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I. INTRODUCTION AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Pursuant to the Notice of pertaining to this docket, the Michigan Consumer

Federation (MCF), by its attorney, submits these Comments in Opposition to these

Applications.

A. Michigan Consumer Federation's Interest in this Proceeding

The Michigan Consumer Federation is a coalition of organizations

representing over 400,000 Michigan residents, many ofwhom are customers ofAmeritech. It

was founded in 1991 to advocate for the interests of Michigan consumers in the shaping of public

policy on issues before the Michigan Legislature, state executive branch agencies, the United

States Congress, and federal regulatory bodies. MCF has regularly had an interest in

telecommunications issues before the Michigan Public Service Commission (MPSC) and the

Commission in matters related to Ameritech Michigan activities affecting residential ratepayers.

MCF submits these Comments because residential ratepayers have the most to lose from a

merger between Southwestern Bell, (SBC) and Ameritech.

B. Summary of MCF'S Position

MCF urges the Commission to reject SBC/Arneritech's applications on the grounds that

the Applicants have not, pursuant to Sections 214 and 310 of Communications Act of 1934,

sustained their burden of proving that such a merger would be in the public interest. Despite

assertions in their applications, it is unreasonable to conclude that such merger would spur local

competition, would foster the development of new services or enhance service quality. Based
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upon principles of economics as demonstrated in the Applicants' own conduct I in recent years.

the merger could in fact be expected to stifle competition, stifle the development of new

technology and result in further degradation of service quality. The Application is so inherently

flawed that no combination of conditions would be sufficient to protect the public interest against

its anti-competitive consequences.

II. MCF SUPPORTS ENBANe HEARINGS

Even as it supports the Commission decision (DA 98-2045) to conduct En Bane hearings

to discuss recent consolidation activities, MCF takes this opportunity to recommend that those

witnesses who appear at the first En Bane hearing on behalf of merger applicants, be present at

the second hearing as well. In this way, as interested parties participate in the second En Bane,

the presiding Commissioners can most efficiently use that forum to gather needed information

and crystalize the issues; i.e., as non Applicant parties testify, those Applicant witnesses would

be available as the need arises to respond to and clarify various issues raised. MCF's

recommendation is based upon a similar alternating panel approach effectively adopted by the

Public Utility Commission of Texas in its recent Sec. 271 proceeding.2

In these Comments, MCF will place its emphasis on Applicant Ameritech,
specifying SBC where appropriate.

2 Project No. 16251
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III. ANALYSIS OF SBC'S STATED NEED FOR THE MERGER'

By way of a preface MCF points out that the Application is striking in that the "national-

local" thrust of the Application4 masks the clearly global focus driving this effort as

acknowledged by the Applicants' representatives when addressing other forums. Consider. for

example, SBC's testimony before a subcommittee of the United States Senate Committee on the

JudiciaryS on May 19, 1998, and again at a forum on July 14, 1998 sponsored by the Illinois

Commerce Commission. In both instances, Ed E. Whitacre, Jr., chairman and chief executive

officer of SBC, made quite clear that the ability to capture global markets is "at the heart" of the

SBC-Ameritech merger. MCF leaves to other parties the task of demonstrating that the

Applicants' ability to emerge as one of a small handful of globally dominant players is not

impossible even if there is no merger; achieving that goal is far from assured if there is a merger.

In fact, the merger may not be a particularly useful strategy for achieving that goal~

MCF also notes that in the prefiling publicity generated by the Applicants, the emphasis

3 I.e., in a July 24, 1998 Ameritech press release Notebaert claims the merger
would spur local competition, foster the development of new services and enhance quality of
service. As an added benefit he describes the synergies and enhanced revenue of a larger
company that are necessary to compete in the global market.

4 Description ofTransaction, Public Interest Showing and Related Demonstrations
(as also reflected in the Ameritech and SBC press releases dated July 27, 1998 describing such
filing.)

5 Mr. Whitacre appeared before the Senate Subcommittee on Antitrust, Business
Rights, and Competition, Hearing of the United States Senate Committee on the Judiciary.

6 ~, for example, "Why a Big Deal Could be a Bad Deal for SBC", Carol Wilson·
with Kathleen Cholewka and Louis Trager, Inter@tive Week, May 18, 1998, in which the
authors cite industry analysts' heavy criticism of the Bells for being "dumb" about the Internet
and the implications of this serious flaw as it affects their global ambitions.

4



had been on the three-fold objectives of stimulating local competition and new services as well

as improved service quality.7 Such goals are consistent with the needs and reasonable

expectations of residential ratepayers in the SBC/Ameritech service territories. However. as

discussed below, even in the framework of those laudable objectives, a merger of SBC and

Ameritech would retard---not accelerate---those ratepayer driven national-local objectives.

A. It is unreasonable to conclude that the merger would spur local competition; in
fact, the merger could be expected to further stifle the currently slower than
sluggish pace of competition.

1. RBOCs already have such authority to initiate local service out-of-region
under provisions of the Telecommunications Act. Nonetheless, in the
nearly three years since passage SBC and Ameritech have done very little
to enter those markets and in anticipation of a merger have even
abandoned efforts such as had been initiated in S1. Louis.

Arguably, the one temptingly attractive aspect of the proposed merger is the Applicants'

promise that the merged entity would launch local service competition in 30 out-of-region cities.

It was the promise of local competition that was to have been the primary residential ratepayer

benefit of the 1996 Telecommunications Act. ..a promise as yet neither fulfilled nor imminent.

But what might appear at first glance to be a consumer benefit of the merger is in fact a

"come on". It is well understood that either SBC or Ameritech could enter out-of-region markets

now...and could have since passage of the Act. It is disingenuous for them to contend in their

applications that. ..

Neither SBC nor Ameritech could or would undertake the implementation of such a
significant out-of-region and global expansion as a stand-alone company, notwithstanding
their belief that such an undertaking is essential and that it will produce demonstrable

7 July 14, 1998 press releases ofAmeritech and SBC.
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synergies and pro-competitive benefits. Neither company, standing alone. has the breadth
of experienced management and skilled technical personnel that such an undertaking
requires, and it is simply not possible or feasible for either company alone to rapidly
secure such personnel. Moreover, neither company individually could bear the financial
risk and earnings dilution that the implementation of this strategy entails. (Description
ofTransaction, Public Interest Showing and Related Demonstrations at p. 7)

In contending that on a stand-alone basis neither company would---or economically

could--- enter these 30 out-of-region markets, the Applicants obliterate whatever credibility they

might hope to have had when arguing a different point. Specifically, if neither of these Fortune

Top 500, well-financed and entrenched telecommunications companies can make it alone as a

stranger in another market, how can they so glibly contend that local competition is on the

horizon in their own regions? Surely the same forces that cause them to be too timid to enter

other markets should certainly suggest to them that those who raise the same concerns against

them are justified.

2. One might conclude from this "promise" to enter 30 out-of-region markets
that it is pro-consumer. At best it is aimed only at large business
customers with not even a credible promise to serve residential customers.

MCF also points out that even in the applications themselves, there is no attempt to mask

the fact that the "customers" claimed as beneficiaries of the merger are decidedly large

commercial customers--- not the residential customers who should be at the heart of any public

interest showing.8

8 Throughout the above-cited Description included in the applications, the
emphasis is on IIlarge and mid-size business customers" (at pp. 1,3,5,6), who are "the most
attractive customers for all competitors" (at p. 4). In fact, other than the repeated concern about
lithe demands of major telecommunications customers", there is rare reference to the expected
gains of small business and residential customers and even then these are specified as the
customers out-of-region. (at p. 5)
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It would be a perversion to encourage
Ameritech and SHC to prioritize the needs of
customers in other countries even as they
fund those needs with the rates of their
captive United States' residential customers.

Thus, as a practical reality, this merger poses no benefits to these same customers who

would most have to foot the bill. Potential gains to customers abroad should not be loaded onto

the backs of residential customers within these two regions, although that would be the clear

effect of this merger. For example, coincidental with the announcement of its intent to file for

merger authority, SHC' chairman and chiefexecutive officer, Edward E. Whitacre, Jr., said,

...the merger makes possible SHe's 'national-local strategy' to enter 30 U.S. markets
outside of the two companies' traditional territories and serves as a complete
telecommunications provider wherever major business customers have a presence. Our
ability to meet the needs of major customers will have a direct impact on consumers.
Serving large business customers is crucial to generating the resources necessary for
investing in the network and delivering new and improved services to our customers.9

(Emphasis supplied.)

Thus, in Mr. Whitacre's own words, not only are residential customers given short shrift...they're

given no shrift.

3. Any such promise, whether or not it includes the residential market, is
unenforceable.

As tantalizing as the prospect ofjump starting local competition in 30 U.S. markets may

be, a reality check suggests that once the merger would be approved, the Commission would be

all but powerless to enforce such a promise. Further, the track record of both RBOCs does not

9 Ameritech Press Release dated July 14, 1998.
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bode well for the '"trust us" appeal advanced by Mr. Whitacre before the Senate Judiciary

Subcommittee on May 19, 1998. An examination of their track records makes clear the

vaporous nature of these companies' promises.

B. Both Ameritech and SBC have dismal track records for keeping their promises
and playing it straight with regulators.

1. Ameritech's Track Record of Broken Promises that had been made prior
to passage of the Michigan Telecommunications Act (MTA) and its
subsequent pro-Ameritech amendments.

Broken promise of increased jobs

As explained and documented in an earlier Commission proceeding,1O Ameritech had in

1991, on the eve of the Michigan legislature's vote on deregulation legislation, promised in

writing to members of that body that if the bill were passed 150,000 jobs would be created in

Michigan. I I Instead it slashed its land-line work force by 22%. There had been frustration in

Michigan that following divestiture, thousands of Ameritech Michigan jobs had been shifted to

Illinois headquarters, to say nothing of other regions and countries. For example, a newly opened

customer service office in Lansing which had resulted in 400 new jobs in the state capitol, was

recently closed to the dismay of workers and elected officials alike. So much for promises even

to their own workers.

10 In the Matter ofApplication ofAmeritech Michigan to Section 271 ofthe
Telecommunications Act of1996 to Provide In-Region, InterLATA Services in Michigan, CC
Docket 97-1.

11 ~, Id., Exhibit "B", letter dated September 19, 1991 from then president and
chief executive officer ofMichigan Bell, Kenneth E. Millard.
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MCF additionally points out the shell game implicit in both SBC and Ameritech's

braggart stance with respect to the jobs they've "created". For example, does Ameritech"s

acquiring existent security alarm companies and folding in their employees "create"" new jobs?

Should the swelling of their work force abroad give comfort to legislators and regulators here at

home?

Broken promise of increased innovated services

As MCF has discussed in some detail in the various state and federal Sec. 271

proceedings, Ameritech Michigan's track record is not one of innovation; it has imitated the

services and products available from other providers with new service offerings hugely made

available only for non-residential customers. Despite the lavish deregulatory bounty it received

in the 1995 Michigan Telecommunications Act (MTA) which Ameritech lauded as even more

glorious than the 1996 Telecommunications Act, it has yet to showcase any new noteworthy

technologies for its residential customers that did not basically exist already (e.g., VOICE MAIL,

Caller ID) or are not also available in some variation from other providers. Even their recently

touted PRIVACY MANAGER is but an upgrade of their longstanding feature.

There is also something of a bitter irony in their showcasing security alarm services as

illustrative of their "new service" offerings. Their aggressive acquisitions of existent security

alarm companies may be properly called corporate cannibalism, but it is hardly the stuff of which

cutting edge technological advancements are made.

And given Ameritech's brazen overreaching12 of their statutory authority, their security

12 E.g., the September 15, 1998 Federal Communications Commission
Memorandum Opinion and Order on Remand and Order to Show Cause, CCBPol 96-17; July 6,
1998, Federal Communications Commission Memorandum Opinion and Order on Remand and

9



alarm precedent is hardly one to be encouraged. Similar overreaching on the security alarm

front, is the argument being advanced that the grandfather protection afforded Ameritech under

Section 275 of the Act, would be extended to include SBC should the merger be approved. This

would improperly transform the "snapshot" nature of a grandfather provision into never ending

video. This interpretation would turn the statutory tradition and intent of Sec. 275 on its head. as

well as the tradition of statutory "grandfathering". Such conduct raises the question of what

next?

Broken promise of lower rates

In lobbying and public relations efforts aimed at securing passasge of the Michigan

Telecommunications Act, Ameritech Michigan implicitly promised lower local rates would result

from passage because the substitution of market forces for regulatory forces could not help but .

stimulate the level of competition with its hallmark of lower rates. Yet in the ensuing years since

passage, the Michigan Public Service Commission has found that historic monopolistic rates

increased substantially and basic unlimited flat service rates tripled. 13 See, attached Exhibit "A"

for additional examples.

