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Re : Docket No.-o00075-TP (Phase II-A) Sprint's Prehearing Statement 

Dear Ms Bayo 

Enclosed for filing is the original and fifteen (15) copies of Sprint's Prehearing Statement 
In Docket No . 000075-TP (Phase II-A) . 

Copies of this have been served pursuant to the attached Certificate of Service. 

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, 

Susan S Masterton 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Investigation into 1 DOCKET NO. 000075-TP (Phase IIA) 
Appropriate Methods to ) 
Compensate Carriers for ) 
Exchange of Traffic Subject to 1 
Section 25 1 of the 1 Filed: March 29,2002 
Telecommunications Act of 1996 ) 

SPFUNT'S PRE€XEMU" STATEMENT 

Pursuant to Order Establishing Procedure (Order No. PSC-02-0139-PCO-TP) Sprint- 

Florida, Incorporated and Sprint Co"ications Company Limited Partnership (collectively, 

"Sprint") file this Rehearing Statement. 

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

docket: 

WITNESS: ISSUES: 

Julie L. Ward 
Additional Direct and Rebuttal 13 

Michael R. Hunsucker 
Additional Direct 
Re-filed Direct and Rebuttal 

17 
13 & 17 

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: 

Michael R. Hunsucker MRH-1 (Additional Direct) Sprint ILEC to CLEC Traffic 
An a1 y si s 

MRH-2 (Additional Direct) Sprint Adjusted ILEC to 
CLEC Traffic Analysis 

C. BASIC POSITION: The Commission has jurisdiction to specify the rates, terms and 

conditions governing compensation for t”port and delivery of local traffic pursuant to federal and 

state law. Consistent with this authority, the Commission should adopt the ILEC’s tariffed local 

calling scope as the default definition of local calling area for reciprocal compensation purposes. In 

addition, Sprint’s analysis of traEc exchanged between Sprint and ALECs does not support the 

Commission’s adoption of a rebutkble presumption that traffic subject to reciprocal compensation 

is “roughly balanced” or the imposition of “bill and keep” as the default reciprocal compensation 

mechanism. Instead, the Commission should follow the reciprocal compensation procedures 

already established by the FCC. 

D-G. ISSUES AlyD POSITIONS: 

ISSUE 13: How should a “local calling area” be defined, for  purposes of determining the 
applicability of reciprocal compensation? 

a) What is the Commission’s jurisdiction in this matter? 

b) Should the Commission establish a default definition of local calling area for 
the purpose of intercarrier compensation, to apply in the event parties 
cannot reach a negotiated agreement? 

c) If so, should the default defmition of local calling area for purposes of intercarrier 
compensation be: 1) LATA-wide local calling, 2) based upon the originating 
carrier’s retail local calling area, or 3) some other default 
definitiodmechanism? 
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Position: The FCC has recognized a state commission’s authority to determine what geographic 

areas are “local areas” for the purposes of applying reciprocal compensation obligations for 

wireline carriers under section 25 1 (b) (5) of the Federal Telecommunications Act. The 

Commission should establish the default local calling area consistent with the Cornmission’s 

authority under Florida law. Sprint believes that chapter 364, F.S., limits the Commission’s 

authority to alter the ILEC’s local calling area and change an ILEC’s rates. 

The ILEC’s tariffed local calling scope should define the appropriate local calling scope 

for reciprocal compensation purposes for wireline carriers. This should not affect the ability of 

the ALEC to designate its own flat-rated calling scope for its retail services provided to its end 

user customers. 

ISSUE 17: Should the Commission establish compensation mechanisms governing the 
transport and delivery of traffic subject to Section 251 of Act to be used in the absence of 
the parties reaching an agreement or negotiating a compensation mechanism? If so, what 
should be the mechanism? 

a) Does the Commission have jurisdiction to establish bill and keep? 

b) What is the potential financial impact, if any, on ILECs and ALECs of bill 
and keep arrangements? 

c) If the Commission imposes bill and keep as a default mechanism, will the 
Commission need to define generically “roughly balanced?” If so, how 
should the Commission define “roughly balanced?” 

d) What potential advantages or disadvantages would result from the 
imposition of bill and keep arrangements as a default mechanism, 
particularly in comparison to other mechanisms already presented in Phase 
I1 of this docket? 

