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I.
INTRODUCTION
Q.
PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.

A.
My name is Chris Read.  My business address is 211 S. Akard, Dallas Texas.

Q.
BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED AND WHAT IS YOUR POSITION?

A.
I am employed by SBC Services, Inc. and my current position is Technical Director—Billing, within the Information Technology organization.

Q.
WHAT ARE YOUR RESPONSIBILITIES?

A.
I manage a group responsible for Industry Forum representation at the Ordering and Billing Forum (“OBF”), analysis of Billing Performance Measures, and Industry Markets Product/Account Management support for Daily Usage Files (“DUF”) for all of SBC’s local exchange companies, including SBC Missouri.
Q.
WHAT IS YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND?

A.
I received my Bachelor of Business Administration in Personnel Management from East Texas State University in 1981.

Q.
PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR WORK EXPERIENCE.

A.
I began employment with SBC in 1981 in Information Services.  My responsibilities included data center operations cycle processing for Payroll, Toll, Customer Records Information System (“CRIS”), Customer Access Billing System (“CABS”) and the related online systems.  I spent three years in systems development at Corporate Headquarters.  I worked for four years in Mid-Range Computer operations with duties including Toll data collection.  Since 1997, I have been a part of the IT Billing Project Management support team.  My responsibilities include support for Industry Markets Product and Account managers primarily in the DUF area.

Q.
HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY TESTIFIED BEFORE REGULATORY COMMISSIONS?

A.
Yes, I have testified before the Illinois Commerce Commission in Docket No. 03-0239 and Docket No. 04-0428, before the Texas Public Utility Commission in Docket No. 28209 and before the California Public Utility Commission in A.04-06-004.  I have also filed testimony with the Texas Commission in Docket No. 28821, with the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission in Cause No. 40571-INT04, with the Illinois Commerce Commission in Docket No. 04-0469, and with the Michigan Public Service Commission in MPSC Case No. U-14152.  I have filed testimony in Level 3 arbitrations in Wisconsin, Connecticut, Arkansas, Nevada, and Kansas.  I have also filed testimony in contract arbitration with MCI in Illinois.
II.

PURPOSE

Q.
WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY?

A.
The purpose of my testimony is to present SBC Missouri’s positions regarding several intercarrier compensation issues related to billing of intercarrier compensation.  I also will briefly discuss some of the billing-related problems and shortcomings associated with Level 3’s suggested approach for developing percent interstate usage (“PIU”) and percent Internet protocol usage (“PIPU”) in connection with Level 3’s proposal that all traffic delivered by Level 3 to SBC Missouri be routed over the same, “multijurisdictional” trunks.  I will demonstrate that SBC Missouri’s proposed contract language is the most appropriate for the issues presented.

III.

INTERCARRIER COMPENSATION BILLING

IC Issue 11c:

Is It Appropriate To Include All IntraLATA Toll Traffic Under A Meet Point Billing (“MPB”) Arrangement? 

Agreement Reference:  IC Section 14

Q.
Is it appropriate to include all IntraLATA toll traffic under a Meet-Point Billing (“MPB”) arrangement? 

A.
No.  Level 3 is proposing that all intraLATA Toll Traffic be subject to meet-point billing (“MPB”), which is inappropriate.  MPB is a method for allocating access revenues from a third party interexchange carrier (“IXC”), and it applies to IXC-switched access traffic that is jointly provided by two LECs.  This is noted in agreed-to language in section 1.1.9.0 of the GT&Cs, which provides a definition of MPB.  MPB does not apply to LEC-to-LEC intraLATA toll traffic (traffic that is not carried by a third party toll carrier), nor would it make any sense given that there is no third-party IXC involved.  The proper billing arrangement for LEC-to-LEC traffic is discussed in Section 14.1. 

IC Issue 18a:
For IntraLATA 800 Calls, Should The Agreement Require The Parties To Provide 800 Access Detail Usage, Or Should It Permit The Parties To Provide The Equivalent?

Agreement Reference:
IC Section 11.1

Q.
Please define the terms used in this issue.

A.
The phrase “800 Access Detail Usage” refers to recordings made from a switch when an 800 database query is done.  When a call-related recordable event happens in a switch, a recording is made.  The recording is translated into exchange message interface (“EMI”) format for transmission to the receiving company.  The receiving company can use these recordings to assist in bill verification or issue a bill to their customer.

Q.
What is EMI?

A.
EMI is the industry-created and industry-accepted standard used for the exchange of telecommunications message information between sending and billing companies for billing and tracking analysis.  The EMI format was developed and is maintained by industry participants in the OBF, a committee under the Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions.  OBF participation is open to all interested parties.