In its most recent14 discussion of and recommendations concerning local telephone

interconnection, the Michigan Public Service Commission concluded that

• The price of telecommunications services has not yet, as had been hoped,

Order to Show Cause, CCBPoI97-7 and CCBPoI97-8.

13 E.g., The MPSC's 1997 Report to the Michigan Governor and Legislature

14 Report to the Michigan Governor and Legislature on Public Act of1991 as
Amended, Report on Local Telephone Interconnection (February 1998) at p. 17.
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declined.
• At this time, the participants in the telecommunications market appear to be

relying more on the regulatory and judicial process than market forces to
determine the availability, prices, terms and other conditions of
telecommunications services. In other words, the marketplace for local
telecommunication services in Michigan is dominated by Ameritech Michigan
and GTE and a truly open marketplace remains a goal, not a reality. 15

"•..the marketplace for local
telecommunications services in Michigan is
dominated by Ameritech Michigan and
GTE and a truly open marketplace
remains a goal, not a reality."

Michigan Public Service Commission
in its 1998 Report to the Michigan
Governor and Legislature

It is striking that the current merger applications are all but silence as to the promise of

lower local rates for current SBC/Ameritech customers. Should this not be a fundamental

byproduct of the increased competition they claim the merger would spawn? The at-most

passing reference to a favorable impact on rates, undermines any attempt to characterize such a

merger as procompetitive.

2. Ameritech's Ongoing Track Record of Not Being Truthful

When Ameritech is not challenging regulators in court it is testing the limits of legal

15 This conclusion is in sharp contrast to testimony provided by Barry K. Allen,
Executive Vice President of Ameritech when he testified on September 17, 1997 at a hearing
held before the United States Senate Committee on the Judiciary's Senate Subcommittee on
Antitrust, Business Rights and Competition. Having acknowledged in his testimony that the first
of the two main goals of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 was to open up local telephone
markets to competition, he declared that goal had already become a reality in the Ameritech
region.
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compliance on many fronts. 16 Attached as Exhibit "A" is a compilation limited to Ameritech

Michil:an's demonstrated violations of the Michil:an Telecommunications Act. The examples of

Ameritech flaunting the law or exercising its dominant power in anticompetitive ways have

strained their credibility to the breaking point, which is why their "promise" to jump start local

competition in 30 markets must be taken with more than a grain of salt.

Michiian Public Service Commission finds Ameritech Advertisements "Completely Untrue"

In May of this year the MPSC took the extraordinary step of publicly alerting the public

to the fact that Ameritech's printed full-page advertisement running in newspapers around the

state is "completely untrue". The Commission had earlier found that "under the guise of

preventing slamming" Ameritech had actually "engaged in uncompetitive activities" by not

accepting customer requests to switch pursuant to Commission-ordered options. 17 (Similar to

Orders in 1997 from the Ohio Public Utilities Commission and a 1996 Order from the Illinois

Commerce Commission.)

Indiana Utility ReiulatOIY Commission Disputes Ameritech Claims

Another example ofAmeritech's tarnished reputation for credibility can be found in the

16 In December 1997 the Michigan Public Service Commission had found
Ameritech Michigan in violation of the MTA by its offering to its cable customers couponds
redeemable toward local telephone service...a practice that Ameritech officials continue to
contend is legal. Ameritech Coupons Must Stop, The Detroit Free Press, December 20, 1997.
Similarly, as the defendant in a class action lawsuit related to their inside wire billing practices,
Ameritech considered it an equitable remedy to provide victims with credits toward unregulated
Ameritech services rather than simply provide the refund to which customers were entitled.
Todt. MOnroe. et al vs. Ameritech et al, Case No. 97-L-1020, Circuit Court for the Third Judicial
Circuit, Madison County, Illinois.

17 Case No. U-11550
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April 6, 1998 Order of the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission challenging the accuracy of an

Ameritech Indiana report that it spent more money---not less--than required to connect schools,

libraries, hospitals and government centers to a high-tech learning network. By contrast the

Indiana Commission found that Ameritech had spent $15.6 million out of a $60 million

commitment in high-tech infrastructure spending. Once caught, Ameritech claimed it had been

"short-sighted" in making the previous estimate.

3. SBC's Track Record of Broken Promises

Attached as Exhibit "C" is an illustrative sample of press accounts of SBC conduct that

has generated customer and/or regulatory ire.

C. THE EXTENT AND SIGNIFICANCE OF AMERITECH'S
DISINVESTMENT IN THE AMERITECH REGION

The fact that both SBC and Ameritech have disturbing track records of disinvesting in

their networks is a necessary backdrop to any analysis of whether such a merger could

reasonably be expected to result in the development of new services or improved service quality.

Such disinvestment takes the form of the local exchange company taking annual depreciation

charges that exceed the total plant it acquires in any given year. Thus the analysis must begin

with the conduct of the RBOCs, including SHC and Ameritech when incentive regulation was

substituted for the once traditional rate of return regulation. In state after state regulators and

legislators were promised that if rate of return regulation were replaced with incentive regulation,

the enhanced revenues made available to the RBOCs would be prioritized for investment in the

network. This was likewise the commitment routinely made in exchange for ever increasingly
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lavish depreciation rates during the 1980s and even into the early part of this decade.

Yet as routinely demonstrated in the comprehensive reports prepared by Economics and

Technology, Inc. 18 relying on the RBOCs' own records--- SBC and Ameritech. like other

RBOCs, were not faithful to those promises. Instead they routinely diverted such monies away

from the network, monies that were typically instead used in two major ways: 1. as shareholder

dividends, and 2. as annual dividend payments to the parent corporation which in turn used that

money it to support unregulated subsidiaries that would typically be unprofitable but for such

financial support coming indirectly from captive local ratepayers. 19

What is particularly rankling to residential ratepayers is that they have been effectively

forced to be the unwilling investors in such unregulated ventures yet whatever financial gains are

realized are not shared with them in any fashion. And despite whatever implicit promise SBC

and Ameritech make now regarding revenue savings and other merger related synergies, no such

gains will make their way into captive local residential ratepayer pockets in the form of refunds

or lowered Basic rates for the very service these companies continue to provide as de facto

monopolies. Such a result is hardly in keeping with the balancing act implicit in the public

interest standard applied to this merger application.

As to Ameritech Michigan, as MCF set forth in its Comments in last year's Sec. 271

18

Revision)
Patterns ofInvestment by the Regional Bell Holding Companies (December 1997

190nly the cellular phone and directory subsidiaries were typically successful enough to
have been able to financially survive on their own. Others would have been forced to go belly up
but for the fmancial "assistance" that flowed to them like a geiser, monies indirectly received
from the regulated local exchange company.
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proceeding, (see footnote 10, supra), Ameritech Michigan alone had disinvested in the Michigan

network by 1.1 billion just since passage of the Michigan Telecommunications Act. Attached is

Exhibit UE" which illustrates the declining investment in property, plant and equipment since

1993. By contrast its earnings have continued to climb dramatically. See attached "F".

D. It is unreasonable to conclude that the merger would foster the development of
new services; in fact, the merger could be expected to stifle technological
advances.

As discussed above, Ameritech's track record is one of being an imitator of technology

not an innovator.

E. It is unreasonable to conclude that the merger would enhance service quality; in
fact, the merger could be expected to adversely affect already deteriorating service
quality.

MCF Has Previously Documented the Serious Decline in Ameritech Michi~an's Service Quality

MCF will not repeat here the heavily documented evidence provided in the Sec. 271

submission regarding dramatically declining service quality in Michigan. Instead it includes as

Attachment UH" one each of Michigan and Wisconsin press accounts illustrating the widespread

frustration even as the commission tripled its staff to handle complaints largely against

Ameritech. MCF assumes the Commission will scrutinize SBC and Ameritech' s attempts to

downplay complaint levels against them by suggesting many or most arise from situations over

which they have little or no control. Attached as Exhibit "I"are excerpts from the MPSC's most

recent annual report which document the increased levels even accounting for those beyond the

scope ofAmeritech Michigan's jurisdiction.
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Concerns about 911 Service

In its earlier Comments to the FCC20 MCF had raised the concern related to public health

and safety considerations resulting from Ameritech Michigan's 911 more than sluggish data base

performance ever since it feared losing its base to competitors. Attached as Exhibit "1" is a

description of the actions taken by Michigan regulators citing Ameritech's belated and

unsatisfactory responses.

A Recent Downward Trend in SBC Service Quality

Although SBC has historically had a better service quality record than Ameritech, there

are some disturbing recent trends in SBC that should certainly not be allowed to continue, let

alone set the standard for Ameritech. Of concern is SBC's intensified reliance upon a "single

thread", so to speak. (i.e., increasingly larger numbers of central offices being interconnected to a

single fiber cable rather than having multiple paths on which the traffic can flow). As a result,

large populations are vulnerable to a outage. A technology that is widely used throughout the

world to address that potential risk is known as SONET. It is a SONET ring which serve as a

safety net if there is a cable cut; within 1/10 of a second the calls are redirected so that they can

reach their intended destination without the customer experiencing an outage.

Yet in the network outage reports submitted to the FCC under Sec. 63.100 of its rules,

one can see the problems that arise in the SBC territory when it has not put a SONET ring in

place. What could and should be an undiscemable-to-the-customer problem, instead is resulting

20 In the Matter ofApplication ofAmeritech Michigan to Section 271 ofthe
Telecommunications Act of1996 to Provide In-Region, InterLATA Services in Michigan, CC
Docket 97-1.
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in full scale and expensive outages to residential and business customers alike. Consider. for

example, the September 23, 1998-reported outage that occurred on August 24, 1998 at the

Central Offices south of Tulsa, Oklahoma. As a result of a cable cut 148,373 customers were

without service for approximately four hours, affecting 21 SBC and 47 independent local

exchange company offices! If only SBC had a SONET ring in place there would have been

nothing to report. It is clear from the reports---and this one as illustrative---that this was not an

aberration in the SBC territory. In fact it proves that SHC's engineering practices allow as many

as 68 central offices to be connected on a single thread. (i.e. fiber cable). Given all the hoopla in

these merger applications about technology advancements it is disturbing that SBC has so utterly

failed in such a fundamental and easily available technology that could protect its current

customers, let alone the mass of customers it drools over for the future. Must one be a customer

ofSBC in some other part of the country or world to get basic technological attention?

This particular SBC trend as to SONET ring has not yet manifest itself in the Ameritech

outage reports. As a matter of public policy and common sense, however, one must ask whether

a merger would result in the best service quality features of each company becoming the new

norm or just the opposite? Unfortunately, the historical track record strongly suggests that the

service quality bar would be lowered not raised as a result of the merger.

F. It is unreasonable to conclude that the merger is necessary in order for
SBC/Ameritech to compete effectively in the global market.

As discussed above in the context of disinvestment, Ameritech has already been using its

cash cow local markets to indirectly fund its parent corporation and unregulated subsidiaries as

they expand their markets out ofregion and out of country; this is an enormous competitive
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advantage enjoyed by no other telecommunications providers.

Ameritech and SBe have other significant competitive advantages in their effort to gain

global dominance.

• In light of their continued insulation from local competition (96% of the local market

according to MPSe report) that disinvestment revenue flow can be expected to continue

indefinitely.

• Because Ameritech and SBe have no meaningful competitors for their local residential

markets, their market share will actually continue to grow even in the face of modest

competition. This is the result of their continued and effectively aggressive marketing

campaigns, e.g., stimulating a demand for Voice Mail, exploiting increased demand for

the installation of second lines in the wake of internet expansion, etc. In effect, SHe and

Ameritech can count on the size of the market pie growing ever larger. That is in part

why it is specious for these RBOes to cite numbers of lost lines or lost customers to

competition in the local market. Not only do they include customers whose service has

been disconnected for nonpayment (hardly the product of competition) they also typically

include as a "lost" customer one who has subscribed to cellular service in addition to

maintaining their service with the local exchange company.

• Their rate ofreturn is three times that of the Fortune 500. See Attachment X which is an

excerpt from their most recent annual report to shareholders.

• Given the forced relationship customers have had--and for local service will continue to

have---it is no wonder that SHe and Ameritech can be expected to exploit to their

competitive advantage customers' preference for one stop shopping.
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IV. ANTI-COMPETITIVE EFFECT OF THE MERGER ON THE TOLL MARKET

A most disturbing effect of the merger is the manner in which it can be expected to result

in a setback in the state of competition in long distance, which however imperfect. is still the

only telecommunications arena in which residential customers do have a choice. The concern

arises from the fact that it has been estimated that based upon the geographical contours of what

would be the new merged region, a full 45% ofthe long distance calls that originate in the

combined SBClPacBell/SNET/Ameritech service territory also tenninate there. 21 This means

that on day one after the merger, this merged entity would have a built in and enonnous

competitive advantage by virtue of the fact it will not have to pay itself any access charges.

