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ORIGINAL 

SPRift CCWMIJIIICAJIIOIIS COIIPAIIY LIXI'I'ED PAR"l''IERSHIP 

SPRift JIB'I'ROPOL1 '!'All IIE"l''«)RJ[S I IlK:. 

IUtiiiJirrAL ftS'I'ImiiY OP RICHARD A. NARIIBR 

BBl'ORB ftK FLORIDA PUBLIC SBRVICB CODISS101J 

971314-'l"P 

FEBRUARY 6, 1998 

PLEASE STATE YOUR HAKE AHD ADDRESS • 

My name ia Richard A. Warner. My business addresa ia 151 

Southall Lan•, Maitland, Florida 32751 

ARE YOU THE SAKE RICHARD A. HARNER WHO PROVIDED DIRECT 

TESTIMONY IN DOCKET 971314-TP? 

Yea. 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR REBU'M'AL TESTIMONY? 

My testimony addre•••• the direct testimony of 

Be11South witnesses Jerry W. Moore and w. Keith 

Kilner. 

WHAT IS YOUR GENERAL REACTION TO THE POSITIONS 

PRESE!ft'ED Ill KR. KILMER'S DIRECT TESTIMONY? 
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• 

Mr. Milner's teat~ny clearly ignores any ref~rence 

to the int•rconnection agre ... nt, or any otnvr 

operational aqree.ent between the two coapaniea. Mr. 

Milner alao on page three, linea 16 through 18 of h~a 

teatiaony, indicates that the aajority of the issues 

raiaed have been lonq Iince resolved. However, 

BellSouth'e own exhibit, Exhibit JWM-1, clearly 

indicat.ea that juat on the i.aaue of' f' irm Order 

Confiraation (•POC•) return alone, BellSour.h has 

shown no ~rove .. nt from ita firlt reported month, 

April, 1997, to ita last reported month, Oeceaber, 

1997. ~ indicated in ay direct teatiaony, not only 

ia Sprint •till •xperi•nclng delay• due to such 

iaauea as iate notification of a facilities problem, 

but auch of the taproveaent in me•tinq Sprint 

cuatom•r d8eired due data commi~nta ia due ~o 

Sprint•• addlnq ti.JDe into the proceaa when discussin9 

dates with its cuatomere. Thi~ tlme is added due to 

Sprint•• lack of confidence in BellSouth's ability to 

meet ita commit.ants . The roc Ll a key atarting 

point in the aervice delivery proc ess . Untll 

BellSouth begins to ~et ita co .. i~ente on this key 

deliverable, Sprint auat continuu to add day• l~ its 

inatallation interval• in diacu11iona with custo~rs 

rather than quoting standard int ervals. 
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Q. 

A. 

BELLSOUTH'S WITNESS MILNER ALSO DENIES THAT BELLSOUTH 

HAS FAILED TO IDENTIFY SITES WHERE FACILITIES 

UPGRADES HAD TO BE COMPLETED PRIOR TO INS~ALLATION OF 

THE SERVICE~ REQUESTED BY SPRINT. WHAT ADDITIONAL 

INFORMATION CAN YOU PROVIDE RELATIVE TO THE SPECIFIC 

CUSTOMER EXAMPLES DISCUSSED BY KR. MILNER ON PAGES 5 

' 6 OF SIS DIRECT TESTIMONY? 

Witness Kilner indicate• on page 6, lines 8 through 

12, regarding PON00189S ccustomer A), that BellSouth 

once again failed to deliver POC within 48 hours as 

committed to Sprint. Hr. Milner's testimony 

demonstrates the fru•tration BellSouth causes Sprint 

and ita cu•tomera by indicating it was April 23, 

1997, 19 daya after receipt of Sprint•• order and 8 

days after the original requested due date of April 

11, 1997, before BellSouth notified Sprint of a delay 

in the delivery of the aervice. Mr. Milner's 

teatLmony also atatea on page six, linea 18 through 

21, that the order was delayed from ita original date 

due to a lack of avail4ble facilities, •a condition 

BellSouth could not have been a~are of at the time 

the original due date waa setw. J disagree with ~h~t 

etatament in aeveral waya. Firat, the oriqin~i due 

date was April 11, 1997. Sprint did not r.eceive the 
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faxed FCC until April 10, 1997, and it did not 

