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i:f CORE TilE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In R~ : Determinat ion o f the co st 
of basic local 
Telecommu nicat ions service 
pursuant to Sect1on 364.02 5. 
Florida Sta tutes 

) 

l 
l 
) 
) _____________________) 

Docket No. 989096- TP 

Flied: j a nuary 2 2, I 999 

SPRINT -FLORIDA INCORPORATED'S MOTION FOR RECONSIQERATION Of 
OBDER NO, rsC- 9 9 - 0 068- FOf=.I.P 

Pursuan t to Rules ;>S - 2l.060 b) and 25-22.037, F.A.C .. Sprint- Florida. 

lnco•porated ("Sp11nn files t"•s Motion for Reconsideration o f Order No . rsc-

99- 0068- FOF- TP ("Ord e• · :. Sprint seeks reconsideration of the Florida Public 

Se1vicc Commission's ("Commission") decision to subst itute a Sl\.350 Loop Cos: 

Investment Cap ("cap") for the S I 0 .000 cap submitted as a default Input In the 

BCPM 3.1 . The input mod 1hed at the December 1 8. '1 '198 Specia l Agend.l 

Conference should have been limited in its applicability to BeiiSou th only. The 

CommiSSIOn err~d on applying 11 to Sprint . 

Reco ns•derat•on is appropriate when the decision maker eother •gnored. 

rni~lmerpreted or nmapplled the law applicable 10 the evidence 10 the 

prc.ceedong o r overlooked and failed to reconsider the significance o f certain 

evidence. ill. D_li!.ll!o!ld Cab Co, Y. King. I 46 So. 2d 889 (Fla .. I 9G2J 

Pursuant to th1s standard and the argument set o ut belc.w. the Comm1ss1on 

should reconsoder and change its decision woth respect to the Loop Cost 

Investment Cap. 

f "H"I .. r ~ . . -
,. 2/ ell .. .• l - Ul .. • 



I. The lssye. 

The specifrc asoect of the Order for which Sprint seeks reconsrderatlon IS found 

at pages 2 30- 2 3 1 ,lnd reads as follows: 

Loop cost !nyestment Cat 

The BCPM default loop cost investment cap is S I 0.000. This 
means the per- line Investment is capped at S I 0.000. Both 
GTEFL and Sprint used S I 0,000. Be!ISouth used an 
investment cap of S4 ,3 50 because Be!ISouth's own study 
showed the cost to be less than S I 0,000. 

We lwlieve th~t Be!ISouth's study provides beller. Florlda­
specifrc information than the generic BCPM default values. 
Be!ISouth 's studv Indicates that where loop costs would 
exceed 54.350. the loop should not be put in place. and a 
different tec l, no!cgy. such as wireless. should be employed. 
We therefore beh .. ve the 54 ,350 cap is appropriate fo r 
Bei iSouth, Sprint and CTEFL. 

Sprint subn11ts tha t the misapprehend ed the nature of the evidence 

offered m the proceeding on this issue. Appllcat on of the 54.350 

investment cap 1nput to ILECs other than Be!ISouth was inappropriate 

because the matter was not an 1ssue in dispute and Sprint had no 

opportunity to present ev1dence on the matter. Additionally. the 

CommiSSion has no basis for concluding that the geograph iC 

characte rtstin of Spnnt's service area are sufficient ly similar to tha t of 

BeiiSouth such that the wireless crossover point that Be!ISouth proposed 

for its serving territory would be applicable to Sprint. Sprint 's preliminary 

analysis lnd icat2s that the 54. 350 cap Is not economically achrevable. 

Addr tronally, there IS no ev1dence in the record that the Be115outh study 

was Flonda s pecrf1 c. Fm.llly. the use of the BCPM default loop investment 
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cost cap was 111 fact supported by all parties (BciiSouth excluded) . 

II. Background. 

Sprint, as a BCPM3.1 sponsor. filed the BCPM model and th ; appropriate 

inputs as part of Its filing In l olls case. The BCPM nod most of Sprint 's 

Inputs were challenged by Intervenors including MCI and AI IH who 

sponsored tht:' HAl model .md offered their own ~et of 1nputs. One of the 

1nputs that Spnnt submotted was a loop investment cost car of S 10.000 
per loop. As the Order correctly notes. th is Input recogn1ze I that there 

was a point at which a n alternative technology (assumed to oe wireless) 

becomes mo re cost eifectlve than wireline technology. The Commission 

voted. howeve o. to st ostitute a S4,350 cap based on the Bel South study 

that was not introJuced lmo the record. The on ly basis for rhe new cap 

was a statement that BeiiSouth had performed a study. The : ornrnlsston 

then assumed tha t the study was Florida- specific and ,lppllc. ble to 

Spnnt. It is this conclusion fo r which Sprint seeks reconsoderllton. 

