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SECTION I - INTRODUCTION 

Please state your name, title and business address. 

My name is Billy H. Pn~itt. I am President and Principal Consultant for Pruitt 

Telecolmn~mications Consulting Resources, Inc. My business address is 59 

Lincord Drive, St. Louis, MO 63 128-1209. 

On whose behalf are you testifying? 

I am testifying on behalf of Alltel Coimn~~nications and its wholly owned 

subsidiary WWC License, L.L.C. ("WWC") . 

Please outline your educational and business experience. 

I joined Southwestern Bell Telephone Company in 1968 as a Teletype and Data 

Repair Technician, and then served as a Central Office Repair technician until 

1970. Between 1970 and 1972 I sellred in the Asmy. Upon my return to 

southwestern Bell in 1972, I was assigned as a Switching Technician and, over 



time, served in many different outside plant and central office technical 

positions. 

I obtained a Bachelor of Arts in Political Science degree from St. Louis 

University in 1981. In 1983, I was appointed a Manager in the Access Services 

group where I performed detailed costs studies and developed rates for mn~lltiple 

switching technologies required to provide switched access services. In 1986, I 

obtained a Master of Business Administration degree from Webster University. I 

was also promoted to the position of Area Manager Rates and Cost Studies in 

1986 and inanaged a work group responsible for switched access cost studies, 

rate development and the associated filings with state and federal regulatory 

bodies. In 1990, I was appointed Area Manager Regional Sales where I 

developed and presented competitive proposals for complex network services 

and served as the Division's regulatory liaison. I retired from southwestern Bell 

in December, 1998. 

In September, 1999, I accepted a position as a Senior Engineer in the 

Carrier and Wholesale Interconnection Management group at Sprint PCS. In this 

assignment I was a lead negotiator responsible for negotiating interconnection 

agreements between Sprint PCS and other teleconllnunications can-iers. I was 

also responsible for providing expert witness testimony on behalf of Sprint PCS 

in regulatory proceedings such as this Docket. 

In March, 2003, I was assigned to Sprint's Access Management 

organization where I provided regulatoly policy and contract expertise in support 

of Sprint long distance, wireless, and local sewice initiatives. Due to Sprint 

reorganization, I was assigned to the Sprint Business Solutions organization 

where I provided general enterprise support to various Splint organizations 

involved in the development and delivery of products and services to Sprint's 



wholesale customers. I also negotiated contracts with local exchange carriers 

("LECs") and alternate access vendors for services and facilities req~~ired in the 

Sprint network. In addition, I provided general negotiation and contract support 

to the various negotiation teams at Sprint that negotiated interconnection 

agreements with incumbent LECs ("ILECs") and other carriers, and continued to 

provide expert witness testimony when required. 

In the performance of my responsibilities at Sprint I was req~~ired to 

understand and implement on a day-to-day basis Sprint PCS' rights and 

obligations arising under i) the Communications Act of 1934 as amended by the 

Telecomm~mications Act of 1996 ("the Act"), ii) the Federal Co~mnunications 

Commission ("FCC") rules implementing the Act, and iii) federal and state 

authorities regarding the Act and FCC rules. 

In December 2004, after 5 years of employment with Sprint, I accepted a 

vol~mtary b u y o ~ ~ t  and opened a telecolmn~nications consulting practice providing 

interconnection support services to telecommunications providers. I have been 

involved in that consulting practice since that time. 

Before what state regulatory Commissions have you previously provided 
testimony? 

I have provided testimony regarding interconnection and issues similar to the 

issues in this case before the Florida P~~b l i c  Service Commission, the Iowa Public 

Utility Board, the Louisiana Public Service Commission, the Missouri Public 

Service Colllmission, the Mississippi Public Service Commission, the Nebraska 

Public Service Co~mnission, the Oklahoma Corporation Commission, and the 

Tennessee Regulatory Authority. 

What is the purpose of your testimony? 



The purpose of my testimony is to address certain issues identified in Alltel's 

response to the Petitions of the Golden West Companies for resolution of issues 

relating to negotiation of an interconnection agreement under the terms of the 

Telecon11n~mications Act of 1996. The issues include the three issues raised by 

the Golden West Companies in their Petitions and the additional ~mresolved 

issues identified by Alltel in its response where agreement has not been reached. 

GOLDEN WEST IDENTIFIED ISSUES 

Issue 1: Are the Golden West Companies' proposed reciprocal 
compensation rates appropriate pursuant to 47 U.S.C. 6 252(d)(2)? 

Could you define what is meant by "reciprocal compensation"? 

Yes. The FCC defines a reciprocal compensation arrangement as an arrangement 

in which "each of the two carriers receives compensation from the other canier 

for the transport and termination on each carrier's network facilities of 

telecomn~u~ications traffic that originates on the network facilities of the other 

carrieryy.' 'Bill and keep' is one fonn of reciprocal compensation where 

compensation is provided in the form of mutual termination of traffic. Non-zero 

rates can also be established for reciprocal compensation using pertinent FCC 

rules. 

Could you please explain the concept of symmetrical rates? 

Yes. The FCC rules define sy~nrnetrical rates as "rates that a canier other than an 

incumbent LEC charges for transport and tennination of telecommunications 

traffic equal to those that the inc~unbent LEC assesses upon the other carrier for 

' 47 C.F.R. 5 5 1.701(e). 



the same servi~es."~ In other words, it simply means that each carrier charges the 

other carrier using the same rate(s). 

Is an incumbent LEC required to offer a transport and termination rate that 
is reciprocal and symmetrical? 

