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\\’HAT IS TIIE PURPOSE OF YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 

The purpose o f  my rebuttal testimony is to respond to certain points raised 
~ 

in the Direct Testimony of Eric Panfil filed on behalf of Ameritech-Illinois 

(“Panfil Direct”) relating generally to the scope of the Illinois Commerce 

Commission Staffs final draft rule for 83 Illinois Administrative Code Part 

73 1 (“Staff Filial Draft Rule”), and specifically, to the inclusion of wholesale 

special acc.ess periomiance nieasurements and standards in tlie rule. I discuss 

\vhy MI-. Panfil’s Direct testimony incoi-reclly interprets the requirements o f  

Section 13-712(g) ofthe Illinois Public Utilities Act (IPUA), and why the 

Staffs Final Draft Rule and Tiering provisions appropriately and reasonably 

I-equire only carriers with oblieatioiis under Section 25 l(c) of tlie iederal 

Telecoiiimuiiications Act  of 1996 to be subject to wholesale carrier io carrier 

perToi-mancc iiieasitt-ciiieiits and slaildai-ds -- including wholesale special 
- 

~?cccss -- i n  tlie Codc Part 73 1. rule. Li addition, I also discuss \vhy the 

application or  specific local perfiwiiancc iiicii-ics I-ccoiiiiiieiidcd by Tci-ry 

Spieckciiiiaii in lier Direct Testiiiiony on bellallof Anieritecii Illinois is 

itnnccessary and un\\w~-anted at this time 

DO YOU ACKEE \ \WH MR. PANFIL’S ASSERTION THAT 
, I -  - IS LIMITED Fro “BASIC 

LOCAL EXCHANGE SER\IICE,” AND SHOULD BE APPLICAU1,E 
TO ALL “LOCAL EXCHANGE CARRIERS” PROVIDING 
\\’1-1OI2ESAI,F, SERVICES TO OTHER CARRIERS? 
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Section 13-712(g) reads as follows: 

The Coiniiiissioii shall establish and implement carrier 6 carrier 
wholesale service quality rules and establish remedies to ensure 
enforcement of the rules. 

> -  

*' I I f  --,- c L ,-I' +I7- "- c-c+lw 

With the minor modifications that I 

recommended iii my Direct Testimony (WorldCom Ex. 1.0, pp. 15-19), the Staff 

Final Draft Rule reasonably atid appropriately establishes a rule that makes sense 

bused 011 actiinl Illinois mal-kct cotiditions, atid correctly lalies into accotinl the 

doii i inatice -- tiou' and hi- the l i~rcsccablc fltttirc -- ofiargc iticumbent Local 

l ~ ; ~ c l i ~ ~ t i ~ c  Cat-t~iet- (1,liC) (-1ici- I)  kict i i l ics. 
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WILL YOU ELABORATE ON WHY LARGE INCUMBENT LECs 
SHOULD BE THE PRIMARY FOCUS OF THE RULE? 

All non-incumbent camiers, wireline and wireless, must rely to some 

extent on ubiquitous incumbent LEC facilities available on a wholesale basis to 

meet their retail customers’ needs. It is simply inefficient and impractical to 

expect competitors and wireless providers to duplicate down to the last loop and 

transport circuit or facility the incumbent LEG’  networks, built over a period of 

decades under a monopoly system that virtually guaranteed cost recovery and 

profits. 
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The largest (Tier 1) LECs alone possess the ability to thwart competition 

~ .: , via control over their legacy monopoly networks. There are no competitors, 

singly 01- in combilialion that have, or will have i n  the foreseeable future, the 

ubiquitous facilities held by Tier 1 LECs. All non-ILEC wireline and wireless 

.. .. ~ - 

carriers alike must rely on these Tier 1 LEC networks to compete and serve their 

owii customers. A1:ieritech Illinois's insistence that Competitive Local Excliange 

Cai-riers (CLECs) and other non-ILEC carriers be subject to the saiiie wholesale 

reporting ~requireiiients is another attempt to burden coiiipetitors - which IT& do 

not ti  iquitous networks nor any "bottleneck" facilities -- with unnecessary costs 

aiid regulatoi-y requirements as a means to thwart coiupetitioii. 