Th~ statement of BeiiSouth Wotne>s Caldwell reads 

Originally the I 0,000 was a BCPM defau lt number and tha t 
was the only information that was available . 

Our understandrng Is that the cap is based upon some l tnd 
of wore less technology, the 10.000 was. So we went to our 
network people. and they had completed recently a stuuy on 
some wireles\ technologies, and the co~t was less. so we 
capped 11 at the smaller of the two numbers based upon tflat 
study. 



(Caldwell. L:vh.75. pp. 52- 53). This is the sole piece of evidence upon 

which the Com"''~slon based Its decision to apply the S4,350 mvestment 

cap to all companies. There is nothing In the cited evidence 

demonstrat ing that the BeiiSouth study Is 1r1 any way applicable to Sprint, 

GTEFL. any other LEC or the state of Florid~ . 

Ill. Argument. 

A. The BeiiSouth study is not applicable to Sprint . 

Sprint respf:ctfully disagrees with the conclusions In the Order on this 

issue. Nowher(' does th ~ record support that the BeiiSouth study -­

which itself is not '" the record-- Is Florida- specific. The statement of 

Ms. Caldwell , : .,ms to suggest that the study was not conducted for the 

purposes of eva luating whether the cap was appropnate. Rather It 

appeared to have already been done fo r some other unstated purpose 

when Ms. Caldwell -went to [the BeiiSouth) network people: 

Spnnt submits that the Commission cannot as a matter of law conclude 

that the BeiiSouth study provrdes -better mformatron . For one thong, the 

Commission drd not revrew the study and therefo re does no t know wha t 

assumptions were used. The Commrssron made no finding as to whether 

the assumpt ions that BeiiSouth used are reasonable with respect to Sprmt 

,1nd the large geographic area where Sprint's rural. Insu lar and high cost 

customers reside. Nor could such a find ing be made. 

Spnnt submits that the S4.3SO per line cap rs not an econonucally 

achrevable alternat ive to the wirellne network modeled by BCPM lor 



Sp·int's territories. Use of the S4,350 cap in BPCM results in 56.25 I lines 

needing 10: be served by some alternative technology, such as wireless. 

These lines are ~ cattered over I 00 of Sprint's I 39 wire centers, covering 

over 16,600 square miles. Sprint's own internal analysis of the area 

served by Spr in t- Florida indicates that It is Impossible to serve such a 

widely dispersed customer base at such a low cos t per line. It is possible 

tha t some other type of market exhibiting different charact1:ristics, such 

as a large number of customers clustered in a relatively small area, might 

be served at the co.st put forth by Bell South. However, the average 

density of Sprint's grids falling under the S4.350 cap is well under I 0 

hne s per square mile. Furthermore, this dens1ty is actually understated 

since it reflects the distribution of customers within grids but not the 

distnbut lon of glids within a wire center. For example. the total land 

area of the grid~ served in Immokalee Is 230 square n11les. while the tota l 

land area of tne Immokalee wire center is 6 3 5 square miles. Because the 

populated grids in Immokalee are loca ted throughout the .:ntlre wire 

center, the average density of customers m the Immokalee wire c'!nter is 

substantially less than the average grid density reported In the BCPM. 

Also. because fixed costs such as towers and base station transceivers 

are the major cost components of w1reless technology. low- density areas 

resu lt in extremely high costs per- line. In addition. the Commission 

must consider the high cost of interconnecting these widely dispersed 

cell site locations to a number of wireless switches and base stat ion 

controll ers. In order to conn~ct cell sites to their BSC (Base Station 

Controller). wirel ine backhaul facilities, usually a DS I circuit, must be 

es tablished. Backhaul Introduces a signif1cant addit1onal cost any LEC or 

CLEC would Incur In order to connect to a centralized BSC and switch and 



is needed m or..!er to limit initial capital start - up cos ts . All of these costs 

would be increment .. ! In nature, and therefore must be considered over 

and above Initial capital outlays f.Jr the fixed wireless locan loop network 

components. Back haul expenses are- one of the more significant expense 

Items incurred by mos t wit eless operations today. An alte-rnatrve would 

be point to pomt mocrowave or fixed fiber facrl ities , but this represents 

additional (and slgnifrcant) capital ou tlays as well as mcreased 

m;~intenanct' t!xpt'nsc for the additional Radio Frequency tRF ) equipment. 

