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MEMORANDUM

This report was prepared by Dr. Ayat Osman of the Communications & Water Policy
Branch of the Office of Ratepayer Advocated (ORA) under the general supervision of Program
& Project Supervisor, Ana Maria Johnson. ORA is represented in this proceeding by legal
counsel, Lindsay Brown.

A statement of qualifications of Dr. Ayat Osman is presented in Attachment A to this
testimony.

This testimony is comprised of the following sections:

Executive Summary- provides a summary of key findings and recommendations

Introduction—provides a brief synopsis of the Joint Applicants’ services and their
current and future plans to address service quality for customers in California.

Chapter 1 vyojce Services Reliability and Outages in California-provides an analysis of
voice service outages in recent years, related to voice services provided by the
Joint Applicants in California.

G.0. 133-C Out of Service Repair Intervals-provide a summary of the Joint
Applicants results on the CPUC service quality rules on Out of Service Repair
Intervals

Chapter 2 provision of Voice Services- provides a summary of the Joint Applicants results
on service quality metrics pertaining to provisioning of voice services

Chapter 3  Customer Complaints-provides a summary of customer complaints on the Joint
Applicants’ services in recent years in California.

Given the expedited schedule of this proceeding, ORA prioritized its analysis and
recommendations in preparing this testimony. The absence from this report of analysis or
recommendations on any particular item contained within the Application, the proceeding’s
Scoping Ruling, and/or data request responses, may be addressed during Joint Supplemental
Testimony currently scheduled for September 1, 2015 and Reply Supplemental Testimony on
September 8, 2015.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On March 18, 2015, Frontier Communications Corporation (Frontier), Frontier

Communications of America, Inc. (U 5429 C) (“Frontier America”), Verizon California
Inc. (U 1002 C) (Verizon California), Verizon Long Distance, LLC (U 5732 C) (Verizon
LD), and Newco West Holdings LLC (collectively, Joint Applicants) filed an application
seeking approval from California Public Utilities Commission (Commission or CPUC)
for the sale and transfer of Verizon California, and Verizon LD’s customer account in
Verizon California’s service territory to Frontier. If the transaction is approved, Verizon
California’s physical assets will be transferred to Frontier and approximately 2.2 million
customers of Verizon California will become customers of Frontier.

This testimony discusses the analysis conducted on how the proposed transaction of
the Joint Applicants will impact the quality and reliability of voice services, both

traditional circuit switched plain old telephone service (POTS) and Voice over Internet

Protocol (VoIP).—1 After examining the Application, testimony filed by Verizon’s
Witness, Timothy McCallion, and Frontier Witnesses, Melinda White and Michael
Golob, as well as, data responses to ORA’s data requests, the Commission should adopt a
number of mitigating measures identified below as a condition of approving the proposed
transaction to ensure that California consumers receive reliable voice service. The

following 1s a summary of ORA’s key findings and recommendations.

1 I am informed by counsel that the CPUC has jurisdiction, and in fact, must review the impact of this
Transaction on the reasonable timely deployment of VoIP services and take regulatory action where
necessary pursuant to Section 706(a) of the 1996 Telecommunications Act and Section 710(a) of the
Public Utilities Code.
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A. Key Findings

1. The Joint Applicants Did Not Meet the CPUC’s Standards on

Service Repairs and Answer Time in 2014

e Public utility telephone corporations in the State of California are required to
meet minimum standards for service repairs, referred to as Qut of Service
(OOS) Repair Intervals, of 90% of repair tickets restored within 24 hours.
Both Frontier and Verizon did not meet the minimum standards for OOS

Repair Intervals in 2014; Frontier averaged at 83% and Verizon averaged at

68%. Refer to Chapter 1 (A) for further details.

e Telephone corporations in California are also required to meet answer time
standards for trouble reports, billing and non-billing inquiries, where a live
agent/service representative is to answer 80% of calls within 60 seconds.
Both Frontier and Verizon did not meet the minimum standards for answer

time in 2014; Frontier averaged at 74% and Verizon averaged at 64%.

2. Verizon Reported Considerable Number of Major Service

Outages in California

e Verizon reported a total of jjjmajor outages, that met the Federal
Communications Commission (FCC) Network Outage Reporting System
(NORS) reporting criteria, during the 2010-2014 period; whereas, Frontier
reported a total of JJjj outages in the period covering 2011, 2013 and 2014.

Frontier did not report any major outages in 2010 and 20122

e The majority of Verizon’s California reported major outages, during the

2010-2014 period, occurred in || Covnty and

2
=~ CPUC’s current service quality rules are codified in General Order (G.O.) 133-C.

3 . . .
~ Refer to Chapter 1 for the FCC’s NORS reporting criteria of major outages.
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County. The largest number of major outages in || I County

oceurred in the cities of GGG ' I

I County, the largest number of major outages occurred in

Verizon’s maximum major outage durations ranged betweerijj N
B Vcrcas Frontier’s maximum major outage durations

ranged between [

In years 2010 through 2014, the majority of Verizon’s reported major
outages occurred due to failure in |Jjjjilij nctwork versus other

companics” networks, I

B |  Vost of the major outages that occurred in | N
network, Jjjjj outages or about JJjjjij took place inside buildings (owned,

leased, or otherwise controlled by || versus ] ovtages in outside

plant 4

The primary root cause of the major outages in Verizon’s network was

I I +hich occurred I
-- was the second main root cause of major outages in Verizon’s

network, which occurred mostly i | N NN

Although Verizon’s outages that did not meet the FCC NORS outage
reporting criteria iy that of Frontier’s in the years 2011 through 2014,
Frontier’s number of outages per 1000 lines was [Jjjjj than Verizon’s
during that period, refer to Figure 20. In 2014, Frontier’s number of outages
per 1000 lines (N wWas I I that of Verizon’s (] Also, in 2014,
Frontier’s average outage duration was about |Jjjjjjilj whereas Verizon’s

average outage duration was about ||| NN

For additional details on Frontier’s and Verizon’s FCC major outages, see Chapter 1.

— FCC NORS reporting requirements specify that reporting entities indicate whether the outage occurred
inside building owned, leased, or otherwise controlled by the reporting entity. A building is a structure
that is temperature controlled. http://www.fcc.gov/pshs/outage/nors manual.pdf
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3. Findings on Service Provisioning

Verizon California, Citizens Telecommunication Company of California
(dba Frontier California), and Frontier Communication of the South West
(dba Frontier Southwest), which are Uniform Regulatory Framework (URF)
Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers (ILECs), do not currently report G.O.
133 measures for installation intervals and installation commitment met. The
standard for telephone service installation interval is five business days, and
the standard for installation commitment met is 95%. Frontier
Communication West Coast, which is a General Rate Case (GRC) ILEC,

reports on these rules.

Based on the response to ORA’s data request, Verizon’s average service
installation intervals in 2014 was [Jjjjj calendar days for copper voice and

VolP services, and [Jjjjjj calendar days for Fiber to the Premise (FTTP)

voice.2 Frontier Jjjjjj the service installation interval standard of five
business days in the years 2011 through 2014. Based on average annual
results, Frontier JJjjjj] the installation commitment standard of 95% for the

years 2013 and 2014 but slightly |l the standard in 2011 and 2012.

Verizon identified multiple service quality metrics that it tracks at a
company level (other than the three metrics that it currently reports to the
CPUC under G.O. 133-C service quality rules). Verizon metrics applies to
core voice services (copper voice), FiOS service (FTTP voice and/or VolP).
Verizon tracks these metrics for services that require dispatch and those that
do not. Verizon’s service quality metrics include metrics on: customer
trouble reports and repeat trouble reports, repair tickets (out of service and
service affecting), repair commitments, Mean Time to Repair (MTTR), and

provisioning and installation commitments. Verizon did not identify internal

3 Verizon did not provide service installation intervals in business days and did not provide the
installation commitment met for the years 2010 through 2014. Verizon did not provide the service
installation intervals for the years 2010 through 2013. As such it is not feasible for ORA to determine if
Verizon’s provisioning service have improved or deteriorated from prior years.
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standards that it applies to these metrics. Key results on Verizon’s company

specific service quality metrics are given in Chapter 2 (C).

4. Frontier’s Customer Complaints per 1000 Lines Exceeded

Verizon’s in California

e In 2014, Frontier’s customer complaints per 1000 lines were almost [

] that of Verizon’s.

B. Summary of Recommendations

Approval of this transaction should not be granted without conditions requiring
Frontier to meet specific targets for improving service quality and reliability of voice
services, and including vigilant monitoring of service quality measurements and customer
satisfaction performance outcomes.

Given that Frontier will acquire a much larger number of new customers, including
traditional wireline copper voice, FTTP FiOS voice, Voice over Internet Protocol (VoIP)
and large businesses customers, the Commission should ensure that post-transaction the
new Frontier will maintain or improve the quality of services to California customers.

The Commission should adopt the following conditions:

1. Frontier Should Implement a Multi-Year Strategic Plan

If the Commission approves the Transaction, it should ensure California has access
to high-quality, reliable voice services by requiring Frontier to devise and implement a
multi-year Strategic Plan. Frontier should submit to the Commission and the ORA a
multi-year Strategic Plan by no later than October 31, 2015 with the specific plans for
improving voice (traditional copper voice, FiOS voice, and VolP) service quality,
reliability, and availability throughout its new California service area. More specifically,
the Strategic Plan is to include the following:

a. Specific plans, including the specific types of network upgrades needed, to

improve reliable and safe voice services in the following counties:

e Los Angeles County

e San Bernardino County
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e Riverside County
b. The Strategic Plan shall include at minimum the following components:

1. Goals: general goal articulating the desired outcome.

ii.  Objectives: for each goal identify specific objectives that meet the
S.M.A.R.T criteria: Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic and

Time-bound.
iii.  Follows are examples of goals and objectives:

Goal (1): Improve service reliability and access to E-911 service in
Los Angeles County, San Bernardino County and Riverside

County.

Objective (1): By September of 2016, complete the
assessment and identify the remaining useful life of critical
components of outside plant and Verizon’s buildings
associated with major outages in Los Angeles County, San

Bernardino County and Riverside County.

Objective (2): By April of 2017, replace “x” number of base
units, and “y” number of remote switches, etc. in Los Angeles
County.

Objective (3): By September of 2017, renovate the following
types of outside plant: “x” number of conduits, “y” number of
vaults, “z” number of pedestals and/or cabinets, and “t”

number of poles, in the cities of M, N, and L in Los Angeles

County.

v. Specific goals and objectives to address outages (including, impacts-
user-minutes/DS3-minutes, durations, and affected users) pertaining to
Frontier’s wireline and VoIP services in California the following

FCC’s categories:

o 1350 DS3-minutes outages
o E-911 outage



[V I N VS B\

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

18

19
20
21

22
23

24
25
26
27

o 900,000 user-minutes/VolP-minutes outages
o Blocked Calls
v.  Specific goals and objectives to improve and meet on G.O. 133-C
standards of 90% of Out of Service Trouble Reports to be restored

within 24 hours.

2. Frontier Should Provide an Annual Report to the CPUC and
ORA for a Period of Five Years

For a period of five years, with year one due one year from the date of CPUC

approval of the Transaction, Frontier should provide the Commission and ORA with an
annual report detailing:
a. Frontier’s capital expenditures related to planned actions on condition number
(1) above. Frontier should include in the report a comparison of the amount of
planned California capital expenditures as a percentage of total system
expenditures and a comparison of the amount of capital expenditures per
working line in California.
b. Performance metrics quantifying the desired outcome of each objective

identified in condition number 1 (a).

3. Frontier Should Report on VoIP Major Qutages

Frontier should provide a copy of Federal Communications Commission (FCC)
Network Outage Reporting System (NORS) reports for VoIP services to the Commission
and ORA concurrent with such filing with the FCC.

