
Exhibit B – Issue Matrix

	ISSUE


	I) Physical Interconnection Architecture and Cost Responsibility
	II) Reciprocal Compensation

	
	I.A)

Single Point of Interconnection
	I.B)

LATA-wide Local Calling and Mutual Compensation
	I.C)

Deployment of NXX Codes
	

	INDEX
	
	
	
	

	1) Status of Issue


	UNRESOLVED
	UNRESOLVED
	UNRESOLVED
	UNRESOLVED

	2) GNAPs’

Proposed Resolution
	The Arbitrator should rule that:

· (a) The parties shall establish a single POI using efficient fiber-optic facilities for the exchange of all traffic. 

· (b) Physical arrangements for routing traffic to that POI shall be under the control of, and at the expense of, the originating party. 

· (c) The physical arrangements for routing traffic received at the POI for delivery to the called party shall be under the control of, and — subject to the payment of a unified call termination rate by the originating party — at the expense of the terminating carrier. 

[GNAPs’ Petition at 20-21] 
	The Arbitrator should rule that:

· (a) GNAPs’ local calling areas should not be set by ILEC constraints.

· (b) The provision of expanded local calling areas is a competitive benefit to Florida consumers.

· (c) All intra-LATA traffic exchanged between GNAPs and Sprint - Florida should be treated as subject to cost-based “local” compensation under Section 251(b)(5); and should not be subject to intrastate access charges.
[GNAPs’ Petition at 29-30]
	The Arbitrator should rule that:

· (a) GNAPs can offer an FX-like service to compete with Sprint - Florida.

· The assignment of NXX codes does not require geographic correlation.

· (b) The assignment of NXX codes should be made at the CLEC’s option based on switch assignment.

· (c) Further, there is no requirement that a LEC must link the NXX code of the telephone number assigned to a particular customer with the location of that customer’s premises or CPE.

[GNAPs’ Petition at 40]
	The Arbitrator should rule that:

· (a) Sprint - Florida should make its rate design election, per the FCC’s ISP Remand Order, so that GNAPs can make strategic decisions accordingly.

· (b) A specific change in law provision should be incorporated in the interconnection agreement to recognize the pending litigation on reciprocal compensation issues.

[GNAPs’ Petition at 44]


	3) GNAPs’ 

Contentions
	· Under current law a CLEC is not required to establish more than a single POI per LATA.

· Under current law it is the responsibility of the ILEC to get its traffic to that single LATA-wide POI.

· The interconnection agreement should not require GNAPs to establish more than one POI for the entire state of Florida

· The interconnection agreement should require Sprint - Florida to accept operational and cost responsibility for delivering all GNAPs-bound traffic to the single POI.

· The interconnection agreement should not restrict the other party’s network architecture decisions.

· The interconnection agreement should require each party to carry its customer’s originating traffic to the other party’s POI and exchange it there.  

· The interconnection agreement should require both parties to provide facilities and trunking to the POI for the hand off of its traffic, with the attendant obligation to complete calls to all end users on the respective networks.

[GNAPs’ Petition at 16-19]
	· There is no economic or technical reason for local calling areas to be any smaller than a LATA.

· There are good reasons for local calling areas to be at least as large as a LATA.  

· GNAPs should not be economically constrained by an interconnection agreement to mirror, or otherwise conform, to Sprint - Florida’s legacy network.  

· The interconnection agreement should reflect the economic and technical reality that the distinction between “local” and “toll” calls has become artificial.

· The interconnection agreement should allow GNAPs the maximum economic flexibility to compete in Florida by offering local calling area options that may exceed those currently offered by Sprint - Florida.

· Experience of other LECs in New York and Massachusetts (where regulators eliminated intrastate access charges between LECs) belies any concern that exchanging traffic LATA-wide on a “local” intercarrier compensation basis would adversely affect Sprint – Florida’s revenues.

· Consumers benefit from a regime in which competing carriers are contractually and economically free to adopt local calling area definitions that differ from those of the ILEC.  

· CLECs should not be limited to competing solely with respect to price, nor should they be expected to become mere “clones” of the ILEC with respect to the services they offer. 

[GNAPs’ Petition at 25-28]  
	· The primary function of the NXX code is to provide routing information.

· The “rating” function of NXX codes is no longer valid in a competitive environment characterized by the use of modern digital switches and advanced network technologies.  