Remo te powering of the base station and wire less network Interfa ce unit 

located at u ,.. c ustomer premise must also be considered. Wireless base 

st;~ tions a re DC powered fro m a battery source typrcally charged by a 

commercral AI power source. AC power avarlabillty and reliability Is a 

recurrrng theme for any premise- based telephony devrce, from both a 

cost and maintenance perspective. Customers must be wllling to provide 

the necessary power. and telephone t t'chnrclans mus t bt' able to access 

the customer prernrse fo r maintenance p urposes. 

Radro freq uency (RF) ec;urpment rs ve ry different technology from wrre 

based facr htses that telephone technicrans are histor ically trained and 

equipped to ma lntaln. In the short - te rm. significant t rarning expenses 

would be rncurred to bring technicran skills ' up to speed'. plus additional 

workforce additions would be required. RF technology requrres 

speCialized testmg equipment such a s spectr um ana lyze r~ and drive test 

gear. Add it ional RF equipment spares .nventory rnust also be available 

for marntenance purposes. A partral replacement of the wlrehne 

mfrastructure w ill not yreld a signifrcant reductron rn the amoum '>f frxed 

faCIIr tres that must contsnue to be maintained. Only a small portion of 
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distribut ion dble can usually be elimi nated fro m the network. The s ame 

number of techru••ans . Hucks. and test equipment will continue to be 

re quired to maintain a parallel wirellne lnfrawucture. In all likelihood. 

use of addit ional technic ians specifically t rained and equipped to handle 

wireless maintenance will be necessary. One possible alternative may be 

to outsource this maintenance to a wireless company, however. this 
m1ght be an area of concern for other reaso ns . Eother opt ion will result in 

increased maintenance costs to handle a mult iple technology 

infr.utructure . 

A forw;ud - lo okrng cos t study that considers a 'wireless cap ' must 

cons1der costs s•ICh as backhaul and incremental maintenance expenses 

rn addition to the , ign1flcant init ial up1tal outlay required to prov1de 

wireless local loo·a . 

In summary. this analysis suggests that S4.3SO ca p is not ach1evable 

using currently ava1lable wireless technology and that substantial 

technological and cos t efficiencies would need to be g amed to a chieve 

the lower S-1.350 cap put forth by BeiiSou th.' 

B. The CommiHion May Have Mistaken the Materiality Of The Cap 

Adjustment. 

Spn nt further b el ieves that the Commissioners may have been under the 

1Spunt o ffer\ th•\ .1n.aly\t\, \o\ ht<h '' .adm«t~tdly oul\tde the rrto•d . .t.\ •h~ only '-'"'V w 
co untef the corHtnuon th.at the BeiiSouth study should bt ~pphublt to Spunt. Cleo~rlv 1tus J 
\ umm.uv o f the tvpt o f mformoltlon th;u Spnnt would h.tve o ffered had the cap beeu ,ut hsue m 
lht' t .. se. Sin<.t the t\\Ue Wll\ e-neniiJIIv sttpuJ.utod ,., dt\CU\Sf'd mi!J, no opponunuv or nted for 
''"' {•v•dNlce e lllt)te-1 , 
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m1staken 1mpreH1011 , "at the number of affected lines was mon1mal for all 

LECs. Questions by Comu.i>sioners Clark and Deason eKplored thi> 

issue. Staff responded that they did not know how material the Issue 

was. It should be noted that at the time of the vote, the staff' s 

reconrrnendauon had been recently amended. The origonal 

recommendat1on showed, for the three LEC~. counts for Iones above 

S 10,000: BeiiSouth (20,344)1 (Rec . at S06) GTEFL (-0- l; (Rec at SOB). 

and Sprint (5.701) (Rec. at S 11 ). On December 17, 1998 a revision was 

made to the recommenda tion and revised results reports were flied. Only 

Sprint' s i11forrn ,1t1on was changed. The staff revised the presen tat ion to 

show Splint's re >ults based upon the o ld Cente l and United terrltoroes 

w h1ch are also known as study areas for cost study purposes. In tl11s 

rev1sron. Sprmt ,, \hown to have (-0 -1 lines above S 10.000 (Rev. Rec . at 

S I 1 -A and S I 1 - B). Clearly, the CommiSSIOn could have been 

understandably confused about whether the e Kisting S 10.000 cap was. 111 

f.1ct , actually capping loop cost Investment at all. 