Yes. The applicable statutes and rules req~~ire that a LEC's transportand 

tennination rates be reciprocal and ~~mmet r i ca l .~  In addition, Section 

252(d)(2)(a) of the Act provides that: 

For the purposes of compliance by incumbent local exchange carriers 
with section 251(b)(5), a State commission shall not consider the terms 
and condition for reciprocal compensation to be iust and reasonable 
unless (i) such terms and conditions provide for the mutual and 
reciprocal recovery by each carrier of costs associated with the transport 
and termination on each carrier's network facilities of calls that originate 
on the network facilities of the other carrier, and (ii) such tenns and 
conditions determine such costs on the basis of a reasonable 
approximation of the additional costs of terminating such calk4 
(Emphasis added.) 

47 C.F.R $20.1 1(b) also requires that local exchange carriers and commercial 

radio service providers "comply with principles of mutual compensation." 

Therefore, the Golden West Companies are required to exchange traffic with 

Alltel utilizing reciprocal and symmetrical rates. 

Do you believe that the Golden West companies' proposed reciprocal 
compensation rates are appropriate pursuant to 47 U.S.C. 5 252(d)(2)? 

No. Alltel's position is that the compensation between the parties should be bill 

and keep, and in the event it is necessary for the parties to bill a reciprocal 

compensation rate, thel? the Golden West Companies proposed reciprocal 

compensation rates are not appropriate and not compliant with applicable law. 

How must the rate for the transport and termination of telecommunications 
traffic be set? 

' 47 C.F.R. 451.71 l(a)(l). 
47 C.F.R. 51.505(e). 
47 U.S.C. 6 252(d)(2)(A). 



47 C.F.R. 5 5 1.705 also provides that an incumbent LEC's rates for transport and 

tennination of telecommunications traffic be established, at the election of the 

state commission, on the basis of: 

1) The forward-looking economic costs of such offerings, using a cost 
study p~wsuant to $ 5  51 SO5 and 51.51 1; 
2) Default proxies, as provided in 5 5 1.707; or 
3) A bill-and-keep arrangement as provided in 5 5 1.7 13. 

Pursuant to 47 C.F.R 5 51 SO3(b)(l), if the compensation will not be bill and 

keep or default proxies, then an inc~unbent LEC's rates for the transport and 

tennination of telecommunications traffic must be set based on the forward 

looking econoinic cost-based methodology set forth in 55  5 1 SO5 and 5 1.5 11. , 

What is the appropriate method of reciprocal compensation for the traffic to 
be exchanged between the Golden West Companies and Alltel? 

Under the circumstances of this arbitration, the appropriate method of reciprocal 

compensation is bill-and-keep. Bill-and-keep arrangements are those in which 

neither of the two interconnecting carriers charges the other for the termination of 

telecoinmunications traffic that originates on the other carrier's netwol-k.5 

Why does Alltel believe that bill-and-keep is the appropriate method of 
reciprocal compensation? 

The FCC has determined that bill-and-keep is appropriate with respect to all 47 

C.F.R. $251(b)(5) traffic to the extent that a local exchange canier is not billed or 

does not pay, (i.e., has a bill-and-keep relationship), with respect to internet 

service provider ("ISP") traffic that originates on its network. The FCC requires 

parity for 251@)(5) traffic. Therefore, in the event Petitioners are using bill-and- 

keep or paying a rate lower than its offered reciprocal compensation rates with 

respect to ISP traffic (i.e., they are paying the FCC prescribed $0.0007 per 

Min~~te  Of Use 'ISP rate') then it is also necessary to use that same rate for all 



251 (b)(5) traffic, including Alltel CMRS traffic, terminated by the Golden West 

Q. Have the Golden West Companies indicated that they have ISP traffic 
traversing their network? 

A. Yes. In their responses to Interrogatories 19,20, and 21 the Golden West 

Companies indicate that dial-up ISP traffic transits between their switches. To 

the extent that the ISP traffic is exchanged on a bill-and-keep basis by the Golden 

West Companies with the terminating ISP carrier, Alltel's 25 1 (b)(5) traffic 

should also be exchanged on a bill-and-keep basis. 

Further, the Golden West Companies have acknowledged that their own ISP 

affiliate receives dial-up ISP traffic from the Golden West companies7 and, since 

Golden West did not produce any compensation agreement in response to 

Alltel's Interrogatory 10 ("Identify any Affiliate of any Golden West Company, 

and explain the terms and conditions on which you exchange traffic with that 

affiliated entity."), the appropriate conclusion is that Golden West exchanges ISP 

traffic with its own affiliate on a bill and keep basis. 

Q. If the Commission should determine that the ISP bill-and-keep or the ISP 
rate parity requirements do not apply, how should the reciprocal 
compensation rate be determined? 

A. The reciprocal compensation rate under this scenario must be developed pursuant 

to the FCC rules. The FCC cost ststdy requirements state that "[aln incumbent 

LEC must prove to the state commission that the rates for each element it offers 

do not exceed the forward-looking economic cost per unit of providing the 

element, using a cost study that complies with the methodology set forth in this 

47 C.F.R. 51.713. 
In the Matter of Inzpleinentation of the Local Coi~~petition Provisions in the Teleco~~zinuizicatioizs 

Act of 1996; Intercarrier Coinpensation for ISP-Bozrnd Trafic, CC Docket Nos. 96-98, 99-68, 
Order on Remand and Report and Order, Release Number: FCC 01-131 (Released: April 27,2001, 
189.1 



1 section and $5 1.5 1 1'y.8 Alltel witness Craig Conwell addresses the development 

2 of compliant rates for reciprocal compensation. 

3 Issue 2: What is the appropriate interMTA use factor to be applied to 
4 interMTA traffic exchaneed between the Parties? 
5 
6 Q. What is an MTA? 
7 
8 A. MTA refers to a Major Trading Area which the FCC has established as a means 

of demarcation of local calling scope for the purpose of interconnection and 

interconnection compensation and reciprocal compensation between LECs and 

wireless carriers. The MTAs are based on the Rand McNally 1992 Colmnercial 

Atlas & Marketing Guide. 

