
--v A s p r i n t  

May 31, 2001 

Susan S. Masterton Lawmxternal Affairs 
Attorney Post Office Box 2214 

1313 Blair Stone Road 
Tallahassee, FL 32316-2214 
Mailstop FLTLH00107 
Voice 850 599 1560 
Fax 850 878 0777 
s l i m  rn3sterton@m;tiI,sprint coin 

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

Re: Docket No. 000075-TP (Phase t l )  Sprint -Florida Incorporated, 
Notice of  Service of Responses t o  Staff's First Set of Interrogatories 
and Fi rs t  Request for Production of Documents 

Dear Ms. Bayo: 

Enclosed for filing i s  the original and five (5) copies of  Sprint-Florida 
Incorporated, Notice of Service of Responses to Staff's First  Set 
of  Interrogatories and First Request for Production of Documents, 

Please acknowledge receipt and filing of  the above by stamping the 
duplicate copy of  this let ter  and returning the same to this writer. 

S i n ce re ly, 

Susan S. Masterton 

E ncl o s u res 



BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMtSSION 

In re: Investigation into appropriate ) Docket No. 000075-TP 
Methods to Compensate Carriers for ) 
Exchange of Traffic Subject to Section ) 
251 of the Telecommunications Act ) Filed: May 31,  2001 
of 1996. ) 

(Phase 11)  

NOTICE OF SERVICE SPRINT-FLORIDA, INCORPORATED’S 
RESPONSES TO STAFF’S FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES AND 

FIRST REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that a true and correct copy of Sprint-Florida, 

Incorporated’s Responses to Staff’s F i rs t  Set of Interrogatories and First 

Request for Production of  Documents, which were legally propounded by 

the Staff of the Florida Public Service Commission on May 1 1 ,  2001, was 

sent via hand delivery on May 31, 2001, to Felicia Banks, Staff Counsel for 

the Florida Public Service Commission at 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, 

Tal la has see, Florid a 3 2 3 99-08 5 0. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Susan SI Masterton 
Attorney 
Sprint-Florida, Incorporated 
Post Office Box 221 4 
MS: FLTLHOOlO7 
Tallahassee, Florida 323 1 6 
850/599-1560 



CERTlFlCA TE OF SERVICE 
DOCKET NO. 000075-TP (Phase 11) 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was served by 
U S .  Mail this 3 7 th day of May, 200 7 to the following: 

Nancy 8. White/james Meza /I 
c/o Nancy H. Sims 
Be llSou th 
Telecommunica tions, Inc. 
7 50 S. Monroe Street, Suite 400 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302 

Floyd Self 
Messer Law Firm 
Post Office Box 7876 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302 

AT&T 
Tracy Hatch, Esq. 
1 0 1 North Monroe Street 
Suite 700 
Tallahassee, Florida 3230 7 - 7 549 

Michael Gross 
Florida Cable Telecommunication 
Assoc. 
246 East 6th Avenue 
Tdahassee, Florida 32303 

Cox Communications 
Ms. Jill N. Butler 
4585 Village Avenue 
Norfolk, VA 23502-2035 

Kimberly Caswell 
Verizon 
P.O. Box 7 10, FLTCOOO7 
Tampa, Florida 3360 7 -0 7 7 0 

espire Communications, Inc. 
James C. Falvey, Esq. 

7 3 7 National Business Parkway 
Suite 700 
Annapolis Junction, MD 2070 7 

Focal Communications 
Corporation of Florida 
Mr. Paul Rebey 
200 North LaSaIle Street, 

Suite 7 700 
Chicago, IL 6060 7 - 7 9 7 4 

Gerry Law Firm 
Charles Hudak/Ronald V. Jackson 
3 Ravinia Dr.,  #7#50 
Atlanta, GA 30346-2 7 3 1 

Global NAPS, Inc. 
70 Merrymount Road 
Quincy, MA 021 69 

lntermedia Communications, lnc, 
Mr. Scott Sapperstein 
3625 Queen Palm Drive 
Tampa, FL 336 7 9- 1 309 

BroadBand Office 
Communications, Inc. 
Mr. Woody Traylor 
2900 Telestur Court 
Falls Church, VA 22042- 7 206 

