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Ms. Blanca S. Bayo, Director 
Division of the Commission Clerk ORI INAL& Administrative Services 
Florida Public Service Commission 

2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 


Re: 	 Docket Nos. 981834-TP & 990321-TP Rebuttal Testimony of 
Edward Fox and Jimmy R. Davis 

Dear Ms. Bay6: 

Enclosed for filing is the original and fifteen (15) copies of the Rebuttal Testimony 
of: 

1. Edward Fox () 0 (,g -; 7 -03 
2. Jimmy R . Davis - 0 () U .3 8" ~ a...3 

Copies of this have been served pursuant to the attached Certificate of Service. 

Please acknowledge receipt and filing of the above by stamping the duplicate copy of this 
letter and returning the same to this writer. 

Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Susan S. Masterton 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
DOCKET NO. 981834-TP & 990321-TP 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was served by U.S. 
Mail or Hand Delivery* this 21st day of January, 2003 to the following: 

Wayne Knight, Esq. * 
Division of Legal Services 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, Florida 323 99-0870 

Nancy B. White 
c/o Nancy H. Sims 
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
150 S. Monroe Street Suite 400 
Tallahassee, Florida 323 0 1 - 155 6 

Alltel Communications Services, Inc. 
B ettye Will is 
One Allied Drive 
Little Rock, AR 72203-2 177 

Hopping Law Firm 
Rick Melson 
Post Office Box 6526 
Tallahassee, Florida 323 14 

Pennington Law Firm 
Peter DunbarMarc W. Dunbar 
Post Ofice Box 1009 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302 

Blumenfeld & Cohen 
Elise Kiely/Jeffrey Blumenfeld 
1625 Massachusetts Ave NW 
Washington, DC 20036 

Florida Cable Telecommunications 
Association, Incorporated 
Michael A. Gross 
3 10 North Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

GTE Florida Incorporated 
Ms. Beverly Menard 
c/o Margo B. Hammar 
106 East College Avenue, Suite 8 10 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

AT&T 
Ms. Lisa A. Riley 

1200 Peachtree Street, N.E., Ste 8066 
Atlanta, GA 30309-3528 

Time Warner Telecom 
Carolyn Marek 
233 Bramerton Court 
Franklin, TN 37069 

AT&T Communications of the 
Southern States, Inc. 
Ms. Rhonda P. Merritt 
10 1 North Monroe Street, Suite #700 
Tallahassee, Florida 323 0 1- 1549 

CompTel 
Terry Monroe 
1900 M Street, NW, 
Suite 800 
Washington, DC 20036 

FCCA 
c/o McWhirter Law Firm 
Vicki Kaufman 
117 S. Gadsden Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 323 0 1 

Ausley Law Firm 
Jeff Wa hl en 
Post Ofice Box 391 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302 



WorldCom Technologies, Inc. 
& MCX Metro Access Transmission 
Donna McNulty 
1203 Governors Square Blvd. Suite 201 
Taflahassee, Florida 323 0 1-2960 

Covad Communications Company 
Mr. William H. Weber 
1230 Peachtree Street, NE, lgth Floor 
Atlanta, GA 3 03 09-3 574 

Mes ser Law Firm 
Floyd SelfNorman Horton 
Post Office Box 1876 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302 

AT&T Communications of the 
Southern States, Inc. 
Ms. Rhonda P. Merritt 
101 North Monroe Street, Suite #700 
Tallahassee, Florida 3230 1 - 1549 

MediaOne Florida Telecommunications, 
Inc. 
c/o Laura L. Gallagher, P.A. 
101 E. College Ave., Suite 302 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

AT&T Communications of the 
Southem States, Inc. 
Virginia C. Tate 
1200 Peachtree Street, NE Suite 8 100 
Atlanta, GA 30309 

Development Specialists, Inc. 
Norton Cutler 
c/o Steve Victor 
70 West Madison Street, Suite 2300 
Chicago, IL 60602-4250 

Katz, Kutter Law Firm 
Charles Pellegrin flatrick Wiggins 
12fh Floor 
106 East College Avenue 
Tallahassee, Florida 323 0 1 

