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Q. Please state your name and business address. 

A. My name is Paul Florack. My business address is 7400 West 12gth Street, Overland 

Park, KS 66213. 

Q. What is your current position? 

A. I am Vice President for Network Services in the Product Management and Development 

division at Illuminet. 

Q. Please describe your qualifications. 

A. I have over 15 years of experience in the telecommunications industry. Prior to my 

work at Illuminet, I held positions in Engineering, Operations, and Technical Marketing 

for the Frontier Corporation where my responsibilities included planning the Signaling 

System No. 7 (“SS7”) strategy for its regional telephone operations. I joined Illuminet’s 

Product Management and Development department in 1993. I currently am Vice 

President of Network Services with responsibility for all Illuminet network service 

product lines, such as ISUP Trunk Signaling and Wireless Messaging. In  addition, I am 

co-author of “Wireless Intelligent Networking”, published by Artech House in 2001. This 

book discusses wireless intelligent networking using the SS7 network. I have been a 

speaker at several industry conferences hosted by organizations such as the Cellular 

Telephone Industry Association, Telestrategies, and the Association for Local Telephone 

Services. My educational background consists of a B.A. in Mathematics from Potsdam 

College, a B.S. in Electrical & Computer Engineering from Clarkson University, and an 

M.B.A. from the University of Rochester’s Simon School. 

Q. What are your current responsibilities at Illuminet? 

A. My responsibilities include profit/loss responsibility for a complete line of Illuminet’s SS7 

network service offerings for both wireline and wireless carriers. This would include 

such fundamental telecommunications services as SS7 Connectivity, ISUP Trunk 

Signaling, TCAP CLASS Messaging, and Network Reporting services for competitive local 

exchange, interexchange, independent telephone and wireless telecommunications 
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carriers. In  addition, I am responsible for Illuminet's wireless network service offerings 

that include seamless roaming, fraud, intelligent network, text messaging, and 

mediation services. 

Q. Have you previously testified before the Arizona Corporation Commission 

("Commission")? 

A. No, this is my first appearance before this Commission. 

Q. Have you reviewed the proposed intrastate access tariff that Qwest has filed, 

which is the subject of this proceeding? 

A. Yes. I have reviewed it from a technical and public policy perspective. 

Q. Can you summarize your testimony? 

A. Yes. Illuminet requests that the Commission reject the proposed tariff because Qwest 

cannot demonstrate that the proposed switched access charges in the tariff will only be 

billed for SS7 signaling associated with intrastate switched access for intrastate toll 

traffic. To the contrary, it is Qwest's apparent intent to impose switched access charges 

on customers contrary to existing interconnection arrangements, or failing that, to 

impose charges in a manner in which Illuminet cannot pass them through to the 

Illuminet carrier/customers. I f  the tariff is not rejected, the substantial benefits of 

economy of scale and scope, which Illuminet provides by aggregating demand for SS7 

functionality for a broad range of telecommunications carriers will be seriously impaired 

if not lost. 

I n  developing the proposed tariff, Qwest failed to properly consider the pre-existing 

constraints on its ability to recover certain of its SS7 message costs under a switched 

access tariff. Those pre-existing constraints relate to the treatment of SS7 messaging 

associated with (1) jurisdictionally IocaIjExtended Area Service ("EAS") traffic, (2) jointly 

provided intrastate access between two or more telecommunications carriers, and (3) 
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Qwest-provided intrastate end user toll services. This failure is evident from the tariff 

provisions regarding the Percent Interstate Use ("PIU") factor, which establishes the 

intrastate usage percent as " l O O o / ~  - PIU." The result is that SS7 messages associated 

with the end user traffic types for which intrastate access charges do not apply will be 

charged for under this proposed tariff. This concern is all the more evident in that 

Illuminet anticipates being provided inadequate billing detail by Qwest to verify proper 

billing under the proposed tariff. I n  addition to rejection of the proposed tariff, Illuminet 

also requests that 'the Commission established the following principle in order to provide 

guidance to Qwest if it chooses to refile a corrected tariff: The assessment of SS7 

message charges by Qwest should be determined by applying the terms and conditions 

of the agreement between Qwest and the Illuminet carrier/customer (or other third- 

party provider) associated with the specific jurisdictional class of end-user traffic (i.e., 

the interconnection arrangements for local service/EAS or the access tariff for 

Interexchange toll traffic). To ensure the proper application of these arrangements, 

Qwest should also provide sufficient detail to permit the company receiving such 

charges to verify independently that such charges are assessed in compliance with the 

proper arrangement. Because none of these prerequisites are present in the proposed 

tariff, Commission rejection of the Qwest proposed tariff is warranted. 

Q. Who is Illuminet and what type of SS7 related services does it provide? 

A. Illuminet is a third-party private carrier of SS7 services for a variety of carrier/customers. 

Illuminet does not serve any end-users nor does Illuminet carry any end-user traffic of 

its own or of its carrier/customers. Illuminet serves some 900 telecommunications 

carriers across the country and internationally. With respect to the SS7 network, 

Illuminet provides SS7 connectivity to all segments of the telecommunications industry 

including Interexchange Carriers ("IXCs'?, Competitive Local Exchange Carriers 

'CLECs"), Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers ('ILECs") and Commercial Mobile Radio 

Service ("CMRS") providers. In this testimony, I refer to these entities as Illuminet's 

"carrier/customers". Illuminet provides these carrier/customers with the ability to utilize 

Illuminet as their SS7 network in order for these carrier/customers to be able to deliver 
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advanced intelligent network and database services to their end-user customers and to 

efficiently process end user traffic over their networks. Illuminet also provides a billing 

clearinghouse service for many customers. Illuminet deployed its network to provide a 

competitive alternative to the SS7 services of other providers (such as Qwest), and has 

achieved nationwide connectivity of its SS7 services. 

Q. What is Signaling System No. 7? 

A. SS7 is an industry standard protocol for performing signaling that supports call- 

establishment, billing, routing, and information-exchange functions of the public 

switched telephone network (PSTNs) without relying upon the PSTNs voice paths. 

Signaling refers to the exchange of information required to provide and maintain end- 

user voice and data services. SS7 utilizes high-speed packet data and out-of-band 

signaling. 

Q. What types of functions does the SS7 network perform? 

A. Among other functions, the SS7 network is used for: 

Basic call setup, management, and tear down; 

Wireless services such as personal communications services (PCS), wireless 

roaming, and mobile subscriber authentication; 

Local Number Portability (LNP); 

Toll-free (800/888/8XX) data base services; and, 

Enhanced call features such as Custom Local Area Signaling Services (“CLASS,’) 

which includes automatic callback, calling party name/number display and other 

intelligent network database services such as Line Information Database (“LIDB”). 
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Q. What type of information is exchanged over the SS7 network? 

A. SS7 is a means by which elements of the telephone network exchange information. 

Information is conveyed in the form of “signaling messages”. SS7 messages can convey 

information such as: 

. I’m trying to set up a call on trunk 067 placed from 928-783-1234 (Yuma) to 602- 

585-5678 (Phoenix). 

. Someone just dialed 800-555-1212. Where do I route the call? 

. The called subscriber for the call on trunk 11 is busy. Release the trunk and play a 

busy tone. The route to XXX is congested. Please don’t send any messages to XXX 

via this route. 

Q. Could you explain your reference to the SS7 network utilizing high-speed 

packet data? 

A. Yes, I would be pleased to. SS7 messages are exchanged between SS7 network 

components over 56 or 64 kilobit per second (kbps) bi-directional channel 

signaling links (j& two-way signaling links). Signaling occurs “out-of-band” on 

dedicated channels rather than on the voice channels (or so-called “in-band” 

signaling). Each signaling point in the SS7 network is uniquely identified by a 

numeric point code. Point codes are carried in signaling messages exchanged 

between signaling points to identify the source and destination of each message. 

Each signaling point uses a routing table to select the appropriate signaling path 

for each message. 

Q. Please describe the major components that make up the SS7 network. 

. SCP (Service Control Point) 

. STP (Signal Transfer Point) 
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SSP (Service Switching Point) (In a CMRS network the SSP functionality is located in 

the Mobile Switching Center ("MSC")) 

An SCP is the entity that provides the interface to a network database that provides 

storage for call routing information (such as in the case of an 800 call) or call completion 

information (for example, in the case of collect calls). The SCPs generally respond to 

SS7 message queries initiated by SSPs. The STPs main function is to switch and 

address SS7 messages. An STP as connected to other STPs and are interconnected via 

facilities known as "B-links", which in order to ensure diverse routing, consist of at least 

four (4) links (two between each STP). STPs do not originate SS7 traffic other than 

network maintenance messages, which are not the type of SS7 messages at issue in this 

proceeding. Finally, the SSPs are typically digital switches with SS7 messaging hardware 

and software that allow them to originate and terminate SS7 messages for call set-up 

and tear down and for accessing databases housed by an SCP. SSPs are connected to 

STPs via facilities known as "A-links", two of which, for redundancy, are required to 

connect the SSP with its STP. An SSP generates the initial SS7 messaging required 

when an end-user wants to make a call, and, on the terminating end of an end-user call, 

provides the messaging required to ensure that the voice path is available to the end- 

user that the customer is calling. Illuminet does not own or operate SSPs since it is not 

a telecommunications carrier providing services to end-users. Illuminet's customers are 

"carriers." These carrier/customers own and operate SSPs. I n  addition, some of 

Illuminet's carrier/customers own their own STPs. I have attached a diagram, which 

illustrates the typical SS7 network figuration. (See Exhibit D.) 