Why are the Golden West companies raising the interMTA factor as an 
issue in this proceeding? 

When an interMTA call originated by an Alltel customer is tenninated to a 

Golden West company network it is terminated by that Golden West Company in 

exactly the same manner as an intraMTA call. However, the Golden West 

companies want to receive a higher rate of compensation for this interMTA call 

even though Golden West is not inc~uring any additional costs to terminate the 

call. The Golden West companies are raising the interMTA factor issue in an 

attempt to receive additional revenue for interMTA calls even though they are 

tenninated by Golden West in the same manner as intraMTA calls. 

Should the Parties establish a factor to delineate what percentage of traffic is 
interMTA and thereby subject to access rates? If so, how should the factor 
be determined and what should the factor be? 

Yes, if interMTA is going to be compensated differently than intraMTA traffic 

then the Parties need to establish a factor to determine how much interMTA 

' See response to Interrogatory 26 



1 traffic is exchanged each month for billing purposes. A factor is required 

2 because no practical methodology has been developed that can accurately 

detennine on a monthly basis whether a call is an intraMTA call or an interMTA 

call. It is also my understanding that no telecomnunications industry standards 

have been developed that would facilitate the accurate determination of 

interMTA versus intraMTA calls. The determination is further complicated by 

the very nature of wireless calls. Wireless calls are mobile and unlike the ILEC 

customer's calls, it is not easily detemined where a wireless call is originated or 

tenninated. Because of this situation, carriers have negotiated factors or portions 

of total tenninated traffic that the parties have agreed are representative of 

interMTA traffic. The interconnection agreements between CMRS Providers 

and ILECs have therefore traditionally included an "interMTA factor" 

delineating the percentage of total traffic exchanged between the Parties that, at 

the beginning of the call, originates in one MTA b ~ ~ t  terminates in another. 

Absent valid and current traffic data, however, Alltel submits that interMTA 

traffic should be deemed in balance and exchanged on a bill and keep basis 

(without billing between the carriers). 

Have the Golden West Companies proposed a factor to determine the 
volume of interMTA traffic? 

Yes. In their Petition the Golden West Companies proposed an interMTA factor 

of 13.8%. The Golden West Companies based this figure on very liinited 

October 2005 traffic data, and a method that was acknowledged by them to be 

flawed and purported to examine only interMTA traffic sent from Alltel's 

network to each of the Golden West Companies networks but ignored all traffic 

from the Golden West Companies to Alltel customers. The utilization of a factor 

47 C.F.R. $ 51.505(e). 

9 



developed in this manner would be inappropriate and very lnisrepresentative of 

reality. 

Can you explain how a study that examined only mobile to land traffic 
would be inappropriate? 

To my knowledge the Golden West Companies have not attempted to study or 

acco~mt for thk level of interMTA traffic that is sent from the Golden West 

Companies networks to the Alltel network. If such a study were properly 

conducted and, for example, showed that an equivalent amount of interMTA 

traffic is sent from Golden West to Alltel, the appropriate net interMTA factor 

should be zero. In fact, in a 2003 arbitration case the South Dakota RLEC 

witness, Larry Thompson, submitted surrebutal testimony reflecting his opinion 

that RLEC originated interMTA traff~c was between 10 and 58% of traffic sent to 

Alltel phone nu~nbers.~ Obviously, if the volume of land to mobile traffic 

exceeded mobile to land traffic then Alltel would be owed net compensation. 

The Golden West Companies proposed factor does not recognize any land to 

mobile traffic even though simple logic indicates that it exists. Clearly the 

Golden West logic and study is fatally flawed. 

Are there different methods that can be used to estimate InterMTA traffic? 

Yes. Caniers have attempted to estimate interMTA traffic using different study 

methods and then extrapolating those study methods to fit a specific situation. 

The study methods vary in accuracy and in the expense required to perfonn the 

study. In my experience interMTA factors are usually negotiated between parties 

without the use of a fonnal study. 

Does the Golden West Company proposed interconnection agreement 

Pre-filed Supplemental Rebuttal Testimony of Larry Thompson, In the Matter of the Petition for 
Arbitration on Behalf of WWC License LLC with Certain Independent Local Exchange 
Companies, Docket TC02-176 



provide that Alltel be paid compensation for the termination of interMTA 
traffic originated by Petitioners that terminates on and uses Alltelys 
network? 

No. As described above, they do not. However, the agreement should provide 

that Alltel be paid for this traffic. The Golden West Companies are utilizing 

Alltel's network in the same manner that Alltel uses the Golden West network to 

terminate traffic when their customers originate traffic to the other carrier's 

customers. Alltel is entitled to compensation for services rendered just as the 

Golden West Companies are entitled to compensation for services rendered. 

What rates should the Parties utilize for the compensation rate for 
interMTA traffic? 

The Golden West Companies have proposed that the rate for non-local traffic be 

their individual company applicable access tariff rate for the transport mileage 

between their end office and the meet point with Alltel plus the local switching 

element. While Alltel agrees that the interstate access tariff rate elements could 

be appropriate for this rating, the Golden West Companies' intrastate access 

tariffed rates are not appropriate. Intrastate access rates and tariffs are not 

appropriate because they have not been developed utilizing the methodologies 

prescribed by the federal rules and contain subsidies that are inappropriate for 

cost based services and are substantially higher than interstate rates for the same 

services. Section 6.2 of the Alltel proposed interconnection agreement contains 

language that would establish the right of both parties to be compensated for 

interMTA traffic and provides for a mutual and reciprocal interMTA traffic rate 

and an interMTA factor to determine the amount of total traffic exchanged 

between the parties that would be considered interMTA. 

