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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION ' 

r. ~ "Y • ' I I 
In the matter of 

MFS COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY,lNC. 

Petition for Arbitration Pwsumt to 47 U.S.C. 
§ 252(b) otlalercocmec:lioo Rates, Terms. aod 
CoaditioDs with 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Filed: Aupst 23, 1996 . 

SPRINT 1JNlT'BD.CENTEL OF FLORIDA, lNC. ) 

PREBEARING STATEMENT OF 
MlS COMMJJNICADQNS COMfAN)'.JNC. 

Purmmt to tbe Interim Order Eltablithina Procedure issued July 26, 1996. MFS 

Commllllicalioas Company, Inc. ("MFSj, by ita Wldersigned attorneys, hereby files thb 

PreJariDa S•••en!l!llt coocaoina MFS' Petitioo for Arbitmtioo ofloterconncction Rates. Terms, 

aod CooditioDI ("Petitioaj with Sprint United Cane! of Florida, IN:. (abo known as Central 

Telepbooe CompiDy of Florida md United Telcpbone Company of Florida) ("Sprint"). 

(a) Ibc N"'!!C of AJI Knowp Wi!M!Y' That May Be Coiled by MFS. M4 !he 
SuiUg;t Mfrtn: oflbr:jr Tqtjmqgy 

MFS may c:all Timolby T. DeviDC to testifY u to tbe approprialc interconnection and 

md cooditioDa aec r for a compebcuive intetconnec:tion qrcement In addition. be may 

be called to leltiiY u to the epproprlale emnaemenu for the unbundiiiJi of Sprint loops, ports, 

md other DdWalk f-.a, flmctiODJ, aod caplbillties, includina tbe appropriale ra1a for such 

OOCIJ''if ll l '•' "I ER·Dt.TE 
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[~ . 
in~ with MFS' Petition and MFS' desire for a prompt. comprehensive intcteonnection 

MFS may calJ David N. Por1cr to testify u to the costs and raJeS for inlertonncc:tion and 

unbundlina. In lddltion, Mr. Porter will testify regarding the application of the FCC 

in1ercomlection rules to the arbilrltion IDd any cost studjcs by SprinL 

MFS may flutber c:allluc.b other witncacs u may be appropriate and ncc:essary based 

upon, 1111Xq otbcr thinp, the c:ounc of proceed lap, matters teamed in di~eovery, and other 

(b) A Pn I ia•i<m of All Knpwp fixbjhig,., May Be Uacd kY MfS. Whc;dv:r ThGx 
Me Be Jdmt!ficad on a Cmumitc Besis M4 the Wi'PCU Sppnagring Faph. 

TUDOthy T. DoviDe, on bebalfofMFS, may 1p0010r Exhlbill TfD.I through ITD-13 

to hiJ Testimony. Exhibit TID-1 are examples of carrier logos contained with the caiJ guide 

(lnfnpnetjm pilei) of certain white pqe dlzectorie I. Exhibit TfD.2 is. co-carrier aarecment 

between Amcritecb Illinois and an MFS subsidiary. Exhibit TfD.3 is a eo<arrier agreement 

bctYieea New York Tdcpboae C4mplny and an MFS fUbsidiary. Exhibit Til).4 is a co-carrier 

aarcemcnt bctwotD 1D MFS subsidiary and OTE. fxh.ibit ITD-5 are excerpts from the 

Bcocbmartt Cost Model. Exhibit 'I'TD-6 is a co-carrier aarecment between MFS wi OTE of 

Califomia IDcoapcxlll.ed. Exhibit TfD. 7 is a co-carrier apcment between MFS and Pacific Bell. 