provide any indication that there was a facility 

issue. Notification of the facility issue was not 

providerl until April 23, 1997. Therefore, the 

oriqinal due date was delayed due to BellSouth's 

inefficient service order processes, not the facility 

issue. Secondly, Mr. Milner states that BellSouth 

could not be aware of the facility issue at the time 

the oriqinal due date was set. This implies that 

BellSouth is helpless to assist Sprint in determininq 

the validity of the due date until some later point 

in the service delivery process, often after the 

original scheduled due date. Due to the number of 

facility issues Sprint has encountered in the 

metropolitan Orlando area, Sprint has requested that 

BellSouth perform a •field check• of the facilities 

assigned before a commitment Js made to Sprint's 

customers. Sprint had indicated in discussions with 

the BellSouth account team that once BellSouth had 

demonstrated it has taken sufficient action to 

elLminate the faciliLy problem in metropolitan 

Orlando, Sprint would no lonq~r request the •field 

check• on each order. The Firm Order Confirmation 

indicates BellSouth has received a valid service 

order and the field chec~ confirms the t~cilitiea are 
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available. It appears that BellSouth ~chose• not to 

investigate the validity of the facility assignments 

provided to Sprint on their POC, until many days 

after the original due date. Sprint Witness Graham 

will provide additional details regarding the 

specit.ce of POH001895. 

On page seven, line one, of Mr. Milner's testimony he 

indicates that BellSouth completed work on fQH 

N004310 CCultQMBr Bl, on Kay 30, 1997. He ignores 

the fact that Kay 30, 1997, was a full month after 

the due date of April 29, 1997. Instead, he provides 

examples of Sprint's issues. Sprint has never 

claimed to be error-free, nor has it attempted to 

hold BellSouth reapon•ible for Sprint errors. 

However, a cloaer review of the situation will show 

that the reason BellSouth did not complete its work 

until May 30, 1997, was due completely to BellSouth's 

failure to react to a k~own facility issue. Later in 

this testimony, as it relates to Mr. Milner testimony 

on POM N005750, I will address the issue of a lack of 

facilities between Sprint's central office location 

at 200 E. Robinson and BellSouth'R Magnolia central 

office. It ia this aama facility issue which h~ld up 

PON N004310. The •errors• by Sprint mentioned by 
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A. 

Witness Milner were due in large part to Sprint's 

efforts to change its provisioninq methods to 

accomaodat.e BellSou t h.. Aqa.in, on page 7, lines 12 

t:h._rou9h 14, K.r. Milner at a tea, • the o:rder was dela}ed 

fro• ca.pet.in9 on ita ori9inally scheduled date,s due 

ent.~ ely to Sprint's problema and errors. However 

Mr. Milner'• own testimony, pa9e 7, line 1, indicates 

BellSoqth was a month late in coapletinq it:s work. 

Therefore, t:he original due date was actually missed 

due co BellSoutb not complotinq its work until Hay 

30, 1997. 

CAN YOU PROVIDE ADDITIONAL DETAILS REGARDING TilE L..\CK 

OF FACILIT,IES BETWEEN SPRIN'T' S 200 E. ROBINSON STREET 

C£tn'RAL OFFICE AND B!LI.SOUTH ' S MAGNOLIA CENTRAL 

OFFI'C£? 

Yes. Mr. Milner's testimony, nage 7, linea 16 

through 25 indicates B~tUSouth wae unable to complet.f'l 

service for an or·der, PON N005750 (Cut~~r 'Cl, 

because of inauffici~nt facilities ln BellSouth's 

Diqi'ta 1 LoOp Carrier svetem at Sprint· a 200 e. 

