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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF CARL C. ALBRIGHT, JR.

ON BEHALF OF AT&T ILLINOIS

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.

My name is Carl C. Albright, Jr. | am an Assdei®irector — Network Regulatory in
AT&T’s Network Planning and Engineering Departmeviy, business address is 3413

Booth Calloway, Richland Hills, Texas 76118.

WHAT ARE YOUR RESPONSIBILITIES?

My primary responsibility is to represent the &T-owned Incumbent Local Exchange
Carriers (“ILECS”) in the development of networklipes, procedures, and plans from a
regulatory perspective. | present, explain, astifpyfAT&T’s network interconnection
positions before regulatory and legislative auttesi | represent those companies’
network interests in negotiations with Competitiveeal Exchange Carriers (“CLECS”),
Wireless Service Providers (“WSPs” or “CMRS provglg and Paging Service
Providers. 1 also provide information to the vasmetwork organizations regarding any
regulatory issues or changes and direct these izagams to make the changes to
methods, procedures and policies that are necefssaty &T to comply with any

regulatory changes.

WHAT IS YOUR PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE AND EDUCATI ONAL
BACKGROUND?
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| have been employed by AT&T for 33 years. Myige career has been on the Network
side of AT&T starting with Network Distribution iautside installation, repair, and
maintenance, after which | spent time in Networlefgions in the Central Office
Special Services group. | also supported Netwgrkr@ions as a technical instructor for
AT&T for five years, developing and delivering bdimnd transport courses, from
fundamental fiber optics to advanced Synchronousc@lgNetworks (“SONET”), as well
as Digital Carrier Systems (“DCS”) and Signalings®yn 7 (“SS7”). | also worked with
our wireless affiliate for four years managing tlevelopment, implementation,
measurement and evaluation of technical trainimgt$dVireless Network Operations
organization. | have also served for five yeam/jaling technical Methods and

Procedure support to the AT&T U-verse initiativdhave a Bachelors Degree in

Management from Lamar University in Beaumont, Texas

HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY TESTIFIED BEFORE STATE COMMI SSIONS?

Yes. | have filed testimony and/or appeared inla&gry proceedings on matters
involving network design and network operationsiumerous cases at state regulatory
commissions including the Arkansas Public Servioen@ission, the California Public
Utilities Commission, the lllinois Commerce Comniisg the Oklahoma Corporation
Commission, the Michigan Public Service Commissiad the Public Utility

Commission of Texas.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY?
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My testimony will address network-related digggibver the language in the following

portions of the interconnection agreement: Geriggains and Conditions (“*GTC”) and

Attachment 02 - Network Interconnection.

DISCUSSION OF ISSUES
ISSUE 1(a): Should the ICA provide for IP-to-IP interconnection or should
it provide that all traffic that Sprint delivers to AT&T under the ICA
must be delivered in TDM format?
(GTC Sections 3.11.2.2)

ISSUE 11:  Should terms and conditions regarding Ifnterconnection be
included in the Agreement?

(Attachment 2, Section 2.1.6.2)

ISSUE 18: Should the ICA address POls for IP-to-IRnterconnection and,
if so, is Sprint’s proposed language just and reas@able?

(Attachment 2, Sections 2.2.1 and 2.2.2)

WHAT IS THE DISAGREEMENT THAT IS THE SUBJECT OF ISSUES 1(a), 11
AND 18?

Sprint proposes to include language in the 164t tvould permit Sprint to demand that
the parties establish IP-to-IP interconnection ethrer words, for Sprint to interconnect
its IP-capable equipment directly with IP-capalij@ipment on AT&T lllinois’ network.
As Sprint’s proposed language, which | quote belmakes clear, Sprint is not asking
that IP-to-IP interconnection be established winenparties’ new ICA goes into effect,
or at any particular time after that, but ratheygmses language that would enable Sprint

to demand IP-to-IP interconnection at any timemyithe term of the ICA.
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AT&T lllinois maintains that Sprint’s proposed IB-tP language should not be included

in the ICA.

WHAT DO YOU MEAN WHEN YOU REFER TO “IP-CAPABLE
EQUIPMENT"?

All the voice traffic that AT&T lllinois curredy exchanges with Sprint (and with all
other carriers with which it exchanges trafficgischanged in Time Division Multiplex
format, commonly called “TDM.” On the Internet,d¢ontrast, information (including
voice) is in Internet Protocol (“IP”) format. Wheisay “IP-capable equipment,” | am
referring to equipment that can send, receive ocgss information in IP format, rather
than in TDM. As Il indicated, today, all trafficahSprint delivers to AT&T lllinois is
delivered in TDM, because AT&T lllinois’ network 8 TDM network. When | say that
Sprint wants the option of establishing IP-to-IRemaonnection, | mean it wants to
deliver traffic in IP format to AT&T lllinois via a@lirect interconnection between IP-
capable equipment on Sprint’s network and IP-capaflipment on AT&T lllinois’

network.

WHAT IS THE BASIS FOR AT&T ILLINOIS’ POSITION TH AT THE ICA
SHOULD NOT ALLOW SPRINT TO ESTABLISH IP-TO-IP
INTERCONNECTION WITH AT&T ILLINOIS?

There are two separate reasons for AT&T lllinpissition. One reason is that section
251(c)(2) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996996 Act”), which requires AT&T
lllinois to provide interconnection with its netvkoior Sprint’s equipment, does not

encompass or require IP-to-IP interconnection.aAssult, AT&T lllinois has no duty (at



101

102

103

104

105

106

107

108

109
110

111

112

113

114

115

116

117

118

ICC Docket No. 12-0550
AT&T lllinois Ex. 2.0 Albright
Page 5
least no duty that can be enforced in this arlamatinder section 252 of the 1996 Act) to

provide IP-to-IP interconnection for Sprint.

The second reason for AT&T lllinois’ opposition$print’s language is that AT&T

lllinois does not have an IP networle., does not have IP-capable equipment with which

Sprint could interconnect even if section 251(ci{®@) require incumbent carriers with IP

networks to provide interconnection with those reks.

WILL YOU BE SUPPORTING BOTH OF THOSE REASONS IN THIS
TESTIMONY?

No. The first reason.€., that section 251(c)(2) does not require IP-to-IP
interconnection) is purely legal, and | do not elate on AT&T lllinois’ legal position
in this testimony. | do note below, however, that the Federal Conioations
Commission (“FCC”) is considering the legal questamd that this Commission should
not get out ahead of the FCC and does not neeek toug ahead of the FCC in order to
resolve the issues it needs to resolve in thisggding. In the testimony that follows, |

do show that AT&T lllinois has no IP-capable netwéor Sprint to interconnect with.

There is no secret about the legal basis for ATilifiois’ position; it is simply a matter that AT& lllinois

believes is appropriately addressed in legal brigtiser than in testimony. For the benefit of Bprstaff and
the Administrative Law Judges, however, | am infechby counsel that the basis for AT&T lllinois’ fki@n,

in abbreviated form, is that under section 251X &T lllinois is required only to provide inteotinection
to telecommunications carriers for the transmissiad routing of telephone exchange service andaaggh
access, while the services for which Sprint sebigpdthetically and in the future) IP-to-IP intero@ation are
“information services,” because they (1) would riegja net protocol conversation to allow interconmication
with end users served by the PSTN, and (2) woukbnate voice calling with a variety of other fuoaglities
that allow end users to “generat[e], acquir[e]reft®], transform[], process]], retrieve[], utilizg] or mak]e]
available information via telecommunications” (47SLC. § 153(2)).
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WHAT IS THE COMPETING CONTRACT LANGUAGE?