Issue 3: What is the appropriate manner by which the minutes of use of 
intraMTA traffic should be calculated and billed? 

What is the Golden West Companiesy position on this issue? 



The Golden West Petition asserts on Page 7 that the "Telco proposes that each 

party measures the Local Traffic mninttes of use terminated by the other party on 

its network and that the party on whose network the Local Traffic is tenninated 

bill the other pasty based upon the rate, established in Section 5.1.2 and Appendix 

A." 

Do you agree with the Golden West conclusion that measurement of actual 
minutes of use on the terminating network is the most appropriate 
measurement? 

No, such meas~u-ement is not feasible. Most wireless can-iers do not have 

systems that bill for or identify all calls that terminate on their wireless networks. 

For this reason, it is a common practice in the industry to utilize net billing 

scenarios. The interconnection agreement should follow industry standard and 

allow for a "net billing" based on use of factors. In Section 7.8 of its proposed 

interconnection agreement Alltel has proposed language supporting the 

utilization of alternate billing approaches. These alternate methods are necessary 

to support reciprocal compensation billing by Alltel should reciprocal 

compensation rates rather than bill and keep be appropriate. Again, just as with 

respect to interMTA traffic, wireless carriers do not have monthly detailed 

records that allow them to detennine how mn~~ch traffic they receive from ILECs. 

Therefore, again it is necessary to develop or negotiate factors between the 

parties which are applied to the vol~une of total mobile to land traffic to 

approximate the volume of land to mobile traffic. Alltel's proposal is that rather 

than each party bill the other, that the parties simply determine who is the net 

payer each month and that party cut a check. If Alltel is the net payer because it 

terminates more traffic per the factor application than it receives, then Alltel cuts 



a check for the net difference to Golden West Companies rather than paying 

them a larger amount and billing them. 

ADDITIONAL UNRESOLVED ISSUES RAISED BY ALLTEL 

Issue 4: What traffic should be subiect to reciprocal compensation in 
accordance with applicable FCC Rules? 

What is the Alltel position with respect to Issue No. 4? 

Alltel's position is that the FCC rules must be followed. FCC rules specify that 

reciprocal compensation shall be paid for all intraMTA traffic that is exchanged 

between a LEC and a wireless carrier. Alltel has proposed language in Section 

6.1 of its proposed agreement that applies the FCC's reciprocal compensation 

requirements consistent with the FCC R~~les .  The Alltel language states: 

"IntraMTA Traffic. Except to the extent that a bill and keep compensation 
mechanism has been determined by the Cormnission to be req~~ired by FCC 
rules, the Parties shall reciprocally and symmnetrically compensate one 
another for IntraMTA Traffic at the lesser of (i) the rates set forth in 
Attachment A Sections 1 and 2 or (ii) the rate (including a zero rate) that 
Golden West compensates for the tennination of ISP traffic that originated 
on its network." 

Alltel's proposed language does nothing more than state each pasty's obligation 

to pay reasonable reciprocal compensation for the tennination of traffic it 

originates and sends for tennination on the other party's network. 

Does the Act include any compensation rules regarding the exchange of 
traffic between a LEC and a CMRS provider such as Alltel. 

Yes. 47 U.S.C. 5 251(b)(5) imposed the duty upon a LEC "to establish 

3 1 reciprocal compensation arrangements for the tramport and termination of 

32 telecommunications." The FCC has codified the LECs' interconnection 

3 3 obligations and the applicable reciprocal compensation sules at 47 C.F.R. Part 5 1 

34 - Interconnection and at 47 C.F.R. 520.11 - Interconnection to facilities of local 

35 exchange carriers. At 47 C.F.R. 5 51.701(b)(2) the FCC has defined the scope of 



1 traffic exchanged between a LEC and a CMRS provider that is subject to the 

2 FCC's reciprocal compensation rules to be: 

"(2) Teleco111111umications traffic between a LEC and a CMRS provider 
that at the beginning of the call, originates and tenninates within the 
salne Major Trading Area, as defined in 5 24.202(a) of this chapter." 

Q. Are CMRS providers responsible for paying compensation to a LEC that 
terminates a call originated by that CMRS Provider's customer? 

A. Yes. CMRS providers are responsible for paying the terminating Rural LEC the 

appropriate terminating reciprocal compensation charges for all'IntraMTA traffic 

pursuant to a valid, approved interconnection agreement. Likewise, it is the ma1 

LEC's obligation to compensate the CMRS provider for all IntraMTA traffic that 

originated on the Rural LEC's network and is terminated by the CMRS provider. 

Q. Do the reciprocal compensation requirements of 47 U.S.C. 5 251(b)(5) apply 
to landline-originated IntraMTA traffic that is delivered to a CMRS 
Provider via an IXC? 

A. Yes. The FCC rules expressly provide for the payment of reciprocal 

compensation on all intraMTA traffic without regard to how it may be delivered. 

There is no exemption in FCC rules for calls that a LEC originates but first sends 

to an intennediay carrier. Reciprocal compensation obligations apply to all 

intraMTA traffic regardless of whether the traffic is completed directly or 

indirectly. Moreover, the reciprocal compensation obligation is not affected by 

the type of intermediary carrier, be it another local exchange carrier or an 

interexchange can-ier (IXC). In this regard the FCC determined in the Local 

Competition Order that all traffic to or from a CMRS network that originates and 

tenninates in the same MTA is subject to transport and termination rates under 

section 251(b)(5) rather than interstate and intrastate access charges.'' Thus for a 

call originated by a Rural LEC customer that is canied by an IXC and tenninates 

'O Local Competition Order 7 104.3.) 



to Alltel within the same MTA under the existing FCC rules, the Rural LEC is 

obligated to pay reciprocal compensation charges to Alltel. The federal courts 

have confinned that these rules req~tire a LEC to pay compensation for "all calls 

originated by [a LEC] and tenninated by [a wireless carrier] within the same 

MTA, regardless of whether the calls are delivered via an intermediate 

carrier.. . ." ' ' The matter is well-settled. All intraMTA traffic exchanged 

between the parties, including Golden West Company traffic handed off to an 

IXC for termination to Alltel, is s~ibject to reciprocal compensation. 

