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Sent: Wednesday, June 29, 2005 12:13 PM
To: Filings@psc.state.fi.us
Subject: RE: E-Filing for Docket No. 041464

Attachments: FDN First Motion to Compel.pdf

To: Division of the Commission Clerk and Administrative Services
Please find attached for filing in the captioned docket FDN Communications’ First Motion to Compel.

In accordance with the Commission’s e-filing procedures, the following information is provided:

(a) The person responsible for this filing is:

Name: Matthew J. Feil, General Counsel
Address: FDN Communications
2301 Lucien Way, Ste. 200
Maitland, FL 32751
Phone No: 407-835-0460
Email: mfeil@mail.fdn.com

(b) Docket No. and Title: Docket No. 041464 -TP — Petition for Arbitration of Certain Unresolved Issues
Associated with Negotiations for Interconnection, Collocation, and Resale Agreement with Florida Digital
Network, Inc., d/b/a FDN Communications by Sprint-Florida, Incorporated

(c) The party on whose behalf the document is filed: Florida Digital Network, Inc. d/b/a FDN Communications

{d) Number of pages of the document: 40 pages (including exhibit).

(e) Description of each document attached: FDN Communications’ First Motion to Compel.
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Petition of Sprint-Florida, Inc. for
Arbitration of an Interconnection Agreement
with Florida Digital Network, Inc. Pursuant to
Section 252 of the Telecommunications

Act of 1996

Docket Np. 041464

Filed June 29, 2005
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FDN COMMUNCATIONS’ FIRST MOTION TO COMPEL

Pursuant to Rules 28-106.204 and 28-106.206, Florida Administrative Code, Florida
Digital Network, Inc., d/b/a FDN Communications (“FDN”) hereby moves the Commission to
compel Sprint to respond to FDN’s Interrogatories Nos. 1 — 81 and 83 - 92 and Requests for
Production of Documents Nos. 1 — 15 and provide FDN with opportunity to file testimony on the
djscovery responses compelled. In support of this motion, FDN states as follows:

1. | FDN served Sprint with the above identified discovery requests on June 3, 2005.
On June 13, 20085, Sprint filed general and specific objectioris to FDN’s ltliiscovery‘ In its
responses to FDN’s discovery, Sprint failed to answer virtually all of FDN’s discovery questions.
Sprint’s objections and responses are attached hereto as Exhibit A.

Interrogatories Nos. 1-81, 83-90: Document Requests 1 - 15

2. Pursuant to Section 252 of the federal Communications Act (the “Act”), FDN has
the legal right to arbitrate, and the Commission has the duty to resolve, all of the issues identified
by the parties to the extent they are covered by the local competition provisions of the Act.

Since the inception of this proceeding, UNE rates have been an issue in this arbitration. Sprint’s
own arbitration petition identifies the issue as, “What are the appropriate rates for UNEs

provided by Sprint to FDN?"! In the Order Bstablishing Procedure,” the parties modified that

! See Sprint Petition to Arbitrate at p. 7. In its response to Sprint’s petition, FDN agreed that
the appropriate rates were an issue to be arbitrated.
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- language as follows: “What are the appropriate rates for UNEs and related services provided
under the Agreement?”* Sprint would effectivély re-write the.issue to read, “lSﬁould FDN be
required to pay the rates established in Docket No. 990649B?” That is not, and never has been,
the issue that is before this Commission.

3. Though it does not say so expressly, Sprint seems to suggest that FDN be
estopped from litigating any variation from the Commission’s now nearly three-year-old
decision in Docket No. 990649B, which is based on four-year-old data and assumptions. There
is no exception written into Section 252 of the Act which permits that result. Nor does any
Commission precedent, such as the Global Naps order that Sprint cited in its recent Motion to
Strike,* stand for the proposition that a party is foreclosed from arbitrating an issue the
Commission addressed previously in a generic case. While the Global Naps case does referto a
prior determination the Commission made in a generic proceeding, and the Commission refers to
the generic case as supportive precedent, there is no language whatsoever in that order to support
the absolute issue preclusion Sprint advocates in this case. To completely foreclose FDN from
arbitrating UNE rates in this proceeding is inconsistent with the Telecom Act and Commission
precedent.

4. The Commission has permitted carriers have to arbitrate issues that are the same
as or similar to those addressed in generic dockets, the GNAPs order being one example.

Indeed, with respect to the “points of interconnection” issue in this case,” Sprint has taken

? Atno point prior or during the issue identification process did Sprint elucidate this new
view of the UNE rate issue.

* See Issue No. 34, Order Establishing Procedure at p. 11.
* See Sprint Motion to Strike at p. 4.
® See Issue No. 36, page 11 of the Order Establishing Procedure.
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positions inconsistent with the Conminiission’s generic determinations.’ Thus, Sprint itself seems
.to 1€CO @ize a parties; right to arbitrate issues notwithstanding a generic determination — that is,
except when it does not suit Sprint. Indeed, the Commission can and has specifically permitted
parties to litigate appropriate UNE rates though rates were set in earlier in generic dockets.”

5. Noris there any validity to Sprint arguments that FDN’s efforts to arbitrate the
UNE rates in this case amounts to an untimely or improper motion for reconsideration of the
Commission’s final order in Docket No. 990649B. Those rates were never formally
incorporated into the parties’ interconnection agreement and there was, thus, no need for FDN to
seek further “reconsideration” or other action from the Commission with respect to that order.
Besides, FDN does not seek reconsideration in this proceeding. Rather, FDN seeks to arbitrate,
in an original action filed pursuant to Section 252 of the Act, the UNE rates Sprint has proposed
to charge FDN on a going-forward basis, whether those rates stem from Docket No. 990649B
and the data submitted therein, which is largely 4 years old,® or from any other Sprint cost study.
Section 252 of the Telecom Act gnarantees FDN that right.

6. Sprint does not deny that it failed to provide FDN the cost study which Sprint is
obligated to provide pursuant to 47 C.F.R. §51.301(c). Indeed, Sprint even refuses to provide the

cost study in response to FDN’s Request for Production of Documents No. 1. Sprint ignores its

§ For instance, Sprint originally proposed the requirement that FDN establish multiple
“virtual” points of interconnection per LATA, which was little more than a vehicle for Sprint to
assess FDN additional costs notwithstanding that FDN was only required to have one point of
interconnection per LATA. Though Sprint retreated from that demand, Sprint still maintains that
FDN must have more than one point of interconnection per LATA (where Sprint has multiple
tandems per LATA). Both of these positions are at odds with the Commission’s rulings in
generic Docket No. 000075.

7 See, e.g. Docket No. 041338 where certain NRCs for BellSouth will be arbitrated although
NRCs were addressed in Docket No. 990649A.

