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�
Q.	PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, ADDRESS, AND POSITION.


My name is Mark T. Smith.  I am employed by Sprint/United Management Company, and am testifying on behalf of Sprint Communications Company  L.P. (“Sprint”).  I am currently serving as Director – Local Market Integration.  My  business address is 7301 College Boulevard, Overland Park, Kansas 66210.





PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND, WORK EXPERIENCE, AND PRESENT RESPONSIBILITIES.





A.	I received my undergraduate degree from Purdue University in 1972 and completed my MBA from Webster University in 1982.  I have been employed by Sprint for over 25 years.  For approximately eighteen of those years, I concentrated on regulatory issues; I have spent approximately seven years in Sprint’s marketing organization.  I began working for Sprint in 1972 in Illinois.  In 1976, I was promoted to Sprint’s Corporate staff Kansas City.  While in Kansas City, I completed my MBA and continued to concentrate on regulatory issues until 1982.  From 1982 to 1989, I was Director-Revenues for Sprint/United-Eastern, Carlisle, Pennsylvania.  My key responsibilities included leading negotiations of present toll settlement plans for the State of Pennsylvania.  Under my direction, we developed the first interstate access filing with subsequent FCC approval.  I have filed, testified, and negotiated local and toll tariffs before the Pennsylvania and New Jersey public service commissions and House of Representatives and Senate telecommunications committees.  From 1989 to July 1996, I was Director-Network Markets for Sprint/United Eastern, Carlisle, Pennsylvania.  I held four key Director level positions in the Marketing organization, which included strategic Market Planning and Consumer and Business product management.  My most recent Marketing assignment included directing the Seamless Sprint operation for Pennsylvania and New Jersey and he ICSC operations, which maintains the business office functions for interexchange carriers.  In July 1996, I assumed my present position.  My current responsibilities include coordination of CLEC activities in Sprint’s Local Telephone Division territories and negotiation of Performance Measurement with ILEC’s on behalf of Sprint’s CLEC operations.





Q.	WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY?


A.	The purpose of my testimony is to explain the issues Sprint has with SBC/Ameritech, hereafter referred to as “Joint Applicants”, performance measurement proposal.


�
Q.	WHY ARE PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS IMPORTANT?


A.	Performance measurements are necessary to ensure that Ameritech-Illinois service is provided at levels of parity to CLECs.  Without parity, CLECs cannot compete with Ameritech-Illinois on an equal footing in the provision of quality service to their customers.   When the Joint Applicants provide service to CLECs that is inferior to that provided to end users, a significant barrier to entry is present because of the difference is quality that is provided by the Joint Applicants.


As a CLEC, Sprint finds itself in the difficult position, of relying totally upon a dominant embedded competitor, the Joint Applicants,  as its primary or sole supplier for wholesale local services.  Accordingly, the incentives to provide superior service quality levels that exist in the traditional supplier/customer relationship are not replicated in the CLEC environment.  At the same time, Sprint must deliver quality service to its CLEC customers in order to compete with the Joint Applicants and to protect its reputation and brand image as a quality service provider.  Unless Joint Applicants allow CLECs an opportunity to offer at least the same customer experience as is provided to its own retail customers, Sprint and other CLECs will be unable to effectively compete in the retail market.


WHAT PERFORMANCE CATEGORIES SHOULD BE SUBJECTED TO MEASUREMENTS?


A.	Performance measurements should encompass all essential OSS categories including pre-order, ordering and provisioning, maintenance and repair, network performance, unbundled network elements, operator services and directory assistance, system performance, service center availability and billing.  Moreover, such measures should, where possible, have common nationwide definitions and calculation methodologies. Consistent national measurements will allow this Commission and other state commissions to easily monitor results across state boundaries to ensure nondiscriminatory treatment.  In addition, nationally defined measurements and methodologies will minimize the costs to both ILECs and CLECs of developing the necessary performance monitoring processes and mechanisms.  Developing different processes for every state or region makes it more difficult and more costly for companies to compete on a national basis. 