Q. What benefits does the SS7 network provide? 

A. Compared to in-band signaling, out-of-band signaling provides: . Faster call setup times (compared to in-band signaling using multi-frequency (MF) 

signaling tones) 

More efficient use of voice circuits; 

. Support for Intelligent Network (IN) services which require signaling to network 

elements without voice trunks (e.g., database systems); 
b 
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Improved control over fraudulent network usage. 

Q. What benefits does Illuminet bring to its carrier/customers? 

A. Illuminet provides its carrier/customers with the economies of scale and scope of the 

largest independently owned SS7 network in the United States. Illuminet is able to offer 

wireline and wireless telecommunications carriers diversity, reliability and redundancy, 

and provide a full range of services to meet their end user requirements as well as 

federal and state mandates such as number portability. I n  light of its commitment to 

provide state-of-the-art SS7 signaling service, Illuminet is able to provide its 

carrier/customers an alternative to their own deployment of a separate SS7 network, 

which, in turn, saves financial and internal resources for them. Moreover, Illuminet's 

efficiencies provide an entity the ability to enter the marketplace quickly with all its 

necessary SS7 functionality in place. Further, Illuminet does not compete with its 

carrier/customers for any end-user customers. Accordingly, Illuminet offers the ability 

for its carrier/customers to turn to a separate entity to provide their portion of the SS7 

network required to connect to the SS7 networks of the very telecommunications carrier 

that the Illuminet carrier/customers compete with for end-users and end-user voice and 

data traffic. 

Q. Are there any additional operating efficiencies that an Illuminet 

carrier/customer achieves by using Illuminet? 

A. Yes. Illuminet's carrier/customers have the need to provide SS7 signaling with multiple 

carriers, including Qwest. Our carrier/customers connect to Illuminet so that they can 

take advantage of the opportunity to connect with one third party SS7 provider and, 

through this connection, have access to several ILECs, CLECs, CMRS providers and IXCs. 

This eliminates the need for such carrier/customers to establish SS7 network 

arrangements with others SS7 networks, thereby creating a more technically and 

economically efficient means for SS7 service provisioning. Moreover, by connecting to 

third party SS7 networks, like that operated by Illuminet, carriers can minimize 

administrative costs associated with managing multiple connections to various signaling 
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partners, as well as investment in additional hardware and facilities to support those 

connections. 

Q. Can you describe the administrative and facilities savings that you just 

referenced? 

A. When a carrier/customer connects to Illuminet and requests service into an ILEC 

territory such as that served by Qwest, Illuminet takes the lead in communicating the 

required information in the form of Access Service Requests “ASRs“ and Letters of 

Agency ’LOAs” in order to have Qwest perform the necessary translations in its network. 

Illuminet also acts as a central point of contact for interfacing with the ILECs regarding 

SS7 network issues for the Illuminet‘s carrier/customers. 

Likewise, third party SS7 providers also provide Transaction Capability Part (“TCAP”) 

services such as LNP, 800, calling name, LIDB and CLASS in competition with the ILEC. 

Illuminet’s LNP data service, for example, provides carriers the ability to obtain call 

completion information (& location routing numbers (‘LRNs‘’)) necessary to complete 

calls without investing in the LNP infrastructure. The ILECs offer such a service but it is 

typically bound to LRN information for the specific Number Portability Administration 

Center (“PAC”) region in which the ILEC operates. Illuminet provides LRN information 

across all seven US NPACs. 

Q. Does Qwest realize any benefits from the existence of third party SS7 

providers such as Illuminet? 

A. Definitely. The same economies of scale and scope noted above benefit not only the 

Illuminet carrier/customer, but also Qwest. For example, by establishing physical 

interfaces to third party SS7 providers, Qwest has to deploy SS7 monitoring equipment 

for billing and surveillance to monitor fewer links than it would if all telecommunications 

carriers directly connected to Qwest. Furthermore, via connections to Illuminet that are 

paid 100% by Illuminet, Qwest has immediate SS7 access to Illuminet’s carrierjcustomer 

base, thereby allowing Qwest customers to complete calls to other telecommunications 

carriers without establishing its own direct link to those carriers. 
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Q. Does Illuminet transmit any SS7 signaling messages on its own behalf that 

are subject to the proposed tariff charges? 

A. No. All of the SS7 messages that traverse the Illuminet SS7 network for which Qwest 

proposes to charge Illuminet, including Qwest originated SS7 messages and those SS7 

messages originated by Illuminet’s carrier/customers for termination on Qwest’s 

network, are associated with an underlying voice or data message from a provider of 

end-user telecommunications services. 

Q. I n  Illuminet‘s view is SS7 signaling integral to the transmission of the 

underlying end user voice and data on the PSTN? 

A. Yes. SS7 signaling, and specifically ISUP (ISDN User Part) messaging which is an SS7 

user protocol that defines the process for call establishment and disconnection, was 

created and exists solely to assist in the transmission of underlying voice and data 

messaging from one end-user to another to maximize efficient and economic use of the 

PSTN . 

Q. Should the proposed tariff be approved? 

A. No. As filed, the proposed tariff is seriously deficient and will unjustifiably impact 

Illuminet and our carrier/customers. Therefore, the Commission should not approve this 

tariff until Qwest makes major modifications to its proposal. 

Q. Is Illuminet opposed to Qwest’s unbundling of SS7 services? 

A. No. I n  fact, Illuminet supports the concept of unbundling which is clearly demonstrated 

by the fact that Illuminet developed the software (AMAT7) that Qwest uses to bill for 

unbundled services. Illuminet is opposed, however, to improper application of such 

unbundling. More specifically, Qwest‘s vague and uncertain tariff language and the 
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inability of Qwest to properly identify traffic or properly assess charges demonstrates 

that Qwest cannot ensure that its proposed tariff can be implemented in a manner that 

addresses the significant concerns that Illuminet has raised with the Commission. 

Q. I n  general, what are Illuminet's concerns regarding this tariff? 

A. Illuminet believes Qwest's proposed tariff is deficient in several areas. The proposed 

tariff fails to disaggregate intrastate SS7 messaging into its two component parts-SS7 

messaging associated with intrastate toll calls to which Qwest's tariff applies (i.e., IXC 

traffic and intraLATA toll traffic sent from the CLEC end users to Qwest end-users) and 

SS7 messaging associated with traffic to which Qwest's access tariff does not apply 

(e.g., local and extended local calling area service ("EAS") end user traffic, jointly 

provided exchange access, and intraLATA toll traffic sent from Qwest to a CLEC ("Non- 

chargeable Traffic"). I n  addition, implementation of the proposed tariff as filed will 

likely result in inequitable and anti-competitive impacts upon both Illuminet and the 

carrier/customers it serves. Illuminet believes that Qwest has prematurely unbundled 

SS7 messaging from its switched access tariffs. I n  discussions between Qwest and 

Illuminet, Qwest has indicated that its billing system will not allow it to bill for messages 

by proper jurisdiction, i.e.. Qwest is unable to disaggregate SS7 messages associated 

with interstate toll traffic, intrastate toll traffic, and Non-Chargeable Traffic. Rather than 

take the steps necessary to adjust its billing systems and allow correct billing, Qwest 

apparently would rather attempt to convince the Commission that Qwest should bill for 

SS7 messages associated with all calls regardless of whether such SS7 messages are 

associated with end-user traffic that is properly subject to an intrastate access tariff. 

Q. Could you explain what you mean by "disaggregating messages associated 

with Non-Chargea ble Traffic"? 

A. For example, as proposed by Qwest, all messages other than those associated with 

interstate traffic would be assessed intrastate access charges, including SS7 messages 

that support jurisdictionally "local" end-user traffic and Qwest's intraLATA toll end user 

10 
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traffic sent from Qwest to CLEC end users. Qwest's attempt to charge for SS7 messages 

that are associated with these calls should not be allowed in an intrastate access charge 

tariff. An access charge tariff addresses the charges assessed by a telephone company 

to a telephone toll provider (which can be an IXC or LEC) associated with that telephone 

toll provider's use of the telephone company's network for the origination and 

termination of that telephone toll providers traffic. 

As such, locaI/EAS traffic and toll traffic originated by Qwest and sent to an Illuminet 

carrier/customer and the associated SS7 messages are Non-Chargeable Traffic under 

Qwest's proposed tariff. 