Rob~n•on Street, Orlando, locat1~n. Particularly 

diaturbin9 is Mr. M-tlner'tl comment. on line 23 whlch 

indicates that Sprint. "a.aswned" approxiJDately 'jO 
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pairs were available when in fact they were 

exhausted. My testimony will show the many, many 

efforts of Sprint to not only advise BellSouth of 

ita facility needs at the 200 E. Robinson location, 

but to alao inaiat that BellSouth be proactive and 

provide • solution in advance of Sprint's placement 

of orders. Sprint•• documentation will demonstrate 

that in spite of Sprint's efforts to assist BellSouth 

by notifyinq them and participatinq in meetinqs to 

select the .oat economical solution (for BellSouth), 

BellSouth failed to react. Mr. Milner's testimony is 

not only inaccurate, but inaultinq when Sprint 

considers all that it did to try to qat BellSouth to 

provide the facilities required at the 200 E. 

Robinson location. In order to help ensure an 

underatandin; of the true nature of this situation, I 

will provide some additional clarification. Early in 

September, 1996, Sprint issued orders to BellSouth 

for approxL.ately 100 DSO loops. These were needed to 

serve customers located in different BellSouth 

exchanqea, thus requirin; facilities between the 

Sprint central office at 200 E. Robinson and 

BellSouth'a Magnolia central officn, which ~a 

Sprint's point of interface with BellSouth. When 

BellSouth beqan to process the orders ~t was 
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dete~inad that BellSouth did not have sufficient 

facilities. Several coordination meetings were held 

vith BellSouth'a Outside Plant Engineeri1g team, 

including Mr. Earl Beck, an Outside Plant Engineering 

Designer. 'he first meeting was held on October 9, 

1996. Ba•ed on Sprint•• forecasted need for 

approximately 1000 loops by the end of 1997, 

BellSouth indicated it would install two Subscriber 

Loop Carrier (SLC) ayatema in the Sprint centra! 

office to provi•ion facilities back to the ~gnolia 

central office. On October 16, 1996, Sprint 

installed a conduit between the main BellSouth 

equipment room for 200 E. Robinson and Sprint's 

central office, in that aama building. Subsequently, 

BellSouth placed cable in the conduit and installed 

cabling and teraination blocke to facilitate the 

installation of two SLCa and RJ21 jacka to 

accommodate 800 DSO loops. The first SLC was 

installed and placea into service in November, 1996. 

Follow-up diecuaaiona were ha1a, lncluding a meeting 

at the Sprint central office on January 2J, 1997, 

with BellSouth•a Mr. Robert Burke, an engineer ana 

several other BellSouth personnel. D~ring this 

meeting Sprint expressed concern that the first $LC 
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would soon be reaching capacity and the second SLC 

needed to be in•talled. Over the next two months, 

Sprint placed numerous follow-up telephone calla to 

the various operat4~n• employees within BallSouth, 

but BellSouth would not aqree to a particular course 

of action. Sprint vas advised that BellSouth was 

explorinq three different options to serve Sprint's 

200 E. Robinson location, and each option had a 

different impact on that BellSouth operations 

orqanization. Then, during the first week of April, 

1997, Sprint followed up with Hr. Rick LaGrange, 

BallSouth'a project aanaqer assigned to Sprint, as 

well as again with Bob Burke, to inform them of 

Sprint's ~inent exhauation of facilities. 

Throughout thia tV.. Sprint had Lean providing 

BallF~uth with ite foracaated access line 

requirements, includinq the requirements for the 

facilities between Sprint's 200 E. Robinson location 

and BellSouth'a MAgnolia office. When PON NOOS750 

Customer C was delayed due to a lack of facilities, 

Sprint escalated thia issue to BallSouth·s account 

team, managed by Ma. Linda McGrue. ~ue to this 

escalation, a conference call was held on April 30, 

1997, where several solutions ware discussed. As an 

interim solution, it vas agreed that Sprint would 
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order capacity between its central office and 

