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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In Re: Consideration of BellSouth ) Docket No. 960786-TL
Telecommunications, Inc.’s entry into )
InterLATA services pursuant to Section )
271 of the Federal Telecommunications )
)

Act 0f 1996 Filed: September 10, 2001

SPRINT’S PREHEARING STATEMENT

Pursuant to Orders Establishing Procedure (Order No. PSC-01-1025-PCO-TL
and Order No. PSC-01-0832-PCO-TL) Sprint Communications Company Limited

Partnership's ("Sprint") files this Prehearing Statement:

A. WITNESSES: Sprint proposes to call the following witnesses to offer testimony

in this docket.

WITNESS: ISSUES:
Mark Felton* Issue 3
(Rebuttal)

* Portions of Mr. Felton’s prefiled rebuttal testimony are the subject of pending Motions
to Strike filed by BellSouth and Commission staff.

Sprint has listed the witnesses for whom Sprint believes testimony will be offered, but

reserves the right to supplement that list if necessary.

B. EXHIBITS: Sprint has filed no exhibits at this time, but reserves the right to file
exhibits if necessary and to introduce exhibits for cross-examination, impeachment, or
any other purpose authorized by the applicable Florida Rules of Evidence and Rules of

this Commission.



C. BASIC POSITION: Pursuant to section 271 of the Telecommunications Act of

1996, BellSouth has the burden of demonstrating that it meets the requirements to
provide in region interLATA services. Based on Sprint’s review of the testimony,
exhibits and other evidence prefiled by BellSouth in this docket, Sprint contends that
BellSouth has failed to meet its burden of proof to show that it has complied with the 271

requirements.

D.-F. ISSUES AND POSITIONS:

ISSUE 1: Has BellSouth met the requirements of Section 271 (c) (1) (A) of
the Telecommunications Act of 1996?

ISSUE 1(a): Has BellSouth entered into one or more binding agreements approved
under Section 252 with unaffiliated competing providers of the telephone exchange
service?

ISSUE 1(b): Does BellSouth currently provide access and interconnection to its
network facilities for the network facilities of competing providers?

ISSUE 1(c): Are such competing providers providing telephone exchange service to
residential and business customers either exclusively over their own telephone
exchange service facilities or predominantly over their own telephone exchange
service facilities?

POSITION: While Section 271 (c¢) (1) (A) is the appropriate provision of section 271
to govern BellSouth’s application to provide interLATA services in Florida, Sprint

contends that BellSouth has failed to meet its burden of proof to show that it has

complied with the 271 requirements.

ISSUE 2: Does BellSouth currently provide interconnection in accordance with the
requirements of Sections 251 (c) and 252 (d) (1) of the Telecommunications Act of
1996, pursuant to Section 271 (c) (2) (B) (I) and applicable rules promulgated by the
FCC?



ISSUE 2(a): Has BellSouth implemented physical collocation request in Florida
consistent with FCC rules and orders?

ISSUE 2(b): Does BellSouth have legally binding provisioning intervals for physical
collocation?

ISSUE 2(c): Does BellSouth currently provide local tandem interconnection to
ALECs?

ISSUE 2(d): Does BellSouth currently permit the use of a Percent Local Usage
(PLU) factor in conjunction with trunking?

ISSUE 2(e): Does BellSouth currently provide ALECs with meet point billing data?

ISSUE 2(f): Has BellSouth satisfied other associated requirements, if any, for this
item?

POSITION: Sprint contends that BeliSouth has failed to meet its burden of proof to show

that it has complied with the 271 requirements.

ISSUE 3: Does BellSouth currently provide nondiscriminatory access to all required
network elements, with the exception of OSS which will be handled in the third
party OSS test, in accordance with Sections 251 (c¢) (3) and 252 (d) (1) of the
Telecommunication Act of 1996, pursuant to Section 271 (¢) (2) (B) (ii) and
applicable rules promulgated by the FCC?

ISSUE 3(a): Does BeliSouth currently provide all required unbundled network
elements at TELRIC-based prices?

ISSUE 3(b): Has BellSouth satisfied other associated requirements, if any, for this
item?

POSITION: Sprint contends that BellSouth has failed to meet its burden of proof to show

that it has complied with the 271 requirements.