Exhibit TID-I is a .electioa of the FCC inten:onncction rules to be codified in Title 4 7, Code 

ofFedenl Re&uJ,1DoD1. wbicb wae rdcalcd AtJiUSll, 1996 (the "f CC Ordcl"). Exhibit ITD-9 

is a eo<atict apo ''*,. bct9ieea MFS and Southwestem Bdl. Exhibit 111).10 is a co-canier 
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16, 1996 from Mr. Ja K. Burse of Sprint 10 Mr. Tunothy T. Devine ofMFS. Exhibit 11'0-12 

il ID i.olerim CO<aUiet ll8fCelDCOt betw~ MPS IDd GTE Florida lncorporaled. Exhibit ITO-

13 Is a propoted coUoc:ation qrcement. 

In ldditioa. Mr. Devine wiU lpOIIIOI', tepiJ'ItC from his Testimony, the exhibits that were 

anaeboc~IO tbc Pctitioa..V 

David N. Porter may spomor the foUowing exhiblu 10 his Testimony. Exhibit DNP-1 

iJ a SUIIUIIIC)' oftbe Costina Requirements from the FCC's Intcrcooncction Otdcr. Exhibit 

DNP-2 iJ a malysis IDd !llJ!!I!ftlt)' oftbe FCC Order. Exhibit DNP-3 iJ a le-ap deaveraging 

MFS may filrtber ux such other exhibits as may be appropriate end necessary based 

upon, amoaa other thiup, the coune of proceedings, matters learned in discovery and 

docwncnts produced. and other &ctors . 

.V Tbe £oUowing exhibits were auacbed 10 or filed with the Petition.: 

I. LeueriO Mr. Duyt KcUy, Uniled Telephone of Florida. dated February 7, 
1996 from Andrew Lipman, Eaq .. Counsel for MFS, enclosing a proposed 
compebc:naive i.mcrconnection agre:me:nt. 

2. Leuer 10 Mr. Jack K. Burae, Sprint Corporation, dated July 3 1996 ("July 3 
FiDel Offer Leuer"). 

3. Florida lnlen:omectlon Aareement between MFS and Sprint dated July 3, 
1996 (the "Comprebensive ln1cn:onnedion Aarccment" or "CIA"). 

4. Splint'• Eal""'ial Elemenu for the Competitive CbccldUt, dal.ed April 8, 
1996. 

S. SpriDt Terms f'or LEC/CLEC lDicrcom:lcc:tion and Other Agreements dated 
.Juoe 13, 1996. 
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(c) Srncmcgr ofMfS• Basic POJjtion ig the Prprrrrljov 

MFS seeb Commission abitralioo of the unresolv~ issues arising from its proposed 

comprebeusive imcn:ooncctioo qromlCDt, includina rates, tmns, and conditions between MFS 

IDd Sprim. MFS believes that a comprehensive im.erconnection agreement is required to 

lmplemeut ,appropriJire intereotmectloo amnaemcnts between the parties, and that the 

CMI!Disaion lbould lrbitnte any unresolved Issue nerd"')' to reach promptly a complete and 

fiDalapc m,. Tbe Telo:ammunk:ltiiJOS Act of 1996 ("Actj IDd the FCC's Orden are 

dc:sjpd to ensure tbll the J*Ua reach IUCb 111 apanc:nt, and operate &om the central pn:mise 

tbll the pi of the proc:aa il to remove delayJ and bmien to entry into tho telccommunicati.ms 

marbt. Commo"! ... 11)'1 tbll tho complex ~llioess and technical cooc:ems at Issue require 

a comp-ebensive qreemem. MFS bu reacbcd auch qreements with at least five <~fthe seven 

RBOCa aad aevaa1 major ladcpcMe:ot ILECI:. MFS bas proposed auch &a agreement with 

Sprim, aDd. jndeed, Sprint bu popoaed iu uwn, rdlectina tho view that a comprehensive 

IIJecmcal is oec y. MFS be1levea it i1 incumbent upon the abitntor to detetmine all issues 

oece"t 'J 10 reed! a comprebenalve int.ereon!'Ccticn agreenw:nL MFS sceb to avoid the 

c:irc:umlllnce wbere, despite the fact that the Act, the FCC Order, and, in ceNin instances. the 

