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PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, POSITION AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.

My name is Leslie Freet. I am the Group Manager of the Tulsa Carrier Cost
Management department of Verizon Business. My business address is 6929 N.

Lakewood Ave, Tulsa Oklahoma, 74177.

DID YOU PREVIOUSLY FILE DIRECT TESTIMONY IN THIS
PROCEEDING ON BEHALF OF VERIZON BUSINESS?

Yes, I did.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR SUPPLEMENTAL TESTIMONY?
In my earlier testimony, I described Verizon’s prior, unsuccessful efforts to obtain
call detail records from OrbitCom so that we could audit and validate its bills for
switched access service. I also explained why Verizon needed to be able to
review actual call records, in particular, usage data contained in EMI (or
Electronic Message Interface) formatted records. This is information that Qwest
initially sends to OrbitCom. Qwest is the local exchange provider whose network
OrbitCom uses to provide service to OrbitCom’s end user customers. OrbitCom
purportedly uses that information when creating bills that it issues to
interexchange carriers. After the Commission granted Verizon’s motion to
compel OrbitCom to produce certain calling detail, including ANI information, in
a usable format, OrbitCom generated some call detail records for a 5-day period.

Since receiving those records, Verizon has been able to perform certain analyses




that further our understanding of OrbitCom’s access bills. My supplemental

testimony addresses Verizon’s findings and the results of those analyses.

WHAT ARE EMI RECORDS?

Electronic Message Interface, or EML, is an industry standard developed by the
Ordering and Billing Forum and published by the Alliance for
Telecommunications Industry Solutions (“ATIS”). The ATIS documentation
explains that EMI is a “guideline” that “provides a unique but common method
for exchange of telecommunications message information between Sending and
Billing Companies for billing and tracking analysis.” “Category 11 EMI records
are used by an exchange carrier to report access minutes of use originating from
or terminating to the local network. A local exchange network operator like
Qwest provides this information to a UNE-P provider, such as OrbitCom, on a
daily basis. Data files containing Category 11 records are also referred to
sometimes as “Daily Usage Feed” records. See, e.g., Qwest Local Services
Platform Agreement, Attachment 2, Section 2.3, which is included in Exhibit LF-
30. Category 11 EMI records are quite detailed, containing 210 fields of

information. See Exhibit LF-31 at 4.

WHY WAS IT IMPORTANT TO BE ABLE TO EXAMINE ORBITCOM’S
EMI RECORDS?
EMI records are generated by telephone company switches that process and route

telephone calls. In this case, the EMI records are initially generated in Qwest’s




network and provided to OrbitCom. The EMI records contain a tremendous

amount of call detail, but for purposes of resolving this billing dispute, EMI
records provide us with three key pieces of valuable information.

o First, the records indicate the originating and terminating 10-digit
telephone numbers (or “ANIs™) for most calls that traverse a particular
switch. This information is needed to determine the correct jurisdiction of
the call (whether interstate or intrastate) so that the local exchange carrier
(OrbitCom) can apply the appropriate jurisdictional rates.

o Second, because EMI records contain the full 10-digit telephone number
of the calling and called parties, they are also useful for another purpose.
The EMI records that Qwest provides to OrbitCom contain information
that uniquely pertains to calls that are placed by or made to OrbitCom’s
end users. Thus, the local 10-digit ANIs contained in the original EMI
records are associated with OrbitCom customers. Obtaining information
in EMI format enabled Verizon to compare the call records provided by
OrbitCom with Verizon’s own internal network records of calls delivered
to or originated by those same telephone numbers.

e Third, the Category 11 EMI record of each call includes a field that
indicates if that call was routed through the Qwest tandem switch, or not.
Examination of that information in the EMI formatted records enabled

Verizon to determine the number of calls billed by OrbitCom that were

actually “tandem routed.” Accordingly, this information is useful in

resolving Verizon’s objection that OrbitCom has been imposing tandem



switching charges on many calls that were not, in fact, routed through a

tandem switch.

PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE RESULTS OF VERIZON’S ANALYSIS.
Verizon compared the call records furnished by OrbitCom with Verizon’s own
internal network records for the same five days. We found that Verizon’s call
records included many more long distance calls originated by or terminated to
OrbitCom end users than appeared in the records produced by OrbitCom. By
matching Verizon’s internal network records with the associated records produced
by OrbitCom, we were able to isolate the long distance calls that were not
reflected in OrbitCom’s records. When we evaluated those calls, we determined
that a substantial majority of the “missing” calls were interstate. By looking at all
the calls appearing in Verizon’s records that were placed by or terminated to
OrbitCom’s end users on those five days in June 2009, we found that substantially
more of the traffic was interstate than is reflected on OrbitCom’s invoices to
Verizon. Verizon also looked at calls placed to or from ANIs associated with
OrbitCom end users during an earlier billing period, and found that more than
70% of the traffic was interstate, in contrast to the “5% PIU” that OrbitCom billed
Verizon at that time. Finally, an examination of the tandem/DEOT “Routing
Method” indicator in the EMI formatted files provided by OrbitCom confirmed
that less than 2 percent of those calls were “tandem routed.” This reinforced

Verizon’s position that it was improper for OrbitCom to assess “tandem




switching™ charges on 98% of the traffic for which no tandem switching was

provided.

WHAT INFORMATION DID ORBITCOM PROVIDE VERIZON?

After the Commission granted Verizon’s motion to compel, OrbitCom provided
us two sets of data. Initially, OrbitCom provided call detail information, in Excel
format, for three weekdays, June 24, 25, and 29, 2009, and for two weekend days,
June 27 and 28. The information appcars to have been internally-generated from
OrbitCom’s CABs billing system. (For convenience, I will refer to these as
“OrbitCom’s CDRs.”) CONFIDENTIAL Exhibit LF-32 contains a summary of
the number of calls and amount of usage reflected in those CDRs. A few days
later, OrbitCom informed Verizon that it had found a programmer who could
“separate the Verizon/MCI records out of the daily usage files for the dates that
we provided you with CDR’s out of our CABS billing system.” On September 1,
OrbitCom sent us this second set of records which, it said, “were taken out of the
daily usage files.” Because this second set of data was provided in EMI format, I
will refer to them as the “EMI formatted records.” CONFIDENTIAL Exhibit L¥-
33 contains a summary of the number of calls and amount of usage reflected in

those EMI formatted records.

The information that OrbitCom provided was not a complete response to Verizon
Data Request 048. Verizon operates two different long distance networks and the

two networks are assigned different Carrier Identification Codes (“CICs™), 0555




and 0222. Because Verizon desired to validate OrbitCom’s invoices for both of
its networks, Verizon Data Request 048 requested call detail information
“separately for BAN 80805SD0555 and BAN 8080SD0222.” See Verizon’s
Corrected Motion to Compel, August 20, 2009, at 4. Verizon Data Request 048
was the focus of Verizon’s motion to compel, which the Commission granted, so
Verizon expected to receive data for both CIC 0555 and CIC 0222 when
OrbitCom complied with the Commission’s order. Nevertheless, the two sets of
call records provided by OrbitCom in August (OrbitCom’s CDRs) and September
(OrbitCom’s EMI formatted records) contained information only for traffic billed
to Verizon’s network assigned CIC 0555, and none for Verizon’s network
assigned CIC 0222." More than 30% of the access traffic for which OrbitCom
billed Verizon in South Dakota in June 2009 was carried over CIC 0222. See,
e.g., Rebuttal Testimony of Michael Powers, Exhibit MP 2-19.2 Accordingly, the
call detail records that OrbitCom provided to Verizon in August and September,
and that we were able to review, did not include a substantial amount of
OrbitCom’s end users’ long distance traffic that was carried by Verizon on those

five days.’

' The lack of any CDR or EMI files for CIC 0222 in the data OrbitCom initially provided is a separate
problem from the problems I discuss below about individual calls that are missing from the data that
OrbitCom did provide. The calls that Verizon has identified as missing are all CIC 05535 calls.

