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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

I. Introduction

Since the break-up of AT&T 25 years ago, the communications
industry has experienced dramatic change with the introduction
of competition in the marketplace and the rapid development of
technological innovation. Federal and state regulatory agencies
have carefully managed oversight policies to encourage the
continued development of competitive and efficient markets
that welcome the entry of new technologies while also
maintaining consumer safeguards. The Department of
Telecommunications and Cable (DTC) is the state agency
charged with regulating the telecommunications and cable
industries in Massachusetts. This “Competition Status Report
(Report), the first of its kind issued by the DTC, is intended to
provide consumers, industry, and government entities, among
others, with an informational snapshot of telecommunications
and cable competition throughout Massachusetts.' In some
ways, this Report serves as a benchmark of the competitive
nature of the marketplace, and lays the foundation for future
reports to more thoroughly examine the benefits generated by
competition and the challenges that remain ahead.

9

A. Purpose

The primary purposes of the Report are to:

The DTC’s mission is to:

1. Regulate the telecommunications and
cable industries in accordance with statutory
obligations imposed by the Commonwealth
of Massachusetts and the federal government;
2. Ensure consumers receive high quality
communications at just and reasonable
rates;

3. Promote sustainable competition which
will increase consumer welfare for all
Massachusetts residents;

4. Maintain and enforce consumer
protections, consistent with the public
interest, particularly where market forces
alone are not sufficient to do so, including
investigating and responding to inquiries and
complaints from consumers and carriers; and
5. Provide expert input into the
development of telecommunications-related
policies for the State.

e cvaluate competition for traditional wireline telephone (voice) and cable television (video) services;

e discuss the mass market emergence of wireless voice service;

e cstablish a baseline for comparison of trends in the communications industry;

e more fully understand statewide and regional differences in availability and use of telecommunication
services, as well as the differences between the residential and small-to-medium business (SMB) markets;

and

identify any competitive or consumer issues that may require regulatory solutions.

The Report examines residential users of both voice and video services and SMB users of voice services. The
Report does not consider internet access services, such as broadband, because the DTC does not regulate or
oversee these services, and their study is more properly conducted by the Massachusetts Broadband Institute.

! The Report also satisfies a newly-adopted statutory reporting requirement contained in M.G.L. c. 25C §6, adopted in 2008, that requires
the DTC to report on the condition of the telecommunications industry and make policy recommendations as necessary.
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The Report also excludes large business voice and data customers because their purchases are typically highly
individualized and well-informed by commercial market research.

B. Measuring Competition
The Report uses three dimensions to measure the extent of competition:

e Availability of choices: for any customer, choice may range from non-existent to robust, depending on
how many different networks reach the home or business.

e Adoption of services: if alternatives are available but not widely taken up by users, competition is not as
robust as availability alone would indicate. Factors affecting adoption include pricing, quality, and
marketing. Time in the market also affects adoption. A new service may be potentially highly competitive
but show little adoption until customers migrate to it. Information available to the DTC concerning these
adoption factors was limited, therefore the Report’s adoption analysis is restricted to subscriber counts.”

o Geography: because statewide averages often mask important variations across Massachusetts, the
Report analyzes availability and adoption results for seven different regions identified in economic
reports published by the University of Massachusetts Donahue Institute: (1) Berkshire, (2) Pioneer
Valley, (3) Central, (4) Northeast, (5) Boston Metro, (6) Southeast, and (7) Cape and Islands (see, for
example, Figure 1 below). This breakout assesses the level of competition separately for each area to
better understand regional disparities.

Through the Report, the DTC offers previously unavailable public information about the status of competition in
the telephone and cable television markets in Massachusetts. However, given the defined scope of the Report, and
the limitations in the availability of data, the Report only examines part of the competitive equation by identifying
the voice and video alternatives that exist and analyzing the extent of consumer adoption.’ The Report does not,
for example, examine the pricing of communications services, nor does the Report consider broadband
technologies and the effects of the convergence of voice, video, and data services on the marketplace. The Report
also examines competitive options for consumers without being tied to formalistic economic or regulatory
classifications.

IL. Wireline Voice Services (Telephone)

A. Overview

Wireline Voice service is a product delivered to a specific location (i.e. a residence or place of business) that at a
minimum delivers basic telephone services to the customer. In Massachusetts, the incumbent Wireline Voice

% The Report also provides limited data related to Service Quality; however, this should not be confused with a thorough analysis of
product quality. Service Quality information presented in the Report pertains only to complaints about regulated services received by the
DTC’s Consumer Division, and a summary of the number of complaints and service inquiries received by incumbent providers for both
wireline voice and cable video services.

3 In some instances, the DTC needed more complete sources of data, such as information held by providers, to conduct a more
comprehensive analysis. However, the DTC could not access some of this data due to confidentiality concerns or because the DTC lacks
authority to compel public reporting of such data. If the DTC were provided such authority, it would ensure that the DTC had the necessary
tools to produce more complete and detailed reports in the future.

il
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provider, Verizon, is the predominant provider of Wireline Voice services. However, in recent years, cable
providers have upgraded their video networks to offer voice services. For most Massachusetts consumers, these
cable operators represent the sole competitive alternative to the incumbent for Wireline Voice services.

This Report recognizes three basic platforms by which a Wireline Voice operator provides service to its
Massachusetts consumers:

e Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers ILEC): ILECs are the traditional local telephone companies that
have served Massachusetts consumers for decades. As Figure 1 below shows, Verizon is the ILEC for
347 municipalities in Massachusetts, with four rural telephone companies each serving one of the
remaining four municipalities. ILECs own and maintain most of the infrastructure that constitutes the
public telephone network. Because of their ownership and maintenance role in the telephone network,
ILECs have a number of duties in furtherance of two basic but distinctive governmental goals: (1) that all
residential and business consumers have reasonable access to Wireline Voice (i.e. Carrier of Last Resort);
and (2) that all telephone carriers must be permitted open and non-discriminatory access to an ILEC’s
network in furtherance of a competitive market for Wireline Voice.

e Cable Voice providers: Currently, Cable television providers such as Charter, Comcast, and Time
Warner, among others, are the main wireline alternatives to the ILECs for residential voice services.
Cable television companies have invested in network technology upgrades, making it possible to offer
most of their customers with voice service, called Cable Voice. During the past decade, Cable Voice has
developed from a new entrant voice service offering to being a widely adopted alternative in the
residential voice market.

o Competitive Local Exchange Carriers (CLECs): CLECs include companies such as AT&T, One
Communications, and XO Communications, among others. To provide service to residential consumers,
CLEC:s typically lease some part of the ILEC’s network infrastructure. However, recent changes in
federal guidelines have greatly increased the cost of such leasing arrangements, and, as a result, CLECs
generally do not actively serve the residential market. However, CLECs are still very active in the SMB
market.

B. Residential Wireline Voice

1. Availability

As shown in Figure 1, wireline service is universally available from ILECs such as Verizon, which reflects the
long-standing “Carrier of Last Resort” obligation that state regulation requires.

il
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Figure 1: ILEC Service Territories

ILEC SERVICE TERRITORIES

Berkshire Pioneer Valley Central Northeast

HANCOCK

RICHMOND Boston Metro

GRANBY fi
Incumbent Providers Southeast e
(% of HH with Access) (# of Towns) .
Verizon (99.9%) (347)

Independent ILECs (0.1%) (4)

GOSNOLD

NOTE: Verizon is the incumbent provider in 347 out of 351 towns in MA. Granby Telephone is the incumbent in the town of Granby,
Richmond Telephone - in the town of Richmond, Taconic Telephone - in part of the town of Hancock,
and Sentinel Tree Telephone - in the town of Gosnold.

As shown in Figure 2, cable companies provide service to most communities in the state, with notable gaps in
service existing particularly in Western Massachusetts.

e 301 of the 351 Massachusetts municipalities have at least one cable service carrier providing voice
services.

e 19 Boston Metro region communities have a choice of two different cable-based voice providers.

e About 97% of households statewide have access to service from at least one Cable Voice provider.

e There are approximately 28,000 households in the 50 communities without access to a Cable Voice
provider.

e When analyzing availability of service within all 351 municipalities, approximately 70,000 households
lack access to Cable Voice service. Household availability of Cable Voice service ranges from 99.4% in
the Cape and Islands region to 85.5% in the Berkshire region.

v
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Berkshire Pio

Figure 2: Residential Cable Voice Availability, December 2008

CABLE VOICE SERVICE AVAILABILITY IN MASSACHUSETTS
As of December 2008
Northeast

neer Valley Central

Boston Metro

2 providers (19 towns)

‘ | Comcast; RCN
¥/ / Comcast; Braintree
r// Comcast; Norwood

1 provider (282 towns)

Comcast (217)
Charter (49)
I Time Warner (15)

I Shrewsbury (1)

0 providers (50 towns)
(17) None (50)
(1
(1

Southeast

NOTE: This map indicates providers that are licensed and providing service within each community. Providers may not reach all areas within each
community. For specific service availability at your location, please contact cable voice providers directly.