DO YOU AGREE WITH AMERITECH-ILLINOIS' CONTENTION 
(SPIECKERMAN DIRECT, pp, 3-15) THAT CERTAIN CLEC-SPECIFIC 
\I'NOI,ESALE LOCAL SERVICE RULES SHOULD APPLY TO CLECS? 
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telephone number in response to requests from incumbent LECs or other CLECs; 

(3) FOCs to release the unbundled loop(s) on which a subscriber's local servicc 

resides. (Spieckernian Direct, pp. 3 j. First, I would point out that the process for 

CLEC-to-CLEC migrations of customers have not been worked out yet in the 13- 

state migrations collaborative taking place for the SBC region, including the 

Ameritech states. Therefore, I believe it is premature to codify any such 

standards and set benclmiarks before the processes for the different migrations 
hry .<s+C, i : C ~ x r .  1, 7 ( 

that may occur between L E C p p  - -  J 
Fuitlier, e ~ e n  if  a deteriniiiatioii is made in tlie future that inetrics and benchmarks 

should be applied to CSR and FOC returns for line reuse to all LECs, it has not 

been deteniiined that the same intervals used for large incumbent LECs should 

apply to CLECs whose processes are newer and/or aG;o&&?less advanced 

because of the CLEC's size and/or ordering volumes. 

. . ... - z .  
-.. c 

The h'ew Yolk Public Service Coniniissioii recently adopted "Guidelines" 

for ni iga[ ions,  following a 13-montli Phase I1 collaborative and, previously, a I O -  

month Phase I giiidelines development process, that detail tlie different processes 
u 

i. - 
fot- niigrations and pi-ovided some timing intervals for I-esidential and small 

busiiicss (less tlian 5 lines) Tor CSR delivel-y. No reporting reqiiircmeiits 01 

remedies were discussed, Just benchmarks and a means to bring disputes among 

carriers to the New 'l'ork Public Service Con~mission 

- 

I n  New York, the bcnchmai-ks for CSli were phased iii and a[-c less 

\\~llillcsalc IOCill ~'cl-lbl-ni;lncc nlcasul-cllicllt plan 

J 
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Foi- these reasons, I believe i t  is premature and inappropriate to require 

CLECs to be subject to tlie repoiting requirements proposed by Ameritech- 

Illiiiois 

Q .  DO YOU AGREE THAT STAFF’S FINAL DRAFT RULE ADDRESSES 
ONLY 1NTRASTATE SPECIAL ACCESS SERVICES? 

A. No. Staffs  Definition of the tenii “Wholesale Special Access Service” does 

not specify that the services are intrastate only. WIiileFr.  PanfiI argues that 

Stafi’s definition of “Wholesale Seinzice” specifies services “subject to the 

Commission’s jurisdiction,” I believe that the Illinois Comiierce Coininissioii 

can appropriately adopt by rule wholesale perfoiniance measures applicable lo 

incumbent LEC circuits even though those circuits may be tariffed on an interstate 

basis and by FCC rule can cairy up to 90% intrastate traffic. Such circuits are 

used by CLECs and wireless can-iers to serve Illinois end-user customers and 

tiwefore should be of intci-cst to the Illinois Coinmissioli. To date, nine otlici 

state comiiiissions have adopted such requirements and I urse the Illiiiois 

Coiiiiiiissioii to do the same. A brief summary of other state actions is appended 

to this testimony and is identified as Attachiiienl 1. 
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DO YOU AGREE \VITH MR. PANFIL'S CLAIMS (PANFIL DIRECT, 
LlNES 520-529) THAT LARGE INCUhlBENT LECS' IKTERSTATE 
SPECIAL ACCESS SERVICES ARE COMPETITIVE IN ILLINOIS? 

No. Re.gardlcss of the Federal Commu~iications Commission's (FCC's) 

pricing flexibility authority :ranted 10 Aiueritecli Illinois, interstate special access 

services provided by Ameritech Illinois and Verizoii Illinois are not competitive. 

