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I INTRODUCTION 

2 Q. Please state your name. 

4 A. My name is Warren Thomas. I am providing testimony in this proceeding on 

5 

3 

behalf of Verizon North, Inc. and Verizon South, Inc. (collectively "Verizon"). 

6 Q. 

7 in this proceeding? 

9 A. Yes. 

IO PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY 

Are you the same Warren Thomas who submitted pre-filed direct testimony 

8 

11 Q. 

12 A. 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

What is the purpose of your testimony? 

The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to respond to the network-related 

portions of the direct testimony submitted in this proceeding by Mr. James J. 

Keller on behalf of Marion Telephone LLC ("Marion"), Mr. Russell W. Murray and 

Dr. James Zolnierek on behalf of the Staff of the Illinois Commerce Commission 

("Staff). 

Specifically, I will respond to Dr. Zolnierek's testimony and explain that I agree 

with his proposed resolution of Issue 14. In addition, I will respond to Mr. Keller's 

testimony on Issue 15 and show how it makes clear that Marion's proposal is 

really a request for what it calls "adjacent off-site collocation." I will show that 

adjacent off-site collocation is something that Verizon is not obligated to 

accommodate under the Telecommunications Act of 1996 ("TA96") or the rules of 
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the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC) implementing the 

requirements of TA96. I will also demonstrate that Mr. Keller offers no legitimate 

rationale to support Marion’s metallic interconnection/adjacent off-site collocation 

proposal, and that the threats to network reliability, security and safety that I 

described in my direct testimony remain legitimate concerns, even though it may 

not be necessary for the Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) and Illinois Commerce 

Commission (“Commission”) to address these issues in light of the fact that Mr. 

Keller’s testimony acknowledges that Marion is requesting adjacent off-site 

collocation. Accordingly, I maintain my recommendation that the ALJ and the 

Commission reject Marion’s proposal with respect to Issue 15. Finally, I will rebut 

Mr. Keller’s testimony with respect to Issue 18, and reaffirm my recommendation 

that the ALJ and the Commission should reject Marion‘s proposal and adopt 

Verizon’s proposal to restrict to 100 feet the length of new facilities that must be 

installed to connect Marion’s Telecommunications Outside Plant Interconnect 

Cabinet (‘TOPIC“) to Feeder Distribution Interfaces (“FDls”) within Verizon‘s 

network (Issue 18). 

As I will discuss in further detail below, the ALJ and the Commission should 

decide each of these issues in Verizon’s favor and reject the modifications 

Marion has proposed to Verizon’s interconnection agreement (“ICA) language 

that purport to support Marion’s position on each of these issues. 
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Marion witness James Keller 

Q. At pages 8-9 of his direct testimony, Mr. Keller raises three points in 
response to Verizon’s concerns about tandem exhaust. Is there any merit 
to Mr. Keller’s attempt to minimize these concerns on the basis that 
Verizon’s rates for tandem switching already take into account the forward- 
looking cost of tandem use? 

No. Mr. Keller correctly acknowledges that pricing has been established for use 

of Verizon’s tandem, and infers that since the pricing presumably takes into 

account the forward-looking cost of tandem use. tandem exhaust can never be a 

problem. This point ignores assumptions that underlie Verizon’s tandem 

switching rates. It is true that the Commission has established pricing for 

transport and termination of traffic, including a reciprocal compensation per 

A. 

minute of use (“MOU”) rate for tandem switching and a per MOU rate for tandem 

transit service, but the cost studies upon which those rates are based assume 

that the tandem will be utilized in an efficient network architecture. In other 

words, those rates assume an efficient use of the tandem, whereby a carrier 

terminates a sufficient amount of traffic through the tandem to a specific end 

office and would install direct end office trunks to service such traffic. Allowing a 

carrier a limitless ability to clog Verizon’s tandem, regardless of the amount of 

traffic that carrier routes through that tandem to a particular end office, is not an 

efficient use of the network, and not what is reflected in the Total Element Long 
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92 Q. 
93 
94 
95 
96 
97 
98 A. 

99 

Run Incremental Cost (“TELRIC”) studies that support the Verizon tandem 

switching rates to which Mr. Keller alludes. 

Mr. Keller also asserts that Verizon advanced this same position in 
Michigan and the Michigan Public Service Commission rejected Verizon’s 
proposed limit on the number of trunks to tandem. Should the 
Commission rely on what happened in Michigan in  deciding this issue? 

No. While the Michigan Public Service Commission did reject Verizon’s 

proposed limit on the number of tandem interconnection trunks in the 

Telenet case to which Mr. Keller refers, that based on the facts in that 

case and history in Michigan regulatory proceedings. Illinois is different. 

As Staff witness Dr. Zolnierek indicates in his direct testimony, the Illinois 

Commission has found in previous cases that once a carrier has traffic 

destined for a particular end office that reaches a DSI level, it should be 

required to build a direct end office trunk to that office. In so doing, the 

Illinois Commission has recognized the need to address tandem exhaust 

concerns with reasonable limits on the amount of traffic that CLECs can 

route through ILEC tandems. As discussed below, Verizon believes Dr. 

Zolnierek’s proposal is reasonable and should be adopted. 

Finally, Mr. Keller contends that because the number of Plain Old 
Telephone Service (“POTS”) lines has decreased from 2004 to 2005, and 
the number of lines served by competitive local exchange carriers has 
decreased from 2004 to 2005, there should be no concern for tandem 
exhaust. Do you agree? 

