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Tn the matter of the Self-Complaint
of Ameritech Ohio Relative to its ;
Service Provided to State Alarm, Case No. 96-858-TP-SLF

Incorporated.

COMMENTS OF STATE ALARM, INC. STATING DISSATISFACTION
WITH THE AMERITECH OHIQ REPORT OF INVESTIGATION
AND WITH THE REMEDIAL ACTION TAKEN

L. Introductory Comments

On March 25, 1999, the Commission issued its Opinion and Order in these cases

(hereinafter, “March 25 Order”). The March 25 Order stated:

The Commission directs Ameritech to conduct ... a complete and comprehensive
analysis of the circuits serving State Alarm, including a thorough investigation of
the equipment and facilities in the central offices and outside facilities, up to and
including the demarcation point at the client location. Ameritech should' file a
written report with the Commission in this docket ... specifically setting forth the
results of the investigation, the cause of any difficulties found and the remedial
action taken, or to be taken, along with the date, to rectify the service problems
discovered. See March 25 Order at 37.

State Alarm submits these Comments in response to the opportunity provided to State Alarm to
“fle 3 written statement with the Commission indicating whether it is satisfied with the remedial

action taken or to be taken and the results thereof.” Id. State Alarm is extremely dissatisfied with

! The concluding section of the March 25 Order states that Ameritech :shall“ file the reporl. Sec March 25
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the procedures adopted by Ameritech Ohio to conduct its investigation, the results of that
investigation, and the remedial actions described by Ameritech Ohio in its investigative report
(hereinafter, “Report”).”

Ameritech Ohio’s extremely poor level of communication with the office and technical
personnel that State Alarm designated as its contact persons is a very troubling aspect of
Ameritech Ohio’s investi‘gation.3 At the hearing in these cases, an Ameritech Ohio witness
stressed the level of coordination and cooperation that is needed between Ameritech Ohio and
State Alarm because of the nature of the service -- i.e. supervised alarm service is provided by
State Alarm over Ameritech Ohio circuits that are dedicated to State Alarm’s service. See Tr.
VIII (Dabner) at 20-22. In this light, State Alarm expected to be involved and consulted
concerning the testing and remedial actions that were to be undertaken by Ameritech Ohio.
Ameritech Ohio sent a letter to State Alarm in which it stated a desire to “coordinate matters
arising out of the [March 25 Order]” and to obtain “a single point of contact in order to
coordinate all issues” with Ameritech Ohio representatives Don Harr and Dale Metyk. See Letter
(April 9, 1999) (Attachment “A”). The letter stated thatrAmeriteéh Ohio would “not, in the
course of this network analysis, make any adjustments” without “State Alarm’s direction.” Id.
Thereafter, however, Ameritech O.hio expressed little desire to keep State Alarm personnel
involved and to coordinate its activities with State Alarm personnel.

During an April 23, 1999 telephone conference, counsel for State Alarm proposed the

involvement of State Alarm’s designated contact persons (Office Manager Brenda Dull and

a2

- Ameritech Ohio filed its Report of Investigation in these cases on June 23, 1999. State Alarm filed a
Motion for Extension to Comment on July 22, 1999, and requested a filing date of August 3, 1999. The State
Alarm Motion for Extension was not opposed by Ameritech Ohio.

3 The hearing in these cases provided other examples of Ameritech Ohio being unwilling to cooperate with
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Technical Services Director Tom Baytos)® with Ameritech personnel in the planning and
implementation of the investigation so as to lessen the chance of disagreements such as those set
forth in these Comments. Ameritech counsel rejected the proposal out of hand. ~ As further
elaborated upon later in these Comments, Ameritech Ohio provided very little information to
State Alarm’s designated representatives during the testing, made adjustments without consulting
these State Alarm représentatives, and made contact with State Alarm equipment without
consultation or permission. See e.g. Ameritech Ohio Report, Analysis at 1 (“including customer
provided wiring and/or equipment”). The product of the poor communications includes lack of
clarity concerning the procedures used by Ameritech Ohio, poor test results, the disruption of
service to State Alarm, and additional litigation.”

Another important and troubling aspect of Ameritech Ohio’s actions is that the Report
makes scant reference to the design of the circuits that serve State Alarm, and no reference at all
to a maintenance program for the facilities that serve State Alarm. Testimony in these cases
stressed that Ameritech’s poor design of alarm circuits is a major contributing factor to the

service problems experienced by State Alarm. See State Alarm Post-Hearing Brief (October 9,

others on technical matters. See e.g. SAS Ex. E (Bdelstein) at 5, Ins. 34-43.