Thus, for however brief and predatory a time period, it will be in a position to underprice its

competitors for toll service, not because of its management or technological superiority or even

because of any risk taking being rewarded by the marketplace. On this basis alone, the merger

applications should be rejected as not in the public interest. See attached Exhibit "K" which

describes a recent court ruling in Michigan which already widens Ameritech's control of that

market.

v. CONCLUSION

For all of the reasons stated above, Michigan Consumer Federation urges rejection of

these Applications as not in the public interest.

21"Comments in Opposition to the Proposed Merger ofSBC and Ameritech", dated
September 3, 1998, submitted by Sprint Communications Company, L.P. and United Telephone
Company of Ohio d/b/a Sprint, before the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio in Case No. 98­
1082-TP-AMT.
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Respectfully submitted.

~~1~
~ l~eenF. O'Reilly

414 "A" Street. Southeast
Washington, D.C. 20003

Tel: 202.543.5068
Tel: 202.547.5784
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An Incredibly Sad Story:
(n The Absence of Effective Telecommunications legislation In MichigillL

Ameritech Has Made Huge Increases To Michigan Residential Long Distrtnce Prices
With Stealth and Dece@ol1

~irlrnt@LT Q!LR.J1lti InMkhii:M!;_W !rH.mLMA.Jilll-CMb..

I, As o( 10/12/95, Amerill'ch', avrr,111r residential toll rate in MichiCJn is lJJ H pl'r millUrl',

2. Effeclive 11/9/96, wilholll any nOlice 10 cuslomers, Amerilrch raist'S th~ rail? aCfOSS rhe hOi'lrd. 10 .1 n~'\\' r.lle of Lt5Q.1 pl?r minute.
I

This is approximalely a 14 % rail' hikr, whk·h iJdJs about 155 million.1 yCOM 10 the ph('lll<' hills 01 Mi('hi~.ln COllSllllll'rs. All\frilrch
issucs no prrss rel(,ilse al ,111 abolll Ihe rail' hikl'.

3. Effeclive 1219/96, on one day's nolice, Amerilech shifts 10 iI nal rale of S.I 5 pl'r minule. This is only ,1 (raclion of ililerc('ni lowl'r
than the aver.lcr prke eslahlisl1"tl a monlh ago. hut Amcrilteh puIs oUI a press fl'Il'i1se S.l\'inC Ihal for OI(hl rl'Sid"nce cllilomers. Ihe
$. ( 5 per minlile rate will be a sitvings. (A ~avincs of only two lenlhs of one p"rcl'111. hill still ,1 s.win~s!) Am,.rill'Ch I.Jil:; '" m~nli"n

Ihdl (In IIv~riJC~. this 10/1 rd/e is IJ. 4% higher than;1 W.JS, only J I d.'fys ilCO!

4. Hr«tive sn~h17, Ameritl'ch again hikes Ihe residenlialloll rate, to " new figure of lJl pcr minllil'. This is i'l hike of 11 J %, anrl
cosls Mirhigan consumers anotht'r $50 million in hightr Aml.'rilech toll ralt'S, Onr" aguin. th(' rat~ luh> is illililllh'rl on 011~ day', •
nolke, and wirholll requiring the <1pprovcl! of the Micl1igan Public Service Commis,ion, Anet ag:lin, 10 our koo\\'ll',ICl', Anurilech
didn'l pUI out" press relrast announcing Ihb major ralt' llike.

Exhibil 24

5. Effeclive 3/1/98. hased on aflOlh('r filing on one day's notice and without n('l"dinc 10 S('l'" M.P.S.C. JJllH'ov,ll, Amerill.'ch a~i1in hikl'i
Ihe Michigan residential toll rail.' 10 iJ-l per minule. In only if yt-ar and if nillfs Ilin~, Amfritl'dl n,li r,li$t'd Ih~ r.l/e by oJ

cumufJ/;ve J 6%. producing a cumulative annuill (,0" Incr~ifse10 MkhiC3n consumns ,,(ovtr S140 mi//i"n. Arlll once clg.l;n,
Ihe increase is done via sltahh, in Ihr dark of night. wilhout any prior noHce given 10 cllslornL'r:l Ihal Ih~y Ill,ly n<,~rllo hudcrr higher
monlhly long dislanrC! cosls.
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Pac Bell .May Pay for Service .Delays
BI

.PUC staff readies
recommendation for
refunds by utility

.,1J_dIu MIII"MaU
e:a.-w. ar#1ftofW

Th. CalIfOrJlll Public UtUIUeI
COllUllJllloa 1tII' II preparlnl to
recollUlllad llaeUoaa Iialalt ....
d.1e Bell 'or IoDI dele,.1D \DIta'"
IAI ae. lines lad IDIkIDl.repaJn.
IOW'Cllllld yesterda"

lIuadreda oI.lto........1IIcl
to be rady to t.eIlIf" II Deed be,
lbout ...,Ice deleya. "W. caJI'l
weJt 1a1 Jollier,- 011. collUDJllloa
IOUn:e IIId. "W. bawaa'l lIeD IDJ
IaIP1'O'emt1IL-

If P.eUle Bell ,.Ib to lei III let
IOletller, ltaffen lIy they will rec.
ommend Ihat tb. PUC mike the
ulUlly refund lome 0' III Inslilla"
lion or mODtilly aenlee 'etslO c..
tomen.

la Iddilloa, two cOnlumer
Iroupa yalerday cbarled that Pa.
cllle' Bell b IrHUnI many d' III
cUilOmer IInlc. calli wllb buty
IllaaIa or Ionl walta.

la a IIl1nl .Ilb til. PUC on
Junl 30, attorneyl 'or Pacl.1c Bell
e1almed the local phon. company
anlwered more tbaa 80 percenl of
all calla to III bualneu oUlc. wllh.
IA 20 aeconcb, 'or lbe moaUll of
April Ind May,

Thll IlIndard, Imonl otben•
• a nqulred by lbe PUC In III
Mlrcb 31 declsloa Ipprovlnl the
Icqulsllloa of Pacific Bell by SHC
CommunlcaUonalnc, Th. commjs.
lloa wuaed 0' uhJpeclfled penal­
tiel for fllllAl to meet lbe aenIc:.
queJlly 10aL

But lb. UIUlly Reform Het.
work In Sen FrladJco lad Ihe
UlUIly CoDiumen ACUOD H.l.ork

In Sao Dleto uld ,aterday lb.
uUUt,'1 cIelmaof complllDce doD't
..ad up uader ICfUllAy,

Tom Lon.. I leIecODlmualal"
UonIlllOrDey 'orTURH, tried ClII­
Inl Pacific BeII'I 100 aWllbu ltV­
ereJ tIaIa lbIIlDODtb Ia la lDIor·
IDII..of tb, compan," rlllpoDII
tim.. A tbIrd 01 b.II calli led to •
recorded ........ lboua "Unu­
Ptcledly blab cal volume,- fo&­
lowed by. blllJ lIIuL

UCAl'f ..... mIDIleel to let
tbrou&ta to Pldfle Bell', custolllU
Ienfce repraeallUv. wItbIa 20
aecooda durlnllll owa"IJ~
rIod, 'rolD J\IIJ 7 to July lL '"I'll.
raUty II thaa PlClfIc Bell Iw •
DeW all WIIlIq aenIce bert..
quipped UCAH aecutlve director
MIchael Sblmea. "You all 'or ....
VIce .ad wall, lad nit, lad nIL-

Lonl IIld lb. Iwo lroupa ar."
call1Dl on tbe PUC 10 IaIk. Pac1llc
Bell Me1plaln the dlKrepeacy be­
lweu Ih. real world 01 CUItomen
lad Ihelr cIeJmL"

HeUber orpallltloa coaduc&-

ed I aclealUlceJly .eJld auney,
Ibey conceded. And tbelr multa
for July may Dot be companbl.1O
April lad "ay.

"July and AUllIII u. the bill"
est moatbJ In our buaIa_ oIDce:
AId Pacific BelllJ10kllllWl Jon
Britton, "U'I k1Dd of like lolal to.
lboPpIDl euler aad tryIDl to .lDd
I PUklDa pIaee dartDI autalmu
IIUOL- ,

WIIUIJn 8ebult.e, cIIrec\or 01
lb. PUCI coDlllmer aenIcea din.
1100, AId Ule colllJDlleJoD Iwa'l
yet dODe any lata of III owa to
cbeck 00 Plclflc' BeII'1 aenlce
clelmL MU'a IOmethlDI w. probl.

o bly wUl do baed 00 wbat ITUIlN
lad UCANI bay. eJJqed: b.lIId..

Schulle IIId til. commlalon b
looklalill rial' o'lIrvIce pro~·
leDII, IncludlDI milled aenlce
cIIII Ind loal wlltalor \DItaillUoD
of IInland lecond lin..00. 101m-

. ber of tbe Redwood aly pllDnlal
commissIon oDly lot IIICODd line
IDltalled Ifler ~IDIpromlled tbIa

It would be up lad nmalnl ID .
AprU.b.llld.

Pacific W'I BrlllOD uld lOme
O. lb. problelal .temmed Irom I
blcklol d' work buill up ID April,
wbeD I IrouP of IUvlc. t.ecbaJ.
mOl broupt ID from Canada 00
t.empanrJ IIIlpmeat relW'Ded
taom..

8IDCI Jlaaary, Pacific BeIIIw
bIred 2,000 peopl., IDcludia. field
ueI Cllllamer aenlce reprllllDta­
U,es to deal wlUl IOIrlDI dlllllDd
for telepbone aenIc.. It ba 200 :
aow tnlaInl to uner tultolDlr
c:a1IL

In IlIlItIlIt fUlnlwllb lb. PUC,
Plcllie BtU Ilid II met 88 perelDI
01 III aervlc. commllmenll ­
melnlal III IInl t.eebnlcllnl
.bowed up .beD tIley IIld Ibey
would.

But Scbulll uld, "I'v. handled
10 many complalnll from prlvlle
cltlJena Ind pubUc I,encles Ihal
my fruslratlOD leveJ II II tile
brealdnl point"
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Complaints About Pacific Bell Flood PUC
Customers irate
about long delays

nil Jonalhan lIar.hall
C/Iro"k', ~Wrllcr

Responding 10 I rasb of· com· .
plllnil from Irale PlcUlc neU cus·
tomer. who are wailing al long II
111 weeuto get I phone line, slale
regulators are demanding Infor·
mallon from th. company about'
Its .ervlc:e. .

The CalUornll rulJllc Utilities
Commission has asked racUic Bell
to hand over data on .how long It
takes to Install new lines and bow
often It meets Its promises lor Inltl·
allng servIce by a given dale.

Although Pacific BeU laid It
ulually takes only five day. to ltarl .
lervlce, many Diy Area consumen
are waUlna muoh lonier.

Dlvld Grabel and his wUe or·
dered two phone lines for their
new bome In Redwood City .Ix

weeki before tbey moved. But the
Orabell dldn'~ get tbelr flrlt phone
line unlU tbree weeks after they
moved In. And tbat wu after they
wilted at home hOUri for-tecbnl·
claDS to Ibow up.

''We blve ID IDrant, 10 hlVlne •.
phone When we took possession of
lhe houle wu Importanlto UI," be
laid. "Wben you have a little one
running .round you really want a
phone for emer8encl~."

Orabeluld they finally gave up

ever gelling a .econd IIDe, (or bls
home oUlce. "I'm laughing now
but my wife is IWI (wnlng."

The PUC said It has noticed a
marked Increue In complaints In
lhe pllt few months. Cuslomer.
u.ually complaJn to PUC commls·
slODers only after they have ex·'
hausted aU olber remedies, said
Timothy Sullivan, telecommunlca·
tlODI adviser to PUC Commission·
er Henry Duque. "So we are Just

PAC BEU.: Page A IJ Col. J



'I've dealt with the '
DMV, IRS and INS
and ifi/ou combine
them all at their
worst, Pacific Bell
puts them to ·shame'

-SAnA CIIENNAUI.T, ;\J.AMO

Workers oC America International.
'They've been working dl1JgentJy
to get addJtlonal people on the pay·
roll," he said.

"1'Rltlt;Bell· hasn't been dllJ·
gent enough lor many customers,
however. San Chennault, an art
student livIng In Alamo, placed
her order for her first phone Une
on May 28. She's stili watling.

twice company technicians
scheduled appointments. tben
broke them Without calling. She
Was put on bold for long stretches
and cut oU whUe trying to reacb
customer service.

