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�
Q.	PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.


A.	My name is Sherry Lichtenberg, and my business address is 1200 South Hayes Street, Arlington, Virginia.





Q.	PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR BACKGROUND AND EXPERIENCE.


A.	I have seventeen years experience in the telecommunications field �� two years with MCI WorldCom in Mass Markets, Local Product Development and Marketing, and fifteen years at AT&T.  My AT&T experience includes working on the development of the System 85 and System 75 (major Private Branch Exchanges (“PBXs”)), product marketing and product management in both the large business and federal areas.  My special expertise is in testing and requirements analysis.  My MCI WorldCom experience includes conducting market entry testing for New York, Texas and other states, as well as representing MCI WorldCom in the Texas, New York, Pennsylvania, Georgia and California third party Operations Support Systems (“OSS”) testing efforts. 





Q.	BY WHOM ARE YOU CURRENTLY EMPLOYED AND IN WHAT CAPACITY?


A.	I work for MCI WorldCom in the local division of MCI WorldCom’s Mass Markets business unit.  The Mass Markets business unit is the entity that provides long distance, Internet, and local service to all residential and small business customers.  I am the Senior Manager for Operations Support System Interfaces and Facilities Testing and Development.  My current job is to get the incumbent local exchange companies (“ILECs”) to establish commercially viable OSS.  In addition, I oversee MCI WorldCom’s commercial relationship with the ILECs from the business perspective.  My responsibilities also include designing and implementing local service testing (including data services such as xDSL) prior to state entry.





Q.	WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY?


A.	The purpose of my testimony is to respond to positions taken by SBC and Ameritech on various issues that have been raised by the SBC/Ameritech Amended Joint Application (“Amended Application”) for merger approval and testimony that has been filed in support of that support of the Amended Application.  In responding to SBC and Ameritech, I focus on two main topics -- Unbundled Network Element Platform (“UNE-P” or “UNE Platform”) and OSS.  First, I discuss the reasons why UNE Platform is essential to the ability of a competitive local exchange carrier (“CLEC”) to roll-out competitive local services to mass markets, including residential and small business customers.  Availability of UNE-P is essential to ubiquitous market entry and, consequently, will be the most critical area of third party OSS testing.  Second, I discuss OSS and third party testing of OSS.  In particular, I explain what commercially viable OSS are and why they are important to the development of local competition, especially in the context of mass markets.  I discuss the need for and the contours of a valid third party test of Ameritech Illinois’ OSS.  Further, I explain why third party testing as it has been conducted in New York is superior to third party testing as it has been conducted in Texas, and recommend that KPMG, the third party testing OSS systems in New York, Pennsylvania and Georgia, be engaged as the third party tester in Illinois. 





Q.	PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR TESTIMONY.


A.	In this testimony I will discuss why UNE Platform is essential to the ability of CLECs to be able to provide local services to residential and small business customers on a mass market basis for the foreseeable future.  Self-provisioning of network elements and use of UNEs on a stand alone basis do not allow for mass market roll-out of local services at this point in time.  Consequently, UNE Platform must be provided by Ameritech now if the Commission expects any CLECs to seriously consider entering the local market on a mass market basis in the near term.  Part and parcel of the ability to utilize UNE-P for rapid market entry is the need for certainty with respect to pricing of UNE-P, including any non-recurring charges that might be associated with it and a clear understanding of when and how such charges apply.  In their Amended Application and testimony, Ameritech and SBC have ignored questions from the Commissioners about the status of the provisioning of UNE-P.  With a gaping hole as to why UNE-P is not being provided, or when and how it will be provided by a combined Ameritech and SBC, the Commission is compelled to find that there will be a substantial adverse impact on local competition because of Ameritech’s and SBC’s refusal to provide UNE-P.  





If the Commission is inclined to approve the proposed merger, it should only if it conditions approval on, among other things, a requirement that Ameritech and SBC provide UNE-P without restrictions.  In addition, the Commission should require Ameritech to allow CLECs to immediately begin transitioning existing resale customers to UNE-P prior to consummation of the merger.  Successful transition of resale customers to UNE-P prior to approval of the merger would provide some measure of  the willingness and ability of Ameritech to provide UNE-P.  In addition, CLECs should be able to sign-up new customers and immediately and serve them via UNE-P prior to completion of  the merger.  If the Commission wants CLECs to start providing services to residential and small business markets sooner rather than later, it needs to take decisive steps now so that CLECs who want to begin selling service to these markets can do so with the knowledge that they will have the tools necessary to do so.





In addition to availability of UNE-P, OSS is a critical prerequisite to making local entry a reality.  It is crucial that OSS be able to handle commercial volumes for all the various unbundled network elements (individually and in combination) and for both Electronic Data Interchange (“EDI”) pre-order and ordering applications.  If the OSS cannot handle commercial volumes, then the OSS simply will not be able to support local entry.  From a mass markets’ perspective, commercial volume has special meaning -- high volumes available ubiquitously, i.e., no limits on locations, switch types, number of lines, etc. 





Implementation of working OSS is extremely complex, even in the best of circumstances.  MCI WorldCom supports valid third party testing of Ameritech Illinois’ OSS, and specifically recommends that KPMG, the third party testing OSS systems in New York, Pennsylvania and Georgia, be retained as the third party tester for Ameritech Illinois’ OSS.  It must be clear what valid third party testing is.  Third party testing is not a means of getting past a Section 271 hurdle.  Real third party testing is a means of getting to a working OSS.  Using a third party to test OSS is necessary because it removes a lot of the partisan bickering over the OSS and gets down to the real issues.  Valid third party testing, however, is not sufficient -- even the best third party test does not deal with operational/commercial reality.  As a result, there should be an opportunity for real carrier-to-carrier testing to “fill in the gaps” of the third party test.  Ameritech and SBC cavalierly assert that no third party testing or carrier to carrier testing of OSS is required.�  Instead, they posit that the Illinois can “benefit” from OSS testing in Texas and contend that there is no need to worry since they have incentives to provide appropriate OSS because of their purported desire to fulfill Section 271 requirements.  The Joint Applicants’ positions on the OSS third party testing are indicative of the Ameritech and SBC attitudes toward opening the local market to competition.   Absent real third party testing and carrier-to-carrier testing of OSS, the Commission is compelled to find that there will be a substantial adverse impact on local competition because the lack of appropriate OSS testing and implementation constitutes an operational barrier to entry that would allow Ameritech and SBC to maintain a stranglehold on bottleneck facilities.





