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CRIGINAL
c"FORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In Re: Determination of the cost ) Docket No. 989096-TP
of basic local )
Telecommunications service ]
pursuant to Section 364.025, )
)
)

Florida Statutes Filed: January 22, 1999

Pursuant to Rules 25-22.060/b) and 25-22.037, F.A.C., Sprint-Florida,
Incorporated ("Sprint”) files this Motion for Reconsideration of Order No. PSC -
99-00GB-FOF-TP ("Ordei™. Sprint seeks reconsideration of the Florida Public
Service Commission's ("Commission”) decision to substitute a $4,350 Loop Cos:
Investment Cap ("cap’) for the $10,000 cap submitted as a default input in the
BCPM 3.1. The input modified at the December 18, 1198 Special Agenda
Conference should have been limited in its applicability to BellSouth only, The

Commission erred in applying it to Sprint.

Reconsideration 1s appropriate when the decision maker either ignored,
misinterpreted or misapplied the law applicable to the evidence in the
proceeding or overlooked and failed to reconsider the significance of certain
evidence. See, Diamond Cab Co, V, King, 146 So. 2d 889 (Fla.. 1962).
Pursuant to this standard and the argument set out belcw, the Commission
should reconsider and change its decision with respect to the Loop Cost

Investment Cap.
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I. The Issue.

The specific aspect of the Order for which Sprint seeks reconsideration is found

at pages 230-231 and reads as follows:

Loop cost Investment Caj

The BCPM default loop cost investment cap is $10,000. This
means the per-line investment is capped at $10,000. Both
GTEFL and Sprint used $10,000. BellSouth used an

investment cap of $4,350 because BellSouth's own study
showed the cost to be less than $10,000.

We believe that BellSouth's study provides better, Florida-
specific information than the generic BCPM default values.
BellSouth's studv indicates that where loop costs would
exceed §4,350, the loop should not be put in place, and a
different technolegy, such as wireless, should be employed.
We therefore believe the $4,350 cap is appropriate for
BellSouth, Sprint and GTEFL.

Sprint submits that the misapprehended the nature of the evidence
offered in the proceeding on this issue. Applicat on of the $4,350
investment cap input to ILECs other than BellSouth was inappropriate
because the matter was not an issue in dispute and Sprint had no
opportunity to present evidence on the matter. Additionally, the
Commission has no basis for concluding that the geagraphic
charactenstics of Sprint’s service area are sufficiently similar to that of
EellSouth such that the wireless crossover point that BellSouth proposed
for its serving territory would be applicable to Sprint. Sprint's preliminary
analysis indicatas that the $4,350 cap is not economically achievable,
Additionally, there is no evidence in the record that the BellSouth study

was Florida-specific. Finally, the use of the BCPM default loop investment




cost cap was in fact supported by all parties (BellSouth excluded).

Il. Background,

Sprint, as a BCPM3.1 sponsor, filed the BCPM model and th : appropriate
inputs as part of its filing in tais case. The BCPM and most of Sprint’s
inputs were challenged by intervenors including MCl and A &T who
sponsored the HAl model and offered their own set of inputs. One of the
inputs that Sprint submitted was a loop investment cost cap of $10,000
per loop, As the Order correctly notes, this input recognize | that there
was a point at which an alternative technology (assumed to e wireless)
becomes more cost effective than wireline technology. The Commission
voted, howevei. to substitute a $4,350 cap based on the Bel South study
that was not introduced into the record. The only basis for the new cap
was a statement that BellSouth had performed a study, The “ommission
then assumed that the study was Florida-specific and applic. ble to

Sprint. Itis this conclusion for which Sprint seeks reconsider ation.
The statement of BellSouth Witness Caldwell reads

Originally the 10,000 was a BCPM default number and that
was the only information that was available,

Our understanding is that the cap is based upon some |ind
of wireless technology, the 10,000 was. So we went to our
network people, and they had completed recently a study on
some wireless technologies, and the cost was less, so we
capped it at the smaller of the two numbers based upon that
study.

i




(Caldwell, (¥h.75, pp. 52-53). This is the sole piece of evidence upon
which the Comniission based its decision to apply the $4,350 investment
cap to all companies. There is nothing in the cited evidence

demonstrating that the BellSouth study is in any way applicable to Sprint,
GTEFL, any other LEC or the state of Florida.