2 Exhibit MP 02-19 includes detailed usage information about different types of traffic carried over
Verizon’s two interexchange networks. Verizon considers this information confidential and proprietary.
Although Mr. Powers did not label Exhibit MP 02-19 “Confidential,” Verizon respectfully requests that the
Commission treat the usage data contained therein as confidential.

* On Friday, October 2, 2009, at 4:43 p.m. Central Daylight Time, after | had substantially completed
drafting this supplemental testimony to be filed on Monday, October 5, OrbitCom sent to Verizon’s
attorney two e-mail messages which purported to contain CDR records and EMI files for CIC 0222 for five
days in June 2009. Neither I nor any other member of my team has had an opportunity to review this
newly-provided information. Accordingly, none of that information is addressed in this testimony.



WERE THE TWO SETS OF CALL RECORDS (THE ORBITCOM CDRs
AND THE ORBITCOM EMI FORMATTED RECORDS) PROVIDED BY
ORBITCOM IDENTICAL?

In general, the two sets of call records provided by OrbitCom were fairly
consistent although, as OrbitCom acknowledged, “the number of records will not
match exactly.” This is apparently in part because OrbitCom’s billing system
performs a separate sorting of the raw switch data before rating calls and creating
bills. While there were some differences in the total number of calls and amount
of usage in the two sets of data, the primary difference related to the manner in
which the two systems classify the jurisdiction of toll-free traffic (such as 800
calls). However, those differences do not appear to be material to the parties’

billing disputes.

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE KINDS OF RECORDS THAT VERIZON
MAINTAINS ON AN ONGOING BASIS AND THE TYPES OF
COMPARISONS AND ANALYSES THAT VERIZON CONDUCTED
ONCE IT RECEIVED THE ORBITCOM EMI FORMATTED RECORDS.
Verizon exiracts call detail records from all of the switches in its long distance
network on a daily basis, catalogues and stores the data, and uses the information
for billing, cost management and network management purposes. Among other
information, Verizon’s internal records contain the telephone numbers of the
calling and called parties for each long distance call. After we obtained from

OrbitCom’s sample of EMI formatted records the ANIs (telephone numbers) that




are unique to OrbitCom’s end users, Verizon was able to identify and isolate call
detail records of traffic on Verizon’s long distance network associated with those

same ANIs.?

Using that information, we reviewed our internal records of the long distance calls
originated by or terminated to the ANIs contained in OrbitCom’s EMI formatted
files during the five days covered by its EMI formatted records. We then
attempted to match our records with those provided by OrbitCom. Verizon pulled
long distance call records for the same dates reflected in OrbitCom’s files (June
24,25, 27, 28 and 29) to perform this analysis. Because OrbitCom provided call
records only for Verizon’s 0555 CIC, this comparison only considered traffic

carried on the 0555 network, as well.

Verizon sought to match the two companies’ calling records using several criteria:
¢ Originating ANI + Terminating ANI + Connect Time + Call Duration
¢ Originating ANI + Connect Time + Call Duration
e Terminating ANI + Connect Time + Call Duration

When comparing records, Verizon used broad search parameters in order to

capture as many calls as possible. Connect Times and Call Duration were

* Verizon previously explained why it was necessary to review EMI records in order to be able to
distinguish OrbitCom’s end user traffic from other traffic associated with Qwest’s end users and that of
other CLECs that rely on Qwest’s network. Because OrbitCom is a UNE-P provider, all of the telephone
numbers associated with its end users are assigned in industry data bases and routing guides to Qwest’s end
offices, and are identified as residing in Qwest’s switches. An interexchange carrier, such as Verizon, has
no means of distinguishing between a telephone number assigned to Qwest for its own end users, and a
telephone number assigned to OrbitCom for use by its own end users or to any other UNE-P provider
whose customers are served through the same Qwest local end office. See Verizon’s Corrected Motion to
Compel at 5-6.