No. Mr. Keller relies on the Commission’s Annual Report on 

Telecommunications Markets in Illinois (“ICC Report“), issued in September 
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2006, for his claim that POTS lines decreased by 300,000 from 2004 to 2005, 

and that POTS lines served by Competitive Local Exchange Carriers (“CLECs”) 

decreased by 500,000 during the same time period. While that report does 

show a decrease in POTS lines and POTS lines served by CLECs from 2004 to 

2005, it shows that mobile-wireless providers increased subscribership from mid- 

year 2004 to mid-year 2005 by a million subscribers, well more than the total 

decrease in POTS lines during the same time frame. ICC Report at 3. The ICC 

Report also shows that the number of lines served over wholly-owned CLEC 

facilities, with the number of CLECs increasing from 2004 to 2005 (from 65-69), 

and the number of broadband customers served via Asymmetrical Digital 

Subscriber Lines (“ADSL”) and cable modem technologies growing by 42% from 

2004 to 2005. Thus, as the ICC Report demonstrates, broadband and mobile- 

wireless services are growing at a much greater rate than POTS lines are 

declining. 

Do mobile-wireless and broadband providers have an impact on the 
amount of traffic that traverse Verizon’s tandems? 

Absolutely. Mobile-wireless carriers have to interconnect to the Public Switched 

Telephone Network (“PSTN”) so that their customers can make and receive calls 

from Verizon’s and other carriers’ wireline customers. They do so via 

interconnection at Verizon tandems. In addition, broadband service providers, 

including cable companies, can provide telephony services through Voice Over 

Internet Protocol (“VolP) technology. Just as mobile-wireless carriers 

interconnect with Verizon, so too do broadband providers to enable their VolP 
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customers to be able to place and receive calls from the PSTN. As a result, 

while POTS lines may be seeing an overall decrease, the need for 

interconnection to the PSTN is not. Mr. Keller’s use of a few statistics from the 

ICC Report is misleading and does not support the point he attempts to make. 

Verizon can and should be able to manage its network in an efficient manner, 

and that includes maintaining a reasonable limit on the number of tandem 

interconnection trunks. For all of the foregoing reasons, the ALJ and the 

Commission should disregard Marion’s arguments with respect to Issue 14. 

2. 

At pages 10-11 of his direct testimony, Dr. Zolnierek points out a 
discrepancy between the description of this issue in Verizon’s reply to 
Marion’s Petition for Arbitration and the description contained in my direct 
testimony, with the former indicating that Marion should employ Direct End 
Office Trunks (“DEOTs”) where traffic to a particular end office exceeds 
240 trunks, and the latter indicating that Marion should employ DEOTs 
when traffic to a particular tandem exceeds 240 trunks. Which description 
of the issue is accurate? 

The description of the issue contained in my direct testimony is accurate. Dr 

Zolnierek is correct in his assumption that my testimony more accurately 

describes the issue and is consistent with the language reflected in section 2.2.6 

of the interconnection attachment of Verizon’s model interconnection agreement 

(“ICA”) (which appears as a deletion from section 2.3 of Marion’s redline version) 

that Marion proposes to delete. See Redline Version of ICA attached to Marion‘s 

Petition for Arbitration, interconnection attachment, section 2.3 at p. 55. 

At pages 14-15 of his direct testimony, Staff witness Dr. Zolnierek 
recommends that the Commission determine that Marion must limit the 
number of trunks going through a Verizon tandem to 240 trunks take 

Response to Staff witness Dr. James Zolnierek 
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traffic destined for any Verizon end office subtending the tandem off the 
tandem for all subtending end offices where traffic delivered to that office 
exceeds 864 Centum Call Seconds (“CCS” or the equivalent of one OS-1) 
during the busy hour for three consecutive months. Dr. Zolnierek further 
recommends that the Commission determine that Marion must meet one of 
the foregoing criteria with respect to each Verizon tandem to which it 
sends traffic, but that i t  need not meet both. Please comment on this 
proposal. 

Dr. Zolniereks recommendation is based in part on the Commission’s decision in 

the Illinois Bell Telephone Company and Verizon Wireless arbitration in 

Commission Docket No. 01-0007, which limited tandem connections based on 

the amount of traffic terminating to end offices subtending tandems. I believe this 

recommendation, while not ideal, correctly recognizes that tandem exhaust is a 

legitimate issue and allowing Marion to interconnect at the tandem in every 

instance it chooses could cause significant adverse impacts on Verizon’s 

network. Because Dr. Zolniereks recommendation is based on the 

Commission’s prior determination with respect to this issue and will provide some 

protection against tandem exhaust, I agree that it should be adopted by the ALJ 

and the Commission in this case. This result should allow Verizon to manage its 

network in a reasonably efficient manner and protect against tandem exhaust. 

173 ISSUE 15 
176 - .  . 
175 1. Response to Marion witness James Keller 

177 Q. 
178 
179 
180 
181 A. 

182 Q. 
183 

176 
Mr. Keller discusses Marion’s “metallic interconnection” proposal at pages 
9-19 of his direct testimony. In reviewing this testimony, do you know have 
a better feel for what you believe is the essence of Marion’s proposal? 

Yes, at least with respect to one of the proposal’s essential elements. 

Based on your review of Mr. Keller’s testimony, what is you understanding 
of the essence of Marion’s proposal? 
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My understanding is that an essential element of what Marion is requesting is 

what Mr. Keller refers to as “adjacent off-site’’ collocation. Specifically, Mr. Keller 

asserts at page 17 of his direct testimony that the California Commission found 

that “it should look ai” adjacent off-site arrangements as a method of collocation. 