4. Frontier Should Report on Outages that Do Not Meet the FCC
NORS Reporting Criteria

For a period of five years, Frontier should meet the following voice services
outage performance metric and report to the Commission and ORA, outages that do not
meet the FCC NORS outage reporting requirement for voice services (traditional copper

voice, FiOS voice (non-VoIP and VoIP)):
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a. Performance Metric: The number of outages that do not meet the FCC
NORS reporting requirements should not exceed 0.5 outages per 1,000
lines per year

b. Reporting Requirement:

1.Type of service: Type of service: copper voice, FiOS voice (non-VoIP),

O 0 9 N B W

—_—
NN = O

——
B~ W

——
[0 V)]

N DN NN ===
N A W N = O O 0

26

27
28
29
30
31
32

33
34

and/or VolP

i1i.Number of customers affected

1ii.
1v.
V.
VI.
Vil.

Viii.

iX.

X1.
Xil.
X1il.
X1V.
XV.
XVI.
XVIl.

XViil.

Type of customers affected: residential/business
Incident Date

Incident Time

Duration of outage in hours and minutes
Outage restoration time

Whether the outage was due to failure in Frontier’s network or other
companies’ network

Whether the outage occurred inside Frontier’s buildings (owned,
leased, or otherwise controlled by Frontier) or outside plant

. Location of outage

Equipment failed

Network involved

Affected E911/911

Description of the Cause
Description of the Root cause
Description of the incident
Methods used to restore the outage

Steps taken to prevent the outage from re-occurring

5. Frontier Should Report on Service Provisioning Metrics

For a period of five years, Frontier should provide to the Commission and ORA, on a

quarterly basis the following service quality metrics for voice services:

a. Traditional Voice Copper Service and FiOS voice (non-VolIP):

1. Installation Interval

il. Installation Commitments

b. VoIP services:

1. Installation Intervals

1i. Installation Commitment Met
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iii. Customer Trouble Reports

iv. Out of Service Repair Intervals
v. Answer-time for Trouble Reports
vi. Billing and Non-Billing Inquiries

1. Recurring Trouble Reports by the same customer after closing
of an initial trouble report

—_

A\

6. Frontier Should Report on Verizon’s Service Quality Metrics

For a period of five years, Frontier should report to the Commission and ORA, as
well as improve on Verizon’s current voice service performance metrics as follows:

a. At a minimum, track the 39 different metrics that Verizon currently uses to
assess the quality of its voice services. See Attachment B for a list and
description of these metrics.

b. Frontier should improve performance on the following voice services
metrics for traditional copper voice, FTTP voice (non-VoIP) and VoIP
services:

¢. Out of Service Repair Tickets (OOS) cleared within 24-hours

1. Service Affecting but Not Out of Service (NOOS), cleared within 24-
hours.

ii. Percentage Repeats < 7 days: Percentage of customer who report a
second problem within 7-days of a prior cleared trouble report.

iii. Mean Time to Repair (MTTR)

iv.  Percentage Commitment Met: the percentage of installations that were
cleared on or before the date/time promised.

v. Percentage Repair Commitment: the percentage of trouble reports that
were cleared on or before the date/time promised.

7. Frontier Should Report on Customer Complaints

For a period of five years, Frontier should meet the following complaint performance
metric and provide to the Commission and ORA, on a quarterly basis customer
complaints for voice services including traditional copper voice, and FiOS voice (non-
VoIP and VoIP):

a. Performance Metric: The number of complaints should not exceed 1.75
complaints per 1,000 lines.

b. Reporting Requirement:
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ii.

iil.

1v.

Vi.

Vil.

Type of Customer: residential/business
Type of Service: copper voice, FTTP voice and VoIP

Type of Complaint Categories: billing (identify type of billing
complaints, such as unauthorized charges, disconnection, rate protest),
access to 911/emergency services, delayed orders/missed
appointments, number portability, operator service, refusal to service,
service outages, call quality (i.e. service conditions that affect or
prevent the quality of service provided such as static and noise)

Resolution time for a complaint
Date of Complaint
Location

Recurring complaints by the same customer after closing of an initial
complaint

8. Frontier Should Fund an Independent Survey Consultant to

Measure Customer Satisfaction in California

Frontier should pay for the cost of an independent consult, selected, directed, and

managed by ORA, to design and conduct a multi-lingual customer satisfaction survey.

The survey would be conducted over a 36 month period, and designed to measure

customer satisfaction for voices services (including, traditional wireline copper voice,

FTTP FiOS voice, and VoIP customers), and to measure the effectiveness of efforts to

educate customers on the limitations of VoIP during power outages and the necessity for

maintaining battery back-up. Over the 36 month period, the independent consultant (with

ORA) would then issue quarterly reports to the CPUC detailing the results of the survey.

These quarterly reports would provide the Frontier and the CPUC with the ability to

detect trends and identify and address problems early.

10
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OVERVIEW AND POLICY

A. Introduction

The July 02, 2015 Amended Scoping Ruling of Assigned Commissioner Sandoval
(Scoping Ruling) seeks to determine, among other issues, how the Joint Applicants’
proposed transaction (filed at the Commission on March 18, 2015) will impact the quality
and reliability of the services in California. This report addresses the impact of the
proposed transaction on the quality and reliability of voice services California consumers

obtain from the Joint Applicants.

B. Discussion

As of December of 2014, Frontier operated a total of 106,765 working telephone

lines (residential and small business) in California. Frontier’s number of California
working lines has decreased by 35,778 or 25% between 2010 and 20142 Frontier stated

that currently it has very few commercial VoIP customers in California.? Frontier

indicated tha
I
As of December 2014, the majority of Frontier’s customers were located in Northern

California. In its response to ORA data request, Verizon stated that it offers ||| | | | N

6 .. . . .

~ Telecommunications carriers’ service quality reports (2010-2014)
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/Telco/Consumer+Information/Telecommunications+Service+Quality+Rep
orts.htm

7 . . . .
~ Frontier has|j commercial VoIP customers. See Frontier Confidential Response to ORA Meet and
Confer Letter dated July 6, 2015.

8 1bid

9 . .
= Frontier’s customers arc mostly locatcd i

of Frontier’s customers. About of Frontier’s

customers were located in three counties in Southern California: ]

11
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VolIP services and traditional copper voice services.

Figure 1 shows Verizon’s number of working lines for both residential and non-
residential customers, including copper voice lines, FiOS Voice (non-VoIP), and FiOS
VolIP lines, in the years 2011 through 201421 As of December 2014, Verizon had about
B v orking lines, including copper voice, FiOS voice and FiOS VolP lines. The

majority of Verizon’s working lines in 2014 were ||| | NN
|
I

The number of Verizon’s copper lines dropped from approximately ||| N
I  ['he number of FiOS Voice (non-
VolIP) lines also decreased by || N
On the other hand, the number of FiOS VolIP lines almost doubled, from about |l

10 . .
— Verizon Confidential Response to ORA Letter dated July 6, 2015.

11 . . .
— Verizon Confidential Response to ORA DR 004 [A. 15-03-005], Question No. 13.
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Figure 1: Verizon’s Voice and VoIP Working Lines (2011-2014)

Figure 2 shows Verizon’s residential and non-residential FiOS Voice (non-VolP)
working lines for the years 2011 through 2014. The number of working lines for
residential FiOS voice services was consistently JJjjj than business FiOS voice

services, in the years 2011 through 201412

12 . . . . . . .
~ As of December 2014, Verizon had ] residential FiOS voice working lines and |l
business FiOS voice lines. However, the number of residential FiOS voice

] whereas, the number of non-residential FiOS voice line more than

13
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Figure 2: Verizon’s FiOS Voice (non-VolIP) Working Lines (2011-2014)

Figure 3 shows Verizon’s residential and non-residential copper voice working lines

for the years 2011 through 2014. The number of non-residential copper voice working

lines was slightly JJjjjjij for copper voice services, in the years 2011 through 20148

13 . . . . . .
~ As of December 2014, Verizon had |Jij residential copper voice working lines and |l

business lines. The number of residential copper voice lines decreased by || G
I o number of non-residential copper lines G

14
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Figure 3: Verizon’s Copper Voice Working Lines (2011-2014)

Verizon’s VoIP customers are primarily ||jjjjjlli The number of residential VoIP

working lines has more than G
. ccfer to Figure 414

14 . . . . .
~ Verizon had only Jjjj non-residential VoIP lines in 2014.
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Figure 4: Verizon’s VoIP Working Lines (2011-2014)

In 2014, about [jjjjjij of Verizon’s voice customers (voice and VoIP) were located in

. . 15 .. . .
Southern California.™ The remalmng. of Verizon’s subscribers were spread amongst

over 17 counties in Northern California. Verizon’s VoIP subscribers, mostly || | |

customers, accounted for about JJjjjjjj of total voice services.E

In their Application, the Joint Applicants assert that the Transaction satisfies Section
854 (¢) (2) requirements. Frontier makes a number of claims that “customer service will
not be discontinued or interrupted as a result of the Transaction and Frontier will
integrate the acquired operations with Frontier’s tested and proven systems.”u The
Application along with Frontier’s testimony (by Michael Golob) on service quality point

to items related to applying its local engagement model in the Verizon California

15 . . . . .
~ Verizon’s the highest concentration of voice and VoIP customers are irjjj |

-
I C 0110 477, 2014 data

16 .
— Verizon’s VoIP customers are mostly locate i
-

17
— A. 15-03-005, pages 29-31.
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19
20
21
22
23
24

territories, which includes expanded customer service hours, shorter scheduling windows
for in-home appointments, and call reminders and follow-up calls for service
appointments. In addition, Frontier indicated that it intends to explore ways to improve
customer satisfaction by providing self-help guides, expanded on-line chat, and
implementing more refined customer feedback processes.Q

Verizon’s current plans to improve service quality and reliability include various
initiatives tcj
.|
I

Frontier claims that some of the activities it has implemented to improve the quality
of service to its current customers include: implementation of maintenance projects to
repair and replace network facilities and improve the quality of the network. In addition,

to these activities, Frontier’s testimony references improvements on VolIP services
including; |
I > Fronticr indicated tha

21

Frontier stated that it will continue to seek opportunities, including the California
Advanced Services Fund (“CASF”) program and the Federal Connect America Fund
(“CAF”), to expand broadband offerings to more customers and increase the speed and
bandwidth capabilities in underserved areas in the Verizon California service territory.
Frontier indicated that that network enhancements related to expanded deployment of

broadband such as augmented interoffice capacity and deploying fiber distribution

1

18 1bid.

19 . .

= Verizon Confidential Response to ORA DR 002 [A. 15-03-005], No. 35.
20 . .

= Michael P. Golob Testimony, page 22.

21 . .
= Frontier Confidential Response to ORA DR 002 [A. 15-03-005], No. 32.

17



facilities closer to the premises will also improve the network capacity to provide
improved voice services.

Based on consumer testimonials heard in the latest Public Participation
Hearing’s (PPHs) on this proceeding, it is apparent that Verizon has neglected to

maintain its network. Consumers in Northern California have reported a number of

complaints relating crosstalk, static on calls, as well as dropped calls.2 For example,
customers at the recent PPHs have stated:

When I moved over to housing, you could pick up the phone
and hear other people talking on the line. You can actually
hear the conversations going on between two people. I went as
far as telling them, hey, when you get done with the phone,
call me back so I can make my phone call, please. It is a
common thing to be happening locally here. It is kind of
ridiculous when you can't make a phone call out of your own
house.

The other problems we have are things -- it is really super hard
to hear, because static, or when you are talking all of a sudden
the person can't hear you. You can hear them, and then back
and forth you can't hear each other.2 ...

The other thing I want to speak to is emergency services. It is
a real problem out here. I'm speaking to the -- for the volunteer
fire department. Our 911 service is abysmal. It is often
nonexistence. We've had some really critical situations where
911was not available. There is to dial tone, or we get sent to
Redding. How did that happen? That just shouldn't happen. 2

For another thing, there is very poor service. For example, I
often have to redial repeatedly, maybe even five or six times,
to get a line that is free enough of static to be able to connect
to the Internet. Some of their lines are quite clear, and why
others are full of static is never really clear. Clearly, they are

22

= Reporter’s Transcript (RT), Orleans PPH, July 8, 2015, Vol. 4.

