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Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, TITLE AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 

A. My name is Chris Read.  I am employed by AT&T Services, Inc., and my current 

position is Senior Business Manager, within the Information Technology organization.  

My address is 211 S. Akard St., Dallas, Texas 75202.   

 

Q. ARE YOU THE SAME CHRIS READ THAT FILED DIRECT TESTIMONY IN 

THIS CASE?  

A. Yes. 

 

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY?   

A. I will address the claims made by Mr. Robert Schoonmaker, the witness for the Small 

Telephone Company Group (“STCG”) and the Missouri Independent Telephone Group 

(“MITG”) in his March 24, 2006, direct testimony.  Specifically, I will correct his 

misinterpretation of the “From Number Field” in the EMI record.  I will also comment on 

a few statements made by the MO PSC Staff witness Mr. William Voight in his March 

24, 2006, direct testimony.   

 

II. RESPONSE TO MR. SCHOONMAKER’S DIRECT TESTIMONY.  19 

20 

21 

22 

Q. HAVE YOU READ THE DIRECT TESTIMONY PROVIDED BY MR. 

SCHOONMAKER? 

A. Yes.  
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Q. DO YOU AGREE WITH MR. SCHOONMAKER’S CONCLUSION THAT THE 

OBF EMI STANDARDS REQUIRE CALLING PARTY NUMBER (“CPN”) TO 

BE INCLUDED IN THE CATEGORY 11-01-XX RECORD FOR WIRELESS-

ORIGINATED CALLS?   

A. No.  Mr. Schoonmaker appears to have misunderstood or misinterpreted the OBF’s 

intended use of the “From Number” field in the EMI record.         

 

Q. DO YOU HAVE ANY HANDS-ON EXPERIENCE WORKING WITH EMI 

RECORDS?  

A. Yes.  Prior to 1997, I spent several years as a manager in Toll User Administration and 

later CRIS/CABS User Administration working with EMI records in an operational 

position.  In this role, I managed the processing of EMI records that were exchanged 

between all types of companies, including other ILECs.     

  

Q. HAVE YOU PERSONALLY PARTICIPATED IN THE STANDARD-SETTING 

PROCESS FOR THE EMI RECORD AT THE OBF? 

A. Yes.  In 1997, I began attending the Message Processing Committee (“MPC”) of the OBF 

as a representative for Southwestern Bell. The MPC is responsible for the publication of 

the EMI document.  Any potential changes that any company in the industry feels should 

be modified in the EMI are discussed with the MPC.   In 1999, I was elected by my 

industry peers to Co-Chair the MPC and served in that capacity for 4 years until I was 

elected Moderator of the OBF.  In that role, my primary function as the head of all 

committees, including MPC, was to ensure due process, making sure that all voices are 
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heard.  I am currently the Co-Chair of the Strategic Advisory Group (”SAG”) over the 

OBF, which is the group that sets the strategic direction for OBF as new technologies 

become more and more prevalent.  I have championed many issues before the OBF and 

have actively participated in many issue discussions and Task Forces, mainly dealing 

with EMI records, including those for wireless-originated calls.   

 

Q. MR. SCHOONMAKER, ON P. 12 OF HIS DIRECT TESTIMONY POINTS TO 

THE OBF EMI RECORD LAYOUT AND STATES THAT “AS CAN BE SEEN . . . 

THE ‘FROM NUMBER’ FIELD IN POSITIONS 15-24 OF THE RECORD 

CONTAINS THE TEN DIGITS (NPA, NXX, AND LINE NUMBER) OF THE 

PARTY THAT ORIGINATES THE CALL.”  DOES THE OBF EMI RECORD 

LAYOUT REFLECT SUCH A REQUIREMENT?      

A. No.  Mr. Schoonmaker has read more into the document than is there.   

 

Q. HOW DID HE MISREAD THE OBF EMI RECORD LAYOUT? 

A. The record layout does not say that the “From Number” is the “party that originates the 

call.”  Both Mr. Schoonmaker and I attached this record layout to our direct testimonies 

(Read Direct, Schedule 6P).  What  “can be seen” from viewing the 11-01-01 record 

layout is that there is a “From Number” field in positions 15-24; that it is a numeric field; 

and that it is in an NPA NXX LLLL format.  Mr. Schoonmaker makes the leap that the 

NPA NXX LLLL should be populated with the CPN. However, based on my first hand 

experience in the standard-setting process at OBF concerning wireless records, I want to 

make it clear that the intent was never to populate this field with CPN. The industry 
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realized that use of CPN in this field provides no added value to the record for wireless-

originated traffic. 