As | stated, Sprint is proposing language thaitil provide for IP-to-IP interconnection
and AT&T lllinois opposes that language. As a lesumost all of the language at issue
is proposed by Sprint. Specifically, Sprint isposing the following language in
connection with the three DPL Issues that relat@+to-IP interconnection:

ISSUE 1(a): Should the ICA provide for IP-to-IP nterconnection or should
it provide that all traffic that Sprint delivers to AT&T under the ICA must
be delivered in TDM format?

GTC SECTION 3.11.2.2:

Notwithstanding the foregoing, when the Parties kze IP Interconnection,
this Agreement may be used to exchange traffic fifbrmat.

ISSUE 11:  Should terms and conditions regarding Ifterconnection be
included in the Agreement?

Attachment 2 Section 2.1.6.2:

Sprint and AT&T lllinois will interconnect directlyusing IP interconnection
facilities to exchange Authorized Services traffdhere the parties exchange IP
data traffic. When Sprint designates IP Interconnection in acdance with

this Agreement, the Parties will engage in operaizd discussions to establish
IP Interconnection in an expeditious manner.

ISSUE 18: Should the ICA address POls for IP-to# interconnection and, if
S0, is Sprint’s proposed language just and reasonkd?

Attachment 2 Sections 2.2.1 and 2.2.2:

Except where the Parties utilize IP Interconnectitine location of the POI(s) will
be as follows:

When Sprint designates IP Interconnection and tharles utilize IP
Interconnection, Sprint and ATT ILLINOIS will exchage Authorized Services
traffic at the existing internet exchange pointsi&P” or “IP POI”), where they
are currently interconnected (e.g., Los AngelesnShse, Seattle, Chicago,
Dallas, D.C. Metro, Miami, New York City, and or knta) or such additional
IP POIs as may be mutually agreed. Where the Pestutilize IP
Interconnection, each Party is responsible for thest of establishing IP
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connection from its network to the IP POI, includgany TDM-IP media
gateway conversions, ports on its network edge eouport charges on the
carrier hotel Ethernet switch and any carrier hotétes for its collocated
equipment or any IP transit costs associated wigaching the IP POI.
AT&T lllinois proposes competing language onlyconnection with Issue 1(a). There,
AT&T lllinois proposes the following language foffG section 3.11.2.2: “All traffic

that Sprint delivers to AT&T lllinois pursuant this Agreement will be delivered in

TDM format.”

DOES SPRINT OPPOSE INCLUDING THAT SENTENCE IN THE ICA?

| do not believe so. As | understand it, Spegtees that the ICA should state that Sprint
will deliver traffic to AT&T lllinois in TDM format, but subject to the possible exception

embedded in Sprint’s proposed IP-to-IP interconnadanguage.

PLEASE EXPLAIN WHAT YOU MEANT WHEN YOU SAID THAT AT&T
ILLINOIS HAS NO IP-CAPABLE NETWORK FOR SPRINT TO
INTERCONNECTION WITH.

There is not much to explain. AT&T lllinois’ hgork is a TDM network. AT&T
lllinois’ network simply does not include IP-capatdquipment with which Sprint could

interconnect any IP-capable equipment that it mayirh or acquire.

BUT DOESN'T AT&T ILLINOIS HAVE WHOLESALE CUSTOME RS THAT
CARRY TRAFFIC IN IP FORMAT AND DELIVER THAT TRAFFIC  TO AT&T
ILLINOIS FOR TERMINATION TO AT&T ILLINOIS’ END USER
CUSTOMERS?
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Yes, but those wholesale customers convertréféa to TDM format before they deliver
the traffic to AT&T lllinois. That is exactly wha&T&T lllinois is proposing here:
AT&T lllinois is not disputing Sprint’s right to eey traffic in IP format. Before Sprint

delivers that traffic to AT&T lllinois, however, iust convert it to TDM, just as AT&T

lllinois’ other wholesale customers that carry d&ffic do, and just as Sprint does today.

WHAT ABOUT AT&T ILLINOIS’ RETAIL CUSTOMERS? DOE SN'T AT&T
ILLINOIS HAVE RETAIL U-VERSE CUSTOMERS WHO ORIGINAT E OR

TERMINATE VOIP (VOICE OVER INTERNET PROTOCOL) CALLS INIP

FORMAT?

Yes, AT&T lllinois does have such customers.

DOESN'T THAT MEAN THAT AT&T ILLINOIS HAS AN IP-C APABLE
NETWORK?

No, because the VolP calls that those customalse and receive are not carried on an
AT&T lllinois IP network. Rather, they are carriegler the IP network owned by AT&T

lllinois’ affiliate, AT&T Corp., which performs thé&-to-TDM conversion.

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE EQUPMENT AND FACILITIES THAT ARE USED
FOR PROVIDING U-VERSE IP SERVICE.

A diagram illustrating at a high level the equipnt and facilities used for providing
U-verse VoIP service is attached as Schedule CCAHE Residential Gateway (labeled
“2Wire RG”) and the piece of equipment labeled “I Twhich is the Internet Protocol
Digital Subscriber Line Access Multiplexer (“IP D8M”) are owned by AT&T lllinois

and are part of AT&T lllinois’ outside plant “loc&op” network. The equipment in the
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Central Offices, Intermediate Offices and the Vidted Office (“VHO”) is used to
aggregate the IP data stream and the video str@am single data stream for delivery
to/from the AT&T U-verse end user. The IP dataastieincluding VolIP traffic, is
carried over special access facilities from the ATiinois VHO to the AT&T Corp.
network. AT&T lllinois provides the transport aadgregation for the IP data stream;
AT&T Corp. provides the necessary conversion andagament of the data within the
IP data stream, including any necessary converditime VolP data stream to TDM

format if that VolIP call is to be exchanged witle RSTN. The VolP network, consisting

of routers and gateways, is part of AT&T Corp.’swark.

COULD SPRINT ESTABLISH IP INTERCONNECTION AT THE
RESIDENTIAL GATEWAY OR THE IP DSLAM?

No.

WHY NOT?

The Residential Gateway is located within a cosgr premise and is similar to a modem,
performing the functions necessary to provide titamer with U-verse video service,
internet service and VoIP depending on the sentitegsustomer has purchased. Each
U-verse customer has an RG, and the RG takes¢bening data stream for that
customer and breaks it out to the individual dataises listed above to provide cable
TV service via set top boxes connected to eacheotustomer’s televisions, high speed
internet to the customer’s computer equipment aolP\fo the customer’s phones. The

RG also combines the customer’s various outgoing signals such as video pay-per-
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233 view ordering, internet uploads and VolP commumacet to transmit back to the U-
234 verse VHO for video services, or to AT&T Corp.’sdmet Exchange Point (“IXP”) or
235 VoIP platform as appropriate. The RG is not areasgoint on the network for other
236 carriers to connect to AT&T lllinois or any otharder.
237
238 The IP DSLAM in the local loop is, by definitionnaultiplexer (Digital Subscriber Line
239 Access Multiplexer) utilized for transport and distition that distributes and aggregates
240 the IP formatted U-verse services to/from the qustts premises and is not capable of
241 supporting interconnection with AT&T lllinois. THanction of the IP DSLAM is to
242 distribute the various customers’ IP data streaves the appropriate local loop
243 connections and to aggregate the customer’s tréteshulata streams for transport. The
244 IP DSLAM only provides multiplexing and transpaunttions and does not analyze or
245 manage the data stream itself. The IP DSLAM iscapable of determining what
246 portions of the data stream are video servicesrnet services, or VoIP services as these
247 data streams have already been combined by otk&eam equipment such as the RG
248 and are only transported and distributed throughPhDLSAM.
249

250 Q. WHY CAN'T AT&T ILLINOIS ESTABLISH AN IP NETWORK SO THAT
251 SPRINT CAN INTERCONNECT WITH AT&T ILLINOIS ON AN IP BASIS?