Sprint has submitted a compliance filong based on the ordered revrslons 

to the model and certaon •nput changes. Ttus f1long shows that 8,987 

loops exceed the S 1 0,000 threshold'. From m formation submitted w1th 

·'01 courie 8e11South'\ number h . .lppJremlv b.\ud on .1 S4. lSO uw6:!:.t11wnt cap. Spwlt ii 
\Jil,\W.tt(! whether .:t nv (lvjdtOCf f XI\1\ ~howmg the numbtr (tf "'"V) or BciiSouth IHif'\ tlboVe tht' 
I I 0,000 cao> 

•cT[ show -, no l111e\ ,\bovtt S l 0,000 dup•te the f.,ct th.u th~ co\t\ for ·c .. pped· .:1nd 
·unc.tpped~ .lrnount\ .u e dt lrerent. Th•\ means th.,lt dtspttt the ltru.• dat.\ f111~fds. \'\ hiCh out: 
mfmm.attonal 10 n.Uur t• .u'KS no~ mtt<gr~lto the runm.ttJ or the modtl )hov. 1119 no hUt\ o)bou~ 
the d Uf')hOid, \ Ontt IOU\1 f iU \t 

'Out> 10 d reporung problem dtS.CO\ie.red ~her tht <OruJJIIJnce fthng, th~ lme d.ll.t ft~ld m 
lilt" ·~s.uhs repor t \hOW\ the 8.987 rtgure wh~n tht S4 ,3SO (olP 1\ tnput to the model. A\ s.hown 
herem th.u num~er \hould he S6.2S I . for the S 10.000 Co\P the re\!t\ed number o f lmei Is 
I •I.S63 . 



the compliao" P filing on jilnuary 12, 1999 lt can be d~rnonstrated that 

over S6,000 Sprint ~; nes exceed the S4,350 threshold.' Obviously 

reducing the cap had a m~terial Impact on Sprint. Sprin t believes that the 

ordered adjustment was Imposed wlth:>ut legal justifocatlon and perhaps 

was based upon incorrect assumptions made at the time of the vote. 

C. The Issue Of The Appropriate Cap Had Been Stipulated As To 

Sprint . 

Spoont J lso contends that the issue was essent ially stipulated and that the 

Commlss oo n s ho uld have refrained from making an adjustment for this 

reason. At no ti rn'! was th is inpu t challenged In the hearing. MCI/AT&T 

witness Wells t ~sti0e1that : 

The [BCPM 3.1 ] de fault value Is S 1 0,000. which ha s been 
commonly accepted In numerous proceedings by all 
parties. In this proceeding however. BeiiSouth has filed an 
onvestment Loop cost of only S4,350, without any 
e xplanation or supporting documentat ion. (Wells. Tr. 2520). 

[Emphasis Added]. Sprint agrees with Mr. Wells that no supporting 

documentation was produced at hearing. As pointed out by Mr. Wells. 

the BCPM default has been commonly accepted around the country. No 

pa rty raised the issue of whether the default cap was too hogh. 

H,ld the issue been raised on Florida Sprint and other affected LECs could 

have had the opportun ity to revoew the BeiiSouth study and decided 

' An.\chrnent 1 conc.tln~ ·'" in~tructcon sheet chou w.llk\ the readN tluo~Jgh che proce!los of 
e ... trJCtl09 the •nforrn.ltiOn already m tht record neceu.uy to ven(y the line\ .1bove the lt"VH~d 
c~p. Al>o mcluded h ~ >P•Nd>heet >hewing the re>ult> or the calcu latron. 
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whether it w<. . 1d accept the BeiiSouth study, consider conducting iu own 

or present evidencE: why the BeiiSouth cost number would be Inapplicable 

to Sprint. Because the oppllcability to Sprint was raised for the first time 

at the conclusion of the Spe~ial Agenda vote on December 18, I 998, no 

opportunity was given for Sprint to demonstrate why the appropriate 

crossover point is not S4,3 50 based on geographic coverage area, loop 

density, reasonably available tecnnology and the aspects of wueless 

service discussed supril. Sprint does not know whether the technology 

assumed in the BeiiSouth study would allow Sprint to provide service that 

meets the "basic local telecommunicat ions service" definition found In 

Section 3G4.02 5 In o ther words there Is no record basis for concluding 

in this stipulated issue that the revised cap is superior to the BCPM or 

applocable to Sprint . 

IY. Conclusjon, 

Sprint has requested oral argument by separate pleading due to the 

na ture of the issue and the fact that the adjus tment was proposed 

without Spront ever having notice that a disputed issue exosted or that the 

Commission nught ontend to apply the BeiiSouth study results to Spront. 