Katz, Kutter Law Firm 
Charles f ellegrini/ 
Pa trick Wiggins 
72th Floor 
7 06 East College Avenue 
Tallahassee, FL 3230 7 

Kelle y Law Firm 
Gene vie ve Morelli 
7200 79th St. NW, Suite 500 
Washington, DC 20036 



KMC Telecam, inc. 
Mr. John McLaughlin 
7 755 North Brown Road 
Lawrenceville, CA 33096 

Landers LWW Firm 
Sche ffe 1 Wrig h t 
P.O. Box277 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 

Level 3 Communications, LLC 
Michael R. Romano, Esq. 
7 025 Eldorado Blvd. 
Bloomfield, CO 8002 7 -8869 

MCl WorldCom 
Ms. Donna 6. McNulty 
325 John Knox Road, Suite 705 
Tallahassee, FL 32303-4 7 3 7 

McWhirter l aw  Firm 
Vicki Kaufman 
7 7 7 S. Cadsden St. 
Tullahassee, FL 3230 7 

Messer Law Firm 
Norman Horton, Jr. 
2 7 5 S. Monroe Street, Suite 70 7 
Tallahassee, FL 3230 1 - 7 876 

Moyle Law Firm(Tul1) 
jon Moyle/Cathy Sellers 
The Perkins House 
7 78 North Gadsden Street 
Tallahassee, FL 3230 7 

Orlando Telephone Company 
Herb Bornack 
4558 S. W. 35th Street, Suite 700 
Orlando, FL 328 7 7-654 7 

Pennington Law Firm 
Peter Dunbar/Karen Camechis 
P.0. Box 70095 
Tallahassee, FL 32302-2095 

Supra Telecom 
Doris M. Franklin/Mark Buechele 
7 3 7 7 Executive Center Drive, 
Suite 200 
Tallahassee, FL 3230 7 

US LEC of Florida Inc. 
Wanda Monruno 
40 1 North Tryon Street, 
Suite 7000 
Charlotte, NC 28202 

Felicia Banks, Esq. 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumavd Oak Blvd, 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

Kenneth A. Hoffman, Esq. 
Stephen A. Ecenia, Esq. 
Rutledge, Ecenia, Purne/!& 
Hoffman, P. A. 
Post Office Box 557 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302 

A Ilegia nce Te lecom 
Morton Posner, Esq. 
7 7 50 Connecticut Avenue, N. W. 
Suite 205 
Washington, DC 20036 

- 

Allegiance Telecom, inc. 
Elizabeth Howland, Esq. 
7 950 Stemmons Freewa y, 
Suite 3026 
Dallas, TX 75207-37 78 

Ausle y Law Firm 
Je f fr  y Wah le n 
P.O. Box 397 
Tulhhassee, FL 32302 

in te rm e diu Com m un ica tion s, Inc. 
Mr. Scott Sapperstein 
One intermedia Way 

Tampa, FL 33647- 7 752 
MC FLT-HQ3 



Time Warner Telecom of 
Florida, L. P. 
Carolyn Mavek 
233 Bramerton Court 
Franklin, TN 37069 

XO Communications, Inc. 
Dana Shaffer 
705 Molly Street, Suite 300 
Nashville, TN 3720 7 -23 7 5 

Susan S. Mustertoii 



Sprint - Florida, Incorporated 
Docket No. 000075-TP 
Staffs First Set of Interrogatories 
May 11,2001 
ItemNo. 1 

REQUEST: In the recent FCC Order No. 0 1 - 13 1, the FCC established certain interim measures 
for compensating ISP-bound traffic, as well as revisions removing the word “local” 
from certain rules. 
a) Does FCC Order No. 01-13 1 impact any issues being addressed in this docket? 
b) If the answer to (a) is affirmative, which issues are impacted and how? 

RESPONSE: 

a) While the FCC Order was aimed at compensation for ISP-bound traffic (which 
was addressed in an earlier phase of this docket), the FCC’s interim 
compensation does have an impact on issues in this docket. The FCC allowed 
for an opt-in decision on behalf of the ILECs to the rates for ISP compensation. 
In order for an ILEC to pay the interim rate, the ILEC must also accept 
compensation for all 25 l(b) traffic (including CMRS) at the same rate. This 
would create a compensation structure without regards to the type of 
functionality being performed (Le. local switching, tandem switching, etc.) and 
renders moot any discussion of “similar functionality” or “comparable 
geographic area” if the ILEC adopts the interim FCC plan. 

b) Sprint believes that the removal of the word “local” from certain FCC rules was 
intended only to clarify the FCC classification of ISP-bound traffic (i.e. 
information access) within the context of the rules. It was, in no way, intended to 
change the compensation on “local” traffic. 

