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Dear Ms Bayo 

Please ftnd enclosed an ongtnal and 15 cop1 es or GTE Florrda Incorporated s 

Opposttron to Spnnt Commun1cattons Comp;my Ltmrted Par tnershrp's Mot ron for 

Approval or Agreement and Order Orrectrng r xc•ct~tton of /\grccment SerVICe l l ..J !> 
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Krmberl'y Caswell 

KC t;rs 
E..r1c losures 

/.. part of GTE Corporatron 

L 

J J 0 l~ J . 
' · · .. - .J to.. I 

I I 



BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re Peut1on of Spnnt Communications 
Company L1mited Partnership for Arb1trat1on 
of Proposed Interconnection Agreement w1th 
GTE Flonda Incorporated Pursuant to the 
Telecommun1cat1ons Act of 1996 

Docket No 961 1 1'3-TP 
Flied Apnl9. 1997 

GTE FLORIDA INCORPORATED'S OPPOSITION TO 

SPRINT COMMUNIICATIONS COMPANY LIMITED PARTNERSHIP'S 

MOTION FOR APPROVAL OF AGREEMENT AND 

ORDER DIRECTING EXECUTION OF A GREEMENT 

GTE Florida Incorporated (GTE) asks the CommiSSIOI" to deny the Mot1on lor 

Approval of Agreement and Order D1rect1ng Execution of Agreement llwt Sp1111t 

Commun1cat1ons Company Lm11ted Partnership (Spnnt) flied on Murch 28 1996 

Spnnt and GTE have proposed separate contracts 1n th1s proceed1ng GTE s 

contract cons1sts of (1) language Spnnt and GTE negotiated and agreed to outs1de of 

arb1trat1on. ' and (2) language conform1ng the contract to the CommiSSIOns rulings 111 tt11s 

arb1 trat1on between Spnnt and GTE 

Spnnt s proposed contract consosts of ( 1) language AT&T and GTE negot1<1ted <Jnd 

agreed to outs1de of arb1trat1on. (2) language conform1ng the contract to the Comm1SS10n s 

rulmgs 1n lhe arb1trat1on between AT&T and GTC and (3) language the Comm1S~1on 

deleted from AT& T's proposed contract 1n 1ts arb11rat1on w1th G II 

' G I E understands that Spnnt agreed to some of th1s language 111 recog1u!lon tol 

G fE 's stated obligation to fife contracts 1n compliance wllh arb1trat1on orders by va11ous 

state comm1ss1ons GTE further understands that Spnnt negotiated the language because 

of 1ts desrre for 1nput 1nto the contract f1l 1ng, but that Spnnt would not JOintly subm1 t the 

language because of 1ts change 1n pos111on that 11 would seek to 0dopt the 1\ T & T tG II 

contract 
:.. 



l he contract Spnnt has subm1tted, then. has noth1ng to do wrth t'1rs arb11rat1C>Il 

Indeed Spnnt's proposed agreement was not even approved 111 the A r& T /G II ar l J1 tr nt1or 1 

rhcre IS thus no baSIS for the CommiSSIOn to grant Spnnt s MOtiOn In fact sr 'lfll t< ' 

does not ctau11 a nght to the AT&T/GTE agreement under ·the r otecornmuniC"'ltrons Ac.t r,t 

1996 (Act). Flonda law. or any other authonty It s1rnply cornplatns that GTE 11a·J tn 

Spr.nt s v1ew. unreasonably refused to accept Spnnt's pr oposal to use the AT&T docurn•·nt 

as the bas1s for Spnnl's agreement w1th G'l E What Spflnt falls to understand 1S that t; II 

has no obltga tton to accept any Spr~nt pos1tton dur1ng negot1at1ons JUSt as Spr 1nt 11:-t' r ,, 

o1Jirgat1on to accept any GTE pos1t1on The nature of ncgoti.JIIOn!> 1S nc t flat h t1 ' 

cornprom1se Spr~nt's Mot1on IS noth1ng more than an at tempt to usc the ConmliSSIOn ~ 

muscle to force GTE to accept a Spr~nt proposal GTE rejected months ago 1n ncgotrat 1on~ 

