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@ at&t 
Manuel A. Gurdian 
General Attorney 

T: (305)347-5561 ATBT Flwlda 
150 South Monroe street 
Suite 400 - 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

August 27,2010 

Ms. Ann Cole 
Office of the Commission Clerk 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

Docket No. 100176-TP: Petition for Arbltratlon of lnterconnectlon 
Agreement between BellSouth Telecommunications. Inc. d/Wa AT&T 
Florida and Sprint Communlcatlons Company L.P. 

Docket No. 100177-TP: Petition for Arbitration of Interconnection 
Agreement between BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. d/b/a AT&T 
Florida and Sprint Spectrum L.P., Nextel South Corp. and NPCR, Inc. 
d/b/a Nextel Partners 

Dear Ms. Cole: 

Enclosed is BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. d/b/a AT&T Florida and 
Sprint Spectrum L.P., Nextel South Corp., NPCR, Inc. d/b/a Nextel Partners and 
Sprint Communications Company, L.P.’s Joint Decision Point List, which we ask that 
you tile in the captioned dockets. The Joint Decision Point List contains the parties’ 
position statements, which are referred to by the parties’ respective witnesses in 
their direct testimony filed on August 25,2010. 

Copies have been served to the parties shown on the attached Certificate of 
Service. 

Sincerelv. 

. Gurdian 

cc: Ail parties of record 
Gregory R. Follensbee 
Jerry D. Hendrix 
E. Earl Edenfield. Jr. 
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this 27’” day of August, 2010 to the following: 

Florida Public Service Commission 
Charles Murphy, Staff Counsel 
Larry Harris, Staff Counsel 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 
cmurDhv@.Dsc.state.fl.us 
Tel. No. (850) 413-6191 
Iharris@Dsc .state.fl.us 
Tel. No. (850) 413-6856 

Douglas C. Nelson 
William R. Atkinson 
Sprint Nextel 
233 Peachtree Street NE, Suite 2200 
Atlanta, GA 30339-3166 
Tel. No.: (404) 649-8983 
Fax. No.: (404) 649-8980 
doualas.c.nelson@sDrint.com 
bill.atkinson@sDrint.com 

Joseph M. Chiarelli 
6450 Sprint Parkway 
Mailstop: KSOPHN03 14-3A621 
Overland Park, KS 66251 
Tel. No.: (913) 315-9223 
Fax. No.: (913) 523-9623 
joe.m.chiarelli@sDrint.com 

Marsha E. Rule 
Rutledge, Ecenia & Pumell, P. A. 
Post Office Box 551 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302-0551 

marsha@reuDhlaw.com 
(850) 681-6788 

Florida Public Service Commission 
Brenda Merritt 
2540 Shumard Oak BM. 
Room 270G 
Tallahassee, FL 323940850 
Tel. No. (850) 413-6850 
bmerrItt@Dsc.state.fl.uq 

Florida Public Service Commission 
Frank Trueblood 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Room 270E 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 
Tel. No. (850) 413-7019 
ftrueblo@Dsc.state.fl.us 
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;TC Part A, I 
ie&ns 

parties' rights 
and 
obligations 
should be set 
forth in 
seclion 1.1 of 
the CMRS 
ICA and in 
the definition 
of 
'Interconnecti 
on. (or 
'Interconnect 
ed") in the 
CMRS ICA? 
(Section 1.1 
and GT&C 
Part B 
Interconnectic 
n definition) 

(2) Should 
either ICA 
state that the 
FCC has not 
determined 
whether VolP 
is 
telmmmunic 
ation setvice 
or information 
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negotiations addressed 
Interconnection under the FCC's 
regulations at 47 C.F.R. Parts 20 
and 51, and Sprint's language 
recognizes the arbitrated CMRS 
ICA must comply with the FCC's 
Interconnection reaulations under 
both Part20 and part 51. 

12) Yes. Althouah the FC ias 
betermined thatVolP is an 
interstate service. it has not 
determined what, If any, charges 
apply. This statement recognizes 
why the Commission does not 
have jurisdiction to impose a rate 
for VolP traffic at this time. 

(3) Yes. Federal law permits 
Interconnected carriers to 
exchange Interconnected VolP 
traffic (or other traffic Information 
Services trafk) with an ILEC. It 
is disnimination for AT&T to send 
Interconnected VolP traffic to 
Sprint CMRS and refuse to 
accept such traffic from Spcint 
CMRS. 

(1) The source of the Pa~es '  
rights and obligations in the 
ICA Is Sections 251(b) and (c) 
of the Telecommunications Act 
of 1996, as implemented by the 
FCC's Part 51 regulations, 
which the FCC promulgated 
pursuant to the 1996 Act. . 
The FCC did not promulgate its 
Part20 regulations pursuant to 
the 1996 Act, and such 
additional righh as Spnnt may 
have under those regulations 
therefore are not, and need not 
be, reflected in this ICA. See 
FCC's 1996 Local Compet/f/on 
Order, 1024. 

(2) No. The parties agme on 
the operative language for 
section 1.3 - either may me the 
Agreement to exchange VoiP 
traffic. The additional verbiage 
proposed by Sprint should be 
excluded because it has no 
bearing on the parties' dealings 
with each othar under the ICA. 

(3) No. Sprint CMRS may only 
send CMRS traffic to AT&T and 
that does not include VolP. 
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27/10 Versii 

h u e  
Description 
(iZ Sub 
Issues) 

(3) Should the 
CMRS ICA 
permfi Sprint 
to send 
lnterumnecte 
d VolP traffic 
to ATBT? 
(CMRS 
ssction 1.3) 

(4) Should 
sprint be 
permitted to 
use the lCAs 
to exchange 
traffic 
assodated 
with jointty 
provided 
AUthOrized 
Services to 3 
subscriber 
through Sprint 
wholesale 
arrangements 
wlth a third 
party provider 
that does not 
use NPA- 
uxxs 
obtained by 
Sprint'? 
(Section 1.4) 

(5) Should the 
CLEC 
Agreement 
contain 

Issue 
4ppendix I 
Location 
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Docket Nos. I001 76-TP & I001 77-TP 
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:4) Yes. Federal law does not 
mstrict CMRS carriers from 
>Rering wholesale 
Interconnection services; or 
sither CMRS or CLEC carriers 
b m  offering a range of such 
~ r v i c e s  that may, or may not, 
nclude obtaining NPA-NXXs 
b m  NANPA orthe Number Pool 
4dministrator for use by their 
holesale Interconnection carrier 
:ustomer. 

15) Yes. FCC regulations do not 
esbict how Sprint CLEC may 
:hoose to provide setvices using 
hird parties. It is discrimination 
'or AT&T to seek to prevent 
Sprint CLEC fmm using an 
?stablished network expansion 
nethod that is known to ATBT 
and been used by Sprint CMRS 
or a long time. 

6) No. AT&T's language is an 
werbroad, ambiguous limitation 
)f the ICA to services provided in 
4TBT 'specific operating 

(4) No. Sptint'sproposedlast 
sentence of section 1 A should 
not be included in the ICA 

(5) No. ATBT has accepted 
Sprint's Network Manager 
language for the CMRS ICA, 
but the language should not be 
included in the CLEC ICA. The 
reason is that while Sprint 
CMRS has some identified 
Network Managers, there are 
no Sprint Affiliates or Nehmrk 
Managers identified In 'Exhibit 
A' for Sprint CLEC. (See 
Section 1.5.2 of Sprint's 
pmposed language.) Unless 
and until Sprint CLEC identifies 
such companies and ATBT has 
a chance to investigate them. 
ATBT should not have to accept 
Sprint's language. If Sprint 
CLEC does identify a qualmimj 
Affiliate or Network Manager, 
ATBT will negotiate an 
appropriate amendment to the 
Agreement. 

:6) Yes. AT&T's proposed 
anguage provides that AT&Tk 
Dbligations under the ICA apply 



Joint Decision Point List 

7. /.B.(f) (1)What is GTBCs Part 
the B bfinnions 
appropriate 
definition of 
Authorized 
Services? 

(2) (a) Should 
the term 
'Section 

8. /.B.(2)(a) 

ATBT Florida and Sprint 

Filed 08/27/10 
Docket Nos. 100176-TP8 100177 

CMRS: (1) Sprint's 'Authorized Services" 
"Authorized Services' "Authorized SBrviCBa" definition is appropnate for both 
means h s e  sem whicl means those CMRS the wireless and wireline iCA. it 
a -may M l y  pro* services that SDrint recognizes trafk exchange and 
pursuantto Applicable Law. provides pursuant to rendered services are mutually 
Thii Agreement is solely for Applicable Law. This provided by the Parties and must 
me exchange 0fAUthorized Agreement is solely for the be associated with a service that 
Services hfik behneen the exchange of Authorized a Party can legally provide. 
Parties'mpech Services traffic between 
l l e h w k s a s m  

ATBT Florida and Sprint 
Docket Nos. 100176-TP 8 100177-TP 

Filed 08/27/10 

language that 
requires 
ATBT to bill a 
Sprint Affiliate 
or Nehwrk 
Manager 
directly that 

services w, 
behalf of 
Sprint? 
(Section 1.5) 

(6) Should the 
1% contain 
ATBT's 
proposed 
scope of 

purchases 

Obligations 
language? 
(Section 1,6) 

-TP 

rrea(s)'. The CLEC language 
equires Sprint customers to be in 
4TBT territory. This is contrary to 
mvisions that contemplate 
Sprint pmvlding service to 
:usbmers that originate traffic 
Made ATBT territory. 

8/27/10 Version 

the Parties. I 
3 of 65 

onk within the oeoaraohic 
areas where AfBT"p&vides 
m i c e  as an ILEC (and thus 
not, for example, where ATBT 
might operate as a CLEC in th+ 
terribly of another ILEC). This 
should not be controversial. 
Sprint has not explained its 
objection to the language, and 
ATBT wiil respond as 
appropriate when and ifsprint 
does so. 

hat i$ telephone exchange 
service customers can 
ntercomrnunicate Mth ATBT's 
:ustomem. For the purpose of 
nterconnection pursuant to 
iection 251(c)(2) of the Ad. it is 
he CMRS services Sprint 
:MRS provides that are 

Bold Underline reDrewn ts Drowsed bv ATBT 
Bdd /talks represents proposed by Sprint 

.... . .,. . . .  



Issue No. 

3. /B.(Z)(b) 

IO. /.6.(3) 

8R7110 Versii 
Bold Undem 
Bold Italics n 

Issue 
Descriptlon 

(a Sub 
Issues) 

251(bX5) 
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sprint wiraless I 
Wireline Language 

W n .  

SDrlnt does not DWIOIH 
I M n M  on for 251 I b w  
&& 

ml 
anguage 

CLEC: 

exchange of Autho&ed 
Services paffic between 
the Parties. 

CMRS: 
“Section 251Iblf5) 
TrafRc” means 
ComDleted Calls that 
oriainate on either 
Partv‘s network, that 
terminate on the ot her 
Partv‘s network. that are 

2) 

a) No. Use of the terms 
IntraMTA Traffic’ in the CMRS 
CA and the statutory terms 
ixchange Access. Telephone 
ixchange Service, Telephone 
roll Service in the CLEC ICA. 
ender AT&T’s further proposed 
Section 251(bX5)’tenns 
innecessary in either ICA. 

b) Even if the answer to 2(a) 
ere Yeg, ATWs Y51(bX5) 
‘raffic. dminitions are wrong and 
iisuiminatory by each seeking to 

rwresents D ~ D O I B ~  bv AT&T 
8 X h  p v d  by Sprint 

provides. 

- CLEC 
(1) “Authorized Services 
Traffic’ for CLEC opemtions 
includes the specific types of 
traffic that the Parties will 
exchange pursuant to the ICA. 
The traffic types are speciffcally 
identified and listed in order to 
provide contractual certainty 
and clari!y, as well as to 
address what traffic types are 
governed by the ICA. Sprint‘s 
proposal is vague in that a 
Party may argue that it may 
‘lawfully provide” a traftic lype 
that is not actually 
contemplated as of the Effective 
Date of the ICA, such as for a 
new traffic category that may be 
identified at some point in the 
future and the rating, routing 
andlor billing of which are not 
addressed by the ICA. if the 
Parties later agree to exchange 

of trafk under the ICA 
hat are not now contemplated, 
he ICA can be amended to 
address such traffic. 

2Xa) Yes. The term “Section 
!51(bX5) Tmffk? should be 
lefined in both lCAs because it 
s the proper designation for 
rafic subjed to reciprocal 
m n s a t i o n  pursuant to 
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AT&T Wlreless I 
Wireline Language 

reawctivslv. the calling 
Qr called D a m  at the 
beoinnina of the call, 

CLEC 

trafflc exchanged over 
the ParHes' own fac i l i i  
in which the orloinsting 
End User of onc Pam 
and thc teninatino End 
User of the other Pam 
are: - 
50f65 

mproperly limit ATBT's redpmca 
. I  

>bligations. 

Section 251(bX5) of the Act, 
and ATBT's proposed iangurrgc 
uses this term. 

(Z)(b)(i) ATBT properly deflnes 
Section 251(bX5) Tmfk 
exchanged directly between t h c  
parties within an MTA 
(IntraMTA) based on the 
location (or best approximation 
of the location) of the originabn{ 
and terminating parties. The 
Parties disagree as to whether 
ATBT-originated IntraMTA 
traffic delivered to an IXC for 
termination to Sprint is subject 
to Section 251(b)(5) reciprocal 
wmpensation, which is 
addressed in Issue 41. 
f/I.A.1.(2) below. 

(2XbXIi) In the ISP Remand 
Order, the FCC focusad on 
251(bX5), as limited by 251(g). 
nstead of the term "IocaI", to 
letermine the b-affic subject to 
'eciprocal compensation. 
Ihemfofe. it is appropriate to 
~ s 8  the term 7!51(b)(5r instead 
I f  the term 'local. to describe 
he type of M c  subject to 
'eciprocal compensation under 
%&on 251(bX5) of the Act 
jiven the Act's definitions and 
he FCC's interpretation of 
!51(b)(5), reciprocal 
nmpensation applies to all 
eleoommunications except 
hose that are excluded by 

. -  
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ATBT Wireless I 
Wireline Language 

'Switched Aceeas 
3ervice' means an 
rffedng to an EiC of 
iccess by AT6TSSTAT.E 
o ATBT-gSTATE's 
letwork for the purpose of 
he origination or the 
erminatkm of tram from or 

rnandatow Extended 
Local Calllna Service 
{ELCS). or other t w e o  of 
rnandatow expanded 
local calllna SCODBS. 