23 .

= Reporter’s Transcript (RT), Orleans PPH, July 8, 2015, Vol. 4 at 169.

24
= RT, Orleans PPH, July 8, 2015, pp. 155-233 at 184.
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not maintaining them correctly. And you can even tell them
these things, there is no mechanism to easily report these.22

Moreover, on July 23, 2015, the Communications Workers of America (CWA)
issued a motion to add to the record a number of photos showing Verizon’s plan in the
Rancho Mirage PPH area showing equipment and wires exposed.&

The claims made by Frontier and Verizon to maintain or improve service quality and
reliability are highly questionable based on the data analysis conducted on both
companies and, in particular, the deteriorating condition of Verizon’s wireline network.
Approval of this transaction should not be granted without conditions requiring Frontier
to meet specific targets for improving service quality and reliability, and requiring an
independent, vigilant monitoring and measurement of service quality and reliability and
customer satisfaction performance outcomes.

The following chapters in this testimony include findings on:
e Major outages submitted by the Joint Applicants to the FCC, as well as
outages that did not meet the FCC outage reporting criteria for the years
2010 through 2014 (Chapter 1);

Summary of the Joint Applicants’ results of G.O. 133-C on Out of Service
Repair Intervals for the years 2010 through 2014 (Chapter 1);

Summary of the Joint Applicants results on service quality metrics

pertaining to provisioning of voice services (Chapter 2);

Summary of customer complaints on the Joint Applicants’ services in recent

years in California (Chapter 3); and

Sections on summary of findings and recommended conditions (Chapters 1-

3).

2
2 RT, Garberville PPH, July 6, 2015 at 25.

26 See Attachment G for evidence provided by CWA.
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CHAPTER 1: SERVICE RELIABILITY AND QOUTAGES-VOICE SERVICES

Service outages provide critical measures of service reliability and the degree of risk
to public health and safety. To gain an understanding of the current level of the Joint
Applicant’s network conditions and service reliability as it pertains to traditional wireline
voice services and VoIP services in California, ORA requested the Joint Applicants’
voice service outage data for the period between January 2010 and December 2014.

Under General Order (G.O.) 133-C, telecommunication service providers in
California are required to report Out of Service (OOS) Repair Intervals on quarterly
basis. The minimum standard for OOS Repair Intervals is 90% of repair tickets to be
restored within 24-hours. G.O. 133-C OOS Repair Intervals reporting requirements allow
carriers to exclude repair tickets that are delayed to “circumstances beyond the carrier’s
control,” including but not limited to outages caused by cable theft, third-party cable cut,
lack of premise access, customer requested appointment, as well as, widespread outages
(affecting at least 3% of the carrier’s customers in the state) and catastrophic events (a
declaration of emergency by a federal or state authority).

Apart from the limited category of outages reported under G.O. 133-C, the CPUC
has not established specific standards, reporting requirements and/or enforcement
strategies to address major service outages. Instead, the only requirement for
telecommunication carriers, which applies to all facilities-based certified and registered
public utility telephone corporations, is to provide copies of their FCC NORS reports to
the CPUC.

Currently, VoIP service providers in California are not required to submit the FCC
NORS reports to the cpuc.Z

The FCC has established rules requiring communication service providers to report

certain disruptions to their network depending on the type of communication, duration of

the outage, and the number of affected users (FCC NORS reports). The FCC uses such

27 . . . . .
= My legal counsel advises me that the CPUC has the authority to require VolIP providers to provide
NORs reports to the CPUC.
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information to analyze communication vulnerabilities and share aggregate information
with industry to help prevent future outages and preserve network integrity. Table 1
shows a summary of FCC’s outage reporting requirements for wireline voice and
interconnected VolIP service providers.

Table 1: FCC NORS Reporting Requirements for Wireline and Interconnected
VolP Service Providers

Wireline

All wireline communications providers to submit electronic notification to the FCC

within 120-minutes of discovering that they have experiences on any facilities that they
own, operate, lease, or otherwise utilize, an outage of 30-minutes duration that:

- Potentially affects at least 900,000 user minutes of either telephony or paging;

- Affects at least 1,350 DS3* minutes;

- Potentially affects any special offices and facilities; 2

- Potentially affects a 911 special facility?2, in which case they also shall notify, as

soon as possible by telephone or other electronic means, any official who has been

designated by the management of the affected 911 facility as the provider’s contact

person for information that may be useful to the management of the affected facility

in mitigating the effects of the outage on efforts to communication with the facility.
Wireline communications service providers are required to submit electronically Initial
Communications Outage Reports to the FCC, no later than 72 hours of discovering the
outage. They are also required to submit electronically a Final Communications Outage
Report no later than 30-days of discovering the outage. If after discovering an outage,
and after filing a Notification and/or an Initial Report, the service provider determines
that the outage did not meet the reporting criteria, the service provider must submit
electronically a Withdrawn Report.

28 See 47 C.F.R. §4.5 (b) Special offices and facilities are defined as major military installations, key
government facilities, nuclear power plants, and those airports that are listed as current primary (PR),
commercial service (CM), and reliever (RL) airports in the FAA's National Plan of Integrated Airports
Systems (NPIAS) (as issued at least one calendar year prior to the outage). The member agencies of the
National Communications System (NCS) will determine which of their locations are “major military
installations” and “key government facilities.”

= See 47 C.F.R. §4.5 (e) An outage that potentially affects a 911 special facility occurs whenever: (1)
There is a loss of communications to PSAP(s) potentially affecting at least 900,000 user-minutes and:
The failure is neither at the PSAP(s) nor on the premises of the PSAP(s); no reroute for all end users was
available; and the outage lasts 30 minutes or more; or (2) There is a loss of 911 call processing
capabilities in one or more E-911 tandems/selective routers for at least 30 minutes duration; or (3) One or
more end-office or MSC switches or host/remote clusters is isolated from 911 service for at least 30
minutes and potentially affects at least 900,000 user-minutes; or (4) There is a loss of ANI/ALI
(associated name and location information) and/or a failure of location determination equipment,
including Phase II equipment, for at least 30 minutes and potentially affecting at least 900,000 user-
minutes (provided that the ANI/ALI or location determination equipment was then currently deployed
and in use, and the failure is neither at the PSAP(s) or on the premises of the PSAP(s)).

1-2
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Interconnected VoIP

All interconnected VolIP service providers who experience an outage of at least 30
minutes duration on any facilities that they own, operate, lease, or otherwise utilize, to
submit electronically a Notification to the FCC:

- Within 240 minutes of discovering the outage that potentially affects 911 Special

Facility,

- Within 24 hours of discovering the outage that potentially:

affects at least 900,000 user minutes of interconnected VoIP service and results in

complete loss of service; or

- affects any special offices and facilities
Interconnected VoIP service providers are also required to submit electronically a Final
Communications Outage Report no later than 30-days of discovering the outage. If after
discovering an outage, and after filing a Notification and/or an Initial Report, the service
provider determines that the outage did not meet the reporting criteria, the service
provider must submit electronically a Withdrawn Report.
*A DS3 is a network connection that transmits digital signals at a rate of 44.736
megabits per second. A DS3 is the equivalent to 28 T1 lines, or 672 standard phone
lines. Large businesses, including service providers, such as Local Exchange Carriers
(LECs), Competitive Local Exchange Carriers (CLECs), Interexchange Carriers (IXCs),
and Wireless companies might purchase DS3 lines from a service provider to support a
high capacity data and voice services to connect many end users to the Internet or a
private network.

ORA requested from the Joint Applicants NORS outage reports that they submitted

to the FCC for the years 2010 through 2014. ORA also requested outage reports tracked
at the company level, that did not meet the FCC’s NORS requirement, given that the
FCC’s reporting threshold for outages is typically too high to capture most of the outages
that occur in areas with smaller population (unless the outage duration is extensive). The
FCC’s NORS outage threshold for wireline services is 900,000 user-minutes, which is the
equivalent to a 30-minute outage affecting 30,000 users. Thus, a community of 625 users
had to sustain an outage for 24-hours (1440 minutes) to meet the FCC’s NORS reporting
threshold.
To assess the FCC NORS outages, ORA aggregated the outage data as follows:
e Outage locations to understand the locations where customers are
experiencing unreliable service. Note that the FCC outage reports only
contain the city locations. ORA mapped the cities to counties to assess the

number of outages at a county level.

e Outages that resulted from failure in the reporting entity’s network versus

those occurring in other companies’ network. For example, when Verizon
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reports an outage, it would indicate whether the outage occurred in its

network or in another company’s network.

e QOutage site to assess whether the outage occurred inside a building or

outside plant.

e Reporting category, such as 900,000 user-minutes, 1350 DS3-minutes, E-
911 etc. to analyze the cumulative impacts of outages while considering the

outage durations as well as the number of affected users and/or DS3s.

This chapter provides an analysis of voice outages resulting from the Joint
Applicants’ services in California, to determine what mitigation measures are required to
ensure that the transfer of Verizon’s asset facilities to Frontier results in high quality,

reliable voice service to customers.
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A. G.O. 133-C Out of Service Repair Intervals

1. Verizon’s G.O. 133-C Qutages

Verizon did not meet the OOS repair interval minimum standard, which is 90% of

repair tickets to be restored within 24 hours, for the years 2010-2014, based on annual as

well as quarterly average results, See Figure 5 for a graph of these results.

Figure S: Verizon California OOS Repair Intervals (2010-2014)
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2. Frontier’s G.O. 133-C Qutages

Frontier Southwest met the Out of Service (OOS) repair interval minimum standard

of 90% of repair tickets to be restored within 24 hours, for the years 2011 to 2013, based

on annual average results, but in 2014, Frontier Southwest fell below the minimum

standard (83%).

G.0. 133-C requires that the results be reported quarterly. The average quarterly

results indicate that Frontier Southwest met the OOS repair interval minimum standard

for all quarters in 2011, but did not meet the standard in two quarters in 2012 and one

quarter in 2013. Frontier Southwest did not the minimum standards in three quarters in

2014. Figure 6 shows the annual and quarterly average results of Frontier Southwest’s
OOS Repair Intervals, for the years 2011 to 2014.
Figure 6: Frontier Southwest’s OOS Repair Intervals (2011-2014)
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w2012 95%
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12013 95%

99%

95%

85%

93%

2014 90%

84%

75%

81%

83%

Frontier California did not met the OOS repair interval minimum standard, for the

years 2011 and 2012, based on annual, as well as, quarterly average results. In 2014,

Frontier California fell below the minimum standard based on annual average and did not

meet the standards for three quarters of that year. In 2013, Frontier California met the
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minimum standards based on annual, as well as, quarterly averages. Figure 7 shows the
annual and quarterly average results of Frontier California’s OOS Repair Intervals, for

the years 2011 to 2014.

Figure 7: Frontier California’s OOS Repair Intervals (2011-2014)
100%

90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Min Std. 90% Within 24

Annual

% of Repair Tickets Restored Within 24 Hours

1st Quarter 2nd Quarter 3rd Quarter 4th Quarter Average

H 2011 79% 82% 85% 83% 82%
m 2012 84% 84% 84% 82% 83%
m 2013 87% 93% 91% 93% 91%

2014 90% 88% 81% 70% 82%

Frontier West Coast did not meet the OOS repair interval minimum standard, for the

years 2013 and 2014, based on the annual average results.2® For the years 2011 and
2012, although Frontier West Coast met the minimum standard based on the average
annual results, it did not meet the standard for two quarters in each of those years. Figure
8 shows the annual and quarterly average results of Frontier West Coast’s OOS Repair

Intervals, for the years 2011 to 2014.

