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In re: ) 
Petition for Arbitration of ) 
Interconnection Agreement Between ) 
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. ) 
d/b/a AT&T Florida ) 

Docket No. 100177-TP 

and Sprint Spectrum L.P., Nextel South ) 
Corp., and NPCR, Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners ) 

In re: ) 
Petition for Arbitration of 1 
Interconnection Agreement Between ) 
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 1 
d/b/a AT&T Florida and. Sprint 1 
Communications Company L.P. ) 

Docket No. 100176-TP 

JOINT RESPONSE OF SPRINT SPECTRUM, L.P. D/B/A SPRINT PCS, 
NEXTEL SOUTH CORP., NPCR, INC. D/B/A NEXTEL PARTNERS AND 

SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY L.P. TO BELLSOUTH 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. D/B/A AT&T FLORIDA’S DUPLICATIVE 

PETITIONS FOR SECTION 252(b) ARBITRATION 

COME NOW Sprint Spectrum L.P. d/b/a Sprint PCS (“Sprint PCS’), Nextel South Corp. 

(“Nextel” or “Nextel South”), NPCR, Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Nextel Partners”) and Sprint 

Communications Company Limited Partnership (collectively, “Sprint”), pursuant to 47 U.S.C. @ 

252(b)(3), and respectfully submit this Joint Response to the duplicative Petitions’ filed by 

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. d/b/a AT&T Florida (“AT&T” or “AT&T Florida”) in the 

respective, above-captioned matters pending before the Florida Public Service Commission 
i OM 
A PA (“Commission” or “FPSC”).’ 

___ 
I_ 

Ec:R 
e 1- ’ See and cJ: Petition For Arbifrafion of lnferconnecfion Agreement Between BellSoufh Telecommunicafions, Inc. 

.-‘Docket No. 100177-TP (April 2 ,2010)  (“Wireless Pet.”); and Pefifion For Arbifration aflnferconnecfion Agreement 
.__._Between BellSouth Telecommunicafions, Inc. d/b/a AT&TFlorida andsprint Communications Company L.P., FPSC 

3 d/b/a AT&T Florida and Sprinl Spectrum L.P.. Nextel South Corp.. and NPCR, Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners, FPSC 

B 13 ?4 Docket No. 100176 (April 9, 2010) (“Wireline Pet.”). 

f > I’C 

3 3 7 3 6 F?RY -5 o 



I. 

INTRODUCTION 

Sprint PCS, Nextel, Nextel Partners and Sprint Communications Company Limited 

Partnership are affiliated subsidiaries under the same parent, Sprint Nextel Corporation. Sprint 

PCS, Nextel and Nextel Partners (collectively the “Sprint wireless” entities) provide wireless 

service pursuant to licenses issued by the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”). Sprint 

Communications Company Limited Partnership provides telecommunications services in Florida 

as an authorized competitive local exchange carrier (“Sprint CLEC”).3 Collectively, the Sprint 

wireless entities and Sprint CLEC are referred to in this Joint Response as “Sprint.” For the 

reasons set forth below, and consistent with Sprint’s contemporaneously filed Motion to 

Consolidate, Sprint respectfully requests the Commission to do the following: 

1) Consolidate Docket Nos. 100176-TP and 100177-TP for all purposes; 

2) Require the parties to further confer, create and file a consolidated 
wireledwireline issues matriddecision point list (“Consolidated Joint 
DPL”) by a specified date (or such further additional date as may be 
reasonably necessary and mutually requested by the parties). The 

* The interconnection agreement to be arbitrated and approved in Florida is a “regional” agreement that will be used 
by the parties throughout AT&T’s southeastern legacy BellSouth 9-State region. Therefore, re-negotiations have 
touched, and parallel arbitrations are anticipated to be commenced within, all nine of the legacy BellSouth states. As 
of the filing of Sprint’s Joint Response and contemporaneously filed Motion to Consolidate, AT&T has filed 
substantively identical, duplicative petitions for arbitration in: Kentucky, KPSC Case Nos. 2010-00061 and 2010- 
00062; Tennessee, TRA Docket Nos. 10-00042 and 10-00043; North Carolina, NCUC Docket Nos. P-55, Sub 1805 
and P-55, Sub 1806; Georgia Docket Nos. 31691 and 31692 ; Mississippi, Docket Nos. 10-AD-169 and 10-AD-170; 
Louisiana, Docket Nos. U-31349 and U-31350 and South Carolina, Docket Nos. 2010-154-C and 2010-155-C. 
Subsequent to the March 9, 2010, filing of Sprint’s Joint Response and Motion to Consolidate in the Kentucky 
proceedings and within a week and a few days of the submission of AT&T’s petitions for arbitration in Florida on 
April 9, 2010, the parties recently re-engaged in good faith negotiations. Sprint remains hopeful that such 
negotiations will address some, though likely not all, of the concerns and issues raised by Sprint in this Joint 
Response. Notwithstanding such ongoing and potentially fruitful negotiations, Sprint is obligated, under the Act, to 
respond to AT&T’s petitions on record with the Commission as  submitted to the FPSC on April 9th. Sprint has, 
however, attempted to identify those issues that have been tentatively RESOLVED (subject to final confirmation 
and, in general, the 1 vs. 2 contract issue further described herein). To the extent these current negotiations resolve 
any of the pending disputed threshold issues, any of the contractual disputed issues, or both, the parties will 
appropriately notify the Commission of the same. 

’ Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership also provides interexchange services in Florida, but those 
services are not at issue in these proceedings, 
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Commission should require that such Consolidated Joint DPL include, 
among other things, a side-by-side presentation of respectively proposed 
disputed contract language and positions, and affirmatively identify those 
contract provisions that: (a) either party contends should be different as 
between the Sprint entities based upon the technology used by Sprint in 
providing its services; and (b) are neither in dispute or have otherwise 
been resolved; 

3) Direct the parties to continue good faith negotiations up to the 
consolidated arbitration hearing date; and 

4) Direct the parties to inform the Commission within forty-five (45) days 
after the submission of the Consolidated Joint DPL regarding the further 
resolution of any outstanding issues. 

11. 

BACKGROUND 

Sprint’s existing interconnection agreement with AT&T (the “Sprint ICA”) enables 

interconnection between both Sprint’s wireless networks and CLEC network, and AT&T’s 

incumbent local exchange carrier (“ILEC”) network. Anticipating expiration of the Sprint ICA, 

under which each of the Sprint entities - wireless and wireline - and AT&T currently 

interconnect, Sprint sent AT&T a collective request to negotiate a new ICA that used the existing 

Sprint ICA as the starting point for such negotiations. That request was intended to obtain the 

benefit of the AT&T and BellSouth 2006 promise to the FCC that if permitted to merge, then the 

new AT&T ILECs would in the hture reduce transaction cosfs associated with interconnection 

agreernent~.~ Despite that promise, AT&T embarked on a strategy that doubles rather than 

reduces the costs to the parties, and the administrative burden to the FPSC, to establish a new 

ICA between Sprint and AT&T. 

‘ See In the Matter of AT&T Inc. and BellSouth Corporation Application for Transfer of Control. Memorandum 
Opinion and Order, 22 FCC Rcd 5662, APPENDIX F, “Reducing Transaction Costs Associated with 
Interconnection Agreements” paragraph No.  3 (“AT&T Merger Commitment No. 3”). 

3 
DCN05032010 



AT&T Merger Commitment No. 3 provides that “[tlhe AT&T/BellSouth ILECs shall 

allow a requesting telecommunications carrier to use its preexisting interconnection agreement 

as the starting point for negotiating a new agreement.” AT&T disregarded that commitment by 

rejecting a targeted negotiation and arbitration that could have served to “update” the Sprint 

ICA.5 Indeed, it would have been rational and economical to address industry changes that are 

driving a transition away from distinctly traditional end-to-end, circuit-switched 

telecommunications networks and towards unified communication networks, including those that 

use evolving Internet protocol (“IP”) technologies. Instead, AT&T is attempting to compel 

Sprint to have two traditional-type ICAs with AT&T, Le., a wireless-only ICA and a wireline- 

only ICA. In light of the evolution away from traditional circuit-switched networks, it is purely 

habitual for AT&T to require separate agreements, particularly when such agreements should he 

substantially more alike than different. 

Sprint is entitled to one ICA with AT&T that supports unified interconnection 

arrangements and the exchange of all interconnection traffic - telecommunications and 

information services traffic exchanged over the same arrangements: be it wireless, wireline 

and/or IP-enabled traffic - between Sprint and AT&T. Alternatively, even if the parties were to 

ultimately use the “form” of two contracts Sprint is still entitled to consistent and non- 

discriminatory terms and conditions in any ICA(s) it enters into with AT&T, except in very 

limited areas where either Sprint may consent to (or the FCC has expressly provided for) 

disparate treatment based upon “wireless” or “wireline” telecommunications concepts,. Whether 

See and compare In Re: Petition of Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership and Sprint Specfrum. 
L.P. db/a Sprint PCS for  Arbitration of Rates. Terms and Conditions of Interconnection with BeNSouth 
Telecommunications, Inc. d/b/a AT&T Florida d/b/a AT&T Southeast, FPSC Docket No. 070249 to Wireless Pet. 
and Wireline Pet. 

5 

See 47 C.F.R. $ 51.100(b) (“A telecommunications carrier that has interconnected or gained access under sections 
251(a)(I), 251(c)(2), or 251(c)(3) of the Act, may offer information services through the same arrangement so long 
as it is offering telecommunications services through the same arrangement as well.”). 
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one or two contracts are used, the vast majority of the language in each contract should be the 

same so that Sprint is still able to have unified interconnection arrangements under which it can 

exchange all interconnection traffic with AT&T. 

Against that background, AT&T failed to advise the Commission of the entire scope of 

the parties’ unresolved issues (including the one vs. two contract issue) that have contributed to 

the mass of unresolved issues. Instead, AT&T unilaterally filed duplicative Petitions in an 

attempt to predetermine the one vs. two contract issue. In addition to duplication, a fundamental 

problem with AT&T’s actions is its refusal to affirmatively identify and justify, on a side-by- 

side, issue-by-issue and language-specific basis within a consolidated DPL, all of the differential 

treatment that it seeks to impose upon Sprint. The duplication and complication caused by 

AT&T’s approach translates into a direct waste of the parties’ and the Commission’s time and 

resources. The alternative, which Sprint supports, is a consolidated proceeding that requires 

affirmative, side-by-side comparisons and justification of any AT&T differential treatment as to 

the different Sprint entities. For the reasons set forth above, and explained in greater detail 

below, Sprint asserts that a reasonable path forward should include the following: (1) the prompt 

consolidation of Docket Nos. 100176-TP and 100177-TP for all purposes; (2) the parties 

conferring, creating and filing a Consolidated Joint DPL by a specified date (or such further 

additional date as may be reasonably necessary and mutually requested by the parties), which 

Consolidated Joint DPL should include, among other things, a side-by-side presentation of 

respectively proposed disputed contract language and positions, and affirmatively identify those 

contract provisions that: (a) either party contends should be different as between the Sprint 

entities based upon the technology used by Sprint in providing its services; and (b) are neither in 

dispute or have otherwise been resolved; (3) the parties continuing to negotiate in good faith; and 
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(4) the parties informing the Commission within forty-five (45) days after the submission of the 

Consolidated Joint DPL regarding the further resolution of any outstanding issues 

A. Initiation of Negotiations and Significance of the One vs. Two Contract Issue. 

The Sprint ICA that Sprint PCS, Sprint CLEC and AT&T operate under is a FPSC- 

approved three party agreement that became effective in January, 2001. Pursuant to further 

Commission approval, Nextel and Nextel Partners adopted the Sprint ICA as their ICAs with 

AT&T, effective June 8, 2007.7 In the summer of 2009, Sprint sent AT&T written notice to 

initiate negotiations for a new agreement, which expressly stated: 

Pursuant to Sections 251, 252 and 332 of the Communications Act of 1934, as 
amended (“Act”), General Terms and Conditions - Part A Section 3 of the 
parties’ current interconnection agreements (“Section 3”), and AT&T Merger 
Commitment No. 3[ I ,  Sprint Communications Company L.P., Sprint Spectrum 
L.P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (collectively 
“Sprint”) request commencement of interconnection negotiations 
Subseauent Aweement (as defined in Section 3) with BellSouth 
Telecommunications, Inc. d/b/a AT&T Florida (“AT&T”) using the parties’ pre- 
existing Florida interconnection agreement (“Florida ICA”) as the starting point 
for such negotiations. [Emphasis added].8 

Consistent with AT&T Merger Commitment No. 3, and the outcomes in, and to the 

extent applicable, Commission orders in FPSC Docket Nos. 070249-TP, and 070368-TP and 

070369-TP, Sprint expected AT&T to respond with targeted edits to the existing Sprint ICA 

directed at specific subjects that might reasonably need updating based upon evolving industry 

interconnection-related developments. Such a common-sense approach would have been the 

’ See FPSC Docket Nos. 070368-TP and 070369-TP, Notice of adoption of existing interconnection agreement 
between BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. d/b/a AT&T Florida d/b/a AT&T Southeast and Sprint 
Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Communications Company L.P., Sprint Spectrum L.P., by 
NPCR. Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners; Notice of adoption of existing interconnection agreement between BellSouth 
Telecommunications, Inc. d/b/a AT&T Florida d/b/a AT&T Southeast and Sprint Communications Company Limited 
Partnership. Sprint Communications Company L.P., Sprint Specfrum L.P.. by Nertel South Carp. and Nexlel West 
Corp., Final Order Denying Motion for Reconsideration Order No. PSC-08-0817-FOF-TP (issued December 18, 
2008). (aflrmed, BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. d/b/a AT&T Florida v. Florida Public Service Commission 
el af. .  U.S.Dishict Court for the Nolthem District of Florida, slip opinion April 19,201 0,) 

See Sprint contract negotiator Fred Broughton’s September 2, 2009 letter to AT&T contract negotiators Lynn 
Allen-Flood and Randy Ham, a copy ofwhich is attached a s  Exhibit A to Wireless Pet. / Wireline Pet. 
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springboard for efficient, good-faith negotiations to either reach a new ICA or identify a 

reasonable volume of truly substantive unresolved issues for arbitration. Rather than pursue 

targeted edits to the existing Sprint ICA, however, AT&T separated the Sprint ICA into two 

redlined agreements (i.e., a “wireless” ICA redlined agreement that AT&T directed to Sprint for 

its wireless entities and a “wireline” ICA redlined agreement that AT&T directed to Sprint for its 

CLEC) in furtherance of AT&T’s effort to force Sprint into the use of two separate and distinct 

ICAs. 

AT&T’s redlined agreements essentially reflected AT&T’s “starting point” to be 

AT&T’s new 22-state generic terms and conditions for both the wireless ICA and the wireline 

ICA. Although Sprint has identified numerous inconsistencies, AT&T has neither affirmatively 

identified exactly where all the differences exist in its two redlined agreements nor eliminated 

inconsistencies between the two agreements in sections of general applicability. Instead, AT&T 

left it to Sprint to ferret out any and all differences created by AT&T’s division of the Sprint ICA 

no matter how small, large, significant or insignificant and turn them into “issues for arbitration.” 

Unfortunately, the tedious, duplicative, and complicated reviews that emanated from AT&T’s 

effort to unilaterally impose separate contracts without identifying and justifying any differing 

treatment in its redlines of either agreement hampered good-faith pre-petition negotiations as to 

any substantive, meaningful issues. In fact, AT&T’s approach hindered the parties’ ability to 

efficiently and effectively outline for the Commission at the outset of these proceedings a 

meaningful and workable list of substantive outstanding disputed issues remaining for 

arbitration, which hindrance resulted in the currently voluminous and unworkable disputed 

points lists (“DPLs”) that would similarly hinder the Commission’s ability to efficiently and 

effectively resolve the real disputes between the parties. 

I 
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Pursuant to the Act: it is well-settled that Sprint is entitled to interconnection 

arrangements that enable, among other things: 

(1) Efficient and appropriately priced network interconnections for, and the 
exchange of traffic associated with, both telecommunications services and 
information services;” and 

(2) Sprint’s ability to use such interconnection arrangements to provide any 
services that Sprint is legally allowed to provide to its customers (e.g., wholesale 
interconnection services to other carriers).’’ 

There is no legal basis for AT&T to restrain Sprint’s rights to obtain and use interconnection 

arrangements for either of the above purposes based upon whether Sprint uses wireless or 

wireline technology to provide services to Sprint’s retail or wholesale customers. While there 

are a handful of interconnection-related issues that may require different treatment based on 

whether Sprint is providing traditional wireless or wireline telecommunications services,” the 

existence of the Commission-approved Sprint ICA demonstrates that such issues can be easily 

and clearly addressed in a single ICA through the use of limited “wireless-specific” or “CLEC- 

specific” provisions. 

Based on the foregoing, Sprint’s position is simple: absent Sprint’s consent as the 

requesting carrier or FCC authorization as to a specific issue, it is not appropriate for AT&T to 

impose different contract treatment andor language on Sprint in either one or two separate 

contracts based on the identity of, or the technology used, by a given Sprint entity. Sprint is 

~ 

’ See generally, the Communications Act of 1934, as amended (the “Act”), 47 U.S.C.  $5 251, 252, 332 and the 
FCC’s Rules implementing such provisions of the Act. 
lo See 47 C.F.R. 5 51.100(b). 

See In the Matter oJ Time Warner Cable Request fo r  Declaratory Ruling that Competitive Local Exchange 
Carriers May Obfain Interconnection Under Section 251 of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended. to 
Provide Wholesale Telecommunications Services to VoIP Providers, Memorandum Opinion And Order. WC Docket 
No. 06-55,22 FCC Rcd 3513 (Mar. 1,2007). 

l 2  See, e.g., 47 C.F.R. 8 51.701(h)(l) and (h)(2) (regarding the use o f  different calling scopes for 
telecommunications traffic subject to reciprocal compensation, and restrictions regarding the use of unbundled 
network elements for solely wireless purposes). 

I I  
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entitled to a single ICA with AT&T; and, even if two ICAs were determined by the Commission 

to be required, Sprint is entitled to identical language in each ICA with any technology-related 

differences specified within applicable provisions of each ICA. AT&T’s attempt to force 

separate agreements upon Sprint, without identifying and justifying the differences in its 

positions, perpetuates inconsistent and discriminatory treatment by AT&T in its dealings with 

Sprint (as well as with other competing multi-technology carriers).I3 As discussed in Sprint’s 

Motion to Consolidate, AT&T’s tactic is wasteful and could result in inconsistent resolutions as 

to any number of issues. 

Pursuant to 47 U.S.C. 5 251(c), and as the Commission has long recognized, AT&T has 

multiple duties to provide interconnection-related services at rates and on terms and conditions 

that are just, reasonable, and nondiscriminatory. A few examples of the duplication and 

inconsistencies that existed in AT&T’s two redlined agreements and resulting filed DPLs / 

proposed contract language arc further identified in the next section of this Joint Response. It is 

not fair, just, reasonable, or otherwise consistent with the Act’s consumer-oriented, anti- 

discrimination policies to require Sprint or the Commission to ferret out all of the AT&T 

inconsistencies which may, or may not, exist as a result of AT&T’s view of what it can do under 

any concept of “justifiable” discrimination. If AT&T seeks to impose inconsistent or 

discriminatory treatment upon Sprint entities pursuant to different contract terms and conditions, 

the burden should fall squarely upon AT&T to clearly and affirmatively identify and justify the 

basis for any differential treatment andor language that it proposes, including whether or not 

‘ I  Such inconsistent and discriminatory treatment by AT&T was rejected by the Commission in FPSC Docket Nos. 
100176-TP and 100177-TP. See Final Order Granting Adoption By Nextel of Sprint - AT&T Interconnection 
Agreement, Order No. PSC-08-0584-FOF-TP. pp. 7-9 (issued September IO, ZOOS), in which the Commission 
determined that an ILEC cannot refuse a requesting carrier’s adoption of an interconnection agreement based on the 
type of service the requesting provider offers. The Commission also determined that refusal of the Nextel adoption 
on the grounds that it provides exclusively wireless service, while the Sprint ICA involves a mixture of wireline and 
wireless, would violate the Act as well as FCC rules and orders prohibiting discrimination. 
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such differences are based upon Sprint’s use of wireless or wireline technology. Under AT&T’s 

approach of duplicative petitions without identification or justification for any differential 

treatment between the various Sprint entities, this burden has been thrust upon Sprint and the 

Commission. 

B. Unnecessary Duplication and Inexplicable Inconsistencies in AT&T’s Approach. 

Prior to filing its two separate Petitions, AT&T knew Sprint’s position that any 

arbitration DPL matrix needed to fairly present: (1) all issues in the same DPL, regardless of 

how AT&T might seek to characterize a given issue as a “wireless” or “wireline” issue; (2) the 

parties’ respective proposed language presented on a “side-by-side” basis; and (3) all undisputed 

or previously disputed but resolved language to ensure accurate documentation of what is 

“resolved” between the parties or remains disputed and, therefore, “unresolved.” Sprint provided 

AT&T a draft DPL, which included Sprint’s populated information as of that time and which 

demonstrated exactly how this could be done. AT&T unilaterally rejected Sprint’s approach of a 

consolidated DPL and, instead, filed its two separate DPLs. As to the DPLs that it did file, 

AT&T only incorporated some, but not all, of Sprint’s identified disputed issues and provided 

materials. 

AT&T’s DPLs are not consistent in how they present competing language, in some 

places showing competing language as “stacked” (resulting in competing provisions being 

visually separated, thereby hindering comparison to c o n f m  either accuracy or substantive 

differences between provisions), and in other sections showing differences only through “inter- 

lineated” text comparison. Neither AT&T approach provides a simple side-by-side comparison 

of competing language in context. Additionally, neither AT&T DPL expressly identifies all of 

the provisions where affirmative resolution appears to exist based on either party’s acceptance of 

the other’s proposed language or position. Further, the inconsistencies in AT&T’s DPLs are not 
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limited to problems of mere presentation of disputed language or lack of identification of 

resolved language. Even a cursory review of AT&T’s separate DPLs confirms that AT&T took 

inexplicably inconsistent positions as to the same Sprint-proposed contract language even in the 

absence of any potential wireless vs. wireline concerns. 

Attached hereto as SPRINT EXHIBIT 1 is Sprint’s proposed DPL format, which, as 

further explained below, remains a work-in-progress in light of the parties’ now-ongoing 

negotiations. All of the issues contained in SPRINT EXHIBIT 1 were provided to AT&T on 

February 2, 2010. Pursuant to the parties’ agreement, all Sprint material provided by March 3 I, 

2010 was to be incorporated into the Florida arbitration petition to be filed by AT&T. SPRINT 

EXHIBIT 1 further reflects (1) subsequent cosmetic edits and added cross-references within 

Sprint’s proposed issues to each of AT&T’s DPLs, and (2) tentatively RESOLVED items (which 

also remain subject to final confirmation as well as the overall issue 2 “one vs. two contract 

issue’’). Further, some language may continue to be shown as disputed in this Exhibit where it 

remains contained within broader still-disputed contract provisions (e.g., the Whereas provisions 

within SPRINT EXHIBIT 1, Issue 5). Ultimately, a final DPL should reflect the actual 

remaining open disputed issues for arbitration upon completion of negotiations. 

Setting aside the one vs. two contract issue for a moment, comparison of passages from 

the first “Recitals” and “Scope” issue in each of AT&T’s DPLs as tiled, with the corresponding 

language in SPRINT EXHIBIT 1 demonstrates that AT&T had depicted some language as 

AT&T-proposed in bold and underline and Sprint-proposed in bold and italic to thereby reflect 

a complete dispute over such provisions in AT&T’s “wireless” DPL. But, at the same time, 

AT&T depicted the same provisions as a very narrow dispute in its “wireline” DPL - thereby 

reflecting AT&T’s acceptance in one DPL of the exact same Sprint proposed language that 
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AT&T otherwise inexplicably disputed in its other DPL. Further, the inconsistencies between 

AT&T’s differing “scope” language in these same provisions appeared to have had nothing at all 

to do with whether Sprint is providing service using wireless or wireline technology: 

[remainder of page intentionally left blank] 

12 
DCNOS032010 



AT&T Wireless DPL Issue 1, 
Whereas provisions through 
1'' paragraph of Disputed 
Contract Language: 

AT&T Wireline DPL Issue 1, 
Whereas provisions through 
1'' paragraph of Disputed 
Contract Language: 

~ 

WHEREAS, AT&T is a local 
exchanee telecommunications 
comoanv authorized to orovide 
telecommunications services in the 
states of Alabama, Florida, 
Georeia. Tennessee. Louisiana, 
Mississioni. North Carolina. South 
Carolina and  Tennessee. and 

[Sprint party designation] 

Whereas. the Parties desire to 
en ter  into an aereement  for  the 
Interconnection of their resoective 
networks within the portions of 
the State in which both Parties a r e  

Sprint DPL corresponding 
Issue 5 ,  Whereas provisions 
through 1'' paragraph of Sprint 
proposed Wireless/Wireline 
Language: 

authorized to ooerate and  deliver 
traffic for the orovision of 

Whereas, AT&T is an Incumbent 
Local Exchange Camcr ("ILEC") 
authorized to provide 
Telecommunications Services in the 
states of Alabama, Florida, Georgia, 
Tennessee, Louisiana, Mississippi, 
North Carolina, South Carolina, and 
Tennessee; and, 

pursuant  to the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996 
and  other aDDlicable federal. state 
and local laws: and  

WHEREAS, AT&T is an 
Incumbent Local Exchange Carrier 
("ILEC'I) authorized to provide 
Telecommunications Services in the 
states of Alabama, Florida, Georgia, 
Tennessee, Louisiana, Mississippi, 
North Carolina, South Carolina, and 
Tennessee; and, 

WHEREAS, the Parties a r e  
entcrine into this Aerccmcnt to set 
forth the resoective oblieations of 
the Parties and the terms and 

WHEREAS the Act places certain 
duties and obligations upon, and 
grants certain rights to 
Telecommunications Carriers, and, 

WHEREAS, Sprint is a 
Telecommunications Carrier and has 
requested that AT&T-9State 
negotiate an Agreement with Sprint 
for the provision of 
Interconnection. Unbundled 
Network Elements, and Ancillary 

WHEREAS, the Parties a r e  

WHEREAS, the Act places certain 
duties and obligations upon, and 
grants certain rights to 
Telecommunications Carriers; and 

WHEREAS, Sprint is a 
Telecommunications Carrier and has 
requested AT&T to negotiate an 
Agreement with Sprint for the 
provision of services pursuant to the 
Act and in conformance with 
AT&T's duties under the Act; and, 