If Special Access ssrvices wei-e competitive, then large incuinbent LECs like 

Ameritech Illinois and Verizon Illinois would not be able to raise pi-ices, providc 
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c - 
substandard wholesale provisioning and iiiaintenance service, nor continue to be 

the overwhelmingly dominanl piaviders in every single market ~ ~vhicli 

dominance the FCC was careful to point out still exists. 

I have assembled a matrix that provides an overview of Ameritecli 

Illinois’ current tariff prices for the most commonly used interstate special access 

facilities purchased by competitive LECs and wireless carriers to serve end-user 

customers. That matrix is appended to this testimony and identified as 

Attaclinient 2. The matrix shows that the prices in all instances are actually 

higher in zones i n  the ai-eas of the state where Ameritecli lllinois has been gantcd 

pricing flexibility authority by the FCC. The FCC itself specifically did not find 

large incuiiibent LECs to be noli-dominant in their provision of these services, but 

believed when i t  promulgated the rules in 1999 that sufficient competition existed 

lo restrain incumbent LECs’ prices. That lhas not turned oul 10 be accur-ate. 

Moreo\w, WorldCoiii, ai-guably the largest facilities-based CLEC in the 

iiatioii. s t i l l  iiiiist wly substailtially on incuiiibent LEC racilities to compete foi- 

larger business and institutional custonicrs’ “last-mile” needs to provide service. 

Woi-IdCoin firs[ seeks Lo serve cus~omers via WorldCom’s own facilities. \Vhen 

facilitics are not available, WorldCom looks to alterintivc carriers. The fii-st 

choice is another competitive LEC or a Coiiipetitive Access Provider (CAP), 

since their prices are usually lower and wholesale service quality better tliaii tlic 

uhiqciiloiis incuiiihcni LEC. Howc\~ci-, no CLEC 01- CAP -- ci thcr individual ly o r  

combiiicd -- has I‘acilitics capal~lc o r  ~I ic  I-caching a Incaniligful Ipcrcciitagc oi lhi .  

coinIiicrci:il :iiid iiisritulioiial btiildiiigs i n  tlic Unitcd Slalcs or in  I l l i i i o i s ~  A n  
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analysis of WorldConi’s proprietary internal “lit building” database indicates that 

on a nationwide basis, WorldCom must rely on ILECs about 90% of  the time to 

meet “off-net’’ facilities requirements. - Accordiiiefo diis database, in Illinois, 

WorldConi’s on-net facilities combined with services purchased from other 

CAPsKLECs enable WorldConi to provide service to cominercial and 

institutional customers in 493 buildings from such facilities. However, 

WorldCom buys wholesale special access service from incumbent LECs in 

10,301 buildings in the state 

... .. .$ 
~ 

-. . .  

Thus, in Illinois, i n  order to provide sei-vice to busiiiess and institutioual 
- 

. -  

customei-s, WprldConi iklies on incunibent LECs’ gpecial access facilities 

approximately 95% of the time to meet its “off-net” facilities needs. Clear-iy, 

CLEC s dcpendeiice o ~ i  Ameritecli Illinois’ special access facilities demonstrates 

Ameritech’s ovenvlielmiiig doniinance of the special access market i n  Illinois and 

illustrates the necessity of regulatory oversight of Amei-itech Illinois’ performance 

with I-espcct to such facilities as those facilities directly impact other cai-rim that 

must iitilize those facilities to provide service to customers that reside in Illinois 

>P t A A  w ’ u  *.: 3 ”‘ Y- 1c.I 0 ;: 5“ 

/ !  
/ 3,  

.’ 

DO YOU AGREE WITH MR. PAYFIL’S ASSERTION IN HIS DIRECT 
TESTIMONY (lines 538-554) THAT THE NUMBER AND 
COMPLEXITY OF TARIFFED SPECIAL ACCESS SERVlCES 
PRESENT PROBLEMS FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION OF 
WHOLESALE SPECIAL ACCESS PERFORMANCE METRICS AND 
STANDARDS FOR TIER I CARRIERS? 

