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BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

SPRINT-FLORIDA, INCORPORATED 

DIRECT TESTIMONY 

OF 

JAMXS R. BURT 

--- 

Please state your name and address. 

My name I s  James R. Burt. My business address is 6450 Sprint Parkway, Overland 

Park, Kansas 6625 1.  

By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 

I am presently employed as Director - Regulatory Policy for Sprint Corporation. I am 

testifying in this proceeding on behalf of Sprint-Florida, Incorporated. 

Please provide your educational and work background. 

1 received a Bachelor of Science degree in Electronics Engineering from the University 

of South Dakota in 1980 and a Masters in Business Administration from Rockhurst 

College in 1989. 

I became Director - Regulatory Policy in February of 2001. I am responsible for 

developing state and federal regulatory policy and legislative policy for Sprint 

Corporation, including the coordination of regulatory and legislative policies across the 

various Sprint business units and the advocacy of such policies before regulatory and 

legislative bodies. 
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I was From 1997 to February of 2001, I was Director-Local Market Planning. 

responsible for policy and regulatory position development and advocacy from a CLEC 

perspective. In addition I supported Interconnection Agreement negotiations and had 

responsibility for various other regulatory issues pertaining to Sprint’s CLEC efforts. 

** 

From 1996 to 1997, I was Local Market Director responsible for Sprint’s 

Interconnection Agreement negotiations with BellSouth. 

1 was Director - Carrier Markets for Sprint’s Local Telecom Division from 1994 to 

1996. My responsibilities included interexchange carrier account management and 

management of one of Sprint’s Interexchange Carrier service centers. 

From 1991 to 1994, I was General Manager of United Telephone Long Distance, a long 

distance subsidiary of SprintDJnited Telephone Company. I had P&L, marketing and 

operations responsibilities. 

From 1989 to 1991, I held the position of Network Sales Manager responsible for sales 

of business data and network solutions within Sprint’s Local Telecom Division. 

From 1988 to 1989, I fbnctioned as the Product Manager for data and network services 

also for Sprint’s Local Telecom Division. 

Prior to Sprint 1: worked for Ericsson Inc. for eight years with positions in both 

engineering and marketing. 
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DIRECT ‘IESTIMCNSJY OF: James R. Burt 
FILED: June 11,2004 

What is the purpose of your testimony? 

Sprint and W C  agreed to much of the language in the parties’ Interconnection 

Agreement (“ICA? or “Agreement”). Several issues remain in dispute and are the 

topic of this arbitration. My testimony wiII address Sprint’s position for arbitration on 
a 

issues 2, 4, 5, 6, 9, 10 and 1 I. 

6 

7 

8 

Issue 2: How should the parties identify, exchange and compensate trafic transported in 

whole or in part over internet protocol? 

9 

11 

12 

i o  Q. 

A. 
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14 

15 

16 

17 

1s 

19 

20 

21 

22 

Please summarize issue 2. 

Issue 2 deals with compensation for the exchange of Internet protocol or Voice over 

Internet Protocol (VoIP) tramc. KMC’s position is that VolP traffic passed between 

the parties should be subject to bill-and-keep until the issue is resolved by the 

appropriate federal or state regulatory or judicial body. Sprint, on the other hand, 

believes that VoIP traflic should be treated like all other traffic exchanged between the 

parties in which the compensation is dependent upon the jurisdiction of the trafk,  i.e., 

reciprocal compensation rates should apply to local traffic and inter or intrastate access 

charges should apply to toll t rasc .  Sprint is losing significant access revenue due to 

KMC’s actions related to Volp. This is a critical issue, which, if not resolved, will 

potentially result in a massive change in how long distance carriers route their traffk, 

Le., through a packet switch, simply to classify the traffic as VoIP in order to avoid 

paying access charges for the origination and termination of the trafic. It is 
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inappropriate to have different compensation mechanisms apply simply because a 

portion of the network used to transport a call uses a different technology. 

4 

/ 

3 Q. Please explain VOW. 
Br 

VoIP is a technology that transmits voice communications over a network using the A. 

5 
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Internet Protocol. 

What is the Internet Protocol or IP? 

A protocol is a set of rules that govern how devices communicate with one another. 

The Internet Protocol is a protocol that can be used to control how devices 

communicate on the public Internet and private networks. 

Are there different V o l p  applications? 

