
( 

• • 
ORtG\NAt 

SPRIJIT COI.OIDIIICM"IONS COMPANY l.IMITI!:D PAMTNERSHIP 

2 SPIUft DTROPOLITA.N N~TWORKS, INC. 

l lt.BBO'I"TAL TESTIJIOJIY 01' ~LISSA L. CLOSZ 

8£PORB 1"IIE P'LOIUDA PUBLIC SERVICE COKMISSIOH 

s 
I'IBRUARY 6, 1998 

7 

8 

9 o. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRCSS. 

tO 
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12 

A. Ky name le Melissa L. Cl~sz. Hy bu~inuss 4ddress is 151 

Southhall Lane, Maitland, Floridd 32751. 

B 

14 o. BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED AHD IN WHA'r CAPACITY? 

lS 

16 A. I am employed by Sprint Communicat1ons Company Limited 

17 Partnership. ("Sprint .. ) as Director- Local H.arket 

W:K Development. 

{fA-­
API-
~r 0. ON WHOSE 8ERA.LP ARE YOlJ 'I' EST I f'Y I NG .? 

.nr.•IJ __ _ 

firn 
E.Ati 
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B;.·c 

-x:--- I am testifying on behalf of Sprint. Commun1(:ations Company 

__ Limited Partnership. 

0. ARE YOU THE SAKE MELISSA L. CLOSZ THAT t'IU.:O UIRf:CT 
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A. 

Q. 

A. 

TESTIMONY IN DOCKET NO. 971314-TP? 

Yes, I am. 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YuUR. 'I'I:::S'l' lMONYi 

The purpose of my testimony is to respond to direct 

testimony filed by BellSouth witnesses Hr. Jerry W. Moore 

and Hr. W. Keith Milner in this proce~ding. 

WHAT IS YOUR GENERAL REACTION TO THI::: UIREC'!' TESTIMON\ THAT 

HAS BEEN FILED BY BELLSOUTH IN TIHS PHOCErmiNG? 

It appears that BellSouth, rather than attemi:-JL.i..n']' to address 

several of tne issues ident~ficd in this Compldint directly, 

haa chosen inatead to attempt to distt~r.t the Commission by 

inferring that Sprint actions hav~ been responsible for the 

problems that Sprint has exper it~ncr>d. Sprint· a Complaint 

with this Commission is specificctlly related to BellSouth's 

failure to comply with 1 L!:i inU!rconnecL iou <lgreement 

obligations. While Sprint has noL dnd does not cl~im to be 

error-free, Sprint is noL dLtempLing lo hold BellSouth 

accountable for Spl:'int actiuus and hds c<Jrefully framed its 

Complaint to focua only on B1~llSouth p(!rformanco 

deficiencies that worn bt~y!lnd Sprinl '~· cont.rol. Sprint 
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respectfully requests that thf! Commission consider 

BellSouth'B testimony in accordance with its ability tc 

directly address whether or not BellSouth has met its 

performance obligations. 

MR. MILNER STATES ON PAGE J, LIN~:S 16-18, "THE VAST MAJORITY 

OF ISSUES RAISED BY SPRINT ARE PROBLEMS Ti~T WERE 

ENCOUNTERED EARLY ON AND WHICI-I HAVE LONG SINCE BEEN 

RESOLVED.• 00 YOU AGREE WITH THIS STATEMENT? 

No. As detailed in my direct testimony as well as the 

testimony of Sprint witnesses Mildred Graham and Richard 

Warner, the problema raised by Sprint either cuJ.tinue today 

or have not been adeqyately addrc~sed by BtllSouth to ensure 

that the proJlems will not recur. The cnntinuing n.ature of 

the problems and the risk of reoccurrence will be documented 

throughout this rebuttdl testimony. The issues raised by 

Sprint are not resolved and cont. i nut! to be very real and 

significant factors in Sprint's ALEC businebB operations. 

MR. KILNER SEEKS TO SUGGEST THAT THF:RE AKEN' T VERY KAHY 

PROBLEMS PRESENTED BY SPRINT, AND THAT '!'HESE PROBLEMS ARE 

SOMEHOW INSIGNIFICANT. IN HIS DIJU:C'I' 'I"ESTIMONY, PAGES J-4 1 

LINES 23-24 AHD 1-2 R.ESPECTIVF:LY, HE STATES, .. TO PUT THESE 

INCIDENTS INTO WHAT I BELIEVE 'I'O m: 'l't-!E PHOPER PERSPECTIVE, 
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I NOTE FIRST THAT SPRINT HAS COM~ FORWARD WITH DETAILS OF 

ONLY A FEW OF ITS MANY CUSTOMERS fN fLORIDA TO WHICH SPRINT 

CLAIMS BELLSOUTH HAS CAUSED SERVICE PROBLEMS." DOES SPRINT 

AGREE WITH MR. MILNeR'S PERSPECTIVE? 

No. With respect to the number of instances in which th(!re 

have been problema and the number of customers that have 

been affected, Sprint witnesses Wdrncr and Graham's 

testLmony reference numerous customer impacts that have been 

created by BellSouth' a failure to n.ect its intercom. ;ction 

agreement obligations. While this number may not seem 

significant to BellSouth, a twrv1ce provider with over 1.6 

million buainesa linea in service currun~ly i~ the state of 

Florida, it is tremendously signifi~ant to a nP.w ALEC 

service provider that is wotking diligently ~o establish its 

reputation for quality servicu. Every single incident has 

the potential to damage Spr in~' s n!pu La t ion in the 

marketplace and is treated by Spr· i nt. w i t.h grave concern. 