PART I:  UNE Platform


Q.	AMERITECH WITNESS MR. GEBHARDT RESPONDED TO CONCERNS SET FORTH IN A JUNE 4 LETTER FROM CHAIRMAN MATHIAS IN WHICH THE CHAIRMAN SOUGHT MORE DETAIL ABOUT THE PROVISION OF WHOLESALE SERVICES, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO PROVISION OF THE UNBUNDLED NETWORK PLATFORM.  DOES MR. GEBHARDT’S TESTIMONY SHED ANY LIGHT ON THE LACK OF UNE PLATFORM AVAILABILITY IN ILLINOIS?





A.	No, it does not.  There is absolutely no indication in Mr. Gebhardt’s testimony as to why UNE Platform remains unavailable in Illinois.  Mr. Gebhardt’s testimony (p. 2-3 of his direct on reopening) skirts entirely this critical issue despite the fact that the provision of UNE Platform is essential to the ability of CLECs to roll-out local services to residential and small businesses in Illinois for the foreseeable future.  One key element of UNE combinations and the UNE Platform is shared transport, a UNE that Ameritech has steadfastly refused to provide and which the Joint Applicants indicated they will not provide unless required to.  MCI WorldCom witness Joan Campion will discuss the shared transport issue in greater detail.  Suffice it to say that the Joint Applicants purported commitments to provide “a form” of shared transport provide little comfort and absolutely no detail concerning whether Ameritech and SBC will allow CLECs to utilize this shared transport to combine UNE that are specified in their interconnection agreements.  In my mind, that simply highlights continuing recalcitrance on the part of Ameritech and SBC to in good faith commit to provide combinations of UNEs, including the UNE-P.  





 Q.	SBC’S AND AMERITECH’S RESPONSES TO COMMISSION’S QUESTIONS LEAVE THE IMPRESSION THAT MCI WORLDCOM AND OTHER CLECS ARE ONLY INTERESTED IN LARGE BUSINESS CUSTOMERS.  DOES MCI WORLDCOM WANT TO PROVIDE LOCAL SERVICES TO RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMERS?


A.	Yes.  While the testimony of Mr. Kahan suggests otherwise,� MCI WorldCom wants to provide service wherever it is feasible to do so on a profitable basis.  Ultimately, the Company expects that its strategy will result in the ubiquitous provision of local telecommunications services, just as MCI WorldCom quickly expanded to a ubiquitous long-distance footprint.  But given the existence of substantial scale economies and the company’s limited capital budget, MCI WorldCom’s business strategy by necessity must focus on markets where it can hope to capture enough customers to support its initial investment, and to provide cash flow for expansion.  A business seeking to grow into all relevant markets will always start where it is easiest and most profitable.





Q.	IF MCI WORLDCOM DESIRES TO PROVIDE LOCAL SERVICES ON A WIDE SCALE BASIS, WHY HAS IT NOT ENTERED THE RESIDENTIAL LOCAL MARKET IN ILLINOIS ON MASS MARKET BASIS?


A.	Because, with very few exceptions (most notably MCI WorldCom’s mass markets launch in New York), MCI WorldCom has been forced to go to market using only its own facilities.  This is true in Illinois, as in many other jurisdictions, because of unprofitable resale pricing and the practical unavailability of unbundled network elements.  First,   UNEs are not available for mass market entry as a practical matter due to the lack of adequate pre-ordering, ordering, provisioning, billing, and repair and maintenance OSS that are required for MCI WorldCom or any other CLEC to make use of  UNEs on a mass market basis.  Second, it is my understanding that Ameritech has steadfastly refused to provide UNEs in combination or as a “platform” of elements and continues to refuse or delay such provision pointing to continuing court and regulatory battles over these issues.  Third, as a practical matter UNEs are unavailable due to uncertainty regarding the size and applicability of non-recurring charges.  For instance, it is my understanding that in Illinois Ameritech has yet to justify and have approved “permanent” non-recurring charges and tariffs that clearly explain with clarity how and when such charges apply to UNEs and combinations of UNEs, including the UNE-P.  MCI WorldCom witness Joan Campion will discuss Ameritech’s refusal to provide combinations of UNEs and uncertainty regarding non-recurring charges in more detail in her testimony.





Q.	WHAT IS NECESSARY FOR MCI WORLDCOM TO BE ABLE TO PROVIDE LOCAL SERVICES FOR RESIDENTIAL AND SMALL BUSINESS CUSTOMERS ON A MASS MARKETS BASIS? 


A.	Several milestones must be reached for the local market to be opened to competition on a commercially viable basis, not the least of which are the availability of (1) UNE Platform and (2) uniform and appropriately tested OSS.  MCI WorldCom mass markets units have determined that to provide service to residential and small business customers on a ubiquitous the Company must be able to efficiently obtain from the ILEC, in this case Ameritech, UNE Platform.  Moreover, prompt development of  UNE Platform service requires industry-standard and appropriately tested OSS interfaces.  Today, unfortunately, there is no UNE Platform in Illinois, and there are no uniform interfaces that can support commercially viable volumes of orders for UNEs, UNE combinations, and UNE Platform.  As a result, MCI WorldCom’s local services to date are predominantly offered to high-volume business customers in dense urban areas, where the company can profitably build-out its own facilities.  Thus, MCI WorldCom’s initial facilities investments have been for fiber rings which have been built to pass by the company’s business customers, and for local switches.  This architecture minimizes the loop lengths needed and, therefore, allows MCI WorldCom to self-provision loops to its major business customers, and to use its own facilities to provide end-to-end on-net services between the various locations of its major customers.


