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April 19, 2001

Ms. Blanca S. Bayo, Director
Division of Records and Reporting
Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850

Re: Docket No. 000075-TP (Phase Il) Rebuttal Testimony of
Michael R. Hunsucker

Dear Ms. Bayo:

Enclosed for filing is the original and fifteen (15) copies of Sprint ‘s
Rebuttal Testimony of Michael R. Hunsucker in Docket No. 000075-TP
(Phase ).

~"Please acknowledge receipt and filing of the above by stamping the
duplicate copy of this letter and returning the same to this writer.

Sincerely,
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
REBUTTAL TESTIMONY
OF

MICHAEL R. HUNSUCKER

Please state your name and business address.

My name 1s Michael R. Hunsucker. I am Director-
Regulatory Policy, for Sprint Corporation. My business
address 1is 6360 Sprint Parkway, Overland Park, Kansas

66251.

Are you the same Michael R. Hunsucker that filed direct

testimony in Phase II of this proceeding?

Yes, I am.

What is the purpose of your testimony?

The purpose of my testimony is to provide rebuttal
testimony on Dbehalf of Sprint Corporation to the
testimonies of Verizon witness Edward C. Beauvais, PH.D.

and BellSouth witness John Ruscilli.
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ISSUE 13 : Pursuant to the Act and FCC’s rules and orders:

(a) Under what conditions, if any, is an ALEC entitled

to be compensated at the ILEC’s tandenm

interconnection rate?

(b) What is “similar functionality?”

(c) What is “comparable geographic area?”

Both Verizon (Direct Testimony of Edward C. Beauvais,
PH.D., page 6, lines 6-12) and BellSouth (Direct
Testimony of John Ruscilli, page 6, lines 24-25 and page
7, lines 1-3) opine that the FCC’s rules require ALECs to
meet a two-prong test of providing “similar
functionality” and serving a “comparable geographic area”
in order to receive reciprocal compensation at the ILEC
tandem interconnection rate. Do you agree that the FCC

requires an ALEC to meet a two-prong test?

No, I do not. The FCC promulgated two separate and
distinct rules related to an ALECs ability to bill the

tandem interconnection rate on a symmetrical basis on

ILEC originated traffic. As I stated in my direct
testimony, ALECs are entitled to the tandem
interconnection rate 1if 1) their switch provides a

tandem~equivalent function under FCC Rule 51.701(c) or 2)

their switch serves a “comparable geographic area”
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consistent with FCC Rule 51.711(a) (3). There is nothing
in the FCC’s First Report and Order, in Docket 96-98,
that provides any linkage requiring an ALEC to meet a

two-prong test.

BellSouth points to the language in paragraph 1090 of the
First Report and Order as justification for the two-prong
test. There is simply no language in the text of the
paragraph that provides the purported 1linkage that
BellSouth asserts. BellSouth is correct in their
assessment that the FCC was —concerned about the
“additional costs” of transporting and terminating a call
and the FCC conferred to the states the authority to
establish transport and termination rates based on
whether the “traffic is routed through a tandem switch or
directly to the end office.” (First Report and Order,
paragraph 1090). Additionally, in the same paragraph,
the FCC required that states “shall (emphasis added) also
consider whether new technologies.. perform functions
similar to those performed by an incumbent LEC’s tandem
switch.”. Thus, the result of this finding was the
establishment of FCC Rule 51.701(c) which provides for
the ability of an ALEC to receive compensation at the
tandem interconnection rate if their switch is equivalent

to an ILEC’s tandem.
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The FCC further stated that "“Where the interconnecting
carrier’s switch serves a geographic area comparable to
that served by the incumbent LEC’s tandem switch, the
appropriate proxy for the interconnecting carrier’s
additional costs is the LEC tandem interconnection rate.”
Clearly, this statement, as codified, in FCC Rule
51.711(a) (3) does not require an equivalent facility
demonstration by the ALEC. Thus, it is eminently clear
that the FCC requires an either/or standard, not a two-
prong standard as advanced by BellSouth and Verizon. Had
the FCC intended a two-prong standard, they would have

provided direct 1linkage in the text of the order and

their rules.

