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A. Are you the same David Warner who previously testified in this

proceeding?

A. Yes.

Purpose and Summary

O. What is the purpose of your testimony?

A. There has been significant confusion in the record regarding the ways in which

Beaver Creek Cooperative Telephone Company ("BCT") is currently routing

CLEC traffic between BCT and CCMT and the way in which it proposes to do so.

The confusion stems from my own misunderstanding-which r"esulted in

mistakes in my Direct Testimony-and from a misunderstanding on the part of

Clear Creek Mutual T,elephone Company ('CCMT"). In my testimony I hope to

clear up this confusion. ln addition, I will address Qwest's Amicus Comments

and respond to specific statements made by Mr. Moore in his Direct Testimony.

Qwest Comments

A. Please respond to Qwest's clarification regarding calls placed from GLEC

customers in the Redland Exchange to the Beaver Creek Exchange (Bench

Request 9a).

Qwest responds to Beaver Creek Cooperative Telephone Company's ("BCT")

and CCMT's previous statements that calls from CLEC customers in tne Redland

Exchange are routed to BCT's ILEC customers in the Beaver Creek Exchange

via Qwest. Qwest clarifies that such calls are actually carried entirely on BCT's

network. That is, they do not use Qwest facilities.

I agree with Qwest's comment. As I explained in my direct testimony,

calls between BCT customers located in the Beaver Creek and Redland

Rebuttal Testimony of David Warner
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Exchanges are carried entirely on BCT's network. These calls do not touch

CCMT's network and they do not touch Qwest's network.

Please respond to Qwest's comment regarding whether BGT is currently

routing its GLEC traffic to Qwest over LIS trunks (Bench Request l2)?

Again, Qwest clarifies misstatements in both BCT's and CCMT's response to

discovery requests. Specifically, CCMT mistakenly stated that BCT routes its

CLEC traffic to and from Qwest over BCT's local/EAS trunks, and BCT

mistakenly stated that Qwest routes BCT's CLEC traffic to BCT over BCT's

locallEAS trunks. Qwest clarifies in its comments that this is not the case,

stating that "Qwest is currently routing traffic destined for BCT's 503/898

NPA/NXX in the Redland exchange over LIS trunks to BCT's switch."

Has BCT routed any BCT CLEC traffic between its switch and Qwest over

locaI/EAS trunks?

Yes. Pursuant to the Interconnection Agreement between BCT and Qwest, BCT

established LIS trunks between its switch and Qwest's Portland local tandem.

BCT routes all of its CLEC traffic originating from Qwest's ILEC territory to

Qwest over these LIS trunks. And, as Qwest points out in its comments, Qwest

routes all CLEC traffic from Qwest's Portland Local tandem to BCT's switch over

these LIS trunks. However, BCT has been routing calls originating from CLEC

customers in the Redland exchange bound for CCMT ILEC customers over

BCT's local/EAS trunks with Qwest.

lsn't this inconsistent with your statement in your Opening Testimony?

Yes. In my Opening Testimony I stated that calls originating from BCT's CLEC

customers in the Redland exchange bound for CCMT ILEC customers were

routed by BCT to Qwest over the LIS trunks. However, I have since learned that

a.

A.
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this traffic has actually been routed over our local/EAS trunks between BCT and

Qwest.

ls BCT taking steps to alter this routing?

Yes. I understand that BGT instructed its switch operator to begin routing all

CLEC traffic from BCT to Qwest over the LIS trunks and I received confirmation

from the switch operator that this change in routing has occurred.

Please respond to Qwest's comment regarding whether BGT has an

agreement with Qwest that addresses how Qwest will transport BGT's

CLEC traffic to the Redland Erchange (Bench Request l4)?

Qwest's comment corrects CCMT's erroneous statement that: "[]t is Qwest's

opinion that the ICA does not cover transiting of traffic for Beaver Creek to the

Redland Exchange . . . and that Qwest is currently an unwilling participant in the

transiting of traffic between BCT and CCMT over BCT's ILEC ËAS trunks."

Qwest clarifies that, as long as BCT is transiting its CLEC traffic to Qwest over

BCT's LIS trunks, "Qwest [will] actfl as the transit carrier and can track and bill as

required for these calls."

How does BCT propose to transit its GLEG traffic to Qwest?

As I explained previously, BCT proposes to transit its CLEC traffic to Qwest over

the LIS trunks that BCT established for the purpose of transiting íts CLEC traffic

to and from Qwest. This includes the CLEC traffic bound for CCMT customers in

the Redland exchange.

ls this consistent with BCT's ICA with Qwest?