CommlJalon's orden cleerly dlcta1o tho corutituent requirements of an aa;recment. MFS is 

delayed in movfDa forwud becaniC of tho ll.EC's failure. inability or refusal to agree to all of 

tho ddllled provisiolll oor;emry for a comprebenslve agreemenL AccordinaJ y, MFS urges tbe 

CM!JD!saion to take all *PI to ensure bach prompt resolution of all issues and execution of a 

c:ompdleolive iDterc;ocme•~ aareement. 
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MFS believea that ita proposed CIA contains all of the neceswy constituent elements 

ofa c:omprebmsive ~t. and that the CIA is a fair, reasonable, and straightforward 

articu1atioo of the priudplcs and provisions mawl11cod by the Act, the FCC Order, and this 

Commillloo'a prior Orden. In fact, thl: provisions of the CIA are specifically cross referenced 

to tbc coaa..,.o..tlna ~in the Act n:q\llrioa ad1 provisions. 1bc fact that MFS bas been 

able to emcr iD&o such apecq+eub with other djvc:ne, sopbi.sticascd penies, shows that the 

prinQplcs IIIII pG1icul8n of MFS' propoted qreemc:nt are reuonable and appropriate, and 

further that !ben is DO rcuoo wby such a comprehensive qreement caDDOt be expeditiously 

COi•q>Letod IIIII coocladed bcre. 

In MFS' view, a number of tbe iaauel bave previously been addressed by the 

Cnrnrnlss!on In Order Nos. PSC-96-0811-FOF-TP ("UnbuDdJina Order') (recon. pending) and 

~~FOF-lP ("lntc:rcomlcction Order') (recon. pending), in which the CommiJsioo 

ruled oo MFS' petitiooa brouabt pw:suaot 10 F1 nida law for intetcormection and unbundling 

terms with Sprint. MFS ub tho Commiuion 10 take official notice of its prior decisions and 

iDcorponl.e tho record of thole proceedinp here, iDcludina testimony, traoscripts, and staff 

rec:omrncondetjont MFS aim.ilcty seeb such official ootice of the Act, as well as the FCC's 

Orden IDd Rula tl:.c:mmder.lncludina without Umitation the FCC Order. Furthermore, to the 

exleDl tbat tbe FCC's Dt:W iDic:rcoDDectioo rules conflic:l with the Commission's prior rulings, 

MFS betiewatbat the FCC rules must apply. SsiG, FCC Order,, 101 (agreema~ts arbitrated by 

1C11e COIIIIDillioDs must comply with FCC'a reauJitioos); and§ 253 of the Act (FCC rqulalions 

preempc ._or local l"ll'deriooa). MFS ootealblt bs positions have been revised to reflect the 

requitaDeDts of the FCC Order. Wbc:re poasible, those pointa have been identified in the 
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R.ebuUal Teslimooy of Mr. Devine and in this Pre-bearing Statement. Other such revisioi\S, if 

any, shall be identified with specificity prior to the bearing in this case. 

MFS rdi:n to, aod iocorporms by refcrencc herein, tbe following documents as further 

reflec:tive ofMFS' baic position in tJ:us cue: ( 1) the Petition; (2) tbe Testimony of Timothy 

(d-f) MFS' Pr#y••inc POJitlgna 011 tho Onc;stjpm of Fact. Law. end PubUc Policy 
Wbkh MfS l'pmjdm II Je"r eM the Wi'DCW' Who WUI A""mM !he l13uc 1.1 

I. 1EM:; What are the appropiate aJTIIliCIIlCIIb for tbe nctwmt inll:n:onnection 

Pgsjtimr UDder 47 U.S.C. § 251(c)(2)(B), Sprint must provioe 

imaoouoec:tion ldlll)' tcdmlcally feasible poilrt within Its network. MFS proposes in § 4.0 of 

tbe CIA Ibid inlc:rcoaDcc:ti be ICCOmplisbcd through mutually agreed upon interconnection 

points. with c.:h c:micr rapoosible for providin 1 r.cilities and lnlllld.na to tbe meet points for 

the bmd off of local aDd toll aUiic and aiCh cmic:r respoDSiblc for completing c:all.s to all end 

usen on ill llf:tWOrk. Tbe Commission ordered limillr enangements in its JntercoMection 

