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Q. Please state your name and occupation. 

A. My name is Dr. August H. M u m .  I am a Senior Vice President at QSI 

Consulting, Inc. 

Q. Are you the same Dr. Ankum who, as part of a panel of witnesses, 

filed direct testimony in this proceeding? 

A. Yes. 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 

A. I will rebut the direct testimony of Sprint witness Maples regarding Issue 

No. 34 and state for the record FDN’s position regarding its right to arbitrate 

UNE rates in this proceeding. 

Q. Please proceed. 

A. On pages 32 through 34 of his testimony, Mr. Maples discusses Sprint’s 

view that FDN cannot arbitrate UNE rates in this proceeding. FDN 

disagrees. As stated in FDN’s Motion for Postponement and FDN’s 

Response to Sprint’s Motion to Strike (a motion where Sprint sought to strike 

most of the direct panel testimony FDN submitted), FDN maintains it has the 

right to arbitrate UNE rates as part of this arbitration proceeding regardless of 

whether the Commission previously approved UNE rates in a generic 

proceeding or elsewhere (even an arbitration involving FDN and Sprint). 

FDN believes whether the UNE rates authorized in the generic proceeding 

(Docket No. 990649B) were implemented or not does not change FDN’s 

right to arbitrate the UNE rates now in this case. 
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Q. Why does FDN insist that the rates need to be arbitrated in this case? 

A. FDN firmly believes the Commission erred in setting the UNE rates in 

Docket No. 990649B in a number of respects. This belief is evidenced by 

FDN’s appeal of the Commission’s decision in that case and FDN’s pursuit 

of its right to arbitrate the rates in this proceeding. FDN believes those rates 

should not be implemented in this case because the rates are not TELRIC 

compliant, the cost inputs used to develop the rates are inflated and improper, 

and the rates are, as a practical matter, too high to sustain, much less enable, 

facilities based competition, FDN believes Sprint’s proposed rates for basic 

LNP, loop and transport services - the necessary building blocks for facilities 

based competition - are simply cost prohibitive. For example, Sprint’s NRC 

for just one DSO line, for example, is over $100. In my experience, this is 

practically unheard of for POTS service. And there are only 4 wire centers in 

Zone 1, causing most of the wire centers where FDN operates into the more 

costly Zones 2 and 3. As referenced in FDN witness Smith’s testimony, that 

wireline competition in Sprint territory lags behind that of BellSouth or 

Verizon territory is understandable given Sprint’s UNE rates. 

I 

Q. Has Sprint’s conduct prejudiced FDN’s ability to arbitrate the UNE 

rates? 

A. FDN believes that it has. As explained in FDN’s pleadings, Sprint has 

not provided FDN with working version of Sprint’s cost study despite FDN’s 

request. FDN believes this is inappropriate. Further, as evidenced by its 

recent objections to and unresponsiveness to FDN’s First Set of 
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Interrogatories and Requests for Document Production, Sprint not only 

rehses to provide FDN with Sprint’s cost study, but Sprint refuses to provide 

any other information supporting Sprint’s proposed UNE rates. Sprint’s 

objections and answers to FDN’s discovery are included with this testimony 

and identified as Exhibit No. - (AHA-2). 

Q. Could FDN file rebuttal on the issue of the appropriate UNE rates 

without the Sprint cost study and discovery responses? 

A. As a practical matter, no, it could not. And, in anticipation of this 

problem, FDN filed a Motion for Postponement, which was not ruled on by 

the time this testimony was prepared. 

If that FDN Motion is not granted such that FDN has a practical 

means of addressing the UNE rate issue in its testimony, FDN believes its 

rights will be significantly prejudiced, and FDN will then explore its legal 

options to enforce those rights. In any case, FDN reserves its right to seek to 

supplement this rebuttal or file such other testimony as is necessary in 

hrtherance of FDN’s right to arbitrate UNE rates in this proceeding. 

Q. Does that conclude your rebuttal testimony? 

A. Yes. 
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Re: Docket NO, 041464.-Tp 

Dear Ms. Bayd: 

Enclosed for filing on behalf of Sprint-Florida, Incorporated aresprint's General and 
Specific Objections to FDN's First Set of Interrogatories and Production of Documents. 

Copies are being served on the parties in this docket pursuat to the attached certificate of 
service , 

Byou have m y  questions regarding this electronic filing, please do not hesitate to call me 
at850-599-1560, .* 2, 
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BEFORE TEE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVTCE COMMlSSION 

h re: Petition of Sprint-Florida, Inc. for ) 
Arbitration of an Interconnection Agreement ) DocketN~, 041464-TP 
with Florida Digital Network, hc. Pursuant to 
Section 252 of the Telecommunications ) Filed: June 13,2005 
Act of 1996 

) 

Pursuant t o  Rule 28-106.206, Florida Administrative Code, and Rules 1.340,, 1,350 and 

1.280@), Florida Rules of Civil Procedure, Sprint-Florida, Tncorporated (hereinafter “Sprint”) 

hereby submits the followhg General and Specific Objections to FDN Communiwtions’ First 

Set of Interrogatories and First Request for Production of Documents, which were served on 

Sprint via e-mail on June 3 ZOOS. 
d 

INTRODUCTION ‘ %  

The objections stated herein are preliminary in nature and are made at this time for the 

purpose of complying with the ten-day requirement wt forth in Order No. PSC-05-0496-PCO-TP 

(“Procedural -- c Order”) issued .... ..-.._. by the Florida Public Service Commission (“Commi~sion’~) in the 

above-referenced docket. Should additional grounds for objection be discovered as Sprint 

prepares its responses to the above-referenced requests, Sprint reserves the right to supplement, 

revise, or modify its objections at the time that it serves its responses on FDN, Moregver, should 

Sprint de t edne  that a Protective Order is necessary With respect to any of the material 

requested by FDN, Sprint resenres the right to file a motion with the Commission seeking such a 

order at the time that it serves its answers and responses on FDN. 
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GENERAL OB3ECTIONS 

Sprint makes the following General Objections to PDWs First Set ofhtwrogatories a d  

First Request for Production o f  Documents (‘TODs”). These general objections apply to 

instructions and definitions and to each of the individual requests atld jnterrogatories 4.1 the First 

Set of Interrogatories and First Request for PODS, respectively, and will be incorporated by 

reference into Sprint’s answers when they are served OR FDN, 

1. Sprint objects to the requests t o  the extent that such requests seek to impose an 

obligation on Sprint to respond on behalf of subsidiaries, affiliates, or other persons that are not 

parties t o  this case on the grounds that such requests are overly broad, unduly burdensome,’ 

oppressive, and not permitted by applicable discovery d e s ,  The party subject to h i s  arbitration 

is Sprint-Florida, hcorporated and, without waiver of this objection and subject to any other 

applicable objection set forth herein, Sprint will respond accordingly, 

2. Sprint has interpreted FDN’s requests to apply t o  Sprint’s regulated intrastate 

operations in Florida and will limit its responses accordingly, TO the extent that any request is 

intended to apply to  matters other than Florida intrastate operations subject to the jurisdiction of 

the Commission, Sprint. objects to such request t.6 produce as irrelevant, overly broad, unduly 

burdensome, and oppressive. 

