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STATE OF ILLINOIS
ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION

linois Bell Telephone Company )
) Docket No. 98-0252
Application for Review of Alternative }

Regulation Plan )

IHinois Bell Telephone Company
Docket No, 98-0335

)
)
Petition to Rebalance Illinois Bell ' )
Telephone Company’s Carrier Access and )
Network Access Line Rates )
Citizens Utility Board, Pcople of the State of )
1llinois } Docket No. 00-0764
v. )

Illinois Bell Telephone Company ) (Consol.)

SBC ILLINOIS’ OPPOSITION TO PETITION Ff)R INTERLOCUTORY REVIEW
Nlinois Bell Telephone Company (“SBC Iilinois™ or “the Company™), by its attorney,
hereby filcs its Opposition to the Government and Consumer Intervenors® (“GCI™) Petition for
Interlocutory Review of the Administrative Law Judge’s February 23, 2005 Ruling on the scope
of this proceeding on remand from the Appellate Court.

1. INTRODUCTION

This ;irocceding is being conducied pursuant to Lthe opinion of the lilinois Appeilate
Court reversing and remanding certain of the Commission’s findings in its Alternative |
Regulation Plan Review Order adopted on December 30, 2002, ifinois Bell Telephone
Company v. Ilf. Comm. Comm., 352 IHl. App. 3d 630 (2d Dist. 2004). The only issue in dispute is
the sco.pe of the Commission’s authority to reexamine the existing record and/or rcopen the

record to accepl new evidence relative to the imposition of an infrastructurc spending

requirement on SBC Illinois. The Appellate Court held that the Commission’s imposition of an




annual spending requircment was “completely unsupported by the record” because there was
“simply no evidence (o support that particular figure.” /d. at 642. The Court notcd that the
Commission did not “hear any evidencc as to how this specific level of funding or any level of
funding, for that matter, was the appropriatc amount going forward or how this amount would
achieve the statutory goals for alternative regulation.” /d.  Accordingly, the Court reversed the
network spending requirement and remanded the case “to the Commission with directions to
enter an order consistent with this opinion.” fd.

GCl, the Commission Siaff and SBC Illinois took differing vicws on the scope of the
Commission’s authority in this proceeding. After reviewing the positions of the parties and the
terms of the Appellate Court’s opinion, the Administrative Law Judge concluded that the opinion
does not authorize reexamination of the infrastructure spending requircment based cither on the
existing record or additional cvidence. Therelore, under established state law principles, the
Ruling concludcs that the Commission is requircd Lo delete the infrastructure spending obligation
from its 2002 Order. Ruling at 20-21, 24-25. GCI challenges this ruling, contending that the

Commission has the discrction to cither reinstatc the $600 million annual spending obligation

based on the cxisting record or, in the altcrnative, reopen the record 1o take additional evidence
and conduct hearings to establish a new spending obligation. GC! Pctition at 2.

GCI’s Petition for Interlocutory Review should be denied. It is moot and should be
dismisscd on procedural grounds. If the Commission reaches the merits of GCI's argu.mems at
this time, the Administrative Law Judge’s ruling is correct and should not be changed. GCi has

raised nothing ncw and has identificd no error in the Administrative Law Judge’s analysis. In

lact, the posilions taken by GCI are inconsistent with Illinois law generally on the scope of the




Commission’s authority in a remand procceding and the terms of the Appellate Court’s opinion
in this particular casc.

1L GCI'S PETITION FOR INTERLOCUTOQRY REVIEW IS UNTIMELY AND
SHOUL.D BE DENIED

GCT’s Petition for Interlocutory Review is procedurally improper and should be denied.
The purpose of intcrlocutory review is to allow parties to obtain timely review of an
Administrative Law Judge's ruling before a case is presented to the Commission for a final
decision on the mcrits. Typically, this procedure ié invoked when the ruling significantly
impacts discovery or the cvidentiary case that the affected party wishes to present, such that the
party cannot bc made whole if the issue is deferred until the conclusion of the docket. Absent
these circumslances, objections are — and should be — brought to the Commission’s attention in
the party’s Exceptions. 83 1. Adm. Code § 200.830. Indecd, the Commission’s rules make
clear that failure to file for interlocutory review in no way constitules a waiver of the party’s
objection to a ruting. 83 [Il. Adm. Code § 200.520 (*. . . failure to scek immediate review shatl
not operatc as a waiver of any objection to such ruling”).