2. Adoption

In some regions of the state, consumers are experiencing changes in the Wireline Voice marketplace. Verizon is

still the dominant provider

of residential Wireline Voice service in Massachusetts, with approximately 64%

market share statewide. However, by December 2008, Cable Voice providers had approximately 33% of the
Wireline Voice market. By contrast, CLEC market share decreased substantially, and by December 2008, CLECs

served about 2% of the ma

rket. As recently as June 2005, Verizon had almost 80% of the residential market,

while Cable Voice providers had only 13%, with CLECs just over 7%. Not surprisingly, where Cable Voice

service is less widely avail

able, such as in the Berkshire region, the adoption rate of Cable Voice service is not as

high as it is in the Boston Metro and Northeast regions, where the service is widely available. Consumers in towns
not served by a Cable Voice competitor generally do not have any Wireline Voice competition.
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3. Residential Voice Summary Findings

e The residential Wireline Voice market is essentially a two-provider market: the ILECs and Cable
Voice providers. The number of available competitive providers for Wireline Voice services has
decreased dramatically for residential customers. In particular, as a result of changes in federal regulation
in 2005 which made it much more expensive to serve the residential market, relatively few CLECs
actively market services to residential consumers.

¢ Residential customers, at a high percentage, are using competitive voice services from cable
providers. In recent years, cable providers have steadily gained market share, and competition between
Verizon and cable companies is robust in certain select areas. However, regional distinctions persist, and
many rural customers that live in the 50 communities in Massachusetts that lack any Cable Voice
provider have little or no competitive options for Wireline Voice service.

e Consumers who purchase their communications services (voice, video, and internet) through a
bundle have experienced an increase in competitive alternatives. Moderate to low-income
consumers, including elderly consumers, or consumers who simply want a no-frills, low-cost voice
product essentially have only one provider option—Verizon. Cable providers do not offer basic plans, and
the remaining CLECsS that serve the residential market appear to primarily provide premium bundled
services and/or service on a pre-paid basis. These trends also have impacted low-income consumers
eligible for Lifeline and Link-Up service because most Cable Voice providers do not offer service
through these government assistance programs.

e Consumer protections, such as safeguards from unreasonable disconnection of service and fair
resolution of billing disputes, may suffer in today’s residential market, as cable companies
providing voice service using new technologies (i.e., interconnected Voice over Internet Protocol
(VoIP)) have not yet extended many state-mandated consumer protections to their customers.
Furthermore, the DTC believes that many Cable Voice customers may not be aware of this gap in
consumer safeguards. The DTC*s position is that these consumer safeguards should be extended to this
type of VolP service like other Wireline Voice services.

e Wireline Voice service quality during the reporting period, as measured by complaints to the DTC
and service quality reports submitted by Verizon, show that service quality in general has met the
DTC’s standards, although there appear to be disparities in some rural areas of the state.
Massachusetts rural consumers experience noticeably pronounced service quality problems as compared
to consumers in more densely populated urban areas. During the summer of 2009, the DTC opened an
inquiry into Service Quality in the four westernmost counties (Berkshire, Franklin, Hampden, and
Hampshire) of the state to investigate possible regional disparities in service quality. This inquiry
remains open.

C. Business Wireline Voice Services

1. Availability

Because of its ubiquitous network, ILEC service is available to all SMBs in the state. Unlike the residential voice
market, a relatively large number of CLECs offer wireline services to businesses throughout the state.
Additionally, within the last year, Cable Voice carriers have begun marketing services to SMB consumers, though
generally, data on business Cable Voice services were not available for the first three years of the study period.

Vi
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Because CLEC services are offered over the ILEC’s network, CLECs have nearly ubiquitous service in
Massachusetts.

2. Adoption

Similar to residential Wireline Voice service, ILECs still hold the largest portion of the SMB voice market. As of
December 2008, ILECs served about 996,600 business lines, or 59% of the market. CLECs represent the primary
competition for SMB customers, while cable providers served a very small number of customers. As of December
2008, CLECs served about 660,500 end-user business lines (39% of the SMB market), an end-user line increase
of more than 26% since 2005. With the recent wider-scale introduction of Cable Voice as a product offering to
SMB consumers, the market share for this platform became measureable, but still is comparatively very small
with about 27,700 end-user business lines (2% of the SMB market) by year end 2008. Figure 3 breaks down
ILEC, CLEC, and Cable Voice market shares by region for 2008.

Figure 3: Percentage Distribution of Business Voice Lines by Region, December 2008

Wireline Competition in Business Voice Market by Region, %
December 2008

100% - 43
90% -
80% -
70% -
60% - 1 Cable Voice
50% - m CLEC
40% - m ILEC
30% -
20% -
10% -
0% - T T T T T T T

Berkshire Boston Capeand Central Northeast Pioneer Southeast State
Metro  Islands Valley
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3. Business Voice Summary Findings

e Competition in the Wireline Voice market for SMBs is robust. Unlike trends realized in the
Residential Wireline market, CLECs have collectively gained greater market share as measured by
number of SMB lines served, up from 31% in 2005 to 39% in 2008. SMBs in more densely populated
areas have the highest number of competitive alternatives, but even in rural areas, at least several
competitive alternatives exist.

e Despite the presence of multiple competing providers, the overall number of competitors has
declined over the last decade, and the market trend is toward dominance by large competitors.

e (Cable companies are just entering the business voice market and do not yet have a significant
market presence. However, they could be a major player in the future given their wide network coverage
area.

III. Wireless Voice Service

A. Overview

Over the last decade, Wireless Voice has grown from a niche offering into a mass market product. Because of
advances in technology and other factors that have decreased the cost of deployment, Wireless Voice providers
have made their service widely available, allowing widespread adoption. Wireless Voice carriers that operate in
Massachusetts are AT&T Wireless, Sprint/Nextel, T-Mobile, and Verizon Wireless.*

The DTC analyzes Wireless Voice separately from Wireline Voice because of the different characteristics of the
service and the differing ways in which consumers use the service. Generally speaking, Wireless Voice customers
are individuals rather than households. Most consumers seemingly view Wireline and Wireless Voice services as
complementary services, choosing to subscribe to a Wireline Voice service for household use and to Wireless
Voice service for mobility purposes.

Some residential consumers have adopted Wireless Voice as their only voice service. This trend, known as “cord-
cutting” or “wireless substitution,” has been made possible in part by consumers’ ability to more freely “port” or
transfer their phone numbers from wireline to wireless providers. Changes in E-911 rules that require location
recognition from wireless phones have also had the effect of increasing the viability of wireless substitution.
Wireless carriers are required to provide location information to public safety officials when a caller dials 911,
however, there are limits on the specificity of the address and location that can be provided from a wireless
service, particularly in locations such as multi-dwelling units.

B. Availability

According to coverage maps provided by wireless carriers, approximately 99.8% of Massachusetts households
can receive a signal from at least one of the five network-based Wireless Voice service carriers. Conversely,
approximately 14,600 households (0.2%) cannot access a signal from any of the five Wireless Voice carriers.

“In 2004, Sprint and Nextel merged, forming Sprint Nextel Corporation. Sprint Nextel currently operates as one single company on two
separate wireless networks. Therefore, this Report analyzes five wireless networks provided by four companies operating in Massachusetts.

viii
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These households are spread across 58 towns, largely located in mountainous areas in western Massachusetts, as
shown in Figure 4.

Service coverage estimates do not take into account limiting factors such as signal strength, weather variations,
and obstructions which increase the propensity for low signal strength or dropped calls. Therefore, Wireless Voice
service availability may not be as ubiquitous as suggested by the coverage maps. Generally speaking, rural
consumers experience lower wireless coverage quality where there are fewer cell towers, the distance between
towers is greater, and foliage and terrain obstructions are more prevalent. Wireless carriers may also specifically
decide to not cover a given geographic area based on the difficulty of the terrain or the lack of potential
customers.

Figure 4: Wireless Voice Service Availability in Massachusetts, December 2008

WIRELESS VOICE SERVICE AVAILABILITY IN MASSACHUSETTS
(Verizon Wireless, AT&T Wireless, T-Mobile, Sprint, and Nextel)
As of December 2008 Northeast

Berkshire Pioneer Valley Central

# of Providers
(% of Population with Access)
5 (90.0%)
I 4 (6.7%)
N 3 (1.8%)
2 (0.9%)
1 (0.3%)
0 (0.2%)

Southeast

NOTE: This map shows approximations of cellular coverage areas. It was compiled by overlaying publicly available coverage maps posted on carrier websites.

C. Adoption

As of December 2008, over 5.7 million Massachusetts consumers subscribed to a Wireless Voice service,
representing an increase of 33.2% since June 2005. With the growing availability of these services, some
consumers are opting to forgo their home telephone and subscribe exclusively to Wireless Voice service. As of

X
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December 2008, the DTC estimates that about 278,300 (11.3%) Massachusetts households have “cut the cord.”
This number has almost tripled since June 2005.

Wireless substitution has the potential to continue to increase as more residential customers embrace wireless
technology. For example, a Centers for Disease Control and Prevention study indicates that while the majority of
wireless substitution is occurring among consumers below the age of 30, older consumers are becoming more
willing to substitute wireless for wireline telephones. In addition, new Wireless Voice service providers are
creating offerings for the moderate to low-income segments of the population that are more cost-effective and
more consistent with their lifestyles (e.g., moving residences frequently).

D. Wireless Voice Summary Findings

e Statewide, most consumers have access to service from at least one wireless carrier, although
service coverage may suffer from the limiting factors mentioned earlier.

¢ Regionally, the pattern of service disparity seen in the provision of Wireline Voice services also
persists for wireless signal coverage. The zero coverage areas are prevalent across the Berkshire and
Pioneer Valley regions, while much of the Boston Metro region is covered by at least three Wireless
Voice carriers.

e Wireless phones are primarily used as a complement to Wireline Voice services. However, a
growing number of consumers are going all-wireless, particularly those in densely populated areas
and among younger demographic groups. As such, Wireless Voice offerings are typically premium-
based services, giving consumers a range of options and ancillary functions. Accordingly, Wireless Voice
service is not currently considered a true substitute to Wireline Voice service from a regulatory or
economic standpoint.

