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| DENTI FI CATION OF W TNESS

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, TITLE, AND ADDRESS.

M/ nane is Scott A Mlntyre. I work for Qnest
Corporation as a Director for Product and Market |ssues.
My work address is 1600 Bell Plaza, Seattle, Wshington.

HAVE YOU PREVIQUSLY PROVIDED TESTIMONY IN TH'S

PROCEEDI NG?

Yes, | filed Drect testinony in this proceeding on

Sept ember 27, 2002.

PURPCSE

VWHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTI MONY?
The purpose of ny testinony is to respond to the Direct

testinonies filed on Septenber 27, 2002 by Ctizens

Tel ecommuni cat i ons Conpany  of | daho (*Citizens”),
Electric Li ght wave Inc. ("ELI"), | daho  Tel ephone
Associ ation (“ITA"), and 11 um net, Inc.

("Conpl ainants™) in opposition to the appliication of new
Signaling System 7 (*ss77) rate elenents introduced by

Qnest on June 1, 2001. M. Paul Florack filed testimny

on behalf of Illumnet and M. F. Wayne Lafferty filed

on behalf of Citizens, ELI, ITa, and Illumnet, Inc. |

wi Il address the issues raised by the Conplainants in
QNE- T-02- 11 Ml ntyre, (Reb) -1-

Cctober 18, 2002 Qnest  Corporation
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the testimony  that follows and denonstrate t hat

Conpl ai nants should be required to conply with the tems

of the Catal og.

BACKGROUND

VWHAT I S THE ALLEGED RELATI ONSHI P BETWEEN THE
COVPLAI NANTS IN TH S CASE?

M. Lafferty describes Ctizens and the ITA members as
i ncunbent local exchange carriers' and ELI? as a
conpetitive |ocal exchange carrier (“*CLEC”) operating in
| daho. M. Lafferty also indicates that several 1ITA
members Nave CLEC subsidiaries or operations in |daho.
(Lafferty, Pages 10, 11i). He alleges that Illuminet isS
the SS7 service provider “agent” for these conpanies in
| daho. (Lafferty, Page 1) M. Florack, on the other
hand, indicates that Illuminet is the SS7 provider for
“certain” Of the Co-Conplainants in this proceeding.

(Florack, Page 8, Lines 28-29)

! citizens al so operates as a CLEC and has an approved |nterconnection
Agreenment wth Qwest in Idaho.

2

Interestingly, although M. Lafferty's {and wmr. Florack’s) testimony

primarily positions his allegations fromthe CLEC perspective, ELI is the
only ldaho CLEC participating in this proceeding.

QUE-T-02-11 Melntyre, (Reb) -2-
Cct ober 18, 2002 Quest  Corporation
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DOES QWEST AGREE WITH MR. LAFFERTY’'S AND MR. FLORBK'S
REPRESENTATION OF THE ALLEGED RELATIONSHIPS?

No. Qwest does not agree that Illuminet is the 887
agent of its Co-Complainants. In truth, the
relationship between Illuminet and its customers has no
bearing on this case. Qwest’s only signaling customer
in this case is Illuminet.

Further, Complainants would have vyou believe that
Illuminet is the “887 provider agent” of all 1ITA
members. (Lafferty p. 1 Lines 13 - 15.) In fact, the
majority of ITA members are served by another third
party signaling provider, Syringa, who is not a party to
this case.? Only two ITA members are served by
Illuminet.* See Exhibit 503.

WHAT OPTIONS DO CARRIERS INTERCONNECTING WITH QWEST HAVE
TO OBTAIN SS87°?
As 1 demonstrated in my Direct Testimony, CLECs and
wireless providers have three options:
1) CLECs and wireless providers may choosge to
purchasé SS87 as an unbundled network element
(“UNE”) through an Interconnection Agreement.

2) CLECs and wireless providerg may purchase SS87 as

* gyringa, as a third party 887 prov1der, ‘should beggyrcha51ng 857 out of
Qwest’'s Access Services Catalog but it is not.

QWE-T-02-11 McIntyre, {(Reb) -3-
October 18, 2002 Qwest Corporation
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a finished service from Qmest's |daho Access
Service Catal og.

3) CLECs and wireless providers may purchase SS7
froma third party provider.

Q. WOULD YOU PLEASE REVIEW THE OPTI ONS | NDEPENDENT LOCAL
EXCHANGE CARRI ERS (“*ILECS”) HAVE TO OBTAI N §87°?

A Yes. As also explained in nmy Direct Testinony, |LECs
al so have three options:

1) ILECs may choose to purchase SS7 from Qaest via a
negotiated SS7 Infrastructure Sharing Agreenent
("I SA").

2) Just like CLECs and wireless providers, |LECs may
purchase SS7 as a finished service from Qwest
through Qwest’s I|daho Access Service Catal og.

3) Just like ¢LEcs and wireless providers, |ILECS may
purchase SS7 from a third party provider, such as
[11um net.

Q. HOW ARE THE COWPLAINANTS IN TH'S CASE OBTAI NI NG

S| GNALI NG?

A M. Lafferty represents that Illumnet is the SS7 service
provi der for its clients, Ctizens, ELI, and ITA.
(Lafferty, Page 1, Lines 14, 15) Illumnet is the only

 Further references to ITA in this testinony is limted to those members
serviced by Illunminet, i.e. Fremont Telcom, and Farmers Mutual.

QNE-T-02- 11 Mel ntyre, (Reb) -4-
Cct ober 18, 2002 Qnest  Corporation
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signaling customer of  Qwest. None of Illuminet’s
carrier/custoners are signaling custonmers of Qwest .

11 um net obtains 887 from Qmest through the Access

Servi ces Catal og.

VO CE/ DATA "TRAFFIC' VS. SIGNALING " MESSACES'

THROUGHOUT THEI R RESPECTI VE TESTI MONI ES, THE
COVPLAI NANTS IN TH'S  PROCEEDI NG CONFUSE S| GNALI NG
"MESSAGES" W TH VO CE AND DATA "TRAFFIC." WOULD YOU
PLEASE CLARI FY?

Yes. As | explained in ny Direct Testinony, “traffic”
consists of voice and data calls transported over the
public swtched telecomunications network. Si gnal i ng
“megsages” occur over a special signaling network fully
separate from the public voice switched network that

carries the actual call. Conpl ai nant s, by their own
adm ssion, recognize the separateness of the networks.

Il'lumnet is a non-common carrier and, as such, does not

carry any end user traffic of its own or of its own

carrier customners. [1lum net carries 887 messages only.

(Florack p. 2, Lines 1-3.)

QNE-T-02-11 Mcl ntyre, (Reb) -5-
Cctober 18, 2002 Qmwest  Corporation
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Conpl ai nant s fail to mke the distinction between
signaling “messages” and Vvoice/data “traffic,” rather
t hey use these terns interchangeably. It is critical
for the Commssion to understand the difference between
signaling "nessages"” and voice and data “traffic® as it
wades through the msleading and msdirected allegations
of the Conplainants. For exanple, Conplainants propose
that Qwmest separate signaling nessages by call type.
(Florack, Page 22, Lines |-11; Lafferty, Page 33, Lines
15-16.) However, signaling nessages apply W thout
regard to the nature of the underlying voice/data
traffic. There is no reason to separate nessages by
call type because signaling charges apply to all types
of voice/data traffic.

The Conplainants in this case also discuss various
fornms  of billing arrangenent s and agreenents.
(Lafferty, Pages 20-23; Florack, Page 27, Lines 18-25.)
This is another exanple of where the conplainants are
confusing a signaling “message” W th  voice/data
“traffic.” It is pointless to get into ,a discussion on
how neet point billing or bill-and-keep conpensation
mechani sns should or should not be applied in
relationship to this case, as those nmechanisns are

billing instruments concerning voice and data "traffic"

QVE-T-02- 11 Ml ntyre, (Reb) -6-
Cct ober 18, 2002 Qnest  Corporation
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rather than signaling *“messages."” There is a clear
di stinction between voice/data "traffic" and signaling
‘messages.”
COVPLAI NANTS ALLEGE THAT CERTAI N Sl GNALI NG MESSAGES ARE
"NON- CHARGEABLE" W TH RESPECT TO THE SS7 RATES CONTAI NED
IN QAEST'S ACCESS CATALOG. IS THAT A VALID ALLEGATI ON?
No. Conpl ai nant s allege that Quest cannot charge
Illuminet its SS7 rates in the Access Services Catalog
for signaling associated with |ocal and EAS end-user
traffic, jointly provided exchange access traffic,
intraMTA wireless traffic, and toll traffic exchanged
between Qwest and other carriers (Lafferty, Page 4,
Lines 2-7; Florack, Page 13, Lines 2-9.) Conplainants
assert that the voice/data traffic and the signaling
messages are inextricably intertwined and therefore the
underlying nature of the voice/data traffic should
govern how charges are assessed, rather than applying
the ss7 rates in the Access Services Catalog to
|11 um net. (Florack, Page 19, Lines 14-25; Lafferty,
Pages 19-22.)

As | have previously stated, the voice/data traffic

network is separate fromthe signaling network and the

nature of the wunderlying call does not govern how
charges are assessed. There are separate costs and

#
QAE-T-02- 11 Mcl ntyre, (Reb) ~7-

Cct ober 18, 2002 Quest  Corporation
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pricing for both. Charges for signaling should be
assessed to carriers and third party SS7 providers that
generate the costs associ at ed with provi si oni ng
signaling service, regardless of the type of end user
servi ces being provisioned. To do otherw se would
result in discrimnation among carriers.

QAEST ASSESSES CHARGES FOR SS7 MESSAGES REGARDLESS oF
WHERE THE SIGNAL OR UNDERLYING CALL ORI G NATES, IS THAT
CORRECT?

Yes, Qnest assesses a SS7 nessage charge for every
nmessage that traverses the SS7 custoner's |ink wthout
regard to origination or termnation of the nessage. In
other words, what customers pay for is the connectivity
to termnate nessages to Qwest and to receive nessages

from Quest.

SS7 CHARGES

HAVE THE COVPLAI NANTS IN THI S CASE DI SPUTED THAT THERE
ARE COSTS ASSOCI ATED WTH THE PROVI SIONING OF 8877

No. This is clear not only fromtheir Complaint, but
also fromtheir testinony. For exanple, M. Florack
states on Page 24 of his testimony, " At | east

conceptual Iy, Quest  should have apportioned its ss7

QNE-T-02-11 Ml ntyre, (Reb) -a-
Cctober la, 2002 Qnest  Cor poration
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costs in some manner ameng all of its services . . . .”
This is an acknowledgement that there are costs

associated with SS87 service.

'HAVE THE COMPLAINANTS DISPUTED THAT ILLUMINET AND OTHER

THIRD PARTY PROVIDERS UTILIZING OQWEST’S 887 NETWORK
GENERATE COSTS TO QWEST?