GCI's Petition for Interlocutory Revicw is mootl. Although it was filed within 2} days of
the date of the Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling as specified in Scction 200.520, the
Administrative [.aw Judge’s Propased Order had already been issucd four days carlier. Once the
Proposed Order issued, GCI should have presented its objections to the Ruling in its Exceptions,
and abandoncd the procedural path of interlocutory review. Indced, it will have to file
Exceptions on lhis issuc to preserve its position in any event. Under these circumstances, a
Petition for Interlocutory Review is no longer appropriate and it should not be considered.

There is no substantive purposc to GCI's Petition for Interlocutory Review. Every issuc

that GCI raiscd in its Petition could just have casily been raised in Exceptions. Morcover, their




Petition does not necessarily result in a more expedited Commussion ruling, as colmparcd to filing
Exceplions. Although the Administrative Law Judge must file a report with the Commission
within 14 days of the Petition under Section 200.520, nothing in the rules obligates the
Commission to rule on the Pctition by any particular date. Absent the Petition, the Post-
Exceptions Proposed Order would likely have gone to the Commission only 2 weck or two later
than the report.

Thus, the only material cffect of GCI’s Petition is to impose wholly unnecessary
administralivc burdens on the Administrative Law Judge, Staff and the other partics. Responses
to the Petition arc duc within 7 days of the filing (i.e., on March 23). Exceptions 10 the Proposed
Order are duc two days latcr — on March 25, Since GCI will have to present the same arguments
in its Exceptions, SBC [llinois and the other parties will also have to file replics to these
Exceptions on April 4 that are duplicative of their responscs to the Petition. The Administrative
J.aw Judge will have to preparc both the report to the Commission required by Section 200.520

and the Post-Exccptions Proposed Order, with whatever bricfing document accompanies it.

Parties should be discouraged from using procedures that simpiy doubie the work load
for everyone involved with no gain in cithcr administrative efficiency or procedural faimness,
Although Scclio11.200.520 does not on its face preclude GCI (rom filing its Petition, nothing in
Section 2000.520 obligates the Commission {0 rule on it (**On review of a Hearing Examiner's
ruling, the Commission may . . . take any other just and rcasonablc action with respect Lo the

ruling, such as declining to act on an intcrlocutory basis™). 83 N Adm. Code 200.520(b). Since

GCI’s Petition was moot before it was ever filed, it should be denied.




Hl. THE COMMISSION DOES NOT HAVE THE DISCRETION TO RE-IMPOSE A

MULTI-BILLION DOLLAR INFRASTRUCTURE SPENDING OBLIGATION

ON 8BC I.I.LINO[S

In the cvent that the Commission addresses (GCI’s objections on the merits, its Petition
should be denied as well. GCI contends that the Comumission has ©. . . substantial discretion on
remand to modify its orders based on the existing record or to reopen for additional evidence.”
GCI Petition at 8. GCI is incorrect. As the Administrative Law Judge’s ruling properly
concludes, the Appellate Court — not the Commission — determincs the scope ol the remand
procecding and the options open to the Commission. Both trial courts and thc Commission must
follow appellatc court mandates. /n re Murriage of Jones, 187 1. App. 3d 206, 215 (1* Dist.
1989); Citizens Utils. Co. uf Il v. [llinois Pollution Control Bd., 213 TIL. App. 3d 804, 866 (3d
Dist, 1991) (“[Tlhe trial court may only do those things directed in the mandatc; it has no
authority to act beyond the mandate’s dictates.”). Where the mandate is specific, “it is the duty
of the trial court to carry it into excculion and not 1o look elsewhere for authority to change its
meaning or direction.” David v. Russo, 119 111, App. 3d 290, 295 (1" Dist. 1983), citing fisher
v. Burks, 285 1il. 290, 292 (1918); Cook v. Moulton, 1896 WL 2412, at *2 (I1l. App. Ct. 1896)
(whcere mandate required that a decree be entered in accordance with the court’s opinion, “[nlo
new testimony was necessary in order to comply™). These principles have been followed in

Commission proceedings. See, /Hlincis Consol. Tel. Co. v. Aircall Communications, Inc., 101 1lI.