"Switched Access 
senrice" means an 
offering of access to AT&T- 
9STATE's nelwork for the 
purpose ofthe omination 
or the termination of traffic 
from or to End Users in a 
given area pursuant to 

60f65 

3) Switched Access Services 
rrovided by ATBT pursuant to its 
a r 8  an? provided to an iXC. If a 
Switched Accesp Sewice tar8 is 
eferred to In the ICAs, the 
iervices an? still provided subject 
0 the lCAs and, therefore, not 
pursuant to" an ATBT tariff. 

251(g), Le., toll and information 
access. 

(3) The t e n  'Paging Traffic' is 
used in Att.3, section 62.3.1.5, 
where it is appears on a list of 
types of traffic excluded from 
recipmcai compensation. 
Sprint proposes to define 
'Paging TmfW to include only 
traffic delivered by ATBT to 
Sprint, and not traflk delivered 
by Sprint to ATBT. But if Sprini 
delivers paging traffic to ATBT. 
that traffic is not subject to 
reciprocal compensation. 
because ATBT does not 
provide paging service and 
thus, necessarily, will transit the 
traffic to a paging provider. 
According, *Paging Traffic" mus 
include traffic delivered by 
Sprint to ATILT. and ATBT's 
proposed language to that 
effect should be included in the 
ICA 

:3) Switched Access Service is 
lot limited to traffic delivered to 
3n IXC. as Sprint's language 
nwides. The perties may 
%change traffic di- 
=Ween them mat origlnates 
md terminates in different local 
alling areas, and such traffic is 
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kcript ion 

(S Sub 
Issues) 

4) What are 
he 
ippropriate 
iefinitions of 
nterMTA and 
ntraMTA 
raffic for me 
:MRS ICA? 

5) Should the 
:MRS ICA 
lclude 
\Tars 
lroposed 
lefinibons of 
Originating 
andllne to 
:MRS 
;witched 
\ m s s  
.Mc" and 
Terminating 
nterMTA 
'mffic'? 

Issue 
ippendix I 
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to End Users in e given 
area wmuant to Switched 
~Ccess  Services tariff. 
CMRS ONLY 
'Intr&VA Traffic' means 
Telecommunications traffic 
to or f r ~ n  spdnrs 
wireless nehvodr that at 
the beginning of the call, 
O r i g l t u t e s  on the nehwrk 
of one Pa@ In one MTA 
and termlnate on the 
ne- of f t~e  other 
Pa* in the same MTA (as 
determined by the 
geographic location of the 
pbl between the Partks 
and the location OF the 
EndofffceSwitch 
sendng the AT&T- 
SSTATE End User). 

"InterMTA Traffic" means 
Telecommunications baffic 
to Orm spffnfs 
wireless ne- that, at 
the begiming of the caU. 
originates on the nefwok 
of one Pa@ in one MTA 
and tennlnate on the 
nehwrkofthen,r 
Pa@ in another MTA (as 
determined by the 
geographic location of the 
POI belwmn tha Parlles 
and the locanon of the 
End OMce Swltch 
d n g  the AT&T- 

Switched Access Services 
taM. 

CMRS ONLY 
'IntraMTA Traffk" means 
Telecommunications traffic 
that, at the beginning of the 
call. originates & 
terminates in the same 
MTA (as determined by the 
geographic location of the 
cell slte to which the 
mobile End User Is 
connectsdl. 

"InterMTA Traflic" means 
Telecommunicatims traa 
that, at the beginning of the 
cail, originates In one MTA 
and tennlnates in another 
MTA (as determined by the 
~ l ~ r a ~ h i c  location of the 

(4) A wireless caller's locatton at 
the beginning of a call may be 
based on the location ofthe POI 
or the serving cell s&. Use of 
the POI should reduce the need 
for traffic studies. as well as 
disputes related to determining if 
a call is Intra or InterMTA. 

(5) No. Under 47 C.F.R. Part 20 
and 51, ATBT is required to 
provide the type of 
interconnection reasonably 
requested by Sprint CMRS, and 
ttaffic exchanged between the 
Partias thrwgh such 
Interconnection is subject to 
compensation pad to each 
terminadng Party at a reasonable 
rate. 

properly considered Switched 
Acoess Service traffic. 

(4) ATBTs definltlons of 
InterMTA Traffic and IntraMTA 
Traffic are consistent with 
Paragraph 1044 ofthe FCC's 
Local Compstitim Ww,  which 
states m e  location of the initial 
cell Site when a call begins shal 
be used as the determinant of 
the geographic location of the 
mobile customer.' Sprint's 
language impropelly 
determines the CMRS end poin 
of a call based on the Pa&$ 
POI, which does not represent 
the point of call 
originationkrminaton. 

(5) Yes. ATBT's language is 
consistent with the Local 
CMpelitim Order (Paragraphs 
1036.1044 and Note 2485) 
along with FCC orders stating 
'An interstate Uxnmunkatim 
does not end at an intemwdiate 
switch.....The Interstate 
Communication Itself exlends 
fmm the inception of a call to its 
mmpletion, regardless of any 
intennediate facilities.' The ICA 
should include ATBTs 
language, which properly allow 
ATBT to bill a- chawes fa 
Originating Landline to CMRS 
SwAooassTra f f ic  
pterLATA InterMTA) and for 

8/27/10 Version 
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ition 

rerminating InterhlTA CMRS tc 
andline tramc. 
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14. /.C.(?) 

15. /.C.(2) 

16. /.C.(3j 

Issues) 

:1) What are 
he 
appropriate 
Meitions 
'elated to 
:ransit traffic 
Brvice? 

12) Should 
4T&T be 
'equired to 
3rovide bansit 
mffic service 
rnder the 
ICAs? 

:3) If the 
3nswer to 
Issue 15 
r/. C. (2j] is 
fes. what is 
the 

Filed 08/27/10 

See Language Exhibit GT&C Part 
B Definitions 

Attachment 
3, sections 
2.5.4(a). 4.1, 
4.3 
(Sprint) 

Transit 
Attachment 
(ATBT) 

8/27/10 Version 
Bold Undedlne reDresents womsed bv A T&T 
6oM Italics represents pmpo~ed by Sprint 

See Language ExhlMt 

he Language Exhlblt 

See Language Exhibit 

4TBT proposes language 
n a separate Commercial 
4greement for Transit 
rraffic sprint's CLEC and 
:MRS companies send to 
ITBT8T; however, ATBT has 
irovided language in the 
.anguage Exhibit in the 
went the Commission 
letennines the 
nterconnection Agreement 
should contain complete 

9 of 65 

recognize such service may be 
provided by either Party to the 
other, as well as to third parbes 
ATBT's definibons seek to restncl 
Spnnt from providing such 
servlce, and also eliminate 
ATBT's payment responsrbilbes 
for its own wholesale 
Interconnecbon customer traffic 

(2) Yes. Transit Service is 'how" 
Indirect Interconnection is 
implemented. Transit is within 
the service ILECs are required to 
provide requesting carriers 
pursuant to 47 U.S.C. 5 251(cX2) 
(A) through (D). State law also 
typically provides sufficient 
authority for a Commission to 
require iLECpmvided transit to 
be included in ICAs. 

exchanged under the ICA 
Section 251(b)(5) Traffic, 
CMRS-bound traffic within the 
same LATA, and ISP-Bound 
Traffic. Sprint's use of its 
ambiguous term "Authorized 
Services Traffic. would allow for 
any type of call, including 
'lawful" interstate switched 
access traffic, to be 
inawropriatelv considered 
ban& traffic &der its proposal. 
12) NO. Transit traffic is 
teiecommunications tra-fi that 
originates on one canieh 
networt. passes through an 
intermediate n e w  (AT&Ts In 
this instance). and terminates 
on a m i  carriets netwok 
Transil service is not required 
by section 251(cX2) of the lggs 
Act -or by any other 
subsection of sedons 251 (b) or 
251(c) ofthe 1996 Act - and 
ATBT therefore cannot lawfuiiy 
be required to provide transit 



h u e  No. 

17. 1. C. (4) 

16. l.C.(5) 

27/10 Versi 
dd U n M l  
old lialks I 

h u e  
Description 

(&Sub 
Issues) 

appropriate 
rate that 
ATBT Should 
charge for 
Such Service? 

(4) If the 
answer to 
Issue 15 
fl.C.(2)] is 
yes. should 
the ICAs 
require Spnnt 
either to enter 
into 
compensation 
arrangements 
with third 
party caniers 
with which 
Sprint 
exchanges 

transits 
ATBTs 
network 
pursuant to 
the transit 
provisions in 
the iCAs or to 
indemnify 
ATBT for the 
costs It incurs 
if Sprint does 
not do so? 

(5) If the 
answer to 
lssw 15 

tram that 

issue 
4ppendlxl 
Location 

Joint Decision Point List 
ATBT Florida and Sprint 

Docket Nos. 1001 7STP & 1001 77-TP 
Filed 0812711 0 

Sprint Wireless I 
Wireline Language 

AT&T Wireless I 
Wireline Language 

ransit terms. 

tOof65 

Sprin n 

:3) Transit should be provided at 
a TELRIC rate. Absent an 
~xivting TELRIC rate, traansit 
should be provided at 50.00035 
:i.e, 112 the $0.0007 ISP rate) on 
an Interim basis until a TELRIC 
rate is established. 

:4) No. Federal law does not 
require Sprint to establish ICAs 
~ i t h  ATBT's subtending carriers 
3s a pre-mquisite to lndimd 
interconnection. ATBT Is not 
sntitled to indemnification for 
msls that ATBT should not be 
Mying a terminating canier In the 
srst place. 

service under rates. terms or 
conditions governed by the 
1996 Act or Imposed in an 
arbitration conducted under the 
1996 Act. Consequently, transil 
service should not be covered 
by the ICA. but instead should 
be addressed, if at all, In a 
negotiated wmmetcial 
agreement not subject to 
regulation under the 1996 Act. 
ATBTs position is strongly 
supported not only by the words 
oftha 1996Act, but also by 
FCC's rulings concerning 
interconnection and transit 
traa - including ~ l l n g ~  in 
which the FCC expressly 
declined to impose a transit 
service requirement 

(3) Because neither Section 
251(b)norSection251(c)ofthe 
Telecommunications Act, nor 
any FCC regulation 
implementing the 
Telecommunications Act, 
Imposes a transit obligation on 
ATBT, transit rates are not 
subject to TELRIC-based 
pricing. Transittrafic IS 
appropriately exchanged and 
oompensated pursuantto rates 
established between the Parbs 
in a separate commercial 
agreement 

(4) Yes. If the Commission 
requires ATBT to transit traflc 



Ikue No. 

27/10 Version 

Issue 
Description 

(a Sub 
Issues) 

fl.C.(Z)] is 
yes, what 
other terms 
and 
conditions 
related to 
ATBT transit 
service. if 
any, should 
be included in 
the ICAS? 

Issue 
tpppendixl 
Location 

Joint Decision Point List 
ATBT Florida and Sprint 

DocketNos. 100178TPB 100177-TP 
Filed 08/27/10 
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5) ATBT is entitled to charge for 
le tandemswitching (and 
otentialiy relatively minor 

ransport) to deliver Sprint- 
xiginated traffic to a canier 
letwork that subtends ATBT and 
Mll terminate Sprint's traffic. 
3themise. such traffic is subject 
o the same general billing and 
:dlection provisions as other 
ategoties of exchanged traffic. 

between Sprint and third party 
carriers pursuant to the Parties 
CAS. which it should not, the 
Commission should take 
appropriate measures to ensult 
that that requirement does not 
impose unnecessary costs on 
ATBT. In particular. any 
compensation obligations 
between Sprint and third party 
carners w h i i  it exchanges 
tram through ATBT are solely 
between Sprint and those third 
parly carriers, and ATBT should 
not be saddled with any costs 
or risks associated with those 
obligations. Accordingly, Sprint 
should enter into appropriate 
compensation anangements 
wilh those third parties, and if it 
does not, it should indemnify 
ATBT against any costs it mighl 
incur as a result. 

(5) In the event the Commission 
determines that transit 
provisions should be included in 
the ICA. the ICA should contain 
complete terms addresslng the 
earvice. ATBTs terms for the 
treatment of ttansit traffic, both 
originated by Sprint and 
terminated to Sprint include 
appmpriate routing. trunktng. 
and Calling Party Number 
('CPN') requirements. ATBT's 
language also provides 

)Id Underline noresents omDosed by A161  
>Id Itelks mpmsents pmpared Ly Spdnt 

. .  .. . .  . .,,. , 



- 
issue No. 

19. 1. c (6) 

20. /.c (7) 

8/27/10 Version 

Issue 
Description 

(a Sub 
Issues) 

6) Should the 
CAS provide 
br Sprint to 
act as a 
ransit 
imvider by 
jeliiering 
miid Party- 
irioinated 

7) Should the 
SLEC ICA 
squire Sprint 
?iUler to enter 
nto 
mnpensation 

issue 
Qpendix I 
Locatlon 

h h m e n t  
3, Sections 
!.5.4(d). 4.2 
:Sprint) 

Sections 
L3.2.3, 
2.3.2.4 
'ATBTCMR 
i) 

4ttachment 
3 - Network 
Interconnect 
on Section 
3.1.4 
:ATBT 

Joint Decision Point List 
ATBT Florida and Sprint 

Docket NOS. 1001 7e-r~ 8 1001 77-TP 
Filed 08/27/10 
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16) Yes. Transit is a form of 
wholesale Interumnection 
iewices that either Parly may 
imvide a thirbparly. It is 
bcrimination for ATBT to 
1mvide transit service to its 
xrrier customers that will 
erminate traffic on Sprint's 
ietwork. but refuse to accept 
hid-pa@ transit traffic from 
Sprint for termination on ATBT's 
ietwork. 

,7) No: this is a s l i t  variatjon on 
juestion (4) above, and calls for 
lame resuit Federal law does 
lot require Sprint to establish 
Wewith ATBT's subtending 
mters as a pre-requisite to 

reasonable terms for each 
Party's financial responsiMlities 
regarding transit traffic, 
including ptuvisions protecting 
ATBT from being charged as a 
default call originator, M acting 
as a billing clearinghouse. 
Sprint's pmposed language 
pmvides no terms to govern the 
mutlng and exchange of lransit 
trailic. An absence of clear and 
complete contract provisions 
setting forth each Party's 
responsibilities with resped to 
appmpriate CPN, network 
trunking. muting and payment 
for transit services w l d  lead 
to Wure disputes over this 
traffic. 
No. To the extent Sprint 
desires to aggregate trafiic to 
send to ATBT, it may do so 
pursuant to the Intercarrier 
compensation pmvisbns of the 
agreement Underthose 
provisions Sprint appropriately 
bears financial responsibility for 
all the trafiic it sends to ATBT. 
Additiondy, Sprint may not 
send CLEC traflc over CMRS 
network interconnedions. 