No. On Page 24, Lines 26-29, Mr. Florack states,
“Likewise, where Illuminet is providing the 887 network
on behalf of one of its toll provider carrier/customers,
Tlluminet and its toll provider carrier/customer fully
expect that Qwest will assess its S87 signaling message
charges agsociated with that traffic, to Illuminet.”

DOES QWEST BILL ELI, ITA OR CITIZENS FOR SIGNALING
MESSAGES, EITHER DIRECTLY OR INDIRECTLY, AS MR. LAFFERTY
ALLEGES THROUGHOUT HIS TESTIMONY, ON PAGE 24 FOR
EXAMPLE?

No. ELI, ITA and Citizens are not Qwest’s customers for
SS7 signaling services - they are Illuminet’s customers.
Therefore, Qwest does not charge those Complainants for
signaling services.

MR. LAFFERTY CLAIMS THAT QWEST HAS VIOLATED THE FCC’S
SS7 ORDER. (LAFFERTY, PAGE 32, LINES 21-24 - PAGE 33,

LINE 1.) PLEASE COMMENT.

QWE-T-02-11 McIntyre, (Reb) -9-
October 18, 2002 Qwest Corporation
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M. Lafferty alleges that Qaest is violating the FCC s
Order by not separately identifying and billing 887
charges associated with local, EAS, and wreless traffic
from ss7 charges associ at ed with interstate and
intrastate toll traffic. Contrary to M. Lafferty's
assertion, Qmest is not in violation of the FCC s SS7
Or der.

In commenting on the need for incunbent LECs to
install netering or other equipnment necessary to neasure
third party usage of signaling facilities, the FCC
stated:

Al t hough we encourage actions that would pronote
di saggregati on and unbundling of SS7 services, we

will not require incunbent LECs to inplenent such an
approach and incur the associated equipnment costs of
doing so. The record indicates that, as a general

matter, the costs of mandating the installation of
nmeteri ng equi pnent may well exceed the benefits of
doi ng so.'

Consistent with the FCC s Order, Qnest determ ned
that the cost of inplenmenting equipnment to reach the
| evel of detail suggested by the Conplainants as
necessary to accurately bill SS7 is unwarranted. Qnest
uses the Percent Interstate Usage (*PIU”) net hodol ogy to

jurisdictionalize signaling nessages, which is in full

conpliance wth the FCCs Order. M. Lafferty's

55 FCC First Report and Order, Access Charge Reform Docket, CC Docket No.

96-262, 12 FCC Rcd Page 15982, 252, released wmay 16, 1997.

QAE-T-02-11 Ml ntyre,

Cct ober 18, 2002 Qnest  Cor porati on

{Reb)

-10-
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allegations that Qaest is in violation of the FCC s
Order on this matter are inaccurate and m sl eading.

MR FLORACK MAINTAINS THAT THERE IS A POTENTIAL FOR
QUEST TO DI SCRI M NATE BETWEEN CUSTOVERS WREN CHARG NG
FOR SS7. VWHAT | S YOUR RESPONSE?

In his testinony, M. Florack alleges "there is a
potenti al for anti-conpetitive and  discrimnatory
t reat ment by Qwest in the way Illuminet and its
carrier/customers are charged for SS7 signaling messages
by  Quest associ ated with non- char geabl e traffic,
particularly local traffic, versus how Qwest may charge
its own direct connect ss7 signaling customers.”
(Florack, Page 16, Li nes 14-18) It 1is not
discrimnatory or anti-conpetitive for an |ILEC to
directly connect with Qemest through a 8s7 Infrastructure
Sharing Agreenent for the purchase of 887, or for a CLEC
or wireless provider to directly connect and purchase
ss7 out of its | nt erconnection Agr eenent . The
Tel ecommuni cati ons Act of 1996 ("Act"), which  was
designed to foster conpetition, allows Qwest to enter
into ss7 Infrastructure Sharing Agreement s and
I nterconnection  Agreenments with TILEcs and CLECs oOf
W rel ess provi ders respectively. The fact that

[llumnet is not a teleconmunications carrier and cannot

QAE-T-02- 11 Ml ntyre, (Reb) -11-
Cct ober 18, 2002 Qnest  Cor poration
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enter into one of those agreenents does not nean that
Illuminet IS being treated in a discrimnatory or anti-
conpetitive manner . Furthernore, M. Florack’s
allegations that Qwest may discrimnate in favor of
custoners that connect directly to its 887 network by
not chargi ng them are outrageous. If M. Florack has
any evi dence that supports such allegations, he should
produce it and  not merely specul ate about the
possibility.

DO SS7 | NFRASTRUCTURE SHARING AGREEMENTS AVAILABLE TO
| NDEPENDENT LOCAL EXCHANGE CARRI ERS | NCLUDE SI GNALI NG
MESSAGE CHARGES RELATED TO LOCAL EXCHANGE/EAS TRAFFI C?
NO. Qualifying ILECs may enter into a 8587 ISA with
Qnest pursuant to Section 259 of the Act. An | SA
I ncl udes charges for Links and Ports, but no signaling
nessage charges because the parties to the Agreenent
“*ghare” infrastructure.

DOES THE USE OF 11sas SINGLE QUT |ILEGCs FOR SPEC AL
TREATMENT?

Yes. To the extent that ILECs receive unique treatnent,
this treatnent is sanctioned by the Act. Section 259 of
the Act specifically requires incunbent |ocal exchange

carriers to make their infrastructure available to

QVNE-T-02-11 Ml ntyre, (Reb) -12-
Cct ober 18, 2002 Qnest  Cor poration
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qual i fying independent |ocal exchange carriers.® The Act
specifically does not extend this infrastructure sharing
requirement to CLECs. Al t hough | am sonewhat
speculating, it is my guess that Congress may have
wanted to provide a vehicle to preserve local inter-
conpany arrangenents that provided end user custoner
benefit |ike ILEC/RBOC EAS arrangenents.

However, it is a mstake to think that the status
of the purchaser of a service does not ordinarily affect
the services and prices the purchasers pay for service
in the telecommunications industry. For exanpl e, CLECs
pay different prices than resellers, UNE-P purchasers
pay different rates from resellers, i nt erexchange
carriers (“IxXcs”) pay different rates than cLecs for
access to the RBOC’'s network to place calls. In fact,
there are many exanples where the status of the
purchaser affects the price and terns. The fact that
the Act provides for Section 259 agreenments underscores
t hat distinguishing between ILECs and others who may

Wi sh to use parts of the network is permssible.

€1n order to qualify, the carrier nmust |ack econonies of scale or scope
and offer tel ephone exchange service, exchange access, and any ot her
service that is included in universal service, to all consuners without
preference throughout the service area for which such carrier has been
designated as an eligible tel ecommuni cations carrier under Section 214 (e}

of

QVE-T-02-11

the Act.

Ml ntyre, (Reb) -13-

Cct ober 18, 2002 Qwest Corporation
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ON PACGE 11, LINES I-8, MR FLORACK ALLECGES THAT QWEST IS
SHI FTING I TS 887 COSTS TO | LLUM NET' S CARRI ER/ CUSTOMERS
DUE TO ITS "INABILITY TO D SAGGREGATE AND BI LL FOR 887
ON ONLY CERTAIN TYPES OF CALLS.“ PLEASE COVMENT.

M. Florack seens to inply that if the signaling
messages were disaggregated, it would sonehow change the
manner in which Qaest assesses its signaling charges.
[t would not. As explained above, signaling costs are
incurred on every type of voice/data call.

Qwest is not inappropriately shifting costs to
anyone. Qwest’s restructure of SS7 results in the party
generating the cost to Qwest’s SS7 network paying for
that cost. Prior to the restructure, I nt er exchange
carriers paid a disproportionate anmount of signaling
costs. Wth the restructure, each SS7 customer pays for
the cost it generates, resulting in a nore fair and
equi table allocation,

Furt hernore, Illuminet’s carrier/custoners are not

Qwest’s sSignaling custoners. They purchase 887 from
11 um net. [llTumnet is Qwest's custoner and |IIlum net
is the custoner being billed for the 887 service. How

Illumnet charges its custoners is irrelevant in this

pr oceedi ng.

QUE-T-02-11 Ml ntyre, (Reb) -14-
Cct ober 18, 2002 Qnest  Corporation
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COULD QWNEST serparRaTE S| GNALI NG MESSAGES BY CALL TYPE AS
MR. FLORACK SUGGESTS ON PAGE 22, LINES 1-11 OF H'S
TESTI MONY AND MR.  LAFFERTY PROPCSES ON PAGE 33, LINES
15-16 OF H'S TESTI MONY?

There is no reason to separate nessages by call type
because signaling charges apply to all types of calls.
Whet her or not Qaest can separate signaling nessages
based on voice/data call type is irrelevant as | have
i ndi cated previously. This is just another snokescreen
on the part of the Conplainants to confuse the issue.
If Qwest were to separate signaling charges by call.
type, it would be inefficient and |lead to additional
costs that would require increased rates. Furt hernore,
the FCC does not require Qwest to inplement netering
equi pnent that would separate signals by call type.

DO YOU AGREE WTH MR LAFFERTY THAT QWEST |S DOUBLE
RECOVERI NG SI GNALI NG COSTS UNDER THE NEW 887 RATE
STRUCTURE?

No. M. Lafferty alleges that the costs associated wth
8587 nessage signaling associated with originating and
termnating EAS traffic is included in the |ocal
exchange rate. (Lafferty, Page 17, Lines 2-6) However,
M. Lafferty offers no factual support for this

al | egation. Certainly no evidence has been presented

QNE- T-02- 11 Ml ntyre, (Reb)  -15-
Cct ober 18, 2002 Qnest  Corporation
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here about what SS7 costs were recovered in any prior
EAS case. To nmy understanding, based on discussions
W th gQwest’s Idaho Policy and Law representatives, all
that the Conm ssion determned in a typical EAS decision
was whether EAS should be granted and what rate inpact,
if any, would be experienced by retail custoners if a
former toll route was converted to local service. The
costs of SS7 signaling were not discussed in any detail,
if at all, in those dockets.

The fact that only retail rates for end user |ocal
exchange custonmers were affected by this Conmm ssion-%
EAS orders is significant. Third party SS7 providers
were not parties to those cases, and | do not believe
that Illuminet can <claim the Conmssion made any
decision about their rates in those cases.