30 . . .. .
= In both years, Frontier West Coast did not meet the minimum standards for three quarters in each year.
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% of Repair Tickets Restored Within 24 Hours

Figure 8: Frontier West Coast’s OOS Repair Intervals (2011-2014)
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B. Verizon’s FCC NORS Outages

1. Outage Locations (2010-2014)

Between January 2010 and December 2014, Verizon
reported a total of JJjjj major outages in California that met
the FCC NORS reporting threshold. The majority of

Verizon’s outages occurred in counties located in southern

California.ﬂ

The majority of Verizon’s California reported outages between years 2010-2014

occurred [
I |hc largest number of outages irjj
N
I hc largest number of outages occurred irjjj
I 32 Figure 9 shows the number of outages by county.

31 . . . . . .
" V:izon's total outages occurred in Southern California, Verizon Confidential

Response to ORA DR 002 [A. 15-03-005], No. 27.

32
~ I 2d an annual average about ] outages for the years 2010 through 2014; the
annual average for || I Vsl ovteges; and the annual average for ||

was[Jjjj outages.
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Figure 9: Location of Verizon’s FCC NORS Outages by County (2010-2014)

Figure 10 shows the top three California Counties with most of Verizon outages

occurring during the 2010-2014 period. The chart also show the number of Verizon’s
lines during the period between 2011 and 2014. There was a ] in number of

outages as well as number of working lines from 2011 to 2014. The total number of
outages I - the total number
of working lines

33 . . :
= Verizon Confidential Response to ORA DR 004 [A. 15-03-005], No. 13. The total number of working
lines includes the number of copper voice lines, FiOS voice (non-VoIP), and FiOS VolIP lines in service.
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Figure 10: Verizon's OQutages in Top Three Locations by County (2010-2014)

2. Affected Networks and Sites of Outages (2010-2014)

In the 2010-2014 period, the majority of Verizon’s reported outages occurred due to

failure in Verizon” Y - Vost of the outages

that occurred irjjj I rctvork. [ took place inside
buildings (owned, leased, or otherwise controlled by |l versus ] outages in

outside plant.ﬁ
Figure 11 shows the total number of outages for the years 2010 through 2014,
indicating the portion of outages that occurred due to failure in Verizon’s network versus

other companies’ network, as well as their sites (inside buildings versus outside plant).

34 . . . .
] major outages or about JJjj of Verizon’s reported outages occurred due to failure in |

network.

35 . . . . ce e .

= FCC NORS reporting requirements specify that reporting entities indicate whether the outage
occurred inside building owned, leased, or otherwise controlled by the reporting entity. A building is a
structure that is temperature controlled. http://www fcc.gov/pshs/outage/nors manual.pdf

I-11
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1 Figure 11: Verizon’s FCC NORS Outages: Failure in Networks and Sites (2010-

2 2014)

3

4

5

6 3. Causes of Outage and FCC’s Reporting Categories (2010-

7 2014)

8 For the years 2010 through 2014, | issucs accounted for about i of

9 the total outages reported by Verizon. 2

10 Figure 12 shows the direct causes of outages reported by Verizon’s for the period

11 between January 2010 and December 2014.

36 . .
= Other reported direct causes included G
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Figure 12: Verizon's FCC NORS Outages: Direct Causes (2010-2014)

Between January 2010 and December 2014, Verizon’s FCC NORS met the FCC’s

reporting criteria for the following categories:

37 . . . .. . .
~ A DS3 is a network connection that transmits digital signals at a rate of 44.736 megabits per second. A

DS3 is the equivalent to 28 T1 lines, or 672 standard phone lines. Large businesses, including service
providers, such as Local Exchange Carriers (LECs), Competitive Local Exchange Carriers (CLECs),
Interexchange Carriers (IXCs), and Wireless companies might purchase DS3 services from a service
provider to support a high capacity data and voice services to connect many end users to the Internet or a
private network.
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Figure 13 shows a summary of Verizon’s FCC outages by reporting category, for the
years 2010 through 2014. For each reporting category, the schematic also indicates the
number of outages that occurred due to failure in Verizon’s network and the site of the

outages (inside buildings or outside plant).

Figure 13: Verizon FCC NORS Outages by Reporting Category (2010-2014)
]
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In the 2010-2014 period, Verizon reported JJjjjj outages that met the 1350 DS3-
minutes criteria. About [Jjjjj of these outages were due to failures in || nctwork,
where most of the outages occurred inside |JJjjjil] bvildings (Nl I versvs
outside plants. The main causes were_.38

E-911 outages accounted for the second- number of reported outages || N

I <1< more tha S o these
outages were due to failure in |Jjjilij network. Most of these outages took place
inside [ bvildings, mainly due to || ¥

In the 2010-2014 period, Verizon reporte i TG ot met
the 900,000 user-minutes criteria. With the exception of Jjjj outages, all of the outages in
this category| I v crc due to failure in jjjiij nctworks. The majority of
these outages | I took place in ] outside plant. External
environmental factors accounted for ||| | . v hercas the remaining ]
outages were mainly due to ||| [ [ A

In summary for the 2010-2014 period, the primary root cause of the outages that
occurred due to failure in ||l nctwork was | 2ccounting for i
I ['hc majority of the | ok place

inside buildings versus outside plant. || 2ccounted for | EEEEGEGNGEGNGE
of the outages that occurred in |Jjilij network, mostly in outside plant. Additionally,

only an estimated [Jjjjjjj of the outages that occurred in |Jjjjjiij network were due to

. ) . . 40
external environmental factors, such as storms, vandalism and vehicular accidents.™

I ccounted for | of the outages that occurred in | N

38 . . . . . . .
— Verizon did not identify the root cause on a large number of its outages in this category ([

39 . . . .
— Verizon did not identify the root causes on a large number of E-911 outage | N
|

10 Deterioration in the copper outside plant could lead to significant outages in rainy seasons compared to
dry climate conditions. California has been in an extended drought for several years, so outages due to
external factors could worsen in rainy seasons. Therefore, it is important to assess and restore the
conditions of outside plant to minimize the impacts of outages that could occur during future rainy seasons.

1-15



network. Verizon did not identify the causes for a large number of outages ||| | | | } JJ IR

|
Refer to Attachment C for further analysis of Verizon’s FCC NORS outages.
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4. Qutage Durations (2010-2014)

Figure 14 and Figure 15 show Verizon’s maximum and average outage durations (in
days), respectively, delineated by reporting category, covering the period between
January 2010 and December 2014. The average outage durations for all categories
ranged between 1.9 days in 2010 and 1.3 days in 2014.

Figure 14: Verizon's FCC NORS Maximum Qutage Duration (2010-2014)




N

Figure 15: Verizon's FCC NORS Average Qutage Duration (2010-2014)

During all years, with the exception of 2010, the most |Jjjjjjjjij ovtage durations
were reported under the “900,000 user-minutes” category, where the maximum outage

durations ranged between || NN - 2 Vcrace

outage durations were also reported under the “900,000 user-minutes” category, which

ranged between

The maximum outage durations for the E-911 outages ranged between ||
I (e maximum outage durations for Blocked Calls outages
ranged between || NG i 2014 The maximum

outage durations for 1350 DS3-outages ranged between ||| NN i
20144

4 . .
— Verizon’s annual average E-911 outage durations ranged betwee

I (< annual average Blocked Calls outage durations ranged

betweer | (" 2(14; and the annual average 1350 DS3-outage

durations ranged between || I i 204
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C. Frontier’s FCC NORS QOutages

During the period between January 2010 and December 2014, Frontier reported a

total of JJj major outages in California that met the FCC NORS reporting threshold.

Frontier || I ma2jor outages in 2010 and 2012. |
I | ronticr reported

outages that met the FCC reporting threshold for two main categories: ||| | |  E I
B /. summary of Frontier’s FCC NORS outages are provided in Attachment
D.

Figure 16 shows Frontier’s FCC NORS outages in 2011, 2013 and 2014. The chart
shows the outage impacts in terms of user-minutes (line chart, secondary y-axis) and the

number of potentially affected wireline users (bar chart, primary y-axis); the outage

durations (minutes) are shown in the x-axis.

Figure 16: Frontier FCC NORS Outages: 2011, 2013 and 2014
B




—

O 00 39 O »n B~ WD

—_—
el

11
12
13
14

D. Verizon’s Outages that Did Not Meet FCC NORS Reporting

Criteria
Verizon tracked and reported outages that did not meet the FCC NORS reporting

criteria. Between January 2010 and December 2014, Verizon reported a total of 642

voice outages in California.®® The majority of outages occurred in the counties located in
southern California, comprising ||| | QNN of the total outages in California.
The primary causes of these outages were ||| NG

Table 2 provides voice outages in Verizon’s service territory (that did not meet the
FCC NORS reporting criteria) by county for the period between January 2010 and
December 2014 (counties in Southern California are highlighted in red).

Table 2: Verizon’s Outages (Not Meeting FCC NORS Criteria) in California by
County (2010-2014)

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014  Total by County
(2010-2014)

12 Verizon Confidential Response to ORA DR 002 [A. 15-03-005], No. 29.
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2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total by County

2010-2014
| | |
| |
L |
| | |
| |
L |
| | |
I | |
L | | | |

Figure 17 shows the total number of outages by year, during the period between
January 2010 and December 2014.
Figure 17: Verizon’s Other OQutages (2010-2014)

Table 3 shows Verizon’s average (hours) and maximum (days) outage durations each
year, for the period between January 2010 and December 2014.

Table 3: Verizon’s Other OQutages Maximum and Average Durations (Jan-Dec 2014)

2010 2011 2012 2013

Max Duration (days) [ ] [ | [ |
Average Duration (Hours) [Jij [ [ ] [ | I ’

2014
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1 E. Frontier’s Outages that Did Not Meet FCC NORS Reporting_
2 Criteria
3 Frontier tracked and reported outages that did not meet the FCC NORS reporting
4 criteria. Between January 2010 and December 2014, Frontier reported voice outages in
5 California, ranging between a total of || N (o'
6  total of Jjjjjj outages in 2010 through 2014, refer to Figure 18.
7 Figure 18: Frontier’s Outages (Not Meeting FCC NORS Ceriteria) in California,
8 2010-2014
9

10

11

W Themajority of Frontier’s outages G
13 N, ' Figurc 19 shows Fronticr’s

14  number of outages by county, during the period between January 2010 and December

15 2014.

43 . . . . . .
~ Other counties which experienced relatively high number of outages included ||
I
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Figure 19: Frontier’s Qutages (Not Meeting the FCC NORS Criteria) by County,

2010-2014
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Frontier’s maximum (days) and average (hours) outage durations for each year
(2010-2014) are shown in Table 4.

Table 4: Frontier Qutages (Not Meeting the FCC NORS Criteria), Maximum and
Average Outage Durations (2010-2014)

Duration 2010 2011 2012 2013

A description of Frontier’s lengthiest outages are provided in Attachment E.
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F. Comparison of Verizon’s and Frontier’s Outage Impacts

ORA conducted comparisons of voice outages affecting Frontier and Verizon
customers in California to provide the Commission with information on whether the
Commission can expect to see fewer outages post-Transaction, or if the Commission can
expect to see improvement in reliability of services, and to help determine whether the
proposed Transaction is in the public interest and which mitigating conditions are needed
to ensure public safety and service reliability.

In order to provide a comparison of Verizon and Frontier outages that did not meet
the FCC’s NORS reporting criteria, ORA calculated the number of outages per 1000
lines, by comparing the outages to the number of working lines each year for the years
2011 through 2014.

