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 NQ. 041464

Filed June 29, 2005

P N A

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
discovely responses compelled. In support of this motion, FDN states as follows:

1. | FDN served Sprint with the above 1dentified discovery requests on June 3, 2005.
On June 13, 2005, Sprint filed general and specific objections to FDN’s discovery. Inits
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 Requesis 1 - 158

2. Pursuant to Section 252 of the federal Communications Act (the “Act”), FDN has
the legal right to arbitrate, and the Commuission 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 Establishing Procedurs,? 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 effectively re-write the issue to read, “Should 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
1s 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 refer to a
prior determination the Commission made in a generic proceeding, and the Conunission refers to
the generic case as supportive precedent, there 1s 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

% At no 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 Commission’s generic deteiminations.® Thus, Sprint itself seems
to recognize a parti_es; 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. Nor is there any validity to Sprint argum@nts 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
intercormection 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 eliminate the UNE rate issue
that has been part of this proceeding since inception, by asking the Commission to effectively
rewrite the law on arbitration and the issue. The Commission must reject this attempt. At no
point 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 foreclesed from arbitrating Sprint’s proposed UNE rates. To
be sure, Sprint stated its position that the UNE rates approved in Docket No. 9906498 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 carmot 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 answers to FDN’s discovery and (2) provide FDN meaningful 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 1'equest.9 Without such relief, FDN is unquestionably and severely
prejudiced in its ability to arbitrate Issue No. 34 due to Sprint’s unrefited 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 is the number 10 or the color red does
not matter. The question asks what Sprint knows. Even 1f 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

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
commingled circuits. Therefore, the Commission should compel Sprint to immediately provide
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 lmow 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 Commumnications moves the
Commission to deny Sprint’s objections to the FDN Communications” discovery identified
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

I 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 Commission
2540 Shumard Ozak Blvd.
Tallahassee, FL. 32399-0850
jsusac@psc.state.fl.us

kscott@psc.state.fl.us

Susan S. Masterton, Attorney
Sprint

P.O. Box 2214

Tallahassee, F1. 32316-2214
(850) 599-1560

Fax: (850) 878-0777

Susan.masterton{@mail.sprint.com



Kenneth A. Schifman, General Attorhey
Sprint

6450 Sprint Parkway

Overland Park, KS 66251

(913) 315-9783

Fax: (913) 523-9827

Kenneth.schifman@mail.sprint.com

Matthew Feil

FDN Communications
2301 Lucien Way
Suite 200

Maitland, FL 32751
(407) 835-0460
mfeillf@mail. fdn.com
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Re:  Dopket No, 041464-TP
Dear Ms, Bayc: |
1 Enclosed for filing on behalf of Sprint-Florida, Tncorporated are Sprint’s (General and
i ) Specific Objections to FDNg First Set of Interrogatories and Producton of Documents,

Copies are being served on the parties n this docket putsuant to the attached certificate of
i Service, , | '

T you have any questions regarring this electronic filing, plegse do not hesiiateto call me
at 850-590-1560, ~ :
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CERTIFICATE OF SEBVICE
DOCKET NO. 041464-TP

1EERBBY CERTIFY that atrue and correct copy of the foregoing was served by U.S,

and elestronic mail on this 13% day of Tune, 2005 to the following!

Kira Seott
2540 Shomard Ol Bivd,
Tallahassee; FL 32395-0850

David Dotwds
2540 Bhumard Ogk Blvd,
Tallahasses, FL 32399-0850

Jersmy Susac
2540 Shymard Osk Blvd, .
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

hfichael Sloan

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

EDN Commutications

M, Maithew Feil

2301 Lurcien Way, Suite 200
‘Maitland, FL 32751-7625
Kenneth E. Schifman
KSOPEN0212-24303
5450 Bprint Plowy
Overland Park, €5 66251-6100

