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AT&T EXHIBIT 6.0


�Q.	please state your name and business address.


A.	My name is Steven E. Turner.  My business address is Kaleo Consulting, 1130 Creekwood Drive, Garland, Texas 75044.  I head my own telecommunications and financial consulting firm, Kaleo Consulting.


q.	please summarize your educational background.


A.	I hold a Bachelor of Science degree in Electrical Engineering from Auburn University in Auburn, Alabama.  I also hold a Masters of Business Administration in Finance from Georgia State University in Atlanta, Georgia.


q.	please summarize your work experience.


A.	From 1986 through 1987, I was a Research Engineer for General Electric in its Advanced Technologies Department developing high-speed graphics simulators.  In 1987, I joined AT&T and, during my career there, held a variety of engineering, operations, and management positions.  These positions covered the switching, transport, and signaling disciplines within AT&T.  From 1995 until 1997, I worked in the Local Infrastructure and Access Management organization within AT&T.  In this organization, I gained familiarity with many of the regulatory issues surrounding AT&T’s local market entry, including issues concerning the unbundling of incumbent local exchange company (incumbent) networks.  I was on the AT&T team that negotiated with Southwestern Bell Telephone Company (“SWBT”) concerning unbundled network element definitions and methods of interconnection.  


q.	have you previously filed testimony with state or federal commissions?


A.	Yes.  I have testified or filed testimony before the commissions in the states of Arkansas, California, Colorado, Hawaii, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, Nevada, Oklahoma, Texas, and Washington.  Additionally, I have filed testimony before the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”).  


q.	WHAT ISSUES ARE YOU ADDRESSING IN YOUR TESTIMONY?


A.	I am addressing aspects of the Joint Applicants’ testimony concerning Shared Transport and Unbundled Local Switching.  Hence, my testimony is directed to issue 3 (Shared Transport) and issue 7 (Unbundled Local Switching) as set forth in the Commission’s letter of June 4, 1999.  More specifically, I will discuss the import of Shared Transport and its necessity to providing the UNE Platform.  Second, I will review the history of Ameritech’s refusal to provide access to Shared Transport.  Third, I will discuss why Ameritech’s current offer to provide Shared Transport is deficient and actually misleading to this Commission.  Fourth, I will discuss some of the systems issues that have been raised by the Commission and that relate directly to the provision of the UNE Platform. 


Q.	WHY IS AT&T CONCERNED ABOUT SHARED TRANSPORT AND UNBUNDLED LOCAL SWITCHING?


A.	The unbundled network elements (UNEs) of Shared Transport – also referred to as Common Transport – and Local Switching are essential components of the “UNE Platform” or combination of unbundled network elements provided for in AT&T's Commission-approved Interconnection Agreement with Ameritech.  Ameritech has adamantly refused to provide Shared Transport, despite the FCC’s and this Commission’s repeated orders to do so.  Hence, its refusal to provide Shared Transport has amounted to a refusal to provide the UNE Platform.


q.	TO BE CLEAR, PLEASE DEFINE “SHARED TRANSPORT.”


A.	Quite simply, Shared Transport is an unbundled network element consisting of the same interoffice transport facilities used by Ameritech to transport the calls made by its own local exchange customers.  As such, Shared Transport is a common interoffice transmission path between Ameritech switches.  Competitive local exchange carriers (“CLECs”) can use the Shared Transport UNE in conjunction with the Unbundled Local Switching element to transport local calls dialed by the Local Switching element to their destination over Ameritech’s Shared Transport network.  With Shared Transport, CLECs can utilize Ameritech’s common transport network between an Ameritech tandem and an Ameritech end office.  Shared Transport has been designated by the FCC as an unbundled network element.  The FCC has ordered Ameritech to provide it both in its First Report and Order dated August 8, 1996, and in its Third Order on Reconsideration dated August 17, 1997.  This Commission also ordered Ameritech to provide FCC-defined Shared Transport in its Order dated February 17, 1998 in ICC Docket Nos. 96-0486/0569.


q.	WHY IS SHARED TRANSPORT A VITAL NETWORK ELEMENT?


