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While the focus of the discussion in the ZSP Remand Order and the NPRM is the 

appropriate treatment of ISP-bound traffic, the FCC’s observations concerning market 

distortions are applicable here with regard to any carrier’s attempt to apply bill and keep 

in a manner inconsistent with the FCC’s rules. 

DOESN’T THE NPRMYOU REFER TO DISCUSS THE FCC’S DESIRE TO 
PURSUE BILL AND KEEP FOR INTER-CARRIER COMPENSATION? 

Yes, it does. And indeed, AT&T has supported bill and keep in the FCC’s intercarrier 

compensation docket, as a way to eliminate arbitrage aspart of a comprehensive 

program of reform that ensures that carriers will recover their costs. There is a critically 

important distinction, though, between what the FCC seeks to do in the future, and what 

ATBCT advocates for the future as part of a comprehensive program of reform, versus the 

current reciprocal compensation regime under which all carriers must operate today. If 

Sprint were allowed to apply bill and keep today for all of its traffic that would otherwise 

be subject to reciprocal compensation, it would gain an unfair competitive advantage 

with respect to all other carriers that exchange traffic that is not roughly in balance with 

other providers. If and when the FCC determines that traffic should be exchanged under 

a bill and keep regime, the FCC will likely implement a transition period, as well as issue 

guidelines to ensure that all carriers transition in a similar manner at the same time, in 

order to prevent any carrier from gaining an unfair advantage over its competitors. To 

allow just one carrier to implement a unique regime -bill and keep for its local traffic 

regardless of currently established balance-of-traffic guidelines -would be to allow that 

carrier to operate on an uneven playing field with respect to its competitors. 
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WOULD THE PORTING OF THE KENTUCKY BILL AND KEEP 
ARRANGEMENT TO ILLINOIS RESULT IN AN UNFAIR ADVANTAGE FOR 
SPRINT? 

Yes, it would. Based upon recent traffic studies conducted by AT&T, Sprint currently 

sends more local wireline and local wireless traffic to AT&T Illinois than AT&T Illinois 

sends to Sprint. This imbalance is for all of the Sprint entities collectively, and - if the 

bill and keep provision in the Kentucky ICA could be ported to Illinois - would give 

Sprint a free ride on AT&T’s network for every minute of traffic that AT&T Illinois 

terminates for Sprint that is in excess of the minutes of traffic that Sprint terminates for 

AT&T Illinois. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE AT&T’S TRAFFIC STUDY. 

The study looked at all originating and terminating local traffic exchanged between the 

Sprint entities, including Nextel affiliates, and AT&T Illinois. The study looked at 

monthly traffic levels, on a Minute of Use (“MOU”) basis, from January 2007 through 

December 2007. The study did not include long distance traffic, nor did it include any 

transit traffic originated by Sprint or terminated to Sprint. Rather, the study focused 

solely on Section 251(b)(5) (local) traffic exchanged only between the parties. 

CAN YOU QUANTIFY THE FINANCIAL IMPACT IF SPRINT WERE 
ALLOWED TO APPLY BILL AND KEEP TO THIS IMBALANCED TRAFFIC? 

Yes. Exhibit JSM-4 shows the results of AT&T’s traffic study for Illinois. As you can 

see on the exhibit, of the total reciprocal compensation-eligible traffic that AT&T Illinois 

and Sprint exchange, Sprint originates ***START CONFIDENTIAL*** 

CONFIDENTIAL*** and AT&T Illinois originates ***START 

CONFIDENTIAL*** 

imbalance, the annual financial impact if Sprint were allowed to apply bill and keep to 

***END 

*** END CONFIDENTIAL***. As a result of that 
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the local traffic it exchanges with AT&T lllinois would be, as also shown on that exhibit, 

slightly more than ***START CONFIDENTIAL*** $ 

CONFIDENTIAL***. (In the top table on the exhibit, see the cell showing Bill and 

Keep/All Sprint Entities.) That means that AT&T would incur about ***START 

CONFIDENTIAL*** $ 

terminate Sprint's additional, out of balance local traffic in Illinois, and Sprint would not 

have to reimburse AT&T for the use of its network in the transport and termination of 

this traffic. 

SO IS AT&T OPPOSING SPRINT'S REQUEST TO PORT THE BILL AND 
KEEP PROVISIONS SIMPLY OVER THAT AMOUNT? 

No, there's much more to it than that. Sprint is seeking the same bill and keep 

arrangement in all 13 states in the legacy AT&T ILEC region. AT&T's study shows that, 

if Sprint were to prevail in its efforts to apply bill and keep in AT&T's legacy 13 state 

territory, AT&T's losses in cost-recovery for the termination of that out of balance traffic 

would exceed ***START CONFIDENTIAL*** $ 

CONFIDENTIAL*** per year. This is reflected on Exhibit JSM-5, which shows the 

results of AT8rT's study in the aggregate across the 13-state legacy AT&T ILEC region. 

In addition, one would expect other carriers to try and follow Sprint's lead; all would 

seek to benefit in the same manner - that is, by not having to pay AT&T terminating 

costs for local traffic. Thus, the financial impact vis-a-vis Sprint could be just the tip of 

the iceberg. 

*** END 

*** END CONFIDENTIAL*** each year in costs to 

Q. 

A. 

*** END 



60 1 
602 
603 

604 

605 

606 

607 

608 

609 

610 

61 1 

612 

613 

614 

615 

616 

61 7 

618 

619 

620 

62 1 

622 

623 

624 

625 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

IS THERE ANY REASON TO BELIEVE THAT SPRINT IS INTENTIONALLY 
TRYING TO TAKE ADVANTAGE OF MERGER COMMITMENT 7.1 IN 
ORDER TO ACHIEVE THE ARBITRAGE YOU HAVE DESCRIBED? 

Yes. The circumstances surrounding Sprint’s invocation of the merger commitment 

suggest that Sprint’s purpose was not to reduce its transaction costs related to negotiating 

an interconnection agreement -and recall that that is the purpose of the merger 

commitment -but instead was to gain a substantive economic advantage that has nothing 

to do with reducing transaction costs. 

WHAT WERE THE CIRCUMSTANCES? 

In 2004, Sprint and BellSouth started to negotiate replacement interconnection 

agreements for the nine former BellSouth states - Le., replacements for the Kentucky 

ICA and its counterparts in the other eight BellSouth states. As of late December, 2006, 

Sprint and AT&T, after two and a half years of intensive negotiation - negotiations that 

occupied thousands of hours of time of the parties’ CLEC and CMRS negotiators, 

lawyers and subject matter experts - had reached an agreement in principle. While a few 

side issues remained, contract execution was anticipated in a matter of weeks, and the 

parties agreed they had achieved a milestone. 

On January 25,2007, however, Sprint repudiated the agreement the parties had 

reached and told AT&T it had to offer a “sweeter deal” if it wanted a negotiated 

agreement. What precipitated this reversal? The recently announced merger 

commitments, which Sprint told AT&T gave Sprint “leverage.” 

Evidently, then, Sprint did not invoke the merger commitments in order to reduce 

its transaction costs. On the contrary, Sprint walked away from the substantial 

transaction costs it had already incurred and abandoned a negotiated agreement that 

would have avoided arbitration in order to try to avail itself of the leverage it claimed to 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

have found in the merger commitments -an undertaking that has dramatically increased 

both parties’ transaction costs. 

WERE YOU INVOLVED IS THE DEALINGS BETWEEN SPRINT AND AT&T 
THAT YOU JUST DESCRIBED? 

I was not. However, the information in my last answer was provided to me by an ATBET 

employee who was at the center of the parties’ negotiations, and who has notes that show 

that Sprint’s representative specifically told her the merger commitments gave Sprint 

“leverage” and that AT&T needed to offer Sprint a “sweeter” deal if it wanted a 

negotiated agreement. 

YOU’VE TESTIFIED AT SOME LENGTH ABOUT THE POLICY REASONS 
FOR NOT ALLOWING SPRINT TO PORT THE KENTUCKY BILL AND KEEP 
PROVISION TO ILLINOIS. YOU ALSO SAID, THOUGH, THAT THE 

PRICING PLAN” WITHIN THE MEANING OF MERGER COMMITMENT 7.1. 
BUT IS BILL AND KEEP REALLY A PRICING PLAN? 

Certainly it is. It sets a price -zero -for the transport and termination of traffic by each 

party. Indeed, the 1996 Act classifies bill and keep arrangements as a form of pricing 

plan, as one of the ‘‘Pricing Standards” governed by Section 252(d). 47 U.S.C. 8 252(d) 

(emphasis added). Subsection (2) of that Section addresses ‘‘Charges for transport and 

termination of Subsection 252(d)(2)(A)(i) provides that such charges are to 

“provide for the mutual and reciprocal recovery by each carrier of costs associated with 

the transport and termination on each carrier’s network facilities of calls that originate on 

the network facilities of the other canier.”15 

the general provisions regarding reciprocal compensation charges do not preclude 

PROVISION CANNOT BE PORTED BECAUSE IT IS A “STATE-SPECIFIC 

Subsection 252(d)(2)(B)(i) then adds that 

Id. at 4 252(d)(2) (emphasis added). 

Id. at 5 252(d)(Z)(A)(i). 

14 

I S  
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“arrangements it afford the mutual recovery of costs through the offsetting a 

reciprocal obligations,” a category that “include[es] arrangements that waive mutual 

recovery (such as bill-and-keep arrangements).”I6 Thus, the 1996 Act recognizes that 

bill and keep is simply one method to address “charges” for the “recovery of costs,” just 

like any other pricing plan governed by the Act’s “Pricing Standards.” 

HAS THE FCC SAID ANYTHING THAT INDICATES THAT IT SEES BILL 
AND KEEP AS PRICING? 

Yes. The FCC’s Local Competition Order discusses at length how states may price for 

transport and termination of Section 25 l(b)(5) traffic (Le., traffic subject to reciprocal 

compensation under Section 251(b)(5) of the 1996 Act). The FCC’s discussion 

concludes with this: 

(2) Pricing Rule 

States have three options for establishing transport and termination 
rate levels. A state commission may conduct a thorough review of 
economic studies prepared using the TELRIC-based methodology . . . . 
Alternatively, the state may adopt a default price pursuant to the default 
proxies outlined below. . . . As a third alternative, in some 
circumstances states may order a “bill and keep” arrangement, as 
discussed below.” 

Thus, the FCC sees bill and keep as one of three options for establishing rate levels. In 

other words, it is a price. 

HAS THE ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION EVER SAID ANYTHING 
THAT INDICATES IT SEES BILL AND KEEP AS PRICING? 

Yes. In the 2006 arbitration decision I quoted above, at lines 508-513, the Commission, 

like the FCC in the language I just quoted, referred to “bill and keep as a means of setting 

the reciprocal compensation rate.” 

Id. at 8 25Z(d)(Z)(B)(i) (emphasis added). 

Local Competition Order 7 I055 (emphasis added, footnote omitted), 

I6 

I’ 

CHDB03 9167917.1 25-Mar-08 14:56 28 



676 Q. 
677 

678 A. 

679 

680 

68 1 

682 

683 

684 

685 

686 

687 

688 

689 

690 

69 1 

692 

693 

694 

695 

696 

697 

EVEN IF THE BILL AND KEEP PROVISION IS A PRICING PLAN, WHAT 
MAKES IT A “STATE-SPECIFIC’’ PRICING PLAN? 

First, the reciprocal compensation provisions in the 1996 Act and the FCC’s rules show 

that bill and keep is inherently a state-specific pricing plan. The 1996 Act requires that 

reciprocal compensation arrangements “provide for the mutual and reciprocal recovery” 

of costs “by each carrier” and it contemplates bill and keep only as an arrangement to 

“afford the rnutuul recovery of costs through the offseffing of reciprocaZ obligations.”” 

The Act thus prevents a requesting carrier (or a state commission) from forcing an 

incumbent LEC to participate in a highly unbalanced exchange of traffic where it does 

not recover its costs and where the parties’ obligations are neither truly “reciprocal” nor 

“offsetting.” Likewise, the FCC’s rules implementing the 1996 Act limit the imposition 

of bill and keep to the context where “the state commission determines that the amount of 

telecommunications traffic from one network to the other is roughly balanced with the 

amount of telecommunications traffic flowing in the opposite direction, and is expected 

to remain ~0.’’’~ Because a state may require bill-and-keep only for traffic that is 

roughly balanced, bill-and-keep is necessarily a state-specific pricing arrangement. 