‘ b  

....... _ _ _  ................... -...-- 

3. Sprint objects to each and every request and instruction to the extent that such request 

or instruction calls for information that i s  exempt fiom discovery by virtue of the attorney-alient 

privilege, work product privilege, or other applicable privilege. 

4. Sprint objects t o  each and every request insofar as the request is vague, ambiguous, 

overly broad, imprecise, or utilizes terms that are subject to multiple interpretations but are not 

I- 
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properly defined or explained for purposes of these requests. h y  responses provided by Sprint 

to FDN’s requests will be provided subject to, and without waiver o.fl the foregoing objection. 

5. Sprint objects to each and every request insof&r as the request is not reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery o f  admissible evidence and i s  not relevant to the subject 

matter of this action. Sprint will attempt to note in its responses each instance where this 

I 

objection applies. 

6.  Sprint objects to FDN’s discovery requests, instructions and definitions, insofar as 

they seek to  impose obligation on Sprint that exceed the requirements of the Florida RuIes of 

Civil Procedure or Florida Law. I 

7. Sprint objects to providing information to  the extent that such information is already 

in the public record before the Commission, or elsewhere, 

8, Sprint objects to each and every request, insofar as it is unduly burdensome, 

expensive, oppressive, or excessively time consuming a$ W e n .  
‘ \  

9. Sprint objects to each and every request t o  the extent that the information requested 

constitutes “trade secrets” which are privileged pursuant to Section 90.506, Florida Statutes, To 

the extent that DFf requests proprietary confidential business idoxmation which is not subject 

to the “trade secrets” privilege, Sprint will make such information available to counsel €or EDN 

pursuant to an appropriate Protective Agreement* subject t6 any other general or specific 

objections contained herein. 

10. Sprint is a large corporation with employees located in many different locations in 

Florida and in other states. In the course o f  its business, Sprint creates countless documents that 

are not subject to Commission or FCC retention o f  records requirements. These documents are 

kept in numerous locations that are frequently moved fkom site to  site as employees change jobs 

I- L _- 
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or as the business i s  reorganized. Therefore, it is possible that not every document will be 

provided in response to these discovery requests, Rather, Sprint’s responses Will provide, subject 

to any applicable objections, all of the information obtained by Sprint aRer a reasonable and 

diligent search conducted in connection with these requests. Sprint shdl conduct a search of 

those files that are reasonably expected to contain the requested information, To the extent that 

the discovely requests purport to require more, Sprint objects on the grounds that wmpliance 

would impose an undue burden or expense. 

SPECPIC OBJECTIONS TO 
FDN’S FIRST SET OP INTERROG-ATU~S AM) FIRST PODS 

h terrogat o ry Nos. + 1-90 

Specific Objection: Sprint objects to each of these Interragatodes on the grounds that the 

requests are not relevant to the subject matter of this adon  and are not reasonhly calculated to 

lead to  the discovery. of admissible evidence, to the extent that these hterrogatorks request 

information related to cost studies that were the subject of Docket NO. 990649B-TP. In that 

docket these cost studies were evaluated and approved, with modifications, by the Commission 

in Order No. PSC-03-03-0058-FOF-P (the “Sprint UNE Order”), lDN was a party to that 

proceeding, which involved extensive discovery addressing the same information and issues that 

FDN is attempting to revisit in this proceeding, Through ib direct testimony and these 

Interrogatories, FDN improperly seeks to obtain reconsideration of the Sprint UNE Order, 

reconsideration that WRS denied by this Commission in Order No. fSC-O3-0918-FOF-TP. FIN 

currently has an appeal of the Sprint LINE Order and the Order denying reconsideration pending 

in federal court. This appeal i s  the appropriate place for ED” to pursue its disagreement with the 

4 
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Sprint UNE Order, rather than tlzrough attempting to revisit the exact same issues in this 

arbitration proceeding. 

‘She issue that is currently before the Commission in this arbitration proceeding, as Sprint 

understands it, is whether or not FDN’s new interconnection agreement with Sprint must 

incorporate the UNE rates approved by the Corninission in ~e Sprint UNE Order. To the extent 

that the Commission determines that the rates it approved in Order No. PSC-03-0058-F0l?-TP 

are not applicable to FDN and that new UNE rates should be developed for incorporation into the 

Sprint/FDN agreement, Sprint reserves the right to file new cost studies and seek a h l I  re- 

evaluation of Sprint’s UNE rates in this proceeding. However, it is irrelevant and hhppropriate 

to narrowly reexamine the bases for certain findings in the Sprint ZTNE Order, a re-examination 
I 

that has already been requested by FDN and been denied, through the discovery process in this 

1 

proceeding. 

POD NOS. 1-15 
I \  

Specific Objection: SpMt objects to  each of these PODs on the grounds that the requests are 

not relevant to the subject matter ofthis action and are not reasonably cdculated to lead to the 

discovery o f  admissible evidence, to the extent that these PODs request idormation related to 

cost studies that were the subject of  Docket No. 990649B-Tp and were evaluated and approved, 

with modifications, by the Commission in Order No. PSC-03-0058-FOF-~ (the “Sprint UNE 

Order”), FDN was a party t o  that proceedin&, which involved extensive discovery addressing the 

same information and issues that FDN i s  attempting to revisit in this proceeding, Through its 

direct testimony and these PODs, FDN improperly seeks to obtain reconsideration o f  thk Sprint 

UNE Order, reconsideration that s m  denied by this Commission in Order No, PSC-03-091.8- 

FOF-TP. FDN currently has an al2peal of the Sprint UN3 Order and the Order denying 
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reconsideration pending in federal court. This appsal is the appropriate place for IDN to pursue 

its disagreement with the Sprint Order, rather than through attempting to revisit the exact 

same issues in this arbitration proceeding. 

The issue that is currently before the Commission in this arbitration proceeding, as Sprint 

understands it, is whether or not FDN's new interconnection agreement with Sprint must 

incorporate the UNE rates approved by the Cornmission in the Sprint UNIE Order. To the extent 

that the Commission determines that the rates it approved in Order No. PSC-03-U058-FOFpTP 

are not applicable to  FDN and that new UNE rates should be developed for incorporation into the . 