BellSouth'a Kaqnolia office. At no point was Sprint 

required to order and pay for thia cap~city, but 

Sprint aqreed, almost out of desperation, to achieve 

the provi-toning of service for its pendinq 

customers. In short, rather than insist that 

BellSouth inatall more phyeical cable, whi=h could 

have been required as a part of the Florida P~lic 

Service Ca.miaaion•a Delayed Order Rules, or to 

require BellSouth in.tell the second SLC as it had 

oriqinally coamitted, Sprint aqreed to pay for a 

dedicated facility between the two locations. Sprint 

agreed to this option as it saw this solution as the 

quickest way to break the stalemate within BellSouth 

and to get Sprint's custa.er converted. Kr. Mllner 

describes ~he service on page 8 of hia direct 

teatLDony. He describes the installation process of 

this capacity and relates some of Spr·int• a challenqes 

to chan~e all of ita aaaignments to accommodate 

BellSouth'a chosen architecture without mentioninq 

the three months BellSouth was unwillinq to provide 

the facilities as required by both the Florida P~lic 

Service C0111111iasion and the interco1.nection aqreement 

between Sprint and BellSouth. Aa I stated in my 

direct teatLmony, page 26, lines 20 throuqh 25 and 
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page 27 lines 2 throuqh 11, Section IV. B. l.of the 

Sprint Metropolitan Networks, Inc./BellSouth 

Interconnection agreement states: 

Interconnection sh•ll be achieved via collocation 

arrangements SHNI sh•ll maintain at a BellSouth wire 

center or other BellSouth network point. 

Section IV. B. 2 atateas 

At SHHI's discretion, each unbundled loop or port 

element shall be delivered to the SHNI collocation 

arrang ... nt over an individual 2-vire hand-off, in 

multiple• oL 24 over • digital DS-1 hand-off in any 

combination or order SHNI may specify, in multiples 

oL 672 over a digital DS-3 hand-aLl in any 

combination or order SHNI may specify, or throuvh 

other technically le•sible and economically 

comparable hand-off arr.1ngements requested by SHNI 

(e.g., SONBT STS-1 hand-oLL). Economically 

comparable as used in this section refers to an 

economically comparable eLLect upon SHNI and ia not 

meant to ensure an equivalent z-evenue stream or 

contribution level to BellSouth. 

Mr. Kilner again blames Sprint for these provisioning 
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difficulties with his comment on page 8, lines 21 and 

22, regarding PON0057SO, as he states, •Here again, 

the original due date was missed because of Sprint's 

problem. and errors.~ After everything Sprint did to 

try to obtain the facilities required, to point out a 

couple of errors by Sprint out of the multitude of 

orders Sprint had to cancel/and or change due to 

BellSouth's new provisioning solution only attempts 

to shift the responsibility away from BellSoutfi for 

provisioning of facilities to Sprint. 

DO YOU WISH TO COMMENT ON MR. KILNER'S TESTIMONY 

REGARDIBG pQN N000255 (Customer Pl? 

Yea. Mr. Milner's teat~ny on this customer is 

simply incorrect and once again attempts to shift the 

responsibility of BellSouth•a own actions from 

BellSouth to Sprint. While it is correct that Sprint 

issued the supplement order on April 28, 1997, to 

change the due date and correct the Connecting 

Facility Aaaiqnmant (•CFA•), Sprint did not fail to 

perfor. any activity which led ·:o the inappropriate 

disconnection of this customer•• aervice. Mr. Milner 

testifies on paqe 9, lines 7 throuqh 17 that 

BallSouth completed the work on the scheduled due 
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date and it was Sprint's inaction which caused the 

