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Q.	Please state your name and business address.


A.	My name is Cindy Jackson, and my business address is 527 East Capitol Avenue, Springfield, Illinois.


Q.	Are you the same Cindy Jackson that previously testified in this docket?


A.	Yes.  


Q.	What is the purpose of your testimony?


The purpose of my testimony is to respond to the issues raised in the supplemental direct testimony on reopening of SBC Witnesses Kahan regarding SBC/Ameritech Consumer Education Fund (“CEF”) Commitment, Community Technology Fund (“CTF”) Commitment, and Community Computer Center.  (SBC-Ameritech Ex. 1.3, pp. 27-29).  


At this time, I am not taking a position on the voluntary commitment made by SBC/Ameritech.  Although, I will note that in my direct and rebuttal testimony, I was looking for tangible benefits for Illinois consumers, and SBC/Ameritech's voluntary commitments to create the CEF, CTF and Community Computer Center are a step in the right direction to establish that this merger will benefit Illinois consumers.


However, I would like SBC/Ameritech to clarify the vague language that defines the programs.  As the commitments are now written, SBC/Ameritech could have a different interpretation from that of Staff's interpretation.


Q.	Does your additional testimony reflect any change from the recommendations contained in your direct and rebuttal testimony?





A. 	No, my recommendations have not changed since the filing of my direct and rebuttal testimony.  This testimony responds to the new information regarding the voluntary commitments offered by SBC/Ameritech.  





I.	Joint Applicant’s Consumer Education Fund Commitment.





	


What is your primary concern regarding SBC/Ameritech’s voluntary commitment to set up a CEF to be controlled by a CEF Committee?





My primary concern is that the CEF would be used by SBC/Ameritech as a marketing tool, rather than a public information campaign.  Specifically, I am concerned that the information provided would be biased toward  SBC/Ameritech’s services and features.  Commission authority to appoint members to this Committee, and Staff membership on this Committee does not  guarantee  that competitive neutral non-biased consumer education materials would be developed and produced.  As the language is written Commission oversight appears to be limited.  





Q.	The CEF allows for Commission review of how funds are expended and distributed.  Does this commitment satisfy Staff’s concern with how the CEF funds would be spent?





A.	No.  Mr. Kahan states that “CEF Committee decisions as to how funds should be distributed and expended are subject to Commission review," not for comment or approval.  (SBC-Ameritech Ex. 1.3, p. 27, emphases added).  Additionally, Mr. Kahan states that: “[n]o funds shall be disbursed until 30 days after the committee files with the Commission a report of such proposed expenditures."  (Id., emphases added).  Again  SBC/Ameritech filed information on proposed expenditures, with no allowance for Commission comment or approval.  Additionally, no reference was made regarding submission of educational material(s) along with the proposed expenditure report.  The Commission would  review monies spent on materials, but would not have the opportunity to review and comment on the materials.  Staff also questions the proposed expenditures.  It is unclear whether the proposed expenditures are estimates or bids.  I would like Mr. Kahn to clarify these issues in his rebuttal testimony.


Q.	SBC/Ameritech have reserved a position on the CEF Committee for a Commission Staff member and gives that person the ability to break a tie vote, if necessary.  (SBC-Ameritech Ex. 1.3, p. 27).  Does this commitment provide Staff with the assurance that the Company will provide competitive neutral material? 





No.  SBC/Ameritech’s commitment only states the CEF Committee has authority over the funds, but not the actual education materials.  It is unclear, if the Committee, Commission Staff, or the Commission would have any input on what type of materials would be used or useful.  


I would like SBC/Ameritech’s to address whether these materials would be constructed in such a manner that they could be distributed statewide.  Additionally, I would like SBC/Ameritech to clarify if the Commission Staff will have the lead role on the CEF.   SBC/Ameritech did not address who has editorial rights on the materials.  Allowing the Commission to appoint other entities to the CEF Committee does not guarantee a fair and non-biased group.  (SBC-Ameritech Ex. 1.3, p.27).  