WHY CAN’T MCI WORLDCOM SIMPLY BUILD OUT FACILITIES TO ALL CUSTOMERS?


A.	It is neither physically nor financially possible for MCI WorldCom to expand its network to all customers and all locations in the foreseeable future.  Facilities build-out is a slow and incremental process because MCI WorldCom must build its customer base one-by-one.  The investment required in facilities build-out in this fashion simply does not result in adequate return to justify rapid expansion.�  An important part of MCI WorldCom’s business strategy, therefore, focuses on how it can create a presence in markets where the economic factors do not yet warrant construction of facilities, and how to use that presence to achieve a market penetration sufficient to support its own facilities.  Of course, MCI WorldCom can only create that presence, and reach more people more quickly, if it can lease UNEs and combinations of UNEs in an efficient and commercially viable manner.  MCI WorldCom’s strategy, therefore, is to lease UNEs where it cannot yet self-provision efficiently, and to use these elements as part of a transition to more and more self-provisioning.  Using leased facilities, MCI WorldCom hopes to build a sufficient customer base to create the economies of scale and scope that would justify self-provisioning.





It is noteworthy that no matter how many switches MCI WorldCom installs, it must still rely on Ameritech to provision unbundled loops to customers who reside outside those areas where MCI WorldCom has facilities.  Generally, those loops with have to be provisioned with Local Number Portability (“LNP”) so that customers can switch from Ameritech to MCI WorldCom without having to change their telephone numbers.  As discussed in more detail below, provisioning of unbundled loops on a mass market basis has been nothing short of a nightmare and will not suffice at this time as a method to roll out service to residential and small business customers on a mass market basis.





Q.	DO THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN SERVING RESIDENTIAL AND BUSINESS MARKETS REQUIRE DIFFERENT ENTRY STRATEGIES?


A.	Yes.  The strategy that underlies facilities based market entry requires a different path for business markets than for mass markets.  For business markets, in the absence of effective UNE leasing provisions, the Company intends to continue to focus on end-to-end, on-net service provision.  MCI WorldCom will expand its network incrementally to bring as many customers and customer locations on-net as is feasible.  This is possible in part because sales and marketing costs for business markets are primarily sales force expenditures that can be targeted at individual customers.  Similarly, large and medium sized businesses are more geographically concentrated than residential and small business customers and thus require a less ubiquitous network.





Serving mass markets in this regulatory environment is more of a challenge.  Mass marketing requires “broadcast” type advertising and marketing campaigns that are not narrowly targeted and also requires a ubiquitous network to reach all potential customers.  MCI WorldCom must reach as many potential customers as possible to enjoy any economies of scale, and yet the traffic the company can expect along any individual path will be relatively thin.  Thus, MCI WorldCom recognizes that the on-net approach used for businesses will not work for mass markets.  The only feasible way for MCI WorldCom to reach many customers without requiring unrealistic up-front investment costs is to lease UNEs and/or combinations of UNEs, and then to migrate to its own facilities as the Company’s market penetration increases.�  Where leasing combinations of UNEs, and in particular the so-called UNE Platform of elements, is not a practical option, as is currently the case in Illinois, MCI WorldCom will be unable to service Mass Market customers.  Despite the obvious concerns of the Commissioners about competition for residential and small business customers, nowhere does the testimony submitted by Ameritech and SBC in support of their Amended Application address the provision of UNE-P, a matter that is essential to the determination of whether mass markets, including residential and small business customers, will realize any choice of local providers in the foreseeable future. 





Q.	DOES MCI WORLDCOM HAVE ANY PRACTICAL EXPERIENCE THAT SUGGESTS THAT SERVING MASS MARKETS WITH UNE PLATFORM IS  POSSIBLE?


A.	Yes.  In New York -- where the UNE-P is available on a state-wide basis and where there is at least some working OSS to order and provision the UNE-P -- MCI WorldCom has rolled out local service to residential customers.  In the few months since the UNE-P and OSS pieces have been in place in New York, MCI WorldCom has sold in excess of 100,000 residential customer lines.  Unfortunately delays and problems with the Bell Atlantic-NewYork OSS systems have increased provisioning times and kept MCI WorldCom from ramping up sales to commercial volumes.  If and when Bell Atlantic fixes the remaining problems with its OSS, particularly the implementation of EDI pre-order, MCI WorldCom will be in a position to expand sales at a much more aggressive pace than has been experienced to date.





Unfortunately, New York remains the exceptional case.  In most jurisdictions, including Illinois, platform simply is not available.  And, wholly apart from problems of the legal availability of the platform and the pricing of the elements, unless Ameritech has working OSS that allows CLECs to pre-order, order, provision, bill for and maintain the service, no residential service is possible.  But as the New York experience is beginning to show, when the necessary components are present, mass market competition is possible.