To compare Verizon’s and Frontier’s FCC NORS outages in California, ORA
assessed the impacts of outages in terms of potentially affected user-minutes, number of
potentially affected users and outage durations. Given that Frontier only reported FCC
outages that met the criteria for two categories: ||| [ [ | ) )b . ORA
compared Verizon’s outages reported under these categories to Frontier’s outages. i}
.|
I

1-25
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1. Joint Applicant’s Voice Outages that Did Not Meet FCC
NORS Reporting Criteria

Although Verizon’s outages that did not meet the FCC NORS reporting criteria
I that of Frontier’s in the years 2011 through 2014, Frontier’s number of outages
per 1000 lines was [Jjjjjjij than Verizon’s during that period, see Figure 20. In 2014,
Frontier’s number of outages per 1000 lines (il I that of Verizon’s
@ A !so, note in 2014, Frontier’s average outage duration was about ||| | IR
whereas Verizon’s average outage duration was abou || |

Figure 20: Comparison of Frontier’s and Verizon’s Outages that Did Not Meet the
FCC NORS Reporting Criteria

1-26



—

H BE - o v A WN

—_
)

— —
W N =

14

15
16

17

2. Joint Applicant’s FCC NORS Voice Outages

E-911 Outages
Frontier only reported Jjjjjj outages in California that met the FCC’s E-911 criteria

in the years 2011, 2013 and 2014. Verizon reported a total of ] E-911 outages in the
years 2010 through 2014 (a total of Jjjjj outages in 2011, 2013 and 2014). Figure 21
shows the number of outages and the average outage duration for E-911 outages reported

by Verizon and Frontier in 2011, 2013 and 2014.

Frontier’s average outage duration decreased by almost || | NN
I i 2014; whereas Verizon’s average outage duration || EEN

I i 2011 and 2014.

Figure 21: Verizon’s and Frontier’s Average Qutage Durations for E-911 Qutages
(2011, 2013 and 2014)

Figure 22 shows the impacts of Verizon’s and Frontier’s E-911 outages in terms of

average user-minutes and average affected E-911 users in 2011, 2013 and 20142 The

44 . . .
~ Although the number of Frontier’s working line i N

I thc average number of affected E-911 use

I 0+ cver, since Frontier's average outage duration

(continued on next page)
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impact of Verizon’s E-911 outages, in terms of user-minutes, highly ||| | | | N
Frontier’s during 2011, 2013 and 2014, largely because of the JJjjjj number of affected
users and ] outage durations. In 2014, |l 2verage outage impact, in terms of
user-minutes, was about |Jj I NEEEEE than Frontier’s.

Figure 22: Verizon’s and Frontier’s E-911 OQutage Impacts (2011, 2013 and 2014)

900,000 User-Minutes Qutages
Frontier reported a total of Jjj outages in California that met the FCC’s 900,000

user-minutes criteria in the years 2011, 2013 and 2014. Verizon reported a total of [Jjjj
(900,000 user-minutes) outages in the years 2010 through 2014 (a total of Jjjj outages in
2011, 2013 and 2014). Figure 23 shows the number of outages and the average outage

duration for the 900,000 user-minutes outages reported by Verizon and Frontier in 2011,

(continued from previous page)
I cvring this period, the total impacts of the outages, in terms of average user-minutes, also

I b<tvccn 2011 and 2014
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1 2013 and 2014. Verizon’s average outage duration in 2014 almost [Jjjjjjjij that of

. , 45
Frontier’s.™

Minutes Outages (2011, 2013 and 2014)

2
3
4 Figure 23 Verizon’s and Frontier’s Average Outage Durations for 900.000 User-
5
6

7

8
9 Figure 24 shows the impacts of Verizon’s and Frontier’s 900,000 user-minutes

10 outages in terms of average potentially affected user-minutes and average potentially

11 affected wireline user, in 2011, 2013 and 2014.

= Frontier’s average outage duratio
I V' crcas Verizon’s average outage duration slightly

Both Frontier and Verizon had relatively JJjjjjjj average outage durations in 2013
compared to 2011 and 2014.
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Figure 24 Verizon’s and Frontier’s Outage Impacts for 900,000 User-Minutes

Outages (2011, 2013 and 2014)

Frontier’s average number of potentially affected wireline users ||| GG

I : *hcrcas [ @verage numbcr of
potentially affected wireline uscrs |G

The impacts of Verizon’s and Frontier’s outages were |l in terms of user
minutes: Frontier’s average user-minutes in 2011 was [Jjjjjjiij the FCC’s threshold,
whereas Verizon’s average was ] that of the FCC’s. Similarly, in 2014, Frontier’s
average user-minutes were abou [JJilij the FCC’s threshold, whereas Verizon’s
average waJJJi§ that of the FCC’s.
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VoIP Qutages

Frontier stated that it only has [Jjj commercial VoIP customers in California and did
not report any FCC VoIP outages for the period between 2010 and 2014. As of
December 2014, Verizon had |Jiij VolIP lines. Verizon only reported Jjjjj VolIP

outages, I i 20 3. and

I i 2014. Note that the impact of the VoIP outagdjij N
County was about [Jjjilij the FCC threshold of 900,000 VoIP user minutes, whereas

the outage in || I County was [l the FCC’s threshold. %8

To ensure that service reliability is maintained or improved post-transaction, the
Commission should require Frontier to report FCC’s NORS outages on its VoIP services

in California for at least five years post-transaction.

1350 DS3-Minutes Outages
Frontier did not report any FCC DS3-outages, whereas Verizon reported a total of

B (hat met the FCC’s criteria of 1350 DS3-minutes, in the years 2010 through

2014. As stated earlier in this chapter, this is the Jjjjjij reporting category for Verizon’s
outages in California.

Figure 25 shows the number and durations of Verizon’s DS3 in 2010-2014. Outage

durations ranged between |GG

46 . . .
— The ] impact of the outage in | 2s mainly due to the JJjjjij number of affected VoIP-
users, which was ] affected users, compared to only ] affected users in | N

County.
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Figure 25: Verizon’s Average Qutage Durations for DS3 Outages (2010-2014)

Figure 26 shows Verizon’s average number of affected DS3s and the average
number of DS3-minutes in 2010-2014. The outage impacts ||| | | N i» 2014
compared to 2010,
The average number of affected DS3s in 2014 was about |l that in 2010.

Figure 26: Verizon’s Qutage Impacts for DS3 Outages (2010-2014)

ORA'’s recommendations addressing DS3 outages are presented in the following

section.
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G. Recommendations on Service Outages

Frontier will acquire a much larger number of “new” services, including a much
higher number of VoIP customers and services to businesses. Therefore, the Commission
should ensure that post-transaction the new Frontier maintain or improve the quality of
services to its customers in California.

Given that Verizon’s outage impacts and average outage durations were ||| | |  JNEE
I than Frontier’s (for outages that met the FCC’s NORS criteria for E-911 and
900,000 user-minutes), it is critical for the Commission to impose a conditions to prevent
outages from re-occurring and to minimize the outage duration times. As such, we
recommend that the new Frontier identify measurable objectives and preventive measures
to improve and/or reduce outage durations and the potential impacts of outages that met
the FCC’s NORS reporting criteria.

The Commission should adopt the following conditions to address service reliability

and safety:

1. Frontier Should Implement a Multi-Year Strategic Plan

Frontier should submit to the Commission and the ORA a multi-year Strategic Plan
by no later than October 31, 2015 with the specific plans for improving voice (traditional
copper voice, FiOS voice, and VoIP) service quality, reliability, and availability
throughout its new California service area. More specifically, the Strategic Plan is to
include the following:

a. Specific plans, including the specific types of network upgrades needed, to
improve reliable and safe voice services in the following counties:
1. Los Angeles County
ii. San Bernardino County
iil. Riverside County
b. The Strategic Plan shall include at minimum the following components:

1. Goals: general goal articulating the desired outcome.
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ii. Objectives: for each goal identify specific objectives that meet the
S.M.A.R.T criteria: Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic and
Time-bound.

iii. Follows are examples of goals and objectives:
e Goal (1): Improve service reliability and access to E-911 service in Los
Angeles County, San Bernardino County and Riverside County.

o Objective (1): By September of 2016, complete the assessment
and identify the remaining useful life of critical components of
outside plant and Verizon’s buildings associated with major
outages in Los Angeles County, San Bernardino County and
Riverside County.

o Objective (2): By April of 2017, replace “x” number of base units,
and “y” number of remote switches, etc. in Los Angeles County.

o Objective (3): By September of 2017, renovate the following
types of outside plant: “x”” number of conduits, “y” number of
vaults, “z” number of pedestals and/or cabinets, and “t” number
of poles, in the cities of M, N, and L in Los Angeles County.

1v. Specific goals and objectives to address outages (including, impacts-user-
minutes/DS3-minutes, durations, and affected users) pertaining to
Frontier’s wireline and VoIP services in California the following FCC’s
categories:

e 1350 DS3-minutes outages
e E-911 outage
¢ 900,000 user-minutes/VolP-minutes outages

e Blocked Calls
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2. Frontier Should Provide Annual Reports to the CPUC and
ORA for a Period of Five Years

For a period of five years, with year one due one year from the date of CPUC

approval of the Transaction, Frontier should provide the Commission and ORA with an
annual report detailing:
a. Frontier’s capital expenditures related to planned actions on condition number
(1) above. Frontier should include in the report a comparison of the amount of
planned California capital expenditures as a percentage of total system
expenditures and a comparison of the amount of capital expenditures per
working line in California.
b. Performance metrics quantifying the desired outcome of each objective

identified in condition number 1 (a).

3. Frontier Should Report FCC NORS Outage Reports on VolP

Services

Frontier should provide copies of FCC NORS reports for its VoIP services in

California to the Commission and ORA concurrent with such filing with the FCC.

4. Frontier Should Report on Outages that Do Not Meet the FCC
NORS Reporting Criteria

For a period of five years, Frontier should meet the following voice services outage
performance metric and report to the Commission and ORA, outages that do not meet the
FCC NORS outage reporting requirement for voice services (traditional copper voice,
FiOS voice (non-VoIP and VoIP)):

a. Performance Metric: The number of outages that do not meet the FCC
NORS reporting requirements should not exceed 0.5 outages per 1,000
lines per year

b. Reporting Requirement:

1.Type of service: Type of service: copper voice, FiOS voice (non-VolIP),
and/or VoIP
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11.Number of customers affected

iii.
1v.
V.
vi.
Vili.

Viil.

1X.

XI.
Xil.
xiii.
X1v.
XV.
XVI1.
XVili.

XVIil.

Frontier should provide all data in a spreadsheet format.

Type of customers affected: residential/business

Incident Date

Incident Time

Duration of outage in hours and minutes
Outage restoration time

Whether the outage was due to failure in Frontier’s network or other
companies’ network

Whether the outage occurred inside Frontier’s buildings (owned, leased, or
otherwise controlled by Frontier) or outside plant

. Location of outage
Equipment failed
Network involved
Affected E911/911

Description of the Cause

Description of the Root cause

Description of the incident

Methods used to restore the outage

Steps taken to prevent the outage from re-occurring
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CHAPTER 2: SERVICE PROVISIONING

Verizon California, Frontier California and Frontier Southwest, which are URF
ILECs currently do not report G.O. 133-C measures for installation intervals and
installation commitments because these two measures only apply to General Rate Case
(GRC) ILECs. Frontier Communication West Coast, which is GRC ILEC, reports on

these two standards. G.O. 133-C standards for these two measures are as follows:

e Telephone service installation interval: five business days; and

e Installation commitments: 95% commitment met.

ORA asked from Verizon and Frontier to provide service installation intervals and

installation commitment met for the period covering 2010 through 2014.

A. Verizon Service Installation and Commitment Met

G.0. 133-C requires that installation intervals to be expressed in business days and
excludes customer requested appointments later than the provider’s commitment date. In
its response to ORA data requests, Verizon provided service installation intervals,
including customer requested appointments later than the provider’s commitment date, as

well as intervals expressed in calendar days (not business days). Verizon stated that it

|
I 1
such, it is not feasible to ascertain whether Verizon have met the G.O. 133-C standards
for installation intervals. Based on the data ORA received, Verizon’s average installation
intervals (expressed in calendar days) in 2014 JJjili] the CPUC standards for service
installation of five business days.

Verizon’s average annual installation intervals were |Jjjjij for FTTP voice and
I for both voice over copper and VoIP (FiOS Digital Voice) in 2014. Figure 27
shows Verizon’s average installation intervals for new voice services in 2014, in

quarterly and annual basis.