This Committee needs to produce competitively neutral public education materials, and SBC/Ameritech have provided no tangible evidence that guarantees competitively neutral public education materials.  I would like SBC/Ameritech to address whether its plan will use an independent third party to design the materials and the marketing plan.  If a third party is used, how  would that independent third party be determined?  Specifically, SBC/Ameritech’s commitment allows the Commission Staff one vote, which implies that the Commission (and presumably Ameritech) may have as many committee members as they choose, but only one vote.  Again, I am requesting that the SBC/Ameritech clarify these issues in its rebuttal testimony.�



Q.	Has Commission Staff had any previous experience in developing consumer education materials?





A.	Yes.  In response to legislation, Commission Staff chaired a Commission appointed Committee charged with the development and marketing of consumer education materials for the electric industry.  SBC/Ameritech’s recommendation for CEF Committee seems to be similar.  Additionally, the CEF corresponds with the Commission’s Consumer Services Division’s future initiatives.





II.	Community Technology Fund Commitment.





Q. 	Are many of your concerns regarding SBC/Ameritech's voluntarily offering to set up CTF and CTF Committee, the same as for the CEF?





A.	Yes.  Like the CEF Committee, the CTF Committee only has control over the funds, not the equipment.  The CTF fund is subject to Commission review, not comment and approval.  (SBC-Ameritech Ex. 1.3, p. 28).  The CTF Committee decisions as to how funds should be distributed and expended are subject to Commission review.  (Id.).  Again, there is no opportunity for Commission comment or approval.  The CTF Committee will file an expense report with the Commission, but does not allow for comment or approval.  (Id.).  I would like Mr. Kahn to clarify these issues in his rebuttal testimony.


�
Q.	Do you have any issues with the formation of the CTF Committee?


A.	Yes, I do.  The SBC/Ameritech proposal gives the Commission authority to appoint the CTF Committee members.  (Id.).  Later in SBC/Ameritech’s proposal, the CTF Committee has the authority to appoint volunteer committee members.  (Id.).  I do not understand SBC/Ameritech’s reason for contradicting the appointment process and the need for the inclusion of volunteer committee members.  Additionally, if they are volunteer committee members, why would they have voting rights?  (Id.).     


Q.	Do you have any other concerns regarding the CTF?


Yes, I do.  There is no detail in the CTF proposal as to how SBC/Ameritech intend to ensure that rural and low income areas in Illinois have access to advanced telecommunications technology.  What is SBC/Ameritech’s definition of rural and low income?  Are they planning on placing computers in libraries and schools, or are they going to target community centers, senior citizen centers, clubs, organizations, etc.?  Is this going to be a process where an individual or a groups can apply for grants?  Will the process be set up for individual purchases or provide the opportunity for a reduced bulk purchase price of equipment and software?  There is no mention regarding the monitoring, maintenance or upgrading the equipment.  Is this a one time donation,  or are the recipients on their own to monitor, maintain, and update the equipment?  Will SBC/Ameritech personnel volunteer their time and expertise to the rural and low income areas to provide assistance to the recipients of this advanced telecommunications technology?  


Additionally, I am curious about SBC/Ameritech’s list of expenditures including Ameritech’s tariffed services. (Id.).  Is Ameritech planning to provide the equipment and then charge the rural and low income areas or the CEF for its services?  Lastly, I would like to know  SBC/Ameritech’s intent and meaning of the following phrase “…it is not administered in a way which has an anti-competitive effect.”  (SBC-Ameritech Ex. 1.3, p. 29)  I would like Mr. Kahn to clarify these issues in his rebuttal testimony.


 Finally, I find it interesting that SBC/Ameritech have put a cap on the dollar amounts to be spent for the CEF, CTF, and Community Computer Center, but has left the amount open for the Charitable Contributions Commitment.  (Id.)