Further, as this Conm ssion knows, retail service

prices have never been directly tied to the cost of

providing a service. Thus, there can be no show ng of
which SS7 costs, if any, were "recovered" in any given
EAS case. It is inpossible for M. Lafferty to

affirmatively claim and prove that there is "double
recovery" of those costs.
MR LAFFERTY STATES oN PAGE 17, LINES 17-19, THAT QWEST

CLAIMS | T “SIMULTANEOUSLY LOAERED | XC ACCESS RATES BY aw

QUE-T-02- 11 Ml ntyre, (Reb) -16-
Cct ober 18, 2002 Qnest  Corporation
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AMOUNT EQUAL TO ONE HALF OF THE DOUBLE RECOVERY...." DID
QNEST MARE ANY SUCH STATEMENT?

Absol utely  not. Qnest denies there is any double
recovery. In response to 1Ta data request Nunber 49,
Qvest  stated that it reduced the end office loca
swtching, carrier common line and tandem switching rate
el ements as part  of the si gnaling restructure.

Confidential Attachment A to that response denonstrates

t hat the reductions equaled the revenue increase
expected from the 887 restructure. See Confidential
Exhi bit 504.

ARE THE CONCERNS VO CED BY COWPLAI NANTS THAT THE NEW SS7
RATE STRUCTURE WLL INCREASE THEIR BUSINESS COSTS VALID
SUPPORT FOR AN ARGUMENT OF ANTI-COMPETITIVE BEHAVI OR ON
THE PART OF QWEST?

No. From Illuminet’s perspective, M. Florack indicates

It is sinply going to pass through these costs to its

cust oners. (Florack, Page 26, Lines 6-9) M. Florack
claims that Illumnet supports the concept of unbundling
(Florack, Page 27, Lines 12-13) and clains Illumnet is

not trying to avoid paying the costs it inposes on
Qwest’s network (Florack, Page 24, Lines 21-23). HOW
can he then claimthat assessing these charges is anti-

conpetitive?

QNE-T-02-11 Mclntyre, (Reb) -17-
Cct ober 18, 2002 Qnest  Corporation
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Mr. Lafferty erroneously contends that Qwest’s S87

message signaling charges “.will 1likely impede the
continued development of competition.” (Lafferty, Page
4, Lines 12-13) The FCC has 1long recognized that

subgidies cannot be maintained in a truly competitive
telecommunications environment. As far back as the late
19702 and 19803 when the FCC deregulated customer
premises equipment and inside wiring, it recognized that
making the customer using the service bear the costs of
services received was an integral part of fostering a
fully competitive market. In fact, making the users pay
and fostering a competitive telecommunications
marketplace were two of the five goals articulated by
the FCC in deregulating these services. What was true
then for inside wiring products remains true today for
SS87 service.

MR. FLORACK CONTENDS THAT ILLUMINET DOES NOT OBJECT TO
RELATING THE RECOVERY OF 887 COSTS TO A CUSTOMER'S USE
OF THE SERVICE (PAGE 27, LINES 10-12). DOES THAT RING
TRUE BASED UPON ITS COMPLAINT IN THIS PROCEEDING?

No. Prior to Qwest regtructuring its 887 rates,
Illuminet was paying for ‘“entry” to the signaling
network through link and port charges, but not “use” of

the network through megsage usage charges. If Illuminet

QWE-T-02-11 McIntyre, (Reb) -18-
October 18, 2002 Qwest Corporation
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Q. MR. LAFFERTY CLAIMS THAT THE SS7 RESTRUCTURE REVERSES
THE COW SSION' S DEC!I SI ON REGARDI NG EAS PRI CI NG.
(LAFFERTY, PAGE 16, LINES 5-14) DO YOU AGREE?

A No. M. Lafferty argues that introduction of usage-
sensitive rates for SS7 results in re-instituting usage-
sensitive pricing for EAS traffic that is now priced on
a flat-rated basis. That is sinply not the case. The
EAS rate structure, which concerns voice/data traffic,
has not changed. Flat rate |ocal exchange custoners
still enjoy expanded local calling as part of their
flat-rated |ocal service. Measured service customers,
of course, pay for any local call on an increnental
basis once they have used their monthly ninute
al | onance.

The relevant price change here is not for EAS
calling, it is for 887 signaling. And Illuninet is the
only party in this case that purchases SS7 signaling
from Qwest. Since |llum net deals in signaling
messages, Nnot voice/data traffic, the EAS deci sion that

QNE-T-02-11 Ml ntyre, (Reb) -19-

Is to be consistent, it should not balk at paying
message-sensitive charges associated wth netwrk usage,
rather than trying to prolong subsidization of its use

of the network Dby other conpanies.
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expanded the local calling areas of local exchange
customers does not affect |IIlumnet.

Bur ISNT IT THE CASE THAT WHEN EAS WAS | MPLEMENTED, THE
| LECs DID NOT FACE A PER MESSACGE s§s7 CHARGE ASSOCI ATED
WTH AN EAS CALL AND NOW THEY DO TO THE EXTENT, AS
ALLEGED, THAT ILLUMINET PASSES ON THE PER MESSAGE CHARGE
TO ITS CARRI ER/ CUSTOVERS?

No. | LECs who purchase SS7 fromthird party providers
like I'l'lum net nmay experience an increase in what they

pay to their S8S7 provider as a result of Qwest

restructuring its Access Services Catalog if the
contract between Illumnet and its carrier/custoners
directs Illumnet to pass through its SS7 costs to its
carrier/customers. Of course, they may experience

increases and decreases in any nunber of expenses
associ at ed with their operations. Il lumnet's
carrier/custoners need to make the business decision as
to whether Illumnet's contractural obligation to pass
through its ss7 costs justifies looking for other
alternatives for acquiring SS7.

IS THERE A SIGNALI NG OPTION FOR ILECs THAT DCES NOT
| NCLUDE Sl GNALI NG MESSAGE CHARGES RELATED TO LOCAL

EXCHANGE/EAS TRAFFI C?

QNE-T-02-11 Ml ntyre, (Reb) -20-
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Yes. To the extent that the ILECs in this case wish to
return to an arrangenent that is nore simlar in expense
to what they experienced when EAS was originally
impl emented, the |ISA may be the answer. However, |
enphasi ze that this is their business decision, since
they may have other conpelling reasons to want to
continue with Illuminet.

MR, LAFFERTY STATES THAT THE | NTRODUCTION OF 887 MESSAGE
RATES IS A CHANGE IN "LONG STANDI NG REGULATORY PQOLI CY

AND  INDUSTRY PRACTICES IN THE STATE OF |DAHO"

(LAFFERTY, PACGE 3, LINES 7-8.) ISNT THS A
MISCHARACTERIZATION?
Yes. In his testimony, M. Lafferty alleges that Quest

"should not be allowed to change public policy in the
state of Idaho (or anywhere else) wthout providing the
Conmi ssion an opportunity to properly investigate the
inplications of the changes.” Significantly, M.
Lafferty does not enuner at e the “long standing
regulatory policy and industry practices" he alleges are
being violated. Certainly there is nothing in Idaho
statute or regulation that would suggest that Qnest
cannot charge users of its network for that use. In
fact, in ldaho, the only tine the Conm ssion regul ates

the level of that charge for Qnest is when the service

QNE-T-02- 11 Mcl ntyre, (Reb) -21-
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Q.

provided is "basic |ocal exchange service” as that term
is defined in Idaho Code §62-603(1) or when CLECs are
seeking unbundled network elements and the Commssion is
asked to set total element long run increnental costs
for those elenents. The provision of SS7 to a third
party does not fall within one of these categories. To
put it bluntly, there is no Conmssion policy or
industry practice on this subject in Idaho. What does
signal an attenpted policy shift here is the effort of
the Conplainants to persuade this Conm ssion to take
jurisdiction over a dispute about the application of
charges for a derequlated service.

IS MR LAFFERTY' S CONTENTI ON THAT THE SS/7 Sl GNALI NG
CHARGES ARE "REGULATED' UNDER TITLE 62 ACCURATE?

No. The services Quest offers under its Access Services

Cataloq are derequlated under Title 62 in Southern

| daho. Qrest is not required to obtain Comm ssion
approval prior to inplementing any Access Services
Catal og revision. Nor does the Comm ssion regulate the
| evel of charges for services offered under Title 62.

MR, LAFFERTY ALLEGES THAT QWEST ENGAGED IN A "CLEAR AND
UNWARRANTED SUBSIDY OF UNREGULATED IXC TRAFFIC BY
REGULATED | NDUSTRY PARTI Cl PANTS AND THEI R CUSTOMERS. "

(LAFFERTY, PAGE 17, LINES 18-20) PLEASE COMVENT.

QNE-T-02-11 Ml ntyre, (Reb) -22-
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There is no subsidy issue Dbetween regulated and
deregulated (or “unregulated”) entities in this case.
Mr. Lafferty apparently reached this conclusion based on
his “assumption” that Qwest lowered deregulated access
rates and placed the costs on “regulated” carriers, but
Illuminet is not a regulated carrier.

The revenue neutrality of this filing was attained

by lowering switched access charges and implementing a

usage-based component to 887 service. Both Switched
Access and SS7 are deregulated servicez. Therefore, Mr.
Lafferty’s allegations are unfounded. The only -

“subsidy” issue that is present in this proceeding is
the subsidy Illuminet and other third party providers
had been receiving from IXCs and others who were paying
for signaling message costs as part of their switched
access rates prior to Qwest restructuring its S87 rates.
Qwest’'s restructure was implemented to put a stop to
that inappropriate subsidy and to  assess costs
associated with using the SS7 network upon all those who
use it - including Illuminet and other third party

signaling providers.

AGENCY STATUS

QWE-T-02-11 McIntyre, (Reb) -23-
October 18, 2002 Qwest Corporation
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ON PACES 19 AND 20 OF H'S TESTI MONY, MR FLORACIZ ALLEGES
THAT ILLUMNET IS AN AGENT OF ITS CARRIER/ CUSTOVERS FOR
THE PURCHASE OF SS7. IS HE CORRECT?

NO. Illuminet is not an agent of its carrier/custoners
for SS7. In response to Qwest’s Interrogatory Nunber
40, CGtizens and ELI both stated that the Letters of
Agency (LoA) authorized Illumnet to use their point
codes. See Exhibits 505 and 506. The Loas, however, go
no further. The LOASs provide no additional
authorization to Illumnet for the purchase of signaling

on their behal f. See Exhibits 507 and 508.

Q DO COWLAI NANTS FAIRLY  CHARACTERIZE THE SCOPE OF

| LLUM NET" S AUTHORITY GRANTED IN THE LOAs?
No. M. Florack would Ilike Qwest to expand. the

authority provided under the Letters of Agency (Loa) to

allow Illumnet to take advantage of the billing
arrangenent s its cust omers have with  Quest for
voi ce/ dat a traffic, such as ELI's | nt erconnection
Agr eenent .

VWHAT IS THE BASIS FoOR STATI NG THAT COVPLAI NANTS HAVE
M SCBARACTERI ZED THE scorE OF ILLUMINET'S AUTHORI TY?

