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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA
in the Matter of the Petition of Brookings
Municipal Utilities d/b/a Swiftel

Communications for Suspension or

)

) DOCKET TC07-007

}
Modification of Dialing Parity, Number )

)

)

Portability and Reciprocal Compensation
Obligations

SPRINT’S RESPONSE TO SWIFTEL’S
PETITION FOR SUSPENSION OR MODIFICATION

COMES NOW, Sprint Communications Company, L.P., ("Sprint™) through its
attorney, hereby submits its Response to Brookings Municipal Utilities d/b/a Swiftel
Communications {“Swiftel”) Petition for Suspension or Modification of Dialing Parity,
Number Portability and Reciprocal Compensation Obligations.
L INTRODUCTION

On November 10, 2005, Swiftel received Sprint’s request to negotiate an
interconnection agreement. Sprint requested to negotiate an interconnection agreement
that encompasses the carriers duties to interconnect directly or indirectly with each other
under Section 251(a), to establish a reciprocal compensation arrangement under Section
251(b)(5) , and to provide for number portability and dialing parity under Sections
251(b)2) and (b){(3) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Pub. L. No. 104-104, 110
Stat. 56 (1996)(codified at 47 U.S.C. §§ 251 et seq.) (the “Act”) and the regulations of
the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”) implementing the same. See
Attachment 1. Sprint also requested Swiftel to identify the switches for which number

portability is available, has been requested but yet is not available or has not been



requested. See Id. On March 6, 2006, Sprint sent Swiftel a Local Number Portability
Bonafide Request (“BFR”) noting that the purpose was to initiate the six month deadline
under 47 C.F.R. § 52.23 (¢). See Attachment 2. Swiftel acknowledged receipt of
Sprint’s BFR by letter dated March ‘16, 2006 noting that Swiftel’s rate center in
Brookings is “LNP non-compliant.” See Attachment 3.

On October 16, 2006, Sprint filed an arbitration petition requesting the Public
Utilities Commission of South Dakota ("Commission™) to arbitrate the terms of an
interconnection agreement between Sprint and Swiftel. (See TC06-170) Swiftel filed its
response to Sprint’s arbitration petition on November 13, 2006. In its response, Swiftel
stated “[i]n the near future, Swiftel will file a request for suspension or modification of”
Section 251(b)(3) dialing parity, Section 251(b)(2) local number portability and Section
252(b)(5) reciprocal compensation provisions of the Act.” Thereafter, the Commission
established a procedural schedule which required the parties’ to file direct testimony on
February 2, 2007.

On January 30, 2007, two days before the parties were scheduled to file their
direct testimony in the arbitration case Swiftel filed its Petition for Suspension or
Modification of Dialing Parity, Number Portability and Reciprocal Compensation
Obligations. As will be discussed below, Swiftel’s Petition is untimely and in several
instances based on an erroneous belief with respect to Sprint’s interconnection request.
Further, Swiftel is seeking to modify its section 251(a) interconnection obligations under
the guise of request for a modification of its duties under section 251(f}(2) of the Act.
Accordingly, the Commission should deny Swiftel’s request and order Swiftel to comply

with its duties to provide local number portability, dialing parity and reciprocal



compensation as set forth in sections 251(b)2), (3) and (5) of the Act and the FCC’s

implementing rules.

i. BACKGROUND
Until the 1990s, local telephone service was considered to be a “natural

monopoly.” AT&T Corp. v. lowa Utils. Bd., 525 U.S. 366, 371 (1999). States typically

granted exclusive franchises to [LECs, including rural carriers. ILECs owned, among
other things, the “local loops™ (wires connecting telephones to switches), the “switches”
{equipment directing calls to their destinations), and the “transport trunks” (wires
carrying calls between switches) that constitute a “local exchange network.” Id, Unless
the ILECs granted access to these facilities, other carriers would have substantial
difficulty entering local markets and bringing the competitive benefits of new service
offerings to local customers.