App. 3d 767, 770 (4™ Dist. 1981) (where circuit court reversed and remanded order, the

“remandment was for the purpose of determining which of the two [providers of paging services|
was to obtain the certificate, not for the purpose of taking omitted evidence™); City of Alton v. '

Alton Water Co., 25 111, 2d 112, 115 (1962) (explaining that an “order of this court directing that

a cause be remanded to the Commission does not automatically require additional hcarings or




evidence™). In fact, it is reversible error for the Commission to reopen the record and allow the
introduction of new evidence unless permitted to do so by the Appellate Court. Rapid Truck
Leasing, Inc. v. lil. Comm. Comm., 107 . App. 3d 624 (4" Dist. 1982).

GCI contends that the Commission may rcissuc its December 2002 ordér specifying in
more detatl the evidence supplorting the capital spending requircment, citing to City of Aiton v.
Alton Water Co., 25 Hl. 2d 112, 115 (1962). GCI Petition at 8. City of Alton docs not help GCL.
In the original appcal in Alton, the Appellate Court had remanded a rate proceeding to the
Commission with express instructions to reconsider certain issues relative to rate base, income
tax expense and increased income from improved meter maintenance under standards cstablished
by the Court. City of Alton v. Comm. Comm., 19 11l 2d 76, 82, 91-93 (1960). The issue on
appeal from this remand proceeding ~ the opinion to which GCl cites —~ is whether the
Commission was obligated o rcopen the record and (ake additional cvidence on those issues.
City of Alton v. Alton Water Co., supra, at 114-15. The Appellate Court concluded that new
hearings were not required because the Commission’s decisions on remand were supported by
the existing record. Jd. at 116, 117, 120-21.

City of Alion has no bearing on the issues in this proceeding. Here, the Appellatc Court
in this proceeding did no! instruct the Commission to reconsider the nctwork spending issue -
based either on he cxisting record or new evidence. The Appellate Court sirﬁply reversed the
Commission’s requirement in fote and ordered the Commission Lo issue an order consistent with
thc opinion. No further analysis of the issue was authorized, much less required, by this opinion,

and the Administrative L.aw Judge’s ruling properly so concludes. Ruling at 20-21.

GCT’s conlinucd insistence that the Commission can ignore the mandatc of the Court and

re-justify the spending obligation based on the existing rceord is particularly egregious. The




issuc on appeal was whether there was suflicient evidence in the record 10 support the capital
spending requircment - not the adequacy of the Commission’s findings on this issue. CUB and
the AG direclly participated in lhe appeal and presented to the Appellate Court all of the
gvidence which they belicved supported the Commission’s investment requirement. The
Appellate Court unequivocally concluded that the spending obligation was “completely
unsupported by the record” because there was “simply no evidence to support that particular
figure.” [llinois Bell Telephone Company at 642. The Appellate Court accordingly reversed the
Commission’s decision under Section 10-201{c)(iv)A. 1t did not remand the proceeding for
further findings or analysis under.Section 10-201(e)(iii). Thus, the specific spending obligation
adoﬁled by thc Commission ih 2002 and the record supporting it are legally defunct. This is the
law of the case and it is binding on the Commission and the partics. See e.g., People v. Abata,
165 Iil. App. 3d 184, 187-88 (2d Dist. 1988).

GiCI further contends that the Supreme Court’s decision in Hartigqn v, Iil. Comm.
Comm., 117 1. 2d 120, 142-43 (1987) provides the Commission with the requisite discretion.
GCI Pelition at 8-10. GCI is, again, incorrect. As the Administrative Law Judge concluded, the
Hartigan language on which GClI relies simply telescopes scparatc processes into a single high
level discussion. Ruling at 23. In other words, the Hurtigan language is a generic description of
the range of options open to the Appellate Court on review ol a Commission decision. It is ot a
ruling on the Commission’s authority in any specific case. This is underscored by the fact that
the issue hefore the Supreme Court was the dividing line between judicial instructions that
constitute judicial rulemaking — which is nof permitted — and judicial instructions that property

guide the Commission in the remand proceeding — which are permittcd. /d. at 142-43. That is

not the issuc here. In any specific remand proceeding, the Appellate Court will have selected




one of the oplions set out in [fartigan; and, oncc it has done so, the Commission must comply
with the dircctions sct forth in the opinion reversing or remanding its decision.'