. 

No. Fit-si, thc .loint Compctitivc Indilstry Group (ICIG) mctrics suhmittcd 

;IS 11xt  of iny Dii-cct ‘ l ‘ c s t i~no~~>~  (Exhibit 1.2) arc dircctctl nt oii ly IISO, IX I 

LIS3 :ii id OCn cil-ciiits ;iii(i SI‘IVIC.~~; not all possiiblc scrviccs s p c c i l i c d  iii :I 
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given large incumbent LEC’s interstate or intrastate special access tariff. 

Secondly, Mr. Panfil’s assci-tioii in his Direct testimony that “imposition o f  

new service quality standards 011 special access conlracts would potentially 

change the costs on which the service prices were based” (lines 552-554) is not 

accurate; and even if it is true for some carriers’ contracts, it is irrelevant. At 

the state level, WorldCoiii is not at this time proposing the adoption of 

remedies for failing to meet special access service benchmarks, but is simply 

proposing the iiieasuremetit and reporting of Tier 1 interstate and int~astate 

special access service perfomiance to Aiiieriiech Illinois’ and Vet-izoii Illinois‘ 

affiliated and non-affiliated wholesale customers. - 

HAVE YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS CHANGED AFTER 
REVIEWING OTHER PARTIES’ TESTIMONIES IN THIS 
PROCEEDING? 

Absolutely not. I coiitiiiiie to recoinmend that the Illinois C.oiiimercc 

Cnnimission adopt Stairs Final Draft Rule, with the modifications 

~-ccoiiimeiided in 111; Dirzci Testimony, and fut-the!-. that the Coi1lmission 11i:ikc 

specific findings in  its ordei- in  this proceeding thal ihe Join1 Conipetitive 

Industry Group Special Access Pet-~ormaiice Metrics (Attachment B to Furbisli 

Direct) should be included in the perlortiiance plans o f  Amcritech Illinois and 

VCI-izoii Illinois in  compliancc with Staff’s Filial Dr-a(i Rule. 

. 

110 ISS - 1  I,! 1 S CON C 1, l! I) E 1’0 u I< T I C  SI- I PI ON Y ? 

Ycs, i t  does. 

1 1  
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WorldCom Ex. 1.1 

Attachment 1 
c Rebuttal Testimony of Karen K. Furbish - 

Current  Status of State Commission I lu l in~s:  ILEC monitoring and  Re1,ortine of 
Interstate and Intrastate Special Access Performalice 

Minnesota: The Minnesota PUC became the first state to issue an order finding 
explicit jurisdiction over an ILEC’s (Qwest/U S WEST’S) interstate special access 
for performance reporting. In the Matter ojthe Conzplaint ofAT&T 
Conzinuizications of the Midwest, Inc. Against U S  WEST Conimunications, Inc. 
Regarding Access Service. Docket No. P-421/C-99-1183, Order Finding 
Jurisdiction. Rejecting Claims For Relief, And Opening Investigation (issued 
August 15,2000) 

WorldCom (i.e., the metrics developed and advocated by WorldCom before they 
were subsequently modified and endorsed by the Joint Competitive Industry 
Group) and required Qwest to report on its performance i n  provisioning special 
access to ils \vliolesale compelitor customers. 111 the Matter ofQwest CViolesole 
Service QiirilifiJ S!nridcrrds Docket No. P-421iM-00-849, Order Settinq Reportin2 
Requireinents And Future Procedures (issued March 4, 2002) 

In May 2002, the Minnesota PUC issued an order denying Qwest’s motion 
for reconsideration. In fhe Matter of Qwest Wholesale Service Q d i t y  Stmidrirds, 
Docket No. P-421iM-00-849, Order Denying Reconsideration And Modifying 
Order On O\vn Moiioii (issued May 29, 2002). 