Wherefor, for the reasons stated above. Svrint respectfully requests thilt 

the reconsider Its decision to subs titute the Loop cost lnvestnoent cap of 

S4.350 for the default BCPM cap of~ 10,000. 
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RESPECTFU: I.Y SUBMITIEO this 22nd day of january 1998. 

·-. ./'.. .._ 
Charles ). Rehwinkel 
Sen1or Attorney 
Sprint -Florida. Incorporated 
P.O. Box 22 14 
MC Fl TLHOO I 07 
Tallahassee. Florida 32301 
(850) 84 7 -0244 

AND 

j ohn P. Fens 
Ausley & McMullen 
P.O. Box 39 1 
Tallahassee. Flolida 32302 
1850) 224 -9115 

ATIORNEYS FOR SPRI~ T - FLORIDA, INC. 
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ln,lrurtiun!O fur C.rnrr .·ting ~umhrr of\\'nrii:int l .inr ft\£r l n\'C"'lrnrut C:ut 

J 

In \\'indo"s Explorer, doubi,·dick th" "fiCI'MJ I" Dot cctory Double-click the "M<~dulc" 
>Uhdor<ctory 0 <'uhlc-clicl the l.<'op" subdirc<tory 
In the l.<lOII >Ubdiocchll)', upcn the Loop.xls lilc. 
In Cnlumn A:'\, Row 3, create the fo llowing SUM IF liumul~ • SUI\111'(\' \', ~J SO, N N) 

" l'kasc note that the ~ctual l n\'cstmcnt Cap (i c 4.)50, 10,000) must be included in the formula 
· Column\' rCiliC>Cilt\ the c~Pil<.'d l.oop Cost per Lone 
•Column N rcpre,.:nt> the Total We rl.ing Lines Served in Grid 

SaH' the ch3nges m3dc to the Loop ~Is tile and close the tile 
< Double-click "C<•nuol xl·-- under the llCI'~IJ I DircciU"' tO OJII:Il the UCI';\I.l 1 m•'lld 
h Clicl. Sl3n 
1 Clad .. lh\." .. I<C'\1\."\\ •• m,~tuk 

g Scl<'<l the appropnatc \ 'ic" 
•1 Select the ' ' l.oop" l\'lodulc 
111 Sdc~t the State 
II Sdcct a \\'u, Cent .·r ami cli o k OK 
1:! Th\." "'Oulput .. i\''H ~)I ••ct w11l be shm\ln!_4 \\hen the file opens The ccllul Column I\ X, R O\\ 3 will 

1~~: pupullt<'d 1\ iti• the t11::tl1 umber 11f working hne> O\cr the d.-.orcd on<<'>tmcnt <•P lin that 
'fh.·c.: ati( \\'uc C:cnt 1 

I; Cupv '"'' t:dl :and t•. , ,c s .h.'C'I:ll l h\.· _, .31:.Jc·· On10 ~ M"p.u:ue lih.· lhat \"OU CJt:J1t' 10 hl'tU'C the i t,tl1 
\\'m~mg. Lm\.'S ll\CI lh"~ lnn·sun\:'nl Cni• for each \\'uc (\.•ntcr 