SprintEDN agreement, Sprint reserves the right to file new cost stll&es and seek a full re- 

evaluation o f  Sprint's UNE rates in this proceeding. However, it is irrelevant and inappropriate 

to narrowly re-examine the bases for certain findings in the Sprint UNE Order, a re-examination. 

that has already been requested by FDN and been denied, t h . ~ ~ g h  the discovery process in this 

proceeding. 
I .  

' k  

DATED this 13' day of June 2005. 

SUSAN s. MASTERTON 
P.0. Box 2214 
Tallahassee, l?L 323 16-2214 
(850) 599-1560 (phone) 
(850) 878-0777 (fax) 
su s an, masterton@,mail. sprint. corn 

ATTORNEY FOR SPRarr-PsOmA, 
INCORPORATED 
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In re: Petition of Sprint-Florida, h c .  for 1 
Arbitration o f  an Interconnection Agreement 1 

Section 252 of the Telecommunications 1 
Act of 1996 1 

with Florida Digital Network, Inc, Pursuant to ’ ) 
Docket No. 04 1464 

Served: June 23,2005 

I 

. SPRINT’S RESPONSE TO FDN C O D W C A T I O N S ’  EtRST SET OF 
INTERR.OGATO~S (NOS. 1 -93) AND FIRST REUUEST FOR 

PRODUCTION OP DOCUMENTS (NOS. 1-13 

Pursuant to Rule 28-106.206, Florida Administrative Code; and Rules 1.340, 1.350, and 

1.280(b), Florida Rules of Civil Procedure, by and through undersigned counsel, Spript-&rida, 

Incorporated (hereinafter “Sprint”) hereby submits the following Responses to FDN’ s First Set 

ofhterrogatories and First Request for Production of Documents, which were served on Sprint 

on June 3,2005. 

Jnterrogatorv 
82 
91 
93 

Prepared bv 
Jam& M, Maples 
James ?!€, Maples 
Peter Sywenki 

7 Titie 
Regulatory M a i n  Manager 
Regulatory AfEairs Manager 
Director - Regulatory Policy 

1. Sprint states at page 8 o f  the “Loop Documentation” that “[rJecent factual and 
objective data provides the best basis for predicting the forward-looking cost of conskucting 
telephone plant in Sprint’s service territory,” State whether t h i s  “factual data’’ has been updated 
and if so, identify the new data. 

~ r z e s p o n s e : S e e . S p r i n t l s - o b j e c t i o  ns-~l lev- iously-f i led-onJune13,2005.~ 



. . . . . .  -~ - . . . . . . .  -. ..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .............. ... - . -. . . . . . .  

. . .  ........ . . . . . . . . . . .  . . , . - I  ' .  *. .. . . .  . I .- I 

I Exhibit No. (AHA-2) 

I ---- 
I 

2. Provide a detailed explanation of all differences, including input values, between ! the version of the SLCM that Sprint bases its proposed rates on in this proceeding and the 
version of the SLCM filed in the previous 2001 UNE cost proceeding. 

Response: See Sprint's objections previoudy filed on June 13,2005, I 
i 

3. IdentlfL and provide the count of UNE loops that Sprint provides that are 
provided: a) on a standalone basis and b) as part ofa UNI3-P arrangement between 1996 and 
2004. 

Response: See Sprint's objections previousIy filed on June 13,2005. 

I 

I 

4. Provide all projections of the total number and/or percentage of W loops that 
Sprint expects to provide between 2004 and 2010. 

Response: See Sprint's objections previously filed on June 13,2005, 

5.  Provide the number of customers served by Sprint in Florida by year over the past 
five years, broken out by residential or business customers and by zone (urban, rural, and 
suburban). 

Response: See Sprint's objections previously filed on June 13,2005, 
' \  

6. Provide the number of' Sprint working lines in Florida by year over the past five 
years, broken out by residential or business customers and by zone (urban, rural, and suburban), 

Response: See Sprint's objections x)reviously filed on June 13,2005. 

7. Provide Sprint's average number of lines per customer in Florida by year over the 
past five years, broken .out by zone (urban, rural, and suburban). 

Response: See Sprint's objections previously filed on June 13,2005. 
t 

-2- 
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8. 
(broken out by urban, suburban, and rural zones) that have the following number of lines per 
location: 

* Identify separately the number of residential and business Sprint Iines in Florida 

9 1 line per location; 
2 lines per location; 

* Between 3 and 6 lines per location; 
Between 7 and 25 'lines per location; 

- Between 26 ahd 50 lines per location; 
Between 5 1 and 100 lines per location; 

9 Between 101 and 200 lines per location; 
Between 201 and 300 lines per location; 

9 Between 301 and 400 lines per location; 
Between 401 and 600 lines per location; 
601 or more lines per location. 

Response: See Sprint's objections previously filed on June 13,2005. 

. 9. 
(broken out by urban, suburban, and rural zones) that have the following number of lines per 
customer: 

Identi0 separately the number of residential and business Sprint lines in Florida 

1 line per custgmer; 
* 2 lines per customer; 
Between 3 and 6 lines per customer; 

* Between 7 and 25 lines per customer; 
; Between 26 and 50 lines per customer; 
Between 51 and 100 lines per customer; 
Between 101 and 200 lines per customer; 

. Between 201. and 300 lines per customer; 
Between 301 and 400 lines per customer; 

* Between 401 and 600 lines per customer; 
601 or inore lines per customer, 

Response: See Sprint's objections previously fiIed on June 13,2005. 

10. Identi& by wirecenter the number of DS-1 two wire copper loops in use in 
Sprint's Florida network in 200 I, 2002,2003 and 2004. 

Response: See Sprint's objections previously filed on June 13,2005. 

-3 - 
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11, Identify by wirecenter the number ofDS-1 four wire fiber loops in use in Sprint's 
Florida network in 2001,2002,2003 and 2004. 

Respoke: See Sprint's objections previously filed on June 13,2005. 

12, With respect to Sprint's calculation of loop costs, identifl the criteria Sprint uses 
to determine when fiber and DLC feeder systems would be used instead o f  copper feeder? 

Response: See Sprint's obj A i m s  previously filed on June 13,2005, 

13. Identify the number of customers that are currently provided service with feeder 
cable terminating at the customer's premise and the percent that represents o f  all customers 
served. 

Response: See Sprint's objections previously filed on June 13,2005. 

14, For modeling purposes, if copper feeder cable terminates directly in a customer 
premises (such as ofice building o r  MDU) and does not have any distribution cable, is the 
terminal in the building classified as a FDI, distribution t e d n d ,  multi-line premise termination 
@lock terminal) or some other terminal classification? Ifthe answer to this question varies 
between the dif3Ferent termigaf types, provide a detailed explanation ofwhen each,teminal . 
classification would be used. 

Response: See Sprint's objections previously frled on June 13,2005. 