"I've truly never dealt with
_such Incompetence," she said.
"I've dealt wtlh the DMV, IRS and
INS and If you combine them all at
their wont. Pacllic Bell puts them
to sl12me:'

PAC BELL
From PI(e 1
s~lng the Up of the Iceberg."

Sullivan mel wtth Pacific Bell's
general manager for Northern Cal·
Ifornla service operations on June
6 to talk about deteriorating ser·
vIce.

The PUC sulll! preparing a re­
port for the commissioners. "]t's
ceruinly an un we can't Ignore."
said Bill Schulte. director at the
PUC's consumer servic~ dJvision.

Pacllic BeU concedes It has mi·
nor problems. which il blam~ on
summer demand (or new lines as
people move and add second lines
(or fax~,lnterDel access and ulk·
aUve t~nagers. Pacific Bell says
the numb·er of IJnes In Its service
territory Is growing 12 percent to
14 percent per year.

Spokesman Ho Blair said the
company alms to serve customers
within four days, but now takes an
average of five worldng days tQ in·
lull a new line.

"We reaJlze If•. been an imposi­
Uon for some customers," he said.
"We are bringJng In addlUoDai
technic1ans and hope lo eliminate
tbe extn dellY."

Blatr said the problem is not
.peclflc to Iny arel. Other compa·
ny ofllclala have toid the PUC the
probiem Is worse In the South Bay.
wheTe demand lor addlUonalllne.s
Is soaring Wlong afnl1ent and In·
ternet·savvy custome!'!.

-
PacHlc Bell ack:Jowledged last William ~fandel. editorial di·

winter thalll had a problem catch· rector of a public relations finn 10

Ing up with customer demand for San FranctSCo, recently moved
new lines, but said It was busy hlr· [rom Sonoma 10 San ~fael. Six
Ing and training new technicians. weeks in advance, he orderetl

The company still ls, according .phone lines for himself, his wife
to WUlIam Quirk, asslsLant to the and his computer. He confirmed
vice presldt:nt at Communication.! the new numbers and insuilation

date tour times, then had statio­
. nery printed and notified friends

ol the new numbers.
On the day oC the move, Patinc

Bell told him the numben weren't
available, and it could not honor
the installation date. uter his wife
stayed home all day wailing [or a
technician who never showed.

Manaet sall1 one technician
told him, "You'd think that now
that we have competition, things
would get better. But this place
Just Isn'l the same."

Businesses are having troubles
getting new lines, too. Brian
McConneU owns Pacilic Telepno­
ny Design in San Francisco, which
sells telephone equipment via an
Internet caulog. He recently
moved oUlces within the city and
requested five ordInary phone
IIn~.

Aller he moved, an InsUller
showed up to say lJ\e phone com·
pany had temporarily run out oC
lines to string tnto his omce.

While McConnell wailed for his
new numben. Pacific Bell pro·
c~ded lo forward some voice calls
from his old Dumber to a fax line.
It forwarded other voice calls to
someone else's home. Then It dls­
connected all of his numbers.

McConnell said he lost a lot of
money durIng the more than two
weeks be was unreachable by
phone. It dldn1 help hls repul2t1on
a5 a seller o( phone system. to have
his own one wrecked. '

"I can, guarantee one lhlng ­
the Inst2nt we bave In alternative
lto Pacific Bel)), I will switcb all of
our service over (aster lban you
can say, 'Sayonara:"
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takeover by SBC Commanlutloal. Pacific Dell has 60 days to oHer
The consumer groups don't pin the Improvement! on repair nollces

. blame on SBC, but say the ,Ituallon , and 00 days lo revamp Its bills and
" has not Improved since lhe Texas- disconnection warnings, she said.

based company look over In April. The commission also ordered a
The PUC reqUired Paclnc Delllo ,slx-monlh Investigation Into,

report cuslomer service' problems whelher the confusion causes Pac-
as one 01 lla condillons lor approv- Dell lo overcharge lor repair and
Ing the merger. Inslallatlon work.

!.ale lasl month, lhe PUC or- Brilton said PaeDell would com. '
"dered Paclne Bell lo revamp lhe ply with lhe PUC's order, but

esUmales, bills and collecllon no- Inslsled lhal "we don'l lhlnk
lIces Il sends customers. The acllol'\ lhere's any problem here or thal
resulted from a complalnl by WIi- any changes are necessary." ,
son Ogg, a Berkeley attorney who The PUC's acUon W88 followed
had a second line Ins~lIed In his by 8 complalnl from lWo consumer
home. Al a PUC hearmg, an ad- walchdog groups. TURN and the
mlnlslrallve law Judge pronounced UlIlily Consumer -AcUon Nelwork
Ogg's nollces Indecipherable, said asked the commission lo rIne Pac-
commission spokeswoman Kyle nell al least $13 million lor failing
DeVine. . lo answer phone calls and meel

"It says In big, bold lellers thal , service appolnlmenla at lhe levels
you have to pay lhe lolal bill or be required by lhe PUC. The company
dlsconnecled, then way al lhe bot- says Il hasn't vlolaled lhe rules.
lorn In ulilily -esc Il says you only
have lo pay for basic service," "Mere" Klplln cove" technololY,

. DeVine said. "We wanl them'lo telecommunication. and l"OIp'CI.
clean up lheir bills and gel lhelr She un be ruched at karen
notices righL" .klplan@IIUm•••com

our customers, they'll go some­
where else." ,
. Lonnie LOwther did. Thls,um­
mer, after moving to a new house
In Martinez, calif., ahe badgered
Pacific. Bell cuslomer service
agenla for six weeks to get her
phone service starled.' After a se­
ries of vague excuses and an unex­
pecled and' IrulUess visit by a

" PacBeIl lechnlclan on lhe Fourlh
9IJulY,she called ATIcT.. '

''The AT&T lady gave me her
name and number and said, 'II you
have any problem, call me: " said
Lowlher, who works In lhe ac-
counls receivable department of

, Crockel EIC!Clrlc In Martinez. ".
couldn'l gellhat al Pacific BelL"
'. AT&T, MCI and olher companies
now compele In the local phone
business by reselling PacInc Bell
service, bUlthey have nol pursued
residential customers aggressively.

Consumer walchdog groups con­
tend lhe problems are lhe result of
eXlensive layoffs al PacBell over
lhe lasl few years, as well as lhe
dlslractlon. of lhe ~16.5-bi1llon

. according to TURN. Meanwhile,
complalnla aboul the slale's other .
big local phone provlder,long-ma­
IIgned GTE, have been on the
decline, a PUC official sald-al·

, though the agency hu not com-
plied spec:Inc numbers.. '

PacBell admits It suffered a
'lrlng 01 aervlce problema earlier
thl, year, when unprecedenled de·
mand lor additional phone lIn,es lor
lax machines and Internel connec·
Uons had service workers acram­
bllng. Then, repairing damage from .
floods In April and May putlechnl- .
cians on overdrive and caused
more service delays. .

DUl lhose were aberrations In
Pacific BeU's olherwlse admirable
cuslomer service record, said John
Brlllon, the company's director 01
media relallons In San Francisco.
He nOled lhal J.D. Power &Assocl­
ales ranked PacBeIi second among .'
13 local phone companies In cus­
tomer salislacUon In a poll released
In AugusL

"We are no longer a monopoly,"
Brillon said. "If we don'l satisfy

Customer ServiceComplaints Soaringat PacBell
nUCOMIAlK
KAREN-KApLAN

L ocal telephone compeUUon
may be arriving-albeit
Ilowly-in Call1ornla, but 1\

doean't, leem to be having the
dulred effect on cUitomer .ervlce
at Paclflc Bell, .

Complalnl. about the ,late',
dominant local phone provider,
which ha, tradilionally had a
slrong .ervlce record, have be,en
soaring. The slale Public Utilities
Commission received 1,536 com­
plalnla about Pacific BeU', service
qualily In the rIrst seven monlhs of
this year, compared with 819 com­
plalnla dUring lhe same period IUl
year, according to rIgures complied
by The Utllily Reform Nelwork, a
consumer watchdog group In S,n
Francisco. '

Complalnla aboul missed service
appolntmenl' also skyrockeled,
fro~ 24 lasl year l~ 460 lhls year.
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PacBelllacing
possible·probe
over service":"".

.. • • ..... _. - 0. o. •

. - -... ....oO ., ...

BY STEVE GINSBERG '.
.--."",..."... '

. Disturbed by rising complaints about ~aci1i.c
Bell, ',' Public ::, Utilities ,
Com.u:rlaaion lIta.ff' are recom~··'

, " mending the agency launch a",
formal.investigation into.tb .:
company's service. :' .' ,":': '::/'-:

The five' PUC commia8ioD.~'·

era are expected to' consider:,
the staff' recommendation' at·,
their F~b. 27 meeting•. A'
probe coUld .'last several·
months and carry penaiti~s~·,':. Natalie BDnngsley
said PUC ~erviCe qua1i~ ~~ .• " ',~,.", .' "_:,
lyst Natalie Bi.l.lliigsley., The inVeatiiation would
focus on Pacific Bell but look at aervi'c8 by other
carriers as well.

Turn to page 49



Complaints against PaeBell
double; PUC.starts to move
Continrud from page 1

Complaints against Pacific Bell
have at least doubled since the com­
pany was acquired by SBC
Communications last April
Billingsley .aid. More than 100 com:
plaints have been rued. The PUC is
most concerned about reports of
delays in installing or repairing ser­
vice, utility staff ,failing to appear at
appointments and diftlculties in con­
tacting a live person at PacBell's
business office. The complaints
peaked last summer and early fall.

Any investigation could carry high
stakes for PacBell and its corporate
parent. SBC
wants to get per­
mission for
PacBell to enter
the lucrative long­
distance market
and is expected to
formally file a
request next
month.

Commissioner Jesse Knight
Jesse Knight, who -~...;;.;;,~:..:.:~:.:.:

heads the PUC'. telecommunications
proceedings, said service quality will
be one issue commissioners look at in
reviewing PacBell's application for
flexibility in pricing and profits.

"The complaints were a surprise"
said Knight, who met with SBC CEO
Edwin Whitacre on Feb. 17 to discuss
;acBell'. long-distance aspirations.
We want to see how they are

addressing them. They have made
strides to improve their performance
and in some areas are exceeding PUC
standards. But at this point I can'l

say 'yea' or 'nay'
on their getting
into long distance.
I'll take a look at
all the data."

Billingsley said
increased demand
spurred· by the
strong economy,
combined with
changes stemming
from the SBC

merger, may be responsible for the
higher number of complaints.

"Many people at PacBell took buy·
out packages at a time when demand
for new services (for instance, second
phone lines) was growing radically,"
she said. "They have. attempted to
add installers and the guys in the
trucks, but turnover rate there is
high, with about 80 percent washing
out. They have to be careful with who
they hire, because these people go
into your home."
. Pacific Bell staunchly defends its

. current service levels, claiming it has
vastly improved in the last six
months by hiring 2,000 new techni­
cians since the SBC takeover.

"We take service levels seriously
and are concerned that the PUC is
looking into it, but we think the situ­
ation has been r!Xed," said PacBell
spokesman John Britton.

"A year ago we were getting out to
repair lines in five to six days," he
sald. "Now, despite the flooding and
wettest winter in a century, we have
cut repairs to two days. We still are on
a five-day installation for new lines
and we're not happy with that. We're
looking to cut that to two days." •
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Pac Bell Faces'
Fine for Lousy,
ISDN'Service:: ':,:; ',. .' . . .'.'

Su JonaChtua ManIa4U ,.
~. SII4I1IfH1e1. ' .

.' ..
. Paciflt Bell faces a possible fine of

$515,000 and other sanctions stemming
from long-atanding problema with Its
ISDN service. ,.. ." d ' . • .. .. . -

ISDN; a digital voice and data service,
la used by more than 100,000 Callfornla
cuatomen for clear phone connections
and fut Internet access. ISDN stands for
Integrated Services Digital Network.

Last month, a JUdge at the California
Public UtUlties Commission proposed the
balf.ml1Uon-dollu fine, ruling that the
phone company had violated a commls­
alon order to report on customer-aatlafac­
lion levell and uoderreported serioUJ ser­
vice problema.

The Judge also proposed tbat. In the
future, Pacific Bell waive Its $125 Installa·
lion fees for customers who have prob­
lema with their Une hookups. That would
Just apply when overall customer satisfac­
tion fell below certain mlnlmum levels.

The five-member PUC will consider

.
PAC BELL

•.•.'j

From Page Dl: . .

the proposed Il8Dctlons at Its next public
meeting on May 21. The Item lops Its gen­
eral agenda.