Il Argument,
A. The BellSouth study is not applicable to Sprint.

Sprint respectfully disagrees with the conclusions in the Order on this
issue. Nowhere does the record support that the BellSouth study --
which itself is not in the record -- is Florida-specific. The statement of
Ms. Caldwell scems to suggest that the study was not conducted for the
purposes of evaluauing whether the cap was appropriate. Rather it
appeared to have already been done for some other unstated purpose

when Ms. Caldwell “went to [the BellSouth] network peaple.”

Sprint submits that the Commission cannot as a matter of law conclude
that the EellSouth study provides “better” information. For one thing, the
Commission did not review the study and therefore does not know what
assumptions were used. The Commission made no finding as to whether
the assumptions that BellSouth used are reasonable with respect to Sprint
and the large geographic area where Sprint’s rural, insular and high cost

customers reside. Nor could such a finding be made.

Sprint submits that the $4,350 per line cap is not an economically

achievable alternative to the wireline network modeled by BCPM for




Sprint’s territories. Use of the $4,350 cap in BPCM results in 56,251 lines
needing ¢ be served by some alternative technology, such as wireless.
These lines are srattered over 100 of Sprint's 139 wire centers, covering
over 16,600 square miles. Sprint’s own internal analysis of the area
served by Sprint-Florida indicates that it is impossible to serve such a
widely dispersed customer base at such a low cost per line. It is possible
that some other type of r.:arket exhibiting different characteristics, such
as a large number of customers clustered in a relatively small area, might
be served at the cost put forth by Bell South. However, the average
density of Sprint’s grids falling under the $4,350 cap is well under 10
lines per square mile. Furthermore, this density is actually understated
since it reflects the distribution of customers within grids but not the
distribution of giids within a wire center, For example, the total land
area of the grid: served in Immokalee is 230 square miles, while the total
land area of (he Immokalee wire center is 635 square miles. Because the
populated grids in Immokalee are located throughout the entire wire
center, the average density of customers in the Immokalee wire c2nter is

substantially les< 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 wireless technology, low-density areas
result 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 station
controllers. In order to connect cell sites to their BSC (Base Station
Controller), wireline backhaul facilities, usuallv a DS1 circuit, must be
established. Backhaul introduces a significant additional cost any LEC or

CLEC would incur in order to connect to a centralized BSC and switch and



is needed in order to limit initial capital start-up costs. All of these costs
would be incremental in nature, and therefore must be considered over
and above initial capita! outlays for the fixed wireless local loop network
components. Backhaul expenses are one of the more significant expense
items incurred by most wireless operations today. An alternative would
be point to point microwave or fixed fiber facilities, but this represents
additional (and significant) capital outlays as well as increased

maintenance expense for the additional Radio Frequency (RF) equipment.

Remote powering of the base station and wireless network interface unit
located at the customer premise must also be considered. Wireless base
stations are DC powered from a battery source typically charged by a
commercial AC power source. AC power availability and reliability is a
recurring theme for any premise-based telephony device, from both a
cost and maintenance perspective. Customers must be willing to provide
the necessary power, and telephone technicians must be able to access

the customer premise for maintenance rurposes.