As M. Lafferty correctly points out in Lines 18-19 on
Page 11 of his testinobny, the LoA was initiated by

Qwest . Qrest witness Joe Craig explained in his Direct

QUE-T-02-11 Mel ntyre, (Reb) -24-
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Testinony that Qeest requires proof from Illumnet that

its custoners have authorized its use of their point

codes. (Qwest only requires roas fromits third party
provider signaling custoners.) In actuality, Quest
never requested [11um net provi de proof it was
aut hori zed to pur chase SSs7 services for its
carrier/customers. [1lumnet has never negotiated wth
Qnest for signaling services, nor does |llumnet have an
[ nterconnection Agr eenent with Qwest . [11um net

purchases SS7 services from Qwest’'s Access Services

Cat al og, and as stated elsewhere, Qnest  does  not

negotiate the terns of its Catal og. At no tine has

Il lumnet negotiated with Qwest, on behalf of ELI or any
other CLEC or wireless provider, SS7 nessage rates as
part of an | nt er connecti on Agr eenent . Rat her,
Illuminet’s cust oner, ELI, negoti at ed its own
Interconnection  Agreement with Qaest and elected to
purchase SS7 from Illumnet rather than out of its

| nt erconnection Agreenent.

Q. DCES MR LAFFERTY MAINTAIN THAT THE LOA’S AUTHORIZE
ILLUMINET TO PURCHASE ss7 SERVI CES THROUGH
| NTERCONNECTI ON AGREEMENTS?

A Yes. For example, in M. Lafferty's testinony at Page
11, Lines 11-19, he states:

QNE-T-02-11 Ml ntyre, (Reb) -25-
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Many LECs have entered into a contract with a third
party provider, such as Illuminet, to serve as their
agent with respect to S87 signaling services
contemplated under the ICA {(Interconnection
Agreement) with Qwest.
On Page 12, Mr. Lafferty further alleges:
ELI believes that as its agent, Illuminet
stands in the shoes of ELI for SS7 message
signaling pursuant to the ICA ...
DOES QWEST HAVE AN INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT WITH
ILLUMINET OR ANY OTHER THIRD PARTY SIGNALING PROVIDER?
No, because third party providers such as Illuminet are
not local service providers and as such, do not qualify
for Section 251 interconnection treatment. Illuminet is
not a telecommunications carrier ag defined under the
Act and, thus, cannot enter into an Interconnection
Agreement with Qwest. Similarly, it does not qualify
for infrastructure sharing under Section 259 of the Act.
Thus, Illuminet is not entitled to purchase 8587 as an
Unbundled Network Element (“UNE”) at wholesale rates
approved by the Idaho Commission. Illuminet must
purchase S8S7 out of Qwest’s Access Services Catalog.

DOES QWEST HAVE INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENTS WITH OTHER

PARTIES IN THIS CASE?

QWE-T-02-11 McIntvre, (Reb) -26-
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A. Yes, Qwest has an Interconnection Agreenent with ELI,’
however, ELI chose to purchase ss7 from 1Illuminet,
rat her than Qunest. As a result, terms of the ELI
I nterconnection Agreement and other bDbilling arrangenents
such as reciprocal conpensation or bill-and-keep, do not
apply. Illuminet’s Co- Conpl ai nants are not Qwest's
customers f or SS7 servi ces.

Q. DCES MR LAFFERTY CLAI M THAT SI GNALI NG ASSOCI ATED W TH
LOCAL SERVI CE sHOULD BE COVERED BY THE TERMS OF CLECS’

(sucH AS ELI) | NTERCONNECTI ON AGREEMENTS?

A. Yes. M. Lafferty refers severaltimes in his testinony

to the fact that he believes ELI's [Interconnection
Agreenent should apply for signaling associated wth
| ocal calls rather than the SS7 rates which appear in
the Access Services Catalog.

Q. DCES ELI'S INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT W TH QAEST CONTAI N
A SIGNALI NG PROVI SI ON?

A Yes. Section (E)15 provides the signaling provision.

It provides the terns and conditions, rate elenments and
ordering information. The signaling charges, including
per message usage charges, are set forth in part 1 of

the Agreenent. See Exhibit 509.

7 Qwest al so has an | nterconnection Agreement with the CLEC affiliate of
Citizens, not a party to this case.

QUE-T-02-11 Ml ntyre, (Reb) -27-
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DO THE SI GNALI NG RATES SET FORTH IN PART | OF ELI'S
INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT APPLY IN TH S CASE, AS MR
LAFFERTY CONTENDS?

No. As stated previously, ELI has chosen not to
purchase SS7 from its |Interconnection Agreement wth
Qunest, but from Illum net instead.

DOES THE ELI | NTERCONNECTI ON AGREEMENT ALLOW ILLUMINET
TO ACT AS ELI'S AGENT FOR THE PURCHASE OF SS7 SERVI CES?
No. Section {(a)3.23 of ELI's Interconnection Agreenent
with Qnest excl udes third party  beneficiaries.
Specifically, third parties are afforded no "remedy,
claim liability, rei mbur senent, cause of action, or
other privilege." See Exhibit 510.

DCES | LLUM NET' S ATTEMPT TO UTI LI ZE I TS
CARRIER/CUSTOMERS’ | NTERCONNECT! ON AGREEMENTS POSE
PROBLEMS UNDER THE ACT?

Yes. Conveying authority to Illumnet as ELI describes
in M. Lafferty's testinony (Lafferty, Page 11, Lines
11-19) is contrary to the intents and purposes of the
Act . In order to do so, the Conmm ssion would have to
carve out a special class of custoner sinply to

circunvent application of a valid Catalog. As indicated

el sewhere in this testinony, Illumnet is not entitled
to Section 251 | nt er connecti on Agreenent status.
QNE-T-02- 11 Ml ntyre, (Reb) -28-
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Furthernore, granting |llumnet this status would force
Qeest  to discrimnate between custoners in the sane
class, i.e. those other customers purchasing out of the
Catalog. That would be inequitable.

ELI cannot circunvent the Act by sinply claimng
that Illumnet is acting on its behalf for the purpose
of purchasing signaling services. The fact of the
matter is that Qwest does not have a relationship wth
ELI for SS7 services and Illumnet is not authorized to
purchase SS7 on its behalf from the Interconnection
Agreenent .

ARE THERE OTHER PROBLEMS WITH THE AGENCY RELATIONSHIP AS
ALLEGED BY MR FLORACK?

Yes, there are several additional reasons that M.
Florack’s agency all egations should be di sm ssed. M.
Fl orack is apparently making the assunption that just
because a CLEC or W rel ess provi der has an
| nt erconnecti on Agreenent with Qaest, it must purchase
SS7 signaling out of that Interconnection Agreenent.
This is certainly an option, but as stated earlier in
this testinony, as well as in ny Drect Testinony, CLECs
and wireless providers nmay also purchase signaling as a
finished service out of Qwest’s Access Services Catalog,

or froma third party provider such as Illumnet.

QNE-T-02-11 Melntyre, (Reb) -29-
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Additionally, M. Florack overlooks the fact that
Illuminet is Qnest's custoner. [1lumnet's customers,
such as Conplainants ELI, Gtizens and the ITA in this
case, are not Quest's custonmers for SS7 service. They
have chosen to purchase SS7 from Illumnet, and thus
Qvest has no relationship with them regarding ss7.
CLECs such as ELI certainly have the option of having an
887 relationship wth Qaest by purchasing gs7 out of
their Interconnection  Agreenents, but are under no
obligation to do so. For 1lluminet to infer that Qnest
shoul d utilize the Interconnection Agreenent to bill a
CLEC or wireless provider for a service they have not
or der ed from  Quest out  of t hat Agreenent is
I nappropri at e.

MR Frorack SUGGESTS A COWPLEX PROCESS BY wHicH QAEST
MAY IDENTIFY | LLUM EET'S CLEC CARRI ER/ CUSTOVERS SO THAT

CHARGES MAY BE ASSESSED DI RECTLY TO THOSE CLECS THROUGH

THEI R RESPECTI VE | NTERCONNECTI ON AGREEMENTS. PLEASE
COVIVENT.
[ n addi tion to the fact t hat [Ilumnet's

carrier/custoners are not Qwest's custoners for ss7
services, as explained above, there is no need to go

through all of the gyrations suggested by M. Florack,

QAE-T-02- 11 Ml ntyre, (Reb) -30-
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as the existing options available to CLECs are fully
sufficient to allow accurate billing for 8s7.

SHOULD | NTERCONNECTI ON  AGREEMENTS BE A CONSI DERATION IN

TH' S CASE?

No. In this case, Illumnet is Qwmest's customer for SS7
services. - not ELI or Citizens or ITA. Illumnet is not
a CLEC or a wireless provider; therefore, it cannot
pur chase out of an | nt er connection Agr eenent .

Furthernore, |Illumnet is not an agent of its customers

and, as such, cannot stand in the shoes of its custoners
for the purpose of purchases signaling out of an
I nterconnection agreenent.

Illumnet and other third party signaling providers
pur chase services out of Qwest's Access  Services
Cat al og. Because Il um net purchases out of the
Catalog, it is required to pay Catalog rates. ELI has
chosen not to purchase 8s7 out of its Interconnection
Agr eement s. Thus, the Interconnection Agreenents are
not applicable.

THE COWVPLAI NANTS IN THI S CASE DI SCUSS VARI QUS FORVS OF
BILLING ARRANGEMENTS AND  AGREEMENTS. (.G, MR
LAFFERTY ON PAGES 20-23 AND MR FLORACK ON PACGE 27,

LINES 18-25.) |S TH'S APPROPRI ATE CONSI DERATI ON?

QUE-T-02-11 Ml ntyre, (Reb) -31-
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No, that discussion is entirely irrelevant to the key
issues at hand: 1} Illuminet is Qwest’s customer for
S87 services; 2} Illuminet purchases 887 services out of
the Access Services Catalog; 3) the Access Services
Catalog is wvalid; and 4) Illuminet should pay for the
services it receives from Qwest. Previously, Illuminet
was not paying for SS87 costs to the degree it was using
the service. The new rate structure appropriately
assigns costs to the cost causer. If CLECs want to
purchase 887 out of their Interconnection Agreements,
they certainly have that option and Qwest is more than
willing to enter into some sort of mutual billing
relationship with them for SS7 services. The termg of
the mutual billing arrangement, of course, would have to
be negotiated as part of the Interconnection Agreement.
Furthermore, as explained above, Illuminet is not a
party to the Interconnection Agreements between Qwest
and the CLEC Complainants. Therefore, any arrangements
made through those respective Interconnection Agreements
would not apply to Illuminet.

