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PLEASB BrAft YOUR IIAD AIID ADDR&SS. 

My name i• Mildred A. Graham. My bu•ineea addreee ie SSS 

Lake Border Drive, Apopka, Florida 32703. 

I am employed by Sprint ae General Communications Manager. 

AU TOO 'ftD SAIIB KILDUD A. GllA8AJt 'THAT FILKD DIRECT 

Ye•, I am. 

WHAT IS '1'IIB PURPOSE OP' JOUR TBSTI.:lln' I 

The purpo•e of my teetLDony is to offer rebutl~l to the 
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direct testimony of BellSouth witnesses w. Keith Ml:ner and 

Jerry W. Moore. 

~ SPBCJ~TC ISSUES WILL YOU ADDRESS? 

I will address Issues No. 1, 2, 4 and S. 

WI'ftiBSS KILIIBR nAftS Ill HIS 'fBSTIX)JIY THAT THE VAST 

IIAJOR.I'!T OP :ISSOBS RAISED BY SPRIII'I' WBRR EIICODIITBRRD BARLY 

111 1997 AIID BA.VB ~ suez 

fti:IS YOUR OIIDBRSIAIIDIJIG? 

No, it is not. BellSouth continues to fail to notify Sprint 

of provisioning problema in a timely manner. In fact, I 

arranged a conference call in September 1997 with Linda 

McGrue, BellSouth•s Account Team manager, and several 

BellSouth operations manaqers to discuss the ongoing 

problems with facility notifications. During this conference 

call, Sprint explained how late notice of facility problems 

caused Sprint to miss customer desired due dates. AB 

referenced in Exbibit MAG-2. BellSouth, durinq this 

conference call, COIIUD.itted to no\.ify Sprint of facility 

problems or unavailability at least 24 hours prior to the 

customer conversion date. BellSouth, however, has not lived 

1.1.p to this commitment. BellSouth failed to notif.t Sprint of 
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facility problems associated with the very next conversion 

requested by a Sprint customer. The customer's service was 

converted two days later. 

In December 1997, BellSouth continued to send Sprint 

untLmely Firm Order Confirmations (FOCa). Specifically, fo~r 

of 11 FOCa ware received after the 48-ho~r commi~nt in 

December 1997. And, aa evidenced in RebuttAl Exhibit MAG-8, 

BellSouth failed to provide timely FOCa as recently as 

January 1998, vhen only two of 10 FOCa were returned within 

48 hours. This 20 percent rote of tLmely FOC returns in 

January wa• amon9 BellSouth•s worst performance results, 

second only to the 5 percent return rate in April 1997. 

The continual and recent problema with facility ~nd FOC 

probl--. offer evidence that the issues raised by Sprint 

~~ve not been resolved by BellSouth. 

VI'ftiBSS KILIIER ALSO S~ '!'8A'I' SPRIII"l' BAS PROVIni!:D VERY FKW 

RZAJIPLBS OP ORD.BRS WI'l'll SBRVICB PROBLEIIS. WBRB THBRB 

I!IDL'riPLE SERVICE PRQBT.Blf5 IDBftiP'IBD BY SPKllft'7 

Yes, there were. Exbibit MAG-2 fe~tures ono to three 

examples of facility problema in ea~h month from AprLl 

through September. These customer issues were the result of 

late notice of facility problema. And, whilA che pure 
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numbers may be low, the signiflcance of even one late notice 

of facility problems can be significant. These numbers and 

the tapact of the resulting problems, of course, would be 

magnified had Sprint continued with the high order volumes 

generated in early 1997. 

~ referenced in Exhibit MA• to Sprint's responses to 

BellSouth's first set of interrogatories, Sprint has 

identified 139 examples of eervice orders with FOC problema 

that resulted from BellSouth actions from April 1997 to 

December 1997 and several major service interruptions that 

included outagea to dozens of Sprint customers. These 

figures do not include the more than 100 trouble tickets 

Sprint issued to BellSouth from April 1997 to December 1997. 

