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Q. Please state your name and give your business address. 11 

A. My name is William L. Voight and my business address is P.O. Box 360, 12 

200 Madison Street, Jefferson City, Missouri 65102. 13 

Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 14 

A. I am employed by the Missouri Public Service Commission as a 15 

supervisor in the Telecommunications Department.  I have general supervisory 16 

responsibility for staff recommendations pertaining to tariff filings, interconnection 17 

agreements, and telephone company mergers and acquisitions.  In conjunction with other 18 

staff persons, I provide staff recommendations on a wide variety of other matters before 19 

the Commission including rule makings, complaints filed with the Commission, and 20 

Commission comments to the Federal Communication Commission (FCC).  My duties 21 

have also involved participation as a member of the Commission’s Arbitration Advisory 22 

Staff, which is comprised of subject matter experts who assist an arbitrator in 23 

interconnection and compensation disputes involving the Federal Telecommunications 24 

Act of 1996.  Lastly, I participate in and coordinate special projects, as assigned by 25 

management.  Examples of special projects include Case No. TW-2004-0324, a Study of 26 

Voice over Internet Protocol in Missouri, and Case No. TW-2004-0471, a Commission-27 

appointed Task Force to study expanded local calling in Missouri.  As necessary and 28 
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appropriate, I also provide assistance to the Commission, upper management, and 1 

members of the General Assembly on legislative matters. 2 

Q. What is your education and previous work experience? 3 

A. I received a Bachelor of Science degree with a major in economics from 4 

Lincoln University in Jefferson City, Missouri.  A copy of relevant work history is 5 

attached as Schedule 1. 6 

Q. Have you previously testified before the Commission? 7 

A. Yes, a list of cases where I have served as a witness by providing 8 

testimony is attached as Schedule 2. 9 

Q. What is the purpose of your Direct Testimony? 10 

A. My testimony addresses what has been identified as the sole issue in the 11 

first phase of this case. Namely: Does Commission Rule 4 CSR 240-29.040(4) require 12 

the originating tandem carrier to include the Calling Party Number (CPN) as part of the 13 

Category 11-01-XX billing record that it provides for wireless-originated calls that transit 14 

the LEC-to-LEC network and terminate to other LECs? My testimony concludes that the 15 

rule does not. 16 

Q. Would the lack of CPN in the billing records for wireless-originated 17 

calls defeat the whole purpose of adopting the Commission’s Enhanced Record 18 

Exchange (ERE) rules? 19 

A. In my opinion, it would not.  In addition to addressing the legal liabilities 20 

and establishing certainty for the business relationship of transiting traffic, the ERE rules 21 

have largely accomplished the objective of reducing the number of billing discrepancies, 22 

and making it easier to resolve those that might arise.  The rules provide a means to 23 
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identify unidentified traffic, and help to ensure just compensation for the exchange of 1 

LEC-to-LEC traffic, including transiting traffic.  In order to satisfactorily accomplish 2 

these objectives, the ERE rules established the following: (1) a requirement for carriers to 3 

pass CPN to downstream carriers and ultimately to end users on each and every telephone 4 

call,1 (2) an option for terminating carriers to utilize separate trunk groups to better 5 

manage their networks, (3) an option for terminating carriers to create accurate 6 

terminating billing records should they choose not to rely on records developed by a 7 

third-party, (4) a requirement for billing records to be created in a timely and consistent 8 

manner, (5) a requirement for invoice payments to be made in a timely manner, (6) an 9 

option for carriers to object to inaccurate billing invoices, (7) a requirement for carriers to 10 

ensure customer privacy provisions, (8) a requirement for carriers to maintain 11 

confidentiality of customer billing records, (9) implementation of a system of general 12 

auditing provisions and, (10) establishment of a system to block (reroute) LEC network 13 

traffic. 14 

Prior to establishment of the ERE rules, the Commission was inundated with 15 

docketed cases and informal allegations involving unaccounted-for, or “phantom” 16 

telephone traffic occurring on the LEC-to-LEC network. Now that the rules are in place, I 17 

am not aware of any instances or allegations of such traffic.  In my opinion, the lack of 18 

CPN within the billing records does not negatively impact other aspects of the ERE rules, 19 

including the ten items identified above.  20 

                                                 
1 End users must, of course, have Caller ID available to receive CPN. 
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Q. Does the issue presented in this case impact the first requirement of 1 

the ERE rule, as you have identified above, that carriers pass the CPN to 2 

downstream carriers and ultimately to end users on each and every telephone call? 3 