Mpower Communications Corp. 
Mr. David Woodsmall 
175 Sully’s Trail, Suite 300 
Pittsford, NY 14534-4558 

Shook, Hardy & Bacon LLP 
Rodney L. Joyce 
600 14& Street, NW, Suite 800 
Washington, DC 20005-2004 

Telecommunications Resellers 
Association 
Andrew Isar 
c/o Miller Isar, Inc. 
7901 Skansie Avenue, Suite 240 
Gig Harbor, WA 98335 

McWhirter Law Firm 
Joseph McGl ot hl i n/Vi cki Kau fm an 
117 South Gadsden Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 323 0 1 

Network Access Solutions Corporation 
Mr. Don Sussman 
Three DulZes Tech Center 
13650 Dulles Technology Drive 
Hemdon, VA 20 17 1-4602 

Supra Telecommunications & 
Information Systems, Tnc. 
Mark E. Buechele 
2620 S.W. 27h Avenue 
Miami, FL 33133 

Verizon Select Services Inc. 
Kimberly Caswell 
P.O. Box 110, FLTC0007 
Tampa, FL 33601-01 10 

Susan S. Masterton 
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Sprint-Florida, Incorporated 
Docket Nos. 981834 & 990321-Tp 

Filed: Janua~y 2 1, 2003 
BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF 

Edward Fox 

5 

6 

Q. Please state your name, your position with Sprint, and your business address. 

7 

8 

9 Park, Kansas 66251. 

A. My name is Edward Fox. I am currently employed as Senior Manager - Regulatory 

Policy for Sprint Corporation. My business address is 6360 Sprint Parkway, Overland 

10 

1 I. 

12 

13 A. Yes, 

14 

15 

16 

Q. Are you the same Edward Fox who previously filed direct testimony in this case? 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 

17 A. I am responding to the direct testimony of AT&T witness Jeffrey A. King in a number of 

18 key areas. Specifically, my testimony deals with Mr. King's comments regarding technical 

19 and policy issues. 

20 

21 

22 

ISSUE 2A. SHOULD AN ALEC BE REQUICRED TO JUSTIFY ITS SPACE 

RESERVATION NEEDS TO THE ILEC WHEN AN ILEC IS FORCED TO 

23 CONSIDER A BUILDING ADDITION TO ACCOMMODATE FUTURE SPACE 



Sprint-Florida, Incorporated 
Docket Nos. 981834 & 990321-TP 

FiIed: Janwy 21,2003 
1 Q. AT&T witness King, p. 6 lines 7-18 of his Direct Testimony, states that the ALEC 

2 should be allowed the opportunity to verify the ILEC’s need of the space. Does the 

3 E E C  need to justify its space reclamation need to the ALECs? 

4 

5 A. No. Sprint believes that space justification must be made to the Commission. Sprint 

6 believes that it is preferable for the ILEC and any affected ALECs to negotiate between the 

7 

8 

parties for reclamation of available space. If no agreement can be reached, then the matter 

should be submitted to the Commission for a decision. If the office is closed to additional 

9 

10 

11 

collocators or there is an anticipated closing, the ILEC would be following the waiver 

procedures as described in Orders Nos. PSC-99- 1744-PAA-TP and PSC-99-2393-FOF-TP. 

12 
13 

14 RECLAJM UNUSED COLLOCATION SPACE? 

15 

16 

ISSUE 233. UNDER WHAT CONDITIONS SHOULD AN ILEC BE ALLOWED TO 

Q. Mr. King, on page 6 lines 21-23 of his Direct Testimony, suggests that the only time 

17 that space may be reclaimed is when the CO space is completely exhausted and there 

18 is an  immediate need for deployment of equipment. Should an ILEC be restricted to 

19 reclaiming space only when the building is completely exhausted and there is an 

20 immediate need to provide service? 