A.	Without the ability to share the interoffice transport facilities that are already in place, CLECs would need to build or purchase dedicated interoffice transport facilities which essentially parallel or duplicate the existing facilities of the incumbent in order to provide call routing for their local service customers.  This would be prohibitively expensive and wholly unnecessary, since the existing facilities have sufficient capacity to transport current traffic volumes.  Moreover, for Ameritech to implement such an arrangement would require incredibly complicated customized routing which would be prohibitively expensive and technically daunting for CLECs and Ameritech to implement.  Shared Transport is, therefore, a prerequisite to any near term broad-based local service competition.


q.	PLEASE DESCRIBE THE UNE PLATFORM.


A.	The Platform is a combination of network elements that permits a CLEC to offer a full range of telecommunications services to end users and other carriers.  The Platform consists of the Network Interface Device, Unbundled Loop, Local Switching, Shared (i.e., Common) Transport, Signaling and Call-Related Databases, Tandem Switching and Ameritech-provided Operator Services and Directory Assistance.  At the option of the requesting CLEC, the Platform may exclude Operator Services and Directory Assistance.


q.	HAS AMERITECH PROVIDED THE PLATFORM IN ILLINOIS?


A.	No.  Because Shared Transport is an essential element of the Platform, Ameritech cannot provide the Platform as long as it refuses to provide CLECs with the Shared Transport element.


q.	Please SUMMARIZE BRIEFLY HOW AMERITECH HAS REFUSED TO PROVIDE SHARED TRANSPORT.


A.	Surely.  I would also refer you to AT&T witness Bruce Bennett’s testimony in this proceeding, in which he explains in detail Ameritech’s long history of refusing to provide Shared Transport and its flouting of Commission and FCC orders.  Briefly, Ameritech has adamantly resisted providing Shared Transport and the Platform in a series of regulatory and appellate proceedings, including the following.





	Interconnection Agreement/Arbitration Proceedings


	Ameritech refused to negotiate issues related to the provision of Shared Transport and the Platform during its negotiations with AT&T on an interconnection agreement.�  Following the FCC’s issuance of its First Report and Order on August 8, 1996, however, Ameritech in the AT&T arbitration proceeding agreed to provide AT&T with Common Transport and the Platform combination of unbundled network elements.�  Subsequently, however, Ameritech reneged on that agreement and has since maintained that its interconnection agreement with AT&T does not provide for Shared (Common) Transport.


	


FCC’s First Report and Order and Third Report and Order


The FCC’s First Report and Order required incumbent LECs to provide Shared Transport, i.e., shared access to existing interoffice transmission facilities, as a network element, and to provide existing combinations of network elements, including the Platform.  Rather than provide Shared Transport or the Platform, Ameritech sought reconsideration of the FCC’s First Report and Order.  When the FCC reaffirmed Ameritech’s obligation to provide Common Transport as a network element in its Third Report and Order on Reconsideration, Ameritech appealed that Order to the Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals and requested the court to stay the FCC’s Order.  The Eighth Circuit denied the stay, and ultimately (on August 10, 1998) upheld the FCC’s Third Order on Reconsideration.  Southwestern Bell Telephone Co. et al. v. FCC, 153 F. 3d 597 (8th Cir. 1998).  The Eighth Circuit found that the FCC’s designation of “shared transport” as a network element was consistent with the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (the “Act”).





Ameritech failed to comply with the FCC’s Third Order on Reconsideration even after the Eighth Circuit upheld its validity, remaining steadfast in its refusal to provide shared transport in conjunction with the platform.  Ameritech joined other Regional Bell Operating Companies and intervenors in seeking review by the United States Supreme Court.  Subsequently, the Supreme Court (following its decision in AT&T Corp. et al. v. Iowa Utilities Board, __ U. S. __, 119 S. Ct. 721 (1999) remanded the Eighth Circuit’s decision on the Third Report and Order to the Eighth Circuit.  From August, 1996 through January, 1999, however, Ameritech was fully and unambiguously obligated to provide Shared Transport, and Ameritech even ignored that obligation after the Eighth Circuit denied its request for a stay in October, 1997.





