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I.
PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY

Q.
What is the purpose of your testimony?

A.
I am addressing the technical and operational foundations for MCI’s positions on several issues pertaining to its access to and use of unbundled network elements (“UNEs”) in the SBC Missouri network, pursuant to section 251(c)(3) of the 1996 Act, the FCC’s regulations, and other relevant sources of legal authority.  My testimony addresses each of the issues for which I am the responsible witness, including Issues OSS 2 and 3; Line Splitting 5; CHC 1; and Resale 2, 3, and 4.

II.
INTRODUCTION

Q.
Please state your name, title and business address.

A.
My name is Sherry Lichtenberg.  I am  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Senior Manager for Operations Support Systems Interfaces and Facilities Testing and Development in the Consumer and Small Business Markets unit of MCImetro Access Transmission Services LLC (referred to as “MCI” or “MCIm”).  My business address is 1133-19th St., NW, Washington, DC 20036.

Q.
Please describe your responsibilities as Senior Manager for Operations Support Systems Interfaces and Facilities Testing and Development.

A.
 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1My duties include working with the incumbent local exchange companies (“ILECs”) and MCI’s technical and IT organizations to establish commercially viable Operations Support Systems (“OSS”).  This includes participating in the design and implementation of MCI’s local ordering interfaces, working with the ILEC to determine service requirements, and participating in customer testing.  I also help design, manage, and implement MCI’s local telecommunications services to residential and small business customers on a mass market basis nationwide.  

Q. 
Please describe your relevant experience with MCI and in the telecommunications industry.

A.
I have twenty-three years of experience in the telecommunications market, eight years with MCI and fifteen years with AT&T.  Prior to joining MCI, I was Pricing and Proposals Director for AT&T Government Markets and Executive Assistant to the President, and Staff Director for AT&T Government Markets.  My special expertise is in testing and requirements analysis.  My MCI experience includes conducting market entry testing for New York, Texas and other states, as well as representing MCI in the Michigan, Illinois, Wisconsin, Indiana, Ohio, Texas, New York, Pennsylvania, Georgia and California third-party Operations Support Systems (“OSS”) testing efforts. I have also worked closely with MCI’s marketing and IT teams to identify systems and sales requirements for both switching-based and loop-based products. 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.

III.  MCI’S REQUESTED RELIEF FOR ISSUES ADDRESSED BY THIS TESTIMONY
Q.
What relief is MCI requesting for Issues OSS 2 and 3; Line Splitting 5; CHC 1; and Resale 2, 3, and 4?
A.
MCI respectfully urges the Commission to adopt MCI’s proposed contract language for these issues, and to reject the alternative language proposed by SBC Missouri.
ISSUE OSS 2 

Q.
May MCIm view Customer Proprietary Network Information prior to obtaining authorization to become the End User’s local service provider?  (Appendix XIV:  OSS, Sections 2.5, 2.6, 2.8)

A.
Yes.  MCI objects to SBC Missouri’s proposal to include language in the Agreement that would prohibit MCI from accessing certain Customer Proprietary Network Information (“CPNI”) – specifically, customer service records (“CSR”), as well as the contract termination liability information that should be included in the CSR – until after the sale to the customer is completed.

Q.
What contract language is at issue?

A.
The language at issue, located in the OSS Appendix to the Agreement, provides as follows (with MCI’s proposed language in bold italics, and SBC Missouri’s proposed language in bold underline):
2.5  Within SBC Missouri, and other SBC regions, MCIm’s access to pre-order functions described in Section 3 will only be utilized to view Customer Proprietary Network Information (CPNI) of MCIm’s end user customer accounts and any other end user customer accounts where MCIm has obtained an authorization for release of CPNI from the end user customer and has obtained an authorization to become the end user customer's Local Service Provider. The authorization for release of CPNI shall comply with state and federal rules or guidelines concerning access to such information. MCIm’s obligation to obtain authority prior to accessing CPNI electronically, as set forth in the preceding provisions, is subject to modification in accordance with any governing regulatory decisions expressly addressing this subject matter. 
2.6  MCIm will obtain prior to viewing information in ILEC OSS authorization for change in local exchange service and release of CPNI that adheres to all requirements of state and federal law, as applicable CPNI, includes customer name, billing and service address, billing telephone number(s), any and all exemption status or current status of eligibility for reduced charges, and identification of features and services subscribed to by customer.  The following additional terms shall apply to MCIm’s access:

2.8  Intentionally Omitted.  Throughout the SBC Southwest region, MCIm is solely responsible for determining whether proper authorization has been obtained and holds SBC Missouri harmless from any loss on account of MCIm’s failure to obtain proper CPNI consent from an end user customer.