4
4 Verizon Confidential Response to ORA DR 002 [A. 15-03-005], No. 12.
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Verizon did not produce the service installation intervals for the years 2010 through
2013, as requested by ORA. Therefore, it is not possible to assess whether Verizon’s

service provisioning have improved or deteriorated compared to prior years.

Figure 27: Verizon Voice Service Installation Intervals (Calendar Days) (January-

December, 2014)

Verizon did not produce the number of service orders received and completed
(commitment met), for the period between January 2010 through December 2014, as
requested by ORA. Verizon provided data on new service orders, for the period between
March 2012 and December 201448 As such, it is not feasible to assess whether
Verizon’s service commitment met have met the CPUC G.O. 133-C requirement of 95%
commitment met. It is also not possible to determine whether Verizon’s customer service

has improved or deteriorated compared to prior years.

48 . .
— Verizon Confidential Response to ORA DR 002 [A. 15-03-005], No. 19.
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B. Frontier’s Service Installation and Commitment Met

Based on Frontier’s response to ORA data request, Frontier’s average service

installation interval jjjjjj the CPUC’s G.O. 133-C standard of 5-business days, for years
2011 through 2014, refer to Figure 282

Figure 28: Frontier Service Installation Intervals (Business Days), 2011-2014

For the years 2011 and 2012, Frontier || ] the minimum standard of 95%
commitment met, based on annual average results. 2 Frontier JJjjjjj the standard in 2014,
based on annual average results; it il the standard in one quarter of that year.

Figure 29 shows the annual and quarterly average results of Frontier commitment met,

for the years 2011 to 2014.

49 . .
— Frontier Confidential Response to ORA DR 002 [A. 15-03-005], No. 12.

50 .
— For both of these years, Fronticijjjjjjill the standard for two of the four quarters each year.
Frontier Confidential Response to ORA DR 004 [A. 15-03-005], No. 7.
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Figure 29: Frontier’s Commitment Met for Service Orders (2011-2014)

Based on service quality reports submitted to the CPUC, Frontier West Coast met the

minimum standards for installation interval and commitment met in 2010-2014.ﬂ

51 . .. . .
“http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/Telco/Consumer+Information/Telecommunications+Service+Quality+Re
ports.htm


http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/Telco/Consumer+Information/Telecommunications+Service+Quality+Reports.htm
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/Telco/Consumer+Information/Telecommunications+Service+Quality+Reports.htm
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C. Verizon’s Company Specific Metrics for Service Quality

Verizon identified 39 company-specific service quality metrics, other than those that

it currently report under G.O. 133-C, which pertain to trouble tickets and repair for both
traditional wireline voice and FiOS voice.2 Some of these metrics address the following

53
areas:—

e Customer trouble reports and repeat trouble reports

e Repair tickets (out of service and non-out of service but affecting service)

® Mean Time to Repair (MTTR)
¢ Provisioning and installation commitments
¢ Dispatchable and non-dispatchable service orders

e Durations for provisioning and repairing services.

A comprehensive list of Verizon’s service quality metrics and their definition are
provided in Attachment B.
Key results from Verizon’s company specific service quality metrics, in 2014,

indicate that:

e Aboutjjjjij of residential out of service repair tickets were cleared within
24-hours. Note that this figure is for repair tickets that were dispatched out;
the figure slightly |Jjili] for repair-tickets that were not dispatched out
(about i cleared within 24-hours). Note that the CPUC standard is: i}

of out of service repair tickets to be restored within 24 hours.

2 Verizon email response to ORA clarifying questions dated July 21, 2015. Verizon indicated that the
metrics in “NORM FiOS” tab of

ORA VZ2.5 Attachmentl A1503005VZ20084 CONFIDENTIAL.xlsx, are FTTP-voice metrics.
However, in its response to ORA DR 002 [A.15-03-005] No.5, Verizon indicated that the requested data
is provided for broadband and VoIP. It is not clear whether the “NORM FiOS” tab include VoIP service
quality metrics or FTTP FiOS Voice (non-VoIP) metrics or a combination of both.

53 . .
= Verizon Confidential Response to ORA DR 002 [A. 15-03-005], No. 3 and No. 4.
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For service affecting but not out of service residential repair tickets, the
figure is relatively Jjjjij for dispatched out services: about JJjjjij of
dispatched out tickets were cleared within 24-hours. The figure ||| for
service affecting tickets that were not dispatched out: about [Jjjjjj of the

tickets were cleared within 24-hours.

About ] of FiOS customers report a second problem within seven days of
a prior cleared trouble report, whereas about [Jjjjj of copper voice customers
report a second problem. Note that customers include residential and

business customers for this metric.

On average about ] of combined residential and business customers
(copper and FiOS) reported three or more problems within 30-days of a prior

cleared trouble report.

For copper voice customers (residential and business), about Jjjjjj of trouble
reports were cleared on or before the date/time promised (repair commitment
met), whereas, FiOS customers had about [Jjjjjj of their repair commitment

met.

The MTTR for FiOS (residential and business) customers was || N
whereas the MTTR for copper customers was ||} I

For the combined residential and business customers, the average installation
interval was about |l I

The percentage of provisioning commitment met for copper voice customers
(residential and business) was about Jjjjjj for dispatchable services and about

[l for non-dispatchable services.

For copper voice customers, about [Jjjjj of dispatchable service orders were
installed within seven days or less, whereas about JJjjjj of FiOS orders were

installed within that interval.
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e For copper voice customers, about JJjjjjjj of dispatchable service orders met
the promised appointment window, whereas about JJjjjj of FiOS orders met

the promised appointment window.

Further analysis on Verizon’s company specific service quality metrics are given in

Attachment F.
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D. Recommendations on Service Provisioning

It is imperative that service quality is maintained or improved post this Transaction.
The detailed information received on service quality metrics and measures pertaining to
service provisioning, in addition to Verizon’s company specific service quality metrics,
provided much needed data not currently available to the Commission to determine the
availability and responsiveness of the Joint Applicants services in providing timely voice
service installations.

Given that Frontier California, Frontier Southwest and Verizon California do not
currently report on G.O. 133-C standards for installation intervals and installation
commitment met for wireline voice services as well as VoIP services,ﬁ the Commission
should require the new Frontier to report on these measures.

The Commission should require Frontier to provide to the Commission and ORA, on
a quarterly basis, for a period of five years post-Transaction close date, the following
service quality metrics for voice services:

a. Traditional Voice Copper Service and FiOS voice (non-VolP):

i. Installation Interval
ii.  Installation Commitments

b. VoIP services:

1.Installation Intervals
i.Installation Commitment Met
iii.Customer Trouble Reports
iv.Out of Service Repair Intervals
v.Answer-time for Trouble Reports
vi.Billing and Non-Billing Inquiries

vii.Recurring Trouble Reports by the same customer after closing of an

54 . . . . .
~ Frontier will acquire a much larger number of residential VoIP customers.

2-8



B~ W

(o)

10

11
12

13
14

15

16
17

18
19

20
21

initial trouble report

To ensure that customer service is maintained or improved post-transaction, Frontier
should report to the Commission and ORA, as well as improve on Verizon’s current

voice service performance metrics as follows:

At a minimum, track the 39 different metrics that Verizon currently uses to assess the
quality of its voice services. See Attachment B for a list and description of these

metrics.

Frontier should improve performance on the following voice services metrics for

traditional copper voice, FTTP voice (non-VoIP) and VolIP services:
i. Out of Service Repair Tickets (OOS) cleared within 24-hours

ii. Service Affecting but Not Out of Service (NOOS), cleared within 24-

hours.

iii.  Percentage Repeats < 7 days: Percentage of customer who report a

second problem within 7-days of a prior cleared trouble report.
iv.  Mean Time to Repair (MTTR)

v. Percentage Commitment Met: the percentage of installations that were

cleared on or before the date/time promised.

vi.  Percentage Repair Commitment: the percentage of trouble reports

that were cleared on or before the date/time promised.

Frontier should provide all raw data, calculations, and results in a spreadsheet

format.

2-9
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CHAPTER 3: CUSTOMER COMPLAINTS

A. CPUC Customer Complaints
The CPUC Consumer Affairs Branch (CAB) receives and tracks complaints and

inquiries on utility services.>> During the period from 2010 through 2014, CAB received
a total of i cvstomer complaints and inquiries (cases) regarding Verizon’s services;
and i cases regarding Frontier’s services.

Figure 30 shows the number of customer complaints for the years 2010 through
2014, pertaining to communication services provided by Verizon and Frontier in
California. Note that these complaints could include broadband as well as voice services.

Verizon’s number of customer complaints to CAB || by about ] - during
the period between 2011 and 2014, and Frontier’s number of customer complaints

I by 2bout i during the same period.
Note that during the period between 2011 and 2015, Verizon’s number of working

: . . : 56
lines, including broadband and voice over copper, || GG

55 . . .
~ CPUC CAB customer complaints data on Verizon and Frontier, January 2010 through 2014.

56 . . . . . .
~ See the Introduction Section on trends in Verizon’s number of working lines.
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Figure 30: CAB Customer Complaints on Verizon and Frontier Services (2010-

2014)
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B. Verizon’s Customer Complaints

Verizon reported a total of i customer complaints in California for the years
2010 through 201427 These complaints covered various categories including broadband,

voice, VolP, as well as combined voice and broadband services.~® Table 5 shows the
number of customer complaints aggregated by complaint categories for the years 2010
through 2014.

Table S: Verizon’s Customer Complaints by Type of Service (2020-2014)

Category 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2010-2014
By
~ Category |

Voice

Broadband

Voice &
Broadband

VolP

Other

Not
Available

Grand Total
by Year

Figure 31 shows the trends in Verizon’s customer complaints (percent of total
complaints in a year), for the years 2010 through 2014. Customer complaints on voice
services accounted for more than [Jjjj of the customer complaints during this period,
ranging between JJjjjjj of total customer complaints across all categories in 2010 to i}
in 2014. Customer complaints on VoIP services ranged between JJjjjj in 2010 to Jjjjj in
2014.

57 . . . .

= Verizon Confidential Response to ORA DR 004 [A. 15-03-005], No. 10. Updated in Verizon response
to Meet and Confer Letter DATED July 6, 2015, attachment: ORA_VZ4 10 Attachment M&C revision
7-9-15_A1503005VZ160000_CONFIDENTIAL CONFIDENTIAL.

58
= The “Other” category includes miscellaneous complaints that Verizon grouped together under this

category, such as complaints with ratcs. I
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Figure 31: Verizon’s Customer Complaints by Type of Service (Percent of Total
Complaints) (2010-2014)

I accounted for the majority of customer complaints on voice services,

followed_ and miscellaneous causes referred to as

(13 ”59
other.”=

The three top topics of customer complaints related to billing on voice services in

2014 were:
The three top topics of customer complaints related to provisioning voice services in

2014 were: I
The three top topics of customer complaints related to voice services’ repair in 2014

were |

The highest number of “voice” customer complaints in 2014 occurred in [Jjjij

59 . . . .
= “Engincering” included topics, such G
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counties accounted for | cach of the total voice-related complaints in 2014.
This correlates with the percentage of Verizon’s total number of customers by county, as
well as outage data. For example, in 2014, about Jjjjjij of Verizon’s voice customers
were located in |l County, which accounts for [ of the total voice-related
complaints in the State.

Figure 32 shows the location of Verizon’s voice customers (percent of total voice
customers in the state) and the locations of voice related complaints (percent of total
voice related complaints in the state) in 2014. Note that five counties shown in Figure x
represent about [Jjjjj of Verizon’s total voice customers and about [Jjjjjj of Verizon’s total

complaints including complaints on other services, such as broadband.