21 A. No. Building additions and renovations require a long planning and construction cycle, 

22 which may range from 12 to 24 months before space may be used. An lLEC should be 

23 allowed to reclaim unused collocation space when it has been demonstrated to the PUG 

24 that space is currently exhausted or is expected to be exhausted in the near fbture. If space 

25 reclamation is limited only to immediate needs, it compromises planning and reduces 

- 2 -  



Sprint-Florida, Incorporated 
Docket Nos. 981834 & 990321-TP 

Filed: January 21,2003 
negotiation options between parties to an urgent status which tends to limit reasonable 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

resolution. This is not a tenable situation for good decision making. 

ISSUE 2C. WHAT OBLIGATIONS, IF ANY, SHOULD BE PLACED ON THE ALEC 

THAT CONTRACTED FOR THE SPACE? 

Q. AT&T’s King on page 7, lines 5-7 of his Direct Testimony, states that the ALEC may 

unilaterally decide if their space is efficiently used. Should the ALEC unilaterally 

decide if they should keep unused space? 

A. No. Sprint believes that each party must justify their space requirements to the 

Commission if mutual agreement cannot first be reached by the parties. An ILEC is not 

allowed to house obsolete unused equipment when declaring a building full. Accordingly, 

an ALEC should not use its collocation space to house obsolete unused equipment either. 

Florida’s Generic Collocation Order DOCKET NO. 990321-TP ORDER NO. PSC-00- 

0941-FOF-TP ISSUED: May 11,2000 established 18 months as the proper time for space 

reservation. If the ALEC has not used its forecasted space within the allowable 18 month 

period it should be considered available for reclamation. M i  Gray of BellSouth describes 

the obligations that the ILEC has to manage its space, i.e. first-in-first out, provide 

reasonable space allocations, p. 15,20 - 23, and taking CLEC requirements into account 

when planning a building addition, p. 17, 21-24. The Fourth Report & Order 98-147 192 

states the “ILEC must act as a neutral property owner and manager.. . in assigning 

physical collocation space.” 

- 3 -  



Sprint-Florida, Incorporated 

Filed: J a n v  21,2003 
ISSUE 2D. WHAT OBLIGATIONS, IF ANY, SHOULD BE PLACED ON THE KEC? 

Docket NOS. 981834 & 990321-P 

1 

2 

3 Q. Mr. King, on page 7, lines 5-7 and 14-15, of his Direct Testimony, implies that any 

4 future plans for space use are sufficient for an ALEC to retain its space. Should there 

5 be a limit on the amount of time for future plans that an ALEC expects to use space? 

6 

7 A. Yes. Sprint believes that 18 months is appropriate for future use of a functional collocation 

8 arrangement and is consistent with the Commission’s May 2000 ruling. Sprint believes that 

9 six months is appropriate for implementation of fbnctional equipment, i.e. that which is 

10 connected to a UNE or interconnected with the ILEC. 

11 

12 ISSUE 3. SHOULD AN ALEC HAVE THE OPTION TO TRANSFER ACCEPTED 

13 COLLOCATION SPACE TO ANOTHER ALEC? IF SO, WHAT AFUE TIE[E 

14 RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE ILEC AND ALECS? 

15 Q. Mr. King, beginning on page 6, tines 21-23 of his Direct Testimony, states that an 

16 ALEC should be allowed to transfer accepted collocation space to another ALEC 

17 whenever its requirements for collocation have changed. Does Sprint agree? 

18 

19 A. No. 

20 

21 Q. Are all space transfer situations the same? 

22 

23 A. No. Sprint distinguishes between situations where a company buys a11 or substantially all 

24 the assets of another company from situations where two requesting carriers simply 

- 4 -  



Sprint-Florida, Incorporated 
Docket Nos. 981834 & 990321-Tp 

Filed: January 2 1,2003 
1 transfer space from one to another. BellSouth’s witness Mr. Gray, on page 20-24 of his 

2 Direct Testimony, described the former scenario in his direct testimony. Sprint generally 

3 

4 

agrees with this type of transfer of space and the concomitant responsibilities of each party 

as described by Mi.  Gray. 