Q.
What is customer proprietary network information (CPNI)?

A.
CPNI is specific customer information regarding the configuration of the customer’s account.  This may include information pertaining to the features or calling plans to which the customer subscribes, the customer’s address and directory listing information, and other information necessary to understand the customer’s service needs and requirements.  The Telecommunications Act defines CPNI as:

(A) information that relates to the quantity, technical configuration, type, destination, location, and amount of use of a telecommunications service subscribed to by any customer of a telecommunications carrier, and that is made available to the carrier by the customer solely by virtue of the carrier-customer relationship;  and

(B) information contained in the bills pertaining to telephone exchange service or telephone toll service received by a customer of a carrier. 


47 U.S.C. § 222(h)(1).

Q.
Please describe the type of CPNI that MCI seeks to continue to access and/or use which is at issue here.

A.
The type of CPNI that MCI primarily seeks to access is the customer service record (“CSR”).  The CSR includes the customer’s name, address, telephone number, and the features and functions of the customer’s current subscription. 

Q.
Under what circumstances does MCI access or use that form of CPNI?
A.
MCI accesses CPNI in responding to customer inquiries during inbound or outgoing telemarketing calls.  When a potential customer contacts MCI and requests information about subscribing to MCI services, MCI first obtains the customer’s consent to view his customer service record and then accesses that customer’s CSR in order to work with the customer to ensure that the services that the customer has and wishes to keep are available in the MCI product offering.  MCI does not access CPNI information in bulk or prior to obtaining individual consent.  MCI does not maintain this information in a database or use it for any purposes other than working with the customer to order and provision service.

Q.
How significant is this Issue to MCI, from a business perspective?
A.
This is an extremely important issue for MCI, which will be placed at a significant competitive disadvantage to SBC Missouri if the Commission does not adopt MCI’s position. Despite the clear intent of the FCC’s rules forbidding non-discrimination, SBC Missouri has proposed contract language that would prohibit MCI’s non-discriminatory access to SBC Missouri’s electronic pre-ordering systems until a prospective customer has chosen MCI as his/her local service provider. 

Q.
How does SBC Missouri’s proposed language concerning CPNI relate to the “pre-order” provisions of the Agreement to which the Parties have agreed?
A.
SBC Missouri’s position that it has no obligation to provide CPNI electronically through its pre-order systems before MCI’s sale to a customer is completed reveals SBC Missouri’s view that there is some other stage of the sales process than those defined in the Act and in SBC’s own OSS documentation.  SBC Missouri’s position, however, would render meaningless the term “pre-order,” used elsewhere in the Parties’ Agreement – a phrase that plainly describes the activities taking place prior to the time that the order is placed and finalized.  Not only does the agreed language of Section 3 of the OSS Appendix (and subsections thereof) describe in detail the non-discriminatory purpose of the pre-ordering process, but that Section also makes clear MCI’s entitlement to access CPNI:  

3.2.2.1  Access to SBC Missouri retail or resold CPNI and account information for pre-ordering will include: billing name, service address, billing address, service and feature subscription, directory listing information, long distance carrier identity, and pending service order activity.  CLEC agrees that CLEC’s representatives will not access the information specified in this subsection until after the End User requests that his or her Local Service Provider be changed to CLEC, and an End User authorization for release of CPNI complies with conditions as described in section 3.2 of this Appendix.  


By its proposed additions concerning CPNI to Sections 2.5, 2.6, and 2.8 of the OSS Appendix, SBC Missouri is attempting to evade the clear meaning of Section 3 of that same Appendix – that MCI may obtain CPNI electronically during the pre-order phase once customer authorization is obtained.
Q.
What is your recommendation on how the Commission should rule on this issue?