IS. For modeling purposes, if fiber feeder cable terminates directly in a customer 
premises (such as office building or MDU) on either digital loop carrier or high-capacity 
multiplexer and then terminates on copper without any distribution cable, is the terminal in the 
building classified as a FDI, distribution terminal, multi-line premise termination (block 
terminal) or some other terminal classification? If the answer to  this question varies between the 
different teminal types, provide a detailed explanation o f  when each terminal classification 
would be used. Identify the percentage and actual number of customers sewed in this manner. 

Response: See Sprint's objections previously filed 011 June 13,2005. 

-4- 
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16. For modeling purposes, explain the extent to which the mix of copper cable length 
allocated to distribution and feeder estimated in the model varies based on the structure type 
(aerial, buried, underground), terrain, and other variables. 3[f Sprint does not specifically track 
this information, provide Sprint's expert opinion on whether the mix of copper cable length 
allocated to distribution and feeder should vaIy based on the struc\ture type (aerial, buried, 
underground) and identify the expert providing the response. 

Response: See Sprint's objections previousIy filed on June 13,2005, 

! 

I 

17. For modeling purposes, explain whether the mix of copper cable length allocated 
to distribution and feeder varies based on customer density. If Sprint does not specificdly track 
this information, provide Sprint's expert opinion on whether the mix of copper cable length 
allocated to distribution and feeder should vary based on customer density and identify the expert 
providing the r esp o m  e, 

Response: See Sprint's objections previously fiIed on June 13,2005, I 

18. Confirm or deny that a higher percentage of underground cable i s  used for feeder 
faciIities than for distribution facilities in the model. Ethis statement is denied, provide a 
detailed explanation and give an example of when this would not be true. If' Sprint does not 
specifically track t h i s  information, provide Sprint's expert opinion on whether a higher 
percentage of underground cable is used for feeder facilities than for distribution facilities and 
identify the expert providing the response, 

Response: See Sprint's objectio?is previously fiIed on June 13,2005, 

19. Confirm or deny that, for madeling purposes, a greater quantity ofunderground 
cable is present in urban areas than in rural areas. Ethis statement is denied, provide a detailed 
explanation and give an example o f  when this would not be true. If Sprint does nbt specifically 
track this information, provide Sprint's expert opinion on whether underground cable is more 
prevalent in urban areas than in rural areas and identify the expert providing the response, 
Identify the percentage and actual number of customers served in this manner. - c - -  

Response: See Sprint's objections previously fiIed on June 13,2005, 

20. Page 21 of the Loop Documentation states, 'Double-ending a system provides 
flexibility and allows the ILECs to provide unbundled loops to CLECs," Explain Sprint's 
position on the technical feasibility of using a single-ended or integrated DLC to  provide 
unbundled loops. - 
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Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13,2005, 

21. Identify the percent of Integrated or “single-ended” DLC-RTs in Sprint’s network 
that have at least one shelf or channel bank assembIy configured in a universal mode. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13,2005. 

22. With respect to the planned percentage of DLCs that will be deployed solely as 
Universal or “double-ended” DLCs In Sprint Florida’s network explain the basis for the decision 
regarding how much and where (and under what conditions) Universal or “double-ended” DLC 
will be deployed and the basis for those determinations. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13,2005. 

23. Identi@ the percentage of and total number of DLC installations over the past 
three years that have been installed soleIy as Universal DLCs (Le., not integrated). 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13,2005. 

24, Identify ihe\percent and total number of loops in Sprint’s .existing network that are 
served by fiber feeder with DLC. 

Response: See Sprint9 objections previously filed on June 13,2005. 

25. Identify the percent and total number of fiber-fed loops (with DLC) in Sprint’s 
existing network that are provisioned using Integrated DLC. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13,2005. 

26, Provide the number of DLCs and CEVs for each DLC and CEV size currently 
deployed in Sprint’s network in Florida by zone. 

t 

Response: See Sprint’s objeclioiis prevjousIy filed on June 13,2005. 

i 

-6- 
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27. Provide the mix of  CEV system sizes (including capacities) currently deployed in 
Sprint's network, including both the magnitude and percentage of those deployments. 

Response: Set Sprint's obj ectians previously filed on June 13,2005. 

28, With respect to the ten largest outside plant estimate cases from Florida over t he  
past three years, for each of these projects, provide the actual job costs at the most granular level 
of detail available, including the reason for each project, the total number of lines o f  actual and 
potential loop capacity added in each such project, and the specific location of each such 
construction project. The response to this request should contain detail information, not 
surnmaxy level information. 

Response: See Sprint's objections previously filed on June 13,2005. 

29. Provide, for each ofthe past three years, the total labor dollars, material dollars, 
and engineerhg dollars assigned to  each account category (at the' lowest level of accounting 
available) for exempt materials. 'For example, if exempt material labor dollars are captured at the 
ACC 248 and ACC 548 level (or lower), provide Sormation at that level of detail. 

Response: See Sprint's objections previously filed on June 13,2005. 

* ' L  

30. Provide the name of and a complete description o f  each system andw database 
that Sprint uses to develop cost estimates for outside plant construction t o  service new loop 
demand, 

Response: See Sprint's objeci;ions previously filed on June 13,2005. 

1 

I 

3 1. Provide all Sprint 'I objective" installation times (or equivalent) for each 
component o f  its outside plant including those that Sprint uses to estimate installation times 
(either for internal reporting purposes or for constructing project estimates) for each specific type 
of outside plant equipment including, but not limited to, any installation times that Sprint uses to 
evaluate the performance of its employees. 

Response: See Sprint's abjectioris previously filed on June 13,2005. 

, 

32. Identify the average distance between splices for aerial, buried, and underground 
copper cable in Sprint's network 'and the assumptions used in the SLCM. If Sprint does not 
specifically track this information, provide Sprint's expert opinion on the average distance 

-7- 
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between spIices for aerial, buried, and underground copper cable and identify the expert 
pr ovidiq the response. 

Response: See Sprint’s objeclions previously filed on June 13,2005. 

33. Describe the specific steps that are necessary to instdl DLC equipment once it is 
delivered from the vendor. Also, include time estimates for each o f  these steps and identify the 
source for these time estimates, 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously fiIed on June 13,2005. 

34. Identi@ the various sizes o f  distribution terminals that Sprht cunently purchases 
for use in Florida and the extent to which they are (a) deployed in Sprint’s network and (b) 
assumptions regarding deployment in the SLCM. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13,2005, 

35. For each size distribution terminal identified that Sprint cuaently purchases for 
use in Florida, identifl the percent of each distribution tednaI type installed over the past three 
years. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13,2005, 
e - .  

36. For each ED1 placed in the past three years, suppIy the size J?DI placed, the 
number of working lines at installation and the totd number of ports moss-connected at that FDX, 
If the number of ports cross-connected is not available, provide ILS much information ers i s  
available for each mI. installation. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13,2005. 