Radio frequency (RF) equipment is very different technology from wire
based facilities that telephone technicians are historically trained and
equipped to maintain. In the short-term, significant training expenses
would be incurred to bring technician skills "up to speed’. plus additional
workforce additions would be required. RF technology requires
specialized testing equipment such as spectrum analyzers and drive test
gear. Additional RF equipment spares inventory must also be available
for maintenance purposes. A partial replacement of the wireline
infrastructure will not yield a significant reduction in the amount »f fixed

facilities that must continue to be maintained. Only a small portion of
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distribution vable can usually be eliminated from the network. The same
number of techmcans, trucks, and test equipment will continue to be
required to maintain a parallel wireline infrastructure. In all likelihood,
use of additional technicians specifically trained and equipped to handle
wireless maintenance will be necessary. One possible alternative may be
to outsource this maintenarice to a wireless company, however, this
might be an area of concern for other reasons. Either option will result in

increased maintenance costs to handle a multiple technology
infrastructure,

A forward-lnoking cost study that considers a ‘wireless cap’ must
consider casts such as backhaul and incremental maintenance expenses
in addition to the .ignificant initial capital outlay required to provide

wireless local loons.

In summary, this analysis suggests that $4,350 cap is not achievable
using currently available wireless technology and that substantial
technological and cost efficiencies would need to be gained to achieve

the lower $4.350 cap put forth by BellSouth. '

B. The Commission May Have Mistaken the Materiality Of The Cap
Adjustment.

Sprint further believes that the Commissioners may have been under the

"Sprint offers this analysis, which is admittedly outside the recard, as the only way 1o
counter the contention that the BellSouth study should be applicable to Sprint. Clearly this a
summary of the type of information that Sprint would have offered had the cap been an issue in

the case. Since the issue was essentially stipulated as discussed wmfra, no appoitunily of need for
s evidence ex)sted




mistaken impression (hat the number of affected lines was minimal for all
LECs. Questions by Comui.issioners Clark and Deason explored this
1ssue. Staff responded that they did not know how material the issue
was. 't should be noted that at the time of the vote, the staff's
recommendation had been recently amended. The original
recommendation showed, for the three LECs, counts for ines above
$10,000: BeliSouth (20,344)° [Rec. at 506]: GTEFL (-0-)' [Rec. at 508].
and Sprint 15,701) [Rec. at 511]. On December 17, 1998 a revision was
made tc the recommendation and revised results reports were filed. Only
Sprint’s information was changed. The staff revised the presentation to
show Sprint’s results based upon the old Centel and United territories
which are alsc known as study areas for cost study purposes. In this
revision, Sprint is <hiown to have (-0-) lines above $10,000. [Rev. Rec. at
511-Aand 511-8]. Clearly, the Commission could have been
understandably confused about whether the existing $10,000 cap was, in

fact, actually capping loop cost investment at all,

Sprint has submitted a compliance filing based on the ordered revisions
to the model and certain input changes. This filing shows that 8,987

loops exceed the $10,000 threshold'. From information submitted with

“Of course BellSouth's number is apparently based on a $4,350 investment cap. Sprint is
unaware whether any evidence exists showing the number (if any) of BellSouth Laes above the
S10,000 cap

'GTE shows no lines above $10,000 despite the fact that the costs for “capped” and
‘uncapped” amounts are different. This means that despite the hine data fields  which are
mformational in nature and not integral to the running of the model showing no lines above
the threshaold, some must exist,

‘Due to a reporting problem discovered after the compliance filing, the line data hield in
the results report shows the 8,987 figure when the $4,350 cap is input to the model, As shown

herein that numuer should be 56,251. For the §10,000 cap the revised number of lines is
14,563,




the compliaic» filing on January 12, 1999 it can be demonstrated that
over 56,000 Sprint !ines exceed the $4,350 threshold." Obviously
reducing the cap had a material impact on Sprint. Sprint believes that the
ordered adjustment was imposed without legal justification and perhaps

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

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

Sprint also contends that the issue was essentially stipulated and that the
Commission chouid have refrained from making an adjustment for this

reason. At no time was this input challenged in the hearing. MCIJAT&T
witness Wells testified that:

The [BCPM 3.1 default value is $10,000, which has been
commonly accepted in numerous proceedings by all
parties. In this proceeding however, BellSouth has filed an
investment Loop cost of only $4,350, without any
explanation or supperting documentation, (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 ECPM default has been commonly accepted around the country. No

party raised the issue of whether the default cap was too high.