Q.
With those facts in mind, should EMI formatted records be exchanged for 800 usage?

A.
Yes.  Any service provider that sends 800 copy detail usage records for access billing should adhere to the industry-developed and nationally accepted EMI format.  The purpose of industry standards is to give parties in the industry a common “language” that will allow them to communicate with each other.  SBC has designed its systems to work with the EMI format.  Any other non-standard format would require extensive modifications to SBC’s systems for billing access charges.

Q.
TO YOUR KNOWLEDGE, DOES ANY STATE OR FEDERAL STATUTE MANDATE THE USE OF THE EMI FORMAT FOR COMMUNICATIONS BETWEEN CARRIERS?

A.
Not to my knowledge, but that is not the point.  The purpose of industry-developed standards, such as the EMI format for electronic communications between carriers, is to reduce transaction costs for all industry participants, and to reduce the potential for misunderstandings, mistakes and miscommunications in such transactions.  In other words, industry-developed standards provide all industry participants with a “common language” to use in their dealings with each other.  Common standards or measurements are the building blocks of any commercial or trading relationship.  The basic economic benefits of such standards are well-recognized in many unregulated industries, such as the music and electronics industries.  Indeed, this is why many commercial industries have formed their own standards-setting bodies, so as to minimize the potential costs and inefficiencies associated with a “Tower of Babel” approach to commercial transactions.  The telecommunications industry is no different in this regard, and in fact, given the enormous complexities in the telecommunications industry, such standards are arguably more important here than in perhaps any other industry.  The Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”) itself has recognized the economic benefits of using industry-wide standards, including the reduction of economic barriers for new entrants, and has promoted such uniformity and standardization in its orders approving the SBC/Ameritech merger and the GTE/Bell Atlantic merger.

IC Issue 19a:
Is Level 3 Required To Follow The Ordering And Billing Forum’s (“OBF”) Multiple Exchange Carrier Ordering And Design (“MECOD”) And Multiple Exchange Carrier Access Billing (“MECAB”) Documents For Meet-Point Billing?

Agreement Reference:
IC Section 12

q.
what is the dispute regarding the use of mecab and mecod?

A.
Level 3 is suggesting that the industry standard documents can be ignored and that a customized approach for Level 3 should be adopted.

Q.
What was the purpose for the creation of the MECAB and mecod documents?

A.
The MECAB document provides Industry-created and accepted standards for MPB arrangements.  The document is maintained by the OBF Billing subcommittee.  It was written by industry participants in an open forum to create a uniform, documented method by which their companies could establish common practices.  The MECOD document, on the other hand, provides guidance in ordering of access services.  The document is maintained by the OBF Interconnection Services Ordering and Provisioning (“ISOP”) subcommittee.  The MECOD document is not applicable to a discussion of recording, assembling and editing of message detail records.

Q.
is it reasonable to consider different options for recording, assembling and editing of message detail records for the purposes of billing IXC Switched Access Traffic other than those practices contained in the MECAB document for Meet-Point Billing?

A.
No.  Consistent with the OBF MECAB standard documentation, any service provider that sends traffic over the Public Switch Telephone Network (“PSTN”) should adhere to industry developed and nationally accepted compensation arrangements in place.  Therefore, Level 3 should adhere to the OBF MECAB default billing arrangement (Multiple Bill/Single Tariff).  Records must be exchanged in an EMI Category 11-0X detail format for MPB.  If Level 3 believes that the OBF MECAB billing arrangement needs to be changed, the proper forum for Level 3 to raise the issue is in the OBF—not in a state arbitration proceeding involving one Incumbent Local Exchange Carrier (“ILEC”) and a single Competitive Local Exchange Carrier (“CLEC”).  Industry standards were established to ensure there is nationwide uniformity in carriers exchanging billing data.  Level 3 does not make a compelling case for scrapping the industry-wide approach to accommodate its perceived individual needs.

IC Issue 19b:
What Is The Appropriate Form Of Intercarrier Compensation For MPB Traffic?

Q.
What is the appropriate form of Intercarrier compensation for MPB Traffic? 

A.
For any traffic that is sent to or received from an IXC, SBC Missouri, in compliance with the MECAB standard, proposes that it continue to apply switched access charges.  The MECAB standard is used by the ILECs and switched-based CLECs for jointly provided interexchange switched access service.

IC Issue 19c:
Is It Appropriate To Limit Meet-Point Billing Arrangements To IXC Switched Access Services Traffic Jointly Handled By The Parties?

Q.
IS it appropriate to limit Meet-Point Billing Arrangements to IXC Switched Access Services traffic jointly handled by the Parties?