8 See, e.g., FDN Panel Direct at p. 9.



obligations under the FCC’s rules, and instead concocts a device to €liminate the UNE rate issue-
’tha-t has b”een part of ﬂus proceeding since inception, by askin,c;’ tﬁe Commission to effectively
rewrite the law on arbitration and the issne. The Commission must reject this attempt. Atno
polnt in Sprint’s petition to arbitrate, at no point in the issue identification meetings between the
parties and staff, and at no point in the continuing negotiations of the parties, did Sprint even
suggest that FDN should be utterly foreclosed from arbitrating Sprint’s proposed UNE rates. To
be sure, Sprint stated its position that the UNE rates approved in Docket No. 990649B should be
approved in this proceeding, but that is a far cry from completely eliminating the UNE rate issue
posited in this case herstofore. As noted above, Sprint cannot by such fiat eliminate a CLEC’s
right to arbitrate an issue under Section 252 of the Telecom Act. And the Commission cannot
ignore its duty under the Telecom Act and its own precedent by denying FDN the right to
arbitrate the UNE rates.

7. FDN maintains that all of the information sought by FDN’s Interrogatories Nos. 1
— 81 and 83 — 90 and Requests for Production of Documents Nos. 1 — 15 are relevant and
material to Issue No. 34 in this proceeding. The information sought is reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence regarding Issue No. 34 and therefore within the
permissible scope of discovery. Issue No. 34 is properly before the Commission, and neither
Sprint nor the Commission can bypass Section 252 of the Telecom Act and deny FDN the right
to arbitrate the UNE rates.

8. In FDN’s Motion for Postponement filed on June 7, 2005, in this docket, FDN
sought postponement and rescheduling of the case schedule, but the Commission is yet to rule on

that motion. Therefore, the Motion for Postponement notwithstanding, FDN moves the




Commission to grant the relief sought in this motion, to wit: (1) compel Sprint to provide
immediate énswcfs to FbN’s discovery and (2) provide FDN me@gful opportunity to present
testimony in support of its case on Issue No. 34 after FDN receives the compelled discovery by
giving FDN at least 30 days to file additional direct testimony on the issue, by establishing filing
dates for rebuttal and surrebutal on the issue, and by scheduling all other dates (including hearing
dates) consistent with this request.” Without such relief, FDN is unquestionably and severely
prejudiced in its ability to arbitrate Issue No. 34 due to Sprint’s unrefuted failure to provide FDN
with Sprint’s cost study and responses to FDN’s lawful discovery.

Interrogatories Nos. 91 and 92

10. In Interrogatory No. 91, FDN requested Sprint to provide the number of UNE
dedicated transport circuits on each route where Sprint claims that FDN may not obtain UNE
transport. Sprint’s response did not answer the question; instead Sprint responded that FDN
should know the answer. This is not a valid objection at trial, let alone in the process of
discovery. FDN’s interrogatory solicits Sprint’s knowledge of discoverable facts. Whether FDN
may have an answer, has no answer or thinks the answer 1s the number 10 or the color red does
not matter. The question asks what Sprint knows. Even if FDN believes the answer “x,” FDN is
still entitled to know whether Sprint’s answer 1s “x,” “x - 5” or something entirely different from
FDN’s in an attempt to adduce the correct answer. This Interrogatory solicits information
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence and is directly relevant to

Issue No. 27 regarding commingled services and the charges therefor. FDN is entitled to know

® At the time of this First Motion to Compel, FDN does not have the benefit of a
Commission order disposing of FDN’s Motion for Postponement. The relief FDN seeks in this
First Motion to Compel may be effected by an order on FDN’s Motion for Postponement. FDN
therefore reserves the right to amend this motion as FDN may deem necessary after an order on
its Motion for Postponement is issued.



how much it will be charged, when it will be charged, and on how it will be charged. for
comfningled circuits. Thérefore, ‘the Commission shouid compel Spriﬁt to immédiately pfovide
FDN an answer to Interrogatory No. 91.

11. In Interrogatory No. 92, FDN requested Sprint to provide the amount of intrastate
access minutes and revenues Sprint billed FDN in 2004. Sprint’s response did not answer the
question; instead Sprint responded that FDN should know the answer. This is not a valid
objection at trial, let alone in discovery. FDN’s interrogatory solicits Sprint’s knowledge of
discoverable facts. Whether FDN may have an answer, has no answer or thinks the answer is the
number 10 or the color red does not matter. The question asks what Sprint knows. Even if FDN
believes the answer ‘;x,” FDN is still entitled to know whether Sprint’s answer is “x,” “x - 5” or
something entirely different from FDN’s in an attempt to adduce the correct answer. This
Interrogatory solicits information reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence and is directly relevant to the issues regarding the local calling area. Indeed, Sprint
itself has placed the protection of access subsidies as a cornerstone of its defense, so Sprint is not
in a position to argue that information is not within the scope of discovery. FDN is entitled to
know how much Sprint believes those subsidies are. Therefore, the Commission should compel
Sprint to immediately provide FDN an answer to Interrogatory No. 92.

12. The undersigned counsel attempted to contact lead counsel for Sprint before filing

this motion, but lead counsel was out of town and unavailable.



WHEREFORE, for the reasons stated above, FDN Communications moves the
Commlssmn to deny Sprmt s ochctlons to the FDN Commumcatlons dlscovery 1dent1ﬁed

herein, compel Sprint to respond to said discovery immediately, and establish new filing dates as

set forth in the body of this Motion.

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED, this 29™ day of June, 2005.

Matthew Feil

FDN Communications

2301 Lucien Way, Suite 200
Maitland, FL. 32751

(407) 835-0460

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1 hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing was sent by e-mail and U.S. mail to the
persons listed below this 29th day of June, 2005.

Ms Kira Scott and Mr. Jeremy Susac
Florida Public Service Comimission
2540 Shumard Oazk Blvd.
Tallahassee, FL. 32399-0850
jsusac(@psc.state.fl.us

kscott@psc.state.fl.us

Susan S. Masterton, Atiomey
Sprint

P.O. Box 2214

Tallahassee, FL 32316-2214
(850) 599-1560

Fax: (850) 878-0777
Susan.masterton(@mail.sprint.com




- Kenneth A. Schifman, General Attomey
Sprint : -

6450 Sprint Parkway

Overland Park, KS 66251

(913) 315-9783

Fax: (913) 523-9827

Kenneth.schifman@mail.sprint.com

SV

Matthew Feil

FDN Communications
2301 Lucien Way
Suite 200

Maitland, FL 32751
(407) 835-0460

mfeil@mail.fdn.com
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Jime 13, 2005

Ms, Blanca 8, Bayd, Ditector
Division of the-Commission Clerk
& Administrative Services

Floride Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Bounlevard
Tallahasses, FL 32399-0850 -

Re:  DocketNo, 041464-TP
Dear Mz, Bayd: »

Enclozed for filing on behalf of Sprint-Florida, Tncorporated are Sprint’s Genera! and

S 4 Sprint -

 [exhibieA
[Page 10£32

Lew/Extams} Afiairs
FTLHOD108

1313 Blelr Btone Rd,
Tollehepsae, FL 32801
Volog 550 689 1680
Fax BRD 878 D777

" supanmasterton@mall,serint.com

4 e et e

. Specific Objections 1o FDN's First Set of Interrogatories and Production of Documents,
Copiss are being served on fhe parfies in fhis docket putsuznt to the sttached oertificate of

service, .