Had the issue been raised in Florida Sprint and other affected LECs could

have had the opportunity to review the BellSouth study and decided

‘Attachment 1 contains an insteuction sheet that walks the reader thraugh the process ol

entracting the information already in the record necessary to verify the hines above the revised
cap. Also included 15 a spreadsheet showing the results of the calculation

L




whether it we.'d accept the BellSouth study, consider conducting its own
or present evidence why the BellSouth cost number would be inapplicable
to Sprint. Because the apnlicability to Sprint was raised for the first time
at the conclusion of the Spe~ial Agenda vote on December 18, 1998, no
opportunity was given for Sprint to demonstrate why the appropriate
crossover point is not $4,350 based on geographic coverage area, loop
density, reasonably available tecnnology and the aspects of wireless
service discussed supra. Sprint does not know whether the technology
assumed in the BellSouth study would allow Sprint to provide service that
meets the “basic local telecommunications service” definition found in
Section 354,025 In other words there is no record basis for concluding

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

IV, Conclusion,

Sprint has requested oral argument by separate pleading due to the
nature of the issue and the fact that the adjustment was proposed
without Sprint ever having notice that a disputed issue existed or that the

Commission might intend to apply the BellSouth study results to Sprint.
Wherefor, for the reasons stated above, Sprint respectfully requests that

the reconsider its decision to substitute the Loop cost Investment cap of
$4,350 for the default BCPM cap of $10,000.

10




RESPECTFU! LY SUBMITTED this 22nd day of January 1998.

e ke WL
Charles ). Rehwinkel

Senior Attorney
Sprint-Florida, Incorporated
P.O. Box 2214

MC FLTLHOODI107
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

(850) 847-0244

AND

John P. Fons

Ausley & McMullen

P.O. Box 391

Tallahassee, Florida 32202
(850) 224-9115

ATTORNEYS FOR SPRIMT-FLORIDA, INC,
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Instructions For Gener 2 ting Number of Workin

Lines over Invesiment {ap

L]

f i
]
I'I

]

I

In Windows Explorer, doubiz-click the "BCPM3 1™ Directory  Double-click the “Module”

subdirectory - Double-click the  Loop™ subdirectory

In the Loop subdirectory, open the Loop xls file

In Column AN, Row 3, create the following SUMIF formula =SUMIF(V V, 4350, N N)
*Please note that the actual Invesiment Cap (i e 4,350, 10,000) must be included in the formula
*Column V represents the Capped Loop Cost per Line
*Column N represents the Total Werking Lines Served in Grid

Save the changes made 10 the Loop xls file and close the file

Double-chck “Control xIs™ under the BCPM3 1 Directory to open the BCPM3 1 model

Click Stan

Click the "Review” module

Seleer the appropriate View

Select the “Loop” Module

scledt the Siate

Sclect a Wire Center andd click OK

The “Output™ worksieet will be showing when the file opens  The cell in Column AX, Row 3 will

be populated witi: the total rumber of working lines over the desired investment cap for that

speaific Wire Centor

Copy this cell and Paste Secial the “Value” onto a separate file that vou create 1o house the Total

Waorking Lines over the Investment Cap for each Wire Center

Repeat Steps 11-13 for each Wire Center




Sprint - Florida

Lines Lings | Sguare Miles in
above 4k | above 10k] Wire Center
Node CLLI Wire invesiment {invesimeni]  Boundary
Code Center Name