disconnection. Aa the operations team with BellSouth 

is aware, the coordination of service converaions 

from BellSouth to Sprint is accomplished through a 

conference call during which time the work is 

completed and confir.ed. During thie attempted 

conversion it vas agreed and confirmed by both 

campania• to NOT coaplete the conversion and 

BellSouth agreed not to work ita disconnect on May 4, 

1997. Mr. Kilner ie simply incorrect when he states 

that BellSouth'a working of the disconnect on May 4, 

1997 vas appropriate. It is Bellsouth'a inability to 

ensure that ita auta.ated processor doesn't follow 

through with a disconnect when the conversion has 

been postponed, for any reason, which caused the 

customer to be out of service. Aa stated in my dire~t 

testimony on pages 15 and 16, the SMNI-Be11South 

Interconnection agreement ~as very apeclfic language 

regarding the scheduling and changing of conversion 

times. Witness Milner is incorrect when he states on 

page 9, linea 15-17, that BellSouth •completed its 

work on the date requested• and ·i~ was Sprint's 

inaction that caused this c~atomar to be diaconnectud 

in error.• The conversion date vas chan9ed and 

Bel1South'8 personnel received that date che1•gP. 
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BellSouth eimply failed to, or was unable to atop ita 

systems from processing the disconnect order. 

DO YOU WISH TO COJOIEMT ON MR. MILNER'S TEST: ~ONY 

REGARDING PQN (Afti.DSOl through PARJ.OS04 tCustomer 

1.1? 

Yes. BellSouth witness Milner admits on page 9, line 

20 that BellSouth disconnected this customer in 

error. It ia unfortunate that he continues to 

confuse th8 iaaue with another page of information 

regardin9 chan9ea to the orders in an attempt to 

shift the focus off of BellSouth's failure to work 

the ordere on the a9reed upon date, therefore 

disconnecting the customer in error. Witness Milner 

incorrectly etatea on page 10, line 5, that these 

orders were for services at a common location. This 

customer has four separate locations and each order, 

0501 through OS04 vas for a separate location. 

Sprint agrees it made two changes to the orders, but 

BellSouth had each change, agreed they had Lhe 

information in sufficient time to ensure the 

conversion vent smoothly, and then failed to perform 

their work correctly, resulting in the custnmer·s 

disconnection of service. 
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A. 

DO YOU WISH TO RESOND TO WITNESS MILNER'S TESTIMONY 

REGARDING PQN008866 (Customer fl? 

Yes. Kr. Milner once again attempts to shift the 

focus aw~v from BellSouth•s failure to provide the 

service as requested. He omits key info~tion, 

incorrectly •tating the true nature of the conversion 

attempt. When Sprint was notified of the facilities 

issue, it inquired as to the action plan to resolve 

the problem. The options were to place physical 

cable, move the facilities to a non-integrated loop 

carrier device or determine if the integrated locp 

carrier could actually perform the service as 

requested. Sprint and BellSouth conducted joint 

testing and confiraed that tho lntegrated loop 

carrier would indeed perfor. the services, however a 

more expenaive •card• was required ln the unit. 

BellSouth refused to •eat preced!nt~ by using the 

more expensive card. Sprint asked if the costs would 

be greater to BellSouth to place ryhysical cable or 

use the more expensive cards and the answer was 

obviously to place cable becauae the cards were only 

marginaily more ezpenaive then thu standard cards. 

Sprint then aaked if using the carda was the only 

issue and BellSouth expressed a second conceLn. the 
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provisioninq method identified required BellSouth to 

work the orders throuqh ita systems manually. Once 

aqain, BellSouth vaa reluctant to ~set precedentM by 

the introductJ~n of a manual process to complete 

these orders. Therefore, in spite of both the 

customer's and Sprint's requests to convert the 

services, BellSouth refused. As an alternative, 

Sprint aqreed to order a different type of service, a 

051 which would allow BellSouth to provide 24 of the 

35 linea without uainq the inteqrated diqital loop 

carrier since BellSouth believed it had enouqh vacant 

cable to provide the other 11 loops. Mr. Milner 

incorrectly states on paqe 13, lines 5 throuqh 7, 

that BellSouth learned at a later date that Sprint 

wanted BellSouth to provide the 11 loops throuqh the 

DCS. It vas BellSouth's plan for Sprint to order the 

DS1 and it vas BellSouth's responsibility to know if 

it had 11 vacant cable pairs to dllow BellSouth to 

avoid usinq the IDLC. Then, on paqe 13, lines 13 

through 25, Mr. Milner again incorrectly st4tes the 

nature of the convers~on attempt. The Channel 

Service Unit (CSU) required at the customer site for 

this alternative provisioning scanario, as mentioned 

by Witn••• Milner, vas indeed required, but Mr. 