New York: Verizon reports on its special access perfonuance on an intel-sslate 
and intrastate basis, for both \vholesale and retail customers, to the Hew York 
Public Sei-vice Cominission, as pal-t of the NYPSC’s “Special Services 
Guidelines.” Verizon has becn reporting under the New York Guidelines since 
the mid-1980s. 

In June 2001, the New York PSC updated the Guidelines, adding 
additional melrics. CASE 00-C-205 1 - Proceedirig oil Motioii ofthe Coinniissiori 
to Irives!igiite Methods to Iiiiprove niid Mairitaiii High Quali2.v Special Services 
Pe,;foriiiriiice hy Verizorr New York Iiic; CASE 92-C-0665 - Proceeding 011 

Mo/jori of !lie Coi~ii~iksiori io lrivestig~te Peforiiiniice-Based Iiieeritive 
Ikg i i l t i foq~ Pl~irisJoi- 
Modifyin2 Special Services Guidelines For Verizon New York lnc.. Conforininz 
Tal-iff. And Requirinq Additional Performance Repor-tiii.q(Issued and Effective 
June 15, 2001) 

In December 2001, the NY PSC slightly revised and updated the Special 
Sei-vices Guidclines on rcconsidei-aiion. CASE 00-C-2051 - Pi-oceerliiig io  
Iii~miigu!e Mr/liotl,y to Iriij~roi,e criitl M ~ i t i i t ~ i i i  l l igh  Qiiir1ii.1~ Specid Ser\,ices 
l’eifoi-iixiiirc 1)). l’ct~izoti New )’or/< liir.; CASE 92-C-0665 - l’roreetliiig oii 
Afotioii of flit Coiiiiiiissioii io /iii~es!ig(iStrte Pe~oi~i i i i ir ice- l~cs~~tl  l i xe i i ! iw  
l ~ e g u / i i / w ~ ~  I ’ loi is / i ~ r  /V‘rii, Yo,% iTcleplioric C’o i i rp i i i j .  Or-der- Denyin< I ’ c t i ~ i o ~ c ~ . ! ~  
Rclic;ii-ini And Clal-ijvinL: A ~ ~ ~ , l i c a h i I i ~ ~ O ~ S ~ , c c i a l  Sci-viccs Guitlclincs (Issi icd 
I~cccn1hcr 20> 2001 ) 

In March 2002, the ,~,. Minnesota . - PUC adopted metrics proposed by 

kbrk Tdephoiic Co i i i p i i y  Oi>inion And Order 
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Current  Status of State Commission Rulings: ILEC monitoring and Reporting of 
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Colorado: In November 2001, the Colorado PUC affirmed the requirement for 
Qwest to monitor and report special access information. Docket No. 011-041T, h i  

The Matter Of The Investigation Into Alternative Approaches For A Qwest 
Corporation Performance Assurnrice Plan In Colorado; Decision On Motions For 
Modification And Clarification Of The Colorado Performance Assurance Plan. 
November 5,2001 

In March 2002, Qwest’s petition for reconsideration of that Order was 
denied by the Coloi-ado P-UC, and implementation of special access reporting is 
underway. In the Matter- of the Iiivesfigation into Alternative Approaches for  a 
Q w s t  Corporntioii Pefonirance Assurance Plan in Colorudo, Docket No. 01 I-  
041T, Decision on Remand and Other Issues Pertaining to the Colorado 
Performance Assurance Plan (adopted March 27,2002) 

New Hampshire: In December 2001, Verizon began reporting special access 
service results to the New Hampshire PUC pursuant to stipulation. DT 01-006 
VERIZON hiE IV  HAMPSHIRE Petition to Approve Carrier to Crrrrier 
Peforriiance Girideliiies and Perforiiiance Assesssinelit Plait, Order Regardin. 
Merrics and Plan (issued March 29, 2002, referring to Stipulation). 