Q. What provision of the tariff supports your conclusion? 

A. Section 15, Page 5, Release 2, 15.4.1 Jurisdiction, Proposed Arizona Access Service 

Tariff state that the intrastate charges under this proposed tariff shall apply to all SS7 

messages derived by the formula "lOOo/~-PIU". The effect of this provision reflects 

Qwest's view that it is proper to recover all SS7 costs through the proposed tariff except 

those recovered through the interstate access tariff. 

Q. What do you mean by "jointly provided exchange access" on an intrastate toll 

call? 

A. I use the term exchange access to describe the use of a telephone company's local 

network for the origination and termination of telephone toll calls. The situation I am 

referencing arises when both: (1) the end user making an intrastate toll call is using an 

IXC as its toll provider that is not either Qwest or the Illuminet carrier/customer; and (2) 

the networks of both the Illuminet carrier/customer and Qwest are used by the IXC in 

originating or terminating its telephone toll traffic (such as where the Illuminet 

carrier/customer operates an end office subtending a Qwest tandem and Qwest 

operates the tandem where the IXCs Point of Presence is located.) I n  this instance, the 

networks of both Qwest and the Illuminet carrier/customer are providing exchange 

access to the IXC and, therefore, are "jointly" providing exchange access to the IXC. In  

11 
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this situation, the IXC is billed through what is commonly referred to as a meet point 

billing arrangement. 

Q. Is this a concern under the proposed tariff filing? 

A. Yes. It is unclear from the tariff language whether Qwest plans to charge the Illuminet 

carrier/customers when Qwest and the carrier/customer are jointly providing exchange 

access on an intrastate toll call. 

Q. Why does this situation create an issue under the tariff? 

A. It is my understanding that the method by which LECs bill IXCs for "jointly provided 

exchange access" is described in industry guidelines and are typically set forth in the 

contracts between the LECs. For example, the Less may agree to bill the IXC separately 

(according to each Less access tariff) for the IXCs use of that portion of each of the Less 

network, or the LEC may agree that one of them will aggregate each Less tariffed 

access charges and bill the IXC for all the exchange access that the IXC uses related to 

its end user toll traffic (and to reimburse the non-billing LEC its access charges paid by 

the IXC). The proposed tariff is so vague that there is a distinct possibility that its 

implementation would violate either of these types of meet point billing contracts. 

Q. What are the anti-competitive concerns that Illuminet has with respect to 

Qwest's proposed tariff? 

A. As indicated above, Illuminet and other third party providers of SS7 services are direct 

competitors to Qwest in the SS7 marketplace, and many of our carrier/customers also 

compete for end-users with Qwest. The proposed tariff will result in the unwarranted 

assessment of intrastate access charges associated with Non-Chargeable Traffic, thereby 

exposing Illuminet and its carrier/customers to significant increases in the cost of doing 

business and threatening Illuminet and its carrier/customers continued competitive 

viability and market position. Moreover, Illuminet believes that there is a potential for 

anti-competitive and discriminatory treatment by Qwest in the way Illuminet and its 

carrier/customers would be charged for SS7 messaging by Qwest associated with Non- 

chargeable Traffic, particularly local traffic, versus how Qwest may charge its own direct 
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connect SS7 messaging customers. Qwest has not shown in its testimony that a direct 

connect customer to Qwest (e., the customer connects its SSP directly to a Qwest STP) 

would be treated in the same manner as those carriers using a third party SS7 provider. 

Accordingly, Qwest could engage in undetected and unreasonable discrimination by 

marketing its services at a less costly alternative to any other SS7 provider by simply 

failing to apply the proposed tariff structure to its direct connect SS7 customer. I f  this 

were to occur, Illuminet runs the risk of losing customers who may migrate to Qwest 

and/or find it extremely difficult to market its services to Qwest's existing direct connect 

customers who will, absent rejection of the tariff, be faced with additional charges for 

local SS7 messaging if they become customers of Illuminet or another SS7 provider. 

Similarly, existing Illuminet carrier/customers would have additional charges passed on 
to them by Illuminet pursuant to their arrangements with Illuminet regardless of how, 

for example, their ICAs with Qwest treat SS7 message charges associated with local 

end-user traffic exchanged with Qwest. To the extent that such charges are not 

authorized under a particular ICA, the proposed tariff would allow Qwest to unilaterally 

increase the costs of interconnection. 

\ 

Q. Has Qwest provided any connectivity options to address SS7 messaging 

associated with local end-user traffic? 

A. Yes. I n  discussions between Qwest and Illuminet, Qwest has previously suggested that 

Illuminet could establish separate connections into Qwest for SS7 traffic that is local in 

nature. Apparently, that would solve Qwest's billing problem and allow them to treat 

local traffic separately. 

Q. Has Illuminet pursued that option? 

A. No. That option is neither technically nor economically feasible. It would require the 

STPs to route signaling traffic based on the jurisdictional nature of the underlying end 

user traffic, which is not an available or practical feature in an STP. The only other way 

to separate such traffic would be for all Illuminet customers to establish a second 
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separate point code in their SSPs, and use that point code for all local call routing. 

Some SSPs do not support that capability, and even if they did, it would require 

complete duplication of Illuminet’s and their carrier/customers SS7 networks in order to 

keep the local traffic separate. Also, where Illuminet carrier/customers interconnect 

their own STPs (not the central offices) with Illuminet’s STPs, such a signaling 

configuration is not technically feasible. Qwest has not demonstrated that it maintains 

this jurisdictional separation in its own network because its connectivity with Illuminet 

and the Illuminet’s carrier/customers carry both access and Non-Chargeable Traffic. 

Further, it is completely unreasonable as a solution to Qwest’s billing problem under this 

proposed tariff to impose these additional facility and operational expenses upon 

Illuminet and other entities simply because Qwest has proposed an unbundled SS7 tariff 

structure under which it cannot properly bill. 

Q. What would Illuminet like the Commission to do in this proceeding? 

A. Illuminet would like the Commission to reject the tariff and direct Qwest to refile the 

tariff only if it can demonstrate that it properly excluded from billing under the proposed 

tariff all Non-Chargeable Traffic. I n  addition, Illuminet requests the Commission 

establish a fundamental principle that will govern the relationship Qwest seeks to 

establish with third party providers of SS7 services such as Illuminet. 

Q. What is the fundamental principle you are referencing? 

A. It is based on common sense: The arrangement that governs the handling of the end- 

user traffic equally governs the treatment of the SS7 messaging since that messaging is 

an integral component of the end-user traffic. Thus, if SS7 signaling messages are 

associated with intrastate toll end-user traffic, and intrastate toll is subject to an access 

tariff, the access tariff applies. Similarly, if SS7 signaling messages are associated with 

local end-user traffic, and local end-user traffic is subject to an ICA or other contract, 

the agreement or contract applies. 

Q. Has Qwest been willing to recognize this principle? 
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A. No. Qwest has not been willing to recognize that Illuminet acts on behalf of its 

carrier/customers despite the fact that Qwest does treat Illuminet this way for 

operational purposes (Illuminet is required to submit “LOAs” from our carrier/customers 

before Qwest will perform any network translation work). 

Q. I f  the proposed tariff is not rejected, what alternative relief would Illuminet 

request that the Commission grant? 

B. Assuming, for sake of argument, that the Commission would not reject the tariff 

outright, Illuminet requests that the Commission take the following actions. First, that 

the Commission direct Qwest to incorporate within its proposed tariff the fundamental 

principle noted above in an explicit and clear manner. To this end, Illuminet has 

attached its initial proposal (see Exhibit A), which was provided in its August 21, 2001 

letter filing with the Commission. Second, Illuminet requests that the Commission 

require Qwest to refrain from billing Illuminet and its carrier/customers for any Non- 

Chargable Traffic as I have defined that term. 

Q. Can Qwest identify Illuminet‘s carrier/customers for purposes of billing them 

for SS7 messaging in accordance with their ICAs? 

A. Qwest is informed of each Illuminet carrier/customer prior to the establishment of any 

necessary network signaling arrangements between Illuminet and Qwest for the 

exchange of SS7 signaling. Qwest requires that Illuminet provide to Qwest LOAs from 

any Illuminet carrier/customer designating Illuminet as its SS7 network provider agent. 

Samples of these LOAs for the Illuminet carrier/customers that are parties to this 

proceeding are attached. (See Exhibit B.) Moreover, Qwest has informed Illuminet that 

the ordering process that an Illuminet carrier/customer undertakes with Qwest for that 

carrier/customer’s voice or data trunk must specifically identify the point code associated 

with that carrier/customer‘s switch and the identity of its SS7 provider. Accordingly, all 

information necessary for Qwest to verify the carrier/customers of Illuminet is in Qwest’s 

possession. With this information, Qwest can then determine which of the Illuminet 

carrier/customers have interconnection agreements with Qwest that permit SS7 

signaling charges for local traffic. Based on the volume of local messages it receives 
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from the point codes associated with those Illuminet carrier/customers, Qwest can then 

assess the necessary charges directly to the affected Illuminet carrier/customers 

pursuant to the terms and conditions of the relevant ICA. I f  the ICA between the 

Illuminet carrier/customer and Qwest allows Qwest to charge for SS7 local messages 

that Qwest originates, then Qwest could also directly charge those SS7 messages to that 

carrier/customer. 