Congress amended the Communications Act in 1996 to eliminate local
monopolies and to stimulate competition and the rapid deployment of new technologies.
The Act broadly requires each telecommunications carrier to allow competitors to
interconnect with and access the carrier’s network for a fair price. 47 U.S.C. § 251; see

Verizon Comme’ns, Inc. v. FCC, 535 U.S. 467 (2002). Indeed, the Act “givefs] aspiring

b4

competitors every possible incentive to enter local retail telephone markets . . . .
Verizon, 535 U.S. at 489.

Specifically, Section 251 “imposes three tiers of duties on three different,
statutorily-defined categories of telecommunications-related entities. . . .” Pac. Bell v.

Cook Telecom, Inc., 197 F.3d 1236, 1237 (9th Cir. 1999). The first two tiers are relevant

in this proceeding.



One, section 251(a)(1) imposes a universal duty on all “telecommunications
carriers” to “interconnect directly or indirectly with the facilities and equipment of other
telecommunications carriers” for the mutual exchange of traftic. 47 U.S.C. § 251(a)(1)

(2005); 47 C.F.R. § 51.5(2005); Sw. Bell Tel. Co. v. Waller Creek Comme’ns, Inc., 221

F.3d 812, 814 (5th Cir. 2000) (*Waller Creek™). The Act defines “telecommunications
carrier” broadly to mean “any provider of telecommunications services .. . .” 47 U.S.C.
§ 153(44) (emphasis added).’ By its terms, therefore, Section 251(a) imposes the duty of
interconnection not just on rural carriers and other ILECs, but also on new entrants
(commonly referred to as “competitive local exchange carriers” (“CLECs™)),
interexchange carriers (commontly referred to as long distance providers), and any other
entity that satisfies the Act’s definition of “telecommunications carrier.” Section
251(a)(2), in turn, prohibits all carriers from modifying their networks in any way that
conflicts with uniform FCC standards for interconnectivity. 47 U.S.C. § 251(a)(2).
Congress intended for the FCC standards to ensure seamless and transparent transmission
and reception of telecommunications services and information “across
telecommunications networks,” See id, § 256(a).

Once networks are interconnected pursuant to § 251(a), all local exchange carriers
(rural carriers, other ILECs, and CLECs}) are required by § 251(b)(5) to transport and
deliver (“terminate™) telecommunications that are exchanged over the networks and to

establish “reciprocal compensation™ arrangements for the associated costs. Id.

! The definition only excepts “aggregators of telecommunications services (as

defined in section 226).” 47 U.S.C. § 153(44). This limited exception relates to hotels,
airports, hospitals, and others who “make|] telephones available to the public or to
transient users of [their] premises, for interstate telephone calls using a provider of
operator services.” 47 U.S.C. § 226(2). The exception has no application here.



§ 251(b)(5); Total Telecommunications Services, Inc. and Atlas Telephone Company,

Inc. v. AT&T Corporation, 16 F.C.C.R. 5726, 5737-38 (1 26) (2001) (*Atlas Order™).

Accord AT&T Corp. v. FCC, 317 F.3d 227, 234-35 (D.C. Cir. 2003). The two provisions

-- § 251(a) and (b)}(5) -- operate together to ensure that a customer on one carrier’s
network can place calls to a neighbor across the street who subscribes to a different
carrier. Otherwise, customers could only call other customers on the same network,
defeating the core purpose of the Act.

In addition, § 251(b)(1)-(5) impose other basic requirements to facilitate
competition. Most relevant here, local exchange carriers must arrange for “number
portability,” so that a customer can keep the same telephone number when switching
from one local exchange carrier to another; and “dialing parity,” so that customers from
one network can reach customers on another network by dialing the same number of
digits (i.e., without any additional “codes” or other dialing requirements) and without
unreasonable delays. 47 U.S.C. § 251(b)(2), (3); AT&T Corp., 525 U.S. at 373 n.2.
Finally, LECs are required to establish reciprocal compensation arrangements. These
arrangements further ensure that local telephone customers obtain the full benefits of the
network interconnection required under § 251(a).

