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SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF KAREN E. JENNINGS





INTRODUCTION/BACKGROUND





Q.	Please state your name and business address.





A.	My name is Karen E. Jennings, 175 E. Houston, San Antonio, Texas  78205.





Q.	By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 





A.	I am the Senior Vice President- Human Resources of SBC Communications Inc. ("SBC").





Q.	Have you previously filed Rebuttal Testimony in this docket?





A.	Yes, I filed Rebuttal Testimony in this docket on November 23, 1998.


PURPOSE AND ORGANIZATION OF SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY





Q.	What is the purpose of your Surrebuttal Testimony?





A.	I will respond to Rebuttal Testimony submitted by a number of witnesses on behalf of the Staff of the ICC and by other witnesses to the extent they addressed matters that appear in my rebuttal testimony.  I will respond first to those witnesses who have testified on behalf of the Staff then to testimony submitted on behalf of other witnesses.  





Judith R. Marshall





Q.	Have you reviewed the Rebuttal Testimony of Ms. Marshall?





A.	Yes, I have reviewed her testimony to the extent it addressed matters that appear in my rebuttal testimony.





Q.	Do you agree with Ms. Marshall's conclusion on page 19 of her Rebuttal Testimony that "the merger is likely to lead to a further decline in Ameritech Illinois' compliance with applicable laws, regulations, rules, decisions and policies governing the regulation of Illinois public utilities"? 





A.	No, I do not.  SBC is proud of its designation as both the nation's and the world's most admired telecommunications company.  If SBC did not have a strong tradition of complying with legal requirements, we would not have earned these honors.  As I stated in my rebuttal testimony on pages 27 through 29, there is nothing about this merger that will affect this Commission's ability to regulate the activities of Ameritech Illinois.  Because this transaction is structured as a combination of Ameritech's holding company with a subsidiary of SBC, it will not affect the status of Ameritech's regulated entities.  The bottom line is that in a post-merger environment, Ameritech Illinois will continue to abide by all legal requirements including the rules, regulations and decisions of the Illinois Commerce Commission (the "Commission").  





Q.	Ms. Marshall states her belief that Ameritech Illinois' compliance with legal requirements will suffer after the merger as a result of a reduction in the number of Ameritech Illinois regulatory staff.  Is this concern valid?





A.	No.  SBC committed to at least maintain the employment levels at Ameritech, and we anticipate that employment levels will increase as a result of the merger.  We have made no plans to reduce the regulatory resources in any of the states served by Ameritech.  It is SBC's strong desire that management employees who are currently responsible for complying with regulatory provisions will retain that responsibility.  These individuals also have the experience and expertise to understand and comply with these rules and regulations.  As I noted on page 10 of my rebuttal testimony, SBC recognizes that one of the benefits of this merger is Ameritech's management group, and it is in SBC's best interests to retain their talents.  The current Ameritech management team is most familiar with the telecommunications operations in Illinois and the regulatory requirements there, and it is desirable to maintain the presence of these employees in Illinois.





Q.	Is there any recent objective evidence that SBC is a good corporate citizen that complies with legal requirements and commitments that it makes?





A.	Yes, in a letter dated December 31, 1998 from the Honorable Pete Wilson, Governor of California, and addressed to our Chairman, Mr. Edward E. Whitacre, Jr., Governor Wilson notes SBC's accomplishments in California since the date of the merger with the Pacific Telesis Group ("PTG"), many of which go above and beyond the commitments we made there.  See Attachment 1.  Governor Wilson states, "[SBC has] indeed met the mandates of your merger."  For example, he notes "[SBC's] remarkable record of job creation," the "consistent focus upon the daily provision of superior customer service," and that "[SBC's] record of charitable giving reflects the finest spirit of the corporate community."





	Rasha Toppozada-Yow





Q.	Have you reviewed the Rebuttal Testimony of Ms. Yow?





A.	I have reviewed the portions of Ms. Yow's rebuttal testimony that address matters addressed in my rebuttal testimony.  





Q.	Ms. Yow questions SBC's long history of complying with the laws and regulations that apply to regulated telecommunications service providers as referenced on pages 5 and 6 of my rebuttal testimony.  Do you stand by SBC's historical performance?