Yes. There are a number of different applications of VoP. Although the names given 

to the different VOW applications can be misleading, they seem to be broadly used 

within the industry so I will use them in my testimony. They all generally fall into the 

following three categories: 

Phone-to-Phone: This form of VoIP is characterized by TDM technology at both ends 

of the conversation with P being used for some or all of the transport in the middle. 

Computer-to-Phone: This form of V o P  is characterized by one end of the call being lP 

and the other being TDM. The devices at the end of the call may be standard analog 
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telephones or a computer equipped with a microphone and speakers. Regardless, real- 1 

2 time voice communication is taking place. 

3 

4 Computer-to-Computer: This form of VoIP is characterized by IP being used at both 

5 ends of the conversation. Normally, there wouldn’t be a conversion to and fiom Ip 

since the devices-on both ends utilize IP. 6 

7 

8 Q. What form of VoIP is being addressed in this proceeding? 

It is Sprint’s position that all forms of VoIP terminated to Sprint’s network should be 

subject to the jurisdictionally appropriate inter-carrier compensation. 

9 

10 

A. 

11 

12 Q. Can VoIP be used for calls of all jurisdictions, local, intrastate toll, interstate toll, 

13 

14 

etc.? 

Yes. VoIP calls that interface with the Public Switched Telephone Network (FSTN) A. 

15 can be local, intrastate toll or interstate toll depending on the originating and 

terminating points of the call. 16 

17 

is Q. Contrast VoIP to the more traditional Time Division Multiplexing (TDM) method 

19 

20 

of transmitting voice communications. 

TDM is more commonly used today. The PSTN uses TDM technology which is A. 

21 sometimes referred to as circuit switched. The technical differences between the two 

22 

23 

methods of transmitting voice communications are considerable. One significant 

difference is that VoIP carries information in the form of packets. These packets can 
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SPRINT-FLORM, INCORPORATED 
DOCKET NO: 03 1047-TP 

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF: James R. Burt 
FEED: June 11,2004 

be routed over various paths in a network and reassembled at the destination, enabling 

communications. By contrast, TDM establishes a dedicated circuit between the 

origination and destination points of the network. Even though the technical 

differences are considerable, the practical differences are not. Exhibit JRB- 1 shows 

the call path of a VOW call. Both technologies attempt to provide quality 

communications that allow the called party to receive voice exactly as sent. In fact, the 

technology used is transparent to the customers on either end of the call. This is not 

significantly different from the situation we have today €or wireless communications, 

where there are several different technologies used to deliver wireless calls like GSM, 

TDMA and CDMA, that are transparent to the end user. Inter-carrier compensation 

treatment for wireless calls does not differ based on the type of technology used. The 

same should apply to wireline calls. 

w 

If the intent of both circuit-switched and packet-switched technologies is to enable 

real-time voice communications to occur, why is inter-carrier compensation an 

issue in the Sprint and KMC arbitration? 

That is correct, the intent of both forms of technology is the same. The heart of the 

issue is the cornpensation KMC would pay to Sprint for the use of its network to 

deliver a VolP call. KMC does not agree that access charges should apply to toll calls 

when VOW is used. To my knowledge there is no technical difference in how a V o P  

call connects to the Sprint network and how a TDM calI connects to the Sprint network 

except for the fact that in order to avoid access charges VoIP calls are delivered over 

local interconnection trunks rather than access trunks. The VolP call is converted to 
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TDM format before delivering the call to Sprint’s network, so the interconnection is 

exactly the same. Exhibit 3RB-2 illustrates this difference. In fact, there’s 

difference to the end users either. In either instance, the end user’s desire is to 
$$. 

communicate via voice and that is what they get, nothing more. 

What language had Sprint proposed? 

Sprint’s proposed language is as follows: Voice calls that are transmitted, in whole or 

in part, via the public Internet or a private IP network (VoIP) shall be compensated in 

the same manner as voice traffrc (e.g., reciprocal Compensation, interstate access and 

intrastate access). 

What is your interpretation of Sprint’s proposed contract language? 

It is Sprint’s position that a VoIP call that originates or terminates on Sprint’s network 

should be subject to the jurisdictionally appropriate inter-carrier compensation rates. 

In other words, if the end points of the call define the call as an interstate call, interstate 

access charges apply. If the end points define the call as intrastate, intrastate access 

charges apply. If the end points of the call define the call as local traac,  reciprocal 

compensation charges apply. 

Eas the Commission traditionally based the classification of calls for jurisdictional 

and compensation purposes on the technology used to carry the call? 