! State Alarm President Shury designated Mr. Baytos and Ms. Dull as contact persons in a conversation
with Ameritech Ohio special service technician Dale Metyk, and this designation was further confirmed during the
April 23, 1999 tclephone conference. Mr, Baytos coordinates the technical activities of State Alarm, and was
{nvolved in the testing that Ameritech Ohio undertook in carly 1991. Ms. Dull coordinates office activities.
including the activitics of Statc Alarm’s operators and account information personncl. Ameritcch Ohio also
refused to designate a billing representative to work with Ms. Dull on billing matters that were likely to arise from
the comparison of records that was suggested in the April 9, 1999 letter from Ameitech counsel. Sce State Alarm
Motion for Mediation (July 8, 1999), attached Ameritech Letter (May 6, 1999).

5 State Alarm filed a Complaint with the Commission on June 10, 1999. In part, the Complaint refers to
the scrvice interruptions that resulted from Ameritech Ohio’s investigations. See In re Complaint of State Alarm
(June 10, 1999), PUCO Case No. 99-704-TP-CSS.




1997) at 35-41 and citations therein. Ameritech has ignored the Commission’s strongest
statements concerning the inadequacies of Ameritech Ohio service.

[T]he Commission finds it compelling in this case and generally disturbing that
Ameritech does not have a periodic preventative maintenance program. The
evidence also discloses that Ameritech does not have a periodic preventive
maintenance program for State Alarm’s circuits, lacks a facilities evaluation or
replacement schedule, relies on outages and customer complaints about service to
update/repair facilities, and, at one time, had a zero inventory management and
replacement parts policy. Ameritech also acknowledges that the company has
substantially reduced its workforce that addresses service affecting repair

situations. March 25 Order at 34.
These important maintenance, planaing, and customer service matters are the “remedial action[s]
_to be taken, along with the date, to rectify the service problems” as contemplated by the
Commission. See March 25 Order at 37. State Alarm is cﬁsgq@isﬁed with a report that does not
address these matters.

1. Comments on Ameritech Ohio Testing

A.  Client Legs

Ameritech’s review of the problems discovered in its evaluation begins with a discussion
of four circuit legs that terminate with missing 150A/CSU units (commonly referred to the “coil”).
See Report at 7. The coil is a piece of Ameritech Ohio equipment on a circuit leg that is located
on the premises of State Alarm’s clients. Ameritech Ohio also states that “State Alarm did not
inform Ameritech of the disconnect.” Id. State Alarm personnel are instructed to not tough
Ameritech Ohio’s coil, and they did not disconnect the coils that are listed in Ameritech Ohio’s
Report.

None of the four circuit legs listed by Ameritech Ohio on page 7 of the Report should be

active. Ameritech Ohio’s January 20, 1999 equipment record for State Alarm (Attachment B) —

ordered in ascending numerical order by account number — shows the circuits for which

od-




Ameritech Ohio is billing State Alarm. Of the circuit identification numbers for these legs — 29,
44,19 and 68 using the conversion chart (Attachment C) for alphabetic characters — only leg
“29" appears on the list. The AE (or “29") leg served a customer that has changed to a non-State
Alarm security service, and the circuit leg was ordered out of service on May 10, 1999. The AV
(or “44") leg and the U (or “19") leg were ordered out of service on April 15, 1996 and February
4, 1997, and Ameritech Ohio reported to State Alarm that they were due out of service on April
19, 1996 and February 10, 1997, respectively. Finally, State Alarm is unable, after checking
recent Ameritech Ohio account information and information from prior years, to find an
Ameritech Ohio listing for the “68" circuit leg. Ameritech Ohio should check its complete set of
records and take whatever steps are necessary to quickly close these accounts and resolve any
associated billing disputes associated therewith.

Pages 8 through the top of 12 of the Report reviews circuit legs that Ameritech Ohio
determined were “out of parameters.”® In July, State Alarm conducted tests of decibel levels in
the manner described during the hearing in these cases. See SAS Ex. B (Baytos) at 11. The
results are displayed in Attachment D, which also displays the reéults of Appendix F to the
Report. Of approximately 150 active legs, twenty-five tested too negative (or, “too long”)

according to the “immediate action” parameters displayed in the Report, and no legs tested too

6 The Report is unclear as to whether the “excessive” decibel (“DB") readings are reported from the mid-
range of the acceptable levels or from the fringes of the acceptable levels..