 

Q. MR. SCHOONMAKER ALSO STATES THAT THE DEFINITION OF THE 

“FROM NUMBER” AT PAGE 4-46 OF THE EMI DOCUMENT SAYS THAT 

“FOR NUMBERS WITHIN THE NORTH AMERICAN NUMBER PLAN, IT IS 

THE NUMBER FROM WHICH THE CALL ORIGINATES.”  DID MR. 

SCHOONMAKER CORRECTLY QUOTE THIS DEFINITION? 

A. No.  The actual text (which I have attached as Read-Schedule 1(P) makes clear that the 

OBF’s definition of “From Number” does not say this.  Here is what the first two 

sentences actually say: 

From Number 
A ten-position, left-justified, numeric field that ordinarily identifies the 
number from which the originating rate center is derived. 
 
For messages originating within the North American Numbering Plan, the 
From Number is in the format NPA NXX LLLL. . . .  

 

Q. WHAT DID THE OBF INTEND THE “FROM NUMBER” FIELD TO INCLUDE? 

A. First we must understand that the “From Number” field is a generic field, meaning it can 

be found in most EMI records, even those that are not Category 11 records.  In the 

development of an industry standard, a definition will specify any use of that field that is 

not generic.  For example, we now have 9 paragraphs in the “From Number” definition 

because companies have seen a need to clarify or define specific uses of the field.  Since 

there is no exception language stated, CPN is one of many potential populations 

(including BTN) of the “From Number” field, which are valid, as long as they are in the 
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correct format.  Second, since it is a generic field, the use of the field will vary, 

depending on the type of record being exchanged. 

 

Q. WHY WILL THE USE OF THE FIELD VARY DEPENDING ON THE TYPE OF 

RECORD BEING EXCHANGED? 

A. The content of the field varies because the information needed to bill can vary and the 

information available on particular types of calls/traffic can also vary.  For example, if 

the service being billed were a wireline-originated service, such as a LEC-to-LEC 

IntraLATA Toll Call, the use of CPN in the “From Number” field is critical to proper 

jurisdiction and rating of that call and it would be appropriate to populate the “From 

Number” field with it.  But if the call is wireless-originating, CPN in the “From Number” 

field undermines the integrity of the billing process as it is unreliable for use in 

determining proper jurisdiction because of roaming.  Identifying the interconnected 

company is the critical information in a wireless-originated record and this has nothing to 

do with use of CPN in the “From Number field.” 

 

Q. BUT, WOULDN’T IT BE A GOOD IDEA TO PUT CPN IN ALL CALL 

RECORDS? 

A. No.  In the development of a standard, you have to look at the intended use of the record.  

A Category 11 record is not intended to be an end user billing record.  Other categories of 

records in the EMI are created for that purpose. The Category 11 record is used to 

exchange company to company information regarding some event that accessed our 

networks. 
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- This record is used to report Access Minutes of Use for Message 
Telephone Service. 

 
- This record may also be used for interconnection (e.g. unbundled, 

local, wireless, etc.) services. 
 

 Also stated on the same page, under Special Considerations it outlines the standard 

for wireless record identification by stating: 

- To identify Cellular/Wireless originating and terminating traffic, 
the Type of Access Service (position 78-79) and Indicator 9 or 10 
(position 90 & 91) should be populated. 

 

Q. HOW DOES AT&T MISSOURI’S PLACING BTN IN THE “FROM NUMBER” 

FIELD FOR WIRELESS-ORIGINATED CALLS HELP IDENTIFY THE 

APPROPRIATE CARRIER TO BE BILLED? 

A.  The BTN provided by AT&T Missouri in wireless originated call records represents the 

company that purchased the trunk for the exchange of the originating wireless calls.  