ACCORDING TO MR. FLORACK ON PAGE 10, LINES 20-29 - PAGE
11, LINES 1-2, QWEST REALIZES BENEFITS FROM THE
EXISTENCE OF THIRD PARTY 887 PROVIDERS SUCH AS

ILLUMINET. PLEASE COMMENT.

QWE-T-02-11 McIntyre, (Reb) -32-
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Thi s statementi s sinply another snokescreen designed to
confuse the central issue in this proceeding. 11 um net
is not acting on Qwest's behalf as a signaling
aggregator. Illuminet’s customersin this case are ELI,
Ctizens and the 1TA. Illumnet offers no perceivable
benefit to Quest. If Illumnet was not in business, ss7
messages Woul d still set up and take down, <calls would
still be conpleted, and end users would still have
t el ephone service. [llumnet is, to be very frank, in
t he business to nake noney and it has done so in the
past by capitalizing on a rate structure that allowed it
to use the SS7 network w thout being appropriately
char ged. [llumnet has wutilized Qnest's signaling
network w thout paying rates comnmensurate for services

received. There is no benefit to Qeest in that.

REVENUE NEUTRALITY

Q DO THE COWLAI NANTS CONFUSE THE |SSUE OF REVENUE

NEUTRALITY ASSCCI ATED WTH @WweEST’s RESTRUCTURE OF | TS
SS7 RATES?

Yes. M. Lafferty confuses the issue of revenue
neutrality for Qwest overall with the issue of revenue

neutrality for a particular custoner: Qaest has nade no

QNE- T-02- 11 Ml ntyre, (Reb) -33-
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claim that the establishnent of discrete SS7 rates would
be revenue neutral with respect to individual customers.
The rate inpacts felt by individual custoners is
determ ned by how they connect with Qunest and by what
services they purchase. The overall bill wll go up for
some custonmers and down for others. (At this point in
time, Illuminet has not and is not paying Qwest for SS7
services rendered.)

Qnest also can nake no claimas to the effect of
custoners changing their network connections as a result
of business decisions they may make as a result of these
changes. Qnest does, however, attest that the revenues
generated by the new rate elenents have been of fset by
reductions in switching rate elenments, i.e., | ocal

switching and tandem switching, as well as carrier

common line mnutes of use rates. Quest is not double
billing for these rate elenents and is not double
recovering any costs. The revenue neutral nature of

Qwest’s action in ldaho is consistent with the revenue
neutral filing at the federal level. The data request
responses provided by Qwest' clearly show the §87 Access
Services Catalog revisions were revenue neutral, which |

have described above.

QAE-T-02-11 Mclntyre, (Reb) -34-
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| S THE s8s7 RESTRUCTURE REVENUE NeuTrRanL W TH N THE STATE
OF | DAHO? ( LAFFERTY, PAGE 17, LINES 12-14)

Yes. Qnest utilized Idaho-specific demand in its

revenue neutral calcul ation. Quest demonstrated this to
Conpl ainants in its response to ITA Request No. 49,
specifically Confidential Attachment A to that response.

The SS7 restructure is revenue neutral.

ACCESS CATALGOG

MR, FLORACK PROVI DES A DESCRI PTI ON OF gwesT's SOUTHERN
| DAHO ACCESS CATALOG (FLORACK, PAGE 14, LINES. 5-8.)
IS H'S DESCRI PTION ACCURATE?

No. Qnest's Access Services Catalog applies to Carrier
Common Line, Switched Access, Expanded Interconnection
Service, and other miscellaneous services (enphasis
added) .®* Qwest's SS7 product is not an “exchange access"
product (i.e., toll). Qnest specifically denied this
allegation by Conplainants in its response to data
request Nunber 28. (See Exhibit 511.) Qnest's 887
product is an "access" product, meaning that it

facilitates “access” into Qwest’s SS7 network.

¢ see,

QUE- T- 02- 11

for exanpl e, qwest’'s response to ITA 01-049.
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Q. VWHY |S |IT APPROPRI ATE FOR SS7 CHARGES TO APPEAR I N

QAEST' S ACCESS SERVI CES CATALOG?

A. The FCC defined 857 as an access service (in Part 69

rul es) and it was therefore inplenented in the FCC
Access Services Tariff, and simitarty inplenented in the
Sout hern | daho Access Services Catal og. The Cat al og
contains services that are offered on a wholesale rather
than a retail basis. Non- exchange access (non-toll)

servi ces such as Ds1 and DS3 are al so avail abl e through
the Idaho Access Services Catalog. Feature Goup
services are billed via access mnutes of use rates for
all traffic that goes over the trunks regardl ess of
whether it is [local, EAS, intralATA/intrastate Ofr
interLATA/intrastate. The | daho Access Services Catal og
is not limted to toll providers, nor their provision of

toll services, as M. Florack interprets.

Q THE COVPLAI NANTS PROTEST THAT QAEST, | N ESTABLI SHING THE

SS7 CHARGES, DI D NOT NEGOTI ATE THE NEW SS7 CHARGES W TH

ELI'® PRIOR TO IMPLEMENTATION. (LAFFERTY, pac 24, LINES

4-7 ) SHOULD QAEST HAVE DONE SO?

’ Qwest Corporation Access Services Catalog, Section 1, Page 1, Effective
9-21-01.

¥ yn his testimony, M. Lafferty indicated he references the
Interconnection Agreenent between U 8 WEST and ELI to “help illustrate the
i mplications of Qwest’s new §587 nessage signaling charges for CLECs."
(Lafferty, Footnote 4.)

QAE-T-02-11 McIntyre, (Reb) -36-
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No. Illuminet purchases SS7 services out of the Access
Services cCatalog. The Catalog sets out standard
pricing; it is not negotiated wth carriers. Qnest

negot i at ed ss7 rates Wth ELI as part of t he
| nt erconnection Agr eenent negoti ati ons. However,

because ELI chose to purchase ss7 services froma third
party, i.e., I'['1um net, rat her t han from its
I nterconnection Agreement, these negotiated rates do not
apply.

The Conplainants' testinony in this proceeding is
filled with msleading al | egations and  assertions
designed to canouflage the true issue at hand.
II'lum net has been benefiting from an outdated and
archaic rate structure and has shared that benefit wth
its carrier/custoners. [llTumnet is now faced with

paying charges aligned with services received. It's as

sinple as that.

CONCLUSI ON

Q. WOULD YOQU PLEASE SUMVARI ZE YOUR REBUTTAL TESTI MONY7
Yes. [llumnet is Qwest’s customer for the purchase of
ssT. [1lumnet provides SS7 services to certain of the
other Conmplainants in this case. "Qwest  lawfully
QNE-T-02-11 MeIntyre, (Reb) -37-
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1 revised its Catalog to establish discrete gSs7 rate

2 elements to ensure that the customers using SS7 services
3 were paying for them I lumnet should not be allowed
4 to circumvent these charges.

5 Billing arrangenents and Interconnection Agreenents
6 Qrvest nmay have with CLECs and wirel ess providers have
7 absolutely no bearing in this proceeding, as ELI, the
8 only ldaho CLEC participating in this proceeding, chose
9 not to purchase SS7 services out of its Interconnection
10 Agr eenent . Instead, ELI chose to purchase ss3 from
11 [I'lumnet and Illumnet. is not a party to the billing
12 arrangenents and | nterconnection Agreenent between ELI
13 and Qnest. Il lum net has purchased SS7 services out of
14 Qwest’s Access Services Catalog, the charges wthin that
15 Catalog are valid, and Illumnet should be required to
16 pay for signaling services provided by Qwest and denied
17 any refund. The Commission should find that the
18 application of Qwest's Idaho Access Services Catalog is
19 fair and equitable.

20 Q DOES TH' S CONCLUDE YOUR REBUTTAL TESTI MONY?
21 A Yea.

QNE-T-02-11 Ml ntyre, (Reb) -38-
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Mary S. Hobson, | SB #2142
Stoel Rives LLP

101 S. Capitol Blvd., Suite 1900
Boise, | D 83702-5958

Tel ephone: (208) 389-9000
Facsimle: (208) 389-9040

Stephanie L. Boyett-Colgan
Qwest Services Corporation

1801 California Street, 47 Floor
Denver, CO 80202-1984

Tel ephone: (303) 896-0784
Facsim | e: (303) 896-8120

Attorneys Representing Qwest Corporation

BEFORE THE | DAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COW SSI ON

| DAHO TELEPHONE ASSCOCI ATI ON,
CITIZEN TELECOVMUNI CATI ONS

)

) CASE NO. QWE-i-02-11
COVPANY OF | DAHO, CENTURY TEL OF )

)

)

| DAHO, CENTURY TEL OF THE GEM

STATE, POTLATCH TELEPHONE COMPANY
And | LLUNI NET, | NC

Conpl ai nant s
v8.

QAEST COMMUNI CATI ONS, I NC.

Respondent
EXH BITS TO THE REBUTTAL TESTI MONY OF
SCOIT A M NTYRE
QNEST CORPORATION

OCTOBER 18, 2002
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Conley Ward ISB #1683
GIVENS PURSLEY LLP

277 North 6th Street, Suite 200
P.O. Box 2720

Boise, ID 83701

(208) 388-1200

(208) 388-1300 (fax)

BEFORE THE IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

IDAHO TELEPHONE ASSOCIATION, E
CITIZENS TELECOMMUNICATIONS '
COMPANY OF IDAHO, CENTURYTEL OF | CASE NO. QWE-T-02-11
IDAHO, CENTURYTEL OF THE GEM STATE, i
POTLATCH TELEPHONE COMPANY and  COMPLAINANT, IDAHO TELEPHONE
ILLUMINET, INC. E ASSOCATION’'S RESPONSES TO
' RESPONDENT'S FIRST SET OF

INTERROGATORIES AND REQUEST
FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS

Complainants

VS.

QWEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC., - ™

Respondent. |

Idaho Telephone Association (“ITA™), by and through its attorneys of record Givens
Pursley LLP, hereby submits the following responses to Respondent's First Set of Interrogatories
and Request for Production of Documents. All answers were prepared by Conley Ward, attorney
for the TTA.

INTERROGATORY NO. 1: Identify each member of ITA and describe whether each

member operates as an ILEC or as a CLEC in the state of Idaho.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 1: Silver Star Telephone Company,’Inc.

(ILEC); Columbine Telephone Company, Inc., d/b/a Teton Telecom {ILEC); Project Mutual
Telephone Cooperative Association, Inc. (ILEC & CLEC); Custer Telephone Cooperative, Inc.

(ILEC); Mud Lake Telephone Cooperative Association, Inc. (ILEC); Fremont Telcom Co.

