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Q.	Please state your name and business address.





A.	My name is S. Rick Gasparin, and my business address is 527 East Capitol Avenue, P.O. Box 19280, Springfield, Illinois 62794-9280





	Are you the same S. Rick Gasparin who submitted testimony previously in this 	proceeding?





A.	Yes.





What is the purpose of your direct testimony on re-opening?





A.	The purpose of my testimony is to respond to the direct testimony of Mr. Terry D. Appenzeller who testified on behalf of Ameritech Illinois in this re-opened proceeding.  In Mr. Appenzeller’s testimony at page 4, he stated that the Joint Applicants would  implement in Illinois a form of shared transport within 30 days of the merger closing date.  Mr. Appenzeller referred to this form of shared transport as an “interim solution”.  Mr. Appenzeller further stated that within one year of the merger closing, the Joint Applicants will implement and offer in Illinois the same version of shared transport that has been implemented by SBC in Texas.  The Texas version utilizes the Advanced Intelligent Network facilities to perform 10 digit number inquiries .  Mr. Appenzeller referred to this solution as the “long term solution”.  (Direct Testimony of Terry D. Appenzeller - Ameritech Illinois Ex.12.0 at pages 3 & 4)    





Q.	In your opinion, is this proposal responsive to issue 3 raised by Chairman Mathias in his June 4, 1999, letter to the Hearing Examiners in this case? 





A.	Yes.  The Company’s commitment to provide an “interim” shared transport solution followed by a “long-term solution” is responsive to the issues raised by the Chairman.  However, the Joint Applicants do not commit to explore the technical feasibility surrounding the issues of offering common transport as an unbundled network element on a stand alone basis.   


  


What is your recommendation regarding the offering of common transport on an unbundled network element basis?





A.	Both this Commission and the FCC have ordered Ameritech to provide common transport on unbundled network basis.  While, the FCC’s rules requiring the offering of common transport were vacated by the U.S. Supreme Court , the Commission’s order is still in effect.  The Company contends that there are technical difficulties in the provisioning of this service and that the service cannot be provided at this time.  I recommend that the Joint Applicants continue to explore the technical feasibility regarding the unbundling of common transport and to provide a semi-annual report to this Commission and other interested parties which delineate their activities in exploring solutions to the common transport unbundling issue.  A similar commitment was made in Texas as shown in the “Joint Applicants’ Response to Commission’s June 4 List Of Issues And Joint Applicants’ Additional Commitments” -  in  Attachment 3.1 entitled “Local Switching/Shared Transport Texas”  at 1.3.1 page 1.  





What is your recommendation concerning the interconnection issues identified in the June 15, 1999, Attachment A-1, entitled Interconnection - Attachment A, Item 2, a) (iii) regarding technical feasibility?          





A.	If the Joint Applicants claim that a service or facility is not available due to technical constraints, I recommend that a process be developed which would allow this Commission, as well as the requesting carrier(s), to verify the validity of such a claim.  Specifically, if the Joint Applicants claim that a particular service cannot be provided in Illinois due to technical constraints, the Joint Applicants should file with the Chief Clerk a verified statement identifying the service that cannot be provided and providing a brief description of why the service is technically infeasible.  This document should also be provided to the requesting carrier(s) on the same date it is filed with the Chief Clerk.  The Joint Applicants should then provide a report to this Commission, as well as the carriers who have requested the service, within four (4) weeks of the filing of the verified statement.  The report should detail the various technical constrains and also provide an explanation of each constraint.   If either the Commission or the affected carrier disputes the claim of the Joint Applicant regarding the technical feasibility, either party may request an investigation  of the matter via a docketed proceeding.       





In your opinion, is this proposal responsive to issue 6 regarding unbundling of local switching raised by Chairman Mathias in his June 4, 1999, letter to the Hearing Examiners in this case ? 





Yes.  The Joint Applicants’ response discusses the current switching elements that are available to CLECs on a unbundled basis.  The Joint Applicants further state that Ameritech Illinois has not received a single order for unbundled local switching at this time.  I anticipate that the provisioning of shared transport (as discussed above), will result in CLECs ordering unbundled switching.





The Joint Applicants discuss the issue of access to the incumbents Advanced Intelligent Network (AIN) triggers in response to issue number 6.  Do you agree with the Joint Applicants response regarding the current status of the issue?





  A.	Yes to some degree.  Staff has held workshops regarding access to AIN triggers and continues to monitor the national and industry forums which will set the standards for interconnection to the incumbents network.  A major concern of Staff regarding access to the triggers is the security to the incumbents network and protection of proprietary data of the other competitive providers who may supply AIN services.  Staff is supportive of allowing competitors to provision AIN type services on a fully competitive basis which would allow for future access to these triggers once the security and protection criteria are established.  Staff will continue to monitor the progress of the national and industry forums to assure that the goals of this Commission are met.          





Q.	Does this complete your supplemental  testimony?


  


A.	Yes, it does.  
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