Traffic that is balanced in one state may not be balanced in another. It is up to each state 

to weigh the evidence. 

Second, the language of the bill and keep provision in the Kentucky ICA shows 

that the bill and keep arrangement was based on particular circumstances that pertained in 

2001 in Kentucky - circumstances that do not pertain in Illinois today. Again, Section 

6.1 provides: 

’* 

’’ 47 C.F.R. 5 51.713(b). 

47 U.S.C. g 252(d)(Z)(A)(i), (B)(l) (emphasis added). 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 
A. 

Compensation for Call Transport and Termination for CLEC Local Traffic, 
ISP-Bound Traffic and Wireless Local Traffic is the result of negotiation 
and compromise between BellSouth, Sprint CLEC and Sprint PCS. The 
Parties’ agreement to establish a bill and keep compensation arrangement 
was based upon extensive evaluation of costs incurred by each party for the 
termination of traffic. Specifically, Sprint PCS provided BellSouth a 
substantial cost study supporting its costs. As such the bill and keep 
arrangement is contingent upon the agreement by all three Parties to adhere 
to bill and keep. Should either Sprint CLEC or Sprint PCS opt into another 
interconnection arrangement with BellSouth pursuant to 252(i) of the Act 
which calls for reciprocal compensation, the bill and keep arrangement 
between BellSouth and the remaining Sprint entity shall be subject to 
termination or renegotiation as deemed appropriate by BellSouth. 

The parties have differing views on the precise circumstances surrounding BellSouth’s 

agreement to bill and keep with Sprint CLEC and Sprint PCS in 2001, so I will not 

characterize or interpret the language in Section 6.1. It is obvious, though, from the 

references to bill and keep being “based upon extensive evaluation of costs incurred by 

each party for the termination of traffic” and to Sprint PCS having “provided BellSouth a 

substantial cost study,” and from the fact that BellSouth could terminate the bill and keep 

arrangement if either Sprint entity opted out of the bill and keep arrangement, that this 

was an arrangement for a particular time and place. 

WAS THE TRAFFIC THAT BELLSOUTH AND SPRINT AGREED TO 
EXCHANGE ON A BILL AND KEEP BASIS IN 2001 ROUGHLY BALANCED? 

It appears that it was. Exhibit JSM-6 is a contemporaneous internal BellSouth document 

that summarized the parties’ agreement. It says, Billing between BST and Sprint 

entities was balanced, each gave up billing the other ***START CONFIDENTIAL 

*** 

SO TRAFFIC BALANCE WAS A CONSIDERATION FOR BELLSOUTH? 

It had to be: No rational company would agree to bill and keep without considering the 

economic impact, and the economic impact depends on the extent to which the parties’ 

*** END CONFIDENTIAL *** annually.” 
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749 

traffic is balanced. This underscores that what Sprint is now proposing is arbitrage, 

because where Sprint’s and AT&T Illinois’ traffic is not balanced, Sprint would be 

getting a free ride while AT&T picks up the tab. 

STILL ON THE SUBJECT OF WHETHER THE BILL AND KEEP PROVISION 
IS STATE-SPECIFIC, ISN’T IT TRUE THAT THE PROVISION WAS 
NEGOTIATED FOR ALL NINE STATES IN THE FORMER BELLSOUTH 
REGION, AND NOT JUST FOR KENTUCKY? 

That is correct, and Sprint has argued on that basis that the provision is not “state- 

specific.” That strikes me as a red herring. The fact that the bill and keep provision was 

negotiated for multiple states may well mean the provision was not state-unique, but it 

does not mean it was not state-specific. As an initial matter, those pricing arrangements 

have been incorporated into individual state interconnection agreements that were 

Q. 

A. 

separately submitted to, reviewed by, and approved by individual states. Indeed, it is an 

individual state agreement - the Kentucky ICA - that Sprint seeks to port. Consequently, 

the pricing provisions at issue cannot be viewed as anything other than state-specific. It 

does not matter that the pricing terms in the Kentucky ICA and the other eight BellSouth 

agreements reflect considerations both within and outside of Kentucky. The principle 

underlying the pricing carve-out in Merger Commitment 7.1 -that a price that makes 

economic sense in one state may not make sense in certain others -applies with just as 

much force to pricing that is intended for a specific group of states as it does to pricing 

that is unique to a single state. And the fact that a price made economic sense in multiple 

states served by BellSouth ILECs in 2001 does not mean it makes sense in Illinois today. 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

WHAT WOULD BE THE CONSEQUENCE IF SPRINT’S VIEW THAT “STATE- 

PRICING” WERE TO PREVAIL? 

It would discourage AT&T from the efficient practice of negotiating agreements for 

multiple states at once. For under Sprint’s view, the pricing plans in those agreements 

could then be ported to other states where they would be uneconomic. Sprint’s approach 

would discourage negotiations at any level other than on a grueling state by state by state 

basis. 

AT THE BEGINNING OF YOUR TESTIMONY ON BILL AND KEEP, YOU 
SAID THAT AN ADDITIONAL REASON FOR DISALLOWING THE PORT IS 
THAT IF  THE BILL AND KEEP PROVISION WERE PORTED TO ILLINOIS, 
IT WOULD COST AT&T ILLINOIS MORE TO PROVIDE THE RESULTING 
ICA TO SPRINT THAN IT COSTS AT&T KENTUCKY TO PROVIDE THE 
KENTUCKY ICA TO SPRINT CLEC AND SPRINT PCS IN KENTUCKY, IN 
VIOLATION OF AN APPLICABLE FCC RULE. PLEASE EXPLAIN. 

The starting point is Section 252(i) of the 1996 Act, which requires incumbent LECs to 

make available to any requesting carrier any interconnection agreement to which it is a 

party.2o The FCC has ruled that that obligation 

SPECIFIC PRICING” SHOULD BE REDEFINED AS “STATE-UNIQUE 

shall not apply where the incumbent LEC proves to the state commission 
that . . . [tlhe costs of providing a particular agreement to the requesting 
telecommunications carrier are greater than the costs of providing it to the 
telecommunications carrier that originally negotiated the agreement. 

47 C.F.R. 5 51.809(b). The rationale of Rule 809(b) is obvious: A provision that 

generally allows requesting carriers to adopt an existing agreement, rather than 

negotiating and arbitrating an agreement of their own, cannot properly be applied to 

contracts that, if adopted, would impose costs on the ILEC in excess of the costs the 

ILEC incurs to perform the original agreement. 

Seen, 3 above. 20 
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Q. 

A. 

HOW DOES THAT APPLY HERE? 

If Sprint were allowed to port the Kentucky bill and keep provision to Illinois, it would 

cost more for AT&T Illinois to provide the ICA to Sprint than it costs AT&T Kentucky 

to provide the ICA to Sprint CLEC and Sprint PCS in Kentucky. The differential is 

shown on Exhibit JSM-4. There, you can see that the bill and keep arrangement in 

Kentucky currently costs AT&T Kentucky approximately ***START 

CONFIDENTIAL*** $ 

arrangement would cost AT&T Illinois ***START CONFIDENTIAL*** $ 

***END CONFIDENTIAL** . 
BUT FCC RULE 809(b) DOESN’T APPLY TO THE MERGER COMMITMENT, 
DOES IT? 

It is true that Rule 809(b) was promulgated in connection with Section 252(i), and not in 

connection with the merger commitment. But it stands to reason that Merger 

Commitment 7.1 was not intended to nullify the limitation Rule 809(b) imposes on 

interconnection agreement adoptions. Indeed, to read the merger commitment otherwise 

would result in the absurd situation in which a carrier in Florida, for example, could port 

an interconnection agreement approved in Illinois even though a carrier in Illinois could 

not adopt the same Illinois agreement under Section 252(i). Alternatively, this reading 

could eviscerate Rule 809(b) altogether - even for in-state adoptions - by permitting 

carriers to end-run around that rule through a two-step process. For example, a carrier in 

Florida with an affiliate in Illinois could obtain a Florida agreement not available for 

adoption in Florida under Rule 809(b) by having its Illinois affiliate port the agreement 

from Florida and by then porting the agreement back to Florida, thereby accomplishing 

***END CONFIDENTIAL***, while the same 

Q. 

A. 
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through two steps what FCC rules prohibit it from accomplishing in one step. Merger 

Commitment 7.1 should not be read to allow such absurd results. 

Q. CAN THIS COMMISSION EXTEND THE FCC'S RULE TO THE MERGER 
COMMITMENT? 

AT&T Illinois is not asking the Commission to do anything to the FCC's Rule. It is 

merely a matter of applying the principle of that rule in the merger commitment context. 

And, in fact, AT&T has asked the FCC to declare that the principles of Rule 809(b) apply 

to the merger commitment, and AT&T Illinois asked this Commission to await the FCC's 

decision. If the Commission cannot do that, or is not willing to do that, it must do its best 

to anticipate what the FCC will do. As a matter of simple common sense, a carrier 

should not be allowed to port an interconnection agreement under Merger Commitment 

7.1 that it would not be permitted to adopt under Section 252(i), and it is reasonable to 

expect the FCC to reach that conclusion. Accordingly, this Commission should do so as 

well. 

A. 

Q. ASSUMING THE COMMISSION AGREES WITH AT&T THAT SECTION 6.1 
OF ATTACHMENT 3 OF THE KENTUCKY ICA CANNOT BE PORTED TO 
ILLINOIS, WHAT WOULD BE SUBSTITUTED FOR SECTION 6.1? 

In the redlined version of Attachment 3, AT&T has inserted standard Illinois reciprocal 

compensation provisions that address all pertinent aspects of reciprocal compensation. 

Those provisions appear as inserted Sections 6.1 through 6.15. If Sprint has any 

objections to those provisions -other than its objection that the bill and keep provision in 

the Kentucky ICA should be ported - I am not aware of them." 

A. 

~ ~~ ~ 

I separately discuss Section 6.15 below, at line 1130. 21 
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WHAT IS THE “SHARED FACILITY FACTOR”? 

As this Commission has recognized,’2 each party to an interconnection is financially 

responsible for the cost of delivering its originated local traffic to the Point of 

Interconnection (“POI”) with the other carrier. Each party may elect to provision its own 

facilities and shoulder those costs as it incurs them; or the parties may agree to use the 

same facilities for the exchange of their traffic, and then apportion the costs based upon 

each party’s use of the facilities. A “Shared Facility Factor” (“SFF”) is used in some 

ICAs to allocate the costs of two-way multi-use Interconnection Facilities between 

AT&T and a wireless service provider, based on each carrier’s proportionate use of the 

facility. The SFF is equal to the amount of Section 25 l(b)(5) traffic (ie., reciprocal 

compensation traffic) originated on AT&T’s network in the state compared to the amount 

of all traffic exchanged between the parties over the interconnection facilities in the state. 

WHAT OTHER TYPES OF TRAFFIC TRAVERSE THE AT&T -SPRINT 
WIRELESS INTERCONNECTION FACILITIES IN ADDITION TO SECTION 
251(b)(5) TRAFFIC? 

In addition to the Section 25 l(b)(5) traffic that is originated by AT&T and sent to Sprint, 

there is traffic that AT&T hands off to Sprint that is not originated by AT&T. This 

traffic, called transit traffic, is originated by a third-party carrier whose end user customer 

desires to call a Sprint end user customer. If the third-party carrier and Sprint do not have 

a direct interconnection between them, AT&T can transport the third party carrier’s 

traffic to Sprint over the AT&T/Sprint interconnection. Likewise, when Sprint originates 

See Arbitration Decision, Docket No. 04-0469, MCI iWetro Access Transmission Services. Inc.. MCl 22 

CYorldCom Communications Inc., and lnfermedia Communications. Inc. Petition for Arbitrafion of Interconnection 
Rates, Terms and Conditions, and RelatedArrangemenfs with Illinois Bell Tel. Co. Pursuant fo Section 251(b)(5) of 
the Telecommunicafions Act of I996 (Nov. 30,2004) (“MClArbitrafion Decision”), at p. 79. 
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a call to a third-party carrier that is not directly interconnected with Sprint, AT&T will 

accept that traffic from Sprint and transport it to the terminating third-party carrier. 

Because this transit traffic is exchanged between Sprint and a third-party carrier, Sprint 

(and the third-party carrier) must work out the application of intercarrier compensation 

for those calls. 