A.	Yes, I certainly do.  As I previously noted, SBC has a long tradition of understanding and complying with the complex rules and regulations that apply to all of our business ventures, including our regulated activities.  As noted in my rebuttal testimony, SBC has developed a well-deserved reputation as a good corporate citizen, and complies with rules, regulations, court orders and administrative decisions.  SBC's reputation has been validated by others when they recognized SBC as the nation's and the world's most admired telecommunications company in each of the last two years.  Ms. Yow cites a single example (the Covad arbitration case) to support her assertion that SBC is anti-competitive.  While I am not personally familiar with the facts of the Covad matter cited by Ms. Yow, which are addressed by Mr. Charles Smith in his surrebuttal testimony, I can reaffirm SBC's commitment to maintain and enhance our reputation and to continue to comply with all legal requirements that apply to the operation of our businesses.





Q.	Do you agree with Ms. Yow's assertion, on page 22 of her rebuttal testimony, that SBC will be incented to standardize the Illinois' rules and regulations with those that SBC is governed by in other jurisdictions.





A.	No, I don't.  Ms. Yow completely disregards my rebuttal testimony (on page 22) that SBC will not seek multi-state uniformity with the many state regulatory agencies that it does business with.  Further, she fails to consider the testimony of several of SBC's witnesses, including mine, regarding our local decision making business philosophy, which has served our company extremely well.  After our acquisition of PTG, SBC did not seek a regulatory environment in California that mirrored the regulatory environment in the other states in which we operate.  Nor have we sought uniformity with respect to the regulatory environment in any of the states where we provide telecommunications services.  Ms. Yow's assertion is completely inconsistent with our long-standing local decision making business philosophy.





Q.	Ms. Yow suggested that this Commission should require Ameritech Illinois to maintain its existing level of regulatory staffing within Illinois.  She goes on to note on page 24 of her Rebuttal Testimony that the Commission should require its prior approval before Ameritech Illinois reduces or moves the Ameritech Illinois subject matter experts currently located in Illinois.  Do you agree with this recommendation?





A.	This requirement is not necessary.  In fact, over the long term, it could inhibit the continued development of new subject matter experts in the regulatory process.  This recommendation is vague and requires this Commission to expend unnecessary resources to micromanage Ameritech Illinois' operations.  Further, what Ms. Yow fails to recognize is that it is in customers', Ameritech Illinois' and SBC's best interests to continually develop the skills of our employees to further increase the quality of service to Ameritech Illinois' customers.  Most important to me as the senior officer responsible for the development of our workforce, this requirement would be unfair to the affected employees as it would impede their opportunities with the company.  Potential advancement would be inhibited, and SBC could have difficulty attracting new employees to those positions should they be perceived as jobs that have limited movement and opportunity due to restrictions imposed by the Commission.





Samuel S. McClerren





Q.	Have you reviewed the testimony submitted by Mr. McClerren on behalf of the ICC Staff.





A.	Yes, I have reviewed the portions of Mr. McClerren's testimony that impact issues that I address in my rebuttal testimony.  





Q.	Like Ms. Yow, Mr. McClerren references the Covad arbitration case to support his argument that SBC is anticompetitive.  Do you have any comments in addition to those that you offered in responding to Ms. Yow's allegations?





A.	As I previously noted, Mr. Charles Smith's surrebuttal testimony addresses the specifics of the Covad arbitration matter. Mr. McClerren is using the same short-sighted logic as in Ms. Yow's rebuttal testimony to cite this matter as a widespread example of their assertion that SBC fails to comply with legal requirements.  Rather, if they more carefully examined SBC's record in this regard, they would find overwhelming evidence of our long-standing historical record that SBC complies with statutes, regulations, rules and court orders.