entcrine into this Aerccmcnt to set 
forth the resoective oblieations of 

~~~~ _____ 
the Parties and the terms and 
conditions under  which the Parties 
will Interconnect their  networks 
and  Facilities and orovide each 
other services as reanired bv the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996 
as sDecificallv set forth herein: 

1. 

This Aereement soecifies the 
riehts and  oblieations o f t h e  
parties with r c s o ~ c t  to the 
establishment of local 
interconnection. 

[Sprint party designation] [Sprint party designation] 

[Sprint NOW THEREFORE clause] 

1. Purpose and Scope 

1.1 This Agreement specifies the 
rights and obligations of the parties 
with respect to the implementation 
of their respective duties under 
Sections 251 and  252 of the Act. 

1. Purpose andscope 

1.1 This Agreement specifies the 
rights and obligations of the Parties 
with respect to the implemenfation 
of their respective duties under the 
Ac t  
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Based upon the foregoing, AT&T disputed all of Sprint’s introductory language in the AT&T 

wireless DPL, resulting in broad disagreement. Yet, AT&T accepted almost all of Sprint’s 

language in the AT&T wireline DPL, resulting in narrow disagreement over the exact same 

language. 

While the foregoing is an example of language subject to “clean-up” through further 

negotiations, the fact that such conflicts made their way into AT&T’s DPLs in the first place 

demonstrates the difficulties that even AT&T’s wireless-ICA team and wireline-ICA team had in 

communicating with one another in light of the complexities in dealing with multiple documents. 

Whatever the reason such conflicts arose, the result has been an unnecessary duplication and 

complication of the negotiation and arbitration process. It is unreasonable to expect Sprint to not 

only propose its own redlines that clearly differentiate where technology-based differences may 

be applicable, but also to rationalize differences in AT&T’s materials that exist for no apparent 

reason. 

Mapping each Sprint issue to its respective location in the AT&T Wireline and Wireless 

DPLs confirms that almost every Sprint issue is present in both Docket No. 100176-TP and 

Docket No. 100177-TP.’4 The following is a non-exhaustive summary of examples of various 

actions that AT&T appears to have takednot taken as to Sprint issues, which further 

demonstrates the need for all of Sprint’s issues to be addressed in one proceeding to ensure 

consistency in issue-specific considerations and ultimate resolution: 

AT&T does not acknowledge and include the following Sprint-identified 
and unresolved Preliminary Issues in either of AT&T’s DPLs: 

See, e&, SPRINT EXHIBIT 1, General Terms and Conditions (“GTC”) Part B collective definitions Issue 32, 
such as “Interconnection Facilities” which cross-reference identifies same definitional dispute to exist in both AT&T 
Wireless and Wireline DPLs; and substantive issues, such as SPRINT EXHIBIT 1, Attachment 3, Issue 4 regarding 
“Methods of Interconnection” which cross-reference maps the same Issue to AT&T Wireless Attachment 3, Issues 3 
and 4, and AT&T Wireline Attachment 3, Issue 4. 
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1. Have the parties had adequate time to engage in good faith 
negotiations? 

2. When can AT&T require Sprint Affiliated entities to have different 
contract provisions regarding the same Issues, or even entirely separate 
Agreements, based upon the technology used by a given Sprint entity? 

3. Should defined terms not only be consistent with the law, but also 
consistently used through the entire Agreement? 

As to various definitions and contract provisions, AT&T appears to have 
accepted Sprint’s proposed language or deletions, but does not note such 
items as “Resolved” in its DPLs.I5 Instead, AT&T appears to have 
intended to show such language in plain text in its proposed contract 
documents. The problem is that without a clear DPL indication as to what 
is “Resolved,” ambiguities arise as to whether plain text language truly 
reflects agreed to “Resolved” language or not, as demonstrated by further 
categories below. 

There are numerous instances where, if a term may ultimately be 
determined to be necessary, in light of Sprint’s position that it is entitled to 
unified interconnection arrangements, such terms need to be included in 
the parties’ ultimate contract(s) whether one contract or two may be used, 
but AT&T only includes a given provision in either its Wireline or 
Wireless DPL/proposed language, but not in both.I6 

AT&T takes inconsistent positions between its two DPLs as to Sprint 
1ang~age.I~ 

AT&T fails to accurately depict Sprint language in one of its DPLs.” 

Is See, e.g., SPRINT EXHIBIT 1, definition of “Shared Facility Factor” and Sprint Attachment 3, Issue 15. This 
Sprint Issue referred to two items, Dialing Parity and AT&T’s “Attachment 3a - Out of Exchange-LEC”. AT&T’s 
plain text reflects the Dialing Parity language, but the Attachment 3a issue is still disputed. 

l6 See, e.g. SPRINT EXHIBIT 1 GTC, Part B, collective definitions Issue 32, such as “IntraMTA” or “InterMTA 
Traffic” as to which AT&T includes the term in its wireless DPL but not in its wireline DPL. 

I’ See, e.g. SPRINT EXHIBIT 1, Attachment 3, Issue 3 Section 2.1 language regarding AT&T providing 
Interconnection at any Technically Feasible point and cf: AT&T wireless Attachment 3 Issue 3 which disputes 
Sprint Section 2.1 language and AT&T wireline Attachment 3 which accepts the same Sprint Attachment 3 Section 
2.1 language. 

SPRINT EXHIBIT 1, Attachment 3, Issues 16 and 17 regarding whether there need to be two or more 
“Authorized Service traftic categories” and, depending on the answer to that question, how to describe the necessary 
categories, and see andcf: AT&T Wireless Attachment 3 Issue 14 and Wireline Attachment 3 Issue 14, but note that 
the Wireline DPL Issue 14 does not accurately depict Sprint’s language. 
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It is premature and cumbersome to deal with proposed contract documents, as well as a 

DPL. However, requiring the parties to use and populate a side-by-side presentation of the 

parties’ respective language in a single DPL will further a fair and simple airing of the issues in 

five ways. First, it will force AT&T to identify and reconcile inconsistencies as between 

AT&T’s own positions regarding the same language. Second, it will force AT&T to identify and 

justify those instances where AT&T contends it is entitled to impose different treatment upon 

different Sprint entities. Third, it will force the parties to use a consolidated document that each 

would be entitled to review before such document is ever filed with the Commission. Fourth, it 

will force the parties to avoid any ambiguity over what has or has not been agreed to by requiring 

them to clearly document (a) the confirmed “resolved” language between the parties, and (b) any 

remaining disputed, “unresolved language between the parties on a side-by-side basis to permit 

review of such language. And fifth, it will narrow and focus the issues that the Commission 

must resolve, which would also substantially ease the administrative burden upon the 

Commission. 

C. Sprint’s Preliminary Issues and a Proposed Path Forward. 

Pursuant to 47 U.S.C. 5 252(b)(2), AT&T had a duty to include in any petition it filed: 

“(i) the unresolved issues; (ii) the position of each of the parties with respect to those issues; and, 

(iii) any other issue discussed and resolved by the parties.” The parties did not discuss, much 

less ever agree upon, AT&T filing two separate petitions in any of the nine states. And, Sprint 

never authorized AT&T to leave anything out, much less leave out the following three Sprint 

pre-filing identified and unresolved Preliminary Issues: 

1. Have the parties had adequate time to engage in good faith negotiations? 

2. When can AT&T require Sprint Affiliated entities to have different contract 
provisions regarding the same Issues, or even entirely separate Agreements, 
based upon the technology used by a given Sprint entity? 
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3. Should defined terms not only be consistent with the law, but also consistently 
used through the entire Agreement? 

Sprint’s first Preliminary Issue exists because, as a practical matter, prior to March 24, 

2010, there had been little substantive negotiation due to the sheer effort in dealing with AT&T’s 

duplicative, inconsistent redlined agreements. AT&T has yet to agree to a consolidated DPL 

presentation that will drive such inconsistencies out of the process and enable a side-by-side 

comparison of disputed language by the FPSC in context. If, on the other hand, the parties are 

required to use a Consolidated Joint DPL, it is very likely that a large volume of “disputed” 

issues may be eliminated, which could lead to real negotiation and a more limited, manageable 

volume of remaining unresolved “core” issues. 

Sprint’s second Preliminary Issue is the one vs. two contract issue that AT&T sought to 

predetermine by filing separate wireline and wireless arbitration petitions. Sprint’s third 

Preliminary Issue exists for the purpose of driving consistency into whatever agreement(s) 

ultimately control(s) the parties’ relationship. 

By its actions, AT&T has attempted to force a predetermination that Sprint is not entitled 

to either: (a) a single ICA between Sprint and AT&% or (b) two contracts that are essentially 

identical in order to support the principles of unified, non-discriminatory interconnection 

between Sprint and AT&T, regardless of the technology Sprint may use to provide its services. 

The parties and the Commission are entitled to a non-duplicative, complete and open 

presentation of the issues that promotes a prompt and consistent, Act-compliant resolution. 

Sprint submits that a reasonable approach to moving forward to reach such a resolution is 

Commission action that: 

Consolidates Docket Nos. 100176-TP and 100177-TP for all purposes; 

Requires the parties to further confer, create and file a Consolidated Joint 
DPL by a specified date (or such further additional date as may be 
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reasonably necessary and mutually requested by the parties) that includes, 
among other things, a side-by-side presentation of respectively proposed 
disputed contract language and positions, and affirmatively identifies 
those contract provisions that: (a) either party contends should be different 
as between the Sprint entities based upon the technology used by Sprint in 
providing its services; and (b) are neither in dispute or have otherwise 
been resolved; 

Directs the parties to continue good faith negotiations up to the 
consolidated arbitration hearing date; and 

Directs the parties to inform the Commission within forty-five (45) days 
after the submission of the Consolidated Joint DPL regarding the further 
resolution of any outstanding issues. 

111. 

SPRINT’S JOINT RESPONSE TO ALLEGATIONS SET FORTH IN AT&T’S 
WIRELESS AND WIRELINE PETITION NUMBERED PARAGRAPHS 

Notwithstanding the fact that AT&T has filed two separate Petitions, Sprint made a 

collective request to negotiate with AT&T for one Subsequent Agreement (as that term is 

defined in General Terms and Conditions - Part A, Section 3 of the parties’ current ICA).I9 

Aside from the allegations in each Petition that identify the respective Sprint entities, and 

AT&T’s split of “Sprint” into “Sprint CMRS” and “Sprint CLEC”, the substantive allegations 

contained in each AT&T Petition are identical. For the sake of clarity and ease of reference, 

Sprint has repeated each AT&T allegation below, specifically identifying the corresponding 

ii.St-c Sprint contract negotiator Fred Broughton’s Septcmbcr 2 , 2 0 0 9  letter to Al&T conmact negotiators Lynn 
Allen-Flood and Randy Ham, a copy o f  which i s  attached ils Exhibit A to Wireless Pet. Wirelinc Pet and expressly 
statcb. 

I’unuant to Sections 251, 252 and 332 o f  the Communications Act of 1934, as amendrd (“Act”), 
General Terms and Conditions - Pan A Section 3 o f  the parti,es’ current interconnection 
agreements (”Secrton 3”). and AT&T Merger Commitment No. 3. ‘, Sprint Communications 
Company L.1’ . Sprint Spectrum L.P., Ncxtcl South Cop .  and NPCR, Inc. dib a Nextel Partners 
(collectively “Spnnt”) request commencement of interconnectiun negotiations for a Subseguenr 
Anreemenl (as defined in Section 3) with BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. d/b/a AT&T 
Florida (“AT&T”) using the parties’ pre-existing Florida invrconnrction agreement (“Florida 
ICA”) as the starting point for such negotiations. [Emphasis added]. 
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Petition paragraph numbering and AT&T’s Sprint-party name distinctions, and providing 

Sprint’s collective response to each of AT&T’s numbered paragraph allegations: 

A. STATEMENT OF FACTS 

Wireless Pet. 7 1 / Wireline Pet. l’, 1: AT&T Florida is a corporation organized and 

existing under the laws of the State of Georgia with its principal place of business in Atlanta, 

Georgia. AT&T Florida is an incumbent local exchange carrier (“ILEC”) as defined in 47 

U.S.C. 5 251(h) and is certificated to provide telecommunications services in the State of 

Florida. A copy of all pleadings, discovery, orders and other papers in this matter should be 

served on AT&T Florida’s representatives as follows: 

E. Earl Edenfield, Jr. 
Tracy W. Hatch 
Manuel A. Gurdian 
c/o Gregory R. Follensbee 
150 South Monroe Street, Suite 400 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 
(305) 347-5558 
ke27220att.com 
th9467@,att.com 
mg2708@att.com 

Sprint Joint Response: Sprint admits the allegations contained in Wireless Pet. 7 1 / 

Wireline Pet. 7 1. 

Wireless Pet. 7 2: Sprint Spectrum L.P. (“Sprint PCS”) is a Delaware limited partnership 

and acts as agent and General Partner for WirelessCo, L.P., a Delaware limited partnership, and 

SprintCom, Inc., a Kansas corporation, and certain other entities. 

Sprint Joint Response: Sprint admits the allegations contained in Wireless Pet. 7 2. 
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Wireless Pet. 7 3: Nextel South Corp. (“Nextel South”) is a Delaware corporation. 

Sprint Joint Response: Sprint denies the allegations contained in Wireless Pet. 1 3 and 

affirmatively states that Nextel South is a Georgia corporation. 

Wireless Pet. 7 4: NPCR, Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Nextel Partners”) is a Delaware 

Corporation. 

Sprint Joint Response: Sprint admits the allegations contained in Wireless Pet. 7 4. 

Wireless Pet. 7 5: Sprint PCS, Nextel South and Nextel Partners are providers of 

commercial mobile radio service (“CMRS”) in Florida. Each is a “telecommunications carrier” 

under the 1996 Act with its principal place of business at 6200 Sprint Parkway, Overland Park, 

Kansas 66251. 

Sprint Joint Response: Sprint admits the allegations in Wireless Pet. 7 5 that Sprint 

PCS, Nextel South and Nextel Partners are providers of CMRS, that each provide 

telecommunications service in Florida, and that each is a “telecommunications carrier” under the 

Act with its principal place of business at 6200 Sprint Parkway, Overland Park, Kansas 6625 1. 

Sprint further affirmatively states that Sprint PCS, Nextel South and Nextel Partners provide 

wireless service in Florida pursuant to licenses issued by the FCC, and that they are each parties 

to or have adopted the Sprint ICA as approved by the Commission pursuant to the Act. 

Wireline Pet. 7 2: Sprint Communications Company L.P., a Delaware limited 

partnership, is a competitive local exchange carrier under the 1996 Act and is authorized by the 
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Florida Public Service Commission (“Commission”) to provide telecommunications service in 

Florida. Sprint CLEC is a “telecommunications carrier’’ under the 1996 Act and its principal 

place of business is 6200 Sprint Parkway, Overland Park, Kansas 6625 1. 

Sprint Joint Response: Sprint admits the allegations contained in Wireline Pet. 7 2 

except as to the official certificated name of Sprint CLEC in Florida which is Sprint 

Communications Company Limited Partnership, not Sprint Communications Company, L.P. 

Wireless Pet. q 6 / Wireline Pet. q 3: AT&T Florida and [Sprint PCS / Sprint CLEC] 

are currently parties to an ICA that was initially approved on January 11, 2002 by the 

Commission in Docket Nos. 000828-TP/000761 -TP, and, by mutual agreement, was amended 

from time to time. The amendments were filed with and approved by the Commission. That 

ICA was subsequently extended by Commission Order dated January 29, 2008, in Docket No. 

070249-TP, Pursuant to the terms of the ICA, 

however, the ICA remains in effect after its term expires (assuming no termination for breach of 

the ICA or otherwise) until a new ICA is negotiated and signed by the parties. 

and its term expired on March 19, 2010. 

Sprint Joint Response: Sprint admits the allegations contained in the first sentence, the 

second sentence and that portion of the third sentence in Wireless Pet. 7 6/ Wireline Pet. 1 3 

leading up to and including the phrase “in Docket No. 070249-TP”. Sprint affirmatively states 

that the ICA referred to in Wireless Pet. 7 6/ Wireline Pet. 7 3 is the same ICA referred to 

throughout this Joint Response as the Sprint ICA, and to which AT&T, Sprint PCS and Sprint 

CLEC are all parties; that the most recent multi-year term of the Sprint ICA expired on March 

19, 2010, but the agreement continues as provided therein on a month-to-month basis until a 

DCN05032010 
21 



Subsequent Agreement becomes effective; and that Sprint denies the remaining allegations 

contained in Wireless Pet. 7 6/ Wireline Pet. 7 3. 

Wireless Pet. 7 7: AT&T Florida and Nextel South are currently parties to an ICA that 

was adopted by Nextel South, pursuant to the Commission’s Orders in Docket Nos. 070368- 

TP/070369-TP issued on September 10, 2008 and December 18, 2008. The ICA’s term expired 

on March 19,2010. Pursuant to the terms of the ICA, however, the ICA remains in effect after its 

term expires (assuming no termination for breach of the ICA or otherwise) until a new ICA is 

negotiated and signed by the parties. 

Sprint Joint Response: Sprint admits the allegations contained in the first sentence in 

Wireless Pet. 7 7. Sprint further afirmatively states that the “adopted” ICA referred to in 

Wireless Pet. 1 7 is the same ICA referred to throughout this Joint Response as the Sprint ICA, 

and to which AT&T, Sprint PCS and Sprint CLEC are all parties; that the most recent multi-year 

term of the Sprint ICA expired on March 19, 2010, but the agreement continues as provided 

therein on a month-to-month basis until a Subsequent Agreement becomes effective; and, that 

Sprint denies the remaining allegations contained in Wireless Pet. 7 7. 

Wireless Pet. 7 8: AT&T Florida and Nextel Partners are currently parties to an ICA that 

was adopted by Nextel Partners, pursuant to the Commission’s Orders in Docket Nos. 070368- 

TP/070369-TP issued on September 10, 2008 and December 18, 2008. The ICA’s term expired 

on March 19,2010. Pursuant to the terms of the ICA, however, the ICA remains in effect after its 

term expires (assuming no termination for breach of the ICA or otherwise) until a new ICA is 

negotiated and signed by the parties. 

Sprint Joint Response: Sprint admits the allegations contained in the first sentence in 

Wireless Pet. 7 8. Sprint further affirmatively states that the “adopted” ICA referred to in 
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Wireless Pet. 7 8 is the same ICA referred to throughout this Joint Response as the Sprint ICA, 

and to which AT&T, Sprint PCS and Sprint CLEC are all parties; that the most recent multi-year 

term of the Sprint ICA expired on March 19, 2010, but the agreement continues as provided 

therein on a month-to-month basis until a Subsequent Agreement becomes effective; and, that 

Sprint denies the remaining allegations contained in Wireless Pet. 1 8. 

Wireless Pet. T 9 / Wireline Pet. T 4: In anticipation of the expiration of the current 

ICA, and pursuant to the terms of that ICA, [Sprint CMRS / Sprint CLEC] sent AT&T Florida 

a written request for negotiation of a new interconnection agreement on September 2, 2009. 

[Sprint CMRS / Sprint ’‘1 requested that the current interconnection agreement between 

[AT&T / AT&T Florida] and [Sprint CMRS / Sprint] in Florida be used as the starting point 

for negotiations. A copy of the letter is attached hereto as Exhibit A. 

Sprint Joint Response: Sprint admits that on September 2, 2009, in anticipation of the 

expiration of the most recent multi-year term of the Sprint ICA, and pursuant to the terms of the 

Sprint ICA, Sprint sent AT&T a letter that, among other things, expressly stated: 

Pursuant to Sections 251, 252 and 332 of the Communications Act of 
1934, as amended (“Act”), General Terms and Conditions - Part A Section 3 of 
the parties’ current interconnection agreements (“Section 3”), and AT&T Merger 
Commitment NO. 3[ I, Sprint Communications Company L.P., Sprint Spectrum 
L.P., Nextel South Corp., and NPCR, Inc. &/a Nextel Partners (collectively 
“Sprint”) request commencement of interconnection negotiations for a 
Subsequent Agreement (as defined in Section 3) with ... AT&T ... using the 
parties’ pre-existing Florida interconnection agreement (“Florida ICA”) as the 
starting point for such negotiations. 

Sprint is agreeable to a 3-year extension of the existing Florida ICA 
without further revisions at this time. If AT&T is not agreeable to such an 
extension, Sprint requests AT&T to provide an electronic, soft-copy redline of the 
Florida ICA that reflects any and all changes that AT&T seeks to the Florida ICA. 

2o “Sprint,” not “Sprint CLEC,” is the term used by AT&T at this point in its Wireline Pet. 7 4. 
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Sprint recognizes that in the context of the Kentucky ICA adoption proceedings 
over the past year the parties have negotiated mutually acceptable updates to 
several of the ICA Attachments. From Sprint’s perspective, if AT&T’s redlines 
essentially end up tracking the parties’ prior updates to the Kentucky ICA 
Attachments, the parties’ may be able to quickly narrow the likely remaining open 
issues to Attachment 3. Upon receiving AT&T’s proposed redline of the Florida 
ICA, Sprint can determine what, if any, proposed changes it may have to the 
Florida ICA and at that point propose the scheduling of an initial negotiation call. 

Sprint further admits that a copy of its September 2, 2009, letter is attached to each of AT&T’s 

filed Petitions as Exhibit A, and denies the remaining allegations contained in Wireless Pet. 7 9 / 

Wireline Pet. 7 4. 

Wireless Pet. 7 10 / Wireline Pet. 7 5: Thereafter, AT&T Florida provided a draft of 

the proposed successor interconnection agreement to [Sprint CMRS / Sprint CLEC], and the 

parties have negotiated the terms and conditions of the proposed agreement 

Sprint Joint Response: In light of the pre-Petition communications and materials 

exchanged between the parties, Sprint cannot determine what AT&T is intending to assert by its 

allegations in Wireless Pet. 7 10 / Wireline Pet. 7 5 and, therefore, denies such allegations. 

However, assuming such allegations are an attempt to summarize the scope and extent of pre- 

Petition communications and materials exchanged between the parties, Sprint further 

affirmatively states: 

1. In response to Sprint’s letter of September 2, 2009, Sprint received a letter 
from AT&T dated September 16,2009. AT&T’s letter recognized that Sprint 
had requested negotiations for a Subsequent Agreement using the parties’ 
existing agreement as the starting point. AT&T further asserted that “AT&T 
will be providing separate redlined agreements to Sprint for Sprint’s CLEC 
and CMRS entities to replace the current combined agreements.” 

2. Between September 1 l th and 17th, 2009, AT&T sent Sprint proposed redlines 
that attempted to convert the Sprint ICA into a separate Sprint CMRS ICA 
and Sprint CLEC ICA and also sent a proposed Commercial Transit 
Agreement directed to Sprint CLEC. AT&T’s redlines not only attempted to 
eliminate the combined wireless/wireline nature of the existing Sprint ICA, 
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but appeared to make wholesale incorporation of new language premised upon 
AT&T’s post-merger 22-state generic wireless and generic wireline terms and 
conditions. Further, AT&T appears to have proceeded down this path without 
any regard for whether or not (a) any of its proposed redlines were necessary 
in light of pre-existing Sprint ICA language that the parties had operated 
under for more than ten (10) years without issue, or (b) AT&T’s respective 
redlines proposed different language for no apparent reason as between its 
own redlines. 

3. While Sprint maintained its right to have either a single ICA or two 
substantively identical ICAs (with only limited technology-based differences 
based upon Sprint’s consent or as required by FCC rule), Sprint attempted to 
provide joint, consistent redline replies to AT&T’s redlines. 

4. On November 9” and loth, 2009, AT&T sent Sprint an initial draft wireless 
DPL and an initial draft wireline DPL. Although these DPLs did not initially 
include the one vs. two contract issue, the issue was ultimately recognized and 
included as the number one issue in subsequent draft AT&T DPLs sent to 
Sprint on December 4, 2009. Likewise, the one vs. two contract issue became 
issue number 2 on a comprehensive combined wireless/wireline draft DPL 
that Sprint delivered to AT&T on December 9,2009. 

5. On January 18, 2010, AT&T sent Sprint a certain proposed Commercial 
Transit Agreement directed to the Sprint wireless entities. 

6 .  On January 22, 2010, Sprint attempted to obtain an agreement with AT&T to 
address the issue of one vs. two contracts, and the need for a DPL that would 
drive easy identification and resolution of non-technology differences between 
AT&T’s “wireless” vs. “wireline” proposed edits. 

7. On January 22, 2010, the parties reached an agreement that AT&T would be 
the filing party in the anticipated Kentucky arbitration and, as to Florida, 
whoever the filing party may ultimately be, the filing party in Florida would 
include all information in its filing that the non-filing party provided to the 
filing party by March 31, 2010. As of March 1, 2010, the parties also agreed 
that AT&T would be the petitioning party in each of the remaining states of 
Tennessee, North Carolina, Georgia, Florida, Alabama, Louisiana, Mississippi 
and South Carolina. However, the parties never reached an agreement 
regarding either the one contract vs. two contract issue, or a mutually 
acceptable way to present in a single DPL the multiple competing versions of 
AT&T’s language juxtaposed with Sprint’s single response to such 
inconsistencies. 

8. Pursuant to the parties’ January 22, 2010, agreement, on March 10, 2010, 
Sprint provided AT&T the Sprint materials to be included in the petition to be 
filed by AT&T. These materials represented the same materials Sprint had 
provided AT&T for its filing in Kentucky, and the parties agreed that such 
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materials would be used as Sprint’s pre-petition materials provided to AT&T 
for each of the remaining states. Sprint’s pre-petition materials continued to 
include three preliminary issues that it had previously identified to AT&T, the 
second of which specifically addressed the one vs. two contract issue. Sprint 
never consented to the deletion of such issues from inclusion in any petition to 
be filed by AT&T, nor did the parties ever discuss the filing of two separate 
arbitration petitions in any state. 

9. The sheer volume and complexity resulting from AT&T’s insistence on two 
contracts without identz5ing and rationalizing any differences between its 
own competing language resulted in little meaningful pre-petition good-faith 
negotiations (Le., prior to March 24, 2010) as to what one would expect to be 
the truly substantive issues that should remain for arbitration. 

B. JURISDICTION AND TIMING 

Wireless Pet. 7 11 / Wireline Pet. 7 6: Section 252(b)(1) of the 1996 Act allows either 

party to the negotiation to request arbitration during the period between the 135th day and the 

160th day from the date the request for negotiation was received. By agreement of the parties, 

[Sprint CMRS’s / Sprint CLEC’s] request for negotiation was received November 1, 2009. 

Accordingly, the “arbitration window” closes on April 10,2010, and this Petition is timely filed. 

Sprint Joint Response: Sprint admits the allegations contained in Wireless Pet. 1 11 / 

Wireline Pet. 1 6. 

Wireless Pet. 7 12 / Wireline Pet. 7 7: Section 252@)(4)(C) of the 1996 Act requires 

the Commission to render a decision in this proceeding within nine months after the date upon 

which the request for interconnection negotiations was received. Accordingly, the 1996 Act 

requires the Commission to render a decision in this proceeding, absent an agreed extension, not 

later than August 1,201 0. 

Sprint Joint Response: Sprint admits the allegations contained in Wireless Pet. 1 12 / 

Wireline Pet. 7 7. Sprint further affirmatively states that Section 252(b)(4)(B) requires the parties 

to provide such information as may be necessary for the Commission to reach a decision on the 
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unresolved issues, and Section 252(b)(5) makes clear that as part of their respective obligations 

the parties are required to cooperate with the Commission and continue to negotiate in good 

faith. As further explained in greater detail throughout this Joint Response, AT&T’s attempts to 

convert what should have been one negotiation and arbitration into two separate matters has 

directly contributed to the increased complexity of these proceedings. In light of the further 

action that will be necessary, it is reasonable to anticipate that the Commission may not be able 

to render a decision by August 1, 2010. Under such circumstances, a party’s unreasonable 

refusal to extend an otherwise unachievable August 1, 2010, decision date may, in and of itself, 

constitute a failure to negotiate in good faith. 

C. ISSUES FOR ARBITRATION 

Wireless Pet. 7 13 / Wireline Pet. 7 8: Although the parties have engaged in 

negotiations, many open issues remain. AT&T Florida hopes the parties will be able to resolve 

some or many of the disputed issues before hearing. 

Sprint Joint Response: As its response to the allegations contained in the first sentence 

of Wireless Pet. 1 13 / Wireline Pet. 1 8, Sprint incorporates by reference its response to Wireless 

Pet. 7 10 / Wireline Pet. 7 5. Sprint has insufficient information to be able to either admit or 

deny the allegations contained in the second sentence of Wireless Pet. 13 / Wireline Pet. 1 8. 

Sprint affirmatively states, however, that the parties have been engaged in initial good faith 

negotiation sessions that began on March 24 which have been continuing, and in which the 

parties have been making meaningful progress towards narrowing their differences. 

Wireless Pet. 7 14 / Wireline Pet. 7 9: AT&T Florida submits herewith as Exhibit B the 

proposed interconnection agreement that reflects the parties’ disagreements as they stand as of 
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the date of this filing. Most of the language in Exhibit B is in normal font; the parties have 

agreed on that language. Language that AT&T Florida proposes and [Sprint CMRS / Sprint 

CLEC] opposes is bold and underlined. Language that [Sprint CMRS / Sprint CLEC] 

proposes and AT&T Florida opposes is in bold italics. 

Sprint Joint Response: Sprint denies the allegations contained in the first sentence of 

Wireless Pet. 7 14 / Wireline Pet. 7 9, and affirmatively states that Sprint has not agreed to the 

use of two separate ICAs or DPLs between Sprint and AT&T, i.e. one “wireless” and one 

“wireline,” as depicted in the separate Exhibit B and C attached to each AT&T Petition. With 

respect to each AT&T Petition Exhibit B, subject to the parties ongoing negotiations referred to 

in Sprint’s preceding Joint Response to AT&T’s Wireless Pet. 7 13 / Wireline Pet. 7 8, Sprint 

admits the allegations contained in the third sentence in Wireless Pet. 7 14 / Wireline Pet. 7 9 that 

AT&T Florida’s proposed hut disputed language is depicted in bold and underlined font. 

Sprint denies the remaining allegations contained in the second and third sentences in Wireless 

Pet. 7 14 / Wireline Pet. 7 9, and affirmatively states that not all of the language depicted in 

“normal font” in Exhibit B is language agreed upon by the parties, not all of the Sprint proposed 

but disputed language has been completely or accurately depicted in Exhibit B in bold italics, 

and that there are instances where AT&T has apparently accepted Sprint proposed language by 

simply reflecting it as “normal font” in its proposed contracts but not identifying such acceptance 

in its corresponding DPL. 

Wireless Pet. 7 15 / Wireline Pet. 7 10: Also submitted herewith, as Exhibit C, is an 

issues matrix or Decision Point List (“DPL”) that identifies the issues set forth for arbitration. 

The DPL assigns an Issue Number to each passage (or related passages) of disputed language, 
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and, for each issue, identifies the issue presented and sets forth in short form AT&T Florida’s 

position on the issue and [Sprint CMRS’s / Sprint CLEC’s] position as AT&T Florida 

understands it. 

Sprint Joint Response: With respect to the issues matrix / DPL attached to each AT&T 

Petition, Sprint admits that Exhibit C identifies some of the parties’ issues set forth for arbitration 

and, as to each issue identified by AT&T, AT&T has further stated its description and short form 

positions on those issues, but denies the remaining allegations contained in Wireless Pet. 7 15 / 

Wireline Pet. 7 10. Sprint further affirmatively states that AT&T has not included all of the 

issues and related information contained in the materials that, pursuant to the parties’ agreement, 

Sprint provided AT&T on March 10, 2010, for inclusion in AT&T’s arbitration filing. Attached 

hereto as SPRINT EXHIBIT 1 is Sprint’s proposed Consolidated Joint DPL format, which 

seeks to cross-reference the issues as stated in each of AT&T’s Exhibit C DPLs to Sprint’s 

proposed contract language and summary position statements. 

Wireless Pet. 7 16 / Wireline Pet. 11: Pursuant to 47 U.S.C. § 252(b)(2)(B), AT&T 

Florida is providing a copy of this Petition and the accompanying documentation to [Sprint 

CMRS / Sprint CLEC] on the day on which this Petition is filed with the Commission. 

Sprint Joint Response: Sprint admits the allegations contained in Wireless Pet. 7 16 / 

Wireline Pet. 7 1 1. 

Sprint Further Joint Response to all Allegations of the Wireless Pet. I Wireline Pet.: 

Sprint denies each and every allegation of the Petition to the extent not otherwise expressly 

identified and admitted herein. 
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IV. 

AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES 

1. Information services traffic is not subject to access charges, and the FCC has yet 

to determine whether Interconnected VoIP traffic is an information service or a 

telecommunications service. Until the FCC makes such a determination, the Commission lacks 

jurisdiction to establish a rate to be charged by either party for Interconnected VoIP traffic, and 

the same should be exchanged on either a bill and keep basis or, at most, using TELRIC-based 

reciprocal compensation rates. 

2. VoIP traffic is information service traffic and, therefore is not subject to access 

charges. Until the FCC otherwise makes a determination as to the rate to be charged by either 

party for VoIP traffic, the Commission lacks jurisdiction to establish a rate to be charged by 

either party for VoIP traffic, and the same should be exchanged on either a bill and keep basis or, 

at most, using TELRIC-based reciprocal compensation rates. 

3. The FCC has yet to implement any rules that establish the compensation 

mechanism for inter-MTA traffic. Until the FCC makes such a determination, the Commission 

lacks jurisdiction to establish a rate to be charged by either party for inter-MTA traffic, and the 

same should be exchanged on either a bill-and-keep basis or, at most, TELRIC-based reciprocal 

compensation rates applied in a manner that further recognizes the Sprint wireless entities incur 

more cost to terminate an AT&T originated land-to-mobile inter-MTA call than it costs AT&T to 

terminate a Sprint originated mobile-to land inter-MTA call. 

4. Sprint reserves the right to designate additional defenses as they become apparent 

through the course of discovery, investigation and otherwise. 
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V. 

CONCLUSION AND PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

Sprint respectfully requests the Commission to: 

a) Issue a procedural Order that: 

i) 

ii) 

Consolidates Docket Nos. 1001 76-TP and 1001 77-TP for all purposes; 

Requires the parties to further confer, create and file a consolidated 
wireless/wireline issues matriddecision point list (DPL) by a 
specified date (or such further additional date as may be reasonably 
necessary and requested by the parties). The Commission should 
require that such Consolidated Joint DPL include, among other 
things, a side-by-side presentation of respectively proposed 
disputed contract language and positions, and affirmatively 
identify those contract provisions that: (a) either party contends 
should be different as between the Sprint entities based upon the 
technology used by Sprint in providing its services; and (b) are 
neither in dispute or have otherwise been resolved; 

iii) Directs the parties to continue good faith negotiations up to the 
consolidated arbitration hearing date; and 

Directs the parties to inform the Commission within forty-five (45) 
days after the submission of the Consolidated Joint DPL regarding 
the further resolution of any outstanding issues. 

iv) 

b) Arbitrate the unresolved issues between Sprint and AT&T as described in 

an appropriately filed Consolidated Joint DPL, within the timetable specified in the Act, 

or within a mutually acceptable alternative timetable; 

c) Retain jurisdiction of this arbitration until the Parties have submitted a 

Subsequent Agreement for approval in accordance with Section 252(e) of the Act; 

d) Retain jurisdiction of this arbitration and the Parties hereto as necessary to 

enforce the Subsequent Agreement; and 

e)  Grant such other and further relief as the Commission deems just and 

proper. 
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Respectfully submitted this 4" day of May, 2010. 

/s/Marsha E. Rule 

Marsha E. Rule 
Rutledge, Ecenia & hunell, P.A. 
P.O. Box 551 
Tallahassee, FL 32302-055 1 
(850) 681-6788 
Fax: (850) 681-6515 
marsha(iT,reuuhlaw.com 

Douglas C. Nelson and 
William R. Atkinson 
Sprint Nextel 
233 Peachtree Street NE, Suite 2200 
Atlanta, GA 30339-3 166 

Fax: (404) 649-8980 
douglas.c.nelson@spnnt.com 
bill.atkinson@sDrint.com 

(404) 649-8981 

-and- 

Joseph M. Chiarelli 
6450 Sprint Parkway 
Mailstop: KSOPHN0214-2A671 
Overland Park, KS 6625 1 

Fax: (913) 523-9623 
joc.m.chiarclli@,surint.com 

Attorneys for Sprint 

(913) 315-9223 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

The undersigned hereby certifies that a copy of the foregoing has been served by 
electronic and First Class Mail on the following this 4" day of May, 2010: 

Florida Public Service Commission: 
Charles Murphy, Esq. 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 
Email: cmurphy@psc.state.fl.us Email: greg.follensbee@att.com 

AT&T Florida: 
E. EdenfieldT. Hatch/M. Gurdian 
c/o Mr. Gregory Follensbee 
150 South Monroe Street, Suite 400 
Tallahassee, FL 32301-1561 

/s/Marsha E. Rule 

Marsha E. Rule 
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Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South COT. and NPCQ Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners ("Sprint") 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(&Sub Issues) 

Issue 
No. ATBT Position Sprint Position Sprint Wireless I Wireline ATBT Wireless I Wireline Issue 

Appendix I 
Location Language Language 

Sprint's issLes, proposed language and posit on statements are prov ded to ATBT pursuant to the parties' Temporary Moratorium Period agreement, and sLpplement tne materia s that 
Sprint has already previously provided ATBT regarding tnis matter Except to the enent ATBT proposed language is expressly incorporated into Sprint proposed language or idenlfied 
as accepted in a Sprint position statement. Sprint does not agree to or accept any anguage as proposed by ATBT. Wnere Sprint has provided more carrent proposed language to 
ATBT or tne Parties have negotiated replacement language regarding a given issJe. the more wrrentlnegotiated language is intended 10 ten1at:ve y sdersede Sorint's Dreviouslv 
provided angbage regarding that issue. SJbject to fina rev'ew and confirmation. 

As lnd cated in Spr.nt Position statement to lssde 1, the parties are engaged in ongoing negol ations. Therefore, neither ATBTs filed OPLs nor this Sprint Exh bit 1 reflects a completely 
accurate statbs 01 the issaes and each Pady's post on at this po'nt. This Exnibit shobld be construed as Sprint's good faith effort to dep.ct those issues that are RESOLVED (sLbject to 
6nal confirmation and resolution of the overal Issue 2 '1 vs 2 contract issue") with the lultner understanding that issues I (anguage may be shown as disputed in this Exhibit even 
IhoJgh tne scope of the disputed angdage may have oeen narrowed as the result of the ongoing negotiations. Ultimately. a fina DPL should reflect the actual remaining open dispded 
Issues lor aroitration .pori completion of negotiations. 

Spr nt reserves all of its rights to IJrtner negotiate and revise for SuDmission to the Comm ss on in a fina joint issues matrix all issue statements. its proposed language and posiion 
statements. 

1. 

Preliminary 
Issues 

iave the parties 
bad adequate 
ime to engage in 
pod faith 
iegotiations? 

4TBTs DPLs do 
lot acknowledge 
his issue. 

No. 

The Pames current 
Interconnection Agreement (ICA) 
is a combined Agreement batween 
Sprint's wireless and wlreline 
entities and the ATBT ILEC 
operating in the 9 southeastern 
legacy-8ellSouth states. Pnor 
litigation to extend the ICA for 3 
years resuited in a different ICA 
k id te rm expimbon date in 
Kentucky as compared to the 
remaining 8 states. Sprint initiated 
newhations June 22,2009 for a 
new ICA in Kentucky and, 
between August 13 and 
September 16,2009. made the 
same request as to the remaining 
8 states In each request, Spnnt 
advlsed ATBT of Sprint's 

Sprint proposed language Spin8 "plun texi" language (no-bold no-italics no-undcrlme) i s  mtr.ndnl i o  rcpre\eni ciihrr a) onginal ICA langusge that Spnni srcks io rruin. or b) language that l i  

diffcrcni from the original ICA languagc. but as 1,) which there IS nu di,putc betueen the pantcs. Sprm "bo1ditalir.v" hngusge IS intendcd tu rcpreseni either c j  Spnni edits i o  uriginal iCA 
Isnguagr. or  d)  newly proposed Spnnt l a n p i g e  
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Issue 
No. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue Issue 
Description Appendix / Sprint Wireless / Wireline 

Language 
ATBT Wireless / Wireline 

Language Sprint Position 

willingness to continue the existing 
ICA but if ATBT did not agree to 
do so, then pursuant to ATBT 
Merger Commitment 3. the cumn 
ICA was the starling point for re  
negotiations. ATBT provided 
initial, but inamplete redline 
positions in September. 2009. 
which included separating the 
existing ICA into two new 
Agreements - one wireless 
specif~c and one CLEGwirelme 
S W C .  

The patties agreed on the state. 
speck statutory negotiation 
arbiition windows. and that 
ATBT would be the petitioning 
party in each state. Sprint 
provided prePetitiin responses tc 
ATBT redlines to the extent 
possible under the circumstances 
but, given the sheer magnitude of 
ATBT’s edits in two separateb 
proposed new ICAs, Sprint‘s 
efforts were essentially directed at 
providing responsive language an( 
issue identification 

On February 12,2010, ATBT 
inniated the first of the %State 
arbibations by filing two separate, 
yet virtually identical peti ins in 
Kentucky, one against Sprint 
CLEC and the other against the 
Sprint wireles entities. On March 
9, 2010. Sprint filed its Joint 
Response and a Motion to 
Consolidate ATWs separate 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italics/nno-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there i s  no dispute behveen the parties. Sprint “bolditalics” language is  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

2. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCQ Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (''Sprint'') 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(&Sub Issues) 

When can ATBT 
require Sprint 
Affiliated entlties 
to have different 
provisions 
regarding the 
same Issues. or 
even entirely 
separate 
Agreements, 
based upon the 
technology used 
by a given 
Sprint entity? 

2lthough ATBT 
xeviously had 
his issue in both 
ts 1-23-09 draft 
wireless DPL as 
hen-issue 12. 
md its draft 
Mreline DPL 
lated 12-04-09 
IS then-Issue 1 
.IS it permissible 

issue 
Appendix / 
Location 

Entire 
Agreement 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

Spnnt language is generally 
)resented as a wmbined IC4 
)ut is capable of being 
qregated into two wntracts 
vith miwr mdficatbn, if in fact 
wo contracts are ultrmately 
ised For example, the 
ntroductoiy paragraph: 

rHlS INTERCONNECTION 
\GREEMENT is made by and 
Between BellSouth 
relecommunications, inc. 
Vb/a ATBT Alabama, ATBT 
:lorida. ATBT Georgia. ATBT 
(entucky, ATBT Louisiana, 
ITBT Mississippi, ATBT North 
:aroiina, ATBT South Cardin: 
ind ATBT Tennessee ('ATBT" 
)r "ATBT-9STATE") and 
Sprint Communications 
:ompanu Limited 
'artnership and Sprint 
:ommunicationr Company 

IS "Sprint CLEC"), a 
..P. (co//ecuve/y referred to 

ATBT Wireless / Wireline 
Language I ATBT Position 

Sprint Position 

Kentucky PeMions. In its March 
29,2010 Kentucky filed response 
to Sprint's Motion to Consolidate, 
ATBT acknowledged the need to 
resume negotiations wim a view 
towards reducing the number of 
issues to be arbitrated, and such 
nmabons  are in progress as of 
the filing of SprinYs Joint 
Response and Mobon to 
Consolidate in these Florida 
proceedings 

I 
Sprint does not generally oppose I 