Position: Under the Federal Telecommunications Act and FCC rules, the Commission has 

jurisdiction in limited circumstances to establish bill and keep in the state of Florida for local 

traffic. FCC rules allow states to impose bill and keep arrangements if the state commission 
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determines that the traffic subject to reciprocal compensation exchanged between two carriers is 

roughly balanced and is expected to remain so. The state commission may presume that traffic is 

roughly balanced and a party is entitled to rebut that presumption. 

Sprint’s analysis of traffic exchanged between Sprint and ALECs shows that, even taking 

into account the elimination of ISP-bound traffic from 251 (b) (5) traffic pursuant to the FCC’s 

TSP Remand Order, traffic is generally not roughly balanced between Sprint and individual 

ALECs in Florida. Therefore, Sprint believes there is little benefit in the Commission adopting a 

presumption that traffic is roughly balanced, or a definition of roughly balanced, and establishing 

bill and keep as a default mechanism for reciprocal compensation in Florida. Such a ruling 

would likely lead to an increase in the Commission’s workload to resolve disputes concerning 

the balance of traffic. Instead, the Commission should follow the FCC’s reciprocal 

compensation procedures, specifically as set forth in FCC Rule 5 1.7 1 1. 

H. STIPULATIONS: None. 

I. 

J. 

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

COMPLIANCE WITH ORDER ON PREHEARING PROCEDURE: Sprint does not 

know of any requirement of the Order on Rehearing Procedure with which it cannot 

comply. 

DECISIONS THAT MAY IMPACT COMMISSION’S FWSOLUTION OF ISSUES: 

The following decisions impact the Commission’s resolution of the issues in this docket: 

1. Order on Remand and Report and Order, FCC 01-131, In the matter of 

Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications 

Act of 1996; Intercurrier Compensation for IS.-Bound Trafic, CC Docket Nos. 

96-98,99-68 (released April 27,2001). 

K. 
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2. Notice of Proposed Rulemaking to address intercarrier compensation issues 

generally, Developing a Unijied Intercarrier Compensation Regime, CC Docket 

No. 01-92 (Released April 27,2001). 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 29th day of March 2002. 

SUSAN S .  MASTERTON 
P.O. Box 2214 
Tallahassee, FL 323 16-221 4 
(850) 599-1560 
Fax: (850) 878-0777 
susan.masterton@mail. sprint.com 

ATTORNEY FOR SPRINT 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
DOCKET NO. 000075-TP (Phase II-A) 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was served by hand 
delivery* or U.S. Mail this 29th day of March, 2002 to the following: 

ALLTEL Corporate Services, Inc. 
Stephen Refs el l/B etty e Will is 
One Allied Drive 
Little Rock, AR 72203-2177 

AT&T Communications of the Southern 
States, Inc. (GA) 
Virginia C. Tate 
1200 Peachtree St., Suite 8 100 
Atlanta, GA 30309 

Ausley Law Firm 
Jeffry Wahlen 
P.O. Box 391 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 

Bell South Telecommunications, Inc . 
Nancy B. White/James Meza 111 
c/o Nancy H. Sims 
150 South Monroe Street, Suite 400 
Tallahassee, FL 323 0 1 - 155 6 

BroadBand Office Communications, hc .  
Mr. Julian Chang 
95 1 Mariner's Island Blvd., Suite 700 
San Mateo, CA 94404-1561 

Cox Communications 
Ms. Jill N. Butler 
225 Clearfield Avenue 
Virginia Beach, VA 23462- 18 15 