252 A AT&T lllinois could do that, but Sprint cannoedhand that AT&T lllinois do so. | will
253 leave this point primarily to the lawyers to dissurs the briefs, but section 251(c)(2) of
254 the 1996 Act states that AT&T lllinois must proviakéerconnection “at any technically

255 feasible point within [AT&T lllinois’] network.” A a matter of simple common sense,
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that means AT&T lllinois’existing network. | am also aware, though again | leaee th
discussion of this point primarily to the lawyettsat when the Eighth Circuit Court of
Appeals reviewed the FCC'’s initial set of rules iempenting the 1996 Act, that court
stated that the unbundling duty in section 251ja)3he 1996 Act requires unbundled
access “only to an incumbent LECs existing netweorlot to a yet unbuilt superior one.”
lowa Utils. Bd. v. FCC, 120 F.3d 753, 813 (8th Cir. 1997). Although thetision had to
do with unbundled network elements, the principlewdd apply equally to

interconnection; AT&T lllinois does not have to labian IP network just so that Sprint

can interconnect with it.

HAS THE ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION EVER APPLIE D THE FCC
PRINCIPLE YOU JUST CITED?

Yes. In Case No. 00-0393, there was an issnearaing CLEC requests for access to
unbundled network elements. In that case, the Ciesiom stated,

If capacity exists on SBC/Ameritech’s network, itish be made available to
fulfill CLECs’ UNE requests on a first-come, firserved basis. . AT&T Corp.

v. lowa Utilities Board I, 120 F.3d 753, 813 (8" Cir. 1997) (subsection 251(c)(3)
implicitly requires unbundled access only to arumbent LEC's existing
network — not a yet unbuilt superior one.) If capadoes not exist, then
SBC/Ameritech can . . . reject the CLEC requestafoiNE on the basis that
ILECs do not have to build new facilities to suppdNEs . . . .

Under that same principle, if Sprint wants IP-toiiRerconnection but AT&T lllinois has
no IP network for Sprint to interconnect with, AT&llnois does not have to provide IP

facilities in order to accommodate Sprint’'s request

DOES AT&T ILLINOIS PROVIDE IP-TO-IP INTERCONNECT ION FOR ANY
OF ITS AFFILIATES OR OTHER CARRIERS?
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No. Consistent with the fact that AT&T lllinolsas no IP network, AT&T lllinois does

not provide IP-to-IP interconnection to any carriacluding its affiliates.

DO OTHER CARRIERS THAT HAVE IP NETWORKS INTERCON NECT WITH
AT&T ILLINOIS?

| believe AT&T lllinois interconnects with cagis that provide VoIP over an IP network,
or that are capable of doing so. However, allieesrthat interconnect with AT&T
lllinois do so at the circuit-switched level; inhetr words, they deliver their traffic to

AT&T lllinois in TDM format.

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR TESTIMONY ON WHETHER, AS A FACTUAL
MATTER, SPRINT CAN ESTABLISH IP-TO-IP INTERCONNECTI ON WITH
AT&T ILLINOIS.

Sprint cannot do so, and the lllinois Commeraanthission therefore should not approve
language for the ICA that would permit Sprint tosig for the simple reason that AT&T

lllinois has no IP network with which Sprint, oryaather carrier, can interconnect.

TURNING TO THE OTHER GROUND FOR AT&T ILLINOIS’ O  PPOSITION
TO SPRINT'S IP-TO-IP INTERCONNECTION LANGUAGE, WHAT IS THE

LEGAL BASIS FOR AT&T ILLINOIS’ POSITION THAT SECTIO N 251(c)(2)
DOES NOT ENCOMPASS IP-TO-IP INTERCONNECTION?

As | said, | will leave that discussion for tlaevyers, though | provided a brief statement

of the basis for AT&T lllinois’ position in footnet1 above.

IN ITS POSITION STATEMENT ON THE DPL, SPRINT STA TES THAT THE
FCC, INITS CONNECT AMERICA ORDER STATED THAT THE DUTY TO
NEGOTIATE INTERCONNECTION ARRANGEMENTS APPLIES
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IRRESPECTIVE OF THE NETWORK TECHNOLOGY UNDERLYING T HE
INTERCONNECTION, WHETHER TDM, IP OR OTHERWISE. CAN YOU

COMMENT ON WHETHER THE FCC’S STATEMENT IN THAT ORDE R
SUPPORTS SPRINT'S IP-TO-IP PROPOSAL FOR THE PARTIES ICA?

| will comment briefly, so that the Commissionivirave a sense of the basis for AT&T
lllinois’ position — though again, this is reallygaestion for the lawyers. The FCC’s
Connect America Order included a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking. Thaidéanade
clear that while the FCC believes it has authdotyequire carriers to negotiate IP-to-IP
interconnection, it is uncertain about the sourfcinat authority. For example, the FCC
stated (in paragraph 1335):
Commission requirements implementing the duty ohate IP-to-I1P
interconnection in good faith could take their painyguidance from one or more
of various provisions of the Communications laweet®ns 4, 201, 251(a), or
251(c) of the Communications Act, or 706 of the @2&t. We seek comment on
which of the available approaches is most condistéh out statutes as a whole
and sound policy.
As | understand it, state commissions arbitratirigriconnection agreements are to
enforce the requirements in section 251(c) of ®@61Act, but not requirements set forth
in other federal laws. Consequently, if the FCCente decide, for example, that section
4 of the Communications Act, rather than sectioh(§2) of the 1996 Act, authorizes
the FCC to require carriers to negotiate IP-torlfericonnection, terms and conditions for
IP-to-IP interconnection would not (at least asdl@rstand it) be subject to arbitration or
mandatory inclusion in a section 251/252 intercatina agreement. As a result, the
FCC’s mere statement that it expects carriers ¢otne terms for IP-to-IP

interconnection does not imply that any such tecarsappropriately be imposed in this

arbitration.
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IS THE FCC CONSIDERING THE QUESTION OF IP-TO-IP
INTERCONNECTION?

Yes. The FCC is considering this issue in WQ.Do. 11-119)n the Matter of TW
Telecom Inc. Petition for Declaratory Ruling Regarding Direct | P-to-1P Interconnection
Pursuant to Section 251(c)(2) of the Communications Act. TW filed its Petition initiating
that proceeding on June 30, 2011. In its Petifldu, Telecom stated:
[S]tates currently lack the legal guidance from B@C needed to confidently
arbitrate disputes regarding IP-based interconmeegreements. Indeed, TWTC
is not aware of any final state regulatory comnoissirder holding that LECs
have the right to direct IP-to-IP interconnectiomdar Section 251(c)(2) of the
Act?
As that statement — by a proponent of IP-to-1Brizdnnection — recognizes, this

Commission lacks the guidance it would need froemREC to arbitrate disputes

regarding IP-to-IP interconnection.

WHAT SHOULD THE ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION DO IN THIS
DOCKET ABOUT THE LEGAL QUESTION WHETHER SECTION 251 (c)(2)
REQUIRES IP-TO-IP INTERCONNECTION?