two separate wntracts (i.e., one 
wntract between the ATBT 
entities and the Sprint wireless 
entities and another wntract 
between the ATBT enbties and 
the Sprint wireline entity) 
However, absent SprinYs 
consent as the requesting carrier 
or FCC authorization, it is not 
appropriate for ATBT to impose 
different treatment on Sprint in 
two separate wntracts based on 
the identity of/technology used 
by a given Sprint wnb-acting 
entity. 

Absent Spnnt wnsent or specific 
FCC authorization (e.9.. differing 
rules for teninating usage 
compensation pursuant to 47 
C F R  §§20.11,51.701; 
limitations imposed on the use of 
Unbundled Network Elements 
pursuant to 47 C.F.R. 
51 309(b)), it is not appropriate 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint "plain text" language (no-boldho-italicslno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute behveen the parties. Sprint "bold ildics" language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. dlbla Nextel Partners (=Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as 0103-10-2010, Edited in Light o f  Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

( B  Sub Issues) 

to have separate 
interconnection 
agreements for 
wireiine and 
wireless 
traffic?’). ATBT’s 
DPLs no longer 
acknowledge this 
issue. 

Issue 
Appendix / 
Location 

Sprint Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

Delaware limited partnership 
and Sprint Spectrum L.P., a 
Delaware limited 
partnership. as agent and 
General Partner For 
WrelessCo, L.P., a Delaware 
limited partnership, and 
Sprintcorn, Inc., a Kansas 
corporat/on, and as agent 
For the entities Identified as 
Affiliates on Attachment A ( 
Sprint Spectrum. L.P.. 
WirelessCo, L.P., Sprintcorn, 
hc.  and al l  entities idenUfied 
as Aff7liates on Attachment 
A are cdlechhely referred to 
as “Sprint Spectrum‘?, 
Nextel South Corp., a 
Georgia corporation and 
Nextei West Corp., a 
Delaware corporation 
(collectively “Nextel’?. and 
NPCR, Inc.. a Delaware 
corporation d/b/a Nextel 
Partners (“Nextel Partners’) 
(Sprint Spectrum, Nextel and 
Nextel Partners are 
collectively refemd to as 
“Sprint PCS” or “Sprint 
wireless’) (Sprint CLEC and 
Sprint PCS are collectively 
referred to as “Sprint’)] (‘the 
Agreement”). This Agreement 
may refer to either ATBT or 
Sprint or both as a ’ P a w  or 
‘Parties“, and is made 
effective ten (10) days after 
Commission approval 
rEffective Date”) 

ATBT Wireless / Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

for ATBT to impose technology- 
based disparate treatment or 
administrative inefficiencies upon 
requesting carriers, much less 
based simply upon ATBT’s 
generalized daims of ’network. 
operational and pncing 
differences.” 

Where ATBT seeks different 
treatment in either a combined 
ICA, or two separate CAS. 
regarding the same issue, but 
without Sprint‘s consent, the 
burden is on ATBT to prove an 
FCGauthonzed basis for any 
proposed diiering treatment. 

Generally, use of the term Spnnr 
means the pfovtslon is applicable 
without regard to the 
mrelessEwireline nature of the 
Sprint entities and. when such 
natu 
has 
orC 

Sprint seeks the use of multi- 
uselmulti-jurisdictional trunking 
and, therefore, has attempted to 
craft language that recognizes 
compensation or other necessary 
distinctions as may be 
appropriate between wireless or 
wireline traffic. Therefore, if rt is 
ultimately determined, by 
consent or Commission deusion. 
that two separate ICAs will be 
used, the end result of Sprint‘s 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldlno-italicslno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute behveen the parties. Sprint “bold italics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. dlbla Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Sprint Wireless / Wlreline 
Language 

Issue 
No. 
- 
5. 

ATBT Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

Issue 
Description 

(&Sub Issues) 

How should 
Scope and 
Purpose be 
described? 

See and d.. 
ATBT Wireless 
Issue la)  and 
Ib): 
Wireline Issue 
la)  and 1 b). 
ATBT is 
inconsistent in its 
acceptance/ 
rejection of Sprint 
proposed 
language, for no 
apparent reason. 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

GTC Part A, 
5” Whereas 8 
Section 1; 

See also 
httachment 3 
Section 2.1. 

Incumbent Local Exchange 
Carrier (“ILEC”) authorized 
to provide 
Teiemmmunications Services 
in the states of Alabama, 
Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, 
Louisiana, Mississippi, North 
Carolina. South Carolina. and 
Tennessee: and, 

WHEREAS, Sprint CLECis a 
non-incumbent or 
“wmpetltive” Local 
Exchange Carrier (‘CLEC“) 
authorized to pmwde 
Telecommunications Services 
in the states of Alabama, 
Florida, Georgia. Kentucky, 
Louisiana, Mississippi. North 
Carolina. South Carolina and 
Tennessee; and, 

WHEREAS, Sprint PCS is a 
Commercial Mobile Radio 
Service (‘CMRS“) provider 
licensed by the Federal 
Communications Commission 
(‘FCC”) to provide 
Telecommunications 
Services in the stabs of 
Alabama, Florida, Georgia, 
Kentucky, Louisiana. 
Mississippi, North Carolina, 
South Carolina and 
Tennessee: and 

WHEREAS, the Act places 
certain duties and obligations 

Sprint Position 

Using appropriate terms. should 
appropriately describe the overal 
use. recognizing the breadth of 
Spnnt‘s rights as a requesting 
carder under Applicable Law. 

Thidthese provision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
lCAs are used. 

ATBT Posltion 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italicdno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold ifdics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Spnnt language. 
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Issue 
No. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communicatious Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of03-10-2010, Edited in  Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(B Sub issues) 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

upon, and grants certain 
rights to Telecommunications 
Carriers; and 

WHEREAS. Sprint is a 
Telecommunications Carriers 
and has requested ATBT to 
negotiate an Agreement with 
Sprint for the provision of 
sewices pursuant to the Act 
and in wnformance with 
AT6T’s duties under the Act; 
and, 

NOW THEREFORE, in 
wnsideration of the terms 
and agreements wntained 
herein, ATBT and Sprint 
mutually agree as follows: 

1. Purmse and Scope. 

1.1 This Agreement 
specifies the rights and 
obligations of the Parties with 
respect to the 
implementation of their 
respective duties under the 
A d  

1.2 Telecommunlcations 
or lnfwmation Service. 
This Agreement may be 
used by either P a m  to 
exchange 
Telecommunications 
Service or Information 
service. 

Sprint Position I ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldlno-italicsino-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute behveen the parties. Sprint ‘6old iralies” language is  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Cop.  and NPCR, h e .  a l a  Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-LanguagePosition Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
No. 

Issue 
Description 

(B Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix i 
Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

1.3 Interconnected VoiP 
Service. The FCC has yet 
to determine whether 
interconnected VoiP 
service is 
Telecommunications 
SeNke or information 
Service. Notwithstanding 
the foregoing, this 
Agreement may be used by 
eiiher Party to exchange 
Interconnected VoiP 
Service traffic. 

1.4 Sprint Wholesale 
Services. This Agreement 
may be used by Sprint to 
exchange traffic associated 
with jointly provided 
Authorized Se~ices to a 
subscriber through Sprint 
wholesale arrangements 
with third-party providers 
(“Sprint Third Party 
Provider@) 7. Subscriber 
traffic of a Sprlnt Third 
Party Provider (“Sprint 
Third Party Provider 
Traffic”) is not Transit 
Service traffic under this 
Agreement. Sprint Third 
Party Provider Traffic 
traversing the Partles’ 
respective networks shall 
be deemed to be and 
treated under this 
Agreement (a) as Sprint 
traffic when it originates 
with a Sprint Third Party 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language ATBT Position Sprint Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italicso-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “boiditdics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

Sprint Wireless i Wireline 
Language 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (‘Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

ATBT Wireless i Wireline 
Language 

Issue 
Description 

( B  Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix i 
Location 

I 
Provider subscriber and 
either (I) terminates upon 
the ATBT-9STATE network 
or (ii) is transited by the 
ATBT-9STATE network to a 
Third Pam, and (b) as 
AT8T-9STATE traffic when 
it originates upon ATBT- 
9STATE’s network and is 
delhrered to Sprint‘s 
network for termination. 
Although not anticipated at 
this time, if Sprint provides 
wholesale services to a 
Sprint Third P a m  Provider 
that does not include Sprint 
providing the NPA-NXX that 
is assigned to the 
subscriber, Sprlnt will 
notify ATBT-9STATE in 
writing of any Third Pam 
Provider NPA-NFX number 
blocks that are pad of such 
wholesale arrangement. 

1.5 Aff/liates and Netwoh 
Managers 

1.51 Nothing in this 
Agreement shall prohibit 
Sprint from enlarging its 
wifeless or wireline network 
through the use of a Sprint 
Affiliate or management 
contracts with non-Affiliate 
third parties (hereinafter 
“Network Manager(s)’) for 
the construction and 
operation of a wireiess or 

ATBT Position Sprint Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italic~no-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold italics’’ language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCQ Inc. &/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided t o  AT&T as 0103-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 
- 
Issue 
No. 
- 

Issue 
Description 

( B  Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless i Wireline 
Language 

wireline system under a 
Sprint or Sprint Affiliate 
license or certification, as 
permitted by Appllcable 
Law. Traffic traversing 
such extended networks 
shall be deemed to be and 
treated under this 
Agreement (a) as Sprint 
traffic when it originates on 
such extended neiwork and 
either (I) terminates upon 
the ATBT-9STATE network 
or (if) is transited by the 
ATBT-9STATE network to a 
Third Party, and (b) as 
ATBT-OSTATE traffic when 
it originates upon ATBT- 
SSTATE’s network and 
terminates upon such 
extended netwwk. All 
billing for or related to such 
traffic and for the 
interconnection facilities 
provfsloned under this 
Agreement by ATBT- 
STATE to Sprint for use by 
a Sprint Affiliate or Network 
Managers under a Sprint or 
Sprint-Affillate license will 
(a) be in the name of Sprint, 
(b) idenUFy the Sprint 
Affiliate or Network 
Manager as applicable, and 
(c) be subject to the terms 
and conditions of this 
Agreement; and, Sprint wlll 
remain liable fw all such 
billing hereunder. To 

Sprint Position I ATBT Wireless i Wireline 
Language ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-itllics/o-underline) is intended to represent either a) Original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, or h) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute behveen the parties. Sprint “bold italics” language is intended to represent either c )  Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

Sprint Wireless i Wireline 
Language 

expedite timely payment, 
absent written notice to the 
contray from Sprint, AT6T- 
9STATE shall directly bill 
the Sprint Afllliate or 
Network Manager that 
orders interconnection 
facilities for all charges 
under this Agreement 
associated with both the 
interconnection facilities 
and the exchange of traffic 
over such facilities. 

1.5.2 A Sprint Affiliate or 
Network Manager identified 
in Exhibit A may purchase 
on behalf of Sprint, 
services offered to Sprint in 
this Agreement at the same 
rates, terns and conditions 
that such services are 
offered to Sprint provided 
that such services should 
only be purchased to 
provide Authorized 
Services under this 
Agreement by Sprint, 
Sprint’s Afllliate and its 
Network Managers. 
Notwithstanding that ATi3T- 
SSTATE agrees to bill a 
Sprint Amliate or Network 
Manager dim3ly for such 
services in order to 
expedite timefy billing and 
payment from a Sprint 
Afllliate or Network 
Manager. Sprint shall 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCQ Inc. d h l a  Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

ATBT Wireless i Wireline 
Language 

Issue 
Description 

(i3 Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix i 
Location 

Sprint Position 
ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldino-italicso-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold italics’’ language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South COT. and NPCR Inc. &la Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(B Sub Issues) 

What should be 
the provisions for 
the term 
(dufation) of the 
agreement. and 
the provisions for 
termination and 
renegotiation of 
the Agreement? 

See and d.: 
ATBT Wireless 
Issue 4; 
Wireline Issue 
2a) and 2b). 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

>TC Part A, 
Section 2 (2)’ 

‘To the extent 
dentifiabie, 
larenthetical 
Section 
eferences 
are to either 
he 
wrresponding 
i r  related 
anguage 
egarding 
kame subiect 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

remain fully responsible 
under this Agreement for all 
services ordered by the 
Sprint Affiliate or Nehvork 
Manager under this 
Agreement. 

1.5.3 Upon Sprint’s 
providing AT6nState a 
ten-day (IO) day written 
notice requesting an 
amendment to Exhlblt A to 
add or ddete a Sprint 
Affiliate or Neiworh 
Manager, the parties shall 
cause an amendment to be 
made to this Agreement 
within no more than an 
additional thirty (30) days 
from the date of such 
notice to effect the 
requested additions or 
deletions to Exhibit A. 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

I 
ATBT Position I Sprint Posltlon 

tESOLVED I 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint ‘plain text” language (no-bold/no-italicslno-underline) is  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute behveen the parties. Sprint “bold italics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. dlbla Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issuff-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as ofO3-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(6, Sub Issues) 

#hen and where 
nay it be 
appropriate to 
ncorporate tariff: 
i r  other external 
naterials by 
eference? 

See and d.: 
4T&T Wireless 
s u e  3; 
Nireline Issue 3. 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

matter in 
ATBTs 
proposed 
wireline 
language. 
GTBC Part A, 
Sectton 3 
through 3.2 
(2a.l,2a.2. 
2a.3). 17.7 
(18.7) under 
‘Modification 
Jf 
tgreemenr 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

3. References: 
References herein to 
Sections, Paragraphs, 
Attachments, Exhibits, Parts 
and Schedules shall be 
deemed to be references to 
Sections, Paragraphs, 
Attachments and Parts of, 
and Exhibits. Schedules to 
this Agreement, unless the 
context shall otherwise 
require. 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

Only ATBT’s proposed 
subsection “References” is 
appropriate. It should be 
renumbered as Section 3 and 
not, however, otherwise include 
any portion of ATBT’s heading 
or text of its proposed 
“Referenced Documents”. It is 
inappropriate to include a general 
incorporation by reference 
provision that enables elmer part, 
to alter matenal terms of 
Agreement via unilateral change 
to referenced matenai oulside of 
agreement 

If there are applicable matters 
outside the Agreement that 
Warrant incorporation by 
reference then such matters 
should be specifically identified 
by ATT within the appropriate 
section(s) to which such matter 
may pertain This language has 
not previously been necessary 
and Sprint does not agree there 
is a need for it now 

Thidthese provision(s) should 
be substantively the same 
whether a single ICA or two 
separate lCAs are used. 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldino-italicslno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute behveen the parties. Sprint “bohi iralics” language i s  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Carp. and NPCR, Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(a Sub Issues) 

3 Sprint has 
requested 
clarification from 
ATBT: 

See and d: 
ATBT Wireless, 
can’t find any 
issue regarding 
8.8 BFR process 
issue even 
though language 
IS disputed; and, 
is shown as 
disputed in 
Wireline Issue 7a 
and 7b. 

Issue 
No. 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

3TC Part A, 
section 3.3 
2a.4), 3.4 
2.a.5). See 
ilso 17.5 
18.5) under 
Modification 
,f 
Ureement”, 
1.5 (2a.6), 3.6 
un-numbered 
section), 8.8 
7.Q 34 (37). 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

Sprint has included 
questiodwmmentl edii in 
redline as well as any minor 
edits in redline that may also 
further resolution. 

3.4 and 17.5 ~ See Sprint 
Position statement.. Last 
sentence of 3.4 P 
paragraph that Sprint 
proposes to move to 17.5: 

The Parties negotiated 
the terms and conditions 
of this Agreement for 
Interconnection pralucts 
andor servlc?s as a tdal 
arrangement and it is 
intended to be 1701)- 
severable. 

3.5 - See Sprint Position 
statement. 

3.6 Non-Voluntary 
Provisions: 

This Agreement incorporates 
certain rates, terms and 
conditions that were not 
voluntarily negotiated andor 
agreed to by ATBT-SSTATE, 
but instead resulted from 
determinations made in 
arbitrations under Sedion 252 
of the Act or from other 
requirements of regulatory 
agencies or state law 
Jindividually and collectively 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Position ATBT Position 

Believe these requests for 
clarification issues have been 
RESOLVED. 

3.3 -Sprint accepted 1‘ 
sentence of 3.3. But, as to 2“4 
sentence, what “different“ service 
Term lengths is ATT talking 
about? 

ATBT appears to have struck 
second sentence which resolves 
3.3 (2a.4). Need confirmation. 

3.4 and 17.5 - Sprint agreed with 
concept of both paragraphs of 
3.4 and accepted the first 
paragraph. But, the 2“6 
paragraph is duplicative of 
section 17.5. The substantive 
distinctions between the two 
appear to be that the last 
sentence of 3.4 does not appear 
in 17.5, and 17.5 expressly refers 
to a party being able to invoke 
dispute resolution if negotiation 
of invalidated provisions is 
unsuccessful. Sprint proposes to 
strike the highlighted 2“6 
paragraph from 3.4, but move 
the last sentence of 2”‘ 
paragraph to become the last 
sentence in Section 17.5. 
ATBT appears to have accepted 
Sprint‘s proposal which resolves 
sec.3.4 (2a.5) 8 17.5 (18.5). 
Need confirmation. 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text’’ language (no-boldlno-italicdno-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold ifnfics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Carp. and NPCR, Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to  AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(a Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

‘Non-Voluntary 
4rrangement(s)”). If any Non- 
Joluntary Arrangement is 
nodified as a result of any 
)rder or finding by the FCC, 
he appropriate Commission or 
I court of competent 
unsdiction. the Parties agree 
o follow the Modification of 
4greement provisions of the 
4greement to renegotiate 
such affected provisions. 
Except to the extent 
>thenvise requlred by law or 
wulafory action, fie Parties 
Icknowledge that the Non- 
Ioluntary Arrangements 
wntained in this Agreement 
ihall not be available in any 
itate other than the state that 
)rig inally imposedlrequired 
iuch Non-Voluntary 
krangement. 

8.8 Within thirty (30) days 
after receiving the firm Bona 
Fide Request quote from 
ATBT, Sprint will notify ATBT- 
SSTATE in writing of its 
acceptance or rejection of 
ATBT’s proposal. If at any 
time an agreement cannot be 
reached as to the terms and 
conditions or pnce of the 
request, or if ATBT-SSTATE 
responds that it cannot or will 
not offer the requested item in 
the Bona Fide Request and 
Sprint deems the #em 

ATBT Wireless / Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

3.5 - Sprint accepted 3.5. The 
titie. however. is not related to 
the text; and, the text would 
appear to be consistent with the 
concepts contained in Section 34 
Indivisibility. Sprint suggests 
deleting title of 3.5 and moving 
text to the Section 34 Indivisibility 
Drovision. 

3.6 Sprint generally agrees wth 
concept, and accepts a majority 
of it. However, there is a cross- 
reference to ‘Intervening Law“ 
procass that does not otherwise 
appear in document and should 
refer to the ‘Modification of 
Agreement“ provisions; and, also 
need qualification to last 
sentence. 

ATBT appears to have accepted 
Sprint‘s proposal which resolves 
Sec 3.6 (2a.7 1) 

8.8 Spnnt seeks danfying 
language at the end of 8.8 as 
indicated. 

Thishhese provision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
lCAs are used. 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text’’ language (no-boldlno-italicso-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint ‘‘bo/diiaIics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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issue 
No. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. dbls Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-LanguagePosition Statements Provided to  AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

( B  Sub Issues) 

4TBT Accepts 
Sprint‘s 
anguage. 

Nhat should be 
he ‘Notice of 
:hanges - 
Section 
!51(c)(5)” 
mvisions? 

Nhat should be 
he 
Responsibillties 
If the Parties” 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

iection 3.7 
2a.8, 2a 8.1) 

;TBC Part A 
iection 4 
2a.10) and 
m o n  27.5 
29 5) 

iT&C Part A, 
tection 5 
2a 11). 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

essential to its business 
operations, and deems 
AT&Ts position to be 
inconsistent with the Act. FCC 
or Commission regulations 
andlor the requirements of 
this Agreement, the dispute 
may be resolved pursuant to 
the General Terms and 
Conditions of this Agreement, 
including the filing for 
Arbitration pursuant to the 
Act behveen the 13#‘ and 
the 16d” day after ATBT- 
SSTATE receives Sprint’s 
Bona Fide RequestINew 
Business Request 

Section 34 Indivisibility - 
added as a separate Issue by 
ATBT, therefore, Sprint has 
posed its question in that 
Issue. 

1.7 State-Specific Rates, 
rems and Conditions: 

ATBT Wireless 1 Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

IESOLVED. 

IESOLVED. 

5ESOLVED. 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldino-italicdno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there i s  no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bolditalics“ language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. dib/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description Issue 

No. (&Sub Issues) 

See and 6.: 
ATBT Wireless 
issue 4; 
Wireline Issue 4 

ATBT 
acknowledges 
Sprint‘s 
acceptance of 
majority of 
language in 
Wireline, but 
continues to 
show all 
language 
disputed in 
Wireless. 

Issue 
Appandix I 
Location 

>T&C Part A; 
3ection 6 (2b) 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

6. Insurance 

6.1 At all times during the 
term of this Agreement, each 
Party shall keep and maintain 
in force at its own expense the 
following minimum insurance 
coverage and limits and any 
addmonal insurance andlor 
bonds required by Applicable 
Law: 

6.1.1 With respect to each 
Parly‘s performance under 
this Agreement, and in 
addition to its obligation to 
indemnify, each Partyshali at 
its sole cost and expense: 

6.1.2 maintain the insurance 
coverage and limits required 
by this Section and any 
additional insurance andlor 
bonds required by law: 

6.1.3 at all times during the 
term of this Agreement and 
until completion of all work 
associated with this 
Agreement is completed, 
whichever is later; 

6.1.4 with respect to any 
coverage maintained in a 
‘claims-made” policy, for two 
(2) years following the term of 
this Agreement or completion 
of all work associated with this 

ATILT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

Sprint aaepts the majority of 
ATBT insurance provisions as 
proposed in its wireless 
language. Even these 
provisions. however, need to be 
made mutual and require slight 
company specific edits as 
indicated in Sprint language (e.g. 
Ihe need to recognize the 
availability of pmof of insurance 
via website rather than delivety 
of certificates of insurance. 

Sprint does not agree with 
ATBTs proposed, but otherwise 
unexplained different insurance 
provisions in wireless language. 

ThisJthese provision(s) shwid be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
ICAs are used. 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldno-italicstno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, hut as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold irnlics” Language i s  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 
- 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCQ h e .  &/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(B Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

Agreement. whichever is later 
If a “claims-made” poiicy is 
maintained, the retroactive 
date must precede the 
cornmencement of work under 
this Agreement; 

6.1.5 require each 
subcontractor who may 
pelform work under this 
Agreement or enter upon the 
work site to maintain 
coverage, requirements, and 
limits at least as broad as 
those listed in this Section 
horn the time when the 
subcontractor begins work, 
throughout the term of the 
subwntractw‘s work: and mth 
respect to any coverage 
maintained on a “claims-made” 
policy, for two (2) years 
thereafter: 

6.1.6 procure the required 
insurance from an insurance 
company eligible to do 
business in the state or states 
where work will be performed 
and having and maintaining a 
Financial Strength Fating of 
“A-” or better and a Finanual 
Size Category of 7/11“ or 
better, as rated in the A.M. 
Best Key Rating Guide for 
Property and Casualty 
Insurance Companies, except 
that, in the case of Workers’ 
Compensation insurance, a 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Position ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldno-italicslno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold italics’’ language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South COT. and NPCQ Inc. dbla Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(e Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

Party may procure insurance 
from the state fund of the state 
where work is to be performed; 
and 

6.1.7 upon request, deliver to 
or otherwise make available 
through web-access, to the 
requesting Party evidence 
of insurance stating the types 
of insurance and policy limits. 
A Party shall provide or will 
endeavor to have the issuing 
insurance company provide at 
least thirty (30) days advance 
written notice of cancellation, 
non-renewal. or reduction in 
wverage. terms, or limits to 
the other Party. A Partyshall 
also provide such requested 
evidence or  web access: 

6.1.7.1 prior to 
commencement of any work 
that requires insurance; and, 

6.1.7.3 far any wverage 
maintained on a ‘claims-made” 
policy, for two (2) years 
following the t e n  of this 
Agreement or completion of all 
work associated with this 
Agreement, whichever is later. 

6.2 The Parties agree: 

6.2.1 the failure of a Party to 
demand evidence of or web 
access to such evidence of 

Sprint Position 
ATBT Wireless I Wireline 

Language 

I 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldino-italicslno-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold ildics” language i s  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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- 
issue 
No. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Cow. and NPCR, Inc. dibh Nextel Partners ("Sprint") 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

( B  Sub issues) 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

insurance, or failure of a 
Party to identify a defiuency 
will not be construed as a 
waiver of the other Party's 
obligation to maintain the 
insurance required under this 
Agreement; 

6.2.2 that the insurance 
required under this Agreement 
does not represent that 
coverage and limits will 
necessanly be adequate to 
protect a Party, nor be 
deemed as a limnation on a 
Party's liability to the other 
Party in this Agreement; 

6.2.3 A Party may meet 
the required insurance 
coverages and limlts with any 
combination of primary and 
Umbreila/Excess liability 
insurance; and 

6.2.4 the insuring Party is 
responsible for any deductible 
or self-insured retention 

6.3 The insurance coverage 
required by this Section 
includes 

6.3.1 Workers' Compensation 
insurance with benefits 
afforded under the laws of any 
state in which the work is to be 
performed and Employers 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language I ATBT Position 

Sprint Position 

Spnnt proposed language. Spnnt "plain text" language (no-bold no-ltallc* no-underline) 15 mended to represent either a) onglnal ICA Ianpuagc that Spnnt seeks to retam. orb) language th3t I S  

differmi from the onpinal ICA lanpaer.. but a* tu which there i s  no dispute between the panics Sprint "boldirolics" languagc 13 lntmded to represent either c) Spnnt edm to onglnal ICA 
lanpusgc. or dJ newly proposed Spnnl language 
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- 
Issue 
No. 
- 

- 

I 
Sprint Exhibit 1 

Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 
Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to  AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in  Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(8 Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix / 
Location 

Sprint Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

Liability insurance with limits of 
at least: 

6.3.1.1 $500.000 for Bodily 
Injury- each accident; and 

6.3.1.2 $500,000 for Bodily 
Injury by disease - policy 
limits; and 

6.3.1.3 $500.000 for Bodily 
Injury by disease - each 
employee. 

6.3.1.4 To the fullest extent 
allowable by Law, the policy 
must indude a waiver of 
subrogation in favor of the 
other Party, its Affiliates. and 
their dlrectors. officers and 
employees. 

6.3.2 In the states where 
Workers’ Compensation 
insurance is a monopolistrc 
state-run system, a Party shall 
add Stop Gap Employers 
Liability with limits not less 
than $500.000 each accident 
or disease. 

6.3.3 Commercial General 
Liability insurance wntten on 
Insurance Service Ofiice (ISO) 
Form CG 00 01 [sprint policy 
Is not written on Lkcember 
2004 version of this form] or 
a substitute form providing 
equivalent coverage. covering 

ATBT Wireless / Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italicslno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold iralics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to  AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(&Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

liability arising from premises, 
operations, personal injury and 
liability assumed under an 
insured contract (including the 
tort liability of another 
assumed in a business 
contract) with limits of at least: 

6.3.3.1 $2,000.000 General 
Aggregate limit; and 

6.3.3.2 $1,000,000 each 
occurrence limit for all bodily 
injury or property damage 
inwrred in any one (1) 
occurrence; and 

6.3.3.3 $1,000,000 each 
occurrence limit for Personal 
Injury. 

6.3.4 The Commercial 
General Liability insurance 
policy must include each 
Party, its Affiliates, and their 
directors, officers, and 
employees as Additional 
Insureds. Upon request, 
each Party shall provide a 
copy ofor web access to the 
Additional Insured 
endorsement to the other 
Party. The Additional Insured 
endorsement may either be 
specific to each Party or may 
be ”blanket” or “automatic” 
addressing any person or 
entity as required by contract. 
Upon request, a copy of or 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Position ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldlno-itaiicslno-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there i s  no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold italics” language is  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Carp. and NPCR, Inc. dibh Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Sprint Position 

Issue 
Description 

(&Sub Issues) ATBT Position 

Nhat should be 
he ’Ordering 
’rocedures” 
irovisions? 

See and d.: 
4T&T Wireless 

mvisioni? 

ITBT appears to 
lave accepted 
sprint‘s language 

Issue 
Appendix / 
Location 

;T&C Part A, 
iection 7.1 
4.1) 

iTC Part A, 
iectiin 7.2 
5) 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

web access to the Additional 
Insured endorsement must be 
provided within sixty (60) days 
Df such requesl; and include 
a waiver of subrogation in 
favor of each Party, b 
4fNiates, and their directors, 
~fficers and employees; and 
>e primary and non- 
xntributoly with respect to 
my insurance or self- 
nsurance that is maintained 
i y  each Paw. 

5.4 This Section is a general 
itatement of insurance 
-equirements and shall be in 
lddition to any specific 
‘equirement of insurance 
eferenced elsewhere in this 
4greement or a referenced 
nstrument. 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

3ESOLVED 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italicso-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different fiom the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint ‘boldiralics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCQ Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
No. 

14. 

5. 

Issue 
Description 

( B  Sub Issues) 

in Wireline 
section 5.1. but 
not exactly the 
same in wireless 
section 7.2. Doe! 
not appear to be 
substantively 
different. 

What should be 
the “Law 
Enforcement” 
provisions? 

ATBT doesn’t 
show any dispute 
in either DPL. 
Although it 
completely 
accepted Sprint‘s 
ianguage in the 
Wireless 
proposed 
mntract it did not 
acccept 8.5 in 
Mreline. 
rurther. failed to 
jelete duplicative 
section 24 in the 
wireless contrad, 
Nhich is Ule 
same thing as 
accepted 
wireless section 
3.6. 
Nhat should be 
he “Liability and 
ndemnification” 
irovisions? 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

;TBC Part A, 
section 9 (8). 
Q.3 (24.3) 

;TBC Part 4 
kiginal 
,ections 10 
3a) and 11 

Sprint Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

I. Liability and 
ndemnification 

1.1 Liabilities of ATT6T- 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

RESOLVED. 

n the case of longstanding 
ieneral provision language 
Between the Parties since 2001, 
ibsent a change in law, it is 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boidino-italicdno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language. but as lo which there is  no dispute between the parties. Sprint “boldiralics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Carp. and NPCR, Inc. a l a  Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(a Sub Issues) 

ATBT doesn’t 
show any 
lispute, although 
t completely 
accepted Sprint‘s 
anguage in the 
Nireless, but 
stlects 
antinued 
jisputed 
anguage in 9.3 
and 9.5 of the 
Mreline 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

9b) 

~ ~~ 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

9STATE. Unless expressly 
stated otherwise in this 
Agreement. the liability of 
AT6T-9STAT.E to Sprint 
resulting from any and all 
causes shall not exceed the 
amounts owing Sprint under 
the agreement in total. 

9.2 Liabilities of Sprint. 
Unless expressly stated 
otherwise in this Agreement, 
the liability of Sprint to ATBT- 
9STATE resulting from any 
and all causes shall not 
exceed the amounts owing 
AT6T-9STAT.E under the 
agreement in total. 

9.3 Each Party shall, to the 
greatest extent permitted by 
Applicable Law, include in its 
local switched service tariff (if it 
files one in a particular state) 
or in any state where it does 
not file a local service tariff, in 
an appropriate contract with its 
customers that relates to the 
services provided under this 
Agreement, a limitation of 
liability (i) that covers the other 
Party to the same extent the 
first Party covers itself and (ii) 
that limits the amount of 
damages a customer may 
rewver to the amount charged 
the applicable customer for the 
service that gave rise to such 
10%. 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

inappropriate to require language 
changes based on whether or 
not newly proposed ATBT 
language “from its current 
standard _ _ _  interconnection 
agreement [is] appropriate”? 
ATBT’s “standard” generic 
language is irrelevant. Where 
AT&T proposes changes to 
longstanding general provisions. 
it should bear the burden to 
justify any change based on 
proven necessity or Sprint‘s 
consent. Absent such necessity 
or Sprint consent, changes 
premised simply on ATBT’s 
desires to require cookie-cutter 
terms and conditions without 
regard to the Parties 
longstanding operation under 
established language is not just 
and reasonable. 

Sprint does not accept ATBT’s 
new separate Section 10 
Limitation of Liability and Section 
11 Indemnity - they are not 
consistent with original language, 
which did not limit actual 
damages in specified situations, 
including willful conductJgross 
negligendcertain specific types 
of claims; and Sprint has re- 
inserted original Section 9 
Liability and Indemnification 
provisions, with name dean-up 
edits. Further, ATBT’s wireline 
language did not delete any of 
the original language and, 

ATBT PoslUon 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italic~no/no-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold ilalics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to oripinal ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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No. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCQ Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(&Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

9.4 No Consequential 
Damages. Neither Sprint nor 
AT&T-SSTAT€shail be liable 
to the other Party for any 
indirect, incidental. 
consequential, reliance, or 
special damages suffered by 
such other Party (including 
without limitation damages for 
harm to business, lost 
revenues, lost savings, or lost 
profits suffered by such other 
parties (collectively, 
“Consequential Damages”)). 
regardless of the form of 
action. whether in contract, 
warranty, stnct liability, or tort, 
including without limitation 
negligence of any kind 
whether active or passive. and 
regardless of whether the 
parties knew of the possibillty 
that such damages could 
result. Each Party hereby 
releases the other Party and 
such other Party‘s subsidiaries 
and affiliates. and their 
respective officers. directors. 
employees and agents from 
any such claim for 
consequential damages. 
Nothing contained in this 
section shall limit AT&T- 
9STATEs or SpnnYs liability to 
the other for actual damages 
resulting from (i) willful or 
intentllnal misconduct 
(including gross negligence); 

I AT&T Position 
Sprint Position I ATBT Wireless I Wireline 

Language 

therefore, ends up with not only 
duplicative, but internally 
conflicting provisions. 

Thidthese provision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
lCAs are used. 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boid/no-italicso-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there i s  no dispute behveen the parties. Sprint “bold italics’’ language is  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. dibh Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as ofO3-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
No. 

Issue 
Description 

(&Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix / 
Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

(ii) bodily injury, death or 
damage to tangible real or 
tangible personal property 
caused by AT&T-SSTATEs or 
Sprint‘s negligent act or 
omission or that of their 
respedive agents, 
subcontractors or employees, 
nor shall anything contained in 
this section limit the partles’ 
indemnification obligations as 
specified herein 

9.5 Obligation to Indemnify 
and Defend. Each Party shall, 
and hereby agrees to, defend 
at the other‘s request, 
indemnify and hold harmless 
the other Party and each of its 
officers, directors. employees 

respect of any loss. debt, 
liability, damage, obligation, 
claim, demand, judgment or 
settlement of any nature or 
kind, known or unknown. 
liquidated or unliquidated, 
including without limitation all 
reasonable costs and 
expenses incurred (legal, 
accounting or otherwise) 
(collectively, ’Damages’) 
arising out of, resulting from or 
based upon any pending or 
threatened claim, action, 
proceeding or suit by any third 
Party (‘a Claim”) (i) alleging 
any breach of any 

AT&T Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italicso-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the padies. Sprint “bold iraIics” language i s  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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No. 
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Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCQ Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(a Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix / 
Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

representation, warranty or 
covenant made by such 
indemnifying Party (the 
‘Indemnifying P a w )  in this 
Agreement, (ii) based upon 
injuries or damage to any 
person or property or the 
environment arising out of or il 
connection with this 
Agreement that are the resuif 
of the Indemnifying Party‘s 
actions, breach of Applicable 
Law, or status of its 
employees, agents and 
subcontractors. or (iii) for 
actual or alleged infringement 
of any patent, copyright. 
trademark, service mark, trade 
name, trade dress, trade 
secret or any other intellectual 
property right, now known or 
later developed (referred to as 
‘Intellectual Property Rights”) 
to the extent that such claim or 
action arises from Sprint or 
Sprint‘s Customer’s use of the 
services provided under this 
Rgreement. 

3.6 Defense; Notice; 
zooperation. Whenever the 
ndemnitee knows or should 
lave known of a claim arising 
br indemnification under this 
Section 9. it shall promptly 
iotify the Indemnifying Party of 
he claim in writing within 30 
alendar days and request the 
ndemnifying Party to defend 

ATBT Wireless I Wirelini 
Language Sprint Position 

- 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint ‘plain text” language (no-boldlno-itaiicdno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold italics” language is  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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No. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. dlhla Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(&Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix / 
Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

the same. Failure to so notify 
the Indemnifying Party shall 
not relieve the lndemnifymg 
Party of any liability that the 
Indemnifying Party might have, 
except to the extent that such 
failure prejudices the 
Indemnifying Party‘s ability to 
defend such Claim. The 
Indemnifying Party shall have 
the nght to defend against 
such liability or assertion in 
which event the Indemnifying 
Party shall give written notice 
to the Indemnitee of 
acceptance of the defense of 
such Claim and the identity of 
counsel selected by the 
Indemnifying Party. Except 
as set forth below, such notice 
to the relevant Indemnitee 
shall give the Indemnifying 
Party full authority to defend, 
adjust, compromise or settle 
such Claim with respect to 
which such notice shall have 
been given, except to the 
extent that any compromise or 
settlement shall prejudice the 
Intellectual Property Rights of 
the relevant Indemnitees. The 
Indemnifying Party shall 
wnsuil with the relevant 
lndemnltee pnorto any 
compromise or settlement that 
would affect the Intellectual 
Property Rights or other rights 
Df any Indemnitee, and the 
relevant Indemnitee shall have 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language I ATBT Position 

Sprint Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italic~no-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which therr is no dispute behveen the parties. Sprint “bold ifdics” language i s  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Issues-Language-Poson Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(&Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprlnt Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

the right to refuse such 
wmpromise or settlement and 
at the refusing Party‘s or 
refusing Parties’ wst, to take 
over such defense, provided 
that in such event the 
Indemnifying Party shall not be 
responsible for, nor shall it be 
obligated to indemnify the 
relevant Indemnitee against, 
any wst or liability in excess o 
such refused wmpmmise or 
settlement. With respect to 
any defense accepted by the 
Indemnifying Party, the 
relevant lndemnltee shall be 
entitled to participate with the 
Indemnifying Party in such 
defense if the Claim requests 
equitable relief or other relief 
that wuld affect the rights of 
the Indemnitee and also shall 
be entitled to employ separate 
wunsel for such defense at 
such Indemnitee’s expense. 
In the event the lndemnifying 
Party does not accept the 
defense of any indemnified 
Claim as provided above. the 
relevant Indemnitee shall have 
the right to employ wunsel for 
such defense at the expense 
of the Indemnifying Party 
Each Party agrees to 
cooperate and to cause its 
employees and agents to 
cooperate with the other Party 
in the defense of any such 
Claim and the relevant rewrds 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Position ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldno-italicstnno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as 10 which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bolditalics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

16. What should be 
the "Treatment of 
Proprietary and 
Confidential 
Information" 
provisions? 

What should be 
the 'Publtaty" 
provisions? 

Sprint. 
What should be 

17. 

of each Party shall be available 
to the other Party with respect 
to any such defense 

GTBC Part A, . 
Section 13 
(1 1) 

GTBC Part A, 
Section 14 
(12) 

