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I. IDENTIFICATION OF WITNESS
Q.
PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, OCCUPATION AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.

A.
My name is Philip Linse.  My business address is Qwest Network Reliability Center at 700 West Mineral Avenue in Littleton, Colorado.  I am employed as Director – Legal Issues for Network.  I am testifying on behalf of Qwest Corporation (“Qwest”).

Q.
Are you the same Philip Linse WHO FILED DIRECT TESTIMONY IN THIS DOCKET?  

A.
Yes.   
II. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY

q.
what is the purpose of your testimony?

A.
The purpose of my testimony is to respond to the technical issues and associated interconnection agreement (“ICA”) issues raised by Mr. Todd Lesser on behalf of North County Communications (“NCC”).  In addition, I will explain Qwest’s position and how Qwest’s proposed language provides NCC with the flexibility to continue its use of MF signaling.    

III. The position of the parties

Q.
In general, what appears to be NCC’s position in this arbitration?

A.
NCC appears to advocate its continued operation under the terms of existing expired ICA.  NCC also incorrectly argues that the existing expired ICA allows NCC to continue its exclusive use of MF signaled interconnection trunking.  My testimony will focus generally on the issue of signaling while Ms. Albersheim will focus on Qwest’s attempt to obtain an updated modern ICA.

Q.
What is Qwest’s response to NCC’s position in this arbitration?  

A.
  NCC argues against a new ICA that accommodates NCC’s goal to continued use of MF signaling in favor of an ICA that actually requires NCC to implement SS7 signaling.  Because Qwest’s arbitration position supports NCC’s goal to retain MF signaling, it appears as though there is no dispute over those provisions.

IV. Response to the Direct Testimony of Mr. Todd Lesser

Q.
Does NCC’s EXISTING ICA with Qwest allow NCC to continue its exclusive use of MF signaling as Mr. Lesser contends on page 4 of his direct testimony?

A.
No.  As Ms. Albersheim explains in her testimony, while the ICA does allow MF signaling, it also contains an implementation provision that requires the parties to implement SS7 signaling within a very short time after the ICA was effective.  The existing ICA clearly reflects the condition that the parties would have the capability to interconnect using SS7 signaling.  

Q.
Did NCC ever complete SS7 Interconnection?

A.
No.  They did not.

Q.
Does Qwest’s proposed ICA require NCC to convert to SS7 Signaling on its Interconnection trunking as Mr. Lesser contends on page 4 of his direct testimony?

A.
No.  In fact, contrary to NCC’s position in this arbitration, Qwest’s proposed ICA does provide a provision for NCC to continue the use of MF signaling for Interconnection.  In fact, Qwest’s proposed language is a compromise that accommodates NCC’s insistence on its continued use of MF interconnection signaling, predicated on the use of one-way trunks for NCC’s interconnection with Qwest.  Therefore, it is unclear what real dispute exists regarding NCC’s continued use of MF trunk signaling. 

Q.
Is Qwest aware of significant traffic that NCC routes to Qwest’s end users?

A.
No.  However, the limitations associated with MF prohibit the transmission of calling party information on local calls.  Thus, Qwest would be blind to any NCC originated local calls that NCC routes to Qwest through another service provider (i.e. transit provider) using MF signaling.  Qwest can not be sure that there is not a significant volume of traffic from NCC destined to Qwest end users unless NCC appropriately implements SS7.

Q.
NCC’s witness states that “Qwest asserts that they don’t have the ability to track the usage” with MF signaling.  Can you please respond?

A.  Yes.  NCC’s witness misrepresents Qwest’s position.  MF signaling does allow Qwest to manually track overall usage, and Qwest has not argued to the contrary.  However, MF signaling has significant limitations, and those limitations include the inability to accurately segregate traffic on a jurisdictional basis or otherwise.  This is important because the lack of calling party information or a bare measurement of overall minutes does not provide a basis for billing.  Billing and the billed party’s validation reflects the jurisdictional nature of the traffic, e.g., interstate, intrastate, local and transit.  Qwest’s tracking associated with MF signaled trunks does not separately identify traffic that would allow for bill validation or generate appropriate billing.

Q.
On page 4 of his direct testimony Mr. Lesser states that if Qwest were unable to track MF usage that would mean that Qwest was, for decades, billing customers without tracking usage.  Is this correct?