The Commission should not address the questibtoes not need to address the
guestion, because it can comfortably reject Sgriptbposed language on the ground that
AT&T lllinois has no IP network with which Sprinbald interconnect. And since the
Commission does not need to answer the legal questishould not do so, because the
guestion is currently pending before the FCC, amebuld be a mistake for the

Commission to try to anticipate what the FCC isngdio decide.

2

Petition for Declaratory Ruling of TW Telecom, Infiled July 14, 2011 (Page 6). WC Dkt. No. 1191lh the
Matter of TW Telecom Inc. Petition for Declaratdruling Regarding Direct IP-to-IP Interconnectiorr$uant
to Section 251(c)(2) of the Communications Act.
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364
365 Q. LET'S APPLY YOUR CONCLUSION TO THE SPECIFIC ISSU ES THAT THE
366 PARTIES HAVE PRESENTED CONCERNING IP-TO-IP INTERCON NECTION,
367 STARTING WITH ISSUE 1(a). HOW SHOULD THE COMMISSIO N RESOLVE
368 THAT ISSUE?

369 A. Again, that is the issue in which Sprint proppkenguage that sayd\o6twithstanding

370 the foregoing, when the Parties utilize IP Intercaection, this Agreement may be used
371 to exchange traffic in IP format’ The Commission should reject that sentence, because
372 the ICA should not provide for IP-to-IP intercontien for the reasons | have stated.

373

374 Q. YOU MENTIONED THAT IN CONNECTION WITH ISSUE 1(a) , AT&T

375 ILLINOIS PROPOSES A SENTENCE THAT READS, “ALL TRAFF IC THAT

376 SPRINT DELIVERS TO AT&T ILLINOIS PURSUANT TO THIS A GREEMENT

377 WILL BE DELIVERED IN TDM FORMAT.” SHOULD THE COMMI  SSION’S

378 RESOLUTION OF ISSUE 1(a) ADDRESS THAT SENTENCE?

379 A As | indicated, | believe that Sprint does nppose that sentence, and | anticipate that
380 Sprint will confirm that. If Sprint does so, the@mission need not address the point. If
381 Sprint were to oppose that sentence, however, timen@ission should adopt it as part of
382 its resolution of Issue 1(a), because all traffi@ttSprint delivers to AT&T Illinois must
383 indeed be delivered in TDM format.

384

385 Q. WHAT ABOUT ISSUE 117

386 A. The Commission should reject Sprint’s proposetjuage on Issue 11 for the reasons |
387 have discussed. Sprint’s proposal is:

388 Sprint and AT&T lllinois will interconnect directlyusing IP Interconnection
389 Facilities to exchange Authorized Services traffihere the parties exchange

390 IP data traffic. When Sprint designates IP Interconnection in acdance with
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this Agreement, the Parties will engage in operaizd discussions to establish
IP Interconnection in an expeditious manner.

As | have explained, the Commission should notigsepany terms concerning IP-to-IP

interconnection on the parties’ ICA.

FINALLY, HOW SHOULD THE COMMISSION RESOLVE ISSUE 18?

There is an additional wrinkle to this issuehidTis the issue on which Sprint proposes
the following language for Attachment 2, Sectiod.2.
When Sprint designates IP Interconnection and tharles utilize IP
Interconnection, Sprint and ATT ILLINOIS will exchage Authorized Services
traffic at the existing internet exchange pointsi&P” or “IP POI”), where they
are currently interconnected (e.g., Los AngelesnShse, Seattle, Chicago,
Dallas, D.C. Metro, Miami, New York City, and or knta) or such additional
IP POIs as may be mutually agreed. Where the Pestutilize IP
Interconnection, each Party is responsible for thest of establishing IP
connection from its network to the IP POI, includghany TDM-IP media
gateway conversions, ports on its network edge eouport charges on the
carrier hotel Ethernet switch and any carrier hotétes for its collocated
equipment or any IP transit costs associated widaching the IP POI.
Needless to say, Sprint’s proposed language shimutdjected because the parties will
not be establishing IP-to-IP interconnection urtties ICA. Separate and apart from that,
though, Sprint’s language is defective — and wdddlefective even if the parties were
going to establish IP-to-IP interconnection — baesiti calls for the parties to

interconnect at points that are not on AT&T lllisonetwork.

PLEASE EXPLAIN.

If anything is clear about interconnection undection 251(c)(2) of the 1996 Act, it is

that an incumbent carrier is only required to pdevinterconnection at points that are on
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its network. Indeed, section 251(c)(2)(B) speaeiliic provides that Interconnection is to
be “at any technically feasible point within thedumbent] carrier’s network®”
Accordingly, the FCC, in its initial set of rulemplementing the 1996 Act, noted that
section 251(c)(2) gives competing carriers thetrighdeliver traffic terminating on an
incumbent LEC’s network at any technically feasibtént “on that network”and
promulgated a rule (47 C.F.R. 8 51.305(a)(2)) tegtiires Interconnection “at any

technically feasible pointithin the incumbent LEC’s network, including, at a

minimum,” six enumerated locations within that netkv (Emphasis added.)

Sprint’s proposed language, however, requires #gtabbshment of points of IP-to-IP
interconnection that areot within AT&T lllinois’ network, but instead are in ds
Angeles, San Jose, Seattle, Dallas, D.C. Metro,m¥idNew York City and Atlanta.
Indeed, none of the points identified in Sprint's language isthvim AT&T lllinois’
network. Even the Chicago IXP location where Sfwilanguage states that “the parties”
are currently interconnected and should “exchangehdized Traffic at the same
locations where the Parties currently exchange -idatiaffic (e.g., internet/e-mail

traffic)”® is not on AT&T lllinois’ network. Sprint and AT lllinois have no “existing

3

In this testimony, | use “Interconnection” (uppese “I”) to refer to the Interconnection requiteyg section
251(c)(2) of the 1996 Act, and | use “interconnactito refer more broadly to interconnection in geal.
Thus, for example, | refer to “IP-to-IP intercontien,” and (in later portions of my testimony) to
interconnection facilities that are used not only fraffic mutually exchanged between the parties, (
“Interconnection traffic”), but also for, e.g., IX@affic and backhaul traffic. | have tried to t@nsistent in this
regard, but may not have succeeded in all instances

First Report and Ordehmplementation of the Local Competition Provisions In the Telecommunications Act of
1996, 11 FCC Rcd. 15499 (rel. Aug. 8, 1996) ¢tal Competition Order”) (subsequent history omitted).

Sprint position statement — DPL Issue 18.
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internet exchange points”; rather, the data-IPfiraiXP that Sprint references here

would be with AT&T Corp., not AT&T lllinois.

ISSUE 16:  Must Sprint obtain AT&T’s consent to Sprint’s removal of a
previously established POI?

(Attachment 2, Section 2.2.1.4)

WHAT IS THE DISPUTE IN ISSUE 167?

This is the first of two issues dealing with gha@int (or points) of interconnection (“POI”)
between the AT&T lllinois and Sprint networks. I§sue 16, Sprint asks for language
that would permit it to unilaterally eliminate etirgy POIs it has established with AT&T

Illinois.®

DO YOU HAVE ANY GENERAL OBSERVATIONS ABOUT THE P OINTS OF
INTERCONNECTION BETW EEN AT&T ILLINOIS AND SPRINT?