Immediately following that discussion, Mr. Keller states his belief that Marion’s 

metallic interconnection proposal is consistent with Verizon’s adjacent collocation 

tariff offering except “[tlhat the only difference is that we are proposing to 

construct that building off of Verzion’s property.” Keller Direct, p. 18 (emphasis 

in the original). In support of his contention that his metallic interconnection 

proposal is consistent with adjacent collocation, Mr. Keller quotes a portion of 

Verizon’s collocation tariff (section 2.5) that describes “[aln adjacent collocation 

[sic] arrangement permits a CLEC to construct or procure a structure on 

company property for co-location for the purposes of provisioning expanded 

interconnection andlor access to unbundled network elements in 

accordance with the terms and conditions of this tariff.” Keller Direct, p. 18 

(emphasis in the original). It is clear to me from this testimony that Marion’s 

metallic interconnection proposal is in reality a request for adjacent collocation, 

albeit not on Verizon’s premises. 

Is there anything in Marion’s proposed language for Issue 15 in its Petition 
for Arbitration that would indicate that it is requesting adjacent 
collocation? 

While it is certainly not clear from the Marion’s statement of the issue, or its 

proposed section 3.2 at pages 8-14 of its Petition for Arbitration (“Petition”), or 
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the redlined version of the model ICA submitted with its Petition, the first 

paragraph of Marion’s proposed section 3.2 states that “[a] CLEC is permitted to 

construct or procure a structure on property other than Verizon’s [sic] for the 

purposes of provisioning expanded interconnection and/or access to unbundled 

network elements.” Petition, p. 8 (emphasis added). As far as I can tell, in the 

approximately seven pages of text contained in Marion’s proposed section 3.2, 

that is the only language that arguably would support Marion’s adjacent off-site 

collocation proposal. 

To your knowledge, did Marion describe its proposal as adjacent off-site 
collocation at any point during negotiations? 

Yes. In my review of some of the materials related to the negotiation, I found an 

e-rnail from Mr. Keller to Verizon’s negotiators indicating that in August 2006 Mr. 

Keller believed that there “may be a more direct way of doing the off premise 

collocation for COS.” In that e-mail, Mr. Keller suggested adding a small number 

of words to the adjacent collocation section of Verizon’s Illinois collocation tariff, 

which Mr. Keller believed “should resolve the ‘off Premise Collocation’ issue.” 

See e-mail from Jim Keller to Joe Greenwood, dated August 15, 2006, which is 

attached to this testimony and identified as Exhibit 4.1. 

Would it be appropriate for the Commission to require Verizon to provide 
adjacent off-site collocation to Marion? 

No. Although I am not a lawyer, my understanding is that an Incumbent Local 

Exchange Carrier (“ILEC”), such as Verizon, is only required under section 

251(c)(6) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (“TA96”) to “provide, on rates, 
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244 Q. 
245 
246 
241 A. 

248 

249 

250 

25 1 
252 
253 
254 
255 
256 
251 
258 
259 

terms, and conditions that are just, reasonable, and nondiscriminatory, for 

physical collocation of equipment necessary for interconnection or access to 

unbundled network elements at the premises of the local exchange carrier, 

except that the carrier may provide for virtual collocation if the local exchange 

carrier demonstrates to the State commission that physical collocation is not 

practical for technical reasons or because of space limitations.” 42 U.S.C. 

251 (c)(6) (emphasis added). Thus, as I understand it, TA96 only requires 

Verizon to provide collocation on land or property that Verizon owns or controls. 

Based on this understanding, I do not believe that Marion’s adjacent off-site 

collocation proposal is required or consistent with TA96. 

Would Marion’s adjacent off-site collocation proposal be appropriate under 
the rules of the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”)? 

I do not believe so. Again, I am not a lawyer, but my understanding is that the 

FCC’s rules only require ILECs to provide adjacent collocation in the event that 

physical collocation space in a central office is exhausted. The FCC described 

this requirement in its Advanced Services Collocation Order on Reconsideration: 

We also conclude that requiring an incumbent LEC to permit 
collocation in adjacent controlled environmental vaults or similar 
structures, when physical collocation space is otherwise exhausted, 
is consistent with the procompetitive purposes of section 
25l(c)(6).[footnote omitted] As we indicated in the Advanced 
Services First Report & Order, such a requirement is an effective 
means of ensuring that competitive LECs can compete with the 
incumbent LEC even when no physical collocation space is 
available within an incumbent LEC structure.’ 

’ Deployment of Wireiine Services Offering Advanced Telecommunications Capabilify, CC Docket 
No. 98-147, FCC 00-297, Order on Reconsideration and Second Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 
released August 10,2000 (Advanced Services Collocation Reconsideration Om‘er), at 7 43; See also 47 
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Indeed, in the same order the FCC specifically rejected the idea that under TA96 

or its rules an ILEC could be required to provide for collocation on nearby 

property not owned or controlled by the ILEC, and modified its definition of the 

word “premises” to eliminate any such doubt. 

We recognize, however, that Arneritech has claimed that 
collocation in controlled environmental vaults that a competitive 
LEC constructs or procures on land adjacent to an incumbent LEC 
structure is inconsistent with the definition of “premises” in section 
51.5 of our rules. . .To avoid any possible confusion regarding this 
matter, we amend that definition to make clear that “premises” 
includes all buildings and similar structures owned, leased, or 
otherwise controlled by the incumbent LEC that house its network 
facilities, all structures that house incumbent LEC facilities on public 
rights-of-way, and all land owned, leased, or otherwise controlled 
by an incumbent LEC that is adjacent to these structures.[footnote 
omitted] This definition, of course, excludes land and buildings 
in which the incumbent LEC has no interest. In that 
circumstance, the incumbent LEC and its competitors have an 
equal opportunity to obtain space within which to locate their 
equipment? 