GTBC Part A, 15. Assignment 
Section 15 

18. 

the "Assignmenr 
provisions? 

ATBT has now 
separated 
"Assignment" 
and "Corporate 
Name Change" 
into separate 
sections, 
accepted Sprint 
Assignment 
language (wth 
correct title in 
Wireline but 
wrong title in 
Wireless), but 
still seeks to 
impose its 
'Corporate Name 
Change 
provisions" 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel Sonth Corp. and NPCR, loc. dibls Nextel Partners ("Sprint") 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

(13) 15.1 A Party may not assign 
or transfer this Agreement noi 
any rights or obligabons 
hereunder, whether by 
operabon of law or otherwise, 
to a non-Affiliated Third Party 
without the prior written 
consent of the other Party 
Any attempted assignment or 
transfer that is not permitted 
is void ab inibo. 

15.2 A Party may assign or 
transfer thls Agreement and 
all rights and obligations 
hereunder, whether by 
operation of law or otherwise, 
to an ARiliate by providing 
sixty (60) calendar days 
advance written notice of 
such assignment or transfer 
to the other P a m  provided 
that such asfgnrnent or 

Sprint Wireless / Wireline Issue Issue 
Description Appendix I 

(&SubIssues) 1 Location 1 Lsnguage 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

RESOLVED. 

RESOLVED. 

In the case of longstanding 
general provision language 
between the Parties since 2001, 
absent a change in law. it is 
inappropriate lo require language 
changes based on whether or 
not newly proposed ATBT 
language 'from its current 
standard __. interconnection 
agreement ps] appropriate"? 
ATBT's 'standard" generic 
language is irrelevant. Where 
ATBT proposes changes to 
longstanding general provisions. 
it should bear the burden to 
justify any change based on 
proven necessity or Sprint's 
consent. Absent such necessitv 
or Sprint consent, changes 
premised simply on ATBTs 
desires to require cookie-cutter 
terms and conditions without 
regard to the Parties 
longstanding operation under 
established language is not just 

ATBT Position 1 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint ''plain text" language (no-boid/no-italicstno-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint "boldifalics" language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 
- 

ISSUl 
No. 

Issue 
Description 

(a Sub Issues) 

See and cf: 
4TBT Wireless 
s u e  6 and 
Nireline Issue 8 

Issue 
Appendix / 
Location 

Sprint Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

transfer is not inconsistent 
with Applicable Law (including 
the Affiliate’s obligation to 
obtain and maintain proper 
Commission certnication and 
approvals) or the terms and 
conditions of this Agreement. 
[sbuck z“d sentence]Any 
attempted assignment or 
transfer that is not permitted 
herein is void ab initio. 

ATBT Wireless / Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

and reasonable 

Sprint does not accept any of 
subsection 15.3 or 15.4 and, 
therefore. does not agree to the 
Section title change. 

Sprint can accept ATBT 15.1 
language if it is made mutual anc 
the term ‘non-affiliated“ has the 
‘affiliated“ capitalized in order to 
tie it back into the defined term 
“Affiliate”. Sprint can accept 
ATBT 15.2 language if it is made 
mutual and the second sentence 
is stricken. There is no basis for 
an assignment restriction 
premised upon whether or not ar 
Affiliate already has an ICA with 
ATBT-SSTATE. Regarding 15.3 
and 15.4. there is no legitimate 
basis for ATBT to attempt to 
charge Sprint for ATBT internal 
record keeping issues, much lesr 
attempt to impose such charges 
on a unilateral basis. This 
appears to be veiied attempt to 
impose purported internal, yet 
undisclosed. rewrd-keeping 
process changes that may even 
be associated with the Sprint - 
Nextel merger that occurred 
years ago. As demonstrated by 
BellSouth’s own merger with 
ATBT, mergers and corporate 
changes occur, and internal 
record keeping changes are 
costs of doing business, rather 
than ‘costs” that may be shifled 

ATBT Posltlon 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italicslno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold italics’’ language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

issue 
Description 

(e Sub Issues) No. I 

19. Vhat should be 
i e  ‘Resolution 
sf Disputes” 
irovisions? 
:ee and 6: 
Vireless and 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

;T&C Part A, 
Section 16 
14: new 
4T&T 
vireline- 
ipecific 14a.l 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Posltion 

by one party to the other party 
that may experienca a corporate 
name or wmpany wde change, 
and multiplying such ‘costs” by 
imposing them on an individual 
‘BAN” and/or circuit ID level. 

ATBT’s further, wireline-specific 
provisions. 13.8 and 13.9 should 
be struck. If ATT is seeks to 
change any of the original 
language, then the revised 
language should be equally 
applicable to all parties - that IS 

why 13.1 should be made 
mutual. if ATT seeks to assign 
to a non-affiliate third-party 
(under any scenario] and obtain 
a release of its obligations under 
this Agreement, then such 
assignment should be subject to 
negotiation of Sprint wnsent 
pursuant to 13.1. resulting in no 
mntinuing reason for separate 
13.8 or 13.9. 

rhislthese provision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
3 single ICA or two separate 
ICAs are used. 

IESOLVED. 

ATBT Posltion 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italic~no-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold italics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sorint Exhihit 1 

Issue 
No. 

- 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCQ Inc. dh/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to  AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(&Sub Issues) 

Wireline Sec. 
14.1 8 14.2. 
ATBT appears ti 
accept Sprint‘s 
language at 14 1 
8 14.2 but does 
not reflect it on 
either DPL. At 
ATBT Wireline 
Issue 9. AT&T 
inserts 14a.l 
through 14a 7 in 
the Wireline DPL 
Nhich Sprint 
jisputes in it’s 
mtirety but AT&’ 
rtill show some 
anguage as 
iccepted in it 
) rowed 
Nireline wntract 

Sprint: 
Nhat should be 
he ‘Taxes” 
rovisions? 

See and d: 
Vireless 
#rowed 
ontract which 
ippears to 
iccept Sprint‘s 
mguage now at 
iec. 15, althougb 
continues to 
how It in bold 
Ind no DPL 
;sue; and 

~ 

Issue 
Appendtx I 
Location 

- 14a 7) 

;TBC Part A, 
iection 17 
I 5) 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

7ESOLVED. 

AT&T Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italic~no-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there i s  no dispute between the parties. Sprint ‘bold ifalics” language is  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

!1 

Q. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCQ Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(8 Sub Issues) 

Wireline Issue 10 
which fails to 
reflect all of 
A T U S  disputed 
proposed 
language as 
contained in tis 

contract. 
What should be 
the ‘Force 
Majeure” 
provisions? 

ATBT Accepted 
Spnnt‘s 
Language 

proposed 

“Adoption of 
Agreements’ 
What should be 
the ‘Modification 
of Agreement” 
provisions? 

See and cf : 
Wireless Issue 7 
and Wireline 
Issue 11 - AT&T 
DPLs and 
proposed 
wntracts do not 
accurately depict 
as betwen such 
documents or the 
parties as to 
what is disputed I 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

STBC Pad A. 
iecond 
jection 15 
16) 

;TU Part A, 
Iection 16 
17) 

;TBC Pall A, 
,econd 
iection 17 
18) 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Language 

I 
I 

17.7 Nothing in this 
igreement shall preclude 
Sprint from purchasing any 
iewices or Facilities under any 
ipplicable and effective ATBT- 
STATE tariff orsubsequent 
iervice offering that results 
b m  deteriffing/dereulation 
kollectively “tadftdswvice 
Yfkings’? to implement 
ighfs or obligations under 
‘his Agreement. Each p a w  

Sprint Position 

RESOLVED. 

RESOLVED. 

RESOLVED as to ’Modification 
of Agreement“ 

Remaining Section 17 7 
language addresses concepts 
raised in ATBT new section 3.2 
and wll be moved and 
considered wthin Issue 7, 
Section 3 References provision 

Thislthese provtsion(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
lCAs are used 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text’’ language (no-boldho-italicsfno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold ildics” language i s  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 

~~ .~ .~ ~ 
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Issue 
No. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners ("Sprint") 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to  AT&T as o f  03-10-2010, Edited in Light o f  Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

( B  Sub Issues) 

accepted. 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

provided hereunder. 
References to fati& 
throughout this Agreement 
shall be to the currenUy 
effective farlfffsewlce 
offering for the state or 
jurisdiction in which the 
servlces were pmvlsioned. 
In the event of a conflict 
between a provision of this 
Agreement and a provision of 
an applicable kariff/service 
offering, the Parties agree to 
negotiate in good faith to 
attempt to reconcile and 
resolve such conflict. If any 
pmwsions of this Agreement 
and an applicable tariffkervia 
offering cannot be reasonably 
construed or interpreted to 
avoid conflict, and the Parties 
cannot resolve such conflict 
through negotiation, such 
conflict shall be resolved as 
follows: 

17.7.1 Unless othemise 
provided herein, if the service 
or Facility is ordered from the 
tariWservice offering, the 
terms and conditions of the 
tariWservice offering shall 
prevail. 

17.7.2 If the service is 
Drdered to implement rights 
or obligaUons under this 
hgreement [Sprint ok wlth 
sMke here of "(other than 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

ATBT Position 

Spnnl proposed language Spnnl "plain trxt" language (no-bold no-iulics no-underline) 1s intended tu represent either a) onginsl ICA language that Sprint seeks IC, reuin. orb) lankrage that 1s 

different horn the original ICA language. but as to uhich there i s  no dispute between the panles. Spnnt "boldilalir~" lsnyagr I S  intended to represent rlther c) Spnnt rdiu IO oriplnal I('A 
langusge. o r  dJ nrwly proposed Spnnl languagr.. 
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Issue 
No. 

23. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCQ Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(a Sub Issues) 

What should be 
the ‘Governing 
Law provisions? 

See and d:  
ATBT does not 
show thts as an 
issue on either o 
its DPLs. It 
appears to 
‘accept“ the 
second sentenw 
of Sprint‘s 
proposed 
language in it’s 
proposed 
Wireless contrac 
and only the first 

Issue 
Appendix l 
Location 

5TBC Part A, 
jection 19 
20) 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

resale)’7, and the Agreement 
expressly references a term, 
condition or rate of a tariff, 
such term, condition or rate of 
the tariff shall prevail. 

17.7.3 If the service is 
ordered to implement rights 
or obllgations under this 
Agreement. and the 
hgreement references the tariff 
for purposes of the rate only, 
then to the extent of a conflict 
3s to the terms and conditions 
n the tariffhervice offering 
3nd any terms and conditions 
>f this Agreement, the terms 
and conditions of this 
4greement shall prevail. 

ATBT Wireless l Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

3ESOLVED 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldino-italicdno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold itdics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

- 
‘4. 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCg h e .  dhla Nextel Partners (“Sprint..) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to  AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(B Sub Issues) 
~ 

sentence of 
Sprint’s propose 
language in the 
Wireline wntrad 
But, does not 
show R as 
disputed in eithei 
proposed contac 
the language it 
has not 
accepted. 
What should be 
the “Audit“ 
provisions? 

See and 6: 
Wireless and 
Wireline Sec. 
14.1 8 14.2. 
ATBT appears to 
accept Sprint‘s 
language at 14 1 

not reflect it on 
either DPL. 
‘Remedies” 

What should be 
the ‘Network 
Security  ̂
mvisions? 

‘Relationship of 
’arties“ and “No 
rhird Party 
3eneficianes” 
What should be 
he ”Survival” 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

GTBCs part 
A; Section 20 
(21), and the 
same 
provisions 
were included 
by ATBT in 
Attachment 7 
Billing, 
Section 4 

GTBC Part A, 
Section 21 

GTC Part A, 
Section 24 

(22) 

GTBC Part A, 
Section 23 8 
24 (25 8 26) 

STBC Part A, 
Section 25 

1. Remedies 

Sprint Position 
ATBT Position 

IESOLVED. 

!ESOLVED 

ESOLVED. 

ESOLVED 

ESOLVED 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldino-italicslno-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold iIdics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as 0103-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
No. 

- 
7. 

- 
3. 

Issue 
Description 

(B Sub Issues) 

provision? 

What should be 
the 
‘Responsibility 
for 
Environmental 
Hazards”” 
provisions? 

See and cf.: 
ATBT does not 
show this as an 
issue on either of 
its DPLs. ATBT 
appears to 
accept Sprint 
Proposed 
language in 
wireless section 
28 even though it 
is depicted in 
‘bold”, and. 
appears to show 
section 28.1 
through 28.8 as 
‘accepted” when 
they are not, and 
then shows 
sections 28.9 
hrough 28.1 1 
:which is 
anguage 
m p t e d  in the 
Nireless) as 
Ysputed. 

Sprint: 
Nhat should be 

issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

27) 

;TBC Part A. 
section 26 
28) 

;print: 
;TBC Part A, 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Language ATBT Position Sprint Position 

tESOLVED. 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italics/o-underIine) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language. but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold italics” language is intended to represent either c )  Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCQ Inc. dib/s Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as 0103-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Descrlption 

(8 Sub Issuer) 

the ‘Notices” 
provisions? 

See and 6.: 
ATBT Wireless 
Issue 8 and 
Wireline Issue 
12. and 
corresponding 
proposed 
contract se&ns 
29. ATBTdoes 
not consistently 
include and 
accurately depici 
all of Sprint 

language as 
between ATBTs 
DPLs and 

contracts, nor is 
ATBT consistent 
in its own 
positions as to 
what it ‘accepts” 
of the Sprint 
proposed 
language that it 
does depict in 
both places (see 
e.g. wireless 29.: 
and Wireline 
29.2a.l). 

Proposed 

pmposed 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Section 27 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

ATBT Posltion 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldlno-italicslno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bolditdics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

‘9 

- 
I. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. a l a  Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(B Sub Issues) 

‘Rule of 
Construction”; 
“Headings of No 
Force or Effect”; 
“Multiple 
Counterpalts”. 
Sprint 
What 
’Implementation 
of Agreement“ 
provisions are 
appropriate? 

See and 6.: 
ATBT Wireless 
Issue 9 and 
Wireline Issue 
13, and 
wrresponding 
PWOSd 
wntract sections 
33. ATBT 
inwnsistently 
shows disputed 
language in 
wireless DPL as 
to secbon 33 1 
as wmpared to 
its proposed 
cantract, and 
iakes 
nwnsistent 
msibons on what 
taccspts in 33.2 
3s between its 
wo DPLs and 
xoposed 
mntracts. 
Nhat 

Issue 
Appendix / 
Location 

GTBC Part A. 
Section 20, 
29. 30 (30, 
31,32) 

Sprint: 

[33) 

GTBC Part A. 
Section 31 

$print: 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

ATBT Wireless / Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

ATBT Position 

RESOLVED 

QESOLVED 

€SOLVED. ---c 
Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldlno-italicdno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute behveen the parties. Sprint “bold italics’’ language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

31. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. d/b/a Nextel  Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as 0103-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(B Sub Issues) 

‘Indivisibility“ 
provisions are 
appropriate? 

See and d.: 
AT8T Wireless 
Issue 10 and 
Wireline Issue 
14. 

What, if any, 
additional GTC 
Part A CLEC- 
specific terms 
are necessary? 

Issue 
Appendix / 
Location 

;T&C Part A, 
Section 34 
:36) 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

ATBT Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

- 

ATBT Position Sprint Position 

hbsent FCC authorlzation (e.g., 
3iffenng rules for terminating 
Jsage cumpensatio 
4.7 C.F.R. ggZO.11, 
imitabons imposed on the use of 
Unbundled Network Elements 
Dursuant to 47 C.F.R. g 
51.309(b)). it is not appropriate to 
mpose technology-based 
jisparate treatment or 
administrative inefficjencies upon 

3ased simply upon ATWs 
generalized daims of ‘network, 
3perational and pricing 
Mferences.” 

The burden is on AT8T to prove 
i n  an item-by-item basis that a 
given proposed technology- 
lased disparate 
reatmentlpurported 
idministrative inefficiency results 
n greater cost upon AT&T to 
hereby warrant the proposed 
ethnology-based disparate 
reatment (Le. separate 
echnology-based provisions as 
o given Issues or Agreements) 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint ‘plain text” language (no-bold/no-italics/no-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, or b) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute behveen the parties. Sprint “bold iralics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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__ 
Issue 
No. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCQ Inc. dibh N e d e l  Partners ("Sprint") 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue issue 
Description Appendix I 

(e Sub Issues) Location 

1. What, if any, 
wireline-specific 
"Affiliates" 
provision is 
appropriate? 

GTBC Part A, 
ATBT new, 
wireiine-oniy 
Section 
2a.9 1. 
"A'Affiliites". 

2. What, if any, 
wireline-specific ATBT new, 
'Fraud" provision wireline-only -I--- is aoorooriate? Section 3a 

GTBC Part A, 

. .  . 
"End User 

See and 6.: I Fraud". 
ATBT Wireline 
Issue 5 and its 
proposed 
contract Sec. 3a. 
ATBT depicts 
Sprint's language 
as 'accepted" in 
the DPL but does 
not carry that 
over to the ATBT 
proposed 
contract 

Listings wireline-only 
Section 6. 

I 
3. White Pages I GTBC Part A, 

wireline-only 
Section 6. I Listings 

Sprint Wireless I Wireiine ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Language 

I 

I 
Fraud. 

The Parties agree to 
reasonably cooperate with 
one another to investigate, 
minimize, and take 
corrective action in cases 
OF suspected Fraud. Any 
Fraud minimization 
procedure implemented by 
a Party are to be cost- 
effective and implemented 
in a manner so as not to 
unduly burden or harm 
either Party. 

Sprint Position 

RESOLVED. 

The Parties have not needed a 
fraud provision in the past, nor 
has there been any 
demonstrated need for such a 
provision now. Further, among 
other things, ATT language 
contains inappropriately 
overbroad disclaimer of liability 
assertion that is contrary to 
Section 9 limitation of liability 
provisions, undefined terms (e.9. 
"ABT"). imposition of obligations 
regarding obtaining end-user 
consents, and disclosure of end- 
user information that may simply 
be unenforceable. Without 
waiving its position, Sprint can 
agree to a general fraud M- 
operation provision as reflected, 
which is modification of ATBT 
section 3a.2 language. 

Thislfhese provision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
lCAs are used. 

RESOLVED. 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint "plain text" language (no-bold/no-italics/na-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint 3 o l d  italics" language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language. or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(B Sub Issues) 

4. Is there any 
need for a new, 
duplicative. 
wrelinespecific 
exclusion of 
Intellectual 
Property disputes 
from the general 
Resolution of 
Disputes 
process? 

5. Is a ‘Referral 
Announcement“ 
provision 
necessary? 

8. Should there 
ce a different 
Nireline 
Waived 
mvision? 

7 l sa 
‘Disclaimer of 
qepresentations 
md Warranties“ 
iecessary? 

See and cf.: 
4TBT Wireless 
and Wireline 
xoposed 
nntracts ATBT 
appears to 
lccept Sprint‘s 
msition but does 
lot depict it in 
tiher DPL 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

>T&C Part A. 
wireiine-only 
Section 10.1.1 

;T&C Part A, 
vireline-mly 
jection 13.7 

;TBC Part A, 
vireline 
iectiin 19 
compare 
ireless 18) 

;TBC Part A, 
vireline 
iection 21a 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

None. Not appropriate in 
wireless or wireline. 

done. 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

RESOLVED. 

RESOLVED. 

3ESOLVED. 

Need to confirm that parties 
Igreed to delete] 

ATBT Posltion 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-hoidlno-italicdno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language. but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold iralics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCQ h e .  dibh Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

issue 
Description 

(&Sub Issues) 

8. ‘Branding’ 

9. ‘Revenue 
Protection” 

10. Should the 
”Filing of the 
Agreement” 
provision include 
filing with the 
FCC? 

11. Doesthe 
“Entire 
Agreement” 
language need to 
be modified? 

12. Isthe 
laundry list of 
ATBT boilerplate 
wireline 
proposed 
Sections 38 
through 48.5 
necessary? 

See and cf: 
ATBT Wireline 
DPL issues 15 
thmugh 22, as to 
which ATBT did 
not include 
Sprint‘s entire 
position 
statement. 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

GTBC Part A, 
wireline- 
specific 
Section 23 
GTBC Part A. 
wireline- 
specific 
Section 24 
GTBC Part A, 
wireline- 
specific 
Section 34. 

GTBC Part A, 
wireline- 
specific 
Section 36. 

GTBC Part A, 
wireline 
Sections 38 
thmugh 48.5 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

RESOLVED. 

RESOLVED. 

PESOLVED. 

3ESOLVED. 

IESOLVED. 

ATBT Position I 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boidino-italicslno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bolditalies” language i s  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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~ 

Issue 
No. 
- 

- 
32. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. dibh Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to  AT&T as 0103-10-2010, Edited In Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(B Sub Issues) 

General Terms 
B Condltlons 
Part B 

What 
individual 
‘Definitions” 
are 
appropriate? 

See and cf: 
AT&T Wireless 
and Wireiine 
DPL and 
contracts which 
will reflect exact 
same issue. 

Issue 

Location 

Appendix Sprint Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

STC Pad 13. 
nnd as used 
hroughout 
Qreement 

“91 1 Service” 

“Access Customer Name 
and Address (ACNA)” 

“Access Service Request 
(ASR)” 

“Access Tandem” means a 
LEC switching system that 
provides a concentration 
and distribution function 
for originating andlor 
terminatlng traffic between 
a LEC End Office network 
and the switching systems 
operated by carriers other 
than the LEC mat operates 
the LEC End Office 
network. 

“Accessible Letter@)” 

Ccfnmunicabons A d  of 1934, 
as amended 

ATBT Wireless / Wireiine 
Language Sprint Position 

RESOLVED. 

RESOLVED. 

RESOLVED. 

Sprint agrees to include a 
definition, but AT&l’s definition is 
overly restrictive and inaccurate 
in its limited application to 
switching between a LEC End 
m c e  and ‘IXC Pops”, therefore, 
repiaced same with Sprint 
language at end of definition. 
ThisAhese provision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
lCAs are used. 

RESOLVED. 

Sprint‘s definition is the definition 
of “Act“ as stated in 47 C.F.R. 5 
51.5. 

Thidthese provision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 

7 ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italic~l”/no-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute behveen the parties. Sprint “bold italics’’ language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel Sonth Corp. and NPCR, Inc. dibla Nextel Partners (“Sprint*) 

Sprint Issues-LanguagePosition Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

"Affiliate" 

Issue Issue I 1 Description 1 Appendix/ 
( B  Sub Issues) Location 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

AT&T Wireless 

want to use the 

whereas AT&T 

I 
“Ancillary Services” 

‘Ancillary Services 
:onneetion” 
“Answer Supervision” 

“Applicable Law” 

Sprint does not agree to 
include either of the term 
“As Defined in the Act” or 
“As Described in the Act”. 

“ATBT Inc.” (ATBT) 

“ATBT-9 STATE” 
Sorint does not conslder I 
ekher tem-“AuditedParty” 
or ”Auditing Party” to be 
necessary. 

“Authorized Services” 
means those services 
which a Party may lawfully 
provide pursuant to 
Applicable Law. This 
Agraement is solely for the 
exchange of Authorized 
Services traffic between 
the Parties’respecflve 
nehvorks as provided 
herein. 

I 

Sprint Position 

lCAs are used. 

RESOLVED. 

RESOLVED. 

RESOLVED. 

RESOLVED. 

RESOLVED. 

RESOLVED. 

RESOLVED. 

This is a key term used 
throughout the Agreement which 
needs to be mutually and 
generically applicable, allowing 
either Party to provide whatever 
services it may lawfully provide 
pumuant to Applicable Law; and. 
it is inappropriate to impose 
restrictions that are not otherwise 
imposed by Applicable Law. 

Thislthese pmviston(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 

ATBT Position J 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldlno-italicslno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold iIdics” language is  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 
- 

- 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. dhla Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Description Appendix I 

restrictive. 

---r 
1 
I 
:ee and d: 

rhere definition 
i proposed in 
Vireline but not 
Vireless. Sprint‘s 
osition is that, if 
etermined to be 
ecessary, 
inguage should 

;T&T DPLs 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Language 

I 
“Automatic Location 
IdentificationlDate 
Management System 
(AUIDMS)” 

“Automatic Number 
Identification (ANI)” 

“Bill Due Date” 

“Billed Patty” 

“Billing Patty” 
I 

“Bona Fide Request 
(BFR)” 

“Carder Identification Codes 
(CIC)” means a code 
assigned by the North 
Amencan Numbering Plan 
adminstratorto idenMy 
specf& Interexchange 
Canfern. This code is 
primarily used for billing and 
routing purposes. i 

Sprint Position 

a single ICA or two separate 
lCAs are used. 

RESOLVED. 

RESOLVED. 

RESOLVED. 

RESOLVED 

RESOLVED. 

RESOLVED. 

RESOLVED 

RESOLVED. 

ClCs are specifically assigned to 
wireline IXC service providers. 
rather than ATBTs broader 
language that would include any 
“entity that purchase access 
services.. 

Thidthese provision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
lCAs are used If two separate 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italics/o-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “boldirdics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

<ESOLVED. I 
?ESOLVED. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Cop. and NPCQ Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to  AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(B Sub Issues) 

This term 
appears in the 
ATBT Wireline 
DPL but does 
not appear in its 
proposed GTC 
glossary 
contract 
language. It 
does not appear 
at all in Wireless 
DPL or 
proposed 
contract 

See and d: 

Issue 
Appendix / 
Location 

Sprint Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

“Cash Deposit” means a 
cash security deposit 
made by one Party in US. 
dollars that is held by the 
other Party. 

“Cell Site” 
“Central Automatic 
Message Accounting 
(CAMA) Trunk” 

“Central Office Switch” 

ATBT Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

‘Central Office” 

Sprint Position 

lCAs are used, these provisions 
can either be designated in each 
contract to only be applicable to 
wireline: or, only be included in 
the wireline. 

Resolution of the GTC Part A 
Audit and Attachment 7 
Billing provisions will 
determine to what extent, if 
any, these terms may need 
to be used or modified. 
Deposlts have never been 
necessary as between the 
parties and there is no 
legitimate reason to require 
them now. 

Futther. ATBT apparently fails 
to recognize that if deposits 
were required, the elimination of 
Bill and Keep for to terminating 
usage results in a two-way 
exchange of dollars, therefore, 
leading to the exchange of 
mutual deposits that would 
simply cancel out one another. 

rhishhese provision(s) should be 
iubstantively the same whether 
I single ICA or two separate 
CAs are used. 

ATBT Position 

i 
I 

I 
ESOLVED. 
$print‘s edits are for cianty. to 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldho-italicdno-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is  no dispute behveen the parties. Sprint “bold italics’’ language is  intended to represent either c)  Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Carp. and NPCQ Inc. &/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to  AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

~ 

Issue 
Description 

(e Sub Issues) 

ATBT Wireless 
and Wireline 
DPL and 
contracts which 
will reflect exac 
same issue. 
Additionally. 
ATBT 
documents fail 
to include all of 
Sprint‘s 
language in this 
definition, Le., 
“Mobile Swtch 
Center (MSC)’; 
ATBT fails to 
include 
complete 
definition of 
“End Office 
Switch” which 
should also 
include a 
reference to 
connection to 
MSCs and IXC 
switching 
systems. 

Issue 
Appendix / 
Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

meanslrefers to the 
switching entity within a 
Central Office buildlng in 
the PSTN. The term 
“Central Office” refers to 
the bullding, whereas the 
term “Central Office 
Switch” refers to  the 
switching equipment 
within the building, but 
both terms are sometimes 
used interchangeably. The 
term “Central Office” is 
sometimes used to refer to 
either an End Office, a 
Tandem Office or a Mobile 
Switch Center. Central 
Offices are also referred to 
by other synonymous 
terms, some of which are: 

“End Office Switch” 
meanslrefers to a switch 
that directly terminates 
traffic to and receives 
traffic from purchaserj of 
Telephone Exchange 
Sewice, usually referred to 
as an End User or 
customer, wlthin a specific 
geographic exchange. The 
End Office Switch also 
connects End Users to 
other End Users, sewed by 
the other End Office 
Switches. outside of their 
geographic exchange by 
way of Trunks. An End 
Office Switch also 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

I 

ATBT Position I Sprint Position 

make clear that there are 
additional types of switches that 
constitute a Central Office Swtch 
as that concept may be used in 
the Agreement 

Thislthese prowslon(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
ICAs are used 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldho-italicdno-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is  no dispute between the parties. Sprint “boldif4ics” language is  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Ner te i  South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

issue 
Description 

(a Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix i 
Location 

Sprint Wireless i Wireline 
Language 

wnnects its End Users to 
Tandem Switches, MSC or 
an CfC switching system. 
The term “End Office” 
refers to the End Office 
building in which an End 
Office Switch resides, but 
both terms are used 
interchangeably. A PBX is 
not an End Office Switch, 
nor an End Office 

“Tandem Office Switch” 
or “Tandem Switch” 
meandrefers to a switch 
that has been designed for 
special functions that an 
End Office Switch does not 
or cannot perform. A 
Tandem Office Switch 
provides a common switch 
point whereby other 
switches, both Tandem 
Office Switches, End Office 
Switches, MSCs orlXC 
switching systems may 
exchange calls between 
each other when a direct 
Trunk Group is 
unavailable The term 
‘Tandem Office” and 
“Tandem” are used to refer 
to the building in which the 
Tandem Office Switch 
resides. but are also used 
interchangeably to refer to 
the switch within the 
building. 

“Mobile Switch Center 

ATBT Wireless i Wireline 
Language Sprint Position ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italicso-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there i s  no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold italics” language is  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint l a n ~ ~ e .  

Page 5 1  of 179 



Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(8 Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix i 
Location 

Sprint Wireless i Wireline 
Language 

(MSC)”meandrefen to 
an essential switching 
element in a wireiess 
network which penbrms 
the switching for muting 
of caiis between and 
among its subscribers 
and subscribers in other 
wireiess or landline 
networks. The MSC is 
used to Interconnect 
trunk circuits between 
and among other 
Tandem Switches, End 
Office Switches, IXC 
switching systems, 
aggregation points. 
points of termination, or 
points ofpresence, and 
also coordinates infer- 
cell and inter-system 
handoffs. Theferm 
“Mobile Switch Center“ 
and “MSC” are used to 
refer to the buiiding in 
which the wireless 
switch resides, but are 
also used 
interchangeably to refer 
to the switch within the 
building. 

“CENTREX” 

“Charge Number” 

“Ciaim(s)” means any 
pending or threatened 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

RESOLVED. 

RESOLVED. 

RESOLVED. 

ATBT Posltion 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldlna-italicsl~o-underline) is intended to represent either a) Original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bolditaiics” language is intended to represent either c )  Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCQ Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldlno-italicdno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks lo retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold italics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South C o p .  and NPCQ h e .  d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

( B  Sub Issues) 

See and cf: 
4TBT DPLs 
Nhere definition 
s proposed in 
Wireline but not 
Wireless. Spnnt‘s 
msition is that, if 
jetermined to be 
iecessary, 
anguage should 
,e identical 

See and cf: 
ATBT Wireless 
and Wireline 
DPL and 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Language 

“Day” 

“Dedicated Transport”. 

“Defaulting Party” 

“Delaylng Event” 

“Digital Subscriber Line 
(DSL)” 
“Directory Assistance 
Database” 
“Directory Assistance 
Service” provides local end 
user telephone number listings 
with the option to complete the 
call at the caller’s direction 
separate and distinct from 
local switching 

“DEOT” 

“Digital Signal Level” 
Digital Signal Level 0 (DS-0)” 

Digital Signal Level 1 (DS-1)” 

Digital Signal Level 3 (DS-3)” 
“Disconnect Supervision” 

“Discontinuance Notlce” 
means the written notice 
sent by the Billing Party to 
the other Party that 

I ATBT Position Sprint Position 

RESOLVED. 

RESOLVED. 

RESOLVED. 

RESOLVED. 

RESOLVED 

RESOLVED. 

Subject to further Review 

Thidthese provision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
ICAs are used. 

RESOLVED 

Subject to resolution of 
Attachment 7 Bllllng to what 
extent, the followlng term(s) 
may be used or must be 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boid/no-itaiics/o-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks l o  retain, orb) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold itdid’ language is  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nertel South Corp. and NPCR, lnc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Lengn.ge-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description Appendix I 

(a Sub Issues) Location 

contracts which 
will reflect exact 
same issue. t 
See and d: 
ATBT Wireless 
and Wireline 
DPL and 
contracts which 
will reflect exact 
same issue. 

ATBT Wireless 
and Wireline 
DPL and 
contracts which 
will reflect exact 
same issue. 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

notifles the Non-Paying 
Party that in order to avoid 
disruption or 
disconnection of the 
Interconnection products 
andlor sewices, furnished 
under this Agreement, the 
Non-Paying Party must 
remit all undisputed 
Unpaid Charges to the 
Billing Party within fifteen 
(15) calendar days 
following receipt of the 
Billlng Party‘s notice of 
undisputed Unpaid 
Charges. 

“Disputed Amounts“ 
means the amount that the 
Disputing Party contends 
is incorrectly billed. 

“Disputing Patty” means 
the Party to this 
Agreement that is 
disputing an amount in a 
bill rendered by the Billing 
Party. 

’Electronic File Transfer” 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

Sprint Position 

further modified. 

Thidthese provision(s) should 
be substantively the same 
whether a single ICA or two 
separate iCAs are used. 

Subject to resolution of 
Attachment 7 Billing to what 
extent, the following tem(s) 
may be used or must be 
further modified. 

Thiskhese provision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
lCAs are used. 

Subject to resolution of 
Attachment 7 Billing to what 
extent, the following term(s) 
may be used or must be 
further modified. 

Thislthese provision(s) 
should be substantively the 
same whether a single ICA or 
two separate ICAs are used. 

RESOLVED 

ATBT Posltion 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldlno-itaiicdno-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there i s  no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold italics” language i s  intended to represent either c )  Sprint edits to orianal ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Carp. and NPCQ Inc. dh/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(B Sub Issues) 

See and cf: 
ATBTWireless 
and Wireline 
DPL and 
contracts which 
will reflect exact 
same issue. 

iee and 6: 
\TBT DPLs 
here definition 
P proposed in 
Vireline but not 
Vireless Sprint‘s 
mition is that, if 
letermined to be 
iecessary, 
inguage should 
le identical. 

iee and d: 
LTBT DPLs 
there definition 
i proposed in 
0th Wireline and 
Vireless 
ontracts as 
isputed 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

“End User@)” means a 
Third Party subscriber of 
Authorized Services 
provided in whole or in 
part by any of the Parties, 
Including a “roaming” user 
of the Sprint w/re/ess 
network. As used herein, 
the term “End User@)” 
does not Include any of the 
Parties to thls Agreement 
with respect to any item or 
service obtained under 
this Agreement. 

“Enhanced 911 Service 
(E911)” 

Environmental Hazard” 

~ 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

Equal Access Trunk Group” 

Sprint Position 

Sprint agrees to include as 
lefined term, subject to 
)rowsed edits as indicated. 

rhislthese provision(s) should b 
iubstantively the same whether 
1 single ICA or two separate 
CAS are used. 

7ESOLVED. 

ESOLVED. 

ipnnt PCS does not see the 
eaasonl need for separate equal 
ccess trunks forthe exchange 01 
iird-party IXC traffic between 
ipnntlATBT that IS delivered 
)/from the third-party IXC to one 
arty for further delivery toMom 
le  other party 

ATBT Position 

Spnnt proposed iangwgr’ Spnnt “plain text” Imguage (no-bold nu-ml~cs no-underline) II  mended 10 represent either a)  onginal ICA language that Spnnt seeks to retain, or b l  language that IS 
diifertnt from the original ITA language. but as tu n hich there 1s no dtsputr between the p3nlei Spnnt “bold ira1ir.s” language IS intended to reprrsznt either c )  Spnnt edits to orlgmsl ICA 
languagv. or dJ newly propwed Spnni language. 
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issue c anguage, but 
nppears to only 
;how up in 
Nireiess DPL 
md contract text 

See and 6. 
AT&T Wireless 
and Wireline 
DPL and 
contracts which 
wii reflect exact 
same issue. 

L 

“Exchange Message RESOLVED. 
Interface (EMI)” 
“Exchange Access RESOLVED. 
sewke” 

“Facility” or “Facilities” 
means the elements, 
including but not limited to 
wire, line. cable, 
associated hardware and 
software that is used by  a 
Party to provide 
Authorized Services. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. dm/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to  AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

I ATBT Position Sprint Position Sprint Wireless / Wireline ATBT Wireless / Wireline issue Issue 
Description Appendix / 

(BSubissues) 1 Location I Language Language 

This IS an appropriate, 
encompassing definition 

Thidthese provision(s) should 
be substantively the same 
whether a single ICA or two 
separate lCAs are used. 

defined at 47 C.F.R. 
contracts which 20.3 and 51.5. Thishhese provision(s) should be 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldino-italicslno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold italics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCQ Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as ofO3-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(B Sub Issues) 

same issue. 

See and cf: 
ATBT Wireless 
and Wireline 
DPL and 
contracts which 
will reflect exad 

See and cf: 
ATBT Wireless 
and Wireline 
contram each 

Issue 
Appendix, 
Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

“lnterconnectlon 
Faci1ities”means those 
Facilities that are used to 
dellver Authorized 
Services traffic between a 
given Sprint Central Office 
Switch, or such Sprint 
Central Oftice Switch’s 
point of presence in an 
MTA or LATA, as 
applicable, and elther a) a 
POI on the ATBT network 
to which such Sprint 
Central Office Switch is 
Interconnected or, 6) in the 
case of Sprint-originated 
Transit Sewices Trafic, 
the POI at which ATBT 
hands off Sprint originated 
trafflc to a Third Party that 
is indirectly 
Interconnected wlth the 
Sprint Central Office 
Switch via ATBT. 

“Interconnection 
Service(s)” 

“lnterexchange Carrier 
(IXC)” 

“InterlATA” 

“IntraMTA Traffic” means 
Telcxommunicafions 
traffic to or from Sprint’s 
wlreless network that 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

3 sinclle ICA or two seoarate 
CAs-are used. 
Sprint proposed definition. 

rhidthese provision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
3 single ICA or two separate 
CAs are used. 

?ESOLVED. 

?ESOLVED. 

;print edits are consistent with 
‘irst Repolt and Order - and 
need to indude a parallel 
9traMTA defintion. Alternatively, 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldlno-italicdno-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there i s  no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold italics” language i s  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCQ Inc. d/b/a Ner te l  Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-LanguagePosition Statements Provided to  AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of  Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(e Sub Issues) 

contain 
‘IntraMTA 
Traffic” and 
’InterMTA 
Traffic’ as 
disputed terms; 
but only the 
wireless DPL 
contains the 
terms as issues 
(1.e. cannot find 
reflected in 
wireline DPL). 

See and cf: 
ATBT Wireless 
and Wireline 
DPL and 
contracts which 
will reflect exact 
same issue. 

Issue 
Appendix / 
Location 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language Language 

originates on the network 
of one Party In one MTA 
and terminate on the 
network of the other Party 
in the same MTA (as 
determined by the 
geographic location of the 
POI between the Parties 
and the location of the End 
Office Switch serving the 
ATBT-BSTATE End User). I 
“InterMTA Traffic” means 
Telecommunications 
traftic to or from Sprint’s 
wireless network that 
originates on the network 
of one Party In one MTA 
and terminate on the 
network of the other Party 
in another MTA (as 
determined by the 
geographic location of the 
POI behveen the Parties 
end the IocaUon of the End 
Office Switch serving the 
ATBT-SSTATE End User). 

I 
“ISP-Bound Traffic” 

I “JIP” 

I 
“Local Access and 
Transport Area (LATA)” 

I ATBT Position 
Sprint Position 

can considerldiscuss using 
location of cell tower at the 
beginning of the call for the 
location of the wreless party to 
the call. 

Thidthese provision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
lCAs are used 

RESOLVED. 
Sprint does not agree with ATBT 
2roposed use of JIP, and the 
erm is otherwise unnecessary 

rhislthese provision(s) should be 
iubstantlvely the same whether 
I single ICA or two separate 
CAs are used I 
3ESOLVED 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldlno-italicstno-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is  no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold italics” language i s  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCQ Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
No. 

Issue 
Description 

(B Sub Issues) 

See and cf: 
4T&T DPLs 
vhere definition 
s proposed in 
Nireline but not 
Nireless. Sprint‘s 
mition is that, if 
letermined to be 
iecessary, 
anguage should 
)e identical. 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

“Late Payment Charge” 
means the charge that is 
applied when a Billed Party 
fails to  remit payment for 
any charges by the Bill 
Due Date, or If payment for 
any portion of the charges 
is received from the Billed 
Party after the Bill Due 
Date, or  if payment for any 
portion of the charges Is 
received in funds which 
are not immediately 
available or received by 
the Billing Party as of the 
Blll Due Date, or If the 
Billed Party does not 
submit the Remittance 
lnformatlon. 

“Letter of Credit” means 
the unconditional, 
Irrevocable standby bank 
letter of credlt from a 
financial institution 
acceptable to the Billing 
Party naming the Billing 
Party as the beneficiary 
(ies) thereof and otherwise 
on a mutually acceptable 
Letter of Credit form. 

“LIDB (Line Information I DataBase)” 
“Local Exchange Carrier 
(LEC)” 

I I 

I AT8T Position Sprint Position I ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

t 
Subject to resolution of 
Attachment 7 Billing to what 
extent, these term@) may be 
used or must be further modified. 

Thishhese provision($) should be 
substantivelv the same whether 
a single lcAor two separate 
lCAs are used. 

RESOLVED. 