Yes. Intercarrier compensation 
is the obligation of the 
originating and terminating 
carfiers and should be handled 
directly between those carriers. 
If Sprint Chooses to place ATBT 

Bold Unded Ina reMeMnt$ DmP0g.d bv ATST 
Bold ltelics mjnusents proposed by Sprinl 
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'2 //B.(l) (1) Should the Attachment See Language Exhibit 
ICA include 3, Section 

Ihue No. 

1. How the 

!l. //.A. 

(1) Yes. Combining Authorized 
Senrices trafiic on the same 

(1) No. Tratik that is subject to 
different intercarrier 

Issue 

Issues) 

itties Intern 

should the 
CA 
jistinguish 
?atween 
intrance 
'acilities and 
nterconnectio 
1 Faciiiiies? 
f so, what is 
he 
jistinction? 

ksue 
Zppandix I 
Location 

neci 

ST&C Part 
3 Definitions 

Utachment 
1. Sedion 
!.2 

Sprint Wireless I 
Wireline Language 

Filed 08/27/10 

ATBT Wireless I 
Wireline Language 

directlv to each other. 
ATaT-OSTATE will not be 

itlon 

No. The FCC recognizes 
Entrance Faciliies as a UNE- 
concept that is not applicable as 

(1) Yes. Thedifference 
between Entrance Facilities and 
Interconnection Facilibes is 

to Intemnection. The entire 
facility that 'links" Sprint's switch 
to ATWs switch is an 
Interconnection facility. ATBT 
seeks to divide this facility into 
subparts, presumably to limR 
TELRIC pricing as to the entire 
"linking" facility. 

critically important. 
Interconnection fadll2es. which 
AT&T must provide at cost- 
based rates, are the physical 
link betviaen the parties' 
networks at the poht of 
interconnection, and generally 
do not include transport 
fadiies. Entrance facilities, 
which AT&T is not required to 
provide at cost-based rates 
(see Issue 64. ///./+(7)), are 
transport facilities between 
Sprint's network and the POI. 

I 

",. ... . . ,  



h u e  No. 

!3. //.B.(2) 

127/10 Vemi 
old Underl 
'dd lta/ics I 

Issue 
Description 
(&Sub 
Issues) 

sprinrs 
pmposed 
language that 
would penit 
Sprint to 
combine 
muW 
jurisdictional 
trafftc on the 
same trunk 
groups (e.% 
traffic subject 
to reciPmCal 
compensation 
and traffic 
subject to 
access 
charges)? 

(2) Should the 
ICAS include 
Sprint's 
Proposed 
language that 
wouM p e n t  
Sprint to 
combine its 
CMRS 
wireless and 
CLEC 
wireline traffic 
on the same 
trunk groups 
that may be 
established 
under either 
ICA? 

issue 
4ppendix I 
Location 
!.5.4(b) 
Sprint) 
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wnks is efficient economical. 
and no basis exists to restrkt the 
4uthocized Services trafk that 
Sprint may exchange over the 
lame Interconnection bunks. 
4TBT sends multi-jurisdictional 
raffic on a combined basis over 
he same trunks in vamus 
mtexts. 

2) Yes. ComMning Sprint 
:MRS/CLEC traffic on the same 
NnkS is efficient economical, 
md no basis exists to restrict 
Sprint from sendlng all of its 
mtities' Authorized Services 
raffic over the same 
nterconnection bunks. ATBT 
iends multi-party traffic on a 
wmbined basis over the same 
tunks in various contexts. 

comoensation schemes must 
be delivered on separate trunk 
groups so that the traffic can be 
billed pmpedy. Thus, for 
example. Sprint CLEC must 
deliver its Section 251(b)(5) 
traffic to ATBT on groups 
sepatate from the gmups on 
which it delivers traffic that is 
subject to access charges. If 
Sprint CLEC were to deliver 
Sectjon 251(bX5) traffic and 
access traffic to ATBT on the 
same trunk groups, ATBT 
would have no way to 
differentiate the traffic, and 
therefore could not bill n 
PmpedY. 

(2) No. CMRStrafficand 
wireline baRc must be 
deliversd on separate trunk 
groups for essentially the same 
reason that Section 251(b)(5) 
traffic and access traffic must 
be delivered on separate trunk 
~roups. Wireless and wireline 
traffic are subject to two 
separate compensation 
schemes: The jurisdiction of 
wireless trafftc Is determined by 
Major Trading Areas, which 
may cover an entire state or 
more, while the jurisdiction of 
#ireline traffic is based on 
maller local exchange areas or 
rate centers. Even if Sprint 
were to demonstrate that 1 
would be more efficient or 



Issue No. 

3LEC 

Issue 
Description 

(&Sub 
Issues) 

CLEC I (1) No. Spring should not be 24. I.C.(7) (1) Should 
Sprint be 
required to 
malntain 911 
trunks on 
ATBT's 
network when 

longer using 
them? 

(2) Should the 
ICA include 
Sprint's 
proposed 
language 
wit t ing  
Spnnt to send 
wireline and 

26. ll.C.(3) wireless 91 1 
traffic over 

25. /l.C.(2) Sprint is no 

8/27/10 Verslon 

1.2 This Attachment sets 
forth terms and condilions 
by which ATBT-STATE 
will provide Sprint with 
access to ATBT-9STATEs 
91t and E911 Databases 
and provide 
Interconnection and Call 
Routing W f o r  the 
purpose of -91 1 call 
completion to a Public 
Safety Answering Point 
(PSAP) as required by 
Section 251 of the Act. The 
bunking requirements 
contained in this 
Attachment are to be used 
solely for 91 1 call muting. 
[Sprint accepted this 

Issue 
Rppendix I 
Location 

required to keep in place and pay 
AT&T for unnecessary services. 

(2) Yes. PSAPs are pursuing 
solutions to reduce costs and 
understand that combined 
wirelesdwireline 911 trunking is 
effkient and economical. When 
an ATBT-served PSAP is 
capable of receivmg combined 

4ttachment 
10. 
SectiOnS 
1.2, 1.3 
:Sprint 
3LEC) 
Section 1.1, 
3.3 
[Sprint 
CMRS) 

4ttachment 
10, 
Section 1.2. 
1.3 
(ATBT 
CLEC) 
Section 1.1 
(ATBT 
CMRS) 

Sprint Wireless I 
Wirellne Language 
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1.2 This Atlachment sets 
iorth terms and c o n d h s  by 
N h i !  AT&TaSTATE will 
mxkk Spmt with access to 
4TBT-SSTAlE's 91 1 and 
i911 Data- and 
p r o m  lnterconnedion and 
Call Rwting fw the purpose 
3f 911 call completion to a 
Public Safety Answing 
Point (PSAP) as required by 
Section 251 of the Act. The 
bunking requirements 
contained in thisAttadwnent 
are to be used sk iyrW9l l  
call rwting. Sprintis 
p e n M  fo commingle 
wileless end Wlmlim 911 
baflic on fk sane Lnrnks 

traffic over the same trunk 
group. its proposal should still 
be rejected. because n would 
be impossible for ATBT to 
differentiate bekeen categorie 
of traffic and pmperly bill 
combined wireless and wireline 
traRc Moreover, nothlng in b 
1996 Act or any FCC Rule 
permits CMRS traffic and 
landline traffic to be delivered 
on the same trunk gmups, 

(1) Yes. Splint should be 
required to maintain dedicated 
91 1 trunks as long as R has en( 
user voice customers capable 
of dialing 911. The absence of 
such trunks could jeopardize 
consumer safety and burden 
ATBT with liability for any 
resulting tragedies. Direct 
trunking between Sprint and 
ATBT provides the greatest 
level of customer safety in an 
emergency situation and also 
provides a higher level of 
trouble lsolatlon when 
determining the source of the 
originating call. 

(2) No. Comingling of wireless 
and wireline 91 1 traftic would 
present signficant public safely 

Bold Underline remesent8 moos ed bv AT&T 
Bdd Italics represents proposed by Sprint 
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1.3 The Parties 
acknowledge and agree 
that AT6T-OSTATE can 
only provide E91 1 Service 
in a territory where AT&T- 
9STATE is the E91 1 
networlc provider, and that 

Issue No. 

k m  using combined trunks to 
reduce costs. 

(3) No. As of the preparation of 
Sprint's position statement to this 
question Sprint does not see any 
AT&T use of the word 'End User' 
in Its proposed language column 
immediately to the lefl of hiis 
column. 

27/10 Version 

Issue 
DesGdption 

(&Sub 
Issues) 

the same 911 

when a FSAP 
is capable of 

wmmingled 
M C ?  

[3) Should the 
ICA include 
RTsl-3 
Proposed 
language 
providing that 
the trunkng 
requirements 
inthe911 
4ttachment 

311 traffic 

tom the 
'arties' End 
JSerS? 

TNnk Group 

receiving 

~ P P ~ Y  only to 

3iigbrating 

Issue 
Appendix I 
Location 

Sprint Wire 
line Lan 

@sos)-fhe 
appmpatepublicsafely 
A n ~ P o i n t i s  

-w 
oomminpledlreffic. 

1.3 The Parties 
ackncn4edge and agree 
that AT6TSSTATE can 
only provide E91 1 Service 
in a territory where AT6T- 
OSTATE Is the E91 1 
network provider, and that 

configuration will be 
provided once it is 
purchased by the E911 
Customer andlor PSAP. 
Access to AT6TSSTATEs 
E91 1 Selective Routers 
and E911 Database 
Management System will 
be by mutual agreement 
between the Parties. 
Sprint msefves the right 
to dlswnnd €911 
Trunks h AT6T- 
OSTATE's selecdive 
routers, and AT&T- 
9STATE agrees to cease 

no longer uUlIzed to 
mute E911 traffic. 

Only said SBNICB 

b~lllng, YE911 Trunks are 

CMRS 
1.1 This Attachment sets 
forth terms and condkns 

Filed 08/27/10 

CMRS 
1.1 This Attachment sets 
forth terms and condltions 
f o t ~ l l  
pmvlded bv AT&T- 
OSTATE to a r l n t  for 
access to the AT6T- 
OSTATE 911 and E911 
Databases. and 
17 of 65 

could be routed t;, the impmper 
PSAP. paltiwlarly In a default 
situation. because PSAP 
coverage areas for wireless 
calls do not align vdth the areas 
of wireline calls. 

(3) Yes. Due to the uitical 

Irunks should be used only for 
31 1 traffic orlginated by the 
Parties' end users. Non- 
smergency traffic interference 
muld congest trunks and make 
hem kavailable' in an 
smergency situation. In 
addifion, combining multiple 
miers' end users' 911 calls on 
he same trunk group would 
irevent ideniikation ofthe 
iriginating carrier in the even! 

a need to isolate a call back 
0 that carrier. Any failures h 
he CLEUCMRS 91 1 network 
ssulting from me combinatlon 
gmultiple cam-' 911 traffic 
wuld have catastrophic 
wnaequences. 

MtUreOf911 SeNb,the911 

-. . . . . . . .. . . . 
dd Underllne mwesents DPWOS~ bv AT6T 
DM italics repredents Proposed by Sprint 

. .  . . ;:...: .. 
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27/10 Version 
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by rrhich ATBT-9STATE 
willpmvide Sjnlnt wlth 
access to ATBT-9STATE 
911 and E911 databases 
and pmvlde 

RouWngforthepurpo.se 
d g i i c a i i  completion to a 
Public Safety Answetfng 
Wnt (PsnP)ao mqulmd 
by Section 251 of the Act 
Sprint Is permitted to 
commlngle wlrekss and 
wirellne 911 tram on the 
same trunks (DSOs) 
when the spprrydate 
Public Safety Answedng 
Point Is cap& of 

commingkd trpfflc. 

1.3 The Parties 
acknowledge and agree 
that ATBT-9STATE can 
only p v l d e  E911 
S e h  In a territory 
wh.n AT6T-9STATE is 
the E911 network 
p v i d a r ,  and that only 
saki d c e  
c o n ~ u m t l o n  will be 
pmvidsd once it is 
purchared by the E911 
Customer and/or PSAP. 
Access to AT6T- 
9STATE's E911 Selective 
Routers and E911 
Database Managenmnt 
System wlll be by mutual 

accommodating this 

. .. . . , - .  .i, : . . .  . 

call routirlg 

AT&T has no orow sed 
language for 1.9 

ion 

16 of 65 
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I See Language Exhibit I See Language Exhibit !7. / / .D.(l)  

!8. //.D.(2) 

1) No. Federal law does not 

8/27/10 Version 

(1) Should 
Sprint be 
obligated to 
establish 
additional 
Points of 
lnterconnectio 
n (POI) when 
its traffic to an 
ATBT tandem 
serving area 
exceeds 24 
DSlsfor 
three 
consecutive 
months? 

(2) Should the 
CLEC ICA 
include 
ATBT's 

additional 
language 
governing 

proposed 

Filed 08/27/10 

\ttachment 
I. Sections 
!.3, (Sprint) 

jection 2.3 
ATBT 
:MRS) 

jections 2.6- 
!.6.5 
ATBT 
:LEC) 

19 of 85 
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Guire Sprint to install additional 
'01s based on predetermined 
raffic thresholds. It is for Sprint to 
letennine when it is most 
?conomical to increase the 
lumber, or change the locations, 
>f existing Pols. 

8T Posi 

(I) Yes. It is appropriate for 
the ICA to obligate Sprint to 
establish a POI at an additional 
tandem in a LATA when 
Sprint's traffic through the initial 
POI to that tandem serving area 
exceeds 24 DSls at peak for a 
period of three consecutive 
months. Although a new enbant 
may deploy a single POI in a 
LATA, this is the bare minimum 
requirement and was htended to 
facilitate faalitiesbased entry in 
the early phase ofcomp4tim. 
Caniers should deploy additional 
Pols as traffic vdumes increase. 
Twenty-four DSls is a 
significant amount of traffic 
through a POI destined for a 
single tandem serving area. and 
the establishment of additional 
Pols when traffic reaches that 
level provkles for a more 
balanced network architecture 
as well as diversity. A balanced 
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(2) No. ATBT's language 

rather than at any technically 
feasible point; imposes a 
threshold requirement to add 
Pols: and, imposes financial 

(2) Yes. ATBT's language 
provides mom specifw. the 
applicatlon of which will resuil in 

where the parties deliver 
Section 25l(b)(S)/IntralATA 
Toil Traffic to each other, but it 
is reasonable for ATBT to be 
invdved in the M i m k i n g  
pmoessastowhlch 
lntemnneclion memod will be I I I I I I utilized. 

Faoility/Trunking Provisions 

29. //.F.(7) 

$0. l/.F.(Z) 

(1 )  Should 
Sprint CLEC 
be required to 
establish one 
way trunks 
except where 
the parties 
agree to 
establish two 
way bunking? 

