
Verizon Ex. 1.0

STATE OF ILLINOIS

ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION

Illinois Commerce Commission )
  On Its Own Motion )

) Docket No. 00-0596
Revision 83 Ill. Adm. Code 730 )

Direct Testimony of

KAREN H. BOSWELL

Manager-Public Policy & External Affairs

On Behalf of Verizon North Inc.
and Verizon South Inc.

November 5, 2001



Docket No. 00-0596 1 Verizon Ex. 1.0

Q. Please state your name and business address.1

A. My name is Karen H. Boswell, and my business address is 1312 East Empire Street,2

Bloomington, Illinois 61701.3

Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity?4

A. I am employed by Verizon Services Group, as Manager-Public Policy & External Affairs.5

Q. What are the responsibilities of your current position?6

A. As Manager-Public Policy & External Affairs, my responsibilities include general7

regulatory relations, docket management and tariff administration as well as8

representation for Verizon North Inc. and Verizon South Inc. (collectively “Verizon”) at9

rulemakings undertaken by the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission”).10

Q. Please briefly summarize your business experience.11

A. I have been employed by Verizon or its predecessor companies for 21 years.  I have held12

positions in its service and marketing organizations prior to being assigned to the13

Regulatory Affairs Department, where for the past 18 years I have held positions of14

increasing responsibility.  I was named to my most recent position of Manager-Public15

Policy & External Affairs on September 9, 1999.16

Q. Have you previously testified before this Commission?17

A. Yes, I have testified before this Commission on many occasions, specifically in the last18

review of the Part 730 rule, Docket No. 98-0453, which concluded with the19

Commission’s Order that was issued on August 29, 2000.  I also have provided testimony20

in the following service-related dockets:  97-0216 - Permanent Approval of Advanced21

Credit Management; 95-0028 - Waivers from Provisions of 83 Ill. Adm. Code Part 735;22
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95-0536 - Formal Complaint of William Darnall; 95-0103 - Formal Complaint of the23

Village of Essex; and 92-0117 - Rulemaking for Pay-Per-Call Services and Abbreviated24

Dialing Arrangements change.25

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony today?26

A. I will respond to the suggested changes to Part 730, which were proposed by the27

Commission Staff through the direct testimonies of Mr. Sam McClerren and Ms. Cindy28

Jackson.  Mr. McClerren, through his testimony, sponsors Staff’s final proposal of a29

revised Part 730 rule, which in large part, is the result of compromises reached during the30

Commission-led workshops.  Certain concessions were made by the parties during the31

workshop process in order to reach consensus on most of the changes that have been32

suggested by Staff.33

Q. On page 4 of Mr. McClerren’s direct testimony, he states his understanding to be that34

there are only two outstanding issues remaining open in this rule, those being 1)35

a competitive local exchange carrier (“CLEC”) waiver process, and 2) reporting issues.36

Is this your understanding?37

A. No.  While I strongly support Mr. McClerren’s statements that all of the parties agree38

with most of the changes being proposed by Staff, there are other outstanding issues for39

which agreement was not reached during the workshop process.40

Q. Can you identify those areas of the rule with which you do not agree.41

A. Yes.  As pointed out by Ms. Jackson on page 6 of her direct testimony, agreement was42

not reached by the workshop participants on the definition of “abandoned calls” and the43

reporting requirements related thereto.  In addition, in both this rulemaking and in the44
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abbreviated rulemaking in Part 732 (ICC Docket No. 01-0485), there was no agreement45

on the definitions for the terms “Emergency Situations” or “Out-of-Service Greater than46

24 Hours”.  Verizon also did not agree to the calculation to be used in reporting results47

for out-of-service (“OOS”) in 24 hours as shown in Section 730.535 of Staff’s proposed48

rule to the extent it relates to how payphone related exclusions should be treated.49

Q. Are there other areas that your testimony will address?50

A. Yes.  My testimony also will discuss two new standards Staff proposes to create for this51

rule:  repeat trouble and repeat trouble on installations; and new retention, and possible52

reporting requirements being created in Sections 730.540(e) and 730.545(e) and (i).  I53

also will address Staff’s proposal for new outage reporting requirements contained in54

Section 730.550, and suggested text changes for the penalty language contained in55

Section 730.120.  Additionally, I will discuss the purpose of this rulemaking, as well as56

the intention Senate Bill 700, enacted in 1997, and Verizon’s position with regard to the57

meaning of this legislation as it applies to the Commission’s review of Part 730.58