Therefore, this is the responsible party for placing wireless originating traffic on the 

Public Switched Telephone Network (“PSTN”) and should be billed for interconnection 

services and for termination charges by the terminating carrier.  If a company attempted 

to bill by using CPN, they would be utilizing unreliable data, since there is no guarantee 

that the owner of the CPN was the company that obtained Interconnection to the PSTN. 
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Q. WHY IS AT&T MISSOURI’S PLACING BTN IN THE “FROM NUMBER” 

FIELD ON THESE TYPES OF CALLS CONSISTENT WITH THE FIELD’S 

DEFINITION? 

A. The most appropriate population is a “BTN” or BTN-like number because it fully meets 

the standard definition of “From Number” and the standard Category 11 record by 

providing information on interconnected services.  This is appropriate because it follows 

established industry practices, which are the implemented standards as followed by most 

companies in the industry.   Populating the BTN on wireless originating records provides 

the receiving company with information regarding the company that purchased the trunk 

group from the tandem company and thus is responsible for traffic that terminated to a 

LEC end office.  This is information that can be useful in creating tracking and trending 

reports.   

 

Q. HAVE OTHER CARRIERS INTERPRETED THESE OBF STANDARDS AS 

ALLOWING THE “FROM NUMBER” FIELD FOR WIRELESS-ORIGINATED 

CALLS TO BE POPULATED WITH BTN? 

A. Yes.  Based on my work with them at the OBF and the positions they took on issues such 

as 2349, as noted in my direct testimony, I know that BellSouth and Verizon interpreted 

the field like we did.  In fact, when AT&T Missouri was developing its Category 11-01-

XX record for wireless-originated calls, it consulted with BellSouth regarding the record 

that BellSouth was producing.   
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Q. ARE YOU AWARE OF ANY COMPLAINTS RAISED AT THE OBF 

CONCERNING THE LACK OF CPN IN THE CATEGORY 11 RECORDS AT&T 

MISSOURI OR THESE OTHER CARRIERS PRODUCE FOR WIRELESS-

ORIGINATED CALLS? 

A. No.  There has been no debate at the OBF that AT&T Missouri or these other carriers are 

incorrectly populating Category 11 records for wireless-originated calls.  To the contrary, 

all of the discussions I am aware of at the OBF about CPN on wireless-originated calls 

concerned its inadequacy for use in this type of record.  For example, in a jurisdiction 

discussion in OBF issue 2349, page 43, the OBF acknowledged:  “The CPN cannot 

identify the point of call origin for roamers.”1  And the notes from OBF Issue 2692 also 

show that CPN is not expected on wireless-originated calls.  There, the OBF considered 

adding wording to the number field description stating that the “From Number, to 

Number and Billing Number field will be provided on completed calls.  Situations where 

the numbers are not available will be listed in the documentation.”2  But the issue was 

withdrawn due to the recognition that these numbers were not available (“There are many 

instances where originating or terminating number is not recorded by the switch.”).3  The 

consensus of the full Billing Committee of the OBF on these issues shows that the 

industry committee recognized the lack of value in obtaining CPN information on 

wireless originated calls. 

 
1 A full copy of the documentation notes from OBF Issue 2349 was attached to my direct testimony as Read-
Schedule 9(P). 
2 A copy of the documentation notes from OBF Issue 2692 is attached as Read-Schedule 2(P), Part B, p. 2. 
3 Id., Part B, pp. 3 and 6. 
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Q. WHAT COMPANIES ATTENDED THE OBF BILLING COMMITTEE 

AGREEING TO THIS CHARACTERIZATION OF WIRELESS ORIGINATING 

CPN IN ISSUE 2349? 

A. The companies included;  ACM, Allegiance, ALLTEL, AT&T Local, Bell Canada, 

BellSouth, BizTelOne, Business Telecom, CDG, CenturyTel, Certen, Cincinnati Bell, 

CommSoft, Cox Communications, Creative Support Solutions, CTC Exchange Services, 

EUR Systems, Frontier, ICG, Intec Telecom Systems, Intrado, MACC, Martin Group, 

MCI, NECA, Nextel Communications, Qwest, SBC, Targus Info, Telcordia 

Technologies, TEOCO Corp, Time Warner Telecom, TSI, TXU, Verizon, Vibrant 

Solutions, Wiltel, and Z-Tel.   

 

Q. ARE THERE OTHER STANDARDS THAT  CONFIRM AT&T MISSOURI’S 

INTERPRETATION THAT THE EMI DOCUMENT DOES NOT REQUIRE CPN 

TO BE INCLUDED IN THE CATEGORY 11 RECORD FOR WIRELESS-

ORIGINATED CALLS? 