Attachment 
3 
Sedon 2.5, 
2.5.1 
(CLEC 
Only), 2.5.2 
(CLEC 8 
CMRS) 
(Sprint) 

Section 2.8- 

See Language Exhibit see Language Exhlbll 
(1) No. Pursuant to 47 C.F.R. § 
51.305(9, if Technically Feasible, 
ATBT shall provide 2-way 
trunking upon Sprint's request. 
ATBT agrees to the use of 2-way 
facilities in the CMRS ICA. 
Therefore, it not only violates 
51.30qb). but would be 
discrimination to impose a I w a y  
trunking requirement on Sprint 

(1 ) ATBT's language allows for 
both one-way and two-way 
trunking. Sprint's language 
discusses facilities. which is the 
fiber cable between the two 
networks. lntetwnnection 
facilities are mndirectional. 
Trunking, which is different than 
facilities. determines the 
directionality of traffic and is 

8/27/10 Version 
Edd Underllne reomsent8 ornoosed bv AT&T 
Bdd Italics represents propored by Sprint 
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ssue No. 

11. //.F.(3) 

12.l/.F.(4J 

Issue 
Descrlption 

( E L  Sub 

(2) What 
Facllltle~run 
king 
provisions 
should be 
included in 
the CLEC ICA 
9.g.. Access 
Tandem 
Trunking. 
Local 
Tandem 
TNnking. 
Third Patty 
TNnking7 

-!E!&.- 

(3) 
RESOLVED 

(4) Should the 
CLEC ICA 
contain terms 
for ATBTs 
Toll Free 
Database in 
the event 
Sprint uses R 
and what 
those terms? 

Issue 
hppendixl 
Location 

'.0.9.3. 
1.8.11, 
'c8.11.1 
;T&C Part 
I Definitions 
ATBT) 
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CLEC. 

(2) Sprint's Section 2.5.2 Trunk 
Group language is similar to the 
Parties' long-standing, existing 
language. There is no need for 
ATBT's proposed new, 
burdensome bunking pmvisions - 
which in&& additional 
inappropriate POI and mst- 
shiWng providons. 

(3) RESOLVED 

(4) No. Sprint does not use 
ATBT's TolKree service and, 
again, this Is simply one portion 
of ATBT provisions pu!kxi out of 

Pages of newly proposed 
bunking provisions. There is no 
more reason to include this 
wksection than there is to 
include any of the others which 
have not previously been 
necessary. 

more appropriately addressed 
in ATBfs detailed bunking 
language. 

(2) ATBT's language should be 
adopted. It provides the 
specificity needed to establish 
the necessary bunk grows in 
order to route M c  and enable 
trafk to be billed at the 
appropriate rate. Addibionally. 
ATWs language more clearly 
defines the vakws types of 
bunk groups and the type of 
traftic each bunk can caw. in 
order to accommodate the 
appropriate billing records 
necessary for intermnier 
compensation, 

(3) RESOLVED 

(4) Yes. ATBT's language 
provides the necessary 

groups to route Toll Free Traffic. 
Add&nally, ATBT's language 
provides a r n r l a t e  terms and 
conditions govemhg which 
carrier performs the database 
queries and how the traffic vmil 
be routed, while Sprint's 
bnguage does not 

SpeCffiCity to estaMlsh tNnk 
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Attachment See Language Exhibit 
3: 
Sections 
3.3.1,3.5 
(Sprint) 

(Sprint 
CMRS) 

3.8 

33. 1I.G. 

See Language Exhibit 

Which Party's 
proposed 
language 
governing 
Direct End 
office 
Trunking 
('DEOT), 
should be 
Included in 
the ICAs? 

DEOT 
Attachment 
3 
Section 
2.5.3(f), 
(Sprint) 

Section 
2.3.2 
(ATBT 
CMRS ) 

2.8.10- 
2.8.10.5 
(ATBT 
CLEC) 

3ngoing network management 

M. N.H.(I) 

35. l/.H.(2) 

(1) Whatis 
the 
appropriate 
language to 
desuibe the 
parties' 
obligations 
regarding 
high volume 
mass calling 
trunk groups? 

(2) Whet is 
appropriate 

See Language Exhibn iee Language Exhibit 

2.9.12.2 - 
2.9.12.2.4. 
2.3.2.b, 4.1 
(ATST 
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Sprint's DEOT language is 
appropriate. It does two important 
things: 1) malntains Sprint's mht 
to control interconnection costs 
through its POI selections; and, 
2) provides a fair mechanism to 
address any ATBT tandem- 
exhaust concerns through the 
establishment of DEOT's that 
benefit ATBT at ATBT's cost. 

ATBTs language appmpiately 
requires each Paw to establish 
directend officebunking to the 
other F'arty's end office (which 
may have a Tandem routed 
Overflow) athe origiating Paws 
bafk destined format end ~IRX 
exceeds the equivalent of a DS1, 
unless the Parlies agree 
Omerwise. This DEOT 
requirement is a reasonable 
meawretopeventtandem 
exhaust and provide a balanced 
network 

(1) Sprint's language is 
appropriate. Sprint is willing to 
address mass call trunks when its 
customer instigates mass cails; 
but, it is typically ATBT's 
customer that creates an issue. 
Sprint should not be mandated to 
install and pay for typically idle 
trunks to address i m e s  caused 
by ATBT's contest-type 
customers. 

(1)There have been instances 
in which congestion due to 
Mass Calling events (such as 
calls to a radio station in an 
attempt to be the 50th caller) 
have caused major network 
blockages. ATBT's High 
VolumelMass Calling language 
should be included in the iCA 
because it reasonably requires 
Sprint to establish Mass Calling 
trunks as protection against 
such blockages. ATBT's 
language Includes appropriate 



Issue No. 

16. //.H.(3) 

I - H W t h  

Issue 
Description 

{&Sub 
Issues) 

language to 
describethe 

parameters? 

(3) Should 
language for 
vanous 
aspeds of 
bunk 
servicing be 
inckrded in 
the 
agreement 
w., 
fwecadng, 
overutilization 

undenttilizatio 
n. pmjeds? 

sisnaling 

Issue 
Appendix 1 
Location 

CMRS) 

3.4 - 3.4.5, 
3.6 - 3.7.2, 
3.10- 
3.7.10.72.1 
[ATST 
CLEC) 
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Wfrellne Language 

(2) Sprint's Slgnaling language is 
appropriate. It is premised on the 
Parties' long-standing, existing 
Signaling language. AT&T's 
CMRS (2.3.2.b) and CLEC (3.6) 
counter-Slgnaling language on 
the Language Exhibit appears to 
pertain to a different sub]ect - 
technical conformance - which 
the Paliies have addressed in 
agreed40 language (see CMRS 
at 2.5.1.). 

(3) Sprint's language is 
appropriate. The Parties have 
not needed in-depth bunk 
servicing provisions in the past 
and this Is another area where 
there has been no demonstrated 
leed that any more burdensome 
mvlsions are necessary. 

raffic categories and related compensation tabs, terms and conditions 

(2) ATST'S language is 
appropriate in that it provides 
necessaiy detail for the 
parameters used in signaling 
between the two networks. 
which Sprint's language does 
not. 

13) Yes. The ICA should 
nclude ATST'S proposed tNnk 
Krvlcing language to establish 
:ems and conditions for 
nanaging the sizing of the 
runking network established 
)eiween the Parties. 

I (1) ATST'S language sets forth 7. ///.A.(f) 1 (1) Asto [ Attachment I See Language Exhibit I See Language Exhibit I (1) sprint requests the 
7/10 Version I)? nf Rr. 

>Id Underline reDresents Drooose d bv ATBT 
dd ttalics represents pqms6.d by Sprlnt 

.. . . .  :, - .. . .  . . . ~ ~ .  ... ,i. ... . . 



Issue No. 

38. ///.,4.(2) 

what etc. 
categories of 

subject to 
I compensation 
betwaen me 
parties? 

(2) Should the 
lCAs include 
the provisions 
governing 

prowed by 
Sprint? 

(3) What are 
the 
appropriate 
compensation 
terms and 
conditions 
that are 
common to all 
tvm of 

39. ///.,4.(3) rates 

GffiC? 

27110 Version 
old Undedlne reDresents ~ m ~ ~ d l e d  bv ATBT 
old Italics repmsents proposed by Sprint 
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categwk of Intermnnection- 
related traffic, along with the 
category of Joinay Provldad 
Switched Access. If the 
Commission decides the typical 
muMategories must exist, then 
Sprint has id-& 
wireless/wkeline specific 
categories, and categories that 
ere neither wirelinelwireless 
m b i c  (Intetwnnected VolP. 
Information Services, Transit). 

(2) Yes. Sprinrs p m  rates 
will ensure that Sprint CMRS and 
Sprint CLEC are charged 
Interconnection services rates 
that are a) authorized by the 
FCC. and b) at either i) TELRIC 
pricing, or ii) any lower than 
TELRIC pricing that ATBT has 
offered to another 
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the appropriate categories of 
traffic subjectto compensation 
between the parties and 
pmVldeS needed mi. 
SprinrS language, which offers 
two sets of traffic classifications 
depending on how billing will be 
handled, doas not. 

(2) No. Sprint is obliged to pay 
the rates set forth in the ICA's 
Pricing Sheet; to the extent 
Sprint may find ATBT's rates 
objectionable. it should have 
objected. Instead, Sprint 
proposes that it be allowed to 
pay the lowest of (a) the rate 
set forb in the Pricing 
Schedule; (b) such replacement 
rate as the parties may 
negotiate: (c) the rate ATBT 
charges another carrier. or (d) 
such cost-based rate as the 
Cornmission may establish in 
the future. Option (b) is plainly 
unnec-sscary. Option (c) is 
unacceptable because ATBT 
has no o b l i i o n  to charge all 
carriers the same rate; indeed, 
the imposition of wch a duty 
would undermine the 
negotiation process that is a 
cornerstone of the 1996 Act and 
would subvert the FCC's 'All or 
Nothing Rule.' which provldes 



ssue No. 

Issue 
)ascription 
(a Sub 
bum) 

issue 
rppendix I 
Location 

reoresents m e d  bv ATBT 
wents pr0Pap.d by Spdnt 
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(3) Sprint's language pmvidesthe 
essential terms for a) the Party 
that pelforms the termination or 
transits a call to accurately bill the 
or!ginating Party for usage, b) for 
the Parties to appmpriately bill, 
apportion and share Facility 
costs, and c) bill other rendered 
ICA services. 
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that a canier cannot adopt 
preferred elements of another 
carrier's ICA piecemeal. Optior 
(d) is not objectionable in 
pnnaple, but is unnecessary 
because ATBT has offered the 
FCC's single rate of $0.0007 km 
Secbon 251(bX5)and ISP- 
Bound Traffic. Sprint ilself 
proposes that rate for 
Information Services traffic. but 
fails to recognize that the Same 
rate also applies to Section 
251(bX5) Traf i .  

In additiin, Spnnt's language 
improperly provides for a 
retroactive tneup to the 
effective date of the ICA for the 
difference between h initial 
contracted rate and any future 
rate Splint might elect. The 
purpose of the ICA is to provide 
contractual certainty fw both 
parties, which is impossible with 
Sprint's language. 

(3) The parties generally agree 
that it is preferable to bill for 
traRc exchanged b e b n  the 
parlies based on actual usage 
recordings and to use alterrate 
methods only when necessary. 
AT&Ts language appropriately 
provides additional 
specikations SeUmg fwttr how 
the parties will handle Caling 
Party Number (CPN) for trsffic 
they exchange, as well as 
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See Language Exhibit 

Issue No. 

See Language Exhibit (1) Yes. The majorily of federal I (1) No. When ATBT's end user 

Issue 
k r i p t i o n  

(a Sub 
Issues) 

rraffic Subject to Recipi 

10. 
//.A.I(I) 

(1) 1s 
IntraMTA 
traffic that 
originates on 
ATBT's 
network and 
that ATBT 
hands off to 
an IXC for 

Filed 08/27/10 

AT&i wireless I 
Wlrellne Language 

of aha1 uwje'bata f& billing 
pulposes. ATBTs language 
setting folm the specific 
prooess the parties will use 
when actual usage is not 
available for billing is addressed 
below based on the category of 
traffic being billed. For 
example. ATBTs surrogate 
billing process for CMRS 
Section 251(bX5) Traffic is 
addressed in ISSUE 41.///.A.I(?). 

Sprint's language merely states 
that the Parb'es will use some 
unidentified surrogate method 
lo cbssify baffc. and render bills 
when actual usage Is not 
avallable, but it does not 
desaibe how the parties will do 
so. The absence of a billing 
process dearly set forul in the 
ICA would likely lead to billing 
disputes. 

W m e n t  
1, 
'ricing 
sheet 
Sprint) 

;e cti o n s 
i.26.3.6. 
'lidng 

&urk and state-Commissions 
have found that, pursuant to 47 
C.F.R. 5 51.701(bx2), an ILEC 
must pay the CMRS carrier 
reciprocal compensation for all 
ILECoriginated IntraMTA traffic, 
including tfle ILEC customets 1+ 
dialed calls that are handed to an 

customer dials a 1+ intraMTA 
call to a Sprint customer, the 
end user is acting as a 
customer of his or her chosen 
IXC, and the call is the IXCs 
call, for which ATBT is providing 
exchange access. Accordingly. 
the call is subject to access 
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Issue No. 

Attachment See Language Exhibit 
3. Section 

* 

Convenrio 

13. 
IILA. 1.(4) 

See Language Exhibit (4) Yes. It is inefficient, 
uneconomical and burdensome 

44. 
MA. 1.(5) 

27/10 Version 

Issues) 
appropriate 
compensation 
rates, terms 
and 
conditions 
(including 
factoring and 
audits) that 
should be 
Included in 
the CLEC ICA 
for traffic 
subject to 
reciprocal 
compensation 
? 

to Bill and K 

(4) Should the 
lCAs provide 
for conversion 
to a bill and 

arrangement 
for traffic that 
is otherwise 
subject to 
reciprocal 
compensation 
but is roughly 
balanced? 

(5) If so, what 
terms and 
conditions 

keep 

Joint Decision Point List 
ATi3T Florida and Sprint 

Docket Nos. 100176-TP 8 100177-TP 
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sections 
5.1-6.1.7, 
6.2.2- 
6.2.2.2, 
5.8.1,8.8.2.6 

Sheet - 
411 Traffic, 
[ATBT 
CLEC) 

.8.4 Plidng 

need exists for ATBT's factoring 
or audit language specific to 
rec ipml  compensation traffic. 
ATBT's language alSo includes 
billing dispute language that is 
inmnsistent with its proposed 
Attachment 7 billing dispute 
language. 