INFORMATION PROVIDED BY: Michael Hunsucker 
Director - Regulatory Policy 



Sprint - Florida, Incorporated 
Docket No. 000075-TP 
Staffs First Set of Interrogatories 
May 11,2001 
ItemNo. 2 

REQUEST: Please refer to page 7, line 20 of witness Hunsucker’s direct testimony, filed March 
12,2001. 

RESPONSE: 

a) 

WFORMATION 

Give examples of “equivalent facilities” as referenced in your discussion of 
tandem switching. 
Does Sprint utilize any such equivalent facility in its network? 
If the answer to (b) is affirmative, please identify this equivalent facility and 
describe how it is utilized. 

Sprint is not aware of CLEC network architectures other than its own and 
currently Sprint does not employ any facility capable of trunk to trunk switching. 
However, as Sprint’s CLEC network continues to grow, Sprint may in fact deploy 
such functionality in its network in the future. 
See (a). 
N/A 

PROVIDED BY: Michael Hunsucker 
Director - Regulatory Policy 



Sprint - Florida, Incorporated 
Docket No. 000075-TP 
Staffs First Set of Interrogatories 
May 11,2001 
Item No. 3 

REQUEST: Please refer to page 9, lines 15-22 of witness Hunsucker’s direct testimony, filed 
March 12,2001. 

a) When you state that a switch should be “capable of trunk to trunk connectivity,” 
do you mean to say that the switch can merely be capable of this function, or 
should it be actually performing trunk to trunk connectivity to be considered 
performing similar functions to a tandem switch? 

b) Are there any other functions besides trunk to trunk connectivity that would 
qualify a switch as performing similar functions to tandem switch? 

RESPONSE: 

a) The switch should actually be performing the similar function, i.e. trunk to trunk 
switching on a particular call. ALECs should not have an arbitrage incentive to 
purchase trunk to trunk hnctionality from their vendor just to receive higher 
compensation. 

b) Aggregation of traffic would also qualify a switch as performing similar 
functions to a tandem switch. 

INFORMATION PROVIDED BY: Michael Hunsucker 
Director - Regulatory Policy 



Sprint - Florida, Incorporated 
Docket No. 000075-TP 
Staffs First Set of Interrogatories 
May 1 I ,  2001 
Item No. 4 

REQUEST: Please refer to page 10, lines 3-22 of witness Hunsucker’s direct testimony, filed 
March 12,2001. 

a) If the FPSC was to establish a test or “benchmark” for determining whether an 
ALEC switch serves a comparable geographic area, what should that test be? 

b) What information should an ALEC be required to provide in order to prove that 
its switch serves a comparable geographic area to that served by an ILEC 
tandem? 

RESPONSE: 

a) The ALEC should self-certify their intent to hold themselves out-to-serve the 
particular geographic area. Resale should not be allowed as a means of meeting 
the test as the ALEC is not deploying retail end user services using the particular 
switch(es) in question. 

b) ALECs should be required to provide a self-certification letter to the Florida 
Commission certifylng that its switch serves a comparable geographic area to 
that served by an ILEC tandem. 

INFORMATION PROVIDED BY: Michael Hunsucker 
Director - Regulatory Policy 



Sprint - Florida, Incorporated 
Docket No. 000075-TP 
Staffs First Set of Interrogatories 
May 11,2001 
Item No. 5 

REQUEST: Please refer to page 15, lines 2-1 1 of witness Hunsucker’s direct testimony, filed 
March 12,200 1. 

RESPONSE: 

a) 

Does Sprint believe that intercarrier compensation for a particular call should be 
determined by the physical location of the originating and terminating end users 
or by the NXXs assigned to those end users? 
If the answer to (a) is physical location, how should long distance traffic be 
identified and separated from local traffic to end users assigned numbers out of 
the same NXX? 
If the answer to (a) is by NXX, should reciprocal compensation be paid for traffic 
to end users utilizing an NXX that is local to the calling party but terminating in 
( 1 )  a different LATA or (2) a different state. 