/\pprov1ng Spnnt's proposed contract would thus lfr etnevabty subvert 111"' ncgot1al!uns 

process env1 s1oned by the Telecommun1cat1ons Act of 1996 (Act) as well as nulltl' tt u.., 

cnt1re arbitration proceed1ng It would reqUire th1s CommiSSIOn to 1gnore 11s own nrtJ1trC:Jt10n 

order 1ts procedural rules and tt1e Act s requlfernent of g ood fa1th negot1DI1on 

The only opt1on cons1stent w1th the Con1rn1sS10n s procedures ami rtJiu 1ys 111 tl t1::. 

orb1trat1on 1s to approve GTE's proposed agreement That agreement 1ncludes languag!: 

that conforms to the Order 1n thts case and language that GTEF L and Spnnt aqrccd upon 

To help put Spnnt s content1ons about tis negottattons wtth GT[ 1nto tiHc: proper 

perspeCtive, Spnnt has attached (as Exhibit A) the affld<JVII of l awel t r :ur \\hO h·c! 

C II s rtf'gOt1ntrons w1th Spnnt at the na\loncJI levPI 
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A. Sprint Asks the Commission to Violate Section 252 of the Act and tile 

Commission's Own Procedural Requirements 

The arbrtratron process rs governed by Sectron 252 of 1t1e Act and tt1rs 

Commrssron s established procedures rmplementrng that Sedran Sp11nt s request rgnores 

these manuates. thus askrng the Commrssron to undPrmrne the rntegrr ty of the entrre 

arbrtratron process Sprrnt rtself set rn matron 

Sectron 252 of the Act prescrrbes three ways a cornpetr t1vc local exchange car ll(•r 

(CllC) rnay obtarn an rnterconnoctron ogroornent wrth r~n rncurnbc>nt lor::JI c:trr1r>r 1111 r; 

rrrs t earners may engage rn negotratrons to arr1ve at a volunta11ly ugrecu tu 

rnterconnectron agr~ement (Sect ron 252 (a J ) Second 1f I he par tres c;um01 r eacll ' ' 

voluntary agreement. they may seek brndrng arbrtratron on those ISsues on wh1ch they 

cannot agree (Sectron 252 (b) ) Thrrd. a CLEC may purchase rnterconnectron servrces 

or network elements from an ILEC under an rnterconnect1on agreement between an II EC 

and another CLEC (Sectron 252 (r) 1
) 

In thrs case Sprrnt sought to negotratc an agreement wrth G I I: und~r Socl10il /S:• 

(a) In the course of those negotratrons. GT[ and Sprrnt sellletJ mGny of rile rssu •s 

between them Nevertheless. GTE and Sprrnt could not agree on all rssues and Sprrnt 

petrtroned thrs Commrssron for arbrtratron under Sectron 252 (b) 

~ It should be noted that the Ad does not e.<plrcrtly .JIIow (nor should rt b(' construe ' 

to allow) a CLEC to breach an agreement adopted by negotratron under Sect ron 25? ( o' 

or an agreement adopted througt, brndrng arb1trat1on under Sectron 252 (b) rn order to take 

sprvrcPs undPr another CLEC's rnterconnectron agreement pursu<1nt to Scr tron :?5:' t l r 

I :c 111lr .rr y to Spr rnt s ~pp;:~rcnt under standrnq (Mot ron :JI ~) no G II " •tne>s-. 11,1<; •'\ • • 

tcstt f1cd thLlt Sprrnt has an unfettered rrgllt to obtarn <:~nottwr cornp.uty's .1qr ~'•'nH•nt .rlt• ·• 

LJn entrre arbrtratron has been completed and an order 1ssued 
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I he rssuc5 lor whrch Spnnl sought arbrlrallon were fpwer tllnn tllose brouqht tJy 