I~ ltcpoat Steps 11 -13 fo r t-3dl Wire Center 



Sprint - Florida 

Uncs Unes Square Moles in 
above 4k above 10k W ire Ccnlcr 

Nod• CLLI Wire inveslmcnl lnvestrnenl Bound a 
Code Center Name 

ALFRFLXARSO Allord 906 286 149 
ALSPFLXAOSO Anamonle Springs 22 
ALVAFLXARSO Alva It I I 26 
APPKFLXADS I Apopka 93 9 liS 
ARCDFLXADSO Arcadia I,SU 454 468 
ASTRFLXARSO Aslor 117 68 63 
AVPKFLXADSO Avon Park 165 99 93 
BAKRFLXAOSO Bnker 1.094 506 246 
BCGRFLXARSO BOCll Grande 0 3 
BLVWFLXADSO B<'~h~VICW 256 155 
BNFYFLXARSO 8\mifay 1,940 379 239 
BNSPFLXAOS 1 Bonn a SpnnQS 277 110 118 
BSHNFLXAOSO Bushntll 962 141 328 
BVHLFLXAOSO fevcoly HillS 67 
BWLGFLXARSO B'w1U'lQ ~reen 302 83 66 
CFVLFLXAOSO C1aw:ordv,fle 652 93 165 
CHLY.FLXARSO Cheny, Ake 1,037 320 164 
CHSWFLXARSO Chassahowlttka 281 9 43 
CLM TFLXAOSO Clermont 829 102 166 
CL TNFLXARSO Cfevlts1on 896 521 398 
CPCRFLXAOSO Cape Coral 28 
CPCRFLXBOS 1 Nonh Cape Coral 33 49 
CPHZFLXADSO CaP<> Haze 161 29 65 
CRRVFLXAOSO Ctyslal River 1 ~i 4S 130 
CRVWFLXAOSO Crc.stvlcw 633 29 136 
CSLBFLXA0$1 Cassclberty 14 
C'TOLFLXARSO Conon<lale 390 145 68 
CYLKFLXAOSO Cypress Lake 45 
CYLKFLXBRSO Fort Myers Regional Airport 44 
DO':YFLXADS 1 Dade Co1y 280 40 109 
OESTFLXAOSO Deslin 1 I 
DFSPFLXAOSO Defuniak 2,073 178 235 
ESTSFLXADSO Eus11.s 25 52 
EVRGFLXARSO Everglades 439 139 168 
FRPTFLXARSO Freeport 924 258 199 
FTMBFLXAOSO Fort M yers BeaCh 7 
FTMDFLXAR SO Fort Mcu<le 486 134 139 
FTMYFLXADSO Fon M yers Main 10 
FT MYFLXBOSO Easa Fort Myers 242 18 72 
FTMYFLXCOS2 South Fort Myets 10 
FTWBFLXAOSO Hollywood 10 
FTWBFLXBOSO Denton 55 28 27 



I I 
Lines Lines Square M ilOS in 

above4k above \Ok W .re Center 
Node CLLI Wtte Investment lnvo51mont Boundarv 

Co do Canter Na•1'\e 
FTWBFLXCRSO Mnry E slllUr 2 2 7 
GORGFLXAOSO Grand RI<IQe 449 22 82 
GLOLFLXARSO Glend.,le 804 107 eo 
GLCCFLXAOSO Golden Gnlc 645 54 241 
GLROFLJ(,;OSO GoklenrOd 2) 
GNVLFLJ(,;RSO Grcenv.ne 845 SS2 266 
GNWOFLXARSO GreenWOOd 842 324 147 
GVLDFLXARSO G•oveland 535 51 120 
H t.ISPFLXARSO H()mO>.;ISS<I 7 7 55 
'10WYFLXARSO Howey 164 25 34 
IMI(LFLXARSO lrnmo\nlcc 482 357 252 
INVRFLXAOSO lnvemcss 260 105 247 
KCLKFLXARSO Kingslr•y Lnkc 270 46 41 
KNVLFLXARSO Kcnrmsvi.IC 288 252 304 
K SSMFLJ(,;OSO KISSUMn~"e 173 23 110 
K SSMFLXBOSI VJesl Kl)••mn ee 440 18 106 
KSSMFLXORSO Bu(navtflt ,,a La~cs 19 
LBLLFLXAOSO LaBelle 1 ,099 397 497 
LDLKFLXAOSO lady L..,.,. 150 11 98 
LEE FLXARSO Lee 804 230 167 
LHACFLXADSO lChiOh ACIOS 347 12 88 
LKBRFLXADS t Lake Bwnlloy 20 
LKHLFLXARSO Lake Helen 101 33 34 
LKPCFLXARSO Lnko PlrtC•d , • t 31 410 405 
L SBCFLXADS t Leesou•u 570 127 151 
L WTYFLXARSO Lawtey 375 89 51 
t.IALNFLXARSO Malone 840 277 112 
MOSNFLXAOSO Ma<hson 558 54 87 
I.INTIFLXAOSO Monhc;ello 2480 770 502 
MOISFLXAOSO Marco Island 20 
MRHNFLXARSO M oore Haven 223 164 151 
MRNNFLXADSO Marmna 1,347 151 175 
M1 DRFLXAOSO Mount Clora 492 79 1~6 
MTLOFLXADSI Malllar>d POlk 3 
M TVRFLXARSO Montverde 6 6 15 
N FM YFLXAOSO Nonn Fon M yers 15 
N FM YFLXBDSO SuncoaSI 12l 28 7l 
N NPLFLXADS1 Nonn N oplus 48 
IIPLSFL.XCOSO Naples SoulheaSl , 310 274 432 
N PLSFLXOOSO Naples MOO<Ing' 31 
OCALFLXAOSO Ocala 768 38 189 
OCALFLXBDSO Snndy Roaa 2118 3 168 
OCALFLXCRSO H.gntanas 7 
OCNFFLXARSO Forest 401 41 141 
OKCBFLXAOSO Okoectooooc 2 ,845 949 012 
O KLWFLXAOSO Okfa-Nilha 51 51 27 



. 