Q. What is your understanding of the purpose of this rulemaking?59

A. According to the Order issued by the Commission on September 7, 2000, this rulemaking60

was opened pursuant to Section 13-512 of the Public Utilities Act (the “Act”) (this61

Section was enacted as part of Senate Bill 700 in 1997).  Section 13-512 provides as62

follows:63

The Commission shall have general rulemaking authority to make64
rules necessary to enforce this Article.  However, not later than65
270 days after the effective date of this amendatory Act of 1997,66
and every 2 years thereafter, the Commission shall review all rules67
issued under this Article that apply to the operations or activities of68
any telecommunications carrier.  The Commission shall, after69
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notice and hearing, repeal or modify any rule it determines to be70
no longer in the public interest as the result of the reasonable71
availability of competitive telecommunications services.72
(Emphasis added)73

The Commission’s Initiating Order states that this rulemaking was opened to:74

determine whether the standards for local exchange75
telecommunications service are clear as well as consistently76
applied and reported by all local exchange carriers, to determine77
whether Part 730, as currently written, has sufficient penalty78
mechanisms associated with it to modify a local exchange carrier’s79
performance, to determine whether the levels of service currently80
required of local exchange carriers are appropriate, or if more81
stringent measures should be adopted, and to revise Part 730 as the82
Commission determines appropriate on the basis of the foregoing83
determinations as well as any other properly raised issues.84

(Initiating Order, p. 2)85

Q. What is Verizon’s position with regard to the purpose of this rulemaking?86

A. Generally, Verizon agrees that the rule should have been opened to determine whether87

the current standards are “clear and consistently applied and reported by all local88

exchange carriers.”  Verizon believes that HB 2900 (the recently enacted amendments to89

the Act) created sufficient penalty mechanisms and support Staff’s proposed language on90

penalties with minor text changes.  Lastly, Verizon generally opposes the creation of new91

or more stringent service measures.  Notwithstanding, Verizon commends Staff for the92

effort that was put forth throughout several workshops to reach agreement between the93

parties on a proposed rule, and we recognize that concessions were made by several of94

the parties in an attempt to reach consensus.  Like Staff, however, Verizon reserves the95

right to revise its position on any issue if any other party’s position departs from the96

compromises that are reflected in Staff’s proposed rule.97
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Q. Do you believe the levels of service currently required of local exchange carriers98

(“LECs”) are appropriate?99

A. Yes, I do.  Moreover, I believe that any proposals to create new standards or to make100

existing standards more stringent deserve further study.101

Q. Why does Verizon support Staff’s proposed changes in Sections 105, 115, 510, 515, 520,102

535, 540, and 545 for Part 730?103

A. These changes address the Commission’s directive to determine if the language in the104

current rule is “clear and consistently applied and reported by all local exchange105

carriers.”  Over the last year, the industry and this Commission discovered that the LECs106

were using different formulas for calculating their results on the service standards107

contained in Part 730.  For example, Part 730 requires 90% of all regular service108

installations to be installed within five working days.  The rule does not, however, define109

“regular service installation” or how the measure of this standard should be calculated.  It110

has, then, been left to the discretion of each LEC to determine what constitutes a “regular111

service installation”.  For instance, should the calculation include orders for payphones,112

orders for official company lines, orders for advanced services such as DSL, special113

services such as FX lines, or orders for vertical services such as CLASS?  The same114

dilemma on the definition and method of calculating results also hold true in the reporting115

of OOS in 24 hours and other standards.116

Q. What is the result of the standards not being more specifically defined?117

A. The result is that each LEC has determined, on its own, how each of the Part 730118

standards should be calculated, which in turn has led to an inconsistency in the content of119
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the results being reported.  Thus, all reports provided to the Commission Staff are not120

consistent.121

Q. Does Staff’s proposed amendments to the rule address this issue?122

A. Yes.  Through discussion within the industry and throughout the workshop process,123

language was developed that specifically defines each standard and how it should be124

calculated.  If adopted, these changes would provide greater clarity to the rule, benefit the125

Commission, Staff, and the industry as a whole.  This is true because individual126

companies historically have been calculating these standards differently.  As a result, the127

data provided to Staff could not be used to perform industry analysis, or analysis between128

two carriers for that matter.  Adoption of Staff’s proposals for Sections 105, 115, 510,129