AT81 rn rts arbrtratron wrth GTE and to some extent narrower rn scope Spnnt ultunatC'If 

sought resolutron of only 10 rssues. while tho Comrnrssron was asked to r csolvc 3 1 rSStH!~ 

rn GTE s arb1tratron w1 th AT&T GTE and Spnnt thus setlled many rssu£.:~ tlrat h<.HJ not 

been setlled wrth AT&T, several even after the arbr trallon began, as Spnnt s own 

F>rehcanng Statement rndrcates (See Spnnt Preheanng Stotement at 9 10 17 ) I o till<; 

end the Staffs Recommendatron rn thrs case reflects that 16 rssues were wrtho1awn or 

strpulated (Staff Rec , Jan 13, 1997. at 7 ) 

For rnstance the operatrons support systems (OSS) rs~Uf'S tirat fr tJWf'd piUr11utr•11tly 

rn the AT&T arbrtratron were resolved between Sprrnt and GTC durrng 111 hearrng rtsPif 

Other examples of rssues removed from arbrtratron rncluded access to noles Lind rrgtus ol 

\\ dY .Jccess to Gl f's drrectory 'lSsrstancc dawbase and collocatron and cross-connect 

terms and condrtrons In the OSS and other rnstances. the settlement read1ed by G I L and 

Spnnt drd not comport w ith the Commrssron's decrsron rn the AT&T arbrlratron 

Under Sectron 252 (b) the CLEC must specrfy all unresolved rssues rn rts petrtron 

to t11e Commrssron The Commrssron under Sedran 2S2 (b)( I! ) must lrrnrt rts consrdc~atron 

of any petrtron to the rssues set forth rn the pelrllon and rn the response frtco thereto 11 11!:1 

fed eral mandate rernforces thrs Commrssron's longstandrng procedures wtw:t1 requrrc 

part1es to explrcrlly rdentrfy and state !herr posrtron on the rssues t11ey w:1111 resolv(•cl 111 ti ll' 

proccedrng both before and after the hearrng (Commrssron RuiPS 25-2? 038 25-:!:l OSG 1 

In fac t the Cornrnrssron's Rules C:Jdmonrsh th:rl /\ny rs~uu or posrtrun not rmtudo•tJ rr1" 

post tmarrng statement shall be consrdered warved · (Cornrru~sron Hulc :>'> :) ~ OSG((3)(DI 1 



As a regular part1cipant 1n dockets atth1s CommiSSIOn. Spnnt IS well aware of these 

Rules and procedures But now, well after extens1ve proceed1ngs on the ISSues 1dent1f1Cd 

for heanno. bnefed by the part1es. and dec1ded by the Comm1Ss1on Spnnt asks the 

Comm1ss1on 1n the context of subm1tt1ng an .ntercor nC'r t1on agr0crnent to rlec1de that 

Spnnt should be allowed to 1ncorporate all the 1ssucs AT & T arb1troted but thai Spnnt d1d 

not Spnnt's request. 1f granted, would thus v1olnte Secllon 252 (b)( 4) anrl !I us 

CommiSSion's own procedural requ1rements Spnnt has wa1ved 1ls r.ght to bnng 1t10se 

1ssues before the Comm1SS10n The agency cannot lawfully approve Spnnt s attempt to 

effectively negate the outcome of 1ts own arbltrat1on. not to menllon months of negollat1on" 

Wltl1 GTE 

B. Sprint Has Violated the Arbitration Order 

Under the Order. the part1es are to submit an tlqrccment cons1st1nq of c 1) agreed 

upon language produced through nego11at1on and (7) language merno11ai1Z1ng th<: 

Comm1SS1on s arbitrated Order (Order at 60-64 ) With regard to th1s second category 

1f the part1es cannot agree on appropnate 1mplement111g language the Comm1SS1on w1ll 

ct1oose among the compet1ng proposals (Order at 6'1 ) 

Spnnt has refused to even try to negollate languoge conforr111ng the G TE/Spr ull 

contract to the Order GTE subm11ted 1ts proposed language on arb1trated 1ssues to Spnnt 

on March 24 . 1997 Spnnt refused to comment on thiS 1~ngu:1gc or to proposf.'' to GTf .lll\ 

otht"!r language GTE was not surpnsed at Spnnt's fa1lure to respond to GTE s proposed 
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wnrorm1ng language s1nce Spnnt had earlier un1laterally reJected the GTE/Spnnt cnntr.:sct 

the part1es had spent months negot1ahng (See Ex A ) The language Spnnt submt ttud a!> 