A. No. The ERE rule will continue to require carriers to deliver CPN to 4 

downstream carriers for every telephone call, regardless of the Commission’s decision in 5 

this proceeding.  6 

Q. Please explain. 7 

A. The ERE rules contemplate CPN to be delivered to downstream carriers in 8 

two ways.  One way is for CPN to be delivered to downstream carriers during the call’s 9 

transmission.  For example, 4 CSR 240-29.040(1) and (2) place such a requirement on 10 

originating and transiting companies, respectively.  The issue presented in this case does 11 

not pertain to the delivery of CPN during the transmission of the call.  In other words, 12 

CPN will continue to be required to be delivered during the transmission of both wireless 13 

and wireline originated calls. 14 

A second way contemplated by the ERE rules to deliver CPN to downstream 15 

carriers is through a billing record produced by the originating tandem carrier that is 16 

provided on a monthly or regular basis.  The billing record might be considered similar to 17 

a monthly statement of the calls transiting through the tandem carrier and ultimately 18 

delivered to the terminating carrier.  More precisely, 4 CSR 240-29.040(4) places a 19 

requirement on originating tandem carriers to create a category 11-01-XX billing record 20 

which can contain a variety of information.  The terminating carrier uses the information 21 

contained in this billing record to create an invoice to be sent to the carrier responsible for 22 

payment of call termination charges.  For clarity, I have attached as Schedule 3 an 23 
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example of a Missouri-specific Category 11-01-XX billing record, as customarily created 1 

for LEC-to-LEC traffic.  Additionally, Schedule 4 offers an example of Category 11 2 

billing records created for IXC traffic. 3 

Therefore, the issue presented in this case pertains to whether a category 11-01-4 

XX billing record should include CPN for wireless-originated traffic.  Regardless of the 5 

Commission’s ruling in this case, CPN will continue to be delivered during the 6 

transmission of a call.  In addition, a category 11-01-XX billing record will continue to 7 

contain CPN for wireline originated traffic. 8 

Q. Do you have any additional comments about how the ERE rules 9 

attempt to assist terminating carriers in identifying the financially responsible party 10 

for whom traffic is terminated? 11 

A. Yes.  Terminating carriers essentially have two choices in identifying the 12 

financially responsible party.  One option is for the terminating carrier to create its own 13 

billing record based on the CPN and other information delivered on each call.  The ERE 14 

rules attempt to ensure the terminating carrier will have the necessary tools in order to 15 

create its own billing records. 16 

A second option for the terminating carrier is to continue to rely on the billing 17 

records created by the originating tandem carrier.  Most, if not all, terminating carriers 18 

are continuing to rely on the billing records of the originating tandem carrier.  The ERE 19 

rules have tried to ensure consistency and improved information contained in these 20 

billing records.  Such billing records produced by the originating tandem carrier may not 21 

contain all of the information desired by the terminating carrier; however, the terminating 22 
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carrier has the choice of continuing to rely on the originating tandem carrier’s billing 1 

records, or to create its own billing records.  2 

Q. What then are the ramifications of not having CPN as part of the 3 

billing records for wireless-originated telephone calls? 4 

A. Lack of CPN within the tandem-created billing records for wireless-5 

originated calls simply means that the terminating carrier will have no way of knowing 6 

the end user who originated the wireless telephone call.  The ability to identify the end 7 

users who originate telephone calls permits the terminating carrier to determine the 8 

originators of the calls.  The ability to identify end users also permits terminating carriers 9 

to verify the end users’ wireless carriers as well.  In many instances (but not all 10 

instances), knowing the CPN will assist the terminating carrier in verifying the proper 11 

jurisdiction of wireless-originated telephone calls.  Billing records that contain CPN of 12 

wireless-originated calls can aid terminating carriers in establishing practices which 13 

reveal network usage.  In my opinion, the lack of CPN within the billing record restricts, 14 

perhaps severely, the ability of terminating carriers to institute general network auditing 15 

guidelines.  In my view, this is the only potential ramification of not including the CPN 16 

as part of the tandem-created billing records for wireless-originated telephone calls 17 

traversing Missouri’s LEC-to-LEC network.  18 

Q. Does the lack of CPN within the billing record prevent the 19 

terminating carrier from identifying the wireless carrier responsible for payment? 20 

