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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF LANCE MCNIEL

ON BEHALF OF SBC ILLINOIS

INTRODUCTION
PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.
My nameis Lance McNiel. My business address is 5501 Alliance Gateway Freeway,

Room 310, Fort Worth, Texas 76177.

BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED?

SBC Southwestern Bell Telephone Company (SWBT).

PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR CURRENT JOB RESPONSIBILITIES.

| am the Area Manager-Local Operations Regulatory Relations. In this position, | am
responsible for addressing regulatory matters related to Competitive Local Exchange
Carriers (CLECSs) use of SBC local telephone companies Operational Support Systems

(0SS).

WHAT ISYOUR EDUCATIONAL AND PROFESSIONAL BACKGROUND?

| received a Bachelor of Business Administration degree with a Marketing Major in 1992
from Texas Wedleyan University in Fort Worth, Texas. Prior to coming to SBC, | was
employed by Catalyst Construction as a Purchasing Manager. | began working for
SWBT in June of 1997, as a Service Representative in the Local Service Center (“LSC”).

| was promoted to the position of Manager LSC in October 1999, handling Residence,



24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

45

46

ICC Docket No. 04-0469
SBC Illinois Ex. 8.0 McNid

Page 2
Simple Business, and Coin Resale. Shortly thereafter, | was given the responsibility for
handling Digital Subscriber Line (“DSL”). | remained in that capacity until | was

promoted to my current position in June 2001.

ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU TESTIFYING?

SBC Illinais.

PURPOSE

WHAT ISTHE PURPOSE OF YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY?

Primarily, my testimony addresses issues regarding SBC Illinois' Operational Support

Systems (OSS) and related support organizations, explaining the significance of these

issues to the Interconnection Agreement with MCI and demonstrating why the

Commission should adopt SBC Illinois' proposed contract language. More specificaly, |

will demongtrate the following:

Q MCI is not entitled to access Customer Proprietary Network Information (CPNI)
until the customer chooses MCI asits service provider. CPNI should not be
available for data mining to use for marketing purposes. Therefore, the
Commission should deny MCI’ s demands for immediate, unlimited accessto
CPNI without customer authorization.

2 As asimple matter of proper apportionment of responsibility, MCI should
indemnify SBC Illinois for damage caused by unauthorized accessto SBC
lllinois OSS from MCI’s workstations or interfaces. Any such improper access,

which necessarily impacts SBC Illinois and all CLECs that use SBC Illinois
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OSS, is entirely within MCI’s control and any resulting damageis MCl’s
responsibility.
MCI inappropriately demands that SBC Illinois manage and oversee MCI’ s third
party business relationships for line-sharing and line-splitting activities. In doing
so, however, MCI would impose obligations on SBC Illinois beyond the Federal
Telecommunications Act of 1996 (FTA). Since SBC Illinois currently has o
physical way of implementing such an oversight scheme, MCI would impose a

significant new burden on SBC lllinoisto create one.

11, APPENDIX OSS

A.

SBCILLINOISOSSISSUE1

May MCI view Customer Proprietary Network Information prior to
obtaining authorization to become the End User’s local service provider?
Sections 2.5, 2.6, 2.8

WHAT ISOSSISSUE 1?

This issue principally concerns language that SBC Illinois proposes in the OSS appendix

to clarify the appropriate use of Customer Proprietary Network Information (CPNI)

housed in SBC Illinois OSS. Most of the proposed language in 88 2.5 and 2.6 is not in

dispute, while MCI objects to the inclusion of § 2.8.

SBC lllinois proposes additional language because a carrier such as MCI should not be

permitted to use OSS to view CPNI for end users of other local providers until the carrier

has obtained authorization from that customer to become its local service provider. For

legal, practica and operationa reasons, SBC Illinois opposes MCI’'s demand for
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immediate electronic access to CPNI of customers of SBC lllinois or other carriers for
marketing, as opposed to legitimate pre-order, purposes. Under the FTA and the FCC’'s
UNE Remand Order,* ILECs do not have an obligation to provide access to OSS for

purposes other than pre-order, order, provisioning, repair/maintenance, and billing.

CAN YOU EXPLAIN HOW “MARKETING” DIFFERS FROM THE “PRE-
ORDER” PHASE?