Q. Isn't this arrangement burdensome to Qwest? 

A. As the proponent of the tariff, Qwest has to demonstrate that it can properly implement 

the tariff structure it proposes. Moreover, Qwest currently manages multiple 

interconnection agreements with various telecommunications carriers, some of which 

presumably have different terms and conditions. Therefore, administration of this 

relationship should not be any additional significant burden. I f  this option is chosen by 

the Commission, Qwest's proposed tariff would need to be amended to ensure that the 

PIU provisions also included language that exclude from the proposed charges SS7 

messages associated with Non-Chargeable Traffic. This "manual process" was 

incorporated into Illuminet's proposed revisions contained in its August 21, 2001 letter 

to the Commission. (See Exhibit A.) Although Illuminet's original proposal discussed the 

concept of a "Percent Local Use" factor, that factor should include all SS7 message types 

associated with Non-Chargeable Traffic including Non-Local Non-Chargeable Traffic. 

Moreover, this would be a starting point for the type of revisions to the proposed tariff 

required to ensure proper billing and billing detail by Qwest. For example, Illuminet 

would be open to renaming this new factor to some other term as long as the term and 

the tariff are clear and unambiguous. I n  any event, if this is a significant burden, then 

Qwest should withdraw its tariff until it can avoid this manual process and record actual 

SS7 message usage by point code, by jurisdiction and type of SS7 message. 

Q. I n  your view, does the capability exist to record the SS7 message usage you 

have outlined? 
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A. Yes. Qwest has purchased a data capturing system known as AMAT7 from Agilent. As 

indicated above, Illuminet developed the software for the AMAT7 system. This system 

provides the fundamentals to allow Qwest to capture the SS7 messaging for which their 

tariff is based. This robust system is capable of identifying not only how many 

messages traverse a given set of A-links and B-links, but it can also supply more 

detailed information including the point codes of the switches used to process the call. 

This information can be used to identify the companies that are placing calls to Qwest or 

receiving calls from Qwest. This system can also distinguish between the types of SS7 

messages that are being transmitted over a link-set. 

Q. Has the full AMAT7 measurement capability been deployed? 

A. Apparently not, based on Qwest's stated inability to properly identify SS7 messages by 

point code. 

Q. Is it proper for the Commission to require Qwest to implement automated 

measurement requirements? 

A. Yes. The underlying FCC decision allowed certain ILECs to propose the same unbundled 

SS7 rate structure as that filed by Qwest in this proceeding and to "acquire the 

appropriate measuring equipment as needed to implement such a plan." First Report 

and Order 12 FCC Rcd 15982, 16090 (para. 253) (1997). I n  any event, as a matter of 

policy and in a manner entirely consistent with the FCC statement, Qwest, as the 

proponent of the tariff, should bear the burden to demonstrate it can properly 

implement its tariff structure and has either the manual or automated billing capability in 

place prior to even proposing the tariff structure at  issue. 

Q. Did Illuminet oppose the FCC action? 
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A. No. There was no reason to oppose a policy of unbundling when the FCC recognized 

that the proponent of such unbundling must properly implement its unbundled structure. 

Q. Why would the relief Illuminet is requesting advance the public interest? 

A. As indicated before, the relief that Illuminet is requesting places the proper 

implementation of the proposed tariff structure Qwest seeks upon Qwest. Likewise, the 

requested relief avoids the improper billing under an intrastate access tariff of SS7 

signaling that is an integral component of originating and terminating local and EAS 

service end-user traffic being generated by and terminated to the Illuminet 

carrier/customers and intraLATA toll traffic originated by Qwest and sent to the Illuminet 

carrier/customers. Further, the relief would properly reflect the meet point billing 

arrangements in place between Qwest and the Illuminet carrier/customers. The relief 

also avoids the anti-competitive consequences noted above that would result if Qwest's 

proposed tariff structure were allowed to go into effect as filed. Moreover, the relief will 

avoid the possibility of Qwest double recovering certain of its SS7 message costs 

through intrastate access charges for SS7 messages associated with the local traffic 

Qwest's end-users generate and receive from other telecommunication providers. 

Q. How could Qwest "double recover" its SS7 message costs associated with 

that local traffic that its end-users generate and receive from other carriers? 

A. A t  least conceptually, Qwest should have apportioned its SS7 costs in some manner 

among all of its services, including local services that utilize Qwest's SS7 capabilities. 

Likewise, through its ICAs with telecommunications carriers, Qwest presumably has 

included recovery of the SS7 messaging costs associated with the local traffic being 

delivered by those providers for termination to Qwest's local end-users. Accordingly, if 

Qwest is allowed to assess Illuminet and its carrier/customers for SS7 messages 

associated with local traffic under the proposed intrastate access tariff, that action raises 

the distinct probability of double recovery by Qwest of its "local" SS7 costs (let alone 

shifting the recovery of those costs to its competitors). Moreover, to the extent that 

Qwest is terminating its end-user intrastate toll traffic to the Illuminet carrier/customer, 
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the charges for the use of terminating SS7 functions should be part of the costs 

recovered from the toll rates charged by Qwest to its end-users, To allow Qwest to 

recover these SS7 costs from the Illuminet carrier/customer would permit Qwest to 

recover these costs twice-once from its toll end-user and another from the Illuminet 

carrier/customer. 

Q. By its approach, is Illuminet trying to avoid paying the costs it imposes on 

Qwest's SS7 network? 

A. Absolutely not. While I am aware that such suggestions have been made, they are 

entirely false and inappropriate. Illuminet pays Qwest for the dedicated facilities that 

connect Qwest's STPs with Illuminet's STPs, i.e., the B-links. Likewise, where Illuminet 

is providing the SS7 network on behalf of one of its IXC carrier/customer, Illuminet and 

its IXC carrier/customer fully expects that Qwest will assess its SS7 message charges 

associated with that traffic, to Illuminet. Illuminet, in turn, will then pass through those 

charges to its IXC carrier/customer. Thus, any additional costs that Qwest bears as a 

result of the intrastate toll end-user traffic generated by an Illuminet carrier/customer 

would be recovered, and, most importantly, recovered from the very carrier/customer 

(in this case the IXC) that has received the reduction in the intrastate access charges 

that Qwest has testified have been made through its filing. It bears noting again that all 

of the SS7 messages that traverse the Illuminet SS7 network for which Qwest proposes 

to charge are associated with an underlying voice or data message from a provider of 

end-user telecommunications services. 

Q. But Illuminet is a "customer" under the existing Qwest tariff so why is Qwest 

wrong in demanding that it pay charges for such services? 

A. Illuminet has obtained B-links and port connection to Qwest's SS7 network through 

Qwest's Tariff F.C.C. No. 1. That connection uses the same network configuration and 

facilities for three jurisdictional types of SS7 messaging generated by Illuminet's 

carrier/customers and similar traffic being generated by Qwest, i.e., SS7 messaging 

associated with interstate exchange access, intrastate exchange access and local 
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exchange (including EAS services) services. Charges, terms and conditions for each 

jurisdictional type of traffic are determined pursuant to the rules applicable to that type, 

i.e., charges for signaling in connection with interstate access service are subject to the 

interstate access tariff, charges for signaling in connection with intrastate access service 

are subject to intrastate access tariffs, and service charges (if any) for signaling in 

connection with locaI/EAS service and the Qwest originated intralATA toll are 

determined in accordance with the local service arrangements between Qwest and 

Illuminet's carrier/customers. Therefore, Illuminet's rights to ensure that charges 

associated with such SS7 messages are derivative of the rights of its carrier/customers. 

Accordingly, while Illuminet is a customer of Qwest since it has ordered the necessary B- 

links to connect to Qwest's STPs, does not permit Qwest to ignore that its proposed 

tariff attempts to assess intrastate access charges for traffic for which it has established 

different treatment under agreements that Qwest has with the Illuminet 

carrier/customers. Again, Qwest requires that Illuminet disclose the identity of its 

carrier/customers through LOAs and Illuminet's carrier/customers order voice/data trunk 

groups that reflect their SS7 service provider. To suggest therefore that Qwest has no 

customer relationship jointly with the Illuminet carrier/customer and Illuminet defies the 

facts. Moreover, absent such conclusion, the Commission would be providing its 

approval to Qwest's effort to improperly assess charges, thereby unjustly enriching 

Qwest based on its own premature efforts to unbundle using a structure where it is clear 

that Qwest cannot properly differentiate for that which it should and should not bill. 

Q. On what basis would Illuminet pass through Qwest's charges under the  

proposed tariff to the Illuminet carrierjcustomer? 