~~S~~ BY WI~S MTIMKR S~S ON PAGB 4, LIKES 12-13, 

~~ •I• ~ LB.AS'l' SOlD OP THE CASES CI'I'ED, SPRIII'J'"S AC'l'IONS 

COR'l'RIBUTED ro AllY P.BOAI.RJI.S ~ CUSTOORS B.IPBRIBMCBD. • BOW 

DO YOU RESPOIID ro THIS CLADI? 

Sprint's complaint focu&ea on BallS~uth's failures. Sprint's 

contributions, whatever they may or may not be, do not 

alleviate or exacerbate the issue• caused by Bellsouth•a 

actions or inactions. I will respond to some o£ the specific 

4 



2 

3 

4 0: 

issues raised by this witness later in my rebuttal 

testimony. 

S •011 KUIY OCCMIOIIS, AL'riiOOGII 'l"BB ORD&RS WBRB PL.ACBD IIi 

o '"PACILifl JBOPARDY•, BBLLSOO"ftl USB.D ITS BBST BFPORTS '1'0 

7 RESOLVE 'ftD PROBT.JDI ftiM' CAUSED 'l"BB DOl: DH'B JBOPARDT IIi 

8 TIME '1'0 DO 'ftD ORIGIIIAL RBQUBS'f'BD DOl: DA.'I'BS. WHAT IS 

9 SPR.Ift• S USPOIISB '!'0 ftiiS ASSBR"l'IOII? 

10 

11 
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24 
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A a BellSouth may have resolved eome facility issues quickly 

enouqh to meet some oriqinal due dates. However, as shown 

ln Exbibit MAG-2 teaturinq late notificatLona of facili~y 

iaauea, nearly every inatance led to BellSouth'B missing the 

requested due date, thus caualnq Sprint to miss lte 

commitment to ita customer. 

Also aa referenced in Reb;tta1 Exhibit MAG-9, BellSouth 

continues to fail to identify facility problema ln a timely 

fashion as recently as January of 1998. Specifically, two 

customer desired due datgs were missed ln January because of 

facility problema at BellSouth. Cne order was orlqinally due 

on January 15, but was completed on January 20; the other 

was due on January 20, but was not completed until January 

23. 
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Q: I• NI'IWBSS ULIIBR' s ftS'riXliiY" HB DDIBS 'l'II.M' BBJ.r.solJ'l'll 

I'A.ILBD '1"0 IDBftin SI'I'BS NHBRB PACILI'l'Y OPGRADBS BAD '1"0 BB 

COKPLB'rBD PRIOR '!'0 ~ION OP SBRVICBS RBQUBS'I'BD BY 

SPRIIft. DO YOU IIA.VB IIIPORIIA.,.IOII '!'0 '1"'IB Can'RARY? 

Yea, I do. I will addrea• ••rvice is8uea raised by witness 

~lner in his analyaia of the following Sprint Purchase 

Order Nwaber• (PONa)s N001895; N004310; N008867 and N008866. 

In addition, I will respond to witneaa ~lner•s assertion 

that Sprint contributed to the customer service problema 

encountered. 

POR •001195 Witness Kilner·• testimony regarding this 

service order requeat repeatedly points out BellSouth'a 

failures with regard to timely notification of facility 

problema. Thia request for ISDN service was sent to 

BellSouth on April 4, 1997 with a dua date of April 11, 

1997. Witness ~lner, on page 6, lines 8 through 10, admits 

that BellSouth faxed the POC six days later ou April 10, 

1997 instead of the agree~ upon 48-hour time frame for POC 

returns. The reason for the late P~, according to witness 

~lner•e teatLmony on page 6, linea 10 and 11, was because 

of facility probl ... and workload. The final POC waa not 

sent to Sprint until April 23, 1997, when Bel~South also 
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notified Sprint that a field repeater had to be added to the 

circuits. In addition, defective pairs in the field further 

delayed the customer conversion. This cu~tomer•s service was 

installed on Kay 12, 1997, a month later than the original 

due date. Sprint, in no way, contributed to the provisioning 

problema that cauaed this customer's service installation to 

be delayed. Witness Warner also will address this service 

order. 