A.
No, of course not.  Mr. Lesser misrepresents the history and configuration of the network.  As I also explain in my direct testimony, prior to the Act, MF signaled trunking was engineered to provide information specific to the type of traffic such as long distance, Operator Services, or Directory Assistance.  Such trunking was dedicated for the specific purpose for which it was designed.  This made the recording and validation of traffic fairly straight forward. Because trunks were segregated by traffic type, validating records required little more than counting the total number of minutes on each trunk and comparing this total with that of the originating switch
 record.  Additionally, local/Extended Area of Service (“EAS”) traffic was typically exchanged without worry of MF signaling limitations due to the lack of agreements for compensation of such traffic – in other words, local/EAS traffic was exchanged on a bill and keep basis; and, because the carriers exchanging the traffic were both incumbents, and traffic was believed to be roughly in balance due to the customer base of each carrier, it was not necessary to create billing records.  After the Act, competitive carriers began the process of agreeing upon rates for the exchange of local traffic.  However, the combination of different types of traffic on the same trunk - local, transit, non-transit and possibly long distance – created a need for a more advanced signaling and traffic recording system.  SS7 signaling was the available advanced signaling system that assisted with traffic recording and providing more information on local calls that MF signaling simply does not provide.

Q.
On page 4 of his direct testimony, Mr. Lesser claims that NCC’s conversion to SS7 would require NCC to scrap its entire network.  Do you agree?

A.
No.  Mr. Lesser’s claim exaggerates the impact that converting to SS7 would have on NCC’s network.  NCC operates Nortel DMS-100 switches exclusively within the Public Switched Network (“PSTN”).
  Qwest and other large local exchange carriers (LECs) such as AT&T and Verizon also operate these same switch models that number in the hundreds or even thousands.  Qwest installed the first of several hundred Nortel digital switches in 1985 while NCC appears to have installed its first DMS-100 in 1997
. Contrary to what could be concluded from Mr. Lesser’s testimony, both these other LECs and Qwest have performed conversions from MF signaling to SS7 signaling
 well before 1997 without having to “scrap” their switches, let alone their entire networks.  These conversions were often made using the same trunks as were used as MF signaled trunks.  Thus, there was no need to “scrap” their transport networks.  Mr. Lesser clearly overstates the impact of NCC’s implementation of SS7 in its network.

Q.
on page 5 of his direct testimony Mr. Lesser claims that NCC has designed its whole network on the EXISTING Interconnection agreement.  Do you agree with Mr. Lesser?  

A.
No.  If NCC had designed its network according to the terms of the existing ICA, NCC would have designed its network with SS7 signaled interconnection trunking with Qwest.
  If NCC had designed its network according to the terms of the existing ICA, it would unlikely that this arbitration would be needed.     

Q.
on page 7 of his direct testimony Mr. Lesser claims that there is no reason to replace or modify the EXISTING agreement generally or the signaling and billing requirements specifically.   Do you agree?

A.
No.  The existing ICA requires NCC to implement SS7 signaling.  NCC appears to be objecting to Qwest’s proposed language under the premise that the new ICA would require NCC to upgrade to SS7 signaling and not continue its use of MF signaling for interconnection.  To the contrary, Qwest has proposed reasonable language that accommodates NCC’s continued use of MF signaling in an updated ICA.   

Q.
Finally, Is it realistic for a NCC to expect that it would not have to deal with technology changes for 13 years as Mr. assumes on page 4 of his testimony?

A.
No.  Telecommunications networks are technology based and constantly evolving. For example, Qwest’s switching network has evolved from mechanical analog to completely digital and SS7 capable.  Even regulation has demanded the advancement of technology in telecommunications such as Equal Access and Local Number Portability.  Qwest has implemented these changes and more.  Since 1996 Qwest has filed over 400 network disclosures of planned changes to Qwest’s network that help advance Qwest’s use of technology.

When the advancement of technology is ignored, such as with NCC’s insistence upon its continued use of MF trunk signaling, customers and carriers can be impacted.  Customers can be adversely impacted as the result of longer call set up times. Carriers can be adversely impacted as the result of NCC’s network inefficiencies and the lack of calling party information.  

Other carriers’ networks can be adversely impacted because the SS7 network is designed to accommodate the inefficiency of NCC’s network.  As I explained in my direct testimony, increased trunk utilization occurs when the customers of other carriers call NCC’s customers and the called party’s line is busy.  Contrary to SS7 networks, MF networks maintain the end to end connection for the duration of the busy signal. However, when MF signaling is used in combination with SS7 trunking, the SS7 trunking becomes inefficiently used because it must accommodate the MF technology to enable call supervision and call completion.  The inefficient nature of NCC’s MF network is then incorporated into the other carrier’s SS7 trunking network with every call to and from NCC’s network.

The lack of calling party information keeps other carriers from attempting to validate call jurisdiction.  This can lead to network arbitrage where compensation by the responsible party may be avoided.  Although the use of SS7 can not eliminate this totally, it does assist with all carriers’ transparent use of the network.   

V. CONCLUSION

Q.
DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?

A.
Yes.


































� Originating switch; in the context used here is the first switching point in the LATA.


� This conclusion is validated by NCC’s disclosure of its switches in Telcordia’s Local Exchange Routing Guide (“LERG”).


� Id.


� Approximately 75% of Qwest’s Washington switches were SS7 capable prior to 1997.  Today, Qwest’s switching network (including all of its DMS-100s) is entirely digital and is SS7 capable.


� See section XXXIII of the parties’ existing interconnection agreement.