matched with a variance of plus or minus 5 seconds to allow for some slight
variations, such as differences in call seizure time. For example, if the OrbitCom
formatted EMI record indicated that a long distance call was initiated by an
OrbitCom end user at 11:05.25 a.m., we examined our records to see whether a
call was originated by the same ANI and delivered to the Verizon long distance
network between 11:05.20 and 11:05.30 a.m. Likewise, if our records showed
that Verizon delivered a long distance call to an OrbitCom end user at 2:40.10
p.m., we looked to see whether OrbitCom’s EMI formatted files included a call to
the same ANI between 2:40.05 and 2:40.15 p.m. Once we identified all of the
long distance calls on the Verizon network associated with ANIs assigned to
OrbitCom’s end users, Verizon determined the jurisdiction of the traffic following
standard industry protocols. CONFIDENTIAL Exhibit LF-34 contains a
summary of the number of calls, the amount of usage and the jurisdictional split
of calls that we identified as a result of our examination of Verizon’s internal

records.

In addition, now that Verizon finally had information about the ANIs assigned to
OrbitCom’s end users, we reviewed our long distance records from an earlier
period in time (specifically, certain days in April and May 2008) to determine the
jurisdiction of traffic originated by or terminated to those same ANISs at that time.
This is information we had long sought in order to be able to evaluate the manner
in which OrbitCom had jurisdictionalized traffic and the validity of its charges for

purportedly “intrastate” calls on invoices issued during the time when Verizon




began disputing the charges. The results of this analysis are included in

CONFIDENTIAL Exhibit LF-35, and are described below.

WHEN VERIZON COMPARED ITS OWN SWITCH RECORDS WITH
ORBITCOM’S EMI FORMATTED FILES, WHAT DID YOU DISCOVER?
When we compared OrbitCom’s EMI formatted files with Verizon’s own network
records, the first thing we found is that the quantity of records did not match.
When we looked at all of the call records of both companies for the five-day
period, we found in Verizon’s records numerous long distance calls that were
placed by OrbitCom end users that were not reflected in the EMI formatted files
provided to us by OrbitCom. We also found in Verizon’s records many long
distance calls that were terminated to OrbitCom end users that were not reflected

in the EMI formatted files provided to us by OrbitCom.

CONFIDENTIAL Exhibit LF-36 contains a summary of the results of this
comparative analysis. The “total” column indicates the number of calls that were
found in Verizon’s internal records for CIC 0555 on the five days in June and that
were originated by or terminated to a 10-digit ANI that was identified in the EMI
formatted records as an OrbitCom customer. The exhibit indicates, for each day,
the number of those calls for which there was a match, that is, the same call
appeared in both Verizon’s internal records and OrbitCom’s EMI formatted files.
A match was determined based on the several criteria I described above

(designated as “MO,” “MOT” and MT™). The exhibit also quantifies the number
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of calls for which we could find “No Match” (designated “NM”} in the OrbitCom
records. The percentages of calls for which we could find either a match or no
match are also calculated and shown on the chart. As can be seen from the chart,
there were a large number of calls that appear in Verizon’s call records that were
not reflected in the EMI formatted records provided by OrbitCom. On each
business day, the percentage of originating calls for which we could not find a
match in OrbitCom’s files exceeded 40%, and no match could be found in the

OrbitCom EMI formatted records for 60% of the terminating calls.

What this means is that when Verizon compared the calls in OrbitCom’s EMI
formatted files with the calls identified in Verizon’s (CIC 055) network records
on the same five days in June, we found numerous long distance calls that were
placed by or terminated to OrbitCom end users that were not reflected in the EMI
formatted files provided to us by OrbitCom. Specifically, during that five-day
period, Verizon’s network records contained 70 percent more long distance calls
than were included in the EMI formatted records provided by OrbitCom. The
actual number of calls is confidential, but these can be easily calculated by
looking at the number of “total calls” shown at the bottom of CONFIDENTIAL

Exhibits LF-33 and LF-34.