A.
Yes.  Level 3’s proposal that all intraLATA toll traffic be subject to MPB should be rejected.  For switched access services, MPB arrangements are in place to address only interexchange traffic jointly provided by the parties.  Interexchange traffic that is not jointly provided is not subject to MPB.  Non-interexchange switched access traffic is not subject to MPB.  Level 3 is attempting to apply MPB to all “Circuit Switched Traffic,” which is inappropriate.
IC Issues 2:
What is the proper routing, treatment and compensation for Switched Access Traffic including, without limitation, any PSTN-IP-PSTN Traffic and IP-PSTN Traffic?

Agreement reference:  IC Attachment 3.2.2.6
Q.
has LEVEL 3 PROPOSED ANY CONTRACT LANGUAGE REGARDING THE DEVELOPMENT OF PIU AND PIPU FACTORS AND OTHER BILLING-RELATED MATTERS IN CONNECTION WITH ITS PROPOSAL TO DELIVER ALL TRAFFIC TO SBC MISSOURI ON THE SAME TRUNK GROUPS?

A.
No, but in recent arbitration proceedings with other SBC ILECs in other states, Level 3’s witnesses have suggested that such factors could be developed by using SS7 information from Level 3’s network to establish and populate a new originating line identifier (“OLI”) field designation in the call records that Level 3 provides to SBC Missouri.
Q.
DO LEVEL 3’S SUGGESTIONS ADDRESS OR SOLVE THE BILLING-RELATED PROBLEMS ASSOCIATED WITH LEVEL 3’S MULTIJURISDICTIONAL TRUNKING PROPOSAL?

A.
No, they do not.  Level 3’s suggested “OLI” approach is undeveloped, untested, and unproven, is not supported by industry standards, would add complexity to each party’s billing systems, would require needless and costly changes to SBC’s billing systems, especially if such changes were made on an ad hoc basis just for Level 3, and would not solve or address the fundamental billing-related problems that Level 3’s multijurisdictional trunking proposal creates.  I will highlight just a few of the billing-related problems associated with Level 3’s suggestion.

First, the telecommunications industry has never used the OLI field to develop a “PIPU” factor, and there is no industry standard establishing how the OLI field should be populated to designate such “PIPU” traffic, or even that the OLI field should be used for such a purpose at all.  As I noted above, a two party arbitration is not the appropriate forum to develop and implement billing standards that would need to be utilized by the industry as a whole.  It would be inefficient and extremely costly for SBC to change its billing systems on an ad hoc basis for a particular carrier, especially when there is no assurance that the industry as a whole agrees with that particular carrier’s suggested approach.  Obviously, it would be highly inefficient to require SBC to develop customized billing functions and solutions for each carrier with whom it transacts business.

Second, and even more fundamentally, Level 3’s suggested approach to developing PIU and PIPU factors, even if it were fully developed, feasible to implement, and accepted by the industry as a whole, would be inherently more complex, less accurate, and more prone to miscalculation and misuse than the current billing approach for such traffic.  This is because, as I noted above, Level 3 is proposing to convert an entire class of traffic—access traffic—from being measured and identified traffic into unidentified and unmeasured traffic, at least on a real-time basis.  In other words, Level 3 is proposing to replace an existing billing system that bills for access traffic based on the actual measurement and identification of the traffic that is the subject of such billing with a billing system that would bill for such traffic based on estimates or proxies of the amount of such traffic, derived from applying historical usage data to current traffic flows.  In short, Level 3’s proposal guarantees that bills for such traffic would be inaccurate and that, as a result, parties would have to develop costly and time-consuming processes to identify, adjust, correct and, if necessary, backbill for, such billing inaccuracies.  It is my understanding, based on conversations I have had with billing specialists employed by other ILECs that have entered into multijurisdictional trunking arrangements with Level 3 similar to those that Level 3 proposes here, that those ILECs have encountered exactly these types of billing-related problems.  In SBC’s case, this shortcoming in Level 3’s proposal is compounded by the fact that Level 3 has offered no proposed process, let alone provided actual contract language, for identifying, correcting, reconciling, and, if necessary, backbilling for amounts understated in, such inaccurate bills.

SBC Missouri witness Sandra Douglas identifies in her testimony other shortcomings associated with Level 3’s suggested approach for developing PIU and PIPU factors in connection with Level 3’s multijurisdictional trunking proposal.
Q.
Has SBC Missouri requested a monthly report of call records?

A.
No.  SBC is, in Missouri and all other SBC states, seeking mechanized standard call records that can be used in mechanized bill processes.  Automated processes are best for all parties and reduce opportunity for billing errors that  always seem to follow manual reports and reporting processes.
q.
does this CONCLUDE your testimony?

A.
Yes.

�  Level 3 typically refers not only to the agreed issue numbers that appear in the left-hand column on the DPLs, but also to the tiers and issue numbers that Level 3 used in its petition for arbitration.  SBC Missouri does not find Level 3’s tiers and issue numbers helpful, so I do not refer to them in my testimony.
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