Marketing (or the “negotiation phase”) refers to the period in the contact with an end user
where the CLEC is attempting to convince the end user to switch his service. During this
phase, the CLEC may only obtain the end user’s CPNI if the end user has given the
CLEC authorization. In that situation, the CLEC has access to the customer service

record (“CSR”) manually, rather than via OSS.

The Pre-Order phase begins when the CLEC is actually at the point of preparing an order
because the end user has given the CLEC permission to convert his service. The CLEC
needs the CSR to place the order, so it performs a CSR Inquiry via the electronic OSS to
ensure it has accurate information. Following this review of the customer’s CSR, the

CLEC can proceed to issue a local service order for this customer.

! Third Report and Order, In the Matter of Implementation of the Local Competition Programs of the

Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket No. 96-98, 91 425-26 (Nov. 5, 1999) (“UNE Remand
Order™).
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DOESMCI’'SDEMAND FOR CPNI ACCESSPRIOR TO OBTAINING END
USER AUTHORIZATION TO CONVERT CONSTITUTE PRE-ORDER
FUNCTIONS?
No. Obtaining CPNI without the end user customer’ s authorization to convert is not a
pre-order function. MCI is attempting to blur the distinction between properly accessing
OSSto order local service for a specific end-user and improperly accessing OSS to obtain
information for marketing services to potential customers. MCI’s proposdl, in effect,
would turn SBC Illinois’ OSS into avast CLEC marketing database, replete with
customer proprietary information. SBC is not obligated to serve as a clearinghouse for
local carriers customer data for use by other carriers to perform marketing functions.
Under SBC Illinois proposed language, the customer’s CPNI is protected and OSS is ot

misused for marketing purposes.

WHY DOESSBC ILLINOISOBJECT TO MCI'SEFFORTSTO USE OSSTO
OBTAIN MARKETING INFORMATION?

Among other things, allowing MCI to use OSS for marketing purposes unnecessarily
exposes end users' CPNI without proper authorization and could lead to abuse.
Unscrupulous carriers could use OSS to electronically data mine (i.e., perform continuous
database dips to identify potential customers) and retrieve CSR information purely for
marketing purposes. The process in place today allows MCI to use the CSR look-up
function of Pre-Order by indicating in the letter of authorization (LOA) check box that it
has all authorizations required by law from the end user and/or carrier in compliance with

the terms of its interconnection agreement. Granting MCl access to CPNI of other
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carriers customers without this process could harm end users. Carriers, even with this
requirement in place, have engaged in slamming, as well as electronic screen scraping of
large amounts of CSR data for marketing purposes.? While SBC Illinois tries to monitor
and resolve misuse when it occurs, an explicit contractual requirement prohibiting misuse
(especialy with regard to a Pre-Order CSR Inquiry) is important to protect carriers and

customers dike.

In addition to these critical operational concerns, customers have privacy interests in
limiting unauthorized access to their CPNI. OSS contains the CPNI of all end users
served by the SBC Illinois network, including customers of al non-facilities based
CLECs (both resale and UNE P), aswell as SBC lllinois retail customers. SBC Illinoisis
not obligated to provide OSS for marketing purposes and, as | explain above, doing so

would have significant negative consequences for consumers.

HAS THE FCC ADDRESSED THE PREORDER ISSUE?

Yes. MCI previously raised this same issue in the FCC's CPNI docket.® There, MCl
sought a determination from the FCC that would have allowed it to access CPNI while
marketing to a potential customer. The FCC rejected MCI’ s request outright, finding that
“MCI ... does not establish how its need for this information during an initial cold call to

apotential customer overcomes that customer’s privacy interests - especially since there

2 Screen scraping is performed when a CLEC uses third party screen scraping software to copy select portions of a

screen image and save that excerpted datainto fielded form for later use.
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IS no existing business relations, making MCI ... or another similarly situated carrier a

third party to the consumer.”

The situation has not changed since the FCC’s ruling. If
anything, there has been more emphasis on protecting consumers' privacy, and lllinois

consumers' privacy rights should not be sacrificed for the sake of CLEC marketing.

ARE YOU SAYING THAT MCI HASTO BECOME THE END USER’SLOCAL
SERVICE PROVIDER BEFORE IT CAN OBTAIN A COPY OF THAT
CUSTOMER’S SERVICE RECORDS?