·conformtng" tS noth1ng more than the language the Comrntsston approved for the 1ssues 

arb· trated 1n the AT&T/GTE case 

Spnnt's refusal to even d1scuss language conrormmg to the Order tn th1s arb1trat1on 

w1th GTE v1olates that Order, wh1ch contemplates that the parties will at lea!>t 11 y 10 G~J I r:• · 

on language 1mplement1ng the Comm1ss1on's arb.trat•on rulings 1n thts procP.edtng (Order 

at 64 ) GTE's expenence tn post-heanng nego!tallons w1th AT&T and MCI proves that 

JOint draft1ng of conform1ng language has generally been qutte success!ut Sprtnt s tacttcs 

here have prevented the parttes from reach1ng Stmtlar agreement on conformu1g language 

thus add1ng to the CommiSSion's already heavy workload tn determtntng appropr1ate 

contract language 

More fundamentally, the CommiSSIOn has prescnbed no category for revtew of 

language that was ne1ther arbitrated nor negot1ated by It t~ parllcs Yet most tf not nil of 

Spr1nt's proposed contract tS such language 

The language Spnnt has presented as conforrmng to the Order tn thts ca!>e st1outd 

not be accepted as such. because 11 has been lifted from the A l &T/GTE a1b1trat•on and 

as noted, Spnnt made no attempt to negot1ate language conform1ng the GTE contract wath 

the Order Even 1f however. the Comm1sS1on accepted all of Spnnt's proposed confot mtn~l 

language, there would be nothtng else 1n tiS contract That tS because none of th1· 

t"nt.ltrllflU ptovtstons the bulk or the contrnct were th0 product of ncgot101101l wrlh Sprrnt 

As explamed above. Spnnt threw out all of the language 1t had ncgottatuc.J wrttl G I f 
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subm11t1ng 1nstead language that 11 represents as approved by the CommiSSIOn 1fl th•· 

ATe l/GTE arb1tra11on (Mot1on at 3) 

The Comm1ss1on has repeatedly m;:Jde clear thnt 11 wil l not approve lanQIJ4KJr· 

concern1ng 1ssues that were not arb1trated or resolved by the pan1es It w111 1nstem.l 

efim,nate such language from the contract as approved (Sco.._g_g Staff Roes 1n Doc~r ·t 

960847-TP at 5, 960846-TP at 5), 960980-TP. all approved by the CommiSSIOn Order 

numbers PSC-97-0309-FOF-TP (March 21 1997) . PSC 97-0300-FOr lP (M<:~rr.h 1'' 

1997 ) Thus. the Commtsston must reject all of the language Spnnt borrowed from !I"· 

ATe rJGTE contract 

Den1al of Spnnt's request IS doubly necessary because much of the language Spr 11, 

ht:Js presented was never even approved by the Comm•sston 1n the AT & 1/Cll: :1rll1t r [ JIHH' 

Spnnt cla1ms that 11 ha:; subm11ted "the AT&T/GTE agreement as f1led wrth II ,,. 

CommiSSIOn, reflect1ng the most current changes as approved by the Comm•ss•on 

(Mot1on at 3 1 That IS not true The Comm1ss1on deleted from the AT&T/GTE conlr<IL' 

scores of prov1s1ons that concerned 1ssues that were not arb1trated or successfull~ 

negot1 ated by GTE and AT&T (See StaH Rec In Dkt 960847-TP at Ex [3) Spnnt In, 

now resurrected the language AT&T proposed for these sect1on:; and that ~~ · .. 