One would think that the number and locatioP@fls between the AT&T lllinois and
Sprint networks would not be much of an issue lerparties since they have
interconnected their networks in lllinois since daly 1990s. Sprint has established
many POls in the Chicago LATA, including POls at&T lllinois tandems and end
offices. Sprint’s proposal to unilaterally modtfye existing interconnection

arrangements, after all these years, would incrseesask of tandem facility exhaust,

Sprint’s Issue Statement also asks whether Sprirdt “obtain AT&T’s consent to Sprint’s designatiof a
POI at a technically feasible location on AT&T'stwerk.” This should not be in dispute becausedntisn
2.2.1.1 the agreed upon language states that ttiePaill interconnect their network facilitiesta minimum
of one Sprint designated POI on AT&T lllinois’ nadrk” in each LATA. In other words, AT&T lllinoisgrees
that Sprint may designate a POI at a technicaligifde location on AT&T lllinois’ network withouthldaining
AT&T lllinois’ consent.
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make the network more susceptible to failure anteaassarily increase AT&T lllinois’

costs.

SHOULD THE AGREEMENT PERMIT SPRINT TO TRANSFORM THE
CURRENT MULTI-POI INTERCONNECTION ARRANGEMENT INTO ONE
WITH ONLY A SINGLE POI?

No. The parties have spent time and moneytagréonnect their networks at multiple
points in the Chicago LATA. There is, in fact,eddy an existing POI between Sprint
and AT&T lllinois at*BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL*********END

CONFIDENTIAL***  AT&T lllinois tandems in the Chicago LATA and, kexplain
below, there are additional POls at other locatiohisese existing POIs demonstrate that
Sprint itself has recognized that it is most eéfitifor the parties to interconnect at
multiple locations throughout the LATA. The exten Sprint’s existing interconnection
with AT&T lllinois is shown in Sprint’s responses AT&T lllinois Data Requests 1 and
2, which | attach to my testimony as Schedule CC@vigh confidential attachments) and
Schedule CCA-3 (with confidential attachments).e3éschedules show that Sprint has

an extensive network in the Chicago LATA. In pautar,***BEGIN

CO N Fl D E N T | AL*************************************** kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk
kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkkkkkkhkkhkkhkkhkkkhkkkkkkkkhkkhkkhkkkkkkk **************' Txkrkrx
kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkkkkkkkkhkkkkkkhkkkkkkkkhkkhkkhkkkkkkk kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkk
kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkkkkkkhkkhkkhkkkhkkkhkkkkkkhkkhkkhkkhkkkkkkkk kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkhkk

kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkhkkhkkhkkkhkkkkkkkkhkkhkkhkkkkkkkx kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkk

7

Sprint response to Data Request 1, Confidentizghchment DR-1 Part 1 and DR-1 Part 2 (Attached as
Schedule CCA-2).
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kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkkkkhkkhkkkkkkhkkkkkkkkhkkhkkhkkkkkkk kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkhkk
kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkkkkhkkhkkhkkhkkhkkkkkkkkhkkhkkkkkkkkk kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkk

*kkkkkk L L L N L L L L] kkkkkkkkkkhkk

Fhrkkkkkkeek  »*END CONFIDENTIAL*** | cannot, at this point, reconcile this

Sprint data with my own, but by any measure, $gras numerous POls.

Language proposed by Sprint would permit it to tkawn these existing POls and to

leave in place a single P®IThis is simply not good network engineering.

PLEASE EXPLAIN.

From an engineering perspective, it is not gpattice to maintain a single POl on a
permanent basis or to convert an existing mulffid arrangement into a single POI
arrangement. By selecting a single point of irdarection, Sprint would be putting the
reliability of both networks in a vulnerable positi Though AT&T lllinois agrees that a
single POI helps a new carrier establish a footioll given market or LATA, as growth
accelerates, multiple POls provide the diversiggusity and reliability that a single POI

does not.

With a single POI arrangement, a catastrophic ffaiéi that single POI location, such as

a fire, network failure, or natural disast®could completely isolate that carrier’s

Sprint Response to Data Request 1, ConfidentiaicAment DR-1 Part 3, (Attached as Schedule CCA-2)
Attachment 2 Issue 16 — Sprint proposed language2al.4 — “Notwithstanding the foregoing, Sprinay
establish a POI at any other technically feasibtation on the AT&T ILLINOIS’ network within the LAA or
Sprint may remove any previously established PQds Sprint network optimization, subject to the othe
requirements of this Section 2.2
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network from the public switched telephone netmMRSTN”). While the PSTN
contains many built-in redundancies to protectfifsem such catastrophic events, the

PSTN cannot guarantee protection from a singletmdifailure to a carrier that chooses

to place all of its access to the PSTN througnglsiPOl.

Additionally, problems in one carrier’'s networkncereate a backlash into other carriers’
networks, causing blocked calls. Blocked callsenan exponential effect due to
customer attempts to redial the telephone numABay. long range planning of a
telecommunications carrier’s network should inclug@undant protections on behalf of
that carrier’'s end users as well as the generdiggibafety. The successful completion

of calls, including 911 emergency calls, for angries’'s end users demands nothing less.

In these days of heightened sensitivity to natigeaurity and network reliability it is
difficult to understand why any carrier would rig& network reliability by choosing to
access the PSTN at a single POI on a long terns.b&sien more difficult to understand
is Sprint’s position that it should be allowed ecdmmission existing POls and revert its

network back to a single POl arrangement.

IF AT&T ILLINOIS AGREES THAT, IN ORDER TO FOSTER COMPETITION,
NEW ENTRANTS HAVE THE RIGHT TO A SINGLE POI ARRANGE MENT
DURING INITIAL MARKET GROWTH, WHAT IS DIFFERENT REG  ARDING
SPRINT'S REQUEST FOR SINGLE POI?

Hurricane Sandy is a recent example of how axpewed natural disaster can affect network rditgbi
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The biggest difference is that Sprint isn’t amentrant in any sense of the word. On its
own web site, Sprint boasts:

1899 — Cleyson L. Brown organizes the Brown TeleghG@ompany in Abilene,
Kansas. This company's evolution over the nextuwgntreates the industry
leader and global innovator known as Sprint.

1993 — Sprint charged into the 1990s with pacesgttioves for both consumers
and businesses. The company that gave Americarpmatarity also became a
global leader in voice and data services. Thennakied of telecom company
emerged in 1993, when Sprint and Centel merge@dorbe a unique provider of
local, wireless and long distance services. Spoiok its wireless strategy a big
step further in the late '90s by building the oméitionwide PCS network in the
u.S.

In 1987, a visionary entrepreneur named Morgan i€&'Biounded a company
called Fleet Net. Renamed Nextel in 1993, the campapidly established itself
as a nationwide force in the burgeoning world afle@ss communications.

In less than year's time, Nextel merged with Diall@hd OneComm, acquired all
of Motorola's SMR licenses in the U.S., and recgi@es1 billion investment from
wireless pioneer Craig McCaw. By mid-1995, Nextekvan point to serve all of
the nation's top 50 markets.

2004 — Sprint Nextel merger is announced.

2005 — Sprint Nextel launches operatiohs.

Sprint PCS has been providing wireless servicesantpeting with AT&T lllinois for

nearly 30 years.