Is Verizon’s Illinois collocation tariff consistent with the requirements of 
TA96 and the FCC’s rules? 

Yes. With respect to adjacent collocation, Verizon’s tariff provides as follows: 

2.5 Adiacent 

An adjacent collocation arrangement permits a CLEC to construct or procure a 
structure on Company property for collocation for the purposes of provisioning 
expanded interconnection andlor access to unbundled network elements in 
accordance with the terms and conditions of this tariff. Adjacent collocation is 
only an option when one the following conditions are met: 

C.F.R. 51.323. 

* Id., at 844 
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- 
cageless collocation: and 

- 
vault or similar structure on Company property that adheres to local building 
code, zoning requirements, and Company building standards3 

How did Marion propose to modify Verizon's Illinois collocation tariff to 
accommodate its metallic interconnection proposal? 

As I indicated above, Mr. Keller suggested that a small number of words be 

added to section 2.5 of Verizon's Illinois collocation tariff, which are noted below 

in underline format. 

2.5 Adiacent 

An adjacent collocation arrangement permits a CLEC to construct or procure a 
structure on Private or Company property for collocation for the purposes of 
provisioning expanded interconnection and/or access to unbundled network 
elements in accordance with the terms and conditions of this tariff. Adjacent 
collocation is only an option when one the following conditions are met: 

- 
cageless collocation or CLEC is aoinq on Private proDerty; and 

- It is technically feasible to construct or procure a controlled environment 
vault or similar structure on Private or Company property that adheres to local 
building code, zoning requirements, and Company building standards! 

Space is legitimately exhausted in the Company's premises for caged and 

It is technically feasible to construct or procure a controlled environment 

Q 

A. 

Space is legitimately exhausted in the Company's premises for caged and 

Q. Has Marion requested Verizon to provide physical collocation in any of 
Verizon's central offices in Illinois? 

I do not believe so. A. 

See Verizon North Inc. Tariff 111. C.C. No. 12, Section 2. Second Revised Sheet No. 4. Verizon's 
Illinois collocation tariff is attached in its entirety to this testimony and identified as Exhibit 4.2. 

See e-mail from James Keller to Joseph Greenwood dated August 8.2006, Exhibit 4.1. 4 
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Has Verizon refused to provide physical collocation to  Marion in any of its 
facilities or on any of its premises based on claims that such collocation is 
not practical for technical reasons or because of space limitations? 

No, it has not. 

Are there any Verizon central offices in southern Illinois in which physical 
collocation is not available due to space limitations? 

No. Verizon publishes a list of central offices in which physical collocation is not 

available because space limitations on its web~ i te .~  As of February 28, 2007, the 

list shows three central offices in Illinois where collocation space is exhausted 

(Creston, Edelstein and Larose), and none of the three are in Jackson County or 

Williamson County, where Marion is certificated to provide service. A copy of the 

latest list is attached to this testimony and identified as Exhibit 4.3. 

In your opinion, as an engineer who works with such requirements on a 
daily basis, i s  Marion’s adjacent off-site collocation proposal consistent 
with TA96, FCC rules or Verizon’s Illinois collocation tariff, as you 
understand those requirements? 

No. For all of the reasons stated above, I do not think that Marion’s proposal is 

appropriate or consistent with any of Verizon’s obligations. An essential element 

to Marion’s metallic interconnection proposal is that Verizon be required to 

provide adjacent off-site collocation, which Verizon is not obligated to do. 

Moreover, even assuming that Marion were requesting adjacent collocation on 

Verizon’s premises, which it is not, adjacent collocation is only an option when 

physical collocation inside a central office is not available. For all of these 

See http://www22.verizon.com/wholesale/local/collocation/detall/l ,,info-space,OO.html 5 
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reasons, I believe that the ALJ and the Commission should reject Marion's 

metallic interconnectioniadjacent off-site collocation proposal. 

Setting aside the issue of collocation, does Mr. Keller's direct testimony 
provide any legitimate reasons that Marion's proposal should be adopted? 

No. Mr. Keller raises various points that he claims support Marion's proposal. I 

will address those points below. 

Mr. Keller posits at pages 10-11 of his direct testimony that Verizon allows 
metallic interconnection and collocation at some of its facilities. Based on 
this claim, he infers that Marion's metallic interconnection proposal is 
appropriate. Do you agree? 

No. Mr. Keller refers to provisions in section 6.3 of the ICA, which address 

collocation at remote terminals to facilitate subloop unbundling. Accessing 

subloops requires a CLEC to do so between the feeder and distribution portion of 

Verizon's network, hence the reference to feeder distribution interface. The 

distribution portion of Verizon's network is all copper, and thus in this particular 

portion of Verizon's network it would be appropriate for a carrier to cross connect 

copper to copper, albeit through appropriate equipment and at a distance of 100 

feet or less from the FDI, that will ensure safety and network reliability. Subloop 

unbundling, however, is wholly different than interoffice facilities, which are all 

fiber. In the case of Interoffice facilities, which is what Marion proposes to bring 

to Verizon's central offices, all such facilities in Verizon's network are fiber. And 

it is my understanding that Verizon is required to provide interconnection that is 

equal in quality to the interconnection that Verizon provides to its own retail 

operations, and on terms and conditions that are just, reasonable and 

14 
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nondiscriminatory. It seems to me that is exactly what Verizon is proposing, 

since all of its interoffice facilities are fiber, and all CLECs in Illinois that 

interconnect with Verizon do so with fiber facilities. 