Q.	WHY DO YOU BELIEVE THAT AS A PRACTICAL MATTER MCI WORLDCOM CANNOT SERVE MASS MARKETS WITHOUT UNE PLATFORM?


A.	There are many reasons.  For example, although MCI WorldCom deploys switches in many urban markets, it is able to use those facilities along with ILEC loops to provide local service for a variety of costing and provisioning reasons. First, it is not feasible for MCI WorldCom to collocate at some central offices due to space or other restrictions, and, as a result, MCI WorldCom is only able to collocate in a small fraction of the hundreds of Ameritech central offices in Illinois.�As noted in Jack Wimmer’s declaration, of the 10,967 wire centers in the United States (out of 20,637 total) serving under 2,000 lines, half of the loops in those wire centers are provided over DLC because they exceed 12,000 feet in length.  See Wimmer Decl. ¶ __.�  Therefore, MCI WorldCom will continue to require access to Ameritech’s switches in order to provide ubiquitous local service in that market.  Second, even where collocation space is available at Ameritech end offices, the cost of collocation may render service provided through collocated facilities unprofitable, and the time needed to establish collocation may substantially delay the advent of competition.  Third, even if MCI WorldCom was able profitably to collocate ubiquitously in every end office where it needs to get access to loops, the ILECs simply do not have the systems in place today to connect their unbundled loops in any particular end office (let alone in many or most of their end offices) to MCI WorldCom’s network in a seamless, timely, cost-effective and reliable fashion.  At the end of the day, MCI WorldCom will not be able to offer competitive service if the process of switching customers from the ILEC to MCI WorldCom is not virtually transparent to the customer -- as it is today with the switching of long distance.  As a result, using Ameritech’s loops with MCI WorldCom’s own switching for a mass markets application will not be practical at least until Ameritech develops systems to cross-connect loops to MCI WorldCom’s switching more effectively and efficiently.





At the present time, Ameritech, like all ILECs, requires the completion of a manual cross-connect when a CLEC wishes to interconnect its own switch with Ameritech loops at Ameritech’s end offices.  If conditions necessary for mass market roll-out of local services actually existed in Illinois, Ameritech would likely receive thousands of orders a day (including orders for residential and small business customers).  Even with appropriately tested and certified OSS in place, it would likely be impossible for any ILEC, including Ameritech, to provision every unbundled loop order on a timely basis when the it will be required to perform manual cross-connects for each order and establish LNP for most of those orders.�  Simply put, no ILEC has developed the internal processes that would enable them to perform these manual activities in large volumes.





Q.	DOES MCI WORLDCOM HAVE ANY PRACTICAL EXPERIENCE THAT SUGGESTS THAT IT IS IMPOSSIBLE TO  SERVE MASS MARKETS AT THIS TIME WITHOUT UNE PLATFORM?


A.	Yes.  MCI WorldCom’s experiences in New York provide an excellent example of how MCI WorldCom tried to use its own self-provisioned switching element in conjunction with ILEC elements, but was unable to do so because of Bell Atlantic’s inability to connect the elements in a timely, cost-effective and reliable fashion.   MCI WorldCom’s intent in New York has been to provide facilities-based local service to large numbers of residential and small business customers by using its own switches and leasing unbundled loops from Bell Atlantic.  Before embarking on a large scale mass markets offering of facilities-based local service in New York, MCI WorldCom tested on a trial basis, during the spring and summer of 1998, whether providing service using its own switches and Bell Atlantic’s loops was practical in key New York locations.  MCI WorldCom’s experience during this trial showed that a facilities-based mass markets local service offering in New York, even on a limited scale, is not practical and that MCI WorldCom must have access to Bell Atlantic’s loops and switches in combination in order to effectively compete with Bell Atlantic for large numbers of mass market customers now and for the foreseeable future.





MCI WorldCom’s trial offering in New York was limited to 33 residential customers located in Manhattan and White Plains.  MCI WorldCom offered a new second line service with features comparable to those provided by Bell Atlantic, including call-waiting, caller ID, call forwarding and three-way calling.�  Of the 33 residential second line orders placed by MCI WorldCom, only six, or 19 percent, were installed successfully by Bell Atlantic (which means that Bell Atlantic technicians arrived at the appointed time and established connectivity to the central office) on the original commitment date.  In other words, Bell Atlantic failed to deliver working loops on time in response to 81 percent of the orders placed during the trial -- even though the trial was limited to such a small number of loops.





The problems experienced by MCI WorldCom and its customers were numerous and varied.  In some cases Bell Atlantic failed to provide service within a designated time interval or missed installation appointments entirely.  In two instances, Bell Atlantic improperly routed loops, which resulted in the customer being unable to place a local call properly and the customer being improperly billed.  In two other cases, Bell Atlantic installed defective cable pairs between the customer’s home and the nearest Bell Atlantic end office, rendering Bell Atlantic unable to provide second line service to the customer.  Finally, on a number of occasions, MCI WorldCom customers lost service following Bell Atlantic’s installation of unbundled loops for periods ranging from one week to a month.





Bell Atlantic’s continuing inability to provision unbundled loops when CLECs use their own switches has been documented by third-party testing currently being performed in New York by KPMG, under the auspices of the New York Public Service Commission.  Bell Atlantic is widely recognized to be among the leaders in developing the OSS and other capabilities needed to provision unbundled elements.  Yet KPMG has documented Bell Atlantic’s inability to perform the requisite provisioning.  The Draft Final Report detailing problems with provisioning of unbundled loops and OSS in New York was issued by KPMG on June 1, 1999.  Though some of the deficiencies in loop provisioning were first identified more than six months ago, they still exist today.





Because MCI WorldCom is unable to provide local service to the mass markets in New York using its own switches and Bell Atlantic’s local loops, MCI WorldCom continues to lease Bell Atlantic’s loops and switches in combination (as the UNE Platform) in order to serve residential and small business customers in the state.  Many of the significant problems experienced by MCI WorldCom in association with ordering unbundled loops from Bell Atlantic do not exist when MCI WorldCom orders the UNE-platform.  For example, the service disruptions and installation delays experienced by MCI WorldCom and noted by the KPMG Report with respect to loop cut-overs do not frequently occur when Bell Atlantic provisions an MCI WorldCom customer using UNE Platform because there are no new connections needed between Bell Atlantic’s and MCI WorldCom’s facilities.  Thus, until Bell Atlantic fixes the problems associated with its processing and provisioning of unbundled loops in New York, MCI WorldCom will not be able to provide ubiquitous, cost-efficient and timely local service to customers in New York except through UNE Platform.