A. No.  In spite of the potential ramification for lack of CPN, lack of CPN 21 

does not prevent the terminating carrier from knowing the responsible wireless carrier to 22 

whom the bill should be sent. 23 
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Q. Please explain why lack of CPN in tandem-created billing records for 1 

wireless-originated telephone calls does not prevent knowing the responsible 2 

wireless carrier for invoice purposes. 3 

A. Knowledge of the responsible wireless carrier for wireless-originated calls 4 

traversing the LEC-to-LEC network is accomplished by the originating tandem carrier 5 

inserting a “per-trunk billing number” in place of the CPN within the billing record.  The 6 

“per-trunk billing number” is a number which uniquely identifies the wireless carrier 7 

directly connected to the LEC-to-LEC network; hence, the party responsible for paying 8 

terminating compensation.2 9 

Q. Does the “per-trunk billing number” identify the originating carrier, 10 

or the proper jurisdiction of the call? 11 

A. No, not in all instances.  If an originating carrier contracts with another 12 

carrier to deliver the call, the “per-trunk billing number” will not identify the carrier upon 13 

whose network the call originated.  Nor does the “per-trunk billing number” provide any 14 

indication as to the proper jurisdiction of the call.  Use of a “per-trunk billing number” 15 

instead of a CPN removes any possibility for terminating carriers to independently 16 

determine whether wireless carriers are paying reciprocal compensation for telephone 17 

traffic that might otherwise be subject to exchange access charges. 18 

Q. Does CPN provide a reliable jurisdictional indicator for all wireless-19 

originated traffic? 20 

                                                 
2 The term “per-trunk billing number” is associated with Type 2A wireless interconnections, which provide 
a trunk side connection between a Mobile Switching Center (MSC) and a landline tandem office. Type I 
wireless interconnections use the nomenclature “billing account number,” and involve trunk side 
connections (line side treatment) between a MSC and a landline end office. 
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A. No, not for all wireless traffic.  For wireless calls originated outside of a 1 

Major Trading Area (MTA) to which the wireless number is assigned, use of CPN is not 2 

a reliable jurisdictional indicator.  Because of instances that are sometimes characterized 3 

as “roaming,” such calls might appear to be subject to reciprocal compensation when in 4 

fact they are subject to access charges.  Depending on the number dialed, other calls 5 

might be mistaken as subject to access charges, when in fact they are subject to reciprocal 6 

compensation.  As I have previously stated, wireless CPN is not a reliable jurisdictional 7 

indicator in all instances; CPN should be used only in establishing general auditing 8 

guidelines. 9 

Q. Can you explain what you mean by “general auditing guidelines”? 10 

A. Yes.  I would characterize general auditing guidelines as methods used by 11 

carriers to monitor activity occurring on telephone networks.  In my opinion, general 12 

auditing guidelines would entail the use of “test calls” as well as monitoring of CPN in 13 

billing records to determine the presence of an excessive amount of interstate, interMTA 14 

wireless-originated calls being terminated over local interconnection trunks instead of 15 

access trunks.  General auditing guidelines embrace a balance of network knowledge.  On 16 

the one hand, because of “roaming,” CPN cannot be used to determine the proper 17 

jurisdiction of all wireless calls.  On the other hand, it would seem axiomatic that not all 18 

wireless calls are “roaming.”  General auditing guidelines help to strike a balance 19 

between the two extremes.  20 

Just as many end users subscribe to caller identification service because they feel 21 

a “need to know” who is calling on their telephone line, many carriers also feel a “need to 22 

know” who is calling on their telephone network.  In my opinion, knowledge of who is 23 
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using the telephone network is simply a good business practice.  Moreover, omission of 1 

CPN in billing records restricts the ability of terminating carriers to employ reasonable 2 

practices designed to obtain such knowledge. 3 

Q. Mr. Voight, given the emphasis you seem to place on inclusion of CPN 4 

as part of billing records, why has the Staff changed its mind about requiring that it 5 

be included in the billing record? 6 

A. The Staff has always advocated the inclusion of CPN as part of the billing 7 

records for all telephone calls, including those that are wireless-originated.  The fact that 8 

CPN is not included in the billing records of wireless-originated calls was first pointed 9 

out in the February 1, 2005, written comments of the Missouri Independent Telephone 10 