37. 
and customer type, 

Identify the average number of feeder pairs engineered at the FDI, by rate zone 

Response: See Sprint’s objeclions previously filed on June 13,2005. 

38. Identify the installation times for each FDI size that Sprint uses, for each system 
that Sprint uses that contains such information, including, but not limited to systems used for 

-8- 
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i estimating construction’costs, budget control, or purchasing purposes and identify the systems 
containing such information. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13,2005. 

39, Identify the average feeder stub length assumed in SLCM. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13,2005. I 

40, Identi@ and indicate the length of drop Wires assumed to  be used for aerial and 
buried drops in the SLCM. Provide all documentation, assumptions, stuaes, work papers and 
any other support for the assumed lengths, If no specific drop length is assumed, explain if 
Sprint’s position in this proceeding is that drop costs do not vary based on, length. 

I Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13,2005, 

i 41. Identify the average lengths of drop wire installed by Sprint-Florida at both a 
statewide level and by rate zone. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13,2005. 
‘ a  

42. Confirm or deny that the mix o f  aerial and buried drop wires should match the 
mix of aerial and buried distribution cables, Xf this statement i s  denied, state the basis for your 
posit ion. 

Response: See SprinPs objections previously filed on June 13, ZOOS. 

43, Ea customer requests a buried drop (where an aerial drop would have been done 
otherwise), to what extent is the customer required to pay for that buried drop, and does this 
include trenching costs? 

I 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed OD June 13,2005. 

4.4, Identify the various sizes ofNetwork Interface Deviws (“NIDs”) that Sprint 
currently purchases for use in Florida. For each size MD, identify the percent of each. 
installed over the past three years. 

type 
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Response: . See Sprint’s abjections previous1y filed on June 13,2005. 

! 

45. Identifi the MI3 cost estimates, by NID type, used in Sprint’s cost model. 

i 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13,2005, 

46. Identify the NID installation times used in Sprint’s cost model, including the 
bases therefore. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previousIy fiIed on June 13,2005. 

47. Identi@ any standards (such as standard time increments or hct iona l  time 
increments) that Sprint uses for the purposes of evaluating the productiv3y of its technicians for 
installing MDs and identify the source of the standards. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13,2005. 

48. Identi@ Sprint’s costs associated with purchasing drop wire (bath aerial and 
buried) and NIDs along with any information sufficient to identify the average material cost per 
foot of aerial drop wire, bu’ried drop wire, and the average material cost per NID earn these 
invoices. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previousIy filed on June 13,2005. 

I 

I 

i 

49. For the ten largest Sprint projects over the past three y w s  involving the 
installation ofDS-1 circuit equipment, identify the specific time and material, OA su1 itern-by- 
item basis, associated with installing DS-1 circuit equipment. Include a description ofthe 
purpose or reason for the job. For each of these projects, also provide the actual job costs at the 
most granular level o f  detail available. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, ZOOS, 

50. For any DLC systems used in SLCM, identify the concentrkttion ratio and the 
basis for that estimate, 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13,200$. 

I 
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5 1. By each rate zone, identify the actual concentration ratio for which Sprint’s DLC 
systems are engineered in its actual network in Florida. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13,2005. 

52, Please discuss Sprint’s position ofwhether DLC based DSO loops can be offered 
on an unbundled basis as UNE loops. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously fded on June 13,2005, 

53. Please identify the folIowing: 

a. 

b. 

the percentage of loops served by IDLC; 

the percentage of loops served by UDLC. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13,2005, 

54. Is the Sprint Florida TELRIC model platform filed in .this proceeding the same as 
that filed in Docket No. 99b649B-TP7 If not, please describe in detail how this model platform 
is differeni than the one used to calculate the following in Docket No. 990649B-TI?; 

a 
b. h u a l  cost factors 
e. 
d, Avoided / excluded costs 

Loop investment and annual costs. 

Other direct and common cost factors 

I ’  

‘ I  

! 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13,2005. 

Factors 

i !  
I ‘  
I 

. .  55. Is Sprint proposing cost of debt, COS of equity and debt / equity ratios different 
than those approved by the Florida PSC in Order No. PSC-OS-0058-FOF-TP7 Ethe answer is 
yes, please identify the bases for the proposed changes. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13,2005. 

I 
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56, Is Sprint proposing depreciation lives different than those approved by the Florida 
PSC in Order No. PSC-03-0058-FOF-?? If the answer is yes, please explain why and the basis 
for Sprint’s proposed changes. 

Response: See Sprint’s abjections previousIy filed on June 13,2005, 

57. Please state whether Sprint used bookvahes for the plant investment used in the ’ 

denominator portion ofthe annual cost factor catculations or pIant values restated to replacement 
cost via telephone plant indices (“TPP’) or C.A. Turner indices. . 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13,2005. 

58. Please state whether Sprint Florida includes productivity and/or inflation factors 
in its TELRIC studies. 

1 

I 

! 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13,2005. 

59. With respect to the ‘Won Recurring Charges Study, Narrative hdex,” at p. 4 5 2, 
Service Order Charges: . 

a. state what automatic edits, if any, the Electronic Interfaces, Electronic 
Data Interface (EDI) and Integrated Request Entry System (IRES) have 
for correcting input by CLEC users? 

b. identify the devices available in the Electronic Interfaces to CLEC users to 
detennine the type and accuracy of input information? 

c. identify the user feedback processes available for CLEC users to 
determine what ongoing errors are being charged as a tool to avoid fibre 
charges for errors. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13,2005. 

! 

‘60. With respect t o  the Won Recurring Charges Study,.Narrative Index,” at pps. 5-6 
$ 2, (“Major Determinants of Cost”), where Sprint states that the electronic service order charge 
“includes the costs to clarify aiid correct errors on LSR,” identi@: 

I 

I 

a. Ek~w is the error deteimination made and how does Sprint make the 
CLEC user aware of ail errors on LS&? 

-12- 
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b. What is the time frame from Sprint receipt o f  an LSR to notification ofthe 
CLEC users that a billable error has been made’? 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13,2005. 

6 1. With respect to the “Non Recurring Charges Study, Narrative Index,” at pps. 5-6 
‘ 5 2, (“Major Determinants of Cost”), in which Sprint states that the Electronic Service Order 

charges includes the costs to establish major account for CLEC in SOE, identifl the steps 
involved with this business process and explain why this b a manual rather than automated 
process. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13,2005, 

62. With respect t o  the ‘Won Recurring Charges Study, Narrative Index,” at pps. 5-6 
8 2, (‘Major Determinants of Cost), in which Sprint states thatthe Electronic Service Order 
charge includes the costs t o  “Apply service and equipment codes,” and charges associated with 
CLEC orders, explain: 

’ 

a, 

b. 

C. 