Moreover, this "small'" nwnber of prcJblems is even more 

significant when considered as a P'~rc•!nL,tqn of Sprint.' a very 

lLmited ALEC customer bdsu. Mr. MJ l1H~c :; testimony, on page 

4 1 line 9, references 224 orders claimDd to have been placed 

by Sprint from April through IJP<'Pml>,.r I 'J'r'. 'l'hu number ot 

problems is even more alarming when (Jn~~ cons 1ders the 

magnitude of problems that could rt!Su l L if <1 larger volume 
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A. 

Q. 

A. 

of ord8rs was being processed. 

MR. MILNER, ON PAGE 4-5, LIN~S 16-24 AND l-2 RESPECTIVELY, 

REFERS TO THJ!: •N&W ENVIRONMENT OF LOCAL COMPETITION,,. AND 

STATES, -BELLSOUTH ADMITS ITS PART IN CERTAIN ~sTART-UP' 

PROB~.· HE FURTHER ASSERTS THAT BELLSOUTH --HAS TAK~N 

APPROPRIATE STEPS NOT ONLY TO RESOLVE THE INDIVIDUAL CASES, 

BUT ALSO TO CORRECT ANY UNDERLYING PROCEDURAL PROBLEMS." 

DOES SPRINT AGREE WITH ·rHIS ASSESSMENT? 

No. Aa stated in Sprint's diruct testimony, Sprint believes 

that the cause of BellSouth's ongoing problems is the 

failure to adequatelv address and resolve underlying 

procedural problems. The spec~fic examples referenced in 

Sprint vitneaaes Warner and Graham ' s testimon~ ~~~mplify the 

ongoing nature and/or threat of reuccwrrenc~ of the problems 

Sprint has described. 

MR. MILNER FURTHER SAYS, ON PAGt: r1, LINES 1-2, THAT 

BELLSOUTH'S IMPROVEMENT EFFORTS "IIAVE TO DATE RESULTED IN 

SIGNIFICANT PROGRESS AND -HAVE ~NABLED MI-:ANHIGFUL LOCAL 

COHPETITION.w DOES SPRINT AGREE? 

No. Sprint nas demonstrated throur;h it !, direct testimony 

that BellSouth • s per forma nee in • .H:t:orda nee with i ls 

interconnection agreement continue~ to fdll short of its 
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commitments, and as evidenced by the customer and business 

impacts cited, does not prov1d•· a.n environment. in which 

meaningful competition is endbl,~d. M.oreover, Sprint has 

been purchasing unbundled network f~lt!ment.s and 

interconnecting with BellSout.h for over lB months. The 

BellSouth problems that Sprint. conLinuf~!:l lo experience ure 

indicative of BellSouth's lark of progress toward its 

interconnection agreement commLtment.s, particularly 

considering that BellSouth h.ss h·ld over 1 B months to produce 

improvement. By BellSouth·s 0wn admission in Mr. Kc re•s 

Exhibit JWM-1, t.he average "Receipt to F'OC" time performance 

tor Sprint ln Decemoer 1997 of 71 hours and 35 minutes, is 

nearly identical to performance for Sprint in April 1997 of 

71 hours and 12 minutes. While or.h,~r months do show faster 

FOC return on Kr. HoorP'H Ex~11b1L, th(~ resul..ts vivldly 

demonstrate the inability of BellSout.h Lo provide conaititent 

performance, thus continuing t.o lm.t•!r Spr-int's lack of 

confidence in BellSouth's ability t.u muf~t its commitments. 

Sprint does not view this as ".siqnJti(',lt\L progress" iUS 

claimed by Kr. Kilner. 

WITH RESPECT TO ISSUE 1, TIM.ELY HE't'UIW m· FOCS, KR. MOORE 

STATES ON PAGE 2, LINES 22-25, ".-IN APRIL 25, 1997 

CORRESPONDENCE TO SPRINT ( E:Xll I BIT t-;, S PIU N'T' COKPLA I NT) , 

BE LLSOUTH TOOK CORRECT I V E AC 'I' ION BY At Jill NG S t: H VIC!::: 
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REPRESENTATIVES AND IMPROVING 0Pf-:HA1'1NG SYSTEMS TO PROPERLY 

KAHDLE THIS FUNCTION." WHAT IS SPHIN'I''S RESPONSE TO THIS 

STATEMENT? 

Sprint acknowledqe5 that it Wtl~ ~dvised by BellSouth that it 

was takin9' cort"ective action, howt~ver neither Sprint nor 

BellSouth•s compilation of fOC return performance data show 

improved performance in ~he months that follow. Mr. Hoare's 

Exhibit JWM-l shows increased FOC ret.urn time relative to 

April 1997 in Kay, June and J·lly 1997. Sprint's Exhi't:>it 

MLC-3 also shows failure to ret.urn FOCs within 48 hours in 

these months. Whild Sprint appn!c iat.t•s BcllSouth· s apparent 

efforts to improve its performdnce, the fncts unfortunately 

demonstrate that the improvement~ t.hdt. did uventually occur 

were short-lived, suqqesting to Sprint. Lhat BellSout.h 

continues to fail to adequately r1ddress LtB underlying 

problems. 