Yes. As Qwest explained in its Comments, consistent with the BCT-Qwest lCA,

Qwest will act as the transit carrier for BCT CLEC calls that BCT routes from its

switch to Qwest's Portland Local tandem over BCT's LIS trunks and Qwest will

o.

A.

o.

A.

a.

A.
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1 route calls to BCT CLEC customers over BCT's LIS trunks. Qwest provided

2 further explanation of how it treats such calls in a letter to BCT responding to a

3 hypothetical question posed by BCT. There, Qwest explained that even ¡f BCT

4 were operating as a CLEC in another exchange (for example, the ILEC territory

5 of Colton Telephone), BCT should route calls from its CLEC customers to Qwest

6 over BCT's LIS trunks and that Qwest would transit such calls pursuant to BCT's

7 ICA with Qwest. The letter from Qwest is attached hereto as Ëxhibit 105.

8 Mr. Moore's Direct Testimonv
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O. You stated that Mr. Moore misunderstands BGT's proposed network

architecture. Gould you please explain?

Yes. On page seven of his testimony, Mr. Moore states as follows: "To my

knowledge, Beaver Creek proposes to commingle all traffic, including traffic from

its CLEC customers in the Redland exchange and traffic from its LEC customers

in the Beavercreek exchange, onto the same Extended Areas Service ('EAS")

trunk group and transit it through Qwest." That is incorrect. Pursuant to the

Commission's order in ARB 747, BCT established LIS trunks between its switch

in the Beaver Creek exchange, and Qwest's Portland tandem. BCT proposes to

route all of its CLEC traffic to Qwest over those LIS trunks. On the other hand,

BCT will route only its ILEC traffic over its EAS trunks to Qwest.

When BCT CLEC traffic is routed to the Redland exchange, will there be

any portion of the EAS network that will be used to deliver that traffic to

CCMT?

Yes. As I understand it, Qwest terminates all traffic to CCMT, including BCT's

CLEC traffic, over the EAS trunks set up between the CCMT and Qwest. As far

as I know, CCMT has no plans to establish LIS trunks between its switch and

a.
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Qwest; therefore, under BCT's proposal, Qwest would need to deliver BCT's

CLEC traffic to CCMT via the EAS trunks between CCMT and Qwest.

How does Qwest deliver the CLEG traffic of other carriers to the Redland

exchange?

ln precisely the same manner as Qwest delivers BCT's CLEC traffic to CCMT-

over the established EAS trunks between Qwest and CCMT's switch in the

Redland exchange.

On page seven of his testimony, Mr. Moore states as follows: "lf Beaver

Greek delivers traffic to Glear Creek via EAS trunks, Glear Creek will not be

able to properly measure, bill for, or be properly compensated for said

traffic." Please respond,

As I explained in my opening testimony, the parties are exchanging a very low

volume of traffic. While I understand that CCMT's traffic studies differ from

those conducted by BCT, under the scenario presented by either party's data,

the traffic is so minimal that it would make the most sense to exchange the traffic

on a bill and keep basis. I would point out that this is how CCMT is exchanging

traffic wÍth all other CLECS. This fact was confirmed by CCMT in its responses

to BCT's Second Set of Data Requests, Request No.2.1, which was attached.

So, as BCT suggested early on in negotiations, bill and keep would be the most

reasonable way to exchange this traffic.

However, BCT is willing to exchange this traffic on a reciprocal

compensation basis, if CCMT can in fact rate and bill for this traffic.

You mentioned that CCMT's traffic study differs from BCT's traffic study.

Please address how the studies differ.

A.

a.
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As I discussed in my direct testimony, BCT performed a traffic study that

measured traffic between BCT and CCMT customers in the Redland Exchange

for the 1 1 months from May 2006 through June 2007. This study shows less than

34 minutes of traffic between these customers during this period-which is less

than 3 minutes per month on average. ln response to BCT Data Request 1,

CCMT stated that the minutes of use between 631 (CCMT's prefix) and 898

(BCT's prefíx for customers in the Redland Exchange) prefixes were as follows

for January through March 2OO7:

Date MOU
631 to 898

MOU
898 to 631

Jan-07 2.291 0
Feb-07 471 0
Mar-07 180 1 4

According to CCMT's data response, the volume of traffic is higher than indicated

by BCT and is not in balance, with the large majority of calls being terminated

from CCMT customers to BCT customers. A copy of CCMT's response to BCT

Data Request 1 is attached hereto as Exhibit 106.

