REBUTTAL TESTIMONY


ON RE�OPENING OF CHRISTOPHER J. VIVEROS





Q.	Please state your name and business address.


A	My name is Christopher J. Viveros and my business address is 370 Third St., Room 514D, San Francisco, CA 94107.





Q.	Are you the same Christopher J. Viveros that previously provided Direct and Supplemental Direct Testimony on Re�Opening in this proceeding?


A.	Yes.





Q.	What is the purpose of your testimony?


A.	I will respond on behalf of SBC to testimony filed by ICC Staff witness Samuel McClerren, AT&T witness Steve Turner, Sprint witness W. Richard Morris and MCI witness Sherry Lichtenberg on OSS issues.





Q.	How do you respond to ICC Staff witness McClerren’s concern with the time allotments in the proposed OSS plan?


A.	Mr. McClerren is correct; SBC believes the timeframes for phases 1 and 2 can be shortened to achieve an overall 24 month schedule.





Q.	What about Mr. McClerren’s concern regarding third-party arbitration?


A.	SBC’s proposal is that if there is any dispute between SBC and one or more CLEC(s) over whether SBC has met its commitments, any of those CLECs may notify the Commission of the dispute and request binding consolidated arbitration.  Thereafter, the Commission may issue an order authorizing one or more CLEC(s) to submit the dispute to consolidated binding arbitration, if the Commission determines that arbitration of the dispute is appropriate and in the public interest.





	As stated in my direct testimony on re-opening, SBC is not in any way opposed to the involvement of the ICC.  The concept of using a third party arbitrator was one devised as a tool for the appropriate regulatory body to use to have disputes resolved expeditiously without placing an undue burden on the Commission resources.  If the Commission prefers to keep that arbitration within the Commission, SBC has no objection.





Are there other concerns about the dispute resolution process?


There is another issue.  Although we have been addressing the process as it will apply to Illinois, SBC’s commitment isn’t exclusive to Illinois.  The OSS support multiple states and as such have the potential for needing issue resolution from multiple regulatory bodies.  Part of refining exactly how this process should work needs to take this into account.





One possible approach worth considering would be for the appropriate regulatory entities come together and agree on a single cohesive process rather than render decisions independently.  This will ensure that the process is consistent and there aren’t conflicts as to how issues will be resolved.





How do you respond to the concern about compatibility with industry standards and your qualifying phrase of “to the extent that using the latest standard/guideline does not result in any loss of functionality"?


Mr. McClerren believes that the phrase is unnecessary and perhaps it is.  The intent of the phrase was to acknowledge that whenever introducing a new version of guidelines or standards, that an evaluation of the changes needs to occur.  This evaluation needs to take into account the changes from one version to the next, how the current version’s guidelines were implemented and any capabilities that have been introduced in advance of the new guidelines.  The end result of the evaluation is not to determine if a new version should be implemented but rather how the new version is implemented so that existing capabilities remain or are enhanced.





AT&T witness Steven Turner contends that you have indicated that SBC will implement its systems in Ameritech.�  Is this an accurate interpretation of your testimony?


Not only is it inaccurate, but it contradicts Mr. Turner’s own testimony where he concludes that we must not know what systems will be used.  Unlike Mr. Turner’s proposal to deploy Texas systems because AT&T has spent considerable resources to interface with them, SBC is proposing an evaluation of both companies' systems to evaluate the similarities and differences, the embedded systems infrastructure, the feasibility of enhancing existing systems versus inserting new systems and the benefits to all CLECs, including those using the current systems, not just AT&T.  Once this evaluation is done, SBC proposes that Commission Staff, CLECs and SBC/Ameritech work together to agree on a plan that provides the best benefit to all parties.





What about Mr. Turner’s point about needing to know who’s systems to build to?


One of the benefits of a commitment to use industry standard (e.g., EBI) or industry guideline (e.g., EDI) interfaces is that they can be used to interface with various companies.  Putting forth a position that SBC’s EDI interface should be used over Ameritech’s EDI interface doesn’t buy a CLEC’s systems development resources any more than knowing that SBC/Ameritech is committed to using EDI.