As I have stated, CONFIDENTIAL Exhibits LF-34 and LF-35 contain summaries

of the analyses that Verizon performed to compare our network records with the

call records recently provided by OrbitCom. The analyses involved an evaluation
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of more than 100,000 call records, and the list of calls for which there was “No
Match” contains more than 30,000 entries. Verizon is providing the voluminous

supporting call data in electronic format in CONFIDENTIAL Exhibit LF-37.

WHAT DID YOU LEARN ABOUT THE JURISDICTION OF THE CALLS
THAT WERE NOT INCLUDED IN ORBITCOM’S EMI FORMATTED
FILES?

Once Verizon identified all of the calls that appear in its switch records but do not
appear in the OrbitCom EMI formatted records, we reviewed each of the calls to
determine its jurisdiction. Based on that review, we determined that an
overwhelming majority of such calls — in fact, more than 90% -- were inferstate.
See CONFIDENTIAL Exhibit LF-38. When we examined all of the calls
originated by or terminated to OrbitCom end users that were handled by
Verizon’s 0555 CIC during the five-day period, the actual jurisdictional split was
materially different than the jurisdictional split reflected in the EMI formatted

records provided by OrbitCom.

Specifically, for the traffic whose jurisdiction could be determined (based on
ANIs contained in the call data records), 53.32% of the originating minutes of use
during those five days were found to be interstate, and 67.3% of the terminating
minutes of use were interstate. See CONFIDENTIAL Exhibit LF-34. These
figures are much higher than the percentages of interstate usage that OrbitCom

applied in the invoices it issued to Verizon’s 0555 CIC for the June 2009 billing
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period. Had it used these figures instead, the amount of intrastate usage would
have been much lower, and OrbitCom would have assessed its higher intrastate
charges on a much smaller volume of traffic, thereby reducing the amount it billed

Verizon.

ONCE VERIZON WAS PROVIDED DETAILS ABOUT THE ANIs
ASSOCIATED WITH ORBITCOM’S END USER CUSTOMERS, DID
YOU USE THAT INFORMATION TO REVIEW TRAFFIC BETWEEN
THE TWO COMPANIES IN PRIOR BILLING PERIODS?

Yes. Once Verizon was provided information indicating the ANIs associated with
OrbitCom’s end users, we reviewed our network records to determine the volume
and jurisdiction of calls placed to or by those telephone numbers in earlier months
when Verizon began disputing OrbitCom’s switched access charges. Specifically,
Verizon evaluated all of the calls to or from OrbitCom end user ANIs that were
routed over Verizon’s 0555 network on four days in four different weeks in 2008:
April 29, May 6, May 13 and May 20. The results of that analysis are shown in
CONFIDENTIAL Exhibit LF-35. Verizon’s analysis showed that on those days,
the percentage of originating interstate traffic, based on minutes of use, ranged
between 58.1% and 93.1%, and averaged 72%. The volume of terminating traffic
on the same days was smaller, and interstate usage averaged about 27% over
those days. The jurisdiction of all traffic (originating and terminating combined)

was 60.7% over those four days.
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WHY ARE THE RESULTS OF VERIZON’S TRAFFIC ANALYSIS
IMPORTANT?

During a 13-month period between July 2007 and July 2008 (which included the
days on which Verizon conducted the traffic analysis I just described), OrbitCom
arbitrarily classified 95% of the access traffic as “intrastate” and assessed its
intrastate rates on 95% of the traffic included in the invoices it issued to Verizon.
Conversely, during that period, only 5% of the traffic was deemed by OrbitCom
to be “interstate,” for which OrbitCom billed its much lower interstate rates to
Verizon. See my direct testimony, at page 30. Despite Verizon’s repeated
requests, OrbitCom never provided any information demonstrating that its billings
based on that jurisdictional split were correct. Only now that Verizon has been
provided information about the ANIs assigned to OrbitCom’s end users have we
been able to estimate the traffic that was exchanged between the two companies
during that earlier period using actual call records. Our analysis of those call
records shows that the jurisdictional split on the days that we examined was vastly
different, by orders of magnitude, from that reflected on OrbitCom’s invoices

during the same time.
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HAS ORBITCOM PROVIDED ANY EXPLANATION FOR WHY IT DID
NOT HAVE ANY CDRs OR EMI RECORDS TO SUPPORT ITS
BILLINGS DURING THE PERIOD BETWEEN JULY 2007 AND JULY
2008?

