


BEFORE


THE ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION








SBC Communications Inc.,


SBC Delaware Inc.,


Ameritech Corporation,


Illinois Bell Telephone Company d/b/a Ameritech Illinois, and Ameritech Illinois Metro, Inc.�
)


)


)


)


)


)�



�
�



Joint Application for Approval of the Reorganization of Illinois Bell Telephone Company d/b/a Ameritech Illinois, and the Reorganization of Ameritech Illinois Metro, Inc. in Accordance with Section 7-204 of the Public Utilities Act and for All Other Appropriate Relief�
)


)


)


)


)


)


)


)�
ICC Docket No. 98-0555�
�






REBUTTAL TESTIMONY





OF





A. LEE BLITCH








ON BEHALF OF





AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF ILLINOIS, INC.








AT&T EXHIBIT 4.1


�
Q.	PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.


A.	My name is A. Lee Blitch, and my address is 795 Folsom Street, �San Francisco, California 94107.  I previously filed direct testimony in this proceeding.  (AT&T Ex. 4.0.)





Q.	WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY?


A.	The purpose of my testimony is to rebut the testimony of SBC witnesses Charles Smith and Christopher Viveros.





Q.	Mr. Smith discusses at length how SBC has opened its California local market to competition.  (Smith Rebuttal at 14-23.)  How do you respond?  


A.	First, I must point out that Mr. Smith fails to address most of the points I made in my direct testimony and, instead, chooses to focus on irrelevant statistics.  Second, on December 17, 1998 the California Public Utilities Commission unanimously rejected Pacific Bell’s 271 Application.  The California PUC found that Pacific Bell met only four of the fourteen requirements for 271 approval.  The California PUC decision identified more than 160 problems Pacific Bell must remedy.   The majority of these problems were OSS-related.  The California PUC decision affirms my direct testimony and demonstrates that, despite the promises SBC made during the merger proceedings in California, Pacific Bell has not opened its markets to competition.   	


Q.	IN THE TESTIMONY OF MR. VIVEROS, HE STATES THAT SBC/PACIFIC BELL PERMITTED CLECS TO INTERACT WITH EXISTING INTERFACES IN A SEAMLESS MANNER WHILE SBC DEVELOPED AND IMPLEMENTED EVEN BETTER INTERFACES TO SERVE ALL CLEC USERS.  DO YOU AGREE WITH HIS CHARACTERIZATION OF THE IMPACT OF THE SBC/PACIFIC BELL MERGER ON CLEC ACCESS TO OSS INTERFACES?


A.	No.  I would agree that there have been infusions from SBC of technology, personnel, methods and ideas since the Pacific Bell– SBC merger; however, Pacific’s OSS systems remain unique.  As the recent Final Staff Report from the California PUC has confirmed, interfaces cannot simply be dropped into another state and claimed to provide parity. AT&T’s implementation of these transplanted interfaces has in fact encountered a variety of problems, many of which were not addressed, for whatever reason, in the SWBT states, and others which arose due to a lack of understanding of Pacific Bell legacy systems or operating procedures.





	To make matters worse, over the past year there have been a number of instances in which Pacific has introduced unnecessary changes in existing system functionality, or proposed new business rules which it is unable to justify based on the needs of its own legacy systems, simply to be in synch with the constraints or strategies of its new parent company, SBC.  It is interesting to note that in many of these cases, Pacific has ultimately been successful in reversing SBC’s position and is now implementing changes consistent with its original plans.�





Q.	IN HIS TESTIMONY, MR. VIVEROS STATES THAT “SBC HAS SHOWN, AFTER THE SBC/PTG MERGER, THAT NOT ONLY WAS IT COMMITTED TO IDENTIFYING BEST PRACTICES” IN BOTH REGIONS, BUT IT HAS BEEN SUCCESSFUL IN IMPLEMENTING THOSE PRACTICES IN A WAY THAT WAS NON-DISRUPTIVE.  DO YOU AGREE THAT THE IMPACT OF THE SBC/PACIFIC BELL MERGER WAS NON-DISRUPTIVE TO CLEC ACCESS TO OSS?


A.	No.  Even though Pacific announced additional OSS interfaces in August, 1997, and proclaimed them to be available in March, 1998, Pacific initially refused to let CLECs use, test or even evaluate the new interfaces until they had signed an onerous amendment to their Interconnection Agreements.  I say onerous because the amendment would permit Pacific unilaterally to impose new, unspecified and unexplained charges, charges ostensibly to compensate it for providing such access. 





	This so-called OSS Appendix became a huge barrier to OSS access in California.  As the California PUC Staff stated: 


Of all the concerns competitors raised about abusive use of market power, staff finds the OSS Appendix particularly troubling.  Pacific’s response on this issue -- that it is required to negotiate agreements for access to OSS and that the resulting agreements were reasonable and lawful -- brings into question what the guidelines used by Pacific’s negotiators were…staff is concerned about employees having the correct incentives to negotiate fairly.  Moreover, it is not clear what the necessity or purpose is of having phrases characterizing Pacific's OSS interfaces in an agreement that is designed to govern terms and conditions of access.  When CLECs are under extreme pressure to accept Pacific’s terms in order to receive specifications or training on the new interfaces, it is apparent that, when compared to Pacific, CLECs are negotiating from a position of weakness.  





	As it was, it took nearly three months for AT&T to negotiate an amendment that afforded very limited access to two of the new interfaces.  Almost a year later, even after days of industry workshops, provisions of a generic template remain hotly contested between Pacific, the Commission, and the CLEC community.  





Q.	DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY?


A.	Yes.


� In his testimony, Mr. Viveros claims that “SBC’s measurements mirror precisely the model performance measures advocated by the U.S. Department of Justice.”  However, Mr. Viveros fails to attach any such measurements or refer to any specific permutations of DOJ OSS measures.  Without knowledge of the specific performance measures referred to by Mr. Viveros, I simply cannot respond to this testimony.
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