Second, Sprint has established extensive inteemtimm arrangements with AT&T

lllinois, including POIs at**BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL**kkkikkidkikiikitik

kkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkhkkkhkkkkkkkkkkhkkhkkkhkkkkkkkkk kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkk

11

http://www.sprint.com/companyinfo/history/




ICC Docket No. 12-0550
AT&T lllinois Ex. 2.0 Albright

Page 23
55 7 *kkkkkkkkkkkk . 12************************************************'k** *kk*k
55 8 kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkkhkkkkkhkkkkkkkkk *k%k E N D CO N F I D E N T I A L***
559 identified as POIs by Sprint in its response toaddRéquest 1, Confidential Attachment
560 DR-1 Part 3, (Attached as Schedule CCA®).
561
562 Lastly, in the Data Request responses submittesioyt to AT&T lllinois, Sprint
563 provides the following informatioff*BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL***
564 ° kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk . 14
565
56 6 ° *kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkkhhkkkkhhkkkhkhkkkkhkkkk *kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk
56 7 *kkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkkkkhkkkkhkkhkkkkhhkkkhkhkkkkhkkkk *kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkik 15
568
56 9 ° *kkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkkkkhhkkkkhkkhkkkkhhkkkkhhkkkhkhkkk *kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkik
57 0 *kkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkkkkhhkkkhkkhhkkkhkkhhkkkhkhhkkkhkhikkk *kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk 16
571
57 2 ° *kkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkkkkhhkkkhkkhkkkkhhkkkkhkkkkhkhikkk *kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkik
57 3 *kkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkkkkhhkkkkhkkhhkkkkhhkkkhkhkkkkhkkkk *kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk 17
574
57 5 ° *kkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkkkhkhhkkkkhkkhhkkkkhhkkkhkhkkkkhkhikkk *kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkik 18
576
57 7 ° *kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhhkkkkhkkhhkkkkhhkkkhkhhkkkhkkkk *kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkik
57 8 *kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkkhkkhkkkkhhkkkkhhkkkhkkkk *kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk 19
579

12 This information is contained in a matrix | prepé using AT&T lllinois data. This matrix is title“Sprint

Wireless Grps in lllinois” and is attached to mgtimony as Schedule CCA-4.

While there are many more CLLI code locations dsby Sprint in this data request response, the @odes

ending in the letter “T” denote tandems, so | edellithose from my count of end office POIs.

1 Sprint's Response to AT&T lllinois Data RequegiAttached as Schedule CCA-2).

5 Sprint’'s Response to AT&T lllinois Data RequesiCDNFIDENTIAL Attachment DR-1, Part 1 (Attached as
Schedule CCA-2).

16 Sprint’s Response to AT&T lllinois Data RequesiCONFIDENTIAL Attachment DR-1, Part 2 (Attached as
Schedule CCA-2).

d.

18 Sprint's Response to AT&T lllinois Data RequesCONFIDENTIAL Attachment DR-1, Part Attached as
Schedule CCA-2). Sprint's Response to AT&T llliaddata Request 2, CONFIDENTIAL Attachment DR 2
(Attached as Schedule CCA-3).

9 Sprint's Response to AT&T llinois Data Request QONFIDENTIAL Attachment DR-2 (Attached as
Schedule CCA-3).

13
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° kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhhkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk
kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkkhkkkkkkkkkkkkk *kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk
*kkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkkkkhhkkkkhkkhkkkkhhkkkhkhkkkkhkhkkk *kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk
kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk 20
*kkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkkkkhhkkkkhhkkkkhhkkkhkhkkkkhkkx *E N D CO N FI D E NTIAL***
. In all 3 of its currently effective wireless ICAgtiv AT&T lllinois, Sprint has

agreed to language that requires it to establB®bto an AT&T lllinois tandem
or end office where interconnection trunks are hegif*

Sprint has clearly established itself as a compettelecommunications provider and has
a robust and ubiquitous network already in pla€er Sprint to now suggest that it
should be allowed sole discretion to degrade iteak from its current multiple POI
arrangements to a single POI arrangement fliesarface of the goal of the Act to

promote facilities based-competition.

WHAT ARE THE INCREASED COSTS THAT AT&T ILLINOIS  WOULD
INCUR?

The existing multiple POI arrangement balane@aslifies investment between AT&T
lllinois and Sprint so that each side bears antallé portion of the cost to transport
traffic between the networks. In a single POl agement, AT&T lllinois would be
forced to bear a disproportionate share of thesdostransport traffic from a single POI

to every tandem in each LATA. Moreover, AT&T tibis would incur the network

20

21

Sprint’'s Response to AT&T lllinois Data Requesarg&l CONFIDENTIAL Attachment DR-3 (attached hereto
as Schedule CCA-5).

See, Sprint's Response to AT&T lllinois Data Resfs 11 and 12 and Attachment DR-11 (attached dhaset
Schedule CCA-6) and section 2.3.2 of the currert b&tween Sprint Spectrum and AT&T lllinois datedhéd

7, 2001: “Unless otherwise mutually agreed, foivael of traffic over mobile to land or two-way Tks, the
POI shall be established to eaSBC-13STATE Tandem switch or End Office Switch where trunkiisg
required under this Agreement.
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costs to reconfigure the existing interconnectioaregement. | discuss these concerns

further in Issues 17(a) and 49, below.

HAS THE ISSUE OF DECOMMISSIONING POIs EVER BEEN ADDRESSED BY
THIS COMMISSION?

Yes. Inits November 30, 2004, Order in the MCbitration, Case No. 04-0469, at 88-
89, the Commission ruled that MCI could not unitaliy eliminate established POls.
(“The Commission concurs with SBC and Staff, howetleat, where MCI already
established multiple POls in a LATA, it shall n@ocdmmission them in its sole

discretion.”). This precedent should be followette.

WOULD AT&T ILLINOIS’ LANGUAGE PREVENT SPRINT FRO M EVER
DECOMMISSIONING A POI?

Absolutely not. AT&T lllinois is not proposinignguage that would prevent Sprint from
ever decommissioning a POI. If the Commission &18@ &T lllinois’ position on

Issue 16, the only consequence for the ICA is $maint’s restrictive language would be
rejected and the ICA would remain neutral on thestjon of when a POI could be
decommissioned. If the issue ever comes up, upneghat the following language from
pages 88-89 of the Commission’s Order in the MQiitkation case would come into
play: “The Commission does not prohibit MCI fronsiiantling established
interconnection arrangements in all circumstandestead, a LEC shall not be allowed
to dismantle any established interconnection agarent unless it either reaches an
agreement with its interconnection partner, orireeCommission approval based upon

sufficient justification.”
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Q. HOW SHOULD THE COMMISSION RULE ON ISSUE 16?

A. The Commission should reject Sprint’s languawyeskction 2.2.1.4.

ISSUE 17(a) Should Sprint be required to establishdditional Points of
Interconnection (POIs) when its traffic to an AT&T Tandem Serving
Area exceeds 24 DS1s?

ISSUE 17(b) Should Sprint be required to establislan additional Points of
Interconnection (POI) at an AT&T end office not seved by an AT&T
tandem when its traffic to that end office exceed84 DS1s?

ISSUE 17(c) Should Sprint establish these additi@h connections within 90
days?

(Attachment 2, Sections 2.2.1.3; 2.2.1.3.1; 2.2.2&nd 2.2.1.3.3)

Q. WHAT IS THE GENERAL DISPUTE PRESENTED BY THESE | SSUES?

A. Issue 17 addresses whether Sprint should bereebio establish new POls if there is

sufficient traffic between its network and AT&Titibis’ network.

Q. WHAT IS THE SPECIFIC DISPUTE IN ISSUE 17(a)?

A. The dispute is whether Sprint should be requiceéstablish a new POI if its traffic to an
AT&T lllinois tandem serving area exceeds 24 DSdar ahree consecutive months, as
AT&T lllinois proposes. A tandem serving areahis geographic area served by an

AT&T lllinois tandem and all of the end offices trmubtend that tandem.