Q.	HAVE AMERITECH OR SBC PROVIDED ANY REASON TO BELIEVE THAT UNE-P IS NOT ESSENTIAL TO MASS MARKET ENTRY IN ILLINOIS?


A.	Absolutely none.  Indeed, my review of the Amended Application and Ameritech’s and SBC’s testimony and supplemental testimony on reopening leads me to believe that SBC and Ameritech have deliberately dodged the issue of providing combinations of UNEs, including UNE-P.  As a result, any purported commitments that SBC and Ameritech claim are designed to give residential and small business customers in Illinois a choice of local service providers rings hollow.  In my opinion, absent such a commitment or requirement, the prospects for competition in the residential and small business local exchange market in Illinois are grim.  Simply put, Ameritech’s failure to provide UNE combinations, including UNE-P, results in a substantial adverse impact on competition in Illinois.


Part II: OSS Third Party Testing and Carrier-to-Carrier Testing





Q.	AMERITECH AND SBC CONTEND THAT NO THIRD PARTY AND CARRIER-TO-CARRIER TESTING IS NECESSARY IN ILLINOIS.  DO YOU AGREE?


A.	Absolutely not.  Third party and carrier-to-carrier testing of OSS is critical to the development and implementation of OSS that can support mass market entry.  I will discuss why this is true in further detail below.  I believe that Ameritech’s and SBC’s cavalier attitude on this subject is very telling as to their commitment to open the local markets in Illinois.  In claiming that no third party testing or carrier to carrier testing of OSS is required,� SBC and Ameritech posit that Illinois need not worry because it can benefit from OSS testing in Texas.  As I discuss below, the OSS testing being conducted in Texas is inferior and should not be relied upon by this Commission to determine what OSS are appropriate for Illinois.�  Should the Commission approve the merger, it should require OSS testing that is based on the New York model for testing and engage KPMG as the third party tester for Ameritech’s OSS.  Moreover, the Commission should require that development and testing of OSS commence immediately to ensure that OSS capable of supporting UNE-P and network element combination orders at commercial volumes will be available as soon as possible.  





Q.	WHAT DO YOU MEAN BY OPERATIONS SUPPORT SYSTEMS?


A.	OSS encompass the systems that permit MCI WorldCom and Ameritech to interact with each other for commercial transactions when MCI WorldCom needs to lease UNEs or combinations of UNEs from Ameritech.  As a general matter, both MCI WorldCom and Ameritech each have to build OSS interfaces and a physical connection between the interfaces so that OSS information between the two companies can be exchanged.  Further, Ameritech’s back office systems must be capable of taking the OSS information that is transmitted through the interface and perform whatever functions are necessary to process the order.


	OSS consists of five major functional  parts:


	 	Pre-order:		the ability to get information about the customer so that the customer’s order can be properly processed.





	 	Order:			the ability to place orders for UNEs, individually or in combination, in order to provide service to a customer.





	 	Provisioning:		the ability to connect unbundled elements to the CLEC network or to combine UNEs in such a way so the CLEC can provide service to a customer.





	 	Repair/Maintenance:	the ability to place and track requests for service for the unbundled elements.





	 	Billing:	 	the ability to receive clear, auditable bills from Ameritech for the UNEs ordered and provisioned. 








Q.	WHY IS A PROPERLY TESTED AND FUNCTIONING OSS SO CRITICAL?





A.	A properly tested and functioning OSS is absolutely critical to the development of a fully competitive local market, especially in these early days of competition in local markets because competitors are so heavily dependent on UNEs leased from Ameritech in order to provide service to all end user customers, including residential and small business customers.  Failure to get pre-order information in a timely or accurate manner delays our ability to take customers’ orders or causes errors in filling out order forms.  Failure to have adequate ordering systems delays our ability to sign up customers, increases our internal costs (as our customer service representatives have to take time to re-do order forms), and generally limits the number of customers we can sign up.  Failure to obtain adequate provisioning delays the start of our customers’ services (and the start of our ability to collect revenue from these customers), and creates customer confusion (since customers will not know when their service with one carrier stops and service with another carrier starts).  Failure to get adequate information about repair and maintenance makes it impossible for us to tell customers what the specific problem is with their service and when they can expect it to be resolved.  Failure to get clear, auditable bills creates problems not only in controlling our own costs (that we have to pay Ameritech) but also our ability to bill our own customers.


Q.	ARE THERE ANY PARTICULAR ISSUES RELATING TO OSS FOR MASS MARKETS FOR MCI WORLDCOM?





A.	Yes.   In mass markets, as long as the conditions are right, we intend to enter the local market in Illinois as ubiquitously as possible.  That means signing up thousands of customers per day throughout Ameritech’s service territory in the state.  Thus, from a mass markets perspective, we need OSS that can handle large volumes of orders and handle them in many areas of the state simultaneously.  





Q.	IS PROPERLY FUNCTIONING OSS FOR MASS MARKETS AN EASY THING TO ACCOMPLISH?


A.	No, not at all.  These systems are enormously complex -- both for MCI WorldCom and for Ameritech.   In New York, for example, Bell Atlantic signed its “Pre-filing Statement” over a year ago committing to having fully operational OSS, and while it has had significant oversight by the New York Commission and KPMG, its OSS is still not functioning properly.  





Q.	IS THIRD PARTY TESTING OF AMERITECH’S OSS IMPORTANT?


A.	Yes, it is critical.  





Q.	PLEASE EXPLAIN.


A.	First and foremost, third party testing eliminates the “he said; she said” issue.  Prior to third party testing in New York, Bell Atlantic had claimed that its OSS was ready to go.  MCI claimed that it was not ready.  Bell Atlantic counter-claimed that MCI was dragging its feet and merely trying to keep Bell Atlantic out of the long distance business.  This type of squabbling took the focus off the real issue -- getting the OSS to work.� 





Second, and more important, third party testing -- if done right -- drives Ameritech to actually implement commercially viable OSS.  For example, in New York, the fact that KPMG found significant problems with Bell Atlantic New York’s OSS created an opportunity for the Commission to compel Bell Atlantic to fix those problems.  