GCl contends that the Administrative Law Judge’s analysis conflicts with llinois Bell
Telephone Company v, lll. Comm. Comm. 283 II. App. 3d 188 (2d Dist. 1996), which held thal a
court may not substitute its judgment for the Commission’s or direct a specific factual result on
remand. GCI Petition at 10-11. As the Supreme Court staled in Hartigan:

“The test is whether the court, through its opinion or order, limits or encroaches on the

Commission’s discretion in its ratemaking (unction. If the court’s directive prohibits the

Comumission from considering or taking certain action in setting rates otherwise within

the lawful scope of the Commission’s authority, the court has cngaged in judtual

ratemaking and has acted improperly.” 117 11l 2d at 143.

The Appellate Court did not encroach on the Commission’s authority here. It simply reversed a
Commission finding for lack of evidence — which is precisely what Section 10-201(e)(iv)A
contcmplates and permits. if GCI were correct, then the Appellate Courts could never simply
reverse a Commission finding: the Commission would always have the ability to reopen the
record and reconsider an issuc that was reversed on appeal. This would make a nullity out of

Scction 10-201(e)(iv)A. GCI’s position simply does not represent the law in Illinois and should

be rcjected.

! liven in the Hartigan litigation, the Court pravided very specific directions that contemplated the taking of
additional cvidence, For example, the Supreme Court’s opinion provided as follows:

“Becausc the Commission relied on the presumption of reasonableness, rather thun an affirmative showing
of reasonableness through the audit performed by ADI. and specific evidence of rcasonableness, the cause must
be remanded to the Commission . . . In determining on remand whether sufTicient evidence of rcasonableness has
been presented, the Commission may consider the present record in the light of the requirements of section 30.1 as
expressed in this opinion, or require the presentation of such further evidence as may he necessary for it to make
¢ proper determination.” Jd. at 136 {eniphasis added).

“The record on appeal contains extensive evidence concerning the audit standards that apply to the type of
audit required by section 30.1. On remand, the Commission may determine from the evidence presented which, if
any, of those standards meet the generally accepted auditing standards regquircment contained in sectiont 3.1, or
the Commission may require further evidence of standards in order to make that determination.” Id. at 141
(emphasis added).




GCI contends that the Appellate Court decision did not include “specific instructions”
which arc binding on the Commission and, therefore, that the Commission may proéeed to
reexamine the spending requirement. GCI Petition at 13-14. GCI is misreading the Court’s
opinion and reversing what sfmuid be the relevant presumptions. As any revicw of past
Appellate Court orders demonstrates, the courts are clear when the Commission is being asked to
reexaminc an issue. Even il they give less explicit instructions than those in /lartigan, they still
make clear that further *proceedings™ are anticipated, See e.g., City of Afton, supra. The
Appellate Court here did none of those things. [t reversed the requirement outright and simply
directcd the Commission to issue an “order” consistent with the opinion. An “order” is an
“order™ — it is not further cvidentiary proceedings. Morcover, although the Court found that the
Commission had thc authority 1o imposc a network spending obligation in appropriate
circumstances, it did not find that such a condition was required to meet the dictates of Section
13-506.1. Therefore, there is no basis on which onc can infer that the Court contcmplated further

cvidenliary proccedings.

V. SBC ILLINOIS DID NOT ACCEPT THE $600 MILLION ANNUAL
INVESTMENT REQUIREMENT

Whatever the merits of GCI’s legal arguments regarding the scope of the Commission’s
authority in this proceeding — and SBC 1llinois does not believe that they have any — GCI’s
contention that SBC Illinois somehow “accepted” a continuing investment obligation beyond the
five-year cxtension mandated m the SBC/Amcritech Merger Order has no basis whatsoever.
GCI Pctition at 14-17. The testimony and cross-examination to which GCI points in support of
its arguments must be viewed in the context of the investment issuc as it slood at the O;JtSCt of
this review procceding. In the SBC/Amerilech Merger Order, the Commission requircd that the

five-ycar, $3 billion investment obligation in SBC [llinois” 1994 Alternative Regulation Plan




Order be cxtended {or another five years. However, the amount of that investment obligation
was made subject to adjustment in this proceeding:

“Al shall rencw and extend the five-year network infrasiructure modernization program

previously established in its Alt. Reg. Plan. The investment shall total at least $3 billion

subject to adjustment in the Commission's subsequent review of the Al All. Reg. Plan.