Florida Cable Telecommunications Assoc., 
Inc. 
Michael A. Gross 
246 E. 6th Avenue, Suite 100 
TalIahassee, FL 32303 

Florida Competitive Carriers Assoc. 
c/o McWhlrter Law Firm 
Joseph McGlothlidVicki Kaufinan 
117 S. Gadsden St. 
Tallahassee, FL 3230 1 

Florida Digital Network, Inc. 
Mr. Matthew Feil 
390 North Orange Avenue, Suite 2000 
Orlando, FL 32801-1640 

Focal Communications Corporation of 
Florida 
Mr. Paul Rebey 
200 North LaSalle Street, Suite 1100 
Chicago, IL 60601-1914 

Gerry Law Firm 
Charles HudakRonald V. Jackson 
3 Ravinia Dr., #1450 
Atlanta, GA 30346-21 17 

Global NAPS, hc. 
10 Merrymount Road 
Quincy, MA 02 169 

Intermedia Communications, Inc. 
Ms. Donna C. McNulty 
The Atrium, Suite 105 
325 John Knox Road 
Tallahassee, FL 32303-413 1 

KMC Telecom, Inc. 
Mr. John McLaughlin 
175 5 North Brown Road 
Lawrenceville, GA 30043 -8 1 19 

Katz, Kutter Law Firm 
Charles PellegrindPatrick Wiggins 
12th Floor 
106 East College Avenue 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Kelley Law Firm 
Genevieve Morelli 
1200 19th St. NW, Suite 500 
Washington, DC 20036 

Landers Law Firm 
Scheffel Wright 
P.O. Box 271 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 
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Level 3 Communications, LLC 
Michael R. Romano, Esq. 
1025 Eldorado Blvd. 
Bloomfield, CO 80021 -8869 

MCI WorldCom 
Ms. Donna C. McNulty 
325 John b o x  Road, Suite 105 
Tallahassee, FL 32303-413 1 

McWhirter Law Finn 
Vicki Kauhan 
117 S. Gadsden St. 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

MediaOne Florida 
Telecommunications, Inc. 
Ms. Rhonda P. Merritt 
10 1 North Monroe Street, Suite 700 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Messer Law Finn 
Norman Horton, Jr . 
215 S. Monroe Street, Suite 701 
Tallahassee, FL 3 230 1 - 1 876 

Moyle Law Firm(Tal1) 
Jon Moyle/Cathy Sellers 
The Perluns House 
11 8 North Gadsden Street 
Tallahassee, FL 3 23 0 1 

Orlando Telephone Company 
Herb Bomack 
4558 S.W. 35th Street, Suite LOO 
Orlando, FL 3281 1-6541 

Pemington Law Finn 
Peter DunbarKaren Camechis 
P.O. Box 10095 
Tallahassee, FL 32302-2095 

Rutledge Law Firm 
Ken HoffmadJohn EllisM. McDonneIl 
P.O. Box 551 
Tallahassee, FL 3 23 02-05 5 1 

Supra Telecom 
Brian Chaiken 
2620 S.W. 27th Avenue 
Miami, FL 33133-3001 

TCG South Florida 
Ms. Lisa A. Riley 
1200 Peachtree Street, NE.,  Ste. 8066 
Atlanta, GA 30309-3523 

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

US LEC of Florida Inc. 
Ms. Wanda G. Montan0 
680 1 Momson Blvd. 
Charlotte, NC 2821 1-3599 

Verizon Florida, Inc. 
Ibmberly Caswell 
P.O. Box 110, FLTC0007 
Tampa, FL 33601-0110 

XO Florida, Inc. 
Dana Shaffer 
105 Molly Street, Suite 300 
Nashville, TN 37202-2315 

e.spire Communications, Inc. 
13 1 National Business Parkway, # 100 
Annapolis Junction, MD 20701-1001 

Felicia Banks * 
Division of Legal Services 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

c. 

Susan S. Masterton 
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