A.
All that SBC Missouri’s proposal would accomplish is to slow down the process of customer conversion by requiring that MCI receive the information manually, rather than electronically, during the pre-order process.  SBC Missouri is seeking to significantly impair the way in which MCI presently does business in Missouri. The MCI position fully complies with applicable law and with its present practices throughout the country and has been accepted by Verizon, BellSouth, and Qwest.  Indeed, SBC Missouri appears to be the only RBOC that has chosen to attempt to re-define the stages of customer migration to include a new pre “pre-order” process called “marketing.”  The SBC Missouri position is not supported by the law and is contradicted by other portions of the “agreed to” language in the proposed interconnection agreement.  The Commission thus should adopt MCI’s position on this issue.


ISSUE OSS 3 
Q.
Should MCIm be responsible for cost incurred as a result of inaccurate ordering or usage of the OSS?  (Appendix OSS, Section 2.10)
A.
No.  SBC should not be permitted to charge MCI in the event there is an error in an order submitted to SBC by MCI.  Both MCI and SBC agree to use reasonable business efforts to ensure the accuracy and timeliness of such orders and both MCI and SBC agree to conduct independent internal reviews for accuracy.  MCI has every incentive to submit accurate, timely orders via SBC’s OSS system.  SBC’s proposed language would require MCI to pay SBC for costs that are incidental to the operation of the OSS system.  SBC’s language is so vague as to encompass virtually anything.

Q.
Has MCI encountered this issue elsewhere in SBC’s region?

A.
No.  This was not an issue in the recent Michigan, Illinois or Texas arbitrations.  SBC has not articulated a cogent reason why this is now an issue in Missouri.  MCI is unaware of any recent “spike” of inaccurate orders or MCI employees “abusing” SBC’s OSS system that would prompt SBC to raise this issue in Missouri when SBC has not raised this as an issue in any of the recent arbitrations in other states.

ISSUE Line Splitting 5
· Statement of Issue: What terms and conditions should apply for line splitting with a CLEC-owned switch?

· Disputed Language: Line Splitting Appendix, Section 7.3
Q.
PLEASE DECRIBE LINE SPLITTING 5.

A.
This issue is phrased as “what terms and conditions should apply for line splitting with a CLEC-owned switch?”
  MCI’s language would require SBC to place and manage two cross-connects via its main distribution frame thereby providing CLECs the ability to “split” a single UNE loop
 such that one CLEC can use the loop to provide voice services while another provides high-speed data services.  SBC’s position on this issue appears to be that CLECs should be required to utilize collocation-to-collocation cabling to engage in loop splitting and pursue any improvements through the now-defunct line splitting collaboratives.

Q.
WHAT LANGUAGE IS DISPUTED UNDER THIS ISSUE?

A.
The disputed language resides in Section 7.3 of the Line Splitting Appendix.  SBC proposes the following language:

For Line Splitting with a CLEC-Owned Switch, SBC will abide by the provisions outlined pursuant to Appendix xDSL of this Agreement, subject to the outcome of any statewide collaboratives agreed upon changes in the SBC 13-State Line Splitting Collaborative or any applicable state commission collaborative of the Change Management Process, as set forth in sec. 1.2 above.

In the same section, MCI has proposed the following:

When provisioning an MCIm Line Splitting order for a standalone Loop where MCIm or a third party CLEC is providing switching, SBC MISSOURI shall use the same length of tie pairs and CFA assignments it uses for Line Splitting in conjunction with SBC MISSOURI provided switching plus an additional CLEC-to-CLEC connection and shall employ a basic installation “lift and lay” procedure, in which the SBC MISSOURI technician lifts the Loop from its existing termination in the applicable SBC MISSOURI Central Office and lays it on a new termination connection to MCIm’s or its Advanced Services Provider’s collocated equipment in the same Central Office utilizing the existing CFA.  When submitting an order for Line Splitting for a standalone Loop where MCIm or a third party CLEC is providing switching, MCIm or its Advanced Services Provider will provide, on the service order, the appropriate frame terminations that are dedicated to Splitters.  SBC MISSOURI will administer all cross connects/jumpers on the COSMIC/MDF and IDF.