Illinois TELRIC Proceeding


	Consistent with its pattern of avoiding its legal obligations through stonewalling and litigating is Ameritech’s conduct in ICC Docket No. 96-0486, the docket investigating the total element long run incremental costs – or TELRIC – of Ameritech’s unbundled network elements.  The Commission first ordered Ameritech to provide Shared Transport and the Platform in its Order issued on June 26,  1996 in ICC Docket Nos. 95-0458/95-0531 (consol.)(Platform/Wholesale Order).  Ameritech, however, filed a tariff on September 27, 1996 that did not comply with the Commission’s Platform/Wholesale Order.  The tariff compliance proceeding was then consolidated with ICC Docket No. 96-0486.





	The Commission subsequently ordered Ameritech (again) to provide Shared Transport and the Platform in its Second Interim Order in the TELRIC proceeding (ICC Docket Nos. 96-0486/0569) issued on February 17, 1998.  On March 9, 1998, rather than filing tariffs that complied with the Commission’s order, Ameritech filed an Application for Rehearing with the Commission on the issues of Common Transport and combinations of network elements (including the Platform).  The Commission denied Ameritech’s Application for Rehearing.  Rather than comply with the Second Interim Order, however, Ameritech filed a tariff on April 3, 1998 that failed to include Common Transport or network element combinations.  Ameritech claimed, despite the contrary language of the Second Interim Order, that it is not legally required to provide combinations of network elements, including the Platform. 





	On May 1, 1998, Ameritech filed a complaint in the United States District Court for the Northern District of Illinois (Case No. 98 C 2686) requesting that the Second Interim Order be declared unlawful.  The Commission Order requiring Ameritech to provide Shared Transport and the Platform has never been stayed, however. 





In short, despite a string of federal court, FCC, and Commission orders to do so, Ameritech has remained adamant in simply refusing to provide Shared Transport or the Platform.





q.	ARE YOU FAMILIAR WITH JOINT APPLICANTS’ (MR. APPENZELLER’S AND MR. HOPFINGER’S) TESTIMONY ON RE-OPENING REGARDING THE PROVISION OF SHARED TRANSPORT?


A.	Yes, I am.


q.	WHAT IS YOUR UNDERSTANDING OF JOINT APPLICANTS’ POSITION REGARDING THE PROVISION OF SHARED TRANSPORT?


A.	It is my understanding that Joint Applicants are responding to the Commission’s concern about “the manner, necessary actions and timetable” by which Joint Applicants would provide Shared Transport and Unbundled Local Switching in Illinois.  (Issues 3 and 7 in Chairman Mathias’ letter of June 4, 1999.)


Joint Applicants now offer to implement in Illinois “a form” of Shared Transport within 30 days of the merger closing date.  They refer to this as the “interim solution.”  In addition, within one year of the merger closing, Joint Applicants will implement and offer in Illinois the same version of Shared Transport, involving the use of Advanced Intelligent Network (“AIN”), as SBC has implemented in Texas.  They refer to this as the “long-term” solution.�


q.	WHAT IS YOUR OPINION OF JOINT APPLICANTS’ “INTERIM SOLUTION?”


A.	First, it is galling to say the least for Joint Applicants to present as a “creative solution” today the exact same proposal that AT&T made to Ameritech nearly two years ago.  Indeed, AT&T and Ameritech in the summer of 1997 discussed many of the issues identified in Mr. Appenzeller’s testimony and AT&T devised a proposal – dubbed “Rough Justice” – that was identical to Ameritech’s current “interim solution.”  Ameritech in fact included that proposal in its testimony to the FCC in connection with its Section 271 Application in Michigan.�  Clearly, Ameritech could have implemented this solution nearly two years ago.  Instead, Ameritech chose to manipulate the legal process, at great expense and loss of time to all concerned, in a calculated effort to avoid its legal obligations.  At best, Ameritech’s “interim solution” merely confirms that it has been playing a series of semantics games with the Commission and with CLECs over Shared Transport. 