Q. WHY IS AT&T ILLINOIS’ PROPOSAL REASONABLE?
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First, as | explained in Issue 16, a single B&angement concentrates too much traffic
at a single location, increasing the chance tlwatastrophic failure at that location, such
as a fire, flood or network failure, could complgtisolate that carrier’'s network from
the PSTN. Any such problems in one carrier's netvean create a backlash into other
carriers’ networks, blocking calls and leading torenblocked calls as customers attempt
to redial. In these days of heightened sensitiatgational security and natural disasters
like Hurricane Sandy, network reliability is parammb— and a multiple POI network
undoubtedly enhances network reliability. AT&Tinbis’ proposal requires
interconnecting carriers to establish additional?&3 the volume of traffic exchanged
between them grows. Sprint cannot dispute thiglpasmise because, as | explained
above, it has willingly established multiple PQidliinois under its current
interconnection arrangement. In fact, the langyageosed by AT&T lllinois here is
less restrictive than the current ICA because tineeat ICA requires Sprint to establish a

POI to each switch at the much lower traffic tha@diof 1 DS1 over three consecutive

months??

IS THERE ANOTHER REASON?

A multiple POI interconnection arrangement bakmfacilities investment between

carriers. This consideration has increased in mapae in light of the FCC’€onnect

22

Section 2.3.2 of the current ICA between Spripe@rum and AT&T lllinois dated June 7, 2001 regsiSprint
to establish a POI “to eac®BC-13STATE Tandem switch or End Office Switch where trunkiagequired
under this Agreement.” Section 2.1.11 of the I@4uires the parties to establish direct trunkingoend
office when traffic between them at that end offingeets the CCS equivalent of one D$.&.(500 busy hour
centum call seconds), for three consecutive Mohths.
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675 America Order? that does away with reciprocal compensation arabéishes a bill and
676 keep regime for non-access CMRS traffic.
677
678 A single POI approach, coupled with default bildakeep compensation for CMRS
679 traffic, would impose a significant transport bunden ILECs without reciprocal
680 compensation as a means of cost recovery. IC€thaect America Order, the FCC
681 recognized thatnder a bill-and-keep framework, the determinatibpants on a
682 network at which a carrier must deliver terminatirggfic to avail itself of bill-and-keep
683 (sometimes known as the network “edge”) will beradded by states through the
684 arbitration process where parties cannot agreermyatiated outcome. Transport
685 payments in a bill-and-keep regime will depend upow the “edge” is defined and upon
686 how carriers physically interconnect their netwarkavith the demise of reciprocal
687 compensation for CMRS traffic, the time is ripe floe Commission to recognize that a
688 multiple POI interconnection arrangement equitdd@iances facilities investment.
689

690 Q. HAS ANY OTHER STATE COMMISSION REQUIRED MULTIPLE POIs AS
691 TRAFFIC VOLUMES GROW?

692 A. Yes. In 2000, the Public Utility Commission Béxas in theMCIW Order stated that the
693 FCC'’s First Report and Order recognizes that sta@gsgo beyond national rules and

694 “impose additional pro-competitive interconnectrequirements, as long as such

% Connect America Fund et al., WC Docket No. 10-90 et al., Report and Order Bacther Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking, FCC 11-161 at para. 1404 (rel. Nov.218,1)

24 1d. aty 776.

FN
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requirements are otherwise consistent with the ¥396nd the FCC's regulation$>In
particular, the Texas Commission determined thati reasonable to require additional
POls to avoid network or tandem exhaust and reqUM€IW and SWBT to negotiate
additional POIs when MCIW's traffic usage exceetisfdic level equal to twenty-four
DS1s:

The Commission concludes that a 24-trunk thresisodgbpropriate for beginning
negotiations for the establishment of direct-erfteftrunking between SWBT
and WorldCom. The Commission also concludes ti2dt-ttunk threshold is
appropriate for WorldCom to negotiate direct truntkarrangements with other
local exchange carriers once transit traffic exedtd 24-trunk threshold.
Additionally, the Commission agrees with the Araitrs that if traffic exceeds 24
DS-1s, where WorldCom has a POI at a combined SV8B4l and access
tandem, that the parties will begin negotiationstfi@ establishment of additional
physical POls to interconnect WorldCom facilitieshnthe local tanderf®

The language adopted by the Commission includettloaving provision:
Where MCIW has a POI at a combined SWBT local atudss tandem,
and such area also has another local tandem, ifdffie exceeds 24 DS-
1s, the parties shall negotiate and agree to peowithin 90 days the

provision of an additional physical POI to interoeot MCIW facilities
with the local tanderfi,

WHAT IS THE SPECIFIC DISPUTE IN ISSUE 17(b)?

It is identical to the dispute in Issue 17(axeept that it requires the establishment of a
new POI at an end office not served by an AT&Tnhilis tandem when traffic to that end

office exceeds the “24 DS1s over three consecmioreths” threshold. All of the

25

26
27

Petition of Southwestern Bell Telephone Company for Arbitration with MCI Worldcom, Inc. Pursuant to Section
252(b)(1) of the Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996, Docket No. 21791 (September 20, 2000)C(W
Order) at 4.

Id. at 6.

Id. at 6-7.
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reasons | set out above apply with equal forceT&R lllinois’ proposed language for

Issue 17(b).

WHAT IS THE DISPUTE IN ISSUE 17(c)?

AT&T lllinois proposes language that says anwri®Ol required to be established would

be established within 90 days of notification tthegt threshold has been met.

IS THIS A COMMERCIALLY REASONABLY INTERVAL?

Yes. Based on my experience in the field, 9¥sda a reasonable amount of time for the
Parties to plan, order and provision the transfawitities needed to “turn up” a new POI.

It is also consistent with the interval adoptedhy Texas PUC in theICIW Order.

IS AT&T ILLINOIS’ LANGUAGE IN ISSUE 17 NEEDED EV EN IF IT
PREVAILS ON ISSUE 167

Yes. If the Commission adopts AT&T lllinois’ pion on Issue 16, Sprint will not be
able to unilaterally decommission POls. BecauseSalready has so many POls in the
Chicago LATA, the practical effect of that rulingpwld be to create the type of balanced
interconnection architecture | advocate in Issue Tile Commission must keep in mind,
however, that the ICAs that come out of this proasg will be available to other
wireless carriers to opt into under section 2528, there must be language in the ICAs
that addresses the question of when a growingetaiiould be required to establish new

POls.
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HOW SHOULD THE COMMISSION RULE ON ISSUE 17(a) 17(b) AND 17(c)?

The Commission should adopt AT&T lllinois’ proped language for Attachment 2,

Section 2.2.1.3 through 2.2.1.3.3.

ISSUE 49(a): Should the ICA include AT&T’s languageto address the
interim period between the Effective Date and themplementation of
the section 251(c)(2) interconnection arrangementset forth in
Attachment 2?

ISSUE 49(b): What rates, terms and conditions shodlapply to convert from
the existing interconnection arrangement to the 25t)(2)
interconnection arrangement?

(GTC Section 2.99; Attachment 2, Sections 1.2-1.2213; 3.5.4; 3.8.3; and
3.8.4)
WHAT IS THE DISPUTE IN ISSUES 49(a) AND (b)?
These issues involve AT&T lllinois’ proposal ftiransition” language that establishes a
process, and associated rates, terms and conditwrgnsitioning from the current
network interconnection arrangement with Sprirdnanterconnection arrangement that
conforms with section 251(c)(2) of the 1996 Acts.NPellerin addresses these issues for
AT&T lllinois. | am providing support testimonydm a network perspective on two
topics relevant to these issues: 1) the differdrateveen a traditional CMRS
interconnection arrangement and the Interconneeticangement Sprint now seeks; and

2) the work AT&T lllinois would have to do to “trartion” from one arrangement to the

other.
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WHAT IS THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE CURRENT

INTERCONNECTION ARRANGEMENT AND THE INTERCONNECTION
ARRANGEMENT SPRINT NOW SEEKS?