· Some types of telecommunications customers desire to achieve a “presence” in a location other than the one in which the customer is physically located  (“foreign exchange” or “FX” service).

· The point of such an arrangement is to allow callers from localities for which the customer’s FX is a local call to reach that customer without being subject to a toll charge.  

· Sprint - Florida and virtually all other ILECs offer these so-called FX service arrangements.  

· Currently, if a CLEC customer dials a Sprint - Florida FX customer’s number, the call will be rated as “local” and the CLEC will be subject to a reciprocal compensation payment to Sprint - Florida.

· Sprint - Florida’s attempt to arbitrarily restrict the assignment of NXX codes (by referring to the customers’ physical location), limits competitors’ ability to deploy new networks.  

· Economically, Sprint - Florida’s costs of originating a call will not differ based upon the ultimate location to which a CLEC delivers it. 

· Placing strict limitations on the assignment of NXX codes by referring to a customer’s physical location would also give Sprint - Florida the ability to impose its own retail pricing structure upon its CLEC rivals by reclassifying local calls as toll calls.  

· Access to the Internet can be made affordable and readily available throughout the State through the flexible use of NXX codes, which allows ISPs to have a single point of presence that can be reached by dialing a local number regardless of the physical location of the Internet subscriber within the LATA.   

[GNAPs’ Petition at 32-39]


	· The FCC’s recent decision provides for new reciprocal compensation rates and preempts states from determining the appropriate rate of compensation.  

· This decision is under attack by many parties and is likely to be overturned.  

· To avoid the need to reconsider this issue in a later arbitration the parties should include language which incorporates the FCC’s decision as it currently exists and provides language that becomes automatically effective if such decision is overturned.

· The FCC’s order allows Sprint - Florida to limit outgoing compensation payments, compared with Sprint - Florida’s projections of traffic, such as incoming wireless traffic.  

· By tying the rate that the ILEC must pay for outgoing ISP-bound calls to the rate it is permitted to receive for incoming calls, including wireless calls, the FCC has created a situation in which the ILEC has a real choice to make.  

· In this arbitration proceeding, it is impossible to know what reciprocal compensation arrangements will apply between the parties until Sprint - Florida makes the requisite election.

[GNAPs’ Petition at 43-44]  

	4) GNAPs’

Legal Authority
	47 C.F.R.  §§ 51.223(a), 51.305(a)(2), 51.701(b)(1), 51.701(c), 51.703(b), 51.709(b).
47 U.S.C.  §§ 251(b), 251(c)(2).

Application of AT&T Communications of California, Inc. (U 5002 C), et al., for Arbitration of an Interconnection Agreement with Pacific Bell Telephone Company Pursuant to Section 252(b) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Dkt. No. 00-01-022, at 13 (CA PUC Aug. 3, 2000).

Arbitrator’s Order No. 5: Decision, In the Matter of the Petition of TCG Kansas City, Inc. for Compulsory Arbitration of Unresolved Issues with Southwestern Bell Telephone Company Pursuant to Section 252 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, pp. 4, 10 (Aug. 7, 2000).  See Order Addressing and Affirming Arbitrator’s Decision at 9. 

Decision of Arbitration Panel, AT&T Communication’s of Michigan Inc., and TCG Detroit’s Petition for Arbitration, Case No. U-12465 (Oct. 18, 2000) (The Michigan Public Service Commission affirmed this portion of the Arbitration Panel by Order dated November 20, 2000). 

First Report and Order, Implementation of the Local Competition Provision in the Telecommunications Act of 1996, 11 FCC Rcd. 15499, ¶ 172, 176, 220, 1062 (“Local Competition Order”).  

In re TSR Wireless, LLC, et. al., v. U.S. West , File Nos. E-98-13, et. al., FCC 00-194 (June 21, 2000) (Appeal filed sub nom, Qwest Corp. v. FCC), Docket No. 00-1376 (D.C. Cir. Aug. 17, 2000).

Reconsideration Order, MediaOne Telecommunications of Massachusetts, Petition for Arbitration of Interconnection Rates, Terms, and Conditions and Related Arrangements with New England Telephone and Telegraph Company d/b/a/ Bell Atlantic- Massachusetts, D.T.E. 99-42/43, 99-52 at 4-12 (March 24, 2000).

U S West Communications, Inc. v. AT&T Communications of the Pacific Northwest, Inc., et al., 31 F. Supp. 2d 839, 852 (D. Or. 1998).