No. Wireline voice communications technology has continually advanced over the 

years from copper to fiber, fi-om analog to digital, and now, from circuit switched to 
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packet switched. To my knowledge, regulators have not based their interpretation of 1 

2 

3 

the jurisdiction of a call on the technology used, but instead, have used the end points of 

the call to determine jurisdiction. 
4 

4 

. -  
5 Q. To your knowledge, is the trafic in question routed to- telephone service- 

6 subscribers connected to Sprint’s network using numbers assigned in accordance 

7 with the North American Numbering Plan? 

8 A. 

9 

10 

11 Q. 

12 

13 A. 

14 

15 

16 Q. 

17 

18 A. 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Yes. The fact that ordinary telephone numbers are being used is what results in the 

calls being terminated to Sprint’s network. 

To your knowledge, is the speaker’s voice altered from when it enters the network 

to when it exits the network? 

It is my understanding that the service does not alter the voice communication. The 

users on either end of the conversation are speaking and hearing real-time voice. 

Is there any difference in how Sprint’s network is utilized when an interLATA or 

intraLATA VoIP call is terminated to it versus a traditional circuit-switched call? 

No, Sprint’s network is utilized in the same manner. When the call is delivered to 

Sprint, it does not appear any different from any other toll call. Sprint terminates the 

call in the same manner using the same network fbnctionality and equipment. The 

same would hold true for a local call. A jurisdictionally local VoIP call terminated to 

Sprint’s network utilizes the network and appears the same as any other local call that 

is not VoIP. The only difference is that KMC is attempting to avoid access charges on 

8 
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terminating inter or intraLATA toll calls by delivering them to Sprint over 1 

interconnection trunks rather than access facilities. 2 

3 
w 

Is it true that some VOW services use the public Internet? 

5 A. Xt is my understanding that there are diffeuxt applications of VoIP and that some of 

6 them use the public Internet and some of them use private IP networks. 

7 

8 Q- Is your position different if the service uses the public Internet? 

9 A. No. The fact that a V o P  call uses the public Internet does not change Sprint's 

10 

11 

position. The fact that a VoP  service uses the public Internet does not change how 

Sprint's network is utilized. Nor does the use of the public Internet change the fact that 

VoIP is a form of real-time voice communications. Use of the public Internet does not 12 

13 change the fimdamental characteristics of the service 

14 

15 Q. Some argue that requiring VofP providers to pay access charges is effectively 

16 regulating the Internet. Do you agree? 

No. These statements are made to inflame the issue. Requiring VoIP service providers 

to pay the jurisdictionally appropriate inter-carrier compensation is not regulating the 

17 A. 

18 

19 Internet any more than maintaining the appropriate regulatory requirements for other 

applications that use the Internet, e.g., financial services. One must separate an 20 

21. application that uses the Internet fiom the Internet itself. Payment of inter-carrier 

22 compensation allows carriers who would otherwise get paid for the use of their network 

23 to get appropriate cornpensation. VOIP calls that use the PSTN should be charged the 

9 
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same inter-carrier compensation rate as non-VOIP calls that use the PSTN in precisely 1 

2 the same way and impose precisely the same costs on the PSTN. Imagine the 

3 

4 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

1s 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

consequences of deregulating every service that uses the Internet. The result would be 

chaos, widespread fkaud, total lack of trust and the likely downfall of a valuable 

communications - tool.- Besides, as stated previously; V o P  applicati-cms don't . 

necessarily use the Internet. Some may, but many do not. 

R 

Is routing of toll traflic over local interconnection trunks a violation of the current 

agreement between Sprint and KMC. 

Yes. Section 57.1.1 addresses trunk arrangements. The language agreed to by KMC is 

as follows. Section 57.1.1.2 states that separate trunks will be used for toll traffic. 

57.1.1. The Parties shall initially reciprocally terminate Local Traffic and 

IntraLATMnterLATA toll calls originating on the other Party's 

network as follows: 

57.1.1.1. The Parties shall make available to each other two-way trunks for the 

reciprocal exchange of combined Local Traffic, and non-equal access 

XntraLATA toll traffic. Neither Party is obligated under this 

Agreement to order reciprocal trunks or build facilities in the 

establishment of interconnection arrangements for the delivery of 

Internet traffic. The Party serving the Internet service provider shall 

order trunks or facilities from the appropriate tariff of the other Party 

for such purposes and will be obligated to pay the full cost of such 

facility. 