! Attachment D is organized according to “Line” numbers. Sce SAS Ex. B (Baytos) at B-1. The “100
SYSTEMS” serve the Boardman (South Youngstown) atea, 200 and 300 the Youngstown area, 400 the Akron
area, and 500 the Cleveland area.




positive (or, “too hot”).* See Report at 2. Ameritech Ohio should verify its readings, in
cooperation with State Alarm personnel, and bring all circuit legs within parameters.

A few of the reviews in the Report concerning circuit legs that were found to be out of
parameters require additional attention. Most cite “unknown” causes, but Ameritech Ohio
unfailingly states that the cause may be a “[r]equest by State Alarm for maladjustment.” See
Report at 8-10. State Alarm has made requests for adjustment of alarm circuits, but not for
maladjustment of the circuits. See SAS Ex. BR at 9-11. The report of improper adjustments to
Ameritech Ohio coils on page 12 of the Report also blames “[u]nknown personnel,” but implies
State Alarm involvement by stating that the adjustments were made “without authorization.” See
Report at 12. The Report’s accusations cast doubt upon the objectivity with which it was
prepared.”

A few reports directly blame State Alarm for problems on circuit legs. State Alarm
checked the EM leg listed on page 10 of the Report and the DU leg listed on page 11 and found
110 noise as the result of State Alarm equipment. The reports on the AK leg on page 11 of the
Report and the BT leg on pages 11-12 are confusing and wrong. For leg AIV(; it makes no sense
for a State Alarm technician to adjust the Ameritech coil in order to “cease transponder
response.” See Report at 11. Instead, State Alarm personnel could simply remove the State
Alarm panel on the customer’s premises or turn off the power. State Alarm would not want to do

50, in this instance, because the account is active and was operating properly on the day that it

§ Much of the improvement from the readings reported for the hearing is due to termination of service on

the worst legs that served State Alarm’s clients.

9 Blame shifting has been the hallmark of the Ameritech Ohio defense in these cases. See State Alarm Post-
Hearing Reply Brief at 8-11 (“It’s The Customer’s Fault!™).
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was checked in preparation for these Comments.”® State Alarm personnel did not touch the
Ameritech Ohio coil for leg BT. The service was recently switched to another system, and a
disconnection order was issued on July 1, 1999. The disagreement and confusion over the circuit
legs just reviewed should be the subject of communication between Ameritech Ohio personnel
and the designated representatives of State Alarm so that these instances can be resolved.

The Report does not describe the importance to be p]aéed on the list of “inactive
accounts” that it displays.”" See Report at 16. However, most of the accounts fisted by Ameritech
Ohio were ordered out of service by State Alarm in communications with Ameritech Ohio
representatives. Ameritech Ohio records should confirm both the receipt of these instructions and
communications back to State Alarm concerning the date these accounts were due out of service.
For clarity sake, State Alarm’s investigation reveals the following:

o leg LF was due out of service on May 3, 1999;

J leg AD was due out of service on May 24, 1996;

) leg BB was due out of service on February 26, 1996;

. leg DV was due out of service on July 29, 1996,

. leg NA does not appear on Ameritech Ohio’s equipment records;
. leg M was due out of service on May 2, 1994,

. leg MJ was due out of service on December 18, 1998;
. leg MB was due out of service on January 5, 1999;
. leg LP was due out of service on November 3, 1998;

. leg JC was due out of service in May of 1995;
. leg AS was due out of service on April 11, 1997,

State Alarm is not “using Scan Alert system for this subscriber.” See Report at 11. ScanAlert service was
requested for the State Alarm client, but Ameritech Ohio refused to provide the substitute service. Such refusals to
provide Scan Alert service are part of a pending complaint case against Ameritech Ohio. See In re Complaint of
State Alarm (June 10, 1999), PUCO Case No. 99-704-TP-CSS.