Section 251(£)(2) enables a rural carrier to petition a state commission to suspend
or modify the requirements of § 251(b) or (c). According to section 251(f)(2), the State
Commission shall grant such petition to the extent and for such duration as it determines
necessary to avoid a significant adverse economic impact on users of telecommunications
generally, to avoid imposing a requirement that is unduly economically burdensome; or

to avoid imposing a requirement that is technically infeasible; and is consistent with the



public interest. (Emphasis supplied.) Absent such suspension or modification under
§ 251(f)(2), however, a rural carrier must comply with the requirements of § 251(b).

Telephone Number Portability, 12 F.C.C.R. 7236, 7305 n.401 (1997) (“Number

Portability Order™). Accord Local Competition Order, 11 F.C.C.R. at 16,018 (4 1045).

M. SWIFTEL’S REQUEST FOR A MODIFCATION OF ITS DUTY TO
PROVIDE LNP MUST BE DENIED BECAUSE SWIFTEL FAILED TO
IMPLEMENT NUMBER PORTABILITY OR REQUEST A SUSPENSION
WITHEN SIX MONTHS OF SPRINT’S BONAFIDE REQUEST
According to 47 C.F.R. § 52.23(c), “all LECs must make a long-term database

method for number portability available within six months after a specific request by

another telecommunications carrier in areas in which that telecommunications carrier

...plans to operate.” As noted above, Sprint sent its BFR to Swiftel on March 6, 2006.

Therefore, Swiftel should have implemented local number portability or filed a petition

for suspension or modification by September 2006. Swiftel did not file, however, until

January 30, 2007, several months after the deadline set out in the rules.

Swiftel now requests that it not be required to implement LNP until four months
after Sprint is certified. See Petition at p. 5. Swiftel has made no showing whatsoever
that such delay is necessary. Indeed, had Swifiel followed the rules and filed during or
even by the end of the required implementation period, the suspension proceedings would
have been concluded before the arbitration. Swiftel disregarded the rules, delaying
further Sprint’s efforts to bring a competitive alternative to consumers. Accordingly,
the Commission should deny Swiftel’s request for a modification of its duty to provide

LNP to Sprint and order Swiftel to proceed expeditiously to implement LNP so that

Swiftel is LNP compliant at the conclusion of the arbitration proceedings in TC06-176.



1IV.  SWIFTEL'S REQUEST FOR A MODIFICATION OF ITS DUTY TO

PROVIDE WIRELINE DIALING PARITY IS NOT IN THE PUBLIC

INTEREST AND SHOULD THEREFORE BE DENIED

In its petition, Swiftel concedes that wireline calls would originate and terminate
within Swiftel’s service territory. See Petition at p. 10. Moreover, Swiftel does not state
that it is technically infeasible for its customers to make a seven (7) digit call. Rather, it
complains that Sprint’s interconnection request would require Swiftel to transport its
originated traffic to Sprint’s POP in Sioux Falls. Seeid. Swiftel would rather have its
customers make a toll call than comply with its obligation to pay Sprint for terminating
its calls. The Commission should reject Swiftel’s attempt to force consumers to dial
extra digits for calls that will originate and terminate in the same local calling area as not
in the public interest. Otherwise, the following situation will occur:

Suppose there are three neighbors living next to each other in the same
neighborhood in Swiftel’s service territory. Customers A and B are served by Swiftel
and customer C is served by Sprint/MCC. A call from customer A to customer B will be
a seven-digit call; however, a call from a Swiftel customer to a Sprint/MCC customer
will be a 1+, 10-digit intralLATA toll call. Without local dialing parity, Swiftel will route
its customers’ calls to Sprint/MCC customers via SDN to its customers’ presubscribed
toll carrier that will then terminate the call as a toll call. {(See Attachment 4) Sprint/MCC
will be at a competitive disadvantage as consumers will be less inclined to choose
Sprint/MCC once they learn that calls to customers of Sprint/MCC are going to be toll
when they have traditionally been local. Such disparate treatment is not what Congress
had in mind when 1t chose to open local markets to competition and impose a dialing

parity requirement on all local exchange carriers.