A. Yes.  As Mr. Constable explains in his direct testimony, industry standards set out in GR-

1504 (Generic Requirements for Wireless Service Provider AMA) do not call for CPN to 

be included in the AMA recordings for wireless-originated calls.4  Since it was never part 

of the AMA, it is not available to the billing processing systems for the creation of EMI 

records, such as the Category 11-01-XX records for wireless originating traffic.  As the 

OBF makes clear in the documentation from Issue 2692, “Exchange Message Interface 

 
4 A copy of this Telcordia document is attached as Schedule 2(P) to Mr. Constable’s direct testimony and he 
discussed it at pp. 7-11 of his testimony. 
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(EMI) is based on what is recorded in Automatic Message Accounting (AMA) or derived 

data.”5 

 

Q. IS THERE OTHER EVIDENCE THAT FURTHER CONFIRMS AT&T 

MISSOURI’S INTERPRETATION OF THE EMI DOCUMENT? 

A. Yes. The inability of Lucent 5ESS tandem switches to capture CPN in their AMA 

recordings on these types of calls shows that industry standards do not require CPN to be 

included in the Category 11 billing records.  Certainly if the EMI document required 

CPN to be included in the wireless Category 11 record, Lucent would have built the 

capability to capture CPN in its tandem switch AMA recordings to use in the Category 11 

record.  But as AT&T Missouri Jason Constable testified at pp. 10-12 of his direct 

testimony, Lucent did not build this capability into its tandem switches.    

 

III. COMMENTS ON CERTAIN STATEMENTS FROM MR. VOIGHT’S DIRECT 14 

TESTIMONY 15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 
                                                

Q. HAVE YOU READ MR. VOIGHT’S DIRECT TESTIMONY?     

A. Yes.  

 

Q. DO YOU AGREE WITH MR. VOIGHT’S OVERALL ASSESSMENT THAT 4 

CSR 29.040(4) DOES NOT REQUIRE CPN TO BE INCLUDED AS PART OF 

THE CATEGORY 11-01-XX BILLING RECORD FOR WIRELESS-

ORIGINATED CALLS?  
 

5 Read-Schedule 2(P), Part B, p. 1. 
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A. Yes. 

 

Q. ARE THERE PORTIONS OF MR. VOIGHT’S DIRECT TESTIMONY THAT 

YOU DISAGREE WITH? 

A. Yes.  At page 6 of his testimony, Mr. Voight discussed the “ramifications of not having 

CPN as part of the billing record for wireless-originated telephone calls.”  Mr. Voight 

states: 

Lack of CPN within the tandem-created billing records for wireless-
originating calls simply means that the terminating carrier will have no 9 
way of knowing the end user who originated the wireless telephone call.  
(emphasis added) 
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Q. DO YOU AGREE WITH THIS COMMENT? 

A. No.  It is important to remember,  as Mr. Constable points out in his direct testimony, that 

the CPN is signaled forward through the telecommunications network with each call to 

the terminating carrier (i.e., it is transmitted in the SS7 signaling stream).  Since this 

information is provided through signaling, the terminating carrier does have a way of 

knowing the end user who originated the call.  If CPN is really critical information to a 

particular terminating carrier, it can make its own terminating recordings which would 

include the CPN it receives in signaling. 

18 
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Q. MR. VOIGHT ALSO STATES, ON LINE 10, THAT “IN MANY INSTANCES 

(BUT NOT ALL INSTANCES), KNOWING THE CPN WILL ASSIST THE 

TERMINATING CARRIER IN VERIFYING THE PROPER JURISDICTION OF 
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WIRELESS-ORIGINATED TELEPHONE CALLS.”  DO YOU AGREE WITH 

THIS STATEMENT? 

A. No.  As addressed in my direct testimony, the industry, through OBF has held extensive 

jurisdictional discussions, and CPN has not been viewed as a potential solution for 

wireless-originated traffic. Further, the Missouri Commission itself has recognized that 

CPN cannot be used for jurisdictional purposes on wireless-originated calls: 

. . . We caution all terminating carriers that any attempt to use an OCN or 
CPN to determine the proper jurisdiction of wireless telephone calls on the 
LEC-to-LEC network is not permissible under our local interconnection 
rules.  We recognize that this limitation contrasts with processes 
historically employed on the Interexchange Carrier network in which CPN 
is used to determine the jurisdiction of wireless calls.  Again, we caution 
that our rules will not permit such practices on the LEC-to-LEC network. 