Sprint’s current CMRS interconnection arrangetnkke that of other CMRS providers,

dates back prior to the 1996 Act and evolved orgbtiated business-to-business basis.

In a CMRS arrangement, the CMRS provider typicaligers its facilities from the
appropriate tariff and establishes these facilitbesmterconnect to each ILEC tandem in
the LATA for the exchange of traffic with the ILE@s well as to “backhaul” traffic to
and from the CMRS provider’s cell sites. (To beac| “backhaul” traffic is not traffic
exchanged between the parties; it is traffic thair$ is hauling between two points on
its own network using, in the present context,liiées Sprint purchases from AT&T
lllinois.) The Parties then agree to “share” ia ttost of the portion of these facilities
utilized for interconnection based on the percemi@ag., the shared facility factor) set
forth in their ICA. This arrangement is not, sisicspeaking, a section 251(c)(2) POI
arrangement that is typical of CLEC arrangementsibse the parties are not exchanging
traffic at a single location on a given route. Haf it takes on more of a dual POI look
and feel, with one POI on the ILEC’s network (tloerp at which the CMRS provider
hands traffic to the ILEC) and one POI on the CMRR&ider’s network (the point at

which the ILEC hands traffic to the CMRS provider).

WHAT IS A SECTION 251(c)(2) ARRANGEMENT?
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Sprint is asking to re-configure its intercontiec arrangement to a CLEC arrangement

(also referred to as a “section 251(c)(2) Inter@mtion”) to take advantage of the ruling

concerning entrance facilities in tfialk America case?®

The rules that govern a 251(c)(2) Interconnectifierdfrom a CMRS arrangement in
that a POl must be on the ILEC’s network and eacher is responsible for the facilities
on its respective side of the POI, regardless otlparty originates the traffic. In
addition, the entrance facilities addressed inTdd& America case may only be used for
the purpose of 251(c)(2) Interconnection and maybeaised for backhaul or other
services the carrier may seek to provide. MseRalexplains the differences between

these two interconnection models in her discussfdasue 49.

DO YOU HAVE DIAGRAMS THAT SHOW THE DIFFERENCES B ETWEEN
THESE INTERCONNECTIONS ARRANGMENTS?

Yes. Diagram 1 depicts a typical CMRS intercection arrangement.

28

Talk America, Inc., v. Michigan Bell Tel. Co., 131 S.Ct. 2254 (June 9, 2011)
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Diagram 1 / V

In a typical CMRS arrangement, there are reciprB€iks (i.e., a POI on each party’s
network) for each interconnection, with facilitiesining between those POIs. Under
this arrangement, the CMRS carrier delivers tratfidT&T lllinois at the CMRS
carrier’'s POl on AT&T lllinois’ network and AT&T linois delivers traffic to the CMRS
carrier at the ILEC’s POI on the CMRS carrier'swatk. The CMRS carrier orders
facilities out of the appropriate tariff and estabés a POl at each AT&T lllinois tandem
in the LATA as well as at any AT&T lllinois end ages where trunks are required.

Because these facilities are ordered and billeabtlte tariff, the CMRS carrier is able
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819 to use these facilities for any of its needs, ideig backhaul, ancillary services, and
820 interconnection. The cost of the portion of thellfaes utilized for interconnection is
821 then shared based on the shared facility factbis dost sharing arrangement goes hand-
822 in-hand with the reciprocal POI feature of the CMiR&rconnection model. Typically,
823 this factor is estimated and can be reviewed andsstl by either of the Parties in
824 accordance with the terms of their ICA.
825
826 Diagram 2 illustrates a Section 251(c)(2) Intergection arrangement.

Tandem

PO

Tand2m
] I

827 Diagram 2

828
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In a 251(c)(2) arrangement, pursuant to its IC&,@LEC may order existing entrance
facilities (i.e., transport facilities that connéice CLEC and ILEC network and are used
for the mutual exchange of traffic) at TELRIC-basates to establish at least one POI
on the ILEC network, and each carrier is solelpogsible for the facilities on its side of
the POF*® No reciprocal POl is established on the CLEC wekw In addition, there is
no cost sharing for entrance facilities in a 25@Qcarrangement. CLECs establish
additional POls as they reach a traffic volumeghotd, consistent with the position
AT&T lllinois proposes here. Because the CLEC osdmnd obtains entrance facilities at
a TELRIC-based rate for interconnection, thesdifess are usedolely for the purpose
of interconnection under 251(c)(2). The CLEC cdnuse entrance facilities for
backhaul or other purposes, because facilitiethimse non-251(c)(2) Interconnection

uses are not available at TELRIC-based rates nstead are purchased out of AT&T

lllinois’ tariff, at access rates.

DOES AT&T ILLINOIS AGREE IN PRINCIPLE THAT SPRIN T CAN RE-
CONFIGURE ITS INTERCONNECTION ARRANGEMENT TO A 251( c)(2)
ARRANGEMENT?

Yes.

IS THERE ANY WORK AT&T ILLINOIS WOULD NEED TO PE RFORM IN
ORDER FOR SPRINT TO TRANSITION FROM ITS CURRENT CMR S
ARRANGEMENT TO A 251(c)(2) ARRANGEMENT?

2 |n the ICA at issue in this case, the parties hageeed to use the term “Interconnection Facilities the

facilities generally referred to as “entrance ftieis”.
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Yes. The transition that Sprint seeks here wdnd no small task and would require
extensive work on the part of AT&T lllinois’ NetwoiPlanning and Engineering
(“NP&E”) organization. Since the current arrangetnatilizes facilities that Sprint has
purchased out of the tariff and that carry bothkbaal and Interconnection traffic over
the same facilities, the interconnection trunk gowould have to be transitioned and
groomed off of the existing arrangement to separ&teR1C-based entrance facilities

(ordered from the ICA) that would be used solelytfee purpose of 251(c)(2)

Interconnection.

NP&E would need to ensure that the transition adming would not impact customer
services. This is achieved, in part, by perforntimgwork in a maintenance window
agreed to by the Parties. NP&E would also hawi#etermine the availability of transport
facilities and of the equipment needed to activiéieer, perform multiplexing, and
terminate the entrance facility. Other tasks thatneed to be performed include

providing additional power, floor space and HVAGded for any new equipment.

Because the arrangement would change the POl ectimé¢, NP&E would also need to
identify interoffice transport facilities that would be required for &T lllinois to

provide transport for interconnection trunk grotpshe various offices on its respective
side of the POI. All of the activities | describadove would have to be performed for

these interoffice transport facilities.
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873 Sprint has many existing POls at AT&T lllinois eoffices. Like the tandem
874 connections discussed above, these direct encationections would presumably be
875 taken down, so AT&T lllinois would need to tranaitithe traffic carried over these
876 facilities to the new arrangement.
877
878 There may be additional work that | have not idedi- such as physical work at the
879 tandems or end offices involved with the transit@oa field work that might be required
880 to provide interoffice dedicated transport on thBESA lllinois side of the new POI.
881
882 Ill. CONCLUSION

883 Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?

884 A. Yes.
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