V. SWIFTEL’S REQUEST FOR A MODIFICATION OF WIRELESS LOCAL
DIALING PARITY IS BASED ON A MISUNDERSTANDING OF
SPRINT’S INTERCONNECTION REQUEST AND SHOULD
THEREFORE BE DENIED
Swiftel notes that the recent 8" Circuit decision entitles wireless carriers to local

dialing parity for calls that originate and terminate within the MTA. (See Petition at p.

12) It then goes on to complain that it will be required to transport calls beyond its

service territory to Sprint’s POP. This is the same argument that it made with respect to

local wireline dialing parity; however, the Commission need not address this issue
because Swifiel has misunderstood Sprint’s interconnection request. Swiftel claims that

Sprint is requiring Swiftel to route its wireline intraMTA calls via the interconnection

facility established between Sprint and Swiftel. Swiftel is wrong. While Sprint intends

to route Sprint PCS’ originated intraMTA wireless traffic to Swiftel through the Local

Interconnection Facility, Sprint’s proposed interconnection agreement does not require

Swiftel to route Swiftel’s wireline originated traffic terminating to a wireless carrier via

the Local Interconnection Facility. (See Attachment 5) Thus, Swiftel can continue to

route its traffic as it does today without any financial impact to its business. Accordingly,

Swiftel’s request should be denied.

V1.  SWIFTEL’S REQUEST FOR A MODIFICATION TO TOLL DIALING
RULES IS BASED ON AN ERRONEOUS ASSUMPTION AND SHOULD
THEREFORE BE DENIED
As in the case of wireless local dialing parity discussed above, Swiftel incorrectly

assumes that its originated traffic will be routed differently than it is today under Sprint’s

proposed interconnection agreement. See Petition at p. 17. Under Sprint’s proposal,

however, Swiftel is not required to route its originated, Sprint pre-subscribed, toll traffic



through the Local Interconnection Facility with Sprint.  Further, Sprint will route its toll
traffic directly to the Sprint toll network. See Attachment 6. Accordingly, Swiftel’s
request for a modification of its duty to provide toll dialing parity should be denied.

VIE  SWIFTEL’S REQUEST FOR A MODIFICATION OF ITS DUTY TO

ESTABLISH RECIPROCAL COMPENSATION FOR INTRAMTA

TRAFFIC SHOULD BE DENIED

Swiflel complains that recent court decisions have found that LECs must pay
reciprocal compensation on all calls originating from their subscribers and terminating to
a wireless subscriber within the MTA, even if those calls are handed off to an IXC. See
Petition at p. 20. While the recent court decisions have simply affirmed what is already
in the law via the FCC’s rules (see 47 C.F.R. §§ 51.701, 51.703(b} and 51.711), Sprint’s
interconnection request does not address reciprocal compensation for intraMTA traffic
between Swiftel and Sprint PCS. The Commission should deny Swiftel’s request to
modify the reciprocal compensation rules for this reason alone given Swiftel’s petition
appears based on Sprint’s interconnection request.

To the extent Swiftel insists that it is seeking a modification or suspension of
Wireless dialing parity, toll dialing and the reciprocal compensation rules more
generically, the Commission should deny those requests as well. Furthermore, while
Swiftel states that its request will ensure that both wireline and wireless carriers are
treated the same, the fact is that the local calling areas, for reciprocal compensation
purposes, are not the same. Accordingly, any attempt to circumvent the intraMTA rule

through a 251(f)(2) proceeding should be denied.