Second, the “interim solution” veils what in reality is a set of problems associated not with Shared Transport but with implementing the Unbundled Local Switching element.  In 1996, Southwestern Bell in negotiating access to unbundled elements for its region determined that it would provide Common Transport (i.e., Shared Transport in Illinois) without dispute.  Access to Common Transport was not an issue between AT&T and Southwestern Bell.  It was not until the middle of 1997 that Southwestern Bell notified AT&T that it would require the implementation of an AIN solution to solve at least three implementation problems associated with the Unbundled Local Switching (not Shared Transport) element.  First, the AIN solution would enable Southwestern Bell to implement customized routing for Operator Services and Directory Assistance traffic.  Second, the AIN solution would enable Southwestern Bell to generate the terminating Local Switching usage records necessary to bill for this element and generate the appropriate terminating access records.  And third, the AIN solution would enable Southwestern Bell to generate the originating 800 access records CLECs would require to bill for this access as well.  In short, the AIN “solution” has absolutely nothing to do with the Shared Transport unbundled element.  Ameritech’s eleventh-hour offer of the AIN solution as the permanent means to provide access to the Shared Transport element is simply its effort to “spin” once again why it has not provided access to this unbundled element up to this point.�


Third, the “interim solution,” which AT&T developed two years ago, is in fact useless in today’s circumstances.  That is, making Shared Transport or the Platform available in the abstract is meaningless.  Without the ability to order the UNE Platform electronically, it might as well not be available at all from the standpoint of a CLEC desiring to serve mass-market customers.  At the same time, as I discuss further below, Joint Applicants are saying it will be months before they will have settled on the ordering and other OSS systems that they will implement in the wake of the merger – and these are the systems to which CLECs will have to design and build their systems in order to be able to pass orders electronically to the ILEC.  In effect, then, Joint Applicants are proposing that CLECs develop complicated and costly systems that are temporary and that would soon have to be replaced when the permanent systems become available.  It makes no sense for CLECs to undertake the costly and time-consuming development efforts to create their systems in advance of knowing what a post-merger entity’s long-term systems would be.  Given that Mr. Viveros has indicated that Southwestern Bell will eventually implement its systems in Illinois anyway, the only prudent course of action would be for CLECs in Illinois to develop interfaces to Southwestern Bell’s systems if the merger is approved.  To date, AT&T has invested tens of millions of dollars and more than two years of effort to establish system interfaces with Southwestern Bell.  At its peak, AT&T had over 200 people working on programming and system design efforts to ensure that AT&T systems properly interfaced with Southwestern Bell’s systems.  In sum, then, Joint Applicants’ interim solution is a hollow, if not disingenuous, proposal.


q.	WHAT IS YOUR OPINION OF JOINT APPLICANTS’ “LONG-TERM SOLUTION?”


A.	First, as with my response for the “interim” solution, there is no reason Ameritech could not have provided access to Shared Transport long ago.  However, the real issue given what I stated above is that the Joint Applicants’ “long-term” solution must be assessed in the context of the necessary OSS and other systems development work that must be accomplished both by SBC/Ameritech and CLECs in order to support the ordering of the Platform.  Unless the UNE Platform can be ordered efficiently and reliably (and electronically), it cannot be used by CLECs to serve their customers, i.e., it might as well not be “available” at all.  Thus, Joint Applicants’ “long-term” solution for the UNE Platform are inextricably linked to systems issues that I will discuss and that have very important implications for the development of competition in Illinois and throughout the Ameritech region.


q.	DO YOU HAVE ANY OTHER OBSERVATIONS CONCERNING JOINT APPLICANTS’ SHARED TRANSPORT PROPOSALS?


A.	Yes.  In the context of Ameritech’s appalling track record on Shared Transport, its latest proposal to offer “interim” and “long-term” versions of the Platform must be viewed for what it is:  A belated and disingenuous attempt to pacify the Commission and CLECs in an effort to clear the way for this merger.  Joint Applicants effectively are asking the Commission to approve the merger in part based on Ameritech’s promise to stop violating its legal obligations.  Certainly, there is nothing in Ameritech’s three-year campaign of litigation, stonewalling, and semantics games to inspire confidence that Ameritech post-merger would actually do what it now says it will do.