No, | am only saying that, in order to use the electronic OSS to access another carrier’s
end user records, MCI must first have the end user’ s agreement to convert his service. At
any time upon proper written request and with a CPNI release, SBC Illinois will send
MCI ahard copy of an end user’s CSR information in compliance with § 222(c)(2) of the

FTA.

INHER TESTIMONY, MCI WITNESS SHERRY LICHTENBERG SUGGESTS
THAT SBC ILLINOIS PROPOSAL ISSOMEHOW DISCRIMINATORY. DO
YOU AGREE?

At page 13 of her testimony, Ms. Lichtenberg claims that SBC Illinois has proposed
contract language “that would prohibit MCI’ s nontdiscriminatory accessto SBC lllinois

pre-ordering systems.” In fact, SBC Illinois provides CLECs nondiscriminatory access; it

3 See Third Report and Order, In the Matter of Implementation of the Telecommunications Act of 1996;

Telecommunications Carriers Use of Customer Proprietary Network Information and Other Customer
Information, CC Docket Nos. 69-115, 96-149 and 00-257, 17 FCC Rcd. 14860 (“ CPNI Order™).

4 CPNI Order at  101.
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givesitsretail operations no greater access to CPNI than it provides to CLECs.
Consistent with SBC Illinois’ proposal for MCI OSS access here, SBC Illinois’ retail
operations may not obtain CSR information about any CLEC end user via OSS without
first obtaining the end user’s permission to convert, verified in accordance with the

FCC’ s anti-lamming rules.

Moreover, SBC lllinois strongly believes that allowing MCI electronic access to SBC
lllinois end user service records for marketing purposes discriminates against SBC
lllinois. SBC Illinois should not be required to give MCI electronic access to its end user
service records for MCI to market its services, when MCI does not provide SBC Illinois
(or any other carrier for that matter) an electronic interface to access MClI’'s end user
records. If MCI were to build an electronic interface to its CSR information and grant
SBC Illinois access to its end user customer service records, then the discrimination issue
would be resolved. But even if the discrimination issue were resolved, the issue of

protecting end users CPNI would remain.

MS. LICHTENBERG DESCRIBES THE PRE-ORDER PHASE OF THE SALES
PROCESS AS ENCOMPASSING “THE ACTIVITIES TAKING PLACE PRIOR
TO THE TIME THAT THE ORDER IS PLACED AND FINALIZED.” WHAT IS
YOUR RESPONSE?

According to Ms. Lichtenberg, MCI apparently considers itself in the Pre-Order phase at

the start of a cold call to a potential customer, since that call would commence prior to
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the time an order could be placed for that customer. Such an expansive view of the Pre-

Order phase clearly is incorrect.

Moreover, § 3.2.2.1 of the OSS appendix, an agreed provision quoted in Ms.
Lichtenberg’ s testimony (at pp. 13-14), confirms that MCI cannot access CPNI as part of
the pre-order process until the end user has agreed to switch his service. In particular,
MCI has agreed that it “will not access the [CPNI] information specified in this
subsection until after the End User requests that his or her Local Service Provider be
changed” to MCI. OSS Appendix 8 3.2.2.1 (emphasis added). MCI’s resistance to SBC
lllinois’ proposed language in 88 2.5, 2.6, and 2.8 suggests that it is seeking to bypass the

requirements of § 3.2.2.1 and gain premature access to CSR data.

MS. LICHTENBERG ALSO STATES THAT MCI USES OSS TO ACCESS CSR
DATA BEFORE A CUSTOMER AGREES TO CONVERT TO MCI. WHAT IS
WRONG WITH THISACTIVITY?

Ms. Lichtenberg, at page 12 of her testimony, describes the circumstances when MClI
uses SBC's OSS to access SBC Illinois’ end user CSR information. Her description of
when MCI uses SBC Illinois’ OSS confirms why SBC Illinois must have language in its
interconnection agreements to protect CPNI of its own and other CLECS' customers.