10 
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5 Q. I Has KMCagreed to age in the confract currently being 

6 negotiated? 

7 A. 

8 

9 

Yes. Section 1.1.1 of the contract currently being negotiated addresses this issue and is 

essentially the same as the language in the current contract. The language agreed to by 

Sprint and KMC is included below. 
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57.1.1.2. Separate two-way trunks will be made available for the exchanee of 

equal-access InterLATA or IntraLATA interexchange traff'ic that 

transits Sprint's network. 

1.1.2. Separate two-way trunks will be made available for the exchange of equal- 

access local transit traffic, interLATA, and intraLATA interexchange traffic 

that transits Sprint's network. 

1.1.10. At either Party's request, the parties agree to work cooperatively to 

determine the feasibility of combining local/intraLATA trunk groups and 

IXC/transit trunk groups on single interconnection trunk groups ("joint 

interconnection trunk groups"). Whenever the use of joint interconnection 

trunk groups is determined to be feasible by the Parties and ordering and 

billing procedures have been established: 

19 1.1.10.1. KMC may order new Joint Interconnection Trunk Groups in accordance 

20 with such ordering and billing procedures. In addition, at KMC's written 

21 request, the Parties will work together in good faith to convert existing 

22 LocaVintraLATA Trunk Groups and IXC Trunk Groups into Joint 

31 
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Interconnection Trunk Groups; provided that the Parties will complete such 

conversions within an interval and at appropriate charges negotiated by the 

Parties . 

4 

- .  
5 

6 

-- 1. i . 11 .  Sprint will cooperate with the KMC to install trunk group(s), at KMC’s 

expense if legacy OSDA interfaces require a special interconnection 

7 

8 

9 

11 

12 

i o  Q. 

A. 

13 

14 

15 Q. 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

A. 

arrangement to allow transport of KMC originating OSDA calls that 

terminate to AT&T. 

Why does Sprint think this issue should be addressed at this time? 

There are considerable access revenues at risk for Sprint if this issue is not decided. 

All experts agree that VoIP traffic will continue to rise. This will result in increased 

financial exposure to Sprint. 

Isn’t it true that this commission has looked at this issue and decided not to 

address it? 

Although I was not personally involved in the earlier proceeding, it is my 

understanding that in Docket No. 000075-TP the Florida Public Service Commission 

chose not to decide on the type of inter-carrier compensation that should apply to VoIP 

traffk. The primary reason was that VoIP was a nascent technology with limited 

applications in the marketplace. Although the Commission found the issue was not 

ripe for consideration at that time, the Commission specifically stated that “we find this 

12 
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shall not preclude carriers from petitioning us for decisions regarding specific IF’ 

telephony service through arbitration or complaint proceedings.” 

w 

Did Sprint agree with that determination? 

At that time Sprint did not have anyevidence suggesting VoIP was having a negative 

impact on its access revenues. Since then Sprint has identified instances where access 

charges are being avoided. 

Are you aware of the Florida statute that addresses the issue of carriers knowingIy 

using local interconnection facilities to avoid access charges? 

Yes. Section 364.16(3)(b), Florida Statutes, states that “No local exchange 

telecommunications company or alternative local exchange telecommunications 

company shall knowingly deliver trafic, for which terminating access service charges 

would otherwise apply, through a local interconnection arrangement without paying the 

appropriate charges for such terminating access service.” 

In your opinion, is this statute relevant to Issue 2 in the S p r i n t m C  

interconnection agreement? 

Although I am not an attorney, the statute appears to relate directly to Issue 2, which 

addresses the inter-carrier compensation that applies to VoIP. If KMC were to 

terminate VoXP toll trait over KMC’s local interconnection trunks with Sprint, it 

appears it would be a violation of the statute. 

24 Q. How do you think access charges are being avoided? 

13 
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I can’t speak to all the possibilities, but one instance that has been discovered involves 

2 

3 

4 

KMC terminating interstate and intrastate toll traffic over local interconnection trunks. 

-Sprint has been able to capture SS7 signaling information that identifies the originating 

and terminating points of calls being passed over its local interconnection trunks. 

- - Sprint’s analysis of this information indicates that not all of the calls-are local, Le., 

2- 

5 I 

6 

7 

8 

9 

i o  Q. 

11 A. 

13 Q. 

14 

15 A. 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 Q. 

originating and terminating within the Local Calling Area. Instead Sprint has 

determined that a significant amount of the traffic delivered to Sprint over local 

interconnection trunks is toll traffic. 