IV. Video Services (Television)

A. Overview

Video services operate under a different regulatory framework from voice services, and traditionally competition
is only available from companies that own and operate their own networks. Video services are offered over both
wired (e.g., cable) and wireless (e.g. satellite) networks. Historically, consumers only received cable video
services from companies that held the first cable video franchise in a municipality. A cable video franchise
permits the franchise holder to run cables through the public rights-of-way, including along telephone poles or in
underground conduits. In recent years, consumers in a growing number of communities have been offered a
competitive alternative for Cable Video service.

The Report identifies two types of Cable Video providers:

e Incumbent: The companies, or their predecessors, that held the initial cable franchise in a municipality
are considered the Incumbent providers. Six Incumbent cable companies who provide service are:
Charter, Comcast, Cox, Russell (municipal), Shrewsbury (municipal), and Time Warner.
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e Overbuilder: An alternative wire-based network built by a competitor separate from the Incumbent
Cable Video network is referred to as an “Overbuilder”. Four companies provide service as an
Overbuilder in Massachusetts: Braintree (municipal), Norwood (municipal), RCN, and Verizon FiOS.

Wireless video networks do not fall under the scope of the DTC’s authority; and the DTC consequently will not
analyze them in detail in this report. The two types of wireless video services available to consumers include (1)
Satellite TV (referred to as Direct Broadcast Satellite or DBS), offered by both DirecTV and Dish Network for a
monthly fee; and (2) digital broadcast television (free over-the-air TV), which completed its federally mandated
transition to all-digital broadcasting in June 2009.

B. Availability

Unlike Wireline Voice service, Cable Video is not available to every household in Massachusetts. Cable Video
service is offered in 308 of the state’s 351 municipalities. Forty-three municipalities, primarily concentrated in
Western Massachusetts, have no Cable Video provider. As of December 2008, 214 municipalities had only one
Cable Video provider, 80 municipalities had two providers, and 14 had three providers (see Figure 5). Cable
Video service is available to 2.38 million (97.6%) households statewide, but 58,000 (2.4%) households remain
unserved.

Service availability is directly correlated to both the number of households in franchise areas and population
density. No region has 100% coverage from Incumbent cable providers because cable franchise agreements
commonly set population density limits below which a provider is not required to build-out infrastructure, leaving
low density neighborhoods in many municipalities without service.

Similar to voice services, regional disparities exist in the Cable Video market. For example, the Cape and Islands
region has the highest Incumbent coverage rate (99.4% of households with access to Incumbent Cable Video
service), while the Berkshire region has the lowest Incumbent coverage rate (90% of households with access to
Incumbent Cable Video service). There are 22,000 households that lack access to Incumbent Cable Video service
in the Boston Metro region (2.2% of the region’s households), which represents the largest gross number of
unserved households located within any single region.

Regional distinctions are also clear in the Overbuilder market. Overbuilder service is concentrated in densely
populated areas, centering on the Boston Metro region, and have little presence elsewhere. Consumers throughout
the Berkshire, Cape and Islands, and Pioneer Valley regions have no Overbuilder service choices available.
Overbuilders also generally cover few or no households not already served by the Incumbent cable provider. By
December 2008, about 972,000 (40%) households statewide had an option to choose service from at least one
Overbuilder, and 450,000 (19%) households statewide had access to service offerings from an Incumbent
provider and two Overbuilders. Again, these areas with three competing providers are limited to 14
municipalities, all within the Boston Metro region.
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Figure 5: Cable Video Service, All Active Providers, December 2008

CABLE VIDEO SERVICE PROVIDERS IN MASSACHUSETTS
As of December 2008
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NOTE: This map indicates providers that are licensed and providing service within each community. Providers may not reach all areas within each community.
Far specific service availability at your location, please contact cable providers directly.

C. Adoption

A large majority of Massachusetts consumers have adopted Cable Video service. By year end 2008, 2.11 million
(87%) Massachusetts households subscribed to cable video service. An additional 214,000 households (8.8%)

subscribed to DBS video services. Therefore, only approximately 116,000 (4.8%) households do not subscribe to
any video service and rely upon over-the-air broadcast signals or do not receive video content within their homes.

Incumbent carriers remain the predominant providers of Cable Video service, as 77% of all households with
access to an Incumbent subscribe to that service. However, the growth of Overbuilder service availability has
been accompanied by a rapid growth in subscriber rates, nearly tripling between 2005 and 2008, with
approximately 23% of households with access subscribing to Overbuilder service. Between 2005 to 2008, total
Cable Voice subscribers increased by 108,666 (5.5%). Much of this growth in subscribership appears to be
attributed to Overbuilder service expanding the overall market by encouraging new subscribership to Cable
Voice. Indeed, Incumbents have experienced a relatively small subscriber loss (approximately 40,000
subscribers) while Overbuilders experienced a net increase of about 140,000 subscribers over the study period.
Much of the increase in subscribership to Overbuilder service is attributable to the expansion of the Cable Video
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product offered by Verizon FiOS, which was the first to introduce an Overbuilder offering to 74 communities
between 2005 to 2008, and the second Overbuilder present in 14 additional communities.

Regional distinctions are present in adoption patterns. For example, only 67% of households in the Boston Metro
region subscribe to Incumbent service, the lowest Incumbent adoption rate in the state. This can be attributed to
the large presence of Overbuilders in the Boston Metro region. For those households with access to Overbuilder
service, adoption rates are relatively similar across regions, varying between 17% to 24%.

D. Video Summary Findings

e Overall, eastern Massachusetts consumers are experiencing increasing competition in video
services. With the entry of Verizon into the video market in 2005, the number of communities with two
wireline video providers has increased. By June 2009, Verizon’s video service was available in 96
communities, all in eastern Massachusetts, and consumers have switched to Verizon’s service in
noticeable numbers.

e The Incumbent cable providers are still dominant by a significant margin. A large number of
communities still are served by only the Incumbent and satellite service.

e  Many consumers in communities where there are one or more providers lack coverage because of
build-out limitations. More troubling, 43 communities do not have cable service, and consumers are
unlikely to have cable service unless providers are required to serve these towns.

e As measured by complaints with the DTC and annual service quality reports submitted by
providers, Cable Video service quality during the reporting period is volatile. For example, the
frequency of complaints received directly by cable operators noticeably increased from 2005 to 2006,
then sharply declined the following year. Such volatility appears to be tied to specific and localized
events, such as regional service interruptions or the loss of specific channels.

V. Report Conclusions

e Many residential and business customers in densely populated areas of the state have competitive
alternatives for voice and video services.

e The incumbent providers in the voice and video markets are still the dominant providers in the
state.

e In less populated areas and for some segments of the market (e.g., moderate to lower income
consumers), competitive alternatives do not exist to the same degree or have declined as a result of
changing market conditions. Consumers who simply want a no-frills, low-cost basic voice product,
including low-income and elderly consumers and consumers with serious medical conditions, essentially
have only one provider option, the ILECs.

e Because of changing industry conditions, the communications markets (voice and video) in
Massachusetts (and nationwide) have become more concentrated and dominated by a handful of

xiii



Executive Summary
February 12, 2010

large providers. In particular, this has reduced the number of competitive alternatives and providers in
voice markets (both wireline and wireless), possibly to the detriment of consumers, especially residential
consumers.

¢ Because of these trends, policymakers may need to examine whether there are ways to increase
provider diversity in the residential voice market; to address the lack of cable service in 43 towns in
the state; to examine apparent disparities in voice and video service quality; and to respond to the
diminishing Wireline Voice service options for consumers seeking low-cost, low-frills telephone
service, among other issues identified by the Report. The DTC fully intends to examine these issues to
determine whether regulatory and/or legislative recommendations may be developed to appropriately
address these market conditions.

X1V



COMPETITION STATUS REPORT

I. Introduction

A. Purpose of the Competition Status Report
The Massachusetts Department of Telecommunications and Cable (DTC) is the state agency charged with
regulating the telecommunications and cable industries in Massachusetts.' This “Competition Status Report”
(Report), the first of its kind issued by the DTC, provides an evaluation of telecommunications and cable

competition throughout the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.

The DTC’s mission is comprised of five objectives:

1. To regulate the telecommunications and cable industries in accordance with statutory obligations imposed
by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and the federal government;

2. To ensure consumers receive high quality communications services at just and reasonable rates;

3. To promote sustainable competition which will increase consumer welfare for all Massachusetts residents;

4. To maintain and enforce consumer protections, consistent with the public interest, particularly where market
forces alone are not sufficient to do so, including investigating and responding to inquiries and complaints from
consumers and carriers; and

5. To provide expert input into the development of telecommunications-related policies for the State.

Through the Report, the DTC satisfies a newly-adopted statutory reporting requirement.” The data contained in
the Report will serve as a basis of expert input for effective policies to promote sustainable competition and
protect consumers. To that end, the DTC looks to the data to understand the state of competition, including
regional differences in availability and adoption of telecommunications services, as well as differences between
the small-to-medium business (SMB)’ and residential telecommunications markets. The Report promotes
competition in Massachusetts by providing consumers accurate information about available competitive options
in telecommunications and cable services and by sharing information with industry participants regarding which
areas of Massachusetts are most in need of investment.