RESOLVED. 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-itzlic~no-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold ir0lics” language is  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in  Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

“Local Exchange Routing 
Guide (LERG)” 

Issue 
Description 

( B  Sub Issues) 

See and cf: 
ATBT DPLs 
where definition 
is proposed in 
Wireline but not 
Wireless. Sprint‘s 
position is that it 
is not necessary 
language, and 
the treatment of 
the term 
‘Interconnection” 
should be 
identical. 

See and cf: 
ATBT DPLs 
where definition 
Is proposed in 
Wireline but not 
Wireless. Sprint‘s 
position is that it 
is not necessary 
language. 
See and 6: 
ATBT DPLs 
where definition 
is proposed in 
Wireline but not 
Wireless. Sprint‘s 
position is that it 
is not necessary 
language. 

RESOLVED. 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Position 
Sprint Wireless I Wireline ATBT Wireless I Wireline 

Language Language 

I 1 
I “Local This is an unnecessary, 

duplicative term in lght of the 
prior, appropriate definition of 

“Local Number Portability 

Interconnection” is as 
described in the 
Telecommunications Act 
of 1996 and refers to the 
ltnlong oftwo networks 
for the mutual exchange 
of traffic This term does 
not indude the transpolt 
and terminabon of traffic 

RESOLVED 

Interconnection. 

Thidthese provision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
lCAs are used. 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint ‘plain text’’ language (no-boldino-italicso-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, or b) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute behveen the parties. Sprint “bold italics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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No. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCQ h e .  dhla Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

( B  Sub Issues) 

See and cf: 
AT&T Wireless 
and Wireline 
DPL (not 
included in 
wirellne DPL) 
and contracts 
(included in bot1 
contracts as 
disputed) which 
will reflect exact 
same issue. 

iee and cf: 
\T&T DPLs 
where definition 
I proposed in 
Vireline but not 
Vireless. Sprint‘s 
asition is that, if 
etermined to be 
w=ary, 
lnguage should 
e Identical. 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

(LRN)” 
“Local Service Request 
(LSR)” 

“Loss” or “Losses” 
“Mobile Switch Center 
(MSC)” -see Central Office 
Switch definition 

“Major Trading Area 
(MTA)” 

“Message Distribution“ 

“Network Element” 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

‘Meet-Point Billing (MPB)” 

hl t ip le Exchange Carrier 
:cess Bllling [MECAB)” 

letwork Interface Device 
ID)” 

I ATBT Position 
Sprint Position 

I 

RESOLVED. I 
RESOLVED. 
Will address in Central Office 
Switch definitions 

?ESOLVED. w 
ESOLVED 

ESOLVED 

ESOLVED 
IESOLVED. 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italicslnno-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is  no dispute between the parties. Sprint “boIditalics” language is  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. &/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Description Appendix / 

See and 6: 
ATBT Wireless 
and Wireline 
DPL and 
contracts which 
will reflect exact 
same issue. 

I 
I 

See and 6: 
ATBT appeam to 
agree with 
deleting this, but 
does not confirm 
such deletion in 
either the 
Wireless or 
Wireline DPLs. 

See and cf: 
ATBT Wireless 
and Wireline DPL 

Sprint Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

“Non-Paying P a w  means 
the Party that has not made 
payment of undisputed 
amounts by the Bill Due Date 
of all amounts within the bill 
rendered by the Billing Party 

“North American 
Numbering Plan (NANP)” 
“Numbering Plan Area 
INPA)” 
“Number Portablllty” 

”NXX” or “Central office 

ator Servims” 
-Out*‘ 

“Operations Support 
Systems (OSSY 

This is not an appropriate 
term. 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

“Non-Intercompany 
Settlement System (NICS)” 

“Offer Services”. 

“Oriainatina Landline to 
CMRS Switched Access 
Traffic” “Oriainatinq 

ATBT Position Sprint Position 

Attachment 7 Bllllng to what 
extent, the Following term 
may be used or must be 
further modlfled. 

Thislthese provision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
lCAs are used. I 
RESOLVED 

RESOLVED. 

RESOLVED. 

I 
RESOLVED. 
RESOLVED. ! 
Where is term used, and what is 
the intended purpose for 
induding it? 

Thislthese provision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
lCAs are used. 

I RESOLVED. 

ATBT is attemptlng to 
Impose switched access 
upon Sprint for ATBT 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italics/no-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute behveen the parties. Sprint “bold itnlics” language i s  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. dlbla Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-LanguagePosition Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

loSue 
No’ 

Issue 
Description 

( B  Sub Issues) 

and contracts 
which will reflect 
exact same 
issue. ATBT 
depicts this term 
in both its 
Wireless and 
Wireline 
proposed 
contract 
language, but 
only includes it 
within its 
Wifeless DPL. 

See and cf: 
ATBT Wireless 
and Wireline 
contracts each 
contain as 
disputed term, 
but only shows 
up in ATT 
wireless DPL. 

Issue 
Appendix / 
Location 

Sprint Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

“Paging Traffic” means 
traffic to Sprint’s network 
that results in the sending 
of a paging message over 
a paging or narrowband 
PCS frequency licensed to 
Sprint. 

I 

Sprint Position I ATBT Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

w t originated wireless traffic, 
for which Sprint as a 
terminating carrier is entitled 
to be paid. 

I rraffic 
ates in Piicina Schedule. 

Sprint agrees to Include 
following as defined term, 
subject to proposed edits as 
indicated. However, why is 
the second sentence below 
included in the first place - 
what is ATBT talking about 
re “frequency licensed to 
ATBT-9 STATE?” 

Thidthese provision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or twa separate 
ICAs are used 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldlno-italicslno-underline) i s  intended to repnsent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “boldifdics” language is  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
lanmaze. or d) newly vrowsed Svrint language. _ _  . .  . . .  
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Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. dibla Nextel Partners ('Sprint") 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(&Sub Issues) 

See and d: 
AT&T Wireless 
and Wireline 
DPL and 
contracts which 
will reflect exac 
same issue. 

;ee and 6: 
tT&T Wireless 
tnd Wireline DP 
md contracts 
vhich will refleci 
!xad same 
ssue. 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline AT&T Wireless I Wireline 
Language Language 

I 
"Party" 

"Past Due" means when a 
Billed Party fails to remit 
payment for any 
undisputedcharges by the 
Bill Due Date, or if 
payment for any portion of  
the undisputedcharges is 
received from the Billed 
Party after the Bill Due 
Date, or if payment for any 
portion of  the undisputed 
charges Is received In 
funds which are not 
Immediately available to 
the Billing Party as of the 
Bill Due Date (individually 
and collectively means 
Past Due). 

"Person" 

"Interconnection Point" or 
"Polnt of lnterconnectlon 
(POI)" means the 
Technically Feaslble 
physical polnqs) requested 
by Sprint at which an 
Interconnection Facility 
joins the Parties' networks for 
the purpose of establishing 
Interconnection between the 
fades, or a Party and a 
Third-party 
"Permanent Number 

Sprint Position 
AT8T Position 

RESOLVED. 

Subject to resolution of 
Attachment 7 Billing to  what 
extent, the term may be used 
or must be further modified. 

rhislthese provision(s) should be 
iubstantively the same whether 
I single ICA or two separate 
CAS are used. 

tESOLVED. 

$print agrees to include following 
IS defined term, Subject to 
Imposed edits as indicated 

.his/these pmvision(s) should be 
ubstantwely the same whether 
I single ICA or two separate 
:As are used. 

[ESOLVED. 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint 'plain text" language (no-boldlno-itaiicsino-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint "bold itaIics" language is intended to represent either c) Syrint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

Sprint Wireless i Wireline 
Language 

Portabiliiy (PNP)” 

“Physical Collocation” 

‘Public Swltdnrd Network 
or Public Switched 
Telephone Network 
(PSTN)” means or refers to 
any common carrier 
switched network, whether 
by wire or radio, including 
LECs, MCs, and wireless 
carriers that use the NANP 
in connection with the 
provision of switched 
services. 
“Public Sa8WyAnswefing 
Point (PSAP)” 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to  AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

ATBT Wireless i Wireline 
Language 

Issue Issue 
Description Appendix i 

(B Sub Issues) Location 

See and d: 
ATBT Wireless 
and Wireline 
DPL and 
contracts which 
will reflect exact 
same issue. 

AT8T Wireless 
and Wireline 
DPL and 
contracts which 
will reflect exact 
same issue. 

ATBT Wireless 
and Wireline 
DPL and 
contracts which 
will reflect exact 

“Rate Center,” “Rating Point,” 
and ”Routing Point” 

“Referral Announcement” 

‘Remittance Informatlon” 
neans the infonation that 
nust specify the Biiiing 
4munt Numbers (BANS) 
)aid: invoices paid and the 
mount to be applied to each 
3AN and invoice. 

I ATBT Position Sprint Position 

Sprint agrees to include following 
as defined term, subject to 
proposed edits as indicated 

See 47 C.F.R. 20.5. 

This/these provision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
lCAs are used. 

RESOLVED. 

Rate Centers, Rating Points 
and Routing Points do not 
have the same significance 
to each Party, nor are the 
Parties required to have the 
same Rate Centers, Rating or 
Routing Polnts, therefore, 
Sprint sees no reason to 
include such definitions. 

RESOLVED. 

Subject to resolutlon of 
Attachment 7 Billing to what 
extent, the following term 
may be used or must be 
further modified. 

Thidthese provision(s) should be 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldno-italicslno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold i fdid’  language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language 
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Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel  South Corp. and NPCQ Inc. dlbla Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-LanguagePosition Statements Provided to  AT&T as of03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(&Sub Issues) 
~ 

See and cf 
ATBT Wireless 
and Wireline 
DPL and 
contracts which 
will reflect exact 
same issue. 
Appeals in 
ATBT Wireline 
documents but 
not wireless. 

See and cf 
4TBT appears to 
lave accepted 
his in both the 
‘Vireiess and 
llireline 
iroposed 
.ontract 
mguage but not 
eflected in the 
)PLs. 

Sprint Wireless / Wireline I Language 

Issue 
Appendix / 
Location 

“Service Start Date” means 
the date on which services 
were first supplied under thls 
Agreement. 

“Shared Facility Factor” 

“Signaling System 7 (SS7)” 

“SMR 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

‘Service Switching Point 
‘SSP)” 

Serving Wire Center(SWC),’ 

Sprint Posltion ATBT Posltion 

substanttveiy the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
lCAs are used! 

RESOLVED. 

definition@) used in the wireless 
provisions? 

Thidthese provision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
lCAs are used 

RESOLVED. 

RESOLVED 

RESOLVED. 

IESOLVED. 

IESOLVED. 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldho-italicdno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “boold italics’’ language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

See and cf: 
ATBT Wireless 
and Wireline 
DPL and 
contracts: 
proposed in 
ATBT wireline 
DPL but shown 
as accepted in 
Mntract; and 
does not show 
at all in either 
wireless 
documents. 

See and cf: 
ATBT Wireline 
wntract which 
reflects the 
disputed term, 
but not the DPL; 
but the disputed 
term is reflected 
in bdh the 
wireless DPL 
and wntract. 

Be and d: 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(& Sub Issues) 

Issue 
bpendix, 
Location 

means an offering to an lxco 

ATBT-9 STATES network for 
the purpose of the originatlng 
or the termination of traffic 
from OT to End Users in a 
given area pursuant to 
Switched Access services 
tariff. 

access by AT&T-OSTATE to 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

“SPNP““ 

“State Abbreviations” 

“Subsidiary” 

”Surety Bond“ means a bonc 
from a Bond company wtth a 
credit rating by A.M BEST 
better than a ‘B “This bonding 
company shall be certfied to 
iSSUe bonds in a state In whlch 
this Agreement IS approved 

I 
I “Sprint Third Party Provider” 

RESOLVED. 

RESOLVED. 

RESOLVED 

Subject to resolution of 
Attachment 7 Billing to what 
extent. the following term(s) may 
be used or must be further 
modified 

Thislthese provlsion(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
lCAs are used. 

Sprint Position I ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

However, where is definltlon 
used? 

Thislthese provlsion(s) should be 
Substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
lCAs are used. 

1 Sprint Proposed definition 

AT&T Position 4 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldlno-italicslno-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain 01 b) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as lo which there is  no dispute between the parties. Sprint “boIdifalirS* language is intended to represent eihher c) Sprint ediis to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCQ Inc. dhla Nextel Partners (“Sprint“) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to  AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(B Sub Issues) 

ATBT Wireless 
and Wireline 
DPL and 
contracts which 
will reflect exad 
same issue. 

See and 6: 
ATBT shows 
this as a 
disputed term in 
both Wireless 
and Wireline 
contracts, but 
only in the 
Wireless DPL. 

Issue 
Appendix / 
Location 

Sprint Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

in the General Terms and 
Conditions - Part A, Section 
1 Purpose and Scope, 
Subsection 1.4 Sprint 
Wholesale Services 

I provisions. I “Tax” or ‘Taxes” 
I I “Technically Feasible” 

I 
“Telecommunications Act of 
1996” 

I 
I “Telecommunications 
I Carrier” 
I “Teleeommunlcations 
1 Service” 
I “Telephone Exchange 
I Service” I “Telephone Toll Service” 

ATBT Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

Provider‘s network: fb) is 
sent from the mobile unit of 
CMRS Provider‘s End User 
or the mobile unit of a Third 
Partv connected to a Cell 
Site located in one MTA and 
IC) terminates on the ATBT-9 

Sprint Position 

Thidthese provision(s) should bl 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
lCAs are used. 

RESOLVED. 

RESOLVED. 

RESOLVED. 

RESOLVED. 

RESOLVED. 

RESOLVED. 

RESOLVED. 

RESOLVED. 

RESOLVED. 

Pursuant to 47 C.F.R. 5 20.1 1, 
the principles of terminating 
mutual compensation for 
reasonable compensation is 
applied as between CMRS 
Providers and LECs. and, 
federal law does not authorize 
any restriction regarding what 
category of traffic (inteNTA / 
intraMTAJ Information Service I 
Interconnected VolP) can be 

ATBT Position 7 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italicslno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is  no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold italics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

1 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. a l a  Neatel Partners (“Sprint’*) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

“Teyination“ has the 
meaning as defined at 47 
C.F.R $51 701(d). 

Issue 
Description 

(B Sub Issues) 

See and cf: 
4T&T Wireless 
ind Wireline 
IPL and 
ontracts which 
ill reflect exact 
ame issue. 

:ee and d: 
tT&T Wireless 
nd Wireline 
IPL and 
ontracts which 
ill reflect exact 
m e  issue 

Issue 

Language 

I 
I “Third Parly” 
1 “Third P a m  Traffic” means .- - 

traffic cam2 by a Party acting 
as a Transit Service pmvide 
that is originated and 
terminated by and between a 
Third Party and the other 
Party to this Agreement 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

ATBT Position 

Provider and LEC over 
lntemnnection Facilities. 
Therefore, there is no basis to 
include either this term, 
“Terminating InterMTA 
Traffic,” which a) seek to 
avoid ATBT obligation to pay 
for interMTA traffic that 
originates on its network and 
is terminated by Sprint, and b) 
seeks to impose artificial 
restriction on nature of traffic 
that can be exchanged over 
the Interconnection Facilities. 

rhidthese provision(s) should be 
iubstantively the same whether 
3 single ICA or two separate 
CAS are used 

;print c Proposed definition 

hishhese provision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
ICAs are used 

RESOLVED. 
SPmt agrees to include followrng 
as defined term, subject to 
proposed edits as indicated. 

Thislthese provision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
C A S  are used 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldino-itaiicslno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to 
different from the original ICA language, but as l o  which there i s  no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold italics’’ language is  intended to represent either C) Sprint edits to original lcA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 

orb) language that is 
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No. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to  AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue Issue 
Description Appendix / 

ATBT Wireless 
and Wireline 
DPL and 
contracts which 
will reflect exact 
same issue. 

See and ct 
AT&T Wireless 
and Wireline 
DPL and 
contracts which 
will reflect exact 
same issue. 

See and cf: 
ATBT Wireless 
and Wireline 
DPL and 
wntracts which 
will reflect exact 
same issue. 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

I 
“Toll Free Servlce” 
”Transit Service” means the 
indirect interconnection 
services provided by one 
Party (the Transiting Party) 
to this Agreement for the 
exchange of Authorized 
Services traffic between the 
other Patty to this 
Agreement and a Third 
Party. 

“Transit Service Traffic“ is 
Authorized Services traffic 
that originates on one 
Telecommunications 
Carrier’s new&, 
“transits” the network 
Facilities of one or more 
other Telecommunications 
Carrier‘s network(s) 
substantially unchanged, 
and terminates to yet 
another 
Telecommunications 
Carrier‘s nehvorh. 

“Transpofl has the 
meaning as defined a t  47 
C.F.R. 5 51.701(c). 

‘Trunk@)” or “Trunk 
hup(s)” 

‘TrunkSide” 

Sprint Position ATBT Position 

RESOLVED. 
Sprint proposed definition 

Thislthese pmvision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
lCAs are used. 

Sprint proposed definition 

Thislthese provision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
lCAs are used. 

Sprint proposed definition 

Thislthese provision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
lCAs are used. 

RESOLVED 

RESOLVED. 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italicslno-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there i s  no dispute between the parties. Sprint ‘boldifalics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

33. 

34. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCQ Inc. dibh Nextel Partners ("Sprint") 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(a Sub Issues) 

See and cf: 
ATBT Wireless 
and Wireline 
DPL and 
contracts which 
will reflect exact 
same issue. 

Attachment 1 
Resale 
Should 
Ittachment 1 be 
leleted from the 
igreement? 
4ltachment 2 
lletwork 
ilements and 
Ither Services 
Should 
Wachment 2 be 
leleted from the 
breement? 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Attachments 1 

Attachments 2 

Sprint wireless I wireline ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Language 

undisputed charges billed to 
the Non-Paying Party that the 
Non-Paying Party did not 
render full payment to the 
Billing Party by the Bill Due 
Date. 

Wire Center" 
"Advanced Intelligent 
Network (AIN)" 

"Intercompany Settlements 
(ICSY 

Sprint Position 

Subject to resolution of 
Attachment 7 Billing to what 
extent, the following term@) may 
be used or must be further 
modified 

Thislthese pmvision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
lCAs are used 

RESOLVED. 
RESOLVED. 

Tentative agreement to delete 
Attachment 1 as to both Spnnt 
wireless and wireline entities 

Tentative agreement to delete 
kttachment 2 as to Spnnt 
Nireless entities. 

UDdated reswnse: Sprint 
irovided ATBT redlines 
sgarding Sprint wireline, to 
Nhich an AT&T January 20.2010 

ATBT Position 

Spnnt propomi Ianguige. Sprinl "plsln l c ~ i "  lnnguage (no-bol~no-ii31icsino-undt.rlinc) IS mended 10 rrprrcrni cllller a)  trnglnal ICA language ihsl Spnnt iecks 10 rruln. or h)  language that I.I 
different from ihc unginrl ICA language, bui as to which there IS no dispute berwecn the panics. Spnni ''boldiidirr" Isnpngc IS mended io rcprr,eni ellher C J  Spnnt t d ~ i s  1 0  ,,riginal I('A 
language. or J) nculy p r o p o d  Spnni imguage 
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Issue 
No. 

I. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (*Sprint") 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-zo10 

Issue 
Description 

(&Sub Issues 

Lttachment 3 
letwork 
mterconnectiol 
ihould the 
itroductory title 
lnd paragraph 
e mnsistent 
i th  the Scope 
nd Purpose 
mguage 
ontained in GT 

issue 
Appendix / 
Location 

ntroductory 
itle and 
iaragraph. 

Sprint Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

Network Interconnection 
and the Exchange OF 
AuthorizfdSenrices Traffic 

The Parhes shall p m d e  
htermnnectron with each 
Ither's networks for the 
ransmission and routing of 

ATBT Wireless / Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

response included agreement to 
some Sprint-proposed changes, 
disagreement with other Sprint- 
proposed changes, and then a 
failure to adequately respond to 
yet other Sprint-proposed 
changes or questions. For 
example, ATBT suggests that 
Sprint disagrees with ATBTs 
proposed Section 7.7 language. 
when in fact Sprint simply 
requested clariflcatiin of the 
meaning of ATBTs proposed 
language. In another example, 
AT&T proposed language for 
Section 7.1 and then apparently 
disagreed with its own proposal 
and attributes the disagreed 
language to Sprint. 

Sprint believes the majority of 
Mtachrnent 2 "issues" can still be 
resolved. or in the absence of 
.esolution, better defined for 
'esolution through further 
jiscussion and submission of a 
Sonsolidated Joint DPL. 

the introductory title and 
paragraph should appropriately 
describe the overall scope of 
Interconnection between the 
Parties. 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint "plain text" language (no-bold/no-itniicslno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language *at is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint "boldirolies" language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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issue 
No. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as ofO3-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(8 Sub Issues) 

Part A? 

See and cr; 
ATBT Wireless 
DPL does not 
show this issue 
at ail. but its 
proposed 
wntraci 
language shows 
it as disputed; 
and it is 
appropnately 
included as an 
issue in AT&T 
Wireline DPL for 
4itachment 3, 
Issue 2. 

Should all 
jefinltions be 
Ocated in GTC 
’art B; and, 
Nhich 
4ttachment 3 
3efinitions 
should be 
etained andlor 
nodified? 

See and cf; 
4TBT’s Wireless 
and Wireline 
IPLs, neither of 
vhich include 
his issue. 

See and cf, 
\T&T Wireless 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

iection 1. 
Iefinitions 

Sprint wireless /Wireline 
Language 

Authorized Services Traf~ic 
i n  the follomng terms: 

“Dedicated Transport”. 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

substantlvely the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
CAS are used. 

AT8T Position 

fes. There is no reason to have 
nultiple locations fw Definitions. 
The final version of all ukimately 
etalned Definitions should be 
noved to the GTC Part B 
)efinittons. 

-hidthese provlsion(s) should be 
,ubstantively the same whether 
I single ICA or two separate 
CAS are used 

[ESOLVED wthin GTC Part B 
efinitions. 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text“ language (no-boldho-italicslno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold italics’’ language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

2. 

3.  

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, lnc. dh/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Sprint does not consider 
the terms “Interoffice 
Channel Dedicated 
Transport”, “Local 
Channel” to be necessary. 

“Dark Fiber Transport” and 
“Shared Transport” 

Issue 
Description 

(B Sub Issues) 

DPL Issue 1 and 
proposed 
language which 
appears to leave 
this term in 
Attachment 3, 
but ATBT’s 
Wireline 
materials appear 
to agree to move 
this term our of 
Attachment 3. 
See and 6: 
ATBT appears to 
agree with 
deleting this, but 
does not confrm 
such deletion in 
either the 
Wireless or 
Wireline DPLs. 

See and 6: 
ATBT appears to 
agree with 
deleting this, but 
does not confirm 
such deletion in 
either the 
Wireless or 
Wireline DPLs. 

See and e 
ATBT Wireless 
Attachment 3 
Issue 2. but 
cannot find 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

T 
Meet Pointlnterconnectjon 
Arrangement whereby the 
Parbes physically htemnnect 

Sprint Position I ATBT Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

The use of the more generally 
applicable terms Fadliwhes) and 
Interconnecbon Facilhes. there IS 
no need for inddual terns that 
are subsumed within the broader 
tendconcepts 

Thislthese provision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
lCAs are used. 

Sprint agrees wlth delehon of 
these terms (for the same reasons 
the terms idenWied above should 
likewise be struck, he.. Interoffice 
Channel Dedicated TranspMT and 
“Local Channel“). 

To complete Fiber Meet 
definition, also need “Meet Point‘ 
and “Meet Point Interconnection 
Arrangement“ from 51.5 Sorint’s 

ATBT Position 

I definitions are accurate and 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italicslno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, or b) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there i s  no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold iidics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. d/b/a Nextei Partners ("Sprint") 

Sprint Issues-Language-Posi6on Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

5. 

__. 

Issue 
No. 
- 

fiber interface 

"Meet Point" 

"Meet Point Interconnection 
Arrangement" 

An addittonal 'ISP-Bound 
Traffic" definition that is 
different than what is in GTC 
Part B definitions is not 
necessary or appropriate 

Issue 
Description 

(&Sub Issues) 

where AT&T 
includes or 
address it in its 
Wireline 
materials. 

See and 6: 
AT&T appears to 
agree with 
deleting fmm 
Attachment 3, 
but does not 
mnfirm such 
deletion in either 
the Wireless or 
Wireline DPLs. 

See and cf: 
ATBT appears to 
agree with 
deleting this from 
Attachment 3, 
but does not 
mnfinn such 
deletion in either 
the Wireless or 
Wireline DPLs. 

Sprint Wireless / Wireline ATBT Wireless / Wireline 
Issue 

Appendix / 
Location Language Language 

>. Sprint does not agree with 
AT&T use or terminology of 
the terms "Local Traffic", 
'CLEC Local Traffic' or 
Wireless Local Traffic" I definitions 

ATBT Position 
Sprint Position 

SpeCIfK 

RESOLVED: "Meet Point" and 
"Meet Point Interconnection 
ArrangemenC need to confirm 
resolution re 'Fiber Meet". 

I 
There IS already an 'ISPgound 
TraW definition in GTC Part B 
(which also needs revision to 
mrrect Its ermneuus reference to 
ISP trafk as 'teiecommunicabons' 
M i c  rather than "information 
servtces"). Further, compensation 
treatment should be addressed in 
substantwe compensation 
provisions of Attachment 3, rather 
than Whin a definitton. 

Thislthese provision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
iCAs are used. 

4uthorized SeMces traffic includes 
mubple traffic categories 
Telephone Exchange SeMce 
M c ;  Telephone Toil traffic: 
Exchange Access trafftc; IntraMTA 
raffic; InterMTA traffic; Information 
3etvke traffic, Interconnected 
VoIP traffic; and, Transii t rak) 
and. where available. appropriate 
jtatutoly terms shoukl be used 
ather than genenc labels such as 
he term 'Local", which has been 
?xpressly rejected by the FCC. 
%rther. cornpensahon treatment 
jhould be addressed in 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint "plain text" language (no-boldino-italicso-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint"bo1ditaiics" language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in  Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Sprint Position 
ATBT Position 

Issue 
Description 

(8 Sub Issues) 
c 

substantive compensation 
provisions of Attachment 3, rather 
than within a definition. 

‘ee and 6: 
T8T appears ta 
gree with 
loving these twc  
irms to GTC 
art B for 
~nsideration, 
Jt does not 
mfm such 
love in either 
e Wireless or 
‘ireline DPLs. 

?e and cf: 
r8T appears to 
iree with 
wing these two 
ms to GTC 
~ r t  B for 
nsiderabon. 
t does not 

Thislthese provision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
lCAs are used. 

Use of the general) applicable 
defined terms Faalii(ties) and 
interconnection Fauliies, results in 
no need for indiviiuai items that 
are SUbsUmed within the broader 
teimslconcepts. Furlher, there is 
no requirement that traffic subject 
to reciprocal compensation be 
segregated to a “Local Only Twnk 
Group“; and, as to the 
unnecessary ”Serving wire 
Center term, ATBT has proposed 
different definitions between GTC 
Part B and Attachment 3. 

Thislthese provision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
ICAs are used. 

See Sprint GTC Part B definition 
br “Transit Service Traffic” 

rhislthese provision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
1 single ICA or two separate 
CAs are used. 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

7. 

Sprint Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

Sprint does not consider 
the terms “Local Only 
Trunk Group” or “Sewing 
Wire Center” to be 
necessary. 

Transit Services Traffic” 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-itllicso-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Spnnt seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold irolics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to  AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

( B  Sub Issues) 

mnfirm such 
move in either 
the Wireless or 
Wireline DPLs. 

See and cf: 
4TBT appears tc 
agree with 
jeleting these 
hree terms. but 
k e s  not confirm 
ruch deletion in 
?ither the 
Nireless or 
Nireline DPLs. 

See and cf: 
Sprint accepted 
4TBT proposed 
leietion of this 
erm. but ATBT 
loes not confirm 
such deletion in 
sither the 
Nireless or 
Nireline DPLs. 

Issue 
Appendix / 
Location 

3. 

Sprint Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

Sprint does not consider 
the terms “Tandem 
Switching”, “End Office 
Switchlng” or “Physical 
Point of Interconnection” 
to be necessary. 

‘Virtual Point of 
Interconnection” 

ATBT Wireless / Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

The use of a stated Rate for each 
category of Authorized Services 
traffic renders the use of the terms 
“Tandem Switching”, “End Ohice 
Switching” and ‘Physical Point of 
Interconnection” unnecessary. 
Further, ATBT’s “Physical Point 
of Interconnection” definition is 
unnecessarily duplicative in light 
of the ‘Interconnection Point / 
Point of Interconnection“ 
definition already in GTC Part B. 
And, again, compensation 
treatment should be addressed in 
SUbstantNe winpensation 
provisions of Attachment 3. rather 
than within a definition. 

Thishhese provision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two seDarate 
lCAs are used 

Sprint agrees with deletion ofthis 
term. 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-itllics/o-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bolditalics” language i s  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

2.1 ATBT SSTATE shall 
provide hterconnection wkh 
ATBT 9STATE's network at 
any Technically Feasible point 
wthin ATBT 4STAFs  
network. 

3. 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. dmln Nextel Partners ("Sprint") 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to  AT&T IS of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(B Sub Issues) 

Attachment 3, 
Section 2.1 falls 
within GTC Part 1 
stated Issue 3 
"Should defined 
terms not only b( 
consistent with 
the law. but also 
consistently uset 
throughout the 
entire 
Agreement? an( 
Issue 5 'How 
Should Scope 
and Purpose be 
desmbed?" 

See and cf. 

Vhat provisions 
,houid be 
icluded 
egarding 

Issue 
Apwndix I 
Location 

Attachment 3 
Section 2.1 
disputed in 
ATBT 

.ttachment 3 
ection 2.2 

22 Methods of 
nterconnection Sprint may 
wues t  andAT6T will 

I accept and provide, 

Sprint Position 1 ATBT Position 

Sprint's language capitalizes the 
terms 'Interconnection" and 
Technically Feasible" (For which 
Sprint has added a defined term 
in GTC Pari B), which should 
both be treated as defined 
terms 

Thislthese pmvision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
lCAs are used. 

arious methods by which Spnnt 
an obtain intercunnechon, 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint "plain text" language (no-bold/no-ifalic~no-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to Etain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint "bold italics'" language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, h e .  d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

I I I I 

Issue Issue 
Issue Description Appendix I No. (B Sub Issues) Location 

I .  I 
Methods of 
Interconnection? 

See and cf; 
ATBT Wireless 
Attachment 3 
Issues 3 and 4 
and Wireline 
Attachment 3 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language ATBT Position 

Sprint Position 

I 
concepts that are, and should be, 
addressed elsewhere in 
separately distinct provisions 
(e g , locations where 
Interconnection can occur). I I 
ThisAhese pronsion(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
lCAs are used 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

Interconnection using any 
one or  more of the following 
Nefwork Interconnection 
Methods (NIMs): (1) 
purchase of Interconnection 
Facilities by one Pa* from 
the other Party, or by one 
Party from a Third Party; (2) 
Physical Collocation 
Intemnnection; (3) Wdual 
Collocation Interconnection; 
(4) Fiber Meet 
Interconnection; (5) other 
methods resurting from a 
Sprint request made 
pursuant to the BOM Fide 
Request/New Business 
Request process set forth in 
the General Terms and 
Conditions - Pad A of this 
Agreement; and (6) any other 
methods as mutually agneed 
to by the Parlies. In 
addition to the foregoing, 
when Interconnedng In Its 
capacity as an FCC 
licensed wireless provider, 
Sprint may also purchase 
as a NIM under this 
Agreement Type 1. Type 
2A a n d  Type 2B 
Interconnection 
arrangements described in 
AT&T %STATE’S General 
Subscriber S m k e s  TariK 
Section A35, which shall 
be provided by AThT 9- 
STATES at the rates, terms 
and conditions set forth in 

Spnnt proposed language Spnnt “plain text” language (no-boldno-mllcdno-underline) IS Intended to represent elther a) onglnal ICA language that Spnnt seeks to retain, orb) language that IS 
different from the onginal ICA language, but as to which there IS no dlspute between the parties Sprmt “bold italics” language IS intended to represent elther c) Sprlnt edits to origlnal ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Spnnt language 
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Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCQ Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 

(a Sub Issues) 
1 Description 

Where is Sprint 
entitled to 
designate the 
Point of 
Interconnection 
(POI) and how 
many Pols may 
be required? 

See and cr; 
ATBT Wireless 
Attachment 3 
Issue 4 and 
Wireline 
Attachment 3 
issue 

What provisions 
should be 
included 
regarding 
continuation of 
pre-existing 
arrangements? 

See and e 
AT&T Wireless 
Attachment 3 
Issue 4 and 
Wireline 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

\ttachment 3 
Ieciion 2.3 

\itachment 3 
jection 2.4 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Language 

this Agreement. 

2.3 Point(+) o f  
Interconnection. The 
Parties wil l establish 
reGiprOca1 connectivity to at 
least one ATBT S T A T E  
Access Tandem selected 
by Sprint within each 
LATA that Sprint desires 
to serve. Notwithstanding 
the foregoing, Sprint may 
elect to Interconnect at any 
additional Technically 
Feasible Point(s) of 
Interconnection on the 
ATBTnetworh. 

2.4 Presxisting 
Arrangements. Until 
otherwise requested by 
Sprint, ATBT9-STATEshall 
continue to provide 
Interconnection through the 
existing lntenonnectlon 
Facilities and Points of 
Interconnection established 
pursuant to the 
Interconnection agreement 
that is being replaced by this 
Agreement ATBT S T A T E  
shallprovide such new 
Interconnection FaciIities, 
Points of Interconnection 
and Interconnection 
amngements as Sprint may 

I I ATBT Position Sprint Position 

Sprint does not agree mth AT8T 
wireline language, Section 2.8. in 
which AT8T aiiempts to impose 
mutuality obligations upon Sprint 
that are inconsistent wth Sprint‘s 
rights to select the number and 
locations of Pols as long as 
there IS a minimum of one per 
LATA, and such location is at a 
Technically Feasible point 

Thidthese provision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
lCAs are used 

This section addresses the 
reality that there are already 
physically existing 
Interconnection Facilities and 
Points of Interconnection in 
place, that mll remain in place 
unless othemse modified, as 
well as new arrangements that 
will occur after the execution of 
this Agreement. 

Thisnhese provision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
ICAs are used 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldno-italicslno-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is  no dispute between the parties. Sprint “%old italics” language is  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 
- 
- 
7. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCQ Inc. d/b/a Nextel  Partners (=Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to  AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(a Sub Issues) 

What 
lnterwnnection 
Facilities / 
Trunking 
provisions 
should be 
Included 
regarding which 
party selects 
whether 
Facilities will be 
1-way or 2-way; 
and, any 
requirement for 
establishment of 
reciprocal trunk 
groups? 

:ee and cr; 
,T&T Wireless 
.ttachment 3 
sue 4 and 
ilireline 
ttachment 3 

Issue 
Appendix i 
Location 

Attachment 3 
Section 2.5 

Sprint Wireless I Wlreline 
Language 

muest  pursuant to this 
Agreemknt 
2.5 Interconnection 
Facilities. 

2.5.1 Directionality and 
Conformance Standards. 
Interconnection Facilities 
wil l be established as two- 
way Facilities except a) 
where it is not Technically 
Feasible for ATBT !&STATE 
to provide the requested 
Facilities as two-way 
Facilities, or b) where 
Sprint requests the use of 
one-way Facilities. 
Interconnection Facilities 
shall conform, at a minimum, 
to the telecommunications 
industty standard of OS-1 
pursuant to Bellcore 
Standard No. TR-NWT- 
00499. Signal transfer point. 
Signaling System 7 (SS7) 
connectivity is required at 
each Interconnection Point 
a k r  Spnnt implemerts SS7 
capability whin hs awn 
network. ATBT9-STATEwill 
provide out-ofhnd signaling 
using Common Channel 
Sgnaling Access Capability 
where Technically Feasible, 
ATaT 9-STATEand Sprint 
Facilities’shall provide the 
necessaiy on-hook, off-hook 
Answer and Oiswnnect 
Supervision and shall hand off 

ATBT Wireless I Wlreline 
Language Sprint Position 

As long as it is Technically 
Feasible, AT&T is required to 
provide 2-way trunkhg upon 
Sprint’s request. 47 C F.R 5 

Thislthese provision(s) should bc 
substantively the same whether 
3 single ICA or two separate 
‘CAS are used. 

51.305(f). 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldino-italicso-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, 01 b) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is  no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold ilalics” language is  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partnen (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(&Sub Issues) 

Issue 
No. 

Issue 

Location 
Appendix I Sprint Wireless I Wireline ATBT Wireless I Wireline Sprint Position 

Language Language ATBT Position 

calling party number ID when 
Technically Feasible. If a 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italicsinno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold iIalics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original IC* 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCQ Inc. dlbla Nextel Partners ("Sprint") 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
NO. 

Issue 
Description 

(&Sub Issues) 

How are 
Interconnection 
Facility Costs 
apportioned 
between the 
Parties? 

Should transit 
traffic that 
originates with a 
third party and 
terminates to 
Sprint be 
imputed to Sprint 
for purposes of 
allocating the 
proportionate use 
of 
interconnection 
facilities? 

See and cr; 
ATBT Wireless 
Attachment 3 
Issue 5 and 
Wireline 
Attachment 3 
Issue 9 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

4ttachment 3 
Section 2.5.3 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

which the Parties 
Interconnect 

2.5.3 Interconnection 
Faciliiy Costs. The costs o f  
Interconnection Facilities 
provided directly by one 
Party to the othar, or by one 
of the Parties obtaining 
such Facilities from a Third 
Party, shall be shared 
between the Parties as 
follows: 

(a) Sprint wireless MSC 
Location. When a Sprint 
MSC and the POI to which is 
Interconnected are in the 
same MTA, the Sprint MSC 
location means the actual 
physical location of such 
MSC in that MTA. When a 
Sprint MSC is physically 
located in a different MTA 
than the POI to which it is 
Interconnected, the Sprint 
MSC location means such 
MSC's point ofpresence 
location designated in the 
LERG that is within the 
same MTA as the POI, 

(b) Sprint non-wireless 
Switch Location. When a 
Sprint non-wireless switch 
and the POI to which it is 
Interconnected are in the 
same LATA, the Sprint 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

47 C.F.R. 5 51.703(b) prohibits 
ATBT from charging Sprint for 
traffic originated on ATBT's 
network; and, as the provider of 
Interconnection Faolities, ATBT 
is only authorized by 47 C.F.R § 
51.709(b) to charge Sprint "the 
proportion of that trunk capacity 
used [by Sprint] to send traffic 
that wll terminate on [ATBT's 
network]." As to transited traffic, 
under the calling party network 
pays regime. an originating 
carrier is responsible for all of the 
cost associated with the delivery 
of its traffic to the terminating 
network. Mountain 
Communications, Inc. v. FCC, 
355 F.3d 644 (D.C. 2004) 

The AT&T cfted case involves a 
wireless 1-way paging carrier. 
The decision fails to 
acknowledge and address either 
1) the Mountain D.C. Circuit 
decision that an "originating 
carrier should bear all transport 
costs" associated with the 
delivety of its traffic, or 2) the 
application of the express 
language contained in 51.709(b). 

Thidthese provision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a sinale ICA or two seoarate 

Spnnl proposed language Spnnt "pls~n iext" language (no-bold nu-italics no-indvrline) IS intended to rcprereni either a) ongiml ICA language that Spnnt reckr to reiam or b) language that 1s 
different from the onginal ICA language, but as io u hiuh there IS nu diqu le  beween the psnles Spnnt "bold iiolics" langudge IS intended to represent either c) Spnni udtts i o  orlgmal ICA 
language. or d) nzwly pruposed S p h  language. 
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Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(B Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

switch location means the 
actual physical location of 
such non-wireless switch in 
that LATA. When a Sprint 
non-wireless switch is 
physically located in a 
different LATA than the POI 
to which it is 
Interconnected, the Sprint 
non-wireless switch 
location means such CLEC 
switch’s point ofpresence 
location designated in the 
LERG that is within the 
same LATA as the POI. 

(c) Two-way 
Interconnection Facilities. 
The recurring and non- 
recurring costs of two-way 
Interconnection Facilities 
between Sprint Central 
Office Sw’tch locations and 
the POl(s) fo which such 
switches are interconnected 
at AT&T %STATE Central 
Office Switches shall be 
shared based upon the 
Parties’ respective 
proportionate use of such 
Facilities to dellver all 
Authorized Services traffic 
originated by its respective 
End-User or Thid-Pady 
customers to the 
terminating Party. Such 
proportionate use will, 
based upon mutually 
acceptable traffic studies, 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

CAS are used. 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldho-italicslno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, 01 b) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold italics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
Description 

[B Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix / 
Location 

Sprint Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

equivalents basis. 

(9 Onewaylntercunnection 
Facilities. When one-way 
Interconnection Facilities are 
utilized, each Party is 
responsible for the ordering 
and all costs of such 
Facillties used to &liver of 
Authorized Services traffic 
originated by its respecWe 
End User 01 Third Pam 
customers to the terminating 
Party. 

(el Transit Service 
Interconnection Faciliths. 
The costs of lntemnnection 
FacilhVes used to deliver 
Spfint-originated Authorized 
Services traffic between a 
Point of lntwconnection at 
an AT&T State Switch and 
the POI at which ATBT 
hands off Sprint originated 
traffic to a Thlrd Parly who Is 
i n d i d y  Interconnected 