ISSUE 4: In Order PSC-97-1459-FOF-TL, issued November 19, 1997, the
Commission found that BellSouth met the requirements of Section 224 of the
Communications Act of 1934, as amended by the Telecommunications Act of 1996,
pursuant to Section 271 (c) (2) (B) (iii). Does BellSouth currently provide
nondiscriminatory access to the poles, ducts and conduits, and rights-of-way owned



or controlled by BellSouth at just and reasonable rates in accordance with the
requirements of Section 224 of the Communications Act of 1934 as amended by the
Telecommunications Act of 1996, pursuant to Section 271 (¢) (2) (B) (iii) and
applicable rules promulgated by the FCC?

POSITION: Sprint contends that BellSouth has failed to meet its burden of proof to show

that it has complied with the 271 requirements.

ISSUE 5: In Order PSC-97-1459-FOF-TL, issued November 19, 1997, the
Commission found that BellSouth met the requirements of Section 271 (c) (2) (B)
(iv) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. Does BellSouth currently provide
unbundled local loop transmission between the central office and the customer’s
premises from local switching or other services, pursuant to Section 271 (c) (2) (B)
(iv) and applicable rules and orders promulgated by the FCC?

ISSUE 5(a): Does BellSouth currently provide all currently required forms of
unbundled loops?

ISSUE 5(b): Has BellSouth satisfied other associated requirements, if any, for this
item?
POSITION: Sprint contends that BellSouth has failed to meet its burden of proof to show

that it has complied with the 271 requirements.

ISSUE 6: Does BellSouth currently provide unbundled local transport on the trunk
side of the wireline local exchange carrier switch from switching or other services,
pursuant to Section 271 (¢) (2) (B) (v) and applicable rules promulgated by the
FCC?

ISSUE 6(a): Does BellSouth currently provide billing for usage-sensitive UNEs?

ISSUE 6(b): Has BellSouth satisfied all other associated requirements, if any, for
this item?
POSITION: Sprint contends that BellSouth has failed to meet its burden of proof to show

that it has complied with the 271 requirements.

ISSUE 7: Does BellSouth currently provide unbundled local switching from
transport, local loop transmission, or other services, pursuant to Section 271 (c¢) (2)
(B) (vi) and applicable rules promulgated by the FCC?

ISSUE 7(a): Does BellSouth bill for unbundled local switching on a usage-sensitive
basis?



ISSUE 7(b): Does BellSouth currently provide unbundled local switching on both
the line-side and the trunk-side of the switch?

ISSUE 7(c): Has BellSouth Satisfied other associated requirements, if any, for this
item?
POSITION: Sprint contends that BellSouth has failed to meet its burden of proof to show

that it has complied with the 271 requirements.

ISSUE 8: Does BellSouth currently provide nondiscriminatory access to the
following, pursuant to Section 271(c) (2) (B) (vii) and applicable rules
promulgated by the FCC:

) 911 and E911 services;

(i) directory  assistance services to allow other
telecommunications carrier’s customer to obtain telephone
numbers; and

(iii)  operator call completion services?

ISSUE 8(a): Does BellSouth currently provide ALECs access to all information
contained in BellSouth’s directory listing database?

ISSUE 8(b): Does BellSouth currently provide selective routing in Florida?

ISSUE 8(c): Has BellSouth satisfied other associated requirements, if any, for this
item?

POSITION: Sprint contends that BellSouth has failed to meet its burden of proof to show

that it has complied with the 271 requirements.

ISSUE 9: In Order PSC-97-1459-FOF-TL, issued November 19, 1997, the
Commission found that BellSouth met the requirements of Section 271(c) (2) (B)
(viii) of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended by the Telecommunications
Act of 1996. Does BellSouth currently provide white pages directory listings for
customers of other telecommunications carrier’s telephone exchange service,
pursuant to Section 271(c) (2) (B) (viii) and applicable rules promulgated by the
FCC?

POSITION: Sprint contends that BellSouth has failed to meet its burden of proof to show

that it has complied with the 271 requirements.



ISSUE 10: In Order PSC-97-1459-FOF-TL, issued November 19, 1997, the
Commission found that BellSouth met the requirements of Section 271(c)(2)(B)(ix)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended by the Telecommunications Act of
1996. Does BellSouth currently provide nondiscriminatory access to telephone
numbers for assignment to the other telecommunications carrier’s telephone
exchange service customers, pursuant to Section 271(c)(2)(B)(ix) and applicable
rules promulgated by the FCC?