5.3.7 
[Sprint) 

Attachment 
3 
Sections 
6.3.7 - 
6.3.7.10 
(AT&T 
CMRS) 
6.6 - 6.6.1 1 
(ATBT 
CLEC) 

for the Palties to continue to bill 
each other if the exchange of 
traffic becomes roughly balanced. 
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conditions to aovern the 
calculation of-rec~proca~ 
compensation for Section 
251(b)(5) traffic and ISPBound 
traffic. including the use of a 
factoring pmcess in the event 
Sprint CLEC is unable to bill 
ATBT based on actual usage 
data. For additional clarity, 
ATBT's language also identiRw 
baffic that IS excluded from 
reciprocal 'compensation. 
ATBT's proposal that Section 
251(b)(5) traffic and ISP-BOUM 
traffic be exchanged at a rate of 
$0.0007 per minute of use 
(MOU) is consistent with the 
FCC's ISP Remand Order, 

(4) No, the ICA should not 
provide for a bill and keep 
alternative to payment of 
reciprocal compensation. 
Neither the 1996 Act r1or the 
FCC requires bill and keep. All 
the 1996 Act sayson the 
subject is that bill and keep is 
not prohibited. Similarly. the 
applicable FCC rule, 
promulgated in 1996, allows 
state commissions to impose 
bill and keep if traffic is roughly 
balanced. but does not require 
or even encourage bill and 
keep. More than a decade of 
experience under the 1996 Act 

old Underline reDmsents D- ed bv AT&T 
old italics represents Proposed by S p h t  

.~ .:.. ~ ...... . .. 
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issue 

Description 

Issues) 
(a sub 

;tmuld goven 
he 
mversion of 
such traffic to 
)Ill and keep? 

Issue 
4ppendix I 
Location 

8/27/10 Version 
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(5) 'lint's language is 
api priate, and acknowledges 
tha ie exchange of traffic 
between the Parties today is 
roughly balanced. ATBT has not 
pmvlded any evidence to 
demonstrate the exchange of 
trafk is not roughly balanced. 
Therefore, traffic should cuntinue 
lo be exchanged on a bill and 
keep basis. 

keep is an invitation to 
a r b i i e .  because a CLEC Mth 
such an arrangement has a 
powerful incentive to increasa 
the volume of traffic 4 delivers 
to the ILEC for termination free 
of charge. On the other hand, 
the only benefit of bill and keep 
IS that it may reduce billing 
costs. The risk of a r b i i e  
outweighs the potential wst 
saving, and bill and keep 
therefore should not be 
Imposed on an ICA over either 
party's objection. 

(5) If the Commission decides 
that me ICA must provide a bill 
and keep option, then ATBT's 
pmpaaed language, rather than 
Sprint's, should be adopted. 
ATBT's language is superior in 
several respects including but 
not limited to the following: (a) 
ovewhelming authority. as well 
as common sense, suppolls 
ATms bnguage that treats 
baffic as roughly balanced only 
if it is within 5% of equilibrium 
@e.. no worse than 45%/%%), 
rather than Sprint's proposed 
10%; and (b) Sprint's language 
includes no provision for 
eliminating bill and keep if in 
balance traffic ~ o e s  out of 

. .:: .; . .. 
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16. (1) Is mobile- Attachment See Language Exhibn 
I/.A.3.(1) to-iand 3, Sections 

InteMTA 6.4-6.4 4. CMRS Only 
traffic subject Pricing 

issue No. 

SP-Bbuirc 

15. MA.2. 

Sea Language Exhibit 

CMRS Only 

(1) No. The only FCC rule 
applicable to mobile-to-land 
interMTA traffic exchanged 
between the Parties IS 47 C F R. 

(1) Yes. The FCC's Local 
Competition Order addresses in 
W1036 and 1044 how calls are 
jurisdictioniized (local, 

lssw 
Descrlptlon 

Nhat 
mnpensation 
ales, terms 
and 
:onditions 
should be 
ncluded in 
he IC& 
dated to 
mnpensation 
or iSP-Bound 
raffiC 
:xchanged 
3etween the 
xrties? 

Filed 08/27/10 

Attachment I SeeLanguageExhibit 
3. 
Pricing 
Sheet 
(Sprint) 

Section 
6.1.2 
(ATBT 
CMRS) 
Sections 
6.2.1,6.3- 
6.3.3.1, 
6.6.3, 
6.26 - 
6.26.1 
Priung 
Sheet-All 
Traffic 
(ATBT 
CLEC) 

:MRS ICA-specMc, interMTA traffic 

See Language Exhibit Sprint's language is consistent, 
iandling alldistance ISP-Bound 
raffic as its own category of 
raffic which is, therefore, to be 
separately identified by the 
'arties and billed at the FCC ISP 
-ate of $0.0007. On its face, 
4TBT's language improperly 
jismminates in its treatment of 
SP traffic as between Sprint 
2MRS and CLEC. 

Pursuant to the FCC's /SP 
Remand O&r, the Parties 
should compensate each other 
in a consistent manner for ISP- 
Bound TmiR that each Party 
originates and terminates 
directly to the other Party, using 
the FCC ISP compensation rate 
of $0.0007 per MOU. Sprint's 
proposal for one as-yet 
undetennined unified rate for all 
traffic is unreasonable and 
unsupported. In contrast. Me 
FCC's iSP compensation rate 
of $0.0007 per MOU for both 
Section 251(bX5) and ISP- 
Bound traffic is appropriate and 
in accordance with the ISP 
Remand Order. 

ATBT's proposed Attachment 3 
Section 6.3 provides clear and 
complete terms for the 
treatment of ISP-Bound traffic, 
including provisions for 
implementing and billing the 
ISP Remand Order's 
"rebuttable presumption' for 
ISPBound traffic. 

8/27/10 Versim 
Bold Underline reDresent6 Drowsed bv AT&T 
BoM /talks represents proposed by Spdnt 
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(2) ATBT should pay Sprint 2x 
the InbaMTA termination rate as 
reasonable terminating 
compensation pursuant to 47 
C.F.R. 5 20.11. On average, 
Sprint will perform more 
switchinghnsporl to delhrer 
ATBT-orlglnated InterMTA traffic 
to a dlstant location, all ofwhich 
is incurred for the benefit of ATBT 
and its customer. 

32 of 65 

and the LEC receives IK) 

revenue for the call from its end 
user customer. The wireless 
company is thus obtaining 
'access' from the LEC to 
complete its (the wireless 
company's) call; therefore, the 
LEC is entitled to receive 
compensation fmm the wireless 
company to relmburse the LEC 
for its costs in completing the 
call. 

(2) When an ATBT end user 
customer places a local call to a 
Sprint CMRS customer, but the 
call is terminated to that Sprint 
CMRS end user customer in 
ahother MTA, ATBT is entitled 
to originating access charges 
from Sprint at ATBT's tatiffed 
rates, just as ATBT is entitled to 
originating access charges on 
any other long distance call. 
Paragraph 1043 of the FCC's 
Local Cornperition Order slates 
that 'most traffic between LE& 
and CMRS providers is not 
subjed to interstate acce8s 
charges unless it is canied by 
an IXC, w'fh the exception of 
certain interstate interexchange 
service provided by CMRS 
cam'ers, such as some 
tuamhg'traffi that transits 
Incumbent LECs' switching 
facilities. . .' Thus, where the 
wireless carrier is providing an 
interexchange service to its 
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50. 
f//.A.4.(2j 

. . _. 

Attachment See Language Exhibit 

rates. terms 6.1.4. .7.1.2 

(2) What 
compensatbn 
rates, terms 
and 

See Language Exhibit 

:LEC Only 

(Spriili) 

Sections 
6.4.1,6.9, 
6.11,6.23- 
6.24.1 
(ATaT 
CLEC) 

Attachment 
3, sections 
7.3.5-7.3.5.5 
(Sprint) 

(2) Sprint's language requires 
actual baffic measurement that 
the call be Telephone Toll 
Service as defined in the Act and. 

CLEC Only 

See Language Exhibit 

CLEC Only 

actual traffic measurement, 
:LEC Only prohibits improper representation 

of switched access as recipml 
compensabon traffic and 
maintains the Parties' positims 

to acceot such lower 
perceniage as sprint can 
support with a sound study of 
its own, but Sprint has provided 

AT&T's language provides 
specific terms to accurately 
identify, route and bill Switched 
Access Service Traffic. 
Complete terms provide 
contractual clarity with regard to 
network routing and intercarrier 
billing; appropriate references 
to the Parties' applicable tariffs 
provide for complete terms 
under which this traffic will be 
exchanged between ATBT and 
Sprint. 

Sprint's language provides no 
specific definition for the type of 
traffic to be exchanged under 
the Agreement; rather it is 
vague and open to 
interpretation and dispute. 
Furthermore. Sprint3 language 
includes no provisions 
governing how the Parties will 
route, record or bill for Switched 
Access Service Traffic. which 
may give rise to Mure disputes. 
ATBT proposes language that 
makes clear how intralATA tom 
traffic, both intrastate and 
interstate. is defined and billed. 

Bold Underline rooresents omWsdd bv AT6T 
Bold italics r o p m n b  Proposed by Sprint 

. .  2.:. ' .  



iasue No. 

See Lenguage Exhibit 

il . 
Y/.A.4. (3) 

See Language Exhibit No. ATBT is seeking preferential 
bill and keep treatment for its 

Issue 
Description 

(a Sub 
Issues) 

conditions 
should be 
included in 
the CLEC ICA 
related to 
compensation 
for wireline 
Telephone 
Toll Service 
(i.e., 
intraLATA 
toll) traffic? 
(3) Should 
Sprint CLEC 
be obligated 
to pumhase 
feature group 
access 
services for 
its InterlATA 
trafik not 
subject to 
meet point 
bllllng? 
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Sections 
6.78.7.1. 
6.16-6.16.2, 
6.17,6.19- 
6.19.2,6.22, 
- 6.22.3. , 
6.18- 
6.18.1.2 
(ATBT 
CLEC) 

Attachment 
3, Sections 
6.7 5.7.1 
(ATBT 
CLEC) 

Attachment 
3, Sections 

CLEC only 

6.7 Compensation for 
Origimtim and Ternination 
of IntetiATA Tmffic: 

6.7.1 Where CLEC 
originates or terminates 
its own End User 
InterlATA Traffic not 
subject to MPB, CLEC 
must purchase feature 

fmm AT8T-BSTATE.s 
state M federal access 
tariffs, whichever is 
applicable, to carry such 
In teUTA Trafflc. 

group access senrlce 

query charges are not 
appropriate as between the 
Parties, because that is a charge 
to be paid by the 8XX provider. 

(3) No. Sprint does not 
contemplate there being such 
traffic exchanged between the 
Parties that would be subject to 
access charges. 

8/27/10 Version 
Bpld Underline nwesents mM) sed bv ATBT 
Bold /talks repmsentS proposed by S p h f  

provides apbKopriate iemis 
governing Primary Toll Carrier 
Arrangements, and the 
exchange of IntralATA 8W 
traffic, Including appropriate 
recording and billing provisions, 
which Sprint's language does 
not. 

(3) Yes. If SDrint CLEC 
biginates orterminates its own 
End User InterlATA Traffic that 
is not subject to a meet point 
billing (MPB) arrangement. then 
Sprint must purchase feature 
group access SeNiCe fmn 
ATBTs state or federal access 
tam because the traffic is 
interexchange tram and cannol 
be exchanged wim ATBT via 
local interconnection trunks. 
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Sprint's Gew MA such traffic 
should be treated as local 
rafk. That view is mistaken, 
because the originating carrier 
has no obligation to pay 
reciprocal compensation for the 
transpolt and termidon of FX 
mRC. M traffic is akin to 
intralATA toll traffic Mat 
terminates &Me the 
applicable local calling area. 
Such traffic is nonSection 
251(bX5) Traffic and as such 
would normally be subject to 
interstate or intrastate access 
charges. The FCC's Local 
competirion order states (1 
1035) that bffic Originating or 
terminating outside of 
applicable local area would be 
subject to interstate and 
Intrastate amass charges,' and 
not recipmcal compensation. 
Accordingiy, neither reciprocal 
mmpensation rates nor the 
FCC's interim ISP terminating 
compensation rates apply for 
Iha transport and termination of 
FX and FX-like trafF~c, including 
ISP-bound FX Traffic. 

ATBT proposes that FX traffic 
be subject to a Blll and Keep 
arrangement, and ATBT's 
proposed language provides 
appropriate terms under which 
the Parties will identify and 
segregate FX traffic fmm 
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(1) What 
compensation 
rates, terms 
and 
conditions for 
lnterconnecte 
d VolP traffic 
should be 
included in 
the CMRS 
ICA? 

(2) Should 
AT&T'S 
language 
governing 
Other 
Telecomm. 
Traffic, 

lnterconnecte 
d VolP traffic. 
be included in 
the CLEC 
ICA? 

including 

Attachment 
3. 
Pricing 
sheet 
(Sprint) 

Attachment 
3 
Sections 
6.4,6.4.3 - 
6.4.5.6.23.1 
(AT&T 
CLEC) 
S W n  
6.1.3 (ATST 
CMRS) 

%e Language Exhibit iee Language Exhibit (1) Sprint's language requires 
actual traffic measurement. The 
FCC has determined 
Interconnected VolP is interstate 
traffic, but not decided what, r 
any, cornpensawn is applicable. 
The Commission does not have 
jurisdiction to establish a rate 
and, until othenvise determined 
by the FCC, such traffic should 
be exchanged at bill and keep. 

2) No. AT&T's ISP / Internet / IP- 
enabled language is inexpllcably 
inconsistent between CMRS and 
CLEC and, therefore, 
discriminatory. Neither even use 
the defined term Interconnected 
VolP. 

(1) The FCC, which has not yet 

its current compensation rdles. 
has declared that stale 
commissions should apply 
existing law when they address 
the matter in arbitrations. 
Under existing law, access 
charges apply to termination of 
interexchange (or InIerMTA) 
traffic regardless whether the 
traffic orlginates in IP format, 
and the parties' ICA should so 
provide. There is no lawful or 
rational basis for Sprint's 
proposal to require AT&T to 
terminate Sprint's VolP traffic 
for free. 

(2) Yes. In order to ensure 
contractual clarity and 
completeness, the ICA should 
address all categories of traffic 
the Parties expect to exchange 
under the terms of this ICA. 
AT&T has identified and 
provided, in Attachment 3, 
Section 6.4, various categories 
of traffic not subject to 
recipmcsl compensation. 
Sprint has not provided any 
language specifying h a t  tram 
is subject to the terms of the 

decided how VolP traffic fits in10 
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&ice to the IXC, there'is no 
joint service to support an IXC 
meet point bill. Sprint's language 
includes Transit Service 
clarifications, and eliminates an 
inappropriate 800 quev chaw. 