MCI should not be pulling CSR information via SBC Illinois OSS until it has the end
user’s agreement to have MCI become the end user’s new local service provider. If MCI
does not have this authority, then it should request a manual CSR consistent with the

process described above. Section 222(c)(2) of the FTA requires that, upon a written
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request of an end user, a carrier must release CPNI to whomever the end user designates.
The section does not require that the information be provided through e ectronic means,
however, as MCI is demanding here. SBC's position is consistent with that of MCI and
other CLECs who also are not required to provide, and do not provide, SBC Illinois with

electronic accessto CPNI for their customers.

WHAT IS YOUR CONCLUSION REGARDING THISISSUE?
CPNI is confidential information that should not be available for carriers to use for
marketing purposes. SBC lllinois proposed language is intended to safeguard that

information, and the Commission should adopt it.

B. SBCILLINOISOSSISSUE 2
To what extent should MCI be required to indemnify SBC ILLINOIS in the
event of unauthorized access for use of SBC ILLINOIS'S OSS by MCI
per sonnel?
Section 2.2
WHAT ISTHE PARTIES DISPUTE REGARDING INDEMNIFICATION?
Although the parties agree in some instances that MCl must indemnify SBC Illinois for
harm doneto SBC Illinois OSS, the parties dispute the scope of the indemnity
obligation. In its proposed language, MCI agrees to hold SBC Illinois harmless from any
claim made by an end user of MCI or other third party against SBC Illinois for harm
caused by or related to MCI’s use of OSS. SBC Illinois proposed language, opposed by
MCI, ssimply provides that, if anyone gains unauthorized accessto SBC Illinois OSS

through MCI’ s workstations or systems, or through MCI’ s information and/or facilities,

MCI will be responsible for the resulting harm.
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Put simply, the dispute focuses on responsibility. With the right and means of access to
SBC lllinois OSS come certain responsibilities and obligations. MCI and other CLECs
must be responsible, not only for their employees that use SBC Illinois OSS, but also for
the management and security of their systems and work stations through which their
employees, agents, or other third parties could access SBC Illinois OSS. Otherwise, the
OSS could be harmed and SBC Illinois would have difficulty recovering the reasonable
expense incurred to correct that harm, especially when the harm is due to unauthorized
orders entered through MCI’ s workstations or systems, over which SBC Illinois has no

control.

CAN YOU GIVE A COUPLE OF EXAMPLES OF THE KIND OF MISUSE TO
WHICH YOU ARE REFERRING?

Yes. One exampleinvolves an outside hacker. 1f MCI systems communicate with SBC
Ilinois via an application-to-application interface and a hacker bresksinto MCI’s
mainframe, that hacker could impact SBC Illinois’ OSS systems or cause harm to end
users of SBC Illinois or another CLEC through MCI’slink to SBC Illinois OSS. A
second example is where a disgruntled former MCI employee uses a coworker’s user id
and password to misuse MCI’s OSS to submit unauthorized disconnect orders for end

users of MCI or other CLECs.® In both examples, neither a CLEC employee nor its

® While this particular example may sound far-fetched, such malicious disconnects actually happened in another

SBC state, asaresult of afeud between two CLECs that ended up at the state commission.
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employees' use of the interface caused the problem. Instead, it was a third party (hacker
or disgruntled former employee) that was able to breach the CLEC’ s computer security,
giving the third party the ability to use SBC Illinois OSS to cause harm to SBC Illinois

or another CLECS' end users.

BUT IF SOMEONE HARMS SBC ILLINOIS OSS WTHOUT MCI HAVING
BEEN AT FAULT, WHY SHOULD MCI BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THAT?

Such responsibility is simply an application of the general rule that the party that creates
risk should bear the risk. Even though MCI may not have done anything “wrong,” MCI
must bear responsibility if SBC Illinois suffers harm as aresult of MCI's election to avail
itself of access to SBC Illinois OSS. Congress and the FCC require SBC lllinois to
allow CLECs to access its OSS, but that requirement should not be applied in a way that

imposes on SBC Illinois al the risk of injury that may result.