Ifyém have any questions regerding this slecironic filing, plaase do not hestate to call me

ot 850-500-1560, «

Sincerely, -

D hznsS, ""’7/14’ '

Susan §; Masterfon—

Enolosure

e ——————
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
DOCKLT NO. 041464-TP

1HERERY CERTIFY that airue abd comrect copy of the foregoing was served by U.8,
and elentronic mail on this 132 dzy of June, 2005 to the following!

Kira Scott
2540 Shumard Ok Blvd, .
Talizhassee; FL 323990850

David Dowds
2540 Bhumard Osk Blvd,
Tallshasser, FL 32395-0850

Jersmy Susac
2540 Symerd Ok Blvd, .
Tallahassee, FL 32395-0850

Macheel Sloan

Swidler Berlin, LLP
3000 K Street, NW
Washington, DC 20007

FDN Communications

M, Matthew Feil

2301 Lucien Way, Suite 200
Maitland, FL 32751-7625

Kemneth E. Schifman
KSOPHN0212-24303

6450 Sprint Plowy

Overland Park, XS 66251-6100

_-...._;ﬁ_d_sw. s.:-- h—ﬁ—w—_"—_‘__ Y PRSP

Susan §. Masterton
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GENERAL OBIECTIONS
Sprint mekes the following General Objections to FDN's Fitst Set of Interrogutories and

First Requept for Produption of Documents (“I‘ODS”).L Thege general objections apply 4o
instmctions god definitions and to each of the individual requests and interrogatories in the First

~ Bet of Inferrogatories and First Request for PODs, respectively, and will be incorperated by

reference into Sprint’s answers when they ate served on FDN.

1. Si:ﬁnt objects to the requests fo the extent that such zequests seek to impose an
obligation on Sprint to réspond on behalf of subsiqliaﬁes, effiliates, or other persons that arve mot
parties o this case on. the grounds that such requesis ere overly bropd, puduly burdensome,’
oppressive, and not permitted by applicable discovery rules, The party.subject to this arbitration
i5 Sprint-Florids; Toeorporated and, without waiver of this objection znd subject o any other
appliceble objection set forth herein, Sprint will respond accordingly. :

2. Bprint hag intecpreted FDN's vequests to apply to Sprini’s regulsted intrastate
operations in Florids and 1;111 Timit its respanses accordingly. To the extent that amy request is
intended to gp';:llyto matters other than Florida injrastate operations subjest to the jurisdiction of

the Compmission, Sprint objects to such equest 46 produce as imelevant, overdy broad, nnduly . -

vt REE tEa MG Ab Renge et S e s e

3. PBprint objects $o each and every request and instruction to the extent that snch request
ot instmiction cells for information that is exempt from discovety by virtue of the attormey-olient
privilege, work product p:ivil'age', or other applicable privilege. '

>4. Sprint objects to each and every request insofar s the request is vague, ambiguous,

overly broad, imprecise, or utilizes terms thet are subject 1o multiple interpretations but are not
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properly defined or explained for puxposes of these requestis. Any responses provided b§ Sprint
1o FDN's requests will be provided subje‘ct 1o, and without weiver of, the foregoing objsction,

5. Sprint objects to each and every request ibsafar &g th_e request is not reasonably
caloalnted 4o Tead to the discovery of admissible evidence and is pot relevant 1o fhe subject

matter of this ection. Sprint will attempt to note in its responses each instence where this

objestion applies.
§. Sprint objects to FDN's discovery requests, instructions and definitions, insofar as

they seek 10 impose obligation on Sprint that sxceed the requirements of the Floxide Rules nf

Civil Progedure of Florida Law.
7. Sprint objects to providing informeation :to the extent that puch information ie already

in the public record before the Commission, or slsewhere.

8, Sprint cbjects to each and every request, imsofer as it is unduly bnrdensome,'

expernigive, oppreﬁs'we, or excessively time consnming as written, |

9, ﬂpnnidbjectsm eadlandsvaryrequestmtheemntthatﬂmmformmonmqumed

songhintes “trade seorets” whmh are privileged pursuant tp Section 50. 506 Florida Statutes. To
the extent that FDN requssts proprietary confidential business information which i i not subject
1o the "tmde secrets” privilege, Sprint will make such information available to counsel for FDN
pursuant ip an sppropriate Protective Agreement, pubject to ﬂn'y other general or specific
objections contzined herein,

10, Sprint is a large corporation with m_xployees located in many different Jocations in
Florids ud in other states. In the course of its business, Sprint creates countless documents that
are not subject to Corpmission or FCC retention of rec:ords reguirements, These documents are

Xept in mmerous Jocations thet are frequently moved from site 1o site as employees change jobs
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or as the busmess is reorgenized, Therefore, i ip possible that mot every dmcument will be
provided in response o these discovery requesis. Rather, Sprint*s responses will prov:uie subject

1o my gpplicgble objections, all nf the information obtained by Sprint after & reasonable and

diligent search conducted in connection with these regnests. Bprint ghell condact e search of
those files that ave rw'soﬁabl_y c;rpectéd to contain the repuesied information. To the extent that
the discovery recuests purport fo reguire more, Sprint objects on the gi:mmds that compliance

wonld impose an updus burden or expense,

' SPECIFIC OBJECTIONSTO
FDN'S FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES AND FIRST PODS

Totexrogatory Nos. 130

Specific Objection: Sprint cbjects to each of these Interrogatories on the grounds that the
requests are not felevartt 10 the subject matter of this action and are not reasonably calonl‘a:bod'to
Jead 10 the discovery-of admissible evidence, to the extent that thée Intexrogatories request
information related t cost studies that were the subject of Docket No. 990649B-TP. In that
fockst thess post sindies wers evalugted and approved, with modifications, by the Commission

in Ordér No, PSC-03-03:0058-ROF-TP (the “Sprint UNB Order”). FDN was a party to that

proceeding, which involved extensive discovery addressing the same information and izspes that
FDN is nttamphng to revisit in this procoeding, Through its direct tashmony and these
Interropatories, FDN impropetly saeks tp obtain reconsideraﬁon of the Bprint UNE Order,
reponsideration thet was denied by his Commission in Order No, $SC-03-0518-FOF-TP. FDN

currently has an appeal of the Sprint TUNE Order and the Order denying reconsideration pending

“in foderal cout, This appeal is the appropriate place for FDN to pymsue its digapreement with the =
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recansideration pending in federal court, This appoal is the appropriate place for FDN to pursae

. its disagreement with the Sprint UNE Order, rather than through attempting to revisit the exact

same issoes in this arbxtmhon proceeding.
~ The issue that is qmantly bafore the Commission in this arbitration proceadmg, as Sprint
ymderstands 3, is whethar or nut EDN's new inferconnection agreemam with Sprint mmst
thoorporate the UNEratss a‘pprﬁved by the Commission in the b‘pr:mi UIIB Order. To the extent
that the Commission dgtermmﬁs that fno :ratas 11: a.;pprovad.m Ordm' No, PSC-OB-ODSS-FOF.‘_‘CP