BELLSOUTH'S WITNESS MOORE STA'l'ES, UN PAGeS 2-J, LINES 25 AND 

1 RESPECTIVELY, .. -BELLSOU'l':: NOW m; I. a; V~~S 'l'HA '1 IT IS 

PROVIDING FOCS IN A TIMELY MANNE H....... DOES SPRINT AGREE ;; I'l'H 

THIS ASSERTION? 

No. Sprint witness Graham explains on page J, linea 9-12 of 

her direct testimony, that B·dlSout.h hds 1.-Jiled each month 
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from April through December 1997 to provide Firm Order 

Confirmation (FOC) within 4a honrs. Although Mr. Moore 

~believes~ that BellSouth ~is providing FOCs in d timely 

mannerM, BellSouth•s own data indicates that it is not. 

Exhibit JWM-1 documentB the average time in which BellSouth 

has returned FOCs to Sprint for tho months April through 

December. In only two months, Auguat <1nd September, does 

BellSouth claim that it has returned FOCs within 48 hours. 

In fact, according to JWM-1, BellSouth places ita own return 

achievement for Sprint (in hours and minutes) at 105:11, 

49:51 and 7lz35 for October, November an~ December 1997 

respectively. 

MR. MOORE STATES, PAGE 5 LINES 5-6, u_BELLSOUTH IS NOW 

PROVIDING FOCS IN ACCORDANCE WITH 'I'HE CONTRACT.~ IS THIS 

TRUE? 

No. AB stttted on page 5-6 ot SfJrint. witness Warner's direct 

testimony, SMNI'B interconnecLtun agreement called for the 

establishment of Mcompetit~ve intervdls for the delivery of 

FOCs,• and BellSouth agreed to IH·ovide I-'OCs within 48 holir.J. 

This Gommitment is confirmed through written correspondence 

including an April 25, 1997 letu•r from B<>llSouth'FI MR. 

Carol Jarman, Exhi-bit. Ht.t>'•, <1n<.J .1 H<1y ·;, 1997 letter from 

BellSouth'B Mr. Joe Bake~. Exhibit MLC-7. It 4ppears, 
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despite ita own recognition in written correspondence of the 

48 hour FOC return commitment, that llellSouth is not 

acknowledging the 48 hour return as the appropriate 

standard. 

DOES BELLSOUTH STATE IN 11'5 DIREC1' 'rES'flMONY TKAT IT IS 

MEETING ITS COMMITMENT TO PROVIDI:::: FOCS TO SMNI WITHIN 48 

KOURS OF ORDER RECEIPT? 

No. BellSouth does not state Lhat it is meeting its 

commitment. Rather, BellSouth's data demonstrates th~t it 

is not. 

DOES THE FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION {~CC) COMMENT ON 

THE IMPORTANCP TO NEW EN1'RANTS OF TIMELY FOrS IN ITS RECENT 

DECISION DENYING BELLSOUTK'S SECTION 271 APPLICATION IN 

SOUTH CAROLINA? 

Yes. On December 24, 1997, The FCC rel~ased Order No. FCC 

97-418 in Docket No. 97-208. In pdragrdph 115 of that 

Order, the FCC states: 

•-because BellSouth does not confirm thn date when the 

eervice ordered by the competinq Cd.t"I"H:r will be installed 

until the delivery of the firm ord£~r confirmation {FOC) 

notice to the competing carrier, Lh~< competing carrier 

9 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

to 

11 

IZ 

13 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

18 

19 

:w 

Zl 

22 

2J 

24 

25 

o. 

A. 

o. 

depends upon ~imely delivery of such notice in order to 

infor.m its cus~omers of the tim~ of service installation. 

This infor.mati~n becomes even more critical if ~he customer 

needs to coordinate the installation of service with other 

activities, such as a move to a new location.• 

IN RESPONSE TO ISSUE 2, uKAS BELLSOUTH IDENTIFIED 

PROVISIONING PROBLEMS IN A TIMELY MANNER TO ENABLE SPRINT TO 

MEET CUSTOMER DUE DATES AT PAIH'I'Y WrTH THE SERVICE PROVIDED 

BY BELLSOUTH TO ITS RETAIL L:USTOHf:RS? .. , MR.. HILNEFI' S 

TESTIMONY, PAGE 5, LINES 9-l9, EXPL.".INS TKAT BELLSOUTH'S 

POLlCY ON UNBUNDLfD LOOP CONVEHSIONS IS TKAT ~sPRINT IS 

NOTIFIED BY THE BELLSOUTH PRUJECT KN~AGER ASSIGNED TO SPRINT 

AS SOON AS IT IS APPARENT THAT A DUE DATE IS IN JEOPARDY ... 

DOES HE ASSERT THAT BELLSOUT!I'S IDENTIFICA'riON OF 

PROVISIONING PROBLEMS AND SUBSEQUENT NGriFICATION SENT TO 

SPRINT IS TIMELY AND ENA.BL~S SPRINT TO MEET CUSTOMER DUE 

DATES AT PARITY WITH BELLSCU'I'l-1~ 

No. Milner does not stall""' t.hat H.-IJSoulh has identifiud 

provisioning problems in ~ ~imely manner ~o enable Sprint to 

meet customer due dates at parity with the service provided 

by BellSouth to itB retail customers. 

DOES SMNI 'S INTERCONNECTION AGR~EMf-:N'I' WITH BELLSOUTH 
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A. 

INDICATE THAT IT IS OBLIGAT~:D '1'0 DO SO? 