Compensation should be based on the physical location of the originating and 
terminating end users of the ILEC and ALEC. In the past, the main driver behind 
this issue was the establishment of virtual rate centers for ISP-bound traffic. 
Given the FCC’s order on the classification of ISP-bound traffic, Sprint believes 
that the potential difference between the two options is minimal. However, 
Sprint has no empirical evidence to support this conclusion. 
Sprint would encourage the Commission to establish an industry task force to 
determine the feasibility and appropriate methodology for identifying and 
separating this traffic. This is the only way to gather empirical evidence on the 
costhenefit of the two proposed options. 
N/A 

INFORMATION PROVIDED BY: Michael Hunsucker 
Director - Regulatory Policy 



Sprint - Florida, Incorporated 
Docket No. 000075-TP 
Staffs First Set of Interrogatories 
May 11,2001 
ItemNo. 6 

REQUEST: Please refer to page 18, lines 9- 13 of witness Hunsucker’s direct testimony, filed 
March 12,200 1. 

a) Please explain why a voice call delivered via IP through packet switches should 
not be considered IP Telephony. 

b) What is the difference between the IP Telephony and the scenario described in 
lines 9-1 1 of your testimony? 

RESPONSE: 

a) Because IP Telephony includes both information access and telecoinmunications 
services, Sprint does not contend that a voice call delivered via IP through packet 
switches should not be considered IP Telephony. However, a voice call 
delivered via IP through packet switches is a telecommunications service and 
should be subject to reciprocal compensation (or access). In other words, it 
should be compensated no differently than a circuit switched voice call. 

b) See (a). 

INFORMATION PROVIDED BY: Michael Hunsucker 
Director - Regulatory Policy 



REQUEST: 

RESPONSE: 

Sprint - Florida, Incorporated 
Docket No. 000075-TP 
Staffs First Set of Interrogatories 
May 11,2001 
IteinNo. 7 

If the FPSC were to determine that reciprocal compensation should be paid for local 
voice traffic delivered via IP telephony, how could this traffic be tracked in order to 
apply minute of use rates? 

Sprint's ION product is currently provided via packet switching using IP protocol. 
Sprint currently employs a device known as a service manager in the Sprint network 
that performs minute of use measurements on any and all packet switched calls. This 
allows Sprint to accurately measure minutes of use for reciprocal compensation 
purposes. Sprint has no knowledge of other CLEC networks and thus cannot 
comment on the ability of others to measure minutes of use. 

INFORMATION PROVIDED BY: Michael Hunsucker 
Director - Regulatory Policy 



Sprint - Florida, Incorporated 
Docket No. 000075-TP 
Staffs First Set of Interrogatories 
May 1 I ,  2001 
IteinNo. 8 

REQUEST: Please refer to page 3, lines 2 1-25 of witness Hunsucker’s rebuttal testimony, filed 
April 19,2001. 

RESPONSE: 

a) 

INFORMATION 

Is it your understanding that Rule 5 1.70 1 (c) was established as a result of the 
FCC’s discussion in Paragraph 1090 of the First Report and Order? 
If the answer to (a) is negative, please identify which FCC discussion in the First 
Report and Order correlates to the establishment of Rule 5 1.701 (c). 

Sprint believes that the FCC Rules in Subpart H - Reciprocal Compensation for 
Transport and Termination of Local Telecommunications Traffic resulted fiom 
paragraphs 1027 - 1 1 18. Paragraph 1090 allows state commissions to set rates 
based on whether the traffic is routed through a tandem switch and provides the 
appropriate language on “comparable geographic area”. 
N/A 

PROVIDED BY: Michael Hunsucker 
Director - Rermlatorv Policv 



Sprint - Florida, Incorporated 
Docket No. 000075-TP 
Staffs First Request for Production of 
Documents 
May 11,2001 
ItemNo. 1 

REQUEST: Please provide a copy of the April 1998 USF Order referenced on page 15, line 24 of 
Hunsucker’s direct testimony, filed March 12,200 1. 

RESPONSE: Please see attached file “CC Docket 96-45.txt” that is referenced in Michael 
Hunsucker’s direct testimony, filed March 12,200 1. 

INFORMATION PROVIDED BY: Michael Hunsucker 
Director - Regulatory Policy 