Q.	WHY DOES MCI WORLDCOM SUPPORT THIRD PARTY TESTING IN ILLINOIS?





A.	Although Ameritech and SBC may claim that some view third party testing as a means of blocking Ameritech’s entry into the long distance market, that is not MCI WorldCom’s objective with third party testing.  MCI WorldCom wants to enter the residential local market in Illinois -- if the conditions are right.  A properly functioning OSS is one of those conditions.  If the OSS doesn’t work, MCI WorldCom can’t get into the local market in any meaningful way.  Thus, MCI WorldCom hopes that the third party testing will result in a commercially viable OSS that, along with other essential conditions, will allow it to roll out services to residential and small business customers on a mass market basis in Illinois.





Q.	WHAT ARE THE PARAMETERS OF A VALID THIRD PARTY TEST?


A.	We’ve learned a lot of things in New York, and based on our experiences we believe minimum parameters for the third party OSS test include, but are not limited to, the following:


	a)	It is critical that a truly neutral, independent third party be retained for testing.�  The third party tester should essentially act as an agent for (and act on behalf of) the Commission -- this ensures that the third party tester is not beholden to the ILEC.  This is how KPMG has conducted itself within the New York test.





	b) 	The third party must conduct the test, not just monitor it.  The “pseudo-CLEC” must “stand in the shoes” of a real CLEC.  Whatever systems are implemented by the pseudo-CLEC must be able to be replicated in the “real world.”  That is, Bell Atlantic and the “pseudo-CLEC” cannot build special systems that accommodate only the “pseudo-CLEC.” Otherwise, the test will not model the real world environment and the OSS built will not be commercially viable.  Thus, each CLEC must have all of the same documentation and specifications for the ILEC’s interfaces (in this case Ameritech) that are provided to the “pseudo-CLEC.”  It is critical that the ILEC not treat the “pseudo-CLEC” any differently from actual CLECs.





	c)	The test must demonstrate that all types of new entrants can operate at commercial volumes.  The test must involve data and systems that replicate the real world as much as possible.  For example, since the “pseudo-CLEC” will not actually be serving real customers, the pseudo-CLEC must have a “test bed” of data that models the type of data that real CLECs will have.  If the data were “cleaned up” and made error-free before hand, it would almost be like having the answers to the test ahead of time.





	d)	The test must cover a full range of products using unbundled network elements and UNE Platform.  The test must include all service delivery methods -- including unbundled network elements, combinations of unbundled network elements (for example, UNE-P and other recognized UNE combinations), and the new data elements (xDSL equipped and capable loops).  Arbitrary limits on testing will distort the proper functioning of the marketplace.





	f) 	The test must involve sufficient numbers to test commercial viability.  Any system could probably handle one or two orders at a time.  But, in mass markets, we are planning on submitting thousands of orders per day -- and that is only from one CLEC.  A fully opened residential and small business customer market that can be served with UNE-P should expect tens of thousands of orders per day, and the ILEC OSS must be ready to process those orders rapidly and accurately.  





	g) 	The test must involve the version of OSS that CLECs are installing now.  OSS is constantly evolving, and thus the version of OSS that Ameritech be moving toward implementing for UNEs and combinations of UNEs now may not be the version of OSS that CLECs are installing now.  The third party tester should not test a version of OSS that all parties know will not be actually commercially used by CLECs.  If new documentation has been released to support a newer version of a particular interface, than that new interface must be the interface which is tested.  This is particularly true of any systems changes introduced by the SBC-Ameritech merger.





	h)	The test must include Ameritech’s Change Management system.  Change Management is the process by which evolutions and changes to the OSS are communicated between BA and the CLECs.  It is important to remember that OSS involves an interface between the two companies; thus, coordination and communication are critical to keep the OSS in synch.  If Change Management does not operate properly, it significantly affects MCI WorldCom’s ability to provide local service, as we have seen through problems experienced in the New York test.  This is particularly critical since a merged company will undoubtedly bring new systems and processes to the market and CLECs must be prepared to modify their systems accordingly or face the inability to compete.





	I) 	Throughout the test, as errors are found or process problems are identified, the third party tester should issue “exception” reports -- as KPMG has done in New York -- to document flaws found in Ameritech’s OSS.  The reports should be posted on the Commission’s web site.  Both Ameritech and the CLECs should be given the opportunity to comment on the validity of the exception and its impact on business processes.  Ameritech should fix the problem and the third party tester should re-test.  No exception should be closed before this re-testing proves that the problem has been resolved and that this resolution has not created additional problems.





	j) 	There must be a clear “end game” here. Following the end of the test, KPMG should issue a draft report and parties should be able to comment on the report.  The report should include all unresolved “exception reports” and any final.  There should be an opportunity for all parties -- including Ameritech – to comment on the report.  No final “Okay” should be given until and unless all exception reports have been resolved and all systems have been thoroughly tested and re-tested after Ameritech corrects any problems identified in exception reports.








Q.	ALTHOUGH SBC AND AMERITECH SAY THAT THIRD PARTY TESTING IS NOT NECESSARY IN ILLINOIS, THEY IMPLY THAT ILLINOIS CAN BENEFIT FROM THE THIRD PARTY TESTING BEING CONDUCTED IN TEXAS.  DO YOU HAVE AN OPINION ABOUT THE TEXAS THIRD PARTY TESTING?


A.	Yes.  In my opinion, the OSS testing being conducted in Texas is woefully inadequate and vastly inferior to OSS testing that has taken place in New York and elsewhere.�  MCI WorldCom has prepared a detailed side-by-side comparison that highlights the superiority of the New York versus the Texas OSS testing.  That comparison is in a document that I have attached to this testimony and which is identified as MCI WorldCom Ex. 3.0, Schedule 1.  Because the Texas is far inferior to the New York OSS testing, I recommend that the Commission require third party testing based on the New York model. 