1o

n State Alarm reprosentative Brenda Dull provided a list of State Alarm accounts to Ameritech Ohio carly

in the investigation process. Ms. Dull stated at that time that the list that was immediately available contained
some inactive accounts, and that she would make herself available if questions arose concerning the interpretation
of the list, Ms. Dull was not contacted concerning the account information and Ameritech Ohio did not ask for
any assistance other than to gain access to certain facilities.
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. leg LL was due out of service on September 28, 1998,
but is still being billed to State Alarm;

. leg JM is a working system, and State Alarm is being
pilled by Ameritech Ohio for the service;

. leg CF was due out of service on February 17, 1998,

. leg U was ordered disconnected on November 20, 1998, but is
still being billed to State Alarm (further disconnect instructions
have been issued by State Alarm),

. leg DF was due out of service on November 22, 1992, and
State Alarm’s client moved within the same building (current
client ED on the same main circuit);

) leg AQ was due out of service on November 3, 1998;

. leg N was ordered out of service in December of 1998,
but was not removed; and

. leg S was due out of service on June 13, 1996.

Ameritech Ohio account personnel are aware of all the above cited disputes concerning billings
for legs that have not been disconnected according to State Alarm’s instrm:tions.12 Leg M, listed
as an active account by State Alarm, is client 15 on the 300 Line in Attachment D which shows
that Ameritech technicians were able to obtain decibel level readings from an active State Alarm
transponder for this account. This contradicts Ameritech Ohio’s assertion that the “State Alarm
transponder [was] not responding and/or verified as such." See Report at 16.

Ameritech Ohio should further investigate areas of disagreement that are revealed in State
Alarm’s review and communicate its results with designated business and technical representatives

of State Alarm. Ameritech Ohio should expedite its evaluation of the status of leg M and work

to resolve billing disputes as quickly as possible.

12 Ameritech Obio has agreed to make pilling adjustments for {he situation involving 1cg N, retroactive to
the first of 1999. While State Alarm has made some progress in obtaining credits on its accounts, Amexitech Ohio
does not seem willing t© restate bills to take into account reduced mileage and late payment charges that should be

associated with the credits.
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B.  Master Circuits

As stated in the Report, three of Ameritech Ohio’s master circuits™ directly connect to the
master control center in Boardman. See Report at 14. State Alarm’s Morse Polling Computer
originates its signal at a zero decibel level, and no interface exists between State Alarm’s facilities
and those of Ameritech Ohio on any of these circuits. All three of these master circuits have the
same master control signal levels, yet Ameritech Ohio states that the signal level delivered to
master circuit 72 PMNA 186261 (i.e. 200 Line to Youngstown) and master circuit 6 PA 3323
(i.c. 300 Line to Youngstown) suffer from “excessive attenuation,” by different amounts, in
comparison to master circuit 7 PA 3321 (i.e. the 100 Line; not listed by Ameritech Ohio and
implicitly neither over amplified or attenuated). Ameritech Ohio’s conclusion that the 100 Line is
not experiencing either high or low signal levels while the 200 and 300 Lines are experiencing
differing degrees of excessive attenuation is ridiculous. See Report at 16.

Rather than use Ameritech Ohio circuit numbers for the 400 and 500 Lines, the Report
identifies these lines as “IXC channel 23" and “IXC channel 24.” See Report at 16; also
Appendix F. These designations identify communication channels that are internal to systems that
are not owned or controlled by Ameritech Ohio. -Ameritech Ohio should be c;mcemed with the
signal handed off to its facilities rather than with the facilities of others that contain no amplifiers
or bridges with which signals can interfere. The readings taken by Ameritech Ohio technicians at

State Alarm’s location in Boardman are incomprehensible,"* and State Alarm can only conclude

13 For reference purposes, these are the 100, 200, and 300 Lines. See SAS Ex. B (Baytos) at B-1; also
Attachment D.

H For instance, Altachment D reproduces the contents of Appendix F to the Report and compares the results
with those of State Alarm. The Ameritech Ohio results bear no relationship to the active accounts that exist on
the 400 and 500 Lines.




that the technicians became confused when dealing with the facilities that are internal to State
Alarm. This confusion is a prime example of why closer coordination of Ameritech Ohio and
State Alarm efforts are needed to evaluate the service that is being provided to State Alarm P

State Alarm disagrees with the results of Ameritech Ohio’s reported tests on the master
circuits, and questions Ameritech Ohio’s methods. For instance, State Alarm did not observe the
use of oscilloscopes (or Morse Signal Monitors, see Repoft at 1) during the testing of the master
circuits.”® As a result, Ameritech Ohio’s report that many of its master circuits meet parameters is
also suspect, and Ameritech Ohio should retest the master circuits that serve State Alarm with the
assistance of State Alarm personnel.