515, 520, 525, 540, and 545 would eliminate this disparity and provide for an “apples to130

apples” analysis which, in turn, would benefit the industry, this Commission and131

consumers as a whole.  For that reason, Verizon supports each of the following proposals132

from Staff’s proposed draft:133

Section 105 – Definitions134
Definition of “Answer Time”135
Definition of “Application”136
Definition of “Basic Local Exchange Service”137
Definition of “Basic Local Exchange Service Installation”138
Definition of “Business Office”139
Definition of “Certificate of Service Authority”140
Definition of “Commission”141
Definition of “Customer Premise Equipment142
Definition of “Customer Premise Wire”143
Definition of “Information Call”144
Definition of “Inside Wire”145
Definition of “Repair”146
Definition of “Telecommunications Service”147
Definition of “Toll Call”148
Definition of “Traffic”149
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Definition of “Trouble Report”150
Definition of “Vertical Services”151

Section 115 on Reporting152

Section 510 on Answering Time153
all language with the exception of Section 510(b)(3)(d) relative to154
abandoned calls.155

Section 515 - Central Office Administrative Requirements156

Section 520 - Interoffice Trunks157

Section 535 - Interruptions of Service158
all language with the exception of Section 535(b)(2) with regard to159
coin exclusions160

Section 540 - Installation Requests161
all language with the exception of  540(e) with regard to retention162
and possible reporting requirements163

Section 545 - Trouble Reports164
all language with the exception of general opposition to new165
standards for repeat trouble and repeat trouble on installations166
contained at 730.545(c) and 730.545(f), and 545(e) and 545(e)167
with regard to retention and possible reporting requirements168

I believe all of the listed modifications are appropriate and fall well within the intent of169

Section 13-512’s direction to the Commission.170

Q. Does Verizon also support Staff’s proposed changes in Sections 305, 325, and 340?171

A. Yes.  The proposed changes in Section’s 305, 325 and 340 clarify certain engineering172

standards and incorporate the National Electric Safety Code (“NESC”) as a part of this173

rule, thereby making it applicable to all providers of local exchange service.  The NESC174

already applies to the LEC through 83 Ill. Adm. Code Part 305.175
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Q. Early on in the workshop process, did Verizon oppose the notion of penalty mechanisms176

intended to modify a LEC’s performance?177

A. Yes, for a number of reasons.  First, it is no secret, in fact, it has been well publicized,178

that the penalty language was initially proposed to address the service level issues of one179

particular company.  Verizon opposes any rule modification that is the result of a one-180

company issue.  Part 730 is a rule of general applicability.  Therefore, changes to it181

should be based on an overriding industry need—not  on the merits of one company’s182

performance.  Second, the industry as a whole has shown that it has consistently met or183

exceeded each of the Part 730 standards over the course of an extended period of time.184

Given this, it was Verizon’s position that inclusion of penalty language only would be a185

reaction to one company’s results, and would penalize those companies who have met the186

Commission’s expectations.  Third, if there was a need to incent a company’s187

performance, there are several other means that could be used that would apply directly188

to a company in question, without penalizing the industry as a whole.  Notwithstanding189

this position, Verizon acknowledges that recently enacted HB 2900 now provides for190

penalties.191

Q. Given the Commission’s directive in HB 2900 to incorporate the provisions of the Act192

into a rule, does Verizon have any comments regarding Staff’s proposed language in193

Section 730.120 on penalties?194

A. Yes.  Verizon proposes some minor text changes to Staff’s proposal that would add195

clarity to the language and would acknowledge carriers that have consistently met or196

exceeded their service standard obligations.  Verizon’s proposed changes to Section197

730.120 would read as follows:198
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Any telecommunications carrier subject to the service quality rules199
provided in Part 730 shall be subject to the civil penalties of200
Section 13-305 of the Public Utilities Act, 220 ILCS 5/13-305, for201
failure to meet said service quality rules.  Upon complaint or its202
own motion and after notice and a hearing, the Commission may203
assess fines, penalties or impose other enforcement mechanisms204
against a telecommunications carrier that fails to meet the205
requirements or standards established in this Part.  In determining206
the appropriate fines, penalties or other enforcement mechanisms,207
the Commission shall consider at a minimum, the carrier’s gross208
annual intrastate revenue; past performance; the diligence of the209
carrier in attempting to comply with the provisions of this part; the210
frequency, duration, severity, and recurrence of the violation or211
violations; and the relative harm caused to the affected customers212
or other users of the network.  In imposing penalties or fines, the213
Commission shall take into account compensation or credits paid214
by the telecommunications carrier to is customers pursuant to this215
part or Part 732 in compensation for violations found pursuant to216
this part. In addition, carriers subject to alternative regulation may217
have fines, penalties and other enforcement mechanisms218
determined in a company specific docket and may incorporate219
fines, penalties or other enforcement mechanisms as part of an220
alternative regulation plan.221