Maine: In April 2002, as part of its Order adopti1ig.a Perforiiiance Assurance 
Plan for \ferizoii’s $271 related obligations, the Maine PUC also accepted a 
voluntary agreement Elom Verizon to repor-t its iiitrastate and interstate special 
access performance against ceiiain New York Special Seiwices Guidelines. 
Inqiiiq, Regarding the Bi t iy  of Veriion-Muine into the InterLATA (Long 
Distance) Telephone Market Pzirsimzt to Sectioii 271 ofthe Telecoriiriririiicritio!i.s 
Art of1996, Docket No. 2000-549, Findinns Report (April 10, 2002) 

\Vashington: In  ruling on jurisdictional arguments raised by Qwest i n  an AT&T 
complaint on Qwest’s Special Access perfoniiance, the Washington Utilities and 
Transportation Coniniission held that (here was an absence of  clear authority that 
thc 1 O?,” rule pre-empts all state authority, and further reasoned that the pitblic and 
thc cconomy of tlic skitc requircd tlic UTC to assert jurisdic.tion whci-e it is Iin\.~ul. 
WUTC Dockd No. UT-991 292, In Rc //re Coniploint o/AT&7 Coiiiiiriiriic.criioiis 

of f l ie  Nor//iii,cs/, //IC.. 11. U S  JVEST Coiiiijiiriiic.~rtioiis, Inc., Reguiding tlw 
I h  i,i.sioii ?f Accc.c.s Seri,iccs, Tent Ii S ti 11p I em ciit a I Oid e I-, May 1 5, 2 0 00. 

I n  Api-il 2002, the W;ishington Utilities and ‘fratisl)oi-tatioti Conimissioi~ 
(-WUT(”’) ndolitcti thc C:olor;do spcci;iI iicccss pct-roimiiicc inctrics t t i  I~IC~IUII~C 
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Current Status of State Coniniission Rulines: ILEC monitoring and Reporting of 
lnterstate and Intrastate Special Access Performance 

Qwest's interstate and intrastate wholesale special access performance. Iiz the 
Matter ofthe Investigation into US West Communications, Inc. 's Compliance with 
Section 271 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Docket No. UT-003022,30'" 
Supplemental Order, Commission Order Addressing Qwest's Perforniance 
Assurance Plan. 

regarding its siecial access reporting. 111 the Matter- of the Irnmfigntion irito US 
West Cominunications, Inc. 's Corizplian.ce with Section 271 of the 
Telecoiiiniuriicatioiis Act of1996, Docket No. UT-003022, 33'" Supplemental 
Order; Denving in Part and Granting in Part. Owest's Petition for Reconsideration 
of the 30"' Supplemental Order. 

In May 2002, the WUTC denied Qwest's petition for reconsideration 

. 

. 

. 

Tennessee: In May 2002, tlie Tennessee Regulatory Authority adopted a 
modified version of WorldConi's original (Le., pre-Joint Competitive Industry 
Group) metiics. Iri  re: Docket to L3ablish Generic Per$oniimce Mensiireiiieiils, 
Bericliiiiarks urid Eiforcenieiit Mechariisriis for BellSouth Telecoriiiiiuiiicntioi~s, 
17ie., Docket No. 01-00193, Order Setting Performance Measurements, 
Benchmarks and Enforcement Mechanism (issued May 14, 2002). BellSoutli did 
not request reconsideration ofthe special access portion of that oi-der. 

_- Utah: In lune 2002, tlie Utah~Public Service Commission ordered Qwest to 
include special access i n  its Sec. 271 -related Perfouiiiance Assurance P h i .  Ilr riic 
Mnflcr ofriie Applicafioiis ofQWEST COllP ORA TION, j l z i  US II'EST 
Cor~iriii~iiicntioris, Iiic., f o r  Approval of Coiiipliuiice with 47 U.S. C. 
$27l(d)(3)(C), Docket No. 00-049-08, Order On Perforniancc Assurance Plan 
(issued June 18, 2002). .- 

klassachusetts: In August 2001, the Massachusetts Deparlment of 
Teleco~iimunicatio~is and Energy ordered Verizon to report its special access 
perfornia~ice on both an interstate and intrastate basis, as ail interim niat~er, 
pending completion of its review of Verizon's perfonnance on both a wholesale 
basis Tor both affiliated and nowaffiliated customers, and 011 a retail basis to 
Vei-i7,on's o\vn i-c:ail custoniers. Iiiiesrigci/iori ~ I Y  flic D r p r / i i i a i /  of 
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uiiti 16, iriio I3'crizm Neii, Eiigluiid Jiir., M ) / u  Vel-izoii ~~~~i.s.lssiic.1rii.r~~il.s ' Iwui'i.yioii 1 ! / '  