Moreover, the weakness of Marion’s comparison is highlighted by the fact that 

subloop unbundling provisions appear in the Network Elements Attachment to 

the ICA while Marion’s metallic interconnection proposal is in the Interconnection 

Attachment to the ICA. In my opinion, a comparison of subloop unbundling and 

interconnection of interoffice transport facilities is like comparing apples and 

oranges. 

At pages 11-12 of his testimony, Mr. Keller infers that copper cables are 
suitable for interoffice facilities because Verizon’s tariff allows for copper 
cables to be used to cross-connect the facilities of two CLECs that are 
collocated in the same Verizon central oftice. Do you believe Mr. Keller’s 
observation is pertinent to Marion’s metallic interconnection proposal? 

No. Verizon has a limited obligation to provide cross connects between CLECs 

that are lawfully collocated in its central This limited obligation to provide 

cross connections to lawfully collocated CLECs was imposed by the FCC in its 

Advanced Services Collocation Further Reconsideration Order in 2001. In that 

order, the FCC adopted changes to its collocation rules to require that ILECs 

“shall provide, at the request of a collocating telecommunications carrier, a 

connection between the equipment in the collocated spaces of two or more 

- 
Deployment of Wireline Services Offering Advanced Telecommunications Capability, CC Docket 6 

No. 98-147, FCC 01-204, Fourth Report and Order, released August 8,2001 (Advanced Services 
Collocation Furfher Reconsideration Order), at note 209; See also 47 C.F.R. 51.323(h)(1). 
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419 
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421 

422 

423 

424 

425 

telecommunications carriers, except to the extent the incumbent LEC permits the 

collocating parties to provide the requested connection for themselves or a 

connection is not required under paragraph (h)(2) of this section. Where 

technically feasible, the incumbent LEC shall provide the connection using 

copper, dark fiber, lit fiber, or other transmission medium, as requested by the 

collocating telecommunications carrier.” 47 C.F.R. 53.323(h)(I ). It is within the 

limited situation where Verizon is requested to cross-connect two collocated 

CLECs in the same central office, i.e., an intraoffice interconnection between two 

CLECs, where it is required to do so using copper facilities, assuming it is 

technically feasible. The language contained in section 4.7(D) of Verizon’s 

collocation tariff is a reflection of that limited obligation and in no way reflects on 

whether copper cable is ill-suited for the type of interoffice facilities that Marion’s 

metallic interconnection proposal contemplates. 

Is there anything in Verizon’s collocation tariff that would prohibit the use 
of copper cable facilities being used for interoffice transport facilities? 

Yes. Section 4.7(E) of Verizon’s Illinois collocation tariff states that Verizon can 

”prohibit all equipment and facilities, other than fiber optic cable, from entrance to 

its manholes.”’ Indeed, with the exception of the deletion of the word 

“collocation” and the substitution of ‘Verizon” in place of the term T h e  

Company,” the entirety of paragraph 4.7(E) of Verizon’s collocation tariff is 

identical to the Marion’s proposed paragraph under Issue 15 on page 8 of 

’See Exhibit 4.2, Verizon North Inc. Tariff 111. C.C. No. 12, Section 2. Second Revised Sheet No. 
16. 
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Marion's Petition, which like 4.7(E) is entitled "Manhole/Splicing Restrictions." 

Thus, Marion with the exception of the minor changes noted above, Marion cut 

and pasted this language directly from Verizon's collocation tariff. As I noted in 

my direct testimony (page 18), this language directly contradicts a request for 

"metallic interconnection" because it allows Verizon to prohibit Marion from 

bringing copper or metallic cables into its manholes, leaving only fiber optic cable 

as an alternative. That provision of the Verizon's collocation tariff (and Marion's 

proposed language) is consistent .with Verizon's provision of all interoffice 

transport via fiber-optic cables, and all CLEC interoffice interconnection in Illinois 

that is completed via fiber-optic cables. 

To your knowledge, has the Illinois Commission ever addressed a situation 
where one carrier has attempted to require another carrier to use metallic 
cables for interoffice interconnection? 

Yes. In researching this issue, I became aware of a complaint that Ameritech 

brought against AT&T because, among other things, AT&T had adopted a policy 

declaring that Ameritech could only connect certain of its central offices to certain 

AT&T points of presence ('POPS") utilizing coaxial cables. Ameritech wanted to 

interconnect with AT&T's POPs with diverse fiber-optic transport facilities 

"because fiber transport is more reliable than coaxial cable, in that diverse fibers 

provide an alternative route for calls in case of an equipment problem, whereas 

coaxial cable is a 'single point of failure,' and because fiber has higher 

transmission speeds and therefore can provide a greater variety of higher-speed, 

cutting-edge, competitive services." Illinois Bell Telephone Co. v. AT&T, Illinois 
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Commerce Commission Docket No. 97-0624, Order, 1998 111 PUC Lexis 139, at 

*66-*67. The Commission in that case rejected AT&T’s attempt to prohibit the 

Ameritech’s use of fiber-optic facilities for interoffice transport, and directed AT&T 

to cease enforcement of its ”cable only” policy. Similarly, I believe the ALJ and 

the Commission should in this case reject Marion’s request to force Verizon to 

provide interoffice copper cable interconnection solely for Marion. 

At pages 12-13 of his testimony, Mr. Keller argues that Marion’s metallic 
interconnection proposal would promote homeland security. Do you care 
to comment? 