Charlotte F. Teurkheurst





Q.	Have you reviewed the testimony of Charlotte F. Teurkheurst?





A.	I have reviewed the portions of Ms. Teurkheurst's rebuttal testimony that raise questions regarding issues that appear in my rebuttal testimony.  





Q.	Can you comment on Ms. Teurkheurst's statement on page 11 of her rebuttal testimony questioning SBC's plan to staff its National Local Strategy with employees whose jobs are eliminated as a result of the merger?





A.	On page 15 of my rebuttal testimony, I state that significant employment opportunities will occur as a result of the implementation of our National-Local Strategy, and some of these positions will be staffed by current SBC and Ameritech employees whose jobs are eliminated as a result of the merger.  Ms. Teurkheurst questions SBC's resolve to provide employment opportunities to these employees because she asserts (i) this plan is mentioned only in these proceedings, and (ii) in the event of duplication, the least talented employees or least productive employees will be affected, and SBC will have no desire to offer further employment opportunities to these individuals.  Neither of these rationale have any support.  





First, regardless of where or to whom SBC references its intentions of providing employment opportunities to displaced employees, SBC is committed to providing significant employment opportunities to all of our employees, including those affected by the merger.  Following our merger with PTG, our actual experience is contrary to Ms. Teurkheurst's assertions.  Employees of SBC and PTG, whose jobs were affected by that merger, were provided opportunities to continue their employment with the combined company, and the great majority of these employees were successful in finding alternate employment opportunities within the company.





Second, it is simply untrue for Ms. Teurkheurst to assume that the least productive and least qualified employees will be affected by the merger.  That was not our experience in the SBC/PTG merger where job losses as a result of duplication were experienced by employees from both companies.  In that merger, our staffing guidelines generally provided that where duplication existed, the employee residing in the geographic location where the job would continue was eligible to retain their job, and this procedure did not compare the qualifications of the duplicative employees.  Ms. Teurkheurst's analysis is offensive to all those SBC and PTG employees whose jobs were eliminated and who located alternate employment opportunities following that merger.  As noted in my rebuttal testimony, we anticipate that any duplication that exists as a result of this merger will free up highly experienced and qualified managers at SBC and Ameritech.  Just because an individual's job is eliminated due to duplication does not mean that employee is not talented or not productive, and we do not share Ms. Teurkheurst's assertion that these individuals are unqualified.  In fact, as noted in my rebuttal testimony, we intend to make full and efficient use of SBC's and Ameritech's highly talented and skilled management team. 





Ms. Teurkheurst correctly notes that one of the benefits of this merger is the larger pool of management talent of the combined companies that can be tapped to staff the National-Local Strategy.  This larger pool of management talent includes those employees whose jobs will be affected by the merger.  





Q.	Do you disagree with Ms. Teurkheurst's suggestion that customer service representatives who have some sales support function have a reduced customer service role?





A.	I disagree with her suggestion.   Any employee who serves in a customer-facing position, including customer service representatives who also have a sales support role, have a responsibility to maintain and enhance customer service.  In my rebuttal testimony, I referenced the addition of 1,485 customer facing positions, which include customer service representatives and network service technicians, all of whom, as correctly noted by Ms. Teurkheurst, serve a valuable role in ensuring that quality of service is maintained and enhanced.  Of these 1,485 new customer facing positions, 790 serve as network service technicians such as service technicians, maintenance splicers and construction splicers, and 695 serve in customer service positions in the consumer service centers, business service centers and business marketing centers.  All of these positions, which interface with our customers, add to our ability to provide high quality telecommunications services.  As noted in Mr. Samuelson's rebuttal testimony (pages 3 and 4), educating customers about available products and services "is an integral part of improving quality of service," and these employees in customer facing positions serve that function.





Q.	Ms. Teurkheurst questions SBC's resolve to implement its local decision making business philosophy in the Ameritech region following the merger.  Is SBC committed to this philosophy in the Ameritech region?