POSITION: Sprint contends that BellSouth has failed to meet its burden of proof to show

that it has complied with the 271 requirements.

ISSUE 11: In Order PSC-97-1459-FOF-TL, issued November 19, 1997, the
Commission found that BellSouth met the requirements of Section 271(c) (2) (B) (x)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended by the Telecommunications Act of
1996. Does BellSouth currently provide nondiscriminatory access to databases and
associated signaling necessary for call routing and completion, pursuant to Section
271 (¢) (2) (B) (x) and applicable rules promulgated by the FCC?

POSITION: Sprint contends that BeliSouth has failed to meet its burden of proof to show

that it has complied with the 271 requirements.

ISSUE 12: In Order PSC-97-1459-FOF-TL, issued November 19, 1997, the
Commission found that BellSouth met the requirements of Section 271 (¢) (2) (B)
(xi) of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended by the Telecommunications Act
of 1996. Does BellSouth currently provide number portability, pursuant to Section
271(c) (2) (B) (xi) and applicable rules promulgated by the FCC?

POSITION: Sprint contends that BellSouth has failed to meet its burden of proof to show

that it has complied with the 271 requirements.

ISSUE 13: In Order PSC-97-1459-FOF-TL, issued November 19, 1997, the
Commission found that BellSouth met the requirements of Section 271 (¢) (2) (B)
(xii) of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended by the Telecommunications
Act of 1996. Does BellSouth currently provide nondiscriminatory access to such
services or information as are necessary to allow the requesting carrier to
implement local dialing parity in accordance with the requirements of Section
271(c) (2) (B) (xii) and applicable rules promulgated by the FCC?

POSITION: Sprint contends that BellSouth has failed to meet its burden of proof to show

that it has complied with the 271 requirements.



ISSUE 14: In Order PSC-97-1459-FOF-TL, issued November 19, 1997, the
Commission found that BellSouth met the requirements of Section 271 (¢) (2) (B)
(xiii) of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended by the Telecommunications
Act of 1996. Does BellSouth currently provide reciprocal compensation
arrangements in accordance with the requirements of Section 252 (d) (2) of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996, pursuant to Section 271(c) (2) (B) (xiii) and
applicable rules promulgated by the FCC?

POSITION: Sprint contends that BellSouth has failed to meet its burden of proof to show

that it has complied with the 271 requirements.

ISSUE 15: Does BellSouth currently provide telecommunications services available
for resale in accordance with the requirements of Sections 251(c) (4) and 252 (d) (3)
of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, pursuant to Section 271 (¢) (2) (B) (xiv) and
applicable rules promulgated by the FCC?

POSITION: Sprint contends that BellSouth has failed to meet its burden of proof to show

that it has complied with the 271 requirements.

ISSUE 16: By what date does BellSouth propose to provide intraLATA toll dialing
parity throughout Florida pursuant to Section 271 (e) (2) (A) of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996?

POSITION: Sprint contends that BellSouth has failed to meet its burden of proof to show

that it has complied with the 271 requirements.

ISSUE 17: If the answers to issues 2 through 15 are “yes,” have those requirements
been met in a single agreement or through a combination of agreements?

POSITION: Sprint contends that BellSouth has failed to meet its burden of proof to show
that it has complied with the 271 requirements.
ISSUE 18: Should this docket be closed?

POSITION: Sprint takes no position on this issue at this time.



G. STIPULATIONS

Sprint is not aware of any stipulations at this time.

H. PENDING MOTIONS

Sprint has no pending motions at this time, although Motions to Strike portions of the
prefiled rebuttal testimony of Sprint’s witness Mark Felton, as filed by BellSouth and
Commission Staff, are currently pending.

I PENDING CONFIDENTIALITY CLAIMS OR REQUESTS

Sprint has no pending claims or requests for confidentiality.

L COMPLIANCE WITH ORDER ON PREHEARING PROCEDURE

To the best of its knowledge, Sprint can comply with all requirements set forth in the

procedural order in this case.

K. DECISIONS THAT MAY IMPACT COMMISSION’S RESOLUTION OF
ISSUES

Sprint is unaware of any pending decisions that may limit the Commission’s authority to
address the issues in this docket. Due to the broad scope of the issues, there may be
pending decisions at the FCC and FPSC that could impact the substantive analysis of
BellSouth’s compliance with some of the checklist requirements. Also, the outcome of
the 3" party OSS testing will ultimately impact the Commission’s decision concerning

BellSouth’s compliance with the 271 requirements.