Yes. Initially, OrbitCom told Verizon that it did not maintain call detail records
and that the third party billing vendor it used until recently “purged [the records]
from their system.” See my initial direct testimony at 13, and Exhibit LF-9. More
recently, in response to Verizon’s Data Requests 070, 071 and 072, OrbitCom
acknowledged that it did not instruct its billing agent to retain any call detail
records, and that it did not retain any such records itself. This was so even
though, since February 2008, Verizon has repeatedly requested OrbitCom to
provide us with CDR information to enable us to audit and verify its bills to
Verizon. OrbitCom apparently allowed those records to be destroyed even though
they were crucial to resolving ongoing billing disputes between our two
companies, as well as relevant to the formal complaint that OrbitCom filed with
this Commission in November 2008. Without the CDRs or EMI records for the
months July 2007 through July 2008 (let alone for any earlier or subsequent
months), the only way Verizon could determine the jurisdiction of calls made
during that earlier period of time was to use the information about ANIs
associated with OrbitCom end users contained in the records provided by
OrbitCom in response to Verizon Data Request 048 (following the Commission’s
decision granting Verizon’s motion to compel) and analyze Verizon’s internal call

detail for the long distance calls to and from those ANIs in those prior months.
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The results of Verizon’s analysis of several days of traffic during that time period

are shown in CONFIDENTIAL Exhibit LF-35.

WHAT DID THE EMI FORMATTED RECORDS PRODUCED BY
ORBITCOM DEMONSTRATE ABOUT THE AMOUNT OF CALLS
THAT WERE “TANDEM SWITCHED”?

The OrbitCom EMI formatted records confirmed that only a tiny fraction of the
calls were “tandem switched.” The Category 11 EMI records that OrbitCom
receives from Qwest include an indicator, called the “Routing Method,” that
indicates whether the call was routed through a tandem switch, or not. This
information appears in Position 51 of a Category 11 record. See Exhibit LF-31 at
4. As explained in the ATIS document describing the EMI industry standard, the
“Routing Method” is “a one-position numeric field that defines whether a FG-B,
FG-C or FG-D call was direct or tandem routed. This field should always be
populated on originating and terminating records. The values are: 0 = Direct

routing 1 = Tandem routing.” See Exhibit LF-37 at 7.

Verizon reviewed the EMI formatted records provided by OrbitCom to determine
whether or not the calls billed by OrbitCom were “tandem routed.” This is an
casy, straight-forward analysis, because it only requires one to look and see if a
“1” appears in the file, or not. Our analysis of all the EMI formatted records
produced by OrbitCom showed that 98.34 percent of the calls were direct routed,

and only 1.66 percent were “tandem routed.” The results of our analysis are
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shown in CONFIDENTIAL Exhibit LF-39, Because the basis for the EMI
records were generated in Qwest’s switches, and because Qwest knows how each
call was routed over its own network and which switches were used, there is no

basis on which one could reasonably quarrel with Qwest’s report on how the calls

appearing on the EMI formatted records were actually routed. Accordingly, this
is the best factual information available that demonstrates whether access traffic
was routed through a Qwest tandem switch or was routed between Verizon’s long
distance network and Qwest’s local exchange network over direct end office

trunks (“DEOTSs”).

DID VERIZON PERFORM A SEPARATE ANALYSIS OF ITS INTERNAL
CALL RECORDS TO DETERMINE THE AMOUNT OF CALLS TO AND
FROM ORBITCOM END USERS THAT WERE ROUTED OVER DEOTSs
VERSUS THROUGH QWEST’S TANDEM?