The interconnection facilities between AT&T and Sprint also carry interexchange 

carrier ("IXC") traffic terminating to Sprint as well as IXC traffic originated by Sprint 

banded to AT&T for delivery to an IXC. Just as with transit traffic, the financial 

relationship for intercarrier compensation on IXC-carried calls lies between Sprint and 

the IXC, not between Sprint and AT&T. 

WHY IS TRANSIT TRAFFIC NOT INCLUDED IN AT&T'S PORTION OF THE 
SHARED FACILITY FACTOR? 

Because the traffic is of no benefit to AT&T, as AT&T's end users neither originate nor 

receive the calls. AT&T's transit service is a conduit for Sprint to send and receive 

traffic it exchanges wirh other carriers. Furthermore, Sprint has the ability to recover its 

termination costs directly from the originating carriers of such traffic via reciprocal 

compensation. As AT&T is not a cost-causer for transit traffic, AT&T is not obligated to 

pay for that portion of transit traffic that traverses the AT&T-Sprint interconnection 

facilities. 

WHAT ARE THE ACTUAL SHARED FACILITY FACTOR PROPORTIONS 
EXCHANGED BETWEEN AT&T AND THE SPRINT WIRELESS ENTITIES IN 
ILLINOIS? 

In reviewing the data on Exhibit JSM-4 for calendar-year 2007, traffic between AT&T 

and the three wireless entities currently operating in Illinois is as follows: ***START 

CONFIDENTIAL *** 
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Q. 
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Sprint PCS = AT&T = 

Nextel = AT&T = 

NPCR = AT&T = *** END CONFIDENTIAL *** 

These figures show the proportion of traffic for which each carrier is responsible 

for purposes of assigning facilities costs. As shown above, Sprint PCS is financially 

responsible for ***START CONFIDENTIAL *** 

*** of all traffic that traverses the Sprint PCS - AT&T interconnection facilities. As 

such, the Shared Facility Factor would be ***START CONFIDENTIAL *** *** 

END CONFIDENTIAL ***. Likewise, the individual Shared Facility Factors for 

Nextel and NPCR would reflect their appropriate financial responsibility for the cost of 

the interconnection facilities between those carriels and AT&T, respectively. 

WHAT TERMS OF THE KENTUCKY ICA GOVERN ALLOCATION OF THE 
PRICE OF INTERCONNECTION FACILITIES? 

In the Kentucky ICA, the SFF is addressed in Attachment 3. Specifically, Section 2.3.2 

of that Attachment states that “[tlhe cost of the interconnection facilities between 

BellSouth and Sprint PCS switches within BellSouth’s service area shall be shared on an 

equal basis.” This means a Shared Facility Factor of 50/50 equates to a price for the 

facility, for each party, to be 50% of the total cost of that facility. 

WHAT IS AT&T’S POSITION CONCERNING SECTION 2.3.2? 

Like Section 6.1, Section 2.3.2 cannot be ported to Illinois pursuant to Merger 

Commitment 7.1, and for the same basic reasons. First, it is a “state-specific pricing 

plan” within the meaning of the merger commitment. Second, if the provision were 

ported to Illinois, it would cost AT&T Illinois more to provide the resulting ICA to Sprint 

than it costs AT&T Kentucky to provide the Kentucky ICA to Sprint CLEC and Sprint 

*** END CONFIDENTIAL 
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PCS in Ker cky, in violation of an applicable FCC rule. Third, as a policy matter, 

Sprint would enjoy an unwarranted economic windfall, at AT&T’s expense and contrary 

to the intent of the merger commitment, if Sprint were allowed to port the facility price 

sharing provision to Illinois. 

PLEASE ELABORATE ON THE POLICY CONCERN. 

The price sharing arrangement in the Kentucky ICA is not reflective of the true 

proportion of traffic for which each party is responsible in Illinois. If Sprint’s use of 

shared facilities is approximately ***START CONFIDENTIAL *** 

CONFIDENTIAL*** while AT&T Illinois’ is approximately ***START 

CONFIDENTIAL *** 

for Sprint to bear only 50% of the cost. Moreover, such a disconnect between cost- 

causation and cost-bearing will tend to promote uneconomic behavior - in this instance, 

over-use of the facilities by Sprint. Exhibit JSM-4 quantities the inequity. With an 

inappropriate 50/50 sharing of the price of the facilities, Sprint would improperly enjoy 

an arbitrage benefit of ***START CONFIDENTIAL*** $ 

CONFIDENTIAL*** at AT&T Illinois’ expense. 

EXPLAIN YOUR STATEMENT THAT SECTION 2.3.2 IS A STATE-SPECIFIC 
PRICING PLAN. 

A facility price sharing arrangement, no less than bill and keep, is state-specific pricing. 

The arrangement is, like bill and keep, a formula for determining the price each party 

pays for interconnection facilities. Indeed, it would be completely antithetical to the 

purpose of Merger Commitment 7.1 to treat facility pricing arrangements as anything 

other than state-specific pricing. Imposing a 50/50 price sharing arrangement for 

facilities that are not in fact shared 50/50 would necessarily yield economically irrational 

Q. 

A. 

***END 

*** END CONFIDENTIAL***, it is obviously inequitable 

***END 

Q. 

A. 
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and inefficient pricing. Surely Merger Commitment 7.1 was not intended to require such 

absurd results. 

ISN’T THE 50/50 PRICE SHARING ARRANGEMENT IN THE KENTUCKY ICA 
A RATIO RATHER THAN A “PRICE”? 

In the case of wireless interconnection facilities, any distinction between ratio and a price 

is meaningless. In fact, the ratio dictates precisely how much each party must pay, and it 

is therefore tantamount to a price. The Merriam-Webster on-line dictionary defines a 

“price” as ‘the amount of money given or set as consideration for the sale of a specified 

thing.”’3 In the case of wireless interconnection facilities, the SFF is simply a quantity 

that is part of the calculation of the total price charged for a carrier’s use of that facility. 

PLEASE EXPLAIN YOUR EARLIER STATEMENT THAT IF SECTION 2.3.2 
WERE PORTED TO ILLINOIS, IT WOULD COST AT&T ILLINOIS MORE TO 
PROVIDE THE RESULTING ICA TO SPRINT THAN IT COSTS AT&T 
KENTUCKY TO PROVIDE THE KENTUCKY ICA TO SPRINT CLEC AND 
SPRINT PCS IN KENTUCKY. 

This is essentially the same point I made above in the context of bill and keep. Under 

FCC Rule 809(b), an interconnection agreement cannot be adopted if the cost of 

providing the agreement to the requesting carrier would be greater than the cost of 

providing the agreement to the carrier that originally negotiated the agreement. The 

rationale for that Rule applies in the porting context at least as clearly as it does in the in- 

state adoption context, so the same principle should apply here. 

1httu:Iiwww. innriain-webster.coniidictionaniiorice 23 
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IF SECTION 2.3.2 WERE INCLUDED IN THE PORTED AGREEMENT, IN 
WHAT SENSE WOULD IT COST AT&T ILLINOIS MORE TO PROVIDE THE 
PORTED ICA TO THE SPRINT COMPLAINANTS THAN IT COSTS AT&T 
KENTUCKY TO PROVIDE THE AGREEMENT TO SPRINT CLEC AND 
SPRINT PCS IN KENTUCKY? 

The answer is on Exhibit JSM-4. There, you can see that given current traffic flows in 

Kentucky, the facility price sharing arrangement in Kentucky costs AT&T Kentucky 

approximately ***START CONFIDENTIAL*** $ ***END 

CONFIDENTIAL***, while the same arrangement would cost AT&T Illinois 

***START CONFIDENTIAL*** $ 

incremental cost is about ***START CONFIDENTIAL*** $ 

CONFIDENTIAL * * *. 

ASSUMING THE COMMISSION AGREES WITH AT&T THAT SECTION 2.3.2 
O F  ATTACHMENT 3 OF THE KENTUCKY ICA CANNOT BE PORTED TO 
ILLINOIS, WHAT WOULD BE SUBSTITUTED FOR THAT PROVISION? 

In the redlined version of Attachment 3, AT&T has inserted the word “proportional” in 

Section 2.3.2 in place of the word “equal.” 

IX. 

IN SECTION IV OF YOUR TESTIMONY, WHERE YOU GAVE A BRIEF 
HISTORY OF SPRINT’S PORTING REQUEST, YOU SAID THAT AT&T 
RESPONDED TO SPRINT’S REQUEST WITH A LETTER THAT STATED THE 
KENTUCKY ICA COULD BE PORTED ONLY BY ONE CLEC AND ONE 
CMRS PROVIDER, AND NOT BY ALL THE COMPLAINANTS IN THIS 
PROCEEDING. IS AT&T STILL INSISTING THAT ONLY ONE CMRS 
PROVIDER CAN PORT THE KENTUCKY ICA? 

AT&T continues to believe that because the Kentucky ICA is a contract between an 

ILEC (AT&T Kentucky), on the one hand, and one CLEC (Sprint CLEC) and one CMRS 

provider (Sprint PCS), on the other hand, the ICA can be ported only by one CLEC and 

one CMRS provider. As I said earlier, in order for the ICA to remain the same contract, 

it must remain an arrangement between an ILEC and one CLEC and one CMRS provider. 

***END CONFIDENTIAL***. So, the 

***END 

ONLY ONE CMRS PROVIDER IS ELIGIBLE FOR THE PORT 
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That said, and for purposes of this proceeding only, AT&T Illinois urges the 

Commission to require Sprint to designate one, and only one, of its CMRS affiliates to 

join Sprint CLEC in the port only if the Commission resolves either the bill and keep 

issue or the facility price sharing issue in favor of Sprint. 

WHAT IS THE BASIS FOR THAT POSITION? 

As I have explained, the fundamental dollars and cents problem with allowing Sprint to 

port the Kentucky bill and keep provision to Illinois is that the Sprint companies, in the 

aggregate, deliver much more local traffic to AT&T Illinois for termination to its end 

user customers than AT&T Illinois delivers to the Sprint companies for termination to 

their end user customers. If you look at Exhibit JSM-4, in the chart that shows local 

MOU data, you will see that the exchange of local traffic between AT&T Illinois and the 

Sprint companies in the aggregate is out of balance - ***START CONFIDENTIAL*** 

Q. 

A. 

%to  % ***END CONFIDENTIAL*** -and you will also see that the local traffic 

that AT&T Illinois exchanges with each of the three Sprint CMRS provider 

Complainants (Sprint PCS, Nextel and NPCR) individually is also out of balance - 

though only slightly so in the case of Nextel. If the Commission were to reject AT&T 

Illinois’ position that the bill and keep provision in the Kentucky ICA cannot be ported to 

Illinois, the aggregate imbalance would, as I have explained, give Sprint an economic 

benefit at AT&T Illinois’ expense and each individual Sprint CMRS provider would 

contribute to that distortion. To at least reduce the distortion, the Commission should, in 

that event, require Sprint to designate one Sprint CMRS provider to join Sprint CLEC in 

the port. 
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1010 
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1012 Q. 

1013 A. 

1014 

YOU JUST ADDRESSED THE BILL AND KEEP ASPECT OF AT&T ILLINOIS’ 
ALTERNATIVE ARGUMENT. WHAT ABOUT THE FACILITY PRICE 
SHARING ASPECT? 

The same principles apply. The fundamental dollars and cents problem with allowing 

Sprint to port the Kentucky facility price sharing provision to Illinois is that the Sprint 

companies, in the aggregate, make much heavier use of the shared interconnection 

facilities than AT&T Illinois does. In Exhibit JSM4, the two columns at the extreme 

right of the chart on the bottom of the page show that the Sprint companies in the 

aggregate make much heavier use of the shared facilities than AT&T Illinois does, and 

also shows that each of the three Sprint CMRS provider Complainants contributes to that 

imbalance. If the Commission were to reject AT&T Illinois’ position that the facility 

sharing provision in the Kentucky ICA cannot be ported to Illinois, the aggregate 

imbalance would, as I have explained, give Sprint an economic benefit at AT&T Illinois’ 

expense and each individual Sprint CMRS provider would contribute to that distortion. 

So, again, the Commission should, in that event, require Sprint to designate one Sprint 

CMRS provider to join Sprint CLEC in the port, and thereby reduce the distortion. 

X. 

WHAT WILL YOU DISCUSS IN THIS SECTION OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 

I will address several additional modifications that AT&T needed to make to Attachment 

3 of the Kentucky ICA for purposes of the port to Illinois. 