VIII. CONCLUSION

The Commission should deny Swiftel’s Petition in all respects and order Swiftel
to comply with its duties to provide local number portability, dialing parity and reciprocal
compensation as set forth in Sections 251(b)(2), (3) and (5) of the Act and the FCC’s
implementing rules. Swiflel failed to file its request for a suspension from its wireline
LNP duty until after the six month deadline established in the FCC’s rules expired.
Further, Swiftel’s Petition is based on several erroneous assumptions about Sprint’s
interconnection request and does not comport with the FCC’s rules regarding reciprocal
compensation and iniraMTA traffic.

Respectfully submitted this 177 day of April 2007.
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ATTACHMENT 1

COMMUNICATION.S

415 Fourth 8t. » RO, Box 568
Brookings, 5.0, $7606

GUS.BH2.6211 » Fax 606,697.8250

December 1, 2005

Jack Weyforih

Sprint

6330 Sprint Parkway
KSOPHAS310- 3b422
Overland Park, K5 66251

Re: Request for Intercennectidn from Sprint Comununications Company L.P,
Dear Mr. Weyforth:

On November 10, 2005, Brookings Mumicipal Utiliies d/b/a  Swiftel

A Communications (Swiftel} received a “Request for Interconmection” from Sprint

s Communications Company L.P. (Sprint) seeking negotiation for interconnection as a

N competitive local exchange carder pursuant to Section 251(a) and various paris of

: Section 251 (h), including Section 251{(b)}(2) concerning munber portability, of the

Communications Act of 1934, as amended (the Act). Sprint also requests negotiations

pursuant to Section 252(b)(1) of the Act, which establishes the arbitration deadlines for
compulsory arbitration before this Commission,

The purpese of this lefter is to notify Sprint that Swiftel disputes whether Sprint is
a 1oca1 Bxchange camer and/or a telecommumcaﬂons camer

e umca&ans rperatmn (Mediacom) f&cf}mes and: ﬁi&tM@éhamm in faci" Weuld be
offernpeseriicetoisubstriberss In this case, Swiftel believes that Mediacom would be the
telecommumcatzoas carrier entitled to interconnection (subject to its receipt from the
South Dakota Public Utilities Commission (SDPUC) of authenty to provide local
services). Swiftel notes that a similar issue was raised in connection with Sprint™s efforts
to seek Interconnection in Nebraska, in which, it is ow understandmg, the Nebraska
conmumission found that Sprint was oot the “telecommunications carrier” entitled to seck
intercommection services pursuant to Section 251 of the Act. See Application No. £-3429,
Nebraska Public Service Commission, Findings and Conclusions, entered September 13,
200s.

I} BHOOKINGS
roanicipal stitities




ATTAGHMENT 1

Swiftel also questions whether Sprint has complied with the SDPUC’s Order in
TCS6-156. In that Order, the Commission granted Sprint statewide authority to offer
local exchange services. The Commission, however, found that before Sprint can
provide service in the service area of a rural telephone company, Sprint must “come
before the Commission in another proceeding” and show that it would satisfy eligible
telecommunications carrier service obligations.  To Swiftel’s knowledge, Sprint has not
complied with this requirement, which also is set forth in ARSD Section 20:10:32:15.
Accordingly, Swiftel believes that Sprint is not authorized to provide local service in

- Swiftel's service area.

In addition, with respect to local number portability, it appears that Sprint has not
submitted a valid bona fide request as required by the FCC,

Swaftel yequests that Spnnt provide information concerning s status as a }ocai exchange
carrier In Swifiel’s service area, the nature of the interconnection services it seeks from
Swiftel and its intended use of services, the exchanges in which Sprint plans to operate
and the date(s) on which such operation is planned, and its relationship with Mediacom to
enable Swiftel to further evaluate Sprint’s request,

Since

i Odi.