Yes. Verizon reviewed its own network records for the same five days in June
and analyzed calls that were originated by or terminated to ANIs that were
identified as OrbitCom end users in OrbitCom’s EMI formatted files. Verizon’s

internal records enable us to identify whether long distance calls were routed to or

from the local exchange network via DEOTSs or through the access tandem switch.
CONFIDENTIAL Exhibit LF-40 includes the results of that analysis. As shown
therein, Verizon’s internal network data is consistent with the Tandem/DEOT
“Routing Method” indicator for the calls appearing in the OrbitCom formatted

EMI records. That analysis confirms that more than 97% of the total long
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distance calls to and from OrbitCom end users were DEQT-routed, and fewer

than 3% were routed through the tandem.

WHAT IS THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THIS FINDING?

OrbitCom has argued that it “is entitled to charge and be paid for tandem
switching.” Powers Direct Testimony at 10 (line 13). In my initial testimony, at
pages 42 — 50, 1 explained why it is not. Now that Verizon has confirmed,
through the Tandem/DEOT “Routing Method” indicator generated by Qwest’s
network, that nearly all of the access traffic billed to Verizon by OrbitCom is not
routed through Qwest’s tandem switches, it is even more apparent that

OrbitCom’s assessment of charges for “tandem switching” are improper.’

DOES VERIZON CONNECT TO QWEST’S LOCAL NETWORK IN
SOUTH DAKOTA USING DEOTS?

Yes. Inrecent correspondence, OrbitCom asserted that “regardless of the
existence of a DEOT,” it claims it is entitled to charge for tandem switching. [
will not address the theoretical legal bases of this claim. However, I will
comment on OrbitCom’s factual argument that Verizon does not have DEOTs
that connect its long distance network with Qwest’s local exchange network in

South Dakota. As I have pointed out, OrbitCom’s claim is contradicted by the

5 As an aside, I would point out that the intrastate switched access tariff of the defendants’ CLEC affiliate,
MClImetro, clearly sets forth the circumstances in which the company may impose “tandem switching”
charges: “The Company will bill the Tandem Connect rate when the ILEC’s Category 11 Daily Usage
Feed Records indicate that the call was routed through the ILEC’s tandem.” See MClmetro Access
Transmission Services LLC d/b/a Verizon Access Transmission Services South Dakota Tariff No. 2,
Section 5.2.3.1.2, which is included in Exhibit MP 2-16. In other words, MCimetro may bill for tandem
switching when the Category 11 records received from Qwest indicate that the call was routed through
Qwest’s tandem,; in all other cases, MClmetro does not bill for tandem switching.

18




information about direct and tandem routed traffic that Qwest includes in the

“Routing Method” indicator of the Category 11 EMI records that it produces. In

addition, OrbitCom’s claim also rests on a general misunderstanding of network

routing arrangements.

During discovery, Verizon provided a list of circuits that have been installed to
connect its long distance network with central office switches in Qwest’s network.
Mr. Powers has stated that a DEOT “refers to a specific circuit that carries an
IXC’s traffic from the local central office switch to the IXC’s switch, bypassing
the tandem switch.” Powers’ Rebuttal Testimony at 23(lines 3-5) (emphasis
added). In South Dakota, Verizon has ordered DEOTs from Qwest that are used
to carry long distance calls between Verizon’s long distance network and Qwest’s
local exchange network through which OrbitCom’s end users receive and place
long distance calls. When these facilities are used to transport traffic between the
two carriers’ networks, the calls “bypass” the tandem switch. As explained
above, information in the EMI formatted records produced by OrbitCom indicate
that this occurs on more than 98% of the traffic transported between Verizon’s

network and OrbitCom’s end users.