I Node Cllt I Wire 
Code Cenh'r Name 

ORCYFLXAOSO Orange City 
ORCYFLXCRSO Deltona Lakes 
PANCFLXARSO Pnnacea 
PNGRFLXAOS 1 Punta Gorda 
PNISFLXADSO P ule IS-land 
PNLNFLXAR SO Ponce DeLeon 
PTCTFLXADSO Pon Chanott< 
RYHLFLXARSO Reynokls Hrll 
SBNGFLXAOS 1 Scbnng 
SG6HFLXARSO ScagrO'JC 
SHLMF LXAO~J Shaftmal 
SLHLFU<ARSO Spttng La•e 
SNANFLXARSO San Arllomo 
SNOSFLXARSO Snei!<ts 
SNISFLXAOS;) ~amoet Island 
SNRSFLXARSO San~,, Rosa 
SPCPFLXAOSO S~.,choppy 
SSPRFLXARSO Salt Spnngs 
STCDFLXAOSO St Cloud 
STMKFLXARSO Stun1 Mark~ 

STRKFLXAOSO SHull.e 
S VSPFLXARSO SrtvN Springs 
SVSSFLXARSO Stiver Springs Shores 
TLCHFLXARSO l ft lacoochc-e 
TLHSFLXAOSO Calhoun 
TLHSFLXBOSO W•llt.s 
TLHSFLXCDSO M a:,ry 
TLHSFLXDOSO Slatrslone 
TLHSFLXEDSO FSU 
TLHSFLXFOSO Thomasville 
TLHSFLXGDSO W oOdvrlle 
TL~tSFLXHOSO Perl!,ms 
TVRSFLXADSO Tavares 
UMTLFLXARSO Urnat•Ua 
VLPRFLXAOSO Valp:trn•s.o 
WCHLFLXADSO Wnt•cnuiR 
WLSTFLXARSO W tlhslon 
WLWC.FLXARSO W rk!wood 
WNORFLXARSO Wu"K:Iermerc 
WNGRFLXAOSO W~nlct Garden 
WNPKFLXAOS1 w -tnler Parlt. 
WSTVFLXARSO Westville 
ZLSPFLXARSO Zolfo Springs 

To!• I 

U nes Lines 
abOve •k a bOve 10~ 

1nves1men1 Investment 

307 45 
938 554 
2U 42 
900 324 
10t 1 
997 30 
612 t67 
130 23 

3~ 171 
420 17 
395 82 

17 17 
522 178 
79 22 

I .Ot2 559 
104 59 
907 97 
40 1 36 

41 I 
399 121 

635 98 
223 97 

1.006 124 
2 59 70 

220 34 
1.226 193 

141 52 
1.250 435 
1.745 179 

234 67 
44 

t 59 

877 293 

56,251 14.563 

Square Mrlcs in 
Wue Center 

Boundary 

2 
2 
5 

3 

• 
7 

41 4 
7 

9 
0 

8 
11 
e 

14 
96 

2 
8 
7 
7 
4 

8 
0 
9 
4 

3 
I 
0 
3 
2 

6 

14 
D 
5 
2 
3 

15 
7 

54 
5 

14 
8 
J 
7 

I 
15 

4 

4 

8 
9 
8 
3 
6 
~ 

8 
0 
3 
3 
3 
8 
9 
4 

14 

2 1 
8 
2 
5 

27 
7 

32 
25 
11 
2 

I 
I 
00 

7 
8 
5 2 1 



Lines Lines Square Mites In 
abOve •k abOve IOk Wire Center 

Node CLLI WI •• inveSiment invc:t1mcnt Boundary 
Code Cen1e1 Name 

• or acccs.s hues 1,9l8.00S 1,038,005 

% ot to1a111nes 003 0 0075 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP 

I HEREBY CERTIFY .~at a true and correct copy of the foregoing was served by U.S. Mall or Hand Delivery (• ) t1 o1\ 22th day of January, 1999 to the following: 

jack Shreve1 Esquire 
Charles BecK Esquire 
Office of Public Counsel 
c / o The Florida Legislature 
I I I W. Madison Street, Rm. 812 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1400 

Michael Gross, Esquire 
Assistant Attorney General 
Office of the Attorney General 
PL- 01 The Capitol 
Tallahassee. Florida 32399- 1 OSO 