(2) PIU and PLU fadom are 
inapplicable as batween Sprint 
CMRS and ATBT in the COnt~XI 
of meat point billing. Further, an! 
default BIP used to bill and iXC 
should be consistent with the 
Palties' shared facility factor. 

iCA, other than 'lawful" traffic. 
Such vagueness invites future 

should apply only when the 
parties are jointly providing 
switched access service to an 
IXC. Even if Sprint prevails on 
its assertion that Transit Serviu 
should be included in the ICA 
(see Issue 15. K ( 2 )  for ATBT's 
PosiCon regarding the exclusior 
of Transit Service from the ICA) 
its inclusion of Transit Service ii 
the meet point billing provisions 
is inappropriate because Transi 
Service Is a local service, not 
an access service. 

(2) The Sprint information 
required to estaMish accurate 
meet point billing in ATBT's 
billing system is: (i) a unique 
Access Carrier Name 
Abbreviation ('ACW); (ii) 
Jercent Interstate Usage 
'PIU'); (iii) Percent Local 
Jsage ('PLU"); (iv) 800 Service 
XI; and (v) Billing 
nterconnection Percentage 
'BIP'). Sprint agrees that 
ZCNA and BIP should be 
ncluded, but opposes the 
nclusion of PIU, PLU, and 800 
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57.111.C Shwld Sprint Attachment 3.4 NeitherPariymlends 
be required to 3, Section to charge rearrangement 
payAT8Tfor 3.4.1.7.5. reconfigumtb, 
any (Sprint) diseonnectan, termina6on 
rsCOnfigUrab0 or other non-rearrring fees 
nor Pricing that may be assoc'kted with 
disconnecfion Schedule the initial reconl!gufation of 
of Section eiIherPalySneM 
interomnectio 1.7.4. 1.7.5, Intemnection 
n 3.5 arrangement to conform to 
arrangements (AT&T the terms and c o n d i i s  
that are CLEC) contained in this Agreement 
-vtO P a h  who inifiate SS7 
oonformwrm STPChangesmaybe 
the charged authorized now 

8/27/10 Version 

3.5 ATBT shall cham and NO. To the extent &her Party is 
Swint shall m a n y  required to reconfigure or 

~~~ 

rearrangement disconnect existing arrangements 
mflguration. to conform to new requirements, 
discannedion. terminam each should bear its own costs. 
M O l h W K X M e C 4 l ~ f W S  This is similar to what the Parties 
thatmaybeassoclatedmith agreed to in the current ICA in 
theinitialreca)@watiooof contemplation of replacing the 
either Party's network preceding ICA. 
Intemnecbm 
amngemmttoconfonnto 
the terms and W i n s  
contained in this Agreement. 
Parties who Mate SS7 
STP changes may be 
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necessaly to identify the 
appropriate judsdiction of a call 
for proper rate application. 

AT8T's billing of 800 database 
queries to the originating carr'wr 
is supp01W by the industry 
standard MECAB document. 

The default BIP should be 95% 
AT&T and 5% Sprint CMRS, as 
reflected in the parties' previous 
ICA. Sprint CMRS has not 
provided supporting 
documentation for its proposed 

ATBT is entitled to be 
mpensated for the work it 
performs In the rearrangement, 
reconfiguration, disconnection 
or termination of either Party's 
network interconnection 
arrangement, regardless of 
whether the work is done when 
initially recon6guring the 
interconnection arrangement to 
conform to the terms of the ICA. 
or at same point in time afler 
the initial reconmuration. AT8T 
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c h a w  authdz4 now 
reculingfel3sfmmthe 
~~~W 
lotheexlentsuchtariffsand 
f e e s a r e n d i n c o n s w i t h  
theetermsand,.xiahsof 
nlb agreement 
1.7.4 Sprint shall pay the 
applicable service order 

1.7.5 In some cases, 
:ommissions have order 
4TRT4STATE to separate 
lisconnect costs and 
nstailation costs into two 
jeparate nonrecurring 
:barges. Accordingly, 
inless other noted in and 
,'ue under thii Agreement, 
:he Commission-ordered 
lisconnect charges will be 
sppli i at the tlme the 
lisconnect adMty is 
mrfomwd by ATRT- 
)STATE. regardless of 
Nhether of not a 
jisconnect order is issued 
iy Sprint 

n charge & each service 
order submitted by Sprlnt 
to ATELTQSTATE to 
pmcess a request for 
installatlon, 
disconnection, 
rearrangement, change, 
or record order 

1.7.5 In some cases. 
Commissions have order 
AT6T-SSTATE to separate 
disconnect costs and 
installahn costs into two 
separate nonrecurring 
charges. Accordingly, 
unless other noted in this 
Agreement, the 
Commission-ordered 
disconnect charges will be 
applied at the time the 
disconnect aaivky Is 
performed by ATRT- 
SSTATE, regardless of 
whether or not a 
disconnect order is issued 
by Sprint. 

4 0 O f 6 5  

4T&T be compensated for its 
No*. 
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Shared faciliiy costs 

(1)How 
should 
Facility Costs 
be 
apportioned 
between the 
Parties under 
the CMRS 
iCA? 

(2) Should 
traffic that 
originates 
with a Third 
Party and that 
is transited by 
one Party (the 
transiting 
Party) to the 
other Party 
(the 
terminating 
Party) be 
attributed to 
the transiting 
Party or the 
terminating 
Party for 
purpases of 
calculating 
the 
proportionate 

tttachment 
I Sections 
!.5.3 
Sprint) 

Sections 
!.3.2.b, 
!.3.2.1. 
!.3.2.5- 
!.3.2.9. 
ATBT 
>MRS) 
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(1) Facility Costs should be 
apportioned based upon the 
Parties' respective proportionate 
use of the Facility to provide 
sewice to its respective 
customers. Sprint's position is 
consistent with 47 C.F.R. 
§51.703(b). which prohibits ATBT 
from charging Sprint for traffic 
originated on ATBT's netwok 

(2) Yes. Third Party-originated 
traffic the transiting Party delivers 
to the terminating Party Is the 
transiting Party's traffic for 
purposes of calculating the 
proportionate use of facilities. in 
this instance, the Third Party is 
the transiting Party's wholesale 
Interconnection customer and 
each jointly cause the transiting 
Party's use of the facility. 

(1) The cost of shared two-way 
lnterconnectlon facilities should 
be allocated between the 
pa t t i i  based on their 
proportionate use of the 
facilities, with the calculated 
factorto be updated quarterly, 
as ATBT proposes. This is a 
fair and equitable method of 
wst allocation. In contrast. 
Sprint offers no support for its 
proposal for an initial 53/50 
allocation, which in turn Sprint 
proposes to update only bi- 
annually. 

(2) A call that originates with a 
third party and that ATBT 
transits to Sprint should be 
attributed to Sprint for purposes 
of calculating the proportionate 
use of facilities under the 
CMRS ICA because, as 
between ATBT and Sprint. 
Sprint is the cause of that 
usage. ATBT has no stake in 
he call, because neither the 
:ailing patty m r  the called party 
s ATBT's customer. Moreover. 
he reason that ATBT must 
tansit the call is that Sprint has 
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interconnect with thk third party; I f  It is ~~~~ for mal reason that Sprint is 
the cause of the usage. Also. 
while the orlginating carrier is 
obliged to compensate ATBT 

~ for switching the call on the 
1 AT6T network, and for any ' i n t e r n  transport mthin i A T m  network. the originating 
carrier does no1 compensate 
AT&T for transporting the call to 
Sprint from the last pdnt of 
switching on the ATBT network. 

(3) Each Party is financially 
responsible fw the fadlidies on 
its side of Me Point of 
Interwnnedjon ( T O Y ) .  The 
POI is the physlcal a d  llnancial 
demarcation between the 
P a w  netwo~I~ .  Sprint's 
language inappmpriateb 
altempls lo shin the cost 
associated Wim the deployment 
of its nehnork intercoMection 
facilities to ATBT by charging 
AT6T for fadlilies that are not 
part of ATBTs network. 

(4) See ATBT Posilbn M 
Issue 69.///.€(2) above. 

~ 

(3) Facility Costs should be 
apportioned based upon the 
Parties' respective pmportionale 
use of the Facility to provide 
service to Is respective 
customers. Sprint's positbn is 
consistent with 47 C.F.R. 
§51.703(b), which prohibits ATBT 
from charging Sprint for traffic 
originated on ATBTs network. 

(4) Yes. Third Party-originated 
tram the transiting Party delivers 
to the terminating Party is the 
transiting Party's traffic for 
purposes of calculating the 
proportionate use of facilities. In 
thls instance, the Third Party is 
the transiting Party's vvholesale 
Interconnection customer and 

. .. . . i ~ .  . ..., 
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W M  
provisions 
g0vemk-g 
Meet Point 
Billing am 
appmpriate for 
the CLEC 
ICA? 

See Language Exhibit 

CLEC only 

BT 

Attachment 
3. Section 
7:3.67.3.6.5 
(Sprint) 

Attachment 
3 Sections 
6.23,6.25, 
6.25.2 - 
6.25.6 
(ATBT 
CLEC) 

Sprint's language is appropriate. 
It is the Parbes' language that 
has been in use for the oast ten 

ATBT has pmposed language 
consistent with the current 
industw standard MECAB 

ha Language Exhibit 

:LEC Only 
(10) years. sprint is noi aware of 
any disputes that suggest the 
language be revised and, 
therefore, sees no reason to aiter 
long-standing that serves the 
necessary purpose. 
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document. 

ATBT's language appmpriately 
provides additional 
specifications regarding the use 
of actual usage data and EM1 
records for billing purposes. 
ATBT's language also sets forth 
the specik process the parties 
will use in the event there is a 
loss of billing data. 

~ . . . ~ ~  . .  . . .  . :. .. 
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bill each other via SGtched 
Access usage data, and fails to 
d d b e  the pmceas or records 
used to do so. The absence of 
a billing pmzss clearly set forth 
in the iCA would inevitably lead 
to billing disputes. 

fes. Sprint's language identifies 
ates that currentlv al are 

No. The purpose of the iCA is 
to orovide certaintv for both 
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inknown or TBD,b) should be a 
mown or calculable amount, or c) 
Should have a stated traffic 
actor. Sprint's offered 
iegotiated Conversation MOU 
Jsage Rates are appropriate to 
jewe as interim Rates until 
inknown or TED rates are 

Parties, and Spriks Pking 
Sheet subverts that purpose. In 
conjunction with its supporting 
text, Sprint does not provide a 
single rate that the parties can  
apply with certainty. Instead. 
Sprint proposes that it be 
allowed to oav the lowest of 

jetermined various akmative rates, me 
majow of which are reflected 
as IBD" or 'None at this time". 
In addition, Sprint's language 
refers to the provisions of 
Attachment 3,  reiterating that 
Sprint would be entitled to rate 
reductions and refunds as set 
forth therein. ATBT further 
addresses these improper rata 
treatments in issues 37./N.A(7), 
38.111.Ap). 39.///.A(3) and 85. 
///.H(Z). Sprint also offers three 
mutually exclusive rate 

. . . , . . . . .... . 
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AT&T Wireless 1 
Wireline Language 

combinations for ATBT to 
consider as nwtiated rates. 
All three of these rate packages 
are defective, and, in any event, 
such pmvisions are 
inappropriate for an ICA Pricing 
Sheet. 

iee Language Exhibit 11) Yes. Consistent with the 
najonty of Federal Circuit Court 
)f Appeal's decisions, the 
-aclllties between a Sprint switch 
md a POI link the Parties' 
'espective networks are the 47 
J.S.C. § 252(cX2) 
ntemnnection Facilities that 
3ursuant to 47 U.S.C. 5 
251(dX1), are subject to the 
ELRIC pricing standard. 
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are the transport faciriis 
between Sptint's switch and the 
point on ATWs network at 
which the parties' networks are 
intemnnected. ILECs were at 
one time required to provide 
those facilities to CLECs as a 
section 251(cX3) UNE at cost- 
based rates, but the FCC did 
away with that requirement in 
the TRRO based on its 
determination that CLECs were 
not impaired by paying 
competitive rates for the use of 
entrance facilities. Based on a 
footnote In the TRRO, Sprint 
contends it is nonetheless 
entitled to obtain these same 
facilities at wst-based rates as 
interconnection facilities 
purwantto section 251(cX2). 
That is incorrect. as the Sixth 
Circuit held this year in its well- 
reasoned decision in Michigan 
Bell Jd. Co. v. Lark. Indeed, L 

:<.. . , . .. 
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(2) Yes. Sprint's language will 
ensure that Sprint CMRS and 
Sprint CLEC are &wed 
Interconnection services rates 
that am the l m r  of a) TELRIC 
pricing orb) any lower than 
TELRIC pricing that ATBT has 
offered another 
Teiecommunicatims Carrier. 

Act io require AT&T to provide 
Sprint at cost-based rates 
facilities that the FCC has 
determined are available fmm 
competitive pmvklers at 
marked-based rates. If Sprint 
wishes to obtain entrance 
facilities from ATBT rather than 
from another provider. it may do 
so, but pursuant to ATBT's 
spacial access tariff. 

(2) No. The purpose ofthe ICA 
parties. is to provide and Sprint's certainty language for both 

does the oppodle. Sprint 
proposes that it be allowed to 
pay the lowestof(a) the rates it 
pays today: (b) such 
replacement rates as the 
patties may negotiate; (c) the 
rates ATBT charges another 
carrier; (d) AT&Ts tam rates 
less 35% as a proxy for TELRIC 
rates until the Commission 
establishes TELRlC-based 
rates: or (e) such cost-based 
rates as the Commission may 
estaMish in the Mum. Option 
(b) is plainly unnecessary. 
Option (c) is unacceptable 
because ATBT has no 
obligation to charge all carriers 
(he same rate; indeed, the 
imposition of such a duly would 
undermine the negotiation 
prooess that is a metstone of 
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(3) No, A T U S  pricing is oontrary 
to the Act's Interconnection 
pricing standards. AT&Ts 
refuses to ofkr TELRIC Pricing to 
CMRS carriers; and, its CLEC 
pricing is based on an attempt to 
divide Interconnection Facilities 
Into two pleces, an 'Enbance 
Facility" and 'Interconnection 
Facility', to limit its TELRIC 
pricing obligations. 
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subjecl to thllCA. If there is a 
dispute over such ordered 
services then the parties should 
use the Dispute Resolufion 
provisions to resolve the dispute. 
AT8T should not, however, rejed 
good-faith orders. provisionha of the 

product or service until 
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the 1998 Act and wwld subvert 
the FCC's 'All or Nothing Rule,' 
which provides that a canier 
cannot adopt preferred 
elements of another cartief s 
ICA piecemeal. Options (d) and 
(e) presume that AT8T is 
&gated to provide Entrance 
Faclliis at cost-based rates, 
which R is not (See ATWs 
~ o s i t h  rWque&on (1) above.) 
In additlon, Sprints language 
improperly provides for a 
retmactive true-up to the 
effective date of the ICA for 
dffierence between the initial 
conbacted rate and any future 
rate Sprint might elect. 