OrbitCom’s financial officer, Mr. Powers, has suggested that the facilities

Verizon identified in discovery are not actually DEOTSs (rebuttal testimony at 26),

but he is mistaken. Mr. Powers’s argument is based on the fact that some of the

DEOT circuits identified by Verizon share the same identification code (called a
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‘;TSC”). That fact is of no significance in determining whether the traffic routed
over those circuits is tandem-switched. Many of the Qwest end offices in South
Dakota are “remotes.” Remote end offices home to a “host” end office, where the
switching intelligence resides. These “hosts™ are identified in LERG, which is the
standard industry routing guide. When Verizon wants to carry remote end office
traffic on a DEOT, Verizon installs a trunik group to the host end office. By
ordering a trunk group (DEOT) to a particular host switch, Verizon is thereby able
to pass and receive traffic on a “direct trunk” basis to and from all of the various
remotes operated from that host. DEOTs that are connected to a host end office
are used to carry traffic both for that host and all remote offices that are homed to
that host, as reflected in the LERG files. The TSC codes identify the DEOT trunk
groups that are built to the “host” end office. Host and remote end offices are not
tandem switches. Accordingly, traffic that is directly routed to a host office over
DEOTs in the manner I have described, and then routed from the host to the
remote, is not switched by a “tandem’ switch in the local exchange carrier’s
network. LF-41 contains several call diagrams that depict how traffic is routed
through a local exchange network and to and from interexchange carrier
networks. Two diagrams, labeled “Direct, Host-Remote Routed Call Diagram™
and “Direct End Office Routed Call Diagram,” together depict the routing
arrangement used for calls between Verizon’s long distance network and the local

exchange network when DEOTs are utilized.
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To further demonstrate this point, [ have attached as CONFIDENTIAL Exhibit
LF-42 summary invoice data that Verizon received from Qwest in September
2009. The first example shows that, for one end office, “T'andem Switching”
charges constituted only 5 percent of the total billed amount. This is consistent
with our network data, which I described above, that shows that about 97% of the
overall traffic is routed over DEOTSs. The second example in CONFIDENTIAL
Exhibit LF-42 provides data for a host — remote scenario in which a DEOT is
used to serve the end offices. In that situation, Qwest billed Verizon for local
switching and transport between the remote and end office, and did not assess any
charges for “tandem switching.” Qwest’s billing confirms that the existence of a
remote-host switching architecture has nothing to do with whether or not calls are
also routed through tandem switches. A third example in CONFIDENTIAL
Exhibit LF-42 does indicate situations in which “tandem switching” charges may
be assessed in a remote-host situation. The Category 11 records initially
generated by Qwest provide the best, most reliable indicator of whether a call is
routed through a tandem, or is routed directly to an end office to or from an

interexchange carrier’s network.
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BASED UPON YOUR ANALYSIS OF THE CDRS AND EMI
FORMATTED RECORDS WHICH ORBITCOM PROVIDED, WAS
VERIZON OVERCHARGED BY ORBITCOM FOR SWITCHED ACCESS
SERVICES?

Yes. Based on an evaluation of all of the traffic to and from OrbitCom end users,
as reflected in Verizon’s internal call detail records, the actual jurisdiction of the
traffic for which OrbitCom has billed Verizon is materially different than that
reflected in OrbitCom’s invoices. OrbitCom has classified too much of the traffic
as “intrastate” and imposed its higher intrastate access charges on calls that are, in
fact, interstate. To the extent it has done so, it has overcharged Verizon. In
addition, OrbitCom has improperly assessed charges for “tandem switching” on

calls for which no tandem switching service was provided.

HOW MUCH OF ORBITCOM’S BILLS IS VERIZON DISPUTING?
Through the August 2009 invoice dates, Verizon is disputing $796,229.01 in
intrastate charges that OrbitCom has improperly billed Verizon. Verizon has paid
$142,834.05 of this amount. Accordingly, Verizon is entitled to a refund or credit

in that amount.

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR SUPPLEMENTAL TESTIMONY?

Yes, it does.
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EXHIBIT
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This entire exhibit is redacted.
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This entire exhibit is redacted.
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This entire exhibit is redacted.
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This entire exhibit is redacted.
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This entire exhibit is redacted.




CONFIDENTIAL
EXHIBIT

LK - 37

Due to the volume of material, this exhibit is only
being provided electronically to the service list.

This entire exhibit is redacted.
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