Do you have any concerns about  the SBC/Ameritech’s additional funding  to support a Community Computer Center?





A.	Yes, I do.  Once again, the information provided is too vague to make a determination.  SBC/Ameritech have provided no information as to where the Community Computer Center will be located, how the location will be determined, or how the money will be spent.  SBC/Ameritech did not address if this is separate from the CTF proposal or inclusive.  (Id.).  I would like SBC/Ameritech to address these concerns in its rebuttal testimony.


�
Q.	In your opinion, is three years enough time to implement the CEF and CTF proposals to provide a meaningful contribution to society?





A.	I agree with SBC/Ameritech that in this rapidly-changing marketplace, three years is a lifetime and I am not necessarily looking for a longer commitment.  I believe that three years will provide the CEF Committee with the opportunity to produce consumer education materials.  However, I  am concerned that three years may not be adequate time for the CTF Committee to complete implementation of the program.  


Additionally, SBC/Ameritech have provided no information as to how they plan to end both of these programs at the end of three years.  I am especially concerned about the three year timeline for the CTF program, does it just stop?  Will there be an evaluation of the programs for continuance?  Does SBC/Ameritech intend to remove the equipment and close the Community Computer Center?  I would like Mr. Kahn to clarify these issues in his rebuttal testimony.


Do you agree with SBC/Ameritech’s proposed funding of the CEF and CTF programs?





No.  I concur with Staff Witness Marshall that funds to support SBC/Ameritech’s additional voluntary commitments should not come from merger savings, but from shareholder funds.   


�
Q.	What is Staff’s opinion of Ohio’s language as recited in Mr. Kahan’s testimony?  (SBC/Ameritech Ex. 1.3, pp. 30-31)?





A.	If the Commission decides to adopt these voluntary commitments, the language found in the Ohio Order, as recited by Mr. Kahan would be acceptable, as long as a few more directives were included.  For example, if Staff took the lead role in the CEF Committee and the Commission approved of all materials along with the expenditures, then these steps would help to ensure that non-biased competitively neutral consumer education materials would be developed and distributed.  Additionally, I believe that the CTF should also be required to present its plan along with the request for approval of expenditures.





III.	Recommendations/Conclusion





Q.	 Do you have any recommendations regarding  SBC/Ameritech’s voluntary commitment to implement the CEF, CTF and Community Computer Center?





Yes.  Again, I want to state that I am not taking a position on the voluntary commitments made by SBC/Ameritech.  However, to the extent the Commission decides to implement the CEF, CTF, and Community Computer Center.  I would like to bring to the Commission’s attention the vague language that could be an opening for SBC/Ameritech to provide an interpretation that may not be consistent with Staff’s interpretation.


There is no language built into these commitment to allow for Commission comment or approval of the material and I am not sure that the Commission wants the additional duties and responsibilities of reviewing and approving SBC/Ameritech marketing programs for the next three years.  While Commission Staff has been included in the Committees, this does not necessary mean that the Commissioners would agree with the resulting product.  This could also erroneously imply that the Commission endorses SBC/Ameritech’s marketing programs, and therefore, its service over other companies providing service within the State of Illinois.  


Q.	Do SBC/Ameritech’s voluntary commitments provide enough tangible evidence to alleviate your concerns about how the merged Company will treat residential, small and medium business customers?





A.	No.  SBC/Ameritech’s voluntary commitments do nothing to address the issues I raised in my previous direct and rebuttal testimony.  I am still concerned that  SBC/Ameritech’s focus on winning big business customers may diminish the quality of service residential, small and business customers may receive.  SBC/Ameritech’s could use the CEF to provide marketing materials to attract and enroll business customers to implement its National-Local Strategy.  Indeed, the fact the SBC/Ameritech intend on creating these programs with merger savings only increases my concerns.


�
Q.	Does this conclude your testimony? 


A.	Yes, it does.
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