CLECs berefit from having access to the OSS, and with each additiona point of access
there is additional risk that there will be unauthorized access. Because OSS is used by all
carriers who are served by SBC Illinois network and al end users are at risk when a
system is misused, it is essential that each user of OSS be responsible for doing all that it
can to prevent misuse. As| stated earlier, unauthorized access to OSS can cause harm to
SBC Illinois, CLECs, and all end users. SBC lIllinois proposed language appropriately
places on MCI the responsibility for controlling access to its workstations and systems by
requiring MCI to bear the cost of any access to SBC's OSS gained through MCl’s

workstations and systems. Because MCI has direct control over access to its systems and
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workstations, MCI isin the best position to prevent unauthorized access. MCI is thus the
correct party to be held responsible if it fails to exercise proper control. Further, placing
the burden on SBC Illinois would serve as a disincertive for MCI to prevent OSS misuse
at its facilities because it would bear limited financial responsibility. The language MCI
opposes here appears in the vast mgjority of SBC interconnection agreements. While
other carriers are willing to take on the responsibility of controlling access to OSS via
their connection points, MCI is not. MCI should not be allowed to impose the costs of its

actions on other carriers.

HAVE OTHER STATE COMMISSIONS CONSIDERED THIS
INDEMNIFICATION ISSUE?
When Ameritech Ohio arbitrated this issue with MCI in 2002, the Public Utilities
Commission of Ohio (PUCO) found in favor of Ameritech Ohio and adopted the
recommendation of its Arbitration Panel on this issue.® The Arbitration Panel used the
following reasoning in support of its conclusion:
The Panel finds that Ameritech’s proposed language is reasonable and should be
adopted. In reaching this determination, the Panel has attempted to balance
Ameritech’s desire to appropriately protect its OSS and MCI’s objection to
unjustly incurring financial responsibility for unauthorized access to Ameritech’s

OSS. In particular, the Panel relies on the fact that Ameritech agrees that
pursuant to its own language, causation remains part of the equation for

8 Arbitration Award, In the Matter of Petition of MClmetro Access Transmission Services, LLC for Arbitration

Pursuant to Section 252(b) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 to Establish an Interconnection
Agreement with Ameritech Ohio, Docket No. 01-1319-TP-ARB (Jan. 7, 2002) (“MCIlmetro Ohio
Arbitration”). In furtherance of the Panel’s recommendation, the PUCO (at p. 56 of its decision) clarified
that its approval of Ameritech Ohio’s language was “limited to the financial responsibility caused by a
demonstrated incident of unauthorized OSS entry or access into, or use or manipulation of, Ameritech’s
OSS from MCIm systems, workstations or terminals, or by MClm employees or agents or any third party
gaining access through information and/or facilities obtained from or utilized by MCIm.” The language
SBC Illinoisis proposing here reflects precisely that limitation.
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determining liability. In other words, Ameritech must first establish that the cause
of the OSS difficulty originates from MCIm prior to MCIm’s indemnification
responsibilities commencing.’

Q. MCI WITNESS SHERRY LICHTENBERG SUGGESTS THAT THE
INDEMNIFICATION PROVISIONSIN THE GENERAL TERMSAND
CONDITIONS ARE SUFFI CIENT TO ADDRESS THISISSUE. DO YOU
AGREE?

A. No. The indemnification provisions in the GT&C are too genera to address the unique
risks associated with OSS. The OSS indemnification language is tailored to OSS, where
computer systems can expose SBC lllinois, and other users of OSS, to a much greater

level and type of risk. Because OSS serves nearly all competitorsin SBC Illinois’ service

area, the risk to SBC Illinois and other usersis significant.

Q. MS. LICHTENBERG ALSO CRITICIZESSBC ILLINOIS PROPOSAL FOR
REQUIRING INDEMNIFICATION “ABSENT ANY PROOF OF DAMAGES’
AND FOR LACKING MUTUALITY. DO YOU AGREE?

A. Ms. Lichtenberg's statement about proof of damages makes no sense, because SBC
[llinois would have no reason to seek indemnification in the absence of damage to the
OSS. Further, mutuality assumes that SBC Illinois has the ability to access and retrieve

data fromMCI OSSs. That issimply not the case.

" Arbitration Panel Report, MClmetro Ohio Arbitration, p. 136.



311
312
313
314
315
316
317
318
319
320
321
322
323
324
325
326
327
328
329
330
331
332
333

334

ICC Docket No. 04-0469
SBC Illinois Ex. 8.0 McNid

Page 15
While the parties can send responsive communications back and forth (such as SBC's
transmitting of a Firm Order of Commitment or MCI’ s transmitting of a Local Service
Request), MCI is not granting SBC access or the ability to retrieve data from MCI’s
backend systems. Therefore, Ms. Lichtenberg’s statement is unwarranted, as there is no
potential for damage through OSS access for which SBC could indemnify MCI.

