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Susan S. Masterton
Attorney

RECOUHDS AND

NI T Fax 850 878 0777
Rl_rorﬂ ING susan.masterton®@mail sprint.com
February 2, 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 Prehearing Statement
Dear Ms. Bayo:

Enclosed for filing is the original and fifteen (15)

copies
of Sprint’s Prehearing Statement.

Please acknowledge receipt and filing of the above by

stamping the duplicate copy of this letter and returning the
same to this writer.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter.

Sincerely,

S.

rYﬂé;x:::Lr“
Susan S. Masterton
SSM/th
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Investigation into DOCKET NO. 000075-TP
Appropriate Methods to
Compensate Carriers For
Exchange of Traffic Subject to
Section 251 of the

Telecommunications Act of 1996

Filed: February 2, 2001

SPRINT’S PREHEARING STATEMENT

Pursuant to Orders Establishing Procedure (Order No. PSC-00-229-PCO-TP, Order No.
PSC-00-2350-PCO-TP and Order No. PSC-00-2452-PCO-TP) Sprint-Florida, Incorporated and
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership (collectively, "Sprint") file this Prehearing

Statement:

A. WITNESSES: Sprint proposes to call the following witnesses to offer testimony in this
docket:
WITNESS: ISSUES:

Michael R. Hunsucker ‘ 1-9
(Direct and Rebuttal)

Sprint has listed the witnesses for whom Sprint believes testimony will be filed, but reserves

the right to supplement that list if necessary.

B. EXHIBITS: Sprint has filed no exhibits at this time, but reserves the right to file

exhibits if necessary and to introduce exhibits for cross-examination, impeachments, or

DOCUMENT NUMPTR-DATE
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any other purpose authorized by the applicable Florida Rules of Evidence and Rules of

this Commission.

C. BASIC POSITION: The Commission should treat ISP-bound calls as though they were

local calls for purposes of inter-carrier compensation arrangements. Whatever compensation
arrangements apply to purely local calls should apply to these calls as well. Sprint believes that a
reciprocal compensation rate should ideally reflect the overall costs and mix of traffic. The
correct solution is to bifurcate the switching charge into a call setup charge and a call duration

charge.

D-G. ISSUES AND POSITIONS:

ISSUE 1(a): Does the Commission have the jurisdiction to adopt an inter-carrier
compensation mechanism for delivery of ISP-bound traffic?

ISSUE 1(b): If so, does the Commission have the jurisdiction to adopt such an inter-carrier
compensation mechanism through a generic proceeding?

Position: The FPSC’s authority to determine inter-carrier compensation for ISP traffic was
addressed in the FCC’s Declaratory Ruling in CC Docket No. 96-98, adopted February 25, 1999.
In that ruling, the FCC determined that Internet Traffic was largely interstate but that the
Commission has no rule governing inter-carrier compensation for ISP-bound traffic. Pending the
outcome of its rulemaking proceeding, the FCC explicitly permitted state commissions to
determine the appropriate compensation for this traffic.

Although individual ILECs and ALECs are free to negotiate whatever inter-carrier compensation

arrangements are appropriate for their circumstances, it would be more efficient and benefit both



ILECs and ALECs to resolve this issue through a generic proceeding to determine the
appropriate inter-carrier compensation for ISP-bound traffic.

ISSUE 2: Is delivery of ISP-bound traffic subject to compensation under Section 251 of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996?

Position: While the FCC has yet to make a final determination regarding the appropriate
compensation arrangement or methodology that carriers should employ to compensate each other
for completing dial-up Internet calls, the FCC has clearly stated that reciprocal compensation is
an acceptable option for the interim period.

ISSUE 3: What actions should the Commission take, if any, with respect to establishing an
appropriate compensation mechanism for ISP-bound traffic in light of current decisions
and activities of the courts and the FCC?

Position: The absence of a federal rule specifying the treatment of ISP-bound traffic for
purposes of reciprocal compensation has created significant financial and marketplace
uncertainty for ILECs and ALECs. As previously discussed, the Commission does have the
authority, albeit on an interim basis, to resolve this issue. Sprint urges the Commission to do so
through a generic determination for the industry as a whole.

ISSUE 4: What policy considerations should inform the Commission’s decision in this
docket?