— i o —

Susan 5. Masterton
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'BEFORT THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re; Petition of Sptint—Florida, nc. for
Axbitretion of an Interconnection Agreement
with Florida Digital Networl, Inc, Pursuant o
Section 252 of the Telecommumcaﬁcns

Act of 1098

Docket No, 041464-TP
Filed: June 13, 2005

- -

SPR]NI' S QMERAL AND SPECIFIC OBJECTIONS TO
FON COMMUNICA TIONS’ FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES AND

FIRST REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS -
~ Pursuant to Rule 28-106.206, Florida Administrative Code, and Roles 1.340, 1.350 and
1.280(b), Florida Rules of Civil Procadt;re; Sprint-Florida, Incorporated (hereinafter “Sprint’")
herehy submits the following General and Specific Objections to FDN Communications® First

Set of Iterrpgatories and First Request for Production of Documents, which were served on

‘Sprint vie e-meil on June 3, 2005,

T INTRODUCTION

1

The objections stated herein are preliminary i in namra end are made af this t:me for the

purpose of complying with the ten—da.y requirement set forth in Order No, PSC-05 -0496-PCD—IZP

aboye-referenced docket, Shonld additional grounds for objection bs discoversd as Spring

prepates its responses t0 the above-r;sferanoa& requests, Sprint reserves the right to supplement,
revise, or modify its objections at the time thatit serves its responses on FDN, Morepver, should
Sprint deténrﬁne that a Protective Qrder is pecessary with respect to any of the material
requested by FDN, Sprint reserves the right m file 5 motion with the Commissibn seeking such 2

order 2t fhe fime that if serves its answers and responses on FDK,

. ("Propedurl Order”) issued. by the Florids Public Service Commission (*Commissich”) i the




. burdensome, and oppressive.
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GINERAL OBILCTIONS
Sprint makes the following General Objections to FDWN's First Set of Interrogatories and

First Raquest for Production of Documents (’TDDS”).L Thege general objections apply io
instruotipns gnd definitions and to each of the individual requests and interrogatories in the First
Set of hten;gawﬂas and .EirstnRequsst for PODs, resﬁzcﬁvely,. and will be incorporated by
reference into Sprint’s pnswers whep-they are served on FDN

L Sl'm‘nt cbjects to the requests to the extent that such zequests seek to impose an
obligation on Sprint to respond on behalf of subsidiares, affiliates, or other persons that are mot
parties 1o this oase on the grounds that such requests are overly broad, wnduly burdemsome,’
oppressive, and not permitted by applicable discovery rules. The party.subject to this arbitration
is Spri-Florida, Tncorporated and, *nfithoﬂ waiver of this objection and subject fo any other
applicable objection set forth herein, Spring will respond aceordingly.

2, Bprint hes intecproted FDIN's requests to apply 10 Bpuini’s regulated infrastaie
operations in Florida ami ‘;u‘ﬂ Tsmnit its responses accordingly, To the extent that any request is

intended to apply to matters other than Florida intrastate operations subjesct to the jurisdiction of

 the Commisgion, Sprint pbjects 1o such requ;ae'ft 16 produce ag irrelsvant, overly broad, onduly .

bt R ER ammr Me Al meme o LNA GG L e

3, Sprint objects o each aﬁd every request and instruction to the extent that such request
of instruction calls for informetion that is exempt from discovery by virfue of the atiorney-olient
privilege, work product pxivil'ege; or other applicable privilege.

4, Sprint objects to sach and every reguest insofar as the request is vague, ambiguous,

overly broad, imprecise, or utilizes terms that are subject 1o multiple interpretetions but are not
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properly defined or explained for purposes of these requests. Any responses provided bﬁr Sprint

1o FDIN's requests will be provided subj ect 10, end without waiver of, the foregoing objection,

5. Sprint objects to each and every request insofar as the request is not reasonably

eeleolated 1o l_eali to the discovery of admissible evidence and is noé relevant to the subject

matter of fhis action. Sprint will attempt to nole in its responges each imsience -where this

objection applies,
6. Sprint objects to FDN's discovery requests, instroctions and definitions, insofar as

they seek o impose obligation pn Sprint that exceed the requirements of the Florida Rules nf

Civil Procedure or Florida Law.
7. Sprint objects to providing information .to the extent that such information is already

in the public record before the Commission, or elsewhere.