ADDITIONAL MODIFICATIONS TO ATTACHMENT 3 

Sections 2.3.4 and 6.19 - PL Us vs. Actuals 

WHAT DOES SECTION 2.3.4 OF THE KENTUCKY ICA PROVIDE? 

It states that BellSouth (now AT&T Kentucky) and Sprint PCS “will use an auditable 

Wireless Percent Local Usage (PLU) factor as a method for determining whether wireless 
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Q. 
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Q. 
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Q. 

A. 
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traffic is Local or Nonlocal. The Wireless PLU factor will be used for wireless traffic 

delivered by either party for termination on the other party’s network.” 

WHAT CHANGE HAD TO BE MADE TO SECTION 2.3.4? 

It had to be deleted. 

WHY? 

In Illinois, AT&T does not use a PLU factor for determining whether wireless trafic is 

local or non-local. Consequently, the OSS AT&T Illinois uses for billing is not equipped 

to generate bills based on PLU factors. Section 2.3.4 had to be deleted based on this OSS 

limitation. 

WHAT DOES AT&T USE FOR PURPOSES OF BILLING WIRELESS 
RECIPROCAL COMPENSATION? 

AT&T Illinois and wireless carriers in Illinois use switch recordings of actual usage of 

traffic exchanged between the parties for purposes of determining proper jurisdiction of 

traffic. 

THEN DID AT&T ADD LANGUAGE TO THE KENTUCKY ICA TO PROVIDE 
FOR THE USE OF SWITCH RECORDINGS? 

Yes. AT&T added extensive provisions in Section 6.19 that address that subject. 

WHAT HAPPENS IF SPRINT CANNOT USE ACTUAL SWITCH RECORDINGS 
TO RECORD CALL JURISDICTION? 

Section 6.19.1.2 takes care of that. It provides: 

6.19.1.2 
technical systems to measure actual usage and bill AT&T pursuant to this 
Agreement. To the extent Sprint PCS does not have the ability to measure 
and bill the actual amount of AT&T-to-Sprint PCS Section 251(b)(5) Calls 
traffic (“Land-to-Mobile Section 251(b)(5) Calls Traffic”), and in the event 
AT&T also does not record the actual amount of such Land-to-Mobile 
Section 251(b)(5) Calls Traffic, Sprint PCS shall bill AT&T the charges due 
as calculated and described in Sections 6.19.1.3 and 6.19.2 below. 

The Parties recognize that Sprint PCS may not have the 
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In the event neither party captures actual usage information for Land-to-Mobile traffic, 

then Sections 6.19.1.3 and 6.19.2 describe how a billing surrogate factor is determined 

and used: 

6.19.1.3 
surrogate billing factor to determine the amount of Land-to-Mobile Section 
251(b)(5) Calls Traffic. The surrogate billing factor shall be deemed to be 
equal to the Shared Facility Factor, stated in the Pricing Schedule 
(Wireless). When using the surrogate billing method instead of recording 
actual usage, the amount Land-to-Mobile Section 25 I(b)(5) Calls Traffic 
Conversation MOUs shall be deemed to be equal to the product of (i) the 
Sprint PCS -to-AT&T (mobile-to-land) Conversation MOU for Section 
251(b)(5) Calls (based on AT62T's monthly bill to Sprint PCS) divided by 
the difference of one (1.0) minus the Shared Facility Factor, (times) (ii) the 
Shared Facility Factor. When using the surrogate billing method, Sprint 
PCS shall bill AT&T the charges due under this Section 6.19.1.3 based 
solely on the calculation contained in the preceding sentence. 

When Section 6.19.1.3 applies, the Parties agree to use a 

EXAMPLE 
Land-to-Mobile Section 251(b)(5) Calls Traffic 
Conversion MOUs = [mobile-to-land local Mou's / (1 -Shared Facility Factor)] * 
Shared Facility Factor 

Mobile-to-land MOW = 15,000 
Shared Facility Factor = .20 
Land-to-Mobile Section 25 l(b)(5) Calls MOU = [I 5,000/(1-.20)]*.20 
=3,750 MOUs 

6.19.2 
method set forth above, Sprint PCS shall itemize on each of its bills the 
corresponding AT&T billing account numbers, by LATA and by state, for 
Land-to-Mobile Section 251(b)(5) Calls Traffic Conversation MOUs to 
which the surrogate billing factor is applied. All adjustment factors and 
resultant adjusted amounts shall be shown for each line item, including as 
applicable, but not limited to, the surrogate billing factor as provided in this 
Section 6.19.1.3, the blended call set-up and duration factors (if applicable), 
the adjusted call set-up and duration amounts (if applicable), the appropriate 
rate, amounts, etc. 

When Sprint PCS uses the surrogate billing factor billing 

Because AT&T has the capability to record actual usage for measurement of wireless 

traffic, billing for such traffic is more accurate than with the use of a PLU by both parties. 

By supplementing the Kentucky ICA language to include more accurate billing language, 
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the parties will be better able to account for intercarrier compensation illing. 

Furthermore, where Sprint does have the capability to record actual traffic usage in 

Illinois, billings will again be more accurate than with the use of a PLU factor. 

Section 2.9.5 - Pricing for Trunking 

WHAT DOES SECTION 2.9.5 OF ATTACHMENT 3 OF THE KENTUCKY ICA 
COVER? 

It sets forth the terms for recurring and non-recurring charges for trunking. 

HOW DID SECTION 2.9.5 HAVE TO BE CHANGED, AND WHY? 

It had to be deleted, because AT&T Illinois does not charge carriers for interconnection 

trunking. Consequently, AT&T does not have an OSS that can be used to bill for trunks. 

WHAT LANGUAGE IN MERGER COMMITMENT 7.1 JUSTIFIES THIS 
CHANGE? 

As AT&T Illinois witness Jason Constable testifies in connection with Section 2.9.5.1 of 

Attachment 3, AT&T Illinois does not have an OSS that can be used to bill for trunks, so 

this is an OSS limitation. 

Sections 6.1.5.1 and 6.15- Fx TrSmc 

WHAT SECTION OF THE KENTUCKY ICA ADDRESSES THE TREATMENT 
OF FOREIGN EXCHANGE (“FX”) TRAFFIC? 

Section 6.1.5.1 of Attachment 3 requires Sprint CLEC to pay BellSouth originating 

intrastate switched access rates for any traffic BellSouth sends to a Sprint CLEC FX 

customer. 

WHY WOULD SWITCHED ACCESS RATES APPLY TO FX TRAFFIC? 

Because a call to an FX telephone number crosses exchange boundaries, and is therefore. 

not a local call subject to reciprocal compensation. Rather, the call is interexchange, and 

therefore subject to long distance - or switched access -rates. So even though a call to a 
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FX telephone number looks local to the calling end user, the call actually terminates 

outside of the local calling area. Some jurisdictions have found that all inter-exchange 

traffic, including FX traffic, should be billed at interexchange switched access rates. That 

is the principle reflected in Section 6.1.5.1 of the Kentucky ICA. 

HAS THIS COMMISSION DETERMINED DIFFERENT TREATMENT FOR 
THE TERMINATION OF FX TRAFFIC? 

Yes, it has. The Commission has ruled that bill and keep is the appropriate mechanism 

for the treatment of all FX 

WHAT CHANGE DID AT&T MAKE TO THE AGREEMENT IN LIGHT OF 
THAT RULING? 

AT&T deleted the Kentucky language in Attachment 3, Section 6.1.5.1 concerning 

application of switched access rates for the termination of FX trafic, and replaced it with 

a new Section 6.15, which reflects the Commission’s ruling. 

DOES MERGER COMMITMENT 7.1 AUTHORIZE THAT CHANGE? 

It requires it. This is another matter of state-specific pricing. 

DOES THIS CHANGE WORK TO THE ADVANTAGE OF EITHER PARTY? 

Yes, it works to Sprint’s advantage, because it means that instead of Sprint paying AT&T 

access charges for terminating Sprint’s FX traffic, AT&T will terminate that trafic 

without charge. 

IN ADDITION TO REQUIRING BILL AND KEEP FOR FX TRAFFIC, HAS 
THIS COMMISSION DETERMINED AN APPROPRIATE METHOD FOR 
SEGREGATING AND TRACKING FX TRAFFIC SO THAT IT CAN BE 
EXCHANGED ON A BILL AND KEEP BASIS? 

Yes, it has. In preparing this testimony, I carefully reviewed the Commission arbitration 

decisions ruling that FX traffic is to be exchanged on a bill and keep basis, and saw that 

‘4 E.g., MCIArbitration Decision at p. 169. 
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the Commission provided specific contract language for the segregation and tracking of 

FX traffic. In both of the arbitration proceedings where this Commission determined bill 

and keep is applicable for FX traffic, contract language for the segregation and tracking 

of FX traffic was also arbitrated. The Commission determined the appropriate language 

as follows: 

15 SEGREGATION AND TRACKING FX TRAFFIC 

15.1 In order to ensure that FX traffic is being appropriately segregated 
from other types of intercarrier traffic, the parties will assign a Percentage 
of FX Usage (PFX), which shall represent the estimated percentage of 
minutes of use that is attributable to all FX traffic in a given month. 

15.1.1 The PFX, and any adjustments thereto, must be agreed upon in 
writing prior to the usage month (or other applicable billing period) in 
which the PFX is to apply, and may only be adjusted once each quarter. 
The parties may agree to use traffic studies, retail sales of FX lines, or any 
agreed method of estimating the FX traffic to be assigned the PFX." 

WAS THAT LANGUAGE REDLINED INTO ATTACHMENT 3 OF THE 
KENTUCKY ICA FOR INCLUSION IN ILLINOIS? 

No, it was not. As I mentioned in Section IV of this testimony, AT&T provided the 

redline of Attachment 3 to Sprint on February 5. Understandably, especially considering 

that AT&T was expediting the preparation of that redline, AT&T did not at that time pick 

up on the segregation and tracking language that I focused on while preparing this 

testimony. As a result, that language is not shown in the redline. 

DOES AT&T INTEND TO INCLUDE THE SEGREGATION AND TRACKING 
LANGUAGE IN THE PORTED ICA NONETHELESS? 

Of course. AT&T has every intention of applying the requirements of the merger 

commitment fairly and consistently, so AT&T Illinois will adhere to this Commission's 

requirements by replacing sections 6.15.5.1, 6.15.5.2, 6.15.6,6.15.6.1, 6.15.6.2,6.15.7 

Id. 25 
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and 6.15.8 governing segregation and tracking of FX traffic in the current redline of 

Attachment 3 with the Commission-approved language I described above. 

Sections 6.3 and 6.4 

WHAT IS THE SUBJECT MATTER OF SECTIONS 6.3 AND 6.4? 

In the Kentucky ICA, Section 6.3 concerns CLEC Percent Local Facility, and Section 6.4 

concerns CLEC Percentage Interstate Usage. 

WHAT CHANGE DID AT&T MAKE TO THOSE PROVISIONS FOR THE 
ILLINOIS ICA? 

It deleted them. 

WHY? 

Because these factors do not apply in Illinois, where the Commission has ruled that 1) 

each carrier is responsible for the facilities on its side of the POI; and 2) separate trunk 

groups must be established for 1XC traffic. As AT&T lllinois witness Jason Constable 

explains, the Commission approved the use of separate, Feature Group D (“FGD), 

trunks for the carriage of lXC traffic in order to facilitate billing for K C  traffic. As the 

network configuration is necessarily different in Illinois than in Kentucky, the billing 

terms described in Kentucky Attachment 3, Section 6.3 and 6.4 no longer apply. Billing 

for traffic over the Feature Group D trunks is governed by AT&T Illinois’ Access 

Services Tariff. (To avoid possible confusion, note that Attachment 3 does include new 

Sections 6.3 and 6.4, which are encompassed by my testimony at lines 817-821.) 

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY? 