And there is reason to question whether Ameritech’s attitude has really changed.  For example, Mr. Appenzeller couches his discussion of Ameritech’s proposal in carefully chosen words:  “Although I am not a lawyer, I understand that Ameritech currently has no legal obligation to provide shared transport.”  (Appenzeller Direct at 4)  Clearly, Mr. Appenzeller used the word “currently” to refer to the fact that Shared Transport, indeed all UNEs, are under review in the FCC Remand Proceeding.  What Mr. Appenzeller carefully omits from his discussion is that for the period beginning in August of 1996, Ameritech did have a clear legal obligation to provide Shared Transport, but it simply refused to do so while litigating the issue repeatedly before the FCC, this and other state commissions, and in the federal courts.


True to form as well is the caveat Mr. Appenzeller attaches to the otherwise “rock-solid” promise to provide Shared Transport:  “Joint Applicants commitments in this regard are subject to their being found to have a legal obligation to provide shared transport as a UNE in the FCC’s UNE Remand Proceeding and thereafter.”  (Appenzeller Direct at 4).  In other words, it is a commitment that will evaporate if and when it can be avoided through further resort to the legal process.  Moreover, it is startling that Mr. Appenzeller (Appenzeller Direct at 13) would claim that no CLEC has requested Unbundled Local Switching.  Again, Ameritech is persisting in playing a semantics game.  For Ameritech, “unbundled” means “physically separate,” but that is an argument that has been rejected by the FCC, by this Commission, and now by the Supreme Court.  Iowa Utilities Board, __ U.S. __, 119 S. Ct. 721 (1999).�  The fact is that AT&T and other CLECs have requested Local Switching as part of the UNE Platform, only to confirm through rejected orders that Ameritech will not provide it.  For Ameritech to persist in such misleading claims at this juncture calls into question the bona fides of what they are proposing to the Commission in this docket.





q.	YOU REFERRED PREVIOUSLY TO “systems ISSUES.”  WHAT ISSUES WERE you REFERRING TO? 


A.	The ultimate issue, of course, is the manner in which the ILEC and CLECs will work to develop and implement adequate (i.e., at parity with the ILEC’s) and reliable operations support systems (“OSS”) needed to support the UNE-Platform for the provision of competitive local exchange service.  This is a very large and resource-intensive undertaking for all concerned.  Mr. Viveros has proposed a timetable that requires two years to collaboratively implement system interfaces between the Ameritech/SBC combined entity and CLECs.  That estimate is not inconsistent with AT&T’s experience in attempting to establish system interfaces with Southwestern Bell in Texas.  The problem here is that we are practically at “ground zero” because, as discussed above, Ameritech has not offered the UNE Platform.  Consequently, in the absence of a “product” offering and specifications for the ILEC’s systems for ordering and provisioning, etc., that product, it is not possible for CLECs to develop their systems.  Moreover, Mr. Viveros’ testimony is vague and noncommittal in terms of which set of interfaces – SBC’s or Ameritech’s – are to be developed and deployed.  Specifically, Mr. Viveros states:  “Joint Applicants are committing to a three-phase approach to defining and implementing enhancements to existing Ameritech OSS and/or deploying existing SBC OSS in Illinois.”�  (Emphasis added.)  It would appear that Mr. Viveros does not know what SBC is going to offer.  Given that Mr. Viveros’ own timeline is two years, it would seem not just prudent but important to know beforehand whether the system interfaces would be established to Ameritech or Southwestern Bell’s systems.


q.	do you have an opinion on which SYTEMS should be USED TO SUPPORT THE uNE-PLATFORM IN ILLINOIS?