�
Q.	DOES SPRINT BELIEVE THE 122 PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS AS ATTACHED TO MR. DYSART’S TESTIMONY MEET ITS BUSINESS NEEDS?





A.	Sprint supports LCUG 7.0 for performance monitoring and measurements.  Sprint, however, was an active participant in the Texas collaborative process and believes that the 122 measurements from that process generally meets the business implications of LCUG 7.0.





Q.	THE APPLICANTS ARE PROPOSING TO IMPLEMENT 79 OF THE 122 MEASUREMENTS WHICH THEY PROPOSE TO IDENTIFY AS ONES THAT “COULD BE IMPLEMENTED IN AN EXPEDITED MANNER” AND “DIRECTLY IMPACT END-USER CUSTOMER”.  HAVE APPLICANTS IDENTIFIED SPECIFICALLY WHICH OF THE 122 MEASUREMENTS WILL BE IMPLEMENTED?





A.	No.  Sprint believes that there must be certainty in what will be measured and reported by the Joint Applicants.  The proposal by the Joint Applicants is not well defined and leaves too much room for arbitrary decisions by the Joint Applicants. 


	SBC/Ameritech could choose to implement measures that have the least positive impact on CLECs and the customers.  Without knowing which measures will be implemented, this commitment is too undefined to be meaningful.


�
Q.	DOES SPRINT SUPPORT A PARTIAL COMMITMENT TO PERFORMANCE REPORTING?





A.	No.  Since the Texas measurements were derived “through a long and involved collaborative process of much "give and take", it is illogical to assume that anything less than all 122 performance measurement would provide CLECs with the ability to ensure parity service from the Joint Applicants.


Q.	MR. SMITH, WHAT IS YOUR UNDERSTANDING OF THE IMPLEMENTATION TIMELINE TO DELIVER THE UNDEFINED 79 MEASUREMENTS?





A.	Exhibit A illustrates that the Applicants will have implemented the undefined 79 measurements within 300 days from the Merger Closing Date.





Q.	DOES THIS TIME FRAME SEEM REASONABLE SINCE APPLICANTS HAVE SELECTED THESE UNDISCLOSED MEASUREMENTS “BASED ON A DETERMINATION BY SBC/AMERITECH AS TO THOSE MEASUREMENTS THAT COULD BE IMPLEMENTED IN AN EXPEDITED MANNER.”?





A.	No.  If Applicants have spent the time and energy to research those measurements which can be implemented without too much cost, 300 days seems excessive.  Further, it appears that the 79 measures could be defined by SBC/Ameritech and subject to consideration by interested parties.  Indeed, all 122 Texas measurements should be implemented and available as a pre-merger condition.


�
Q.	DOES SPRINT HAVE ANY OTHER ISSUES WITH THE APPLICANT’S PROPOSAL?





A.	Yes.  Mr. Dysart states that Applicants propose to implement the “…benchmarks…based upon the developments in Texas”. Measurement standards, which includes benchmarks, retail analogs and surrogate retail analogs, should be based upon actual Ameritech-Illinois support provided to its retail operations or retail analogs.   In the absence of directly comparative Ameritech-Illinois results, standard levels of performance should be established based upon performance studies.  This will ensure performance levels necessary to give CLECs a meaningful opportunity to compete.  The measures employed must demonstrate to the Commission that nondiscriminatory access is being delivered across all interfaces and a broad range of resold services and unbundled elements.  The measures must also address availability, timeliness of execution and accuracy of execution.  It is important to note that such parity considerations will change from month to month and over time, as normal process improvements drive positive change in the levels of support afforded CLECs, service improves to all end users.


	There may also be instances where ILEC performance falls short of existing state commission-mandated quality of service standards.  In this case, the measurement objectives and methodologies should require that each function be performed equal to the commission’s standards.





Q.	DOES THAT CONCLUDE YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY?


A.	Yes. 


�
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