The five-year exlension shall commence in the year 2000 or in the [irst calendar year

following the merger closing date, Al will retain the flexibility to structure and apportion

the total network investment over the [ive-ycar period.” Order in Docket No. 98-0553,

adopted Scptember 23, 1999, at 240 (emphasis added).

SBC Illinois was [urther required to provide thc Commission with formal notification that it
“accepted” the conditions imposed on it by the Merger Order, which it did. fd. at 260.

All of the testimony provided by SBC [llinois’ witnesscs on the subject of nctwork
investment was related to this sccond five-year obligation. Because the $3 billion amount had
becn made subject to adjustment, SBC Tllinois made clear in testimony thal it was not contesting
the spending commitment mandate in the Merger Order? Because the Commission had just
extended the investment obligation for an additional five years, SBC lllinois made clear in
testimony that it did nol believe that the issuc of network spending needed to be addressed again
in this procecding. It was in that contex( that Mr. O’Brien testified that the “Commission alrcady
specified the manner in which this commitment should be cartied forward under alternative

regulation,” GCI Petition at 14 (citing to Mr. O’Brien’s direct testimony). Nothing in Mr.

(O’Brien’s testimony cven reinotely suggested that the Company was agreeing to extend the

commitment beyond the second (ive-ycar term spccified in the Merger Order.

GCI contends that an attachment to Mr. O’ Brien’s testimony somchow impliced that the

investment obligation would continue beyond the Merger Order. GCI Petition at 15. The

* Although SBC Wlinois inifially proposed that investments made by AADS should “count” toward the $3 biflion
total, it subsequently withdrew that proposal. GCI Petition at 15; Am. [ll. Ex, 3.0 {O'Bricn Direct) at 19; Am. 11l
Ex. 3.1 (O'Brien Rebuttal) at 20-21.
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“Infrastructurc Development” language cited by GCI was included in a red-lined version of the
1994 Plan document (“Appendix A” to the original 1994 Order) which showed the changes
proposed by the Company on a goi_ngmf'orward basis. Am. [Il. Ex. 3.1 {O’Brien Rebuttal),
Schedulc 1 at 6-7. No reasonable person could possibly have construcd this language as a
commitment to continue the Merger Order obligation beyond its expiration. This provision was
copicd verbatim from the original Appendix A and, by its express terms, was limited to the ®. ..
first five year period of the plan™ (emphasis added). The first five-ycar period of the Plan had
expired at the end of 1999,

Finally, Mr. O’ Brien did not accept an extension of the Merger Order condition in cross-
examination. GCI Pctition at 16-17, Mr. O'Brien clearly understood the questions as asking
whether SBC (ilinois was seeking to modi(y the Merger Order condition in this proceeding; in
response to both Mr. Goldenberg and Mr. Manshio, he testified that SBC 1Hinois was not
“sceking to modify” and did not plan *10 change that commitment in this dockel.” His testimony
did not even touch on the question whether the Merger Grder commitment should be further
cxtended beyond its five-year term, much less accept such a proposition.?

SBC [llinois’ view of the record is clearly supported by both GCI's own
contemporancous conduct and by the Proposed Orders issued at the time. Rather than propose
an exlension of the Merger Order obligation in testimony, GCI recommendcd instead that SBC
1lincis be required to spend at least $29 per access linc a'nnually in the Wire and Cable Account

over the duration of the Plan. This proposal was summarily rejected for lack of evidentiary

 If either Mr. Goldenberg or Mr. Manshio actually intended to ask the Company for its position on further
extending the Merger Order condition — which SBC Illinois doubts -- it would have been incumbent on them to do
g0 in a straightforward and explicit manner. Parties should not attempt to foist billion dollar investment
obligations on a regulated company through oblique cross-cxamination that was clcarly understood by the witness
as being directed at a more limited issue,