Order. FW'IbeoDole, the FCC lddres<ocd these issues in Its Order at, 176-225, as well as at 47 

c.P .R.. f 51.30S. lD order to implement lpprOpria1e inten:oDDCCtion arrangements, a 

comprc:beosive Ill'" !ii!Q1f must rorrtJin IPJI"'Priate proviJians addressing , number of key 

issues. Obviously, provisions for definitions and interpretation and construction of the CIA are 

OOC"MPYi MFS buprovidcd tbetc in§§ 1.0 and 2.0 respectively oftbe CIA. More importantly, 

11 Mr. DeviDc will address issues I throuab 14. Mr. Potter will address issues relating 
to the COIIIIDd rileS for iDia-conDection and •mbrmdling. tbe ~pplicadon of tbe FCC 
iDiercot1'Mioa ralel to the •bibation, aod any cost SIUd.i.es by Sprint. 
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111 ima"m+11etim ICbcdulc and qrecment on inlcrconnection activation dales is a logical and 

critic:al elconwc MFS provides for thiJ In§ 3.0 of the CIA. Section 3.0 expressly Slates that It 

is providod In the CIA pursuiDt to Section 4.0. Such a provision is specifically mandated as a 

SWM'vd for ll'billlllioo UDder § 252(c)(3) of the Ac:t. Other necess•ry proV:sions will be 

descnDed below. 

2. W.: Whit is the appropriate reciprocal COIDJM'"sation ~ IDd arrangement for 

local c:all terminllion between MFS IDd Sprint? 

pqejtigp· Until the Commiaioo llppi'OWS a total element lona nm incremental 

COJt (""TELIUCj baed IIUdy a requited by the FCC Order, the Commission must apply the 

prcncy map of reciprocal compenslllion ratcuct out in 47 C.F .R. § S1.S13. Specifically, thal 

range is $0.002-0.004 per minute of u.e, with an additional SO.OIS per minute of use for 

tandems :8 II& CIA § S.8. 

3. JaB&; 1s it lpp'OIIIill.e for Sprint 10 offer the folJowlna unbundled loops. and if 

so, at what ~: 

L 2-wire analoa voice aradtlloop; 

b. 4-wire analoa voice arade loop; 

c. 2-wire ISDN dlaital arade loop; aod 

Pmitjmr MFS believes thal this Commission'• prior Orden as wcU as the Act 

and the FCC Order clearly require Sprint to offer all such loops. AJ 10 the rate, MFS does not 

believe tblt BCM 2 complies wi1h the FCC Order. Until the Commission approves a TELRJC 

baed ltUdy a required by the FCC Order, the Commission abould UK the FCC proxy ceiling 
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ofS13.68 forunhmdled loopl in Florida, over three or more geographically cleavcraacd zones. 

~llaa. CIA§ 9. 

4. lam: II it~ for Sprint to provide MFS with 2-wire ADSL compatible, 

IDd 2-wire llld 4-wire HDSL competible loops? If so, what are the appropriate rates for these 

loope? 

PgaUjmr The FCC Order Ill" 367-396 swes that Cllrien must provide these 

loops if tee "nically feWb!e MFS believes such loops are technically feasible. Ameritccb 

povides ibae ioopllo MPS in llliDois, pllinly licnw<dratillg thlt they are technically feasible. 

MFS does DOt belieYe that BCM 2 complies with the FCC Order. Until the Commission 

ippiO>a alELRIC buedJtudy, the Florida proxy cei1.IDg should apply on adeaveraacd basis 

utiliring three zooet: urbeu, suburben, IDd nn1. ~-CIA§ 9. 