 

 Although Mr. Voight indicated that CPN will help in “many instances,” even he 

acknowledges the difficulty in verifying the proper jurisdiction of  wireless-originating 

calls.  If CPN was truly helpful in “many instances,” it would clearly be advocated by 

numerous companies, including AT&T, seeking jurisdictional answers.    

 

Q. DOES THE LACK OF CPN IN THE CATEGORY 11 RECORD FOR WIRELESS-

ORIGINATED CALLS MAKE THE RECORD UNUSABLE FOR 

TERMINATING CARRIERS IN BILLING WIRELESS CARRIERS? 

A. No.  AT&T Missouri has been providing Category 11 records on wireless-originated 

traffic to terminating carriers in Missouri since June 2004.  I am not aware of any 

complaints from them that they are unable to use it to bill wireless carriers.  In fact, 

recent interconnection agreements between small ILECs in Missouri and wireless carriers 
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indicate that the ILECs can and are using our Category 11 records successfully to bill 

wireless carriers.  For example, the interconnection agreement that was recently approved 

by the Commission between New London Telephone Company/Orchard Farm Telephone 

Company/Stoutland Telephone Company (which are part of TDS Telecom) and T-Mobile 

specifically requires the wireless carrier to accept our records as an accurate statement of 

the traffic exchanged: 

4.3 Where Local Telecommunications Traffic is exchanged between 
the Parties indirectly via a third party tandem, TDS TELECOM 8 
shall obtain usage records or a monthly traffic distribution report 9 
either from the tandem operator summarizing traffic terminating to 10 
TDS TELECOM.  TDS TELECOM shall bill for 100% of the 
traffic originated by T-Mobile and terminated to TDS TELECOM.  
T-Mobile may bill TDS TELECOM for Local 
Telecommunications Traffic originated by TDS TELECOM and 
terminating to T-Mobile estimated by the following formula:  Total 
Local Telecommunications Traffic billed by TDS TELECOM, 
divided by 0.80 (eighty percent) and then multiplied by 0.20 
(twenty percent). 

11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19  

 4.4 The Parties agree to accept the usage data or traffic 20 
distribution report from the tandem operator and the foregoing 21 
calculation as an accurate statement of traffic exchanged between 22 
the Parties.  Alternatively, either Party may elect to measure actual 
terminating traffic through its own recording equipment and utilize 
these measurements in place of the traffic data from the tandem 
operator. (emphasis added)6 

23 
24 
25 
26 
27 

28 

29 

30 

                                                

 

Q. MR. VOIGHT ALSO STATES, ON LINE 14, THAT “THE LACK OF CPN 

WITHIN THE BILLING RECORD RESTRICTS, PERHAPS SEVERELY, THE 

ABILITY OF TERMINATING CARRIERS TO INSTITUTE GENERAL 

 
6 Section 4.3 and 4.4 from page 10 of the Multi-State Wireless Traffic Exchange Agreement between TDS 
Telecommunications Corporation and T-Mobile USA, Inc., dated January 1, 2005, filed with the MoPSC on 
February 2, 2006 and approved by the MoPSC on March 23, 2006 in Case No. TO-2006-0324.  A copy of the 
Agreement that was filed with the MoPSC and the Order approving it are appended as Read-Schedule 3.   
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NETWORK AUDITING GUIDELINES.”  DO YOU AGREE WITH THIS 

STATEMENT? 

A. No.  AT&T Missouri, as a terminating LEC has a process that Mr. Voight may consider 

“general network auditing guidelines” and AT&T Missouri is not hindered by the lack of 

CPN in wireless originating call records.  AT&T Missouri has programmed numerous 

audits of expected field values to ensure accurate records are created and received from 

and to our network and systems.  Auditing unreliable information such as CPN in 

wireless originating calls, is unnecessary.      

 

 Additionally, as mentioned above, AT&T signals forward the CPN in the SS7 signaling 

stream to the terminating carrier.  So, to the extent that AT&T’s network receives the 

wireless CPN in the signaling stream, the same information will be signaled forward to 

the terminating carrier, meeting the terminating LEC’s perceived need for that 

information. 