ISSUE 13 : How should a “local calling area” be defined, for

purposes of determining the applicability of reciprocal

compensation?

BellSouth (Direct Testimony of John Ruscilli, page 12,
lines 12-22) suggests that “local calling area” should be
“defined as mutually agreed to by the parties.”. Do you
believe that the definition of "“local calling area” is

best left to the negotiation process?
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No, I do not. Based on Sprint’s experiences, both as an
ILEC and an ALEC, this is one of the most contentious
areas of the negotiation process. Sprint believes that
the industry is best served by the Commission adoption of
a minimum standard for the definition of a “local calling
area” . As I stated in my direct testimony, Sprint
believes that the “local calling area” should be based on
the ILEC’s local calling scope, including any non-
optional or mandatory EAS. This definition would be used
to define what is local versus non-local for reciprocal
compensation purposes only. This 1is not intended to
place any restrictions on an ALECs ability to define its
own retail local calling area for pricing its services to
its end users. This definition would be limited to the

application of reciprocal compensation for the

termination and transport of local traffic.

ISSUE 14

(a) What are the responsibilities of an originating local

carrier to transport its traffic to another 1local

carrier?

(b) For each responsibility identified in part (a), what

form of compensation, if any, should apply?
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BellSouth (Direct Testimony of John Ruscilli, page 14,
lines 4-5) states that “BellSouth agrees that ALECs can
choose to interconnect with BellSouth’s network at any
technically feasible point in +the TLTATA.” Is this

statement consistent with Sprint’s position on the

establishment of points of interconnection by an ALEC?

Yes, 1t is. Sprint has long advocated that the ALEC has
the right to establish the POI on the ILEC’s network for
the mutual exchange of traffic. However, it should be
noted that BellSouth stops short of saying Y“for the
mutual exchange of traffic” which Sprint urges the

Commission to reaffirm in this proceeding.

If there is at least some agreement on the ALEC’s right
to establish the point of interconnection, what is the

issue in this proceeding?

The issue is who bears the financial responsibility for
the transport costs from the ILEC local calling area to
the ALEC point of interconnection if the ALEC has chosen
not to establish a physical point of interconnection in
every ILEC local calling area. BellSouth argques that

this cost should be the sole responsibility of the ALEC
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while Sprint has, in the past, argued that the cost

should be the sole responsibility of the ILEC.

Has BellSouth filed more recent testimony in any other
state relative to who should be financially responsible
for the transport costs between the ILEC local calling

area and the ALEC point of interconnection?

Yes, they have. On April 3, 2001, BellSouth filed the
direct testimony of Cynthia K. Cox before the Georgia
Public Service Commission in Docket No. 13542-U, where
they proposed a methodology for the establishment of
additional points of interconnection between ILECs and
ALECs. The practical result of their proposal was a
sharing of the transport costs between the ILEC and the
ALEC. The following 1is their Georgia proposal which,
according to Ms. Cox’s testimony, 1is based on current
contract language between BellSouth and an undisclosed

ALEC

“ Pursuant to the provisions of this Attachment, the
location of the initial Interconnection Point in a

given LATA shall be established by mutual agreement
of the Parties. If the Parties are unable to agree

to a mutual initial Interconnection Point, each
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Party, as originating Party, may establish a single
Interconnection Point in the LATA for the delivery
of its originated Local Traffic, ISP-bound Traffic,
and IntralATA Toll Traffic to the other Party for
call transport and termination by the terminating
Party. When the Parties mutually agree to utilize
two-way interconnection trunk groups for the
exchange of Local Traffic, ISP-bound Traffic and
IntralATA Toll Traffic between each other, the
Parties shall mutually agree to the location of

Interconnection Point(s).

Additional Interconnection Points in a particular
LATA may be established by mutual agreement of the
Parties. Absent mutual agreement, in order to
establish additional Interconnection Points in a
LATA, the traffic between CLEC-1 and BellSouth at
the proposed additional Interconnection Point must
exceed 8.9 million minutes of Local Traffic or ISP-
bound Traffic per month for three consecutive months
during the busy hour. Additionally, any end office
to be designated as an Interconnection Point must be
more than 20 miles from an existing Interconnection
Point. BellSouth will not designate an

Interconnection Point at a Central Office where
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physical or virtual collocation space or BellSouth
fiber connectivity is not available, and BellSouth
will not designate more than one Interconnection
Point per local calling area unless such local
calling area exceeds sixty (60) miles in any one
direction, in which case additional Interconnection
Points may only be established in that local calling
area pursuant to the other criteria set forth in

this section.

