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March 4, 1997 

Ms. Blanca s. Bayo, Direccor 
Division of Records ~ad Reporting 
Fl orida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

Re: pocket No. 17011i-TP 

Dear Ms. Bayo: 

; •. 1 i,o, "''!. 
iiJ..£ C[}lly 

Enclosed are che original and fifteen (15) copies of Sprint­
Florida, Inc.'s Direce Testimony of Marcheta M. Maatsch. 

P~ease acknowledge receipt and filing o f the above by stamping 
the duplicate copy of this letter and returning the same to this 
writer. 

Thank you for yo~r asoistance in this matt er. 

All Parties of Record 
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• • 't '7 0 IJ .., - "7'"'P 
CIBTU I CA'l'lj OF BIBYtCI hi I . I 

flf,J.f' ,,4 .. ~C. I-\ 
I HE~Y CERTil'Y that a true and correct copy of the foregoing 

has been furnished by U. S. Mail or hand delivery I• ) this 4th day 
of March, 1997, to the foll~ing: 

Beth CUlpepper • 
Staff Counsel 
Division of U8gal Services 
Plorida Public service Comm. 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

J. G. Harrington 
Dow, Lohnes & Albertson, PLLC 
1220 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W. 
Suitr 800 
Washington, D. C. 20036 

Jj~\ut4\t,0114 .CO. 

Floyd R. Self • 
No~ H. Horton, Jr. 
Gwen 0. Jacoba 
Hesser, Ceparello & Self, P.A. 
P. 0. Box 187& 
Tallahassee, FL 32302-1876 
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A. 

Q. 

A. 

• SPRINT-F ... IOA, INC • 
DOCKET NO. ~70114-TP 
FILED: M.arch 4, 1997 

BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

DIRECT TESTIMONY 

OF 

MARCHETA M. MA.ATSC'fl 

~troduation 

Please state your naroe, address, and present employment. 

My name 11 Marcheta M. Maatsch. My business address ia 

~220 Shawnee Mission Parkway, West~ood. Kansas 66205. I 
• 

am employed as Manager, Regulotory Policy with 

Sprint/United Management Company I •sprint •) . 

Please describe your educational background, business 

experience, and present responsibilitiea. 

I received a B.A. and M.A in Telecommunications in 1986 

and 1987, reapectively, from Michigan State Oniversit:y . 

I have been employed by Sprint in various capacities for 

nine (9) yeara. 

From 1987 to 1995, I was employed by Oniced 'l·elephone 

System Midwest Group. After working in several 

diacipl1nea, I ultimat.dy beca.mo a COst MIUU!ger 
OOCUt'fHl M~BER-DATE 
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A. 

• • 
responsible for regulatory cost and industry relations . 

r accepted my current position in April, 1995. 1 now 

share in the responsibility o! development, coordination 

and promotion of Sprint public policies on behalf o t' 

Sprint's local and long distance operations. 

What is the purpose o! your testimony? 

My testimony presents Sprint • s position on reciprocal 

compensation; specifically in regard to the equivalent 

facilities issue raised by Vanguard in its Petition and 

addressed in the pre!iled testimony of Sandy Kiernan on 

Vanguard's behalf. 

Please summarize your testi1110cy . 

The PCC Interconnection Order ICC Docket No. 96-98 o r the 

•order• ) requires equal compensation only when the 

Competitive Local Exchange carrier (CLEC) or Commercial 

Mobile Radio Service (CMRS) providu the equivalent 

facility to that prov~ded by Sprin~. Therefore, Sprint 

will reciprocally compensate a CMRS provider for the 

functionality performed. However , if a CMRS provider 

does not: perform a epeci!ic !unction, for example tandem 
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• • 
switching, Sprint should not pay the competitive provider 

the tandem switching rate element. 

It is my understanding that Vanguard has agreed to 

interconnect with Sprint only at Sprint end officed. For 

this purpose, Vanguard has agreed also that ita switches 

are end office aw,itches. Consequently, Vanguard and 

Sprint have agreed that Sprint will compensate Vanguard 

with the end otfice switch charge only, which meets the 

Act • s reciprocal/symmetrical compensation requirement. 

1t, however, the parties are unable co sign a wricten 

agreement resolving this issue and Vanguard does not 

withdraw ita Petition, my direct t:estimony represents 

Sprint's position on this isaue. 

Ms. Kiernan• s pre filed c:lirecc cestimony also addreoses an 

issue regarding the respective part:ies• rights to issue 

press releases. What is Sprint's position on this issue? 

Sprint accede• to Vanguard' a wish that the 

interconnection agreement not contain a provision as to 

press releases. We do not believe this iasuc is 

arbitrab~e. but it is not of great significance to 

Sprint. 
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Has Vanguard supported with testimony all i esue1 which it 

identified i n itl Petition? 

No, and consequently neither have I. If for any reason 

Vanguard offers testimony en isaues not identified in Ms. 

Kiernan's profiled direct teatimony, Sprint reserves tho 

right to addrea1 thole iiiUSI as well . 

9 II. Reciprocal CoepeDaatiou 
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A. 

What are the PCC requirement• for reciprocal compenaation 

as per tho Interconnection Order? 