COMPLAINANTS’ DISCOVERY REQUESTS 71O RESPONDENT- ]

Exhibit 503
Case No. QWE-T-02-1!
S. Mcintyre; Qwest Corporation



(ILEC); Farmers Mutual Telephone Company, Ltd. (ILEC); Inland Telephone Company (ILEC);
Filer Mutua Telephone (ILEC); Midvale Telephone Exchange, Inc. (ILECY); Direct
Communications Rockland, Inc. (ILEC); Rural Telephone Company (ILEC); Albion Telephone

Company (ILEC); and Cambridge Telephone Company (ILEC).

INTERROGATORY NO. 2: To the extent that any ITA member operates as both an
ILEC and a CLEC please identify each corporate entity operating within Idaho and explain
which entity(s) operate as ILEC’s and which asCLECs.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 2: Project Mutua’s ILEC and CLEC
operations are conducted by one entity. In addition, the following companies have CLEC
dfiliates or sister companies operating in Idaho: Fremont Telcom {Fretel Communications,

LLC), Cambridge Telephone (CTC Telecom, Inc.), and Midvale Telephone (Rural Network

Services, Inc.). L .

INTERROGATORY NO. 3: For each ITA member explain how it provides SS7

signaling to it end use customers.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 3: Fremont Telcom uses [lluminet for SS7

services. Farmers Mutual uses Iluminet for its wireless traffic only. Filer Mutual uses Qwest.
Inland Telephone is located in northern Idaho and is therefore not relevant to this proceeding.
All other ITA members use Syringa Networks LLC for S§S7 sgnaling.

INTERROGATORY NO. 4: Referencing paragraph 17 of the Complaint, identify each

CLEC referenced therein and identify the exact provision in each intercomnection agreement that

is alleged violated.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 4: The ITA does not know how many

interconnection agreements exist between Qwest and Idaho CLECs, nor is it privy to the

COMPLAINANTS’ DISCOVERY REQUESTS TO RESPONDENT- 2



language included in those contracts, al of which are presumably in Qwest's possession. With
respect to interconnection agreements with ITA members or affiliates, the ITA believes that
direct or indirect billing for SS7 signaling for loca or EAS cals is a violation of paragraphs 5.1
and 5.4.1.1 of the atached interconnection agreements between Qwest and Project Mutual
Telephone Cooperative Association, Inc. (Exhibit A), CTC Telecom, Inc. (Exhibit B), and Rural
Network Services, Inc. (Exhibit C). To the extent that similar provisions are contained in other
interconnection agreements between Qwest and Idaho CLECs, the ITA believesthat direct or
indirect billing for §§7 signding for local or EAS cals is likewise a violation of those

agreements.

REOUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS

REOUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 1. Produce each document ITA intends to offer

in evidence at the hearing in this case.

RESPONSE TO REOUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 1: The Complainantswill file

with the Commission, and serve upon Qwest, their pre-filed testimony and exhibits they intend to
offer a hearing on this matter, their rebuttal/responsive testimony and exhibits required in light
of Qwest's preffiled testimony and any hearing exhibits that support the alegations contained in
the Complaint that initiated this proceeding. In addition, please see the attached contracts
identified in Response to Interrogatory No. 4 (above).

Respectfully submitted this 6th day of September 2002.

GIVENS PURSLEY LLP

an

Conl y Ward

COMPLAINANTS’  DISCOVERY REQUESTS TO RESPONDENT- 3
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| daho
Case No, QWE-T-02-11
ITA, et al. 01-049

INTERVENCR: IDAHO TELEPHONE ASS0C, CITIZENS TELECOM CO OF ID, CENTURYTEL
OF ID, CENTURYTEL OF THE GEM STATE, POTLATCH TELEPHONE CO and ILLUMINET,
INC.

REQUEST NO 049

Did Qwest reduce its access rates and revenues in |daho when it unbundl ed S$S7
signaling from its existing access rates? If so, identify which rate elenents
were reduced, how Qwest selected the rate elenents to be reduced, and how
Qwest calculated the reductions (including, but not limted to, the denand
cal cul ations used by Qwest).

RESPONSE:

Yesg,

Qwest reduced the end office local swtching, carrier common linhe and tandem
switching rate elements. These elementg were selected because t;h_e“siggal_ing
before unbundling was recovered on a mnute of use- bqsis and reduc¢ing these

elements was appropriate from that respect:

Pl ease see Confidential Attachment a which is the pricing spreadsheet that
was used to calculate revenue neutrality.

Confidential Attachment A will be provided upon execution of an
appropriate protective agreement.

Respondent : Herb Ruprecht

Exhibit 504
Case No. QWE-T-02-1
S. Mc'ntVrEZ Ohweet Carnaratine



Case No. QWE-T-02-11

ATTACHMENT A

TO EXHIBIT 504 OF S. McINTYRE REBUTTAL TESTIMONY
CONFIDENTIAL
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Conley Ward, ISB No. 1683
GIVENS PURSLEY LLP

227 North 6™ Street, Suite 200
Post Office Box 2720

Boise, ID 83701

Telephone: (208) 388-1200
Facsimile: (208) 388-1300

Morgan W. Richards, ISB No. 1913
MOFFATT, THOMAS, BARRETT, ROCK
& FIELDS, CHARTERED
101 S. Capitol Boulevard, 10th Floor

Post Office Box 829

Boise, Idaho 83701
Telephone: (208) 345-2000
Facsimile: (208) 385-5384

Thomas J. Moorman

KRASKIN, LESSE & COSSON, LLP
2120 L Street, N.W., Suite 520
Washington, D.C. 20037
Telephone: (202) 296-8890
Facsimile: (202) 296-8893

BEFORE THE IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

IDAHO TELEPHONE ASSOCIATION,
CITIZENS TELECOMMUNICATIONS
COMPANY OF IDAHO, CENTURYTEL
OF IDAHO, CENTURY TEL OF THE

CASE NO. QWE-T-02-11

CITIZENS TELECOMMUNICATIONS
COMPANY OF IDAHO’S RESPONSES

GEM STATE, POTLATCH TELEPHONE | TO QWEST’S FIRST SET OF
COMPANY and ILLUMINET, INC. INTERROGATORIES
Complainants
QWEST CORPORATION,
Respondent.

GENERAL OBJECTIONS: Citizens Telecommunications Company of Idaho

(“CTC-Idaho™) generally objects to Qwest Corporations’ (“Qwest™) first set of

interrogatories (the “Interrogatories™) on the grounds that the Interrogatories are vague,

CITIZENS TELECOMMUNICATIONS COMPANY OF IDAHO’S RESPONSES TO QWEST’S

FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES - 1

CADOCUME- scolgan\LOCALS - 1\Temnp'-—001! 1199.doc

Exhibit 505
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RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NQO. 39: See General Objections which

are incorporated by reference. Without waiving said objections, Qwest is referred to

paragraph 15 which references Illuminet’s customers, not customers of CTC-Idaho.

INTERROGATORY NO. 40: Do you contend that Illuminet is your agent? If
s0, describe the scope of authority you granted to Illuminet, the instrument granting
agency, the date of date and the date when such agency will expire.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 40: See General Objections which
are incorporated by reference. Without waiving said objections, the answer to the first
question is yes. As Qwest is aware, Qwest requires [lluminet to provide Letters of
Agency (“LOA”) from CTC-Idaho and to file such LOAs with Qwest prior to Qwest
loading within its network the necessary point code information that specifically

identifies CTC-Idaho’s switches. See Illuminet’s Respornse to Qwest Interrogatory

No. 28.

INTERROGATORY NO. 41: Please describe in detail and with particularity

the action taken by you, including but not limited to discussions had with any federal or
state commissions or regulatory staff and comments or other pleading submitted, relating
to the Federal Communications review and adoption of FCC Tariff No. 5. (See In re US
West Petition to Establish Part 69 Rate Elements for S57 Signaling, Order, DA 99-1474,
CCB/CPD 99-37 (re. Dec. 23, 1999).

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 41: See General Objections which

are incorporated by reference. CTC-Idaho objects to this Interrogatory as ambiguous and

CITIZENS TELECOMMUNICATIONS COMPANY OF IDAHO’S RESPONSES TO QWEST’S
FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES - 22
CADOCUME~ I'scolgamLOCALS~ WTemp\-001 1199.doc
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Conley Ward, ISB No. 1683
GIVENS PURSLEY LLP

227 North 6™ Street, Suite 200
Post Office Box 2720

Boise, ID 83701

Telephone: (208) 388-1200
Facsimile: (208) 388-1300

Morgan W. Richards, ISB No. 1913
MOFFATT, THOMAS, BARRETT, ROCK
& FIELDS, CHARTERED
101 S. Capitol Boulevard, 10th Floor

Post Office Box 829

Boise, Idaho 83701
Telephone: (208) 345-2000
Facsimile: (208) 385-5384

Thomas J. Moorman

KRASKIN, LESSE & COSSON, LLP
2120 L Street, N.W., Suite 520
Washington, D.C. 20037
Telephone: (202) 296-8890
Facsimile: (202) 296-8893

BEFORE THE IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

IDAHO TELEPHONE ASSOCIATION, CASE NO. QWE-T-02-11
CITIZENS TELECOMMUNICATIONS
COMPANY OF IDAHO, CENTURYTEL | ELECTRIC LIGHTWAVE, INC.’S
OF IDAHO, CENTURY TEL OF THE RESPONSES TO QWEST’S FIRST
GEM STATE, POTLATCH TELEPHONE | SET OF INTERROGATORIES

COMPANY and [ILLUMINET, INC.

Complainants

QWEST CORPORATION,

Respondent.

GENERAL OBJECTIONS: Electric Lightwave, Inc. (“ELI”) generally objects
to Qwest Corporations’ (“Qwest”) first set of interrogatories (the “Interrogatories™) on

the grounds that the Interrogatories are vague, ambiguous, irrelevant, unduly

ELECTRIC LIGHTWAVE, INC.’S RESPONSES TO QWEST’S FIRST SET OF
INTERROGATORIES - 1 -
CADOCUME- iscolgan\LOC A LS~ 1\Temp\—0047560.doc
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INTERROGATORY NO. 39: Referencing paragraph 15 of the Complaint,

identify all competitors of your customers that are placed at a competitive advantage by
Qwest's application of SS7 signaling charges to intrastate traffic and describe the alleged

“prejudice or competitive disadvantage” that is suffered by your customers.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 39: See General Objections which
are incorporated by reference. Without waiving said objections, Qwest is referred to

paragraph 15 which references Illuminet’s customers, not customers of ELL

INTERROGATORY NO. 40: Do you contend that Illuminet is your agent? If
so, describe the scope of authority you granted to Illuminet, the instrument granting
agency, the date of date and the date when such agency will expire.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 40: See General Objections which
are incorporated by reference. Wi.thput_ ‘waiving said objections, the answer to the first
question is yes. As Qwest is aware, ‘Qw.vest fequires Illuminet to provide Letters of
Agency (“LLOA”) from ELI and to file such LOAs with Qwest prior to Qwest loading
within its network the necessary point code information that specifically identifies ELI's

switches. See Illuminet’s response to Qwest Interrogatory No. 28.