,S/)cciol Ac.cc.sr Scri>ic.e.r. D.T.E. Dockcl No. 01 -.34, &, Augt~st 19, 2001 

I, 



.. 
WorldCom Ex. 1 .1  
Rebuttal Testimony of Karen K. Furbish 
Attachment 1 

r .. . - 

Current Status of State Commission Rulings: ILEC monitoring and  Reportine of 
Interstate and Intrastate Special Access Performance 

Texas: The Texas PUC found in its review ofSouthwestern Bell’s post-271 
perfomiance: “. ._ to the extent a CLEC orders special access in lieu of UNEs, 
SWBT’s performance shall be measured as another level of disaggregation in all 

UNE measures. Texas PUC Pi-oject No, 20400 - Sectzon 271 Conzpliance 
Monitoririg of Southwestern Bell Telephoiie Conzpariy of Texus, Order No. 33, 
Approving Modification to Performance Remedy Plan and Performance 
Measurements, May 24, 2001, The implementation aspects of this decision are 
cuiTently pending in an arbitration proceeding. 

Otliei- states where special access performance reportine is under 
consideration: 

o Massachusetts (ordered interim reporting September 2001; final 
decision pending) 

o New Jersey 

o Indiana 

o Georzia 

o Louisiana 
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Ameritech Illinois  special Access Rates for Zone 1 
I-year term 5-year term 

Nom-Pricing Non-Pricing 
Flexibilitv Pricina Flexibilitv Difference Flexibility Pricing Flexibility Difference - 

Interoffice 
DSI fixed $68.00 $76.00 

,-,:<:c;5 DSI mileage'" - $24.00 $24.15 
DS3 fixed $300.00 $328.00 
DS3 mileage $100.00 $103.00 

Channel Termination 
DSO (56kbis) $80.00 $95.00 
DS1 $190.00 $196.00 
DS3 $2,300.00 $2,370.00 

Source (tariff sections for Ameritech Tariff FCC No. 2): 

DSI mileage 7.5.9(8)(4) 21.5.2.7(8)(4) 
DS3 fixed 7.5.9(C)(2) 21.5.2.7(C)(2) 
DS3 mileage 7.5.9(C)(3) 21.5.2.7(C)(3) 

Channel Terminations 
DSO (56kb:s) 7.5.9(AI(l) 21.5.2.7(A)(I) 
DS1 - 7.5.9(8)(1) 21.5.2.7(6)(1) 
DS3 7.5.9(C)(1 )(a) 21.5.2.7(C)(l)(a) 

DSI fixed 7.5.9(8)(3) 21.5.2.7(8)(3) 

* 

14.7% $21.00 $24.60 
0.6% $12.00 $13.50 
9.3% $200.00 $240.00 
3.0% $26.00 $33.60 

18.8% $58.00 $65.00 
3.2% $92.00 $93.00 
3.0% $900.00 $960.00 

7.5.9(8)(3) 21.5.2.7(8)(3) 
7.5.9(6)(4) 21.5.2.7(8)(4) 

18.1% 
12.5% 
20.0% 
20.0% 

12.1% 
1.1% 
6.7% 

1Of3 
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WorldCom. Inc - FURBISH REBUTTAL TESTIMONY EXHIBIT 1 . I ,  Attachment 2 

Arneritech Illinois - Special Access Rates for Zone 3 
1 -year term 5-year term 

Non-Pricing Non-Pricing 
Flexibility Pricing Flexibility Difference Flexibility Pricing flexibility Difference 

interoffice 
DSI fixed $72.00 $79.50 
DS1 mileage $25.00 $26.40 
DS3 fixed $330.00 $361 .OO 
DS3 mileage $110.00 $113.00 