Yes. As discussed on pag~Js 9-11 flt Sprint witness Warner's 

direct testimony, Section V.E.6 of the SKNI lnteL·connection 

Agreement states, ueellSo~th will cs~ablish and adhere to 

competitive in~ervals for ~_tl_(~ __ gel i very of FOCs, DLRs and 

facilities. Such intervals need to ensure tha~ facilities 

Are oroyisioned in timP. framq~ dQQ -~ccording tv Qt4ndards 

that meet or exceed those _1ha_t _ H~.l I ~mJ. ~h provides to itae 1 f 

for its own network and f'nd l!SPrs." ( lHnphasis added) 

WHAT DOES MR. MILNER'S TESTIMONY ON ISSUE 2 DISCUSS? 

Mr. Kilner appears to address the customer i~SULB 

surrounding facilities problems included in the original 

Complaint filing. However, instead of discussing whether 

BellSouth provided timely not.ificdlion of facilities issues 

which would enable SHill I t.o me(!l i.lt; customer due da~ea, he 

appears to re-construct the situcH.ions to claim either that 

it wasn't BellSouth·s fault t.hrit. tt. illentif.1.od a problem 

late in the provisioning pror.esR, nr Lhat. Sprint'a own 

issues were responsible for du~~ da tns being miase1 . H.r. 

Milner 1 however, excludes critic,ll tact-:. whir:h clearly 

delineate BellSouth accountability tor miased due date3 

caused by late notif icat.ion 1d Ll•'l lt t 1•'! prubloms. Sprint 

ll 
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wicnesses Graham and Warm~r w1ll discuss each of these 

scenarios in detail. 

DOES THE FCC COMMENT IN ITS HI':CI-:NT DECISION DENYING 

BELLSOUTH' S SECTION 271 APPLICTION IN SOUTl: CAROLINA ON THE 

IMPORTANCE OF TIMELY NOTICE TO ALI-:CS If THE DUE DATE IS IN 

JEOPARDY OF BEING MISSJ::D, AS J S Tm: CASE WITH NOTIFICATION 

OF FACILITIES PROBLEMS TO S~NI! 

Ye•. In paraqraph 11~ ul Ordt!C N<>, FCC 97-418 in Docket No. 

97-208, the FCC states: 

.. _if BellSouth does not pcovide timfdy noticA to the 

competing carrier th11t Sl~rv •. -,. ("<HI nu longer be provided on 

the assigned due date, the comp(:t.ing carrier will not be 

able to make alternate a.rrdngl~m·~ntri with its customer. If 

the compet1.ng rarr ier is never 1 nforn •. -.,1 by 'lellSouth of 

changes to the due date, tho! (:ull tum~r will be likely t.o 

blame the comfMjting c:arriPI l<>J thP t<.~iluro to install 

service on time, even if the CIJrnp•!t.ing cdr-rier is compleLely 

W'ithout fault.· 

Paragraph 130: 

.. After a competinq carriHr ha!-> n···,.lvo!d d i'"OC not.ico \lfith a 

committed due date for the inst<.~ll~tiun of a customer's 

service, it is critical that tht~ IIOC provido thn compoLing 

12 



2 

J 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

It 

12 

13 

14 

I!S 

16 

17 

18 

l'il 

21 

Z2 

n 

24 

23 

o. 

A. 

Q. 

carrier with timely not ice it thu BOC, for any reason, Cllln 

no longer mP.et that du•: del tt•. Th(·:w not ic8s are called 

order jeopardy notices. The fdllure to meet scheduled due 

dates ia likely to have a significant competit~ve Lmpact on 

new entrants' ability to compote, regardless of whether the 

delay is actually caused by thu BOC. To the extent that the 

BOC does not provide timely ordt>r jt~Oflardy notices to the 

competinq carrier, the impact ot missed due dates will be 

compounded by the inability of the computing carrier 

proactively to inform its -:ustomer dnd ruschcdulo tho time 

for service installation.' 

DID THE FCC ALSO PROVIDE AN OPINION ABOUT BELLSOUTH'S 

ABILITY TO PROVIDE TIMELY Jt::OPAHDY NOTIC!::S7 

Yea, In para~raph 131, the FCC st.atcH: 

.. Evidence in the record shows thdl B(d !South is not. 

providing Order jeopardy n!ll io·p~~ t•o o"flUlpPI irHJ CtlCI"iera Whun 

the due date cannot be mt~l bec<Ju:it-' ''I df! I tJys Cdused by 

BeilSoutl'l- When BellSouth C<lnnfJt mP~!t d comm~ tted due date, 

it is critical thiSt the competing cru·ri~"~r t.;o informed in IS 

timely manner so that it can cunt.<~cT 1 t.H customer in order 

to schedule another- duo d<t' ~·.' 

THE FCC ORDER APPLIED TO BI::LLSO!J'rii"S OI'ERA'l'IONS IN SOU'l'li 

1) 
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A. 

CAROLINA. IS THERE ANY H~ASON '1'0 B~LIEVE THAT THE FCC'S 

COMMENTS WOULD NOT APPLY '1'0 OI'I·:H/\'l' IONS IN fLOR[DA? 

No. The systems, processes and organizations tha~ BellSouth 

has established to support ALECs are consistent across its 

nine-state region. As such, pt!ri<Jrmcl.nce deficiencies with 

respect to South Carolina would be likely to occur in othdr 

BellSouth states. 