Figure 32: Verizon’s Customer Complaints in Top Five Counties in 2014

3-5
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C. Frontier’s Customer Complaints

Frontier reported [Jjij wireline voice customer complaints in California for the

years 2010 to 20142 The majority of the complaints were from residential customers,

refer to Figure 33.
Figure 33: Frontier’s Customer Complaints (2010-2014)

Table 6 shows the complaint categories for the years 2010 to 2014. The majority of
customer complaints, during the 2010-2014 period, were regarding ||| | N

some of the complaint reasons included: G

is another major complaint category; some of the complaint reasons included: |l

I So¢ of the reasons for complaints on installation and repair

included | Complaints on provisioning
included [

60 . . . .
~ Frontier Confidential Response to ORA DR 002 [A. 15-03-005], No.19. Updated in Frontier response
to ORA meet and confer letter dated May 29, 2015 and June 5, 2015.
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Table 6: Categories of Frontier’s Customer Complaints (2010-2014)

Complaint Category

Billing/Rates

2011

2012

2013

Total

Customer Service

Installation/Repair

Contract Issue

Connectivity-Speed

Promotions/Advertising

Provisioning

Lifeline/Medical
Alert/Disability

Assistance
Outside Plant l l
Other l l .

Note that although the number of complaints in the |jjjjjiill] category was highest
for the years 2010 through 2014, | N c2tc2ory accounted for higher
complaints in 2014 compared tojjj I catcgory. as well as other categories. The

topics of | I comp!aints in 2014 included: ||

I ccounted for the majority of Frontier’s voice complaints. In

2014,. complaints (Jjjjj of total complaint in 2014) originated from || N

County.

D. Comparison of Frontier’s and Verizon’s Customer

Complaints and Recommendations

To compare Verizon’s and Frontier’s customer complaints in California, ORA

assessed each company’s number of complaints relative to the number of working lines

in the years 2011 through 2014. To normalize the data for comparison purpose, the

complaints data is expressed as number of complaints per 1000 lines.

Figure 34 shows the number of customer complaints for Frontier and Verizon, as

well as the number of complaints per 1000 lines, for the years 2011 through 2014.% The

61 . . . . . . .
— Verizon customer complaints reflect customer complaints on voice services only. Verizon Confidential
Response to ORA DR 004 [A. 15-03-005], No. 10. Updated in Verizon response to Meet and Confer
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1 number of customer complaints per 1000 lines for Frontier was consistently JJjjjj than
2 that of Verizon’s. Frontier’s number of customer complaints per 1000 lines ranged
3 between|jjjjj in 2011 to jjjij in 2014; whereas Verizon’s ranged between JJjjjj in 2011 to
4 | in2014.
5 Figure 34: Verizon’s and Frontier’s Customer Complaints (Company Data) (2011-
6 2014)
7 I
7.00 - - 6,000
Frontier No. of
(%] .
a | Complaints pg1000
- vl
] £
S 500 - s
i~ - 4000 g
t 5]
® 400 Verizon No. of v
2 “~~e__ __Complaints - 3,000 £
S 3.00 - 8
=
“‘-f Verizon No. of - 2,000 &
2 200 - Complaints per_1000 S
ine 2
- 1,000
1.00° 7 Frontier No. of - ==~~~ _ _ .
Complaints TemeeT
0
2011 2012 2013 2014
== Frontier No. of Complaints
per 1000 Line 3.65 6.51 4.00 6.28
== Verizon No. of Cqmp\amts per 1.96 147 146 175
1000 Line
=== =Verizon No. of Complaints 4,810 3,152 2,751 2,967
=== =Frontier No. of Complaints 426 813 456 664
8
9
10 Given that the number of Frontier’s current customer complaints per 1000 customers

11 are almost |l that of Verizon’s (2014 data), it is critical for the Commission to

12 impose a condition to ensure that Frontier’s service quality is improved post-transaction.

(continued from previous page)
Letter DATED July 6, 2015, attachment: ORA VZ4 10_Attachment M&C revision 7-9-
15_A1503005VZ160000_CONFIDENTIAL CONFIDENTIAL.
Source for Frontier customer complaints Frontier is Confidential Response to ORA DR 002 [A. 15-03-
005], No.19. Updated in Frontier response to ORA meet and confer letter dated May 29, 2015 and June 5,
2015.
Verizon’s number of voice lines includes copper and FiOS voice (non-VolP) lines, source: Verizon
Confidential Response to ORA DR 004 [A. 15-03-005], No. 13.
Source for Frontier number of lines ORA DR 004 [A. 15-03-005], No. 10
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The new Frontier’s annual number of customer complaints should not exceed 1.75
complaints per 1000 lines. 2

Verizon’s consumer complaints on voice services accounted for the |
of complaints compared to other services, such as broadband. VolIP related complaints
have ] in numbers between 2013 and 2014. In 2014, counties in Southern
California had the [Jjjjjjj number of “voice” customer complaints compared to other
areas of Verizon’s service locations. The detailed information received on consumer
complaints provided much needed data to help determine the issues that consumers face,
as well as locations where California consumers are receiving unreliable voice service,
specifically data on VoIP services which the Commission has the ability to monitor and
track.

The Commission should require Frontier to provide data on its customer

complaints on annual basis for a period of five years after closing the transaction.

Frontier should report customer complaints including the following categories:

Type of Customer: residential/business
Type of Service: copper voice, FTTP voice and VoIP

Type of Complaint Categories: billing (identify type of billing complaints, such as
unauthorized charges, disconnection, rate protest), access to 911/emergency services,
delayed orders/missed appointments, number portability, operator service, refusal to
service, service outages, call quality (i.e. service conditions that affect or prevent the

quality of service provided such as static and noise)
Resolution time for a complaint
Date of Complaint

Location

62

Note that the number of customer
complaints per 1000 lines should be normalized to account for the number of working lines during the
reporting period. For example, if the total number of lines operated by the new Frontier (post transaction)
is 2-million lines, Frontier must not exceed 3,500 complaints per year, to maintain the threshold of 1.75
complaints per1000 lines.
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Repeat complaint by the same customer after closing of an initial complaint

As stated above, Frontier should ensure that the number of customer complaints not
exceed 1.75 complaints per 1000 lines per year. Frontier should provide all data in
spreadsheet format.

In addition, close monitoring of performance and customer satisfaction is critical and
would allow the Commission to intervene when necessary to ensure customers are truly
better off from this transaction. If the Commission approves the Transaction, it should
monitor California’s access to high-quality, reliable voice services by requiring Frontier
to pay for the cost of an independent consult, selected, directed, and managed by ORA, to
design and conduct a multi-lingual customer satisfaction survey. The survey would be
conducted over a 36 month period, and designed to measure customer satisfaction for
voices services (including, traditional wireline copper voice, FTTP FiOS voice, and VoIP
customers), and to measure the effectiveness of efforts to educate customers on the
limitations of VoIP during power outages and the necessity for maintaining battery back-
up. Over the 36 month period, the independent consultant (with ORA) would then issue
quarterly reports to the CPUC detailing the results of the survey. These quarterly reports
would provide the Frontier and the CPUC with the ability to detect trends and identify

and address problems early.

3-10
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CHAPTER 4: CONCLUSION

Currently under G.0.133-C rules, the Commission receives a subset of
customer reported trouble reports data leaving out a significant number of incidents and
outages unknown or reported to the Commission. The Commission only receives FCC
NORS reports on outages that meet high reporting thresholds, affecting a considerable
number of customers, leaving out outages that affect small communities (unless those
outages have extensive durations) and smaller outages that perhaps have less impact but
are recurrent. The Commission does not receive any service quality measures on VoIP
services.

ORA was able to conduct the needed analysis based on detailed information received
from the Joint Applicants on service quality metrics in this proceeding. This information,
otherwise unreported to the Commission, was critical for analyzing the current state of
service quality of the Joint Applicants in order to determine the level and issues of
customer complaints, the impacts and durations of voice service outages, as well as
locations where California consumers are receiving unreliable voice service.
Specifically, service quality and outage data on VoIP services, which the Commission
has the ability to monitor and track pursuant to P.U. Code § 710(f) and Section 706(a) of
the 1996 Telecommunications Act.

Given that Frontier will acquire a much greater number of VoIP customers that
it currently has, the Commission should monitor and track service quality metrics for
those customers to ensure that customer service is improved post Transaction.

Based on the service quality analysis and results presented in this testimony, the
proposed transaction should be approved with conditions. It is critical that the
Commission impose the recommended conditions (See Section-B in the Executive
Summary) to monitor improvement in voice service quality to ensure that customers in

California receive safe and reliable and voice services.
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ATTACHMENT A: STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATION

My name is Ayat Osman. My business address is 505 Van Ness Avenue, San
Francisco, CA 94102.

I am currently employed by the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) as a
Regulatory Analyst V assigned to the Communications and Water Branch of the Office
of the Ratepayer Advocates (ORA). I received a Ph.D. in Civil Engineering from the
University of Pittsburgh in 2006. I also have two Master of Science degrees:
Environmental Engineering from the University of Pittsburgh (2000) and Environmental
Science and Management from Duquesne University (1998). I joined Energy Division at
the CPUC in March of 2007 and worked as Regulatory Analyst IV for more than five
years. I also held an associate position with an energy consultant company (Cadmus)
from September 2012 to February 2014.

My Declaration addresses the P.U. Code Section 854 (c) (3) requirements that the
transaction maintain or improve the service quality and reliability voice service

customers in the State.
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ATTACHMENT B: VERIZON’S COMPANY SPECIFIC SERVICE QUALITY

METRICS

The following table includes Verizon’s Company specific service quality metrics.2

Table 7: Verizon’s Company Specific Service Quality Metrics

Standardized Metric Definition
Name

8 Verizon Confidential Response to ORA DR 002 [A. 15-03-005], No. 4; attachment titled
“ORA_VZ2.4 Attachment 1 A1503005VZ20083 CONFIDENTIAL.”
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ATTACHMENT C: FURTHER ANALYSIS OF VERIZON’S FCC NORS

OUTAGES
[ ]

Verizon’s Lengthiest Outage Durations in 2010-2014

The following section includes a summary of outage events that have the lengthiest

durations by reporting category, for each year (2010-2014).
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Verizon’s FCC NORS Outages in 2014
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ATTACHMENT D: FURTHER ANALYSIS ON FRONTIER’S FCC NORS

OUTAGES

Frontier FCC outages The following list provides a summary of the reported outages

in 2011, 2013, and 2014:

64 . . . . . . .
— Direct cause is the immediate event that results in an outage. Root cause is the underlying reason why
the outage occurred or why it was reportable. http://www.fcc.gov/pshs/outage/nors manual.pdf
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ATTACHMENT E: FURTHER ANALYSIS OF FRONTIER’S QOUTAGES THAT

DID NOT MEET THE FCC’S NORS REPORTING CRITERIA

The following summary provides a description of Frontier’s lengthiest outages that

did not meet the FCC’s NORS outage reporting criteria in 2010-2014:
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ATTACHMENT F: FURTHER ANALYSIS ON VERIZON’S COMPANY

SPECIFIC SERVICE QUALITY METRICS

The following section includes detailed analysis of Verizon’s company specific
service quality metrics (these metrics are additional to those that Verizon’s report to the

Commission under G.O. 133-C rules).

Trends in Repair Tickets

In response to an ORA data request, Verizon provided the data for its service quality
metrics that it tracks at a company level for the years 2010 through 20148 Figure 35
shows the percent of residential repair tickets that were cleared out within 24-hours,
including Out of Service (OOS) Dispatched Out (DO) conditions and OOS that were
tested out and cleared, for the years 2010 through 2014. The chart also shows the
percentage of customers who had an Affecting Service (AS) or Not Out of Service
(NOOS) condition that was cleared within 24 hours of reporting the problem.

For the 2010-2014 period, on average about JJjjjjj of residential OOS repair tickets,
which were dispatched out, were cleared within 24 hours and [Jjjjjj of the OOS, which

were not dispatched out, were cleared within 24 hours.

65 . .
— Verizon Confidential Response to ORA DR 002 [A. 15-03-005], No. 5.
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Figure 35: Verizon’s Service Quality Metrics for Repairing Service Affecting
(NOOS) and Out of Service (OOS) Conditions for Residential Consumers,

Traditional Wireline Voice Services (2010-2014)

For the period covering 2010 through 2014, on average, about Jjjjjj of the residential
customers’ NOOS repair tickets (service affecting but not out of service and dispatched
out) were cleared within 24 hours; and about Jjjj of NOOS tickets that were not
dispatched out were cleared within 24 hours.