US West Communications v. AT&T Communications of the Pacific Northwest, Inc., et al, No. C97-1320R, 1998 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 22361 at *26 (W.D. Wa. July 21, 1998).
US West Communication, Inc., v. Arizona Corporation Commission, 46 F. Supp. 2d 1004, 1021 (D. Ariz. 1999).

U S West Communications, Inc. v. MFS Intelenet, Inc., No. C97-222 WD, 1998 WL 350588, *3 (W.D. Wa. 1998), aff’d U S West Communications v. MFS Intelenet, Inc., 193 F.3d 1112, 1124 (9th Cir. 1999). 

U.S. West Communications, Inc. v. Robert J. Hix, et al., No. C97-D-152, _ F. Supp. _ (D. Colo., June 23, 2000).

Revised Statement of Generally Available Terms and Conditions for Interconnection, Unbundling and Resale – Attachment A, Georgia PSC Docket No. 11853-U, Rates Listed in Docket No. 10692, Document No. 47622 (April 24, 2001).

Texas 2A Agreement Revised 1/31/00, Appendix Pricing – UNE Schedule of Prices (April 16, 2000).

[GNAPs’ Petition at 16-17]


	47 U.S.C. §§ 153(47), (48).

Draft Decision of the State of Connecticut Dept. of Public Utility Control, DPUC Investigation of the Payment of Mutual Compensation for Local Calls Carried over Foreign Exchange Service Facilities, Docket No. 01-01-29 at § IV.B (rel. Mar. 29, 2001).

Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket No. 96-98, First Report and Order, 11 FCC Rcd 15499 at ¶ 1036 (1996) (Local Competition Order).

Implementation of Section 254(g) of the Communications Act of 1934, Policy And Rules Concerning The Interstate Interexchange Marketplace, NPRM, CC Docket No. 96-61, FCC 99-43, 14 FCC Rcd 6994 (1999) (explaining that wide-area calling plans appear to offer customers significant benefits).

Application of BellSouth Corporation, BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., and BellSouth Long Distance, Inc., for Provision of In-Region, InterLATA Services in Louisiana, CC Docket No. 98-121, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 13 FCC Rcd 20599 at ¶ 30 (1998)(granting 271 authority to BellSouth in Louisiana).

Joint Application of SBC Communications, Inc. and South New England Telecommunications Corporation for Approval of a Change of Control, Connecticut Department of Public Utility Control, Docket No. 98-02-20 (Sept. 2, 1998).

[GNAPs’ Petition at 25]


	Draft Decision of the State of Connecticut Dept. of Public Utility Control, DPUC Investigation of the Payment of Mutual Compensation for Local Calls Carried over Foreign Exchange Service Facilities, Docket No. 01-01-29 at § IV.B (rel. Mar. 29, 2001)

In the Matter of the Petition of Level 3 Communications, LLC for Arbitration with BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. Pursuant to Section 252(b) of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, 2001 Ky. PUC LEXIS 873 (Mar. 14, 2001).

Level 3 Communications, Inc. Petition for Arbitration pursuant to Section 252(b) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 to Establish an Interconnection Agreement with Illinois Bell Telephone Company d/b/a Ameritech Illinois, 2000 Ill. PUC LEXIS 676, *10-19 (Aug. 30, 2000).

In re MCImetro Access Transmission Services, Docket No. P-474, Sub 10, North Carolina Utilities Commission, WL 468490, *50-58 (N.C.U.C.) (rel. April 03, 2001).

In the Matter of MCImetro Access Transmission Services, LLC for Arbitration of Certain Terms and Conditions of Proposed Agreement with BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. Concerning Interconnection and Resale Under the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Docket No. P-474, Sub 10, Order Ruling on Objections and Requiring the Filing of Composite Agreement (rel. Aug. 2, 2001).

CenturyTel v. Michigan PSC, 2001 Mich. App. LEXIS 69 (Mich. Ct. App. Apr. 13, 2001).

[GNAPs’ Petition at 35-36]


	47 U.S.C. § 251(b)(5).
Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Intercarrier Compensation for ISP-Bound Traffic, Order on Remand and Report and Order, CC Docket Nos. 96-98, 99-68 (rel. Apr. 27, 2001). (appeals pending)

  [GNAPs’ Petition at 43] 
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