ALFRFLXARSO Allord ans 288 149
ALSPFLXADSO Altamonte Springs 22
ALVAFLXARSD Alva 1 1 26
APPKFLXADS Apopka 21 g 115
ARCDFLXADSO Arcadia 1,514 454 468
ASTRFLXARSD Aslor 17 63 63
AVPEFLXADSD Awon Park 165 99 a3
BAKRFLXADSO Baker 1.094 506 246
BCGRFLXARCO Boca Grande 0 3
BLVWFLXADED Brileview 256 155
BNFYFLXARSOD Bonilay 1,840 i7e 234
BNSPFLXADS) Bonna Springs 277 110 18
BEHNFLXADSD Bushncl| 862 141 e
BVHLFLXADSO Eeverly Hils 67
BWLGFLXARSO  Bowling Lreen 302 83 &5
CFVLFLXADSD Crawiardville 652 ohl 165
CHLKEFLXARSO Cherry Lake 1.037 20 164
CHSWFLXARSO Chassahowitzka 281 ] 47
CLMTFLXADSO Clermont 829 102 166
CLTNFLXARSO Cievaston BGG 521 ing
CPCRFLXADSOD Cape Coral 28
CPCRFLXBD51 MNaorth Cape Coral A 49
CPHIFLXADE0 Cape Haze 181 29 65
CRRVFLXADSD Crystal River 182 45 130
CRVWFLXADSD  Crestview 633 20 136
CSLBFLXADS Casselberry 14
CTOLFLXEARSO Coltondale 390 145 68
CYLEFLXADSO Cypress Lake 45
CYLKFLXBRSD Forl Myers Regional Alrpon a4
DOoYFLXADSH Dade Cily 280 40 109
DESTFLXADSO Destin 1
DFSPFLXADZ0 Defuniak 2.073 178 235
ESTSFLXADSO Euslis 25 52
EVRGFLXARSD  Evergiades 439 139 168
FRPTFLXARSD Freepor 624 258 199
FTMBFLXADSO Forl Myers Beach 7
FTMOFLXARSD Fort Meade 485 134 139
FTMYFLXADSO Fon Myers Main 10
FTMYFLXBDS0 East Fort Myers 242 18 12
FTMYFLXCDS2 Sauth Fort Myers 18
FTWBFLXADSD  Hollywood 10
FTWBFLXBDSO Denton 55 28 27




Lines Lines | Square Miles in
above dk | above 10k| Wire Cenler
Node CLLI Wire Invesiment {invesiment]  Boundary
Code Center Name

FTWBFLXCRSO Mary Esther 2 2 T
GDRGFLXADS0  Grand Ridge 449 22 82
GLOLFLXARED Glendale 804 107 aq
GLGCFLXADSD Golden Gate 645 54 4
GLROFLXADSO Goldenrod 23
GHVLFLXARSD Greenville 645 552 266
GNWDFLXARSO  Greenwood 842 324 147
GVLOFLXARSO Groveland 538 51 120
HMSPFLXARSD Homosassa 7 7 55
HOWYFLXARSO  Howey 164 25 34
IMELFLYARSO Immokalee 482 357 252
INVRFLXADSO Invermess 260 105 247
KGLKFLXARSOD Kingsley Lake 210 46 41
KNVLFLXARSO Kenansvile 288 252 304
KSSMFLXADSO Kissinrmee 173 23 119
KSSMFLXBDS1 V/est Kissmnmiee 440 18 106
KSSMFLXDRE0  Buenaven!ora Lakes 19
LELLFLXADSO LaBellp 1.099 g7 497
LOLKFLXADSO Lady Lake 150 11 4B
LEE FLXARSOD Lee BO4 230 167
LHACFLXADSO Lemigh Acres 147 12 Bs
LKBRFLXADSY Lake Brantley 20
LEHLFLXARSO Lake Helen 101 13 34
LEPCFLXARSD Lake Placid 1,131 410 405
LSBGFLXADS Leestung 570 127 151
LWTYFLXARSO Lawley 375 8% 5
MALNFLXARSO Malone G640 277 112
MOSNFLXADSO Madisan 558 54 By
MNTIFLXADSO Monticelio 2489 70 502
MOISFLXADSD Marco Istand 20
MRHNFLXARSO  Moore Haven 22 164 151
MRNNFLXADSO  Manana 1,347 151 175
MTDRFLXADS0 Mount Dora 4092 T8 126
MTLDFLXADS1 Mailland Park 3
MTVRFLEARSO Montverde 6 - 15
NFMYFLXADED North Fort Myers 15
NEMYFLXBDSO Suncoas! 122 28 72
MNPLFLXADSY Morh Naples 48
NPLSFLXCDSO0 Naples Southeast 1.310 274 4312
NPLSFLXDDS0D Maples Moonngs h
OCALFLXADSO Ocala 768 a8 189
OCALFLXBDSO Shady Road 298 3 168
OCALFLXCRS0 Highlands 7
OCNFFLXARSO Fores) 401 a1 141
OKCBFLXADSO Okeechobie 2.845 949 612
OFLWFLXADSD  Oklawaha 51 51 27