Yes. Mr. Keller argues that allowing a CLEC to locate off-site would provide 

redundancy in network facilities and thereby increase the chances the 

communications will work in times of crises. While I agree that true redundancy 

is desirable, Mr. Keller fails to demonstrate how Marion’s proposal would provide 

true redundancy. I presume that Marion will be utilizing much of the same 

conduit, poles and rights of way for its facilities that Verizon uses for its facilities, 

and clearly Marion contemplates that its customers will access the PSTN and all 

non-Marion customers by interconnecting Marion’s switch to Verizon’s facilities. 

Thus, if disaster were to render the Verizon central office and all of the facilities 

serving that office inoperable, Marion’s customers would still be unable to 

communicate with anyone not served by Marion’s switch. Contrast this with a 

fixed-wireless system of communications that can route traffic to any number of 

independent switching centers, which could provide a truly redundant 

communications network. Indeed, I am aware that companies that were located 
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within several blocks of Ground Zero were able to maintain communications 

specifically because they had access to fixed-wireless backup systems which 

were separate from the regular landlines and enable the companies to route 

traffic to independent points of interconnection that were not impacted by the 

horrific terrorist attacks that befell New York City of September 1 1, 2001. What 

Marion proposes is, in my view, is not a truly redundant communications network 

and would likely provide little if any homeland security or natural disaster 

safeguards. 

Do you believe that Mr. Keller’s argument (p. 14) that Marion’s metallic 
interconnection proposal could provide assistance to local and state 
emergency rescue services in the event a natural disaster destroyed 
Verizon facilities has any merit? 

No. Mr. Keller optimistically reports that if Verizon‘s facilities were destroyed in a 

natural disaster, Marion Telephone’s network could be used by local and state 

rescue services to access the outside world. For the same reasons discussed 

above, Marion’s proposal does not provide for a physically separate, truly 

redundant communications network. Marion will be relying on Verizon to provide 

its customers with access to the PSTN and the outside world. If Verizon’s 

facilities were destroyed by a natural disaster, I believe that Marion’s ability to 

provide access to the outside world (at least to any non-Marion customer) would 

be destroyed as well. 

Assuming that Marion could achieve some benefits by locating Its switch 
on its own property, is the only way to achieve such benefits through 
Marion’s metallic interconnection proposal? 

No. As a part of its ICA, Verizon offers a fiber meet arrangement whereby the 
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parties would utilize fiber optic cable to interconnect at a fiber meet between their 

respective networks in order to facilitate the exchange of local traffic. Indeed, 

there is agreed upon language in the ICA directly preceding Marion’s proposed 

metallic interconnection language. See section 3.1 of the ICA, Redlined version 

of the ICA attached to Marion’s Petition for Arbitration, pp. 58-59. Thus, Marion 

could use a fiber meet arrangement and still locate its switch on its property and 

thereby recognize the homeland security and natural disaster safeguard benefits, 

to the extent any exist. 

Mr. Keller also contends at page 14 of his direct testimony that Marion’s 
metallic interconnection proposal is safer than Marion interconnecting via 
collocation because he claims that all outside copper coming into a central 
office wil l go through a “fused interface” device before going to the main 
distribution frame. Do you agree? 

No. I do not know what equipment Marion will be connecting to the copper cable, 

how Marion proposes to ground that cable, or what the source of the electricity is 

that will power the equipment that Marion will attach to the cable. Marion has 

provided no information concerning these matters, so it is impossible to 

determine whether or to what extent Marion would be complying with Bellcore 

and National Electric Code (“NEC) standards. The concerns associated with 

introducing a foreign power source through copper cable attached to Marion’s 

equipment are not allayed simply because they might be routed through a fused 

interface. As reflected in Bellcore publication “Bellcore ST-NPL-000030 - The 

“whys” of grounding isolated ground planes and power supplies: a tutorial for 

telecommunications and computer applications”: 
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”. . .one might argue that all power systems are grounded. The difference 
is that one is planned and the other is unplanned. The unplanned system 
(the one we call ungrounded) really has a distributed leakage capacitance 
connection to ground ... for a simple ac system. The same reasoninq 
applies to dc systems. The leakage capacitance ... in the unplanned 
“grounded system” can cause all kinds of havoc. 

In large ac [or dc] unplanned systems, if a line-to-ground short 
should occur, UD to 25 amperes of steadv state ac lor dcl leakaae 
current could flow throuah the leakaae capacitance without 
causina any protection device to operate. The 25 amperes 
represent a hazard if personnel get into its path.8 

In an “unplanned” grounded system, if an AC or DC power line makes and holds 

contact to the ground, a constant feedback current of up to 25 amps could travel 

through the copper line, and would not trip any fusing or protectors placed on the 

copper. The current could, without tripping any fusing, travel the full length of 

the circuit to the customer’s home. If the above “DC power scenario occurred in 

Marion’s proposed “metallic interconnection” configuration, the leakage current 

would bypass the entire protector frame onto Verizon’s MDF. If Marion’s pairs 

shared outside plant blocks with Verizon pairs the leakage current could arc to 

Verizon’s customer outside pairs. If the MDF becomes energized, this current 

could arc to Verizon’s digital switching equipment. In short, Mr. Keller‘s 

contention that Marion’s proposed metallic interconnection proposal is safe 

simply because the copper cable would be routed through a fused interface is not 

true in all instances. Conversely, if Marion were to interconnect with Verizon’s 

Beiicore ST-NPL-000030 -The “whys” of grounding isolated ground planes and power supplies: 8 

a tutorial for telecommunications and computer applications, section 3, page 19 (1987). 
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facilities with fiber optic cable, the safety and network reliability issues associated 

with the copper cable proposal would not be an issue. 