WIW Sprint via AT&T, are 
recouped by ATBTas a 
component of AT&T's 
Transit Service per minute 01 
use charge. ATBTshall not 
c h a w  Sprint for any costs 
assodated with the 
origination or delivery of any 
Third Parly traffic delhrered 
byAT&T to Sprint 

(9 M O T  lnterconnection 

ATBT Wireless / Wireline 
Language Sprint Position ATBT Position 

Spnnt proposed language Sprint "plain iexl" language (no-bold no-iwlicvno-underline) IS intended 10 represent either a) ongtnal ICA languagc that Spnnl reeks 10 retain. or b) language that 1s 
different from the onginal ICA language. hui as 
laneuaue. or di  n w l v  o r m u d  Snnni laneuace 

whtrh thcrc i s  no &pule between the panics. Spnnl "boldirolics" languagr IS mended 1u rcprrsent either c)  Spnnl rdlls 10 originil ICA 
I - _  I 1 .  . " .  
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Issue 
Description 

[&Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix i 
Location 

Sprint Wireless i Wireline 
Language 

Facilities. Subject to 
Sprint's sole discretion, 
Sprint may (1) order DEOT 
Interconnection Facilities 
as it deems necessary, and 
(2) to the extent mutually 
agreed by the Parties on a 
case by case basis, order 
DEOT Interconnection 
Facilities to accommodate 
reasonable requests by 
ATBT. A DEOT 
lntwconnection Facility 
creates a Dedicated 
Transport communication 
path between a Sprint 
Switch Location andan 
ATBT End Office switch. If 
a DEOT is requested by 
Sprint, the POI for the 
DEOT Interconnection 
Facility is at the AT&T9- 
STATE End Office, with the 
costs of the entire Facility 
shared in the same manner 
as any other 
Interconnection Facility. If 
a DEOT is being 
established to 
accommodate a request by 
ATBT, absent the 
affirmative consent of 
Sprint to a different 
treatment, the Parties will 
only share the portion of 
the costs of such Facilities 
as if the POI were 
established at the ATBT 
Access Tandem that serves 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

Sprint Position ATBT Position 

Spnnl proposed language Spnnt "plain 1 ~ x 1 "  languagr. (no-bold ~O-IWIICS no-undcrlinc) 1s inlcnded to represent wher 3) onglnal ICA language thal Sprlnl seeks 10 rcuIIn. or h) lsnpuagc lhal I> 

different from thu onetnal ICA language. hut 41 10 u hich lhcrc I\ no rlirpulr hcturrn the ~antes. Sprint "buld italics" language IS intended lo rcpresent elther c )  Spnnl edlts 10 orlglnal ICA 
I ~ - .  

language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

( B  Sub Issues) 

What, if any, 
restrictions may 
be imposed on 
the type of 
Authorized 
Services traffic 
that can be 
exchanged over 
the Facilitles? 

See and cf; 
ATBT Wireless 
Attachment 3 
Issue 6 and 
Wireline 
Attachment 3 
Issue 10 

issue 
Appendix i 
Location 

Machment 3. 
jection 2.5.4 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

the AT&T End Office to 
which the DEOT is 
installed, andAT&T will be 
responsibie for a l l  further 
costs associated with the 
Faciiities between the 
Access Tandem POI and 
the ATgTEndOffice. 

2.5.4 Use of 
Intemnnectfon 
Facilities. 

(a) No Prohibitions. 
Nothing in this 
Agmment  shall be 

Sprint from using 
lntemnnecffon Facilities 
to deliver any Authorized 
Services traffic to or from 
any Th/r&Pady. 

(b) Multi-Us&4ulti- 
Jurisdiction Trunking. 
Generally, there will be 
trunk groups between a 
Sprint MSC and a POI, and 
between a Sprint CLEC 
switch and a POI. Nothing 
in this Agreement shall be 
construed to prohibit a 
Sprint wireless entity or 
Sprint CLEC from sending 
and receiving al l  of such 
entity% respective 
Authorized Services traffic 
over its own respective 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Position ATBT Position 

Zombining Authorized Services 
raff~c over the same trunks is 
3fficient, economical, and there 
s no basis for ATBT to restrict 
he nature of Authorized Services 

Uotwithstanding ATBT‘s stated 
msltion that ’[slince the 
agreement is for local wireless 
raff~c, InterMTA traffic should not 
)e routed over local tNnk 
jroups”, ATBT regularly sends 
Nireline-originated interMTA 
rafftc over Interconnection 
:acilittes. as It IS literally 
mpossible for ATBT to avoid 
bing so. Thus, ATBT cannot 
wen wmply with its own stated 
mition. 

rhisnhese provision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
CAS are used 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldino-italicso-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold iruiics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No’ 

- 
Sprint Position ATBT Position 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline ATBT Wireless I Wireline issue issue 
Description Appendix I Language Language (a Sub issues) Location 

trunks on a combined trunk 
group. Further, provided 
the Sprint wireless entity or 
Sprint CLEC can 
demonstate an ability to 
identi& each other‘s 
respective Authorized 
Services tramc as 
originated by each other‘s 
respecUve swltches, upon 
ninety (WJ days notice, 
either the Sprint wireless 
entity or Sprint CLEC may 
also commence delikering 
each other‘s originating 
Authorized Services traffic 
to ATBT 9-STATEoversuch 
Sprint entity’s combined 
trunk group. 

(cJ Jointly Provided 
Switched Access. When 
ATBT OSTATE and Sprint 
jointly provide swifched 
access services to an iXC 
regarding the deiivery of 
Telephone Toll Service or 
Toil Free Service (e.g.. 
originating 8W services), 
each Party wil l  provide its 
own access sewices to the 
IXC. The Parlyidentifiedin 
the E R G  as the Access 
Tandem provider for such 
calls will make available to 
the other Parly appfopriate 
billing m r d s  at no charge, 
and each Partv will bill its 
own access sirvices to the I 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text’’ language (no-boldlno-italicdno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different fmm the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute behveen the parties. Sprint “bold italics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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I 

Issue 
Description 

(a Sub Issues) 
~ 

See and cf; 
ATBT Wireless 
Attachment 3 
Issue 7. but in 
the Wireline it 
does not appear 
as a disputed 
issue in ATBT's 
Wireline DPL. 
and does 
appear as 
"Accepted" in 
the Wireline 
proposed 
language. 

See and 6; 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

\ttachment 3, 
jection 2.6 

ittachment 3, 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

KC. 

(4 Sprint as a Transit 
Provider. As of the 
Effective Date of this 
Agreement Sprint is not a 
provider of Transit Service 
to eitherAT6T 9-STATEor 
a Third Party. However, 
Sprint reserves the right to 
become a Transit Service 
provider in the future, and 
will provide AT6T 9-STATE 
a minimum of nin 
days notice before Sprint 
begins using 
Interconnection Facilities to 
provide a Transit Service 
for the ddfveiy of 
Authorized Setvices traffic 
between a Third Party and 
AT6T9-STATE. 

2.6. Virtual or Physkal 
Collocation 
Interconnection. Sprint 
may Interconnect using 
Virtual or Physical 
Collocation pursuant to the 
provisions set forth in 
Attachment4 of thls 
Agreement Rates and 
charges for both virtual 
and physical collocation 
may be provided in a 
separate collocation 
agreement, negotiatedon an 
i nd i i ua l  tase basis. 

ATBT Wireless / Wireline 
Language Sprint Position ATBT Position 

I 

Sprint IS entitled to Collocation 
hat may be negotiated on an 
ndividual case basis 

hidthese provision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
3 single ICA or two separate 
CAS are used. 

Sprint's Fiber Meet language 

Spnnl proposcd language. Spnni "plain i rx i "  language (no-hold no-italics no.undcrline) i s  intended io rcprrsent either a) onpinil iCA language ihai Spnni seeks to reiain. or h) Idngwgr that IS 

different from the original ICA ianguagr. hulas to which thcrc i s  no diswie hctween the parties Spnnt "boldifolics" Imwagc IS inttndcd to rcprescnl cilhcr c) Sprint cdiis io original ICA 
langusgr, or d)  newly proposed Spnm language 

Page 91 of 179 



- 
issue 
No. 
- 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCQ Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 
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Issue 
Description 

(S Sub issues) 

4T&T Wireless 
4ttachment 3 
ssue 8 and 
Nireiine 
4ttachment 3 
ssue 11. 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

section 2.7 

Sprint Wireless l Wireline 
Language 

Interconnection. 

2.7.1 Fiber Meet 
Interconnection between ATBT 
SSTATE and Sprint can occur 
at any Technically Feasible 
point between Sprint premises 
and an ATBTSSTAE 
Cenbal office. &in an 
MTA orLATA, asapplicable, 
or at any othermutually 
agteeabk point 

2.7.2 If Sprint elects to 
lntemnnectwith ATBT9- 
STATE pursuant to a Fiber 
Meet, the PafUes shall jointly 
engineer and operate a 
Synchronous Optical Network 
(“SONET”) hansmissbn 
system by which they shall 
lntemnoed for the 
transmission and routtng of 
Authorizes Services traffic 
via designatedfaciliiies at 
Technically Feasible 
transmission speeds as 
mutually agreed to by the 

. The Parties shall v,& 
pintlyto determine the spedfic 
transmisson system to perm# 
the successful Interconnection 
and completion of traffic muted 
over the Facilnies that 
Interconnect at the Fiber Meet 
The technicalspecifiitions 
will be designed so that each 
Par@ may, as far as is 
Technically Feasible. 

ATST Wireless I Wireline 
Language I ATST Position Sprint Position 

icorporates the appropriate use 
if defined terms. 

hidthese provision@) should be 
ubstantwely the same whether 
i single ICA or two separate 
CAS are used. 

I 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italicslno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA laneuaee. but as to which there i s  no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold itolics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 

~ - -  
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
Description 

(a Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix / 
Location 

Sprint Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

termination panel. Each 
Party would supply a fiber 
optic terminal at its respective 
end. The POI would be at the 
fiber termimtion panel at the 
mid-point Meet Point 

(b) Design Two: Both Sprint 
and ATBT %STATE each 
provide two fibers between 
their locations. This design 
may only be considered 
where existing flbers are 
available and there is a 
mutual benefit to both Sprint 
and ATBT9-STATE. ATBT 
%.STATEwill pmvide the fibers 
associated with the ’working” 
side of the system. Sprint will 
provide the fibers associated 
with the “protection” side of 
the system. Sprint and 
ATBT 9-STATEwill work 
cooperatively to terminate 
each other‘s fiber in order to 
provision this joint point-tc- 
mint linear chain or fiber rina 
SONET system 60th Spgnt 
and ATBT 9-STATE will work 
woperatively to determine the 
appropriate technical handoff 
for purposes of demarcation 
and fault isolation. 

2.7.4 ATBTS-STATE shall, 
wholly at its own expense, 
procure, install and maintain 
the agreed upon SONET 

ATBT Wireless / Wireline 
Language Sprint Position ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italic~no-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold iralies“ language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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ATST Position 

Issue 
Description 

(S Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix / 
Location 

Sprint Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

equipment mthin the 
Interconnecting AT&T % 
STATE Central oflsce. 

2.7.5 Sprhtshall. wholly at its 
own expense, pmwre, instell 
and maintain the agreed upon 
SONETequipment in the 
lntermnnedlng Sprint Cenfrel 
m. 

2.7.6 SprintadATBT% 
STATEmay mutuallyagree 
upon a Technically Feasible 
Point of lnterconneclion 
outside fhe htermnnecting 
ATBT %STATE cenbal 
as a Fiber Meet point AT&T 
9STATEshail make all 
necessary preparations to 
receive, and to allow and 
enable Sprintto deliver, fiber 
optic facilities into the Point of 
Interconnection with sufficient 
spare length to reach the 
fusion splic? point at the Point 
oflntefmnnectbn. ATBT% 
STATEshall. whollyat b own 
expense. procure, install, and 
maintain the fusion splidng 
point in the Point of 
Intermnnection. A Common 
Language Location 
Identification (“CLLI”) code will 
be established for each Point 
of Interconnection. The code 
established must be a building 
type code. All orders shall 
originate from the Point of 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

I 
Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italicslno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute behveen the parties. Sprint “bold irdics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
Description 

(e Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix / 
Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

Interconnection (i.e., Point of 
Interconnection to Sprint. 
Point of Interconnection to 
ATaTMTAlE). 

2.7.7 S p i t  shall deliver and 
maintain Spriii's fiber optic 
Facility wholly at its own 
expense Upon verbal request 
by Sprint ATaTOSTATE 
shall allow Sprint access to 
the Fiber Meet entry point for 
maintenance pulposes as 
promptly as possible 

2.7.8 Each Party shall 
provide or lease its own, 
unique source for the 
synchronized timing of its 
equipment Each timing 
source must be Slratum-1 
traceable. Both S p i t a n d  
ATaTSSTATEagree to 
establish separate and distinct 
timing sources which are not 
derived from the other, and 
meet the cntena identrfed 
above. 

2.7.9 Sprint and ATaT 9- 
STATEwill mutually agree on 
the capadty of the FOT(s) to 
be ut~liied based on equivalent 
DSls or DS3s. Each Party will 
also agree upon the optical 
h-equency and wavelength 
necessaw to imdement the 
intercon&ctmn.'Sphtand 
AT&T =TAT€ will develop 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Position ATBT Position 

Spnnl propored language. Sprint "plain text" languagc (no-bold no-twIIcs no-underline) is intended to rcprc.rcn1 either a) ongin31 ICA language that Spnnt rrekr tu w a i n ,  ur b) language lh31 IS 
different iron1 the nnpinal ICA Isngudpr. bui .LI tu n hich thcrc IS nu dispute between the parties Spnnl "bold iialics" language I S  intended 10 rcprerenl etther cj Spnnl edm to ur~gmal ICA 
language, or dJ ne\\ ly  proporcd Spniit languqe. 
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Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. dlbla Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to  AT&T as 0103-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
No. 

12. 

Issue 
Description 

(8 Sub Issues) 

This appears to 
be subsumed 
within prior 
Sprint Issue 5, 
AT&T Wireless 
Attachment 3 
Issue 4 and 
Wireline 
Attachment 3 

which address 
the location and 
number of Pols 
required. 
What is the 
appropriate 
price for 
Interconnection 
Facilities / 
Trunking. 
TELRIC or 
Market? 

Is it permissible 
to price 
interconnection 
facilities for 
CMRS carriers 
at market based 
rates? 

b e  and 6; 
LT&T Wireless 
dtachment 3 
sue 9 and 
Vireline 
itachment 3 
sue 12. 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

iT&T 
Nireline 
4ttachment 3, 
Section 2.8 

ittachment 3, 
Section 2.9 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

Spri 

2.9 Interconnection 
FacilitiedAmngements 
Rates and Charges. 

2.9.1 AT6T %STATE Rates 
and Charges. Beginning 
with the Effective Date, a l l  
recum‘ng and non-recurring 
rates and charges 
(“Rates/Charges‘y charged 
byATbT9-STATE forpre- 
existing or new 
Interconnection Facilities or 
Interconnection 
arrangements 
(“Interconnection-Related 
Services’) that ATBT 
provides to Sprtnt shall be at 
the lowest of the following 
RaWharges: 

a) The RatedCharges in 
effectbetween the Parties‘for 
Interconnection-Related 

ATBT Wireless l Wirellr 
Language Sprint Position 

There is no Section 2.8 within 
Sprint‘s proposed language. 

47 U.S.C. Section 252(d)(1) 
establishes the federal Pricing 
Standards applicable to, and 
under which, the Commission is 
required to establish the just and 
reasonable rate for 
Interconnection Facilibes 
provided by an ILEC such as 
ATBT pursuant to its 251(c)(2) 
interconnection obligations 
Pursuant to the FCC‘s pricing 
methodology contained in 47 
C.F.R. 5 51.501 et. seq.. the 
price for Interconnection 
Facilibes is established based 
upon fonvard-looking economic 
costs as defined in 47 C.F.R. 5 
51.505. which is commonly 
referred to as TELRIC pricing. 

In the absence of lower, current 
TELRIC piking (i.e , updated 
since the AT&T/BellSouth 
merger) ATBT should be 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldlno-italicslno-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that i s  
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Issue 
No. 

Issue 
Description 

[B Sub Issues) 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Services under the 
lntenonnection agreement in 
e W  immediatetypfior to the 
E W v e  Date ofthis 
Agreemeni; 

b) The Ratedchages 
negotiated between the 
Partics as replacement 
RaWCharges forspecific 
IntenonnectiorrRelated 
Senrices to the extent such 
RatedCharges are expressly 
included and idenmed in this 
A g m e n t ;  

c) The Raterlchages at 
which ATBT 9-STATE 
charges any other 
Telecommunications camkr 
for similar Interconnection- 
Related Services; 

d)  ATBT !%STATES’ tam 
Facility Rates/Charges 
reduced by thirty-five 
percent (35%) to 
approximate the forward- 
looking economic cost 
pursuant io 47 C.F.R. 5 
51.501 et. reg. when such 
Facilities are used by Spriit 
as lnterconnectlon Facilities. 
Such reduced iariff 
RatedCharges shall remain 
available for use at Sprint’s 
option until such time that 
final Interconnection 
F a c i l i k  RaWCharges are 

Sprint Position 

required to offer Interconnection 
Facilitres at interim rates that are 
no higher than ATBT’s tarlffed 
Facility RatedCharges reduced 
by thtrty-five percent (35%) until 
such time that current TELRIC 
studies are petformed to 
establish current Interconnection 
Facility TELRIC pricing. 

Further. if ATBT orovides 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

intermnnection arrangements to 
any carrier that is lower than 
either a) existing ATBT 
Interconnection Facility TELRIC 
pricing, or b)ATBTs tariffed 
Facility RateslCharges reduced 
by 35% or more, principles of 
nondiscrimination require ATBT 
to disclose such arrangements 
for Sprint to determine whether 
or not it is entitled to such 
pricing. 

Thidtnese provision(s) snould be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
lCAs are used. 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italics/o-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold ildics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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___ 
Issue 
No. 
- 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

established by the 
Commission based upon an 
approved ATBTSTAlE 
forward hoking economic 
cost study either in the 
arbibation proceeding fhat 
established this Agreement 
or such addifional cost 
proceeding as may be 
ordered by fha Commission; 
or, 

e) The RaWChatges for any 
other Interconnection 
arrangement established by 
the Commision based upon 
an approvedAT8T9.STATE 
forward looking economic 
cost study in the afbltration 
proceeding that established 
this Agreement or such 
additional cost proceeding as 
may be ordered by the 
Commission. 

2.9.2 Reduced AT8T 9- 
STATE Rates/Chaqes T N ~  
Up. lfthe lowest AT8T 9- 
STATERatesfCharges ate 
established by the 
Commission in the context of 
the review and approval of an 
AT8TS-STATEcost-study. or 
wem pmvided by ATBT to 
another Telerommunlcations 
carrier and not made known 
to Sprint until after the 
Effective Date of this 
Agreement AT8T %STATE 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCQ he .  dm/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

Issue 
Description 

(B Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Position ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldho-italicdno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
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issue 
No. 

Issue 
Description 

(6 Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix i 
Location 

Sprint Wireless i Wireline 
Language 

shall trueup and refund any 
difhmnce between such 
Rates/Charges and the 
RaWharges that Sprint 
was invoiced for such 
lntetconnecfio~ated 
S ~ M ~ S  between the 
Effective Date of this 
Agreement and the date that 
AT&T STATE implements 
billing the reduced 
RaMharges to Sprint 
ATBT 9-STATEshall 
implement all reductions in 
Interconnection-related 
RatedCharges as non- 
chargeable mnf-keeping 
billing a*u.sbnents at its own 
cost, and shall not impose 
any disconnection, m 
connection, or r e  
arrangement requirements or 
charges of any type upon 
Sprint as a pre-requisite to 
Sprht receiving such 
reduced Interconnection 
Rates/Chaqes. 

2.9.3 Sprint Rates and 
Charges. RatedCharges for 
prpexisting and new 
Interconnection Facilities that 
Sprint provides ATBT 9. 
STATE wiN be on a pass- 
through basis of the costs 
incurred by Sprint to obtain 
and provide such Facilities. 

2.9.4 Billing. Except to the 

ATBT Wireless i Wireline 
Language 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldlno-italicdno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold i f d i d  language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
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Issue 
No. 

Wachment 3; 
Section 3. 

13. 

extent otherwise provided in 
Section 2.5.3 and this 
Section, or as may be 
mutua/ly agreed by the 
Parties. billing for 
lnterconnection Facilities wiN 
be on a monthly basis, with 
invoices rendered and 
payments due in the same 
time frames and manner as 
bi//ings for other Sewices 
subject to the terms and 
conditions of this 
Agreement. Subject to a// of 
the provisions of  this 
Section 2 Nehvork 
Interconnection, general 
bi/ling requirements are in 
the General Terms and 
Conditions and Attachment 
7. 

3. Network Management 
3.1 The Parfks will work 
mperatively to install and 
maintain reliable Interconnected 
telecommunications networks, 
including but not limited to, 
maintenance contact numberj 
and escalation procedures. 
AT8T SSTATE will provide 
notice of changes in the 
information necessary for the 
transmission and muting of 
services using its Facilities or 
networks, as well as of any 
other changes that would affect 
the interoperabilii of those 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. dibh Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(a Sub Issues) 

What Network 
danagement 
mvisions shoulc 
ie included? 

Vhat is the 
ippropiiate 
anguage to 
lescribe the 
mrties’ 
ibligations 
egarding high 
‘olume mass 
d i n g  trunk 
pups? 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Position ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

Sprint’s Network Management 
provisions are substantially 
premised upon the Parties 
original Section 4 Wireless 
Network Design and 
Management Provisions. There 
is no reason why the same, even 
with slight modification, should 
not be equally applicable in the 
context of either a wireless or 
wireline Interconnecting Sprint 
entity. 

Further, it is not appropriate for 
AT&T to impose unnecessary 
costs and requirements upon a 

AT&T Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldino-italicdno-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, or h) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute behveen the parties. S p k t  “bold ilalics” language is intended to represent either c )  Sprint edits to original ICA 
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No. 
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Issue 
Description 

( B  Sub Issues) 

Nhat are the 
appropriate trunl 
,locking 
ibjectives? 

See and cr; 
4TBT Wireless 
4ttachment 3 
sues 10,11 B 
12 and Wireline 
Wchment 3 
ssue 13. 

Issue 
Appendix / 
Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

Facilities and networks 

3.2 Blocking. The 
Intercannecbon of all networks 
wll be basad upon accepted 
indusbylnational guidelines for 
transmission standards and 
traffic bkkng  mtem 

3.2.1 Design Blocking 
Criteria. Forecasting trunk 
projections and servicing 
trunk requirements for 
Interconnection trunk 
groups shall be based on 
the average time consistent 
busy hour load o f  the busy 
season, determined from the 
highest twenty (20) 
consecutive average 
Business Days. The average 
gradeof-service for 
Interconnection final trunk 
groups shall be the industry 
standard of one percent (1%) 
blocking, within the time- 
consistent twenty day 
average busy hour o f  the 
busy season. Trunk 
projections and 
requirements shall be 
determined by using the 
industry standard Neil 
Wlkinson B.OlM Trunk 
Group capacity algor/thms 
for gradeatservice Trunk 
Groups. (Prior to obtaining 
actual traffic data 
measurements, a medium 

ATBT Wireless / Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

equesting carrier such as the- 
rse of Mass Trunk Groups in the 
ibsence of any Sprint need for 
iuch facilities. 

rhislthese provision(s) should bt 
ubstantively the same whether 
3 single ICA or two separate 
CAS are used. 

ATBT Posltion 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldlno-italicsino-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “boId iralics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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issue 
No. 

Issue 
Description 

(8 Sub issues) 

issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

d a y - M a y  variation and 1.0 
peakedness factor shall be 
used to determine 
projections and 
requirements). 

3.3 Nehvork Congestion. The 
Parties wll work woperatiieiy 
to apply sound network 
management principles by 
invoking appropriate network 
management controls to 
alleviate or prevent netwOrk 
congestton 

3.3.1 High Volume Call In/ 
Mass Calling Trunk Group. 
Separate high-volume cailin 
(HVCI) trunk groups will be 
required for high-volume 
customer calls (e.g., radlo 
contest lines). If the need for 
HVCl trunk groups are 
identified by elther Parfy, 
that Parfy may initiate a 
meeting at  which the Parlies 
will negotiate where HVCl 
Trunk Groups may need to 
be provisioned to ensure 
nehvork protection from 
HVCl traffic. 

3.4 Neither Paw intends to 
charge rearrangement. 
rewnfguration. disconnection, 
termination or other non- 
recurring fees that may be 
associated with the initial 
reconfiguration of elther Party‘s 

ATBT Wireless i Wireline 
Language Sprint Position ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint ‘plain text” language (no-bold/no-italics/no-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold italics’’ language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

Issue 
Description 

(&Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

network htermnnMon 
arrangement to conform to ths 
terms and condicons 
contained in this Agreement. 
Pallies who initiate SS7 STP 
changes may be charged 
authorized wn-recuning fees 
from the appropriate tariffs, but 
only to the extent such tarif% 
and fees are not inconskteni 
with the tenns and conditions 
of this Agreement 

3.5 Signaling. The Partie+ will 
provide Common Channel 
Signaling (CCS) information to 
one another, where available 
and technically feasible, in 
mnjuncfion with all traffic in 
order to enable full 
interoperability of CLASS 
features and functiis except foi 
call return. All CCS signaling 
parameten will be provided, 
including automatic number 
identjlication (ANI), originating 
line information (OLI) calling 
party categoty. charge number, 
etc. All privacy indicatols will be 
honored, and BellSouth and 
Sprint PCS agree to moperate 
on the exchange of 
Transactional Capabilities 
Application Part (TCAP) 
messages to fadlkate fun 
interoperability of CCSbased 
features between the respective 
networks. 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Position ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text’’ language (no-boldino-italicso-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bolditdics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
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Attachment 3, 
Section 4 

~ 

Issue 
No. 

3.6 Forecasting. Sprint 
agrees to provide forecarts 
for Interconnection Facilities 
on a semi-annual basis, not 
later than January 1 and JUIJ 
I in order to be considered 
in the semi-annual 
publication o f  the ATBT 9- 
STATE forecast These non- 
binding forecasts should 
include yearly forecasted 
trunk quantities for a l l  
appropriate trunk groups for 
a minimum of  three years. 
When the forecast is 
submitted, the Parties agree 
to meet and review the 
forecast submitted by 
Sprint As part of the review 
proces~. AT&T %STATE will 
share any network plans or 
changes with Sprint that 
would impact the submitted 
forecast. 

3.7 The Parties will provide 
each other with the proper call 
information, including all 
proper translations for routing 
between networks and any 
information necessary for 
billing where ATBT PSTATE 
provides remiding capabilhes 
This exchange of informabon is 
required to enable each Party 
to bill properly 
4 Transit Sm‘ce. 

4.1 ATBT %STATE shall 

14. 

Issue 
Description 

( B  Sub Issues) 

Is Transit Servicc 
a form of 
Interconnection 

Sprint Wireless i Wireline 
Language 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Position ATBT Wireless i Wireline 
Language 

Yes Transit Servica is the 
means by which Indirect 
Interconnection is implemented. 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldho-italicstno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold italics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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15. 

Issue 1 Description 
(e Sub Issues) 

transmission and 
routing that 
ATBT 9-STATE 
is required to 
provide all Sprint 
entities pursuant 

(C) and (D); and, 
as to the Sprint 
wireless entities, 
also pursuant to 
47 C.F.R. 5 
20.11? 

to 47 U.S.C. 5 
251(~)(2)(A), (W. 

See and cf; 
ATBT Wireless 
Attachment 3 
Issue 13 and 
Wireline 
Attachment 3 
Issue 1. 

See and 6: 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Wachment 3 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

provide the necessary 
transmission andmuting to 
exchange Authorized 
Services traffic between 
Sprint and any other Third 
Party that according to the 
E R G ,  is also Interconnected 
ioAT&TS-STATEin the 
same U T A  in which Sprint is 
Interconnected to ATBT 9- 
STATE. 

4.2 Upon Sprint providing 
AT&T&STATE notice that 
Sprint will begin using 
lntemonnection Facilities to 
provide a Transit Service at 
stated rate@), such rate@) 
shall be added to this 
Agmement by amendment 
andAT&T N T A T E  will 
provide Sprint sixty (60) days 
notice ifAT&T N T A T E  
desires to use such service. 

4.3 The Party thatprovides a 
Transit Sewice under this 
Agreement (“Transif 
Providefy shall only charge 
the other Party (“Originating 
Party’) the applicable Transit 
Rate for Transit Service 
Taffic that the Transit 
Provider delivers to the Third 
Party netwotic upon which 
such tramc is terminated. 

5. Local Dialing Parity 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

and clearly constitutes a service 
that meets the requirements of 
what a LEC is required to provide 
a requesting carrier pursuant to 
47 U.S.C. § 251(c)(2) (A) through 
(D). 

ATBT has been required to 
provide transit at TELRIC pricing 
unless ATBT can justify 
additional costs. See Joint 
Petition for Arbitration of 
Newsouth Communications, Inc. 
et el. of an Interconnection 
Agreement with BellSouth 
Telecommunications, Inc. 
Pursuant To Section 252(B) of 
the Communications Act of 1934, 
as amended, Case No. 2004- 
00044, Order at p 18 -19 (issued 
March 14.2006). 

ATBT is only entitled to impose 
transit charges upon Sprint that 
are related to the delivery of 
Sprint-originated traffic. 

Thislthese provision(s) should 
be substantively the same 
whether a single ICA or hno 
separate lCAs are used. 

Sprint specifically does not 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italicso-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there i s  no dispute between the parties. Sprint “boldifalics” language i s  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

16. 

Issue 
Description 

(B Sub Issues) 

ATBT appears to 
have accepted 
Section 5 Local 
Dialing Parity 
language in both 
the Wireless and 
Wireline 

contract 
language but not 
reflected in the 
DPLs. 

Are two 
Authorized 
Services traffic 
categories, with 
corresponding 
categoly rates, 
sufficient for the 
Parties to bill 
each other for 
traffic exchanged 
over 
Interconnection 
Facilities? 

proposed 

Issue 
Appendix / 
Location 

Section 5 

Attachment 3, 
Section 6. 
6.1.1 -6.1.2 

See and 6: 
ATBT Wireless 
Attachment 3 
Issue 14 and 
Wireline 
Attachment 3 
Issue 14, but the 
Wireline DPL 
Issue 14 does 
not accurately 
depict Sprint‘s 

Sprint Wireless / Wireline ATBT Wireless / Wireline 
Language Language 

Each Party shall provide lxal 
dialing parity, meaning that 
each Party‘s customers wll not 
have to dial any greater 
number of digits than the other 
P a w s  customers to complete 
the same call. 

6. Authorized Services 
Traffic Per Minute Usage. 

6.? Classification of 
Authorized Services Traffic 
Usage. 

[If only two billable 
categories are deemed 
necessaty:] 

6.f.f Authorized Services 
wireless traffic exchanged 
between the Parties 
pursuant to this Agreement 
will be classified as 
Authorlzed Services 
wireless Terminated Traffic 
(which wil l include IntraMTA 
Traffic, InterMTA Traffic, 
Information Services traffic, 
Interconnected VolP traffic), 
Jointly Provided Switched 
Access traffic, or Transit 
Service Traffic. 

I ATBT Position Sprint Position 

iccept ATBT “out of exchange 
anguage“ that is proposed in its 
wireline language - now 
‘ATTACHMENT 3a - OUT OF 
EXCHANGE-LEC“. 

rhislthese provision(s) should be 
iubstantively the same whether 
3 single ICA or two separate 
CAS are used. 

Sprint is wlling to consider the 
ise of only two (2) billable 
4uthorized Services Traffic 
ategories. consisting of: 

I) a single, unded rate for all 
ion-transit traffic; and 
2)  a TELRlCbased transit 
:harge. 

rhishhese pmvision(s) should be 
iubstantively the same whether 
i single ICA or two separate 
CAS are used 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text’’ language (no-boldlno-italicso-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold italics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
Description 

( B  Sub Issues) 

if more than two 
categories of 
Authorized 
Services traffic 
and 
corresponding 
rates are 
required, how 
should 
Authorized 
Services traffic 
be categorized? 

See and cf; 
ATBT Wireless 
Attachment 3 
l sue  14 and 
Wireline 
Attachment 3 
Issue 14, but the 

Issue 
Appendix / 
Location 

ittachment 3 
Uternative 
Section 6. 
Ll .1  -6.1.2 

Sprint Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

6.1.2 Authorized Services 
wireline traffic exchanged 
behueen the Parties 
pursuant to this Agreement 
w‘ll be classifled as 
Authorized Services wireline 
Terminated Traffic (which 
will include Telephone 
Exchange Service 
Telecommunications traffic, 
Telephone Toll Service 
Telecommunications traffic, 
Information Services traffic, 
Interconnected VolP traffic), 
Jointly Provided Switched 
Access traffic, or Transit 
Service Traffic. 
[if more than hvo billable 
categories are deemed 
necessary1 

6.1.1 Authorized Services 
wireless traffic exchanged 
behueen the Parties 
pursuant to this Agreement 
will be classined as 
IntaMTA Traffic, InterMTA 
Traffic, Information Services 
tramc, Interconnected VolP 
traffic, Jointly Provided 
Switched Access traffic, or 
Transit Service Traffic. 

6.1.2 Authorized 
Services wireline traffic 
exchanged behueen the 
Parties pursuant to this 

ATBT Wireless / Wireline 
Language Sprint Position ATBT Position I 

If more than two (2) billable 
4uthonzed Services Traffic 
xtegories must be used, Spnnt‘s 
anguage identifies each of the 
appropriate categories for 
zlassitying traffic under this 
4greement 

lhidthese provision(s) should be 
wbstantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
CAS are used. 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text’’ language (no-holdlno-italicsino-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, or h) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute hetween the miies. Sprint “bold italics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

~ 

18. 

Issue 
Description 

(B Sub Issues) 

Wireline DPL 
Issue 14 does 
not accurately 
depict Sprint‘s 
language. 

For each 
category Of 
Authorized 
Services traffic. 
what 
wmpensation is 
due from each 
Party to the 
other? 

What is 
appropriate 
wmpensation for 
Section 251 
(b)(5) traffic? 

What is the 
appropriate 
language to 
reflect the actual 
flow and 
treatment of ISP- 
bound traffic 
between the 

Issue 
Appendix / 
Location 

Utachrnent 3; 
Section 6.2. 

Sprint Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

Agreement will be 
classified as Telephone 
Exchange Service 
Telecommunications 
traffic, Telephone Toll 
Service 
Telecommunications 
traffic, Information 
Services traffic, 
Interconnected VolP 
traffic, Joinfly Provided 
Swifched Access traffic8 
or Transit Service Traffi 

6.2 Authorized Services 
Traffic Usage Rates. 

6.2.1 The applicable 
Authorired Services per 
Conversation MOU Rate 
for each category of 
Authorized Service traffic 
is contained In the Pricing 
Schedule attached hereto. 

6.2.2 The following are the 
Authorized Services per 
ConversaUon MOU Usage 
Rate categories: 

[If only two billable 
categories are deemed 
necessa#y.T 

Sprint wlrekss traffidSp’r 
CLEC wireline traffic: 

- Terminated 
wirelesshvireline Traffic 

ATBT Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

I 

- 

Sprint Position 

This section establishes the 
application of the Conversation 
MOU, Sprint‘s entitlement to the 
lowest available rate, true-up, 
and general symmetrical rate 
application. However. , establishment of actual rates is 

1 the nexl Issue 

ThisAhese provision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
ICAs are used. 

ATBT Posltion 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldlno-italicslno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold iIdics” language is intended to represent either c)  Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCQ Inc. d/b/a Nextei Partners ("Sprint") 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(8 Sub Issues) 

Iarties given thal 
SP traffic is 
?xclusively 
nobile-to-land 
and what is the 
appropriate 
wmpensation foi 
iuch traffic? 

See and c t  
4TTBT Wireless 
Wachment 3 
ssue 15 and 
Nireline 
Utachrnent 3 
s u e  14, but the 
Nireline DPL 
ssue14does 
lot accurately 
lepict Sprint's 
anguage. 

Issue 
Appendix l 
Location 

Sprint Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

Rate 
- Transit Sewice Rate 

Iff more than two billable 
categories are deemed 
necwaty:] 

Wreless traffic: - IntraMTA Rate - Land-to-Mobile lnterMTA 
Rate 

Wireline traffic: - Telephone Exchange 
Service Rate - Telephone Toll Service 
Rate 

W/reless or Wireline traffic: - Information Services 
Rate 
-Interconnected VolP 
Rate- M A  - Transit Service Rate 

6.2.2 Beginning with the 
Effective Date, the 
applicable Authorized 
Service Rate ("Rate") that 
ATBT SSTATE will charge 
Sprint for each category of 
Authorized Service traffic 
shall be the lowest of the 
following Rates: 

a) The Rate contained in the 
Pricing Schedule attached 
hereto; 

ATBT Wireless l Wireline 
Language Sprint Position ATBT Position 

Spnnl proposed language. Spnnt "plmn text" langu~ge (no-boldno-italics no-underlmr.) IS Intended to reprerent either a) uiginal li'A language that Spnnt ceekr to retain. or b) language that i s  
different from the anginal ICA language. but A ,  to which there is no dispute berueen the panics Spnnl "bold ilalicr" language 1s intended to reprerent either c) Spnnl d 1 1 ,  to onpindl ICA 
Isnguqe, or J) nc'wl) propo4  Sprint lsnguage 
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Issue 
No. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. dibh Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(8 Sub Issues) 

I 

Sprint Wireless I Wireiine 
Language 

issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

I 
b) The Rate negotiated 
behveen the parties as a 
replacement Rate to the 
axtent such Rate is expressly 
included and identified in this 
Agreement; 

c) The Rate AT6T %STATE 
chages any other 
Telecommunications cam’er 
for the same cafegory of 
Authorized Services traffic; 
or. 
d) The Rate established by 
the Commission based upon 
an approved AT6T =TAT€ 
forward looking economic 
cost study in the ahifration 
proceeding that estabiished 
this Agreement or such 
additional cost ptvceeding as 
may be odered by the 
Commission. 

623 Reduced ATBT 9-STAT.E 
Raws) Trua-0~. Where the 
lowest AT6T 9-STATE Rate is 
established by the 
Commission in the context of 
the review and approval of an 
ATBT S T A T E  coststudy, or 
was provided by ATBT to 
another Tdecommunications 
carrier and not made known 
to Sprlnt until a m  the 
E W v e  Date of this 
A~reemenS AT6T %STATE 
shall trueup andrefundany 

ATBT Wireless I Wireiine 
Language 

Sprint Position ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint ‘plain text” language (no-hold/no-italic~no-underline) is intended to repreient either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold irolics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

19. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue Issue 
Description Appendix / 

(&Sub issues) Location 

fair and Establishment 

TELRiC rate rates to be 

2f compensable 
.raffic? 

See and 
4T8T Wireless 
9ttachment 3 
Issue 16 and 
Nireline 
4ttachment 3 
Issue 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

M~IwI~~ between such 
gduced Rate and the Rate 
Ymt Sprint was invoiced by 
9T6T SSTATE regarding 
such A u t h m i d  Services 
h f i c  between the Effective 
>ate of this Agreement and 
Ihe date that AT6T %STATE 
mplemenb billing the 
gduced Rate to Sprint 

22.4 Symmetrical Rate 
4pplication. Except to the 
utent othefwise pmvided in 
Ihis Agreement, each P a m  
Hill apply and bill the other 
ua@ the same Authorized 
Service Rate on a 
symmetrical basis for the 
same category of Authorized 
sanrices traffic. 

Nire/ess traffic rates: 

- IntraMTA Rate: FED] - Land-to-Mobile InteMTA 
Rate: [TED] 

Wireline traffic rates: 

- Telephone Exchange 
Service Rate: [TED] - Telephone Toll Service 
Rate: Applicable access 
tariff rates 

Wireless or Wireline 
traffic rates: 

ATBT Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

Sprint Position 

Wireless intraMTA traftic and 
wireline Telephone Exchange 
Service traffic is subject to 
reciprocal compensation. which 
IS exchanged and billed etther a) 
on a bill and keep basis, b) at the 
5.0007 ISP rate, or c) at a 
TELRiC rate. 

Wireless interMTA traffic 
delivered over lnterwnnection 
Facdities Is, pursuant to 47 
C.F.R. §20.11.subjectto 
reasonable terminating 
compensation. In the Mobile-tc- 
Land direction, ATWs costs to 
terminate an interMTA MOU is 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italics/no-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that IS 

different from the original ICA language, but as to which there i s  no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold ifdics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Parhenhip, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCQ Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as 0103-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 

( B  Sub Issues) 
issue Description No. 

See and d; 
AT&T Wireless 
Attachment 3 
Issue 17 and 
Wireline 
Attachment 3 
Issues 15 and 
17. 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

ittachment 3, 
Section 6.3, 
3.3.1 -6.3.8, 
?xcept for 
i.3.7 which is 
ieparately 
iddressed as 
iext issue. 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

6.3 Recording and Billing 
for Authorized Services 
Trafflc. 

6.3.f Each Party will 
perfom the necessary 
recording for all calls 
from the other Party, and 
shall also be responsible 
for al l  billlng and 
collection from its own 
End Usem 

6.3.2. Each Party is 
responsible for the 
accuracy and quality of 
its data submlffed to the 
other Party. 

6.3.3 where SS7 
connections exist, each 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

for such traffic. The 
Commission does not have 
jurisdichon to establish a 
rate and, untd it is 
otherwise determined by 
the FCC, such traffic is 
exchanged at bill and keep; 
and, 

3) Transit Service traffic is 
subject to a TELRIC Rate. 

ThisAhese pmvision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
3 single ICA or two separate 
ICAs are used. 

ThisRhese provision(s) should be 
wbstantively the same whether 
3 single ICA or two separate 
ICAs-are used. 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldino-italicslna-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there i s  no dispute between the parties. Sprint “boldiralics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly Droposed Sprint language. 
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No. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Ine. dlbla Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(&Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix i 
Location 

Sprint Wireless i Wireline 
Language 

Party will include in the 
information bansmilted 
to the other Party, for 
each call being 
tennlnated on the other 
P a w s  nehvork, where 
available, the original 
and true Calling Party 
Number (“CPN”). 

6.3.4 lfone Pariy is 
passing CPN but the 
other Pariy is not 
propedy receiving 
information, the Parties 
will work cooperatively h 
correct the problem. 

t3.5 The Party that perfoms 
‘he transmission, muting, 
‘ermination, Transport and 
rennination, or Transiting of 
‘heotherPaws mginated 
4uthorized Services traffic 
Nil1 bill to and the originating 
party will pay for such 
wfonned functions on a per 
Conversation MOU basis at 
the applicable Authorized 
Service Rate.. 

6.3.6.f Wreless baffic: 
Wua l  t n f i  Conversation 
NlOU measurement in each o 
W applicsbre Authorized 
Service categories is the 
urefened method of 
classityng and billing traffic. 

AT&T Wireless i Wireline 
Language Sprint Position ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint ‘plain text’’ language (no-boldlno-italicsio-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the onginal ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute behveen the parties. Sprint “bold irolics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. dh la  Nextel Partners ("Sprint") 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