A.	Yes.  Developing system interfaces to Ameritech’s existing systems would, in the circumstances, be counterproductive and only delay the availability of workable OSS for the UNE Platform in the Ameritech region.  Bear in mind that we are already three years into implementing the federal Act and yet the Joint Applicants’ proposal to this Commission is that they are two more years away from having systems interfaces available for CLECs to interconnect with.  Clearly, Ameritech has not demonstrated a track record of establishing the work effort necessary to enable CLECs to electronically bond with its systems.  Moreover, Mr. Viveros indicates in his testimony that Southwestern Bell has a pattern of integrating its acquisitions into Southwestern Bell’s systems environment,� such that, if the merger is concluded, the de facto systems interface will be to Southwestern Bell’s systems.


q.	WHAT is at&T’s view on using southwestern bell’s systems in illinois, IN THE EVENT the merger WERE approved?


A.	As discussed above, AT&T and other CLECs have already invested two years in developing their interfaces to the Southwestern Bell systems.  Consequently, it would only be prudent to leverage this work in Illinois.  In Texas, there have been arbitrations and lengthy collaborative processes that largely dealt with system interface issues.  Various CLECs, including AT&T, have developed systems that are interoperable with the SBC systems, software, and business rules.  There is no reason to reinvent the wheel in Illinois.  Since several CLECs are near entering the market in Texas with a product offering using the UNE-Platform, if the merger is approved, the same systems interfaces should be available in Illinois  under the same terms and conditions.  Quite simply, SBC/Ameritech must allow CLECs to use their same systems to preorder, order, provision, bill and maintain the UNE-Platform in the Ameritech states as is done in Texas.





Moreover, given that Mr. Viveros has indicated that Southwestern Bell will eventually implement its systems in Illinois anyway, the only prudent course of action would be for CLECs in Illinois to develop interfaces to Southwestern Bell’s systems if the merger is approved.  Further, it is vital for Southwestern Bell to have its systems that are interconnected with CLEC systems integrated into Ameritech’s systems in a definitive period of time.  If not, CLECs may build the interface to Southwestern Bell’s systems but not have flow-through capability into Ameritech’s region due to Southwestern Bell not completing its own integration with Ameritech.  Specifically, the Southwestern Bell systems that the CLECs will develop interfaces for must be able to interface with Ameritech’s provisioning, maintenance, and billing systems in the Ameritech territory so that orders/requests that are sent electronically to the Southwestern Bell systems are properly implemented in the Ameritech provisioning and maintenance systems.





q.	WOULD testing still be NECESSARY?


A.	Absolutely.  There are many systems that Ameritech uses to provision its switches, ensure that loops have continuity to a customer’s location, perform maintenance on the various components of its network, maintain information on its network and customers, and the like.  These are often referred to as back-office systems.  When CLECs develop their interface into the Southwestern Bell gateway systems – systems that permit many different CLECs to interconnect with Southwestern Bell and the subtending back-office systems – there is still a need to ensure that orders and requests flow from these gateways into the actual Ameritech systems that perform the work or hold the information.  As such, despite the fact that system interfaces developed by Southwestern Bell in Texas will already be in use, there will still be a need to test the flow-through of orders into Ameritech’s back-office systems and ensure that the system interfaces are capable of handling the types and volumes of orders that would be anticipated.   The OSS test must be end-to-end, and thoroughly test pre-ordering, ordering, provisioning, maintenance and repair, and billing, including the integration of pre-ordering and ordering.  The FCC’s orders have required proof of access to these functions, all of which are imperative for full-scale commercial operation by competitors.  Moreover, and following this OSS testing, volume stress testing appropriate to the market should be required over multiple days.  Stress testing should occur at commercial volumes, as determined by the expected future demand in a competitive local market.  This volume testing will become even more important as Southwestern Bell incorporates more of its territories into a single systems environment.


Q.	PLEASE DISCUSS GENERALLY THE MANNER IN WHICH OSS TESTING SHOULD BE STRUCTURED AND PERFORMED.





A.	It is vital that a truly independent, technically-skilled third party be engaged to design the testing, conduct it, monitor the results, oversee corrections and retest, and report on the test.  The third-party test entity should act as a “pseudo CLEC” in the sense that it creates and transmits the kinds of orders (known as “order scenarios”) to be expected from the CLEC community.  Importantly, independent third-party testing can expedite the identification and resolution of problems with SBC/Ameritech’s OSS, without being sidetracked into the kind of “finger pointing” that can otherwise arise.  