The steps and purpose of these business processes; 

why they are not automated for cost purposes; and 

Whether these codes are maintained in any system data bases. 

Response: See Sprint’s objecf.ions previously filed on June 13,2005. 

63. Identify the percentage o f  central office dedicated inside plant @P) assumed in 
the.cost studies, if any, and the process used to make this determination. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13,2005, 

64. Identie the percentage of dedicated outside plant @OP) assumed in the.cost 
studies, if any, and the process used to make this determination. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections prcvioudy filed on June 13,2005. 
- -- 

65. With respect to the Won Recurring Charges Study,Warrative Index (Major 
‘Determinants of  Cost - 2 & 4 Wire Analog Loops)” at p. 8 3 3, in which Sprint states that 
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various charges are “weighted,” identify the processes Sprint uses to determine the various non 
recumng charges that are weighted: 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13,2005, 

66, With respect to the ‘Won Recurring Charges Study, Narrakhe Index (Major 
Determinants of Cost - 2 & 4 Wire Analog Loops)” at p. 8, Sprht states that “[rlecent factual 
and objective data provides the best basis for predicting the forward-looking cost of constructing 
telephone plant in Sprint’s service territory.” Identify any updates that have been made to  this 
data. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previousIy filed on June 13,2005, 

67. With respect to the “Non Recurring Charges Study, Narrative Index Wajor 
Determinants of Cost - 2 & 4 Wire Analog Loops - Installation Charges),” at pps, 10-1 1, 5 3 ,  in 
which Sprint states that for New, Second or Additional Line and Re-Installation, charges include 
the cost of “Connections at cross-boxes, tenninals and customer intdce,” identify the basis for 
these costs, including whether they constitute averages for alI types of termination technology? 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13,2005. 

’ - .  

68. With respect to the “Non Recurring Charges Study, Narrative Index (Major 
Determinants of Cost - 2 & 4*Wire Analog Loops), at pps. 10-1 1, 5 3, identify the bases for all 
travel charges. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previor~sly filed on June 13,2005, 

69. With respect to the ‘Won Recurring Charges Study, Narrative Index (hlajor 
Determinants o f  Cost - 2 & 4 Wire Analog Loops), at pps. 10-1 1, 8 3, in which Sprint states that 
for New, Second or Additional Line and Re-Installatiog charges include the costs of 
“Completion Testing,” state what activities constitute this charge, including, but not limited to, 
whether the process is automated, and how fault-identifications are handied and resolved. 

Response: See SprinVs objectiorls previousIy filed on June 13,2005. 

70. With respect to the W o n  Recurring Charges Study, Narrative Index (Major 
Determinants of Cast - 2 & 4 Wire Analog Loops), at p. 11, 5 3, regarding disconnect charges, 

-14- 
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identify all activities associated with this charge and when relative to the disconnect due date, 
service jumpers removed and all tasks associated therewith. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections 11reviousIy filed on June 13,2005. 

i 
71. With respect to the ‘Won Recurring Charges Study, Narrative Index (Major 

Determinants of Cost - 2 & 4 Wire Analog Loops), 8 4 at 12, in which Sprint identifies activities 
associated with loop qualification information request procedures, identify the What measured 
sub-tasks associated with each identified component of the major task and how those estimates 
were determined. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13,2005. ’ 

I 72. With respect to the ‘Won Recurring Charges Study, Narrative Index (Major 
Determinants of Cost - 2 & 4 Wire Analog Loops), 9 5 pps. 13-15, regarding loop cohditioning 
inputs, identify all activities and procmes associated with these charges and the bases therefore. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed an June 13,2005. 

1 I 

73. Identify any and all databases and/or operational support systems that provide 
detailed idormation on outside plant design, rearrangements, additions, removals and other 
activity relative to the design and makeup characteristics needed to provision customer services? 

Response: See Sprint’s objections ;,re.c!i: i usly filed on June 13,2005. 

74. State whether Sprint field technicians (installation and maintenance, cable 
maintenance, central office maintenance, etc.) are dispatched from personat resideices; if not, 
the locations they are dispatched f i u ~ x ,  and the criteria Sprint uses to determine dispatch 
lo cat ions, 

Response: See Sprint’s objeclions ~ircviously filed on June 13,2005. 

75. Identifjl how labor rat e inibrination is utilized in the cost studies and how cost . -  

data i s  adjusted to reflect current labor costs. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections ptwiously filed on June 13,2005. 

-15- 
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76. Identify by name and position all subject matter experts, field technicians and 
other personnel that have provided information used in the non-recumng studies filed in the 
current proceeding and identify with specific references to studies each specific time estimate or 
others aspect of the studies for which the person provided input(s). 

Response: See Sprint's objections p~~evionsly filed on June 13,2005. 

77. List all criteria applied to the nonrecurring cost studies to insure statistical 
validity. 

Response: See Sprint's objections prevjously filed on June 13,2005. 

78. State whether central ofice and field technicians have the ability to receive and 
complete work orders directly from an operation support system, what system or systems support 
this effort, and the nature ofthe support these systems provide field technicians. 

' Response: See Sprint's objections previoudy fikd on June 13,2005. 

79.' For each in which a Sprint incumbent local exchange carrier affiliate (other than 
Sprint Florida) provides unbundled network elements, identify whether the most recently 
approved NRCs include.the costs for disconnection or whether there are deferred charges for 
disconnection. 

Response: See Sprint's objections previously filed on June 13,2005. 

80: Tdentify the main distribution fiame technologies Sprint uses to determine central 
office cross-connect times and the '0 ases therefore. 

Response: See Sprint's objections previously filed on June 13,2005. 

8 1. Identify the extent Sprint utilizes automatic distribution 5ame techndogies? 
What percentage of Sprint's voice grade, RSO level loop facilities terminate on such frames in 
Florida? 

' Response; See Sprint's objections jireviously filed on June 13,2005. 
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82. For commingled EELS where the loop is a UNE and .transport is purchased from 
other Sprint tariffs, what non-recuning charges apply? Please provide an exhaustive accounting 
of the applicable non-recurring charges for the followjng configurations: 

a DSO loop to DSI transport 
b. DSO loop to DS3 transport 
c. DS 1 loop to DSI transport 

d, DS1 Jqop to DS3 transport 

Response: 
The following respolise is based on the initid installation of new services, FJIN did not 
specify whether or not it wanted t h e  charges for a new instdation or the conversion of 
existing sewice. 

The tariffed special access recurring and non-recurring charges will apply for the 
transport component of  the cornmin gkd EEL. Sprint’s tariffs are publicly available, rate 
application is explained within theni, and prices vary based on a variety of factors such as 
whether or not the circuit is ordered out of the interstate or intrastate tariff an‘d whether or 
not it is ordered on a month to morith or volume term basis, Any attempt to model the 
variety of scenarios would therefore be voluminous and burdensome and unnecessary. 