The scope of the Report includes the status of competition for telephone (voice) and cable television services
(video) in Massachusetts. The Report analyzes residential users of voice and video services, and SMB users of
voice services. Internet access services, such as “broadband,” are excluded from the Report’s analysis because
such services are not within the DTC’s regulatory purview and the study of those services is better conducted by
the Massachusetts Broadband Institute.* Large business customers are also excluded from the Report’s analysis
because they are sophisticated organizations and their voice purchases are typically highly individualized and
well-informed by extensive market research.

! Formerly, the Department of Telecommunications and Energy (DTE) regulated telecommunications and cable companies, together with
energy utilities. Effective April 2007, the DTE ceased to exist, with the DTC assuming its duties and powers to regulate
telecommunications and cable companies. 2007 Mass. Acts c. 19, §§ 1-54.

2M.G.L. c. 25C §6, adopted in 2008, requires the DTC to report on the condition of the telecommunications industry and make policy
recommendations as necessary.

3 SMBs are those enterprises with less than five hundred employees.

* See www.masstech.org/broadband.



http://www.masstech.org/broadband�

Competition Status Report
February 12, 2010

B. Massachusetts’ regional boundaries

The availability, adoption, and quality of voice and video service in Massachusetts is directly impacted by the
state’s regional population density and geography. Accordingly, the DTC breaks out the Report’s data separately
by regions, as shown in Figure 1 below, for the available voice and video services. The DTC discusses the
regional differences in the Report and includes a supporting appendix.

Figure 1: Regions Used in Report

SEVEN REGIONS

Northeast

Berkshire Pioneer Valley Central

~_Boston Metro

Region Name
(Number of Municipalities in Region) 5
['] Berkshire (32) Southeast
| Boston Metro (75)
[l Cape and Islands (23)

e j

¥ Central (62) f ~ Cape and Islands
[ Northeast (42)

'] Pioneer Valley  (69) )

[ Southeast (48) -

Figure 1 illustrates the seven regions used for analysis: Berkshire, Boston Metro, Cape and Islands, Central,
Northeast, Pioneer Valley, and the Southeast. These region names and boundaries are defined by the University of
Massachusetts Donahue Institute.’

5 The Donahue Institute reports economic and public policy statistics about Massachusetts, and publishes MassBenchmarks, a journal of the
Massachusetts economy in cooperation with the Federal Reserve Bank of Boston. See
http://www.massbenchmarks.org/regions/regions.htm.
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C. The Report is not a regulatory document

The Report is a DTC informational document and its intent is to quantify the extent of competition of available
voice and video services. The Report considers the functional differences that alternative services may have
relative to traditional voice or video service. The DTC, however, does not take a position on whether any
alternative services that are discussed in the Report meet the economic definition of a substitute for traditional
voice or video services. The Report is not a regulatory document and the DTC makes no findings or rulings
herein.

D. Note on the Report’s methodology

The DTC uses three dimensions to measure competition in the Report. The first dimension is availability of
service choices: for a customer, the choices range from non-existent to robust, depending on the number of
different networks that reach the home or business. The second dimension is adoption of services: if competitive
alternatives are available but not widely adopted by users, then competition is not as robust as availability alone
would suggest. Factors affecting adoption include pricing, quality, and marketing. Another important sub-factor
of adoption is time, as a new service may be highly competitive but may be lightly adopted due to its limited time
in the market. The impacts of factors affecting adoption, however, are not addressed in the Report, because such
analysis is beyond the scope of this Report. Finally, as noted in section I.B. above, geography is the third
dimension essential to the analysis in the Report.

The DTC drew its data for the Report from a variety of sources which are detailed within the Methodology in
Appendix D. These sources include the following data sets:

e Demographic data collected by the U.S. Census Bureau, Massachusetts Executive Office of Labor and
Workforce Development, and Massachusetts Geographic Information System (MassGIS).

e Voluntary carrier responses to a DTC letter requesting information on their service territories and product
offerings.

e Regulatory filings submitted by the carriers to the DTC, as required by Massachusetts and federal law.

e Data collected by the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) and other telecommunications bodies,
including the North American Numbering Plan Administrator (NANPA).

Within practical limitations of time and budget, the DTC exhausted all sources of public data to compile the data
necessary to conduct relevant analysis. However, much of the public data is incomplete or imprecise.® Better
sources of data, such as information held by providers, are not accessible due to confidentiality issues or because
the DTC lacks authority to compel such data. If the Legislature conferred such authority, the DTC would have the
tools needed to produce more complete and useful reports in the future.

II. Competition in the Wireline Voice Market

A. Regulatory background

The telecommunications industry operates pursuant to principles and guidelines set forth by the federal
Telecommunications Act of 19967 (1996 Act or Act). Through the Act, a primary intent of Congress was to foster

% Due to the rounding of calculations, some of data depicted in the Tables and Figures which are included in the Report may not add up to
100%.

7 Telecommunications Act of 1996, Pub. L. No. 104-104, 110 Stat. 56 (1996).
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competition for telephone services by prescribing certain obligations upon providers that controlled most of the
nation’s telecommunications infrastructure. In addition to “opening” access to the telecommunications network,
the Act affirmed the right of cable companies to compete directly against local exchange carriers.® The Act also
placed certain limitations on state regulatory authority of telecommunications services with the intent of
promoting a nationally competitive telecommunications marketplace.’

Companies that provide local voice services are identified as Local Exchange Carriers (LECs) by the Act.
Moreover, the Act identified two categories of LECs: Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers (ILECs) and
Competitive Local Exchange Carriers (CLECs). ILECs are descendants of the former Regional Bell Operating
Companies (RBOCs)."? Collectively, the ILECs own much of the nation’s public switched telephone network
(PSTN) infrastructure.'' Prior to the Act, a majority of the nation’s local telecommunications services were
provided by RBOCs operating as monopoly enterprises and delivering these services via the PSTN that they
owned and maintained. Substantial provisions of the Act required ILECs to grant CLECs access to their
monopoly infrastructure and services in an effort to allow entry into the telecommunications market and promote
competition.

The Act prescribed three general means by which the ILECs were obligated to provide network access to carriers
and assist competitive entry: (1) resale (Resale); (2) leased facilities (Leased Facilities); and (3) interconnection to
the public telephone network by the network owned by a CLEC (Own Network). Providing carrier access to the
RBOCs’ networks ensures that customers utilizing services from different companies can connect and talk with
one another. Additionally, because of the enormous costs of deploying the telecommunications equipment (such
as switches, wires, and poles) to create independent networks, the Act granted competitors the right to lease
network infrastructure that was already in operation. By allowing the networks to be leased, the intent was to
mitigate the amount of capital necessary to begin service as a CLEC. The basic three-tiered structure by which
carriers access ILEC infrastructure remains intact but has evolved into its current configuration.

The first means of access, Resale, permits CLECs to resell the services provided by the ILEC." In effect, the
CLEC uses all elements of the ILEC’s telecommunications network to deliver voice service to its customer, and
the CLEC’s primary duty is to provide the customer with billing and customer service. There are two means by
which a CLEC could utilize Resale. First, by purchasing ILEC services discounted from the retail cost, or, second,
by utilizing an Unbundled Network Element Platform (UNE-P)." The key difference between these Resale
services was the method by which the cost of the service for the CLEC was calculated. In short, because UNE-P
was based on a forward-looking cost, and because it allowed the CLECs greater flexibility in service offerings,
CLECs that delivered voice services through the Resale platform primarily utilized UNE-P.'* However, after

‘1d.
’1d.
!0 These entities, also called “Baby Bells,” were created as a result of the break-up of AT&T by consent decree in 1984.

' The PSTN is the telephone network to which all telephone providers, both wireless and wireline, are connected in order to provide voice
communication services to the public. In other words, when a person makes a telephone call, that call ultimately connects through the
PSTN to reach the party receiving the call, no matter what type of phone is used by the called or calling parties.

12 See 47 U.S.C. §§ 251(b)(1) and 251(c)(4).
13 See, e.g., 47 U.S.C. § 251(c)(3); In the Matter of Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the Telecommunications Act of
1996 and Interconnection between Local Exchange Carriers and Commercial Mobile Radio Service Providers, CC Docket Nos. 96-98 and

95-185, First Report and Order, FCC No. 96-325, 9 397 (rel. August 8, 1996) (“Local Competition Order™).

14 UNE-P technically was considered a Leased Facilities option under FCC rules, but because of its functional similarity to Resale, we
discuss it in this Report under Resale.
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several contentious years between CLECs, ILECs, and the FCC on implementation of unbundling, the FCC ruled
in 2005 that ILECs were no longer required to offer UNE-P to the CLECs, effectively eliminating the Resale
option."® As a result, CLECs have found that providing Resale service to consumers at a discount from the retail
cost offered by an ILEC does not provide enough of a margin to make Resale provision profitable, particularly in
the residential voice marketplace.

With Leased Facilities, a CLEC still relies heavily upon an ILEC’s network infrastructure, particularly the local
access line, in order to deliver voice service to its customer.'® However, the CLEC also deploys certain network
elements of its own, particularly the switching component, allowing the CLEC some level of flexibility in
developing and packaging its product offerings to customers. Generally, CLECs have found Leased Facilities to
be an inefficient and expensive means of providing service to residential consumers.

With Own Network, CLECs develop and deploy their own telecommunications network to the customer’s
premises and rely on the ILEC network only to “interconnect” the two networks, thus allowing customers on the
CLEC network to make and receive calls to customers on the ILEC network.'” In the residential marketplace,
cable carriers have been able to upgrade their video networks, and many cable companies now offer voice
services over their Own Networks. Other CLEC: still find a significant investment barrier to entry into the
residential marketplace as an Own Network carrier and primarily utilize this platform for business consumers.