Do you believe this is a violation of Section 364.16(3)(b) of the Florida Statutes? 

Although I am not an attorney, it appears that it is in violation of Section 364.16(3)(b). 

Are there any other Florida Statutes that address the issue of intercarrier 

compensation for voice-over-Internet protocol service? 

Yes, in 2003 the Florida Legislature amended the definition of “service” in s. 364.02, 

Florida Statutes, to voice-over-Internet protocol services for the purposes of regulation. 

However, the Legislature explicitly provided that: 

Nothing herein shal1 affect the rights and obligations of any entity 

related to the payment of switched network access rates or other 

intercarrier compensation, if any, related to voice-over-Internet 

protocol service. 

Can you quantify how much access revenue Sprint is losing? 
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For the time period from July 2002 through March 2004, Sprint has lost 

-This amount of access avoidance - lost revenue - warrants a decision fkom the Florida 
e- 

Public Service Commission. Until now, toll service providers purchased access 

services to terminate and originatetheir trafic to and from Sprint's local 'seniice 

customers. The systems and process were set up to ensure that accurate billing took 

place. However, since carriers like KMC are now terminating toll traffic over local 

interconnection trunks, it's difficult to quantify the amount of toll traffic that is not 

being subjected to the appropriate access charges. When Sprint suspects this type of 

access avoidance is occurring, it can monitor the local interconnection t r unks  and 

attempt to identify the toll traffic, but Sprint cannot be certain all access avoidance is 

being identified. 

concerned. It is clear to Sprint that the technology is no longer nascent. 

believes it is now time for the Commission to decide this issue. 

Indecision will result in regulatory uncertainty for all parties 

Sprint 

Has the FCC determined if VoIP traffic shouid be subject to access charges? 

Yes. In October, 2002, AT&T filed a Petition For Declaratory Ruling suggesting the 

FCC find that access charges should not apply to Phone-to-Phone VoIP services. The 

FCC ruled, in WC Docket No. 02-361, at paragraph 25, that interstate access charges 

are appropriate for this form of VoIP. 

Did the FCC Order resolve the issue of whether access charges should apply to 

phone-to-phone VOW for the State of Florida? 

15 
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No. The FCC order only addressed interstate access. In WC Docket No. 02-361, in 

paragraph 1, the FCC stated: 

We clarify that, under the current 

describes is a teIecornmunications 

access charges may be assessed, 

$- 

- - _  

rules, the service that AT&T 

service upon which interstate 

- *  - . .  . .._ 

This suggests that the Florida PSC must make a determination for intrastate access for 

phone-to-phone VoP.  

Has the PCC determined whether access charges shouId apply to forms of VoIP 

other than phone-to-phone? 

The FCC has issued a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking on IP-Enabled Services, WC 

Docket No. 04-36, that will supposedly address the applicability of access charges on 

other forms of VoP. Comments were filed on May 28. Reply comments were 

originally due on June 28, but have recently been delayed until July 14. 

Is there any certainty as to when the FCC will issue an order for WC Docket No. 

04-36? 

N O .  

Are you aware of any state commission orders that address inter-carrier 

compensation for Phone-to-Phone VolP 

Yes. The New York Public Service Commission issued an order in Case No. 0l-C- 

1119, a complaint o f  Frontier Telephone of Rochester, Inc. against US DataNet 
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Corporation for failure to pay intrastate access charges. The Commission found that 

DataNet was liable for past and present access charges. 

2. 

Are you aware of any other state Commission orders addressing the applicability 

of access charges on Volp service? -.-; 

Yes. The New York Public Service Commission has recently issued an order in case 

03-C- 1285 (Order Establishing Balanced Regulatory Framework for Vonage Holdings 

Corporation). That order stated that Vonage Holdings Corporation, a VoIP service 

provider, must comply with the New York Public Service Law obligations of telephone 

corporations. Telephone corporations in the state of New York are subject to access 

charges, The Minnesota Public Service Commission also ruled that Vonage was 

providing a telecommunications service in Minnesota Docket No. P-62 I4K-03- 108, In 

the Matter of the Complaint of the Minnesota Department of Commerce Against 

Vonage Holdings Corporation Regarding Lack of Authority to Operate in Minnesota. 

This order was overturned by the US District Court for the District of Minnesota in 

Case No. 03CV05287 and is on appeal by the Minnesota Public Service Commission 

to the United State Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit. 