Mr. Turner is correct that there are decisions that must be made and ordering requirements that must be produced long before any EDI CLEC could be ready to even test with SBC/Ameritech.  These are decisions that should not be made arbitrarily. Mr. Turner recognizes the need for any interface to interact with embedded back-office systems; it is these very same back office systems, as well as other considerations, that must be taken into account when defining ordering requirements, that satisfy the mutual goal of minimizing ILEC intervention wherever practical.





Q.	Do you have any additional comments about AT&T’s testimony?


A.	Yes.  I find it ironic that AT&T’s current position appears to be that the exact same system interface, business rules, ordering requirements, et. al. should be lifted from Texas and placed in Illinois when late last year AT&T testified that this is exactly what shouldn’t occur.  The only apparent difference is that AT&T has now invested considerable resources into developing to the Texas interface.


 


Q.	Sprint witness W. Richard Morris opines that SBC’s timetable is too long.  What are your thoughts?


A.	Mr. Morris seems to believe that neither SBC nor Ameritech have any OSS functionality.  He states that we have already had 3 years to develop OSS.  SBC has developed OSS functionality and based on my limited information exchanges with Ameritech, I believe it has as well.  





SBC’s commitment was not intended to start from scratch nor to disrupt the business of those CLECs that have entered the market in Illinois and are currently using Amertech’s OSS.  The commitment was to leverage the experience and capabilities of the combined company to improve the OSS.  To evaluate and implement enhancements to existing systems as well as to deploy new interfaces where appropriate to the mutual benefit of CLECs and SBC/Ameritech. To do this �� and do it correctly �� takes time.





Lastly, what seems to have been overlooked is that, as stated in direct testimony, SBC is not planning on waiting 24 months and then performing a flash cut of all OSS improvements.  Improvements will be rolled out and integrated over time on a schedule that will allow SBC/Ameritech and CLECs to absorb them.  Neither side would benefit from a flash cut approach.





Q.	AT&T, Sprint and MCI contend that third party testing is necessary.  How do you respond?


A.	First, I want to point out that although all three companies advocate third party testing, they do not seem to be in agreement as to why it is needed or when it should be performed.  I cite these differences simply to note that there are many varying opinions about testing.





	Second, my prior testimony addresses the actual question posed by the ICC, which was “Should the Commission engage in third-party or carrier-to-carrier testing of OSS to ensure compliance by the Applicants?”.  As a mechanism for ensuring that SBC/Ameritech does in fact implement what it agrees to implement as a result of the collaborative process, I believe that third party testing is uncalled for.  My expectation is that we are jointly developing either new interfaces or enhancements to existing interfaces.  As such, part of the development effort would be for SBC/Ameritech to perform internal testing, for CLECs to perform joint testing with SBC/Ameritech and for both parties to move forward with implementation, actually benefiting from the new functionality.





	Third, my suggestion that Illinois could benefit from the testing that is currently occurring in Texas, was nothing more that an acknowledgement that having been through this process in Texas and bringing that knowledge to Illinois would add to the pool of experience of the personnel coming together to develop the committed “plan of record” and be of significant benefit in this collaborative effort.





	Fourth, ICC staff witness Mr. McClerren agrees that third party review is not warranted and further acknowledges that waiting for 24 months to perform this review could result in further delays through a backlog of issues.





	Fifth, the FCC has recognized third party testing as an acceptable substitute to actual CLEC usage.  It is SBC’s hope that CLECs will engage in this joint development effort and work with us in concurrently developing new interfaces or enhancing their existing interfaces with Ameritech.  In fact MCI witness, Sherry Lichtenberg recognizes the limitations of third party testing and suggests that CLECs must test also.  





Lastly, it is my contention that if CLECs are willing to develop and test during this period and the commission remains involved to quickly address unresolved issues or disagreements, not only is third party testing unnecessary but the result would be inferior to the results from SBC’s proposal.





Q.	Does that conclude your testimony?


A.	Yes it does.


�	See Turner Direct at 11, 15 and 21.
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