Pacific Ben spokesman John Britton
: called the recommended fine "outra­
, geoua," Blytng the company did not hurt
i any cU8lomen. but merelywu uninten­
~'Uooally lata In flllnglome paperwork.
~ .' " He also~ aald' Pac Bell bu doubled the
~. number of ISDN service teehnJclanlln the
past year and Ilash~ repair times. '

Last spring, the, PUC granted Pacific
.BeU a large rate Increase for business and
residential ISDN service; residential rales,
for ~eumple, jumped 15 to $29.50 per
month. In respoDle to widespread conaum­
er complalnll of poor service, however,
the PUC required Pacific Bell to flIe CUI­
tomer-eatlafaction survey resul18.

But the phone company mlsaed Its
Sept. I, 1997, reportlng deadUne and later
supplied resulta only for business cUllom­
ers. Its 1.n1t1al report alao was rosier than
data that Illater verified u accurate.

TWo Pacific Bell witnesses later
blamed the reporting breakdown on a
"misunderstanding," but neither could ex­
plain further why the company faIled to
comply.

Admln1atratlve law Judge KIm Mal·
colm also noted In her ruUng that tbe com­
mission expected Pacific Bell to improve
service qUality to the polot where 10 per­
cent or fewer customen reported "poor"
or "terrible" problems with Une installa­
tion or maintenance.

But In Paclflc ~eU's surveys from last
July - two montbB after Its rate Increase
went Into effect - 48 percent of residen­
tial customen complained of poor or terri·

ble Installation and 24 percent complalned
a1m11arly of substandard maintenance.

Pacific Bell's record has since im­
proved but not up to the commission's
standard. In December, the latest month
for which figures are available, 16 percent
of residential customers said they experl·
enced poor or terrible installation and
more than 12 percent aald they bad lousy
line maintenance.

"'1be1r service lut year wu deplor­
able," II1d Barry Fraser, a staff attorney
for UtlUty Cooaumer Action Network In
San Diego. '-ro their credit, they did im­
prove late lutyear, but that wu only after
we fOed a motion for aanctloDl because of
incredibly bad service.'!

Robert LarribeaU, Sao Francisco-based
cha1rman of the California ISDN Users'
Group, said an unscientific poll of ISDN
users lut winter confirmed Widespread
dissatlafacUon with Pacific Bell's service.
Among respondents, 46 percent sald they
experienced poor or terrible Installation
and 23 percent said they suffered equally
bad maintenance.

Larribeau IIld he personally tried to
get a line reconfigured last year and spent
months trying to Iron out mistakes made
by the phone company. He only succeeded
by golng around the customer service de­
partment to a blgher-Ievel manager he
knows personally.

"I don't think they've made any real
magic breakthroughs" In service, Larri·
beau concluded.
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Pac Bell
tactics
attacke
• Hard sell: State consumer panel
wants cease-and-desist order for what
it calls unethical phone service pitches.
By REBECCASMlTH
Mereury News CoIIIIUIIV Writer

Comumeradvocates for the state Public Utili­
ties Commissim want to slap Paci1lc Ben with a
cease-and-desist order, charging Thunday that
the phone company uses unethical, high-pres­
sure sales tacdcs to push its phone products,
sometimesviolating privacy law.

The complaim, lodged by the Otflce of Rate­
payer AdvocateS, aslc3 the co.nunission to Older
Paci1lc Bell to change its sales procedures, noti­
fy customers that it has been aeceptive and c0­

operate with PUC efforts to determine whether
refunds to customers arewananted.

.Asking the comznission to intervene is a rare
move by the advocacy unit, consisting of rough­
ly 100 analysts, engineers and lawyers charged
by the LegislaIure with representing conswners
in PUC proceedings. But the advoc:at.es say Pac
BeD's practices are o1rensive enough to wammt
immediate intervendon. .

The PUC bmsdgadon came after a number of
. complaints from c:onsumer organizations. even

thoush the comnllssion hadn't received any
complaints fmm customers about Pac Ben's
sales tedmiqoes.

AllEGATlONS
,AGAINST

PAOACBEll
• That Pac BeU treats
fNery can from a
phone customer as a
mar1ceting opportUm­
tf, and that the ag­
gressive pitches to
sell customers a~
etf of phone services
are sometimes de­
ceptive•
• That the phone
company doesn't teD
customers that they
can block Caner 10.

WHATS NEXT
·The PUC wiD hearthe
complaint It could act
imrnedatelv. fX do
nothing.

See PACBEU, .8adcPags
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Pa.c;.:;Bell:~S'·.

'Practices
Under.Fire:

PACIFIC BELL: Practices Under FireBI/ Jonatltlm Man1aGll
QlrMtck $&qJf","_'

Pacilic Bell came under withering r1re
Crom :1 state regUlatory of!~ce. yesterday
for allegedly runniI:lg rougbsbod over con­
sumer interes-..s.

The OffJee of. RaUtJ2yer Advocates, a'
consumer advocacy d1v1s1oll of the Califor­
nia PubUe Utilities CommbslOl1, yesterday
asked the commbsioD to bar "bum!u1and
misleadinc" sales aDd mukedne practices­
by the telephoDe company. These mclude
high-pressure sales of services like Caller
ID anc1lax pollcme of customer privacy. '

Pacific BeU'a. practices. "compromise
the safety, privacy, tiDaDcia1 iDtegrity and
basic cODSumer proteCtiODS an4 customer·
service requirements" of calUomia law.
the consumer office said iD a report to the
commissioD, which it also fonnrC1ed to
seven! state legislators and independent
consumer groups. .

But W'Jlliam SChulte, d1rec:tot or lbe
PUC's consumer services division. said his
office examined its own records and
found no complaints :about the issues
raised by the Office of Ratepayer Advo­
cates. He said he would defer to ORA on'
the matter.

Another source wtthlD the PUC saJd

From P.,e Br
some COlr.pJaints have come in !rom labor
unions and employees within Pacuic BeU.
but not c:oasumers.·,

John BrittoD, a spokesman for Pacific
Bell, said ot ORA. 'nese people are out of
controL This is stuff that's been raised by
others and already found 'WaDting by the
eomnUssion."

ORA sulfen said they uncovered' a
pattern ot abuses during visits to a Pacific
'Bell residential service order center in
April and May.•~termo&1toring cnstomer
calls. Lhey alleged the following problems:

• pac Bell's service ~presentatl\'es aJ·
lowed callt~ wbo were not the subscriber
of record to make changes to accounts in
violation of the law and at the expense 01
customer privacy and seC\lrlty.

• Service representaUves SUbjected
callen to "awessive and misleading"
sales pitches to drop Caller mblockiDg OD
their liDes. Pa.citic: BeU's ~er mservice
becomes more valuable u fewer cunom­
ers block it.

• Pbone company agents marketed
packages ot expensive custom calling fea·
tur~ witb names like "Essentials" aDd
'~ic Saver PICk," which could mislead'
customers Into think::iDg tbey were Deees-·
sary or available at no extra cost. The PUC
barred siInllar sales practices in a 1986 Of­
der. the ORA report charged.

• Pacific Bell. made little attempt to
screen callers who requested Universal
WeUDe Telephone Service. available to.
low·il'Icome residents forntes as low IS $:l
I month. Pacific Bell badlinle incentive to
police the program because it recoups lost
revenue by tapping a spedal st3te fund.

In February. ttle Te.1eeommunic:aUons
International Umoll flled similar charges
with the PUC. It'e1a1med tb3t Pacific Bell
WI.! !orc:mg service representatives to tlen­
eage in unethical, deceptive aDd bigtl-

. pressure sales tactio" for hlgb-value ser­
vices Ilke Caller m. . .

Britton denied the cbarges, noting that
Pacific Bell CanIlot afford to abuse its em­
tomers as competition grows In the call­
forala telecommunicatioD3 market.
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Amcritech's Violation of the MTA

• Failing to report Sl.7 million assct transfer to
Ameritee:h's unregulated cable affiliate.

• Refusing to pay compctitors over $6 million dollars owed
for calls to !nLemet service providers.

• Jointly marketing a rcgulatrA scrvice with an unrcgulated
service.

• Preventing customers with long term toll cnntTaCL'i from
accepting local scrvice from a competitor. (Case settled
without admission of liability.)

• Failing to maintain names and addre.c;ses of Ameritech's
compctitor's customers in the 911 system. :

• Discriminating against competitors regarding
compensation for cellular and paging traffic. (Case
settled w~thout admission of liability.)

• Prevcnting customers with long tcrm toll contracts from
accepting local service from a competitor. (Case settled
without admission of liability.)

• . Unilaterally modifying the compensation formula for
terminating tclephone traffic with small independent local
$ervice providen. (Ca.~ settled without admission of
liability.)

• Degrading of access service. (Case settled w~thout

admission of liaoility.)

• Deceptive and misleading bill inserts harmful to
competitors.

• Discriminating against a competitor in the provision of
Feature: Group A service.

.. .

wlPSC Case
Number

U-U507

U-11178
et al.

U-11412

U-11498

U-1l229

U-1l370

U-11350

U-11298

U-11240

U-l1038

U-10941

The Date of MPSC
Order

March 24. 1998

JallUary 28. 1998

Decelllber 19, 1997

December 12. 1997

September 30. 1997

September 30, 1997

September 12, 1997

June 5, 1997

May 22,1997

August 1, 1996

April 10. 1996



Continued.....

Ameritech's Violations of the Michigan Telecommunications Act

• Substantially overcharging Michigan customers while U-10672 October 12. 1994
undercharging Amcritcch's affiliate in Ohio for relay
services.

• Jointly marketing regulated and unregulated services U-I0655 March 10, 1995
without MPSC approval.

• Engaging in cross-subsidization and anti-compctitive sales U-10225 May 21,1993
of services below cost (Court of Appeals· reversed on an
unrelated technicality).

• Refusing to provide fair and equal treatment ("'dialing U-I0138 February 24, 1994
parity") [0 intraLATA competitors. July 19. 1994

March 10. 1995
June 26, 1996

\.
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Highlights from Arneritecb-MIGblgan Sllectld..EJnancllllod OperaUng Data

Since 1993, Ameritech'a Return on Average Equity up 118.880;0
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( INSIDI! AMIRIIICII )

(IUCCUS..... )

( 1UDIUIIIP )

(IJMSIOIl.FQIMMIOH )

( VIIM* stAllMINf )

1997 was our fifth consecutive year
of double-digit earnings growth.

Financial Highlights
%

(dollars in millions. except per share amounts) 1997 1996 Change
Revenues $ 15,998 $ 14,917 7.2
Income before one-time
adjustments I $ 2,346 $ 2,116 10.9
Net income1 $ 2,296 $ 2,134 7.6
Basic earnings per share

before one-time adjustments l ,2 $ 2.14 $ 1.91 12.0
Diluted earnings per share

before one-time adjustments l ,2 $ 2.12 $ 1.91 11.0
Basic earnings per share l ,2 $ 2.09 $ 1.93 8.3
Diluted earnings per share l ,2 $ 2.08 $ 1.92 8.3
Average common shares

outstanding (in millions)2 1,098.7 1,103.8 (0.5)
Dividends declared per share2 $ 1.148 $ 1.078 6.5

Total assets $ 25,339 $ 23,707 6.9
Long-term debt $ 4,610 $ 4,437 3.9
Total shareowners' equity $ 8,308 $ 7,687 8.1
Book value per share2 $ 7.57 $ 6.99 8.3

Return on average equity 28.5% 28.7%
Capital expenditures $ 2,651 $ 2,476 7.1
Net cash from operating activities $ 4,510 $ 3,743 20.0

Year-end stock price2

Year-end dividend yield
Price/earnings ratio3

Total return
Number ofshareowners
Number of employees

$ 40.25
2.8%

19.0
37.3%

760,075
74,359

$ 30.32
3.6%

15.9
6.9%

837,544
66,128

32.8

(9.2)
12.4

10£2

1 Results for 1997 include several one-time items. For a detailed discussion of these adjustments
please see Manuemcnt's Discussion and Analysjs. •

2 pC! share figures ~djusted to reflect two-for-one stock split effective at year-end 1997.
3 Price/earnmgs ratio calculated usmg diluted earnings excluding one-time items in both years.

