001)  Price cap plan adopted with increased penalties for an already existing service quality tariff.  Under this tariff Qwest paid a total penalty of $518,000 in 2000. 

South Dakota
No information


North Dakota
No information


October 10, 2001
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“ \l 2

REFERENCE:  TESTIMONY OF MS. ALEXANDER, PARAGRAPHS 34 TO 60

A)
IDENTIFY THOSE TELEPHONE COMPANIES IN THE U.S. WHICH ARE SUBJECT TO PRICE CAP REGULATION AND WHICH ARE ALSO SUBJECT TO A PENALTY SCHEME FOR SERVICE QUALITY WHICH IS SIMILAR TO THAT PROPOSED BY MS. ALEXANDER AND IN EACH CASE DESCRIBE THE PLAN.

B)
IDENTIFY THE REGULATOR OF EACH TELEPHONE COMPANY LISTED IN PART A).

C)
FOR EACH TELEPHONE COMPANY LISTED IN PART A), PROVIDE THE RELEVANT REGULATORY DECISION WHICH DETAILS THE WORKINGS OF THE PENALTY SCHEME.  IF THIS DECISION IS OTHER THAN THE RELEVANT PRICE CAP DECISION, PROVIDE THE PRICE CAP DECISION AS WELL.

D)
FOR EACH TELEPHONE COMPANY LISTED IN PART A), PROVIDE THE QUALITY OF SERVICE INDICATORS WHICH ARE COVERED BY THE PENALTY SCHEME AND THE APPLICABLE SERVICE STANDARD FOR EACH INDICATOR.

E)
FOR EACH TELEPHONE COMPANY LISTED IN PART A), PROVIDE THE MAXIMUM PENALTY PAYABLE, IN TERMS OF DOLLARS, IF THE STANDARDS FOR ALL QUALITY OF SERVICE INDICATORS ARE NOT MET.

F)
FOR EACH TELEPHONE COMPANY LISTED IN PART A), PROVIDE THE MAXIMUM PENALTY PAYABLE, IN TERMS OF PERCENTAGE OF REVENUES SUBJECT TO THE PRICE CAP, IF THE STANDARDS FOR ALL QUALITY OF SERVICE INDICATORS ARE NOT MET.

RESPONSE OF MS. ALEXANDER:

A) Ms. Alexander does not maintain a comprehensive database on the type of price cap regulation and service quality regulation in effect for telephone companies in the U.S.  State service quality penalty schemes vary greatly in their detail, although not in the principles that are at stake.

Accordingly, the burden of reviewing all of the service quality plans that Ms. Alexander has identified in her testimony and in response to interrogatories in this proceeding in order to create a chart that contains the information desired in the requested format would outweigh the probative value of the evidence.  It is respectively submitted that the states of Vermont and Maine are the most relevant ones for consideration in response to the thrust of this interrogatory. The 
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following information contains the requested information for both the Maine and Vermont service quality plans.  

With respect to those telephone companies that she is familiar with and that are subject to price cap regulation, both the Vermont and Maine service quality plans are most similar to the plan proposed by Ms. Alexander in this proceeding.  These plans incorporate a list of service quality indicators that affect retail customers, establish a baseline performance standard for each indicator, and calculate penalty points and assess penalty dollars according to a table in the same manner as recommended by Ms. Alexander in paragraph 42-44 of her evidence-in-chief.  

In each case, the company is required to rebate the service quality penalties to customers in the form of either a one-time rebate or a reduction in otherwise allowed revenue increases at the time of the annual price cap filing.  However, there are other service quality plans that have been adopted as part of telephone price cap plans that are similar in design. 

B) The regulator for the Maine plan is the Maine Public Utilities Commission (www.state.me.us/mpuc) and the regulator for the Vermont plan is the Board of Public Service (www.state.vt.us/psb) .

C) The regulatory price cap decision (both of which include the service quality index) was cited in fn. 7 (Maine) and fn. 8 (Vermont) in Ms. Alexander’s Direct Testimony.  In addition, the portion of the Vermont price cap plan relating to the retail service quality plan was provided as an attachment to her Direct Testimony filed before the Maine PUC in the price cap proceeding as part of her original response to ARCetal(The Companies)31Aug01-17.

D) (i) The quality of service indicators in effect in Maine:
Performance Metrics







 BASELINES

C = Changed metric 
N = new metric  TBD = To be determined
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CUSTOMER SERVICE

(c) 1. Premise Installations: % Appointments




          TBD             

          Not Met – Company Reasons

(c)  2. Mechanized Installations:% Appointments 




TBD

        Not Met – Company Reasons

(n)  3. Premise Repairs:- % Appointments





TBD

        Not Met – Company Reasons


(n)  4. Mechanized Repairs: % Appointments




            TBD

        Not Met – Company Reasons

(c)  5. Held Orders - Average Delay Days





TBD    

 

       6. Business Office calls: 







    31              

       % Answered over 20 seconds

(n)  7. Repair Service Calls: 

        % Answered over 20 seconds






              TBD

SERVICE RELIABILITY

       8. Customer Trouble Reports






              1.08       

          Rate per 100 lines 

(n)  9. Repeat Trouble Reports






              TBD

         Rate per 100 lines

  10. % Troubles not cleared






             21.1               

         within 24 hrs – Residential Customers

11. % Troubles Not Cleared






              9.0                 

        within 24 hours - Business Customers

12. Dial Tone Speed







            0.36               

        % over 3 seconds
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(n) 13. % Blocked Calls 







             TBD
 

(c)   14. Service Outage







             TBD            

 

CUSTOMER SATISFACTION

(n) 15. PUC Complaint Ratio






           TBD

(ii) The performance metrics adopted in Vermont:

Network Trouble Report Rate per 100 Lines





           1.4

Troubles not cleared within 24 Hours-Residence




            30%

Troubles not cleared within 24 hours-Business





  12%--10%

Average Speed of Answer-Repair Centers





 21 seconds

Calls not answered within 20 seconds-Residence office



           25%

Calls not answered within 20 seconds-Business office




           25%

Busy Rate-Repair Center








             3%

Installation commitments not met for Company reasons—Res. And Bus.

          2.5%

Installation Orders Held Res. And Bus.

a. Missed Installation Rate





 .   8%--.7%

b. Average Delay Days for Missed Installations


        16—14

Service Reliability









                1

a. Service Outages (5,000 lines over 30 minutes)




b. Interoffice facility failure (30,000 lines over 30minutes)

c. Signaling System Failure (outages over 30 minutes)

Umbilical Blockage

a. Number of units greater than .11% blocking



20

b. Percentage of units greater than .11% blocking


16%--7%

c. Units at greater than .11% blocking for longer

than three consecutive months




0% (1 event)

d. Units at greater than 0.0% blocking




35%
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Dial Tone Speed

a. Host/Remote cluster at greater than .40% dial tone delay
  0—N/A

b. X of switch modules with dial tone delay greater than y3
       TBD

c. Switch modules at greater than y dial tone delay for longer

                      than z months.





                 TBD

              (x, y, and z to be determined after one year of data collection and analysis)

E) The Maine PUC ruled that the maximum penalty should be increased from $11 million (prior five year plan) to $12.5 million for the new price cap plan.  The maximum per-indicator rebate amount was increased from $1 million to $1.135 M and from $2M to $2.27 M for the Service Outage metric.   

The Vermont plan establishes a maximum penalty amount of $10.5M. 

F) The Maine penalty amount is 3.4% of Verizon’s 2000 revenues.  The Vermont penalty amount is 5.6% of Verizon’s test year 1998 revenues.