8, Sprint objects to each and every request, insofar as it i unduly burdensome,'

expengive, oppress:ve, or excesswely time consuming ag written,

9, Sprint objects to ear:.h and every requegt 1o the extent ﬂmt the nformation requested

constitutes “trade serrets” whlch are privileged pursoant tp Section, 50. 506 Flozide Statutes. To
the extent that FDN requasts proprietary confidentinl business information which 3 i5 not subect
1o the “trade secrets” privilege, Sprint will make such information available to counsel for FDN
pursuant io an sppropriate Protective Agreement, subject to any other general or specific
objections contained herein.

10, Sprint is a large corporation with emplnyees located in many dlfferent locations in
qurida and in other states, In the course of its business, Sprint creates countless documents that
gre ot subject to Commission or FCC retention of rer;ords requirements, These documents are

kept in numercus Jocetions thet are frequently moved from gite 1o ste as employees change jobs
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or a5 the buginess i reorgenized, Therefore, it is possible that not every document will be

provided in response o these disoovery requests. Rather, Sprint’s responses will provide, subject

o any epplicgble objections, all nf the information obtained by Sprint after & reasopable and

diligent search conducted in connection with these regnests. Bprint ghall condoct 2 search of
thoée files that are rea,s;onabl_y e:;:pectéd to contain the requested informafion. To the extent that

the discovery requasts purport to require more, Sprint objects on the groonds that compliance

would impose an updue burden or expense,

' SPECIFIC OBJECTIONS TO
FDN'S BXRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES AND FIRET PODS

Totexrogatory Nos, 1-90

Specific Objection: Sprint objests to each of these Inferrogatories on the grounds that the
requests are not relevant to the subject matter of this action and are not reasonably calculated 1o
Jead 10 the discovery.of admissible evidence, to the extent thas ﬂmée Intexrogatories request
information related to cost stadies that were the subject of Dodket No. 250649B-TF. in that

docket these post studies were evaluated end approved, with modifications, by the Commission

in Order No, ?SC~03-0340058~FDF—'IP (the *Sprint TNB Ordey”), FDN was a party to that

proceeding, which involved extensive discovery addressing the same information and iséucs that
FDN is attempting to revisit in this proceeding, Through ite direct tqsﬁmony and fhese
Interrogatories, FDN improperly seeks tp obtain reconsideration of the Sprinf UNE Order,
reconsideration that was denjed by this Commission in Order No, PSC-03-0518-F0OF-TP. FDN

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

“in federal court, This appeal is the appropriate place for FDN to pursue its disagreement with the
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Spn’nln UNE Order, rather thaz; through sttempting to revisit the exnct same issues in this
arbitration proceeding. | l

The issue that is currently before the Commission m ﬂ:us arbitration proceeding, as Sprint
understands i, is whether or not FDN's new intercomnection. greement with Sprint st
incorporate the TNE rates ﬁpproved Ey the Commission in the Sprint TINE Order. To the éxtant
flat the Commission determines that the rates &t approved in Order No. PEC-03-0058-FOF-TP
are not api:lic.abie in TN and that new UNE rates should be developed for incorporation inio the
Sprint/FDN agreement, Sprint reserves the right 1o file new cost studies and sesk a fill Te-
evaluation of Sp;int’s TINE rates in this procesding. However, it is irrelevant and ineppropriate
o nan'o*«_\'rly‘ re-examine the bases for certain findings in the Sprint UNE Order, & re-examination
that has already been :requesté.d by FDN ang been dapied, through the discovery procéss in thig
proceeding. '
POD Nos, 31-15 -
Specific Objection: Spn;.‘c objects to each of these PODs on the grounds that the requests are