- not applicable 10 FDN and that neW'UNB rntes shculdbe dsvslope.d for mcorpuranon mro the
v SynnthDN agreement, Spnnt merves the nght to ﬁle nBW sost studi&s and saak a fial re-

evaluanon nf Spnnt’s UNB ra.tes in ﬂns proceedmg Hnwe:vu, 1t is :.rrelevant a:ud mxppmpnate '

’;o nazmwly re-exzmme thc haaes £5r certzin ﬁndmgs m the Sprmi UNE Ordar, a re-e:mmmanan

that has already been requssted by H)N and been demed, fhrough the discovery pracess in, this

proceeding. * R

DATED fhis 13 day of Jane 2005, -

n o B

2 5 ——
SUSAN 8. MASTERTON )
P.0.Box 2214
Talinhasses, BL 32316-2214
(850) 5991560 (phone)
(850) 878-0777 (fxk)-
susan masterto rint. com

ATTORNEY FOR SPRINT-FLORIDA,
INCORPORATED

- Gy
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Petition of Sprimi—Florida, Tne. for
Arbitration pf an Interconnection Agreement
with Florida Digital Network, Inc, Pursnant 1o
Section 252 of the Telecommunications

Act of 1996

. Docket No, 041464
Served: Jime 23, 2005

st s

SPRINT'S RESPONSE TO FDN CO MMUNICATIONS® FIRST SET OF

INTERROGATORIES (NOS. 1-93) AND FIRST REQUEST FOR
R PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS (NOS. 1-15) )

Pyrsuant o Rule 28-106.206, Florida Administrative Code, aud Rules 1,340, 1.350, and
1.280(b), Floride Rules of Civil Procedure, by and through nndersigned counsel, Sprint-Florida,
Tneorporated (hereinafter “Sprint™) hereby submits the following Responses to FDN' s First Set

' of nterrogatories and First Request for Production of]?owmenis, which were served on Sprint

on June 3, 2005.

Interrogatnry Prepared by Title

82 James M, Maples Regulatory Affeirs Manager
Bl . Tames M., Maples Regulatory Affairs Manager

o3 Peter Sywenk Director — Regulatory Policy

INTERROGATORIES

1 Sprit states at page 8 of the “Loop Doownentation” that “Ir]ecent fuotual and
objostive data provides the best basis for predicting:the, forward-lockdng eost of cogstructing .
telephone plant in Sprint’s service territary.” State whether this “factual date” has been updsted
and if so, identify the new data. :

RMponsu_Secspﬁntlsmbéecﬁons:prminusly_ﬁlzﬂ.onjnnm,lﬂﬂs._a
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2, Provide a2 detailed explana.tlon of all differences, mciudmg inpot values, between
the version of the SLCM that Sprint bases its proposed rates on in this proceeding and the
version of the SLCM filed i m the previous 2001 UNE cost procmhg .

Response: See Sprint’s objectlons previously filed on June 13 2008,

3, - Identify and provide the count of UNE loops that Sprint provides that are
provided: 8) on & srandalone basis and b) as part of a UNE-P arrangement between 1996 and
2004. ‘

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 2005,

1

4, Provide all projections of the total number and/or percaniage of UNE loops that
Sprmt expects to provide between 2004 and 2010, _

Responge: See Sprint’s objections previously ﬁleﬂ on Juke 13, 2005,

5. Provide the mumber of customers served by Sprint in Florida by year over the past
five years, broken out by residential or business customars and by zone (urban, rurel, and
sburban),

Response: See Spr_int’z; oi: jections previously filed om June 13, 2005,

\

6. Provide the mnnbar of Sprint working lines in Floride by year pver the past five
years, broken out by residential or business customers and by zone (urban, mural, and suburban),

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 2005. .

7. Provide Sprint’s average tumber of lines pei eustomer i Flofida by year over the
past five years, broken put by zone (urban, Tural, and subutban).

Response; See Sprint’s objections previously filed on Jupe 13, 2005,

-

D Y A T S LR
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.8, ' Identify separately the number af residential and business Bprint lines in Florida
{broken out by trban, suburban, end tural zones) that have the following mumber of lines per

Jocation:

» 1 Yine per location;

+ 2 lines per Jocation;

«Between 3 and 6 lines per location;

- Between 7 and 25 Enes per looation;

- Between 26 and 50 lines per location;

+ Between 5] and 100 [inés pet location;

» Between 101 and 200 Yines per Jocation;

- Between 201 and 300 lines per location;

- Between 301 and 400 lines per location;
) - Between 401 and 600 lines per Jocation;

+ 6071 or more Jines per location.

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on Juzie 13, 2005.

.8 Identify separately the mmmber of residential and business Sprimt lines in Florida
[broken out by urban, suburban, and rural zones) that have the following number of ines per
cusiomer:

+ 1 line per customer;

+ 2 Tines per castomer;

- Between 3 and 6 lines per customer;

- Between 7 end 25 lines per customer,

* Between 26 and 50 lines per customer; .
+ Between 51 and 100 Hnes per customer;
+ Between 101 and 200 lings per enstomer;
» Between 201 and 300 lines per customer;
» Between 301 and 400 lines per customer;
« Between 401 and 600-lines-per customer;
- 501 or more lines per custormer.

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 2005,

10, . Xdeotify by wirecenter the number of DS-1 two wire copper loops in use in
Sprint’s Florida network fn 2001, 2002, 2003 and 2004, ’

- Regponse: - See Sprint’s pbj ecﬁbmmrsviously-ﬁled'un June 13,2005, -+ -
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.16,  Formodeling purposes, explain the extent to which the mix of copper cable length
ellocated to distribution and feeder estimatad in the mode! varies based on the structure type
(meria), buried, underground), terrain, and other variables, T Sprint does not specifically track

. this information, provide Sprint's expert opinion on whether the mix of copper ceble length

allocated to distribution and feeder should vary based on the structure type (aerial, buried,
underground) and identify the expert providing the response, :

Response: Bec Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 2005,

17.  For modeling purposes, explain whether the mix of sopper ceble length allocated
to distribution and feeder varies based on customer density. If Sprint does mot specifically track

. this information, provide Sprint's expert opinion on whether the mix of copper ceble length

allocated to distribution and feeder should vary based on customer density and identify the expert -
providing 1be response. . o

Response; See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 2005,

18,  Confim or deny that a higher percentage of nnderground cable is used for feeder

. facilities than for distribution facilities in the model. Xf+his statement is denied, provide &

detailed explanation and give an example of when this wonld not be true. If Sprint does not
specifically track this information, provide Sprint's expert opinion on whether & higher
percentage of wnderground cable is nsed for feeder facilities than for distribution facilities and
identify the expert providing the respanse.