ISSUE 4 ADDRESSES INAPPROPRIATE DISCONNECTinN OF CUSTOMERS 

SEElUNG TO MIGRATE SERVICE TO SPHIN'r. MR. MILNER, ON PAGE 

14, LINES 16-19 STATES, ~-BELLSOUTH IS AWARE OF ONLY ONE 

INSTANCE WHERE A CUSTOMER INCUH.Hl:':D A SERVICE OU'rAGE-" . 

WHAT IS SPRINT'S RESPONSE TO TIUS CLAIM? 

As described .:.n detail in Sprint wit.nes~ Grah~tm's direct and 

rebuttal testimony, Sprint. custol!1t!rs huve, on n-.ul tiple 

occasions, been taken out of st~l-vi<:t! in t•rror in conjunction 

with migration of service lrum Ut~llSouth to Sprint. Each 

incident was discussed with the H~llSouLh account team 

supporting Sprint ,at the time ot Uw occurrence. Numeruus 

other discussions were held with BHllSouLh's accour.:. t'*&n 

supporting Sprint regarding steps t.o pn·v .... nt reoccurrence of 

these untimely service disconnt•ct iu11s. Tht•st! premat.ure 

service disconnection9 arc 1urther ducumentQd in customer 

14 
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A. 

affidavits submitted by Sprint in i~s Complaint to this 

Commission, including the Affidavi~ of Julia Downs, 

Complaint Exhibit ·x~, the Affidavi~ of Sean Laney, 

Co~plaint Exhibit Np~ and the Affidavit of Rocky 

Santomissino, Complaint Exhibit "Q". 

Sprint ia astounded that BellSouth i~ denying not only its 

involvement in these prematu["e diHconnnclions, but is also 

denying all knowledge of their existLnce. Multiple Sprint 

employees and customers, as demonstrated in Sprint's 

Complaint and teatLmony, know tha~ these disconnections did 

occur and that Sprint was powerless lu prevent them. 

WITH RESPECT TO PREMATURE SERVICE D1SCONNEC'I'TONS, MR. MILNER 

STATES ON PAGE 14, LINES 15-16, "OBVIOUSLY, IF SPRINT 

NOTIFIES BELLSC'JTH TOO LATE IN THJ:: PHOCI-:SS, CUSTOMER SERVICE 

MAY BE AFFECTED.,. HOW DOES SPRIN1' HESPOND '1'0 THIS 

STATEMENT? 

As stated in my direct testimony, Ll te not i{ icat ion by 

Sprint to BellSouth of the need tu n!:;.ch,~dulP d cutover iH 

not the cause of these indppropriate survi<'e interruptions. 

My direct testLmony states at page 19 on line 8, "Service 

conversions may be rescheduled at any Limt! ond for any 

reason.• This includes cus~omL•r t -L'qUt)stu<J delays which may 

15 



2 

3 

4 

s 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

lb 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

ll 

Z4 

25 

Q. 

be necessary for a multitude at ["(!dsons. Con t..lnu ing on 

lines 13-15, NThe real problem is that BellSouth has not 

modified its sys~ems and p~ocesses to dllow service 

disconnection orders to be rescheduled in a timely tdshion,N 

Moreover, as stated on linea 18-19, ~The facts of the SMNI 

service disconnection incidents will show that the majority 

of the delays were necessary because BellSouth discovered it 

ould no~ meet ita Committed Due LJdl.l! (CUD) ju:;t pri.or to 

the installation date due to engineering or facilities 

problems.N The relevant question is whether BellSouth will 

honor a request to reschedule an urder and not disconnect 

customers' service inappropr ia t.n I y. Sprint b(d i ovns tha l 

BellSouth• s current syst.ems cannot n~l idbly support 

rescheduled service conversions. Sprint.. witness Graham 

discusses these disconnections in mar~ detail. 

MR. KILMER'S TESTIMONY POSES THE QUESTION, P~GE 14, LINES 

21-25, "IS BELLSOUTH AWARE OF ANY CON'I'lNUlNG PH.OBLEK WITH 

BELLSOUTH' S DISCONNECTING CUS'I'JME:HS St:EK I NG TO MIGRATE TO 

SPRINT SERVICE PRIOR TO THE DES I GNA'I'ElJ CUTOVER DATE-", AND 

RESPONDS ON PAGE 15, LINE 2, "NO." DOES TillS Jil::AN THAT 

BELLSOUTH HAS MODIFIED ITS METHODS, PROCEDUH.ES AND SYSTEMS 

FOR HANDLING CUSTOMER HIGRAT IONS SUCI! 'l'li/\'1' I NAPPROPH.IATE 

DISCONNECTIONS WILL NOT REOCCUH.? 
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A. No. If BellSouth has implemented procedural or systems 

changes to prevent reoccurrence of such inappropriate 

service disconnections, Spr .int hdH not bf.!~n made awar·~ of 

them. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

KR. MILNER STATES, PAGE 15, LINE~ 2-J, "IF, IN FACT, 

BELLSOUTH HAD CAUSED SUCH DISCONNECTION OF CUSTOMERS, WHICH 

BPT~SOUTH DENIES, THAT PROBLEM HAS LONG SINCE BEEN 

RESOLVED." OOES SPRINT AGREE THAl' THE PROBLEM HAS BEEN 

RESOLVED? 