“not relevant io the subject matter of this aétion and are not reaspusbly calenieted to Jead to the

discovery of adnﬁssible evidence, 1o the sxfent that these PODs reqnest information related fo
sost stpdies that were the subject of Docket 'No. 99054933—'.[‘1’ and were evaluated and approved,
with modifications, by fhe Commission In Order No, PEC-03-0058-FOF-TP (the “Sprint UNE
Order”). FDN way g party 10 thatvpr.oceading, which in*;folved extensive discovery addressing the

- same information and isgues that FDN is attempting to revisit in this proceeding, Through is

© diresct testimony and these PODs, FDN improperly seeks to obtain reconsideraticn of the Sprint

TINE Order, reconsideration that was denied by this Commission in Order No, PSC-03-0918-

POE-TP. FDN ourrently hes an appeal of the Sprint UNE Order end the Order denyiiig
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reconsideration pending in federal court, This appeal is the appropriate place for FDN to pursue

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

same issues in this arbxtrahon proceeding.
~ The issue that is curraﬁi:ly hefore the Commms;on in. thls arbxtrmon prooeedmg, as Spnnj:

understands it, is whather ot nm FDN's new mtercanneuhnn agreemam with Sprint must

ineorporate the TNE ra:tas apprmred by the Com:mssmn in the Sprmj: TJNE C}rde.r To the extent

+hat the Commission determmes that the reles 1t approvet. L LLEs

 bre not apphcable to FDN and thai new ‘[IINE rates should be dﬂveioped fori mcorp urancn mm the

v SpnnﬂFDN agreemeni:, Sprmi rcserves 'l:he ngl:i to ﬁle naw cost studles and saek a full re~

evalumon of Spnnt’s UNE Iaies in ﬂ:us proceedmg HOWEVBI 1t is m‘alevani and mappmpnate

to nmmwl;r re-examma the basas £6r certsin ﬁndmgs n the Spnnt TUNE Ordar a re-emamnahun

that has already’ been requested by PDN and been demad, through the discovery process in, this

"
procesding, -
! .‘- e ‘m 2 '-:.. a C o o
50

DATED this 13® day of Jane 2005, -

- -
SUTSAN 8. MASTERTON )
P.0.Box 2214
Telighassee, BL 32316-2214
(B3D) 599-1560. (phone)
(850) 878-0777 (Bt
MW

ATTORNEY FOR, SPRIN T-—ELOPJDA,
INCORPCRATED
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BEFORT THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Petition of Sprim—Florida, nc. for
Arbitration pf an Interconnection Agreement
with Florida Digital Networle, Inc, Pursuant jo
Section 232 of the Telecommunications

Aot of 1996

. Docket No. 041464

Served: June 23, 2005

b e s

. SPRINT’S RESPONSE TO FDN COMMUNICATIONS’ FIRST SET OF
TERROGATORIES (NOS. 1 -95) AND FIRST REQUEST FOR

PRODYCTION OF DOCUMENTS (NOS. 1.1

Pyrsuant to Rule 28-106.206, Florida Adminisirative Code, and Rules 1,340, 1.350, and
1,280(b), Florida Rules of Civil Procedure, by and through ondersigned counsel, Sprint_—l?.lnrida,
Tncorporated (hereinafter “Sprint™) hereby submits the following Responses to FDN's First Set

' of Interrogatories and First Request for Production ofDocumen{s, which were served on Sprint

on June 3, 2005.

M Prepared by Title

B2 Jamés M, Maples Regnlatory Affairs Manager

x| : Tames M, Maples Regulatory Affairs Manager

03 Poter Sywenld Director — Regunlatory Policy
INTERROGATORIES

1, Sprint states at page 8 of the “Loop Documentation” that “[rlecent factual and
objestive date provides the best basis for predicting the forwarg-locking cost of constructing .
telephone plant n Sprint's service territary.” State whether this “factual date” has been npdated
and if so, identify the new data. :

Response:—See Sprintls.objections:previously fied-on June 13,2005,
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2. Provide a detailed explanation of all differences, including input values, between
the version of the SLCM that Sprint bases its proposed rates on in this proceeding and the
version of the SLCM filed in the previous 2001 TUNE cost proceeding. ,

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

3. ¢ Identify and ?rovide ihe count of UNE Inops that Sprint proviﬁes that are
provided: 8) on e standalone basis and b) as part of a UNE-P arrangement between 1596 and
2004. .