Position: Sprint urges the Commission to treat ISP-bound calls as though they were local calls
for purposes of inter-carrier compensation arrangements. Thus, whatever compensation
arrangements apply to purely local calls would apply to these calls as well. ISP-bound traffic is
functionally the same as other local voice traffic and it is administratively cumbersome and/or
expensive to distinguish between the two types of traffic. Longer holding times, for example, are

characteristic of other users in addition to ISP.



ISSUE 5: Is the Commission required to set a cost-based mechanism for delivery of ISP-

bound traffic?

Position: Under Section 251 and 252 of the Act, ILECs are required to file cost-based rates for
all traffic, including ISP-bound traffic. Since rates already exist, Sprint believes that using these
rates for ISP as well as local traffic is the best policy to follow in order to send economically
efficient pricing signals to the marketplace, although the local switching rates do need to be
structured into a two-part rate structure that recognizes the two distinctly different cost
components — call set-up and call usage.

ISSUE 6: What factors should the Commission consider in setting the compensation-
mechanisms for delivery of ISP-bound traffic?

Position: Sprint believes that a reciprocal compensation rate should ideally reflect the overall
costs and mix of traffic. Specifically, Internet calls have much longer “holding times” than the
average voice call. It is essential that this critical difference be recognized in the development of
reciprocal compensation rates for Internet traffic.

ISSUE 7: Should inter-carrier compensation for delivery of ISP-bound traffic be limited to
carrier and ISP arrangements involving circuit-switched technologies?

Position: To limit inter-carrier compensation for ISP-bound traffic to only circuit-switched
traffic is both unwarranted and provides uneconomic incentives for ILECs and ALECs not to
implement more advanced, and more efficient, technologies.

ISSUE 8: Sl;c)uld ISP-bound traffic be separated from non-ISP bound traffic for purposes
of assessing any reciprocal compensation payments? If so, how?

Position: At this time, there is no need to create a separate class of service for dial-up Internet

traffic for several reasons. First, it appears that all carriers do not have the technology sufficient



to separate out dial-up Internet traffic from other types of local traffic and it is extremely
administratively burdensome to do so. Second, there are other types of traffic, besides Internet
traffic, that tend to generate a disproportionately larger amount of terminating traffic than
originating. It is far from clear that Internet traffic should be singled out as some type of

arbitrage culprit without looking at all types of traffic and traffic flows.

ISSUE 9: Should the Commission establish compensation mechanisms for delivery of ISP-
bound traffic to be used in the absence of the parties reaching an agreement or negotiating
a compensation mechanism? If so, what should be the mechanisms?

Position: The Commission should treat ISP-bound calls as though they were local calls for
purposes of inter-carrier compensation arrangements. Whatever compensation arrangements
apply to purely local calls should apply to these calls as well. The basic switching components
used for voice and Internet-bound traffic are the same. There is nothing unique about Internet
calls that causes the per message and per MOU unit cost components to change. Only the call

duration changes. The correct solution is to bifurcate the switching charge into a call setup

charge and a call duration charge.

H. STIPULATIONS: None.

L PENDING MOTIONS: Sprint has no motions pending at this time.

J. COMPLIANCE WITH ORDER ON PREHEARING PROCEDURE: Sprint does not
know of any requirement of the Order on Prehearing Procedure with which it cannot

comply.



DECISIONS THAT MAY IMPACT COMMISSION’S RESOLUTION OF ISSUES:

The FCC’s has pending a docket on ISP reciprocal compensation, In the Matter of
Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the Telecommunications Act of
1996, Intercarrier Compensation for ISP-Bound Traffic, CC Docket Nos. 96-98, 99-68.
In March, 2000, the D.C. Circuit vacated and remanded the FCC’s prior determination in
this docket that 1SP-bound traffic is jurisdictionally mixed and appears to be largely

interstate. See Bell Atlantic Telephone Cos. v. FCC, 206 F.3d 1 (D.C. Cir., 2000).

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 2nd day of February, 2001.

S S A s

SUSAN S. MASTERTON
P.O. Box 2214
Tallahassee, F1. 32316-2214
(850) 599-1560

ATTORNEY FOR SPRINT



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
DOCKET NO. 000075-TP

| HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was served by
U.S. Mail or facsimile this 2nd day of February, 2001 to the following:

Nancy B. White/James Meza Il
¢/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, FLTC0O007
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

I 2th 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, FIL. 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

X0 Communications, Inc.
Dana Shaffer

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

S%,YS =

Susan S. Masterton