INTERROGATORY NO. 41: Please describe in detail and with particularity
the action taken by you, including but not limited to discussions had with any federal or
state commissions or regulatory staff and comments or other pleading submitted, relating

to the Federal Communications review and adoption of FCC Tariff No. 5. (See In re US

ELECTRIC LIGHTWAVE, INC.’S RESPONSES TO QWEST’S FIRST SET OF
INTERROGATORIES - 23

CADOCUME -~ Lscolgan\LOCALS~ NTemp\~004 7560 doc
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CITIZENSQ BN

commnitation

NETWORK ENGINEERING
‘Three NarthPark East
8300 N, Centrsl Bxpraswy
Dalles, Texas 7551
114-365- 3000
FAX: 214-345. 048

TO: - US WEST

FROM: CITIZENS COMMUNICATIONS

DATE: 05-27-58

SUBL: LETTER OF AGENCY- S

CITIZENS COMMUNIATIONS is suthorizing ILLUMINET to candoct 2ll negotiations and issu
idars for ISUP TRUNKING for point cades lisiad below in all US WEST LATA's.

POINT CODES
215-190-002

This letter will remain in effect unti! rescinded in writing by CITIZENS COMMUNICATIONS.

Kd

Sincezsly, Steven C. Hatfisld.

ExhibitSO7
Case No.QWE-T-02-1,
S. Mclntyre; Qwest Corporation
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CiTIZERNS %

Cxmmunications

NETWORK ENGINEERING
$600 Head Quarters Dr.
Plano, Texas 75025
469-36s 3000

FAX: 469-365- 4059
TO: US WEST
FROM: CITIZENS COMMUNICATIONS
DATE: 01-04-01
SUBJ: LETTER OF AGENCY

7 7 53

CITIZENS COMMUNIATIONS is authorizing ILLUMINET 15 conduct all negotiations
d issue orders for ISUP TRUNKING for point codes listed below in al USWEST LATA&

POINT CODES

8°235.0u1; 218235002, 218.235.003, 218.23504; 213 235.005; 218.235.006, 218.235.007,

|8.235.008, 2J8.235.009, 218235.011

This letter will remaip in effect undl rescinded in «+rriting by CITIZEN S

OMMUNICATIONS.

Sincerely, Staven C. Hatfield.

Signature OnFile

FED 25 '@@ @2:23

3138146520

PRGE. @2
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Mailing Address;
Electric hghnvlve. HY
JO0N.E T Averve

§IELECTRIC .......”...........”.......................................”.,..,..,,,,,,,,,,,,,°“°,"’f"',5"'55"5"="5'3'375335
-

ILIIEIT ETY S et e

TO: US Wast
FROM: Electric Lightwave, Inc.
DATE: December 2, 1999

SUBJECT: Latter-of Agensy

Eleetic Lightwave, Inc. is autharizing Iluminet to conduct all negotiations #nd issue
orders for ISUP services for the poidt codes listed below for all 7 § West LATAS,

005-007-009
0035011154
2182220
218-242-20]
005015098
005-015-099
218220201
214-120.202 ]
205011192
003-011-193
005-015-0%6
005015007
005-007-008.
003007010

This ferter of Agency will remain in effect until rescinded in writing by Electric
Lightwave, Inc.

Sincersly,

in.wt}ﬁd }j wtlC

Cheryl Pratt '
ELI-Long Distance Network Planning

Exhibit 508
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June 22, 2000/ hd/Eli-ldaho-final doc
CDS-000612-0162/c

LOCAL INTERCONNECTION
AGREEMENT

BETWEEN

USWEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

AND
ELECTRIC LIGHTWAVE, INC.
FOR

IDAHO

Page i

Exhibit  SO9
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Part E
UNEs

(E)14.2.4 ELI must place the associated trunk orders prior to the
establishment or deployment of Line Class Codes.

(E}14.2.5 Line Class Codes are deployed in specific End Offices.
(E)14.3 Billing

(E}14.3.1 Development of a Line Class Code is billed on an individual case
basis for each switch in which a new Line Class Code is installed.

(E)14.3.2 Installation of a Line Class Code is billed on an individual case
basis for each switch in which it is installed.

(E)14.4 Ordering Process

(E)14.4.1 ELI must issue a Service Inquiry form detailing the routing and
facility requirements for Customized Routing prior to a pre-order
meeting with USW. Refer to the New Customer Questionnaire for
a copy of the Service Inquiry.

- v TootkRMgEUTTE Y . E L o i .
(B)14.4.2 - Afterthe:Service Inquiry form is completed and provided-to USW, .&% " » 1
SRR © the pre-orderimeeting will be established to provide USW withthe - - --

- comprehensive. - network  plari; _:specific _-custom --routing :scioei-
requirements and desired due dates. - <™. "+ A .

(E)14.4.3 USW will provide ELI a detailed time and cost estimate thirty (30) -

‘ business: days after the pre-order -meeting. After the time and
cost estimate is provided and any appropriate trunk orders are
issued, ELI will issue an LSR for Line Class Code development
and implementation. Refer to the Interconnect & Resale
Resource Guide.

(E)15. Common Channel Signaling Capabllity/SS7
(E)15.1 Description

(E)15.1.1 Common Channel Signaling Capability/SS7 (CCSAC/S57)
provides multiple pieces of signaling information via the SS7
network. This signaling information includes, but is not limited to,
specific information regarding calls made on associated Feature
Group D trunks and/or LIS trunks, Line Information Database
(LIDB) data, Local Number Portability (LNP), Custom Local Area
Signaling Services (CLASS), 8XX set up information, Call Set Up
information and transient messages.

(E)15.1.2  The signaling information is used by ELI for:
Faster call set-up and tear down

Holding times reduced

Juna 22, 2000/Ihd/Eli-ldaho-final.doc
CDS-000612-0162/c

Page 155



Y B DA R

(E}15.1.3

Part E
UNEs

Development of unique routing and control information

Leaving voice path open while using the signaling path for call
set-up as well as network management data.

Optional Features of CCSAC/SS7 are dependent on specific EL!
design requirements as well as the existence of adequate transport
facilities. Transport facilities must be in place to accommodate Call
Set Up of related Feature Group D and/or LIS messages, transient
messages, and other ancillary services (e.g., LIDB data and 8XX
set up information).

(E)15.2 Terms and Conditions

(Ey15.2.1

11(5)1»5 2.2

©1523

(E)15.2.4

June 22, 2000Ahd/Eli-ldaho-final.doc
CDS-000612-0162/c

All elements of the unbundled CCSAC/SS7 arrangement will be
developed on an individual case basis based on ELI's design
requirements. All of ELI's unbundled design elements are subject

to facmty requwements |dent|f|ed below

E- 7 TR SO S A

.‘At a minimurn, tr&nsport facilities must exlst from ELis Point- Of*i‘:%:'

Presence or Signaling Point of Interface (SPOI) to-the identified - - -

-USW. STP location. - Unbundled transport fadilities to accommodate = -*
 CCSAC/SS7 slgnaﬁng may be developed usmg UNEs defmed |n'

this Part E above.- -

ElLt's CCSAC/SS7 des:gn requirements wnII mclude but are not "t

limited to:

(E)15.2.3.1 STP Port - This element is the point of termination to
the signal switching capabilities of the STP. Access to
a USW STP Port is required at a DSO level.

(E)15.2.3.2 Specific Point Code detalil inciuding the identification of
ELrs Originating, Destination and Signaling Options
(i.e., ISDN User Part [ISUP] or Transaction Capabilities
Application Part [TCAP]) requirements.

(E)15.2.3.3 All signaling routing requirements must be identified in
ELV's design. Information will include industry standard
codes identifying USW end offices, tandems, sub-
tending end offices and STPs to be included in the
designed unbundled signaling arrangement.

The CCSAC/SS7 unbundled arrangement must meet the following
requirements:

(EY15.2.4.1 Both USW and EL| are obligated to follow existing
industry standards as described in Telcordia

Page 156
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documents including but not limited to GR-805 CORE,
GR-954-CORE, GR-394-CORE and USW Technical
Publication 77342,

(E)15.2.4.2 ELI's switch or network SS7 node must meet industry
and USW certification standards.

(E)15.2.4.3 Transport as identified above must be provisioned at a
minimum DS1 capacity at ELI's Point of Presence or
SPOl. This facility must be exclusively used for the
transmission of network control signaling data.

(E)15.2.4.4 CPN will be delivered by ELI to USW in accordance
with FCC requirements.

(E)15.2.4.5 Carrier identification Parameter (CIP) will be delivered
by ELI to USW in accordance with industry standards,
: - where technically feasible.

an (E)15£2 4.6 Provisions relating to.call related databases (i.e. 8XX,
e e aeey o BIDB, Advanced:Intelligent-Network (AIN), etc)are
St - ccontained in Part F-of this Agreement
o Hm kL - SE N e

(EN5.3 RateElemehtswﬁ» . R

Rates for the ‘unbundled- CCSAC/SS7 elemerits designed by EL! will be on an ~ -+ -

individual case basis#(IGB) based on ELI's‘specific design requirements. Both
nonrecurring and mp@nthly: recurring rates may.be applicable. Message rating
applies to all messages traversing the USW signaling network. Messages which
are transient in nature (not destined for USW databases) will be assessed
message rates. Pricing detail is provided in Part | of this Agreement. Possible
rate elements for unbundled CCSAC/SS7 elements could include, but are not
limited to:

(E)15.3.1 Nonrecurring Rates

CCSAC Option Activation Charge — Assessed for adding or
changing a point code in the signaling network. The specific
application being requested determines the specific charge
application of either basic or database. In addition, this charge will
be billed based on the first and each additional point code
requested on the same order.

(E)15.3.2 Recurring Rates

(E)15.3.2.1 STP Port - a monthly recurring charge, per connection
into the STP.

(Ey15.3.2.2 Signal Formulation Charge - assessed per call set-up
request (ISUP), for formulating signaling messages at

June 22, 2000/hd/Eli-ldaho-final doc
CDS5-000612-0162/c
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Part E
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the USW end office or USW tandem in association
with call set-up.

(E)15.3.2.3 Signal Transport Charge - assessed per call set-up
request (ISUP) that is transported between the USW
STP and a USW end office or tandem switch
associated with call set-up. Also assessed per data
request (TCAP) transported to or from a USW STP
and destined for a foreign database.

(E)15.3.2.4 Signal Switching Charge - assessed per call set-up
request (ISUP) that is switched at the USW STP. Also
assessed per data request (TCAP) switched at the
USW STP and destined for a foreign network or
database.