Tracy Hatch, Esquire 
AT&T 
I 0 I N. Monroe Stre"t 
Suite 700 
Tallahassee. Florida 32 ; 14 

Thomas K. Bond 
MCI Metro Access Trammission Service, 
Inc. 
780 Johnson Ferry Road 
Suite 700 
Atlanta. GA 30342 

Roben M. Post, Jr. 
ITS 
16001 S.W. Market Street 
Indiantown, Florida 349S6 

Norman H. Honon. Jr. , Esquire 
Messer. Caparello & Self P.A. 
21 S South Monre Street 
Suite 701 
Tallahassee. Florida 32301 

David B. Erwin. Esquire 
Attorney-at - Law 
·1 2 7 Rlverslnk road 
Crawfordville. Florida 32327 

Floyd R. Self, Esquire 
Messer, Caparello & Self, P.A. 
21 S South Monroe Street, 
Suite 701 
Tallahassee, Florida 3 2301 

Paul Kouroupas 
Michael McRu, Esq 
Telepon Comm. Group, Inc. 
2 LafayeUe Centre 
1133 Twenty-First Street. N.W. 
Suite 400 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

Kimberly Caswell . Esquire 
GTE Florida Incorporated 
201 Nonh Frankhn Street 
16th Floor 
Tampa, Florida 33602 

Jeffry J. Wahlenl Esqvire 
Ausley & McMu len 
227 South Calhoun Street 
Tallahassee. Florida 32301 

Tom McCabe 
TDS Telecom 
107 West Franklin Street 
Quincy. Florida 3235 I 

Peter M. Dunbar, Ewqulre 
Barbara D. Auger. Esquire 
Pennington, Moore. Wilkinson. & Dunbar 
p ~-
21 S South Monroe Street 
2nd Floor 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

Brian Sulmonetti 
WorldCom Incorporated 
IS 1 S South Federal Highway 
Suite 400 
Boca Raton, Florida 33432 

Kelly Goodnight 
Frontier Communications 
180 South Clinton Avenue 
Rochester. New York 14646 

Laura Gallagher 
VP-Regulatory Affairs 
Florida Cable Telecommunications 
Association. Incorpora ted 
31 0 Nonh Monroe Street 
Tallahassee. Florida 32301 



.. , 

Mark Ellmer 
GTC Inc. 
502 Fifth Street 
Port St. joe, Florida 32456 

Sleven Brown 
lntermedia Co~o1munications , Inc. 
362 5 Queen Palm Drive 
Tampa, Florida 3361 S · 1309 

Harriet Eudy 
ALL TEL Florida, Inc. 
206 White Avenue 
Live Oak, Florida 32060 

Lynne G. Brewer 
Northeast Florida Telephone Company 
130 North 4th Street 
Macclenny, Florida 32063 

james C. Falvey, Esquire 
e.splre Communications Incorporated 
1 33 National Business Parkway 
Suite 200 
Annapoli s j unction, MD 20701 

Lynn B. Hall 
VIsta- United Tolo~t!HIIljlll( ~ t lO tH 
3100 Bonnet Crue KOil.l 
Lake Buena Vh tR, l orldil J)HJO 

William CoM \• ) 
Staff CoUf1!tC! 
Florida Publlciorvlc~ C~rrun l HIUtl 
2540 Shum3r Ook lVI 
Tallahautt. F otldll l \IV UH1•0 
Suzanne F, Sumnt l![/'''' t'i1ttlt ~ 
1311 - B Paul Ruuo Muilll 
Suitt 201 
Tallahaneu, FlorlciA 3 2 JO I 
Mary K. Keyor 
Attornev 
BeiiSouth Tolacorr11!!Ut11Ci1110n- , IIH' 
1 50 South MOnrOQ Sttut 
Room 400 
TallahaUttl, Pl01ldo Jl JO I 



-:"hus. Spnnt requests a brief opportuni ty to pr.,st•nt oral argument 111 support o f 

the Motoon fo r Reconsideration filed this same d ay. 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITIEO this 22nd d;~y of January 1998. 

I 

( Ci--~ >,J. LL~-e 
Charles j . Rehwinkel 
Senior Allorney 
Sprint- Florida, Incorporated 
P.O. Box 2214 
MC FLTLH00107 
Tallahassee. Florida 32301 
(8S0) 84 7-0244 

AND 

john P. Fons 
Ausley Law Firm 
P.O. Cox 391 
Tallahassee. Florida 32 302 
(850) 224 -9115 

ATIORNEVS FOR SPRINT - FLORIDA. INC 

2 
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