POB 8004310 -Witness Milner pointe out that this customer's 

service was ordered on April 14, 1997 with a due date of 

April 29, 1997. He indicate• that BellSouth's Special 

Service• Inetallation ' Maintenance Group completed ita work 

on this request on Kay 30, 1997, but does not mention what 

type of wcrk va• being conducted nor vhy. This special group 

vas reepondinq to BellSouth•a failure to increa•e capacity 

at BellSouth•s Subscriber Line Carrier unit. BellSouth had 

been notified repeated!? of concerns regarding capacity as 

early as September 1996, but did not react until April 1997 

vhen facilities ware depleted. Witness Milner details 

examples of Sprint action• that he claLa. led to delays. 

While Sprint hae never claimed to be error-free, any such 

problema vithin Sprint occurred more than a month ~fter 

BellSouth had already delayed the cutover. Accordinqly, 

Bel1South delays caused Sprint to miss its oriqinal customer 
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desired due date. Contrary to MI. Milner's testimony on page 

7, linea 12 throuqh 14, the deiays were not due entirely to 

Sprint probl ... or errors. BellSouth haQ already missed the 

oriqinal due date when ita Special Services InstallaLion ' 

Maintenance Group completed its facility vork on Kay 30, 

1997. Witneaa Warner will offer more detail on this servlce 

order in his teatt.ony. 

PCB M008867 - Witness Milner states that while the order was 

requested on August 6, 1997, and due Auqust 11, 1997, 

BellSouth called Sprint•a central office to pre-test on 

Auqust 8, 1997. Pre-testa are not standard requirements. 

Teatinq is to be conducted on the day the order is due. 

Since the order vas d~e Auquat 11, our central office was 

ready to teat on that day. Sprints recorda reflect that a 

technician, identified •• Steve at BellSouth, indicated at 6 

p.m. on Auquat 11, that five of the seven circuits were 

ready but he was still ~orking on tvo. Sprint's records also 

show that on Auqust 12, 1997, Bob, at BellSouth, called to 

complete the testinq with Sprint and he asked Sprint to 

revise the due date on this order to Auqust 12 to avoid a 

jeopardy, which equates to a mi~sed due date. SP~INT agreed 

to the due date chan9e to facilitat::e the testin<;~ and 

completion of the order. The missed due date, ~herefore, was 

the result of BellSouth'a inability to co~pl~te the work on 
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schedule and as reque•ted. 

POB •008866 -. The order was placed on \uqust 1, 1997 with a 

due date nf Auqu•t 12, 1997. BellSouth did not notify Sprint 

of facility probl~ until Auqust 8, 1997 and the new, 

expected due date given to Sprint was September 4, 1997. I 

escalated the i•sue to BellSouth management &ud negotiated a 

revi•ed due date of Auqust 14, 1997 instead of September 4, 

1997. Hovaver, on Auqust 12, 1997, BellSouth notified Sprint 

that a utility permit was required for the construction and 

facility work, which would require another 48 hours. 

BellSouth then changed the due date to Auqust 18, 1997. 

Althou;h BellSouth completed the work on Auqust 15, three 

day• earlier than the last revised due date, the customer's 

service atill was installed three days after it was 

ori;inally requested, which was Auqust 12. Once again, 

Sprint played no role in causing these delays or the missed 

due dates. 