Yes. 
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Sprint Nexiel Manager, ICA Solutions 
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Re: 

Dear Messrs. Bmughh and Smith: 

Enclosed for your review is the complete SpiinVAT6T Interconnection Agreement in Kenlucky (KY Agreement). This 
KY Agreemem has been redfined to rektthosechanges necessary la pMtW KY Agreement to each state in the 
ATBT thibteen (13) state region in accordance with AT&T/BdISOuth k@e Commitment 7.1. The Local 
Interconnection Attachment pmvided on Febnt~y 5,2008 is dso included in the altached to comprise a complete 
agreement. Asinfomatm ' , Sprint PCS as used in the aaached rafersto Sprint Specbum L.P. in all 13 states, while 
Spdnt CLEC as used in the at$ched refers to Sprint CMnmonicatiOns LP. dmra sprkn Communications Company L.P. 
in Illincis and sprint Connnunicabbns Company L.P. m the remaining 12 states. 

while we am ofcuune ready to discuss any issue Sprint may have with respect to tis redline, p h s a  note in 
partiGularthe bibwing: 

Port Related SprinVATBT lntercormectian Agreement in Kenhlclty 

1. wthregardtoconocabon ' , the at$ched reffscts ATBTs current generic offaring. The reasons for this are 
that both regiwafdbthe FCC guidetines fwcdbcalion. but- am many d i m  behveen the 
regions that include odering pwesw, state-spedfic collocetion rulings, and stahspecific pricing. To 
simpliithepmcess as much as possible and inswe lhal language is inconcettwith rate elements and late 
structures, the current generlc was utlllzed. 

2. We have continued to review the Local interconnection Attachment provided to Sprint on February 5 and 
have made the following addMnaI changes: 

oefinition of Local Channel- Added parentheticd with the name for local channel used in 
the13staleregh 
Section 26.1 -Added parenthetical with the name for local channel used in the 13 state 
r e g h  
Section 6.21 -Changed 'ATBT 13-STATE' to "ATBT 
Section 6.24.1 - Added cl&ikalbn of the 'parties' 
Section 6.24.1 (iii) - Replaced 'ATBT California" -4th 'ATW 
Section 6.25.1 - Added clankation of the "Darlies" 

mailto:Bmwhton@wrint.com


Page Two 
February 12,2008 

Again, as explained in A T U 3  February 5.2008 letter, any other changes in the attached should be either obvious M 
explained via a comment In the docwnenl. As mentioned when we fonvarded the Local Interconnection Attachment 
last week, we h a w  altempled to provide a thorough and complete document, but we are certainly open to discussing 
the reasom fw the changes and making adjustments where warranted. In additron. should we dismver that other 
changes are necessaly lo comply with Merger Commitment 7.1, we will bring lhose to your attention as soon as 
possible. 

Attachments (sent via Email Only) 

CC: JeffPfaff 
LegaVrekan b m n i  Privacy Group 
MaAstap. KSOPKNO214-2A568 
6450 Sprint Parkway 
overland Park. KS 66251 
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Sprint ICA 

General Terms and Conditions 
Parts A, B 

Reference 

First 
Paragraph 

Whereas 
Clauses 

ICC Docket 07-0629 
Ex. JSMJ (McPhee Direct) 

Language Rationale 

Repluced BellSouth entity names with AT&T names: included Sprint legal 
names for the '"port-to" states. Effective date changed fmm January 2,2001 to 
"the effective date as defined herein". Deleted "negotiated bill and keep" 
because bill and keep is a state-specific pricing term and pricing does not port. 
Deleted: "All other rates in this agreement are made effective 30 calendar days 
following the date o f  the last signature of the Parties." Commission NICS 
include the timeframe for when Commission approvals will kmme effective. 

Replaced the State names with the "port-to" state names. Replaced Sprint with Administrative and 
the legal names for Sprint in the "port-to" states. Replaced the State names with State-Specific Laws / Regulations 
the "port-tu" States. Added reciprocal reservation of rights language relating to 
intervening law/regulatory change provisions. Added Whereas clause relating 
to the SBC/Ameritech Merger Conditions regarding Advanced Services. Added 
a Whereas clause regarding the port and the AT&T aitempt to conform for OSS 
and technical capabilities in the "port-to states". Added Whereas clause stating 
that the amendments are numbered in sequential order. Whereas clause is 
added about all provisions are integrally related. 

Administrative and State-Specific 
Pricing 

I Attachment 

Section 2.1 

Terms and 

Three years from Effective Date term language is deleted and replafed with date Administrative 
certain: December 28,2009. This date appears in the amendment to extend the 

Conditions, 
Part A 

2.3 

3.3 

4.1 

6.3 

IO and 6. I I 

7 

7.2 

Terms and 

Effective date language is added to reflect the Commission rules in the "port-to" State-Specific Laws / Regulatory 
states. Requirements 

GSST is replaced with the "port-to" state term tariff Administrative 

BellSouth Telecommunications Wireless Customer Guide is replaced with 
AT&T Prime Access website. 

Administrative 

Deleted language referring to Magnetic Tape and Computer Disk distribution OSS Amibute / Limitations 

Deleted language stating that AT&T will not provide listing information to 3rd Administrative 
parties. Inserted language describing the terms under which AT&T will serve 
as contact for independent and Third-party directory publishers, and for 
handling Sprint CLECs subscriber listing information, 

Deleted NBR language. Not offered in the port-to state. The port-to state uses OSS Attribute / Limitations 
the BFR process. 

Deleted language stating that request must state whether it is I) pursuant to the OSS Amibute / Limitations 
Act or 2) pursuant to the needs ofthe business. A request pursuant to the needs 
ofthe business was an NBR in the port-from state. Port-to state does not offer 
an NBR process. There is no need to distinguish between NBR and BFR All 
BFR requests should be pursuant to the Act. 

Conditions, 
Part A 

Terms and 
Conditions, 

General 
Terms and 
Conditions, 

I-- General 
Terms and 
Conditions, 

Terms and 
Conditions, 

F General 
Terms and 
Conditions, 

Terms and 
Conditions, 

General 
Terms and 
Conditions, 

Terms and 
Conditions, 

Part A 
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Sprint ICA 

General Terms and Conditions 
P a m  A, B 

Reference 

7.5 

23 

ICC Docket 07-0629 
Ex. JSM-3 (McPheo Direct) 

Language Rationale 

Deleted language that stated w e  would continue to process the request even if 
we filed a dispute if we disagreed that the request met the definition of a NBR 
That language was applicable to the NBR process in the port-fmm state, and 
will not be applicable in the porl-to state. 

Deleted Branding Language 

OSS Attribute / Limitations 

OSS Amibute / Limitations 

Attachment 

General 
Terms and 
Conditions, 

Part A 

General 
Terms and 
Conditions, 

Part A 
General 

Terms and 
Conditions, 

Part A 
General 

Terms and 
Conditions, 

Part A 
General 

Terms and 
Conditions, 
L 2 4 r L L  

General 
Terms and 
Conditions, 

Part B 
General 

Terms and 
Conditions, 

Part B 

General 
Terms and 
Conditions, 

Part B 
General 

Terms and 
Conditions, 

Part B 
General 

Terms and 
Conditions, = 

General 
Terms and 
Conditions, 

Part B 
General 

Terms and 
Conditions, 

Part B 

24.1.1.5 BellSouth BSP has teen replaccd w i t h  AT&Ts Competitive l.oeal Exchange 
Carrier (C1.E.C) operations Suppon Sjstem lntewnnection Pmcedures. 

Administwive and OSS Amibute I 

ILimiWions 

29 

29.3.1 

The notices have teen updated to indicate current AT&T contact information 
and contains the Sprint-desired notices information. 

Administrative 

BellSouth interconnection web site is replaced with AT&T CLEC Online 
website. 

Administrative and OSS Amibute I 
Limitations 

Definition of 
AT&T and 
AT&T Inc. 

The following AT&T definitions have teen added AT&T and AT&T Inc. - 
Legal entity names for AT&T 

Adminismtive 

Definitions - 
Variations of 

AT&T 

The AT&T definitions were added for clarity (e.& AT&T-I3STATE, AT&T 
MISSOURI, nc.). Throughout the agreemen& when a "port-to" state process 
has been included in the contract the added lancuane often references an 

Administrative 

Definition of 
Commission 

I 

" "  
AT&T entity not previously defined in the contract. 

"Port-from" State names have teen replaced with "port-to" State names. Administrative 

Definition of 
Iffective Date 

2 Of 27 

Added definition because the Commission mles in the "port-to" states require 
the agreements to be filed and approved. 

State-Specific Laws / Regulatory 
Requirements 

Definition of 
acal Service 

Request 

Definition of 
CLEC Local 

UNE-P has been stricken. State-Specific Laws / Regulatory 
Requirements - TRO/TRRO 

Section A3 of Bell South's General Subscriber Service Tariff was replaced with Administrative 
AT&Ts local exchange tariffs (on file with the aDDlicable state commission). 

Definition of 
"Network 
Element" 

This definition was written in the context of its use in the UNE attachment. 
Unbundled Network Elements are referred to as "Network Elements" in the 
UNE attachment. The KY definition for Network Element included language 
referencing "features, functions, and capabilities ... including .. ,databases, 
signaling systems...". This language is from the FCC's definition ofswitching. 
Since AT&T is no longer obligated to provide switching as a UNE per the TRO 
and TRRO, AT&T struck this language in the Network Element definition. 

State-Specific Laws / Regulatory 
Requirements ~ TRO/TRRO 



Sprint ICA 

General Terms and Conditions 
Parts A, B 

Refemnee 

Definition of 
"Packet 

Switching" 

Definition of 
'ercent Local 
Usage (PLU) 

Definition of 
Physical 

Collocation 

Definition of 
Signaling 

Links 

Definition of 
Signal Link 
Transport 

Def of 
Wireless 

'ercent Local 
Usage or W- 

Anschment 

General 
Terms and 
Conditions, 

Part B 
General 

Terms and 
Conditions, 

Part B 

Language Rationale 

Deleted definition of"packet switching". Pursuant to the TRO, AT&T is no 
longer obligated to provide packet switching as a WE. Additionally, packet 
switching is eliminated in the port-to state's TRO/TRRO Change of Law 
amendment. 

Slruck: "is defined as a factor to be applied to intrastate terminating minutes of OSS Attribute / Limitations 
use. The numerator shall include all "non-intermediary" local minutes of use 
adjusted for those minutes of use that only apply local due to Service Provider 
Number Portability. The denominator is the total imastate minutes of use 
including local, intrastate toll, and access, adjusted for Service Provider 
Number Portability less intrastate terminating Party pays minutes of use." 
Rep/oced with: "The PLU is calculated by dividing the Local MOU delivered 
to a Party for termination by the total MOU delivered to a Party for 
termination." 

"and adjacent" has been stricken because this method ofcollocation is not 
available in the "port-to" states. 

State-Specific Laws / Regulatoly 
Requirements - TRO/TRRO 

OSS Attribute / Limitations 

Snuck: "Signaling Links" are dedicated transmission paths carrying signaling 
messages between carrier switches and signaling networks. AT&T is no longer Requirements - TRO/TRRO 
required to provide this service as a UNE 

Snuck: "Signal Link Transport" is a set of huo or four dedicated 56 kbps 
hansmission paths between Sprint designated Sipaling Points of 
Interconnection that provide a diverse hansmission path and cmss connect to an and OSS Attribute / Limitation 
BellSouthATBrT Signal Transfer Point. AT&T is no longer required to provide 
this service as a UNE 

SlnrUt " "Wireless ~ Percent Local Usage" or "W-PLU" is defined as a factor to OSS Amibute / Limitations 
be applied to terminating minutes ofuse. The numerator is all 
"nonintermediary" Local minutes of use. The denominator is the total minutes 
of use including Local and Non-Local." 