(3) Yes. ATWs language 
properly states that certain 
facilities are available to Sprint 
and priced pursuant to ATBrs 
access tariffs. 

(1Xa) Yes. ATBT can reject an 
order for which there are no 
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27/10 Vers 
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Issue 
Description 

(8 Sub 
Issuss) 

4TBT be 
iermmed lo 
Bject future 
~rders until 
he iCA is 
amended to 
nclude the 
service? 

[b) Should the 
icAs state 
that ATBT's 
provisioning 
does not 
constiMe a 
waiver of its 
right to bill 
and collect 
payment for 
the selvice? 

(2) Should 
ATBTs 
language 
regarding 
changes to 
taliff rates be 
induded in 
the 
agree menu 

Issue 
4ppendix I 
Location 

Pricing 
Schedule 
Section 
1.4.3 
(ATBT 
CLEC) 
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sprint Wireless I 
Wlreiine Language 

- 

! mtmmnts w o d  bv ATBT 
m e n t s  pmposed by Sprint 

AT&T 
Wirelin 

such time as aodicable 

Kchame and collect 
pavment for such 
products andlw senriceo. 

for an ATBT-STATE 
lntemnnectlon Service 
Is IdenURed as a tariffed 
rate. any changes to the 
tariff rate shall be 
automatically 
incorporated Into this 
Aareemenl. The 
Issuance of a 
Commission Order 
48of65 

a) No. As long as the service is 
dentiRable withln the context of a 
jispute, there is no basis for 
4TBT to be rejecting the orders. 

:b) No. Thii is simply me 
wbsedion of an entirely 
extraneous, unnecessav secton. 
There should be no issue of 
W w e f  to even be addressed. 

(2) No. An initial Commission 
determination that a tariff rate 
may be used as en 
intenonnection Service rate 
because it meets the 252(d) 
pricing standard when the ICA is 
approved, does not provide a 
blanket aulhocization to c h a m  
such tariff-reference 
htermmectm ' prmgbased 
simply on a future change in tariff 
pr im. 

CA. and that should remain so 
wen if ATBT previously 
iccepted such an order 
nadvertently. 

1 )(b) Yes. It is appmpriate for 
he ICA to state that ATBT is 
lot waiving its rights to charge 
and collecl payment for 
s ~ i c e s  Sprint requested and 
4TBT inadvertently provided. 

(2) Yes. The rates for certain 
services available to Sprint 
pursuant to the ICA are 
established by tariff, and it is 
appropriate fw the most current 
rate to apply. Because tariff 
filings, including changes, are 
publicly available, ATBT has no 
obligation to pmvide wedfie 
n o t i h l h  to Sprint of such 
filings. It is also appropriate to 
retain the last rate in effect If a 

:.. : . . .  . . . . . . . .. .,. ., 
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w m v i n a  such 
change shall be the Only 
Notice  re^ ulred under 
this Agreement. 
Provided however, 
should a tariff or tariff 
cab. incomorated into 
this p9reement. be 
withdrawn or invalidated 
in anv way durina the 
term of this muement. 

the time of such 
withdrawal or 
invalidation shall 
conunue to aDdv durinq 
the wmainina term of 
thls Agreement. 
see Language Exhibit 
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Issue 
bcription 

(e Sub 
Issues) 

(3) What are 
the 
appropriate 
terms and 
contiions to 
reflect the 
replacement 
of current 
rates? 

iSSUa 
4ppendix I 
Loeation 

Pricing 
Schedule 
Sections 
1.2-1.2.3 
(Sprint) 
Sections 
1.2-1.2.3.3 
(ATBT) 

1 
e revresents ~r0W6ed bv AT6T 
pfesefm proposed by SPrfnt 
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See Language Exhibit 3) Sprint's Current Section 252(d) 
Rate language is appropriate. it 
recognizes rates are subiect to 
the StaMOly prklng standard, 
and requires an appropriate 
conforming agreement to be 
effective as ofthe Commisdon- 
order date of a Current Rate 
change. ATBT's language 
imposes contitions MI obtaining 
the benefit of Commisdon- 
ordered Current Rate changes. 

)thewise, the palties would be 
efl with no rate for the sewice 
it issue, which could lead to 
metwse avddaMe billing 
lis(xrtes. 

(3) ATBTs comprehensive 
language setLing forb terns 
and conditions regarding how 
the parties Will address the 
replacement of current rates 
should be included in the ICA. 
m e  partles should be free to 
agree to retain their current 
andlor interim rates. ATBTs 
language pernits the palties to 
do M); SpcinYs language does 
not. 

with respect to the repiacemen 
of current rates, ATBT's 
language propedy desctibea th 
drcumstances under which 
certain cumnt rates would be 

49 Of 65 

. ... . , .  .:.,. . .  . .... 
I~ 
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t )  Sprint's Interim Rate language 
s appmprlate. It requires an 
appmpriate conforming 
agreement to be effective as of 
he Commissionorder date that 
?s!ablishes a Final Rate that 
wplaces an interim rate. ATBTs 
anguage imposes conditions on 
Dbtaining the benefit of 
Commisslonordered Final Rates. 

iubject to modification, 
ncluding a provision that one of 
he Parties must notKy the other 
lf its desire to adopt the new 
zmmlssion-ordered rat+). 
sprint's language, if adopted, 
Nould improperly obligate ATBT 
o submit e rate change notice 
to Sprint after a commission 
Jrder if Spcint elected not to 
imtelvene in the proceeding, 
h lch  is not ATWs 
responsibility. Furlhemom. by 
requiring ATBT to provide such 
notice, Sprint's language would 
Edktively require the Parties to 
replace the current rates, even 
If neither Party wanted the 
replacement rates 

(4) ATBT's comprehensive 
language setting forth terms 
and mnditions regarding how 
the p a w  will address the 
replacement of Interim rates 
should be included in the ICA. 
The parties should be frae to 
mutually agree to retain their 
current and/or interim rates. 
ATBT's parties to language do 50; Sprint's permits the 

language does not. 

With respect to the replacement 
of interim rates, ATBTs 
language propsdy describes the 
circumstances under which 

... . .  . .  .. .. 
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73. IV.R(7J (1) What Attachment See Language Exhibk See Language Exhibit 
general billing 7, 

AT&T Wireless I 
Wireline Language 

(1) Sprint's language is 
appropriate. recwnizing the 

h e  Language Exhibit 5) Sprint's language is 
appropriate. TBIY 
Interconnection Service rates are 
established by the Commission 
pursuant to the standards 
contained in the Act, rather than 
'established by AT&T as 
suggested in AT&T's language. 
Sprint's language also reflects 
the mutuality nature of the IC&. 

8/27/10 Version 
Bold Underline nDmsents wowsfxi bv AT&T 
Bordrusllctrepmen&p+csedby.9@nf 
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rates designated in the Pricing 
Sheet as 'interim" would be 
w b j d  to modi t ion,  
including a pmvision that one of 
the patties must n o w  the other 
of its desire to adopt 
replacement rate(?,). in 
contrast, Sprint's language 
would obligate the parties to 
adopt the new rate. even if me 
parties preferred to retain the 
interim rate. 

(5) ATWs language regardlng 
pfices noted as TBD (or when 
no rate is shown) should be 
included in the ICA. It is 
appropriate that a newly 
established generic rate that is 
availaMe to all other carriers 
also apply to Sprint. Sprint's 
language mistakenly assumes 
that the state commission must 
approve all rates in the ICA. 
whiih is not the case. 
Moreover, Sprint's language is 
particularly troubling in the 
contexl of its Pticing Sheet, 
which has numerous pcices 
designated TBD. (See also 
Issue 63. 111 G.) 

Ill Attachment 7 should indude 
1 at a minimum -the basis for 
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Issue 
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Machment 
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1)What 
should be the 
jefinition of 
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mutualitv ofthe Parties'billina 
and paykent obligations. Af&Ts 
new 1.6.5 CMRS language 
regarding the billing of shared 
facilities is contrary to the Parties' 
long-standing existing practice, 
and would impose an undue 
burden on Sprint to remedy 
ATBTs internal billing system 
deflclencles. 

(2) Six months. Unlike a dispute 
situalon that may require an 
extended time period to 
detectlinvestigate billing errors, 
the Billing Party has complete 
control over when a bill is 
rendered. Six months serves to 
reduce disputes that would 
otherwise arise from 'stale' 
billings more than six months 
after service is rendered. 

(1) The 'Past Due" definition 
should specifically refer to 
'undisputed" charges, rather than 

Bold Underline rem= nts nromsed bv AT&T 
Bold ltallw ropresenb proposed 6y Sprint 

he renderino of bills. payment 
responsibility. billing &hedule, 
he specifics for differences 
between Wireless and Wireline 
pmc8sses (as applicable), and 
limitations on back-biiiing and 
credn claims. A T W s  proposed 
language is inclusive and 
specific to all of those concepts. 
Sprint's language on these 
topics (when il exists) is 
inadequate for the complex 
nature of the relafmnship 
between these Parties or for 
any other carriers which might 
adopt this Agreement. 

(2) ATaT's proposed 12-month 
limitation on the back-billing and 
credit claims timeframe is 
reasonable and is wnsistent 
with omer current 
interconneclion agreements. 
Six months is too short a 
period, because many billing 
discrepancies are not found 
until at least six months of 
billing cydes have transpired, 
Further, the time period fits 
appropriately with the 12-month 
iimltatbn for bringlng billlng 
disputes (as addressed in Issue 
80. /V.c(7) below). 

(1) The disagreement about the 
definition of "Past Due" is that 
under ATBT's proposed 
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Cash 
)eposk? 

4) What 
bhouid be the 
lefinition of 
Letter of 
h d f ?  

5) What 
ihould be the 
lefinition of 
Surely 
3ond'? 

issue 
Wendix i 
Location 

Section 
.8.1 - 
.8.5,1.8.7 
Sprint) 

;TBC Part 
I Definitions 
machmenl 

iections 
.8 - 1.8.9 
ATBT) 

moments m w  sed bv ATBT 
resents pmposed by Sprfnt 
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.haroes aeneraliv. Pavment is 
imktd~ "due" bn pmpelry 
issessed charges, and such 
issessmenl does nd occur as to 
~ood-faith dwuted amounts until 
i dispute is resolved. 

2) Sprinl's language is 
appropriate. It recognizes that the 
3xistence of mutual Miling 
quires muluality in the deposit 
mvisions; and, provides 
egilirnate restraint on a Billing 
'arty lo prevent the use of a 
ieposit demand as a compelitbe 
mapon lo needlessly enwmber 
s Billed Party's capital. 

definition, amounts that the definition, amounts that the 
jisputing party places in escmw 
  re mnsidered 'Past Due' and 
therefore are subject to Late 
Payment Charges (under All. 
7, sectbn 1.9), while under 
Sprint's definnion. lhey are not. 
RT8T's appmach is perfectly 
reasonable. because athe 
Billing Party wins the dispute, 
the disputed amounts were in 
fact due and owing and so 
should be subjed lo the Late 
Payment Charge. On the other 
hand, if the Billed Party wins the 
dispute, so that the escrowed 
charges should not be subject 
to Late Payment Charges, 
ATBT's e m w  language (All. 
7,section 1.16.1)giveslhe 
Billed Party a credt for the Late 
Payment Charge that was 
assessed on the Past Due 
amount Sprint's definition 
inappmprialeiy excuses 
disputed amounts from Late 
Payment Charges even when 
the Billing Paws position on 
the dispute is vindicated. 

(2) The purpose of the depostt 
(or 'assurance of payrnenl") 
pmvidons in the ICA is to help 
ensure mat ATBT is paid for the 
produds and services r 
provides. ATBT includes such 
language in its lCAs because t 
has I& tens of millions of 
dollars over me years in non- 
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(3) Sprint's deposit language 
does not use the term %ash 
DeposW. If it is determined V 
a necessary term, Sprint's 
definition recognizes that the 
existence of mutual Mlling 
requires mutuality in deposit 
language, including deposit- 
related definitions. 

(4) Sprint's deposit language 
does not use the t e n  "Letter of 
Credit". If it is determined to be a 
necessary term, Sprint's 
definition recognizes that the 
existence of mutual billing 
requires mutuality in deposit 
language, including deposit- 
related definitions. 

(5) Sprint's deposit language 
does not use the term Surety 
Bond". If it is determined to be a 
necessary term, Sprint does not 
dispute the definition as proposed 
by ATBT. 

payments fmm carriers. 
ATBT's proposed deposit 
language appropriately requiras 
a deposit from carriers with 
unestablished or questionable 
credk while exempting carriers 
that present lime risk of non- 
payment. Sprint's proposed 
deposit language is 
unreasonable because it 
provides for a deposit fmm 
ATBT, notwithstanding that 
there is no r e a m  whatsoever 
to believe that ATBT presents 
any risk of nonpayment. 

(3) ATBT's proposed definition 
of 'Cash Deposit" appropriately 
reflects that ATBT should not 
be required to make a deposk 
Unlike many carriers with which 
ATBT does business, and as 
noted in (2) above, ATBT's 
creditworthiness is notoriously 
sound. 

(4) AT&T's proposed definition 
of "Letter of CredW 
appropriately re- that ATBT 
should not be required to make 
a deposit. Unlike many carriers 
with which ATBT does 
businass, and as noted in (2) 
above, ATBTs creditwominess 
is notoriously sound. 

(5) ATBT's proposed definition 
of "Surety Bond" reflects an 
appropriate business standard 
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disputes 
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hppendix I 
Location 

httachment 
7. Section 
3.1.1,3.3.1 

Spcint) 
(ATBT a 

8/27/10 Verdon 
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See Language Exhlblt 

Filed 08/27/10 
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Widlne Language 
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See Language Exhibit (1) No. Billing e m  may not be 
detectable in twelve months. The 
parties agree in GTC Pari A to a 
24-month limit as to any ICA 
dispute, which is likely shorter 
than a &tutory Emitations period. 
There is no legal basis to 
mandate a furlher time restriction 
for billing disputes. 

(2) Sprint's language is 
appropriate. Sprint' maintains its 
mht to use its existing automated 
dispute system, but will consider 

55 of 65 

beassumed biATBT underthe 
ICA's deposit provisions. The 
context in which "Surely Bond" 
is used in Attachment 7 reffects 
that ATBT should not be 
required to make a deposit. 
Unlike many carriers with which 
ATBT does business. and as 
noted in (2) above, ATBTs 
creditworthiness is notoriously 
sound. 