011 PAGE 14, LIDS 15 -rBRODGII 19, IIITIIBSS XILIIBR S'I'Aft'; ~ 

8BLLSOO'I'II IS AIIARB OP OIILY OIIB IIIS"!AMCB IM WHICH A 

CO~"S SUVICB liAS DISCOMJIBCTBD PIUOR '1"0 lliGRM"IOH '1"0 

SPIUft SBRVXCBS. IS 'I'BIS YOUR UIIDJUUrrAIIDIIIG? 

No, it is not. There have been numerou• incidents of 
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BellSouth prematurely disconnecting a customer's service and 

BellSouth ie aware of those incidents. One customer vas 

scheduled to be converted on May 9, 1997, but on that day 

BellSoL ~ notified Sprint of the need to reschedule the due 

~ate. However, BellSouth did not revise the due date on ita 

orders and the customer•• service vas disconnected later 

that day. BellSouth claimed the service vas restored that 

night. But the customer called Sprint the next day stating 

that sa.. linea ware still out of service and others were 

not functioning properly. The linea had been restored to the 

vron9 office equipment and one line had a broken jumper on 

the frame. BellSouth finally restored service to its 

original confiquration two days later. Several phone 

conversations regarding this premature disconnect took place 

between Sprint and BellSouth, includin9 conversations 

re9arding the trouble ticket that vas issued on May 10, 

1997. 

On May 23, 1997, BellSouth prematurely disconnected three 

linea of one particular customer and the customer vas 

vithout service for more than eight hours. When service vas 

restored, the trunk linea WBL~ not properly installed and 

the customer'• service did not function properly for three 

days. 
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BellSouth also prematurely disconnected a customer's lines 

on Kay 29, 1997, after delaying the cutover because of 

provisioning problem. vithin BellSouth. The customer's lines 

were r~ tored June 3, 1997. However, BellSouth disconnected 

the customers• linea again the very next day. 

Once again, BellSouth vas avare of ~nd concurred vith due 

date changes many of vhich vere required because of 

BellSouth probl .... The premature disconnects occurred 

because BellSouth did not change the due dates for the 

service order disconnect process. 

In addition to those examples of inappropriate service 

disconnects mentioned in my direct testimony, there were 

other examples, including a customer scheduled to be cut 

over at 4 p.m. on June 27, 1997. The cuaLumer vas taken out 

of service in error at 8 a.m. on June 27. 

WI'l"'iiBSS IIILIIBR SD!'BS OB PAGE 15, LiliES 6 THROUGH 9, THAT 

'!'liB LAS'!' SUCH IBCIDBB"l' OCCURRED 011 JOLT 7, 1997. NUAT IS 

TOOR RBSPOBSB 'lO '1'1118 CLAIX7 

There have been no recent inciaents of prem~ture disconnects 

becauae Sprint has taken specific actions to redur.e the 

likelihood of such occurrences. Sprint has rPduced the 

11 
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volume of orders placed to BellSouth due, in part, to the 

risk of customers bein~ disconnected prematurely. In 

addition, Sprint ia takin~ a more direct, hands-on Gpproach 

to further attempt• ~o mana~e the orderinq process. For 

example, several calla are made to BellSouth'a operations 

groupe to remind BellSouth to chanqe ita orders if a due 

date has to be delayed. Phone calla are also made by Sprint 

to attempt to confira that the disconnect orders have been 

pulled out of BellSouth•a system. 

Sprint has taken the•• atepa because of ita belief that 

BellSouth haa no reliable .. ana of accommodatin~ revised due 

dates. 

0111 PAGE 15, LI..IIBS 20 'fiiikJUGii 24, WITIIESS IIILIDlR ftADS TILU' 

'f'IIA'I' IL\.1' BAYS CAUSIW 

WIDESPREAD SBRVICB lft'BRRDP'!'IO.S '1'0 SPRIJI'.l" COS'l"'OIBRS AIID 

Bgi.T.SOOTB O.AIMS TO OIILY 88 AIL\RE OP OIIB SUCH SI'I'OA.'I'IOK. 