Retrieval of datais one-way through SBC's OSS, and it is appropriate for

indemnification to be one-way as well.

HOW SHOULD THE COMMISSION RESOLVE THISISSUE?

As discussed above, it isimperative that all users of OSS share in the financia risk to the
systems to ensure that they do all they can to avoid harm. The Commission should
conclude that the indemnification proposed by SBC Illinois is the most logical way to

share that risk.

IV. APPENDIX LINE SPLITTING

A. SBCILLINOISLINESPLITTINGISSUE 4
What provisioning intervals should apply for Line Splitting?
Section 7.8
CAN YOU EXPLAIN THISISSUE?
MCI is proposing contract language which would require SBC lllinois to provision line

gplitting in three business days, regardless of the provisioning intervals required for the

underlying UNE’ s which make up line splitting.
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MCl WITNESS SAM TENERELLI CLAIMS ON PAGE 5 OF HIS DIRECT
TESTIMONY THAT AN INTERVAL OF THREE BUSINESS DAYS IS
APPROPRIATE FOR LINE SPLITTING. CAN YOU ADDRESSTHIS?
Yes, | can. SBC Illinois OSS have been programmed to issue line splitting orders based
on the requirements of the underlying UNEs used in line splitting, the Unbundled Port
and the xDSL loop. The provisioning interval for an xDSL loop is five business days.
Therefore, SBC Illinois OSS interface issues orders for line splitting with an interval of

five business days.

WOULD THIS LANGUAGE DEMAND A CHANGE IN PROCESS FOR SBC
ILLINOIS?

Yes, it would. SBC Illinois would be required to make programming changes to its OSS.
These changes would involve new requirements so that the system recognizes that the
underlying UNESs being used in the line splitting scenario are be treated differently than

when used alone.

Changes of this magnitude take up considerable amounts of time and expense. In order
to meet the requirements of the language being proposed by MCI, SBC Illinois would
have to delay other CLECs changes which have been submitted and ranked a higher
priority in the Change Management Process (‘CMP”). This problem is further
exacerbated by the FCC’s ruling in the Triennial Review Order that Unbundled Local
Switching (ULS) is no longer a required UNE, as discussed in the testimony of Carol

Chapman.
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B. SBCILLINOISLINESPLITTINGISSUE 6
What terms and conditions for maintenance and repair should apply to Line

Splitting?

Sections 3.12, 8.2,8.2.1
SHOULD SBC ILLINOISMAKE AVAILABLE STANDARD TROUBLE
REPORTING PRACTICESFOR UNESUSED IN LINE SPLITTING
ARRANGEMENTS?
Yes. SBC lllinois offers standard trouble reporting processes for UNEs that may be used
in aline splitting arrangement. SBC Illinois OSS are designed to support trouble
reporting for the UNEs actually provisioned by SBC Illinois, and in the manner in which
they are provisioned. MCI’s proposed language, however, would require SBC Illinois to
provide OSS support that treats physically separate UNEs (the xDSL loop and ULS-ST
Port) asif they were a UNE-P that is wholly contained within SBC Illinois’ network. For
example, processes are in place to check for dia-tone when requested by the CLEC on
UNE data-only loops to assist CLECs in isolating trouble conditions. No new trouble
reporting processes need to be developed specific to line splitting. It isimportant that
SBC Illinois OSS reflect the nature of the UNEs provisioned. Common sense dictates
that the standard reporting processes for each UNE used in aline splitting arrangement
shall be the standard processes already in place for that UNE. SBC Illinois OSS treats
the UNE in the manner in which it is actually provided to the CLEC (e.g., asaUNE

loop). For additional information related to these issues, see the testimony of Carol

Chapman.
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WOULD THISLANGUAGE DEMAND A CHANGE IN PROCESSFOR SBC
ILLINOIS?
Yes. MCI’s proposed language would require SBC Illinois to implement a new trouble
reporting process for UNEs used in aline splitting arrangement, a process different from
the trouble reporting processes for those same UNEs not used in aline splitting
arrangement. MCI’s contract language would require SBC Illinois to administer its
trouble reporting practices based on the CLEC' s particular use of the UNE, which is out
of SBC lllinois control. For example, once the elements are “ split,” they have physically
different inventories and locations that are not related in the line records, where a UNE-P
(although a UNE element) only has one line record for inventory and service assurance
purposes. Considering the number of CLECs providing service in lllinois, the CLEC-
proposed new process would not only be burdensome, it would also be virtually

impossible to administer operationally.