Company Group (MITG) in Case No. TX-2003-0301 (the ERE rulemaking case).  Later, 11 

on February 9, 2005, at the Public Hearing for Case No. TX-2003-0301, SBC Missouri 12 

(now AT&T) responded to these allegations.  In its response, SBC’s attorney stated that 13 

SBC’s record-creation practices “conform to the industry standard.”3 SBC’s subject 14 

matter expert produced a Telcordia Technologies document described as Generic 15 

Requirements for Wireless Service Provider Automatic Message Accounting, referred to 16 

as GR-1504-CORE, and testified on the differences in billing records for wireless calls 17 

and other calls.4  18 

After learning of the Telcordia document, the Staff continued to explore the 19 

matter with the industry.  Fundamentally, and in full recognition of the Telcordia 20 

document, the Staff continued to explore the possibility of including wireless CPN in the 21 

                                                 
3 Transcript of Proceedings; page 86, line 18. February 9, 2005. Case No TX-2003-0301. 
4 Id. Page 99, line 19. 
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billing records.  On August 11, 2005, the Staff responded to a Commission order in Case 1 

No. TX-2003-0301, in which the Staff stated the following: 2 

Staff wishes to state its view that, absent compelling reasons 3 
otherwise, the Commission should require SBC and other 4 
transiting carriers to include the CPN in all category 11-01-XX 5 
billing records, including those generated for wireless-originated 6 
traffic. Staff notes that the very caption of Case No. TX-2003-0301 7 
implies an intention for the origin of all intraLATA telephone calls 8 
to be identified in billing records. The Staff submits that including 9 
CPN in the category 11-01-XX billing record is an appropriate 10 
means to identify originating carriers and glean information 11 
concerning the carrier responsible for placing traffic on the LEC-12 
to-LEC network.  13 

Requiring the inclusion of CPN as a part of AMA records will aid 14 
in establishing general auditing guidelines for all LEC-to-LEC 15 
network traffic. The Staff also notes SBC’s acknowledgement that 16 
its Northern Telecom tandem switches are currently configured 17 
with the necessary feature to permit CPN to be “appended” to the 18 
AMA record for wireless-originated calls. According to SBC, 19 
further inquiries are necessary to determine if a similar feature can 20 
be made available in its Lucent tandem switches. 21 

On October 13, 2005, Tim Judge of SBC (now AT&T) provided me with vendor 22 

information on the “estimated price range” and other information of equipping SBC’s 23 

Missouri Lucent switches with the functionality to capture CPN for wireless calls 24 

traversing the LEC-to-LEC network.  After evaluating the information, the Staff was 25 

simply unwilling to recommend that SBC be required to make the investment.  We felt 26 

that the price information represented a compelling reason to abandon the idea.  27 

Succinctly stated, the Staff concluded that the cost exceeded the expected benefits. 28 

Q. Mr. Voight, were there other reasons for the Staff to change its mind? 29 

A. Yes. By late 2005, the Staff had become aware of what we considered to 30 

be progress at the national level in this area.  Because of the evolution of number 31 

portability and call roaming, use of ANI (Automatic Number Identification) is becoming 32 
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less attractive as a means to determine the geographic location of the originating party, 1 

especially for wireless traffic.5  In particular, the Alliance for Telecommunications 2 

Industry Solutions (ATIS) Network Interconnection Interoperability Forum (NIIF) 3 

announced implementation of something referred to as Jurisdictional Information 4 

Parameter (JIP) Billing.  JIP billing is being advanced as one means to address the 5 

situation. JIP billing essentially involves populating a six-digit number in the Signaling 6 

System 7 (SS7) Initial Address Message for each telephone call.  As I understand the 7 

situation, the JIP code would identify the jurisdiction of the call.  After the ATIS 8 

announced industry consensus on JIP billing, the Staff was no longer desirous of pursuing 9 

the matter at the state level.6 10 

Q. Does progress at the national level mean that Missouri should 11 

abandon it’s ERE rules? 12 

A. No, not at this time.  As I have previously discussed, Missouri’s ERE rules 13 

continue to accomplish many important policy objectives.  In particular, the ERE rules 14 

codify the business relationship for transiting traffic, and implement a consistent 15 

Category 11-01-XX form of record recording.  Prior to establishment of the rules, 16 

Missouri was mired with uncertainty of business relationships, and plagued with a system 17 

of old-fashioned summary paper records creation.7  Equally important, the ERE rules 18 

                                                 
5 Primarily for engineering reasons, network engineers and other telecommunications professionals use 
different terminology to distinguish the ten-digit telephone number of the caller who originates the call. For 
the purposes of Missouri’s ERE rules, the terms Caller Identification (Caller ID), Calling Number Delivery 
(CND), Calling Party Number (CPN), and automatic number identification (ANI) may be used 
interchangeably, as established and defined in 4 CSR 240-29.020(29). 
 