B. Regulatory roles

The DTC is responsible for regulating the telecommunications and cable industries in accordance with state and
federal statutory obligations.'® The DTC strives to promote competition and protect the state’s consumers in a
manner consistent with the public interest, including investigation of, and response to, carrier and consumer
inquiries and complaints related to telecommunications and cable services.

Both Massachusetts and federal laws govern residential telephone service within the state, and both the FCC and
the DTC promulgate telephone regulations affecting the provision of telephone service within the state. Under
federal law, telephone service is governed by the Communications Act of 1934, as amended by the Act. The FCC
is generally responsible for regulating interstate and international communications by radio, television, wire,
satellite, and cable in all of the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and U.S. territories. Under Massachusetts law,
telecommunications services are generally governed by G.L. chapters 159 and 166 and regulations thereunder.
The DTC is generally responsible for regulating intrastate telecommunications services (i.e., those services, such
as in-state telephone calls, that originate and terminate within Massachusetts), including ILECs, CLECs, and
cable companies that provide wired voice services (Cable Voice). In addition, the DTC’s regulatory authority is
also affected by federal statutes, rulings by the FCC, and rulings by state and federal courts.

In most geographic areas, both nationally and in Massachusetts, the ILECs were generally the pre-Act providers
of local voice service. Before 1996, ILECs were monopolies with the exclusive right and responsibility for

'S In the Matters of Unbundled Access to Network Elements and Review of the Section 251 Unbundling Obligations of Incumbent Local
Exchange Carriers, WC Docket No. 04-313 and CC Docket No. 01-338, Order on Remand, (rel. Feb. 4, 2005) (“Triennial Review Remand
Order”).

' See e.g. Local Competition Order § 172.
" 1d.

18 See generally, Mass. Gen. Laws Chapters 159, 166, and 166A.
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providing local exchange telephone service in defined geographic or service areas. The Act began the advent of
major changes in the telecommunications industry and how it is regulated.

The DTC generally endorses competitive markets over regulation as the best way to achieve economic efficiency,
technological innovations, and a greater sensitivity to customer demands. The DTC follows this regulatory
framework and has encouraged the development of competitive telecommunications markets in Massachusetts
since the break-up of AT&T in 1984. The DTC’s encouragement of competition in the marketplace grows out of
longstanding policies and precedents spanning over two decades. The DTC’s goal is to evolve regulatory
requirements and oversight to match the evolution of market forces, in order to more closely match the level of
regulation to the state of the marketplace.

Aside from federal market entry requirements, all telecommunications service providers doing business in
Massachusetts, excluding wireless providers, which are exempted by the FCC, must register and file a tariff with
the DTC. Apart from building their own facilities to serve customers, providers wishing to operate in
Massachusetts have two modes of entry available: (1) lease Unbundled Network Elements (UNEs) from an ILEC
or network components from another carrier and provide service using the leased facilities combined with their
own network; or (2) purchase a retail service from another carrier (usually Verizon New England, Inc. (Verizon))
at a wholesale discount rate, then resell it under its own brand. The DTC has authority over ILECs’ wholesale
provisioning of UNEs.** The DTC ensures that the state’s ILECs provide UNEs in a non-discriminatory manner
and ensures that the rates at which they are leased are just and reasonable.”' In addition, the DTC develops the
wholesale discount rate for resale pursuant to FCC methodology.? Through these actions, among others, the DTC
is able to fulfill its role in promoting sustainable competition; ensuring that consumers receive high quality
telecommunications services at just and reasonable rates; and ensuring that consumer protections are maintained
and enforced, particularly where competitive markets are unable to do so.

C. Classifications and platforms for telephone services
1. Overview

The DTC has identified three platforms by which wired voice services (Wireline Voice) are delivered to
consumers by service providers: ILEC, CLEC, and Cable Voice. The DTC’s classifications are not fully
consistent with traditional industry treatment. For example, Cable Voice providers are traditionally considered
CLEC:s by the industry. The DTC’s classification of Wireline Voice providers in this manner, however, is
consistent with how consumers, particularly residential consumers, view the providers.

In addition to Wireline Voice, residential consumers are increasingly being offered opportunities to obtain
telecommunications services through alternative means, including wireless services. Over the last decade, cellular
technology has allowed wireless voice service (Wireless Voice) to become its own market segment. Wireless
Voice is examined separately in Section III of the Report.

' For example, the DTC recently instituted a cap on the CLEC intrastate switched access charges as a response to a market inefficiency.
See In re Verizon New England, Inc., MClmetro Access Transmission Servs. of Mass., Inc., d/b/a Verizon Access Transmission Servs., MCI
Commc 'ns Servs., Inc., d/b/a Verizon Bus. Servs., Bell Atlantic Commc 'ns, Inc., d/b/a Verizon Long Distance, and Verizon Select Services,
Inc. for Investigation under Ch. 159, § 14, of the Intrastate Access Rates of Competitive Local Exchange Carriers, D.T.C. 07-9, Final Order
(June 22, 2009).

20 See 47 U.S.C. § 252(d)(3)
2.

22 Local Competition Order 9 619.
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In many ways, the delivery of alternative telecommunications services remain dependent upon the infrastructure
deployed by Wireline Voice providers, particularly ILECs, in order reach a wider consumer base (Table 1). To
date, consumers appear to be adopting alternative telephone service, particularly Wireless Voice, primarily to
supplement or complement, rather than replace, Wireline Voice.”

2. ILECs

ILEC:s are traditional local telephone companies that have served Massachusetts consumers for decades. ILECs
own and operate ubiquitous networks of utility poles, telephone wiring, switching equipment, and other
infrastructure in their service territories. As previously mentioned, the largest ILECs are descendants of RBOCs,
also known as the “Baby Bells.” RBOCs and other large independent ILECs served most of the nation’s local
voice customers prior to the Act. Before the Act, ILECs were monopolies vested with the exclusive right and
responsibility for providing local telephone service in their defined service areas.

The ILECs have a number of duties in furtherance of two basic but distinctive governmental goals: (1) that all
residential and business consumers have reasonable access to Wireline Voice; and (2) that all telephone carriers
must be permitted open and non-discriminatory access to an ILEC’s network in furtherance of a competitive
market for Wireline Voice.

With regard to the goal of providing all consumers with reasonable access to Wireline Voice, ILECs in
Massachusetts serve two roles: first, as a carrier of last resort (COLR), and second, as a basic service provider
(Basic Service Provider). As a COLR, ILECs must ensure that all households within their service territory have
reasonable access to connect to the PSTN.** In addition, ILECs may not refuse service to anyone without cause.”
As the Basic Service Providers, ILECs offer consumers basic service that allows them to receive and make
telephone calls within the local network at a regulated reasonable rate.

With regard to promoting competition, there are several federal and state requirements imposed upon ILECs.
ILECs must permit reasonable access to their network infrastructure, and the rates that ILECs are permitted to
charge for access to their network infrastructure are regulated.”®

In Massachusetts, Verizon is the successor to the state’s RBOC, New England Telephone and Telegraph
Company, and is the ILEC for over 99 percent of the state. In addition, there are four ILECs operating in rural
Massachusetts, each serving a single community: Granby Telephone serving Granby; Richmond Telephone
serving Richmond; Sentinel Tree Telephone serving Gosnold; and Taconic Telephone which serves part of the
town of Hancock.

2 See infira Section IL.G.

 The ILEC is designated as the carrier-of-last-resort for local exchange service. Therefore, the ILEC is required to offer originating and
terminating service in all exchanges. See Petition of the Attorney General for a Generic Adjudicatory Proceeding Concerning Intrastate
Competition By Common Carriers, D.P.U. 1731 at 76 (Oct. 18, 1985) (“D.P.U. 1731”).

Bd

%6 See generally, Telecomms. Act of 1996, Pub. L. No. 104-104, 110 Stat. 56 (1996) (codified as amended in numerous sections of 47
U.S.C. & 15 U.S.C. § 79z-5c¢).
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3. CLECs

Under the Act, CLECs are permitted to provide Wireline Voice in the formerly exclusive ILEC service territories.
The intent of the Act was to increase competition and, as noted above, CLECs had three options under the Act by
which they would be able to provide local telephone service to residential and business consumers:

e Resale: A CLEC may purchase telecommunications services from the ILEC at regulated wholesale
rates and then resell those services at retail prices. The CLEC provides its customer with billing and
customer service, but is dependent upon the ILEC for the delivery of all telephone services;

e Leased Facilities: A CLEC may lease parts of an ILEC network (e.g., UNE loops®’) and provide its
own switching to terminate calls to end users. By leasing only part of the ILEC network, the CLEC
has greater flexibility in the telecommunications services and packages it may offer to customers in
addition to providing customers with billing and customer services. However, the CLEC still relies
upon the ILEC’s infrastructure to deliver telecommunications service; and

e Own Network: A CLEC may construct its own telecommunications network facilities and has the
right to “interconnect” to the ILEC network so the CLEC customers can make and receive calls from
other customers on the PSTN.

The larger CLECs operating in Massachusetts include One Communications, AT&T Corp., PAETEC
Communications, and XO Communications.

4. Cable Voice

Cable video providers did not initially offer voice services. Most cable providers have upgraded their
infrastructure during the past decade, and now offer voice services. Cable providers that offer Cable Voice are
intermodal network competitors, because the providers have traditionally provided a service distinct from
Wireline Voice and because they connect to customers using their own local access network infrastructure
facilities.