Mr. Keller states on page 14 that when a CLEC is collocated in a Verizon 
central office, the CLEC’s equipment goes directly to the MDF. Is that 
statement correct? 

No. The equipment of a CLEC that is physically collocated does not directly 

interconnect with Verizon’s MDF. There is an intermediate frame called a Point 

of Termination (“POT”) bay where a CLEC’s facilities terminate on one side and 

Verizon’s terminate on the other allowing for their respective networks to be 

interconnected and providing for protection that meets all applicable Verizon 

central office standards. In addition, a CLEC that is virtually collocated does not 

directly intereconnect with Verizon’s MDF. In the case of virtual collocation the 

CLEC does not use a POT bay, but uses a splitter shelf in the CLEC assigned 

bay to connect the CLEC and Verizon’s copper cables. This is safer than 

metallic interconnection because (1) the CLEC‘s entrance into the vault is with 

non-conductive fiber, and (2) the CLEC’s assigned bay, where its equipment 

converts fiber facilities to copper facilities, has power and grounding that meets 

all applicable Verizon central office standards. These bays also receive Verizon 

central office back-up power systems. Mr. Keller’s suggestion that metallic 

interconnection is somehow safer than interconnection via collocation simply is 

not, in my opinion, accurate. 

Mr. Keller refers to “homogeneity between sites” as a benefit of the metallic 
interconnection proposal. Do you agree? 

Unfortunately, I have no idea what Mr. Keller is referring to, so I cannot 
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determine whether I agree or disagree with the two sentences he uses to 

describe this concept. 

At pages 15-16 of his direct testimony, Mr. Keller claims that Marion’s 
metallic interconnection proposal is “technically feasible.” Do you agree? 

No. As I indicated in my direct testimony, there are a host of safety and network 

reliability issues associated with metallic interconnection that make the proposal 

not technically feasible. Those are the same types of issues that the 

Massachusetts Department of Telecommunications and Energy (“DTE) 

considered when it rejected Greater Media’s Customer Interface Panel proposal, 

finding that it was not technically feasible, in the Bell Atlantic-Massachusetts and 

Greater Media arbitration in Docket No. D.T.E. 99-52. See Order D.T.E. 99-52 

at pp. 49-62. I do not think that the ALJ and the Commission even need to reach 

this issue since it is now clear that Marion is really requesting adjacent off-site 

collocation, something which Verizon has no obligation to do under TA96 or the 

FCCs rules. Nevertheless, should the ALJ and the Commission feel compelled 

to address this issue, they should find that Marion’s proposal is not technically 

feasible for all the reasons discussed in my direct testimony, just as the D.T.E. 

did with respect to Greater Media’s CIP proposal. A copy of the D.T.E.’s decision 

in Docket No. D.T.E. 99-52 is attached to this testimony and identified as Exhibit 

4.4. 

Is there any merit to Mr. Keller’s claim that running fiber into a central 
office would not work because it is not feasible to cross connect fiber to 
copper? 
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No. All CLECs collocated with-Verizon are currently running non-conductive fiber 

cables into Verizon's central office. Those non-conductive fiber cables do not run 

directly to the MDF. Instead, the fiber cables run through multiplexing equipment 

and/or DLC equipment where the fiber signal is converted to a copper signal for 

voice grade services before it's connected to the MDF. As far as I can tell, it 

appears that Marion is an attempt to cut corners and save a little money by 

seeking to run copper directly to the MDF, to avoid the cost of purchasing 

equipment to multiplex and de-multiplex signals that traverse fiber facilities. 

Such cost avoidance is inappropriate given the fact that it puts at jeopardy the 

safety of Verizon's equipment and personnel, and could result in the degredation 

of customer service, thereby undercutting network safety for all parties working 

within tarriffed collocation arrangements. As Staff witness Mr. Murray notes 

(page 5 direct), Mr. Kellet's statement is not accurate. 

2. 

Mr. Murray indicates that he too has not seen any type of interconnection 
arrangement that resembles Marion's metallic interconnection proposal, 
and notes that he Is unaware of a specific applicable industry standard with 
respect to collocation arrangements that CLECs use to access loops. Can 
you elaborate on what you meant when you said that Marion's proposal 
would circumvent collocation arrangements that are the Industry standard 
for enabling CLECs to access loops? 

Sure. The industry standard collocation arrangements are those reflected in the 

FCC's collocation rules at 47 C.F.R. s51.323. Those standards include vortia; 

collocation and physical collocation, including shared collocation cages, cageless 

collocation and adjacent space collocation. These are the same industry 

Response to Staff witness Russell Murray 
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632 

633 See Exhibit 4.2. 

standard collocation arrangements reflected in Verizon's Illinois collocation tariff. 

634 
635 Q. 
636 
617 
638 

640 A. No. Mr. Murray's opinion is valid. However, it is impossible to determine 

641 whether Marion's equipment and proposed configuration meets all applicable 

642 safety standards because Marion has not provided any details concerning the 

643 equipment it plans to deploy or the power sources in plans to use. Verizon asked 

644 in discovery that Marion provide details concerning each piece of equipment and 

645 network involved in its proposed configuration (See questions 13, 14 and 15), but 

646 Marion failed to provide responses that would allow such a determination. In my 

647 opinion, Verizon should not be forced to assume that the equipment that Marion 

648 intends to place, or its addc voltage ratings, meets telecommunications all 

649 applicable safety standards that Verizon requires of its own equipment and 

650 equipment of carriers that collocate in its central offices. Absent a demonstration 

651 that Marion's proposal will meet all applicable safety standards, there is simply 

652 no basis for me, the ALJ or the Commission to fully understand all of the potential 

653 safety and operational implications of Marion's proposal. This is especially true 

654 given that Marion is planning to power is conductive copper cables that its wants 

655 to directly connect to equipment that is handled by Verizon's personnel on a daily 

656 basis. Simply put, it is impossible to make an assessment of whether Marion 

At pages 10-11 of his direct testimony, Mr. Murray indicates that he does 
not share the concern that I outlined in  my direct testimony concerning 
section 230.2 of the National Electric Code. Do you agree with Mr. Murray's 
assessment of section 230.2 of the NEC? 