FCC Rule 51.701(c) requires equal compensation only when 

the CLEC or CMRS provides the equiyalent facility to that 

provided by tho IL£C. in this case Sprint . Paragraph 

1090 of the PCC Order allows states to establish 

transpOrt and te~tion rates in the arbitration 

process that vary according to whether the traffic is 

routed whether the traltic is routed through a tandem 

•witch or directly to the end office switch. Thus, 

unless tho CMRS is performing both tandem and end offico 

func:tionalitiee, Sprint lhould not be required to provide 

reciprocal/symmetrical c:ocnpenaaeion on the tandem 

ewiecbing and transport ele~nte of call terminaeion. 
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• • 
Where bo~h t..he CMRS and Sprin~ provide the same call 

termination functionality, the same compeneation Late 

ele~en~• ehould be applicable !reciprocal and 

symmetrical). However, Sprin~ sho11ld no~ pay a OIRS for 

a function that it does not perform. Whe.n a CHRS 

interconnects at the Sprint tandem and does not provide 

the equivalent tandem switching and transport functions, 

Sprint should not be required to pay the CMRS the tandem 

switching and transport rata elements; only end office 

switching ahould apply. In order to require 

reciprocal/ symmetrical compensation. the burden of proof 

should be on the CMRS provider to certify to the s~ate 

commission and/or Sprint that such tandem and end office 

functionali~y exists in their network. 

Vanguard's Petition in this proceeding states that: 

Vanguard proposas to treat cellular switches 118 

tandems because they cover areas comparable to or 

larger than thoae covered by tandems. 

Haa this issue been presented to the Commis sion before in 

a Sprint arbitration proceeding? 

Yea . In Order No. PSC·96·1532·POF·TP i n Docket No. 
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• • 
960838·TP, the Commission resolved 

others, in a Sprint/MPS arbitration. 

this issue, among 

MPS had argued :hat 

it was entit:led to tandem awieching ch;nges when its 

switch serves the same approximate area as the ILEC 

tandem. The Commission fo"l!nd that • .•. Section Sl.?O?(o) 

requires equal compensation only when MPS provides the 

equivalent fa.cility to that provided by Sprint . • At page 

s. The Commi•sion further concluded • ... the Act does not 

contemplate that the compensation for transporting and 

terminating local traffic should be symmetrical when one 

party does not actually use the network facility for 

which it seeks compensation.• Ibid., at page 6. 

The Commission's analysis of this issue in the Sprint/HFS 

arbitration is clearly consistent: wieh ehe i neent of 

Congress in passing the Act and with the PCC' t1 

interpretation of the Act. Vanguard's Petition and the 

prefiled direct testimony of Ms. Kiernan offer no 

justificaeion or rationale for any oeher conclusion. 

Do you believe that ehe Commission's findings and 

conclusions as to reciproci ty and symmetry of 

compensaeion in the Sprint/MPS erbitration apply wieh 

equal force t.o CLECa and CMRS providera? 
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• • 
Yes. I will addreu tbio further in my rebuttal 

test:imony. 

What is the impact of Vanguard's position on reciprocal 

compensation? 

vanguard's position allows it to charge Sprint for 

f~1ctions that: it does not perform. For example, where 

two-way trunlcing i8 established bet:weeD a Vanguard switch 

and a Sprint tandem, Sprint will charge Vanguard for the 

transport: from the point of interconnection to the 

tandem, tandem switching, transport from the tandem to 

t:ho end office where the call terminates, and end office 

switching. vanguard would then charge Sprint for 

transport from the point of interconnection to ita 

switching center and end office switching. However, 

Sprint does not agree that Vanguard is permitted to 

charge Sprint a transport and termination rata equal to 

Sprint's tandem interconnection rate, which includes 

tandem awi~:ching, transport, and end offico switching. 

vanguard should only be permitted t o charge Sprint for 

the functions it perfonna , which in this example ia only 

end office switching. In Sprint's view, Vanguard i a 

asking to be compensated tor a •phantom network•, one 

which doea not actually oxiat. Unlesa technically proven 
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otherwise, Vanguard does not perfor1:1 any tande111 switching 

or transport functionality and therefore, should not be 

permitted to clulrge Sprint for ice •phantom network•, 

aince it does not perform these functiona and 

consequently, does not incur any cost. 

Please present Sprint's recommendation on reciprocal 

compensation. 

Sprint • s argument that Vanguard llQf. be permitted to 

charge Sprin~ for functions Vanguard does not perform is 

supported by PCC Rule 51.701 (c) . Rule 51.701 (c) requires 

equal compeneat~on only when the CLEC or CMRS provides 

the equivalent facility to tlult provided by the ILEC. 

Vanguard's position does not provide an equivalent tan-:!em 

or transport locility to that provided by Sprint and, 

consequently, the Commission should deny Vanguard's 

proposal to charge Sprint for tra.rurport and termination 

functions Vanguard does not perform. 

Does this conclude your testimony? 

Yos. 

2!J JJ•\~U\M.auell.,U 
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CJBTIPI CATB OP SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY ~ha~ a true and correct copy of the foregoing 
has been furnished by u. s. Mail or hand delivery (* ) thio 4th day 
of March, 1997, to the following: 

Beth Culpepper • 
Staff Counsel 
.Division of Legal Services 
Flor ida Public Service Comm. 
25~ 0 Shumard O&k Blvd, 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

J. G. Harrin~on 
Dow, Lohnes & Albertson, PLLC 
1220 New Hampshire Avenue, N. \ol. 
Suite BOO 
~ashing~on, 0. C. 20036 

J)w\utd\flOllt . co. 

Floyd R. Self • 
NormAn H. Horton, Jr. 
Owen G. J acobs 
Messer. Caparello & Self, P.A. 
P. o. Box 1876 
Tallahassee, PL 32302-1876 
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