Milner fail• to mention that the equipment vondor 
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A. 

responsible to provide it was BellSouth. Sprint 

worked with the end user customer to communicato the 

change in provisioning requirements. The BellSouth 

equipment team had a difficult time getting a CSU and 

gettinr it installed ao, again, in a spirit of 

cooperation and an effort to get this customer's 

service converted, Sprint agreed to provide the CSU. 

Mr. Milner's comments on page 14, lines 1 through 3, 

regarding the cutover being delayed eight (8) days 

due to Sprint's problems are incorrect, misleading 

and again attempt to shift the blame away from 

BellSouth'a failure to deliver the facilities 

ordered. 

PLEASE COMMENT ON WITNESS MILNER'S TESTIMONY 

REGARDING BELLSOUTH•S DISCONNECTION OF CUSTOMERS 

SEEKING TO MIGRATE TO SPRINT SERVICE PRIOR TO THE 

DESIGNATED CUTOVER DATE? 

Witness Milner's response is misleading and 

confusing. On page 14, line 15, witness Milner 

states that, •Obviously, if Sprint notifies BellSouth 

too late in the process, custo~r service may be 

affected.• Firat of all, Sprint's notification to 

BellSouth has not been discussed as being th~ issue 
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by either company. As discussed in my direct 

teatimo~y, pages 14-16, the SKNI-BellSouth 

Interconnection agreement provides for a window of 

opportunity for the conversion to be postponed for 

any reason, evan within the actual cutover. As such, 

it is unclear what Witness Kllner is referring to 

with the phrase, • too late in the process•. 

Additionally, Mr. Kllner describes this as the only 

occasion. As Sprint Witness Graham discussed in her 

direct testimony and will also discuss in her 

rebuttal teltimony, there were certainly more than 

one occurrence of customers being disconnected in 

error when attempting to migrate to Sprint's service. 

Kr. Milner also states on page 15, linea 2 through 9, 

that this problem has been long since resolved due to 

the lack of continued occurrences. This implies it 

is due to some change made within BellSouth when, in 

fact, BellSouth hal not notifild Sprint of any change 

within BellSouth which will prevent their processor 

from automatically disconnectinq a customer when the 

due date is changed the night of the conversion 

unless someone manual~y intercedes. The most 

significant reason there have nut been continued 

occurrences is that Sprint could not afford the loss 

of creditability in the marketplace caused by these 
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A. 

disconnects in error. Therefore, Sprint built into 

ita conversion schedules additional days to allow for 

the greatest possible opportunity to complete the 

conversion on schedule. As a result, the opportunity 

for BellSouth to disconnect the customer in error is 

greatly reduced. Secondly, when mar~~l intervention 

is required Sprint now follows-up with BellSouth to 

ensure as much as is possible that the disconnect 

will not be worked. To imply that BellSouth has 

corrected this process is, to Sprint's knowledge, 

inaccurate. Aqain, Mr. Milner incorrectly states on 

page 15, linea 8 through 9, that there has been only 

one incident. 

PLEASE COMMENT OH WITNESS MlLNER'S TESTIMONY 

REGARDING BELLSOUTH'S CAUSING SERVICE INTERRUPTIONS 

DUE TO CALL ROUTING ERRORS, TRANSLATIONS PROBLEMS, 

OR FAILURE TO PROPERLY IMPLEMEN~ INTERIM NUMBER 

PORTABILITY. 

Mr. Milner incorrectly states that there was only one 

occasion and I am concerned by this testimony. 

Sprint Witness Cloaz•s direct testimony, pages 21 

through 24, describes in detail the efforts Sprint 

has gone to in order to prevent service interruptions 
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Q. 

A. 

happening. Particularly disturbing is Mr. Milner's 

comment regarding the •one• situation, when clearly 

BellSouth is fully aware that more than one occasion 

occurred. ~ demonstrated by Ms. Cloaz•a direct 

testLmony, Sprint's Georqe Head wrote BellSouth a 

letter describing three occurrences. Then, on the 

same day of an executive meeting where BellSouth was 

damonatratinq the traininq beinq implemented to 

prevent this from happening again, it happened again. 