~ 

Issue 
Description 

[b Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix / 
Location 

Sprint Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

If, however, either Pafly 
cannot measure traffic in 
each category, then the 
Parties shall agree on a 
sumgate method of 
classifying and billing those 
categO&S Of baffic where 
measurement is notposslbk, 
taking into consideration as 
may be pertinent to the 
Telecommunications traffic 
categorks of traffic, the 
tenito#y s e d  (e.g. MTA 
boundaries) and traffic 
routing of the Parties. 

6.3.6.2 Wireline traffic: 
Actual traffic Conversation 
MOU measurement in each 01 
the applicable Authorized 
Service categories is the 
preferred method of 
classifying and billing traffic. 
If, however, eitherparty 
cannot measure tm%c in 
each category, then the 
Parties shall agree on a 
surrogate method of 
classifying and billing thore 
categoties oftraffic where 
measurement is notpossible, 
taking into conrideration as 
may be parbnwt to the 
Tekcommunications traffic 
categories of tram, me 
territory served (e.g. 
Exchange boundaries, LATA 
boundaries and state 
boundaries) and traffic 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Position ATBT Positlon 

Sprint propoied language. Spnnt "plain i e ~ l "  language (no-bold no- i ldu  no-underline) IS mended to reprc,cnl either 31 onglnal ICA language lhdl Sprlnl reeks to rewin. orb)  language that IF 

diflercnt from the onmnal ICA lanm3.w. but 3s Io u hich there is mi dispute beiueen the panlej Spnnl "boldildis" Imguagc IF mended 10 rrprz\enl ellher c )  Sprlnl edlls lo o n w 3 l  ICA - _ -  
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

- 
1. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCQ Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to  AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(e Sub Issues) 

Yhen should 
itherwise 
ompensable 
raffic be 
!xchanged on a 
lill and Keep 
iasis? 

iee and d; 
\TAT Wireless 
\ttachrnent 3 
w e  18 and 
Vireline 
\ttachrnent 3 
s u e  16. 

Issue 
Appendix i 
Location 

ittachrnent 3, 
Section 6.3.7 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

uuting of the Parties. 

6.3.7 Conversion to Blil and 
Ceep is a separate issue 
relow.] 

i.3.8 Subject to al l  ofthe 
rrovislons of this Section 6 
\uthorized Services Traffic 
’er Minufe Usage, general 
riiiing requirements are in 
he General Terms and 
bnditions and Attachment 

6.3.7 Conversion to Sill 
and Keep For wireless 
IntraMTA trafic or 
wireline Teiephone 
Exchange Servlce trafic. 
a) If the intraMTA Traffic 
exchanged between the 
Parties becomes 
balanced, such that it 
Falls within the stated 
agreed baiance below 
(“Traffic Balance 
Threshold”). either Party 
may request a bill and 
keep arrangement to 
satisw the Parties’ 
respective usage 
compensation payment 
obligations regarding 
IntraMTA Traffic. For 
purposes ofthis 
Agreemenf the Traffic 

Sprint Position ATBT Wireless i Wireline 
Language 

Thishhese provision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
lCAs are used. 

ATBT Posltlon 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint ‘plain text” language (no-bold/no-italics/o-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there i s  no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold ifalics” language is  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
laneuaze. or d) newlv orooosed Sorint laneuaee. _ _  . .  . - -  
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Issue 
No. 

I 

1 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCQ Iuc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-LanguagePosition Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

7 
Issue 

Description 
(a Sub Issues) 

Issue 

Location 

Append,x Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

reached when fhe 
IntraMTA Traffic 
exchanged both directly 
and indirectly, reaches or 
falls between 60% /40%, 
in either the wireless-to- 
iandiine or landline-to- 
wireiess direction for at 
least three (3) 
consecutive months. 
When the actual usage 
data for such period 
indicates that the 
intraMTA Traffic 
exchanged, both directly 
and indirectly, fails 
within the Traffic Balance 
Threshold, then either 
Party may provide the 
other Party a wriffen 
request. along with 
verifiable information 
supporting such request. 
to eliminate billing for 
IntraMTA Traffic usage. 
Upon wriiten consent by 
the Party receiving the 
request, which shall not 
be withheld 
unreasonably, there wiil 
be no bililng for IntraMTA 
Traffic usage on a going 
forward basis unless 
otherwise agreed to by 
both Parties in writing. 
The Parties’agreement 
to eliminate biliing for 
intraMTA Traffic carries 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text’’ language (no-boldino-italics-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold italics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. dhla Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

with it the precondition 
regarding the Traffic 
Balance Threshold 
discussed above. As 
such, the two points 
have been negotiatedas 
one interrelated term 
containing specific rates 
and conditions, which 
are non-separable for 
purposes of this 
Subsection 6.3.7. 
b) If the Telephone 
Exchange Service Traffic 
exchanged between the 
Parties becomes 
balanced, such that it 
Falls within the stated 
agreed balance below 
(“Traffic Balance 
Thresho1d”j. either Party 
may request a bill and 
keep arrangement to 
satisfy the Parties’ 
respective usage 
compensation payment 
obligations regarding 
Telephone Exchange 
Service Traffic. For 
purposes ofthis 
Agreement, the Traffic 
Balance Threshold is 
reached when the 
Telephone Exchange 
Service Traffic 
exchanged both directly 
and indirectly, reaches or 
falls between 60%/40./., 

- 
Issue 
No. 
- 

- 

ATBT Wireless l Wireline 
Language 

Issue 
Description 
(6 Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix l 
Location Sprint Position I ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldlno-italicso-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold italics’’ language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits lo original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCQ Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (”Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 
(6 Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix l 
Location 

Sprint Wireless l Wireline 
Language 

landline or landline-to- 
wireless direction for at 
least threa (3) 
consecutive months. 
When the actual usage 
data for such period 
lndlcates that the 
Telephone Exchange 
Service Traffic 
exchanged, both dlrecUy 
and indirecw, f i l ls 
within the Tmffic Balancf 
Threshold, then either 
Party mayprovlde the 
other Party a written 
request, along with 
verifiable infomation 
supporting such request 
to eliminate billing for 
Telephone Exchange 
Service Traffic usage. 
Upon written consent by 
the Party receiving the 
request, whlch shall not 
be wlthheld 
unreasonably, there will 
be no billing for 
Telephone Exchange 
Service Traffic usage on 
a going fonvam‘ basis 
unless otherwise agreed 
to by both Parties In 
writing. The Parties’ 
agreement to ellmlnate 
bllllng for Telephone 
Exchange Service Traffic 
cam‘es with it the 
precondition regarding 

ATBT Wireless l Wireline 
Language Sprint Position ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldlno-italicdno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold italics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
lanauaae. or d) newly vro~osed Svrint lanauaae. 
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Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. dlbla Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to  AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
No. 

Issue 
Description 

(B Sub Issues) 

compensated 
for terminating 
interMTA Traffic 
on its network 
that was 
originated ~1 
the other Party‘s 
network? 

AT&T has now 
restated the 
Issue to be: 
“Should Inter- 
MTA traffic, both 
originating and 
terminating, be 
subject to 
Access 
Charges?” 

See and d; 
ATBT Wireless 
Attachment 3 
Issue 19 and 
does not include 
in Bs Wireline 
materials 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

recognize that (a) the 
originating Party is not 
entitled to charge the 
terminating Party for any 
costs associated with the 
originating P a w s  
originated traffic; (b) the 
Sprint wireless entities 
are not 1x0;  (b) 
Interconnection services 
are not switched access 
inter-exchange access 
services provided by a 
LEC to an IXC pursuant 
to a taM; (c) neither 
Parly has the abiiify to 
i d e n w  and classify an 
interMTA traffic caN on 
an automated, reai-time 
basis; (d) on any given 
interMTA mobile-to-iand 
call deiivered by Sprint to 
ATBT9-STATEover 
interconnection 
Facilities, ATBT SSTATE 
incurs the exact same 
cost to terminate the call 
that it does to terminate 
an intraMTA mobife-to- 
land cail delivered by 
Sprint to AT& %STATE 
over Interconnection 
Faciiities; (e) and, on any 
given InterMTA land-to- 
mobile call delivered by 
AT&T 9-STATE to Sprint 
over interconnection 
Facilities, because of the 
likely number of switches 

ATBT Position Sprint Position 

contemplated access to continue 
to be charged in the same 
manner that it had been prior to 
the Act, until such time the FCC 
changed its applicable rules. 
Pnor to and since passage of the 
the Act. the FCC has consistently 
held that CMRS providers are 
not IXCs. Further, it reserved to 
itself any consideration ofthe 
application of access charges to 
weless interMTA traffic on a 
case-by-case basis, which. to 
date, it has not acted Pursuant 
to Rule 20.1 1, the only existing 
basis to impose any charges for 
interMTA traffic is under the 
prinuples of mutual, reasonable 
compensation paid by the 
originating carrier to the 
terminating network. ATBT will 
incur the same cost to terminate 
a Spnnt onginated minute 
whether it is an inter or intraMTA 
MOU handed over the 
Interconnection Faciiibes. 
Therefore, it is reasonable for 
ATBT to charge Sprint the same 
intraMTA rate to terminate either 
type of MOU Sprint, however, 
will typically incur greater cast to 
terminate an AT&T-originated 
interMTA call because of 
additional switching and distance 
to terminate such a call. 
Therefore, Sprint should be 
compensated at a higher rate to 
terminate an ATBT-originated 
tnterMTA call than it does to 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldho-italicdno-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold italics’’ language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCQ h e .  d/b/a Nertel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as o f  03-10-2010, Edited in Light o f  Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

( a  Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

and/or distance to be 
trave~ed, Sprint likely 
incurs at least two Limes 
(q or more of the cost 
to termlnate an AT6T 9- 
STATE originated 
InteMTA call than it does 
to termlnate an AT6T 9- 
STATE originated 
IntraMTA land-to-mobile 
call. Based on the 
foregoing, the followhg 
provisions are intended 
to implement the 
princlples of mutual, 
reasonable 
compensaUon pursuant 
to 47 C.F.R, 0 20.11. 

6.41 Because AT6T 9- 
STATE does not incur any 
greater cost to terminate a 
mobile-to-land call delivered 
by Sprint to ATBT SSTATE 
over lnterconnedion 
Facilities whether i t Is an 
InterMTA or IntraMTA call, 
AT6TSSTATE will bill 
Sprint the same Rate for 
both lntraMTA and InterMTA 
calls. 

6.4.2 Because Sprint incurs 
greater costs to terminate 
an AT6T9-STATE 
originated InterMTA land-to- 
moblle calls delivered over 

ATILT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

:eminate an ATBT-onginated 
ntraMTA call handed to Spnnt 
wer the Interconnection 
Facilites 

Thidthese provision(s) should be 
substantrvely the same whether 
3 single ICA or two separate 
ICAs are used. 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldino-italicdno-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there i s  no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bolditalics” language is  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
laneuace. or d) newly Drowsed S ~ r i n t  language. - - .  , .. . _ _  
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Issue 
No. 

Issue 
Description 

(B Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

than it does to terminate 
IntraMTA land-to-mobile 
calls, Sprint is entitied to 
charge AT&T 9-STATE a 
Land-Wobile InterMTA 
Rate for terminating such 
AT&T S T A T E  calls. The 
Land-to-Moblle InteMTA 
Rate at which Sprint is 
entitled to bill AT&T 9- 
STATE will be two times 
(ur) the Type 2A IntraMTA 
Rate. 

6.4.3 Beginning with the 
Effective Date, Sprint is 
entitied to utilize a state- 
specific “Land-to-Mobile 
Terminating InterMTA 
Factor” to determine the 
surrogate volume of AT6T 
STATE InterMTA Land-to- 
Mobile Conversation MOUs 
for which Sprint is entitled 
to bill AT&T %STATE at the 
Land-to-Moblle InterMTA 
Rate. Also beginning with 
the Effective Date, the Land- 
to-Mobile Terminating 
I n W T A  Factor shali be 
2%. Such factor is, 
however, subjeci to revision 
based on a Sprint traffic 
studypefformed upon 
either P a w s  request no 
sooner than (6) months 
after the Effective Date; and 
thereafter not more 
riepuentiy than once per 

Sprint Position ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldlno-italicsinno-underiine) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold itdics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
Description 

(a Sub Issues) 

What provision is 
i p p m p ri at e 
egarding 
epresentations 
vith respect to 
iwitched access 
iervices traffic? 

jee and 6; 

Issue 
Appendix i 
Location 

4ttachment 3. 
Section 7, 
7.1.1 -7.1.2 

Sprint Wireless i Wireline 
Language 

calendar year. Any change 
in the Land-to-Mobile 
Terminating InterMTA 
Factor shall be reflected as 
an Amendment to this 
Agreement. 

6.4.4 To determine the 
billable volume of AT&T 
InterMTA Land-to-Mobile 
minutes to which Sprint will 
apply the Land-to-Mobile 
Terminating Rate, Sprint 
will, on a monthly basis, 
multiply the InterMTA 
Factor by the total ATBT 9- 
STATE IntraMTA 
Conversation MOUs as 
terminated and recorded by 
Sprint The total volume of 
terminating IntraMTA Land- 
to-Mobile traffic minutes for 
which Sprint bills AT&T 
shall be reduced by the 
calculated volume of 
InterMTA Land-to-Mobile 
minutes to avoid double- 
billing AT&T 9-STATE for 
the same MOUs. 

7. Interconnection 
Compensation 

7.l.lExceptasmaybe 
ofhenwise be provided by 
Applicable Law, neither Patty 
shall represent swltched access 
services traffic (e g FGA. FGB, 
FGD) as traffic subject to the 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

I 1  

Sprint Position 

-hidthese pmvision(s) should b 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
lCAs are used. 

ATBT Posltion 

Spint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldlno-italicslno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there i s  no dispute between the parlies. Sprint “bold ifalics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
lanauaae, or d) newly oroposed Sprint lanpuaae. - . .  . 

Page 126 of 179 



- 
Issue 
No. 
- 

‘4. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Cop. and NPCR, Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue Issue 
Description Appendix / 

ATWs Wireline 
Issue 14, Section 
6.1.5.2.. Issue 
19. Section 
6.1.4., Wireline 
Issue 21. Section 

wxurately 
jepictd Sprint‘s 
sanguage. 
What Wireiess 
Meet Point 
Billing provisions 
are appropriate? 

See and cf; 
4TBT Wireless 
4ttachment 3 

ncluded in 
4TBT’s Wireline 
naterials. 

\itattachment 3, 
iection 7.2 

Sprint Wireless / Wireline ATBT Wireless / Wireline 
Language Language 

nyment of reciprocal 
wmpensation 

r.1.2. Notwithstanding the 
oregoing. neither Party waives 
h pasibon on how to determine 
he end point of any traffic, and 
he associated compensat‘on. 

7.2 WireleSsMeetPoint 
Billing 

7.2.1 For purposes of this 
Agreement, Wireless Meet 
Point Billing, as supported by 
Multiple Exchange Carder 
Access Billing (MECAB) 
guidelines, shall mean the 
exchange of billing data 
relating to Jointly Provided 
Switched Access calls where 
both Parties are pmvhfhg 
such service to an MC. and 

I Transit Service calls that 
transit ATBT SSTATEs 
network from an originating 
Telemmmunications carrier 
other than ATBT 9STATE 
and terminating to a 
Telecommunications carrier 
other than ATBT 9-STATE or 
the Origtnabng 

Sprint Position ATBT Position 1 

t i s  inconsistent for ATBT to 
reeklclaim a different default 
iercentage of a given route than 
he shared facility percentage 
hat may be in place between the 
Mrbes for a given mute. Sprint 
ias edited tostate a default 
iercentage between the Parties 
if 50-50. 

Specifically struck the 800 data 
lase query charge - that IS 
harge to IXC, not to 
nterconnecting canier 

rhislthese provision(s) should be 
;ubstantiiely the same whether 
3 single ICA or two separate 
CAS are used. 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint ‘plain text” language (no-boldino-itaiicslno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bofdifafics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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issue 
Description 

(B Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless / Wireiine 
Language 

Telecommunications carrier. 
Subject to Sprint providing all 
necessary information, ATBT 
9STATE agrees to 
parlicipate in Meet Point 
Billing for Transit Service 
trafficwhich transits it’s 
network when both the 
originating and terminating 
parties participate in Meet 
Point Biiiing with ATBT 9- 
STATE. Traffic from a 
network which does not 
participate in Meet Point 
Billing will be delivered by 
AT&T 4STATE. however, cali 
records for traffic originated 
andlw terminated by a non- 
Meet Point Billing network will 
not be delivered to the 
originating andlor terminating 
network. 

7.22 Parties participating in 
Meet Point Billing with AT&T 
%STATE are required to 
provide information necessary 
for ATBT 4STATE to identify 
the parties to be billed. 
Information required for Meet 
Point Billing includes Regional 
Accounting Office d e  (RAO) 
and Operating Company 
Number (OCN) per state. The 
following information is 
required for billing in a Meet 
Point Billing environment and 
includes, but is not limited to: 
(1) a unique Access Carrier 

Sprint Position ATBT Wireless / Wireline 
Language ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italics/o-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks lo  retain, orb) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold iIalics” language i s  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
lannuane, or d) newly proposed Sprint lanwage. _ _  . .  . . .  
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Issue 
Description 

(IL Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless / Wlreline 
Language 

networks to subscnbe to 
dedicated NXX codes, which 
can be identified as belonging 
to the originating and 
teninating network When 
the Tandem, in which 
hterconnecbon occurs, does 
not have the capability to 
record messages and either 
surrogate or self-reporling of 
messages and minutes of use 
occur, Meet Point Billing will 
not be possible and will not 
occur. ATBT %STATE and 
Spnnt will work cooperatively 
to develop and enhance 
processes to deal with 
messages handled on a 
surrogate or self-reporting 
basis. 

7.24 In a Meet Point 
Billing ennronment. when a 
party actually uses a sewice 
provided by ATBT SSTATE, 
and said party desires to 
participate in Meet Point 
6iiling wth ATBT g-STATE, 
said party will be billed for 
miscellaneous usage charges, 
as defined in AT&T % 
STATE‘S FCC No.1 and 
appropriate state access 
tariffs, @e. Local Number 
Potability queries) necessary 
to deliver certain types of 
calls. Should Sprint desire to 
avoid such charges Spnnt 
may perform the appropnate 

ATBT Wireless / Wireline 
Language Sprint Position ATILT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldlno-italicslno-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bolditalics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
Description 

(&Sub Issues) 

What wireline- 
specifc 
Percentage 
Interstate Usage, 
Percent Local 
Facility. Audt, 
Telephone Toll 
Service and 
Mutual Provision 
of Switched 
Accass Selvice 
prowsions are 
appropriate? 

See and cf; 
4TBT Wireless 
Machment 3 
IPL. which does 

Issue 
Appendix / 
Location 

4ttachrnent 3, 
Section 7.3 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

LNPdata base query prior to 
delivery of such traffic to 
ATBT PSTATE 

7.2.5 Meet Point Billing, as 
defined in sechon 6 11.1 
above. under this Section will 
result in Sprint compensating 
ATBT S T A T E  at the Transit 
Sewice Rate for Sprint 
originated Transit Service 
traffic delivered to ATBT 9 
STATE network. which 
terminates to a Third Party 
network. Meet Point Billing to 
lXCs for Jointly Provided 
Swttched Access traffic will 
occur consistent with the most 
current MECAB billing 
guidelines. 

‘.3 CLEC Billing Related. 

’.3.1 Percentage Interstate 
Isage. In the case where 
$print. as a CLEC, desires to 
erminate its local traffic over 
ir commingled on its wireline 
mtify’s Switched Access 
‘eature Group D trunks, 
$print will be required to 
irovide projected 
’ercentage Interstate Usage 
PIU) factors including. but 
lot limited to, PIU associated 
vith facilities (PiUE) and 
erminating PIU (TPIU) 
actors All jurisdictional 
eport requirements, rules and 

ATBT Wireless / Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

jprint disagrees with various 
\TBT modificationsldeletions. 
iprint‘s edits and acceptances 
ansist of: 

Sprint 7.3.1 Percentage 
nterstate Usage is original 6.2. 
is previously amended, with 
urther slight revisions to 
!xpressly identify applicability to 
Sprint CLEC as indicated. The 
lalance appears to be same 
inguage as proposed by ATBT; 

Sprint 7.3.2 Percent Local 
Ise is original 6.3, as previously 
imended, which appears to be 
,ame lanquage as proposed by 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldho-italicslno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there i s  no dispute between the parties. Sprint “boldifalics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language 
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Issue Issue Description 1 (BSubIssues) No’ 

not include this 
issue; and, 
Wireline Issue 
14, 15, 20,22 
and 23. ATBT 
does not 
accurately depict 
Sprint‘s language 
in ail cases. 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless / Wireline ATBT Wireless / Wireline 
Language Language 

I 
regulahons for IXCs specified 
in ATBT-9STATEs intrastate 
Access Services Tariff will 
apply to Sprint. The 
application of the PIU will 
determine the respective 
interstate traffic percentages, 
and the remainder shall 
determine intrastate traffic 
percentages. Detailed 
requirements associated with 
PIU reporting shall be as set 
forth in ATBT-QSTATE 
Jurisdictional Factors 
Reporting Guide. After 
interstate and intrastate 
traffic percentages have been 
determined by use of PIU 
procedures, the PLU and 
PLF factors will be used for 
application and billing of local 
interconnection. Each Party 
shaii update its Plus on the 
first of January, April, July and 
October of each year and 
shall send it to the other Party 
to be received no later than 
thirty (30) days after the first 
of each such month, for all 
services showing the 
percentages of use for the 
past three (3) months ending 
the last day of December, 
March, June and September, 
respectively. Notwithstanding 
the foregoing, where the 
terminating Party has 
message 
recording technology that 

Sprint Position 

ATBT. 

- Spnnt 7.33 Percent Local 
Facility is original 6.4, as 
prewously amended. Sprint 
does not accept ATBT edit to 
6.4. 

- Sprint 7.3.4 Audits is original 
6.5. Sprint does not accept edit 
to 6.5. 

- Sprint accepts ATBT deletion 
of original 6.6. and original 6.7 is 
addressed above in section 7.2. 

- Sprint 7.3.5 Compensation for 
CLEC Telephone TON Service 
fraffic through 7.3.5.5 is original 
6.8 through and including 6.8.5, 
edited as indicated to reflect 
correct usage of defined terms, 
but otherwise appears to be Same 
language proposed by ATBT. 

-Sprint 7.3.6 Mutual Provision 
of Switched Access Service for 
Sprint and ATBT-9STATE 
through and including 7.3.6.5 is 
the reinserted original 6.9 title 
and 7.3.6.1 through and induding 
7.3.6.5 is the reinserted original 
6.9.2 through and including 6.9.6. 
&Sed to replace ‘BellSouth with 
ATBT-QSTATE. 

If two separate lCAs are used, 
these provisions can either be 
designated in each contract to 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldho-italicslno-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there i s  no dispute behveen the parties. Sprint “bold ildics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

identifies the jurisdiction of 
traffic terminated as defined in 
this Agreement, such 
information, in lieu of the PIU 
and PLU factor, shall at 
the terminating Party’s option 
be utilized to determine the 
appropriate 
usage compensation to be 
paid. 

7.3.2 Percent Local Use. 
ATBT-SSTATE and Sprint will 
report to the other 
a Percentage Local Usage 
(PLU). The application of the 
PLU will determine 
the respective amount of local 
andlor ISP-Bound minutes to 
be billed to the other Patty. 
For purposes of developing 
the PLU. ATBT-SSTATE and 
Sprint shall consider each 
Party’s respective local 
calls and long distance calls, 
excluding Transit Trafk. By 
tho first of Januarv. ADril. Julv . .  . 
and October of eacn year, 
ATBT-SSTATE and SDrint 
shall provide a positive report 
updating the PLU and shall 
send it to the other Party to be 
received no later than thirty 
(30) days after the first of 
each such month based on 
local and ISP-Bound usage 
for the past three (3) months 
ending the last day of 
December, March, June and 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language ATBT Position Sprint Position 

mly be applicable to wreline; or, 
mly be included in the wireline. 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldino-italicdno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there i s  no dispute between the parties. Sprint ‘‘bold ifalics” language i s  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
laneuaee, or d) newly vrovosed SDrint laneuaee. - . .  . 
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Issue 
Description 

(a Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

September, respectively. 
Detailed requirements 
associated with PLU reportin( 
shall be as set forth in ATBT- 
SSTATE Jurisdictional 
Factors Reporting Guide, as il 
is amended from time to 
time during this Agreement, o 
as mutually agreed to by the 
Parties. The Parties have 
agreed that ATBT-SSTATE, 
as the terminating Pam, will 
provide Sprint with the 
calculated PLU factor for 
Sprints originated traffic for 
Sprint‘s approval by the end 
of January, April, July and 
October. Within fifteen (15) 
days of receipt of the PLU 
factor, Sprint wiii provide 
concurrence with such factor, 
which ATBT-SSTATE will ther 
implement to determine the 
appropriate local usage 
compensation to be paid by 
Sprint. If the Parties disagree 
as to the calculation of such 
factor, the Parties will work 
cooperatively to determine the 
appropriate factor for billing. 
While the Parties negotiate to 
determine the updated factor, 
the Parties agree to use the 
factor from the previous 
quarter. Once Sprint 
develops message recording 
technology that identifies and 
reports the jurisdiction of 
traffic terminated as defined ir 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

____ 

Sprint Position 
ATBT Posltion 4 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldlno-italicsino-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold italics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
Description 

(B Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

this Agreement, Sprint will 
provide ATBT-STATE wtth 
the calculated PLU factor for 
Sprint‘s originated traffic If 
the terminating Party 
disagrees with the factor, the 
Parties will work cooperatively 
to determine the appropriate 
factor for billing. 
Nobwthstanding the 
foregoing, where the 
terminating Party has 
message recording 
technology that identifies the 
jurisdiction of traffic 
terminated as defined in this 
Agreement, such information, 
in lieu of the PLU factor, shall 
at the terminating Party‘s 
option, be utilized to 
determine the appropriate 
Local usage compensation to 
be paid 

7.3.3 Percent Local Facility 
ATBT-SSTATE and SDr.nt will 
report to the othera 
Percentage Local Facility 
[PLF). The application of PLF 
Niil determine the respective 
mrtion of switched dedicated 
ransport to be billed per the 
oca1 jurisdiction rates The 
’LFwll be applied to Local 
Zhannels, Multiplexing and 
nteroffice Channel Switched 
Jedicated Transport as 
jpecified in ATBT-SSTATEs 
lurisdictional Factors 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldino-italicstno-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bolditalics” language i s  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to orianal ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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No. 
- 
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Description 

(&Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

Reporting Guide. By the first 
of January, April, July and 
October of each year, ATBT- 
QSTATE and Sprint 
shall provide a positive report 
updating the PLF and shall 
send it to the other Party to be 
received no later than thirty 
(30) days after the first of 
each such month to be 
effective the first bill period 
the following month, 
respectively.. Detailed 
requirements associated with 
PLF reporting shall be as set 
forth in ATBT-SSTATE 
Jurisdictional Factors 
Reporting Guide, as it is 
amended from time to time 
during this Agreement, or as 
mutually agreed to by the 
Parties. The Parties have 
agreed that ATBT-SSTATE, 
as the terminating Party, will 
provide Sprint with the 
calculated PLF factor for 
Sprint‘s originated traffic for 
Sprints approval by the end of 
January, April, July, and 
October. Within fifteen (15) 
jays of receipt of the PLF 
factor, Sprint will provide 
mncurrence with such factor, 
Nhich ATBT-QSTATE will then 
mplement to determine the 
appropriate local usage 
:ompensation to be paid by 
Sprint. If the Parties disagree 
as to the calculation of such 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldlno-italicslno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold ilolics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
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(B Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

factor. the Parties will work 
cooperatively to determine the 
appropriate factor for billing. 
While the Parties negotiate to 
determine the updated factor, 
the Parties agree to use the 
factor from the previous 
quarter. Once Sprint 
develops message recording 
technology that identifies and 
reports the jurisdiction of 
traffic terminated as defined in 
this Agreement, Sprint will 
provide AT&T-SSTATE with 
the calculated PLF factor for 
Sprint‘s originated traffic. If 
the terminating Party 
disagrees with the factor, the 
Parties will work cooperatively 
to determine the appropriate 
factor for billing. While the 
Parties negotiate to determine 
the updated factor, the Parties 
agree to use the factor from 
the previous quarter. 
Notwithstanding the 
foregoing, where the 
terminating Party has 
message recording 
technology that identifies the 
jurisdiction of traffic 
terminated as defined in this 
Agreement, such information, 
in lieu of the PLF factor, shall 
at the terminating Party‘s 
option, be utilized to 
determine the appropriate 
portion of switched dedicated 
transport to be billed per the 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldJno-italicdno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which lhere is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold ircrlics” language is intended to represent either c)  Sprint edits to original ICA 
language. or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue Issue 
Appendix / 
Location 

Sprint Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

7.3.4 Audits. On sixty (60) 
days written notice, each Party 
must provide the other the 
ability and opportunity to 
wnduct an annual audit to 

I ATBT Position 
Sprint Position ATBT Wireless I Wirellne 

Language 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italicslno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, OT b) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute behveen the pmies. Sprint “bolditalics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to oridnal ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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No. 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Cow. and NPCR, Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (‘Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010. Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

Issue 
Description 

(B Sub Issues) 

following the completion of the 
audit. If, as a resun of an audit, 
either Party is found to have 
overstated the PLU. PLF 
and/or PIU by twenty 
percentage points (20%) or 
more. that P a w  shall 
reimburse the auditing Party 
for the wst of the audit. 

7.3.5 Compensation for 
CLEC Telephone ToI/Service 
traffic. 

7.25.1 CLEC Telephone To// 
Service fraffic. For purposes 
of this Attachment. CLEC 
Telephone Toll Service Traffic 
is defined as any 
telecommunications call 
between Sprint and ATBT- 
SSTATE end users that 
originates and terminates in 
the same LATA and results in 
Telephone Toll Service 
charges being billed to the 
originating end user by the 
originating Party. Moreover, 
ATBT-SSTATE originated 
Telephone Toll Service will be 
delivered to Sprint using 
traditional Feature Gmup C 
non-equal access signaling. 

7.3.5.2 Compensation for 
CLEC Telephone Toll Setvice 
Traffic. For terminating its 
CLEC Telephone Toll Service 
traffic on the other companfs 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

’ 

Sprint Position AT&T Posltion 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldino-italicslno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “boIditaIics’’ language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 

Page 139of179 



Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCQ Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
No. 

Issue 
Description 

(B Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix / 
Location 

Sprint Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

network, the originating Pa@ 
will pay the terminating Pa@ 
the terminating Party‘s curren 
e M v e  or Commissbi 
approved (if required) intrastatt 
or interstate, whichever i! 
appropriate, terminatins 
Switched Access rates. 

7.3.5.3 Compensation for 
CLEC 8XX Traffic. Each Party 
(AT&T-SSTATE and Sprint) 
shall compensate the other 
pursuant to the appropriate 
Switched Access charges, 
induding the database query 
charge as set fodh in the 
Party‘s current effective or 
Commission approved (if 
required) intrastate or interstat< 
Switched Access tariffs. 

7.3.5.4 RecOrds for 8XX Billing 
Each Pam (AT&T-SSTATE 
and Sprint)-will‘provide to the 
other the appropriate record$ 
necessaiy for billing intraLAT) 
BXX customers. 

7.3.5.5 8XX Access Screening 
AT&T-SSTATEs provision ci 
BXX Toll Free Dialing (TFD) tc 
Sprint requires intermnnectior 
hom Sprint to ATBT-SSTATE 
B X X  SCP. Suct 
intermnnec6ons shall bc 
established pursuant to ATBT. 
3STATE‘s Common Channe 
Signaling lntermnnectior 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-itllics/no-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold ildics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

Guidelines and Bellcore’s CCS 
Network Interlam 
Specification document, TR- 
TSVMX)905. Sprint shaii 
establish a s 7  
interconnection at the ATBT- 
SSTATE Local Signal Transfer 
Points serving the ATBT- 
SSTATE 8XX SCPs that Sprint 
desires to query. The terms 
and conditions for 8XX TFD 
are set out in ATBT-9STATEs 
Intrastate Access Services 
Tariff as amended. 

7.3.6 Mutual Provision of 
Switched Access Senrice for 
Sprint and AT&T-E)STATE 

7.3.6.1 When Sprint‘s end office 
swtch, subtending the ATfiT- 
9STATE Access Tandem 
switch for receipt or delivery of 
swched access traffic, 
provides an access S E M ~  
connedbn between an 
interexchange carrier (KC) by 
either a direct trunk group to the 
IXC utilwrg ATBT-STATE 
fadiities, or via ATBT-9STATE‘s 
tandem swtch. each Party wll 
p m d e  its own access seNices 
to me KC on a multi-biil. mu& 
tariff meetpoint basis. Each 
Party MI bill its own access 
S ~ M C ~ S  rates to the IXC with 
the excsptmn of the 
interconnection charge The 
interconnecton charge wil be 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language ATBT Position Sprint Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldine-italicso-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there i s  no dispute between the parties. Sprint “boldiralics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

billed by the Party providing the 
end ORce function. Each Party 
will use the Mulfiple Exchange 
Carrier Access Billing (MECAB) 
system to establish meet point 
billing for all applicable trallic. 
Thirty (3O)day billing periods 
will be employed for these 
arrangements. The remrding 
Party agrees to provide to the 
initial billing Party, at no charge, 
the Switched Access detailed 
usage data within no more than 
sixty (60) days after the 
remrding date. The initial billing 
Party wll provide the switched 
access summary usage data to 
all subsequent billing Palties 
within 10 days of rendering the 
initial bill to the HC. Each Paw 
will notify the other when it is not 
feasibie to meet these 
requirements so that the 
customers may be rowied for 
any necessary revenue a m a l  
assodated with the significantly 
delayed remrding (x biNng. As 
business requirements change 
data reporting requirements 
may be modified as necessary. 

7.3.6.2 ATBT-SSTATE and 
Sprint will retain for a minimum 
period of sixty (60) days, 
access message detail 
sufficient to recreate any data 
which is lost or damaged by 
their company or any third 
party involved in pmcessing or 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCQ Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited io Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

ATBT Wireless /Wireline 
Language 

Issue 
Description 

(8 Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix / 
Location 

~ 

I ATBT Position Sprint Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italicso-underline) is intended to represent either a) O n g l M l  ICA language that Sprint seeks lo retain, orb) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “‘bold italics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to ori$inal ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

I 

Issue 
No. 

SESOLVED. !6. 

Issue 
Description 

(B Sub Issues) 

Vhat OSS 

issue 
Appendix / 
Location 

\ttachment 3, 

Sprint Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

transporting data. 

7.3.6.3 ATBT-SSTATE and 
Sprint agree to reweate the 
lost or damaged data within 
fortyeight (48) hours of 
notification by the other or by 
an authorized third party 
handling the data. 

7.3.6.4 ATBT-SSTATE and 
Sprint also agree to process 
the recreated data within forty- 
eight (48) hours of receipt at its 
data processing center. 

7.3.6.5The Initial Billing Party 
shall keep remrds for no more 
than 13 months of its billing 
activities relating to jointly- 
pmvided Intrastate and 
Interstate accBssselyices. 
Such records shall be in 
sthident detail to permit the 
Subsequent Billing Party to. by 
formal or informal review or 
wdt, to verify the accuracy and 
reasonableness of the jointly- 
provided access billing data 
mvided by the initial billing 
Party. Each Party agrees to 
mperate in such formal or 
nformal reviews or audits and 
iurther agrees to jointly review 
:he findings of such reviews or 
wdits in order to resolve any 
Mferences mnceming ihe 
indings the&, 
3. Operational Suppori 

ATBT Wireless / Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

AT&T Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italics/o-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there i s  no dispute behueen the pmies. Sprint “bold iIalics” language is  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to  AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(a Sub Issues) 

provisions should 
be included? 

See and cf: 
ATBT appears to 
have accepted 
this in both the 
Wireless and 
Wireline 
Proposed 
contract 
language but not 
reflected in the 
DPLs. 

What Pricing 
Sheet provisions 
are appropriate? 

See and cf; 
ATBT Wireless 
Attachment 3 

Wireline 
Attachment 3 
Issue 14. 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Section 8 

Machment 3 
’ricing Sheet 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

Systems (OSS) Rates 

ATBT SSTATE has developed 
and made available the 
following mechanized systems 
by which Splint may submh 
LSRs electronically. 

LENS Local Exchange 
Navigation System 
ED1 Electronic Data 
Interface 
TAG 
Telecommunications Aazss 
Gateway 

LSRs submitted by means of 
one of these interactive 
interfaces will incur an OSS 
electronic ordering charge. 

[State Name] PRICING 
SHEET 

Unless expressly identified 
to be a “Negotiated” Rate or 
Charge, any Rate or Charge 
included in this Pricing 
Sheet is subject to reduction 
and a refund issued by 
AT&T %STATE to Sprint as 
provided in Sections 2 and 6 
of this Attachment 3. 

A. Interconnection 
Facility/Arrangements 
Rates will be pmvided 
at the lower of: 

- Existing Prices; 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

rhidthese provision(s) should bc 
iubstantively the same whether 
I single ICA or two separate 
CAS are used. 

‘acilities / Usage: Should reflect 
l e  prices as established 
mursuant to earlier substantive 
mricing issues. 

Usage Rates: Sprint is willing to 
accept any of the following three 
mutually exclusive per 
Conversation MOU Usage Rate 
approaches as “Negotiated 
Rates” to avoid need for 
Jpdated ATBT TELRIC studies: 

1) All Authorized Services traffic 
I t  same Rate: No Rate - Bill 
md Keep; and, Transit Service 
?ate $0.00035 

- 0 R -  

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text’’ language (no-boldlno-italicslno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language h t  is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold italics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCQ Inc. &la Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to  AT&T as 0103-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(B Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless /Wireline 
Language 

- Negotiated Prices 
FED]; - AT6T Pricesprovided 
to a Third Patty 
Telecommunications 
canier[unknown at this 
Ume]; - AT6T Tariffprices at 
35% reduction; - AT6T TELRIC Prices 
FED1 

B. Authorized Setvices 
Per Conversation MOU 
Usage Rates will be 
provided at  the lower of 
lower of: - Negotiated Prices 

FBOl; - AT6TPr ice  
provided to a Third 
Parhr 
Tel&ommunications 
carrier[unknown at 
thls time]; - AT6T TELRIC 
Prices [TBD] 

Based upon the 
foregoing, the respective 
wireless tram and 
wireline traffic usage 
rates are: 

f j  wre/ess: - lntraMTA Rates: 
Type 2A: p D 7  
Type 26: FBD7 - Land-to-Mobile 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

2) All Authorized Selvices trafic 
at same Rate: $0.0007 
Tandeml$0.00035 End Ohice; 
and. Transit Service Rate 
$0.00035 

- 0 R -  
3) A Wireless: 

- IntraMTA Rates: 

- Land-to-Mobile InterMTA 
Rate (ZX Type 2A IntraMTA 

- Land-to-Mobile 
Terminating InterMTA 
Fador: 2 %  

8. Wireline 
-Telephone Exchange 
Service Rate: $0.0007; 
-Telephone Toll Service 
Rate: Terminating Party’s 
interstateiintrastate access 
Tariff Rate: 

C Either Wireless or Wireline: - Information Services 
Rate: No Rate - Bill and 
Keep: 
- Interconnected VolP Rate: 
No Rate - Bill and Keep: 
and, - Transtt Service Rate: 
$0.00035 

rhisJthese provision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
3 single ICA or two separate 
CAS are used. 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italic~no-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there i s  no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold italics’~ language i s  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as 0103-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Sprint Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

Issue 
No. 

ATBT Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

18. 

~ 

Issue 
Description 

(e Sub Issues) 

dew ATBT 
Mreline DPL Issue 
19: 

should the 
ntermnnection 
igreement set 
orth Sprint‘s 

Issue 
Appendix / 
Location 

4ttachmenl3 - 
Network 
lntemnnedion 
-PartB- 
Section 6.la.5 

b.la.5 CLEC has the sole 
obliaation to enter Into 
compensation arranaements 
with all Third Patties with 
whom CLEC exchanges traffic 
includina wkhout limitation 
anwhere CLEC originates 
traffic to or terminates traffic 

Sprint Position 

t is improper for ATBT to seek 
ndemnlfication from Sprint on 
his issue. Any mmpensation 
)aid by ATBT to a third party for 
Sprint onginated traffic would 
resumably be the direct result of 
4TBT’s own actions in decidina 

~ 

md making inappropriate 
)aments to third parties, 

ATBT Position 

‘es. lntercanier compensatim 
i the obligation ofthe 
riginatirg and terminating 
aniers and should be handled 
irectiy between those cariers. 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint ”plain text” language (no-boldlno-italicslno-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there i s  no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold italics” language i s  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
Description 

(e Sub Issues) 

oblgabons wim 
respect to 
intercarner 
cornpensason on 
sprinrs traffic 
routed t o h m  
Third Parbes? 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

from an End User k i n a  Sewed 
bv a Third Pam who has 
purchased a local switching 
product from ATBTBSTATE on 
a wholesale bask (non-resale) 

ldial tonel to its End Users. In 
no event will ATBT.9STATE 
have anv l iabil i i  to CLEC or 
anv Thud Partv if CLEC fails to 
enter into such wmwnsation 
arranaements. In the event that 
traffic is exchanged with a 
Third Partv with whom CLEC 
does not have a traffic 
wmwnsation aareement, 
CLEC will indemnifv. defend 
and hold harmless ATBT- 
9STATE aaainst any and all 