These proposed changes do not materially change Staff’s proposed wording, but bring222

clarity to the language and better recognize the performance of a carrier that has223

consistently met or exceeded its service obligations.  In fact, Verizon’s proposal only224

reflects the recent changes to the Act.225

Q. Has Verizon consistently met or exceeded each of the Part 730 standards?226

A. Yes.  Attachment 1 to my testimony contains charts showing Verizon’s service results for227

1999, 2000 and year to date 2001.  As the attachment illustrates, Verizon has met or228

exceeded every existing measure for over 30 consecutive months.  The last time, in fact,229

that Verizon reported a missed standard was for OOS in 24, and Service Installations in230

January of 1999.  Verizon missed those standards only because of the massive snowstorm231

that hit the state during the first week of January that year.  If the Company had excluded232
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“storm trouble,” as allowed in the current Part 730 rule, Verizon’s result would have233

exceeded the standard.234

However, going back to my earlier discussion on how results are calculated differently235

between companies, Verizon’s very conservative practice at that time was to divide the236

gross number of OOS reports repaired within 24 hours by the total number of OOS237

reports received without deleting any exclusions.  According to the rule, the storm trouble238

could have been excluded, but was not.  Effectively then, the Company has not missed a239

single standard for a long period of time.  It is for this very reason that I believe the240

Part 730 rule should acknowledge a proper course of action for companies that meet the241

rules requirements, as well as for those companies that do not.242

Q. You stated earlier that you believed current service standards are set at appropriate levels.243

Does Verizon, then, oppose Staff’s recommendation to create new standards for repeat244

trouble and for repeat installation trouble reports as shown in Section 545 on their245

proposed rule?246

A. As a matter of compromise during the workshop process, Verizon agreed to the creation247

of new service standards for “repeat trouble” and for “repeat installation” trouble.248

Conceptually, however, if the scope of this docket expands to issues outside of those249

identified, Verizon does oppose the creation of any new standard for several reasons.250

First, because the majority of LECs in the state are providing service that exceeds Part251

730 standards, there is no need to create any new standard.  There is no evidence of252

increased customer complaints on any issue not already addressed by the current253

standards.  Therefore, no new standard should be arbitrarily created.254
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Furthermore, I would underscore the fact that this Commission just completed a review255

of Part 730 that resulted in an Order just days before the instant rulemaking was opened.256

The former rulemaking culminated over two years of review and considerable effort.257

That rule went into effect on September 1, 2000.  Therefore, there has been insufficient258

time even to measure the effects of changes to the rule that was adopted just last year.  I259

believe that the intent of Senate Bill 700 was to reduce regulation so as to allow the260

market to drive the price and quality of telecommunications services as competition261

increases in the State of Illinois.  In support of this position, I refer once again to the bill’s262

language at Sec. 13-512 which states:263

the Commission shall review all rules issued under this Article264
that apply to the operations or activities of any telecommunications265
carrier.  The Commission shall, after notice and hearing, repeal or266
modify any rule it determines to be no longer in the public interest267
as the result of the reasonable availability of competitive268
telecommunications services (emphasis added).269

Further, Section 13-103(b) states:270

Consistent with the protection of consumers of271
telecommunications services and the furtherance of other public272
interest goals, competition in all telecommunications service273
markets should be pursued as a substitute for regulation in274
determining the variety, quality and price of275
telecommunications services and that the economic burdens of276
regulation should be reduced to the extent possible consistent277
with the furtherance of market competition and protection of the278
public interest;” (emphasis added).279

Clearly, the purpose of a Section 13-512 review is to do so with an eye toward gradually280

reducing or eliminating existing requirements, thus not obstructing a market-driven281

industry as competition continues to increase.  New standards that are arbitrarily created282
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increase the burden of regulation.  Therefore, Verizon’s general position is that such283

proposals are contrary to the intent of the Act.284

Third, to the extent that documented evidence ever surfaces that would indicate a need285

for any new standard, one should be proposed only after sufficient study and analysis has286

been performed to determine the following:287

• What should the standard be?288

• What is an appropriate and meaningful objective?289

• If enacted, what would the carriers’ results be?290

• Can the proposed measure be accurately tracked?291

• Is the proposed standard meaningful to today’s consumer?292

• Is it forward looking and competitively neutral?293

New standards should not be indiscriminately created.  Rather, new standards deserve294

careful forethought and study.  For that reason, Verizon’s initial proposal was to adopt295

the language that clarifies the definition of each standard and how it should be calculated.296