More specifically, the third party should develop the test plan, working with the interested parties.  The test plan should clearly define the scope and methodology of the test, and the entry and exit criteria.�  Key elements of an appropriate third-party test would include:


	“Blind” Testing.  For a valid test, SBC/Ameritech should not be involved in determining the specific details of the test, such as the precise scenarios to be tested.  For volume testing, orders should be submitted to SBC/Ameritech without it knowing when they will arrive, to avoid SBC/Ameritech being prepared only on the specific day of the test.  To the greatest extent possible, the test should match market conditions in which SBC/Ameritech should be able to respond adequately to the unanticipated ordering and related activities of multiple CLECs.





	Collocation.  The processes for ordering and obtaining CLEC collocation within SBC/Ameritech end offices must be tested.





	Documentation and Tracking.  Beginning with formulation of the test plan and continuing through the testing process, issues that arise must be carefully documented with a system to monitor and track them, so that important matters are not overlooked.





	“Regression” Testing after Problems Found.  The third party should retest any fixes that are made by SBC/Ameritech to ensure both that the problem has been fixed and that no other problem has been created by the change.  Adequate regression testing should be part of the test plan for closing problem reports.  Regression testing is the only way to ensure that workable OSS will exist at the end of the testing process.





	Submission of Orders.  The third party should develop, submit, and track the Local Service Requests based on SBC/Ameritech provided documentation.





	Test Bed.  In addition to the “stress testing” mentioned above, a large quantity of numbers is needed for the test, and information related to the numbers must be reviewed to ensure that SBC/Ameritech is not distorting the results of the test; and





	Performance Measurement Validation.  SBC/Ameritech’s performance measurement system must be validated by the third party closely analyzing how SBC/Ameritech generates performance reports, what raw data SBC/Ameritech relies on, what methodologies SBC/Ameritech use, and what assumptions SBC/Ameritech make for each measurement reported.  This validation process is critical given the great reliance regulators place on performance reports, and SBC/Ameritech’s clear incentive to create reports that demonstrate parity.


While the need for independent third party testing could not be more critical or obvious, Mr. Viveros’ makes the shocking statement in his Supplemental Direct on Re-Opening that he does not believe that testing should be done.  Rather, Mr. Viveros states that the CLECs should simply send orders to Ameritech.  Mr. Viveros’ statement shows absolutely no regard for the value that should be placed on the end user customers in Illinois.  For CLECs to simply send orders to Ameritech would place the service of those customers at risk.  Further, this type of testing would not fully exercise in a disciplined way the variety of order scenarios for which the system interfaces would be developed.  And finally, simply sending orders to Ameritech without any assurance that its systems are volume tested would be irresponsible of all parties.  In short, comprehensive third party testing must be done prior to sending orders that would impact the service of customers in Illinois.


q.	do you agree with mr. viveros that no penalties should apply?


A.	Absolutely not.  Mr. Viveros’ position was based on the systems development in Illinois being based on a collaborative effort between the combined SBC/Ameritech entity and CLECs.  As such, Ameritech could not be held responsible given that CLECs could play an equal role in delaying the systems development effort.  While I do not completely concur with Mr. Viveros’ assessment, the approach I am suggesting here would not involve a collaborative effort during the system development phase.  Instead, SBC and Ameritech would be solely responsible for building to the interface standards already agreed to in the Southwestern Bell territory.  If delays occurred or if the SBC/Ameritech combined entity did not meet its commitments, penalties would be  appropriate, indeed essential.  The Bell Atlantic/NYNEX merger is particularly telling in this regard.  One of the conditions established by the FCC in permitting that merger to go through was for there to be a single systems interface for CLECs across the 18 state region of the combined entity.  However, this has still not been done.  Thus,  penalties  would be the only viable means to put “teeth” into this requirement. 