A. Illuminet's arrangements with each of its carrier/customers provides that Illuminet will 

flow through charges of other SS7 providers such as those SS7 message charges 

proposed by Qwest. Under these arrangements Illuminet flows through such charges 

without markup. Specifically, Attachment C, Section D. of the Signaling and 

TCAP/CLASS Service Agreement (see Exhibit C) states, "All fees contained herein are 

strictly for transport of ISUP Messages and Responses through the ILLUMINET Network. 

Any other fees levied by third party providers are the Customer's responsibility. 
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Customer should make arrangements for payment of such fees directly with the billing 

party, or if billed to ILLUMINET, such fees will be passed through to Customer." Similar 

language is contained in the LEC Trunk Signaling Service Agreement and the ISUP 

Messaging Service Agreement ILLUMINET has executed with its carrier/customers. 

Q. Have you raised your concerns with Qwest? 

A. Yes. Illuminet has had a number of discussions with Qwest on this issue. Moreover, in 

November of 2000, Illuminet provided to Qwest a position paper (see Exhibit D) 

outlining the position that Illuminet now requests the Commission adopt here. 

Unfortunately, no substantive resolution of the issues raised in the position paper or the 

instant tariff filing have been made. 

Q. Have you reviewed the prefiled testimony of Scott A. McIntyre filed by Qwest 

in this proceeding on November 30,2001? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Do you have any comments and/or observations regarding Mr. McIntyre's 

testimony? 

A. Yes. Mr. McIntyre's statement that Illuminet has "created a business of charging other 

carriers for what they obtain at  no charge from Qwest" (page 19, lines 13-15) or the 

inference that Illuminet's business is based on "subsidies or arbitrage pricing" (page 20, 

line 9) is not only offensive but is entirely without any basis in fact. Contrary to Qwest's 

unfounded assertions, Illuminet's business, as shown in this testimony, is based on 

providing real value to the industry, including Qwest, and does not involve any scheme 

to obtain service for which it or its carrier/customers do not fully compensate Qwest. 

The service Illuminet provides is a hubbing function that allows carrier/customer access 

to Qwest network. Illuminet bears all the cost of the signaling links and STP resources. 

Illuminet is not reselling or repackaging access service. These highly objectionable 

allegations should not distract the Commission from understanding the true issue in this 

case: whether Qwest, under the guise of unbundling, should be allowed to recover in a 
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switched access rate the cost of SS7 signaling associated with services for which 

switched access charges are not applicable. 

Q. Do you agree with Mr. McIntyre (page 17, lines 2-17) that Illuminet is 

"receiving the use of Qwest's signaling network at no charge"? 

A. Absolutely not. Once again, Mr. McIntyre's testimony may confuse the record in that it 

does not properly reflect either the relationship that Illuminet has with Qwest or the 

relationship that the Illuminet carrier/customers have with Qwest. Mr. McIntyre's 

testimony fails to address the fact that in Arizona, Illuminet pays Qwest directly every 

month for port charges and indirectly through facility providers for local loop charges so 

that the Qwest STPs and Illuminet STPs can be connected. Moreover, Mr. McIntyre fails 

to recognize that Illuminet is acting on behalf of its carrier/customers and when one of 

those carrier/customers is the end-user's intrastate toll provider, Illuminet expects to be 

billed SS7 message charges on behalf of the carrier/customer pursuant to the proposed 

access tariff structure. 

Q. Does Qwest pay Illuminet for the use of Illuminet's service? 

A. No, even though Illuminet incurs costs associated with Qwest originated SS7 messages 

for the delivery and receipt of SS7 signaling generated by Qwest on behalf of its end- 

user customer's traffic, Qwest pays nothing to Illuminet. Therefore, placed in proper 

context, it is Qwest that is attempting through the proposed tariff structure to shift its 

SS7 costs to the Illuminet carrier/customer because of Qwest's inability to properly 

measure, identify and bill for only those intrastate SS7 signaling messages properly 

included under the proposed tariff. Further, instead of paying for termination of local 

calls into other networks, Qwest's proposed tariff would have other networks pay them. 

Q. Is Qwest's claim that its tariff revisions are revenue neutral to it a sufficient 

basis for Commission approval? 
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A. No. For the reason I have stated, "revenue neutrality'' to Qwest (even assuming it 

exists) is not a sufficient basis for the Commission to conclude that the proposed tariff is 

consistent with the applicable statute and Commission Rules, nor that it is consistent 

with Mr. McIntyre's stated objective on page 8 to "allow different network users to use 

different parts of the network, but only pay for what they use." A real question arises as 

to the revenue neutrality of this proposed tariff because Illuminet estimates 

approximately 50% of the increased charges would be levied on Illuminet and its 

carrier/customers, which, because the Illuminet carrier customers are primarily local 

service providers, most likely provide much less than fifty percent (50%) of the 

intrastate toll in Arizona. 

Q. Does Illuminet object to the principle that recovery of SS7 signaling costs 

should be related to a customer's use of SS7 signaling? 

A. No. As explained above, Illuminet supports the concept of unbundling charges for SS7 

signaling. Our problem is that by recovering all SS7 signaling costs through switched 

access rates, Qwest will be able to charge Illuminet for signaling associated with traffic, 

which is not itself subject to the switched access tariff and could not, therefore, be 

charged directly to Illuminet's carrier/customers. I f  approved, this tariff would thus 

allow Qwest to circumvent existing methods of cost recovery or sharing for this Non- 

chargeable Traffic. For example, some Non-Chargeable Traffic is subject to ICAs that 

provide either for Reciprocal Compensation or Bill and Keep, and therefore additional 

charges as proposed by Qwest should not be imposed. Similarly, where Qwest and 

Illuminet's carrier/customer jointly provide access under a meet point billing 

arrangement, there is no basis for charging the Illuminet carrier/customer. The 

Commission should not, therefore, sanction a tariff that would permit Qwest to do 

indirectly what it cannot do directly. 

Q. Has Illuminet explained its function as a pass-through entity to Qwest? 

A. Yes, many times, but Qwest apparently chooses to ignore the fact that Illuminet's 

carrier/customers have been paying Qwest for the SS7 signaling, which passes through 
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Qwest's network. Otherwise, and while I strongly disagree with the last half of his 

statement, Mr. McIntyre could not have made the statement at page 17 in his testimony 

that, since "third party providers have had no access expenses in the form of switching 

minute of use charges, they have effectively been receiving the use of Qwest's signaling 

network at  no charge." As I described above, not only are Qwest's costs not increased 

when a carrier connects through Illuminet, but will often be decreased because of the 

economies of scale offered by Illuminet. It is thus clearly incorrect for Qwest to claim 

that it has notbeen fully compensated through its switched access charges to Illuminet's 

carrier/customers. 

Q. Will all customers pay their fair share of the cost of Qwest's SS7 network 

under the proposed tariff? 

A. No. While switched access customers will at least see some reduction in their local 

switching and CCL charges, the charges for SS7 signaling in connection with Non- 

chargeable Traffic will not be fairly apportioned, because Qwest's proposed tariff 

apparently assumes incorrectly that all such traffic is switched access. Illuminet's 

carrier/customers should not have to pay charges for Non-Chargeable Traffic. It is 

neither fair nor reasonable for Qwest to expect Illuminet to absorb these improper 

charges. The only fair approach is for Qwest to allocate the appropriate percentage of 

SS7 messages attributable to Non-Chargeable Traffic to the carriers involved in a 

manner that reflects the preexisting relationships appropriate for the associated end- 

user traffic. 

Q. Do you have any comment on Mr. McIntyre's description of the SS7 network? 

A. Yes. Based on Mr. McIntyre's testimony such as that found at page 8, lines 4 through 

13 and page 10 a t  lines 1 through 10, the Commission may be left with the impression 

that the SS7 signaling network is separate and apart from the PSTN end user traffic the 

SS7 network supports. While the SS7 signaling network functions independently of the 

PSTN, the SS7 network was established to support the PSTN. For the reasons I have 

provided above, the SS7 messages at issue here are an integral component of the end- 
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user traffic that is carried over the PSTN. Qwest also recognizes this fact by virtue of 

the fact the proposed charges were previously a component of the switched access 

charges assessed to an IXC for telephone toll traffic. 

Q. Do you agree with Mr. McIntyre's view of the significance of the FCC approval 

of SS7 unbundling? 

A. No, Mr. McIntyre apparently wants the Commission to believe that, since no party 

opposed the FCC tariff filing (page 12, line 12 through page 13/ lines 1 through 9), the 

proposed tariff should be approved without rigorous review. As I indicated before, 

Illuminet is not opposed to unbundling if it is implemented properly, which is not the 

case here. Moreover, the implementation of the interstate tariff structure required only 

the disaggregation of messages between interstate telephone toll traffic and intrastate 

toll traffic. While that disagregation was difficult enough to implement, the failure of 

Qwest to fully implement adequate measurement capabilities in the monitoring 

technology it uses and provide adequate billing detail to its customer invoices are now 

more pronounced. Qwest's inability to implement the proposed tariff structure with the 

proper recognition that intrastate SS7 signaling must be further disaggregated based on 

the distinct intrastate end user traffic types requires Commission scrutiny. 