Then, studies could be conducted and workshops held to determine if any new standards297

are needed.  Verizon is presently unaware of any industry-wide data that supports the298

creation of new standards.  At any rate, to indiscriminately create new standards without299

a showing of need seems to be in direct contradiction to the goals of the Act.300

Lastly, to the extent that new service standards are proposed to address particular301

company-specific service issues, those issues should be addressed on a company-specific302

basis, not as a rule.  New standards that affect the entire industry only should be created303

only if there is a showing that there is a need vis-a-vis widespread complaints against304

LECs on the same issues.  Clearly, that is not the case today.  Notwithstanding Verizon’s305

position and opinions with regard to new standards, Verizon agreed to the specific306
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proposals of Staff with regard to these two new standards, so long as no additional issues307

are injected into this proceeding.308

Q. You said that you were presently unaware of any industry wide data that supports the309

creation of the two new standards.  Do you have any information regarding complaints310

received by Verizon that are a result of repeat trouble reports on a repair or install?311

A. Yes.  I checked Verizon North records and found that it has received only one312

Commission Informal Complaint on this issue since January 2000.  There have been no313

complaints on this subject concerning Verizon South for the same period.  This314

information would seem to support the fact that repeat trouble is not an issue at the315

Verizon Companies.316

Q. Do you have any comments to make relative to the testimony of Ms. Jackson?317

A. Yes.  On page 6 of her testimony, Ms. Jackson states “the requirement that abandoned318

calls be reported remains open” in regard to the revisions to Part 730 that became319

effective September 1, 2000.  I agree with this statement and in support of Verizon’s320

position add that there has been a misunderstanding regarding abandoned call rates.  In321

the last rulemaking in Part 730, Docket No. 98-0453, this Commission decided against322

imposing a measurement for abandoned calls, stating on page 8 of its First Notice Order:323

The Commission agrees with the opponents of this proposed324
revision that measurement of abandoned calls is imprecise and the325
Commission declines to impose a measurement of abandoned calls326
at this time.  The Commission is of the opinion that the proposed327
answer time of 60 seconds is appropriate and should be adopted.328
The Commission further agrees with GTE that the proposed329
revision to the definition of answering time should be amended to330
include measurement from the time the call is placed in the331
answering queue.332
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As a result, the proposed standard for abandoned call rates was removed from the rule,333

yet the language remained in the rule for reporting requirements.  I believe this was an334

oversight for there is no language in the Order in Docket No. 98-0453 that supports the335

notion that the Rule was revised to require LECs to maintain records of abandon rates, in336

order to allow Staff to ascertain how fast consumer calls are answered and how many337

consumers hang up before their calls are answered.  In fact, the Order in that docket338

found that abandoned call rates are an imprecise measurement.  It would make no sense339

for the Commission to decline to impose a measurement for abandoned calls, yet require340

carriers to report on that measurement anyway.341

Q. So is it your position that abandoned call numbers and rates should be removed from342

Section 730.510(e)?343

A. Yes.  In the Orders in Docket No. 98-0453, the Commission specifically decided not to344

impose an abandoned call rate standard and, as such, carriers should not have to report345

any results on that measure.  Therefore, the words “Total number and percentage of346

abandoned calls” should be removed from Section 730.510(b)(3)(d).347

Q. With regard to the first of the two issues mentioned on page 4 of Mr. McClerren’s348

testimony on which the workshop parties could not reach consensus, what is Verizon’s349

position with regard to whether the rule should allow CLECs to obtain a waiver from350

quality measures if their underlying incumbent local exchange carrier (“ILEC”)351

provider’s service levels prevent the CLEC from meeting the standards?352

A. I believe that this rule was intended to provide the minimum level of service a consumer353

can expect to receive from its LEC, whoever it is, and as such should apply to all carriers.354
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Q. Was this a subject of contention during the last Part 730 rulemaking in Docket355

No. 98-0453?356

A. Yes, and the Commission ruled as follows in that docket:357

The Commission is of the opinion that Part 730 should apply to all358
certificated telecommunications carriers, including both ILECs and359
CLECs.  The Commission reaches this conclusion on the basis that360
to achieve the objective of reliable telecommunication service to361
the end user, and the only way to guarantee that objective is to362
make Part 730 applicable to all carriers.363