The Act affirmed the rights of cable companies to interconnect to the PSTN, allowing Cable Voice consumers to
connect and talk with other voice consumers (i.e., ILEC, CLEC, and wireless voice consumers). Cable Voice
providers control the network infrastructure used to deliver telephone service; address service quality issues;
maintain control over network investment and maintenance; and provide customer service and billing operations.

There are seven Cable Voice providers operating in Massachusetts. Four of the providers are privately-held
companies: Time Warner Communications (Time Warner), Charter Communications (Charter), Comcast
Communications (Comcast), and RCN Corp. (RCN). Municipalities are the other three providers: Shrewsbury
Cable (Shrewsbury), Braintree Electric Light Department (Braintree), and Norwood Light Broadband (Norwood).
Some Cable Voice providers deliver voice services to their customers using Voice over Internet Protocol (VolIP),
in which voice signals are transmitted using Internet protocols.*®

27 In its most basic form, the loop is the pair of copper wires that connects the telephone company’s central office to the telephone set or
system at the customer’s premises.

28 Verizon FiOS is not considered a Cable Voice provider in this Report because it is owned by the ILEC.
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Table 1: Voice Platforms

Technology

Coverage

Operators in MA

ILECs Wireline. Own Verizon serves 347  Verizon
all infrastructure. MA towns. The » Granby Telephone
four independent * Richmond Telephone
ILECs each serve  * Taconic Telephone
one town. * Sentinel Tree Telephone
CLECs Wireline. Bound to ILEC Include:
Typically lease service area. * One Communications
infrastructure * AT&T Corp.
access from * PAETEC
ILECs:. * XO Communications
Cable Voice Cable wires. Limited to town » Time Warner
Own all boundaries and * Charter
infrastructure. household density  * Comcast
requirements in * RCN
franchise * Three municipal companies
agreement.
D. Residential Service
1. Availability
a) Introduction

For residential consumers in Massachusetts seeking local services, the changes in the legal landscape governing
telecommunications services discussed above have brought recent change and uncertainty into the Wireline Voice
markets. During the nearly ten years following the Act, a relatively high number of CLECs were competing for
residential consumers. Generally speaking, CLECs offering service to residential customers have become
increasingly marginalized in recent years. As a result, the number of residential lines served by CLECs began
steadily declining in 2005. This decline in consumers served by CLECs is primarily the result of a 2005 FCC
ruling® that eliminated mandated access to the ILECs” UNE-P service, which impaired the ability of CLECs to
earn a profitable return when they attempted to utilize the Resale platform to deliver services to residential
consumers. There have also been several mergers within the telecommunications industry which consolidated the
number of companies operating nationally. Through DTC’s observation of the Massachusetts market, it is
apparent that CLECs have shifted business strategy as a result of these and other developments, and many no
longer serve the residential market. While a number of CLEC:s still provide service to the residential marketplace,

2 In re Unbundled Access to Network Elements, Order on Remand, 20 F.C.C.R. 2533.
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many do so only to “grandfathered” consumers and do not actively market services to residential consumers.
Those CLEC:s that are actively marketing residential services appear to be doing so to niche residential market
classes.

In contrast, cable companies have been upgrading their video network infrastructure and are now offering Cable
Voice over their own networks to residential consumers. Cable Voice providers that offer voice service over their
own network have greater flexibility to offer a variety of telephone service packages that are distinct from the
ILEC and CLEC telephone service offerings. While consumers have fewer providers to choose from for Wireline
Voice service, the remaining providers appear to offer at least the same, and possibly, greater variety of plans and
services.

b)  ILECs

As noted above, five ILECs operate in Massachusetts. Verizon, the predominant carrier for Wireline Voice in the
state, is the incumbent provider in 347 of the 351 towns in the state, serving 99.9 percent of all households (Figure
2).

For the calculation of households covered by ILECs detailed in Table 2, every household within each of the five
Massachusetts ILEC territories are assumed to be covered by the ILECs. The assumption is based on the
requirement that an ILEC make reasonable efforts to offer ubiquitous service throughout its service territory as the
COLR.

Table 2: Summary of ILEC Service Availabilit

Verizon 347 2,437,717 (99.9%)
Granby Telephone Granby 2,254
Richmond Telephone Richmond 637
Taconic Telephone Hancock 290
Sentinel Tree Telephone Gosnold 46

Total Independent ILECs 4 3,227 (0.1%)
Total ILECs 351 2,440,944 (100%)
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Figure 2: ILEC Service Territories

ILEC SERVICE TERRITORIES

Berkshire Pioneer Valley Central Northeast

ForasTon — R —" e
L PR o) TnssecRou

HANCOCK Paip AR o
PUATIPER  yesnustn -

eomgren;

RICHMOND Boston Metro

T emai—oovee | - emin
e e jusstwozo o e
sosron, RS
“hepnep omuoghey
s RS
-

— — { d .
£ -‘ fo— e il =

T o (mmose T Fouonoug EusROke
e T S | T gt | roon ; e
™ Ly smpaepuren: ,
et it

C— S

GRANBY i -.
Incumbent Providers Southeast Y
(% of HH with Access) (# of Towns) :
Verizon (99.9%) (347)

Independent ILECs (0.1%)  (4)
GOSNOLD

NOTE: Verizon is the incumbent provider in 347 out of 351 towns in MA. Granby Telephone is the incumbent in the town of Granby,
Richmond Telephone - in the town of Richmond, Taconic Telephone - in part of the town of Hancock,
and Sentinel Tree Telephone - in the town of Gosnold.

) Cable Voice

Cable Voice is available from the cable companies licensed to provide cable video services in Massachusetts
communities. Cable Voice is limited to locations that are passed by the cable network and where the cable
network has been upgraded to deliver voice service. There are 308 municipalities in Massachusetts with at least
one cable company providing video services and Cable Voice is available in 301 of those municipalities. Of the
301 municipalities with access to Cable Voice, 19 have two cable companies offering voice service. Every
municipality with two competing cable companies offering Cable Voice is located in the Boston Metro region,
indicating significant regional disparities in this level of competition.

Figure 3 details the Cable Voice provider(s) within each municipality. It is important to note that while Figure 3
indicates the presence of a Cable Voice provider, it does not necessarily follow that all of the municipality’s
households are able to access Cable Voice since cable companies are not obligated to reach all of the households
in the municipalities in which they provide service.
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Figure 3: Residential Cable Voice Availability, December 2008

CABLE VOICE SERVICE AVAILABILITY IN MASSACHUSETTS
As of December 2008
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NOTE: This map indicates providers that are licensed and providing service within each community. Providers may not reach all areas within each
community. For specific service availability at your location, please contact cable voice providers directly.

Overall, Cable Voice is available to 97.1% of all Massachusetts households (Figure 4 and Table 3). Of the
approximately 70,000 households (2.9% of all state households) without access to Cable Voice, about 12,000
households (17%) have access to Cable Video. There are two primary reasons that specific cable franchises do not
provide voice services in Massachusetts: (1) lack of network upgrade; and/or (2) absence of an interconnection
agreement. Cable networks were originally designed to offer video services. In recent years, however, advances in
technology allowed cable companies to upgrade their networks enabling them to offer broadband and voice
services over the same networks. In Hinsdale, Lanesboro, West Stockbridge, and Westport, four municipalities
served by Charter, the company has not yet installed the necessary upgrade to its video network in order to
provide Cable Voice. In the municipalities of Granby, which is served by Comcast, and Holland, which is served
by Cox, the companies upgraded their networks but do not offer Cable Voice because interconnection agreements
between the cable companies and the ILEC are not in place.
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Figure 4: Distribution of Residential Cable Voice Availability by Number of Providers and Regions, 2008
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Table 3: Summary of Residential Cable Voice Availability, 2008

No Cable Voice provider Commonwealth 70,000 households (2.9%)
Regional Distribution: % of State Total

Boston Metro 31.7%
Pioneer Valley 22.9%
Central 15.1%
Berkshire 11.6%

Two providers Commonwealth 508,800 households (20.8%)
Concentrated in Boston Metro 100%
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d) CLECs

As discussed above, CLECs may utilize the ILEC infrastructure through Leased Facilities or the Resale option to
provide Wireline Voice to residential consumers. Accordingly, CLECs should be able to offer Wireline Voice to
consumers throughout the state. However, the provision of Wireline Voice by CLECs to residential consumers is
declining. Resale is the predominant platform by which CLECs provide Wireline Voice to residential consumers
and by year-end 2007, there were 22 CLECs providing Wireline Voice by Resale to residential consumers. Only
five of these CLECs had more than a thousand Resale lines statewide.

Resale makes up only approximately 2% of the Massachusetts residential Wireline Voice market. While
theoretically resellers should be able to provide service to more than 99% of the households reached by Verizon,
it is apparent that providers utilizing the Resale platform only market their services to a niche market. This is a
direct result of changes to the Resale platform resulting from the 2005 FCC ruling on UNE-P.*° Due largely to
low revenue margins on Resale service provided on a mass market basis, CLECs operating on the Resale platform
are generally serving customers for one of the following three reasons: (1) offering service to low-income
customers who qualify for subsidy programs (e.g. Lifeline); (2) offering service on a pre-paid only basis (e.g.
customers with credit history concerns); and (3) continued provision of service to “grandfathered” customers who
adopted the carrier’s service prior to the 2005 rule change.

In 2007, four CLECs used the Leased Facilities platform and seven CLECs used the Own Network platform.
Combined, they provided service to less than 1% of the total residential market. The DTC speculates that these
CLECs provide service to large residential complexes, a specific niche of the residential Wireline Voice market.