State-Specific Laws / Regulatory 

and OSS Attribute /Limitation 

State-Specific Laws / Regulatoly 
Requirements - TRO/TRRO 

General 
Terms and 
Conditions, 

Part R 
General 

Terms and 
Conditions. 
Part B 
General 

Terms and 
Conditions, 
Part B 

General 
Terms and 
Conditions, 

Part B 

ICC Docket 070626 
Ex. JSMJ (McPhee Direct) 
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Sprint ICA 

Attachment 1 - Resale 

ICC Docket 07-0629 
Ex. JSMJ (McPhee Direct) 

~~~ ~ 

Attachment Reference Language Rationale 

1 -Resale 3.1.2.1 Deleted section stating how toorder custom calling features without access OSS Attribute / Limitations 
line because it is not possible to order features without access line in the port 
to state. 
IDeleted language regarding Hospitality service as Hospitality service is not IAdministrative - tariff I-Resale I 3.1.6 

I - Resale 

available in the pr2-to state. and 
OSS Attribute / Limitation 

Deleted language on voice mail service for states of CA, NV, CT, AR, KS, Administrative - tariff 
MO, OK and TX because this product is not available in those states. 
Added language for IL, IN, OH, MI and WI to reflect what is available in 
those states. 

3.2 

intenance of Services. 
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Attachment Reference Language 

2 - U N E  This Attachment ported without modifications; replaced by TRRO 

5 of 27 

Rationale 

State-Specific Laws / 
Regulatory Requirements - 
TRO/TRRO 



Attachment 

3 -Interconnection 

3 -Interconnection I 
3 - Interconnection 

Sprint ICA 

Attachment 3 - Interconnection 

ICC Docket 07-0829 
Ex. JSM-3 (McPhee Dlrect) 

Reference Language Rationale 

)efinition of .Sliuc.k: "Section .12 of I3cll!xwth's (jcncral Suhrcribcr Sun icc larit?" and 
:LEC Local rqhccd wirh: '",\r&.T's lordl cxchangc tarilti (on Iilc with thc ;tpplicahlc \tau' 

Administrative - TAriff 

Tratlic commissionY' 

kfinition of Srrirek Delinitio,i: "Virtual Point of Intcrconnection (VPOI)". Offering Not OSS Attribute / Limitations 
VPOl Available in port-to states 

2.3.1 S i n z k :  "wd ( 3 )  virtuuil collocation where physical callocatian is not prdctical 
for reclinical reasons or because of >pace limitations." Offering Not Available in 
porl-to states 

OSS Attribute / Limitations 

2.3.1 Slrrick r+rcvrcc IO Bell~Sord> tor# "BellSouth's (Icneral Subscrikr S m i c r s  Adn>inistrati\e - 'Tariff 
'Tariff. Section A35,  or. in the case ofNorth Cxolina. in the North Carolina 
Connecrion and Traffic Intcrchange Agrccnmt ctkctive June 30, 1994, as 
cmcndcd. may hc purch&wd pursuant to this Agwenicnt providcd, 
howver .  that such intercomwetion arrangcmcnts shall be provided at the 
rates. terms and conditions set rbnh in this Ageemmi." R ~ p l a c d w i t h  
r&:/crrr?ce 10  -4 T&Tqrceme,rl: "llris Atlachnienl and also Attachment 3a 
Cellular/I'CS NIM and Attaclinteni j b  Celluladl'CS I I K "  

S l r i d :  '"Ratcs for virtual collocation will be based on BcIISouth's Intcrsmi: 
Access SeNicCs Tarilx 
Services 'Tariff. Section E20. Rates for physical collocation will he neguiiated on 
tin individual c w  basis." Rcfercncc was to RcllSouth tnritt'and state-spcilic 
pricing; rcviscd to infer to port-to <tare reikilcnce. 

Struck: "in scc.cordance with the technical specifications .set lbrth in [he 
UellSouth (iuihlinrs to Iechnicsl I'ublicatinn. 'I R-'ISV-000Y05" and &pIrrcrd 
wirh reference to  Cil<-Y0f;-COW 

2.3.1 .Adntini\h.;itiw - Taritl'and 
#I, Section ?D an&'or BellSouth's lntrilstnlr Access State-Specilk I'ricing 

2.3.2 .Administraii\c 

2.3.2 Replaced "equal" with "proportionate". State-Specific Pricing 

2.3.4 S1ruc.k: "LlellSouth and Sprint PCS \%il l  use an auditable Wireless I'erctnt Locul OSS Attribute I Limitations 
L!sage II'LLI) factor as a method LBr deierniining whether wireless trdlic is Local 
or Nonl.ocal. The Wircless P1.U factor will be uscd for wirebss trattic delivered 
by cirher p;vr) fi,r tennindiion on the other party's ncnrorl." 

2.3.6 Replaced "BellSouth Telecommunications Wireless Customer" with "ATBrT Administrative 
Wireless Ordering and Provisioning Handbook" 

Struck: "'l~he portion ofauch hcilitics utilized for Lwa l  Tnillic ,hall k 
determined based upon the application of the t'ercmi Local Facility Factur 
(PLFI. IfSpriniC1.K. pursuant to 41 C.'TR $ ? l . 7 l  I(b) dcmonstratcs that its 
costs support rates tor trunks a i d  associated dcdicatcd traiispoit oilier than as set 
f imh in  Exhihit A. upon approral by thc appmpriatc sme commission. such 
other rates ahall hc included \xithin this Agtwment to k applied prospectively 
h n  the et7ectiTe date oflhe Commission appro\al .'I 

2.6.1 OSS Attrihute i Limitations 
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Attachment 

3 ~ Interconnection 

3 - Interconnection 

3 -Interconnection 

3 - Interconnection 

3 ~ Interconnection 

Sprint ICA 

Attachment 3 - Interconnection 

ICC Docket 070629 
Ex. JSM-3 (McPhee Direct) 

Reference Language Rationale 

2.8.1 S o w k :  "H'Sprint CLEC ;md BellSouth are inot ahlr to rrwh muluill ngrccment 
on i i ~ i  initial P I i p i r a l  Poiiil of liiterconncution vilhin 30 wlendar Jays ofthe 
date ofthe written rcqucd, Sprint CLEC ma) designate a POI ior the deliver?. 
and rcccipt oftraflic 31 an?  existing Sprint Inrcre~change C;urier (IXC) Point of 
Prcsencc I POP) Iocation nr. i f  not at an cist ine Sorim IXC POP. at a location 

Stiite-Spccitic Laws i 
Regulations 

~. . . .  
that i s  uithin live ( 5 )  miles i r fo  BcllSouth tundem or  end olfice. I n  the went 
that Sprint CLtC de5ipmtes ii 1'01 that i s  not in a BellSouth ofice. Sprint CLE, 
and BellSouth acknowledge that lhis Agreement does not include rates that 
Sprint lXEC would charge RetlSouth for RellSouth'F collocation ofequipnient 
necessary tin intcrconncction at such nm-BrllSouth loration5 including charge, 
for spacc, power or otticr int'rastructurc-related elcmcnts. It i s  not Sprint 
CLECs intent to chmgr b r  such space. paver or other inlr~jlru,~ture-rl~ted 
elements; however. Sprint CLEC reserves the right to open negotiations with 
BellSouth with respect to such charges in ihe future and to enter into such 
negotiations with pursuant to 
Section 252 ofthe Acl ." 
Strnc.4: ",\I1 terms a i d  conditions. iis wcll as ct iarys.  bath non-recurring and 
murring.associatcd with interconnecting trunk groups heween RellSouth and 
Sprint CI.EC nut addrcs.;cd in Exhihit .A shall bt: as negotiuted b j  the Parties. 
Until such rates arc cslablished. thr interim rate shall be as *I firrth in the 
appropriate BcllSoiith intraavate or interstau: wriKfor Switched Access services 
Once the negotiated rate i s  established. i t  wil l be applied retroactively to the da, 
requested." 

2.9.5 Statc-Spccitic Pricing 

2.9.5.1 {For t~vo-way intcrcoflncction 1Nnkingl Slnrck: "that cmies thc Panics' I.ocal State-Speecitic Pricing, State- 
and IntralATA Toll Traffic only. excluding Transit Traffic. 2nd tor the hvo-way Specitic I.zmw'Rcgulation an, 
Suprpmup intcrconncclion tmnk group that carries thc Parties Local and OSS Atlribute I 1.imitations 
IntraLAfA 'Toll Irdlic, plus Sprint CLEC.> 'Transit 'I~ralfic. the I'wies shall be 
compensated for the nonrecurring and recurring charges for trunks and facilities 
11 504buf the applicable contractual or tariirraks for the services provided by 
each Party." Replaced will!: "cilch P3rty shall bear its propxtionatc cost fix 
trunks and fhc intcrconncctian fhcilities hased on the relative uszge," 

2.9.6.1.4 Struck: "Unless niultiplr tandem access i s  urdered" 

2.9.6.2.1.1- Struck: "Florida, Georgia Kentucky, Louisiana, North Carolina and Tennessep" State-Specific Laws I 
!.9.6.2.1.1.2 and replacedwirhr "AT&T CONNECTICUT" 

OSS Attribute I Luniuitions 

Regulations 
and Nehvork Attribute / 
Limitation (Applicable to 
Connecticut only) 

Struck: "BellSouth will provide two-way interconnection wnking upon Sprint 
CLEC's request. Once two-way interconnection trunking is established, 
BellSouth must use such hvo-way trunking for BellSouth4ginated traffic." 
and replaced with: ' " ln te~nnect ion Trunk Groups in AT&T CONNETICUT 
must be ordered and provisioned as one-way to accommodate billing and 
technical limitations." 

Struck: "The selection of the Point of Interconnection for two-way mnking will 
be pursuant to Section 2.8 of this Attachment." 

Struck: '"Additional one-way interconnection trunking will be at the mutual 
agreement of BellSouth and Sprint CLEC once two-way interconnection 
trunking has been established." 
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Sprint ICA 

Attachment 3 - Interconnection 

ICC Docket 074629 
Ex. JSMJ (McPhee Dlrect) 

.Attachment Reference Language Rutionale 

3 - Interconnection 2.9.7-2.9.7.1 1)elrted l i t le ol.Sectinn and I<ecplaced i t  mith "lransit Service" OSS Attribute I Limitation 

3 - lntmnnection 

3 -Interconnection 

,Struck: "l'ransil lrunk groups may he csmhlislred hy Sprint CLtC tu deliver and 
reccive. and thus are two-vay trunks. l uca l  and InfraI.hT2 roll Transit TralYlc 
h n  third panics such as Indcpendcnt Coinpanics and other 
BellSouth access tandems and Switched Access tralfic from lnierexchange 
ikrim at BellSouth access landenis. Estubli>hing such trunks a1 BellSouth 
iiccess tandems provides iutratandem ilcczss to lhe third pmies also 
intcrconncctcd at flioSe tandems." ;md fepl~trt.Jwiilt: "Transit Servicc will be 
hillcd nt the mtes Iiwnd in lhc Pricing Schedulc." 

2.9.8.2.1 Sirrick: "aid Swiiched A c ~ s s  'lratfic" Network Attribute I 
Limitation 
and OSS Attribute / 

on 
Statc-Specitic 1.3ns i 

(this language created il carw 
out for the smes of AL, IUS. 
and SC that i s  no1 needed. 
Supergrnup provisions are 
contained in 2.9.8.2. I J 

2.9.8.22 - Slnrck: ".Alahania Mississippi and Sonth Carolina" 
2.9.8.1.3.3 Regulations 

.Slrr,ck: "BellSouth w i l l  provide Supergroup Interconnection mnking u p n  
Sprint CLEC's request." 

Slrtrck : "Thc selection ofthe Point of Interconnection for Sopcrgroup 
Intercimncctinn t r u n h g  wil l hu pursuanr to Section 2.R ofthis Attachment." 

Struck: "BcllSoulh md Sprint CLEC IIY of Supergrwp Interconnection 
lrunlirtg tor the lrensport ofLocal and InlmLArA 'Toll 'lratlic does not preclude 
cither RcllSouth or Sprint Cl.EC from establishing additional one-way 
intcrconnection trunks within the w n c  local calling area for the delivcry ofits 
originated I ~ c a l  and Inu;ll.ATA Toll Traffic to the other Pm." 

3 - Interconnection 

3 - Interconnection 

Replaced "Transit" with "Meet-point" 

Sliuck: "Ss\itchcd Access Traffic shall not he double-mdcmcd. thcrcfirn., 
SupeKiroup interconnection only prmides Ibr the intmtandrm receipt and 
delivery oiSwitched Access ' Irsllic." 

OSS Attribute I Limitations 

OSS Attributc i I.imitations 
2.9.7.1.3 
2.9.8.2.6 

3 - Interconnection 2.9.10.1 Rcplaccd "RcllSouth's (icncral Suhscriher Surviccs TaritT("(;SST'). section Adniinistrari\c 
A.3" bi th  "AT&T's local cxchange tariffs (on lilc with the applicable state 
commission)" 

Slnrck: "Sprint CLEC n n y  deliver Lucal I d l i c  to a 'ltumr' BellS~iuth I(ical 
tandem flint i s  destined lor other BellSouth or third pan? nelwork propider cnd 
offices servcd by other RcllSouth local tandems in the same local calling an.3 
wlicrc Sprint C1.EC docs not chnose IO cstahlish intcrconnection hunking .)I 

3 - Interconnection 2.9.10.2 OSS Attribulr i Limitation 



Sprint ICA 

Attachment 3 - Interconnection 

Reference 

2.9.1 I .6- 
2.9.1 1.6.4 

ICC Docket 070629 
Ex. JSM-3 (McPhee Direct) 

Language Rationale 

Slruck: " IIellSwrh ,hall all inv lbr llie m~tua l  cxshangc oflocal trailic using 
exisline and ncir facilities procured in Sprint's capacity as an imerexclimge 
currier. "Locid (her  Feature Group I)" trunking. pursuant to Ihe following: 