Ameritech Ohio describes its procedures for testing circuit legs (see Report at 1-4), but
does not describe the tests conducted on the master circuits. The lack of this description
precludes a detailed review of the Ameritech Ohio testing process. State Alarm does not agree
that its signal is over amplified on its 400 Line (g@gRi_éport at 15, top of page’) or that its signal is
excessively attenuated on its 500 Line (see Report at 15, bottom of page). State Alarm uses
oscilloscopes to look at the true signal being sent along the circuitry that éewes State Alarm. By
the observation of Ameritech Ohio’s technical work in Akron during its evaluation of circuits,

State Alarm concludes that Ameritech Ohio made its measurements by generating tones to test

18 The Report states that two network technicians spent 64 hours in State Alarm’s facilities in Youngstown
(actually, Boardman). See Report at 5. This was an cxtraordinary amount of time for their task, during which they
asked for no help other than to ask for the location of the telephone room.

16 The use of oscilloscopes was the topic of testimony i these cases. See State Alarm Post-Hearing Reply
Brief (October 30, 1997) at +-7 (“The Great Oscilloscope Debate”).

i In a confusing and contradictory manner, the Report states that the State Alarm signal towards the
interexchange carrier for the 400 Line shows both excessive attenuation and excessive amplification.
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the master circuits and recording the results based on assumptions regarding the operation of
State Alarm’s equipment. Incorrect assumptions lead to incorrect results.”®

State Alarm checked its signal on the 500 Line and determined, by measurement of the
actual signal, that State Alarm’s bridges transmit the signal to the Ameritech Ohio 829 equipment
at a near perfect, zero decibel level. The signal from the connection between State Alarm’s long-
distance carrier and the State Alarm equipment in Terminal Tower (i.e. the “channel bank”™ in
Cleveland) is transmitted at a given decibel level and received by State Alarm’s Tellabs bridges at
that same level. In the event that Ameritech Ohio uses its test equipment to send a tone based on
the assumption that the signal entering State Alarm’s Tellabs bridges arrives at a level other than
its true level, Ameritech will obtain a result that is different than the zero decibel level recorded by
State Alarm. Ameritech Ohio’s apparent test method is dependent on the involvement of State
Alarm technicians in the review process. Once an incorrect assumption enters into Ameritech
Ohio’s calculations, Ameritech Ohio may make adjustments to its equipment that takes the circuit
out of acceptable parameters. State Alarm’s “adjustment” becomes Ameritech Ohio’s
“maladjustment.”

State Alarm believes the events of early June on the 500 Line, addressed on pages 17-18

of the Report,”” were caused by incorrect adjustments to Ameritech Ohio equipment based on

18 Another method to test master circuits, which is preferred to the one apparently used by Ameritech Ohio
and which was used to test circuits during early 1991, requires State Alarm to generate a tonc in Boardman so that
it can be used to test the line in Cleveland. A greater degree of coordinated cffort is required to properly evaluate
the service that is being provided to State Alarm.

1 The Report’s special attention to the situation involving the 500 Line in early Junc is undoubtedly the
result of a communication dated June 7, 1999 between counsel for State Alarm and Ameritech Ohio. Counsel for
State Alarm wrote:

State Alarm is very concerned that it has experienced severe service problems on Ameritech’s

alarm circuits cven during this period in which Ameritech is conducting its analysis of the
service that it provides to State Alarm. Ameritech service on a main circuit that State Alarm
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inaccurate measurements of the performance of the master circuit. An Ameritech Ohio technician
made adjustments on the 500 Line at Terminal Tower on or around Friday, June 4, 1999. An
Ameritech Ohio special service technician left instructions with Ameritech Ohio personnel that the
circuit should not be touched without the technician’s authorization, and he thereafter became
unavailable to both State Alarm and Ameritech Ohio personnel. After a delay caused by the
special instructions, Ameritech Ohio investigated the reported problems and told State Alarm on
June 7 that the problem was resolved after one of its cards was adjusted. Problems continued,
and were finally resolved late in the week following the Friday adjustments. The service was
restored after an Ameritech Ohio technician adjusted the Ameritech Ohio equipment at the
request of State Alarm.