CommiSSIOn rejected-and presel"ted 1tto the CommiSSIOn 1n th1s case T11u s. Spnnt <Jr,. 

not want the agreement AT&T got- 1t wants an even better one S1nce the Cornm.ss•on ; 

not approve AT&T'S language when AT&T proposed 11 1n 1ts own arb11rat1on w1th G II 

there ts certa1nly no reason to accept that snme AT&T languaue as proposc>d by SpruH '" 

th1s arbtlrat•on 
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C. Sprint's Abandonment of Its Arbitration Shows Bad Faith 

Spnnrs Mouon and assoctated acltons demonstrate 1ts tntentton to effect vely 

abandon the arbttrat1on process that 11 inttiated Nothtng 1n the Act, or for that matter th1s 

Commtsston·s procedures, allows for such untlateral abandonment of the arbttratton 

process. espectally at lhts late stage when the order has been rssued and only the 

approval process remams In fact. Spnnrs refusal to conltnue negotiatiOns or cooperate 

further tn th 1s arbtlralton process could well be constdered a vtolatton of the goo~ !atth 

obligattons of the Act Sectton 252{b)(5) states 

The refusal of any other party to the negot1at1on to part1c1pate further 1n the 

negoltallons, to cooperate wtlh the State comm•ss•on 1n carrytng out •ts 

funct•on as an arbitrator. or to conttnue to negolt<llc 1n goorJ fntth •n thl? 

presence, or with the assistance, of the State commtSSton shall IJr: 

constdered a fatlure to negotiate 1n good fatth 

As GTE explatned abuve. Spnnt has refused to negotiate conform1ng language as 

d1rected by the Cornmtssron, 11 has 1gnorod lhts Cornrntsston s cslabhshod arbttr at1nr• 

procedures. and 11 has ended negollattons wtlh GTE and declined to even submtl t11c 

language 11 and GTE had already drafted to resolve non-arbttrated 1ssues Sprmt s Mot1011 

1n effect. asks the Commisston to condone th1s extreme bchavtor 

The Commtsston should reJeCt thts request. as the Wash1ngton Ut1 1ity nnq 

Transportatton Comm•s~ton dtd when 11 dented a s1m1lar Spnnt motion 

The Act does not provtdc for the unrl~teral abandonmf!nl of the approval 

process by a party to the arbttratton the fact of the matter 1s thai G rr has 

ftled a proposed agreement based upon negotiation and arb1tratton br>tween 

the part1es The Act mandates that the CommtSSIOn take actiOn to :=tpprove 

the agreement whtch h<Js been ftled GTE's argument that tt1e negot•at1ons 

and arbtlrauon whtch were conducted between 1t1o parttes unposPd a 

substantial cost on GTE 1s well taken The Comrntss1or . llas tncurrcd 



substantial costs over the course of th1s proceed1ng as well The 

Comm1ss1on agrees w1th GTE that an abandonment of the approval process 

by e1 ther party 1s contrary to the part1es' obllgat1on to "negotiate 1n good 

farth" (§ ?52 (b)(5)) 

In the Matter of Spnnt Commun1cat1ons Company and GTE Northwest Incorporated No 

UT-9G0348 (Wash Utll & Trans Comm'n flied September 25 1996 a t pages 3-4 ) 

The Texas Public Utll1ty CommiSSIOn hkew1se was unpersuaded by Spr1nt ~ 

arguments that "llnk1ng the filing 1n the 1nstant (Spnnt] case to approval of the AT & T 

1nterconnect1on agreement IS appropnate. rn hght of the lime effort and expense already 

expended 1n th1s [Spr1nt] proceed1ng. or tha t 1! IS torcseeably cJ1 ::.po::,r t1ve of ll u::, llldltr·' 

(Order No 16 In Okt No 16476, Denying Motion for ExtenSIOn of Time lor riiHlO 

lntrrconn0Ct1on Agreement. at 1-2 (Mar 5. 1997)) The V1rg1n1a State Corporat10n 

CommiSSIOn den1ed a s1mllar Spnnt request to t1e the GTf /Sp11nt cont1ac. t fdrnq to 

approval of the GTE/AT&T controct (Order Oenyrng Motron. Casu No PUC96013 1 1 M~r 

20 1997) 