6 The Staff obtained knowledge of JIP developments from different sources. One example is shown in a 
letter sent by AT&T to small Missouri carriers, a copy of which is attached as Schedule 5 to this testimony. 
7 An example of Carrier Transiting Usage Summary Records (CTUSR), and a 2001 Accessible Letter from 
SBC to C-LECs, is shown as Schedule 6 to this testimony. 



Direct Testimony of 
William L. Voight 
 

12 

establish a set of local interconnection guidelines for all carriers using Missouri’s local 1 

exchange network.  In my view, local interconnection rules are necessary and proper 2 

because (understandably) the federal government does not have policies addressing the 3 

issues covered by our state rules. 4 

Q. In Case No. TX-2003-0301, the Commission stated the following in its 5 

May 11, 2005 Final Order of Rulemaking: 6 

We find that SBC has shown no credible evidence that the 7 
Category 11-01-XX billing records it creates for wireless-8 
originated calls traversing the LEC-to-LEC network should be 9 
different from the Category 11-01-XX billing records it creates for 10 
wireline and wireless-originated calls traversing the interexchange 11 
carrier network (Emphasis in original). 12 

We thus determine that transiting carriers shall include the CPN as 13 
part of the Category 11-01-XX records created for wireless-14 
originated traffic occurring over the LEC-to-LEC network. If any 15 
carrier determines that it cannot or should not include the 16 
originating CPN of wireless callers in the Category 11-01-XX 17 
billing record, it is free to petition the Commission to be excluded 18 
from that aspect of our rule.  19 

These comments were made by the Commission in response to written and public 20 

comments provided by parties in the Enhanced Record Exchange (ERE) 21 

rulemaking case. Does the Staff agree with the Commission’s comments? 22 

A. The Staff certainly agreed with the comments when they were written 23 

because they were entirely consistent with the record that had been developed at that 24 

time.  However, the consequences of varying from the Telcordia document previously 25 

discussed were not fully understood until October 2005.  It was not until SBC produced 26 

the statement from Lucent that the Staff changed its mind in this matter. 27 

Q. Do you have an opinion as to whether 4 CSR 240-29.040(4) requires 28 

inclusion of CPN as a part of the billing records? 29 
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A. It is my opinion that it does not.  The ERE rules, including 4 CSR 240-1 

29.040(4), merely require the creation of a Missouri-specific category 11-01-XX billing 2 

record.  The rules are not explicit enough to determine the precise make-up of those 3 

records.8  If necessary, further analysis of the rule requirements and prior Commission 4 

comments will be covered by my attorney in arguments and briefs. 5 

Q. Does this conclude your Direct Testimony? 6 

A. Yes, it does. 7 

                                                 
8 For a further discussion, please see “Discussion Item Eight” in the Staff’s August 11, 2006 Response to 
Commission Order in Case No. TE-2006-0053. 





























 

Schedule 6-1  

 
 

Report ID: Detail    Transiting Usage Summary Report 
Date: 09/19/2002  Detail Records 

Missouri 
August 2002 Usage Month 

ILEC Terminating Company: XYZ 
 

Originating Company                               Messages             Minutes 
Company A      122   207 
Company B      30   173 
Company C      8   19 
Company D      18   36 
Company E      511   1758 
Company F      7   32 
Total for XYZ Incumbent Local Exchange Carrier 696   2225 
 
 
Report ID: Detail -  Transiting Usage Summary Report 
Date: 09/19/2002   Detail Records (OPH Traffic) 

Missouri 
August 2002 Usage Month 

 ILEC Terminating Company: XYZ 
 

Originating Company                                Messages                Minutes 
Company A      3   5 
Total for XYZ Incumbent Local Exchange Carrier 3   5 
 
 