losses includina without 
limitation, chames levied by 
such Third Pam. The Third 
Pam and CLEC will bill their 
respective chames directlv to 
each other. ATBT-SSTATE will 
not be reauired to function as a 
billina intermedlaw. e.a, 
clearinahouse. AT6T-SSTATE 
may provide informatlon 
reaardina such traffic to Third 
Partv carriers or entities as 
aDDmDd&e t0 reSOlVB traffic 

Sprint Position 
AT&T Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain texf‘ language (no-holdlno-italicslno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, or h) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bolditdics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to  AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(e Sub Issues) 

Attachment 4 
Collocation 
Is ‘Attachment 4 

-Collocation” as 
proposed by 
ATBT from its 
current standard 
wireless 
lnterwnnection 
agreement the 
appropnate 
language? 
Attachment 5 
Local Number 
Portability and 
Numbering 
Is ‘Attachment 5 

Local Number 
Portability and 
Numbenng” as 
proposed by 
AT&T from its 
current standard 
wireless 
lnterwnnection 
agreement the 
appropriate 
language? 

See and c t  
AT8T Wireless 
Attachment 5 
Issue 1 and 
Wireline 
Attachment 5 
issue 1. 

Issue 
Appendix l 
Location 

Attachment 4 

kttachment 5 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

See previously provided 
redlines 

ATBT Wireless l Wireline 
Language 

comwnsation issues. 

Sprint Position I ATBT Posltlon 

M 
Tentative agreement to accept 
Attachment 4 as to both Sprint 
wireless and wireline entities. 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint ‘plain text” language (no-bold/no-italicslno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “%old italics” language is  intended to represent either c )  Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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No. Sprint Position 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., N e r t e l  South Corp. and NPCQ Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&? as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

ATBT Position 

Issue 
Description 

(a Sub Issues) 

Attachment 6 
Ordering 
What should be 
the Attachment 6 
Ordering 
provisions? 

See and c t  
ATBT Wireline 
Attachment 6 
Issue 1. 

Attachment 7 
Billing 
What should be 
the Attachment 
7 Billing 
provisions? 

Is “Attachment 
7- Billing” as 
proposed by 
ATBT from its 
current standard 
wireless 
Interconnection 
agreement the 
appropriate 
language? 

See and Cr, 
ATBT Wireless 
Attachment 7 
Issues 1.2.3.4, 

Proposed an 
improper billing 
mechanism for 

5.6, ~ [ A T B T  

Issue 
Appendix / 
Location 

Wachment 6 

ittachment 7. 
Section 1 

Sprint Wireless / Wireline ATBT Wireless / Wireline 
Language Language 

I 

1.0 Billing and Payment of 
Charges 

I 1 Unless othemire stated, 
?ach Party wil l render 
nonthly bill(s) andpay in 
611 for undisputed billed 
mounts by the Bill Due 
pate, to the other for 
nterconnectlon products 
?nd/or services provided 
bereunder at the applicable 
’ates set forth in the Pricing 
Schedule 

I .2 lnvolces 

I .2.1 Invoices shall comply 
w i t h  nationally accepted 
standards agreed upon by 
he Ordering and 6lIlhg 

luthorized Services. 
= O N m  (OBI=) for billed 

Except for section 1.1 1, which is 
Nireline-specific. these 
Drovision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
3 single ICA or two separate 
CAS are used 

f two separate lCAs are used, 
he secbon 1.1 1 provisions can 
?ither be designated in each 
:Ontract to Only be applicable to 
Nireiine; or, only be included in 
he wireline 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italicdn/no-underiine) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold iralics” language i s  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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No. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South C o p .  and NPCR, Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(B Sub issues) 

Shamd Facility 
CosQ, 8.10,11. 
and Wireline 
Wachment 7 
Issue 1.2, 3,4. 
5,6.7,8. 10, 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

each wlll pehrm the 
necessary call recording 
and rating for its respective 
portions of a Completed 
Call in order to invoice the 
other Party 

1 2.3 Invoices behveen 
the Parties shall include, 
but not be limited to the 
following pertinent 
information: 

Identification of the monthly 
bill period (from and 
through dates) 
Current charges 
Past due balance 
Aaustments 
Credits 
Late payment charges 
Payments 
Contact telephone number 
for bllllng inquiries 

1.2.4 Invoices beetween the 
Parties will be provided on 
mechanized format and will 
be the primary bill, unless a 
wper bill is mutually 
agreed upon and 
subsequently designated In 
writing by both Parties as 
be  primary bill. 

I .2.5 Trafflc usage 
:ompensation invoices will 
be based on Conversation 
WOUs for all Completed 
Calls and are measured in 

ATBT Wireless I Wireiine 
Language Sprint Position AT&T Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldino-italicsinno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “boldifalics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

Issue 
Description 

(&Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

total conversation time 
seconds, which are totaled 
(by originating and 
tenninating CLLl code) for 
the monthly billing cycle 
and then rounded up to the 
next whole minute. 

1.2.6 Each Party will invoice 
the other Party for traffic 
usage on mechanized 
invoices. based on the 
terminatlng location of the 
call. 

1 2.7 Each Party will invoice 
the other for traffic usage 
by the End OFf7ce 
SwitcMandem M c e  
Switch, based on the 
terminatlng location of the 
call and will display and 
summarize the number of 
calls and Conversation 
MOUs for each terminating 
office. 

1.3 A Late Payment Charge 
will be assessed for all 
Past Due payments as 
provided below, as 
applicable. 

1.3.1 ffanyportlon ofthe 
payment is not received by 
the Billing Party on or 
before the Biil Due Date as 
set forth above, or if any 
portion of the payment is 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language 1 Sprint Position I ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italic~no-~derline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold iIaIics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
Description 

(B Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix / 
Location 

Sprint Wireless1 Wireline 
Language 

received by the Billing Party 
in funds that are not 
immediately avallable, then 
a late payment and/or 
interest charge shall be due 
to the Bilfing Party. The 
late payment andor interest 
charge shall apply to the 
portion of thepayment not 
received and shall be 
assessed as set forth in  the 
appllcable state tam, or, If 
no appllcable state tariff 
exists, pursuant to the 
applicable state law. When 
there is no applicable tariff 
in the State, any undisputed 
amounts not paid when due 
shall accrue interest from 
the date such amounts 

one and one-halfpercent 
(1% %) per month of (ii) the 
highest rate of interest that 
may be charged under 
Applicable Law, 
compounded daily from the 
number of days from the 
Payment Due Date to and 
Including the date that 
payment is actually made. 
In addition to any 
applicable late payment 
and/or interest charges, the 
Billed Party may be charged 
a fee for all returned checks 
at the rate set forth in the 
applicable state tariff, or, if 
no applicable tariff exists, 

ATBT Wireless / Wireline 
Language Sprint Position I ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text’’ language (no-hold/no-italicso-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, or h) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there i s  no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold ilaIics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
Description 

(e Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

as set b r th  pursuant to the 
applicable state law. 

1.4 Billlng inwices must be 
sent to the Billed Party 
w’thin five (5) days of the 
Invoice date. Invoices 
received more than five (5) 
days from the invoice date 
will be due the following 
billing cycle regardless of 
the Initial Bill Due Date. 
Late Payment Charges will 
not apply to any period untii 
affer the following billing . 
cycle. 

1.5 Payment is considered 
to have been made when an 
Electronic Funds Transfers 
(EFTS) or payment by non- 
electronic means is 
received that designates 
the Silling Account Number 
(BAN) to which the payment 
will be applled. 

1.6 The Parties shall make 
all payments via EFTS 
through the Automated 
Cleadng House Association 
(ACH) to the financial 
institution designated by 
each Party. -The BAN on 
which payment is being 
made will be communicated 
together with the funds 
transfer via the ACH 
network’ The Parties will 

Sprint Position I ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

I 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-hold/no-italicdno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, hut as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold ifdics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
Description 

(B Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

abide by the National 
Automated Clearing House 
Association (NACHA) Rules 
and Regulations. Each 
Party is not liable for any 
delays in receipt of funds or 
errors in entries caused 
Third Parties. including the 
P a w s  financial institution. 
Each Party is rerponsible 
for its own banking fees. 

1.7 As of the effective date 
of this Agreement, the 
Parfie.5 have already 
established EFT 
arrangements between the 
Parties. 

1.8 If any portion of an 
amount due to the Bllling 
Pafiy under this Agreement 
is subject to a bona fide 
dispute between the 
Parties, the Non-Paying 
Party must give writtan 
notice to the Billing Party of 
theDisputed Amounts and 
include in such written 
notice the specific details 
and reasons for disputing 
each Item listed in Section 
3.0 below. On or before the 
Bill Due Date, the Non- 
Paying Party must pay all 
undisputed amounts to the 
Billing Party. 

1 9 Each Party will notify 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boidlno-italicslno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold italics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Appendix, 
Location 

~ 

Sprint Wireless / Wireiine 
Language 

the other Party at least 
ninety (90) calendar days or 
three (3) monthly billing 
cycles prior to any billing 
changes. At that time a 
sample of the new invoice 
willbe providedso that 
each Party has time to 
program for any changes 
that may impact validation 
and payment of the 
invoices. ifnotification Is 
not received in the 
specmecl time frame, then 
invoices will be held and 
not subject to any Late 
Payment Charges, until the 
appropriate amount of time 
has passed to allow each 
Party the opportunity to test 
the new format and make 
changes deemed 
necessary. 

1 10 Tar Exemption. Upon 
woof Of tax exempt 
certification fmm Sprint, the 
total amount billed to Sprint 
will not include those taxes 
K fees for which Sprlnt is 
9xempt Sprlnt will be solely 
wsponsibk for the 
:omputabion, tracking, 
gporhinsr and payment of all 
bxes and like fees 
issodated WWI the services 
miv/ded to the end user of 
Sprint. 

ATBT Wireless / Wireiine 
Language Sprint Position 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint ‘plain text” language (no-bold/no-italicso-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold italics’’ language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

Wireline specific: 

1.fl AT6T-SSTATE wlll bill 
the Sprint CLEC entity in 
advance charges for all 
resohi swvices to be 
pmvlded during the ensuing 
biUingperlodexcept charges 
associated WM applicable 
resold Service usage, which 
will be billed in arrears. 
C h a m  will be calculated 
on an Individual end user 
account level, indudlng, if 
applicable, any charge for 
usage or usage allowances. 
AT6T-9STATE will also bill 
CLEC, and CLEC wlll be 
responsibk for and remit to 
ATLOSTATE all chages 
applicable to resoMservlces 
Including but not Ilmited to 
911 and E911 chaw- 
telecommunkation relay 
ohages (TRS), and hanchise 
Fees. 

f.ll.l Withrespectto 
selviw resold by CLEC, any 
switched access charge 
asmated with interexchange 
carrier access to the resold 
local exchange lines mll be 
billed by, and due to, 
ATBT-SSTATE. No adddional 
*ages are to be assessed to 
ZLEC 

f.fl.2 AT&T-SSTATE mll not 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italicso-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bolditalics’* language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language. or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(B Sub Issues) 

See and d; 
4TBT Wireless 
4ttachment 7 
sues 13, 14, 
15, and 17and 
Mreline 
Utachment 7 
ssues 12 and 
13. 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Mtachment 7, 
Section 2 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

perform billing and wllectbn 
services for CLEC as a result 
of the execution of this 
Agreement. All requests for 
billing services should be 
referred to the appropriate 
entity or operational group 
within ATBT4STATE. 

1.11.3 Pursuant to 47 CFR 
Se&n 51.617, forreso!d lines 
ATBT-SSTATE will bill CLEC 
end user wmmon line charges 
identical to the end user 
cOmmOn line charges ATBT- 
STATE bills its end users. 

2.0 Nonpayment and 
Procedures for 
Diswnnectlon 

2 1 Disconnection will MIY 
occur as provided by 
Applicable Law, upon such 
notice as ordered by the 
Commission. 

2 2 Issues related to 
Disputed Amounts shall be 
resolved in accordance with 
the procedures identlfied in 
the Dispute Resolution 
Section provislon set forth 
In Section 3.0 below. 
2 3 Limitation on Back- 
billing 

2 3 1 Notwithstanding 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

rhis/these provision(s) should bc 
wbstantlvely the same whether 
3 single ICA or two separate 
CAS are used/ 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bolfflno-italicdno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold italics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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(&Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Language 

in this Agmment, a 
Party shall be enUtled to: 

Back-bill for anv charges 
for setvices orovlded 
pursuant to this Agreement 
that are found to be 
unbllled. under-billed. but 
onlv when such charaes 
aooeared or should have 
aooeared on a blll dated 
within the six 161 months 
immediatelv orecedina the 
date on which the Billinq 
Partv orovided wrltten 
notice to the Billed Partv of 
the amount of the back- 
billina. The Parties a a m  
that the six 161 month 
limitation on back-billing 
set forth in the orecedlng 
sentence shall be aoolied 
prosoectivelv on& after the 
Effectlve Date of this 
Aareement. meanina that 
the six month oeriod for 
anv back-blllina mav only 
include billlno oeriods that 
fall entlrelv afler the 
Effective Date of this 
Aareement and will not 
include anv oortion of any 
billina oeriod that beaan 
prior to the Effective Date of 
this Aareement Nothing 
hereln shall orohlblt either 
Partv from renderina bills 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldlno-italicdno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is  no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold italics‘* language is  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
Description 

&Sub Issues) 

See and cf; 
AT&T Wireless 
Attachment 7 
Issue 16.18 anc 
Wireline 
Attachment 7 
Issue 14. 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline Issue 
4ppendix I Language 
I nriltion 

andlor sewiws more than 
SIX (61 months after the 
Interconnection products 
andor services was 

ri h t tocha eor the  
rovided when the abilitv O r  

rowr charae for the I” Interconnection oroduC1s 

Section 3 
3.1 A Bona Fide Billing Dispute 
means a dispute of a s@C 

amount of money actually billed 
by the Billing Pa@. The 
dispute must be &* 
e m l a i d  bv the Dimling 
&iy and supported by written 
documentation from the 
Disputing Pa@, wh~ch cleady 
shows the basis for dispute of 
the charges The dispute 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

Sprint Position 

Thidthese provision(s) should b 
substantnrely the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate t lCAs are used. 

AT&T Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italicslno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks tofetain, Orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there i s  no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold ildics’’ language is intended to represent either C) Sprint edits ‘0 orlgrnal ICA 
language. or d) newly proposed Sprint language. Page 159 of 179 
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Sprint wirelass I Wireline 
Language 

account and end user 
identmcaton number against 
which the dlsputed amount 
applies. By way of example and 
not by lim’bbn, a Bona Fide 
Depute will not include the 
refusal to pay all or part of a bill 
or bills when no written 
documentaton is provided to 
upport the depute, nor shall a 
3ona Fide Dispute include the 
efusal to pay other amounts 
nwl by the Disputing Party 
Jntil the dispute is resoived. 
Claims by the Parties for 
damages of any kind will not be 
considered a Bona Fde 
Dispute for purposes ofthis 
section. Once the Bona Fide 
Dispute is resolved the 
Disputing Party will make 
immediate payment on any of 
the disputed amount owed to 
the Eilring Party or the 
Bilring Party shall have the 
nght to pursue normal 
treatment procadures. Any 
credb due to the DisputirW 
Party, pursuant to the Bona 
Fide Dispute, wiU be applied to 
‘he Disputing Patty‘s account 
>y the EiNing Paw 
mmediately upon resolutmn of 
he dispute. 

3 2 Where the Palties have not 
agreed upon a billing quality 
assurance program. Born Fide 
Billing Disputes shall be 

Issue 
No. 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

Issue 
Description 

(e Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Position AT&T Podtion 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint ‘plain text” language (no-bold/no-italic~no-~derline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that S p e t  seeks tO,Etai? Orb) IalPage that 1% 

different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “boldifdics” language is intended to represent elther c) Spnnt edlts to OrlSnal ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. Page 160 of 179 
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Issue 
Description 

B Sub Issues) 

issue 
Appendix i 
Location 

Sprint Wireless i Wireline 
Language 

landled pursuant to the terms 
Df thll sectbn. 

3.3 Each Party agrees to notify 
the other Party in writing upon 
the discovery of a Bona Fide 
Billing Dispute. In the event of 
a B ~ M  Fide Blling Dispute, the 
Parties will endeavor to resolve 
h e  dispute within slxty (60) 
calendar days ofthe 
notification date. If the BiUhg 
Parly rejects the Disputing 
hrfy's Born Fide Billing 
Dispute, the Biliing Pa@ 
assumes the responsibility to 
provide the Disputing Party 
with adequate justikation for 
such rejection. Resolution of 
the Bona Fide Billing Dispute is 
expected to m u r  at the first 
level of management resuiting 
in a recommendation for 
settlement of the dispute and 
dosure of a speciric billing 
penod. If the tssues are not 
resolved within the allotted time 
frame. the foiiowing resolution 
procadure will begin: 

3 3.1 if the Bona Fide Billing 
Dispute IS not resolved within 
sixty (60) days ofthe Bill Date, 
the dispute will be escalated to 
the second level of 
management for each of the 
respective Parties for 
resoluhon. lfthe Bona Fide 
Biliing Dispute IS not W e d  

ATBT Wireless i Wireline 
Language 

Sprint Position ATBT Position 

Sprir 

lang1 
diffei 

%ai", orb) language that is 
t edits to original ICA 
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Issue 
Description 

( B  Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

within ninety (90) days of the 
Bill Date, the dispute will be 
escalated to the third level of 
management for each ofthe 
respective Parties for 
reSOlUtiOn. 

3.3 2 If the Bona Fide Billing 
Depute is not resolved bwthin 
one hundred and twenty (120) 
days of the Bill Date, the 
dispute will be escalated to the 
fourth level of management for 
each of the respectEve Parties 
for resolution. 

3.3 3 If a Party disputes 
charges and the Bona Fide 
Billing Dispute is resolved in 
favor of such Party, the other 
Party shall credit the bill of the 
disputing Party for the amount 
ofthe disputed charges 
Accordingly, if a Party disputes 
charges and the Bona Fide 
Biliing Dispute is resolved in 
favor of the other Party. the 
disputing Party shall pay the 
other Party the amount of the 
disputed charges and any 
assodated late payment 
charges assessed no later than 
the second bill payment due 
date &er the d u t i o n  ofthe 
dispute The Billing Parlyshall 
oniy assess interest on 
previously assessed late 
payment charges in a state 
where it has authority pursuant 

ATBT Posltion 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldino-italicslno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that I S  

different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute behveen the parties. Spint “‘boldifalics” language is  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits 10 Original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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if two separate lCAs are used, 
these provisions can either be 
designated in each contract to 
only be applicable to wireline; or. 
only be included in the wireline. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. d/b/a Nextel PartneR (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

K Sub Issues) 

ee and 6, 
TBT Wireline 
ttachment 7 
sue 15 

:ee and c t  
;TBT Wireline 
dtachrnent 7 
sue 17.18, and 
9. 

ISSUB 
Appendix i 
Location 

,ttachrnent 7, 
,ection 4 

Machment 7, 
iection 5 

Sprint Wireless i Wireline 
Language 

0 its tam. 

Audits and Examinations 

Audits and examinations 
da ted  to billing will be 
conducted in accordance 
wifh the auditpmw3ions of 
me Ganeral Terms and 
CondiUons of this 
Agreement 

5.0 CLEC Specific - Daily 
Usage File 

5.1 Upon written request 
from the Sprint CLEC entify, 
ATBT-9STATE will provide 
CLEC a Daily Usage File 
(DUFJ For Resale SerViceS 
provided hereunder. A DUF 
will be provided by AT&T- 
9STATE in accordance with 
Exchange Message 
Inferface (EMI) guidelines 
supported by the Ordering 
and Eiiling Forum (OW. 
Any exceptions to the 
supporfed formats will be 
noted in the WF 
implementation 
requirements 
documentation. The DUF 
will include (0 specirrc daily 
usage, including both 
Section 251(b)(5) Traffic (if 
and where applicable) and 
LEC-carried IntraLATA Toll 

ATBT Wireless i Wireline 
Language 

If two separate CAS are used, 
these provisions can either be 
designated in each contract to 
only be applicable to wireline; or. 
only be included in the wireline. 

ATBT POSklOIl 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint ‘plain text‘’ language (no-bold/no-italics/no-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) l ” P ” p e  that is 
different from the orieinal ICA language, but as to which there i s  no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold italics” language i s  intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to orlginal ICA - . .  

Page 163 of 179 language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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ATBT PoSltiOn Issue 
Description 

8 Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

~ 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

raffic, in EM1 format for 
sage sensitive servlcer 
rrnished in connection 
rith Resale Services to the 
xtent that slmilar usage 
ensitive information is 
imvided to retail End Us- 

fate, (ii) wlth sufficient 
letail to enable CLEC to bill 
ts End Users for usage 
,ensffive services furnished 
iyAT&T-SSTATE in 
:onnection with Resale 
iervices provided by ATBT- 
STATE, and (iii) operator 
iandled calls provided by 
1 TbT-SSTATE. 

5.2 General Pmvlsions 

52.1 Where available, DUF 
may be requested on flat- 
rated Resale lines as well 
as measured-rated Resale 
lines. DUF provided in this 
instance Is labeled as 
Enhanced DUF (EDUF). In 
order to receive EDUF on 
flat-rated Resale lines, 
CLEC must also request 
and receive DUF on its 
measure-rated Resale 
lines. 

5.2.2 File transmisslon 
for DUF is requested by 
each unique State and 
OCN combination. CLEC 

ifATBT-SSTATE within that 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldho-italicslno-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks toretain, orb) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, but as IO which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold italics” language is intended to represent either c) Spnnt edlts to Onglnal ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. Page 164 of I79 
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Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR Inc. dmla Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Sprint Position I Issue 
Description 
e Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix / 
Location 

sprint Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

nust provide to ATBT- 
STATE a separate written 
equest for each unique 
itate and OCN 
mombination no less than 
iixty (60) calendar days 
Briar to the desired first 
ransmission date for each 
ile. 

j.2.3 ATBT-9STATE will bill 
:LEC for DUF in 
accordance with the 
applicable rates set forth 
in the Pricing Schedule 
under “Electronic Billing 
Information Data (Daily 
Usage) per message”, 
“Provislon of Message 
Detail a.k.a. Daily Usage 
File (DUF), “FB-CLEC 
Operator Recording (Daily 
Usage) per message”, and 
“Daily Usage File (DUF) 
Data Transmbsion, per 
Message. “There will be 
individual rates listed for 
DUF provided for measure 
rated Resale lines and for 
EDUF provided on flat- 
rated Resale lines. 

5.2.4 Call detail for LEC- 
carried calls that are 
alternately billed to CLEC 
End Users’ lines provided 
by ATBT-9STATEjhrough 
Resale wlll be forwarded tl 
CLEC as rated call detail 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldlno-italicslno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks toretain, Orb) ‘:‘!Page that i5 
different tiom the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold iralics” language is intended to represent either c) Spnnt edlts to orlglnal ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. Page 165 of 179 



Issue 
No. 

L 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCQ Inc. dbla Nextel Partners (“sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiatlons Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 
, Sub Issues) 

Issue 
4ppendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

m the DUF. 

i.2.5 lnterexchange call 
jetail on Resale Services 
hat is forwarded to ATBT- 
)STATE for billing, which 
would otherwise be 
processed by ATBT- 
STATE for its retail End 
Users, will be returned to 
the IXC and will not be 
passed through to CLEC. 
This call detail will be 
returned to the IXC with a 
transaction code 
indicating that the returned 
call originated from a 
resold account. Billing for 
Information Services and 
other ancillary services 
traffic on Resale Services 
will be passed through 
when ATBT-SSTATE 
records the message. 

5.2.6 Where CLEC is 
operating its own switch- 
based service and has 
contracted with ATBT- 
SSTATE to provide 
operator services, upon 
written request from CLEC 
ATBT-SSTATE will provide 
CLEC a DUF for operator 
handled calls handled by 
ATBT-SSTATE. 

5.3 Recording Failures 

AT&T Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

Sprint Position ATBT PoSltlOn 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text’’ language (no-boldlno-italicsina-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks toretain, orb) l,yguage that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there i s  no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bolditalics” language is intended to represent either C) Sprint edits ‘0 OnWal ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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sprint Position 
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Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiatlons Through 04-22-2010 

ATBT Position Issue 
Description 
L Sub issues) 

Sprint wireless Wireline 
Language 

.3.1 when sprint message 
‘ata are lost damaged, or 
m y e d  as a m u l t  of 
ITBT-SSTAE-errur or 
mission when eitherparty 
3 pehnning the billing 
I d o r  d i n g  function, 
tnd the data cannot be 
ecoveredormuppNedln 
lme for the time period 
furing which messages can 
K billed acwding to legal 
imitations, or such other 
ime periods that may be 
 greed to by the Parfie0 
within the limitations of the 
‘aw. The Parties mil mutualb’ 
wme& the amount of 
&maw Sprint revenue in 
d a n c e  In thk section 
5.3.2 and ATBT-SSTATE shall 
compensate sprint for this 
lost revenue. 

5.3.2 MaWal Loss 

5.3.2.1 ATaT-OSTAIE shall 
review its daily controls to 
determine ifdata has been 
lost ATBT-STATE shall 
use the same m u m  to 
determine a Sprint malerial 
loss as it uses for its#. The 
message threshold used by 
ATaT-SSTATE to determine 
a material loss of H+ own 
messages will also be used 
to determine a material loss 
of Sprint messages. when it 

issue 
ippendix I 
Location 

I 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italics/o-~d~line) is intended to represent either a) OrigiMl ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that iS 
different from the onginal ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold italics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to origlnal ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. Page 167 of 179 
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Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., N e d e l  South Corp. and NPCR Inc. dhla Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

SQrint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as 0103-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

I 

Issue 
Description 
5 Sub Issues) 

See and N 
AT&T Wireline 
Attachment 7 
Issues 16,20 
and 21 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Attachment 7. 
Sectiin 4 

Sprint Wireless l Wireline 
Language 

omholidays 

9 If the call or usage data 
DH mpresenfs calk or 
isage on a weekday whlch is 
I holiday (except Chrirtmas 
id Mother‘s Day). U S  
mfumes from the premflng 
m d  rOrrowing Sunday. 

:). If the call or usage data 
bst mpresents calls or 
)sage on Mother‘s Day Or 
Chdstmas, U S  volumes fmm 
that day in the e i n g  
year (If available). 

d). In the selection of 
conesponding days for use 
in developing estimale+. 
consideration shall be given 
to other condifjms which 
may affed call volumes such 
as tariffchanges, weather 
and local events 
(conventions, kstivals, 
major sporting events, etc.) 
in which case the use of 
oiher daw may be more 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

appropriate. 
6.0 CLEC Specif% - 
Recording 

6.1 Responsibilities of the 
Parties 

6.1.1 ATBT-SSTATE Wil l  
record al l  Telephone Toll 
Sewice messages canied 

these provisions can either be 
designated in each contract to 
only be applicable to wireline; Or, 
only be included in the Wireline! 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italicso-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to.re@in. orb) 1,anpge that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold ifdies” language is intended to represent either c) Spnnt edlts to onglnal ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. Page 169 of 179 
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Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

ver Interconnection 
acilities that are available 
> ATBT-9STATE provided 
!emding equipment or 
#peraton. Unavallable 
iessages (/.e., certain 
iperator messages that are 
lot accessible byAT&T- 
ISTATE-provided 
rquipment or operaton will 
rot be m r d e d .  The 
?ecording equipment wlll 
)e provided at locations 
;elected byAT&T-gSTATE. 

L1.2 AT&T-SSTATE will 
d r m  Assembly and 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCK Inc. db/n Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

ATBT Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

Issue 
Description 
8 sub Issues) 

Issue 
ippendix I 
Location 

Sprint Position ATBT POSitlOn 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldlno-italicdno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, or h) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold ilalics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to onginal ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. Page 170of I79 
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Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPC& Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners (“Sprint”) 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Sprint Position Issue 
Description 
k Sub Issues) 

Issue 
4ppendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

ind Users, by office. by 
eature group or by location. 

~rovide message detail to 
he Sprint CLEC entity in 
lata files, (a S~cure  File 
rransfer Protocol or 
:onnect:Direct “NDM’7. or 
my other mutually agreed 
vpon process to receive 
and deliver messages USln 
software and hardware 
acceptable to both Parties. 
In order for the Sprint CLE 
entity to receive End User 
billable Records, Spnint 
may be required to obtain 
CMDS Hosting s e ~ i c e  fro1 
AT6T or another CMDS 
HosUng service provider. 

6.1.7 CLEC will identify 
separately the location 
where the Data 
Transmissions should be 
sent (as applicable) and tt 
number of times each 
month the inhrmatlon 
shouldbeprovided. AT61 
OSTATE mserves the nigh 
to limit the frequency of 
transmission to existing 
AT6T-OSTAE processing 
and work schedules, 
holidays, etc. 

6.2 The Recording P a w  v 
determine the number of 

i.1.6 ATBT-OSTATE Will 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-hold/no-italic~nlno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) l,yguage that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold iIalics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to orWnal ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. Page 171 of I79 



Sprlnt Position Sprint Wireless I Wireline ATBT Wireless I Wireline Issue Issue 
Issue Description Appendix I Language Language 

( B  Sub Issues) Location No. 

data files required to 
provide the AUR detail to 

ATBT PosltiOn 

the receiving Party. 

6.2.1 Recorded AUR detail 

and lost or deshyed 
through no fault of the 
sending Party will not be 
recovered and made 
available to the receiving 
Party except on an 
indivldual case basis at a 
reasonable cost determined 
by the Recording Party. 

6.2.2 When ATBT-9STATE 
receives rated Billable 
Messages from an IXC or 
another LEC that are to be 
billed by CLEC, ATST- 
OSTATE may forward those 
messages to CLEC or 
designated CMOS Hosting 
service provider. 

6.2 3 ATBT-OSTATE will 
record the applicable detail 
necessary to generate 
AURs and fomard them to 
CLEC for its use in billing 
access to the IXC. 

6.2.4 When CLEC is the 
Recording Company, CLEC 
agrees to provide its 
recorded telephone toll 
service message detail to 
ATBT-9STATE per MECAB 

previously provided CLEC 



Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCQ Inc. dib/a Nextel Partners ("Sprint") 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as 0103-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

guidelines. 

62.5 Totheextent 
telephone toli service 
message detail records are 
exchanged over NOM 
facilities, the cost of such 
facllIfies will be equally 
shared. 

6.3 Basis of Compensation 

6 3.1 The Recording 
Company Party, agrees to 
provide €MI recording, 
Assembly and Edlting. 
Message Processing and 
Provision of Message Detail 
for AURs in accordance 
with this Section on a 
reciprocal, nosharge basis. 
The Parties agree that this 
mutual exchange of 
Records at no charge to 
either Party shall othenvise 
be conducted according to 
the guidelines and 
speMcaflons contained in 
the MECAB document. 

6.4 Limitation of Liability 

6.4 1 Except as otheNYise 
omvided herein. Limitation of 

ATBT Wireless I Wirellne 
Language 

Sprint Position AT&T Position 

iiabil:ty will be governed by 
tne General Terms and 
Conditions of this Agreement. 

6 4.2 Except as otherwise 

Spnnl propojtd language. Spnnt "plain text" language (no-bold nII-11311cs nwunderline) i c  intended to represent either 3) ongtnal ICA language that Spnnt seeks IO rctaln, or b) language Ih31 19 

dlflersnt from the onginal ICA langusgt. bui as tu which there I\ no dispute bctwem h e  panics. Spnnt "bold irolirs" language IS mlcndcd 10 represent ellher c )  Spnnl edm to origtnal ICA 
language. or dl  newly proposed Spnnt language Pdge 173 of 179 
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Sprint Position Issue 
No. ATBT Position 

Issue Issue 
Description Appendix I 

(B Sub Issues) Location 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

provided herein, neither 
Party shall be liable to the 
other for any special, 
indirect, or consequential 
damage of any kind 
whatsoever. A Party shall 
not be liable for I t s  inabllny 
to meet the terms of this 
Section where such 
inabiliv is caused by failure 
of the first Party to comply 
with the obllgations stated 
herein. Each Party is 
obllged to use its best 
efforts to mitigate damages. 

6.4.3 When either Party is 
notified that, due to error or 
omission, incomplete data 
has been provided to the 
non-Recording Company, 
each Party wlll make 
reasonable efforts to locate 
andor recover the data and 
provide it to the non- 
Recordlng Company at no 
additional charge. Such 
requests to recover the 
data, at no charge, must be 
made within sixty (SO) 
calendar days from the date 
the details initially were 
made available to the non- 
Recording Company. If 
written noUflcation is not 
recelwd within sixty (60) 
calendar days, the 
Recording Company will 
retrieve and provide 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldlno-italicsinno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, or b) language that is 
different horn the original ICA language, but as lo which there is no dispute behveen the parties. Sprint “.bold italics’’ language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint ianguage. 
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Issue 
No. 
- 

Sprint Wireless / Wireline Issue Issue 
Description Appendix / 

(BSubIssues) 1 Location I Language 
i I 

q u e s t e d  records up to 
Twenty-four (24j months 
back on an individual case 
basis at a reasonable cost 
determined by the 
Recording Pafly. 

6.4.4 Each Party will not be 
liable for any costs incurred 
by the other Party when 
transmitting data files via data 
lines and a transmission 
failure results in the non- 
receipt of data 

'. [ Can ATBT I Attachment 7 
require escrow 
provisions? 

ATBT wireless 
Issue 4/see also 
wtreiine issue 9. 
aithouah not 
stated exactly 
the same in both 
AT&T locations: 
What IS the 
appropriate 
language to 
address escrow 
provisions? 

See and d; 
ATBT Wireless 
Attachment 7 
Issue 12and 13 
and Wireline 
Attachment 7 
Issues 9 and 11. 

ATBT Wireless / Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

'40. Escrow provisions are an 
3ttempt by AT&T to obtain the 
3quivalent of an increased 
jeposit which unduly ties-up 
nmpeting carrier's capital as a 
neans to alter the status quo 
while a dispute is pending. If 
4T&T is concerned about a 
liven dispute or the financial 
nndition of a given carrier and 
t cannot negotiate a resolution, 
hen it is incumbent upon AT&T 
0 take action under the Dispute 
iesolution provisions to bring 
,he dispute to the Commission 
or prompt resolution. 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint "plain text" language (no-bold/no-italicslno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the origjnal ICA language, but as to which there i s  no dispute between the parties. Sprint "bold i~alics" language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. . .  . .  . . .  
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- 
Issue 
No. 
- 

Issue 
Description 

( B  Sub Issues) 

httachment 8 
structure 
hccess 

4ttachment 9 
’erformance 

Measurements” 
mvisions? 

3hould these 
Ittachments 
which relate only 
o CLEC 
nterconnection 
E deleted from 
his 
nterconnection 
agreement since 
t is a wireless 
ntemnnection 
agreement? 

Issue 
Appendix / 
Location 

Mtachment 9 

Sprint Wireless / Wireline 
Language 

1.0 General Provisions 

1.1 The Perlormance 
Aeasurements Plans 
eferenced herein, 
iotvnthstanding any provisions 
i any other attachment in this 
\greement. are not intended to 
mate, modify or otherwise 
iReCt Parhes’ nghts and 
ibkgabons. The existence of 
iny parhcular performance 
neasure, or the language 
lescribing that measure. is not 
!vidence that CLEC is enutled 
3 any parhcular manner of 
iccess. nor is d evidence that 
\Tat-STATE is limited to 
ironding any particular manner 
if access. The Parties’ rights 
ind obligatlons to such access 
ire defined elsewhere, 
icluding the relevant laws, 
CC and Commission 

ATBT Wreless / Wireline 
Language I ATBT Position Sprint Position 

Attachment 8 as to Sprint 
wireless and Spnnt wireline. 

ThisAhese pmvision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
CAS are used. 

Spnnt does not object to 
Attachment 9 being made 
speclfically applicable as 
between ATBT and the Sprint 
CLEC entity. The only part of 
ATaT’s paragraph 1 2 that Sprint 
agrees to is the fint sentence: 
and, Sprint does not agree with 
the unilateral nature or limited 
scope of ATBT’s section 1 3. 

Thidthese provision(s) should be 
substantively the same whether 
a single ICA or two separate 
lCAs are used. If two separate 
lCAs are used, these provisions 
can either be designated in each 
contract to only be applicable to 
wireline: or, only be induded in 
the wireline. 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-boldno-italicslno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that is 
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the parties. Sprint “bold ifalics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 

Page176of179 



Issue 
No. 

Sprint Exhibit 1 
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership, Sprint Spectrum L. P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners ("Sprint") 

Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(a Sub Issues) 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Locatlon 

Sprint wireless I Wlreline 
Language 

dedsionsbgulations, and 
within this Agreement. 

1.2 ATBT-9STATE's 
implementation of the 
Performance Measurements 
Plans addressed by this 
Attachment (Performance 
Measurement Plans(s), the 
Plan(s) will not be considered 
as an admission against interest 
or an admission of liability in 
any legal, regulatory. or other 
proceeding relating to the same 
performance. 

1.3 Nothing herein shall 
be interpreted to be a waiver of 
eitherpafty's tight to argue 
and contend in any forum, in the 
Mure, that Secbons 251 and 
252 of the A d  does or does 
not impose any duty or legal 
obligation to negotiate, mediate 
or arbitrate a self-executing 
liquidated damages or remedy 
plan, or the applicabi/ify of 
such a remedy plan to 
wireless carrim 

2.0 RegionSpedfic 
Provisions 

2.1 .I Except as otherwise 
provlded herein, the 
Performance Measurements 
Plans most recently adapted or 
ordered by the respective 
Commission that approved this 

Sprint Position 
ATBT Wireless I wireline 

Language ATBT Position 

Spnnt proposed langdsge. Spnni "plain IcxI" language (no-buld no-ildlics no-underhe) 13 intended io represent elther a) onginal ICA language ihai Spnni seeks to reldm. orb) language that IS 
differen8 from the onginal iCA language. but a, l o  which there I* no dispute betueen the panw Spnnt "boldiialics" languige IS iniendzd io rcprerent either i) Spnnt edm io ongmal ICA 
Isnguagr. or  d)  nrul) p r u p u d  Sprint Idnguagc. 
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Sprint Issues-Language-Position Statements Provided to AT&T as of 03-10-2010, Edited in Light of Further Negotiations Through 04-22-2010 

Issue 
Description 

(B Sub Issues) 

4ttachment I O  
mplementation 
remplate 

4ttachment 11 
lisaster 
Zecovery Plan 

ittachment 12 

he Attachment 
12 911 
)revisions? 

Is “Attachment 
I2 - 91 1/E911” 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Attachment 
12911 

Sprint Wireless I Wireline 
Language 

Agreement under Section 
252(e) of the Act are 
incorporated herein. Any 
subsequent Commission- 
ordered additions. modifications 
andlw deletions to such plans 
(and supporting documents) in 
that pmceeding or any 
successor pmceeding shall be 
automatically incorporated into 
this Agreement by referenm 
effective with the date of 
implementation of ATBT 
SOUTHEAST REGION 4 
STATE pursuant to 
Commission order. 

See previously provided 
redlines. 

ATBT Wireless I Wireline 
Language Sprint Position 

renurive agreement to delete 
4ttachment 10 template as to 
)oth Sprint wireless and Spnnt 
“irnll”0 

ientative agreement to delete 
Machment 11 as to both Sprint 
vireless and Sprint wireline. 

Sprint has provided Attachment 
2 wirelesshireline redlines to 
vhich ATBT has responded. but 
iTBT has been unable to 
chedule a call due to SME 
inavailability. 

ATBT Position 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italicslno-underline) is intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, or b) language that is 
different from the origjnal ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the pmies. Sprint “bold irulics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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Issue 
No. 

~ 

ATBT Position Sprint Position Sprint Wireless I Wireline ATBT Wifeless I Wireline 
Issue Issue 

Description Appendix I 
(a Sub Issues) Location Language Language 

as proposed by 
ATBT from its 
current standard 
wireless 

I I  Interconnection 
agreement the 
appropriate 

Sprint proposed language: Sprint “plain text” language (no-bold/no-italicso-underline) i s  intended to represent either a) original ICA language that Sprint seeks to retain, orb) language that i s  
different from the original ICA language, but as to which there is no dispute between the pariies. Sprint “bold ifalics” language is intended to represent either c) Sprint edits to original ICA 
language, or d) newly proposed Sprint language. 
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