(E)15.4 Ordering
(E)15.4.1  CCSAC/SS7 unbund!ed ELI-designed elements will initially require
~ . design - information-from -ELl. Ordering for CCSAC/SS7 will be
5 R o +- handled. on -anyiadividual case basis;: using. service - activations
o .meetrngs between«ELl and USW. - ELI »WI!l provrde a Translatlon

A, T 7. activation meetmgg B B I R At

- f%’(’E)15.4;2 ---USW will provrde jeopardy notification; Desrgn Layout Reports £
T Completion Notifieation:and Firm Order Gonfrrmatron in a non--
discriminatory.: manner e

(E)15.4.3 Due date intervais for CCSAC/SS7 will be established on an
individual case basis.-

(E)15.4.4  The service order interval will begin when a complete and accurate
ASR is received by USW.

(E)16. Additional Unbundled Elements

ELI may request nondiscriminatory access to, and where appropriate, development of
additional UNEs not covered in this Agreement pursuant to the Bona Fide Request
Process.
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Part |- Rates

CLASS = Selective Call
| Rejection

1.28%6

125038

P.U.C. Oregon No. 26, Section 10,
p. 14

CLASS - Anonymous call
Rejection

1.26%8

12,5036

P.U.C. Oregon No. 26, Section 10,
D, 14

Call Park {Store &
Relrieve)

0.0005°

857

fowa Tanff No. 5, Section 10, p. 8

Message Waiting
_Indication AV

0.0056°

8.5%

lowa Tarff No. 5, Section 10, p. 10

Subsequent Order Charge

$6.375

Digital Line Side Port
(Supporting BRI ISDN}

$8.565¢

First Port

$138.565*

Each Addilional Port

$138.665*

Digital Trunk Ports

DS1 Local Message Trunk

1 Port .

$168.96¢

L Message.Trunk Group,

"WTNMGW, =T
_Eﬂﬂh Cowl . N

. [=__DSTPRIISDN Trunk Poit - | -~

.. Locél Usage, per Minute-of- =

{~Shared Transport

=]

o Per Minute of Use-TELRIC

$.00134¢

owa Taril No. 5, Section 10, p. 3 |

Minute of Use - Market
Based Rate

Under Development

- Customized Routing

NA

- Development of Custom Line
Class Code — Direclory
Assistance or Operator Service
Routing Only

NA

ic8

- Installation Charge, per switch
Code — Direclory Assisiance or
Operator Service Routing Only

NA

- All Other Custom Routing

Ic8

- Common Channel

Signaling/SS7

- STP Por -per Signaling
Message

$.00020

- CCSAC Oplions Aclivation
Charge

- Basic Translations

- First Activation, per order

NA

§53.59¢

- Each Additional Activation,

per order

NA

$3.66
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- CCSAC Options Database
Translations

- First Activation, per order

NA

$60.914

- Each Additional Activation,
per order

NA

$21.98¢

- Signal Fomulation, ISUP, per
call set-up request

$0.0009¢4

N/A

- Signa! Transport, ISUP, per
call set-up request

$0.00073¢

NA

- Signal Transport, TCAP, per
data request

$0.000244

N/A

- Signal Switching, ISUP, per
call set-up request

$0.00073¢

NA

- Signal Swilching, TCAP, per
data request

$0.000244

NA

Interim Number Portabllity

Remote Call Forwarding — First
Number

$2.43¢

Remote Call Forwarding — Each
Additional Number

$1.804

Number Port Remote Call
Forward Service Eslablishment,
per Roitte, per Switch

$27.93

-.{ NumberPort Remote Call T
Forward Service Establishment,

Addiorial Nomber Ported for
Changes to Existing Numbers)

$14.004

Number Pori Direct inwaind Diai
per Number Porled

'IcB

Number Port Direct inward Dial
Set-up Charge per . Route, per

Switch

icB

Number Ported Directory
Numbet Role IndeX per
Number Porfed

" ICB

Number Ported Direclory
Number Route Index Set-Up
Charge per Route Switch

ICB

Number Ported Directory
Number Route Index per
Number Porled

$2.154

Coordinated Out of Hours Cut -
non Sunday/Holiday

$29.86 per Hr. per Person?

Coordinated Out of Hours Cut -
Sunday/Holiday

$36.87 per Hr. per Person ¢

LNP (Local Number
Portability)

- LNP Queries

See FCC Tarifl #5

911/E911

No Charge
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LOCAL INTERCONNECTION
AGREEMENT

BETWEEN

U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

AND .
ELECTRIC LIGHTWAVE,INC. -~~~ R
- U FOR - o e e

oo L |
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P

fgar

.

Part A
General Terms

Denver, CO 80202

ELI

Government and Industry Affairs
4400 N.E. 77th Avenue
Vancouver WA, 98662

Each Party shall inform the other of any changes in the above addresses.

(A)3.22 Responsibility of Each Party

Each Party is an independent contractor, and has and hereby retains the right to
exercise full control of and supervision over its own performance of its
obligations under this Agreement and retains full control over the employment,
direction, compensation and discharge of all employees assisting in the
performance of such obligations. Each Party will be solely responsible for all
matters relating to payment of such employees, including compliance with social
security taxes, withholding taxes and all other regulations governing such
matters. Each Party will be soIer responsible for proper handling, storage,

transpoit ahd disposal at its oWriéxpense of all (l) substances or matéfials that it
or its :¢ohtractors or agents bring to, create or ‘assume control*ovef at work

locatioiis ar, (' iy waste ‘resulting thierefrom or otherwise generated in‘'dénnection - -

with its ofits ontractors’ or ‘agelits’ activities:at the work locatichs. - Subject to

‘the limitations'on Hiability and éxcept as otherwise, provided -in this Agreement;

each Partj shall be responsible’for (i) its -own acts and periérmance of all
obligatiéns® imposed by’ applicable law in connection with. its activities, legal
status and -property, real or personal and, (ii) the acts of its‘owf’ afﬂhates
empldyées;” agents and contractdrs during, the performance of thit Partys
obligations hereunder. i LW

(A)3.23 No Third Party Beneficiaries

This Agreement does not provide and shall not be construed to provide third

parties with any remedy, claim, liability, reimbursement, cause of action, or other
privilege.

(A)3.24 Referenced Documents

All references to Sections shall be deemed to be references to Sections of this
Agreement unless the context shall otherwise require. Whenever any provision
of this Agreement refers to a technical reference, technical publication, ELI
practice, USW practice, any publication of telecommunications industry
administrative or technical standards, or any other document specifically
incorporated into this Agreement, it will be deemed to be a reference to the most
recent version or edition (including any amendments, supplements, addenda, or
successors) of such document that is in effect, and will include the most recent
version or edition (including any amendments, supplements, addenda, or
successors) of each document incorporated by reference in such a technical
reference, technical publication, ELI practice, USW practice, or publication of
industry standards. The existing configuration of either Party’s network may not
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| daho
Case No. QWE-T-02-11
ITA, et al. 01-028

INTERVENOR:  IDAHO TELEPHONE ASSOC, O TIZENS TELECOM CO O ID, CENTURYTEL
OF ID, CENTURYTEL OF THE GEM STATE, POTLATCH TELEPHONE CO and ILLUMINET,
I NC.

REQUEST NO 028

Does Qwest consider the offering of access to its §87 facilities under the
Service Catalog to be "exchange access" as that term is defined in 47 U.S.C.
§ 153(1é6}»

RESPONSE:

Qwest objects.to this request on the grounds that it is vague, overbroad,
and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admssible

evi dence. Qwest al so gbjects to this request as it calls for a legal
concl usi on., Notwithstanding these objections, Qwest answers no.

Respondent:. Don Lew s, ‘Manager

Exhibit 511
Case No. QWE-T-02-} |
S. Mclntyre; Qwest Corporation



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

[ hereby certify that on this 18" day of October, 2002, | served QWEST
CORPORATION'S REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF SCOTT A. MCINTYRE as follows:

Ms. Jean Jewell, Secretary

[ X ] Hand Dédlivery

Idaho Public Utilities Commission [ ] U S Mail

472 West Washington Street [ ] Overmight Délivery
Boise, Idaho 83720-0074 [ 1 Facsimile
jewell@puc.state.id.us [ ] Email

Conley Ward [ X' ] Hand Délivery
Givens Pursley [ ]U. S Mail

277 North 6" Street-Suite 200 [__] Overnight Delivery
P.0Q. Box 2720 [ ] Facsimile

Boise, ID 83701 [ 1 Email
cew(@givenspursley.com

Morgan W. Richards

[ X ] Hend Délivery

Moffatt Thomas [ 1U S Mail

101 Sooth Capitol Boulevard — 10™ Floor [ 1 Ovemnight Delivery
Boise, ID 83701 [ ] Facsimile
mwr{@moffatt.com [ 1 Email

Thomas J. Moorman [_]1Hand Delivery
Kraskin, Lesse & Cosson LLP [ X ] U S Mal

2120 L Street NW — Suite 520 {1 Overnight Delivery
Washington DC 20037 [ ] Facsimile

Phone: (202) 296-8890 [ X ] Email

Fax: (202) 296-8893
trnoorman@klctele.com

Clay Sturgis [__] Hand Delivery
Moss Adams LLP [ X ] U S Mal

601 West Riverside — Suite 1800 { 1 Overnight Delivery
Spokane, WA 99201-0663 [ ] Facsimile

Ted Hankins, Director [__]1Hand Delivery
State Government Relations (X ] U. S Mal

P.O. Box 4065 [ ] Ovemight Delivery
Monroe, LA 71211-4065 [ 1 Facsimile

Gail Long, Manager [___1 Hand Delivery
Externd Relaions (X ] U S Mail

P.O. Box 1566 [ 1 Ovemight Délivery
Oregon City, OR 97045-1566 [ ] Facsimile

QWEST CORPORATION3 DIRECT TESTIMONY OF JOSEPH CRAIG AND

SCOT-I A. MCINTYRE - Page 1
Boise-147508.1 0029164-00082



Richard Wolf
[lluminet, Inc.
4501 Intelco Loop SE
P.O. Box 2909
Olympia, WA 98507

Lance Tade

Citizens Telecommunications
4 Triad Center - Suite 200
Sdt Lake City, UT 84180

F. Wayne Lafferty
LKAM Services, Inc.
2940 Cedar Ridge Drive
McKinney, TX 75070

[__]} Hand Delivery

[ X ] U S Mal

[__] Overnight Delivery
[ 1 Facsimile

| } Hand Delivery
[ X ] U. S Mal
[ | Overnight Delivery

[__] Facsimile

[ 1 Hand Delivery
[X_ ] U. S Mal

[} Overnight Delivery
[__1 Facsimile

Brandi L. Gearhart, PLS B

Legal Secretary to Mary S. Hobson
Stoel Rives LLP
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