Q. Do you have any additional specific observations regarding Mr. McIntyre's 

testimony? 

A. Yes. Again to ensure the record is clear, Illuminet does not "set up calls for its 

customers" as indicated by Mr. McIntyre on page 19, lines 2-3 of his testimony. The 

signaling that is the subject of the proposed charges is being generated by the Illuminc 

carrier/customer. Moreover, it is unclear exactly what Mr. McIntyre is attempting to 

suggest in his testimony on page 19, lines 11-15 regarding what he purports to be 

"fair." As indicated above, Illuminet does not obtain connection to Qwest's STPs "at no 

charge" (page 19/ line 15) nor would the Illuminet carrier/customer (which is recovering 

the reduction in its switched access charges) be failing to pay the SS7 signaling message 

charges under the proposed tariff when that carrier/customer is the end user's intrastate 
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toll provider. It is self-evident that these Mr. McIntyre statements and inferences 

including those suggesting that an Illuminet carrier/customer is paying twice for SS7 
services (page 19, lines 17-22 to page 20, line 1) are simply an attempt to divert 

attention from the fact that Qwest prematurely proposed a tariff structure that it cannot 

properly implement or justify. Any "urgency" that Qwest suggests exists (page 20, line 

21-22 to page 21, lines 1-11) misfocuses the proper inquiry in this proceeding. 

Accordingly, it is imperative that the Commission not approve a tariff structure that 

improperly shifts cost recovery from Qwest to Illuminet and its carrier/customers. 

Q. Does this end your testimony? 

A. Yes. 
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Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

REFERENCE$01051B-01-0391 - Qwest CCSAC Access Service Tariff 

AUG 2 2 2001 

Dear Sirs: 

Pursuant t*o the authority of the Arizona Public Service Commission (“Commission”) to 
supervise telecommunications companies, IIuminet’ hereby respectfully requests that 
the Commission set for hearing and establish a procedural order concerning revisions 
filed by Qwest Corporation (“Qwest”) to  its Access Service tariff (the ”Qwest Tariff 
Filing“), which propose new usage-based SS7 message charges by unbundling Qwest’s 
existing switched access services. For the reasons stated herein, the Qwest Tariff Filing 
raises substantial questions of lawfulness arising directly from. its vague and uncertain 
terms regarding how to establish all necessary and proper jurisdictional factors required 
to  ensure proper billing under the tariff. To rectify these issues and as a starting point a 
hearing would give Illuminet an opportunity to build a record that would allow the 
Commission to make an informed decision. Illuminet contends that the Commission 
must fully examine the substantial questions or lawfulness raised by the Qwest Tariff 
Filing and also the inequitable results that. the proposed tariff would produce absent 
modification. 

‘Illuminet is a private, third party provider of Signaling System No 7 (“SS7”) services 
for a variety of carrier/customers including Interexchange Carriers (“IXCs”), 
Competitive Local Exchange Carriers (“CLECs”), Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers 
(“ILECs”) and Commercial Mobile Radio Service (“CMRS”) providers. Illuminet 
deployed its network to provide a competitive alternative to the SS7 services of 
other providers, and has achieved nationwide connectivity of its SS7 services, in 
part, by purchasing interstate access services from the larger local exchange 
carriers via their respective interstate access service tariffs. Illuminet connects its 
network with Qwest pursuant to Qwest‘s F.C.C. Tariff No. 1. Prior to the Qwest 
Tariff Filing, Illuminet did not purchase intrastate access services from Qwest but, in 
light of the proposed changes in the Qwest Tariff Filing, Illuminet will be required to 
utilize the Qwest intrastate tariff in order to ensure the proper jurisdiction of the 
SS7 message charges from Qwest that Illuminet anticipates receiving’ on behalf of 
the Illuminet carrier/customer. 

I 4501 Intelco Loop SE * PO Box 2909 0 Olympia. WA 98507 360 493.6000 360 493.6253 fax * www illurninet corn 
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In its filing, Qwest purports to restructure its switched access rates by establishing a 
usage-based rate structure for two types of SS7 messages --Integrated Switched Digital 
Network User Part ("ISUP") and Transaction Capabilities Application Part ("TCAP'?. 
Where jurisdictionally mixed SS7 message signaling is present, Qwest purports to allow 
customers to establish a Percent Interstate Use ("PIU"), with the intrastate factor being 
the difference between 100% less the PIU. A review of the PIU provisions, however, 
provides no guidance as  to how such PIU factor is to be developed by third-party 
providers (such as Illuminet), let alone how the intrastate factor is to be disaggregated 
between intrastate toll and local services. Thus, Qwest's vague and uncertain PIU 
provisions raises not only the distinct possibility that Illuminet (and other third-party 
providers) will be assessed interstate access charaes for SS7 messages associated with 
end-user traffic that is jurisdictionally intrastate, but also that third party providers may 
be assessed intrastate access charaes for SS7 messages that  support jurisdictionally 
"local" end-user traffic. 

Suspension, Investigation and Hearing of the  Qwest Tariff Filing is 
Appropriate 

Illuminet is not aware of any sustainable basis that could justify such results, and 
respectfully requests that the Commission take action to avoid them. By unbundling its 
switched access services (which are, in turn, used to provide end-user toll services), 
Qwest acknowledges that the SS7 messaging is an integral component of the end-user 
traffic it supports, Thus, application of the proper factors to establish 
interstate/intrastate/local SS7 messages is necessary since these are the types of end- 
user traffic that is carried over the Qwest network and that of the Illuminet 
carrier/customers. Moreover, there is no excuse for this lack of clear and explicit PIU 
language in the Qwest Tariff Filing. 

A t  least with respect to Illuminet, Qwest is well aware that a portion of the SS7 signaling 
from Illuminet is generated by Illuminet's carrier/customers in their capacity as providers 
of end-user traffic (some of which compete with Qwest for local customers) and/or as  
joint providers of exchange access services with Qwest with respect to end-user 
voice/data toll traffic, Thus, the Commission should suspend and investigate the Qwest 
Tariff Filing in order to require Qwest to explain why it failed to address PIU provisions 
that clearly and explicitly provide for the proper development of all necessary 
jurisdictional factors for third-party SS7 providers. 

These two proposed SS7 message charges were previously included in the 
switched access charges assessed to the entity that provided end-user intrastate 
services. Illuminet is not a common carrier and does not provide any end-user 
services. If approved, Qwest's proposed tariff would establish new charges from 
those currently charged to Illuminet and, ultimately, to Illuminet's 
carrier/customers. Accordingly, because the proposed revisions directly affect the 
service arrangements which Illuminet has relied upon in planning a t d  implementing 
its interconnection to Qwest, Illuminet is a party in interest in this proceeding and 
has standing to challenge the Qwest Tariff Filing on its behalf and on behalf of its 
carrier/customers. 
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To assist this investigation, Illuminet is prepared to fully participate as the Commission 
dictates and file testimony and participate in cross-examination, 

Illuminet has sought to avoid regulatory intervention through discussions with staff and 
Qwest. Those meetings have resulted in more questions that cause Illuminet to believe 
a formal record is the best available means to ensure that Qwest has in fact unbundled 
its access tariff in ways that are consistent with the public interest and the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996. 

Based on discussions with Qwest, Qwest apparently is of the view that, because of a 
lack of capability in its billing system, the proper method for addressing the PLU is to 
require a third-party SS7 provider or other carrier to provision separate SS7 links (i.e., 
facilities) dedicated solely for local traffic. The claimed lack of billing capability, 
however, conveniently does not preclude Qwest from mixing signaling related to both 
local and &cess traffic on the same SS7 link. Not only is this unreasonably 
discriminatory, but it may be technically infeasible. Even if, however, such 
arrangements are technically feasible, the imposition of such requirement by Qwest 
thwarts competition by increasing the costs of SS7-related services to the competitors of 
Qwest. 

11. The Public Interest would be Served by the Further Suspension and 
Hearing Before the Commission 

The public interest is served by such action. Clear and explicit directives are necessary 
to  allow potential users of Qwest's unbundled SS7 services to make an informed 
assessment as to the effects arising from the implementation of that ~nbundling.~ 
Moreover, suspension and investigation is. necessary to ensure that the public interest 
goals associated with Competition are not undermined by an arbitrary application of the 
PIU provisions by Qwest to  third-party providers of SS7 services (such as Illuminet) that 
are direct competitors to Qwest in the SS7 signaling marketplace and to such third-party 
providers' carrier/customers which may likewise be competitors to Qwest. 

With respect to the methodology for establishing the PLU, for example, an Illuminet 
carrier/customer that is a direct competitor of Qwest for end-user services may find its 
costs of providing local service increasing when its third-party provider passes through 
to it Qwest's intrastate access charaes for SS7 messages that support that 
carrier/customers local end-user services. Not only would Qwest's actions be improper 
since local traffic is not 'access" traffic that supports toll services, it may also unjustly 
enrich Qwest where its local interconnection agreement with the Illuminet 
carrier/customer already addresses how such "local" SS7 charges are to be assessed. 