No. As previously stated, Sprint is not aware of any 

process improvements or systems modifications that have been 

implemented that will prevent inappropriate service 

disconnections from happening in the future. The fact that 

none has occurred ~ince July 8, 1997 is merely r(:flective of 

the fact that there have been far fewer ~new service• 

conversions during the last half of 1997 compared to the 

first half of the year, and that t.hl! o!:;t.utJ 11 shment of. 

lengthy service installation intervals has b~en adopted to 

ensure that there .is adequate time La resolve problems that 

may arise prior to the actual service convf!r5 ion. 

WITH RESPECT TO ISSUE 5 DEALING WITH Sf-;HVIO~ INTt::RRUPTIONS 

DUE TO PROBLEMS WITH CALL ROUTING, TRANSLATIONS OR INTERIM 
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A. 

Q. 

NUMBER PORTABILITY , MR. MILNER STA1'ES 1 PAGE 15, LINES 20-

22, •BELLSOUTH IS AWARE OF ONLY ONE SITUATION THAT OCCURRED 

AND FOR WHICH CORRECTIVE ACTIONS HAVE BEEN COMPLETED AND 

IMPLEMENTED.• DOES SPRINT CONCUR WITH BELLSOUTH'S 

ASSESSMENT? 

No. Once aqa1n, Sprint is unable to comprehend how 

BellSouth can deny all knowledge of Lhe service 

interruptions that occurred. These interruptions are well 

documented in letters exchanyed between our companies, 

includinq an internal BellSouth memorandum dated May 21, 

1997 prepared by BellSouth's Gretchen Wilson, shown in 

Complaint Exhibit •L•, BellSuuth s Ms. Carol Jarman's letter 

to me dated June 12, 1997, attached ~s Rebuttal EAhiblt MLC-

13, the June 18, 1997 letter from Sprint's Hr. George Head 

to BellSouth's Mr. Joseph H. Baker, ~xhitlt MLC-9, Mr. 

Joseph M. Baker's letter to SprinL'~ Mr. Juhn Cascio dated 

July 1, 1997, Exhibit MLC-ll and Ms. Carol Jarman's letter 

to me dated July B, 1997, Exhibit MLC-12. Moreover, these 

service interruptions were d1scusst~d at. lt~ngth at an 

executive meeting held at BellSouth'B Birmi~gham, Alabama 

of flees on June 24, 1997, as cv id•~nc1•d by t.he ml;!et ing hand­

outs prepared by Bel1South dnd shown dS Exhibit MLC-10. 

BELLSOUTH' S MR. MILNER STATES TIIA'I' '!'liE ONE 1 NC WENT THAT 
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A. 

A. 

BELLSOUTH IS AWARE OF RESULTED Ui::CAUSE, " ... THE:; S.;:; ( S IHULATED 

FACILITIES GROUP) WAS INCORRECTLY SI-:T TO VE:;HY LOW VALUES 

THAT RESTRICTED THE QUANTITY OF SlMULTANE:;OUS CALLS THAT 

COULD BE: PORTED. AS A RESULT, SOHI-~ ALEC CUSTOMERS 

COKPLAINE D THAT THEY COULD NOT BE:; CAI.LI·: D . H IS THIS Al'l 

ADDITIONAL SCENARIO FROM THE INCIDENTS HEFERENCED IN 

SPRINT'S COMPLAINT? 

Yes, it appears to be an nddi tiona 1 se(~ndr i o. Although Mr. 

Milner doesn't reference the dates when AL£Cs experienced 

call blockage, the service interruptions thdt Sprint has 

specifically referenced were nttributed to other factors bj 

BellSouth. 

For example, in the Kay 19 outage, B•d !South's Hay ll, 1997 

memo, shovn in Col"pl.aint Exhibit "L", J.lrepaced ny Gretchen 

Wilson stated, .. The routing in tht~ Col!Jnial M.-1.1.n and Tandem 

office was reversed on the turn up rlf Lht! new group.n 

The June 4 1 1997 service interrupti on n!SU 1 ted when, 

.according to BellSouth•s Carol Jdrmc.~n 111 h!!r Jur.~ 12, 1997 

letter to me, Rebuttal Exhibit MLC-1 J, ".-the Line 

Translation Specialist ( LTS) removed tht: numbers from tho 

translations as well as the associated Simulc.~ted Facilities 

Group {SFG). Removal of the SFG resulted in the blocking of 
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Q. 

all incoming traf fie for Sprint Ml!lro from the RCF numbers 

(Remote Call Forwarding) in the Orlandu Magnolia 1 AESS 

switch. • 

The June 24, 1997 outage, accordinq to BellSouth's Carol 

Jarman in her J\.lly 8, 1997 l<!tter to mo.!, E:xhibit. KLC-12, 

occurred when •-the service for Mdgna Computer as well as 

.he entire Simulated Facility Group ( Sr"G) was manually 

deleted from the switch in error. This prevented all of the 

customers that utilized Servic~ Provider Number Portability 

(SPNP) in the Orlando Kaqnolia lAESS Cuntr~l Office from 

receiving incominq calls.' 