10/09/9800:54:06
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Selected Financial and Operating Data--- .....'...... _.__.......
_.::;:;;;;!o'"

(INIIN .uammat ) Ameritech Corporation and Subsidiaries

G1Wa-WS unaJQM ) As of December 31 or for the year ended
(dollars in millions, except per share amounts)

(succus HMII )

(LUDIIIHI' ) 1997 1996 1995 1994 1993 1992 1991

(1NVISTOI1NfOIUfION )
Revenues $ 15,998 $ 14,917 $ 13,428 $ 12,569 $ 11,865 $ 11.285 $ 10.983 $ 1

Operating expenses I 12,199 11,412 10,125 10,540 9,307 8.941 9.001

( ¥IlION SIAIIM8If ) Operating income 3,799 3,505 3,303 2,029 2,558 2,344 1.982

Interest expense 505 514 469 435 453 495 545
Other income (expense),

326 260 147 117 125 219net 390
Income taxes 1,388 1,183 1,086 571 709 628 491
Income before special

accounting items2 2,296 2,134 2,008 1,170 1,513 1,346 1,165

Special accounting items2 (2,234) (1,746)

Net income (loss) $ 2,296 $ 2,134 $ 2,008 $ (1,064) $ 1,513 $ (400) $ 1.165 $

Earnings (loss) per share3
Income before special

accounting items2

Basic $ 2.09 $ 1.93 $ 1.81 $ 1.06 $ 1.39 $ 1.25 $ 1.10 $

Diluted 2.08 1.92 1.81 1.06 1.39 1.25 1.10
Special accounting

items2

Basic (2.03) (1.62)
Diluted (2.03) (1.62)

Net income (loss)
Basic $ 2.09 $ 1.93 $ 1.81 $ (0.97) $ 1.39 $ (0.37) $ 1.10 $
Diluted 2.08 1.92 1.81 (0.97) 1.39 (0.37) 1.10

Dividends declared
per share3 $ 1.148 $ 1.078 $ 1.015 $ 0.97 $ 0.93 $ 0.89 $ 0.86 $

Average common shares
outstanding (millions)3 1,098.7 1,103.8 1,107.2 1,098.5 1,088.2 1,073.1 1,062.1 1,

Total assets4 $ 25,339 $ 23,707 $ 21,942 $ 19,947 $ 23,428 $ 22,818 $ 22,290 $2
Property, plant

and equipment, ner4 $ 13,873 $ 13,507 $ 13,457 $ 13,455 $ 17,366 $ 17,335 $ 16,986 $ 1
Capital expenditures $ 2,651 $ 2,476 $ 2,176 $ 1,955 $ 2,108 $ 2,267 $ 2,200 $
Long-term debt $ 4,610 $ 4,437 $ 4,513 $ 4,448 $ 4,090 $ 4,586 $ 4,964 $
Total debtfi $ 7,646 $ 7,592 $ 6,651 $ 6,346 $ 6,692 $ 6,704 $ 6,938 $
Debt ratio 47.9% 49.7% 48.7% 51.2% 46.0% 48.9% 46.1%
Return on average

equityS 28.5% 28.7% 29.5% (13.6)% 20.1% (5.9)% 14.5%
Return on average

total capitalS 18.1% 17.1% 18.2% (4.6)% 13.1% 0.2% 10.6%
Market price per

common share3 $ 40.25 $ 30.31 $ 29.44 $ 20.19 $ 19.19 $ 17.81 $ 15.88 $
Access lines (ooos) 20,544 19,704 19,057 18,239 17,560 17,001 16,584 1
Cellular subscribers
(0005) 3,177 2,512 1,891 1,299 860 586 483
Employees 74,359 66,128 65,345 63,594 67,192 71,300 73,967 7
I Increase in operating expenses in 1994 was due to nonmanagement work force restructuring charges of 5728 million, while opera

restructuring credit of5134 million.
2 Special accounting items represent an eXlrllordinary item for the discontinuation ofFAS 71 (accounting in a regulatory environm

in accounting principles in 1992 for FAS 106 (51,644 million) and FAS 112 (5102 million).
3 Gives retroactive effect to all stock splits.
4 Substantial reduction in total assets and property, plant and equipment, net in 1994 was due principally to the discontinuance of
S Return on average equity and return on average total capital are calculated using weighted average monthly amounts.
6 Total debt excludes preferred stock issued by subsidiaries of 5250 million in 1997, 560 million in 1995 and 585 million in 1994.

mandatory redemption.
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Delays leave new Ameritech
users on hold

March 5, 1998

BY DEBORAH SOLOMON
Free Press Business Writer

Delays in Ameritech telephone line
installation are prompting a rise in complaints
by Michigan businesses and residential
customers. Some customers say they've been
without phone service for days or weeks after a
promised start date.

Ameritech acknowledges some delays,
blaming them on tremendous growth in
southeastern Michigan and increased demand
for phone lines.

"Nobody anticipated just how well Michigan
was doing in tenns of attracting new business.
That's good news for the state," Robert
Cooper, president ofAmeritech Michigan,
said Wednesday. "The downside to that is that
as a result of that unprecedented growth, there
are pockets where we are greatly exceeding
our forecasts."

As Ameritech struggles to meet customer
demand, it is also cutting staff and
aggressively promoting additional services -­
like free installation on second phone lines.

Delays in service have caused problems for
companies such as public relations finn Marx
Layne ofFarmington Hills, which was using
cellular telephones to make and receive calls
this week, because Ameritech hadn't activated
the company's lines on the agreed-upon start
date.

Other customers, such as Troy resident Bob
Walker, say they've been waiting more than a
month to get a dial tone from Ameritech.

The Michigan Public Service Commission,
which regulates phone service, says complaints
about Ameritech's service delays are on the
rise. "We have been getting more complaints
about delays," said Mary Jo Kunkle,

07/07/9806:44:49



spokeswoman for the commission.

So far this year, the commission has gotten
about 50 complaints about In 1997, the
commission received 251 calls about service
delays involving all telephone companies. In
1996, it got 111 calls.

Commission officials said many complaints
come from businesses that say they can't get
their phone lines installed when and where
they want them.

Ameritech says the problems are related to
growth in metro Detroit and other areas. With
more businesses moving in and more people
adding phone lines, Ameritech's capacity is
taxed, said Karen Sanborn, an Ameritech
spokeswoman. "In high growth areas, and
metro Detroit is prime for people ordering
additional lines for business and residences,
we have areas ...where we simply do not have
the facilities in the ground to accommodate the
volume," she said.

Cooper said the company is investing more
than $700 million every year to lay more cable
and wire, maintain phone lines and boost
capacity, but the boom exceeded everyone's
expectations. "Customers who desire our
service and are waiting a long time are the
exception, not the rule," he said. "A large
majority of lines we put in don't require us to
go out and do any work so we can give
customers service when they want it. However,
there are often areas where there was nothing
before and it takes time for people to ...plow
for new cable."

According to Ameritech, 115,000 telephone
lines were added in 1997 in southeastern
Michigan. In 1996, 73,000 lines were added.
Sanborn said it takes an average of eight days
for Ameritech to install new lines.

An Ameritech line technician, who spoke on
the condition of anonymity, said the average is
more like three weeks. "We can't meet all the
demand," he said. "They are offering all these
promotions, so we're at more places and in the
customer's house longer. But they won't pay us
overtime, and so we can't get to as many
places."

In recent months, Ameritech has been running
a promotion that waives the $42 installation
fee for residential customers who order a

20f4
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second phone line. The program has been
popular, with many families ordering second
lines for their children or to use for computers.

But at the same time Ameritech is getting more
orders, it is cutting back its customer service
staff. Tuesday, Ameritech announced it would
close its Lansing customer care center, where
395 employees work. Some of those
employees will move to other customer
centers, but some jobs will be eliminated. The
workers handle complaints and orders for new
service.

Cooper said the move won't affect service or
delivery time because the care centers will
function more efficiently with fewer people.
"What we're doing is intending to consolidate
centers across the Ameritech region.... I think
it will enable us to give better service."

Marx Layne is awaiting such service, said
co-owner Fred Marx. His company, which
moved its office last week, notified Ameritech
in December that it would need its 20 phone
lines operational Feb. 26. Wednesday, five
lines were functioning and two of those were
for fax machines.

"People are lining up to use the phones here
like it's a bakery," Marx said. "It's ridiculous.
People are calling us and it's just ringing and
ringing or they get a busy signal. We've had to
call our clients and tell them to page us and
everyone's running around using cellular
phones. It's almost comical."

Walker, who works for Belimo Air Controls,
based in Connecticut, said he ordered two
phone lines from Ameritech the first week of
January for his home office in Troy. The
company scheduled installation for Feb. 2, but
on that date, technicians told Walker there was
a problem with the outside telephone wires.
"They said it would take two or three days to
fix, a week at the most," Walker said. A month
later, he's still waiting.

Other businesses are experiencing similar
problems. Howard Lang, who runs Alarm
Systems Plus in Sterling Heights, said he was
unable to activate alarm service for a customer
who moved because Ameritech couldn't turn
on the phone lines.

"The company had to negotiate with a cellular
phone company to lease phones until

07/07/9806:44:4'



Ameritech got their phones turned on," Lang
said. "We came out to install the alann, but
had to come back again after the phones were
turned on. We had to charge the customer for
two visits."

Deborah Solomon can be reached at
1-313-222-5173 or by E-mail at
dsolomon@det-freepress.com

MORE BUSINESS STORIES

E5I STDCI UPDATES
~ Wh8t'. new on
alJIIIII WIlli street?

hnp:uwww.treep.com busmess qphone::-.htr

40f4

news I sports I business I fun I browsing I voices I real estate I help I Index I services I home

All content © copyright 1998 Detroit Free Press and may not be republished without pennission.

07/07/9806:44:50



'WISCONSIN STATE JOURNAL

MON
Ameritech
tops list
with 3,428
complaints
By....." .....
~,.....

WiIcoDsiD. c:oasumers bad a
busllel ofJripes 8bout their uti)...
i\Y COIIQtlUIieIIut,.....
~ flied a record II1IIIIberof

eompIaiDt5 - .,4t8-with tbe
state Public Serviee Comm.is­
sioIL That's a 34 pert!eIIt iD­
~ owertbe 7JTl2 c:ompiaiDts
JodIed with the PSC in 1896 and
a jumpof89 pen:ut from the
5,000 complaints oftwo )'ealS
qo.

EveD so. a relatively small
portioD ofeoDSUlDe'I'S take the
rauIe ofJI'UIDbIiDI to the PSC.
Oab' four WiseoasiD utilities~
istend a nile ofmore tbaD~
complaiDt for eveJy l.OOO cus-

-toIIlen:Ameritedl. GTE, and
two llilwautee eompanies, Wis­
eousiD Electric aad WiscomiD
Gas.

lIost gru.mbliag last year
stemmed ftom the....., some
utilities -such as Amerit.edl
aDd W"lSCODSin Power It Light
Co. - DUaked up J)J'eSSUI'e GO
custoIDers to pay badbills.

The PSC supports those ef­
forts, as JoJw as residtmU wbo
boDest)y eumot PIIY are baDdled
witb kid sJoves. said Mary Pat
I4tJe.aui*DtadmiJIjstntorof
the dwwoo ofwater. eomplio
.-e aDd eoasumer atfaJrs.

"'Utilities !aPe to be veJY dili­
leal in tbeir coIIecticlo.ft I..vtJe
said. "They caa"t be on the bot-

PIIeIe see CCMUIIIS, PllglSE
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Complaints
Continued from Page 1E

: tom of the list any more - they
can't afford to be."

Telephone tribulations
Ameritech topped the list of

complaints to the PSC last year.
with 3,428. That's a 59 pereent in­
crease over 1996 and disturbed

--psc-omcials so-geatiy· they met
repeatedly with Ameriteeb leaders
and prompted some changes.

For example, no more long.
distaDce calling and extra features
for people with larre unpaid bills.
"Things like call-waiting, a cellu­
lar phone, pagers for all the kids.
We were seeing them from people
on W·2,'· said PSC consumer af­
fairs program manaeer Jim Law­
rence.

Complaints about AJneritecb,
which soared to 1.183 duriDI tbe
first three months of '97. were Vir·
tuaUy cut in half by the fourth
quarter, at 591.

Last month, the PSC initiated
an experiment, settinl up ag­
grieved customers in a tbJ"ee.way
call with I commission staffer aDd
an Ameritech representative.
About 80 calls were handled that

way in January, and the program
has been extended through Febru­
ary, Lytle said.

"We see a lot of goad. People
are able to work that (deferred
payment) agreement out on the
spot," she said,

In a couple of cases, though.
when told they'll have to iive up
features like caller JD and call·
waiting until their bills are up to
date, customers have replied,
"Never mind; maybe rn just pay
it," Lytle said.

One result of the cooperation is
a sharp drop in disconnections.
from 10,257 in January to 3,671 by
December, said Ameriteeh spokes­
man Ralpb Deptolla.

"Tbe policies we implemented
earlier this year with the commis­
sion are working, to everyone's
benefit," Deptolla said.

Slamming and cramming
Slamming - or having your

phone company switched without
yoW' permission - drew 579 com­
plaints to the PSC last year. 242 of
them in the fourth quarter. That's
the largest quarterly total since
the practice came to light a couple
ofyears 310.

Many victuns take the issue
straiiht to their local phone com-

pany instead. Ameriteeh recorded
that 14,144 of its Wisconsin cus­
tomers last year found bills from a
long distance provider they'd
never approved.