5 

6 

7 

Q. Should the ALECs be able to transfer collocation space without ILEC involvement? 

8 A. No. In situations where transfer of asset ownership has not occurred as described above, 

9 

10 

an ALEC is obligated to return the space to the ILEC as described in my direct testimony 

1 1  

12 

13 CENTRAL OFFICE? 

ISSUE 4. SHOULD THE ILEC BE REQUIRED TO PROVIDE COPPER ENTRANCE 

FACILITIES WITHIN THE CONTEXT OF A COLLOCTION INSIDE THE 

14 

15 Q. Mr. King, on page 8, lines 8 - 13 of his Direct Testimony, states that an ILEC should 

16 be required to allow ALECs use copper entrance facilities for their collocation 

17 arrangements? Do you agree? 

18 

19 A. No. Both the FCC and the Florida Commission have made rulings on the limited use of 

20 copper entrance facilities by collocators as mentioned in my Direct Testimony. The 

21 primary considerations are the inefficient use of duct space in the entrance facility and the 

22 extra space required on the MDF. AT&T’s position ignores the fact that space is often at 

23 a premium in central offices and copper takes more space. The ILEC would use fiber if 

24 space is tight and ALECs should have to use fiber as well ILECs are responsible for the 

- 5 -  



Sprint-Florida, Incorporated 
Docket Nos. 98 1834 & 990321-TP 

Filed: January 2 1, 2003 
1 management of the central office and should make the decision on whether copper 

2 entrance facilities may be used by an ALEC. 

3 

4 ISSUE 8, WEIAT ARE THE RESPONSIBILITTES OF THE ILEC, IF ANY, WHEN 

5 AN ALEC REQUESTS COLLOCATION SPACE AT A REMOTE TERMINAL 

6 

7 

WHERE SPACE IS NOT AVAILABLE OR SPACE IS NEARING EXEUUSTION? 

8 Q. Mr. King, beginning on page 11, line 21 through page 12 line 5 of his Direct 

9 Testimony, describes what he believes to be an ILEC’s responsibilities when 

10 collocation space at a remote terminal is not available. Does an ILEC have an 

1 1  

12 collocation? 

13 

14 

obligation for public notification when a premises cannot accommodate physical 

A. Yes. 47CFR 5 1.321(h) states, “The incumbent LEC must maintain a publicly available 

15 document, posted for viewing on the incumbent LEC’s publicly available Internet site, 

16 indicating all premises that are full, and must update such a document within ten days of 

17 the date at which a premises runs out of physical collocation space.” Sprint filly expects 

18 to comply with these FCC rules. 

19 

20 Q. Is an lLEC required to proactively inventory space? 

21 

22 A. No. The above cited rule does not require an ILEC to proactively inventory all of its 

23 premises to determine space availabifity. This would be burdensome and untenable with 

- 6 -  



Sprint -Florida, Incorporated 
Docket Nos. 981834 & 990321-TP 

Filed: January 21, 2003 
thousands of network locations involved. Once it is known by an ILEC that a location is 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

1 1  

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

full, it is obligated to post that information on the Internet site within 10 days. 

Q. Is an ILEC required to make public notification of its plan of action for additional 

space, either in a Central Office or in a Remote Terminal? 

A. No. Sprint will make space information available to an ALEC upon request and for a 

fee. 47CFR 5 1.321(h) contemplates this situation."Upon request, an incumbent LEC 

must submit to the requesting carrier within ten days of the submission of the request a 

report describing in detail the space that is available for collocation in a particular 

incumbent LEC premises. This report must specify the amount of collocation space 

available at each requested premises, the number of collocators, and any modifications 

in the use of the space since the last report. This report must also include measures 

that the incumbent LEC is taking to make additional space available for collocation." 

Q. Is an ILEC required to make public notification of an expected date of space 

availability? 

A. Yes. Florida's Generic Collocation Order DOCKET NO. 99032 1 -TP ORDER NO. 

PSC-00-094 1-FOF-TP ISSUED: May 1 1, 2000 describes ILEC responsibilities when 

space becomes available. If an ILEC knows of space availability, that information is to 

be posted on the Internet within 60 days of availability. If this information is not 

available within 60 days, it must be posted as soon as possible. 
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Sprint-Florida, Incorporated 
Docket Nos. 981834 & 990321-TP 

Filed: January 2 1, 2003 
1 Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 

2 

3 A. Yes.  
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