Q.
WHY IS MCI’S PROPOSAL ON LINE SPLITTING 5 SUPERIOR TO SBC’S?

A.
There are three (3) primary reasons why MCI’s proposal on Line Splitting 5 should be adopted instead of SBC’s proposal.

1. First, the loop splitting architecture required in MCI’s proposal is more efficient than the architecture on which SBC’s proposal relies and would impose less cost and work on both Parties.

2. Second, the FCC’s rules require SBC to enable loop splitting and to cross-connect the two CLECs services as MCI requests.

3. Third, the technical feasibility, practicality and reasonableness of MCI’s proposal may be best demonstrated by the fact that other RBOCs (Verizon and Qwest) are providing the very cross-connect framework requested by MCI as components of their interconnection agreements.

Q.
PLEASE ELABORATE ON THE EFFICIENCIES OF MCI’S PROPOSAL?

A.
SBC’s main distribution frame (“MDF”) is the primary connection point for all copper facilities in the central office.  As such, the main distribution frame (and associated cross connects) already exists to provide the most efficient, least cost and expedient means by which to connect the copper facilities of any two collocated carriers.  In central offices wherein it is collocated, both MCI and its advanced service partner will already purchase from SBC copper-based channel facility arrangements (“CFAs”) connecting their individual collocation arrangements to SBC’s main distribution frame.  As such, SBC can enable MCI and its advanced service partner’s ability to split a single UNE loop simply by providing cross-connects between those two CFA’s for purposes of connecting the two collocated carriers.  This is by far the most efficient and least-cost manner by which to effectuate the splitting of a single UNE-Loop.  The way in which MCI’s proposal would utilize the MDF for loop splitting is illustrated in Attachment 4.  The diagram shows that MCI’s loop splitting architecture does not require any new facilities or different types of work than would be required in provisioning any unbundled loop.  Specifically, the components of this architecture are summarized as follows: (1) a jumper connects SBC’s MDF to the MCI voice switch via MCI’s collocation (line #1), (2) the loop going to the end user (which carries both voice and data) is jumpered from SBC’s MDF (or MCI’s CFA on SBC’S MDF) with the MCI splitter in the data collocation cage (line #2A), and (3) a jumper extends the voice pair on SBC’s MDF from the splitter in the data collocation cage to the MDF (line #2B), where it extends to MCI’s voice switch.  Accordingly, when the customer illustrated on Attachment 4 makes a telephone call over the Public Switched Telephone Network (PSTN), the signal traverses line #3 to the MDF, then on line #2A to the Splitter where the voice and data signals are separated.  The voice signal then traverses line #2B where it is connected to line #1 via SBC’s MDF where it is delivered to the MCI’s Class 5 switch and sent on to the PSTN.  The diagram shows that there is nothing complicated about MCI’s proposal and that the same components that are already in place and in use today to provision UNE loops (i.e., the MDF and cross connects) will be used under MCI’s proposal.



In contrast, SBC proposes that CLECs be required to establish new collocation-to-collocation interconnection facilities to each partner CLEC for this single service.  This proposal suffers from a number of shortcomings.  First, since new interconnection facilities would be required for each partner CLEC and for a single service, if MCI wants to partner with multiple CLECs in the same central office, MCI would be required to establish multiple cable runs from MCI’s collocation through the ILEC area to each individual CLEC’s collocation, thereby duplicating the unnecessary augmentation costs and work.
  In addition, it is unlikely that CLECs would be able to utilize the cage-to-cage cabling to full capacity because it would only carry traffic for customers that utilize MCI and its partner for loop splitting.  Further, SBC’s proposal would lead to a spaghetti-like cabling infrastructure in SBC’s wire centers between individual collocated CLECs, leading to unnecessary complexity in the cabling architecture and potentially prematurely exhausting cable riser space.  Moreover, SBC’s proposal would lead to more work and more cost for both carriers (MCI and SBC).

Q.
HOW DO YOU KNOW THAT SBC’S CAGE-TO-CAGE CABLING ALTERNATIVE ENTAILS MORE WORK AND COST FOR SBC THAN MCI’S PROPOSED ARCHITECTURE?