One company, Minimum Rate
Pricing of Bloomfield, N.J., was
named in 44 PSC complaints. The
state attorney general's staff is reo
viewing the cases for possible ac­
tion, said spokesman Jim Haney. .

Meanwhile, more and more
Wisconsinites are receiving phan­
tom charges from psychic hot lines
or bills for pagers they never or­
dered. Sucb problems, called
crammiD£ drew 76 complaint! to
the PSC in the fourth quarter, up
from 17 the previous quarter.

"We thought they were errors at
nrst;. then all of a sudden, we saw
a pattern," said Lytle. She plans to
attend a conference on cramming
in Washington, D.C. this month.

WPL complaints grow
Complaints against WPL totaled

344 - a 59 percent jump from 216
the year before - mainly because
Df the utility's stepped-up collec­
tion eft'orts.

Each month. WPL contacts
32,000 customers who are late in
paying their bills, so the com­
plaints represent "a very, very
small number," said WPL spokes­
man Todd Van Fossen.

Customers who don't live up to :
deferred payment arrangements';'
now have to make a significant'­
payment to keep their service. And~ .:
If they don't - outside of the win­
ter months - their beat end lights
will be cut ott : ,'-

"And that has gotten a lot of. ,: .
people's attention," Van Foasen· :.. '-
said. .

WPL disconnected 6,300 hous&.-··
holds in 1996 and 8,500 in 1997. At
the same time, the unpaid bills'"
owed the utility fell from $10.3 milo' . ,
!iDn a year ago to $8.2 million. .,.

MGE draWl fewer gripes .: ,:,
Madison Gas and Electric Co. ' .

was the subject of 151 complaints-:<"
to the commission last year, down' ..
from 172 in 1996. About 80 percent
were from electric customers.

One thing the PSC report does:<
not renect is whether the com·'·
plaints against the state's utilities '.
were justified. But that wilJ"
change. •

A system launched Jan. 1 wtJi .
keep track of stan' assessments,
aner bearing from both the con-: •
sumer and the utility.

"Just because a complaint is"·:
filed doesn't mean (the utility) is.
doing something, wrong," Lytle .-
said, °
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=tD:SUSINESS FRIDAY, APRIL 17,1998 MILWAUKEE JOURNAL SENTINEl...
J' ,';: Ameritech to pay
:' _15,000 in settlement_., ..
• ~ beritech agreed Thursday
:. ~p'ay5615,000 in forfeitures
_. ana penalties to the state to set-

tle .negations that it failed to
• Dreet.phone service standards
:~ aUring an eight-month period in
;",,,s. .
.' , ...About 4,200 Ameritec:h cus­
~;. tomera Ioet service from MiI-
:~ to Green Bay during the
.' suinmer of 1995. Customers had
"~Waits to report service
/'~leinlor in having service
.. mtored,. a spokesman for Attor­
~:-neyGenerafJames Doyle said.

An Ameritech spokesman
~-saidThursday the problems
.... Were a combination of bad
, •stOnns that toppled lines. an un­
~ ~~~tednumbe~of employ­
;' ejlS tHinS early retirement and
.' lite company's busiest month of
:' the year.
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Telephone Customer Complaint and Inquiry Records Ope eM
MPSC in 1997

IBilling

[r.:::J3.=_~!=e~=_T=0'Ti'C)"Ti_H;:;=i=·~::;:;===~=======J_ . . 148
IResponsibiIit)' For Bill [ 354

lw=--m.ro..;::.:?=.g'=RaFt=e=_=========[;=__=__ ._=_=__=.._=_=_._.=_..~__~I'""""=~'--'---'-'--'---'-'--'---'-_1
~[~::nilmli=ng:::::E==rr===:o;;=rs=;:=:::;::;:;=~======= L _!!.~~4
LIBOT'il=;::lin~g~Rrre=fun=ds=I=C=red=its=======I 55
IHigh Bill [ 86

INew Service -- I 131

;;;,Iu,.."n,.....au;::-·.··th;......o;.....n;.....;Z;.....Cd;"",-+,u=sa"",g;.....e..;..;.-,-,-,-,,-,-,-,-,,-,-,-,-,,~-,-,-,-,,~.;;;;.;;..:;.._I 6

~IB.==ilrrl:;:;pa~ym==;:e;=;:nt:::;::A;=s=s:::;:is==tan==·=ce:;;::::·======I 86

Q~t.i""'~l=l=Fr7=au"TdI~Al:Ti._rle;;g=ed=T=h=e=ft======.L. 3?
[r,:;C:;=~rr"'7'ec=....=te=d7_~~i.I=}===.======1----. '8 ..

I~CiT'us=t0=im=rer=C=har~ge===========:1 33 .... ..._

IM,.-:-.7is7ce~1l"";an;=eo;........ =us==========1 495
.~=Su=b=tO=ta=I=--·=...==.... =.. =======' 2,365

!r,;::L=--.::;:==========L========
[Siif'I!=rv=iC=I!~.. ~=.. ;;;:;r=.= =-========.",_ .
l!ype ofService ~ 13
~=;::::=:;;~========l-=====;:~~=-"------"--'-
1r,:;R.;=~ral=·rT-M::::;;; ..~~=!=enan;;;-=..=;;;~e=... =======.1._.. __ . 624
IDelay In New ServiCe L ._... . 251

Ion 10/09/9801:33:59
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ICollectionin Error l 2
[No Service Until Bill Is Paid L 4

INo Timely Notice Sent _ I 5~ __ n _

IMedical Emergency I 9

Lm _ _ .. __ L -

~~=~b=t=ota=1==========[=====5=1=.-.=.-=-=--=..-.=c.---=­

~[::=.-=-=========[;==.=====~=:'I
1J.)~~co,!n~~__ .1=._=.====~ _
.IThreatened Disconnect I 33