Response: Bee Sprint’s objéctions previously filed on June 13, 2005,

15,  Confirm or deny thay, for modeling purposes, a greater quantity of undergroumi
cable is present in urban areas than in rural areas. I this statement is denied, provide a deteiled
explanation and give an example of when this wonld not be true, I Sprint does not specifically

" track this information, provide Sprint's expert opinion on whether underground cable is more
- prevalent in urban areas than in rural areas and identify the expert providing the response.

TIdentify the percentage.and acinal number-of customers served in this manmer. . .o oo

Response: See Sprint's objections previously filed on Jme 13, 2005,

20,  Page 21 of the Loop Dorumentation states, “Double-ending a system provides
flexibility and allows the ILECs to provide unbundled loops to CLECs” Bxplain Sprint’s
position on the fechnicel feasibility of nsing & single-ended or integrated DLC 1o provide
unbundled loops, .
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27.  Provide the mix of CEV system sizes (including capacities) currently deployed in
Sprint's network, including both the magnitude and percentage of those deployments.

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 2005,

28,  With respect to the ten largest outside plant estimate cases from Florida over the
- past thres years, for each of these projécts, provide the actnal job costs &t the most granuler Jevel
of detafl aveilable, inchiding the reason for each project, the fotel mumber of lines of actnal ang
potential loop capaoity added in each such project, and the specific location of each such
constrootion project. The response to this request should contain detail information, not
summary level information. '

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 2005.

29.  Provide, for each of the past three years, the total labor dollars, material dollars,
and engineering dollers assigned to each account category (at the lowest Jevel of aceounting
available) for exempt materials. For exemple, if exempt matetial labor dollars are captured at the
ACC 248 pnd ACT 548 level (or lower), provide information at that leve] of detail

Response: See Sprint’s objections previonsly fled on June 13, 2003,

30, Provide the pame of and a complete description of each system and/or database

" that Sprint uses o develop cost estimates for outside plant construction to service new loop

demand,
Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 2005,

31.  Provide al] Sprint "objective” installstion times (or equivalent) for each
component of its outzide plant inchuding those that Sprint uses tp estimate installation times
(either for imternal reporting purposes or for congtructing project estimates). for each specific type
of ontside plan equipment including, but not limited to, any installation times thet Sprint uses to
evaluzte the performance of its employees.

Response: See Sprint's objections previously filed on June 13, 2005,

32, Identify thie average distance betpreen splices for aerial, buried, and underground
copper cable in Sprint’s network and the assumptions nsed in the SLCM. If Bprint does not
specifically track this information, provide Sprint's expert opinion on the gverage distance

—7-
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‘between splices for perial, buried, and underground copper cable and identify the expert
providing the response,

Responss: See Sprint’s objeciions previonsly filed op Jume 13, 2005,

33,  Describe the specifio steps that are necegsery to mstsll DLC equipment once it is
delivered fromthe vendor, Also, include time estimates for each of these steps and jdentify the
source for these time estimates, . .

Response; See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 2005

34, Identify the verious sizes of distribution terminals that Sprint currently purchases
for use in Florida and the extent to which they are (8) deployed in Sprint’s network and (b)
assumptions regarding deployment in the SLCM.

Response: See Sprint’s ehjections previously filed on June 13, 2005.

35, Tor each size distribution terminal identified that Sprint currently purchases for
vse in Florida, identify the parcent of each distribution terminal type installed over the past three

o o
Response: See Sprint’s' oi:jacﬁons previously filed on June 13, 2005,

36,  For each FDI placed in the past three years, supply the size FDI placed, the
mmber of working lines af instellation and the total number of ports eross-connected at that FDY,
£ the nmber of ports crops-connested is not avedleble, provide as much information as is
available for each FDY installation.

Response: See Sprint's objections previously filed on June 13, 2005,

37.  Identify the average number of feeder pairs engineered af the FDI, by rate zone
and custotner type.

Response: See Sprint's objections previonsly filed on June 13, 2005.

38,  Idestify the instellation times for each FDT size that Sprizt uses, for each system

that Sprint uses that contains such information, including, butnot limited to systems used for

e

o ettt e e
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Response: . See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 2005.

45.  Tdenfify the NID cost estimates, by NID type, used i Sprint’s cost model.
Response: See Sprint’s oi:jecﬁous previonsly filed on Juve 13, 2005,

46,  Identify the NID installation times used in Sprint’s cost model, including the
bases therefore.

Respouse: See Sprints objections previously filed on June 13, 2005,

47, Identify any standards (such as standard time increments or functional time
increments) that Sprint uses for the purposes of evalnating the productivity of its technicians for
installing NIDs and identify the source of the standards.

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on Jume 13, 2005,

48,  Tdentify Sprint's costs associated with purchasing drop wire (both aerisl and '
buried) and NIDs tlong with any information sufficient to identify the average material cost per
foot of rerial drop wire, buitied drop wire, and the average material cost per WID from these
invoices, ) . -

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 2005,

49,  Fortheten largest Sprint projests over the pagt three yeats involving the
installption of DS-1 circuit equipment, identify the specific time and metetial, on an item-by-
item basin, associated with installing DS-1 circuit equiptent. Include 2 description ofthe .
purpose or reaspn for the job, For each of these projects, also provide the actval job costs #t the

most pratlar Jevel of deta] available.
Response; See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 2005,

50. ForanyDLC system}; used in SLCM, identify the concentrétion ratio and the
besis for that estimate, : '

Response: See Sprint's objections previously filed on June 13, 2005,

»10~
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51. By eachmte zone, identify the ectual concentration ratio for which Sprint's DLC
systems are engineered in its actual network in Florida.

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on Juxe 13, 2005,

52, Dlease disoass Sprint's position of whether DLC based DSO loops can be offered
on &n unbundled basis as UNE loops.

Response: See Sprint’s objections pfavioilsly filed on June 13, 2005,

53,  Please identify the following:
B the percentage of lobps served by IDLC;
b, the percentage of loops served by UDLC.

. Response: See Sprint’s objections previonsly fled on June 13, 2005,

54,  Isthe Sprint Florida TELRIC model platform filed in this proceeding the sams as
that filed in Docket No. 990649B-TR? JEnot, pleese describe in detail how thiz mode] platform
i different than the one used to caloulate the following in Docket No. 990649B-TP;

2, Loop investment and anmmal costs.
. b Anmuz] cost factors
c. Other direct end common cost factors
d. Avoided / excluded costs :

Regponse: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 2005,

Factors

55, s Sprint proposing cost of debt, cost of equity end debt / equity ratios different
than those approved by the Florida PSC in Order No. PSC-03-0058-FOF-TE? Ifthe answer ie
yes, pleass identify the bases for the proposed changes.

Response: See Sprint’s objections previousty filed on June 13, 2005,
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56, s Sptint proposing depreciation lives different then those approved by the Flarida
PSC in Order No, PSC-03-0058-FOF-TP? If the answer is yes, please explain why and the basis
for Sprint’s proposed changes.