Sprint ?hall pay all rciisnnnblc cmts incurrcd by DcllSwith tli implement and 
iwintain he Loeel Over k'ature Group U twking  contignmiun 

Sprint and BcllSuuth will  agree on the detdils d t h i r  trunking configuration. 
rhis contigiiration will form the hruis ofthc cost study In deterniinc reasonable 

Stnte-Spciiic Laws / 
Regulations 

Attachment 

3 - Interconnection 

3 ~ interconnection 

3 - Interconnection 

3 - Interconnection 

3.6.1 

; 6.1: 6.1.1; 
6.1.3 

6. I .2 

Sprint ma? convert the Lncal Over Fsuturc Group D trunking armgemcnl to a 
srimdard local interconnection uunking arcmg.mcnt a i  any time subject IO 
appliwble charges for establishing such local interconnection trunkkg 
arrangcnicnts. Should the Sprint conversion to a standard local interconnection 
trunking mmgemcnt cause an incremental reduction in the costs that RellSouth 
incurs in the nngoinp n~aintmance and administration ofthe Local Owr Featwe 
(irnup D trunking urringcmenl, the ongoing charges to Sprint lirr such 
maintenance and administration Mill 
reflect such incremcntal reductions 

The Partic% will track and report. thmugh the uu: offwtors sct forth in 
Section h of this Anachmmt. the jurisdictional nature of the comhined 
troflic on the Feature (;roup 1) facilities procured in Sprint'r capacity as an 
interexchange carrier. " 

Struck: "the Nehvork Usage Information Service offered in Section A32 ofthe 
BellSouth state General Subscriber Service Tariff, or by the New Business 
Request process described in Section 7 of the General Terms and Conditions of 
the Agreement." Reploced wifhi "a trunk group utilization repon (TIKI), thi$ 
report is provided in an MS-Excel format" 

Sfruck: Bill and Keep provisions - Replocedwifh: state-specifidgeneric 
compensation language. 

.Struck "Sprint CLEC charges for dedicated transport and associated facilities of State-Specific Pricing 
calls on Sprint CLEC's or BellSouth's respective networks are as set forth in 
Exhibit A to this Attachment. If Sprint CLEC, pursuant to 47 CFR 851.71 I(b), 
demonstrates that its costs support different rates for the transport mileage 
described in this Section, upon approval by the appropriate state commission, 
such other rates shall be included within this Agreement to be applied 
prospectively from the effective date of the Commission." 

Administrative 

State-Specific Pricing 
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Sprint ICA 

Attachment 3 - Interconnection 

6.16 

ICC Docket 07-0629 
Ex. JSM-3 (McPhee Direct) 

Inserted description nfPlM! calculation OSS Attribute i I.imitationi 

3 ~ Interconnection r 7 

8 3. Interconnection I 
fkletcd OSS Systcnis and rcfcrrcd to OSS An:ich,,,Cnt. :'dminirtr.ltivc 

Dcletcd SS7 Iiiterwnnection Stare-Spwitic I.aws / 
Kegulationr - fRO!I IUW 

XFX: agrees to identi@ such tmllic to DellSouth and to compensate BellSouth 
ir originating ;ind tranbponing such tratlic to Sprint CLEC at BellSouth's 
i l r a l s t e  >witched acccs t:aiiTrales. If Sprint CLEC does not identify such 
altir: to BellSouth. IO the hest uiBellSouth's ability BellSouth shall determine 
hich whole Sprint C1.T.C NP;LIIXXs on *hich to charge the applicable rates 
)r originating intmsvate switched ~CCCCSL scrvice as rctlccted in BellSouth's 

Channel dedicated Innspon utilized in the provision o f  local interconnection 
Irunting. By the first of January, April. July snd Octoher of each year. BellSouth 
and Sprint C:l.T.C shall providc a ps i l ive report updating the P I X  and P1.F. 
Dclailed rcqnircments mociatcd with PIST and P1.F reporting shall be as set 
fi)rth in l3cllSwth's Percent I . n d  IlwPcrcent [mal  Facility Reponing 
(juidchcmk for lntcrconne~tion I'erchawrs. LE it i s  mended from time to time 
during this Agreement. or as mutually a p e d  Io by the I'arties." 

I'rrcentage Interstate Lisage ("PIU) to BellSouth. Detailed requirenients 
associatcd with PIU rcponing shall be as sct forth in RellSouth's Percent 
Interstate IJw Reporting Guidcbook for Interconnection Purchasers. :<Per 
interstate and intrastate traffic Ixrccntqes haw Ixen determined hy use ofPlli 
pniudures. the PLI I and I'LF factors will k u x d  lhr application and hilling of 
local interconncction. Notwithstanding the tbregoing. where the terniinaring 
Party has mewage recording Icchnolopy that identifies the jurisdiction of lrattic 
tenninated a7 (lclined in this Agreenicnt, such information, in lieu ofthe PIU and 
PIS1 tiactor. shall itt the terminating Party's option k utilizcd to dctenninc the 
tppropriatr local usoye compensation 10 be paid.* 
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Sprint ICA ICC Docket 070629 
Ex. JSM-3 ( M c P h N  Direct) 

Attachment 4 - Physical Colio 

Attachment 

4 -Physical 
Collocation 

Reference Language Rationale 

Entire 
Attachment 
replaced with provided below. 
port-to state Regulations 

Replaced BellSouth Attachment 4 - Physical Collocation with the "port 
to" states' Physical and Virtual Collocation attachments. Rationale 

OSS Attribute / Limitation, 
Network Attribute I Limitation 
and State-Specific Pricing / 

IAnachment I I 
4 - Physical (See llntenals ior quotations and Confirmations ditrer IOSS Attribute I Limitation 
Collocation 

4 -Physical 
Collocation 

4 - Physical 
Collocation 

4 - Physical 
Collocation 

4 - Physical 
Collocation 

4 -Physical 
Collocation 

4 - Physical 
Collocation 

Attachment 

See Splicing in the vault Nehvork Attribute / Limitation 
Attachment 

See Billing elements differ OSS Attribute / Limitation 
Attachment 

See 
Attachment 

See 
Attachment 

See 
Attachment 

50% payment up front in "port to" states 

Struck restrictive language regarding layout for Cageless Collocation. 
"Port to" states permit single-bay increments with no special layouts 

Struck transmission equipment, switching equipment and power port- 
from state language b e a u x  it is inconsistent with the port-to state law. 
Replaced with language consistent with the port-to state law. 

Remote Site Collocation - M) flwr space in "port to'' states 

State-Specific Pricing 

State-Specific Laws / 
Regulations 

Network Attribute / Limitation 
State-Specific Pricing and OSS 
Attribute / Limitation 

Network Attribute / Limitation See 
Attachment 



Attachment 

5 - Numbers 
and Number 
Portability 

5 -Numbers 
and Number 
Portability 

5 -Numbers 
and Number 

Note: It is ATBrTs understanding that this Attachment has been agreed to by the Parties. 

Reference Language Rationale 

1.3 Deleted section stating Sprint could reserve 100 numbers per CLLI 
because port-to state does not have the ability to reserve in 100 number 
blocks. 

Deleted section on Interim Rates because Interim rates are no longer 
available. 

Deleted section on Interim Rates because interim rates are no longer 
available 

OSS .Attribute / Limitations 

3.4 State-Specific Pricing 

8.0 State-Specific Pricing 
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\ttachmen' 

i - Ordering 
and 

'rovisioninl 

i -Ordering 
and 

'rovisioninl 

i -Ordering 
and 

'rovisioninj 

i - Ordering 
and 

'rovisioning 

i - Ordering 
and 

'mvisioning 

t - Ordering 
and 

'mvisionine 

I - Ordering 
and 

'rovisioning 

Reference 

Entire 
Attachment 

Sprint ICA 

Rationale Language 
References have been changed to Sprint CLEC. Administrative 

ICC Docket 07-0629 
Ex. JSM-3 (McPhee Direct) 

I .  I 

1.2 

1.3 

BellSouth's interconnection ordering guides available on the 
BellSouth Interconnection website h a  been replaced with the 
Local Service Order Requirements (LSOR) and the Local Servic 
Pre-Ordering Requirements (LSPOR) and are readily accessible 
at the AT&T CLEC Online website. 

The hours of operation for the centers have been replaced with 
references to the AT&T CLEC Online website. 

The location and hours of operation for manual orders has been 
stricken and replaced with the reference to the AT&T CLEC 
Online website. 

2.2 

2.3 

2.3 

2.4 

Administrative; 
OSS Attribute / 
Limitation 

Sfruck: "through the Local Exchange Navigation System (LENS) Administrative and 
and the Telecommunications Access Gateway (TAG) or other 
electronic interface as mutually a p e d  by the Parties" and 
replaced with: "the CLEC Handbook that may be accessed via 
the AT&T CLEC Online website" 

Struck "BellSouth provides an Electronic Data Interchange 
(EDI) arrangement for resale requests and certain network 
elements and other services. As an alternative to the ED1 
arrangement, BellSouth also provides ordering and provisioning 
capability through TAG or through other electronic interfaces as 
mutually agreed by the Parties. Also, as an alternative, BellSouth 
provides integrated pre-ardering, ordering and provisioning 
capabilities through the LENS interface" andreplacedwilh "as 
detailed in Attachment OSS." 

OSS Attributes / 
Limitations 

OSS Attribute / 
Limitation 

"two" has been stricken and replaced with "several"; the 
followingphrase is also added: "and monitoring via application- Limitation 
to-application electronic interfaces." 

Struck: "For exchange services, BellSouth offers Sprint access to OSS Attribute / 
the Trouble Analysis Facilitation Interface (TAFI) or to other 
electronic interfaces as mutually agreed by the Parties" 
Replaced with : language discussing an application-to-application 
electronic interfaces that more accurately describes the interfaces 
in the "port-to" states. 

OSS Attribute / 

Limitation 

Administrative 

Administrative 
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Sprint ICA 

2.7 through 
2.7. I .4 

2.1 

3.2 

3.4 

3.5 

3.6 

3.9 

ICC Docket  07-0629 
Ex. JSM-3 ( M c P h e e  Direct) 

(EICCP). Guidelines for this process are set forth in the EICCP 
document as amended from time to time during this agreement" 
Replucedwith "as set forth in the Change Management Process 
(CMP) as amended h m  time to time that may be accessed via 
the AT&T CLEC Online website" 

Struck: "Testing. Detailed test plans and test scenarios will be 
jointly developed and agreed to by Sprint and BellSouth at the 
appropriate time. BellSouth acknowledges that a phased testing 
approach maybe applicable to ensure adequate testing of  
software." The language describing the Testing interface 
functionality is addressed in Attachment OSS. 

The reference to Exhibit A of the Attachment is stricken and is 
replaced with Attachment OSS and the Pricing Schedule of this 
Agreement. 

BellSouth Electronic Change Control Process is stricken and 
repluced wifh CLEC Handbook or Interconnector's Guide and 
may be accessed via the AT&T CLEC Online website. 

Struck: "toll free" because some of the contact numbers in the 
"port-to" states are not toll free. 

Added "or similarly situated processes'' 

Limitation 

OSS Attribute / 
Limitation 

OSS Attribute I 
Limitation 

Administrative 

Administrative 

OSS Attribute I 
Limitation 

Language regarding Cancellation Charges is stricken because 
there is no system charge for cancelling an order in the "port-to" 
states. 

The words "Tandem Switching Element" is stricken because 
referral messages will be provided similar to the way AT&T 
provides for its own end-users - not limited to Tandem Switching 
Element. 

OSS Attribute / 
Limitation 

OSS Attribute 1 
Limitation 

Attachmen( 

6 - Ordering 
and 

Provisioning 

6 - Ordering 
and 

Provisioning 

6 - Ordering 
and 

Provisioning 

6 - Ordering 
and 

Provisioning 

6 - Ordering 
and 

Provisioning 

6 -Ordering 
and 

Provisionin€ 

6 -Ordering 
and 

Provisioning 

6 - Ordering 
and 

Provisioning 

6 .  Ordering 
and 

Provisioning 

Attachment 6 - 
Ordering and Provisioning 

I I 

Language Reference 

2.5 IStruck: "the next release (N+I) and such next release is 