REFERRING TO THE INCIDENTS APPARI:::N'I'LY CAUSED BY LCJW VALUES 

ASSIGNED TO THE SFG SETTINGS, !ffi. MILNER HWICA'I'E:S ON PAGE: 

16, LINES 19-20, •BELLSOUTH SOLVED TillS PR0:1LEM BY 

INSTITUTING SPECIAL TRAINING FOH UELJ.SOU'l'lt'S TE:CHNICIANS WHO 

MAKE CKANGES TO THE SFG AND BY HA"JING A SP!-:CIAL COMPUTER 

MESSAGE APP&AR TO 1'HE BE:LLSOU'l'H TECHN 1\" IAN I Ni"ORMING HIM OR 

HER OF THE CRITICAL NATURE Or THE: SF(; 'l'AANSLA'i'ION AND 

REQUESTING THAT THE TECHNICIAN POSIT 1 VEr,Y AFFIRM THE 

INTENTION TO PROCEED WITH MAKING ANY CHANGE 1'0 THE SFG." DO 

THESE PROCEDURES SOUND COMPARABLE TO THOSE RELAYED TO SPRINT 

IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE SPRINT OU'J'AC;E~i:' 
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A. Yes, they do. BellSouth•s Ms. Jarman describtJS similar 

procedural and training changes _n her June 12, 1997 

(Rebuttal Exhibit MLC-13) and July 8, 1997 (~xhibit HLC-12) 

letters to me. 

o. 

A. 

DOES SPRINT AGREE THAT THESE ACTIONS HAVE "SOLVED" THe 

POTENTIAL FOR FUTURE SFG PROBLEMS? 

No, and a letter from BellSouth•s Mr. Jot..! Bdker seems to 

support the interim nature of BellSouth· s dCtions. In his 

July l, 1997 letter to Sprint's Mr. John Cdscio, in which he 

discusses the June 24, 1997 outage, Exhibit MLC-11, he 

states, ~AB you know, BellSouth has put )nto place action 

plans to bitl.2 prevent the error from happ£!ning again. 

These plans include ehort term measures !:iuch .:~~• Lhe 

requirement for supervi .. ory approval iu Uu::w Hi tuat ~one. 

We are also investigating with our vendor::> lflng l£!rlll 

measures that include enhancing the softwdrt! involved, 

Additionally, we have made changes to our mt•t hnd~ dnd 

prccedurea to reduce the likelihood o t Lho!t>•· <JUldges 

(emphasis added)... AB stated in my rlin!ct Lt~stimony, to 

Sprint's knowledge, a •permanent" solution Lh,n will prevent 

reoccurrence of these outages has not been implemented by 

BellSouth. 
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A. 

o. 

WITH RESPECT TO ISSUE 3, CONSIDERING WHETHER BELLSOUTH HAS 

PROVIDED INSTALLATION INTFRVALS FOR SERVICE ESTABLISHED VIA 

UNBUNDLED LOOPS IN ACCORDANCE Wl'I'H THE INTERCONNE:CITON 

AGREEMENT WITH SMNI, KR. MILNER STATES, PAGE 5, LINES 21-22, 

MBELLSOUTH HAS FULFILLED THE REQUIREMENTS OF ITS 

INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT WITH SPRINT WITH THE INSTALLATION 

INTERVALS IT HAS OFFERED." DOES SPHIN'!' AGREE? 

No. As described in my direct testimony, the discussion of 

installation intervals is complicated due to Sprint's lack 

of confidence in BellSouth's abiiity to meet its published 

standard intervals. Without such contidence, the desire to 

meet customer commitments has taken p~ecedence over testing 

BellSouth•s current ability to perform, ~nd extended 

intervals continue to be quoted to pro.:..;pective customers. 

Again, as etatc.d in my direct. •.es t imony, even with the 

extended intervals, BellSouth failed to a~~omplish 23.3\ of 

installations On the SCheduled dut: d.ltt.!S in 4th Uuarter 1997 

due to BellSouth reasons. This type u f emr ironment p~events 

Sprint customers from expt!riencinq "inst.allation intervals 

for service via unbundled lunpM ... in the :j<Jmu tiJ.teframe as 

BellSouth provides services to its own customers,~ as the 

Interconnection Agreement specifies. 

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY. 
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A. 

o. 

A. 

Sprint is not responsible tor U•dlSout.h·s inability to 

comply with interconnection agreement obligations. The 

problems described by Sprint are of a continuing nature and 

impact a wide range of Sprint alternative local exchange 

service operations and customers. These~ an~ not old or 

isolated circumBtances that are irrelevant to current 

operations. BellSouth should n~t be allowed to slough these 

problems off. The Commission should insist that BellSouth 

demonstrate permanent solution~ and not allow short-lived 

stop-qap measures to be implemented as permanent solutions. 

BellSouth must move beyond the "denial"' stage to the 

Msolution• staqe if ~eaningful local competition is to oe 

realized in Florida. 

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 

Yes, it does. 
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@ BELLSOUTH 

CMoiB. J-
Saln AUUIII'lt V\t.e Ptuode<'l 
Scnnt Account Teem 

Subject: Spnot Mc:tro Outage 1n Orl.mdo \bgnol.ta l AESS 

Dear Melissa: 

Tlus letter is to prov&de the details of lbe servsce out.1ge 10 Spnnt ~letro •n the Orlando Magnolia 
1 A.ESS office and to outline the steps BellSouth has t.lkl n to guard ag:unsl a. recurrence. 