S. laalr:: What are the appropiale rates. terms IDd conditions, if any, for billing, 

collec:tion and rllina of infonnadoo terViees • .raffic between MFS and Sprint? 

fgajtjnp· MFS' position is ltlted in detail in § 7.1 of the CIA. MFS 

POSJOICS tbll the Originating Party (u this IDd other terms in this paragraph are defined in the 

CIA) 011 whole DdWolk infonDadon ICrViccs lrlffic originetM shall provide to the Terminating 

Party rccooled al1l ddail information. The Terminating Party shall provide the Originadllg Party 

with aoc ry informatioo to rile information services traffic to the Originadllg Party's 

customers P"""V" to the Terminating Party's agreements with each information services 

prvvider. Tbe Originating Party shall billiDd collect such information provider clwges and 

remit the IIIIOIIDll collected to the Tenninatina Party, less ccnain adjustments. 

·•· 



6. IIIIIR: What is the appropriate c:ost recovery mechanism for interim number 

portability WI call forwardina provided by Sprint to MFS pursiWit to the order issued July 2, 

1996, in FCC Docket 9S-116 ("July 2 Order")? 

Posjtjorr MFS recommends the cost recovcry mechanism aniculated in more 

dcclil in the Tatimoay ofTJJDOCby Devine (Dircc::t & Rebuttal) and endorsed in , 117-140 uf 

the FCC's July 2 Order. ~-CIA§ 13. 

7. L 1111&; Does the Commission have the authority and jurisdiction to require the 

iDclasioo of I clale for stipulltcd dama&es in m intercocmection agreement between MFS and 

Sprint? 

pge!tlgn· Yes. MFS ltatcd ill position on this question in detail in MFS' 

Oppositiaa 10 Sprint' a Motion to Dismiss, filed in this proceeding on or lbout August 19, I 996. 

b. J.uua; Sbould the Jrum:onnecdon agreement between MFS and Sprint include 

1 provbiao 1iJr ldpu1lted damages for spccifi.t d performance breac.'les? lf so. what provisions 

sbould be included? 

PpaitiM: Yes, aucb a provision is appropriate. A stipulated damAges 

provisioo is appropriu.c becaute damages are difficult to measure, and the extent of the damage 

to MFS' businesa will ao well beyond the immediate economic losses. Section 23.0 of the CIA 

specifies the types of pedcmnei!C() breaches which should be covered and the amount of 

liqtddated clamqes. 

8. J.uua; What ammaements, if any, 11e appropriate for the assignment ofNXX 

c:odes to JespectiYe ALECs1 
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pgsjtigp· MFS' posidoo i.a Stated in detail in Section 14 of the CIA. MFS 

118111: Wblt n tbe llppi"'priile lliqemeuts for tandem subtcndina meet-point 

Pmjtigp: MFS' poaitioo i.a llarcd in deWJ in§ 6.3 of the ClA. Among other 

thiDp. MFS JOCCJfiC r tb8t if Sprint opalllei 111 ec:a:ss tandc:m servi.aa a LATA in which MFS 

opa-, it lbould be required, upon request. to provide tiDdcm switching acrvice to any other 

c:anier'1 ••tlem or cad otBcc IWitch laVina c:ustomrn within that LATA. tbeteby allowing 

MFS' Iwitcb to~ tbe ""'*'m &A luteu'OGDCC:tion Order at 27. Meet-point biJ.1ina 

fonuula lbouJd lpply. •lalaconnoc:rion Order at 21·28. MFS and Sprint should exchange 

all informatica in a timely f'.uhlon ,......,vy to ICCW'Itely, reliably and promptly bill third 

pert1e1 for rwlk:bcd *X:CII ICrVices joiDtly handled by MFS and Sprint via the meet-point 

m••••eul, md lbould employ caltnd• mooth billing and provide appropriate usage data at 

DO clwp to ficiliu;t.e aucb billlna· & later :oonec1ion Order It 28, 37-39. Billing to third 

puties lbovJd be atCOIIIplilbcd according to the single-bill/multiple tariff method, and 

IUbeequcady, via ocher mecbodl in accordaDce with MFS' position staled more specifically in 

the Testimony ofTUDOChy DcviDe aJbmitted with the Petition. Swiu:hcd access charges to third 

putiol abould alto be c:aku1atcd in ICCOfdance with the rqime delineetcd ill such Testimony 

'"'Cbcd to tbe Pedtioo. 
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I 0. lla; Whit are lhe appropri.lre arrangcme:nu for tnmking and sianaling between 

MFS-FL llld SpiDt? 