2. Adoption

a) Introduction

The number of subscribers for Wireline Voice by residential consumers was in steady decline between 2005 and
2008. The overall decline is attributable to a number of factors, including the cancellation of customers’ second
lines used for dial-up services when households move to broadband service and an increase in the rate of
households choosing to forego any type of Wireline voice service. When comparing the market share among the
three different platforms (ILEC, CLEC, and Cable Voice) during the period between 2005 and 2008, the ILEC
platform maintained its position as the predominant provider of residential Wireline Voice.’' Despite a drop in the
total number of lines served, ILECs provided approximately 64% of residential lines by year-end 2008. Cable
Voice providers gained market share during the period, more than doubling, and providing about 33% of
residential lines in Massachusetts by the end of 2008.

b) ILECs

Figure 5 below shows the total loss in the number of residential lines provided by ILECs between 2005 and 2008.
During this period, ILECs lost approximately 642,000 (31%) residential voice lines across the state. The number
of ILEC lines dropped by approximately 27 lines per 100 households.

Despite the losses experienced by ILECs in the residential Wireline Voice market, ILECs still provide a
predominant share of the lines to residential households (Figures 13 and 14).

3% In re Unbundled Access to Network Elements, Order on Remand, 20 F.C.C.R. 2533.

31 A “market share” is the percentage of lines served by the platform as a percentage of the total lines provided in the entire market place.
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Figure 6 shows the regional breakdown of ILEC residential subscribers as of December 2008. The lower adoption
rates per 100 households in certain regions (for example, Boston Metro and Northeast) seem to indicate where the
ILEC is facing greater levels of competition for voice services.

Figure 5: ILEC Residential Lines, June 2005-December 2008
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Figure 6: ILEC Residential Lines by Region, December 2008
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Cable Voice was the only Wireline Voice platform that experienced market growth between 2005 and 2008. As
shown in Figure 7, the number of residential Cable Voice lines grew by about 403,000 (118%) lines between
2005 and 2008. This rate more than doubled the number of Cable Voice lines provided per 100 households

c) Cable Voice

statewide, from 14 to 30.2 lines.

Despite the growth of Cable Voice, there is an adoption disparity among the state’s seven regions. The adoption
disparity across the regions correlates with access to Cable Voice. In areas where Cable Voice is not as widely
available to households, such as the Berkshire region, adoption of Cable Voice is not as robust as it is in the

Boston Metro and Northeast regions, where the service is more ubiquitous.

Figure 8 shows the regional breakdown of Cable Voice lines as of December 2008. The lower adoption rates per
100 households, for example, in the Berkshire region, correspond to those regions with the lowest availability of

Cable Voice service.

Figure 7: Residential Cable Voice Lines, June 2005-December 2008
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Figure 8: Residential Cable Voice Lines by Region, December 2008
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d) CLECs

During the period between 2005 and 2008, CLECs lost about 148,000 (75.3%) lines throughout the state as shown
in Figure 9. The number of lines served by CLECs per 100 households declined from 8 to 2 over this period. By
the end of 2008, CLECs’ share of residential Wireline Voice lines dropped to 2.2% from 7.5% in June 2005
(Figure 14).
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Figure 9: CLEC Residential Lines, June 2005-December 2008
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Each of the three CLEC platforms (Resale, Leased Facilities, and Own Network) experienced line losses during
the period between 2005 and 2008 (Figure 10). Resale service lost the highest number of lines (74,900). However,
the provision of Leased Facilities to residential consumers declined by the highest percentage, about 95%, from
52,700 to 2,500. The loss in Leased Facilities lines is largely explained by the exit from the market of MCI, the
largest CLEC utilizing the Leased Facilities platform to provide residential Wireline Voice. In 2006, MCI
declared bankruptcy and was subsequently acquired by Verizon. As a result of the acquisition, most of MCI’s
existing subscribers became Verizon subscribers, and consequently, ILEC consumers.
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Figure 10: Distribution of CLEC Residential Voice Lines by Platform Type, June 2005-December 2008
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Figure 11 below shows Resale as the most widely utilized CLEC platform. While the CLECs are losing
residential lines, CLEC consumers are increasingly being provided Wireline Voice via the Resale platform,
demonstrating that the network and voice service quality received by CLEC consumers is almost exclusively
dependent upon the ILEC (i.e., Verizon) in these areas.
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Figure 11: Percentage Distribution of CLEC Residential Voice Lines by Platform Type, June 2005-December 2008
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e) Wireline Voice adoption comparison

The total number of Wireline Voice lines provided to households statewide declined by 387,200 (14.8%) during
the period between 2005 and 2008 (Table 4 and Figure 12). Of the three Wireline Voice platforms, only Cable
Voice experienced a gain in the number of residential lines served. This gain by Cable Voice did not offset the
total number of lines that were lost.

Table 4: Change in Wireline Residential Voice Lines by Platform, June 2005-December 2008

ILECs, gain(+)/loss(-) -642,000
CLECs, gain(+)/loss(-) -148,100
Cable Voice, gain(+)/loss(-) +402,900
Net Line Change, gain (+)/loss(-) -387,200
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Figure 12: Wireline Residential Line Changes, June 2005-December 2008
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Figures 13 and 14 examine the statewide changes in market share during the period between 2005 and 2008. The
Figures show that ILECs lost 15 percentage points of their residential market share, but maintained their position
as the predominant platform, providing approximately 64% of the residential Wireline Voice lines in
Massachusetts. Overall, the share of the residential market served by competitive providers increased because
Cable Voice rapidly emerged as a significant choice for residential consumers. As a platform, the Cable Voice
market share grew from 13.1% to 33.4% during the period.

Presently, as Cable Voice providers and ILECs increasingly offer and market their services in bundles of voice
along with video and Internet service, including premium features, many moderate and lower-income consumers,
including the elderly and those consumers with serious medical conditions, seeking low-cost, basic telephone
service today have just one wireline provider option: the ILECs. Cable voice providers do not offer low-cost basic
telephone service, and the few CLECs that still serve residential customers and offer basic voice service generally
do so at significantly higher rates than the ILEC and/or only on a pre-paid basis. In addition, the poorest of this
group, low-income consumers that qualify for federal and state subsidized basic telephone service programs,
known as Lifeline®® and Link-Up, similarly have few options. Cable voice providers and CLECs no longer offer,
or never offered, Lifeline and Link-Up services or services very similar to them. ** Therefore, ILECs are the only

32 The Lifeline Assistance Program is a federal/state program that offers eligible consumers a discount on their monthly bills for basic
telephone services. This program is made available to those consumers who meet certain eligibility requirements.

33 Link-Up is a federal/state program that helps eligible households reduce the cost of installing telephone service. This program pays some
of the cost of connecting local telephone service to the home or activating service.

3* The one exception is RCN, which offers service through the Lifeline program in the 17 municipalities served by the company.
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wireline option for consumers seeking assistance through the Lifeline and/or Link-Up programs.® As a result,
moderate-to-low-income consumers are not benefitting from competitive trends in the Wireline Voice market to
the same extent as higher-income demographic groups.

In addition, residential customers, including the most vulnerable consumers who depend on consumer protections
(i.e., the poor, elderly and those with serious medical conditions) may suffer in today’s residential market through
loss of safeguards from unreasonable disconnection of service and fair resolution of billing disputes. For instance,
certain companies providing voice service through interconnected VolP may not extend many of the most
important state-mandated consumer protections to their customers.*® These VoIP providers argue that they are not
required to provide these consumer protections because they claim that they are not subject to state regulation.®’
The DTC is concerned that many residential customers ordering service from these VoIP providers are unaware of
the providers’ refusal to provide certain consumer safeguards. The DTC’s policy is to regulate this type of VolIP
service like other Wireline Voice services,*® and, thus, the DTC is seeking to enforce compliance with these state
consumer protections.

35 In December 2008, TracFone, a wireless provider, was certified as an Eligible Telecommunications Carrier in Massachusetts, thus,
enabling TracFone to provide service through the Lifeline program. TracFone does not provide wireless service through its own facilities
and network, therefore the company’s service territory is not discussed in section IIL.E, infia.

36 See e. g., Letter from Stacey L. Parker, Senior Director, Regulatory Affairs, Comcast Phone of Massachusetts, Inc. to Michael Isenberg,
Director, Competition Division, Massachusetts Department of Telecommunications and Cable, at 3 (May 12, 2008) (stating “Comcast IP
Phone is not subject to state regulation and therefore is not subject to [state law], or the rules relating to residential billing and termination
practices”); Letter from John L. Conroy, Vice President, Regulatory Massachusetts, Verizon New England Inc. d/b/a Verizon
Massachusetts to Michael Isenberg, Director, Competition Division, Massachusetts Department of Telecommunications and Cable, at 3
(Aug. 19, 2009) (stating “it is Verizon[’s] position that [FiOS Digital Voice] is not subject to state regulation ... [but Verizon’s policies] are
consistent with the major items included” in the DTC’s billing and termination regulations).

1d.