The Commission is further of the opinion that the imposition of364
Part 730 on all carriers is competitively neutral and does not act as365
entry barrier to the telecommunications market.366

Q. Has anything changed that should cause the Commission to reconsider that ruling?367

A. Yes.  Additional safeguards have been afforded to the CLECs to ensure that they are not368

harmed by the new requirements of HB 2900, Part 730 and Part 732.  Specifically, HB369

2900 has resulted in a rulemaking (Part 731, ICC Docket No. 01-0539) to require certain370

wholesale service standards for provisioning between an ILEC and a CLEC.  Second, the371

Act and this proposed rule provide that:372

a telecommunications carrier offering basic local exchange service373
utilizing the network or network elements of another carrier shall374
install new lines for basic local exchange service within 3 business375
days after provisioning of the line or lines, by the carrier whose376
network or network elements are being utilized, is complete.377

With this language addition, CLECs are not dependent upon the ILEC when provisioning378

service as the clock on their standard does not begin until after the line has been provided379

by the LEC.  Lastly, Section 13-712 of the Act and the emergency rule in Part 732380

provide that CLECs will be reimbursed for any credit they are required to issue to their381

customers if the violation of a basic local exchange service quality standard is caused by382
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another carrier.  With these additional safeguards, there is even a stronger argument that383

CLECs are not entitled to a specific waiver provision from this rule.384

Q. If CLECs must rely on the underlying service of an ILEC in order to meet these385

standards, where then, in your opinion, should their issues be addressed?386

A. There are several other more appropriate platforms in which to address carrier-to-carrier387

relationships and performance levels, some of which are already in place, others of which388

are currently the subject of other dockets.  Part 790 covers interconnection standards, in389

addition to which each CLEC has an individually negotiated interconnection agreement390

with its underlying LEC outlining the terms and conditions of its carrier-to-carrier391

relationship.  Furthermore, SBC/Ameritech and Verizon have both completed operation392

support systems collaboratives for the specific purpose of addressing and defining393

performance measures.  The parties have developed detailed performance measures and394

remedies for substandard performance as well.  As parties to this case know, there also is395

a rulemaking underway to create a new rule, Part 731, to address wholesale service396

standards.  Lastly, anti-competitive behavior can be addressed by the expedited complaint397

process of the Act.  220 ILCS 5/13-514, 515, and 516.  All of these venues were designed398

to ensure that CLECs receive a level of service from the ILEC that will allow them to399

provide a minimum level of service to their end user.  For all of these reasons, Part 730400

should be equally applicable to all providers of local exchange service in Illinois.401

Q. Does Verizon then support Staff’s proposed changes to Sections 100 and 110?402

A. Yes.  Section 100 states that unless specifically noted otherwise, the Part 730 rule applies403

to all LECs providing either competitive or noncompetitive telecommunications services.404

Staff’s proposed language provides clarity to the section but does not change the intent,405
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and as such, Verizon supports Staff’s changes.  Section 110 contains waiver language and406

has been changed only to allow for a waiver to be granted for a subsection of the rule,407

rather than in whole.  Verizon supports this change as well.408

Q. The second contested issue mentioned on page 4 of Mr. McClerren’s testimony was with409

regard to reporting.  Do you support Staff’s language on report found in Section 115 of410

their proposed rule?411

A. Yes, because Staff’s language acknowledges the legislature’s intent that carrier’s should412

not have to develop new reporting capabilities; rather they should have to report at the413

same level to which they reported 120 days prior to the passage of the new Act.  With414

this inclusion, Verizon supports the additional reporting requirements contained in this415

section for operator answer times, customer service answer times, service installations416

OOS in 24 hours, trouble reports per 100, repeat trouble reports, installation trouble417

reports, missed repair appointments, and missed installation appointments.418

Q. You mentioned earlier that Verizon did not agree with Staff’s definition of “Emergency419

Situation.”  What change to this definition does Verizon propose?420

A. It is Verizon’s position that any labor strike or work stoppage should be included within421

the definition of an “Emergency Situation.”  The Commission should not promulgate422

rules that will shift the balance in a labor/management dispute.  If strikes and work423

stoppages are not allowed to be excluded as emergencies, then carriers will be424

responsible to meet the installation repair and appointment standards, even during strikes,425

and failure to do so would not only result in the Company being liable for customer426

credits, but exposes the Company to the risk of penalties as well.  Labor negotiations427

should not be impacted by a position being taken in any Commission rule—doing so428
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prejudices against the Company.  Furthermore, the Company’s relationship with its429