Q.	DO YOU HAVE AN OPINION ABOUT WHO THE COMMISSION SHOULD ENGAGE AS THE THIRD PARTY TESTER?


A.	Yes.  It is my understanding that the Chairman specifically inquired who the Commission should engage to perform third party OSS testing in a June 15 letter to the Hearing Examiners.  KPMG is the third party engaged to carry out OSS testing in New York, Pennsylvania and Georgia.  Based on my experience, I can confidently state that KPMG has proved to be a truly neutral, independent third party tester.  By engaging KPMG, the Commission will get a experienced, neutral third party with that has been engaged for testing in three states (NY, PA and GA).  Indeed, Ameritech and SBC should enthusiastically embrace a New York type test with KPMG at the helm since the combined Ameritech-SBC will be entering Bell Atlantic’s markets where KPMG tested and certified OSS will be what those companies will be required to build to and use in order to compete in those markets.  That is, by engaging KPMG, the Illinois Commission will get a seasoned OSS tester and will do Ameritech and SBC a favor by compelling them to learn about the testing and OSS that other CLECs have been building to and learning about in New York, Pennsylvania and Georgia.  In short, KPMG third party testing will benefit all parties, including SBC and Ameritech.  Should the Commission decide to approve the proposed merger, it should require KPMG be engaged to conduct OSS testing based on the New York model. 


   


Q.	IS THE TIMING OF THE DEVELOPMENT, TESTING AND IMPLEMENTATION OF OSS IMPORTANT?


A.	Absolutely.  Assuming that the Commission is serious about bringing competitive choices for local services to residential and small business customers in Ameritech service areas quickly, it is imperative that the Commission require that development and testing of OSS commence immediately, with appropriate third party and carrier-to-carrier testing, to ensure that OSS capable of supporting UNE-P and network element combination orders at commercial volumes will be available as soon as possible.  The idea that the implementation of Ameritech’s OSS should take two years, as Ameritech and SBC suggest, is tantamount to saying that residential and small business customers that should wait two years before they can have a choice of local service providers.  The Commission should reject unwarranted attempts to slow-roll testing and implementation of the OSS which are needed to support UNE-P and combinations of elements.   Proper development, testing and implementation of OSS are essential to the timely roll-out of residential and small business customer services on a mass market basis.





Q.	IS THIRD PARTY TESTING ENOUGH, I.E., CAN A PSEUDO-CLEC TEST EVER TRULY REPLICATE ACTUAL CONDITIONS?


A.	No.  There are inherent limitations for any third party test.  It’s a bit like learning to drive a car in a deserted parking lot and then taking the car out onto the road.  For example, the information we sometimes get directly from customers may conflict with the information that we receive from the pre-ordering process.  Resolving those differences may take some time.  If the third party “test bed” of data does not replicate the “real world,” the third party tester may never encounter and have to resolve such issues.





Q.	ARE THERE OTHER INHERENT LIMITATIONS OF THE THIRD PARTY TEST?





A.	Yes.  Provisioning is a key component of any OSS.  In MCI WorldCom’s experience in New York, we discovered significant problems with BA-NY’s actual provisioning of UNE-P.  For example, we found that BA had sometimes failed to properly code the software in their switches to route the calls the way we had instructed BA to do.  In one case, our customer lost the ability to call 911 because of this mis-coding.  Also, other coding errors have occurred that have caused our customer’s operator services/directory �
assistance to be improperly unbranded (as opposed to being branded with the MCI WorldCom brand).    In another example, we found that BA in New York had simply failed to process our UNE-P request for certain switches in upstate New York.  Although we asked BA to give us the listing of all switches in New York where we need to “pre-condition” the switch in order to accept our UNE-P orders, and although we submitted such pre-conditioning requests for every switch BA listed for us, apparently BA missed at least one switch.  As a result, when we went to process orders for customers served from that switch, BA rejected those orders since the switch had not been pre-conditioned.  A limited third party test would not have uncovered that problem.  In addition, the volumes of orders that MCI WorldCom is sending to Bell Atlantic in New York have uncovered problems originally noted by KPMG but supposedly corrected by Bell Atlantic.  For example, MCI WorldCom discovered in June that Bell Atlantic had never provided a service order completion notice for 10,000 customer orders.  Although Bell Atlantic and MCI WorldCom have been working to resolve this problem diligently since June 7, 1999, at least 5000 orders are still “stuck” somewhere in the Bell Atlantic systems and 5000 customers don’t know who their local carrier is!





Q.	ARE THERE STILL MORE PROBLEMS THAT A THIRD PARTY TEST WOULD NOT NECESSARILY UNCOVER?





A.	Yes.  On the repair and maintenance part of the OSS, we found significant problems in New York that KPMG might not have uncovered.  We found that BA technicians were closing out trouble tickets that we initiated as “no trouble found” before the problem was actually fixed.  This caused our customers significant heartburn -- having to repeatedly call us after we told them their problem was fixed, and it caused us to open repeated trouble tickets on the same problem.  In yet another example, BA disconnected an MCI WorldCom customer for non-payment of a BA bill -- after that customer had already migrated to MCI WorldCom.  It took almost nineteen days for BA to figure this out and inform us -- and to re-connect the customer to our service.  Further, in such cases, BA is supposed to place such information on a common database so that we would know when a potential customer was in “treatment.”  BA had failed to follow those procedures with this customer.  This scenario has happened at least five times, causing MCI WorldCom customers to lose dialtone because their previous carrier turned off their service.





Q.	ALL OF THESE HAVE BEEN EXAMPLES OF UNE-P, ARE THERE EXAMPLES OF OTHER PROVISIONING PROBLEMS THAT A THIRD PARTY TEST MIGHT NOT NECESSARILY UNCOVER?





A.	Yes.  MCI WorldCom has also tested the use of unbundled loops to provide competitive local exchange service in New York.  As I discussed above, we discovered that the provisioning of unbundled loops was so problematic that it was unworkable as a means of delivering service to the mass markets -- at least at this time.  Again, because the problems were with actual provisioning, a third party “pseudo” test would not necessarily uncover them.