Issue 5: What should be the effective date of the Interconnection 
Agreement? 

Have the Golden West Companies proposed an effective date for these 
arbitrated agreements? 

Yes. The Golden West Companies have proposed an effective date of Jan~~ary 1, 

2006. 

Issue 6: What is the appropriate term of the Interconnection Agreement? 

What have the Golden West Companies proposed as a term for the 
interconnection agreement? 

The Golden West Companies have proposed a thsee-yeas term for the 

interconnection agreements. 

Does Alltel concur with the proposed three year term? 

No. Alltel believes a two yeas tenn is acceptable and d ~ e  longest tenn that should 

be incorporated into the agreement as a result of certain dramatic changes 

expected in the rules and law with respect to intercarrier compensation. In 

' I  WWC License, L.L. C. v. Anne C. Boyle, et al., No. 4:03CV3393, Memorandum Opinion, Slip 
op. at 6 (emphasis added). See also Atlas Telephone, 309 F.  Supp. 2d at 1309-10 ("[Tlhe mandate 
expressed in these [FCC rule] provisions is clear, unambiguous, and on its face admits of no 
exceptions. . . . Nothing in the text of these provisions provides support for the RTC's contention 



Section 10.1 of its proposed interconnection agreement Alltel proposed a one- 

year term and provided for automatic renewal of the agreement for additional 

"one (1) month terms until replaced by another agreement or terminated by either 

party upon (ninety days written notice to the other Party prior to the tennination 

of the initial term or renewed tenn". Due to oversight, the proposed 

interconnection agreement was not adjusted to reflect the two year tenn proposal 

which Alltel describes on Page 13 of its Response to the arbitration petition. 

Why does Alltel propose no greater than a two year term? 

The three year term proposed by the Golden West Companies is too long in light 

of the myriad of activities related to intercarrier compensation, interconnection 

methods, and local competition currently ~mderway at the FCC, in Congress and 

within the industry. It is likely that these activities will result in significant 

changes to the present intercarrier compensation regimes and the associated FCC 

rules and industry guidelines. It is clear that a three year tenn in this 

environment could prove to be much too long a pesiod to deal with change and 

could limit the Parties ability to effectively manage and deal with the 

forthcoming changes. 

Issue 7: What method of dispute resolution should be incorporated into the 
interconnection agreement? 

Did the Golden West Companies proposed interconnection agreement 
contain any dispute resolution language that would provide guidance to the 
Parties related to resolution of formal disputes? 

No. The Golden West Companies proposed agreement, section 7.2.6, simply 

27 indicated that "[tlhe Pasties shall diligently work toward resolution of all billing 

2 8 issues". Section 10.0 simply proposed prohibiting disputes older than twenty- 

that reciprocal compensation requirements do not apply when traffic is transported on an LXC 
network."). 



four months. However, there was no other detail that would provide for 

expeditious settlement of disputes. 

Q. Has Alltel proposed a method of dispute resolution in its proposed 
interconnection agreement? 

A. Yes. Section 34 of the proposed Alltel interconnection agreement 1) details the 

methodology for informal resolution of disp~~tes, 2) details the mechanism for 

moving from an informal to a formal disp~lte, 3) provides for continuous service 

to each other d~uing the pendency of the dispute, and 4) provides specific 

guidelines for sharing in the costs associated with disputes. Because the Alltel 

proposed language provides clarity to the disp~lte resolu~tion process, the 

Commission should rule that the Alltel dispute resolution language be adopted. 

Issue 8: How should interconnection facilities be priced, and how should 
charges be shared bv the Parties? 

Q. How do the Golden West Companies propose that interconnection facilities 
be priced? 

A. In Section 3.3.1 of their proposed interconnection agreement the Golden West 

Companies propose that the rate for interconnection facilities would be those 

rates "specified in the Telephone Company's applicable tasiff, pricing catalog or 

as established under separate agreement." 

Q. Is the pricing for interconnection facilities proposed by the Golden West 
Companies appropriate? 

A. No. Pursuant to 47 C.F.R. $ 51.503(b)(l) an incumbent LEC's rates should be 

established at the election of the state commission "[plursuant to the fonvard- 

looking economic cost -based pricing methodology set forth in $5  5 1.505 and 

51.51 1. The standard outlined in 47 C.F.R. $51.505 is known as the total 

element long-nm incremental cost ("TELRIC") cost standard. 47 C.F.R. 

5 1 S O  1 (a) indicates that the pricing 11lles "apply to the plicing of network 

elements, interconnection, and methods of obtaining access to ~mbundled 



elements, including physical collocation and virtual collocation." (Emphasis 

added.) Clearly, the FCC rides dictate that interconnection facilities be priced 

pursuant to the FCC's TELRIC guidelines. 

Must the Golden West Companies price their interconnection facilities for 
CMRS providers at the lowest rates that are economically reasonable? 

Yes. 47 C.F.R. $ 51.503 req~~ires that an inc~unbent LEC provide services to 

requesting telecomnmunications carriers "at rates, tenns, and conditions that are 

just, reasonable, and nondiscriminatory". The Golden West Company proposal 

would price interconnection facilities "based upon the applicable provisions of 

Telephone Company's tariff, pricing catalog or as established under separate 

agreement." 

Are there any circumstances under which Alltel would accept the Golden 
West Companies interconnection facility pricing proposal? 