Channel Termination 
OS0 (56kbk) $80.00 $95.00 
DSI $215.00 $232.00 
DS3 $2.425 00 $2,490.00 

Source (tariff sections for Arneritech Tariff FCC No. 2): 
DS1 fixed 7.5.9(6)(3) 21.5.2.7(8)(3) 
DSI mileage 7.5.9(6)(4) 21.5.2.7(6)(4) 
DS3 fixed 7.5.9(C)(2) 21.5.2.7(C)(2) 
DS3 mileage 7.5.9(C)(3) 21.5.2.7(C)(3) 

Channel Terminations 
DSO (56kbk) 7.5.9(A)(l) 21.5.2.7(A)(I) 
DS1 7.5.9(6)(1) 21.5.2.7(6)(1) 
DS3 7.5.9(C)(l)(a) 21.5.2.7(C)(l)(a) 

10.4% $23.00 $30.40 32.2% 
5.6% $12.50 $1 3.75 10.0% 
9.4% $220.00 $270.00 22.7% 
2.7% $34.00 $38.40 12.9% 

18.8% $58.00 $65.00 12.1% 
7.9% $1 09.00 $110.00 0.9% 
2.7% $960.00 $1,020.00 6.3% 

7.5.9(B)(3) 21.5.2.7(6)(3) 
7.5.9(8)(4) 21.5.2.7(8)(4) 
7.5.9(C)(2) 21.5.2.7(C)(2) 
7.5.9(C)(3) 21.5.2.7(C)(3) 

7.5.9(A)(1) 21.5.2.7(A)(I) 
7.5.9(8)(1) 21.5.2.7(8)(1) 
7.5.9(C)(l)(a)21.5.2.7(C)(I )(a) 
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Ameritech Illinois - Special Access Rates for Zone 5 
I-year term 5-year term 

Non-Pricing Non-Pricing 
Flexibility Pricing Flexibility Difference Flexibility Pricing FlexibilityDifference 

DS1 fixed $76.00 $86.00 
$29.00 $30.00 

$360.00 $420.00 
DS1 mileage 
OS3 fixed 
DS3 mileage $120.00 $126.00 

. ,  

. . Channel Termination 
DSO (58kb/s) $80.00 .$95.00 
D S l  $250.00 $294.00 
DS3 $2.650.00 $2,720.00 

Source (tariff sections for Ameritech Tariff FCC No. 2): 
DSl  fixed 7.5.9(8)(3) 21.5.2.7(8)(3) 
DSI mileage 7.5.9(8)(4) 21.5.2.7(8)(4) 
DS3 fixed 7.5.9(C)(2) 21.5.2.7(C)(2) 

" DS3 mileage 7.5.9(C)(3) 21.5.2.7(C)(3) 

Channel Terminations 
DSO (56kb/s) 7.5.9(A)(l) 21.5.2.7(A)(I) 
DS1 7.5.9(8)(1) 21.5.2.7(8)(1) 
DS3 7.5.9(C)(l)(a) 21.5.2.7(C)(l)(a) 

.~ 

13.2% $40.00 $50.50 26.3% 
3.4% $13.00 $14.05 8.1% 

16.7% $250.00 $325.00 30.0% 
5.0% $42.00 $49.00 16.7% - 

i8.a% $58.00 $65.00 12.1% 
17.6% $123.00 $125.00 1.6% 
2.6% $990.00 $1,050.00 6.1% 

7.5.9(8)(3) 21.5.2.7(8)(3) 
7.5.9(8)(4) 21.5.2.7(8)(4) 
7.5.9(C)(2) 21.5.2.7(C)(2) 
7.5.9(C)(3) 21.5.2.7(C)(3) 

7.5.9(A)(l) 21.5.2.7.(A)(I) . 
7.5.9(6)(1) 21.5.2.7(8)(1) 
7.5.9(C)(l)(a) 21.5.2.7(C)(l )(a) 

3 of 3 