Q.	COULD YOU PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR TESTIMONY?


A.	Yes.  First, Ameritech’s claims regarding the need for a short-term and long-term solution to implement Shared Transport are a diversion from the real issue.  Ameritech can and should provide access to this unbundled element now.  This Commission and the FCC have repeatedly confirmed that Shared Transport and the Platform must be made available to CLECs.  Ameritech should not be permitted to stonewall any longer.  In reality, however, its proposal of a short-term and long-term solution for Shared Transport are really an admission that it is not ready to implement Unbundled Local Switching and illustrates the importance of systems issues and their relationship to this potential merger.  


Second, given the importance of systems issues, if this Commission determines that the merger between the Joint Applicants should not be disapproved, this Commission should require that the Southwestern Bell interfaces as implemented in Texas should be used in Illinois.  In so doing, this Commission will eliminate any potential confusion (and potential for more delay) over whether CLECs will have to build to Ameritech or SBC systems.  Further, given that Mr. Viveros has testified that it is SBC’s intention to utilize a single systems platform across all of its territories, this requirement will simply document what SBC has already indicated it will do.


Third, Ameritech has delayed access to the Platform long enough.  CLECs have already built to SBC’s systems in Texas and are now capable of ordering the Platform in Texas.  If this merger is permitted, the timetable for implementing these same interfaces should be short.  Specifically, they should be significantly shorter than was required in Texas (approximately two years) given that the interface standards have already been worked out and built to in Texas.  As such, this will enable CLECs to use the UNE-Platform – which has until now  been thwarted by Ameritech’s tactics – as soon as possible in Illinois.


q.	does this conclude your testimony?


A.	Yes.


�  	See Direct Testimony of Bruce Bennett in this docket, AT&T Exhibit 2.0, at pages 7-8.


� 	See Ameritech’s Verified Response to AT&T’s Arbitration Petition, In Re Petition of AT&T Communications of Illinois, Inc., ICC Docket No. 96-AB-003/96-AB-004 (cons), August 26, 1996, pp. 73-74.


� 	See Appenzeller Direct at 4-12; Hopfinger Direct at 3-7.


� 	See Reply Affidavit of Daniel J. Kocher on Behalf of Ameritech Michigan, filed in CC Docket No. 97-137, Application of Ameritech Michigan Pursuant to Section 271 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 to Provide In-Region, InterLATA Services in Michigan.


� 	There are two other points that should be noted relative to Ameritech’s proposal of the AIN solution.  First, AIN is not the only solution available for solving the three problems I discussed in this paragraph.  Bell Atlantic, for instance, used a non-AIN solution to handle the recording problems associated with Unbundled Local Switching.  The point is that if Ameritech spent less time fighting these issues and more time resolving them, this industry would not still be at least another two years away from having access to the Platform in Illinois.  Second, Mr. Hopfinger discusses in his testimony the amount of time and money that SBC has spent in implementing AIN in its territory.  However, AIN is used for many other functions than just solving the recording and customized routing issues described above.  In fact, Mr. Hopfinger’s admission that SBC started the implementation of AIN over five years ago confirms this.


� 	Ameritech is in fact the only incumbent LEC that has made the ludicrous claim that Shared Transport cannot be unbundled because it cannot be physically separated from Unbundled Local Switching.  However, Ameritech has never stated that it would not offer Unbundled Local Switching even though it cannot be separated from unbundled Signaling.


� 	See Viveros Supplemental Direct at 2.


� 	See Viveros Supplemental Direct at 3 where he states:  “SBC will continue to enhance and evolve its systems capabilities for retail and wholesale alike, across all operating territories, including Illinois if this merger is approved.”  Clearly, it is Southwestern Bell’s intention to integrate its system environments across all of its territories making Mr. Viveros’ offer for developing interfaces to Ameritech’s existing systems moot.


� 	The third-party test plan discussed herein is modeled in part after the New York third-party OSS test, which despite certain shortcomings is nevertheless superior to the Texas OSS test.
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