(1) Yes. To the extent a Party 
deslres to file a billing dispute, It 
should do so within 12 months 
of the bill date. Corroborating 
dispute claims for anything 
beyond 12 months cannot 
always be accomplished due to 
record retention capabilities and 
limitations, corruption of aged 
data files and lost data. 
Further, 12 months is consistent 
with ATBTs proposed 12- 
month limitation on back-billing 
in Issue 74. /V.A(2) above. 
Sprint's apparent view that 
there should be no limit on how 
far badc a billing dispute may 
reach is unreasonable - and Is 
inconsistent with Sprint's 
proposal to limit back-billing to 
only 6 months. 

12) The ICA should include 
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jisputed 
amounts? 
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definition should mean the Party 
that does not pay 'undisputed 
amounts" because. until a 
'disputed amount" is determined 
to be legitimately Included withln 
the Billing Party's rendered bill, it 
is not subject to payment 

%of65 

ATBrs proposed language, 
which appmpriately requires the 
Billed Party to submit disputes 
on the Billing Party's dispute 
form. ATBT receives many 
billing disputes from many 
carrlers, and the e W n t  
processing of those disputes 
demands that ail carriers us8 
ATBTs standard form, which !a 
compatible with ATBT's 
systems. 

(1) The determination of which 
Party's proposed definition of 
'Non-Paying P a w  should 
appear in the ICA can only be 
made by examining which 
Party's definition yields the 
appmpriate result within the 
iCA. (In other words. there is 
no inherently %otreCr definition 
of the term.) ATBT's definition 
works, and Sprint's does not. 
For example, the ICA provides 
( A t  7, section 1.12), 'If any 
unpaid portion of an amount 
due to the Billing Party under 
this Agreement is subject to a 
Billing Dispute between the 
Parties, the Non-Paying ParIy 
musf priw to the Bill Due Date, 
give written notice to the Billing 
Party ofthe Disputed Amounts. 
. : Obviously, NmPaying 
Party, as used there. meens a 
Party that has not paid disputed 
amounts.. 

. .. . . ,;' . . .  . ~ .  



.
.

.
 

,
-

 



Joint Decision Point List 
AT&T Florida and Sprint 

Docket Nos. 100175TP & 100177-TP 

ssue No. 

15. IV.E.(l) 

16. /V.E(Z) 

Issue 
Descdption 

Issues) 
(a sub 

(1)Should the 
period of time 
in which the 
Billed Party 
muSt remit 
payment in 
response to a 
M&nuanc 
e Notice be 
15or45 
days? 

(2) Under 
what 
circumstance 
s may a Party 
dismnned 
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Party for 
nonpayment, 
and what 
terms shoukl 
govern such 
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Appendix I 
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nce Notice 
Definition) 
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Attachment 
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Sections 2.0 
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Sections 
2.0 - 2.9.3 
(ATBT) 
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1) Discontinuance of sewice is a 
lrastic remedy. It is not 
inreasonable to provide forty-five 
45) days notice to avoid potential 
lisruption or disconnection to 
mure the Parties are in 
igreement over the facts that the 
iotiung Party contends exist to 
live rise to such notice. 

2) Discannection of service is so 

shohd be reqdred to de&i 
the disputed amounts in an 
interast-bearing escrow account 
In order to ensure that funds will 
be available ifthe dispute is 
resolved in ATBTs favor. The 
escrow provisions proposed by 
ATBT are consistent with the 
escrow provisions in many 
current ICAs, and need to be in 
the sumssor ICA, in part, 
because it may be adopted by 
other caniers. 

(1)ATBTs proposed 15days 
fmm the Discontinuance Notice 
is svRcient time for the Non- 
Paying Party to remit payment 
for charges due - particularly 
since the charges at issue hem 
are charges that the Billed Party 
does not dispute. Since the 
Discontinuance Notice cannot 
be sent un8 the Non-Paying 
Party is already past due (over 
30 days). the Non-Paying Party 
actually has 46 days (at a 
minimum) from the invoice date 
to pay the charges due. 
Sprinrs proposed Way 
timeframe would adually give 
the Non-Paying Party 76 Chys 
(et e minimum) to pay charges 
due after the invoice date, 
which is unreasonable. There 
is no sound reason for not 
expecting the Billed Parlyto 

. .  . .  . .  
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1 .O Billing and Payment of 
Charges 

1.6.3 Each Party will 
invoice the other by state, 
for traffic exchanged 
pursuant to this 
agreement. by the Central 
mce Switch, based on the 
terminating location of the 
call and will display and 

1.6.3 Each Party will 
nvolce the other by state. 
b i  trafk exchanged 
iursuant to this 
4greement. by the Central 
3fRw Switch, based on the 
~minating location of the 
311 and will display and 
mmmarize the number d 
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Jf  Commission order and, even 
hen, it should be limited to the 
WNIWS for which any unpaid, 
undisputed payment was 
required but not paid. 

No. The Parties agree to follow 
industry standards in rendering 
invoices. Sprint's billing system 
is based on the SECAB indusby 
standard, M i  does not identify 
usage by 'Billed Party OCN'. 
4TST has no right to mandate a 
change in Sprint's longstanding, 
industry standard billing system. 

(2) Once the contractual 
circumstances that justify 
discontlnuance are met, 
discontinuance should be 
permitted. with no requirement 
that the Bllling Party flrst o b l n  
Commission approval. The 
Billing Party vi11 provide any 
written n* of disconnection 
to the Commlsslon as required 
by any State Order or Rule, and 
the Baled Party -which will 
have ample notice of the 
threatened discontinuance - is 
free to ask the Commission to 
block the discontlnuance. The 
Billing Party, however, should 
not bear the burden of seeking 
Commission approval of a 
discontinuance of service to a 
nowpaying customer. 

Yes. One of the unique 
IdenMeffi of a carrier is its state 
specific Operating Company 
Number (OCN). OCNs for a 
given carrier can differ from 
state to state, and ATST's 
OCNs In fact do. AT8Ts 
accounts payable processes for 
paylng Sprint's (and other 
carriers') bills require the 
Inclusion of the state-spcific 
OCN assigned to ATBT In the 



Issue No. 

summarize the number of 
calls and Conversation 

93. 
'V.F.2(1) 

calls and Conversation 
MOUs for each tanninatiw 

Issue 
Description 

MOUs breach terminating 

Sprint will display the CLLl 
code(s) assodated with the 
Trunk through which the 

(&Sub 
Issues) 

office, usage period - 
state swcific Owrating 

Sprint will display the CLLl 
code(s1 assoclated wth the 

1) How much 
iotice should 
ine Party 
irovide to the 
mer Party in 
advance of a 
illing fonnat 
:hange? 

exchange oilrafic between 
AT.ST-OSTATE and Sprint 
takes place as well as the 
number of calls and 
Conversation MOUs. 

Issue 
4ppendixl 
Location 

Trunk thmugh which the 
exchange of traffic between 
ATaT-OSTATE and Spnnt 
lakes place as well as the 
number of calls and 
Conversation MOUs. 

Wchment 
7, 
Sections 
1.19 

1.19Each Partywillnotify 
the other Party at least 
ninety (90) calendardays 
or three (3) monthly billing 
cydes prior lo any billing 
format changes that may 
/mpsa ~l~ Biikd p a w s  
abi/ity to valldate and pay 
the Biillng P a w s  
invoices. At that time a 
sample of the new invoice 
will be provided so that the 
Billed Party has time to 
pmgram for any changes 
that may impact valdation 
and payment of the 
invoices. If tlre specif& 
/en@ ofnotice is not 
pmvided regarding a 
bllilng h a t  change and 
such change impacts the 
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1.19EachPartywillnotify 
the DMar Party at least 
nineiy(90)calendardays or 
three (3) monthly biiling 
cydes Pciwb any billing 
fwmatchaWs. 
a sample of new i n m b  

be provided so the 
eikdparty has tine to 
program for hw 
that may impad m ~ h  
and Ofthe 
lfnoUficaUon Is not 
recdved In the sWfied 

then invdces 
will be held and not subjea 

any Payment 
unfil the 

wowiateamwntof 
has to 

each oworlu nlty 

8/27/10 Version 
Bold Underline remse nts DrODosed bv ATaT 
Bdd Italics represents pmposed by Sprint 

:1) Both Parties require billing 
bnnat change notice of 'at !east 
iineiy (90) calendar days or three 
:3) monthly billing cydes." 
Sprint's language further requires 
he Billed Party to act within the 
specified time, whereas ATBT 
anguage creates amhuiiy that 
allows a Billed Party to 
ndefinitely suspend Its payment 
ibligations. 

given state so that the 
appropriate acwunt 
journalbation can occur. If 
ATBT receives bills from Sprint 
without ATBTs state-speciik 
OCN associated with each 
stab's usage, ATBT must resor 
to a cosily and time-consuming 
process to allocate the bills 
appmpdately. 

(1) A SWay notification of 
billing format changes is 
sufficient for the parties to 
modtfy internal processes to 
accept those changes. If Sprint 
fails to provide notification 90 
days prior to a billing format 
change, ATBT should not be 
subject to any late payment 
fees until the appropriate 
amount of time (90 days) has 
passed fmm the time ATBT was 
notlfied of the change. 
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language 7, Section 1 should govern I 6.1.9.4. 
recording? 

H). W.H. Should the Attachment 
ICA include 7, Section 

8/27/10 Version 
Bold Underline mresents D rowsed bv AT&T 
BoM Italics repmsents pmpossd by Sprint 

3illed Paws aM/ify to 
ta/idate and trft?e/y pay 
ha Bi//ing Paws 
nvdceo, then the affected 
nvoices will be held and 
lot subject to any Late 
'ayment Charges, until at 
east n/nety(sO) calandar 
lays has passed h m  the  
llm o fme ip t  of Me 
:hanged MI/. 

i.1.9.4 When Sprint is lhe 
ecording Patty. Sprint 
igrees to provide its 
ecorded AUR detail to 
LTaT-BSTATE under the 
am8 terms and conditions 
if this section. 

totsat the new formatand 
make chanaas damned 
necessary. 

6.1.9.4 When Sprint is the 
recording Patty. Sprint 
agrees to provide its 
recorded End User 
Billable M e s s e s  detail 
-AUR detail- to 
hT&T-BSTATE under the 
Same terms and conditions 
3f this section. 

See Language Exhibit 
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~ ~ ~~ .. 
)&use S&inl-does not support 
he type of calls that generate 
and, tnerefore, Sprint is not even 
:Lrrentiy capable of creating) 
End User Billable Messages 
letail'. Messages.' the Now 

'End User hilable Messages' 
should be included in sechon 
6 1.9.4. While Sprint may claim 
lo have no traffic that requires 
the use of 'End User Billable 

Intercompany Sefflements 
('NICS') proms. coupled w,th 
the possibi1:ty that another 
carrier, that does require "End 
User Billable Messages' mght 
adopt the Sprint agreement, 
warrant the inclusion of ATBT's 
proposed language. If Sprint in 
fact has no baffic that requires 
'End User Billable Messages.' 
the inclusion of ATBT's 
language mil have no effect on 
Sprint and so should not be 

I objectionable. 
do. The Parties have a separate I Yes. The Agreement should 
?A0 hostiw agreement that I provide for the settlement of 

. .. ,~ ... . 



Issue No. 

language 
governing 
settlement of 
alternately 
billed calls via 
Non- 
Intercompany 
Settlement 
Svstem 
[NICS)? I 

'Carrier 
identification 
Codes"? 

8/27/10 Verslon 
Bold UnMlne reDrewnts DIUDOS~~ bv ATBT 
Bold /ta//cs represents pmpasod by sprint 
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Codes (UC)" means a 
codeassignedbytheW 
American Nunbeing Plan 
administrator to identify 
specfilnlsrexchage 
Canfms. Thiscodeis 
primarily used for b i l r i  and 
mutingplrpose~. 

addresses the subject mtained 
In ATWs p m p d  section 5.1.2 
and It Is not appmpriete to create 
an unnecessary ambiguity by 
having this specific subject matte1 
in two different agreements. 

Sprint Aitemative (modified 
ATBT Alternative e): 
'CIC (Carrier 
Identification Code)" - A 
numeric d e  that uniquely 
identifies each camer. 
These d e s  are primarily 
used for muting from the 

acmssdces. Thismde 
is primarily used fw billing 
and routing from the local 
exchange network to the 
access mwchaser. 

Aitemative #1: 
"Carrier Identification 
Codes (CIC)" means a 
C O d e U s e d t o ~  
routina and billing 
information for calls ficin 

62 of 65 

local and toll LECcanied 
alternately billed calls between 
the Parties and with all other 
participating LECs. ATBT's 
prowsea kwuage 
appropriately ensures that the 
Palties have a full accounting 
for the billing of such 
messages. 

sorrecty states what i CIC 
:ode is, it falls to define the 
'elationship between the accesa 
=mer and the local exchange 
:artier. Since there are many 
access carriers, the CIC is used 
JY the lwl exchange carrier to 
dentify which access carrier to 
aute a particular call to, then 
)ill accordingly, ATBT 
advocates Inclusion of this 
lafinition only in the CLEC ICA, 
)ut is not opposed to induding 
tin the CMRS ICA. 

. ~ . .  .. . .,... . .  
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33. V.C.(2) 

Issue 
Description 

(6 Sub 
ISSueS) 

governing 
changes to 
mrporate 
name and or 
!!Ma? 

12) Should the 
ICA include 
language 
governing 
mmpany 
mde 
Zhanges? 

Filed 08/27/10 

AT&T Wirele 
Wireline Lang 

If allowed, such costs should be 
subject to identification when the 
ICA is transferred / assigned, with 
any payment negotiated and 
subject to the iCA's Dispute 
Resolution provisions. 

(2) No. It is inappmpriate to 
impose unilateral charges to 
update ATBT's lntemal needs 
associated with a company code 
change. if allowed, such costs 
should be subject to identitcation 
if a company code change 
occurs, wlth any payment 
negotiated and subject to the 
iCA's DsDute Resolution 
provisions. 

27/10 Verrinn -. . . . . -. . 
d d  Underline -resents D rODOMd bv AThT 
old /talks mpresents proposed by Sprlnt 

64 of65 

accounts. it is appropriate for 
ATBT to charge Sprint for any 
requasted changes that require 
ATBT to do work on adsting 
account or customer records. 
This includes, for example. work 
required to change a m p a n y  
name, m r d  changes or re- 
stenciling; rsenglneedng; 
changing lccks; etc. ATBT is 
not altempting to "shW to Sprint 
any cost that should be borne 
by ATBT, but merely seeks 
appropriate compensation for 
doing work requested by Sprint. 

(2) Yes, the ICA should indude 
rates as weii as terms for any 
changes to Sprints' accounts. 
Appropriate rates and charges 
are Identified in the pricing 
schedule of thin ICA. 
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Sprint Position ATBT Posltlon 

I 

8/27/10 Versim 
Bold Underline m~resents rmwsed bv ATBT 
Bold i t a k s  represents propored by Sprlnt 
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