 

Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 

A. Yes. 
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI 
 
 
Application of New London Telephone Company, ) 
Orchard Farm Telephone Company, and ) 
Stoutland Telephone Company for Approval of a ) Case No. TO-2006-0324 
Wireless Traffic Exchange Agreement under the ) 
Telecommunications Act of 1996.   ) 
 
 

ORDER APPROVING INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT 
 
Issue Date:  March 23, 2006 Effective Date:  April 2, 2006 
 
 

This order approves the interconnection agreement executed by the parties and 

filed by New London Telephone Company, Orchard Farm Telephone Company, and 

Stoutland Telephone Company (collectively known as “the TDS Companies”).1 

On February 7, 2006, the TDS Companies filed an application with the 

Commission for approval of an interconnection agreement with T-Mobile USA, Inc.  The 

agreement was filed pursuant to Section 252(e)(1) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996.2  

The agreement provides for compensation for the termination of traffic originated by each 

party that terminates to the other party through the facilities of another local exchange 

carrier.  The TDS Companies hold certificates of service authority to provide basic local 

exchange telecommunications services in Missouri.  T-Mobile is a commercial mobile radio 

service carrier. 

                                            
1 Although the TDS Companies refer to the agreement as a “wireless traffic exchange agreement,” the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996 mentions only interconnection agreements. 
2 See 47 U.S.C. § 251, et seq. 
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Although T-Mobile is a party to the agreement, it did not join in the application.  

On February 9, 2006, the Commission issued an order making T-Mobile a party in this case 

and directing any party wishing to request a hearing to do so no later than March 1, 2006.  

No requests for hearing were filed. 

The Staff of the Commission filed a memorandum and recommendation on 

March 6, 2006, recommending that the agreement be approved. 

Discussion 

Under Section 252(e) of the Act, any interconnection agreement adopted by 

negotiation must be submitted to the Commission for approval.  The Commission may 

reject an agreement if it finds that the agreement is discriminatory or that it is not consistent 

with the public interest, convenience and necessity. 

The Staff memorandum recommends that the agreement be approved and notes 

that the agreement meets the limited requirements of the Act in that it is not discriminatory 

toward nonparties and is not against the public interest.  Staff recommends that the 

Commission direct the parties to submit any amendments to the Commission for approval. 

Findings of Fact 

The Missouri Public Service Commission, having considered all of the competent 

and substantial evidence upon the whole record, makes the following findings of fact. 

The Commission has considered the application, the supporting documentation, 

and Staff's recommendation.  Based upon that review, the Commission concludes that the 

agreement meets the requirements of the Act in that it does not discriminate against a 

nonparty carrier and implementation of the agreement is not inconsistent with the public 

interest, convenience and necessity.  The Commission finds that approval of the agreement 

Read-Schedule 3
2 of 40



 3

shall be conditioned upon the parties submitting any amendments to the Commission for 

approval pursuant to the procedure set out below. 

Amendment Procedure 

The Commission has a duty to review all interconnection agreements, whether 

arrived at through negotiation or arbitration, as mandated by the Act.3  In order for the 

Commission's role of review and approval to be effective, the Commission must also review 

and approve or recognize amendments to these agreements.  The Commission has a 

further duty to make a copy of every interconnection agreement available for public 

inspection.4  This duty is in keeping with the Commission's practice under its own rules of 

requiring telecommunications companies to keep their rate schedules on file with the 

Commission.5 

The parties to each interconnection agreement must maintain a complete and 

current copy of the agreement, together with all amendments, in the Commission's offices.  

Any proposed amendment must be submitted pursuant to Commission rule 4 CSR 

240-3.513(6). 

Conclusions of Law 

The Missouri Public Service Commission has arrived at the following conclusions 

of law. 

                                            
3 47 U.S.C. § 252. 
4 47 U.S.C. § 252(h). 
5 4 CSR 240-3.545. 
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The Commission, under the provisions of Section 252(e)(1) of the federal 

Telecommunications Act of 1996,6 is required to review negotiated interconnection agree-

ments.  It may only reject a negotiated agreement upon a finding that its implementation 

would be discriminatory to a nonparty or inconsistent with the public interest, convenience 

and necessity.7  Based upon its review of the agreement between the TDS Companies and 

T-Mobile and its findings of fact, the Commission concludes that the agreement is neither 

discriminatory nor inconsistent with the public interest and shall be approved. 