Response: See Sprint’s objections previousl} filed on June 13, 2005,

57, Please state whether Sprint used book velues for the plant investment used in the °

denominator portion of the annnal cost factor calculations or plant values restated to replacement

cost via telephone plant indices (“TPY") or C.A. Turner indices, -

Respomse: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 2005.

58, Plaasel state whether Sprint Florida inclndes productivity and/or inflation factors
in its TELRIC studies. :

Response: Ses Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 153, 2005.

59.  'With respect to the “Neon Recurting Charges Study, Narretive Index," at p. 4 § 2,
Service Order Charges: . :

B state what automatic edits, & any, the Blectronic Interfaces, Electronic
Data Imerface (EDI) and Integrated Request Entry System (IRES) have
‘for comecting inpit by CLEC nsers? ‘

b, identify the devices syeileble in the Electronic Iaterfices to CLBC nsers fo
determine the type ang accuracy of input information? :

o,  identify the nser feedback processes available for CLEC users io
determine whet ongoing £rrors ere being charged as a tool to avold fivture
charges for errors. . . ,

Response: See Sprint’s objections previonsly filed on June 13, 2008,

60,  ‘With respect to the “Non Recurring Charges Study, Narative Index,” at pps. 5-6
§ 2, (“Major Determinants of Cost”), where Sprint staies that the electronic service order charge
Sinchudes the costs 4o clarify and correct errors on LSR,” identify;

a How is the error determination made and how does Sprinf make the
* - CLBCvser aware of all émors on LSRST 7 7 o

-19-
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b, What is the time frame from Sprint receipt of an LER to notification of the
CLEC nsers that a billable error has been made] :

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 2005,

) 61.  With respeot to the “Non Recurring Cherges Study, Narrative Index,” at pps. 5-6
§ 2, (“Major Determinants of Cost™), in which Sprint states that the Hlectronic Service Order
charpes includes the costs o establish major ascount for CLEC in SOE, identify the steps
involved with this business process and explain why this is a manual rather than sutomated
pIOGESS. :

Response: See Sprint’s objections previousty filed on Jme 13, 2005,

62.  Withrespect to the “Non Recurring Charges Study, Narrative Index,” at pps. 5-6
§ 2, (“Major Determinants of Cost), in which Sprint states thet the Blecironic Service Order
" charge incindes the costs to “Apply service and equipment codes,” and charges associated with
CLBC orders, explain: )

g, . The steps and purpose ofthese business processes;
b. why they are not antomated for cost purposes; and

¢.  Whether these codes are maintsined in any system data bases,

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 2005,

'63,  Tdentify the percentage of central office dedicated inside plant (DIP) assumed in
the copt studies, if any, end the procest used to make this determination,

Response: Sep Syrint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 2005,

64,  Idemiify the percentage of dedicated outside plant (DOF) assnmed in the cost
studies, if any, and the prooess used to make this determination.

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 2005,

65.  ‘Withrespect to the “Non Recurring Charges Study, Narrative Index (Major
“Determinants of Cost— 2 & 4 Wire Analog Loops)” atp. 8 § 3, in which Sprint states that

~13~
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various charges are “weighted,” identify the processes Sprint uses to determine the various non
requrring charges that are weighted,

Response: See Sprint’s objecﬁo'ns previously filed on June 13, 2005,

66, With respect to the “Non Recurring Charges Study, Narrative Yodex (Major
Determinants of Cost — 2 & 4 Wire Analog Loops)” at p. 8, Sprint states that “[r]ecent factual
and objective data provides the best basis for predicting the forward-looking cost of constructing
telephone plant in Sprint’s service tertitory.” Identify any updates that have been made to this
data.

- Regponse: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on Jone 13, 2005

67.  With respect to the “Non Recorring Charges Study, Narative Index (Major

- Determinants of Cost — 2 & 4 Wire Aznalog Loops - Instailation Charges),” at pps, 10-11, §3, in

which Sprint states that for New, Second or Additional Line and Re-Installation, charges inchnde
the cost of “Connections at cross-boxes, terminals and customer interface,” identify the basis for
these costs, incloding whether they constitute averages for all types of termination technology?

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed ori June 13, 2005.

68. W‘zthfesﬁectto fhe “Non Recurring Charges Study, Narrative Index (Major
Determinants of Cost — 2 & 4 Wire Analog Loops), at pps. 10-11, § 3, identify the bases forall -
travel charges. ‘ :

. . Response: See Sprint’s objections previonsly filed on June 13, 2005,

69.  With respectio the “Non Recurring Charges Study, Narrative Index (Major
Determinants of Cost~ 2 & 4 Wire Analog Loops), at pps. 10-1], § 3, in which Sprint states that
for New, Second or Additional Line and Re-Installation, charges.include.the.costs of .

- “Completion Testing” state what activities constitute this charge, including, but not limhited to,

whether the progess is sutomated, end how fault-identifications pre handled and resolyved.

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 2005,

70, ‘With respect to the “Non Recurring Charges Study, Narrative Index (Major
Determinants of Cost— 2 & 4 Wire Anelog Loops), at p. 11, § 3, regarding discomnect charges,.




" Exhibit A

|
~Page 23 of 32

<

identify all activities associated with this charge and when relstive to the disconnect due date,
service jumpers removed and all tasks associated therewith.

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 2008,

71.  With respect to the “Non Recurring Charges Study, Nerrative Index (Major
Determinants of Cost— 2 & 4 Wire Analog Loops), § 4 at 12, in which Sprint identifies activities
assooiated with Ioop qualification information request procedures, identify the What measured
sub-tasks associated with each identified component of the major task and how those estimates
were determined.

Response: Sce Sprint’s objections previousty filed on June 13, 2005,

72.  ‘With respect to the “Non Recurring Charges Study, Narrative Indsx (Major
Deierminants of Cost—~ 2 & 4 Wire Anslog Loops), § 5 pps. 13-15, regarding loop conditioning
inputs, identify all activities and processes associated with these charges and the bases therefore.

Response: See Sprint’s objections previonsly filed on June 13, 2005,

73,  Identify any and all databases and/or operetional support systems that provide
detailed information on outside plant design, rearrangements, additions, removals and other
ativity relative to the design and makeup characteristics needed to provision customer services?

Regponse: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 2005,

. 74,  State whether Sprint field techricians (installation and maintenance, cable
imaintenance, central office maintenance, etc,) are dispatched from personal residences; if not,
the locations they are dispatched from, and the criteria Sprint uses to determine dispatch
locatiops, . '

Responée: See Sprint’s nbjecﬁdns previonsly filed on June 13, 2005,

75.  Identify how labor rate information is utilized in the cost studies and how cost
data i3 adjusted to reflect cnrrent Iabor costs. o

Response: See Sprint’s objections previoasly filed on June 13, 2005,
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% 76,  Identify by name and position all subject matter experts, field technicians and
other personne] that heve provided information used in the non-recurring studies filed in the
current proceeding and identify with specific references to studies each specific titne estimate or

others aspect of the studies for which the person provided input(s).
P Response: S'ea Sprint’s objections previonsly filed om June 13, 2005,

) 77.  Tistall criteria applied to the nonrecorring cost studies to insure statistical
validity.
. Response: See Sprint’s objettions previously filed on June 13, 2005

FYSTIE W,

78,  Statewhether central office and field technicians have the ability to réeceive and
R gomplete work orders directly from an op eration support system, what system or systems suppart
' this effort, and the nature of the support these systems provide field technicians.