As these dec1s1ons conf1rm. granting Spnnt's rnquest trl tl11s case would sPI 

precedent 1ncons1stent w1th prudent public policy and the Acts preference fur negot1al1on 

as a means of ordenng compet111ve relat1onsh1ps 

The arb1trat1ons under the 1\cl have trnposed an unprecedented :,lr au, on G 11 -. 

resources, and GTE believes the Comm1ss1on s resources have been also b('(•n scvcrt'ly 

taxed Spnnt has engaged GTE 1n protracted negot1al10ns and convened an arbllrDIIOI . 

rroceed1ng complete w1th the CommiSSion 's full p10cedurat complement --1ssur-~ 

· fl'ntrf rc.:1tron <llld prche<inng conferences . plr>IH'anng stntement s preflled tcstunony :11 \Cl 

exh1b1ts diSCOvery, ev1den!lary heanngs, br~efrng an arb1tra11on 01 <.h~' and ~unt1 d L t r ,., n · , 



and approval The t1me and expense 1nvested 1n lh1s process by both GTE anJ the 

Cornrnrssron are staggenng. these burdens are exacerbated by tho fact that both the 

CommiSSIOn and the Company have been compelled to par1rcrpate rn numero• 1s olth'r 

arbllratrons at the same trme 

Allowrng Sprrnt to now drsavow the rPsul ts of thrs arbrtratron ;:md rnstead obwrn n 

contract that has nolhrng to do wrth thrs arb1trat10n (and that has not been approved rn any 

other arbrtratron e1ther) would set precedent that sanctrons gamrng of the regul. llor 1 

process and rgnores the Act's good farlh negot1 at1on standard GTE rs r.onfrdont tl1n t thr· 

Comrnrssron wrll not accept such behavror by Spnnt or any other company 

D. Conclusion 

Spnnl's farlure to comply wrlh the Ac t tile Comrnrss10n s Or dor and rl s pr oc • ·dL.: "S 

leaves the CommiSSIOn wtth no optton other than to deny Sprrnt s Matron nmJ rns •:v1 

~1ppr ove the contr net GTC h<:~s subnuttco In .x :ord<tr1c-c w rtll 1t1e Comrn•s•;ron o; 

•nstruc trons. GTE s contract cons1sts of language that was negotia ted and agreed to L1> 

Spr 111t and GTE and o ther language memorralrzmg and rrnplementrng the Comm•s.sron s 

rulings rn th1s arb1tratton 

Respectfully submrtted on Aprrl 9. 1997 

i I J / 
By 

. Y.(f/t/(. 

An thony Grllman 
Krmbcrly Caswell 
Post Offrce Box 11 0 rL TC0007 
f ampa, Florrda 33601 
Tclopt1one 61 3 11 03·2615 
Attorneys for G f( I Ianda Incorporated 
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f XHIFI I f\ 

B~FORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Petition of Sprint Communications Company 
1 imit~rl PArtnorshlp for Arhltratlon of Proposed 
Interconnection Agreement with 
GTE Florida Incorporated Pursuant to the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996 

Docket No. 961 173-TP 
Filed· 

AFFIDAVIT OF LAUREL L. PARR 

STATE OF TEXAS 
ss. 

COUNTY OF DALLAS 

I, Laurel L. Parr, swom under oath, depose and soy as follows: 

I am employed by GTE Telephone Operations (GTE) as Manager- Local 

Interconnection, with responsibility for tho nogollotions with Sprint Communicationc 

Company (Sprint) for local exchange service interconnection, rosalo, and unbundling 

<~greements in the 28 states Sprint has roquested negotiations for such ngreoments. 

The following statements are made of my personal knowledge, and if called as a 

witness herein, I would testify in accordance herewith. 

1. GTE began Its negotiations with Sp ' int for InterconnectiOn as ear1~r as 

January 1996, and I began meeting with Sprint in approximately April 1996, and 1 havo 

been working full time on these negotiations since then. 

2. While Sprint had provided its own draft of an interconnection agreement 

during the negotiatioM and tho arbitration proces~. the partie~ agreed that the GTE 

form of contract was more comprehensive and the structure more readily adaptable as 

a baseline for an agreement between our companies. Thus, wo both agrood !hat tho 

GTE form of contract should be used to develop our interconnection agreement. While 



the GTE model contraet was used as the starting point, it has been significantly altered 

to reflect tho agreements we have reat hed during tho negotiations procoss. 