Lines Lines | Square Miles in
above 4k [ above 10k| Wuwe Cenler
Node CLLI Wire investment [investiment]  Boundary
Code Center Name

ORCYFLXADSD Crange City 23
ORCYFLXCRSD  Dellona Lakes 24
PANCFLXARSO Panacea aor 45 57
PHNGRFLXADS1 Punta Gorda o938 554 414
PHISFLXADZSO Pine Island 244 42 87
PHNLNFLXARSD Ponce Deleon G500 324 119
PTCTFLXADSO Porl Charlotte 101 1 o]
RYHLFLXARSO Reynolds Hil 097 30 g6
SBNGFLXADSY Sebnng 612 167 142
SGEHFLXARSD Seagrove 130 23 68
SHLMF( XADZ] Shalirar 7
SLHLFLZARSD Spong Lake n4 171 147
SHANFLXARSO San Aantamo 420 17 04
SNDSFLXARSD Snesds 395 2 58
SNISFLXADS) Canizel Island 20
SNREFLXARSC Santa Rosa 17 17 19
SPCPFLXADSO Scuchoppy £22 178 154
SSPRFLXARSO Salt Springs 78 2 73
STCOFLXADSO Si Cloud 1.012 5589 541
STMHKFLXARSO Saint Marks 104 58 50
STREFLXADSED Statke g07 7 143
SVSPFLXARSD Silver Springs 401 a6 82
SVSSFLXARSO Silver Springs Shores 41 1 3
TLCHFLXARSO Trlacooches 399 121 74
TLHSFLXADSD Calhoun 4
TLHSFLXBDSO VWillis 18
TLHSFLXCDSO  Mabry 635 98 159
TLHEFLXDDS0 Blairstane 223 a7 148
TLHSFLXEDSO FSU 3
TLHSFLXFDSO Thomasville 1.006 124 218
TLHSFLXGDS0 VWoodville 259 70 85
TLHSFLXHDS0 Perkins 28
TVRSFLXADSD Tavares 220 a4 50
UMTLFLXARSD Umatilla 1.226 183 273
VLPRFLXADSO Valparaiso 141 2 73
WCHLFLXADSO Wauchula 1.250 415 323
WLETFLXARSD Williston 1.745 179 258
WLWLFLXARSD WWildwood 234 67 119
WHNORFLXARSD  Windermere a4 24
WHNGRFLXADSO Winter Garden 159 100
VWHNPKEFLAADS Winter Park 17
WSTVFLXARSD  Westville B
ZLSPFLXARSD Zolfo Springs 877 793 215
Tolal 56,251 14,563




Node CLLI

Viire

Lines Lines
above 4k | above 10k
investment [investment

Square Miles in
Wire Center
Boundary

Code
# ol access hies

%% of 101al lings

Center Name

1,838,005 1,938,005

IRk ] 00075




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP

| HEREBY CERTIFY uat a true and correct copy of the foregoing was served by U.S. Mail
or Hand Delivery (*) tiis 22th day of January, 1999 to the following:

Jack Shreve, Esquire

Charles 'Bec'k.tlis uire

Office of Public Counsel

c/o The Florida Legislature

111 W. Madison Street, Rm. 812
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1400

Michael Gross, Esquire
Assistant Attorney General
Office of the Attorney General
PL-01 The Caﬁiitul
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1050

Tracy Hatch, Esquire
AT&C'I:

101 N. Monroe Strect
Suite 700

Tallahassee, Florida 32214

Thomas K. Bond

MCI Metro Access Trantmission Service,

Inc,

780 Johnson Ferry Road
Suite 700

Atlanta, GA 30342

Fr%bm M. Post, Jr.
16001 S.W. Market Street
indiantown, Florida 34956

Norman H. Horton, Jr., Esquire
Messer, Caparello & Self P.A.
215 South Monre Street

Suite 701

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

David B. Erwin, Esquire
Attorney-at-Law

127 Riversink road
Crawfordville, Florida 32327

Floyd R, Self, Esquire

Messer, Caparello & Self, P.A.
215 South Monroe Street,
Suite 701

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Paul Kouroupas

Michael McRae, Esq

Teleport Comm. Group, Inc.

2 Lalayette Centre

1133 Twenty-First Street, N.W.
Suite 400

Washington, D.C. 20036

Kimberly Caswell, Esquire
GTE Florida Incorporated
201 North Franklin Street
16th Floor

Tampa, Florida 33602

Jeffry ). Wahlen, Esquire
Ausley & McMullen

227 South Calhoun Street
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Tom McCabe

TDS Telecom

107 West Franklin Street
Quincy, Florida 32351

Peter M. Dunbar, Ewquire
Barbara D. Auger, Esquire
se:nlngmn, oore, Wilkinson, & Dunbar

215 South Monroe Street
2nd Floor
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Brian Sulmonetti

WorldCom, Incorporated
1515 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, Incorporated

310 North Monroe Street
Tallahassee, Florida 32301



Mark Ellmer

GTC Inc.

502 Fifth Street

Port St. Joe, Florida 32456

Steven Brown

Intermedia Coinmunications, Inc,
3625 Queen Palm Orive

Tampa, Florida 33615-1309

Harriet Eudy

ALLTEL Florida, Inc.
2006 White Avenue

Live Qak, Florida 32060

Lynne G. Brewer

ortheast Florida Telephone Company
130 North 4th Street
Macclenny, Florida 32063

James C, Falvey, Esquire

&5?"2 Communications Incorporated
133 National Business Parkway

Suite 200

Annapolis Junction, MD 20701

' {
Charles |, Rehwinkel

Lynn B, Hall
sta-United T@Iummnuinl:nilurn

t Creek Hoat
Iz.all?euﬂaut:nnr::evmn, Florida 34010

William Cox {*)

Staff Counse :
Flmlda'Fuhlll: i;r[:;vtt ni:“{.l Imisslinn
2540 Shumard Oak Hvi
Tallahassee, !Iml:ln 12100 ONS0

Suzanne F, ?ummnilm, Eaijuilie
;Elll:_!ﬂﬂrnu Russall Hoat

uite .
Tallahassee, Florida 32101

Mary K. Keyer
Attorne
BellSouth Telecommunicalions, I

150 South Monroe Streel
Room 400
Tallahassee, Florida 32 101




Thus, Sprint requests a brief opportunity to present oral argument in support of

the Motion for Reconsideration filed this same day.

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 22nd day of lanuary 1998.

b .
(_g.:‘if-i- —" ﬁ[i. i_.-.i,:’_'.a_

Charles ). Rehwinkel

Senior Attorney
Sprint-Florida, Incorporated
P.O.Box 2214

MC FLTLHOO107
Tallahassee, Florida 32301
(850) B47-0244

AND

John P. Fons

Ausley Law Firm

P.O. Cox 39

Tallahassee, Florida 32302
(850) 224-9115

ATTORNEYS FOR SPRINT -FLORIDA, INC.
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