On June 4, 1997. BeUSoulb Project Manager Daryl Ducnle rc..:etved 3 call frout Loti Doherty wHh 
Spriot Metro. Lori re.quested Lhat two telephone numhcr.., be .uJded to .1 \C:I"' ICC order pnwtdm~ 
Remote Call forwarding (RCF) . Tlus could not be done be..:ilU!)C the servtee order had bee" ISSued 
to complete on June 3. The Local Camer Servtce Cemer 1 LCSC) dt1 accept, nowever. a verbal 

request from Sprint Metro to place an order for RC'F •Ill ttl!' tw•' lm('o; A new ,N) servtct' order 
(NYSFFPYS) was issued on June 6, 1997 at 1.26 P\1 rtus ~order w.L) 1~sued to remole call 
forward telephone numbers 40i -43 1-2376 ami 40-l· "\.1 \ ~.-.1 · t11 407 ·!0t>·2l06 ~c ~04-206·210' 
respectively. 

After theN service order was issued, the Servtce Repu::,enl.ttne realued !hat .1 change (C) servtce 
ceder shculo have been 1ss-aed instead. She <.be,, -~;.::<!!.:.! :he ~ o;c:rvu:c urrlcr a.nd tssuetl a C 
service order. The C service ordc:r. (CY93T5D I). w:L'> tS!>ueJ to provtde RCF for these hne!: When 
Lhe canceled N service order was received by the Recent < 'hange Memory Asststance Group 
(RC\iAG). me Line Translation Spec&ahs• (l.TS• rt"IUI)Vt'd thr: lllllllht'r\ horn rhe U'an~latu>n:. l\!> 

well as the assoctated SimulaEed PuctltlJc:~ (jroup tSH..i) l<emuv.tl•'' the SH..i resL..rc:d 111 the 
blocking of all inwming traffic for Spnnt Met.r~> from the RCF numbers tn the Orlandi) Magnolia 
lAESS switch. 

A trouble report was recetved at 5.00 PM EDT trom 'ipwH !\kllt> The l:lecfi<Jr.•c Techmctan 
(ET) at lhe Unbundled Network Element Center 1 I ;Nt:C> (alkd RC\1AG to rebutld the SFG. 
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The SFG was successfully re5tored at appro:r.:nnately fJ 15 f>~l r !.JT .u1<1 th..: hb.:k.tng nf the 

efjsting Sprint Metro customers was cleared at that urn~ 

Because the SFG bad been removed, the ongmal prnJc<..t l•>r \!:J f·l<Jnd..1 P•)<ll~ h:~.d to be rebuilt 
and flowed back through the switch. 11lls wa.s accomph;,heJ h: --: 1;1 1 P~l EDT 

The following steps are being taken to guard aga.m:-.t .J. re(tJrn:r.ce >f the problem d!scu;serl abov~. 

l. Prepare and send a memo to NISC fRCMAG Dtrect.,r~ b:. f-: I•LI). June ! Jth, tu :onL.un 

A .• ccount of the CLEC trunk oulage. 1n the fJrJ.J.ndu ~f.lgn.,JJ,J Central Office whtch 
occurred on June 6. 1997. 

B. Require mandatory coverage for all CTG ckctron1..: tt•.-...:hmcJJ.ns un Trm::.btJOn Bulletzn 
No. 97~TB-46, issued May 23, 19?7 and pruvuk p• 1\l !JV<: rcpnn to staff by June 20. 
1997. 

2. Re~transrnit the Translation Bulletm 97 -TB-Io tn :tll >.:IS(· per·,unnrl by Fnda.y. Junco: 
13th. 

3. On June 11th, 1997. a second SFG "'-a5 built m t::e i .-\r SS .,.,.,Jtch 11; the OrlandQ 
Magnolia Central Office to establish a hunt grou;1 .1~r .tn.:·~mcn! : h.11 w til prov1de 'cwcrf~nw" 

for CLEC trunk access. 

4. Develop and deUver a package for quJCk re>tDral or n.c "'!I; 1n c.t">c of ft.ll':c.- 'liHJgc 10 the 
RCMAG by June 20th, '997. 

We trust that the above mformation salt::.fic~ y(Jur rcqur>l rc.t.:.tl·!:r:;:: th·· OJut·,6e 1 •• the Orlmdo 
Magnolia CentraJ Office. If you should have ,\ddttt .. n.d ;•w I:• •I• ... r ~·"l•<ern., S"rrntmdm!~ the 
outage, please let me know. 

cc: Joe Baker 
Richard Wa.mer 



CERTIFICATE OY S~RVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true copy ot tho foregoing has been 
furnished by hand delivery on th i ~• .. uoy of February 19 ~8 to 
the followinqa 

Will Cox, Esq. 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Room 370 
Tallahassee, FL 323~9-0850 

Nancy G. White, Esq. 
c/o Nancy Sim.a 
150 South Monroe Street 
Suite 400 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

-4 
J • .._..._....,_.. 

Everet.t 



•..:;.-, I 2_j w _ -n) 
1 1 J ; , ~· r f.J.C. L 1 :"> S -~ c·LO 51.. 

/~ c l"~ v T71+'L 

CIBTIFICATR OF S~HVIC~ 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true copy of tho forogoing has been 
furnished by hand delivery on this ( .r• day of t-'ebruary 1998 to 
the followings 

Will Cox, Esq. 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Qak Boulevard 
Room 370 
Tallahaaaee, FL 32399-0850 

Nancy G. White, Esq. 
c/o Kaney S!Ju 
150 South Monroe Street 
Suite 400 
Ta'lahaasee, FL 32301 

' 

l. EvenH.t 

f ' J. _ __j__ 
I / J - · \ ....,_.._ 

Uoyd, Jr. 