Unions should be based on good faith negotiations conducted pursuant to existing labor430

law and should not be influenced by the Commission’s service quality requirements.431

Q. Why does Verizon oppose the Commission’s definition for “Out of Service Greater than432

24 Hours?433

A. Verizon’s position is that subelement (b) of Staff’s definition should be deleted so that an434

out of service condition is defined as no dial tone, or the inability to place calls.  The435

inability to receive calls should not, in and of itself, be criteria for an out-of-service436

condition.  The historical purpose of establishing a separate and distinct standard for Out-437

of-Service conditions has been to ensure that customer should have lost all service438

receive the Company’s immediate attention on a preferential, expedited basis compared439

to other types of repair calls.  Indeed by the Commission’s own standard, out-of-service440

conditions are to be repaired within 24 hours.  In the past, however, there has never been441

an explicit definition as to what the term “out of service” meant.  Because the Part 730442

rule was silent as to a definition, the industry was left to operate on how the term is443

commonly understood in plain English, i.e., that a customer line was “dead,” had no dial444

tone, and that no communication could be made from that line.  The Staff proposal would445

improperly go beyond the normal understanding of “out-of-service” and include446

situations where customers still has some service.  Staff would change the traditional447

meaning of the term “out-of-service” to now include a line that has dial tone, where the448

customer can place calls but simply cannot be called by others.  By expanding the term449

“out of service “ to include circumstances where the customer can call out, but cannot450
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receive calls, the Commission will dilute the original intent of providing priority service451

to those customers whose lines are truly out of service.452

For example, under Staff’s proposal the end result will be that a customer who is at risk453

of not being able to place an emergency call will be placed in an equal queue with454

customers who can place all calls, including calls of an urgent nature.455

Some may argue that the inability to receive calls is every bit as important as the inability456

to place calls.  I do not believe that the inability to receive calls is effectively the same as457

having no telephone service.  While a customer’s inability to receive calls of an urgent458

nature, for example, may create an aggravated inconvenience, that customer still has the459

capability to place emergency calls, the inability for which poses more than an460

inconvenience, it can pose a threat to life or limb.  It is for this very real reason that “No461

Dial Tone” or the inability to place calls should be given priority restoral treatment.462

Contrary to this truism, Staff’s proposed definition would widen the scope of what463

constitutes an out-of-service condition, thereby including more repair conditions within464

that definition and requiring speedy restorals to a greater percentage of trouble reports.465

This discussion assumes that non-out-of-service trouble reports languish for some466

unspecified period of time before being restored.  That is simply not true.  In most467

Verizon cases, non-out-of-service trouble is cleared within 36 hours—just 12 hours later468

than an out of service case.  The whole point to this argument is that the “out-of-service”469

standard was created to assure immediate, preferential, and expedited restoral to those470

cases that are truly out of service.  Make no mistake, Verizon agrees that customers471

expect to be able to both place and receive calls and that they are entitled to rely on472

prompt repair of both conditions.  They also expect a clear line, free from static and other473
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noise.  Verizon is committed to providing quality service which can be evidenced by the474

fact that the company has not missed on eof the Commission’s service standards in three475

years.  Verizon provides prompt repairs for all of its customers that experience trouble476

with their telephone service.  Notwithstanding this fact, priority restoral is given, as it477

should be, to those customers whose lines are completely out of service, and this is the478

correct public policy position given that customers who cannot place calls are at more479

risk than all other types of trouble.480

Q. You also oppose Staff’s definition for how to calculate OOS results as shown in481

Section 730.535.482

A. Only as it relates to payphones.  I believe that subelement (d) of this definition should be483

changed to read “Condition caused by payphones” rather than “Condition caused by484

payphone equipment.”  Customer premise equipment is already excluded from all of the485

provisions of this rule so the language proposed by Staff is duplicative and does not486

provide a proper exclusion.487

Q. Why should the definition be changed?488

A. Repair of a payphone line does not go through the same process as the repair of other489

lines.  This is so because in the case of payphones, a higher percentage of the time, the490

trouble is found to be in the customer-owned instrument, rather than in the line.491

Therefore, when trouble reports are received on payphone lines, the ISP Coin Phone492