Likewise, pricing for the UNE loop components is clearly provided in the price list and 
varies based on loop type and by rate bands. 

However, Sprint provides-the folIo\\ring example that can assist EDN in modeling various 
scenarios. The diagram illustrates a conmingled EEL with the special access transport 
between Aitamonte and Whiter Tnrlt and the UNE loop served out of Winter Park It 
terminates to a collocation arrange;ileiit in Altamonte since collocation is a requirement for 
access to EELS (47 C.F+X $5~31 S). 

! 

-17- 
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Trip C h a r s  
Manual Sewice Order 
Electronic Service Order 

f 
I 
f 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 

dtamonk co 
I 
I 
I 

18.88 
28.10 
3.82 

Special Access Pricing r 

J UNELoop ; 
conneoiing UNE 1 I 

loop with Spsoial I 

Access transpart. I 

The special access ekrnenb that couId apply (depending upon what was ordered) and 
associated month t o  month access rates are as fo~lows: 

The most common UNE elements that coiild apply (depending upon wbst was ordered and 
how it was ordered) are as follows: 

UNE Rate Element I Noli-Recurring Charge I 

-18- 



. .  

2 Wire Loop Cooperative Testing 46.71 
4 Wire Loop Cooperative Testing 66.99 
Loop MakcUP hfomation 5 9 0  
2-Wire Analog 111.24 Pirst line) 

52,73 (Each additional) 
&Wire Analog Band 2 144.33 (Bird line) 

85.82 (Each additional} 
2-Wire xDSL Capable 106.81 (First line) 

48.30 (?Each additional) 
4-Wirc rDSL Capable 138.23 (Fht line) 

79.75 (Each addjtional) 
2-Wire DigitaI 169.14 First tine) 

105.10 (Each additional) 
2-Wirc EbN-BRI: Digital Loop 169.14 (First line) 

103.10 (Each additional) 
4-Wire DEGtaI Loop (no Electronics) 240.90 pint line) 

173.85 (Each additional) 
Digital 561dG4k Loop Band 2 169.14 (First line) 

1CS.10 (Each additional) 
DSI Scnice  and ISDN PRI Loop 325.88 First line) 

177.61 (Each additional) 
Loop Conditioning May qiply  if CLEC requesb 

(see UNE price list) 

. ... * . 

. 
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Rate Element 
DS3 Cbannelt Termination (CT) 
DS3 ChanneI MiIeage Facility (CMl3') 

. . 

1 DS3 Channel Mileage Tcmination 

! 

I 
0 

I 
! 

1 

I 

I 

! 

i 

i 

1 .  

1 .  

i 

t .  

I :  

i :  
I i  

I 
I I !  
i '  

I .  
. .  

I 
! 

. .  

NRC 
400.00 
NA 
NA 

- -  
_- 

I 

There is no charge currently for the faciXtI1 connecting the UNE loop with the special 
access transport. Sprint initially took i h c  position that this facility would be purchased 
from the wholesale tariff; however, upon further review, it determined that a UNX rate 
would be more appropriate. Hthe end t o  end circuit were 100% special access the channel 
termination charge for. the facility to the cnd user premises would recover the cost of 
Providing this connection, If the end t o  clad circuit were 100% UNE the UNE multiplexing 
charge includes the cost of this facility. 

Sprint wi11 commingle the facilities wit 11 t 11 c non-recurring charges as shown and forego 
any separate charge for the facility in qxesiion. Sprint, may, at some future t h e ,  develop 
pricing for that element. If it does, it IT.,.; d y  seek to apply the rate on a prospective basis 
in accordance with the terms and condi: :j::s in the interconnection agreement. 

Using the information above, if BDN MJC; i~ order a DS1 UNE loop commingled with 
intrastate DS3 special access transport, - '1 : rollowing NlRCs would apply, assuming that the 
UNE loop was ordered eIectronicalIy, a i i  ill charge was required, and 3F3)N requested 
cooperative testing. 

-19- 



I-~ ..... ............. ...... -.--.-..~-I" ............_...II.._.............._......... 
.- 

4-Wire Cooperative Testing 
DS1 UNE Loop Installation 
Total NRC 

. . . . . . . . . .  . .  . . . . . . . . .  --L . r i  - * .  
1 ' . ExhibitNo. (AHA-2) . .  

-Page 28 of 32 -I -_---- 

66.99 
32S.88 

1,027.57 

I 

i 

f 
i 

This level of non-recurring charge would apply to the initial SnstaIlation of the DS3. 
transport and DS3DS1 multiplexing. Ti: e installation of subsequent DS1 loops terminated 
to the special access multiplexer would 11 c $415.57 (trip charge, electronic service order, 4- 
wire cooperative testing, DS1 UNE Loop Installation). 

83 ,  State how Sprint accounts :c r exempt material, dollars and how exempt material 
dollars are associated with each account. 

Response: See Sprint's objections prey.: ~:!y fiIed on June 13,2005. 

i 

i 

84. Identi@ and provide the bases for all modeling assumptions regarding the average 
distance between splices for aerial, buried, zcd underground copper cable. 

Response: See Sprint's objections preip:   sly filed on June 13,2005. 

85. Identi& ana provide the be s for all modeling assumptions regarding the 
estimation of the percent of active strands : sumption in SLCW by density zone. 

Response: See Sprint's objections prev: cs1y filed on June 13,2005. 

86. Identify and provide the b;. - s fur all modeling assumptions used to generate m>I 
size, quantity, and zone alIocations. 

Response: See Sprint's objections p e r . -  - :  dy filed on June 13,2005. 

87. 
SLCM. 

Identify and provide the bF+L ' 2  ior the average feeder stub length assumed in 

Response: See Sprint's objections prc~f i  ::dy filed on Juoe 13,2005. 

88, Identify and provide the b:: _1 for the mix o f  aerial and buried drop wires assumed 
in the SLCM. To the extent that the mix i , ? x d  on expert opinion, identi9 the expert and 

-20- 

. . . . .  ... .. ~. . 



. . .  . . , . .  . . . . . . .  . .. . .. . .. Exhibit No. (AHA-2) 
Page 29 of 32 - -c- 

I 

provide a detailed description of why the mix of aerial and buried drop wires used in Sprint’s 
SLCM is  appropriate. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13,2005. 

I 

i 

89. Identify and provide the basis for the business and residential premises 
termination information (mix ofNIDs/block terminals, etc.), used in Sprint’s model. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previomIy fiIed on June 13,2005. 