WBA"l' IS YOUR RBSPOIISB 'fO '!'HIS ASSBRTIOII7 

The service interruptions caused by BellSouth not only have 

been widespread but also numerous. Witn~ss Milner mentions 

one scenario involving inaccurate settings for the Simul~turl 

Facilities Group (SPG). He faila to note, however, an 

incident on June 6, 1997, that resulted in troublt tLcketa 
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being generated for more than a half-dozen Sprint customers 

because these customers were without service for more tha~ 

two hours. The remaining customers served with interLm 

number portab-~ity out of that central office were also 

~pactad. Witness Milner also fails to mention that an SFG 

•situation• also caused an outage to the same customers on 

June 24, 1997. In addition, witness Mllrer na9lecta to note 

additional Sprint cuata.er service outages caused by call 

routing errors and translations problema. A8 referenced in 

my direct testimony, the outages have negatively affected 

Sprint's cuata.era. 

r• tnftBSS .:lOU • s ftS'I'u..J', 08 PAGB 2, Lin 2 s AIIIJ PAGE 3, 

L~ 1, I'l' .aM P~D&S 'I'IKELY FOCs. 

IS 'ftliS YOUR OIIDI:ItS'l'AIIDI-.? 

No, it is not. E&hibit KAG-1 indJcatea that only 82 percent 

of POCa were returned to Sprint within 48 hours aa recently 

as November 1997 and only 64 percent as recently aa December 

199 7. In fact, Witness Moore' B own Exhibit JWH-1 ref lee .s 

BellSouth'a inability to meet the ~9-hour commitment in 

every month between April 1997 ~nd December 1997 with the 

exception of Auqust and September. 

VI'niBSS JmOU S'I'Aft& 0. PACK l, LIDS 10 '!'HROUGH 15, '!'HAT 
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ORDERS POR 1JIIBOIIDLED DIWORI !LBIIEIITS (OIIBe) RRQUIRB 

TBLBPIIOIIB CALLS '10 AalftiER RKt.r.smmt GROUP TO COIIPIRJI 

P.ACILI"!'IBS BEPOilB All POe IS SEift', 11BICB COULD DELAY roes. 

101M' IS '!tKJ1I lt&S~E '10 THIS CLAIJI? 

On a number ot occasions Sprint haa received FCCs from 

BellSouth well beyond the 48-hour commi~ent only to be told 

within days that no facilities are available. For example, 

on Auquat 8, 1997, Sprint placed an order with a due date of 

Auquat 15, 1997. Sprint received verbal FCC on Auqust 13, 

1997. A day later, BellSouth notified Sprint that there were 

no facilities and the conversion wee delayed until Auqust 

22, 1997. In this particular case, BellSouth neither 

returned the POC within 48 hours nor validated facilities 

before returninq the late FCC. Aa referenced in my direct 

testimony, only 44 percent of the FCC& were tLmely received 

from BellSouth in April; 64 perce~t in M4y; 63 percent in 

June; 92 percent in July; 80 percent in Auqust; 85 percent 

in September; 68 percent in October; 94 percent in November; 

and 63 percent in December. 

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR REBUTTAL TECTIMONY. 

Despite claLma to the contrary, BellSouth continues to cause 

facility and FOC problema for Sprint and its custcmera. 
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Testimony that the facility, FOC, service interruptions and 

premature disconnects were resolved by BellSouth in the 

first half of 1997 is not accurate. Tn addition, the issues 

raised by Sprint in its complaint are significant, so much 

so that ~he company's ability to compete in the marketplace 

has been dama9ed. There are numerous examples of such 

experiences - both past and recent. We believe BellSouth has 

failed to fulfill its commitment to facilitate a competitive 

marketplace. We alao believe that without some intervention 

on the part of the Commission, Alternative Local Exchange 

Companies such as Sprin~ will not be afforded a meaningful 

opportunity to compete. 

OOBS '!'HIS COBCLUDB YOOJl DS'I'IMJHT? 

Yea. 
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