38 See e. g., Letter from Michael Isenberg, Director, Competition Division, Massachusetts Department of Telecommunications and Cable to
Stacey L. Parker, Senior Director, Regulatory Affairs, Comcast Cable Communications, Inc., at 4 (Nov. 14, 2008); Letter from Michael
Isenberg, Director, Competition Division, Massachusetts Department of Telecommunications and Cable to John Conroy, Vice President,
Regulatory Massachusetts, Verizon New England Inc. d/b/a Verizon Massachusetts, at 1-2 (Sept. 22, 2009); Reply Comments of the
Massachusetts Department of Telecommunications and Cable to the Federal Communications Commission, /n the Matter of High-Cost
Universal Service Support (WC Docket No. 05-337); Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service (CC Docket No. 96-45); Lifeline and
Link-Up (WC Docket No. 03-109); Universal Service Contribution Methodology (WC Docket No. 06-122); Numbering Resource
Optimization (CC Docket No. 99-200); Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (CC
Docket No. 96-98); Developing a Unified Intercarrier Compensation Regime (CC Docket No. 01-92); Intercarrier Compensation for ISP-
Bound Traffic (CC Docket No. 99-68); IP-Enabled Services (WC Docket No. 04-36), at 7-10 (filed Dec. 22, 2008).
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Figure 13: Wireline Residential Voice Lines Served by Platform Type, June 2005-December 2008
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Figure 14: Percentage of Wireline Residential Voice Lines Served by Platform Type, June 2005-December 2008
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Figures 15 through 16 examine the market share differences across the seven regions in 2008. These figures
reveal marked geographic differences in adoption trends in Massachusetts.*” The adoption rate of Cable Voice in
the Berkshire region is a comparatively low 21.7%, which is likely a result of lower Cable Voice availability
within the Berkshire region compared to other regions. In the Boston Metro region, the only region in which some
households have access to two Cable Voice providers, the Cable Voice adoption rate is about 35%, with about
61% of residential customers utilizing ILEC service.

Figure 15: Distribution of Wireline Residential Voice Lines by Region, December 2008
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% Figure 15 indicates that there are in total more than 100 Wireline Voice lines per 100 households in the Berkshire and Cape and Islands
regions. Possible explanations for this anomaly include higher numbers of in-home businesses within these regions that require multi-line
services into the house and higher adoption rates of dedicated dial-up ISP lines, among others reasons.
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Figure 16: Market Share of Residential Voice Lines by Region, December 2008
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3. Service Quality

a) Introduction

One of the DTC’s responsibilities is to oversee the quality of service provided by telecommunications providers
in Massachusetts.*” The DTC fulfills this responsibility through a variety of means, including investigating
individual complaints; regularly monitoring performance metrics; and investigating aggregated complaints in
situations where there may be a pattern of sub-standard performance in specific geographic locations. As a
function of service quality oversight, the DTC regularly collects information from two primary sources: (1)
complaints investigated by the DTC’s Consumer Division (Consumer Division) regarding all Wireline Voice
providers; and (2) Verizon’s Service Quality Index (SQI).*!

The Consumer Division complaint data examined by the DTC contains a range of individual complaint types
received between 2005 and 2008, including billing-related complaints and complaints related to both customer
service and network performance (collectively, quality-related complaints). The monthly Verizon SQI reports
include a range of quality-related performance metrics, most of which are provided exclusively on an aggregated
basis. These reports also include local information on the number of network performance troubles reported by
consumers; the latter information is discussed presently. According to both the Consumer Division and the data in
Verizon SQI reports, the state experienced a decline in the frequency of Wireline Voice complaints between 2005

0GL.c 159,816

# Verizon is required to provide monthly Quality of Service reports pursuant to its regulation plan, established by D.P.U. 94-50, as
modified by D.T.E. 01-31.
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and 2008. However, the data indicates that regional distinctions exist, particularly a higher frequency of billing
complaints from the Boston Metro region and greater frequency of network troubles reported from the Berkshire
region as compared to the balance of the state.

b) DTC Consumer Division

The Consumer Division is responsible for the enforcement of laws and regulations affecting residential
telecommunications and cable services.*” The mission of the Consumer Division is to protect consumers from
unjust practices and to monitor the quality of service provided by companies regulated by the DTC in furtherance
of the DTC’s mission.* The DTC accepts complaints filed by residential consumers regarding Wireline Voice,
including Cable Voice, and intervenes on their behalf if the consumer fails to resolve the issue directly with the
company. Generally, the DTC only responds to complaints from residential Wireline Voice consumers, because
they are perceived to require more assistance than business customers in resolving disputes. In addition, wireless
consumers traditionally have sought assistance from the FCC and the Massachusetts Attorney General’s Office
for wireless telephone complaints. Accordingly, the Consumer Division generally does not accept complaints
from business customers or for wireless services.

In 2008, the Consumer Division received a total of 1,993 complaints, or 8.9 complaints for every 10,000
subscribers in the state (see Figure 17). For purposes of this discussion, complaints are divided into three
categories: (1) billing complaints (Billing), which are complaints related to possible errors for services provided
or rates charged to a consumer (Figure 18); (2) service quality complaints (SQ), which encompass complaints
regarding poor customer service as well as network troubles, such as static on a line or an interruption of service,
that negatively affect the delivery of voice service (Figure 19); and (3) miscellaneous complaints, which are
complaints that could not be categorized as either Billing or SQ related.** Statewide, in 2008, 70% of complaints
were Billing-related, 25% SQ-related and 5% were miscellaneous.

The highest number of complaints in 2008 was from the Boston Metro region, with 10.8 complaints for every
10,000 consumers. Conversely, the lowest number was from the Cape and Islands region, with 5.7 complaints per
10,000 consumers. In particular and consistent with the previous three years, the frequency of Billing related
complaints in the Boston Metro region (7.5) is noticeably higher compared to the cumulative statewide Billing-
related frequency rate (6.2).

“2G. L. c.25C, § 1 (2007).
4 Department of Telecommunications and Cable, Consumer Division website, available at http://www.mass.gov/DTC.

# Region-specific frequency rates for miscellaneous complaints are not provided due to the comparatively low number of miscellaneous
complaints received.
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Figure 17: DTC Total Wireline Voice Complaints per 10,000 subscribers, 2005-2008
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Figure 18: DTC Billing Related Wireline Voice Complaints per 10,000 subscribers, 2005-2008
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Figure 19: DTC Quality Related Wireline Voice Complaints per 10,000 subscribers, 2005-2008
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c)

Verizon’s Network Trouble Reports

Verizon’s SQI report provides an overview of the company’s system maintenance and customer service results on
a monthly basis for Massachusetts.*’ Specifically, the monthly SQI reports provide information pertaining to the
following performance measures: frequency of network trouble reports (Trouble Calls or Trouble Reports);
service outage restoral time; service appointments missed; trouble reports for installation services; and the average
speed by which Verizon answers certain customer service calls, including directory assistance and toll assistance
requests. Verizon aggregates this information both statewide and by dividing the state into three reporting
districts, identified as MassBay, North/Northeast, and Bay Path. If the company does not meet a pre-determined
standard for a combination of the performance measures, Verizon is subject to a financial penalty.* Since the SQI
became effective in May 1995, Verizon has been subject to penalty under this service quality performance plan

> Verizon is required to provide monthly Quality of Service reports pursuant to its regulation plan established by D.P.U. 94-50, as
modified by D.T.E. 01-31. The reports are part of Verizon’s SQI, which is a self-executing service quality plan designed to encourage
Verizon to provide reasonable service throughout the state or risk financial penalties.

* There are two means by which Verizon’s service quality performance is calculated: (1) Score Performance: Seven of the 12
performance measures are scored on a 0-2 point scale system for each of the 3 reporting districts (42 possible points); the other 5 measures
are scored on the same scale for statewide performance (10 possible points), resulting in a possible maximum score of 52. If the
performance point level falls below 33 for a month, Verizon faces a financial penalty; (2) Standard Miss: All 12 measures are evaluated
on a statewide-only basis. If 3 or more of the 12 performance measures fall below the standard performance level threshold in a month,
Verizon is subject to a financial penalty. See Investigation by the Department of Telecommunications and Energy on its own Motion into
the Appropriate Regulatory Plan to succeed Price Cap Regulation for Verizon New England, Inc. d/b/a Verizon Massachusetts' intrastate
retail telecommunications services in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, D.T.E. 01-31 at Attachment C, Verizon Massachusetts Retail
Service Quality Plan.
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twice.?” Verizon’s data does not include billing-related complaints and does not identify the type of network
troubles that customers report. Verizon’s data also is not audited.

The SQI Reports also provide information pertaining to the frequency for which Verizon’s customers call in
Trouble Calls on a localized basis. A Trouble Call is a complaint that prompts Verizon to investigate whether
interference is causing interruption or poor quality of voice service.*® For each of the three reporting districts,
Verizon must meet a performance standard of not more than 2.25 Trouble Calls for every 100 lines within the
reporting district. In addition to the district reporting requirement, Verizon is also subject to a localized
requirement for this particular performance measure. Trouble Calls are the only performance measure within the
SQI Plan that are subject to localized performance standards. Verizon is obliged to take immediate corrective
action within a wire center if the monthly SQI reports consistently demonstrate that customers served by a wire
center are reporting at least four Trouble Calls for every 100 lines.*

The dual-level reporting requirement uniquely attributed to the Trouble Call performance measure (i.e. district
and local) allows this Report to evaluate Trouble Calls in two methods. First, the Report will review the annual
number of Trouble Calls received by Verizon within each of the seven regions over a four-year period (2005-
2008). Second, the Report will evaluate localized Trouble Call performance over the same four-year period.

Figure 20 presents the annual number of Trouble Calls received by Verizon from 2005 through 2008 for every
100 voice lines the company serves across each of the seven regions.’® The Boston Metro region consistently
reported the lowest frequency rate of Trouble Calls, with an annual average of 14.9 Trouble Calls per 100 lines
reported within the Boston Metro region for the 4 year period.”’ Conversely, the Berkshire region reported the
highest Trouble Call frequency rate for 3 of the 4 years, with an annual average of 24.4 Trouble Calls per 100
lines over