90. Identify and provide the basis for the cable distances assumed in SLCM and 
explain how Sprint assures they reflect only those distances that would be necessary to support 
the services assumed on each route, 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previoirsly filed on June 13,2005. I 

91. Identify on a route-by-coute basis, the number of UNE transport circuits 
purchased by FDN fiom Sprint (whether as pr t  of an EEL or otherwise) on routes which Sprint 
maintains are unimpaired pursuant to the standards of the TRRO and on routes where Sprint 
maintains that a CLEC can order no more than 10 DS-1 transporf chcuits. 

Res p o ns e: 

Sprint provided FDN with the list of Sprint’s wire centers that quaJify as Tier 1 or Tier 2 
via e-rnail on April 28,2005’and providr .I 7DN the basis for the wire centers meeiiag the 
qualification, either number of business lilies or fiber based colIocators, on May 27,2005, 
1cn addition, the point to point transport I - -  rite tabIe in the price list that has been provided 
to  FDN explicitly shows which routes have met the DSI and/or DS3 threshold. 
Accordingly, the prices for these routes o n  t h e  price list have been adjusted to reflect the 
increase allowed by the PCC in the TRRO, 

* ‘ L  

FDN should maintain its own records regilrding liow many circuiti it has as wellsas where 
they are and with the above information bc able to determine which circuits wiU be 
impacted by the status of the wire cerXte:-; ns well as the cap of IO DS1 circuits on each 
route. 

i 

- 
92. Identify the total amount of i d  : rastate access revenues and minutes billed by 

Sprint to FbN for services in 2004, 

Response: In addition to Sprint’fi general objections previously filed on June 13,2005, 
Sprint objects to this interrogatory becnu L C  the information requested is information that is 
equally avajIable t o  RDN as it is to Sprint m d ,  via its receipt of Sprint’s bills, should 
already be in FDN’s possession. 
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93, Identifjr the total amount of intrastate access revenues and minutes budgeted by 
Sprjnt for services to be rendered to  FDN for 2005,2006, and 2007. 

Response: 

Sprint does not budget intrastate access revenues and minutes on a carrier by carrier basis. 

REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION 

1. Provide the proprietary versions of Sprints cost models used to support Sprint’s 
proposed rates and costs in the current proceeding, The models and’dgorithms should be 
provided in dectronic form with all supporting workbooks and all documentation necessary to 
replicate and verify the results. Sprint should also provide all other documents, communications, 
work papers and analyses used in the preparation o f  the non-recurring cost studies. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13,2005. 

2. Provide all documents referred to, rclied upon or related t o  Sprint’s answers to  FDN’s 
First Set of Interrogatories. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13,2005. 

3. Sprint states at page 5 of the Loop gxurnentation manual that “Customer density is the . 
single largest factor impacting the cost of lccd Ioops.” Provide all studies, analysis and maps 
showing any and all changes in Sprint’s customer density over the last five years by wire center. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previoudy filed on June 13,2005. 
I 

4. Sprint states at page 7 of the Loop Exurnentation manual that3 “uses current vendor 
material costs for cable and electronics.” Provide all current vendor quotes relied on the inputs 
t o  the Loop calculations. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previ:?l::?y filed on June 13,2005, 

5 .  With respect to Sprint’s calculatim ci’ loop costs, provide all documents related to 
Sprint’s determination of when fiber and DLC feeder systems are used instead o f  copper feeder, 
iiduding all supporting analysis and relate :1 documentation. 

.. - 

Response: See Sprint’s objections prerf:o;, l y  filed on June 13,2005. 

6, Provide 41 documentation supporiir.~ the percentage of Universal or “double-ended” 
DLC used in SLCM. 
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Response: See Sprint’s objections previowly filed on June 13,2005, 

7. Proavide a complete copy of any dommentation that establishes the planned percentage 
of DLCs that will be depIoyed sorely as Universal or “double-ended” DLCs in Sprint Florida’s 
network, including the  hasis for the decision regarding how much, where, dnd under what 
conditions, Universal or “double-ended” PLC will be deployed. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previoudy filed an June 13,2005. 

8. For the ten largest outside plant construction projects done in the last three years, 
provide all pre-job cost estimates, and post-!:? actual cost data, including invoices and other 
documentation as well as statements of work pedomed, time required, and costs of each 
activity, ’at the most granular level of detail F Tlrailable, for the following: (a) installation of feeder 
and distribution cable, (b) jastaltation ofDLJC ET Cabinet equipment; (c) 672 and 2016 DLC-RT 
installation; (d) DLC COT deployment; ( e )  : xnina l  block and distribution terminal installation 
and deployment; and (f) FDI installation. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections prwion sly fiIed on June 13,2005. 

9. Provide copies of any standards, s:icii as standard time increments or functional time 
increments, for all activities reIated to e l e c -  : i t s  in the cost models, including, but not limited to, 
the following: (a) installation of copper and 31 er cables; @) installation of distribution terminals 
and FDIs. Also identify the basis for all SI: ‘‘1 standards. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections prcvi 4 y  filed on June 13,2005. 

10. Provide m electronic copy of all documents concerning, referring or rela?ing to any and 
all internal or external validation tests or s t d k s  that have been performed on SLCM. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previo:r;ly filed on June 13,2005. 

11. Page 29 of the Loop Documentxi 1 manual states, “The maximum loop length of a 
CSA is 12kft for 19,22, or 24 gauge c a b k c  nd 9kft for 26 gauge cables. AI1 CSA bops must be 
unloaded and should not consist of more I!. I two gauges of cable.” This documentation cites 
Bellcore Notes on the Networks, SR-227?, sue 3, December 1997, Section 12.1.4 page 12-5. 
Provide all updated engineering guidelincs L. .d resulting current maximum loop length practices. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections p ~ - e ~ i ~ ~ : . ; l y  fiIed on June 13,2005. 

12, Please provide copies of the most r ~ - r e n t  TPI or CA Turner indices used by Sprint 
Florida and an analysis of plant investmerx jl account and by vintage restated to current or 
replacement cost. 

Response: See Sprint’s abjections pr-t % . !sly filed on June 13,2005. 

13, Provide copies of the jnstruct3: : - - : X I  in preparing cost studies relied on by for the 
NRCs in Sprint Florida. 
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Response: See Sprint’s objections pi-e~iously filed on June 13,2005. 

i 
‘!  

14. Provide copies of all time and motion studies used to develop Sprint-Florida cost 
stu di e A. 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13,2005, 

15. Provide all engineering documents and guidelines used by Sprint’s engineers and 
technicians in planning, constructing and or augmenting Sprint’s loop and transport facilities and 
network, 

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13,2005, 

DATED t h i s  23rd day ofJune, 2005. 

I 

I 

i :  
‘ i  

.... 

S U S d  S. MASTERTON 
P.O. Box 2214 
Tallahassee, x;I, 323 16-2214- 
(850) 599-1560 (phone) 

susanm asterton@mail. s e t .  corn 
(S50) 878-0777 (fax) 

ATTORNEY FOR SPRINT 
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