Provider inspects the phone and only turns the trouble over to the LEC if the instrument493

is found to be in good working order.  Therefore, by the time the LEC receives the report494

for dispatch, the 24-hour time interval to repair the line already has lapsed.  Therefore,495

payphone lines should not be held to the OOS requirement.496
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Q. What is Verizon’s position with regard to the retention and possible reporting language497

being proposed by Staff at Section 730.540(e) and 730.545(e) and (i) with regard to498

installation and repair records?499

A. These Sections require carriers to maintain detailed records of their installation requests500

and trouble reports.  Obviously on a trouble report, for example, Verizon can identify the501

customer, the nature of the service complaint, the time, date, the action taken, and the502

date time the trouble was cleared.  Records of this nature have been maintained long503

before being proposed in this rule.  The question is if the Commission assumes these504

records should be available for an extended period of time or that the carrier can pull505

information from these records in an unlimited fashion.  Verizon has the records.  It is506

from these records that we compile our service reports, so I question why this language is507

needed in the Part 730 rule.508

Q. Do you have any comments regarding Staff’s proposed changes in outage reporting509

procedures?510

A. Yes.  Staff’s proposal completely retools the existing outage reporting procedures and511

dramatically increases the regulatory burden imposed on carriers.  For example, the512

existing rule requires the reporting of only complete outages.  Staff’s proposal requires513

any outage affecting 10% of an exchange’s customers to be reported.  In an exchange of514

200 lines, an outage of 20 customers would require Commission notification.  In515

comparison, federal regulations generally call for reports that potentially affect 30,000 or516

more customers (access lines) for 30 or more minutes.  The vast difference between the517

federal requirements and Staff’s proposal give light to just how stark the outage proposal518

is and illustrates the meaning of micromanagement.519
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Q. What changes would you propose in the outage reporting process?520

A. To the greatest extent possible, the outage reporting procedures should be moved closer521

in line with federal requirements.  Federal outages are reportable after 30 minutes while522

the current Part 730 rule requires reporting after only two minutes.  Staff's proposal only523

increases this threshold to ten minutes.524

Q. Do you have a recommendation with regard to the size of a reportable outage?525

A. Yes.  The current Part 730 rule requires reporting of only complete outages.  It is526

understandable that Staff would wish to revise this language to account for outages where527

huge numbers of lines are affected, but which do not constitute a complete office failure.528

However, I believe Staff's proposal goes too far in requiring reporting of any outage that529

impacts 25% of any exchange’s lines.  Many exchanges in Illinois are very small530

whereby 25% of the total lines represents very few lines.  Also, as line size changes daily531

within any given exchange, so then would the threshold of when outage reporting is532

required.  To resolve the question of when reporting begins, Verizon recommends that533

Staff’s proposal be changed to require that outages be reported whenever the outage534

affects a set number of lines rather than a percentage.  The federal regulations require535

reporting of outages that affect 30,000 lines or more.536

Q. Staff’s proposal contains different reporting requirements for major versus minor537

outages.  Do you have comments regarding this proposal?538

A. Yes, for the same reasons stated above.  If there is a need to establish two reportable539

categories of outages, those categories should be defined by line size rather than by540

percentage of lines; for example, a minor outage could be defined as one that affects541
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more than 1,000 but less than 10,000 lines.  A major outage would then be defined as542

affecting in excess of 10,000 lines.543

Q. Staff’s proposal also provides for immediate notification of a major outage.  Do you544

agree with this proposal?545

A. Staff's draft provides an telephone answering number to which carriers are to provide546

immediate notification of major outages.  Lacking the need for live notification, it is547

Verizon’s position that immediate notification, outside of business hours, should be548

satisfied by notification the next business day.  For true emergency situations where there549

is an immediate need for information, the Commission Engineering Section has the550

telephone numbers of Verizon Regulatory personnel who can be reach in case of551

emergency.552

Q. Can you summarize your testimony?553

A. Yes, Verizon fully supports language that will define current standards and how they554

should be calculated.  Verizon believes this single change will bring untold benefit to555

Staff, the industry and consumers.  Verizon also fully support Staff’s proposed changes to556

certain engineering standards.  Then, even though conceptually opposed to any new557

standard, Verizon supports Staff’s proposed draft, in the spirit of negotiation and558

compromise, even through it contains two new standards for repeat trouble.  Verizon559

accepts Staff’s language that requires fines or penalties, subject to a proposal for minor560

modifications that would acknowledge a carrier’s superior performance record.  I also561

support Staff’s proposed language on Reporting, and  I believe this rule should apply562

equally to LECs and CLECs without any special waiver provisions other than those that563
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already exist.  Lastly, Verizon opposes Staff’s current definitions for “Emergency564

Situation,” “OOS in 24 hours” and the method of calculating OOS results.565

Q. Does this conclude you testimony?566

A. Yes.567