3. In tho September, 1996 time frnmo, tho portloc bogan tho dovo!opmcnt of 

contract language ror ltle Issues Which the parties had reached agroomont outside of 

arbitration. As a result of these negotiations, the parties reached agroemont on 

contract language for essentially all the issues resolved short of the ls::uos presented 

for decision to the Commission In the Florida arbltrntlon. The roduction of lhe JOinl 

issues list subm1t1ed to the Commission during the proceedings from 26 arbitrable 

Issues to just 10 Is evidence of the parties' negotiating, stipulation. and agroemot"lt c.n 

various issues. For the California and Michigan contracts we likewise agreod to 

language reflective of the arbitration decisions. 

4. In mid-Dacember, John lvanuska from the Sprint negotiating team 

indicated that he was spending a significant amount o f time reviewing drafts of the 

GTE/AT&T contract and suggested that we consider using that draft as the baseline 

contract for our California contract. I indicated that ~ would tako moro l imo to ctart over 

using the AT&T/GTE contract as a baseline than to continue using the GTE!Spr1nt 

contract, and that GTE was not In agreement to all the language In tho AT&T/GTE draft 

contract. Mr. lvanuska agreed to continue using tho GTE/Sprint contmct. 

5. On or about the first week of January 1997, Sprint submitted a draft of the 

GTE/Sprint contract with significant amounts of additional language included from tl.o 

GTE/AT&T contract and from Sprint Itself wh ich covemd new issuos not rnised in tho 

negotiations. 

6. In our negotiations during the woek or January 6, 1997, the partieG 



completed agre~ment·on language incorporating lhe Issues settled outside of the 

arbitration. During the rest of the month, the parties resolved contract language for 

othor b3ucs raiocd by Sprint during tho fin;t part of January. 

7. On February 17, 1997, Sprint Indicated In a lener that It Intended to now 

pursue obtaining the AT&T contract rather than continue negotiating a GTE/Spnnt 

contract. Furthermore, Sprint requested that GTE negotiate changes to the AT& T/GT[ 

contract that would customize the contract to incorporate the past GTE/Sprinl 

stipulations, specific business practices and the SpnnVGTE arbitration decision . 

8. Sprint has refused to negotiate language to tho GTE/Sprfnt Agreement to 

rofloct the Commission's decision In Its Order number PSC-97-0230-FOF·TP (Order) in 

this proceeding. 

9. In compliance with the Commission's Order, GTE has included language 

in the GTE/Sprint contract that It filed reflecting the arbitration decision. TI1is was 

submitted to Sprint for concurrence, but Sprint has refused to discuss including this 

language in this contract. 

Further Affiant sayeth naught. 

Subscribed and swom to before me this 8 *' day of~-~-~----· 1992 . 

1Jij~ ~~ 
Notary Public, State of Toxas 

My commission expires: o/;;./qq 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

! HEREBY CERTIFY that coptes of GTE Flonda Incorporated's Oppost lton to s,,, ,, • 

Communtcaltons Company Ltrntted Partnerst11p's Mol ton for Approval of Agrcern..:nt W1r l 

Order Otrecttng Execution of Agreement tn Docket No 9011 73 TP were sent v1;1 u vc:rr ur 1r • 

delivery on Aprrl 8 1997 to the part1es listed below 

Montca Barone/Charlte Pellegnnt 
Drvtston of Legal Scrvtces 

Flonda Publtc Servtce Comrntsston 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

Ben,amrn W F rnchr>r 
s, IIIII I 

3100 Cumberland Ctrcle 
Atlanta. GA 30339 

C. Everett Boyd 
Ervtn, Varn. Jacobs. Odorn & lrvtn 

305 S Gadsden Street 
Tallahassee, F! 32302 

/ 

I '/ I / , 
' ; 1/1!! ·r-

Ktmberly Caswel 
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