Pmjtjoo· MFS' proposal fur lnlllkina and lignaling iJ set out in §§ S.O and E 0 

of lhe CIA SpriDt should excbanae traffic between its network and MFS' networic us~g 

reuao!Ably cfticicat trualdua aod aiauallni amnacmcnts. lntcrcooncction using two-way trunk 

poupl woald be ~ wbae~ trchnicllly feasible. The Commission ordered similar 

IIIWip nw ''* iD its Intcrcoru«tion Order. Furtbamore, 47 U.S.C. § 2SI(c:)(2) requires that 

MFS receiw the-mw••'M<dalblt Sprint often ocber c:miers. In~ the FCC Order 

requinllblt SpriDt lmtio'l!ft:C usiDa two-w.y tnmk aroups ~ trchnically feasible. 47 

C.F .R. f 51JOS(f). 

11. ~: Is it ~ for Sprint customers to be allowed 10 convert their 

bulldled MrVice to an unbundled service and lilian such service 10 MFS, with no penalties, 

rolloYer, laminatioo or convaaioo cbaraa t.c MFS or the customer? 

pm!tioo· Yea. Such a "freab look" provision implements the intatt of the Act 

to pomace IDd foster real COIIIUDM:r c:bolce md competitioo in the marktt. The Commission has 

ordered lUCia relief with respect to ScUSoulh. &II: Order No. PSC-96-0444-FOF-TP at 16-18 

(recon. peodlng). Fllltbennonl, thiJ Is a common consumer protection procedtre adopted by this 

Commiai011 inlntmndla CommvniCDJioM of Florida, Inc., 1994 WL 118370 (Fla. P.S.C.), 

r~coruiMnd. 1995 WL 579981 (Fla. P.S.C,. Sep. 21, 1995), the FCC, and in various 

ci.rcuw••..,..., by tbc Commi.llio01 in New Jeney, California, and Ohio. See, CIA§ 2S. 

12. laK: Whit are tbc appropri.lle ~for tbc foUowiq: 

L lntercunnection between MFS and other coUocated entitles 
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b. IDfocmatioo xrviec billiDa md collection 

pmjtjqp· Tbe appropriasc ~for these itans arc stated in the CIA 

in §116- 1911111 in the TCitimony ofTimocby OeviDc (Direct & Rebuttal). MFS believes that 
. 

for .cb of tho ebovo, ecrvlcc pl.rorma ml.llt be abaced by • competina ClUTier in order to pcnnit 

~ to receive aim11lr aervice. Sl:c lntetco:me.:tioo Order at SO. SlandardJ should be 

eclop'ed b iuaau +FfMdioo fidlltia betwOCD MFS ad other collocated filcilitics (a 

IDicrco*'' ctioa Order at SO). M lilted in the Tatimoay ofTunotby Devine, MFS seeks the 

inc:lusion of itl Joao in ctin:aories at DO oott. 

13. 118&: Whit 1re the lpplOprille pbylical collocation terms, conditions and ratdl 

Poajtiog· MFS' position iJ ttat.cd in § 12.0 of the ClA and the proposed 

collocation lll'""'!JCI!f attacbod to the Rebuual Tnatimony of Timothy Devine. The FCC adopted 

explicit D&tiooalllmdardJ to implcmeut the collocation requirements of the Act in the FCC 

Order. Tbolc stiDdlrds, which 1re minimum requin:ments, support the adoption of MFS' 

popc»od collo eMa proviaions. Colloc:aUon rates should be priced ICCOrding to the standard 

of 47 U.S.C. § 252(d). 