When comparing Verizon’s OOS and NOOS (dispatchable and non-dispatchable
conditions) repair tickets results to the CPUC’s G.O. 133-C standards for OOS Repair

Interval (90% of out of service repair tickets to be restored within 24-hours) Verizon’s

metrics [Jil] the standard for the period covering 2010 through 2014.%¢

86 Verizon’s calculation of OOS metrics might be different than OOS Repair Interval metric, measured
under G.O. 133-C; for instance Verizon measurement might include calendar days instead of business
days and could include repair tickets that are otherwise exempted from the calculations under G.O. 133-C
rules. To that extent, the comparison provided here is for purpose of illustration and ORA cannot
ascertain whether this particular metric is comparative to G.O. 133-C OOS Repair Interval.
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In contrast, on average, about Jjjjjjj of business customers OOS repair tickets were
cleared out within 6-hours of being reported; and about [Jjjjjj of NOOS repair tickets were
cleared out within 6-hours, during the 2010-2014 period, as shown in Figure 36.

Figure 36: Verizon Service Quality Metrics for Service Affecting (NOOS) and Out
of Service Repair (OOS) for Business Traditional Wireline Voice Services (2010-

2014)

Verizon also tracked residential and business repair tickets that were dispatched out
and closed within 48 hours. In 2014, Jjjjjij of residential (voice over copper customers)
repair tickets were closed out within 48-hours, whereas [Jjj of repair tickets for
residential FiOS voice customers were cleared within 48 hours, refer to Figure 37. The
results were better for business customers with voice over copper, where [Jjjj of the
repair tickets were cleared within 48 hours, and [Jjjjjj of tickets for FiOS voice business

customer were cleared within 48 hours.
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Figure 37: Verizon’s Service Quality Metrics for Customer Repair Tickets
Dispatched Out and Closed within 48-hours for Traditional Voice over Copper and

FiOS Voice Services (2014)

Verizon tracked the percentage of customers who report a second problem within 7-
days of a prior cleared trouble report. Figure 38 shows that data for the years 2012-2014,

for residential and business customers for both Verizon’s traditional wireline voice (over
copper) services and FiOS services. The percentage of customers with repeat problemsﬂ

. . .. . . . 68
was ] for FiOS voice customers compared to traditional wireline voice customers.™

67 - .
— Customers who report a second problem within 7-days of a prior cleared trouble report.

68 . . .
~ In 2014, about ] of wireline voice customers reported a second problem, whereas JJjjj of FiOS

voice customers reported a second problem.
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Figure 38: Verizon’s Service Quality Metric for Measuring Repeat Problems for
Residential and Business Customers, Traditional Wireline and FiOS Voice Services

(2012-2014)

Verizon also measured the percentage of customers who report a three or more
problem within 30-days of a prior cleared trouble report (referred to as 30-day Chronic).
The percentage of customers with such repeat problems was slightly i for wireline
voice customers than for FiOS voice customers. In 2014, Jjjjjj of wireline voice customers
and ] of FiOS voice customers had 30-day Chronic conditions.

Verizon measured the percentage of trouble reports (dispatched out and not
dispatched out) that were cleared on or before the date/time promised, referred to as
“percent Repair Commitments Met-Total”. Figure 39 shows that 2012-2014 data for
residential and business customers for Verizon’s traditional wireline voice services and

FiOS voice services. The percentage of trouble reports cleared by the commitment date

.. . : 69
was JJJij for wireline customers when compared to the FiOS voice customers.™

69 . - . .
~— In 2014, only about ] of the trouble repair tickets were cleared within the promised date/time,
whereas ] of the trouble reports for FiOS voice customers were cleared within the promised date/time.
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Figure 39: Verizon’s Service Quality Metric for Measuring Repair Commitment
Met for Residential and Business Customers, Traditional Wireline and FiOS Voice

Services (2012-2014)

Verizon tracked the MTTR for residential and business customers in 2012-2014 for
its traditional wireline voice services and FiOS voice services, refer to Figure 40. The
MTTR for FiOS voice residential and business customers was much JJjjjjjj than that for
traditional wireline voice services. For instance, in 2014, the MTTR for FiOS voice

residential and business customers was | IR whereas the MTTR for traditional

wireline voice service was |
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Figure 40: Verizon MTTR for Residential and Business Customers Traditional

Wireline and FiOS Voice Customers (2012-2014)
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Trends in Provisioning of Services

Verizon provided company specific service quality metrics pertaining to service
provisioning (installation and commitment met).m Table 8 shows the definitions of
Verizon’s service provisioning metrics. Verizon provided the data for these metrics for
its traditional wireline voice service for the years 2010 through 2014, and for its FiOS
voice for the years 2012 through 20142

Table 8: Verizon’s Service Quality Metrics on Service Installations and
Commitment Met

Standardized Metric Name

=
(o]
=
=
=
=)
=}

n Verizon Confidential Response to ORA DR 002 [A. 15-03-005], No. 3 and No. 4.

71 . .
— Verizon Confidential Response to ORA DR 002 [A. 15-03-005], No. 5.

i
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Standardized Motric Name____ Definidon

Figure 41 shows the average number of days per year for installing wireline voice

services to residential customers (consumers) and businesses (2010-2014). In 2014, the
average installation intervals werdjjj | | I for rcsidential customers
compared to business customers ||| | | N 2 Verizon did not provide the data for
this metric for FiOS voice service installations.

Figure 41: Verizon’s Average Installation Intervals for Wireline Voice Services

(2010-2014)

Figure 42 shows Percentage of Provisioning Commitment Met for Verizon’s
wireline voice services, 2010-2014. This metric measures the percentage of dispatched
out installations that were cleared on or before date/time promised. For the residential

and businesses voice over copper customers, the Percentage of Provisioning

Commitments Me |, i 20! 0 to N in 2014

72 . .. . . .
— The average installation intervals for residential customers have ] in 2014 tl] compared
to il in 2012 and abou | in 2013.



However, when compared to G.O. 133-C installation commitment met standards of 95%,
Verizorjjl] the standard. ORA presents this comparison for illustration purposes
but cannot ascertain whether Verizon’s calculation of this metric matches G.O. 133-C
calculations for commitment met.

Figure 42: Verizon’s Percentage of Provisioning Commitments Met for Wireline
Voice Services (Dispatchable) (2010-2014)

Figure 43 shows Percentage of Provisioning Commitment Met for Verizon’s

wireline voice services, 2010-2014 for total displaced out and not dispatched out orders.
When accounting for non-dispatchable service orders, the results showed || EEEEGzG
in commitment met.2 On average residential consumers received [Jjj scores (higher

Provisioning Commitments Met) compared to business customers in 2010-2014.

73 . C .. . . . .
— For instance, the Percentage of Provisioning Commitments Met for residential customers was JJjjjij in
2010 and ] in 2014. Similarly, the Percentage of Provisioning Commitments Met for businesses was

- in 2010 and- in 2014.



Figure 43: Verizon’s Percentage of Provisioning Commitments Met for Wireline
Voice Services (Dispatchable and Non-Dispatchable) (2010-2014)

Table 6 shows Verizon’s metric, Percent Timely Installation (7-days or less), which
measures the percentage of dispatchable orders placed with less than 7-days, offered and
reserved due date intervals, based on order issue date. Verizon provided 2014 data only
(ORA requested 2010-2014 results). The data indicate wireline business customers
received | »stallations (J than FiOS voice business customers (I
However, wireline residential consumers received | installations (Jjj than
FiOS voice consumers (Jjjjjiij For the combined consumer and business customers,
FiOS voice customers received more [Jjjijj service installations than wireline customers.
Note that the threshold for Verizon’s metric on service installation for dispatchable orders
is within 7-days, whereas G.O. 133-C for installation commitment met is 5-business days.
Verizon’s metric for service installations |Jjjjilij the G.O. 133-C standard of 95%

commitments met in 2014.



Table 9: Verizon’s Timely Installation Metric for Dispatchable Service Orders for

Wireline and FiOS voice Services (2014)

Customers Type Percentage Timely
Installation
(7 Days or Less)

Figure 44 shows the Provisioning Appointment Window Met, expressed as the
percentage of dispatched installation orders, where the technician Arrival Time Stamp
was within the promised Appointment Window. The chart indicates the Provisioning
Appointment Window Met for Verizon’s traditional voice and FiOS voice services for
consumer and businesses, for 2012-2014. Verizon did not provide data for the 2010 and
2011. FiOS voice (consumer and business) services received Jjjjjjj results than
traditional wireline voice services. For instance, in 2014, the Provisioning Appointment

Window Met was |l for wireline consumers and about- for FiOS voice

74
consumers.—

74 C g C . . . .
— The trend indicates that the Provisioning Appointment Window Met slightly |Jjiij from 2012 to
2014 for residential consumers for both the traditional wireline services and FiOS voice services.



Figure 44: Verizon Provisioning Window Met (% Dispatched Installation Orders

Time within the Appointment Window), for Wireline and FiOS Voice Services:

2012-2014
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ATTACHMENT G: EVIDENCE OF VERIZON’S DETERIORATING PLANT

CONDITIONS BY CWA
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Joint Application of
Frontier Communications Corporation,
Frontier Communications of America, Inc. (U
5429 C), Verizon California Inc. (U 1002 C),
Verizon Long Distance, LLC (U 5732 C), and Application 15-03-005
Newco West Holdings LLC for Approval of
Transfer of Control Over Verizon California
Inc. and Related Approval of Transfer of
Assets and Certifications.

MOTION OF THE COMMUNICATIONS WORKERS OF AMERICA TO
ENTER PHOTOS INTO THE RECORD

July 23, 2015

Marc D. Joseph

Jamie L. Mauldin

Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo
601 Gateway Blvd., Suite 1000
South San Francisco, CA 94080
(650) 589-1660

mdjoseph@adamsbroadwell.com
jmauldin@adamsbroadwell.com

Attorneys for the Communications Workers
of America



BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Joint Application of
Frontier Communications Corporation,
Frontier Communications of America, Inc. (U
5429 C), Verizon California Inc. (U 1002 C),
Verizon Long Distance, LLC (U 5732 C), and Application 15-03-005
Newco West Holdings LLC for Approval of
Transfer of Control Over Verizon California
Inc. and Related Approval of Transfer of
Assets and Certifications.

MOTION OF THE COMMUNICATIONS WORKERS OF AMERICA TO
ENTER PHOTOS INTO THE RECORD

Pursuant to Commission Rules of Practice and Procedure 11.1(a) and 13.7,
the Communications Workers of America (“CWA?”) hereby moves for an order
admitting the attached photos into the record of this proceeding.

CWA representatives presented the attached photos at the Workshops and
Public Participation Hearings located at Rancho Mirage on July 20, 2015 and
Claremont on July 21, 2015. The CWA representatives were asked by
Commissioner Sandoval to seek entry of the photos into the record. These photos
represent Verizon plant in the areas surrounding the location where each Workshop
and Public Participation Hearing was held.

CWA moves for the admission of these photos into the record.

4058-016cv



Dated: July 23, 2015

4058-016¢cv

Respectfully submitted,

/sl
Marc D. Joseph
Jamie L. Mauldin
Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo
601 Gateway Blvd., Suite 1000
South San Francisco, CA 94080
(650) 589-1660 Telephone
(650) 589-5062 Fax

mdjoseph@adamsbroadwell.com
imauldin@adamsbroadwell.com

Attorneys for the Communications Workers
of America
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Here is a splice on the corner of Copper and Garnet in Palm Springs. The pedestal
has been run over and exposed the splices to the elements. This cable run feeds a

small neighborhood in Palm Springs where there is no alternative provider. This also

feed critical circuits for SCE’s wind farm.
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Chino, CA --- Aerial Splice
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