State Alarm’s equipment is properly adjusted, as stated above, and the Ameritech Ohio
adjustments caused the problems that were not resolved for most or all of one week. Proper
adjustment of Ameritech Ohio equipment, not “maladjustment” (see Report at 17), restored the
alarm service. Ameritech Ohio would better understand this situation if State Alarm personnel
had been involved in the investigation of the alarm circuits. Ameritech Ohio made its adjustments
to the 500 Line master circuit without consultation with State Alarm, in clear violation of the
commitment made by Ameritech Ohio. See Letter (April 9, 1999) (Attachment “A”; no

adjustments without “State Alarm’s direction.”).

uses to serve clicnts in Cleveland and individual legs off that main circuit were plagued with
service interruptions during June 5-7, 1999. The situation was worsened by Ameritech’s
inability to contact its supervisory personnel to resolve the problem. Sec Attachment E.
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II.  Conclusion

The message that the Report sends is that Ameritech Ohio will not make the effort to
faitly check elements of its service to State Alarm, prepare a facilitics evaluation and maintenance
schedule, or address serious deficiencies in its technical support functions. Ameritech Ohio’s
report of “MAN HOURS” spent on its investigation is no doubt aimed at further arguing that
Ameritech Ohio has extended an enormous effort in response to State Alarms complaints. As the
foregoing memorandum points out, Ameritech Ohio has spent many of those “MAN HOURS”
preparing materials for a confusing and inaccurate report. State Alarm is not satisfied that
Ameritech Ohio has made any significant strides in its Report towards resolving problems with
service to State Alarm.

Ameritech Ohio should be directed to correct the problems cited in these Comments by
involving State Alarm in an evaluation of the service that Ameritech Ohio provides to State
Alarm. More fundamentally, alarm circuit design changes should be ordered in agreement with

the testimony and briefs submitted by State Alarm.
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Respectfully submitted,

(U7 A

John W. /ﬁ tme Frial Attorney (0016388)
Jeffrey L. Small (0061488)

CHESTER, WILLCOX & SAXBE LLP
17 South High Street, Suite 900

Columbus, Ohio 43215-3413

(614) 221-4000

Attorneys for Complainant
State Alarm, Inc.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that a true and correct copy of the foregoing Comments of
State Alaym Stating Dissatisfaction With Ameritech Ohio Report of Investigation has been served

upon C. Scott Rawlings, 2639 Wooster Road, Rocky River, Ohio 44116 via U.S. Mail, postage

)
T

prepaid, this 3% day of August, 1999.
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ATTACEMVENT A :
Amaritech Corporate
225 West Randolph Street
P ' : Floor 278

Chicago, IL 60606

Office 312/727-2860

Fax 312/845-8871

eﬂteCho MarkR. i

VIA FACSIMILE/US MAIL (614) 221-4012
April 9, 1999

Mr. John Bentine )
Chester, Willcox & Saxbe .
17 South High Street

Suite 900 , L
Columbus, Ohio 43215-3413

Re:  State Alarm v. Ameritech Ohio Case No. 95-1182-TP-CSS

Dear Mr. Bentine;

I'am writing this letter in order to coordinate several matters between Ameritech Ohio

and State Alarm arising out of the decision of the PUCO in State Alarm Inc v. Ameritech

Ohio, Case No. 95-1182-TP-CSS entered March 25, 1999. As you know, Ameritech has

been ordered by the PUCO to undertake an analysis of the multiplexed services provided

by Ameritech to State Alarm. To that end, Ameritech will need cooperation from State
~ Alarm on the items listed below.

1. For each multiplexed line provided to State Alarm by Ameritech, Ameritech will
need to obtain from State Alarm a list which identifies:

Circuit Number

Billed Customer Name and Address
Customer Contact Telephone Number
Billing Number

The purpose of this information is, among other things, to ensure that Ameritech
is testing each and every multiplexed circuit it is providing to State Alarm; that the
Ameritech and State Alarm records match up; that Ameritech has the most up to date
Customer Name in its records; and that Ameritech can identify the Customer when
Ameritech is on the Customer’s premises performing the required testing and analysis.

2. Ameritech also requests that State Alarm take this opportunity to notify its
Customers that Ameritech technicians may be showing up at the Customer’s location in
order to conduct testing of the circuits and facilities.