The Commission notes that prior to providing telecommunications services in 

Missouri, a party shall possess the following:  (1) an interconnection agreement approved 

by the Commission; (2) except for wireless providers, a certificate of service authority from 

the Commission to provide interexchange or basic local telecommunications services; and 

(3) except for wireless providers, a tariff approved by the Commission. 

IT IS ORDERED THAT: 

1. The interconnection agreement between the TDS Companies (New London 

Telephone Company, Orchard Farm Telephone Company, and Stoutland Telephone 

Company) and T-Mobile USA, Inc., filed on February 7, 2006, is approved. 

2. Any changes or amendments to this agreement shall be submitted in 

compliance with 4 CSR 240-3.513(6). 

                                            
6 47 U.S.C. § 252(e)(1). 
7 47 U.S.C. § 252(e)(2)(A). 
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3. This order shall become effective on April 2, 2006. 

4. This case may be closed on April 3, 2006. 

 
BY THE COMMISSION 

 
 
 
 

Colleen M. Dale 
Secretary 

 
 ( S E A L ) 
 
Nancy Dippell, Deputy Chief Regulatory Law  
Judge, by delegation of authority pursuant  
to Section 386.240, RSMo 2000. 
 
Dated at Jefferson City, Missouri, 
on this 23rd day of March, 2006. 
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
 OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI 

 
Application of New London Telephone Company, ) 
Orchard Farm Telephone Company and Stoutland ) 
Telephone Company for Approval of a Wireless ) Case No. _______ 
Traffic Exchange Agreement under the    )         
Telecommunications Act of 1996    ) 
 
 

APPLICATION OF NEW LONDON TELEPHONE COMPANY, ORCHARD FARM 
TELEPHONE COMPANY AND STOUTLAND TELEPHONE COMPANY 

FOR APPROVAL OF A WIRELESS TRAFFIC EXCHANGE AGREEMENT 
UNDER THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1996 

 
COME NOW New London Telephone Company, Orchard Farm Telephone 

Company, and Stoutland Telephone Company (“the TDS Companies”) and hereby file 

this Application for Approval of a Wireless Traffic Exchange Agreement between the 

TDS Companies and T-Mobile USA (“T-Mobile”) under the Telecommunications Act of 

1996 (“the Act”).  In support of this Application, the TDS Companies state to the 

Missouri Public Service Commission (“Commission”) as follows: 

I. AGREEMENT REACHED 

The TDS Companies are local exchange carriers operating in Missouri.  The TDS 

Companies are Missouri corporations in good standing with the Missouri Secretary of 

State.  In Case No. TO-2004-0370, the TDS Companies filed Certificates of Good 

Standing from the Missouri Secretary of State which the TDS Companies request be 

incorporated by reference in this case.  The TDS Companies are not aware of any 

pending action or final unsatisfied judgments or decisions against them from any state 

or federal agency or court which involve customer service or rates.  The TDS 

Companies’ annual reports and assessment fees are not overdue.  This information is 
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still current and correct, as evidenced by the notarized affidavit of Ms. Linda Lowrance 

(Attachment I).     

T-Mobile is a commercial mobile radio service carrier operating in Missouri. 

On December 14, 2005, after good faith negotiations, the TDS Companies and 

T-Mobile executed a Wireless Traffic Exchange Agreement (“the Agreement”) for the 

state of Missouri pursuant to the terms of the Federal Act (see Agreement, Attachment 

II).  Pursuant to the Act, the TDS Companies hereby submit this Agreement for approval 

by the Commission.  The Agreement complies fully with Section 252(e) of the Federal 

Act because the Agreement is consistent with the public interest, convenience and 

necessity and does not discriminate against any telecommunications carrier.  The 

Agreement consists of twenty-one (21) pages and three (3) Appendices.  There are no 

outstanding issues between the TDS Companies and T-Mobile that need the assistance 

of mediation or arbitration. 