Do you expect the use of VoIP to increase or decrease over time? 

I would expect the use of V o P  to increase over time. There are inherent advantages to 

this technology that lead to its use. Recent quotes fiom the nation's two largest IXCs, 

MCI and AT&T, support this idea as well. Fred Briggs, MCI President of Operations 

and Technology was quoted in a June 3, 2003 press release as saying "By 2005, MCI 
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plans to move 100 percent of our traffrc to an all IP core.” (See attached Exhibit JRB-3) 

In addition, AT&T’s CEO David Dorman recently stated in an interview with 

Forbes.com that “(AT&T) expect[s] to be a leader in VOlp traffic.” (See attached 

Exhibit JRB-4) Several other announcements have been made by other service 

w 

providers as well. -_ 

In other words, you see this issue getting larger rather than smaIIer, is that 

correct? 

That is correct. As carriers migrate to VoIP technology, the inter-carrier compensation 

issue continues to grow. Therefore, it is appropriate to address this area of uncertainty 

now rather than later. 

Please summarize your position on issue 2. 

A. V o P  is a real-time voice service that utilizes a different technology at some point along 

the transmission path. It is Sprint’s position that the use of a different technology does 

not change the nature of the service being provided or the use of Sprint’s network at the 

originating or terminating end o€ the call. Therefore, access charges should apply for 

VoP  traffic that originates or terminates on Sprint’s network. Furthermore, the access 

charge revenue being placed at risk and the overall regulatory uncertainty created by 

this dispute warrants Florida Public Service Commission action at this time. 

22 Issue 4 

23 

What is Sprint’s obligation to provide access to third parties, grooming 

functionality and redundant facilities with dedicated transport? 

1s 
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1 

2 

Q. Eas this issue been resolved by the parties? 

I 

3 

4 

A. Yes, It is my understanding that the parties have resolved this issue and it is no longer being 

disputed. To the extent this understanding is incorrect, Sprint reserves the right to file testimony 
w 

-- 5 addressing this issue. - 

6 

7 

8 

9 to its DCS? 

Issue 5 Is Sprint required to provide KMC access to Sprint’s digital cross-connect systems 

(L‘DCS”) as a stand alone UNE? If so, what system functionalities should Sprint provide 

10 

11 Q. Has this issue been resolved by the parties? 

12 

13 

14 

15 addressing this issue. 

A. Yes. It is my understanding that the parties have resolved this issue and it is no longer being 

disputed. To the extent this understanding is incorrect, Sprint reserves the right to file testimony 

16 

17 

18 

19 

Issue 6 (a) Does commingling include connecting UNEs purchased from Sprint with 

wholesale services purchased from a third party? 

(b) Should the parties’ interconnection agreement state that Sprint will provide UNEs 

20 pursuant to applicable law? 

21 

22 Q. Has this issue been resolved by the parties? 

23 

19 
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A. Yes. It is my understanding that the parties have resolved this issue and it is no longer being 1 

2 disputed. To the extent this understanding is incorrect, Sprint reserves the right to file testimony 

3 addressjng this issue. 
1 *- 

4 

5 Issue 9 Under what conditions, if an.y, may KMC commingle EELs purchased from 

6 Sprint with wholesale services purchased from a third party? 

7 

8 Q. Has this issue been resolved by the parties? 

9 

10 A. Yes. It is my understanding that the parties have resolved this issue and it is no longer being 

11 disputed. To the extent this understanding is incorrect, Sprint reserves the right to file testimony 

12 addressing this issue. 

13 

14 Issue IO What are the eligibility criteria that appIy to EEL access? 

15 

16 Q. Has this issue been resolved by the parties? 

17 

18 

19 

20 addressing this issue. 

21 

22 

A. Yes. It is my understanding that the parties have resolved this issue and it is no longer being 

disputed. To the extent this understanding is incorrect, Sprint reserves the right to file testimony 

Issue 11 What are the conditions under which Sprint may conduct an audit of KMC’s 

23 EELs? 

20 
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1 Q. Has this issue been resolved by the parties? 

2 

3 

4 

A. Yes,It is my understanding that the parties have resolved this issue and it is no longer being 

disputed. To the extent this understanding is incorrect, Sprint reserves the right to file testimony 
2- 

...' . 5 -addressing this issue. -_ 

6 

7 Q. Does that conclude your testimony? 

8 A. Yes. 
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