Yes, on an interim basis subject to true up. Alltel would accept the Golden West 

Companies proposed language if the facility rates are interim and subject to 

change to fonvard looking cost based rates in one year. One year should be 

sufficient time for the Golden West Companies to perform forward looking cost 

studies to support a rate for interconnection facilities and to either establish a 

tariff based on those rates or to simply modify the 'interconnection agreement to 

incorporate those rates. This concept is reflected in Section 6.3 of the Alltel 

proposed agreement. 

Are there any other reasonable alternatives for interconnection facility 
pricing that would be acceptable to Alltel? 

Yes. Alltel would agree to the interconnection facility pricing language 

contained in the previous contract between Alltel and Golden West which 

utilized the lowest rate found in the Golden West companies published tariffs or 

price lists: "...based upon the lowest Telephone Company interstate or intrastate 



rate published in the Telephone Company's tariff or pricing catalog." Interstate 

rates could also be used as surrogate pricing for these interconnection facilities. 

How should the charges for interconnection facilities be shared by the 
parties? 

47 C.F.R. $ 51.507(c) requires "[tlhat the costs of shared facilities be recovered 

in a manner that efficiently apportions costs among users. Costs of shared 

facilities may be apportioned either througl~ usage-sensitive charges or capacity- 

based flat-rated charges, if the state co~nmission finds that such rates reasonably 

reflect the costs imposed by the various users." Consistent with this rule, Alltel 

has proposed Section 4.2.2 which provides language that calls for sharing of 

interconnection facility costs based on a proportional use basis as specified in 

Attachment A, Section 4.0, of the Alltel proposed agreement. 

Issue 9: Whether Dialing Parity obligations should be specified in the 
agreement? 

What is Dialing Parity and why is it important? 

Section 25 l(b)(3) of the Act and 47 C.F.R. $ 5 1.207 of the FCC's rules require 

ILECs to pennit their local exchange custoiners to dial the same number of digits 

to complete local telephone calls in-espective of the called party's 

telecomnunications sewices provider. This requirement is coinmonly refened to 

as dialing parity. Absent dialing parity, an ILEC customer would be forced to 

dial additional digits that would require payment of long distance charges in 

order to reach custoiners of other telecomn~uications caniers for what otherwise 

would be a local call. 

Should the interconnection agreement with the Golden West Companies 
include language outlining the Parties dialing parity obligations? 

Yes. It is my understanding that the parties currently have disputes with respect 

to these requirements and therefore it is essential that the agreement reflect the 



legal obligations of the parties in order to resolve these disputes. Alltel has 

proposed language, Section 5.4, requiring the Golden West Companies to 

provide Alltel local dialing parity. 

Q. Why must the Golden West Companies provide dialing parity and charge its 
end users the same rates for calls to an Alltel NPA/NXX as calls to a landline 
NPA/NXX in the same rate center? 

A. The FCC rules expressly require dialing parity regardless of the called party's 

provider and other state comissions and basic principles of fairness and non- 

discrimination requires the Golden West Companies to charge the same end user 

rates. It would be anti-competitive to deny dialing parity. 

While I am not an attorney, it is apparent that under existing law the 

Golden West Companies are clearly required to provide dialing parity to CMRS 

Providers. 47 C.F.R. 5 51.207 provides that a "LEC shall pennit telephone 

exchange service customers within a local calling area to dial the same number of 

digits to make a local telephone call notwithstanding the identity of the 

custonzer 's or the called party's teleconznzunications sewice provider."'2 This 

code section on its face precludes dialing distinctions based on the identity of the 

teleco~nmunications service provider. Further, the FCC has specifically rejected 

LEC claim that they do not have to provide dialing parity to CMRS ~roviders. '~ 

Application of the dialing parity nlle in this case means that when a 

Golden West Company enables its end-users to dial NPA-NXXs associated with 

a distant LEC's rate center on a seven or ten digit basis, then the ICO must also 

" Emphasis added. See also 47 U.S.C. $251@)(3). 

l 3  See In the Matter of Iivple~nentation of the Local Coinpetition Provisions of the 
Teleconz~nzrnications Act of 1996; Interconnection Between Local Exchange Carriers and 
Commercial Mobile Radio Sewice Providers; Area Code Relief Plan for Dallas andHoz~ston. CC 
Docket Nos. 96-98,95-185,92-237, Second Report and Order and Memorandum Opinion and 
Order, Release Number: FCC 96-333, 1996 FCC Lexis 431 1 (Released: August 8, 1996) at 7 68. 



1 program its switches to permit its end-users to likewise dial the same number of 

digits to call an Alltel NPA-NXX associated with the distant LEC's same rate 

center. For example, traffic exchanged on a Golden West Company EAS route 

between two wireline end users should be dialed and rated no differently whether 

the end user is a wireline or wireless customer. Section 5.4 of the Alltel 

proposed interconnection agreement contains the language establishing the 

dialing parity requirements. 

Issue 10: Whether 'N-1 Carrier' reauirements should be specified? 

Should the interconnection agreement with the Golden West Companies 
include language that specifies the Parties N-1 Carrier obligations? 

Yes, again it is my understanding that the parties c~mently have ongoing disputes 

with respect to this issue. Alltel has proposed language, Section 5.4, which 

req~~ires that both parties fillfill their N-1 carrier routing obligations for traffic 

terminating to ported numbers on the other party's network. 

Could you define and explain N-1 Carrier? 

