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REPLY OF SPRINT CORPORATION

Sprint, on behalf of its incumbent LEC, long distance/competitive LEC and

wireless divisions, hereby replies to the comments and oppositions of other parties to the

Petitions For Reconsideration of the Commission's December 13,2002 order in the

above-captioned dockets (FCC 02-329).

Sprint is confining this reply to the issue ofwhether to permit customer class

averaging of USF obligations of local exchange carriers, as proposed by SBC and USTA.



In its initial comments, Sprint supported such class averaging as a reasonable measure to

avoid the time-consuming and burdensome billing changes that might otherwise be

necessitated for a plan that is only intended to be of interim duration. Sprint also argued

that all local-related services purchased by each customer class from LECs, including

DSL-based Internet access service, should be included in the permissible class averaging.

In that regard, Sprint pointed out that the Commission appears to regard revenues from

such services as being subject to USF contributions (even though no order in these

dockets has ever made such information services subject to USF), and that the

Commission thereby has created a substantial competitive disadvantage for LEC

providers of broadband Internet service, as compared with entities using different

technologies such as cable modem service whose functionally equivalent services are not

subject to USF contributions. Sprint noted that the issue ofwhether broadband Internet

access services should be subject to USF contributions is at issue in another proceeding in

CC Docket No. 02-33 which is slated for decision before the end of June, and that there is

no reason to force LECs, in the meantime,either to absorb the substantial monthly USF

costs related to these services or to place themselves at a price disadvantage vis-a-vis

their cable competitors by passing these costs through between now and the time this

issue is resolved. Sprint also pointed out that including DSL-based Internet access

services in the class averaging would affect the monthly USF recovery charge to

consumers by roughly only a dime.

Allowing LECs to engage in customer class averaging was supported by AT&T

(at 4) and Verizon (at 3). WorldCom, however, opposed class averaging (at 4,6) on the

grounds that it would not be fair to allow some carriers to class average without allowing

other carriers with whom they compete the same latitude. In the context of LEC charges,
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however, WorldCom's concerns appear to be unfounded, since the requested relief relates

to local-related services provided by the LEC, and not to, for example, interstate

interLATA long distance service. AOL Time Warner (at 5) also opposes class averaging

on the basis that it could result in undue discrimination as between different customers in

the class. However, as pointed out above, class averaging for local exchange carriers

only means about a dime's difference per month in the USF recovery charges, based on

data for the Sprint ILECs, and is hardly undue discrimination given the anticipated short

life of the request. 1

Accordingly, Sprint urges the Commission to grant the customer class-averaging

requests of SBC and USTA and to make clear that such averaging extends to DSL-based

Internet access services offered by these carriers.

Respectfully submitted,

SPRINT CORPORATION

Richard J
401 9th Street, NW, Suite 400
Washington, DC 20004
202-585-1912

March 13, 2003

1 To the extent that WorldCom and AOL Time Warner also argue against averaging
requested by wireless carriers, Sprint would note that this has been rendered moot by the
Order and Order on Reconsideration released January 30, 2003 (FCC 03-20).
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