Can you explain these differences?

No. Because it was not apparent from CCMT's response to BCT Data Request 1

where CCMT got its data or how that data was analyzed, BCT asked in BCT Data

Request 3 for CCMT to provide a copy of all supporting documents that CCMT

relied upon in compiling its response to BCT Data Request 1. However, the data

provided in this response does not match what CCMT reported in response to

BCT Data Request 1. In response to BCT Data Request 3, CCMT provided Excel

spreadsheets showing various data, including the date and time of calls between

631 and 898 prefixes, originating and terminating telephone numbers, and a

category of data labeled "conversationtime." To compare CCMT's responses to
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BCT Data Requests 1 and 3, I summed the data in the column labeled

"conversationtime." The response to BCT Data Request 3 did not list any calls

from 898 to 631, despite the fact that BCT asked CCMT to provide "all"

documentation that it relied upon in support of its response to BCT Data Request

1. The following table shows the sum of the amounts listed in the

"conversationtime" colum n :

Date 631 to 898 898 to 631
Jan-Q7 231.540 nla
Feb-07 48.570 nla
Mar-07 18.689 nla

As this shows, the data provided in response to BCT Data Request 3 does not

match CCMT's response to BCT Data Request 1.

BCT will file a confidential copy of that response, which includes

customer-specific call information, as Confidential Exhibit 107 as soon as a

protective order is issued in this docket.

Do you have any other concerns about CCMT's traffic study data?

Yes. CCMT's supporting documentation does not state whether the values in the

"conversationtime" column are minutes. seconds or fractions of seconds. While

data Ín the date and time columns suggests to me that the conversationtime

values must be fractions of seconds, CCMT has not i.dentified the unit of measure

and I do not have enough information to determine the unit of measure myself.

Does CCMT's traffic study data support GCMT's request for reciprocal

compensation?

No. As I explained previously, even if we accepted CCMT's traffic study despite

the inconsistencies between CCMT's documentation and its response to BCT

Data Request 1, CCMT's traffic study nevertheless shows that bill and keep is

the appropriate form of compensation for this lCA. This is because CCMT's data
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shows that the volume of calls between CCMT customers and BCT CLEC

customers in the Redland Exchange is relatively small. Additionally, to the extent

the data shows that the traffic is out of balance, it is out of balance in BCT's

favor. This means that, if the BCT-CCMT ICA requires reciprocal compensation,

CCMT will owe BCT money for calls originating from CCMT customers and

terminating to BCT CLEC customers in the Redland Exchange.

Mr. Moore points out on page I of his testimony that the architecture CGMT

is requesting is similar to that ordered by the Commission in the

interconnection arbitration between BCT and Qwest. Why are the two

situations not analogous?

They are not analogous because of the small amount of traffic between CCMT

and BCT-which represents just a small fraction of the volume of CLEC traffic

that is currently being routed between Qwest and BCT.

On pages nine through eleven of his testimony Mr. Moore describes the

nature of the disagreement regarding reciprocal compensation. Do you

have a response?

No. This is a purely legal issue and that BCT will respond to CCMT's arguments

on this point in briefs.

On pages eleven through twelve, Mr. Moore states: "Beaver Greek

proposes combining its GLEC traffic onto its existing LEC EAS trunk

groups and letting Qwest sort out the calls to be delivered to CGMT." ls

this correct?

No. All BCT's CLEC traffic destined for CCMT will be sent to Qwest over the LIS

trunks between BCT and Qwest. Because CCMT has not established LIS trunks

between itself and Qwest, Qwest will send the BCT CLEC traffic to CCMT along
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with all other CLEC traffic destined for CCMT-over the existing EAS trunks.

Mr. Moore complains that if BCT is allowed to combine LEC and CLEC

traffic onto LIS trunks "and deliver such traffic to CCMT under reciprocal

compensation, they could dramatically change the balance of traffic causing

CCMT to pay Beaver Creek for calls normally delivered over the [EAS network]."

However, this makes little sense. First, it is CCMT and not BCT that asked for

reciprocal compensation in the first place. BCT would be happy to trade this

traffic on a bill and keep basis. Second, the amount of traffic is so small that it

could not change the balance of traffic dramatically at any rate-particularly in

view of the fact that BCT is requesting permission to serve such a small number

of customers in the Redland exchange.

Does this conclude your Rebuttal Testimony?

Yes.
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