Yes. In simple terms, the N-1 canier on a 1ocaljEAS call is the originating 

calrier. In other words, the carrier whose customer initiates the call is the N-1 

Carrier. The N-1 Canier routing obligations stem from the N o d  American 

Numbering Council rules adopted as a result of the implementation of local 

number portability. It is the N-1 Canier's responsibility to access or 'dip' the 

industry data base which enables a carrier originating a call from their network to 

know where to route the call. This is essential in the case of a call to a customer 

that has changed ca-siers and has taken (ported) his telephone number with him 

to his new carrier. A chasge is levied each time a carrier accesses or 'dips' the 

data base in order to route traffic. If the N-1 (originating carrier) does not 'dip' 

- 

("We reject USTA's argument that the section 251@)(3) dialing parity requirements do not 

2 1 



1 the data base then the terminating canier must 'dip' the data base to detennine 

2 where to route the ported number and the terminating carrier then inc~lrs the data 

3 base charge plus additional costs to route and deliver the call to the appropriate 

4 terminating carrier. Therefore, when the N-1 Canier fails or refuses to 'dip' the 

data base it shifts its responsibility and costs to the carrier receiving the 

'~mdipped' call. 

Q. Do the Golden West Companies have an obligation to 'dip' the data base 
and to properly rozrte their originated traffic to theported numbers of other 
carriers? 

A. Yes, they do. The Golden West Companies have not been relieved of the 

obligation to properly route originated traffic to the ported numbers of other 

carriers. When the Golden West Company customer originates a call to another 

carrier's ported number, the Golden West Company is the N-1 Carrier, and it is 

necessary for it to 'dip' the LNF' data base in order to determine if the called 

number is ported and to what canier the call should be delivered. Again, when 

the N-1 carrier does not pelform the data base 'dip' itself, it forces the 

terminating carrier to do the 'dip' in order to receive the call. The tenninating 

carrier then inc~xs the data base 'dip' charge as well as costs associated with 

transporting and terminating the call to the appropriate carrier. 

Q. Is it appropriate to require the terminating carrier to perform data base 
dips in lieu of the N-1 carrier? 

A. No. The Local Number Portability Administration Working Group's (LNPA 

WGYs) Report to the North American N~unbering Council on January 19, 2005 

provided clear guidelines on N-1 carrier responsibility as  follow^:'^ 

Local Calls: The originating canier is the N-1 canier and is responsible 
for performing the quely in its network or entering into an agreement 
with another entity to perfonn the queries on its behalf. 

include an obligation to provide dialing parity to CMRS Providers.") 
l 4  There are additional call scenarios defined, but they are not relevant to this proceeding. 



On intraLATA calls to EAS codes, the originating canier is the N-1 
carrier and is responsible for the query on calls to portable EAS codes. 

Consistent with these industry guidelines, Alltel proposes language that would 

require the originating carrier to perfom the data base dip for its originated 

traffic. 

Issue 11: Recognition of Alltel NPA-NXXs with Separate Rating. and 
Routing Points. 

Would you please explain what an "NPA-NXX" is and generally discuss the 
"rate center" concept? 

Yes. A customer telephone n~unber consists of ten digits or numbers. The first 

three numbers, the "N~mbering Plan Area" or "NPA", represent the area code. 

The next three n~unbers represent the "NXX" and are the prefix or exchange 

number. The last four numbers identify the individual customer. 

The FCC has established rules governing the circumstances when a 

carrier may obtain telephone n~unbering resources - whether an NXX code for 

non-pooling caniers or a thousands-block for pooling carriers.I5 The FCC rules 

also specifically pennit carriers to obtain telephone n~unbers associated with a 

particular "rate center".I6 ILECs have established rate centers in order to 

determine whether their customer's calls should be rated as local or toll.'7 

Generally, an ILEC rates a landline call originating and terminating in the same 

rate center as local, while a call between rate centers is treated as a toll call. 

Competitive carriers such as Alltel need access to telephone n~unbers in ILEC 

l5 See 47 C.F.R. 4 52.15(g). 
' 6  See id at 4 52.15(g)(3). 
" See SecondNRO Order, 16fcc Rcd 306,366 7 144 (2000)("The rate center system was 
established in the 1940s primarily to facilitate the routing and billing of telephone calls. Carriers 
typically need numbering resources in multiple rate centers to establish a foot print in a particular 
geographic area."). 



rate centers so they can offer a local calling area comparable to that provided by 

ILECs to their own customers. 

Q. Are telecommunications carriers required to designate specific rating points 
and routing points for their NPA-NXXs? 

A. Yes. The North American Numbering Plan Administrator ('NANPA") requires 

applicants for an NXX to designate the rate center to which the new code/block 

will be associated. The application fonn also requires the applicant to designate 

relevant routing infonnation so other carriers will know how to route calls 

destined to customers with telephone n~unbers containing the new NXX code or 

thousands block. This routing infonnation incl~~des the identity of the applicant's 

serving switch and the LATA tandem switch serving the applicants end office 

switch or mobile switching center ("MSC"). The LATA tandem switch is 

important because few carriers interconnect directly with each other. If there is 

no direct connection with the destination canier, the originating carrier will route 

a call via the designated LATA tandem switch. The tandem switch then fo~wards 

the call to the subtending switch operated by the destination can-ier so the call 

can be fonvarded to the person being called. Industry guidelines recognize that 

the rating and routing points may not be the sane (e.g., a call may be routed to a 

switch physically located in one rate center but rated in another rate center).". 

Q. Would you please explain why some carriers would establish separate rating 
and routing points for their NPAINXXs? 

A. Generally speaking, wireless cal-siers establish their rating and routing points 

based on the wireless network design required to meet customer requirements in 

a given service area and to produce traffic routing that meets their engineering 

efficiency objectives. In order to route its traffic in the most efficient manner 



1 possible a wireless carrier may be required to establish separate rating and 

2 routing points. 