639 
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meets all applicable safety standards in the absence of detailed information that 

Marion has failed to provide. 

Mr. Murray Indicates that cable vault exhaustion is something that needs to 
be reviewed on a central office-by-central office basis. Do you care to 
comment? 

Yes. As I indicated above, I do not think that the ALJ and the Commission even 

need to reach the issue of whether Marion’s metallic interconnection proposal is 

technically feasible since it is now clear that Marion is really requesting adjacent 

off-site collocation, something which Verizon has no obligation to do under TA96 

or the FCCs rules. If it is unnecessary to address technical feasibility, there is no 

need to address cable vault exhaustion. In any event, I believe that sufficient 

network safety and operational reliability concerns were raised in my direct 

testimony to support a finding that Marion’s metallic interconnection proposal is 

not technically feasible without having to undertake an evaluation of every 

Verizon central office to which Marion might want to interconnect. 

ISSUE 18 

1. 

Mr. Keller indicates at page 20 that adding more than 100 feet of loop 
length between the Feeder-Distribution Interface (“FDI”) and a 
Telecommunications Outside Plant Interconnect Cabinet (“TOPIC”) 
shouldn’t be an issue at all based on his understanding that loops should 
be no longer than 12,000 feet and his unsupported assertion that with new 
and extended reach technology for DSL. In addition, Mr. Keller asserts that 
his point is demonstrated by the fact that Verizon has a TOPIC that i s  294 
feet from the FDI near the corner of South Carbondale and Westminster in 
Marion, Illinois, and provides a picture to support this claim in Exhibit 1.18 
to his testimony. Does this claim support Mr. Keller’s position? 

Response to  Marion witness James Keller 

Q. 
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A. No. First, Mr. Keller's claim that Verizon has a TOPIC that is 294 feet from a FDI 

near the corner of South Carbondale and Westminster in Marion is wrong. As an 

initial matter, there is no street named "South Carbondale" in Marion, and 

Verizon does not deploy TOPICS, which are CLEC owned and controlled 

structures. Verizon does have a Digital Loop Carrier ("DLC) cabinet near the 

corner of South Carbon and Westminster streets that is approximately 294 feet 

from the FDI near that corner. I assume that this is the configuration to that Mr. 

Keller describes and that appears in Exhibit 1 .I8 to his direct testimony. The fact 

that Verizon has a DLC that feeds the FDI is of no consequence and does not 

support Mr. Keller's point because the DLC is a part of the loop, and therefore a 

part of the loop design. In other words, the DLC and its connection to the FDI 

was specifically designed to ensure that all network reliability requirements are 

met. The same is not true with respect to other copper extensions that connect to 

CLEC TOPICS, since those are "add ons" that were not contemplated when the 

existing loop plant (including DLCs) were designed and deployed. It is the 

addition of more than 200 feet (100 feet out and back) of additional copper cable 

outside of the original loop design that can cause signal degradation and 

interference, so the point I made in my direct testimony remains valid. 

Second, the relationship between the 12,000 foot loop length that was used in 

the loop cost studies has no bearing on whether adding more than 200 feet of 
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copper to the existing loop plant may cause signal interference and degradation. 

Mr. Keller’s contention simply does not follow. 

Is there anything else about Marion’s position that you care to comment 
on? 
Yes. Mr. Keller indicates that it should be of no concern to Verizon if Marion 

provides poor quality service, inferring the differentiation of service quality is what 

competition is all about. I believe that statement would be accurate only if Marion 

did not want to physically interconnect with Verizon’s facilities. However, since 

Marion does want to physically interconnect with Verizon’s network via metallic 

interconnection, then it is very much a concern of Verizon’s whether Marion’s 

proposed network design meets all applicable standards. As stated in previous 

testimony concerning Revised Resistance Design, the national standard contains 

criteria for cable gauge, bridged tap limitations and load coil requirements. The 

destruction of the Resistance Design criteria would cause poor transmission 

quality, increased trouble reports, customer dissatisfaction as well as many other 

negative factors. The intention of National Standards is to avoid issues as stated 

in previous sentence. 

What i s  your recommendation with respect to Issue 18? 

My recommendation continues to be that the ALJ and the Commission should 

reject Marion’s proposed deletion of the works “I 00 feet” from Sections 6.1.2 and 

6.2.2 of the Network Elements Attachment to the ICA. 

28 



llCC Docket No. 06-0688 
Verizon Ex. 4.0 

(Thomas Rebuttal Testimony) 

730 

731 CONCLUSION 

732 Q. Does this complete your testimony? 

- r -  A. Yes. it does. 
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I, Thomas Ziegler, being first duly sworn on oath, depose and state as follows: 

1. My name is Thomas Ziegler, and my business address is One Verizon Way, Basking 
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affidavit to support the admission into the record of the above-captioned docket the direct and 
rebuttal testimony and exhibits I caused to be pre-filed and served on the Judge and the parties to 
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3. I have read Verizon Exhibits 1.0 and 3.0, and the answers to the questions contained 
therein are true, correct and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 
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