Have you reviewed BellSouth’s proposal, as filed in

Georgia?

Yes, I have. Sprint has reviewed the BellSouth proposal,
as well as continuing to review Sprint’s previously
stated position on this issue, to determine if there is
an equitable solution from both an ILEC and an ALEC
perspective. Sprint believes that the BellSouth proposal
in Georgia provides a substantive step in the right
direction, although Sprint would propose two

modifications to their proposal.

First, the proposal, as written, provides that the
initial point of interconnection be mutually agreed to by

the parties. Sprint asserts that the right of
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establishing the initial point of interconnection for the
mutual exchange of traffic belongs to the ALEC and that
mutual agreement is not required. Sprint is not opposed
to the negotiation of a mutually acceptable initial point
of interconnection, however, the right to make the final

decision is an ALEC right, as confirmed by the Act and

the FCC’s rules.

Secondly, Sprint is concerned that the current proposal
could require multiple points of interconnection within a
single local calling area, if the second point of
interconnection exceeds 60 miles in any one direction.
Sprint asserts that this provision should be deleted and
replaced with language that ensures that there is no
requirement to interconnect at more than one point in any

local calling area.

Sprint believes that the BellSouth proposal, coupled with
the Sprint proposed modifications, provide a reasonable
compromise that Sprint can accept, both as an ILEC and an
ALEC in Florida. The following provides a summary of
when the ILEC is financially responsible for the
transport costs and when the ALEC is financially
responsible for the transport costs under the Sprint-

modified BellSouth proposal.

10
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The ILEC would be responsible for the transport costs
between the originating local calling area and the ALEC
point of interconnection when: 1) the traffic is less
than 8.9 million minutes of use per month, regardless of
the distance between the two locations, or 2) when the
traffic is greater than 8.9 million minutes of use per
month, and the distance between the two locations is less
than 20 miles and not in the same local calling area, or
3) when the point of interconnection is 1located in the

same local calling area, regardless of the level of

traffic.

The ALEC would be financially responsible for the
transport costs between the local calling area and the
ALEC point of interconnection when the relevant traffic
is greater than 8.9 million minutes of use per month and
the distance between the local calling area and the point
of interconnection 1is greater than 20 miles and not

located in the same local calling area.

This proposal only requires ILECs to be financially
responsible for the transport when the volumes and the
distances between the two locations are relatively small.
This provides adequate protection to the ILEC to ensure

that they do not have to haul the traffic significant

11
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distances, if the ALEC has chosen to deploy one switch
per state or on some other limited basis. Thus, when
additional points of interconnection are established, the
ILEC retains the responsibility for the provisioning of
the facilities; however, the CLEC is financially

responsible for the transport costs consistent with the

aforementioned requirements.

Verizon, throughout the testimony of Terry Haynes,
expresses its concern over the financial responsibility
of the transport costs. In your opinion, does this

proposal adequately address their concerns as well?

Yes, 1t does. As stated above, ILECs are generally
concerned about incurring the financial ©burdens of
providing transport potentially throughout the state or
where ALECs have chosen to deploy switches on a limited
basis. The above proposal, coupled with Sprint’s
proposed modifications, adequately addresses the concerns
of both BellSouth and Verizon. Sprint urges the
Commission to adopt the BellSouth proposal with the

Sprint proposed modifications.

Does this conclude your testimony?

12
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A. Yes, it does.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
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| HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was served by
U.S. Mail this 19th day of April, 2001 to the following:

Nancy B. White/James Meza |
¢/o Nancy H. Sims

BellSouth

Telecommunications, Inc.

150 S. Monroe Street, Suite 400
Tallahassee, Florida 32302

Floyd Self

Messer Law Firm

Post Office Box 1876
Tallahassee, Florida 32302

AT&T

Tracy Hatch, Esq.