BellSouth clearly has acknowledged the repetltive 

nature of this situation, •o Mr. Milner's testimony 

is quite disturbing. While Sprint is pleased there 

have not been recent examples of this aituativn, to 

rely on training rather than a permanent process 

correction concern• Sprint. 

DO YOU WISH TO COMMENT ON WITNESS MOORE'S TESTIMONY 

REGARDING BELLSOUTH'S PROVISIOHI~G OF FOC TO SPRINT? 

Yea. Mr. Moore's teatLmony is CQnfusing. On page 2, 

line 2S and page 3, linea 1 through 3, Mr. Moore 

states that BellSouth ia now providinq FOCa in a 

tLDely manner. Yet, his own e~'ibit, Exhibit JWM-1, 

indicates that BellSouth was no better in retu~niul 

FOC to Sprint in December of 1997 than it waB in 
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April of 1997, failin9 to meet the 48 hour commitment 

in bc~h months. Mr. Milner then confuses the isHue 

more by incorrectly describing the process in a 

9eneral overview on page 3, linea 5 throu9h 15. Mr. 

Moore aaya that BellSouth attempts to verify the 

existence of vacant facilities before returnin9 the 

POC. This Lapliea an activity which does not take 

place. Mr. Milner•• more detailed description of the 

process on page 3, linea 21 through 25 and pa9e 4, 

lines 1 through 18 .ora correctly describes the 

process, and doe• not attempt to Lmply BellSouth 

verifies the existence of facilities. Sprint's 

underatandin9 of BellSouth•a ayataa. is that when 

returning POC BellSouth is only indicating that their 

system. ahov vacant facilities, but no assurance that 

they are actually available is provided. 

} 'ditionally, as described in my d!rec~ testLmony, 

pa9ea 4 and 5, BellSouth'a operations teams were 

provided an opportunity to determinti if it could meet 

the 48 hour co .. itment before the two companies 

agreed to that standard. BellSouth'B operations 

team, fully aware of the requira.enLD to meet the 48 

hour co.ai~nt, confiraed ita ability to do ao prLor 

to eatabliabDent of the standard. Mr. Moore's 
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Q. 

A. 

testimony on page 5, lines 5 through 8, incorrectly 

asks the commission to viev BellSouth's performance 

in the provision of FOC to Sprint with the •skewing 

effect• of coaples requests. Again, BellSouth was 

fully aware of its requirements before committing to 

the 48 hour standard. Finally, I'd like to point out 

that Mr. Moore's description of the process to 

document the tLmee uaed in the study demonstrated in 

ExhLbit JNK-1 does not include the time required to 

take the ASR received from Sprint and then manually 

enter it into the LON database. While this can 

aomatlmaa be only a few minutes, it can juat as often 

be hours, if not days and the study distorts the 

reality of the time it is takinq to deliver FOC to 

Sprint. 

DO YOU WISH TO COMMENT ON WITNESS MOORE'S TESTIMONY 

REGARDING INSTALLATION INTERVALS. 

Yea. Oddly enough, I find it interesting that Mr. 

Moore uses the same document to demons~=ate BellSouth 

is providing competitive installation intervals that 

I used in my direct test~ny t~ indicate BeilSouth 

is failing to provide competitive installation 

intervals. My point is a s~ple one. BeliSouth has 
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Q. 

A. 

provided to Sprint and other ALECa quideline8 whlch 

indicate that 2-wire ~nbund~ed loop orders of l-5 

linea will have a targeted installation interval of 5 

days. Yet, by the Florida Public Service Commissions 

own ru ~sand requlationa, Chapter 25-4.066, 95% of 

the same retail orders are required to be completed 

in three days. For Sprint or any other ALEC to be 

successful in a competitive marketplace, BellSouth 

must provide service for these, the smallest of order 

types in the same timeframes aa they do for their 

retail customers. 

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 

Yes. 
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