3111uminet is not opposed to the concept of unbundling. Iiluminet is opposed, 
however, to any unbundling such as that proposed by Qwest that is attempted to 
be accomplished without clear and explicit directives. 
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TKus; Illuminet (and, indirectly, its carrier/customers) would be exposed to unwarranted 
and illegal increases in costs of doing business through the arbitrary application of the 
vague and uncertain PIU provisions included in the Qwest Tariff Filing. These increases 
in turn, would threaten Illuminet and its carrier/customers continued competitive 
viability and market position for the services they provide, thereby advantaging Qwest's 
competitive position. Such results clearly do not serve the public interest. 

Finally, Illuminet notes that there could be no possibility of any substantial harm to any 
interested party resulting from the grant of this request. Based on its understanding of 
the Qwest Tariff Filing, it is intended to be revenue neutral. While the filing may be 
revenue neutral to Qwest, Illuminet has demonstrated cause for its concern that the 
proposed tariff is not neutral to Illuminet and other third-patty SS7 providers. 
Accordingly, neither Qwest nor any of its other access customers that could benefit from 
the proposed reductions of switched access rates associated with their intrastate 
telephone toll service offerings can complain that they will experience any harm if the 
tariff is suzpended and investigated. 

111. Conclusion 

For the reasons stated, taking this tariff application to  hearing is entirely appropriate. 
Please add to the Service List for any procedural order: 

Danny Oberg 
Regulatory Manager 
Illuminet 
PO Box 2909 
Olympia WA 98507 
dobera@ilIuminet.com 

,Please feel free to  contact me with any questions you may have. 

Sincerely, 
<- 

Regulatory Manager 

mailto:dobera@ilIuminet.com


B 



2022968893 . 2  

[NE 
us 'A's. 



t L  ; 1 ' I  



5 
w "". 



7 

.; 



C 



1 
f 

....... . .. 

i I I u rn i n et ’”  

November 22,2000 

VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS 

Beth Halvorson 
Vice President, Wholesale Major Markets 
Qwest 
200 S. Fifth Street 
Minneapolis, MN 55042 

Dear Ms. Halvorson: 

On behalf of ILLUMINET, this letter is written to request a meeting with you and the necessary legal 
representatives of Qwest to discuss the outstanding issues related to the appropriateness of Qwest’s 
charges to ILLUMINET for Signaling System No. 7 (SS7) messaging. As you are aware, these issues 
have been the subject of on-going discussions between our two companies and, in fact, Qwest’s SS7 
message charges are also the subject of a continuing dispute between our companies. Moreover, as 
Qwest is also undoubtedly aware, the Qwest SS7 message charges that have been received by 
ILLUMINET are substantial. These charges, in turn, directly impact ILLUMINET’s competitive position 
as an alternative SS7 provider in the Qwest service areas. 

Accordingly, in order to facilitate the requested discussions, ILLUMINET has prepared the enclosed 
position paper that describes the regulatory construct that ILLUMINET believes should be followed in 
determining when SS7 message charges should be assessed. ILLUMINET has also authorized its 
Washington, D.C. counsel to forward a copy of this position paper to Qwest representatives also 
located in Washington, D.C. 

Because Qwest is well aware of the issues that need to be addressed concerning this matter, 
ILLUMINET requests that Qwest provide its response to this letter by December 1 , 2000, and that the 
response include the earliest dates possible that the necessary representatives of Qwest can meet 
with their ILLUMINET counterparts. Again, ILLUMINET stresses that it fully expects Qwest’s prompt 
attention to this issue in light of our discussions and the impact that the Qwest SS7 message charges 
has on ILLUMINET’s competitive position. 

ILLUMINET looks forward to your response. 

Very truly yours, 

F. Terry *mian 
Executive Vice President & COO 

cc: D. Nicol, ILLUMINET 
P. Florak, ILLUMlNET 
R. Wolf, ILLUMINET 
D. Cosson, T. Moorman, Kraskin, Lesse & Cosson, LLP 
Vicki Boone, Qwest 
Brian Ashby, Qwest 
Dave Hahn, Qwest 
Char Kudar, Qwest 
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PC11 ICY POSITION PAPER ON THE PROPER APPLICATION 
OF SS7 MESSAGE CEARGES 

ISSUE: ’f \7 i:&t SS7 message charges are applicable to, and what 
i id ormation should be provided to support charges far, 
i 111 erstate interexchange toU traffk, local, and Extended Area 
5 e Nice traffic that is originated by a customedcarrier of 
111 Imminet and terminated by a Bell Operating Company, and 
1 il e versa? 

S W 4 R Y  OF POSITION 

The faa t mt a provider of a cornperirive Signaling System No. 7 (“557”) nenvork {such 
as Uluminet) ha s inrerconnected its network wirh that provided by a Bell Operating Compmy 
(“BOC”) viathrt BOC’s intersmte access service tarBdoes not aurhonze that BOC to charge 
improperly for 2;: ; 7  message charges that fall outside of the intersrate access charge model. 
Rarher, the asst s: ;mat of SS7 message charges by the BOC or an Illumhet canierlcustorner 
should be deter rr ined by applying the terms and conditions of rhe agremenr associared the 
specific jurisdit :t anal class of rcaf.fic associated wirh rhe voice andlor data trdfic bemeen &e 
BOC and rhe I1 l c  nlinet carrierlcusmmer f&., she interconnection arrangements for local service 
maor “EAS” 1 I-: fbc or the access miff for interexchange toll uaffic). To ensure the proper 
application of 1 b :se agreements, the entity assessing SS7 message charges should also provide 
sufficient detai I 1 o permit rhpl company receiving such charges to verify independenrly rhat such 
charges are ass E: sed in compliance wirh the proper agreement. Morcover, IO the ement thar .cbe 
affected cania s agree and &e BOC is able TO properly and accurate‘ly provide billing infohnation 
relative IO e x 1  , I lluminet customerharrier being billed, Uuminet would be willing, to discuss 
clearinghouse :a 313hanisms for ihe efficient exchange of payments for SS7 message charges. 

DISCUSSION 

Illumix .e. :is a provider of SS7 services for a variev of customerslciders including 
Interexchange 1: aniers (‘‘IXCs’’), Competitive Local Exchange Carrisrs (“CLEC”), Incumbens 
Local Exchaq :e Carriers (“ILECs”) and CommpJcial Mobile Radio Service pro.v.iders (“CMRS 
Providers”). Ill lnlinet deployed its nerwork to provide a cornpethive alrema~ve to fie SS7 
services of otl ,e : providers, including the BOCs. Illuminer has achieved nationwide connectivity 
of its SS7 nep vi Irk wifh other providers, including the SS7 netwo-rks of the BOCs. In order TO 
ensure proper c )mecuviv with limited delays on bebdlf of its customedcarriers, lllurniner arranged corn el :tiviry witti the BOCs via rh& resptc~ve interstare access sewicy *tariffed 

offerings, a n d ,  ; n fact, has arranged for connecrivity wi& Qwest Corporation C‘Qwes~’’>(formerly 
US WEST Cc in ununicanons) through its F.C.C. TariffNo. 1.’ 

Y 

:or purposes of this paper, it is assumed that facilities and pon: charges rquir td  to I 

conntct h e  E C C’s 557 network with that operared by Illuminet will continue to be assessed by 
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In light c ;F recent developments in SS7 rechnology @har i ly  &e abiliry to measure SS7 
usage) and rhe d E: iKe to provide unbundled access, Qwest has introduced new SS7 rate elements 
that are billed 01 I I I per-message basis. Illuminet has been informed by various BOCs that these 
new charges are ii Ltended PO provide recovery on a revenue-neural basis of the costs associared 
with discrere SS 7 functions previously bundled within the BOG’ minure-of-use charges applied 
IO IXCs and 0th 31 Etccess cusromers associated with the underlying voice andor daTa traffic. 
Since Illurninet 31 IES not carry rhe  underlying voice or data traffic, these charges were not 
previously billel 1 .o or through Illuminet. Notwilhstandhg claimed ‘(revenue-neutrality,”’ 
Tlluminet has ea p :rienced an inappropriate increase of charges fiorn Qwesc directly as a r e d 1  of 
these new SS7 I nl s a g e  charges, particularly given the fact that the majority of Illuminet’s SS7 
niessaging is re  a ed to local and/or EAS aaffic being generaTed by irs CLEC, EEC and CMRS 
Provider custon Le r:;. 