14. ~ Should the provisions of the ClA which MFS beLieves are neceuary 

elc:meu•a of • iDferc:ooDec:ti Ill'« all:l!t IDd whlch Sprint has DOt opposed in its Detailed 

.Rapoaae (dcflned below) be adopted? 

Pmitioo· Yea. MFS requested Sprint to stale specifically any provision of the 

CIA with whicb it diJiarcet, both in the July 3 Final Offer Letter to Sprin.t IDd in the Petition 

filed in thia cate on 1uly 17. Sprint bu lilted in ill responJe to the Petition that it "ag:rccs with 

·12· 



MFS oa maay iaues," IDd tlw then: are ''really oaly two major rusqn:emc:nts between the 

peniea, tboe beiaa the nde(s) for lnlcn:oooection IDd the rates for unbunctlina." Response at 

3. After IOlDI tfi.et r · x 11JXX11 tbe putjes., Sprint sent aleucr 10 MFS daled Auaust 16, 1996 

(copy attKhed to the Testimony of Timothy Devine as Exhibit TTD-11) (the "Detailed 

'"'F c -j. 1'be D!' IW R ~po 1K providcu l1nc by lioc, ICCtion by acc:don rapon3e 10 MFS' 

piJjiOeli CIA. In lbe Debliled RtlpOIIIC , there are a mmha- of provbi0111 of tbe CIA for wbicb 

SpriDl b8d 110 o *iii!...., or objection. Many such provisions are plainly required UDder the Act 

IDd the FCC Order; ocbcra are typical lepl provisioos found generally o these kinds of 

••'*"'' AU IUCh provilioal~re fouod iD the IIJe> nw 1xb n:acbcd by MFS with the various 

other LECs dacribod abow. 

Spillt railed 110 iiiUCI with rapoc:t 10 the followina entire secti0111 of the CIA: 

• § 2.0 • lntapretlldoD and Coastruction 

• § 3.0 • lmpl.,.,.,ratlon ScbcduJe ad lmcrconoection Activation Dates 

• § 1.0 • Joint OroomiDa Pllll IDd l.nttwllation, Maintenance, Testing & Repair 

• § 10.0 · Resale of Sprint Local Excbange Services 

• § 11.0 ·Notice ofCiwJ&ca 

• § 14.C • Diallna and Numba- R.esoun:es, Rate Centers, and Rating Points 

• § lS.O • M:as to RiJhU-of-Way 

• § 16.0. ))ate .... Accal 

• § 11.0- 9111E91 1 Arraaaemcuts 

• f 20.0 • Omcra1 RapoosiOilities cftbe Parties 

• f 21.0 · TenD A Tcrmfllldoa 
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• § 22.0 - ..... "•doa 

• § 25.0 - Cacellalioo., Coovenioo, Roll-Over Cbarses 

• § 26.0 - Sevetability 

• § 27.0- Force Majetn 

• f 30.0 - Dbputcd Amollllb 

• § 31.0 - Noo-Dixlosurc 

• § 32.0 - Cmcellarion 

• § 33.0 - Dispute Relolutioo 

• § 34.0 -Notices 

• § 36.0- Milccllaocolll 

Evetl wbcrc Sprint did r.ise iasues In lho Detailed Response, those objections were 

poerally with respect to specific IU!HectiODS, or even sentences, of the ClA. With respect to 

tbole sub 1 e ctioas or provisioos DOt ob;jecud to, MFS believes !hoy ouaht to be adopted as part 

of the agrec:IDCIII between the parties. 

Far cxmnple, of ICVI:Uty-ti'Vtll total "ddinitiOIIS" included in ClA § 1.0, Sprint objected 

to only two(§§ 1.42 and 1.43). Similarly, Sprint's objections with respect to other sub-sections 

are specific Uld can be readily asc:ertalned by review of the Detailed Response. Aeeordinjpy, 

with respect to tbole provisions not objected to, MFS similarly requests that they be adopted. 