Resﬁonse: See Sprint’s objections prqviously filed on June 13, 2603,

79" Tor sach in which & Spriat incumibent local exchange carrier affiliate (other then
Sprint Floride) provides unbundled petwork elements, identify whether the most recently
approved NRCs include the costs for disconnectior or whether there ars deferred charges for

discommection.
Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 2005,

80, Tdentify the main distribution frame technologies Sprint uses to determine cen:h‘ai
office crogs-connect times and the bases therefore. ' '

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously fled on June 13, 2005,

, 81,  Identify the extent Sprint utilizes avtomatic distribution frame technplogies?
J’ What percentage of Sprint’s voice grade, DSO Jevel Joop facilities terminate on such frames in

’ Florida? N :
"Response: See Sprint’s objections previonsly filed on June 13, 2005,

b e A 8t o S A e =21 20
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" whether or not the circuit is ordered out of the interstate or intrastate tariff and whether or

l
L

82,  For commingled BELS whers the loop is 8 UNE and transport is purchased from
other Sprint tartffs, what non-recurring charges apply? Please provide an exhaustive accomnting
of the applicable non-resurring charges for the following configurations:

& DSDloop to D81 transport
b DS0lpop to DS3 transport
c. DS1loopto D81 transport
d. DS11lpoptoDS3 transport

Response:
The following respotse is based on the initial installation of new services, FDN did not
specify whether or not it wanted the charges for a new ingtaliation or the conversion of
existing service,

The fariffed special access recurring and non-recurring charges will apply far the
transport component of the commingled EEL, Sprint’s tariffs are publicly available, rafe
application is explained within them, and prices vary based on a variety of factors such as

not it is ordered on a month to month or volume term basts, Any atiempt to model the
variety of scenaries would therefore be voluminous and burdensome and nnnecessayy.

Lilrewise, pricing for the UNE loop components is clearly provided in.the price list and
varies based on Joop type and by rate hands.

However, Sprint provides.the following example that can assist FDN in modeling varigus
scenarios, The dlagram flhstrates a commingled EEL with the special access transport
between Altamonte and ‘Winter Park and the UNE loop sexved out of Winter Park. Xt
terminates 10 a collocation arrangement in Altamonte since collocation is a requirement for

aceess to BELs (47 C.E.R. §51.318).
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‘The special access elements that counld apply (dependmg upon what was orﬂered) and
associated month to month access rates are as follows:

—— ke 34 = = 4

-

-

& mne sty o

Intrestate Zone 1 Interstsic Zone 1
Serviee Rate Element Quantity Non-recurring . Non-recurring
s - : Chayge Charyre
Dsi Chupne Teomination 1. 56000 180.50
D1 Channel Milaage [3 NA NA
Farllity (CME)
DS1 Channel Mileape 1 NA NA
Termination (CMT)
DE1 DB to DBO Mux 1 175.00 150.00
D3 Channel Termination 1 400.00 200.00
DE3 Channe! Mileage 6 NA NA
DE3 Chaunel Mileage 1 NA NA
Terminstion {CHVT)
D53 1 212,00 100,00

D53 to DEL Mux

The most common UNE elements that could apply (depending upon what was ordered and
how it was ordered) are as folloys:

TNE Rate Blement Non-Recurrring Charge
[ Txip Charge 18.38
Mannal Service Order T 2810
Tlectronic Beryice Ordex ™ - 382 “

-18-

oo
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2 Wire Loop Cooperative Testing 46,71
4 Wire Loop Ceoperative Testing 66.92
Loop Make-UP Information 5,90
2-Wire Analog 111.24 (Rirst ine)
52,73 (Bach additional)
4-Wire Anglog Band 2 144.53 (Birst Jine)
£5,82 {(Tach additienal)
2-WWire xDSL Capable 106,81 (Birst Jine)
48.30 Bach addiiional)
4.\¥ire xDSL Capahble 138.23 (Birst line)
19,75 (Bach additional)
2-Wire Digital 169,14 (First linc)
108.10 {Each addition
2-Wire ISDN-BRI Digital Loop 169.14 (Birst line)
108.10 (Rach additional)
. | &<Wire Digital Loop (o Electronics) 240.90 (First Jine)
170.85 (tach additio
Dipital 56k/64k Locp Band 2 165,34 (Firstline)
108.10 (Bach additienal)
LS1 Service mud ISDN PRI Loop 325,88 (First Jing)
o ) 177.61 (Bach additional)
T.oop Conditioning May apply if CLEC requests
(ses TINX. price Jist)

Page 27 of 32

There is no charge currently for the facility connecting the UNE loop with the special
access transport. Spriot initially teok the position that this facility wonid be purchased

f£rom the wholesale tariff; however, upen further review,
would be mors appropriate. X{ the end to end circnit were

termination charge for the facility to the

jiroviding this commection. Xf the end to end circuit were 100

charge includes the cost of this facility.

it determined that a UNE rate
100% special access the chaxnel

end user premises wonld recover the cost of

% TNE the ONE multiplexing

Sprint will commingle the facilities with the non-recurring charges 25 shown and forego

. amy separate charge for the facility in ques
pricieg for that element, I¥ it does, it will only
in accordance with the terms and conditions in the interconnection agreement.

tion. Sprint, may, at some future time, develop
seek to apply the rate on a prospective basis

Using the information above, if FDN were to order 2 D51 UNE loop commingled with

jntrastate DS3 special access transport, the
"UNE loop was prdered electronieally, 2 trip

cooperative testing.
Rate Dlement NRC

D83 Chapne} Termination {CT) 400.00
D83 Channe] Mileage Facility (CME) NA
DS3 Chamuel Mileage Termination NA
(CMT) .
D83 to DSI Mux 212.60

| Trip Charge - 18.88
Electronic Sexvice-Order - - - 382 |

following NRCs would apply, assuming that the
charge was required; and FDN requested
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d-Wire Cooperative Testing 66.99
D51 UNE Loop Instnllgtion 325.88
Totsl NRC 1,027.57

This Jevel of non-recurring charge would apply to the initial installation of the DS3
transport and DS3/DS1 multiplexing. The installation of subsequent DS1 loops terminated
to the special access multiplexer would be $415.57 (trip charge, electronic service oxder, 4-
wire cooperative testing, DS1 UNE Loop Installation).

83,  Statehow Sprint accounts for exempt material doflars and how exempt material
- dollars are associated with each account,

. Respopse: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 2005.

"84,  Identify and provide the bases for all modeling assumptions regarding the average
distance between splices for eerial, buried, and underground copper cable.