W. Jaries Adkins
Technical and Network Operations Manager
Swiftel Commumications




sy

ATTACHMENT 2

‘ . Bonafide Request Form {(BFR)

} Pagpoze: Ts foom §5 used to tequast deploymerd of long-ferm Local Number Portabiily as dafined in the FOC mandates (CC Docket 95138}
Specifically, sz form feguests et ALL codes be openedt fo poAabitity wittdn he Metropoliten S1atisLca! Areas and wirgling switch CLLT oGdes
designated below,. This form may be used for Lol wireless and wireling requests.

|0 (RECIPIENT): FROM (REQUESTOR):

QLN 1650 Company Name: Sprint CLEC {8712)

Company Nare: Swiftel Communications Contact Name: Jim Gampper

Cantact's Address:
6330 Sprint Parkway, Overland Park, KS 66251
Mailstop: KSOPHAR316-3B750

Contact Name: Craig Osvog
Contact’s Address:

415 South 4™ Street
Brookings, S0 57006

Contact's Email: Jim.JLGampper@mailsprint.com
Contact's Fax: (913} 762-0117
~Contact's Phone: {913} 762-3619

Contact's Phone: 605-682-6211 {(LERG!

TR e ey o g

Timing
Date of Request: flacch 6, 2008
Receipt Confirmation Due By: March 18, 2008 {Due no fater than 16 days after the Date of Requestj

T

Effective Date: September 8, 2006 {or sisap but no {ater than FCC timeline requires)

= ey
e

[ Rate Centers {RCs)h

1% RC: Brookings
2™ RC:
3YRC:

Sy

ey

feflmass)

Destgnated Switch CLLI Codes:
{CLL1 - Common Language Location Identifier}

S 4¥ CLLE BKNGSDXC69G

2" CLLE: BKNGSDXNRS
3™ CLLL BKNGSDXERSS

Actions Required of the Recipient:
. Wilhin 10-days of receipt, provide confirmation 10 the requestor that this form has been received.
2. For gl currenily releasad codes, and those 1o be released at any fulure time, wilhin the designaled wireline
-gwitch CLLF codes {where applicable), open all for porting withjn the LERG.
For all currently released codes, and those o be released at any fiture fime, within the wireline switch CLLI
codes (where applicable), open af for porting within the NPAC {Number Portability Administration Cenier).
Ensure that all swiiches handling codes within the designated RC are Local Number Forfabifity capable.

o—
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ATTACHMENT 3

Sprint )‘} Sprint Nextgl Jira Gampper

KS0OPHADS1E - 38758 Intercennadtion Solulions

Together with NEXTEL ©330 Sprint Paroway Jn ). Campper@mai.spant.com

Quedend Pack, KS BEXSL
Office: {913) 762-3539 Fax: (953) 7620147
PCS: (G13) 22643072

March G, 2006

Craig Osvog

City of Brookings Utilities, Telephone Division
dibfa Swiliel Communications

415 South 4” Street

0 Box 588 :

Brookings, SO 57006

RE: Loce!l Number Poriabilily Bonafide Request

Dear Mr. Osvog,

Pursuant to 47 C.F.R. § 52.23 Sprint Communicalions Company LP. ("Sprint”) submits this lefier as is
Local Number Porlability {'LNF™} Bona Fide Request { "BFR") to Swiftel Commmunications. The
purpose of this BFR is to iniiate the six-monih regulalory imeline esfablished under section 52.23(c) to
ensure LNP functionsiity is availablz to Sprind in Swilte! Communicalions’ service area,

Section 52.23(c) states that "all LECs must make 2 long-lerm-database method for number portability
availablie within six months after a specific request by another telecommunicalions carrier in areas in
which thal {elecommunicalions carrier is operaling or plans o operate.”

As you know, Sprint and Swiftel Communicalions are currently negetiating an interconnection
agreement. Please nole, however, that there is no requirement tha! the interconnection agreement be
completed prior to intiating the six-month timeling In 47 C.F.R. § 52.23(c). Specifically, the reguiatory
six-month timeline begins on the date you receive this request.

Sprint CLEC will utifize the Service Provider 1D (SPID) of 8712 to provide telecommunicalions services

in Sculh Dakota and fo place focal number porting requests with your company.  Spedifically, Sprint
requests focal number portability capabififies in the following rate centers: Brookings.