Stilted diffcreutly, MFS views tbcsc issues, based upoo the Detailed Responses, as oow 

raolwd. If, bowever, Sprint for any reuoo changes its positioo with respect to any such 

raolved issue, and disputes or com.ests the Inclusion of such provisions in the agreement 

- 14-



~ the panica, then MFS seeb arbitration of any such disputed issue and ot.'lerwise 

reserves all of its rishts. 

More imponautly, with respcd to those issues which appear settled, the Commission 

should require Sprint to promptly execute an &ifCClllCilt on these points. 

(&) S'M'FPY'U qC lpuc;s Dp.t Hm; 8p;p Stipulvr4 to by the Partjt;3 

No bsues have been formally stipulab:d L• of yet by the panles. However, as described 

in more detail in the discussion of Issue No. 14 above (which Is incorporated herein by 

refere:oce), it IPJlCCI cba.t Sprint tw accepccd MFS' position in the CIA on numerous issues and. 

accordinaly, MFS views those issues as lettled. A!i to these issues, the Commission sr.ould 

ensure tblt Sprint promptly takes mps to execute an agreement on these points. The Detailed 

Respoldc also contains Sprint's view of the U!V'C!!Qiyed issues, which it forwarded to staff (with 

some modiflratlon) for the record in thiJ cue. A!i stated above, if Sprint cbanies it position as 

artieulatcd in the Detailed Response, and any resolved issues become contested, MFS requests 

abittation of such issues aod otherwise reserves its rishts. 

(h) StAtement of All Pend ins Mgt!ons or Otb11t Maners MfS Seeks Action Upgn. 

MFS may file a motioo for clari1katioo of the effect of the Commission· s earlier orders 

reprdina intereollliCCtion aod unbundling and the FCC's Orders on this proceeding. Pendina 

are Sprint's motions to dismiss, objections to discovery, and motion for protective order. MFS 

b.u opposed all of these acti.ons, and b.u filed Its motion to compel regarding discovery. 

• lS • 



r: 
(i) Ssescmmu u to Aov Rcquin;mcnt Set forth jo thj3 Order Dw Canpot Be 

Cgmpllod Wjtb, fOd the Bmwna Ths;rcfor, 

To tbe exta1t mat1a1 ari.te in the course oftbcae procccd.ing.s and/or iD discovery, MFS 

reserves the riaht to amend its positions or Ust of issues, witnesses, and exhibits accordingly. 

Similarly, MFS rae:rvw:s its rights, u ba Sprint, to supplement its flling.s and positions in this 

proceedina after further review of the FCC Order. 
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R.espcc1fully submincd. 

IL~ ft.t . ~ c~ ~) 
Ridwd M. JUncl1er 
Lawmx:e R. Fnwfman 
Mortoo 1. Posoer 
SWIDLER A BERLIN. CHARTERED 
3000 K Screet, N. W., Ste. 300 
WuhiJlat.oo, D.C. 20007-5116 
Pbooe: (202) 424-7SOO 
Fax: (202) 424-7645 

Attorneys for MFS Communicalioos 
Company. loc. 

Timothy DeviDe 
MFS Communkadoo.s Company, loc. 
Six Coocourse Parlcway, Ste. 2100 
Allaota, Gccqla 30328 
Phone: (J70) 3~791 
Fax: (J70) 3~787 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certifY tbat on this 22nd day of August, 1996, a copy of the foregoing 
PYehearilla StalaDCDt ofMFS Commuoicatioos Company, Inc. wu SCMd via F*tal Express 
(next day delivery) to: 

JobDP. Fooa, ~ 
McFarlane, Aualcy, FerJuson &: McMullen 
227 Sooth CaJbno.m Stleet 
Ta!lahanee, Florida 32302 

Jerry Jolllll, Eaquite 
Sprint 
SSS Lake Border Drive 
Apopka, F1 32703 

Mi*d B~. Elqulre 
SCaff CouDiel 
Florida PubUc Service CC)III!Diqloo 
2540 Shu nard Oalt Blvd. 
Ta!lahasoee, FL 323~ 

~Ul.. r~ (~~) 
UWiC&X:e R. Freedman 
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