il




support in every on¢ of the five Proposed Orders issued by the Administrative Law Judge.
Significantly, all five of those orders stated explicitly that, with the rejection of the $29/line
proposal, SBC [llinois was subjcct to no capital spending requirement (beyond the five-year
cxtension mandated by the Merger Order). For example, the Administrative l.aw Judge’s initial
Prbposed Order issued on May 22, 2001, stated as follows:
“We reject GCI/City’s proposal to have Ameritech [llinois invest at least $29 per access
line annually, in the “Wire and Cabic” account. The GCI/City has not established that
this level of spending is reasonable or appropriate on a forward-looking basis. it simply
reflects thc amount which Ameritech Illinois spent in 1996. Nor has GCI cstablished that
the particular “Wirc and Cable” account is any more relcvant lo service quality than any
of thc other Plant in Service accounts. [inally, a capital spending requirement is
inconsistent with the nature of alternative regulation. The Commission hus adopted
service quality measures and benchmarks that will ussure adequate service quality in the
Sfuture. What is required to have Ameritech lllinais achieve the mandated level of service
is a decision best left to the Company. 1t will either risc or fall on the basis of such
decisions.” Hearing Examiner's Propased Order dated May 22, 2001, at 142 (emphasis
addced). '
Thus, under the Proposed Orders, there would have been no network spending obligation
specific {o the Alternative Regulalion Plan. Notably, the GCI partics did not take exception to
this portion of the Proposcd Order. GCl1/City Bricf on Exceptions, filed Junc 13, 2001, If they
truly believed in 2001 that SBC Illinois had, in fact, agreed to a further extension of the Merger
Order condition, surely they would have excepled to this language.
Finally, GCI complains that SBC [Hinois did not objcct to an extcnsion of the Merger
Order requircment until its Application for Rehearing. (GCI Petition at 14, This is hardly
surprising. Since no one proposed an extension in their testimony or briefs, therc was nothing to

which SBC Illinois could have or should objected.? In other words, SBC Illinois did not object

to this spending obligation until its Application for Rehearing because it was not on the table

* In contrast, SBC lilinois didf object to GCI's $29/linc investment proposal.

12




until the Commission injected it into the Order during its final deliberations. The Application lor
Rehearing represented SBC Illinois’ first and only opportunity to contest it.

In short, it excceds any legitimatc bounds ol advocacy for GCI to contend that SBC
Illinois acted improperly in this procceding or somchow “sandbagged” the Comtnission and the
parties. GCI Petition at 15, GCI apparently has now concluded that it made a stratcgic blunder
by not recommending exlension of the $3 billion commitment itsclf or presenting evidence to
support such an obligation. That does not make their error SBC inois’ responsibility. GCI's
transparent attempt to shift the blame should be rejected oul of hand.
V. A NETWORK SPENDING OBLIGATION 18 NO'i‘ REQUIRED FOR THE

ALTERNATIVE REGULATION PLAN TO SATISFY THE PUBLIC INTEREST

AND SECTION 13-506.1 OF THE ACT

GCI objects Lo the Administralive Law Judge’s Ruling on the grounds that it
overemphasizcs scrvice quality conccmé as the basis for the network spending requirement and
docs not consider other policy objectives, GCI Petition at 20-22. GCI is ignoring the Appellatc
Court’s opinion. Whalever range of objectives the Commission might have originally had for
this spending. obligation, the Appellate Court upheld the Commission’s authotity o impose such
a condition on the Company on one basis and one basis only: scrvice quality concerns. [Hinois
Bell Telephone Company at 641. The Appellate Court’s opinion docs not give the Commission
the latitude to basc a spending obligation on considerations other than service quality, Thercfore,
lor purposes of this remand proceeding, the othcr objeclives identificd by the Commission in its

2002 Ordcr and recited by GCT arc legally irrelevant. Moreover, most of the Commission’s

discussion of service quality in that Order focused on the remedial effect of the ncw penalty-

based incentive structure that it was adopting — nol infrastructure spending. Sce c.g., Order at




76, 80.> Thus, there is no basis for GCI’s contention that the Alternative Regulation Plan cannot
stand without the infrastructure spending obligation.
V. CONCLUSION
In conclusion, GCI’s Petition for Interlocutory Review should be denied on procedural

grounds. In the alternative, it should also be denied on its menits. The mliﬁg of the
Administrative Law Judgc is well-reasoned, roflects [linois law on the scope of the
Commission’s authority in a proceeding on remand {rom an Appcllate Court and properly
implements the Appellate Court’s opinion in this proceeding.

Rcspectfully submitted,

ILLINOIS BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY

s g L
Ong of Its Attorneys

Louise A. Sunderland
SBC lilinais

225 West Randolph Street
Floor 25D

Chicago, 1. 60606
312/727-6705

$ Although the Commission cxpresses disappointment that SBC Tlfinois had not deployed advanced services more
rapidly, the Commission recognized that this problem was addressed by the General Assembly when it enacted
Section 13-517. Compare Orderat 17-18, 49, 55, and Order at 80,
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