A. Record Detail is Required to Verify Accuracy of Charges 

Based o 
whether those c 
message charge 
charge’’ model 
”FCC‘). Unde 
originaring or t 
originared by a 
the various SS’ 
andor data kd 
idormation 20 
veri& the char1 

[L its review ofthe new SS7 rate element charges, Illuminet continues to  question 
13 nges have, in facr, been properly assessed. Illuminet agrees That the SS7 
5 related to interstate selephone toll service should properly follow The “access 
it veloped by The Federal Communications Commission (ClCommission” or the 
* 1 his model, Uuminet would expect Qwest to bill SS7-related charges for the 
:r ~ i h a ~ i n g  finctions hat Qwest performs on an j.nEerState toll call that is 
I. 2nd user of UIuminer’s IXC customer. h these instances, Illminet is providing 
’ I letwork fw&malities on b e M  of the IXC prior to thar IXC carrying rhe voice 
fi : of the end user at issue? However, because Qwest has provided insufficient 
I1 usminet associated whh the new SS7 message chargzs, U l d n e t  is not able to 
:e s ir; has received €kom QwesL 

W l e  1 11 minet continues its investigarion to ensure proper application of charges by 
Qwest, the acc ;u acy of such charges cimno~ be derermined until Qwest is able to provide 
disaggregated pi lling informarion by point code, by jurisdiction or by any other mebod by which 
the accuracy o ’ 1: he billed charges can be determined. Only in this manner can IllunGnet or any of 
its carrier/cust 31 1ers receiving such charges be assured That the charges by Qwest are properly 
assessed undei 1 

f i e  BOC pursr LB at to irs interssate access tariff. However, Illuminet recognizes & a ~  o&er types of 
arrangemenrs M sy exist for connectivity since the passage of the 1996 revisions to rhe 
Communica~c ir s ACT of 1934, as amended (the “Act”). 

applicable agreement benveen Qwes and tbe Illuminer canier/customer. 
--- 

2 imilarly, where f i e  BOC is rhe intrLATA and/or interLATA mll provider far 2 

the voice andf:)i dam rraffic, Illuminer would expect fhar its CLEC and/or ITC customers would 
assess rhe BO 2 sirnil= SS7 message charges. 

2 

i 



Because CI ?the lack of carrier-specific information required to verify Qwest's charges, 
Illuminet is con e n x d  that SS7 message charges are being assessed by Qwest pursuant IO irs 
interstate access t uiff on local and/or EAS rraffk where the related voice and/or data traffic is 
being originatec 1 y a Qwest cusromer as well as terminated to a QWST customer. In rhese 
insrances, rhe v( ri8:e and/or data traflic ax issue is nor "xeelephone toll service" nor is the SS7 
messang  %soI :i ired with rhat traffic "emhange access" as those t a m s  are used in the Act, and 
as applied in th( : j nrerstste access charge environmenl. Therefore, this t raf i ic  and rhe associated 
SS7 message el: Et$es are not properly subjecr IO Qwest9s intersta= access tariffs. 

33. Additional Record Detail wilI also AILow Proper 
Application of Existing Agreements 

Even as SI wing that the necessary detail is being provided for proper billing and bill 
ver i f i f ic~t io~ thr * { pestion still remains regarding what charges can be assessed by Qwest to 
Illunriaet for S! K messages where &e related voice and/or data traffic is jurisdictiondly local 
andor EAS, ax d where the voice and/or data u-aEc is exchanged between Qwest and an 
Illuminet CISTO :a edcarrier, b, either the CLEC, the ILEC or the CklRS Provider. Based on its 
review, Illumir e believes rhat ditle? only logical conclusion is that billing for SS7 message 
charges for loc sl md EAS trdfic is determined by the arrangernears between Illuminet's 
custorners/carr .c -5, and Qwesr. 

Illumin 'provides its SS7 services for t h e  benefit of its custoniers/cmiers, and has no 
relaThsbp w 11. Qwtst other rhan thar which established its connectivity for exchange access 
services. It is, d mefare, incorrect to assume (as tipparearly some carriers have) that the "payor" 
of all SS7 mess2 g,e charges is Illurninet under the FCC's access charge model. As discussed 
above, &e SS: 1 aessaging associaTed with local and/or EAS is not "exchange access" as T h a t  tam 
is defined und 11 the ACT. Moreover, Illminet has not entered into any apeements Wirh or 
purchased tmi 2:d services $om Qwest wirh respect IO charges for SS7 messages associared with 
local and EAE t ~ f f i c .  Rather, the only privity of conuacr rhar exists for This type of traffic is 
between Qwe: Y md the Elumiaet cusromer/c&er. Accordingly, it is &hose arrangemenrs that are 
rhe proper foc II for determining whether SS7 message charges are appropriate for &e exclmge 
of local md/o - 13AS traffic, and, if so, how and when such charges should be assessed by either 
Qwess or rhe 111 minet cusmmerlcanier. 

Illumi :if t is aware of three billing arrangements thar may have been included in The 
ageernem tk ti1 caniers have entered into with the various BOCs for rhe exchange of properly 
defined local B ~ E c  and/or EAS. Under &e fist anangenxnt, the carriers agree to a "BiU and 
Keep" anang :I lent for rhe acmal local andlor EAS voice and data trafEc thar is exchanged 
as well as rhe S S7 messages associated wirh tbs trfic. h rhese instances, Illurnher: would no1 
expect to be 1 ti! led SS7 message charges from The BOC. Nor would IlluSninet expect shat its 
custommica -r ers would bill the BOC directly or authorize Illuminet to bill the BOC on their 
behalf. 
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The secc t i l  1 type of arrangement is where the BOC a d  the Illuminet carriedcusrorner 
have entered int 1 1 ‘himute of use’’ arrangement for the underlying voicddata naffic pursuant to 
Section 251@)(: i) of .the Act, bur have not sTared a specific rate for rht SS7 signaling associated 
with t h e  exchan ;,e of rhe properly-defined local voice and data traffic. In these instances, 
Illuminn would e wect thar rhe charges associated with the SS7 messages fox t h i s  traffic would 
be part of &, 1 IU a’dltd with) the minute of use “reciprocd compensation” rate that rhe BOC and 
rhe Illminet cu ;r ~iner/canier agreed to pursuant to Section 25 1@)(5) of the Act. Thus, Illurnbet 
would nor expec;t to be billed charges for SS7 messages associated wirh &e local naffic 
terminated by TI .e BOC hat is delivered to iz by an nluminet customer/canier, Likewise, 
Illminet woulc I crt expect thar irs customers/caniers would charge the BOC separately for the 
SS7 messages a SI ociated with rhe local naffic terminated by them. 

Finally, II ;rrmiaet is aware of inrerconnection agreements entered inro pursuanr to Section 
251@)(5) of tht .I LI:Z That have a separate, yet reciprocal, rate €or SS7 signahg associated With 
t he  exchange 01 ’1 .roperly-defitined local voice and data sraffic. h these instances, where an 
Illuminet custo: 11 dcarricr rerminates local naffic  OM the BOC, the Illuminet customedcanier 
would asess rke proper SS7 message charges to the BOC. Illminet would expect to receive 
SS7 message c] la rges only where the Illuminet cummedcarrier has specifically authorized the 
BOC to pass th rc ugh its SS7 message charges ta Illurniner for those chaxges applicable t o  fiat 
I l l d e t  c u t 0  n x/caxrier’s originated local traffic to rhe BOC? In these instances, however, 
Illminet wodl 1 E willing t o  enter into proper billing and collection arrangements with a e  
applicable carr c ‘s in an effort to create a more efficienr clearinghouse for The paymenr of 
applicable SS7 n tessage chargcs. 

C ONCLTJSZON 

While I IT ier arrangements between a BOC (and other U C s )  and an Ulurnhet 
customerlcarri :r may be in existence, Qwest should not confuse the fact rhar. U ~ i n e t  has 
interconnected i. s competitive SS7 si,ding network with Qwest via Qwest’s inrerstaTe access 
service rariff a ; I vehicle to charge improperly for nasfic &.at falls outside of &e FCC‘s access 
charge model. T.’lne lack of bill detail provided by Qwem required for Dluminetc to verify the 
Qwest SS7 mc s: ;aLge bilIisg only serves to highlight and exacerbate the problem. 

-- - 
7‘0 date, however, Illuminet is not aware of any such authorizsvion being 3 

provided by EU 1 Iluminet canierlcustamer to a BOC. 
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In any e‘ )e nt, IlIuminet’s role, even where the access charge model applies, is as the 
underlying pro1 ic er of &e SS7 signaling nerwork for the IXC, or a CLEC, ILEC or CMRS 
Provider. Thus T le assessment of ihe charges by Qtvest are determined by applying the terms 
and conditions I rf underlying agreement that addresses the specific jurisdicuonal class of tr&ic 
associated with 11 e voice andlor dara t r a c  between Qwesr and the Illminet carrier/cusTomer, 
&, rhe intercor :n :Gtion arrangements or access tariff. This conclusion properly reflects the value 
to The entity whx c end users generate &e underlying voice andor data traffic of having rhat 
traffic carried o v t  r h e  network in the most efficient manner. Moreover, TO the exTent thsr t he  
affected carrier;, i . g e e  and Qwest is able 10 properly and accurarely provide billing informarion 
relative to each W brminet cus.romer/carrier being billed, Illuminet would be Willing to discuss 
clearinghouse r IE chanisms for the efficient exchange of payments for SS7 message charges. 
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