Response: See Bprint’s objections previously fiied on June 13, 2008,

85.  Tdentify ang pmvidé. the bases for all modeling aszumptions regarding the
estimation of the percent of active strends assumption in SLCM, by density zone.

Response: See Sprint’s obj t;cﬁons previously filed pn June 13, 2005,

86.  Identify and provide the béses for all modeling 2ssumptions used to generate FDI
size, quantity, and zone allocations.

Response: See Sprini’s objections previously filed on Junle 13, 2005,

87 Identify and provide the basis for the average feeder stub length assumed in
SLCM.
Response: See Sprint’s objections previomsly filed o June 13,2005, - b e

88, . Identify and provide the basis forthe mix of aerial and burjed drop-wires assumed.
in ths SLOM. To.the. extent that the mix is based.on expert opinion, identify.the. expert.and. ...

° g "20" - L e e Tyt
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provide a detailed desoription of why the mix of aerial and buried drop wires used in Sprint's
SLCM is eppropriate. .

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 2005,

29,  Identify and provide the basis for the business and residential premises
termination information (misx of NIDs/block terminals, ste.), used in Sprint’s model

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 2005,

90,  Identify and provide ths basis for the cable distancas assumed in SLCM and
explain how Sprint assures they reflect only those distances that would be necessary 1o support
the services agsumed on each route, :

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on Jone 13, 2005.

91.  Identify on & route-by-route basis, the number of UNE trensport circuiis
purchased by FON from Sprint (whether as part of an EEL or otherwise) on routes which Sprint
maintzins are upimpaired pursnant to the standards of the TRRO and on routes where Sprint
maintains that a CLEC can order no more than 10 DS- fransport circuits.

Response:

Sprint provided FDN with the list of Sprint’s wire centers that qualify as Tier 1 or Tier 2
via e-mail on April 28, 2005 and provided FDN the basts for the wire centers meeting the
gnalification, either muwmber of business lines or fiber based collocators, on May 27, 2008,
In addition, the point to point trangport ronte table in the price list that has been provided
to FDN explicitly shows which routes have met the DSY and/or DS3 threshold. -
Accordingly, the prices for these romtes on the price list have been adjusted to reflect the

increase allowed by the FCC in the TRRO.

FDN shounld mainiain its owi records regarding how many cirenits it bas as well as' where
they are and with the abpve information be able to determine which circuits will be
jmpatted by the status of the wire centers as well a5 the cap of 10 DS1 cirenits on each -
route, g

52, Iﬁenﬁfy the total amount of intrastate access revenues and minutes billed by
Sprint 1o FDN for services in 2004, ™ . T

Response: In addition to Sprint’s general objections previously filed on June 13, 2005, -

. Sprint ohjects to this jnterrogatory becanse the information requested is information that is
equally avajlable to FDN as it is to Spriot and, via its receipt of Sprint’s bills; shonld
alréady bt fn FDN's- possession, ~ 0 77T T A mmmmemm e
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93,  Identify the total amount of intrastate access revermes and miputes budgeted by
Sprint for services o be rendered o FDXN for 2005, 2006, and 2007, ’

Response:

Sprint does not budget intrastate access revenues and minutes on 2 carrier by carrier basis.

REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION

. 1. Provide the proprietaty versions of Sprints cost models used to suppori Sprint's
proposed rates and costs in the current procseding, The modsls and elgorithms shonld be
provided in electronic form with all supporting workbooks end all documentation necessary to
replicate and verify the results. Sprint should also provide all other documents, comnmmications,
‘work papers and analyses used in the preparation of the non-recurring cost studies.

Response: Ses Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 2005,

2. Provide all documents referred to, relied upon or related to Sprint’s answers to FDN"s
First Bet of Interrogatories. . :

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 2605,

: 3. Sprint states at page 5 of the Loop Documentation manual that “Customer dengity is the .
single lergest factor impacting the cost of local loops.” Provide all stodies, analysis and maps
showing any and all changes in Sprint's customer density over the last five years by wire center,

ons‘e.: See Sprinf’s objections previously filed on Jone 13, 2005
p

4, Sprint states at page 7 of the Loop Documentation manual thatit “uses current vendor
meterial costs for cable and electronics.” Provide all current vendor quotes relied on the inputs

1o the Loop caleulations,
Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 2005,

) 5, .With respectto Sprint's calculation of loop costs, provide all documents rejated fo )
Sprint’s determination of when fber and DLC feeder systems are used instead of copper feeder,
including all supporting apalysis and related documentation.

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 2005.
6. Provide all documentation supporfing the percentage of Univerzal or “donble-ended”
DLC used in SLCML ' - ' '




5 GO0 5a O - . . . LSy P s T Yo e

Exhibit A
_

e et e

ST T P P

" e

-

— == e

j"I’age 310f32

i
v

wocoe oo . @ o -

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 2005,

7. Provide a complete copy of any documentation that establishes the planned percentage
of DLCk that will be deployed solely as Universal or “double-ended” DLCs in Sprint Florida's
netiwork, including the hasts for the decision regarding how nmich, where, and under what
conditions, Universel or “double~ended” DLC will be deployed.

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 2008,

8, For the ten Jargest outside plant construction projects done in the last three years,
provide all pre-job cost estimates, and post-job actual cost data, mohding invoices and other
documentstion as well as statements of work performed, time required, and costs of each
aciivity, ‘at the most granular Jevel of detail availeble, for the following: (g) instellation of feeder
and distribution cable, (b) instaliation of DLC RT Cabinet eguipment; {c) 672 and 2016 DLC-RT
installation; (d) DLC COT deployment; (&) terminal block and distribution terminal installation
and deployment; and (f) FDI installation. s

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on Jnne 13, 2005.

9, Provide capies of any standards, such as standard time increments or functional time
increments, for all activities related to ¢lements in the cost models, including, but not limited to,
the following; (8) installation of copper and fiber cables; (b) installation of distribution terminals
and FDIs. Also identify the basis for all such standards. :

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on Juxne 13, 2005.

10. Provide an electrenic copy of all documents concarning, referring or relating to any and
all internal or external validation tests or studies that have been performed on SLCML

Response: See Sprint’s objections previounsly filed on June 13, 2005.

11 Page 29 of the Loop Documentation manual states, “The maximum loop length ofa
CSA iz 12kF for 19, 22, or 24 gauge cables and 9kft for 26 gange cables. All CSA loops must be
wnloaded and should not consist of mors than two gauges of cable” This documentation cites
Belicors Notes o the Networks, SR-2275, Issue 3, December 1997, Section 12.1.4 page 12-5,
Provide all updated engineering guidelines and resulting carrent maximum loop length practices.,

. Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 2005,

12, Please provide copies of the most current TP or C.A. Tumer indices used by Sprint
Florida and an analysis of plant investment by account and by vintage restated to corrent or
replacement cost, '

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed o0 June 13, 2005,

13, Provide copies of the instructions used in preparing cost studies relied on by for the
NROs in Sprint Florda, , .

s m
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