3. Ameritech also requests that State Alarm designate a single point of contact in
order to coordinate all issues with State Alarm regarding this network analysis.
Coordination issues may include, but are not limited to, gaining access to State Alarm
locations to conduct any necessary testing.




Page 2
John Bentine
April 9, 1999

4, The Ameritech contact persons for purposes of this upcoming analysis will be
Don Harr (216-858-5066) and Dale Metyk (216-858-5211).

5. Please be advised that Ameritech has made the decision that it will not, in the
course of this network analysis, make any adjustments to circuits which are outside of
established parameters (e.g., frequency response, tone level, etc.). Ameritech is
concerned that such adjustments may disrupt the service which State Alarm is providing
to its Customers. Ameritech will identify those circuits to the State Alarm contact which
fall outside the established parameters. At State Alarm’s direction, Ameritech will make
the necessary corrections to bring the circuits into established parameters.

Ameritech anticipates that the network analysis will take several weeks to complete and
therefore requests that the information identified above be provided to Ameritech no later
than April 16, 1999. In order to minimize confusion, I propose that the information be
provided directly to me. I in turn will disseminate it to the Ameritech personnel
responsible for conducting the test.

Thank you for your cooperation in this matter and please call me at (312) 727-2860 with
any questions about this matter,

Sincerely,

ark R. Oxtlieb

cc:  Mike Mulcahy
Mike Karson
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-~ ATTIAOMENT E

CHESTER WILLCOX & SAXBE 11p
% and Coantolons ot Zow

-

-
»

JOHN W. BENTINE Direct Dial (614) 334-6121

June 7, 1999

VIA TELECOPIER 3 12-845-8871 — Mail Copy to Follow
Mark Ortlieb Esq. .

Ameritech
225 West Randolph Street, Floor 27B
Chicago, Illinois 60606

Re:  In the Matter of the Complaint of State Alarm, Inc.,
PUCO Case No. 95-1182-TP-CSS

Dear Mark:

This letter provides State Alarm’s response to your letter dated May 6, 1999 that
concerned the Commission’s March 25, 1999 Order in the above captioned case,

Your rejection of State Alarm’s previous proposal is based on the rejection of State
§ treatment of late charges, payments to escrow, and the length of time that repayment
would take place. As far as the late payment charges, it is particularly disheartening that your
letter appears to insist upon payment of “late charges” on sums that the Commission stated are
not due Ameritech. Yoy position retreats from your recognition in our April 23, 1999

teleconference that the payment of these sums is not required in light of the Commission’s March
25, 1999 Order.

The March 25, 1999 Order did not address the dispute concerning service that was not the
subject of testimony - i.e. service rendered after the July 28, 1997 start of the hearing. However,
pages 38 and 39 of the Order recognize the inability of Ameritech to discontinue service under
circumstances involving a bona fide dispute, and states that it is reasonable under such
circumstances to have payments placed in escrow. This is exactly the procedure that State Alarm
proposes to follow concerning service rendered after July 28, 1997

In order to address your concerns over the length of time gver which State Alarm would

Telephone (614) 2214000 17 South High Street Suite 900, Columbus, Ohio 43215.3413 Facsimile (614) 221. 4012

e ———



. Mark Ortlics, Esq.
June 7, 1999
Page2 of 2

make its payments, State Alarm is willing to increase the payments for the period following July
1997 concerning the data circuits to $3,400 and make half of the payments that it designated in itg
previous proposal for the escrow account directly to Ameritech in payment of past due amounts

concerning the multiplexed circuits after July 28, 1997. State Alarm would also consider
increasing its payments to Ameritech once the service problems with the multiplexed circuits are
resolved and Scan Alert service again becomes available to State Alarm. Such improvements will
improve State Alarm’s ability to make payments,

one example, she has been attempting to resolve a double billing problem for the multiplex circuits
(Westlake Terrace on Circuit TPA3321) for years. Your designation of a responsible billing
representative to work with Ms. Dull would help to expedite the resolution of disputes between
the parties so that they can concentrate on more productive matters,

service interruptions during June 5-7, 1999. The situation Wwas worsened by Ameritech’s inability to
contact its supervisory personnel to resolve the problem. This recent incident will be featured in State
Alarm’s complaint concerning Ameritech service on the alarm circuits from July 28, 1997 onward.

¢ Don Shury
C. Scott Rawlings






