SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF RICHARD R. GALLOWAY








Q. 	Please state your name and business address.


A.	My name is Richard R. Galloway.  My business address is 2000 W. Ameritech Center Drive, Hoffman Estates, IL  60196.





Q.	Have you testified previously in this docket?


A.	Yes, I have.  My rebuttal testimony is SBC-Ameritech Exhibit 8.0.





Q.	What is the subject of your surrebuttal testimony?


A.	I will respond to the rebuttal testimony of Charlotte TerKeurst on behalf of the Government and Consumer Intervenors and Sam McClerren on behalf of the Staff of the Illinois Commerce Commission, regarding service quality issues.





Q.	Ms. TerKeurst characterizes Ameritech Illinois’ criticisms of her service quality proposals as being merely “procedural.”  Is this an accurate characterization of your testimony?


A.	No, it is not.  One of the principal points that I made in my rebuttal testimony was that Ms. TerKeurst has simply recycled the exact positions that CUB witness Barbara Alexander supported in CUB’s pending complaint case, in Docket 96-0178.  It is true that this has a procedural aspect.  For example, I would certainly argue that a rulemaking proceeding, or even the CUB complaint case, would be more appropriate places to decide those issues, since they have already been much more fully developed there.  However, my primary criticisms of Ms. TerKeurst’s positions are substantive.


	


As I discussed in my rebuttal testimony, Ms. TerKeurst is incorrect for all of the reasons I discussed in response to Ms. Alexander in Docket 96-0178.  As I noted in my rebuttal testimony, the CUB proposals adopted by Ms. TerKeurst -- without any substantive supporting discussion -- are inappropriate for many reasons.  For example,   


CUB’s proposals for business and repair office answer times would impose answer times far more stringent than the expectations of consumers, as determined by available market research;


CUB’s proposal for installation repeat reports fails to define the reports to which the standard would apply;


CUB’s proposal for repair repeat reports would also impose an unreasonably strict standard;


None of these measures should be adopted without far more support than is contained in Ms. TerKeurst’s testimony, particularly in light of the fact that the same issues are already subjects of a complaint case, a rulemaking proceeding and Ameritech Illinois' Alternative Regulation Plan.


	


Q.	Do you have anything to add to your testimony from a “procedural” perspective?


A.	Yes, I do.  The Commission is currently conducting a rulemaking proceeding involving service quality issues, Docket 98-0453.  Workshops have been held in that docket over the past several months; Staff filed direct testimony including proposed changes to the Commission’s service quality rules (Part 730) on October 9, 1998; and Ameritech Illinois and other parties filed responsive testimony on January 8, 1999.  However, neither CUB nor any of the other government and consumer intervenors has filed any testimony in that docket.  If these parties are truly interested in service quality issues, I can only wonder why they have been so conspicuously absent from the rulemaking.





Q.	Have any of Ms. TerKeurst’s proposals been addressed in that docket?


A.	Yes.  Staff has proposed new standards for business office and repair office answer times.  Other issues raised in Ms. TerKeurst’s testimony were discussed at various points in the workshop process, but have not been supported by Staff or any other party in that docket.





Q.	Mr. McClerren has testified that Ameritech Illinois has failed to press its position on the value of the “out of service over 24 hours” measure of service quality (“OOS>24”) in prior proceedings.  Is this true?


A.	No, it is not.  Ameritech Illinois took the same position in response to CUB’s complaint in Docket 96-0178.  In addition, in the pending service quality rulemaking proceeding, Ameritech Illinois has proposed that the Commission replace the OOS>24 standard with a benchmark of 36 hours (average) to clear all trouble reports, both out-of-service and service-affecting.  That standard would be clearly superior to the OOS>24 standard for at least three reasons:  (1) it is more consistent with efficient management of repair service, (2) it is more consistent with the standards elsewhere in the Ameritech region, and (3) it is more consistent with consumer expectations.  Of particular significance, I note that Mr. McClerren purports to rely on customers’ expectations to support his position in favor of the OOS>24 standard, but he has never studied those expectations.  Ameritech has, and they do not support Mr. McClerren’s position.  To the contrary, customer surveys support the standard proposed by Ameritech Illinois.  





Q.	Please update your previous testimony regarding Ameritech Illinois' performance with respect to OOS>24.


A.	Ameritech Illinois' OOS>24 performances for November and December were 8.5 percent and 4.6 percent, respectively.





Q.	Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony?


A.	Yes, it does.
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