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SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF CHARLES H. SMITH


ON BEHALF OF


SBC COMMUNICATIONS INC.


�
Introduction/Background





Please state your name and business address.





A.	Charles H. Smith, 1010 Wilshire Blvd, Room 1630, Los Angeles, CA 90017





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





A.	I am the President of Pacific Bell Network Services. 





Q.	Have you previously filed testimony in this document?





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





Q.	What is the purpose of your surrebuttal testimony?





A.  	The purpose of my testimony is to address testimony by a number of witnesses        in the SBC/Ameritech merger proceeding regarding allegations made in        complaints filed in California regarding Pacific Bell Sales and Marketing practices, force adds that support network service quality, and Pacific Bell collocation. 





Q.	Several witnesses have requested an explanation of the complaints filed with the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) by the Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA), The Utility Consumer’ Action Network (UCAN), The Greenlining Institute and Latino Issues Forum, and the Telecommunications International Union (TIU) - California Local 103.  Please respond.





A.	In summary, the complaints allege that Pacific Bell is illegally marketing packages of services and Caller ID.  Pacific Bell has filed a motion to dismiss (Attachment I) that details our response to the allegations raised in the complaints.  Three key points need to be emphasized: 1) The sales and marketing of all Pacific Bell products and services (including the names of packages i.e. “The Basics”) are governed by CPUC tariffs and rulings, 2) Pacific Bell service representatives are trained to offer products in a manner that places customers first, comply with the applicable disclosure requirements, and advise customers about Pacific’s products and services in a manner that enables them to make informed choices, and 3) SBC/Pacific Bell does not condone any deviation from CPUC tariffs, rulings, or internal policies that govern its sales and marketing practices.   “All unethical sales practices, including but not limited to falsehoods and artificial manipulation of results and payouts are never acceptable and will result in severe discipline up to and including dismissal”.�





Finally, neither the CPUC nor any court has held that Pacific has violated any law, regulation, or ethical practices relative to sales and marketing practices since the merger.





Q.	Has Pacific Bell added force to maintain/improve network service quality?





A.	Since the merger, my organization that is responsible for the installation and maintenance of the California network has added net force of 1363 (as of November 1998) technicians, splicers, and maintenance administrators.  





Q.	How has California’s service quality been impacted since the merger?





A.	The quality of service in California has been maintained/improved. Our efforts have not gone unnoticed.  Former California Governor Pete Wilson recently commended SBC for it’s “consistent focus upon the provision of superior customer service” (Attachment 2).  





Q.	In the rebuttal testimony of Paul Wescott (Page 17), he stated that “SBC’s collocation policies do not provide for reasonable access to collocation facilities and continue today to be a significant impediment to facilities based entry into the local exchange market.” Please respond.





A.	During late 1997 and early 1998, collocation requests in the Pacific region increased approximately 400%.  This unprecedented demand severely stretched our resources, processes, and practices. Therefore, we were unable to consistently meet the required 120-day interval. 





From July 1998 to November 1998, Pacific completed over 97% of the cages on time.  We have eliminated all collocation backlogs.  This effort included repeated surveys of central offices to find or create additional space. Pacific also voluntarily accelerated provisioning of collocation space for 147 Competitive Local Exchange Carriers (CLEC) requests in resurveyed offices from 120 days to 90 days in offices.  





Mr. Wescott uses the November COVAD arbitration ruling as the basis for his statements regarding Pacific’s collocation shortcomings. Please respond. 





A.	With regards to the COVAD arbitration ruling, the primary basis for the decision was our pre-July performance.  Today, Pacific is meeting all obligations relating to collocation under its interconnection agreements with the CLECs.  As the arbitration panel itself noted “Pacific has demonstrated that it has made improvements in on-time provision of service.  Pacific employees appearing before the panel seemed, with few exceptions, dedicated to solving the problems that have admittedly delayed their response to the demands of the Act.  Pacific has represented to the panel that ‘Covad’s problems with Pacific are a thing of the past’ and that it is now ‘current on meeting its collocation period (120 days) with appropriate transport.” � As I stated earlier, we have corrected our process deficiencies.  We are fully committed to meeting the current collocation standards. 





Q. 	Do you have other comments?





A.	Yes. I want to reaffirm SBC’s commitment to the provision of high quality service. As I stated earlier, my experience in terms of support for improved service quality has been very positive.  I believe that Illinois experience similar benefits.





Q.	Does that conclude your testimony?





A.	Yes, it does.    


�SBC – Ameritech., C. H. Smith Illinois rebuttal testimony, CMG Sales Ethics (Attachment 7) 


� Arbitration of COVAD Communications Company, Claimant and Pacific Bell, Respondent, Case No. 74 Y181 0313 98.
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