Please provide Sprint with the status of these rate centers regarding their Local Number Porlabifity
capabilities (i.e. software, hardware, remoles) within 10 days of your reesipt of this request.

We apprediale your cooperation in implemeanting number portability and look forward to vour fimely
response. fyou have any questions concerning fhis request please conlact me af the above telephone

number, -

Sincerely,

Gampper

Aftachment: BFR - 1650
EXHIBIT F
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ATTACHMENT 3

' .. Baoaxmas §L‘ifiﬁ€/

;. miunicipal utilities
SIEWCERLN Rower,~ PO B 562

Betraking. 5 0, 57065
§50%) 6976325

Er - A

March 16, 2006 Via Federal Express

Jim Gampper
Sprint/Nexicl
KSOPHAO316-3B750

. 6330 Sprint Parkway
Overland Park, K8 66251

RE: Receipt Cenfirmation for LNT Bonafide Reguest

Dear Mr. (jampper:

This lerer is 10 confirm receipt of the Sprint Communications Company L.P. Local
Mumber Portability Bonafide Request (0 Swiftel Communications on March 9, 2006,
Swifiel's rate center in Brookings is currently Non-LNP compliant as indicated in 2 letter
to Jack Weyforth of Sprint dated February 3, 20046,

1T you would ke to discuss this matier further, please contact me at area eode 605 697-
3230,

Regasds,

=

= ﬂ!ir' ;
'1’/ i

W, James Adldns
Swiftel Communications
Technical and Netwerk Operations Manager

LR B R

AVE Sk Senat « PD Bax SBE
Erovkiage S0 57406

AGESEGITELS

AL B A i i

e

AT

mez': o




i ill. A. Wireline Local Dialing Parity |
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Sprint Proposal

Sprint-originated local calls are routed
directly to Swiftel's network over the Local
Interconnection Fagilities. Swiftel-originated
local calls are routed directly to Sprint's
network over the same Local
Interconnection Facilities. :

Swifte! Proposal

Without local number dialing parity, Swiftel's end-

user must dial 1+ {0 compliele a locat call to the
Sprint end-user, Swiftel-originated kocal calls
are freated as a toll call, routed through the SDN
network, through the end-user designated IXC
network, back through the SDN nebwork,
through the Swiftel network, to the Sprint CLEC
natwork. Sprint-ariginated local calls are routed
directly to Swiftet's network over the Local
Interconnection Facilities.
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{ lll. B. Wireless Dialing Parity (IntraMTA, Non-Local, 1+ Dialed Call)
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Present Situation

All Sprint-originated wireless calls are routed
through the Sprint EXC network, through the
SDN network, to the Swifte] network. All Swiftel-
originated wirgline-to-wireless calls are 1+ 10-
digit dialed, routed through the SBN network,
through the end-user-designated IXC network,
to the Sprint wirsless network.,
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Sprint Proposal

All intraMTA Sprint-originated wireless calis
are routed through Sprint's CLEC network,
over the Local interconnection Facilities, to
the Swiftel network., No change to Swiftel-
criginated wireline-to-wireless call
routing.
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Swiftel Misinterpretation of

Sprint Proposal

Swiftel incorrectly assumes Swiftel
originated wireline-fo-wireless calls {(Swifiel-
0-Sprint} must be subject to 7-dight dialing,

routed over the Local Interconnection
Faciilties, bypassing the SDN network.



Attachment

Present Situation

All Swiftel-originated toll calls are routed
through the SDN network to the various IXC
networks.

Sprint Proposal

Most Sprint-originated toli calls are routed
directly to Sprint's XC network; incidental
calls directed to another {XC {e.g. 800,
1010XXX) are routed to SDN. No change
to Swiftel-originated toll call routing,
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Swiftel Misinterpretation of
" Sprint Proposal

Swiftel incorrectly assumes Swifiel-
originated toil calls (to the Sprint IXC) must
be routed over the Local interconnection
Facilites, bypassing the SDN network,