A.
TELRIC-based non-recurring charges (NRCs) are designed to reflect the forward-looking costs of making a UNE available to a CLEC, oftentimes comprised primarily of the manual work involved.  As such, the NRC is a function of the number of manual worksteps, probability of occurrence of those worksteps, and duration of those worksteps.  SBC’s NRCs for the cage to cage alternative run from between $433.86 and $1404.07
 depending on the type of collocation and type of facility used.  When these charges are compared to SBC Missouri’s NRC rates for cross connects ($19.96 for a 2 wire loop cross connect without testing) or SBC Missouri’s NRC for a UNE loop ($26.07),
 it becomes clear that SBC’s cage to cage cabling entails more work by SBC than MCI’s proposal.  This comparison should also shed light on why SBC prefers the cage-to-cage alternative so strongly, i.e., it substantially increases the CLEC’s costs and substantially mitigates their opportunities to compete with SBC in the DSL marketplace.  Furthermore, SBC’s proposal would require that either MCI or its advanced services partner dispatch a technician to SBC’s central office wherein the two carriers are collocated nearly every time a new service must be added or changes are required for an existing service.  Both the construction of new facilities and technician dispatches can be avoided by requiring SBC to perform a simple cross-connect at its MDF as requested by MCI.

Q.
PLEASE ELABORATE ON YOUR SECOND REASON, i.e., THE FCC’S RULES SUPPORT MCI’S PROPOSAL.

A.
The following FCC’s rules require SBC to perform the cross-connects in the same manner requested by MCI.

CFR §51.319(a)(1)(ii)

(ii) Line splitting. An incumbent LEC shall provide a requesting telecommunications carrier that obtains an unbundled copper loop from the incumbent LEC with the ability to engage in line splitting arrangements with another competitive LEC using a splitter collocated at the central office where the loop terminates into a distribution frame or its equivalent. Line splitting is the process in which one competitive LEC provides narrowband voice service over the low frequency portion of a copper loop and a second competitive LEC provides digital subscriber line service over the high frequency portion of that same loop.

(A) An incumbent LEC’s obligation, under paragraph (a)(1)(ii) of this section, to provide a requesting telecommunications carrier with the ability to engage in line splitting applies regardless of whether the carrier providing voice service provides its own switching or obtains local circuit switching as an unbundled network element pursuant to paragraph (d) of this section.

(B) An incumbent LEC must make all necessary network modifications, including providing nondiscriminatory access to operations support systems necessary for pre-ordering, ordering, provisioning, maintenance and repair, and billing for loops used in line splitting arrangements. (emphasis added)


While the above rule imposes a broad obligation upon SBC to enable line splitting generally, the very last clause is of direct import to MCI’s proposal.  Therein, the FCC requires SBC to “make all necessary network modifications” (including changes to OSS) for loops to be used in a line splitting arrangement.  However, MCI’s proposal does not even go that far.  Rather, MCI’s language requires SBC only to provide the same nondiscriminatory cross-connect option to MCI it uses to support its own line sharing arrangements with both CLECs and its own advanced services affiliate.  This is an important point: SBC uses its MDF to connect its own switching equipment with collocated advanced services providers, regardless of whether it does so under now grandfathered line sharing rules (i.e., with other CLECs) or with its own data affiliate.  SBC does not construct dedicated connecting facilities between its own switch and the splitter of its advanced services affiliate but instead, relies on the MDF to facilitate the necessary connection.  MCI’s proposal asks for nothing more than this same treatment to support loop splitting arrangements (i.e., when SBC’s switch is not involved).  As such, SBC is required by the non-discriminatory requirements of rule 51.319(a)(1)(ii)(B) to accommodate MCI’s request.



In addition, the specific modifications that MCI proposes be delineated in the Parties’ agreement are consistent with the FCC’s Collocation Remand Order, wherein the FCC stated that “in provisioning cross-connects, incumbent LECs should use the most efficient interconnection arrangements available” and that the FCC’s requirement “merely allows the collocator to use the existing network in as efficient a manner as the incumbent uses it for its own purposes.”
  In fact, the FCC further recognized that “[c]ross-connects can run through the main distribution frame or an intermediate distribution frame when being used to connect two pieces of equipment.”
  MCI’s proposed language is consistent with each of these FCC requirements because it allows the Parties to utilize the existing network and results in the most efficient arrangement for Loop Splitting.

Q.
YOU MENTION ABOVE THAT OTHER RBOCS PROVIDE THE LOOP SPLITTING ARCHITECTURE THAT MCI REQUESTS AS A COMPONENT OF THEIR INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENTS.  PLEASE DESCRIBE THESE OFFERINGS IN MORE DETAIL.

A.
Both Qwest and Verizon provide connections at the frame consistent with MCI’s proposal in Line Splitting 5.  I have provided as Attachment 5 a description and diagram of Verizon’s loop splitting arrangement - called loop sharing - downloaded from Verizon’s website.  The Commission should note that Verizon’s diagram illustrates the identical architecture I described under Attachment 4.  Moreover, Verizon provides this offering via the ICA, which SBC has steadfastly refused to do.  Hence, it is clear that, despite SBC’s refusal to do so, other ILECs are providing via interconnection agreements the loop splitting proposal requested by MCI, and this is perhaps the most convincing evidence that SBC’s proposal on this issue is unreasonable and anti-competitive.

Q.
SBC’S LANGUAGE RELIES UPON THE COLLABORATIVE PROCESSES FOR CLECS TO SEEK IMPROVEMENTS TO LOOP SPLITTING.  SHOULD THE COMMISSION HAVE ANY FAITH THAT THE LINE SPLITTING COLLABORATIVES WILL BRING ABOUT LOOP SPLITTING PROCESS IMPROVEMENTS?

A.
No.  The line splitting collaboratives are no longer in process (as SBC conceded in Texas)
 and the Parties were unable to reach consensus on this issue when the collaboratives were ongoing.  There is no reason to believe that the line splitting collaboratives will be revitalized, and even if they were, there is no reason to believe that the Parties could reach consensus on this issue in a collaborative forum.

Q.
DO YOU HAVE OTHER CONCERNS WITH SBC’S PROPOSAL TO ABIDE BY THE OUTCOME OF COLLABORATIVES?

A.
Yes.  SBC has ultimate veto power in the collaborative process (as illustrated by SBC’s refusal to provide Loop Splitting with connections at the frame when the line splitting collaboratives were ongoing), and therefore SBC has nothing to lose by agreeing to abide by the outcome of these collaboratives within contract language.  Essentially, SBC’s contract language boils down to a commitment to do nothing.  Indeed, SBC Witness Chapman testified in Texas Docket No. 29175 that

SBC decided…that it would not continue to pursue the development of this potential offering [Loop Splitting with connections at the frame].  SBC shared this decision with the CLECs at the February 2004 13-state line splitting collaborative; however, SBC also indicated that it would still be willing to consider such an arrangement on a business-to-business basis.
 (emphasis added)


Not only does this testimony demonstrate that SBC has no intention of making an efficient Loop Splitting arrangement available, but it also illustrates how SBC “holds all the cards” in the collaborative process.

Q.
HOW SHOULD THE COMMISSION RESOLVE LINE SPLITTING 5?

A.
For the reasons explained above, the Commission should reject SBC’s proposed language for Section 7.3 of the Line Splitting Appendix in favor of MCI’s proposed language.

ISSUE CHC 1
Q.
Which Parties terms and conditions for coordinated cutovers should be included in the Agreement?  (Appendix LNP Section 5; Appendix CHC (all))
A.
MCI’s terms and conditions for coordinated cutovers should be included in the agreement since it is virtually identical to the language that SBC agreed to in both Michigan and Texas. 


SBC proposes to add language that improperly limits its obligations to provide MCI with non-discriminatory service under the Act, and attempts to permit SBC unilaterally to change mutually agreed upon scheduling. 


MCI’s language is intended to ensure that customers’ telecommunications services are not disrupted if a cutover cannot be completed as planned by MCI and SBC.  