4 Q. Does Alltel have a need to establish separate and distinct rating and routing 
5 points? 
6 
7 A. Yes. Alltel has mobile switching centers that support service in a large 

8 geographic area (which may encompass dozens of ILEC rate centers and even 

9 several states). Alltel will generally interconnect its MSC directly with the 

10 LATA tandem switch, and most incoming traffic destined to Alltel is routed 

11 through this tandem switch. Although the routing point for most land to mobile 

12 traffic is the LATA tandem, Alltel will often have multiple NXX codes rated in 

13 different rate centers to support local calling similar to that available with 

14 landline c a l ~ s . ' ~  A landline caller wanting to make a toll free call to an Alltel 

15 customer needs to be able to call a n~unber within its same rate center in order to 

16 receive toll free treatment. While Alltel will want its routing point to remain at 

17 the LATA tandem, it will assign NPA-NXXs to the rate centers of its business 

18 and residential customers in order for the calls to be treated as local by the ILEC. 

19 Q. What is the Golden West Companies position regarding the ability of its 
20 landline customers to dial Alltel's NPA-NXXs on a local basis? 
21 
22 A. Section 4.2.2 of the Golden West Company proposed agreement requlires that a 

23 direct interconnection be established before it will allow its customers to dial 

24 Alltel's NPA/NXXs on a local basis. However, having this direct connection 

25 requirement creates inefficiencies when direct connections are required to each 

- - - - - 

I s  See Central Office Code (NXX) Assignment Guidelines, INC 95-0407=008, at 6.2.2 (Jan. 7, 
2002)YEach switching center, each rate center, and each POI may have unique V&H 
coordinates.") 

As the FCC has noted, "to enable the rating of incoming wireline calls as local, wireless carriers 
typically associate NXXs with wireline rate centers that cover either the business or residence of 
users." NRO NPRM, 14 FCC Rcd 10322,10371 n. 174(1999). 



and every end office and the usage terminating to each of those end offices can 

not justify the cost of the facility to that end office. 

What does Alltel want to offer to customers in South Dakota? 

Alltel wants to offer consumers in South Dakota access to phone numbers that 

can be dialed by Golden West Company customers on a local, toll-fiee basis. 

Such an arrangement does not require Alltel to establish a direct connection to 

every exchange in which Alltel wants to provide competitive service. 

How does Alltel plan to accomplish this goal? 

To provide the greatest consumer benefit, Alltel plans to obtain NPA/NXXs that 

would be rated as local to each Golden West Company end office and establish a 

"routing Point" for those numbers at a designated tandem switch without 

establishing a direct connection. This would simply require each Golden West 

Company to program its switch to recognize the calls as local intraMTA calls 

subject to reciprocal compensation charges rather than as toll calls and to route 

this traffic to the Alltel POI at the designated tandem switch. By establishing 

these local n~unbers, calls from a Golden West Company customer to an Alltel 

customer would be efficiently routed, and the Golden West Company customers 

would not incur any unnecessary toll usage charges. Section 5.4 of the Alltel 

proposed interconnection agreement includes language that reflects the Alltel 

position that Golden West should route all land-to-mobile traffic to Alltel as local 

traffic for all NPA/NXXs assigned'to the same rate center. 

Issue 12: Location of the Point of Interconnection (POI) for Direct Connection 
Facilities. 

Q. What have the Golden West Companies proposed with regard to the 
location of the point of interconnection (L'POI") 



The Golden West Companies have proposed that if Alltel maintains existing or 

establishes a new direct connection, the POI m~lst be at a Golden west Company 

end office switch even though the Golden West Companies operate a 

ubiquitously interconnected network within the LATA. 

Do you concur with the Golden West Companies position on the location of 
the POI? 

No. 47 C.F.R. 5 51.305(a)(2) and 47 U.S.C. 251(c)(2) clearly provide for 

interconnection with a local exchange ca~rier's network at any technically 

feasible point within the carrier' network. In addition, the FCC has determined 

that a single interconnection point per LATA is all that is required to deliver 

traffic destined for termination to any exchange within a LATA. Section 4.2.1 

of Alltel's proposed language is consistent with the Act and the FCC's 

guidelines. 

Issue 13: Is Alltel entitled to a tandem compensation rate on all calls that 
pass through its mobile switchinp; center? 

Is Alltel entitled to a tandem compensation rate on all calls that pass 
through its mobile switching center? 

Yes. PL~-suant to 47 C.F.R. 5 51.71 1(a)(3) "[wlhere the switch of a carrier other 

than an inc~unbent LEC serves a geographic area comparable to the area served 

by the inc~unbent LEC's tandem switch, the appropriate rate for the carrier other 

than an inc~unbent LEC is the incumbent LEC's tandem interconnection rate." 

Alltel's mobile switching center ("MSC") serving area meets this test. If the 

Golden West Companies establish a tandem switching rate element, Alltel would 

bill this tandem switching rate element on a reciprocal and symmetrical basis as 

well as all other applicable rate elements to the Golden West Company intraMTA 

traffic that is terminated on Alltel's network. Attachment A of the Alltel 



proposed interco~ection agreement contains language acknowledging the right 

to bill the tandem switching charge. 

Issue 15: Whether Petitioners should allow Alltel to connect to anv selective 
routers of Petitioner for the purpose of implementation of E911? 

Q. Should the Golden West Companies aUow Alltel to connect to their selective 
routers in order to implement E911? 

A. Yes. Alltel is required to implement E911 within certain FCC imposed deadlines 

and as requested by the various Public Safety Answering Points ("PSAF's") in 

South Dakota. To the extent that the Golden West Companies have selective 

routers that connect the carriers to the carriers to the PSAPs, Alltel will req~~ire 

access to those selective routers. Attachment D of Alltel's proposed 

interconnection agreement contains the detailed language Alltel that would 

facilitate the implementation of any required connections to any Golden West 

Company selective routers. 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 

A. Yes, it does. Thank you. 