C. SBCILLINOISLINESPLITTINGISSUE 7
Should SBC ILLINOIS s mechanized loop testing be limited to when MCI is
leasing the ULS-ST UNE in a Line Splitting arrangement?
Section 8.6.1
SHOULD SBC ILLINOISBE REQUIRED TO ESTABLISH ADDITIONAL
TESTING FOR CLECS THAT ENGAGE IN LINE SPLITTING?
No, the fact that CLECs engage in line splitting should not increase the testing
obligations imposed on SBC Illinois. SBC Illinois has established OSS for handling

maintenance and repair (including any applicable testing necessary for trouble isolation)

procedures for the UNESs that are used in aline splitting arrangement. SBC Illinois’ OSS
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is designed to support testing for the UNESs actually provisioned by SBC Illinois. MClI’'s
proposed language, however, would require SBC Illinois to provide OSS support for
MCI’s (or its partnering CLECS') network. SBC Illinois provides OSS support for the
UNEs it provides, but as an operational and technical matter, cannot provide OSS for
another carrier’s network elements. Therefore, the CLECS proposed language requiring
SBC Illinois to provide support for testing of facilities that do not belong to SBC Illinois

is inappropriate and must be rejected.

To the extent that MCI wishes to obtain operational support for physical components of a
partnering CLEC’s network, it nust work out such an arrangement with the partnering

CLEC. For additional detail related to this issue, see the testimony of Carol Chapman.

APPENDIX UNE
A. SBC ILLINOISUNE ISSUE 14
What processes should apply to the conversion of wholesale servicesto UNE?
Section 6.2
SBC ILLINOIS UNE ISSUE 24
What processes should apply to commingling requests?
Section 7.8
CAN YOU EXPLAIN THE PARTIES DISPUTE?
MCI proposes contract language that would require SBC Illinois to perform all requests
for commingling conversions of whole servicesto UNE’s in a specific manner, without
regard to the development of processes and procedures necessary to handle them. Instead

of ad hoc bilateral demands, SBC Illinois must be given appropriate notification and time

to develop such processes via the Change Management Process.



434

435

436

437

438

439

440

441

442

443

445

446

447

448

449

450

451

452

453

454

455

456

ICC Docket No. 04-0469
SBC Illinois Ex. 8.0 McNid

Page 20

HOW SHOULD NEW ORDERING PROCESSES FOR COMMINGLING BE
DEVELOPED?

New processes for ordering commingling and wholesale conversions to UNEs should be
developed through CMP. CMP isthe 13- State collaborative process by which CLECs
and/or SBC lIllinois identify, submit, discuss, and resolve all processrelated issues
including commingling. It standardizes the procedure by which a change is requested

and the process by which it is assessed for technical and business impact, and affords
industry-wide participants an opportunity to comment on proposed process changes.
Among other important benefits, the CMP ensures all potentially-affected carriers have a
voice in changing processes and that the established processes are consistent on a 13-state

basis.

HASMCI IDENTIFIED ANY PROCESSES FOR COMMINGLING OR
CONVERSIONS OF WHOLESALE SERVICESTO UNESTHAT SBC
ILLINOISDOESNOT ALREADY MAKE AVAILABLE?

No, MCI has made no effort to provide descriptions of any commingling or conversion
requests for which SBC Illinois does not already have processesin place. SBC Illinois’
language ssimply accounts for the fact that not all requests for commingling and
conversions of wholesale services to UNE’s have been or can be contemplated at the
inception of this agreement. It would be impossible for SBC Illinois to anticipate every
type of request for commingling or conversion that might be requested. Therefore, SBC

Illinois' language commits to develop processes where they are not aready in place, and
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to do so across the industry, via CMP guidelines, so that uniform processes can be

implemented for all CLECs.

CONCLUSION
DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?

Yes, but | reserve the right to supplement my testimony at a later time.