A.	On pages 19 through 23 of my rebuttal testimony, I describe SBC's local decision making business philosophy, and I provide examples of the types of decisions that are made locally.  It is up to local management to determine how best to implement the general corporate goals, commitments and business principals and to make the day-to-day business decisions that affect customers in each specific geographic market.  Contrary to Ms. Teurkheurst's assertions, I emphasized, on page 22 of my rebuttal testimony, that local management has the ability to control their local staffing needs to ensure that they have sufficient employees to ensure that customer care personnel, including customer service representatives, are physically located in the communities that they serve. 





Q.	Do you agree with Ms. Teurkheurst's suggestion that this Commission should impose restrictions regarding the retention of customer service representatives in the Ameritech region.





A.	No.  As I previously noted, that is an unnecessary and unwarranted micro-management of this company by this Commission.   This Commission should be concerned whether we can provide high quality of service in Illinois, but the method for providing high quality service should be left to Ameritech Illinois.  Any restrictions on employee movement would hamper affected employee's opportunities within the company, and, as previously mentioned, could impair the quality of service to Illinois customers.





Daniel Gonzalez


Q.	 Have you reviewed the testimony of Daniel Gonzalez submitted on behalf of NEXTLINK, Illinois, Inc.?  





A. 	I have reviewed his testimony to the extent it impacts issues addressed in my rebuttal testimony.





Q.	Mr. Gonzalez' rebuttal testimony on page 8 doubts SBC's employment commitment merely because SBC has not conducted any post-merger planning.  Can you address his arguments?





A.	Yes.  Mr. Gonzalez attempts to discredit SBC's employment commitments based on our statement that we have "not yet developed any in-region post-merger business plans, operational or implementation plans," even though we presented several very valid legal and business concerns for not conducting any post-merger planning.  Mr. Gonzalez' assertions are counter to SBC's historical performance regarding employment commitments and our performance for maintaining employment levels since divestiture as described in my rebuttal testimony and Mr. Kahan's direct testimony.  As previously noted, SBC commits to maintain Ameritech's employment levels.  Furthermore, we have, on numerous occasions stated that this merger is about growth, and we fully believe that even more positions will be created as a result of this merger.  For example, in California, prior to conducting any post-merger planning, we committed that 1,000 new jobs would be created in California, and we stated our belief that job growth would likely exceed that amount.  Through November, 1998, we have created in excess of 2,700 jobs in California.  Since divestiture from AT&T in 1983, there have been no major layoffs where alternate employment opportunities were not made available to our displaced employees.  This should be contrasted with other telecommunications companies who have reduced their workforce. 





Don S. Samuelson


Q.	Have you reviewed the Rebuttal Testimony of Don S. Samuelson?





A. 	Yes, I have reviewed portions of Mr. Samuelson's testimony as they relate to matters addressed in my rebuttal testimony.  





Q.	Mr. Samuelson asserts that customer education is an integral component of maintaining and increasing quality of service, especially for disadvantaged communities?  Does SBC participate in any activities to assist customers who are disadvantaged with respect to the provision of telecommunications services?





A.	Certainly.  As noted on page 24 of my rebuttal testimony, the SBC Foundation concentrates on specific areas of interest where a significant impact and strategic change can be made with respect to education, community economic development, health and human resources and culture and the arts, all of which are consistent with the themes of Mr. Samuelson's rebuttal testimony.  The Foundation's giving and the company's activities reflect SBC's commitment to provide significant access to telecommunications products and services to all of the communities that we serve.





An example of our commitment to providing access to telecommunications products and services to all of the communities that we serve is our Tele-Community Centers in Missouri.  These centers provide access to advanced telecommunications services offered by SBC.  There are seven centers, all of which are associated with higher education institutions, including four in metropolitan Kansas City, one in Fayette, one in Poplar Bluff and one in St. Louis.  Each of these Tele-Community Centers features a computer room with up to twenty computers, high speed Internet access and computer training.  In addition, there are video conferencing capabilities.  These facilities and services are generally located in underserved communities, and they are available to the general public.





Q.	Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony?





A.	Yes, it does.  


ICC Docket No. 98-0555


SBC/Ameritech Ex. 5.1








�page �16�











