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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
DISTRICT OF SOUTH DAKOTA 

CENTRAL DIVISION 

Veiizon Wjrceless (VAW) LLC, 
C o d e t  Cellular License Holding, LLC, 
Missouri Valley Cellular, hc. ,  
Sanborn Cellular, hc., and 
Eastern South Dakota Cellular, Inc., 
d/b/a VERIZON WIRELESS, 

Plaintiff, 

vs .  

Steve I<olbeclc, Gary Hanson, and Dustin 
Johnson, in their official capacities as the 
Co~llrnissiouers of the South Dakota Public 
Utilities Comsnission, 

Defendant, 

South Dakota Telecommunications Ass'n 
and Venture Col~llll~.mications Cooperative, 

htervenors. 

Civil Number 04-3 0 14 

MOTION TO CONTINUE AND 
MOTION FOR ADDITIONAL 

DISCOVERY 

COMES NOW the South Dakota Teleco~llmuunications Association ("SDTA") aud 

Ventuse Communicatiolls Cooperative ('Ventuse") (the Intervenors herein) and 

Comnissioners, Steve Kolbeck, Gary Hauson, and D~lstin Johson in tlieir official 

capacities as the C o ~ s s i o n e r s  of the So~ith Dakota Public Utilities Commission, 

(collectively referred to as the Defendant herein) and hereby move for a continumce of 

these proceediugs and for ax amendment to the existing procedural sched~lle that will 
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permit additional discovery and designation of witnesses between the parties. As support 

for this Motion, the Intervenors and Defendant state as follows: 

1. Since this Court issued its "Opinion and Order on Plaintiffs Motion for 

S~~mmary Judgment" in this matter, on October 1 3 ~ ,  2006, the Federal 

Communications Commission ("FCC") has given a clear indication that it is 

moving toward tdcing action to address 'Thantom Traffic" issues. This is 

evidenced most directly by the FCC's issuance of a Tublic Notice" on 

November 8, 2006 which specifically seeks comment fi-om iuterested parties 

on "a proposed interim process to address phantom txaffic issues aud a related 

proposal for the creation and exchange of call detail records."' The ccphantom 

traffic" and "caJ.I detail records" proposals referenced in this P~lbLic Notice 

had been part of a broader "intercarrier compensationyy reform plan (the 

'?Vlissoula Planyy) submitted by numerous telecommunications companies 

incl~~diug, among others, AT&T, BellSorlth Corp., Cingular WireI.ess, Global 

Crossing, Level 3 Comunications, and 336 rural carrier members of the 

"Rural Alliance." The proposals now, however, have been split off &om the 

FCC's more extensive intercanier compensation reform process and put on a 

separate and, Lilrely, faster track for FCC action. In noticiug the 'Thautom 

TraEc Interim Process and Call Detail Records Proposal" for conment, the 

FCC established comment deadlines of December 7, 2006 for "initial 

comments" and December 22,2006, for "reply comments." This t imehe was 

recently briefly extended to permit the f i h g  of reply comments LIP though 

' FCC Public Notice ~II CC Docket No. 01-92, Coiihent Sozrglzt oiz hfiissoula Plau Phnntonz Traflc hzteiiiii 
Process and Call Detnil R e c o ~ c i  Proposal, DA06-2294, released November 8,2006. 
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January 5, 2007.~ The separation of the "Phantom TrafEcy' issues, removing 

them £iom other more extensive iuter-carrier compensation issues, and the 

establishment of an abbreviated schedule for comments suggests that the FCC 

will in some manner be addressing Thantom Traffic" and "Call Detail 

Records" issues within a reasonable period of the .3  

2. This Court in its "Opinion and Order on Plaintiff's Motion for Summary 

Judgment" in tlis matter issued on October 13, 2006, correctly noted that 

there is a "gap in the intercarrier compensation rules," inasm~lch as the FCC 

nlles do not "fully address" the "growtl1 of the unidentified traffic problem 

(and the terminating LEC's ability to bill for that traffic) . . .." "Opinion and 

Order," p.17. As noted more specifically the FCC rules "do not address the 

information that imst be transmitted with traffic, which would enable proper 

identification and which would ensure all traffic is subject to compensation at 

appropriate rates." Id. Attached as Exhibit 1, hereto, is a copy of the FCC's 

' CC Docket No. 01-92, In the Matter ofDevelopi7zg a Uzifzed I~zterca~~ier Compensatiorz Regime, Order, 
D A  06-2548, released December 20,2006. 

It is perhaps helpful in gauging the sigzllficance of the FCC's action to compare the abbreviated comment 
schedule set up on the "phantom traf$c" issues with the period of time that the FCC has been engaged in 
reviewing more extensive inter-carrier compensation reforms. The FCC first started its process on inter- 
carrier compensation refom1 with the issuance of a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking on April 27,2001, 
which focused p r imi ly  around the implementation of certain '"Dill and keep" proposals for mifymg access 
and reciprocal compensation charges. CC Docket No. 01-92, In the Matter of Developilzg a Uyzited 
hzte~.cm.rier. Conzpelzsatiolz Regime, FCC 01-132. The comment periods established on this Notice called 
for initial conlments 90 days after publication of the Notice and reply comments 135 days after publication. 
A "Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking" was later issued by the FCC on March 3, 2005. CC Docket 
No. 01-92, FCC 05-33. This subsequent "Fw-tller Notice" specifically requested comments on a number of 
different inter-carrier compensation reform proposals that had been submitted to the FCC by interested 
parties. The comment periods established by the FCC proposals were 60 days from publication of the 
Further Notice for initial comments and 90 days for reply comments. Finally, on July 25,2006, the FCC 
issued another notice seeking comment on the "Missoula Plan." Pursuant to this "Public Notice," the 
comment schedule established asked for initial comments by September 25,2006, and reply comments by 
November 9,2006. This schedule has, however, been amended by the FCC on a couple of occasions and 
the reply comment cycle was completed on February 1,2007. CC Docket 01-92, Order released December 
22,2006, DA 06-2577, and Order released November 29,2006, DA 06-2339, aud Order released August 
29, 2006, DA 06-1730. 
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Public Notice issued on November 8, 2006, DA 06-2294, along with the 

phantom t r f i c  and call detail record proposals that are covered by such 

Notice. A review of these proposals indicates that, if adopted, they will 

directly address the same type of matters that are currently addressed umder 

the state statutes being challenged in this proceeding, SDCL 6 § 49-3 1-109 

t h l  49-31-115. Generally, the Missouda Plan 'Tnterim Phantom Traffic 

Solution" under review calls for the implementation of certain proposals 

"concerning call signaling and enforcement" and also proposals for the 

establishment of a ccprocess for the creation and exchange of call detail records 

and call summary information." More specifically, the proposals rmder 

review would, like the state statutory provisions, d e k e  the types of carriers 

that may be iuvolved in the exchange of telecommuzlicatious k a E c  - 

"sending carriers" or "originating carriers," 'Yerminating carriers," and 

'"transiting carriers" or "transit providers." They would also result in the 

establishment of specific call signaling requirements as set foiVl in $8 V.A-C 

of the Missoula Plan, and, in addition, woldd impose obligations on carriers 

exchanging traftic respecting: "Call Detail Record Fonnat and Content"; the 

c'Frequeucy of Records Exchange and Electronic DisbibutionY'; the "Charges 

for Call Detail Records"; the 'Treation and Distribution of Call Srunuzary 

Information and Call Detail Records"; "Call S ~ u n m a r y  Infonnation Content;" 

and "Charges for Summary Infomation and Call Detail Records." With 

respect to these proposals, it should also be noted that the "Scope of Traffic" 

to be covered by the proposals would be "wirehie and commercial mobile 
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radio service ("CMRS") traffic involving more than two carriers in a call path 

(including LWS traftic) where such tr&c originates, terminates, iransits, or is 

otherwise carried on the public switched telephone network ("'PSTN) for 

some portion of the call and the tr&c is not subject to the Commission's 

[already existing] requirements for jointly provided tariffed switched access 

service as prescribed in the MECAB Standards Docunzent." Thus, it appears 

that the various phantom tr&c and call detail records requirements would 

apply to both interstate and intrastate traffic exchanged between 

telecollltll~mications carriers. 

3. Because at this time the FCC is engaged in a proceeding that is intended to 

establish federal regulatory requirements that will likely be similar to the 

requirements set forth In SDCL 45 49-3 1-1 09 thru 49-3 1-1 15, Defendant and 

Intervenors, herein, are concerned regxding the existing schedule in this 

proceeding. Defendants and Intervenors believe that it is likely that the FCC 

will w i t h  a relatively short period of time adopt its own rules addressing 

phantom traEc issues. Lfthis occurs, the FCC may have "occupied the field 

of regulation" in a way that substantially &cts the validity of the current 

state statutes. Given these circumstances, considering the pending FCC 

proceedings, Defendant and Intervenors seek a contFuwxe or postponement 

of the pre-bial conference for a reasonable period of time, not to exceed 6 

months. 

4. A conhuauce of the pre-trial conference is also so~~ght  beca~~se of a need for 

additional discovery into facts that this Court deems relevant to au analysis of 
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the pending claims concerning the South Dakota statutes. In its "Opinion and 

Order on Plaintiffss' Motion for Summary Judgment," the Court specilically 

identified the following factual issues: (1) whether the statntory requirements 

prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting the ability of any entity to provide 

interstate or intrastate telecommunications service; (2) whether the 

requirements at issue are non-discriminatory and competitively neutral; (3) 

whether the requirements are necessary to preserve universal service, protect 

the public safety and welfare, to ensure quality of service, or to safeguard 

consumer sights; (4) whether m y  technology exists to permit the identification 

of locations fiom which a call originates fi-om a customer of a CMRS provider 

that could be 'Yeadily implemented without burdens," and what the extent of 

these burdens may be; (5) what impact has the problem of 1midentiKed traffic 

had on "market competitiveness and on ~miversal access;" (6) do the statutory 

requirements unduly burden competition in contravention of the 1996 Act; (7) 

whether there are "commonly accepted indust~y stmdards7' permitting the 

identification of calls; (8) whether any of these claimed standards interfere 

with federal rights of Verizon; and (9) what have the caniers done to negotiate 

before and after passage of the state legislation? 

5. Prior to the issuance of the Court's "Opinion aud Order," the parties effots in 
. . 

this case were primarily focused around legal preemplion arguments and it 

was not clear what particular factual issues might be deemed relevant in 

detelmining the validity of the state statutes. The Co~urt's OpiTlion aud Order 

has offered helpfid. guidance on the relevant factual issues and has also made 
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it apparent that some additional limited discovery would be helpful in 

preparing the idenaed  factual issues for trial. Accordingly, at this time, 

based on the Court's Opinion and Order, Defendant and Intervenors request 

that additional discovery be pemitted between the parties. 

6. Furthermore, in view of some of the specific factual issues identified by the 

Court, Defendant and Intervenors wo~zld seek permission fiom the Court to 

allow each of the parties to designate an additional witness to the current 

witness list. 

7. Based on all of the foregoing, the Defendant and Intervenors request that the 

most recent Scheduling Order be amended as follows: 

a. That the pre-trial conference scheduled for March 23, 2007, be 

continued for a period of not less than 6 months fkom the current 

scheduled date; 

b. That all parties will be given an opportunity to designate an additional 

witness whom may be deemed necessary to address factual issues (any 

additional expert witness will be identified by March 1, 2007) and an 

expert' report for such witness will be suppLied by the same date, 

p~lrsuant to Rule 26(a)(2). 

c. That one additional set of interrogatolies will be permitted each party, 

not-to exceed 25 iuterrogatolies; 

d. That depositions of named experts and any additional named expert 

will be permitted if deemed necessary by the parties; and 
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e. That any additional discovery that is permitted shall be completed by 

May 1,2007. 

Dated this 2 day of February, 2007. 

RZTER, ROGERS, WATTlER & BROWN, LLP 

Margo D. Nortlu-up 
319 S. ~ o t e a u  - ~r.0. Box 280 
Pierre, SD 57501 
Tel. (605) 224-7889 
Fax. (605) 224-7102 

Rolayne Wiest 
Public Utilities Commission 
500 E. Capitol 
Pierre, SD 57501 
Telephone 605-773-3201 

ATTORNEVS FOR INTERVENORS 
AND DEFENDANT 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that a hue and correct copy of the was served via the 
method(s) indicated below, on the d, day of February, ad& ' ssed to: 

Rolayne Ailts Wiest, General Coulisel 
South Dakota Public Utilities Commission 
500 East Capitol A v e ~ l ~ ~ e  
Pielre, South Dalcota 57501 

Richard D. Coit 
S o ~ ~ t h  Dalcota Telecomrn~mications Ass'n 
P. 0. Box 57 
Pielse, SD 57501 

( ) First Class Mail 
( ) HandDelivery 
( 1 Facsimile 
( ) Oveinigl~t Delivery 
o() E-Mail 

( ) First Class Mail 
( ) Hand Delivery 
( 1 Facsimile 
( ) Overnight Delively 
()o E-Mail 
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Gene N. .Lebnm 
Steven J. Oberg 
Lynn, Jaclcson, Shultz & LeBrun 
P. 0. Box 8250 
Rapid City, SD 57709 

Philip R. Schenkenberg 
David C. McDonald 
Briggs and Morgan, P.A. 
2200 IDS Center 
80 South Eighth Street 
Minneapolis, MN 55402 

( ) First Class Mail 
( ) HandDelivery 
( 1 Facsimile 
( ) Overnight Delivery 
('% 1 E-Mail 

( ) First Class Mail 
( ) HandDelivery 
( 1 Facsimile 
( ) Overnight Deliveiy 
CY 1 E-Mail 

Dated this 2 day of February, 2007. 

Margo D. Nortlm~p 
Riter, Rogers, Wattier & Brown, LLP 
P. 0 .  Box 280 
Pierre, South Dakota 57501 
Telephone (605) 224-7889 
Fax (605) 224-7102 



Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th St., S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

News Media Information 202 1418-0500 
Internet: http:llwww.fcc.gov 

TTY: 1-888-835-5322 

DA 06-2294 
Released: November 8,2006 

COMMENT SOUGHT ON MISSOULA PLAN PHANTOM TRAFFIC INTERIM PROCESS AND 
CALL DETAIL RECORDS PROPOSAL 

CC Docket No. 01-92 

COMMENTS DUE: December 7,2006 
REPLY COMMENTS DUE: December 22,2006 

By this Public Notice, we seek comment on a proposed interim process to address phantom traffic 
issues and a related proposaI for the creation and exchange of call detail records. These proposals were 
contained in a written e x p m t e  filed November 6,2006 by the Supporters of the Missoula Plan.' 
Supporters of the original plan include AT&T, BellSouth Corp., Cingular Wireless, Global Crossing, 
Level 3 Communications, and 336 members of the Rural Alliance, among others.' According to its 
supporters, the original Missoula Plan sets forth a Coinprehensive Solution for Phantom T~a£fic.~ As part 
of that solurtion, the Plan caIled "for the filing of an industry proposal for a uniform process for the 
creation and exchange of call detail  record^."^ 1t also called "for the filing of a process to be used in the 
interin1 until the uniform process can be implemented The supporters of the Missoula Plan state 
that this nlost recent expnrte filing meets these requirements." 

' See Letter fiom Supporters of  the Missoula Plan to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, Federal Com~nunications 
Commission, CC Doclcet No. 01-92 (filed November 6,2006) (Missoula Plan Nov. 6 Es Parte). The Missoula Plan 
for intercarrier compensation reform was filed July 24,2006 by the National Association of Regulatory Utility 
Commissioners' Task Force on Intercarrier Compensation (NARUC Task Force). See Letter from Tony Clark, 
Commissioner and Chair, NARUC Committee on Telecommunications, Ray Baum, Commissioner and Chail; 
NARUC Task Force, and Larry Landis, Colnrnissioner and Vice-Chair, NARUC Taslc Force, CC Doclcet No. 01-92, 
at 2 (filed JuIy 24,2006) (attaching the Missoula Plan) (Missoula Plan July 24 Ex Parte). On July 25,2006, the 
Wireline Competition Bureau (WCB) released a Public Notice establishing a pleading cycle for comments on the 
Missoula Plan. See Coinmait Sozrglit on jlfiissozrka h?tercnwier Con7pemation Refom Ph;: Public Notice, CC 
Doclcet No. 01-92, DA 06-15 10 (WCB July 25,2006). In response to a NARUC request for additional time, the 
pleading cycle on the Missoula Plan was extended so that comments were due October 25,2006 and reply 
comments are due December 11,2006. See Developing a ZlriiJied I17tercarrier Conipe~isation Regime, Order, CC 
Doclcet No. 0 1-92, DA 06-1 730 (WCB Aug. 29,2006). 

' See Missoula Plan July 24 Ex P a r k  See also id., Attach. (providing a complete list of supporters). 

Missoula Plan Nov. 6 Ex Pa& at 1 .  

Id. 

Id. 
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Interested parties may file comments on or before December 7,2006, and reply comments on or 
before December 22,2006. Comments may be filed using: (1) the Commission's Electsonic Comment 
Filing System (ECFS), (2) the Federal Government's eR~llemaking Portal, or (3) by filing paper copies.' 

Electronic Filers: Comments may be filed electronically using the Internet by accessing the 
ECFS: l~ttp:N~v~v.fcc.~ov/c~b/ecfs/  or the Federal eRulemalcing Portal: 
http://~vww.reaulations.~ov. Filers should follow the instructions provided on the website for 
s~bmitting comments. 

For ECFS filers, if multiple docket or rulemalcing numbers appear in the caption of this 
proceeding, filers must transmit one electronic copy of the comments for each doclcet or 
rulemaking number referenced in the caption. In completing the transn~ittal screen, filers 
should include their full name, U.S. Postal Service mailing address, and the applicable 
docket or rulemaking number. Parties may also submit an electronic comment by 
Internet e-mail. To get filing instructions, filers should send an e-mail to ecfs~fcc.,vov, 
and include the following words in the body of the message, "get form." A sample form 
and directions will be sent in response. 

Paper Filers: Parties who choose to file by paper must file an original and four copies of each 
filing. If more than one docket or rulemaling number appears in the caption of this proceeding, 
filers must submit two additional copies for each additional doclcet or rulemalcing number. 

Filings can be sent by hand or messenger delivery, by commercial overnight courier, or 
by first-class or overnight U.S. Postal Service mail (altl~ough we continue to experience delays in 
receiving U.S. Postal Service mail). All filings must be addressed to the Commission's Secretary, 
Off~ce of the Secretary, Federal Communications Commission. 

The Commission's contractor will receive haud-delivered or messenger-delivered paper 
filings for the Commission's Secreta~y at 236 Massacl.lusetts Avenue, NE., Suite 11 0, 
Wasl~ington, DC 20002. The filing hours at this location are 8:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. All 
hand deliveries must be held together with rubber bands or fasteners. Any envelopes 
must be disposed of before entering the building. 

Commercial overnight mail (other than U.S. Postal Sesvice Express Mail and Priority 
Mail) must be sent to 9300 East Hampton Drive, Capitol Heights, MD 20743. 

U.S. Postal Sewice first-class, Express, and Priority mail should be addressed to 445 12"' 
Street, SW, Washington DC 20554. 

People with Disabilities: To request materials in accessible formats for people with disabilities 
(braille, large print, electronic files, audio format), send an e-mail to Fcc504~fcc.e;ov or call the 
Consumer & Governmental Affairs Bureau at (202) 41 8-0530 (voice), (202) 41 8-0432 (tty). 

All filings must be addressed to the Commission's Secretary, Marlene H. Dortch, Office of the 
Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, 445 12''' Street, SW., Room TW-A325, Washington, 
D.C. 20554. Pal-ties should also send a copy of their filings to Randy Clarke, 'Pricing Policy Division, 
Wireline Competition Bureau, Federal Communications Commission, Roonl 5-A360, 445 12"' Street, 

See Electronic Filing ofDoczriner~ts ill Rzrlemakii~g Proceecli~?gs, GC Docket No. 97-1 13, Report and Order, 13 
FCC Rcd 1 1322 (1998). 
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SW., Wasl~ington, D.C. 20554, or by e-mail to Randv.Clarke@,fcc.~ov. - Parties shall also serve one copy 
with the Com~nission's copy contractor, Best Copy and Printing, Inc. (BCPI), Portals 11,445 12th Street, 
SW., Room CY-B402, Washington, D.C. 20554, (202) 488-5300, or via e-mail to fcc@bcpiweb.com. 

Documents in CC Docket No. 01-92 are available for public inspection and copying during 
business hours at the FCC Reference Information Center, Portals 11, 445 12"' St. SW., Room CY-A257, 
Washington, DC 20554. The documents may also be purchased from BCPI, telephone (202) 488-5300, 
facsimile (202) 488-5563, TTY (202) 488-5562, e-mail fcc@,bcpiweb.com. These documents may also 
be viewed on the Commission's website at htt~://~vww.fcc.~ov/c~b/ecfs. 

For filrther information, contact Randy Clarke of the Pricing Policy Division, Wireline 
Competition Bureau at (202) 41 8-1587 or Victoria Goldberg of the Pricing Policy Division, Wireline 
Competition Bureau at (202) 418-7353. 
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November 6,2006 

Vd;th ECPS 

Ms. Marlene H. Dortch 
Secretary 
Federal Comwications Co&ssion 
445 12~'' Skeet SW 
Washington DC 20554 

Re: In the Matter of Developing a Unified Intercarrier Compensation Regime 
CC Docket No. 01-92 

Dear Ms. Dortch: 

To address phantom traffic issues that continue to plague the ind~tstry, the Missoula Plan (the 
c'Planyy) sets forth a Comprehensive Solution for Phantom Traffic. As part of that sol~rtion, the 
Plan calls for the filiug of an industry proposal for a uniform process for the creation and 
exchange of call detail records. It also calls for the filing of a process to be used in the interim 
until the uniform process can be ltnplemented fi~lly. To meet those req~~irelnents, the s~ppoiters 
of the Missoula Plan submit the attached proposal for an interim and mifonn process. The 
s~lpporters of the Missoula Plan request that the Commission adopt the interim process 
immediately and adopt the tmiform process as a part of an order adopting the overall Missoulla 
Plan. 

Sincerely, 

The S~pporters of the Missoula Plan 

Att achnent 

cc: Don Stockdale 
A1 Lewis 
Jennifer McKee 
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Industry Standards for the Creation 
and Exchange of Call Information 

The exchange of call detail records or call summary information is necessay for intercmier 
compensation billing when there are more than two casriers involved in completing a call 
beca~lse call signaling information may not in all cases contain infomation essential to 
identifying the canier responsible for payment of applicable intercmier compensation charges. 

To facilitate the creation and exchange of accurate call detail records and call s m a r y  
mformation that carriers may use to bill intercarrier compensation charges, the Missoula Plan 
(the ''Plan") sets foi-th a Comprehensive Solution for Phantom Traffic which collsists of both a11 
intesim solution to be implemented immediately and a permanent solution which will become 
effective upon the Commission's adoption of the Plan (see 5 V. of the plan).' 

With respect to the pelmanent solution, the Plan req~ires the submission of an industry-driven 
proposal for the generation and exchange of call detail records for traffic that is not subject to t l~e  
requirements established by the Commission for jointly provided switched access. In order to 
satisfy that req~sirement, the supporters of the Plan submit herewith the Unifoiin Process for tlle 
Creation and Exchange of Call Detail Records (the 'Vniform Process") identified in Section 11, 
below. 

The Plan supporters note that the procedures used in the industry for intercarrier billing of jointly 
provided switched access services are well-established pursuant to prior Colnmission orders.' 
Such requirements are reflected in standards that have been developed by the indusby tlu-ongh 
the Ordesing and Billing Fonun ("oBF").~ Accordingly, the Plan supporters request that the 

' As with certain provisions of the Plan, the proposals contained hl this document are a set of 
default rules. Accordingly, carriers responsible for payment of intercarrier comnpensation 
cllarges, caniers responsible for providing call detail records a d o r  call sununary infomation 
and carriers entitled to bill intercamier compensation charges may agree to use alternative 
anangements to those prescsibed herein. 

See, eg., Waiver of Access Billing Requirements and Investigation of Permanent 
Modifications, Me7nor.a~zdu1n Opinion Older, 2 FCC Rcd. 4518, CC Doclcet No. 86-104 (rel. 
J~lly 3 1, 1987)(ILECs required to implement meet point billing for feature groups C and 
D)rCMeet Point Billing FGD Order"); Access Billing Requirenlents for Joint Service Provision, 
Me7norarzcEz~nz Opi7ziorz and Order., 4 FCC Rcd. 7183, CC Docket No. 87-579 (rel. Oct. 5, 
1989)(EECs req~~ired to implement meet point billing for feature gso~p B). 

To inlplemeilt the operational aspects of the Con~~nission's requirements for jointly provided 
switched access sesvices, at the Conunission's direction the iudushy developed tlle Multiple 
Exchange Carrier Access Billing (MECAB), ATISIOBF-MECAB-008, Issue 8, Jan~la~y 2003 
("'MECAB Standards Doc~unent"). The Conunission requises ILECs to adhere to the MECRB 
Starzclnl-ds Doczi1~ze7zt 111 their joint provision of switched access sesvices, see Meet Point Billing 
FGD Ode]-  7 12 (Commission defers to OBF "for maintenance and revisio-il of all meet point 
billing sta~dards"), incl~lding r e q ~ ~ g  carriers to specifically refer to the MECAB Sta~zrEn~ds 
Docz~me7zt in the meet point billing provisions of their interstate switched access tasiffs. Waiver 

1 



Case 3:04-cv-03014-CBK Document 84 Filed 02/02/2007 Page 15 of 29 

Commission, in its order adopting the Plan, direct the OBF to add the Unifonn Process 
requirements to the MECAB Stnrzdards Docunzent. Such direction, however, should not delay 
caniers from implementing the Uniform Process. The Uniform Process contains sufficient 
technical detail, and the proposed format of the call detail records required by the Uniform 
Process is consistent with current industry standards contained in the M E C '  Stn?.rcEnrcls 
DoczmeiztJ such that carriers will be able to implement the Uniform Process in parallel with the 
administrative tasks required of the OBF to incorporate those requirements in the MECAB 
Stnrzclnrds Doctinzent. 

The Plan also provides for an Interim Phantom Traffic Solution, which is designed to facilitate 
reliable billing of intercarrier compensation during the period before entry of a Commission 
order adopting the Plan. (See 5s V.E. & V.D.3.d. of the Plan.) The Intesim Phantom Traffic 
Solution is an important step in implementing the Plan, and the supporters of the Plan request 
that the Cormnission immediately adopt it. 

The Interim Phantom Traffic Solution consists of two pasts. First, the supporters of the Plan 
request that the Commission (1) implement the proposals in the Plan concerning call signaling 
and enforcement (see Plan 5SV.A - C), (2) confirm that carsiers sending traffic via iudirect 
interconnection arrangements, i.e., using tandem transit services, are responsible for paying 
terminating carriers applicable intercarrier compensation charges and transit service providers 
are not (see Plan 5 V.E.2.b), and (3) extend the requirements of its T-Mobile Order to 
interconnection arrangements between ILECs and other wireline ca~riers.~ 

The second part of the Interim Phantom Traffic Solution is the Interim Process for the Creation 
and Exchange of Call Detail Records and Call Summary Information (the "Interim Process ") 
identified in Section III, below. The Interim Process encompasses various existing methods 
caniers currently use to exchange call detail records and call summary information whch may 
not collforrn to the Unifoim Process. The key improvement proposed in the Interhn Process is a 
unifolm requirement to provide transit tsaffic call information, which currently does not occm in 
all instances. Because the Interim Process is to be supplanted by the Uniform Process once the 
Plan is adopted, the supporters of the Plan do not propose the incl~~sion of the iilte~.hn Process Fu 
the MECAB StnrzcEnrds Docznnerzt. 

Additionally, the s~pporters of the Plan req~lest that the Commission, in its order adopting the 
Interim Phantom Traffic Solution, clarify that where a CLEC or CMRS carrier collaborates with 
an ILEC in the joint provision of switched access service for the te~nination or origination of an 
iilterexchange canier's ("IXC") traffic, such CLEC or CMRS carrier is subject to the 
requirements prescribed in the MECAB Stn~zdnrds Doczmzerzt. This request is discussed filitller 
in Section IV below. 

of Access Billing Req~lirements and Investigation of Permanent Modifications, Me77zornrzdz~nz 
Opinion Order, 3 FCC Rcd. 13, CC Doclcet No. 86-104 (rel. Dec. 22, 1987). 

Developing a Unified Intercarrier Compensation Regime, T-Mobile, et. al. Petition for 
Declaratory Ruling Regarding Incumbent LEC Wireless Termination Tariffs, Declnrntory Rzllirzg 
nrzd Report and Order, 200 FCC Rcd. 4855, CC Doclcet No. 01-92 (rel. Feb. 24,2005). T1Gs 
request is an additional requirement not covered under the Interin1 Phantoln Traffic Solution 
provisions of the Plan. 
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I. Definitions 

A. Call Detail Record A call detail record means a set of data provided by a carrier 
to other caniers in an electronic fomat that includes data elements for each 
individual call exchanged between the carriers (e.g., carrier identification, the 
called and calling party telephone numbers, and the duration of each call). 

B. Call Sur~zrnary fizforinatiorz: Call summary information means a set of data 
provided by a carrier to other carriers that contains information about the 
aggregate characteristics of traffic exchanged between the carriers. Call s ~ m a y  
information does not provide detailed data elements for eacb individual call. Call 
summary information may identify traffic characteristics such as month, total 
number of messages or minutes of use, and may contain other infomation. Call 
summary information that is provided by means of a common commercial 
application, such as an electronic spreadsheet, and common distrib~~tion media, 
such as e-mail or through an Internet website is generally referred to as a cnll 
su77znzary report. Call summary information that is provided in a specific 
mechanized record format by direct electronic means, such as electronic data 
exchange, is generally referred to as a cnll sz~mnzaly recoi-d. 

Local Wi'zolesale Switching: ~ o c a l  Wholesale Switcling ('ZWS") means a 
service provided by a teleconmu~lications canier (the "LWS provider") 
consisting of wholesale switcling features and fimctions to another carrier (the 
"LWS purchaser") to enable the LWS purchaser to provide local exchange and 
exchange access services and for which the LWS provider has not assumed 
financial responsibility for payment of intercarrier compensation charges to the 
Terminating Carrier for LWS traffic, i.e., the LWS provider is not a Sendlug 
Carrier (as defhed below). 

D. Sending Carrier: A sending carrier is a carrier that (1) sends traffic directly to a 
TTP or Transit Provider in order to indirectly interconnect with, and terninate 
traffic to, one or more other caniers, and (2) has financial responsibility for 
payment of intercarrier compensation charges to a Teiminating Caner. 

E. Tandenz Transit Provider (TTP): Tandem Transit Provider shall have the sane 
meaning it has in the Plan (at 5 III.D.1 .c. of the Plan) 

P. Tarzdein Transit Service (TTS): Tandem Transit Service shall have the same 
meaning it has in the Plan (at 5 III.D.1.a. of the Plan). 

G .  Teriniizating Carrier: A Terminating Canier is the carrier that perfoms the traffic 
termination function and may assess termination charges for terminating 
teleco1lllllu1lications traffic it receives from other caniers. 

H. T~nrzsit Provider: Transit Provider means a provider of Transit Service, du-hg 
the Interim Process, as that term is defined below. 
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I. T~nnsit Sewice: Transit Service is a switched transport service provided by a 
third-party carrier (i. e., a Transit Provider) to effectuate indirect interconnection 
between two carriers within a LATA. Transit Service includes both tandem 
switching and tandem switched transport (also called common transport), or the 
functional equivalents, between the transit tandem location and a Terminating 
Carrier. The terms Transit Service and Transit Provider are used only in the 
Interim Process (Section III below) and are distinguished f7om the terms TTS and 
TTP, which are nsed in the Plan and in the Uniform Process (Section 11 below) in 
that TTS and TTP reflect Edge interconnection principles of the Plan which 
would not be relevant in the interim before the Commission issues an order 
adopting the Plan. 
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11. Uniform Process for the Creation and Exchange of Call Detail Records 
(Uniform Process)(To be included in the Commission order adopting the Missoula 
Plan) 

A. Scope of Traflc Covered. Unless specified otherwise, traffic covered under this 
section includes wireline and commercial mobile radio service ("CMRS") traffic 
involving more than two carriers in a call path (including LWS traffic) where 
such traffic originates, terminates, transits, or is otherwise carried on the public 
switched telephone network ("PSTN") for some portion of the call and the traffic 
is not subject to the Commission's requirements for jointly provided tariffed 
switched access service as prescribed in the MECAB Sta1zda7*ds Docunzent. 

B. Obligations to C~eate and DisDibute Call Detail Recol-ds. Beginning no later 
than the first day of Step 2 of the Plan, carriers shall create and distribute call 
detail records as specified below. 

1. A TTP shall create call detail records for traffic it receives fi-om Sending 
Caners, except when the Sending Carrier is an ILEC that has elected to 
create call detail records in accordance with Section III.C.2 below. 

2. An ILEC shall create call detail records for traffic it sends to a TTP where 
it has elected to create call detail records in accordance with Section 
m.C.2. below. 

3. A n  LWS provider shall create call detail records for traffic originated by 
each of its LWS purchasers. 

4. Call detail records will be distributed to other cariers as follows. 

a. A TTP shall distsibute call detail records that it creates and that it 
receives from an ILEC to each Terminating Caiier. A TTP shall 
also distribute such call detail records to each TTF' to which it is 
directly interconnected and to which it routes a Sending Carrier's 
traffic. 

b. An ILEC that elects to create call detail records in accordmce with 
m.C.2. below shall distribute such call detail records to each TTP to 
which it is directly interconnected. 

c 43 LWS provider shall distrib~lte call detail records to each cmier 
terminating traffic originated by its LWS purchasers. 

C. Additio~znl Obligations. Where implementation of the Unifoim Process requires 
changes to interconnection arrangements between carriers (e.g., tnu11c translations 
and/or establishment of separate tmdc groups), caniers shall work cooperatively 
in making such changes to ensure timely implementation. 
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D. Call Detail Record Fonnat a7zd Content. Under the Uniform Process, carriers 
will create and distribute call detail records that confonn to ATIS EMI Categoiy 
11-01-XX specifications, which are the same types of call detail records used 
today for jointly provided switched access traffic and, in some cases, non-access 
traffic. (See Exchange Message Interface (EMI), fizdzlstvy Support Inte~fnce, 
ATIS-0406000-2203, Issue 22 Revision 3 or successor versions) Category 11- 
01-XX call detail records currently contain data fields that are sufficient to allow 
carriers to determine the carrier responsible for payment of intercarrier 
compensation charges (i.e., the Sending Carrier) and the correct category of 
intercarrier compensation charges to apply to a call (e.g., reciprocal compensation 
or switched access) in accordance with the Plan. At a minimum, Category 11-01- 
XX call detail records shall continue to include: 

1. Date of call; 
2. C a h g  Party Telephone  umber^; 
3. Called Party Telephone N~mber; 
4. Sending Casrier ID: Operating Company Nuunber (OCN) or Canier 

Identification Code (CIC); for LWS traffic, the LWS p~rchaser's OCN or 
CIC; and 

5. Call Duration. 

E. F~.equerzcy of Records Exclzarzge and Electrorzic DisDibution Media. 

1. Consistent with the MECAB StancEnrds Docunzent, call detail records shall 
be exchanged electronically on a daily basis udess carriers agree 
othenvise. 

2. The electronic distribution media used to distribute call detail records 
between carriers shall be that currently used to exchange EMI records 
between such carriers, unless the carriers agree otherwise. 

3. Where carriers do not c~u-rently exchange call detail records, they shall use 
electroilic distribution media (e.g., Connect Direct, Secure FTP, etc.) or 
other mutually agreed upon media. 

F. Clzarges for Call Detail Records. Charges for the creation and distribution of call 
detail records under the Unifonn Process are covered by the charges for Tandem 
Transit Sesvice prescribed in the Plan and no additional charges shall apply. 

G. Carrier NotiJicatio7z. Carriers shall comply with the Carrier Notification Process 
established in the Intenin Process as set forth in Appendix A. 

For VoIP-osiginated traffic, the telephone number of the calling pasty may not be available or, 
where it is available, it may not always be useful for determining the appropriate rate as provided 
~ulder the Plan. As su~ch, Appendix B contains provisions for carriers to provide information to 
ensure VoIP-originated traffic is appropriately billed. 

6 
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Interim Process for the Creation and Exchange of Call Detail Records and Call 
Summary Information (Interim Process)(To be adopted immediately) 

A. Scope of Trafic Covered. Unless specified othenvise, traffic covered under this 
Section 111 incl~~des wireline and CMRS traffic involving more than two carriers 
in a call path (including LWS traffic), where such traffic originates, terminates, 
transits, or is otherwise canied on the public switched telephone netwoslc 
("PSTN) for some portion of the call and the traffic is not subject to the 
Coilunissionys requirements for jointly provided tariffed switched access sesvices 
as prescribed in the MECAB Standards Doctmzerzt. 

B. Obligatiorzs for Creation and Distribution of Call Sz~rmzary I~ZfOrr7zati01~ nrzd Call 
Detail Records. Beginning no later than the effective date of a Commission order 
adopting the Intesim Phantom Traffic Solu~tion, carriers shall create and distribute 
call summary infonnation and call detail records in accordance with the 
time-liames and obligations set forth below. The mles set forth in tlris section 
shall remain in effect until the first day of Step 2 of the 

1. A Transit Provider that currently creates call detail records and/or call 
sunmary infonnation sllall continue to create such call detail records 
and/or call summary infomation. 

2. If a Transit Provider is not currently creating call detail records or call 
. swrnmary information, it shall, witlin 270 days of tlle release of a 

Cornmission order adopting the Interim Phantom Traffic Solution, create 
call summary infoimation. When an ILEC is a Sending Carrier and elects 
to create call summary infomation under Section III.C.2. below, the 
Tsansit Provider is not obligated to create call summary infonnation for 
traffic sent by such ILEC. 

3. An ILEC tlxtt currently creates call summary illfonnation and/or call detail 
records and elects to create call summary infonnation or call detail records 
in accordance with Section m.C.2. shall continue to create such call 
summary infonnation a d o r  call detail records. 

4. Ai ILEC that cun-ently does not create call detail records or call sumnaiy 
infonnation and elects to create such infonnation in accordance with 
Section III.C.2. below shall falfill these obligations within 270 days of the 
release of a Commission order adopting the Inteiim Phantom Traffic 
Solu~tion. 

5 ,  Au LWS provider that cumently creates call sumnary infonnatioa aldlor 
call detail records for traffic originated by its LWS purchasers shall 
continue to create such call suimnary infonnation and/or call detail 
records. 

This represents a clasification to the Plan regarding the d~uation of the Interim Process 
discussed in the Plau ( 5  V.E. 1). 

7 
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6. An LWS provider that does not currently create call summa~y information 
or call detail records shall create call suuvnary infolmation for traffic 
originated by its LWS purchasers within 270 days of the release of the 
Commission order adopting the Interim Phantom Traffic Sol~ltion. 

7. Carriers that have an obligation to create call summary mformation or call 
detail records may satisfy this obligation by electiug to create call detail 
records that conform to the requirements specified in the Unifonn Process 
(Section 11. D. & E.). Carriers that elect to create such call detail records 
will not be required to provide call s m a r y  infolmation or other call 
detail records. When such an election is made, and the casrier is not 
currently producing call summary infornlation or other call detail records, 
the carrier shall satisfy its obligation within the 270 day period specified 
for the production of call summary infonnation. 

8. Call summary lnfosmation and call detail records will be distsib~~ted to 
other carriers as follows: 

a. A Transit Provider shall distrib~lte call sumnay information andlor 
call detail records that it creates and that it receives from an ILEC to 
each TelTninating Carrier. A Transit Provider shall also distribute such 
call detail records and/or call smmary information to each Transit 
Provider to whch it is directly interconnected and to which it ro~ltes 
the Sending Carrier's traffic. 

b. An ILEC that elects to create call sununary infonnation in accordance 
with m.C.2 above shall distsibute call summary infonnation, or call 
detail records where it elects, to each Transit Provider to which it is 
directly interconnected. 

c. An LWS provider shall distribute call summary infonnation and/or 
call detail records to each ca~rier that tenminates its LWS purchasei-s' 
traffic. 

AcEclitio7znl Obligntiorzs 

Where an ILEC is the Sending Cmier and its switch is not equipped with 
the capability to perfonn LNP q~lelies, for each Transit Provider to wl<cll 
the ILEC sends traffic from that switch, the ILEC shall, within 180 days of 
the release of a Comnission order adopting the Interim Phantom Traffic 
Solution, establish a separate bunlc gsoup to the Transit Provider's tandem 
switcl~. Such tnmk: group shall be  xed to carry the ILEC's own end user 
c~zstomer tsaffic and, to the extent it is an LWS provider, traffic osiginated 
by its LWS purchasers. The ILEC shall utilize the separate ti-uidc gs0~1p to 
send to the Transit Provider only traffic not subject to the Commission's 
requirements for jointly provided tariffed switched access service as 
prescribed in the MECAB Stcz~zdnrds Doczmerzt. To the extent that an 
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lLEC is cun-ently providing call summary information or call detail 
records, it shall discontinue doing so once the separate tnmIc group is 
established and the Transit Provider begins providing call summary 
infolmation. 

2. Where an ILEC is the Sending Carrier and its switch is equipped with the 
capability to perform LNP queries, the ILEC shall, within 30 days of the 
release of a Commission order adopting the Interim Phantoln Traffic 
Solution, declare for each such switch whether or not it will create call 
summary information for traffic it sends to a Transit ~ r o v i d e r . ~  Such a11 
election shall be effective for the ILEC's own end user customer tsaffic 
and, to the extent it is an LWS provider, for tsaffic originated by its LWS 
purchasers. An ILECys election to create call summary infonnation shall 
also obligate the ILEC to create call detail records ~mder the Uniform 
Process after the Co~nmission adopts the Plan. If the ILEC elects not to 
create call s m a r y  infomation, it shall, within 180 days of the release of 
a Comrnission order adopting the Interim Phantom Traffic Sol~~tion, 
establish a separate kunk group to the Transit Provider's tandem switch. 
The ILEC shall ~~ti l ize the separate tnmlc group to send to the Transit 
Provider only traffic not subject to the Commission requirements for 
jointly provided tariffed switched access service as prescribed in the 
MECAB StmzcEn~-cls Docunzent. If the ILEC elects to create call sumnary 
information (or call detail records, as discussed in note 7, below), it shall 
perform LNP queries on all traffic it sends to the Transit Provider to 
ensure that the call summary information or call detail records it creates 
properly identify the Teiminating Can-ier. Au ILECys election umder tlis 
section does not alter its obligation to create call sumnary information 
and/or call detail records for traffic originated by LWS purchasers in 
accordance with Section LU.B.5 and 6 above to the extent that it is an LWS 
provider. 

3. Where implementation of the Inteshn Process requires changes to 
intercomection arrangements between carriers (e.g., tmdc translations 
andlor establislment of separate t run lc  gro~ps), caniers shall work 
cooperatively 111 malting such changes to ensure timely implementation. 

D. Call Szn7znzmy I1for17zatioiz Content. At a mbim~un, call sumnary infonnation 
provided shall contain the following infonnatiol?: 

1. Sending Carrier ID: OCN or CIC (for LWS traffic, the OCN or CIC of the 
LWS purchaser); 

- - - 

This election also shall be available for ILECs that provide call detail records, and an ILEC that 
elects not to provide call detail records shall be requised to establish sepasate tm11c gsoups as set 
forth in this provision. 

' The Plan supporters believe that call sLmnaly infonnation and call detail records c~u~ent ly  
provided by caniers contain infornlation that satisfies these minimum requisements. 
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2. Terminating canier ID: OCN or CIC; 
3. Total minutes of use of traffic exchanged between the Sending Camer (for 

LWS traffic, the LWS purchaser) and the Terminating Canier; 
4. LATA in which the traffic was exchanged; 
5. Usage date range; 
6. Sending Carrier end office switch ID: CLLI Code (required only for call 

summary infosmation created by a Sending Canier that is an ILEC and has 
elected to create call sumnary infosmation in accordance with section 
III.C.2. below); 

7. LWS provider switch ID: CLLI Code (required only for call summary 
infonnation created by LWS providess for LWS traffic). 

E. Electronic Distsibtition Media, Fonnat and Frequency 

1. The media used to excl~ange call detail records between caniers during the 
Interim Process set forth herein shall be the same as that c~mently used to 
exchange EM1 records between such carriers, unless the carriers agree 
otherwise. Where caniers do not currently exchange records, they shall 
use electronic distrib~~tion media (e.g., Connect Direct, Sec~~re  FTP, etc.) 
or any other mutually agreed upon media. 

2. The electronic distsibution media used to exchange call summary 
information between carriers shall be the same as that c~urently used by 
such carriers, unless the carriers agree otherwise. 

3. Call summary infosmation shall be provided using mechanized electronic 
formats or coimnercially available business software applications (e.g., 
conmonly used spreadsheet programs). Caniers may also distribute call 
summary infonnation using a password protected website from wlich 
ca i~e r s  may download call summary infonl~ation. 

F. Clzarges for- Call Sunz1m7y I~zfomatiorz and Call Detail ~ecorcls." 

1. Call Sz~nznzary iilZfOnmtio7z. There shall be no charge for call s-~~nunary 
information 111 the interim period except where call sLumlary infonnation 
is c~u-rently provided by a Transit Provider for a charge, in which case the 
Transit Provider will continue to provide such call summary infonnation 
at the same charge. 

2. Call Detail Recosds. 

a. Call detail records, regardless of fonnat or content, ctmently 
provided by a Transit Provider for a charge will contin~le to be 
provided at the same charge. If such call detail records are 

"hese provisions have been modified by the supposters of the Plan and differ from the 
provisions in the Plan (5 V.E.2.c.v.) addressing charges for call summary infonnation and call 
detail records during the Interim Process. 

10 
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provided at no charge, they will continue to be provided at no 
charge. 

b. To the extent that a Transit Provider currently provides Category 
11-01-XX call detail records at a charge and conforms the content 
contained in those call detail records to comply with the 
requirements prescribed in the Uniform Process (Section 11. D. & 
E.), no additional charge will apply. 

c. A Transit Provider is entitled to charge the Terminating Carrier 
$0.0025 per call detail record that the Transit Provider creates 
where the Transit Provider: 

i., does not currently provide call detail records or call summary 
information and begins providing Category 11-01-XX call 
detail records that conform with the requirements prescribed in 
the Uniform Process (Section 11. D. & E.); 

ii. replaces call sumrnary information that it currently provides 
with Category 11-01-XX call detail records that confom with 
the requirements prescribed in the Uniform Process (Section II. 
D. & E.); 

iii. replaces call detail records that it currently provides in an EM1 
format other than Category 11-01-XX wit11 Categoly 11-01- 
XX call detail records that conform with the reqrlirements 
prescribed in the Uniform Process (Section 11. D. & E.). 

Carrier Notz~7cation. All CLECs, ILECs and CMRS carriers interconnected 
within each LATA shall comply with the carrier notification process set forth in 
Appendix A. 
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IV. Extension of the Commission's Requirements for Jointly Provided Switched Access 

The Commission's requirements for jointly provided switched access services, as prescribed in 
the MECAB StarzcEnrds Doczinzent, apply where switched access service is provided by more than 
one ILEC to an interexchange IXC." Under those requirements, an ILEC that originates traffic 
destined for an IXC is required to create and distribute call detail records to the other carriers that 
jointly provide switched access service to the IXC. Likewise, when an IXC delivers traffic to an 
ILEC, the ILEC creates and distributes call detail records to the other carriers involved in 
completing the call." Adherence to this process ensures that each ILEC receives call detail 
records required to render accurate billing for switched access charges to the IXC. 

The Commission's req~~irements for jointly provided switched access services were established 
well before the Telecommunications Act of 1996, and thus reflect a view of the 
telecomuuications industry prior to the possibility that a CLEC or CMRS carrier could 
collaborate with an ILEC to originate or terminate IXC traffic (i.e., traffic for which an K C  is 
the carrier responsible for payment of switched access charges). For example, where a CLEC 
today delivers IXC traffic for telmination to an ILEC, there is uncertainty in the ind~~stry whether 
such CLEC is subject to the Collunission's prior orders concerning the joint provision of 
switched access services and tlms whether it is required to create and dishibute call detail records 
in accordance with the MECAB Stanclczrds ~oczanent. '~ Unless the CLEC creates and 
distributes call detail records in accordance witkt the requirements prescribed in the MECAB 
Sta~zdavds Doczir7zerzt for such traffic, the ILEC terminating that traffic will be unable to identify 
or bill the IXC responsible for payment of switched access charges and may instead bill the 
CLEC. Similarly, where a CLEC originates, and passes to an ILEC, traffic to be delivered to an 
IXC, the CLEC is not required to adhere to the requirements prescribed in the MECAB Standards 
Doczinnerzt. Hence, the ILEC that delivers the traffic to the IXC will not receive a call detail 
record req~lired for billing the IXC for switched access charges. 

Accordingly, to facilitate accurate billing for the provision of switched access senices to IXCs, 
the supporters of the Plan request that the Cormnksion, in its order adopting the Interim Phantom 
Traffic Solution, require that wlieil a CLEC or CMRS cairier collaborates with an ILEC 111 
originating or terminating an KC'S  traffic, such CLEC or CMRS canier II~LIS~ comply with the 
MECAB StarzcEnrds Doczmzent for jointly provided switched access services. The Con~lnission 
should also direct the OBF to modify the MECAB StancEnrds Doczi77ze1zt to reflect this 
clarification. 

lo See, eg., notes 2 and 3, szp7.a. 

" Such other carriers to which the ILEC will make available call detail records include ILECs, 
CLECs and CMRS carriers. 

l 2  For purposes of clarity, the examples provided above describe sitnations where a CLEC , 

collaborates with an ILEC to originate or te~xtinate an IXCYs traffic. The sane circunstances 
can apply between a CMRS carrier and an ILEC as well. 

12 
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Appendix A 

Carrier Notification Process 

In order to facilitate the exchange of call summary information and call detail records and the 
establislment of b i lhg  relationships between Sending Carriers and Terminating Carriers, the 
supporters of the Plan ask the Commission to adopt the notification process as proposed herein 
as part of its order approving the Interim Phantom Traffic Solution. The notification process 
requlires ILECs, CLECs and CMRS carriers operating within a LATA to provide certain 
identification and contact information to other caniers within the same LATA. 

A. Initial Notification Obligations. 

1. Wit1i.n 30 days of the release of a Commission order adopting the Interim 
Phantom Traffic Solution, each ILEC, CLEC and CMRS carrier shall send its 
notification information as described below to each Transit Provider to which it is 
directly interconnected. An LWS purchaser shaIl provide its notification 
information to its LWS provider who, in turn, will provide such notification to 
each Transit Provider to w ~ c h  it is directly interconnected. 

2. Within 30 days of the deadline established iu A.l above, a Transit Provider shall 
distribute the notification infoimation it received to each Transit Provider to 
whch it is disectly interconnected. 

3. No later than 90 days after the release of a Cormnission order adopting the Inteiinl 
Phantom Traffic Solution, a Transit Provider shall distribute all notification 
information it received -&om all other carriers to each ILEC, CLEC and CMRS 
carrier to which it is hect ly  interconnected. 

B. Updated Notification Obligations for All Carriers. When a cllange occ~us to a 
carrier's notification klformation, such carsier shall provide an updated notification to all 
ILECs, CLECs and CMRS caiiiers operating in the LATA. Such updated notification 
will be distiibutted to other carriers based on information obtained from other carriers in 
the initial notification process described in A above. 

C .  Notification Obligations for New Entrants. 

1. When a new entrant carrier enters a LATA either as a Transit Provider, TTP or as 
a Sending Canier, it shall req~lest from each Transit Provider or TTP to which it is 
directly interconnected notification infonnation the Transit Provider or TTP 
obtained previously in A & B above. 

2. Within 30 days of receipt of the req&, each such Transit Provider and TTP shall 
then provide the new entrant carrier with the req~lested notification infonnation. 

3. The new entrant canier shall, w i t h  60 days of exchanging traffic directly with a 
Transit Provider or TTP, send its notification information to each ILEC, CLEC 
and CMRS carrier identified in the notification infonnation it received under C.2. 
above. 
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D. Notification Information Content. Notifications provided by caniers shall include the 
following: 

1. Company Name; 
2. Operating Company Ntmber(s) (OCN); 
3. CIC code(s) (if carrier has one assigned to it); 
4. Company contact(s) for billing and interconnection issues: Narne, Address, 

Telephone No., Fax No., and e-mail. 

E. Notification Media Notifications shall be provided electronically (e.g., e-mail) using 
comnercially available business software (e.g., spreadsheet software).' 

' The Co11xnission may wish to consider engaging an indepe~lde~it t lkd party for the ongoing 
administration of the notification process as a means to further standardize and streamline tlle 
process. 
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Appendix B 

Process for Identification of VoIP-Originated Traffic 

Wether  to apply interstate access charges or reciprocal compensation charges for VoIP- 
osiginated traffic teminated on the PSTN will be determined based upon the calling and called 
telephone n~~mbers  beginning at Step 1 (see Plan at lI.D.3.). Under the Plan, intrastate access 
charges will not apply to the termination of VoIP-originated traffic. Cment technology does not 
allow all caniers to identify VoIP-originated traffic in the call signaling or call detail information 
they exchange. As such, it will be incumbent upon the carrier responsible for payment of 
terminating intercarrier compensation charges for VoIP-originated traffic to track this 
information so it can be provided to Terminating Carriers. Moreover, in certain instances, the 
calling telephone number of VoP-originated traffic may not be fonvarded in the call signaling 
infonnation. For example, a carrier may have encountered a legitimate technological limitation 
or the call may have originated f?om sesvices to which North American Numbering Plan 
("NANP") telephone numbers are not assigned, e.g., services that permit end users to place calls 
to the PSTN fiom a personal computer. To improve billing accuracy by Terminating Carriers, 
those cassiers responsible for payment of intercarrier compensation charges for the termination of 
VoIP-originated traffic will be required to provide factors to identify two broad categories of 
VoIP-osiginated traffic: (1) terminating traffic where calling telephone and called telephone 
numbers ase received, and (2) te~minating traffic that is received without calling telephone 
n~unb er information. 

A. Factor 1: This factor will be ~zsed by Terminating Caniers to con-ectly bill tenninating 
interstate access rates for VoP-originated traffic to which intrastate access charges would 
appear to apply based on the calling and called telephone n~unbers. Factor 1 represents 
the percentage of total terminating intrastate access traffic that was VoIP-originated. 

B. Factor 2: This factor will be used by Terminating Cassiers to identify the teinliuating 
traffic received witho~it calling telephone munber iufonnation that was VoIP-originated. 
(See Plan at II.D.3.a.iii.) 

C. Terminating carriers will perfom the following calculations using Factors 1 and 2. 

1. Factor 1 will be used to identify VoIP-originated traffic for wlich intrastate 
switched access charges would appear to apply based on the calling and called 
telephone numbers. Terminating carriers will apply Factor 1 to total terminating 
intrastate access traffic. 

2. Factor 2 will be used to identify teiminating VoIP-osiginated traffic that is 
received without calling telephone n~~mber  information. Tein~lating caniers will 
apply Factor 2 to total teliniilati~lg traffic received without calling telephone 
n~u11ber information. 

3. The product of the Factor 2 calculation will be allocated to the reciprocal 
compensation and interstate access categories as follows. The percentage of all 
traffic received with calling telephone n~unber that is 111 the reciprocal 
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compensation category will be multiplied by the product of the Factor 2 
calc~llation. This will determine the amount of VoP-originated tsaffic received 
without calling telephone number that will be billed at reciprocal compensation 
rates. Terminatiug carriers will s~~btract the amount of VoP-originated traffic 
received withont calling telephone number that was allocated to the reciprocal 
compensation category fiom the prod~lct of the Factor 2 calculation to determine 
the amount of VoIP-originated traffic received without calling telephone ~ lunber  
information that will be billed at interstate access rates. 

D. Factors.wil1 be calculated specific to each Tenninating Carrier and for each LATA in 
which traffic is terminated. Where the Terminating Carrier is a provider of LWS, the 
factors will be calculated including traffic terminating to its LWS puschaser(s). Factors 
provided to LWS purchasers will be the sane factors as provided to its LWS provider. 
Factors will be updated and provided quarterly using traffic terminated in the prior 
q~larter . 

E. Factors will be provided to Track 1 and Track 2 carriers ~ultil Step 3 when factors will no 
longer be required beca~~se terminating intercanier compensation is ~mified for these 
caners at Step 3. 

F. Factors will be provided to Track 3 carriers until Step 4 when factors will no longer be 
req~lired because access rates are unified for these carriers at Step 4. 

G. The factors provided for purposes of identifylug and billing VoIP-originated traffic will 
be subject to the following audit provisions: 

1. For VoP-originated traffic detelmined to be s~zbject to interstate access charges 
tlxougl~ the use of carrier supplied factors, audit provisions will be governed by 
the Terminating Carrier's interstate access tariff; 

2. For VoIP-originated traffic d e t e d l e d  to be subject to reciprocal compensation 
cllarges thro~zgl~ the use of carrier supplied factors, audit provisions will be 
governed by the intercolltlection agreement between the Tenninating Carrier and 
the carrier s~pplying the factors. 

If as a result of an a~ldit, it is determined that VoIP-oliginated factors were calculated 
incorrectly, billing for the period in which the factors were used will be adjusted by the 
Terminating Carrier. The adjustmellt may increase or decrease billing for the p eliod in 
which the osiginal factors were used. 