Q.
Does MCI have objections to SBC’s new proposed coordinated hot cuts appendix?
A.
Yes.  The new appendix proposed by SBC adds nothing to the parties’ agreement, but it may inappropriately be seized upon as justification for billing additional and unwarranted amounts to MCI.  Prices for services provided pursuant to this agreement are set forth in the pricing appendix.  SBC’s proposal is unnecessary, duplicative, and potentially misleading.  SBC Missouri’s proposed language is therefore unnecessary and should be omitted from the Agreement.

ISSUE Resale 2

MCI:
Should SBC be required to offer Resale services at parity?
SBC:
Should MCI have a contractual adoption (i.e. MFN) right similar to Section 252(i)? (Appendix Resale, Sections 3.2; 4.12)
Q.
Should MCI have the right to purchase at the same wholesale rates the same services SBC is offering its other wholesale customers?

A.
Yes.  SBC should be required to offer Resale services to MCI at the same rate that it offers such services to other CLECs.  SBC’s avoided cost (i.e. the wholesale discount) for resold services should be the same regardless of which CLEC is reselling such services.  Accordingly, all MCI wants is for SBC to treat MCI the same as it treats other carriers by offering resold services at the same discount as it give other CLECs.
ISSUE Resale 3
Q.
Which Party’s proposal for reselling Customer Specific Arrangements (CSA) should apply?  (Appendix Resale, Section 5, 8.8)
A.
MCI has proposed language that sets forth in a straightforward manner the obligations SBC has to resell services to MCI in assuming a customer specific pricing arrangement.  SBC seeks to add unnecessary or ambiguous language.  MCI respectfully asks that the Commission adopt MCI’s proposed language on this issue. 

A.
ISSUE Resale 4
Q.
What process should apply for updating End User 911 information?  (Appendix Resale, Section 8.5)

A.
MCI’s responsibility to update the 911 database occurs when we submit the Local Service Request order to SBC.  At that time, SBC will have the information necessary to update the 911 database.  SBC’s proposal is deficient for many reasons.  First, SBC’s proposal is vague as to timing of updating the 911 information.  SBC states that it wants such information from MCI “when requested.”  MCI will provide the information when it submits its LSR.  This is a more predictable, reliable method of providing updated 911 information compared to SBC’s ad hoc method.  Second, MCI will provide the information in the LSR format, which is known and used by both SBC and MCI.  SBC, on the other hand, wants MCI to submit 911 information in a “format” prescribed by SBC; however, SBC has yet to define the “format.”  Given that SBC’s proposal is vague as to timing, nature, and scope of the process, the Commission should adopt MCI’s language because it reflects current business practice and employs a method and timing used by both parties. 

IV.  CONCLUSION

Q. 
Does this conclude your testimony?

A.  
Yes, it does.

� 	MCI does not have an embedded base of either unbundled Local Circuit Switching or UNE-P End Users served through this Agreement.


� 	“Loop Splitting” will be used throughout my testimony to describe line splitting with a CLEC-owned switch.


� 	SBC’s proposal would likely require entirely new CLEC to CLEC inventory systems for both the voice and data CLEC, whose systems are currently designed to interface with SBC and inventory the facilities that connect to SBC’s frame.


� 	SWBT Missouri, Local Access Service Tariff, PSC No. 42, Section 2, Sheets 80 and 80, effective 10/12/01. “collocation to collocation connection” service.


�� HYPERLINK "https://clec.sbc.com/clec_documents/unrestr/interconnect/multi/12C1%20MO%20Pricing%20Sched%20UNE%20All%20040505.xls" ��https://clec.sbc.com/clec_documents/unrestr/interconnect/multi/12C1%20MO%20Pricing%20Sched%20UNE%20All%20040505.xls� 


� 	In the Matter of Deployment of Wireline Services Offering Advanced Telecommunications Capability , CC Docket 98-147, 16 FCC Rcd 15435, Fourth Report and Order, July 12, 2001, (“Collocation Remand Order”), ¶76.


� 	Id. ¶ 58.


� 	See, Direct Testimony of SBC Witness Carol Chapman, Texas Docket 28821, Phase 2, p. 11.


� 	Response Testimony of Carol Chapman, Texas Docket No. 29175, March 26, 2004, p. 56.
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