Q.	CAN YOU PROVIDE EXAMPLES OF THESE PROBLEMS?


A.	Yes.  In one example, we ordered an unbundled loop to provision service to a particular customer.  The Bell Atlantic technician came out to do field work and discovered that the loop was provisioned using integrated digital loop carrier system.  The technician then reported back that he could not “unbundle” that loop, and hence our order was rejected.  It took an escalation to finally get an unbundled loop provisioned to this customer -- but again, only after substantial delay.  In another example, we found that a Bell Atlantic technician had reported back to his supervisor that the necessary field work could not be done because the customer was not at home at the appointed schedule -- we later confirmed that the customer was home all day that day and that the technician simply failed to show up to perform the necessary work.





Q.	PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR POINT HERE.


A.	My point is that as good and necessary as a third party test is, there is an inherent shortcoming in the “pseudo” testing process because it does not test the ILEC’s systems in real world settings.  Only through such real world experience can this Commission be certain that Ameritech has implemented OSS that will support commercial entry.  As a result, CLECs must be given the opportunity to test Ameritech’s OSS also.





Q.	PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR POINTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS WITH REGARD TO UNE-P AND OSS.


A.	In short, my points and recommendations are as follows:  UNE-P is necessary for ubiquitous market entry; if it wants competition for residential and small business customers now the Commission must ensure that UNE-P is being provided to CLECs; the Commission should require Ameritech to provide UNE-P now and demonstrate its ability to do so by allowing CLECs to transition existing resale customers to UNE-P and sell services provided via UNE-P to new customers prior to completion of the proposed merger; the Commission should require third party testing of Ameritech’s OSS and specifically require that a New York based OSS test be conducted and that KPMG be engaged to conduct the test; the Commission should also require that carrier-to-carrier testing of Ameritech’s OSS be conducted in conjunction with the third party test;  and the Commission should order the development, testing and implementation of OSS that will support UNE-P and combinations of unbundled network elements to commence immediately.        


  


Q.	DOES THAT CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?


A.	Yes it does.











�Joint Applicant’s Response to Commission’s June 15, 1999 Letter, Docket 98-0555, p. 14; see also SBC-Ameritech Ex. 7.2 (Viveros Supplemental Direct on Reopening), p. 4. 


�SBC-Ameritech Ex. 1.3 (Kahan Direct on Reopening), pp. 19-20.


�Meanwhile, entry strategies such as UNE platform, which provides MCI WorldCom the ability to reach many customers immediately, facilitates rapid expansion.  That entry strategy is thwarted where ILECs such as Ameritech refuse to make UNE platform available.


�It is not feasible in all cases for MCI WorldCom to extend its network to each and every location of a certain business customers.  Therefore, to fully serve those customers, MCI WorldCom will need efficient access to UNEs to serve those off-net locations.


�Lack of collocation space will also prevent CLECs from providing ubiquitous Digital Subscriber Loop (“DSL”) service using their own DSLAMs.  In cases where DSL is provided over loops incorporating Integrated Digital Loop Carrier (“IDLC”) systems,


� the DSLAM must be located at the remote terminal to which the customer’s loop connects.  At these remote terminals, there are significant space constraints, and at most remote terminals only one or two DSLAMs can typically be collocated.  And the process of installing DSLAMs in thousands of remote terminals is an inevitably protracted process.  Thus, if CLECs do not have access to the ILEC’s DSLAM, they will not be able to serve, as promptly as possible if at all, those customers whose loops are provisioned over IDLC.  And even where customers are served by homerun copper loops and the DSLAM can be located at the ILEC central office, CLECs may still have difficulty providing DSL services using their own DSLAMs at small or overcrowded central offices that lack collocation space.  Indeed, CLECs have, for the most part, been able to use their own DSLAMs to provide DSL only in large end offices where sufficient collocation space is available.


�With availability the UNE Platform offering in New York, MCI WorldCom is receiving approximately one thousand new orders per day, and expects this number to increase dramatically.  Bell Atlantic would never be able to handle this many cut overs if it had to do a manual cross-connect for every order, and there is no basis for believing that Ameritech would be any different.  Indeed, one of the things that makes mass markets service through the UNE Platform possible in New York is that when ordering a loop-port combination, there is no need to manually cross-connect Bell Atlantic loops to MCI WorldCom switches.


�When MCI WorldCom planned this trial, it determined that its offering should be limited to second lines to ensure that participants did not risk losing telephone service entirely.  Given the results of the trial, it is good thing MCI WorldCom took this precaution.


�Joint Applicant’s Response to Commission’s June 15, 1999 Letter, Docket 98-0555, p. 14; see also SBC-Ameritech Ex. 7.2 (Viveros Supplemental Direct on Reopening), p. 4. 


�To the extent that SBC and Ameritech OSS systems are different, Texas testing would be of no benefit to Illinois.  To the extent the systems are the same, Illinois should do as California did and require third party testing.  Of course, to ensure that Illinois customers receive the benefits of robust competition, the Illinois Commission must ensure that any testing be complete and unbiased, as is the case with the KPMG OSS tests in New York.


�As an aside, the third party testing that has been going on in New York proved that MCI was, indeed, right -- Bell Atlantic’s OSS in New York was no where near ready and, as evidenced by KPMG’s most recent OSS testing report, is still not fully developed.


�For example, the Texas state Commission chose Bellcore (now known as Telcordia) as the third party for its OSS test, despite concerns raised by MCI WorldCom and others that Bellcore had a serious conflict of interest based on extensive business relationships with SBC.  In fact, SBC and Bellcore initially proposed that the contract for OSS testing be made an addendum to the current “master contract” between the two parties. 


�Other states undertaking third party testing of OSS include Pennsylvania, California and Georgia.  Each of these states is requiring more vigorous testing than is required in Texas.
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