Respectfully submitted this 10™ day of September, 2001.
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Susan S. Masterton

Sprint Mailstop MS:FLTLHO0107
Post Office Box 2214

Tallahassee, Florida 32314
850-599-1560 (Telephone)
850-878-777 (FAX)

AND

Benjamin W. Fincher

Sprint MailStop GAATLN0802
3100 Cumberland Circle
Atlanta, GA 30339
404-649-5145 (telephone)
404-649-5174 (FAX)

ATTORNEYS FOR

SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS
COMPANY LIMITED
PARTNERSHIP



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
DOCKET NO. 960786-TL.

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was served by U.S.
Mail this 10th day of September, 2001 to the following:

Nancy B. White

C/o Nancy H. Sims

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
150 S. Monroe Street, Suite 400
Tallahassee, Florida 32301-1556

AT&T Communications of the Southern
States, Inc.

Ms. Rhonda P. Merritt

101 North Monroe Street, Suite 700
Tallahassee, FL 32301-1549

CWA

Kenneth Ruth

2180 West State Road 434
Longwood, FL 32779

Ervin Law Firm
Everett Boyd

P.O. Drawer 1170
Tallahassee, FL 32302

Florida Cable Telecommunications Assoc.,

Inc.

Michael Gross/Charles Dudley
246 E. 6th Avenue, Suite 100
Tallahassee, FL. 32303

Florida Competitive Carriers Assoc.
c/o McWhirter Law Firm

Vicki Kaufman

117 S. Gadsden St.

Tallahassee, FL. 32301

Florida Digital Network, Inc
Matthew Feil, Esq.

390 North Orange Ave., Suite 2000
Orlando, FL 32801

Hopping Law Firm

Richard Melson

MCI, Rhythms Links, ITC"DeltaCom
P.O. Box 6526

Tallahassee, FL 32314

Intermedia Communications, Inc.

Mr. Scott Sapperstein

One Intermedia Way (MC FLT -HQ3)
Tampa, FL 33647-1752

ITC DeltaCom

Ms Nanette S. Edwards

4092 South Memorial Parkway
Huntsville, AL 35802-4343

Katz, Kutter Law Firm

Charles Pellegrini/Patrick Wiggins
106 East College Avenue, 12th Floor
Tallahassee, FL 32301

Knowles Law Firm
John Marks, 111

215 S. Monroe St., #130
Tallahassee, FL 32301

LDDS Communications, Inc.
Brian Sulmonetti

1515 S. Federal Hwy., #400
Boca Raton, FL 33432-7404

MCI WorldCom Network Services, Inc.
Ms. Donna C. McNulty

325 John Knox Road, Suite 105
Tallahassee, FL 32303-4131

Messer Law Firm
Floyd Self

P.O.Box 1876
Tallahassee, FL 32302



Network Access Solutions Corporation
100 Carpenter Drive, Suite 206
Sterling, VA 20164

Pennington Law Firm

Peter Dunbar/Karen Camechis
P.O. Box 10095

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Shook, Hardy & Bacon LLP
Rodney L. Joyce

600 14th Street, N.-W_, Suite 800
Washington, DC 20005-2004

Sprint/Sprint-Metro

Mr. Benjamin W. Fincher
3100 Cumberland Circle, #802
Atlanta, GA 30339

Time Warner Telecom

Ms. Carolyn Marek

Regulatory Affairs, Southeast Region
233 Bramerton Court

Franklin, TN 37069

Covad Communications Company
Ms. Catherine F. Boone

10 Glenlake Pkwy, Suite 650
Atlanta, GA 30328-3495

KMC Telecom Inc.

John D. McLaughlin, Jr.

1755 North Brown Road
Lawrenceville, GA 30043-8119

MGC Communications, Inc.
Marilyn H. Ash

3301 North Buffalo Drive
Las Vegas, NV 89129

Bruce Culpepper, Esq.

Akerman, Senterifitt & Edison, PA
301 South Bronough Street,

Suite 200

Post Office Box 10555
Tallahassee, Florida 32302-2555

Henry C. Campen, Jr.

Parker, Poe Adams & Bernstein
First Union Capital Center

150 Fayetteville Street Mail, S-1400
Post Oftice Box 389

Raleigh, NC 27602
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Susan S. Masterton