=====--~_.~ ..=.'---'--""="-;--

~~~ice_Se~~ Ln ._. __ .__ 38

lSe~~e ~estoration. .. . ._m .•I=._====~2_;;::..0,;-c---=-_
[Dis~~~~~t~_E~()~___ _ ~[F~=-_.-====""'1""16====-_
INon=~ayment L 30IMiscellaneous ,=====.......44:-:------ 1

~ubtotal I 348

l!ayment Arrangement! L
[Settlement Agreement 1======.=_=====

IDefault OfAgreement! 13
:~o A~ee~entOriereciByCo~panyl=====2""0""""'"=----1
ilDenial OfAgreement I 16 ..--

lF~~al ~~~nglPac~~t _ ... m • J . 27
I~()_tice()f Hearing. __. __ .... __ . ..1=._=... =..- =---=····-=····-=-···===:-c-l =====

IAppeal 1'0 !Jll0rIllalHeating . ... J 2
IMiscellaneous [====="'=-3=====-'-1

~~btotal L 33
[ L====·=··········=···-=-·····-==1

IOther Regulated & Non-regulated Issues , ... .---- ----

I~~!()~_~~ceProyid~_~~()~-r.it~} . ..... I 135
IUnregulated Long Distance Toll Carriers L 351
l<:ellular Telephone __ J=... =_=.====::6'7'1=====1

[Cust{)m~r~r~ID}s~s~9\lipment ./--- -- - 54
[!nstallationlRepair Inside Home [ 33

IL~~!>.~_~~, Repair,_Etc.__ __ moo...l 22
ICableTV-- - ---lr'~===4-7:3"'--===-

ICustomer-Owned Coin-Operated Telephone I 26
------------

2of3 10/0919801 :34:00
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IRecorded Mess~geslMarket_ing I 335
/900/976 Dial-It Messages I 293
ISlamming I 1,510

IRural Line Charge L. 4 .
IRude Customer Treatment I 91
[Telecommunications Act (PA 179) I 124

ITelec~~uni~~~~.ons Act (400 Cap) I 2
IAnnoyance Calls C""""---"'''---'''''---'''---,1'''5=0----- i

·~llerID I 117

[\l()~c~.~~l.__ ... . ... .......L 50
[!>ayphonesiCoin Rates I 13

l~ual~~~~~~. __ .. _.. ._._.u.. __. __ ... __ L. __u .. _ 78
[Yellow Pages L 53
IDirectory Assistance - InterLATA I 51

[!2~~~~~~~~~_._ .._ __. .1. ~4
IToll Restriction I 74

l!~eral Access Charge. I 78

IE~~~~~~~~~c~. [ 212
IObjects To Company Service Area I 45

ISpecial Access Tariff I 127 .... u_

!!_a.nffs, Rules, Publications Requested_L 237
§te Access Charge I 214

IDial-lParity [ 77

[91 ~ [m__ _ _u .. __.m~?
[J\dvanced Credit Management I 18
[~~.~S~ic~ ~()~pe~tioI1_____ ..... I-u-------------i""43- .---.--
/Directory Assistance - Loca1lIntraLATA [ 325

I~er I~_su~~_ -.-.l_.____ 1,073*
[Subtotal [ _ 6;29~._

January 30, 1998
Consumer Infonnation Section

Return to Consumer Complaints and InQuiries Pa~e

Please email anycommentstosharon.1.theroux@cis.state.mi.us.

300 10/09/9801:34:00
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TELEPHONE
- --- ..._.- _.. _---_ ..• -

1996
Customer Contacts Handled by the MPSC

LI"
l1!.i''-i,!gn"" [Co~pl~ints lInquiries 'Total
[Miscellaneous L"" 225 I 163 388
I'Billing Errors I 349 i 42 391
IBillin~Refunds/Credit ,,, 40 l 9 49

IfIigh~ill"m.""" " L ",,32 I., 43 75
IRates too High , L 75 I 115 190

IResponsibility for Bill I 1~3 C" 46 i 189
IV th" ed V [ 1 II! 2nau "()n~ sa~e • ;:;;;.;;;'''''='=~'"="" i"'-'--'---'~,.... ~--,--,=-=
lBill Payment Assistance i I 23 [ .""".J~4 l 157
IToll Fraud/Alleged Theft ' I 2 C_~~ L_17

ICorr~~~~i~1 ,,,,,,,m.,,.,,n '" "" '" __. ",,_ ,.. ""m.m.' ,.." "'"" "J [, " ,~. I 5 l 13
I.C:~tomer"Charge : I ~: L. 8 I 15

IWron¥l~a~"~,,, ..,,1[ "" ",,3, L 1 4

IVendor Payment "" , "" "m "'", L '" 0 I 1 I 1

IT~~~! . , ""..,_",..,. . ".. .. n __ ••__ • __~ L ~Q~ I.. "" ,,583 11,491

I~.e~i~~.
IM;:;"--isc-";e=ll;'-;anF-e,......ous~============== I " 83 I 36 I 119

tR~_ep=i=,~:;;..;"r~FMT~F"=te'7'n;==an=c::;:::e============= L 4~~ I" 9~ [ 496
rD;-,.e_Ia~Y;::;,-in7'=N""'iew="."=,,~=eTVl="c,,=e============,,.! [__ .m " , 83 [ ,28 I 111

[LTin="e;.;:;:.;ET"x=tens~ionn;=r================:: L 0' [ 5 [ 5
l;::;v:;=n=a::;:::uth=o:;::n="z=:=ed=U=:,s:;=a=ge=============: I 0, I 2 L 2

[~~.~=rv=i.c=",~=.~;;;;;;,,~~str=0rar:_':"",!:i"",on;;;m=========="'="'="'''=''''''='''='';;.;;;;;;;; [n.. n 6 IlL 7'
lC;:;;;;.o=m::::::P7an~Y;;=Ri:::::='gh~t-o;=f.=-W=a=::Y===========J [ ,,}' L "n, ",? L. 6

[~T'~'7~i"""=e;=P~arty~L;;;=iin~e~~;=;:.=========: [ . ,.~j1.14 [ 23
1:f'l()S~ceUnt~~"~.~ll~s,,.~aid j I I?; 122 I ... 37;
IPole Location ! I 8f I 1. L~

[~;iC~===sp~o~ns.=e:;;.:;~'0'7. S:==ervI="c=e=C=a1=I============i: L .._~~i '-.m .~.~. I 121'

l'f~r~ffiei'=!nmm~_"~in=gs_;::::'=='=========== L. Ii 1..
5 ! 6

I-;;:;TV=:::/Ra~dF;iO~In:::;::te==rn=er=en=c=e=========== I 1~ L_. ~~ L 48
IT,-yp_e"o__f S-'-i-e""--TVl,,,,--"c""--e--'---''---''--'---'---''---''--'- --'---'_--'---'''''-- I 5; I 6 I 11,

it~:w7:~"a:T~~=.:.-=_c=~__=.._"'_=.. ,.=,_,=."'''_="m=.. '_=...=,,,..=...."m=-.. ' ===,,,=...=,,,.=,,....=_._=.. ,=.=.. ,,,=,,,,,=:::!_i E 7:~: i~jf~ kO:7
6

!

II?fi!p~~it ..m •

IMiscellaneous
[Amount ofDeposit

IRefund ofDeposit

100 10109/9801:38:48
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29
17

21

51

30

38

186

I 2 i 28 30
F.i:'1.~;;;;..,eas..,..=().n=..=~~=r"FD=ep=_o=si=t.=..=...~;:;:=,==;;;=;..:;======~,---=......='_I~=-"--'-'-----=-O 1~;'--------"'3 3
/Settlement i\greeme~tfo~Deposit _--=

INo Service Until Bill Is Paid I 0 I .__.? , 7
I;:;:C==ol~le=ct=ed::::=;:;:in=:E==rro=r============= [ 0 f_n_. .. 1 ,;-;"--'--0-'1

[T_o_t_al 1__ 11 L .. _ 59! 70

IDi~~C!nnect. __ .
IMiscellane()us .. ' I 22 [ 5 27

IN()Notic.e ~ent I 10 I 21 31

[!'lo Timely Notice I 5 [ __ .. .~ , 9

Irvfedical~IIlerge~~y. [ .. 4 I 11 15
IService Resto~tion Co ..8 L 4 i 12

ID.i~c()~~t}D:Error. [ ..~6 L_.. 31 I 77
INon-Payment • L 181 I 21 i 39
IThreatened Disconnect I 10 I 52 L 6~

[Total I 123: L_.. _.~.~~ L.??2
IPayment Arrangement/Settlement Agreement

Irvfi~~~llan~()~. ..... [-..-..... -.. -..-----=1--=-6 I 13 I
I!'T0 ~greeIIletlt O~ered by Company .' [ .. ..!g I.. 7 i...
[J:)~~_()~Agreeme~~... . .. on .. ' •• .." •••• _ ••• [ •• m 1~. L 11 I
ITerms Rejected by CompanY I 16 I 35 I
ITerms of Agreement I 2~ L._.. 10 I
[De~aul~ofAgreement [ _... ......J.! L ... 27 I
[Total L_..~~. L..... 1q3 i
IHearings

·l=7~=.~=.~~=e~;=:I:m=~~~--P=;;:,=}'ffi=''-=;~~~t;:;::'==;:==='--=''='=''========::' 1=-·==·.=..~~ C=J1 ~:
l~~::?:;ipp=e=al=;t=;:o;=Infi=o::;=nn=a=I=H=eann="=g==========' I 01 I 1 L ...__l.

'1=~::=·~:ar:·H:··~:=:·;·":~:···a:c:ke:t::::::::::::::::::::::! I.. m

j
! i.__3~ 1 3~i

[TotCi' . ' I 41 I. 46 I 501

INo.n-Regulated Issues IComplaints IInquiries I Total

~r;:;~Op~era~~to~r;s-'--ervtT'=;"F-:-c:::::e:Pro~~Vl:'d:ers:::::::::::::::::::= I 18! L 56? [ __ ..~.~5

1~~~~:u"::'i~:'f.."l~:T:~:=,~:a:;;;~:edi"i~:·i=::::"7h::=;~::;:;:;:e:s=DEq:=iS:·=::="P:=::=::=O:t=!:I=c:.=am.:=':='.e:..=.~:'="-:'=':==::==::==::==='=":=--:'=--:-=., F~-=:fi l 2~ r 2;;,
l~InsT--'.t-:7.a"I';;;;;:.;I!R":T.. ep=..=ai~r=Ins=i,.;-.:.de=H7"'0=ID=.e=.. ========..=.=".=.;.;.;... j / 14] I 47 I 6L

fC~~~"T'be=r=I::::;:;:~;nker;=,=R=ep=arr=" ='e=tc="============:d, I i! F .~ [jii

200 10/09/9801:38:48
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50
194
298

- _._~

i 796
, 18

71

ICustoIl1~r~()wne~, c:::c:>in-Ope~t~~!elephones [ 2 48
I:.:R-e.......co.......r'-':d.......ed'iF':"M:;;;ce.......ss=a=g-es~*F.===~===="-'====== I 69 i 125

I 43 1':----2=-=5=-=-51900-976 Dial It Messages .
I:=::SI;:=amnun=';:=g===~========== [ ~~~ F

1
~----:;51c=3

;,;;;[R=ural::;==;L;;;;::in=.e=C=h=ar~g==e============ [ .. '_ 0 Fl.~ 1:-=8
l~.~,=u;=de=C=us=to=m:;;:;:er==;T;=re=a=tm=:==en:::::;t:::::=:=::::::;=::~========= L_____ 26 ;;....1_--,-=4C7"5
ITelecommunications Act (PA179) I 0 I 31 31 I

~:....,.=el=~:=-~=;:=.c=_;U=:.C==':::::~=:iO=.. ns=A=c=t=(4=0=0=C=ap=)=========_.=.._=_~.: l~ ... 2~ I 12~ 14:
I~C....,;;al=le--,,=rID,.;......===============:.::....;..; [ 17 I 171 188
~IOth="".. =er==;;;:Is=s=ue=s================, [ **234 L ***584 818
!Total .m.__ ••• I 760 I 2,886 13,646

IOtherRegLl'ated!~~ues
[Extended Area Service I 35, I 24~ 'u ..~2.8

[Objects to Company Serving Area . I 12; L_. ._~~ L 74
ISpecial Access Tariff , I O· [_._.!g 1...10
/Tariff, Rules, Publications Request , I 10 l .22~ I. 238

IOther~ssues . .mm ••.. I 135 1****1,023 1 1,158

[..C?.!C!~_. ..__. ._. . ~ L._. 192 I 1,566 11,758

IGRAND TOTAL C 2,820. [ 5,710 L8,530

• Solicitations, auto dialing, answering device, etc.
•* Includes issues related to blocking, directory assistance/listing, PIC changes, marketing list,yellow
pages, voice mail, Advanced Credit Management, damage claims, miscellaneous charges, etc.
*** Includes issues relating to voice mail, directory assistance, equal access, federal access charge,
yellow pages, calling cards, pay phone rates,closed payment centers, etc.
****Includes issues related to Ameritech's new call plans, Case No. U-ll148, Operator Service
Provider rates, state access charge, etc.

Return to MPSC Home PIEe
Please email anycommentstosbaron.l.tberoux@cis.state.mi.us.

Last Update: 2/7/97
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Agency sides with city

Ameritech must correct its 911
database or face fines

October 1, 1997

BY HUGH MCDIARMID JR.
Free Press StaffWriter

Citing "belated and unsatisfactory responses"
to complaints about errors in Ameritech's 911
emergency phone number database, a state
agency imposed stiffnew rules on the
telecommunications giant Tuesday.

The Public Service Commission's ruling came
in response to a complaint filed by the City of
Southfield late last year alleging that the
database too often failed to provide
information about the location of callers to its
911 dispatch center.

The problem came to a head after dispatchers
were shown wrong addresses during
high-profile crimes, including the robbery of
Darakjian Jewelers and a shooting at the Silver
Triangle Building.

An informal survey of911 dispatch centers in
lower Michigan this summer showed that
similar database problems occur frequently
statewide.

The commission's order requires Ameritech to:

• Verify 1DO-percent accuracy of each of the
seven million addresses in its 911 system
within one month -- a process that already is
under way, according to Ameritech officials.

• Provide 100-percent verification of the
accuracy of each of the approximate 300,000
monthly changes to the database every month
for the next year.

• Reimburse counties and other
telephone-service providers for costs
associated with errors in the database.

• Reimburse the City ofSouthfield for legal
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fees and other costs incurred in pursuing the
complaint.

The order also requires the company to correct
database errors within one business day or pay
a $1,000 fine for each day the problem
continues.

"I think the winner here is the citizen," said
Charles Nystrom, director of central dispatch
for Barry County. "I give the credit to
Southfield for standing tall.... It will take a
concerted effort of911 directors and
Arneritech to solve the problem."

Tim Jenkins, director of911 operations for
Arneritech, said Tuesday that the company will
discuss whether to appeal parts of the ruling.
But many of the orders, he said, are already
being fulfilled by Arneritech -- most notably
the 1DO-percent system-wide verification.

"Many of the actions in the order are under
way or in our planning," he said. "We are
doing everything we can to make the database
more accurate."

Catherine McCormick, civilian operations
director for the Southfield Department of
Public Safety, said the commission validated
Southfield's complaints about Arneritech's
sluggish response.

"We are confident the 911 system will be even
better with these enforcement systems," she
said. "I believe their accuracy rate is fairly
high, but we're still seeing situations where we
see totally different addresses for 911 callers;
even as recently as this weekend."

McCormick said Ameritech's response to 911
concerns has become noticeably more vigorous
since the city took its complaint to the PSc.
"Two years ago, we started this procedure,"
she said. "What's taken them so long?"

The commission's ruling also rebuked
Ameritech for providing inferior service to
new local phone-service providers who began
competing with Ameritech two years ago.
Those providers send 911 data on their
customers to Ameritech, which enters it into
the database. Southfield found that errors were
five times more likely to occur to a customer
of an Ameritech competitor than to an
Arneritech customer.
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Arneritech has contended that many database
errors are the fault of the smaller competitors
who fail to provide accurate and timely
database information.

The commission's ruling recognized that
factors beyond Ameritech's control may be to
blame for some errors, but that the company's
efforts to address 911 problems are "too little
and too late."

The commission said its ruling "...does not
hold Ameritech Michigan strictly responsible
for matters beyond its control. It only requires
Ameritech to do what it should already be
doing -- accurately creating and maintaining
the database with its own data and the data
provided by others."

Staffwriter Hugh McDiarmid Jr. can be
reached at 1-248-691-2400.
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Ruling widens Ameritech
control

Company can handle 900/0 of local
toll calls

June 20, 1998

BY BRENDA RIOS
Free Press Business Writer

If you want to make a call to any city outside
your local area, you could be forced to use
Ameritech to handle that call, unless you're
willing to dial another company's five-digit
access code.

A court of appeals decision opened the way for
Ameritech to become the only company
offering direct-dial, local toll calls in 90
percent ofMichigan's phone exchanges. Toll
calls require customers to dial 1 before a
telephone number, such as calls from Detroit
to Southfield.

Ameritech, which operates 85 percent of the
state's local service, has not decided whether it
will use the court decision to restrict
competition in the state's $600-million local
toll market, Ameritech spokeswoman Sara
Snyder said.

Snyder said the court's decision supports
Ameritech's belief that it should not be
required to open the local toll market to
competition until it can offer long-distance
service.

The ruling stays a 1994 order by the Michigan
Public Service Commission forcing Ameritech
to open its network to competition.

The Michigan Attorney General's Office
appealed the ruling last week.

The court's ruling said Ameritech must allow
other companies to vie for the local toll
business in only 10 percent of its five million
phone lines in Michigan.

Currently, 70 percent ofAmeritech's local toll

AT&T

Day: 20 cents

Evening: 18
cents

Weekend: 15
cents

Ameritech

Flat rate: 18
cents

Mel

Day: 17 cents

Evening: 12
cents

Weekend: 12
cents

07/07/9806:47:3



,,"UI1Hl;; IN IUCU:> I"UUCflll::l,;n conaOI

200

calls are open to competition. Snyder said
Ameritech voluntarily opened its share of the
market while it appealed the commission's
order to allow competition because it
anticipated going into the long-distance
business.

Ameritech refused to open the remaining 30
percent of its market until it could offer
long-distance service. That 30 percent includes
most of southeast Michigan -- a large and
lucrative area, according to critics.

Richard McLellan, chainnan of the Michigan
Competitive Telecommunications Providers
Association (MCTPA) - an alliance of
long-distance carriers, said the court's ruling
will thwart efforts to limit phone monopolies.

"This will reverse some of the important
changes we've made in Michigan," McLellan
said. "It could represent the first time
competition is rolled back."

The MCTPA, the public service commission
and some long-distance companies have all
filed appeals to the ruling with the Michigan
Supreme Court.

"Does the court of appeals decision permit
. Ameritech to do this? Arguably yes. But is that
consistent with the public interest? Absolutely
not," said Joan Campion, Mel's regional
director for public policy.

Campion said Ameritech's stronghold on the
local toll market was tied to its effort to
implement a program that toughens
requirements for switching customers' phone
service.

Ameritech maintains the program was
designed to protect customers from slamming
- the practice of changing a customer's
long-distance carriers without his or her
permission. The public service commission
ruled Ameritechused the program as a guise to
dissuade people from leaving its local toll
service.

Critics also say Ameritech's hold on
Michigan's phone market could result in higher
rates for consumers, but Snyder says the
company offers competitive rates.

Business Writer Brenda Rios can be reached
through E-mail at rios@det-freepress.com or
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