II. REQUEST FOR APPROVAL 

The TDS Companies seek the Commission’s approval of the Agreement, 

consistent with the provisions of the Federal Act and Missouri law.  The TDS 

Companies represent that the implementation of this negotiated and executed 

Agreement complies fully with both Missouri law and Section 252(e) of the Federal Act 

because the Agreement is consistent with the public interest, convenience and 

necessity and does not discriminate against any telecommunications carrier.  The TDS 

Companies respectfully request that the Commission grant expeditious approval of this 

Agreement, without change, suspension or delay in its implementation.  This is a 
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bilateral agreement, reached as a result of negotiations and compromise between the 

parties. Correspondence, orders and decisions in this matter should be addressed to: 

John Zeiler     Brian T. McCartney 
TDS Telecom    Brydon, Swearengen & England P.C.  
2495 N. Main Street    P.O. Box 456  
P.O. Box 220     Jefferson City, MO 65102-0456

 Choctaw, OK  73020-0220   bmccartney@brydonlaw.com 
 

 Linda Lowrance    Marin Fettman 
 TDS Telecom     T-Mobile USA 
 725 Pellissippi Parkway   12920 SE 38th Street 
 Box 22995     Bellevue, WA  98006 
 Knoxville, TX  37933    
 

III. COMMISSION AUTHORITY 

  Under the Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996 (“the Act”), the Commission 

has the authority to grant the relief requested by the TDS Companies.  Specifically, 

Section 252(a) of the Act provides: 

 
(a)  AGREEMENTS ARRIVED AT THROUGH NEGOTIATION 
 

(1) VOLUNTARY NEGOTIATIONS. -- Upon receiving a request for 
interconnection, services, or network elements pursuant to section 251, 
an incumbent local exchange carrier may negotiate and enter into a 
binding agreement with the requesting telecommunications carrier or 
carriers without regard to the standards set forth in subsections (b) and 
(c) of section 251.  The agreement shall include a detailed schedule of 
itemized charges for interconnection and each service or network 
element included in the agreement.  The agreement, including any 
interconnection agreement negotiated before the date of enactment of 
the Telecommunications Act of 1996, shall be submitted to the State 
commission under subsection (e) of this section. 
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IV. STANDARD OF REVIEW 

 Under Section 252 of the Act, the Commission has the authority to approve an 

agreement negotiated between an incumbent local exchange company (ILEC) and 

other telecommunications carriers.  The Commission may only reject an agreement if 

the agreement is discriminatory to a nonparty or is inconsistent with the public interest, 

convenience, and necessity.  Section 252(e)(2) of the Act provides as follows: 

 
GROUNDS FOR REJECTION.-- The State Commission may only reject -- 
 

(A)  an agreement (or any portion thereof) adopted by negotiation 
under subsection (a) if it finds that -- 

 
(i) the agreement (or portion thereof) discriminates against 

a telecommunications carrier not a party to the 
agreement; or 

 
(ii) the implementation of such agreement or portion is not 

consistent with the public interest, convenience, and 
necessity; 

 
The affidavit of Ms. Linda Lowrance, Manager-Interconnection for the TDS 

Companies, establishes that the Agreement satisfies these standards. (Affidavit, 

Attachment I) 

V.  CONCLUSION 

WHEREFORE, the TDS Companies respectfully request the Commission to 

issue an Order that: (1) approves expeditiously the Wireless Traffic Exchange 

Agreement between the TDS Companies and T-Mobile, and (2) grants such other relief 

as is reasonable in the circumstances. 
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Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
By ___/s/ Brian T. McCartney_________________    
W.R. England, III  Mo. #23975 
Brian T. McCartney  Mo.  #47788    
BRYDON, SWEARENGEN & ENGLAND P.C.   
312 East Capitol Avenue, P.O. Box 456   
Jefferson City, MO  65102-0456 
trip@brydonlaw.com 
bmccartney@brydonlaw.com     
(573) 635-7166       
(573) 634-7431 (FAX)  
Attorneys for the TDS Companies 
 
 
 
 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the above and foregoing document 
this 7th day of February, 2006, to the following parties: 
 
General Counsel     Michael F. Dandino 
Missouri Public Service Commission  Office of the Public Counsel 
P.O. Box 360      P.O. Box 7800 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65102   Jefferson City, Missouri 65102 
      
Marin Fettman 
T-Mobile USA 
12920 SE 38th Street 
Bellevue, WA  98006 
 
 
 

____/s/ Brian T. McCartney______________ 
                                                        Brian T. McCartney 
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