101 North Monroe Street

Suite 700

Tallahassee, Florida 32301-1549

Michael Gross

Florida Cable Telecommunication
Assoc.

246 East 6" Avenue

Tallahassee, Florida 32303

Cox Communications

Ms. Jill N. Butler

4585 Village Avenue
Norfolk, VA 23502-2035

Kimberly Caswell

Verizon

P.O. Box 110, FLTC0007
Tampa, Florida 33601-0110

e.spire Communications, Inc.
James C. Falvey, Esq.

133 National Business Parkway
Suite 200

Annapolis Junction, MD 20701

Focal Communications
Corporation of Florida
Mr. Paul Rebey

200 North LaSalle Street,
Suite 1100

Chicago, IL 60601-1914

Gerry Law Firm

Charles Hudak/Ronald V. Jackson
3 Ravinia Dr., #1450

Atlanta, GA 30346-2131

Global NAPS, Inc.
10 Merrymount Road
Quincy, MA 02169

Intermedia Communications, Inc.
Mr. Scott Sapperstein

3625 Queen Palm Drive

Tampa, FL 33619-1309

BroadBand Office
Communications, Inc.

Mr. Woody Traylor

2900 Telestar Court

Falls Church, VA 22042-1206

Katz, Kutter Law Firm
Charles Pellegrini/
Patrick Wiggins

12th Floor

106 East College Avenue
Tallahassee, FL. 32301

Kelley Law Firm

Genevieve Morelli

1200 19th St. NW, Suite 500
Washington, DC 20036



KMC Telecom, Inc.

Mr. John McLaughlin
1755 North Brown Road
Lawrenceville, GA 33096

Landers Law Firm
Scheffel Wright

P.O. Box 271
Tallahassee, FL 32302

Level 3 Communications, LLC
Michael R. Romano, Esq.
1025 Eldorado Blvd.
Bloomfield, CO 80021-8869

MCI WorldCom

Ms. Donna C. McNulty

325 John Knox Road, Suite 105
Tallahassee, FL 32303-4131

McWhirter Law Firm
Vicki Kaufman

117 S. Gadsden St.
Tallahassee, FL 32301

Messer Law Firm

Norman Horton, Jr.

215 S. Monroe Street, Suite 701
Tallahassee, FL 32301-1876

Moyle Law Firm(Tall)

Jon Moyle/Cathy Sellers
The Perkins House

118 North Gadsden Street
Tallahassee, FL 32301

Orlando Telephone Company
Herb Bornack

4558 S.W. 35th Street, Suite 100
Orlando, FL 32811-6541

Pennington Law Firm

Peter Dunbar/Karen Camechis
P.O. Box 10095

Tallahassee, FL 32302-2095

Supra Telecom

Doris M. Franklin/Mark Buechele
1311 Executive Center Drive,
Suite 200

Tallahassee, FL 32301

US LEC of Florida Inc.
Wanda Montano

401 North Tryon Street,
Suite 1000

Charlotte, NC 28202

Felicia Banks, Esq.

Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd,
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850

Kenneth A. Hoffman, Esq.
Stephen A. Ecenia, Esq.
Rutledge, Ecenia, Purnell &
Hoffman, P.A.

Post Office Box 551
Tallahassee, Florida 32302

Allegiance Telecom

Morton Posner, Esq.

1150 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Suite 205

Washington, DC 20036

Allegiance Telecom, Inc.
Elizabeth Howland, Esq.
1950 Stemmons Freeway,
Suite 3026

Dallas, TX 75207-3118

Ausley Law Firm
Jeffry Wahlen

P.O. Box 391
Tallahassee, FL 32302

Intermedia Communications, Inc.
Mr. Scott Sapperstein

3625 Queen Palm Drive

Tampa, FL 33619-1309



Time Warner Telecom of
Florida, L.P.

Carolyn Marek

233 Bramerton Court
Franklin, TN 37069

XO Communications, Inc.
Dana Shaffer

105 Molly Street, Suite 300
Nashville, TN 37201-2315

Ston S TG

Susan S. Masterton