implemented, BellSouth will eliminate support for the (N-I) 
release and support the two newest releases (N and N+I ). Thus, 
BellSouth will always support the two most current releases but 
may also support additional releases during transition periods as 
mutually agreed by the Parties." 
Has been replaced with the "Change Management Process 
(CMF')" and "The versioning policy is set forth in the CMP 
document that may be accessed via the AT&T CLEC Online 
website." The new language reflects an application-to- 
application electronic interface that more accurately describes the 
interfaces in the "wrt-to" state. 

Rationale 

OSS Attribute I 
Limitation 

I I 

2.6 ]Struck: "through the Electronic Interface Change Control ProcesslOSS Amibute / 
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Sprint ICA 

Attachment 

6 -Ordering 
and 

Provisioning 

ICC Docket 07-0629 
Ex. JSM-3 (McPhee Direct) 

Reference 

3.12 

Language 

TR 73600 is stricken aod is replaced with TP 76841, Issue 2 and 
for Texas TP 76841, Issue 1. 

Attachment 6 - 
Ordering and  Provisioning 

I I I 

I 

6 -Ordering 3.14 
and 

Provisioning 

6 -Ordering Section 

"CSOTS" is stricken and is replaced with "system." The acronym Administrative and 
CSOTS is not used in the "port-to" state. The name of the report OSS Attribute / 
is different, therefore the reference is replaced with the '"port-to" Limitation 
state report name. 

Shuck "AT&T(BellSo~thl and Sprint CLEC will perform co- OSS Attribute / 

Rationale 

Administrative 

(including trouble shooting to isolate problems) to test Services 
and Elements purchased by Sprint pursuant to this Agreement in 
order to identify any performance problems at turn-up of the 
Services and Elements." Replaced with " AT&T and Sprint 
CLEC will offer co-operative testing during maintenance where 
deemed necessary and by mutual consent (including trouble 
shooting to isolate problems). At Sprint CLEC's request via a 
service order using a USOC, AT&T will dispatch a technician to 
end user's premise so that Sprint CLEC can perform its own tests 
while the AT&T technician provides an open and short on the 
loop at the premises." In the port-to states, Acceptance Testing 
is conducted during provisioning and Cooperative Testing is 
performed during maintenance, therefore "during maintenance" 
and "At Sprint CLEC's ......" has been added. 

6 -Ordering Entire The names and descriptions of the OSS electronic interface 

and 
Provisioning 

Administrative and 
and 

Provisioning 

6 -Ordering 
and 

'rovisioning 

attachment systems have been stricken from the attachment. Information 
and about the OSS in the port-to state are set forth in the OSS 

Exhibit A attachment and Exhibit A. 

Exhibit A Cancellation OSS Charge, "an OSS" has been stricken. There are State-Specific Pricing 
no OSS charges in the "port-to'' states, however, there are service 
order charges and these are stated in the state-specific Pricing 
schedule. 

OSS Attribute / 
Limitation 
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Sprint ICA 

Attachment 7 - Billing 

Attachment 

7 - Billing 

7 - Billing 

7 - Billing 

7 - Billing 

ICC Docket 07-0629 
Ex. JSMJ (HcPhee Direct) 

Reference Language Rationale 

1.1 Changed reference to CRIS to Resale Billing System as billing 
systems are named differently ~ in west it’s CRIS, in MW it’s RES or 
ACIS. In SW it’s CRIS. Also no CLUB format. 

Deleted reference to ADUF as ADUF is ordered on UNE switching 
products only. No longer required to provide switching. 

OSS Attribute / Limitation 

1.16 StateSpecific Laws / Regulations 
and OSS Attribute / Limitation 

4.2.4 Escrow Language was added to include state requirement to deposit State-Specific Laws / Regulations 
disputed amounts into escrow accounts. 

RAO Hosting language deleted as language was moved to 
commercial agreement. Language covering 13-state LEC-carried 
messages were added to agreement as Section 12,12a, 12b, 12c and 
12d. 

6.0 State-Specific Laws / Regulations 
and OSS Attribute / Limitation 

7 -Billing 8.0 Deleted ADUF language as we are no longer required la provide 
switching. 

State-Specific Laws I Regulations 
and OSS Attribute / Limitation 

7 -Billing 

7 - Billing 

7 - Billing 

16of27 

10.0 Deleted ADUF language as we are no longer required to provide 
switching. 

Deleted EODUF language as product is not available in 13 states 

StateSpecitic Laws / Regulations 
and OSS Attribute / Limitation 

State-Specific Laws / Regulations 
and OSS Attribute / Limitation 

State-Specific Pricing 

11.0 

12.0 Deleted language regarding rate true-up and interim rates no longer 
applicable. 



Attachment 

8 -Poles, 
Conduits and 
Right-of-way 

8 - Poles, 
Conduits and 
Right-of-way 

8 - Poles, 

Right-of-way 
Conduits and 

Note: It is ATdtTs understanding that this Attachment has been agreed to hy the Parties. 

Reference Language Rationale 

General 
Change the entire Attachmmt 

' lhc knn " L i c c n d  \us replaw with "Occupency Pcrmit" throughaui O S S  Attribute i Limitation 

5 Struck: The language associated with costs of producing and mailing 
copies of records, which are to be paid by Licensee. are on an 
individual case basis. Rep/aced wifh: port-to state language 

State-Specific Pricing 

19 Struck: Fees Charges and Billing @/aced with: port-to state State-Specific Pricing 
language 
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Attachment 

9 -  
Performance 

I Measures I 

Reference Language Rationale 

Entire Entire Attachment is stricken and replaced with port-to state language State-Specific Performance 
Attachment Measures 
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Attachment Reference 

IO - Agreement Entire 
Implementation Attachment 
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Language Rationale 
No strikes NA 



Sprint ICA ICC Docket 07-0629 
Ex. JSM-3 (McPhee Direct) 

Attachment 1 I 
Disaster Recovery 

Attachment 

I 1  - Disaster 
Recovery 

Reference Language Rationale 

Entire All stricken OSS Attribute / Limitation 
Attachment 
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Sprint ICA 

Amendment 1 

Attachment 

Amendment I 

ICC Docket 07-0629 
Ex. JSM-3 (McPhee Direct) 

Rcfcrence Language Rationale 

Entire 
Attachment 

This attachment ported without modifications; replaced by TRRO State-Specific Laws / Regulations 
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Sprint ICA 

Amendment 2 

Attachment 

ICC Docket 07-29 
Ex. JSM-3 (McPhee Direct) 

Reference Language Rationale I 
I I I 

Amendment 2 I Entire lThis attachment ported without modifications INA 1 
I attachment I 
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Sprint ICC Docket 07-0629 
Ex. JSM-3 (McPhee Direct) 

Amendment 5 

Attachment 

Amendment 5 

Reference Language Rationale 

Entire This attachment ported without modifications NA 
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Attachment 
I I I 

Amendment 6 I Entire IThis attachment ported without modifications INA 
Reference Language Rationale I 

24 of 27 



Sprint ICA 

Amendment 7 - TRRO 

2.1.9,2.1.9.1 
and 2.1.9.2 

ICC Docket 070629 
Ex. JSM-3 (McPhee Direct) 

Replaced “Order Coordination (OC) and Order Coordination Time 
Specific (OCTS)” with “Coordinated Hot Cuts and Frame Due Time” 

OSS Attribute I Limitation 

2.1.10 

2.1 1-2.1 1.3 

2.12.-2.12.3 

2.2 

2.2.2 and 

I= Amendment 

Deleted table because loop types are not in the port-to state OSS Attribute I Limitation and State 
Specific Pricing 

OSS Attribute I Limitation 

OSS Attribute I Limitation 

OSS Attribute I Limitation 

OSS Attribute / Limitation 

Deleted CLEC-to-CLEC Process 

Deleted BulkMigration Process 

Deleted a list of loops 

Replaced loop language to the port-to state generic language. 
~ 

Amendment. 
Exhibit 1 

2.2.3 
2.2.4 

2.3.1.1 

2.3.1.2 

2 Struck language regarding transferring 91 I language from Attachment Administrative 
2 to Attachment 3 because 91 1 language was already incorporated in 
that Attachment 

Deleted SS7 language from the amendment because SS7 
interconnection is not offered as a UNE pursuant to the 
interconnection agreement. In the port-to state SS7 is offered pursuant 
to tariff. 

Throughout Struck references to port-from state rates and replaced with references State-Specific Pricing 
to port-to state rates 

2 State-Specific Laws I Regulations - 
TROITRRO 

Deleted UVL-SLI because not available 

Deleted ISDN Digital Imp because not available 

Deleted 2-wire ADSL Imp 

OSS Attribute / Limitation 

OSS Attribute I Limitation 

OSS Attribute / Limitation 
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2.8.4 

2.8.6.4 

2.9.5 

Attribute / Limitation 
OSS Attribute / Limitation Replace sublwp section with port-to state language 

Deleted language about dark fiber loop rates in Exhibit A. Dark fiber State-Specific Laws / Regulations - 
loops are no longer a UNE obligation pursuant to the TRRO. 

Removed some loop names not orderable 

TROITRRO and OSS Attribute I 
Limitation 

OSS Attribute / Limitation 

4.2.3.3 

26 of 27 

Struck language regarding rates for local switching in Exhibit A. Local State-Specific Laws / Regulations - 
switching is no longer a UNE obligation pursuant to the TROITRRO. TROITRRO 

5.4.2.3.3 

6.2.7.5 

6.2.7.5 

6.2.7.10 

6.4.2 

6.7.4.2 

Stmck language regarding rates for W E - P  in Exhibit A. W E - P  is no State-Specific Laws / Regulations - 
longer a UNE obligation pursuant to the TROITRRO. TROITRRO and OSS Attribute / 

Limitation 

State-Specific Laws / Regulations - 
TROITRRO and State-Specific 

Replaced language stating transition rates for declassified de-listed 
dedicated transport being set forth in the Exhibit B with reference to 
the rates in the applicable state Pricing Schedule, plus 15%. Exhibit B Pricing 
rates will not port. 

Struck language stating that rates for entrance facilities are set forth in State-Specific Laws / Regulations - 
Exhibit A. 
pursuant to the TRO. Pricing 

Replaced subseqent wire center language with port-to state subsequent State-Specific Laws / Regulations - 
wire center language. Subsequent transition periods and disputes are 
handled differently in the port-to state. 

Removed "STS-I" due to OSS limitation 

Removed port from state retail offering due to OSS limitations 

Entrance facilities are no longer a UNE obligation TROITRRO and State-Specific 

TROITRRO and OSS Attribute / 
Limitation 

OSS Attribute / Limitation 

OSS Attribute / Limitation 



Sprint ICA 

Amendment 7 - TRRO 

Attachment 

ICC Docket 07-0629 
Ex. JSM-3 (McPhee Direct) 

- 
Reference Language Rationale 

6.9. I .8 Replaced the language stating that transition rates for declassified dark State-Specific Laws / Regulations - 
fiber transport being set forth in Exhibit B with reference to the 
applicable state Pricing Schedule, plus 15%. Exhibit B rates will not 
port. 
Deleted language about rates for dark fiber entrance facilities in 

pursuant to the TRO. 

Replaced subseqent wire center language with port-to state subsequent State-Specitic Laws / Regulations - 
wire center language. Subsequent transition periods and disputes are T R O m O  and OSS Attribute / 
handled differently in port-to state. Limitation 

Deleted ALI/DMS language because the 91 1 database is handled OSS Attribute / Limitation and 
differently in the port-to state. It is addressed in "Attachment 3d Technical Limitation 
CLEC 91 I" in the porting redlines 

TROITRRO and State-Specific 
Pricing 

State-Specific Laws / Regulations - 
TROITRRO 

6.9.1.8 
Exhibit A. Entrance Facilities are no longer a W E  obligation 

6.9.1.12 

7 

7.3 Deleted PBX Locate language. Not offered in the port-to state. OSS Attribute / Limitation and State 
Specific Pricing 
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