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

.4 Provide all projections of the total number and/or percentage of UNE loops that
Sprint expects to provide between 2004 znd 2010, . ,

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

s, ‘Provide the mumber of customers served by Sprint in Florida by year over the past
five years, broken out by residential or business customers and by zone (urban, rural, and
suburbarn), -

Response: See Sprint’:; oi:j-ecﬁnns previously filed om June 13, 2005,

. 6. Provide the mmmber of Sprint working Jines in Florida by year over the past five
years, broken owut by residential or business customers and by zone {urban, ral, and spburban),

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

7. Provide-Sprint’s average tumber of lines Pt customer i Flotida by year over the
past five years, broksn out by zone (urban, rural, and suburban).

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

-

P N P SN L. : .
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8, ' Identify separately the number of residentisl and business Bprint Jines in Florida
{broken out by trban, suburban, and toral zones) that have the following number of lines per
location; '

» 1 line per location;

+ 2 lines per location;

« Between 3 and 6 lines per locationy

- Between 7 and 25 Hnes per location,

- Between 26 and 50 Jines per location;

- Between 51 and 100 [inés pet Jocation;

» Betwreen 101 and 200 lines per Jocation;

« Between 201 and 300 lines per location;

- Between 301 and 400 lines per location;
' - Between 401 and 600 lines per location;

+ 607 or more lines per location.

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

.8 Tdentify separately the mimber of residentizl and business Sprint lines in Florida
(broken out by urban, suburban, and niral zones) that have the following number of lines per '
cusiomer:

+ 1 Jine per customer,

- 2 Tines per customer;

- Between 3 and 6 lines per customer;

- Between 7 and 25 lines per customer;
 Between 26 and 50 lines per customer; .
+ Between 51 and 100 lines per customer;
+ Between 101 and 200 lines per customer,
- Between 201 and 300 lines per customer;
+ Between 301 and 400 lines per customer;
« Between 401 and 600.lines-per cusiomer;
+ 601 or more lines per customer.

Respanse: See Sprint’s ohjections previously filed on June 13, 2005,

10,  Identify by wirecesnter the number of S8-1 two wire copper loops in use in
Sprint’s Florida netwrork in 2001, 2002, 2003 and 2004,

- Respouse: - See-Sprinf’s objections-previowsly filed on June 13,2005, -~
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11,  Identify by wirecenter the mmber of DS-1 four wire fiber loops in use in Sprini’s
Florida network in 2001, 2002, 2003 and 2004,

Response: Sec Sprint’s ohjections previously filed on June 13, 2005,

12,  ‘Withrespect o Sprint's calculation of loop‘ costs, identify the criteria Sprint uses
to determine when fiber and DLC foeder systems would be used instead of copper feeder?

Response; See Sprint’s obj ections previonsly fited on June 13, 2005.

13,  Identify the mumber of customers that are currently provided service with feeder
cable terminating at the customer's premise and the percent that represents of all customers

perved,

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

14,  Rormodeling purposes, if copper feeder cable terminates directly in a customer
premises (such as office building or MDU) and does not have any distribution cable, is the
terminal in the building classified as a FDL, distribution terminal, multi-line premise termination
(block terminsl) or some other terminel classification? ¥t the answer to this question varies
between the different terminal types, provide & detailed explanation of when sach terminal
classification would be used, ’ :

Response: See Sprint’s ohjections previously filed on June 1‘3, 2005, -

15.  For modeling purpoges, if fiber fesder cable terminates directly in a cnstomer
premises (such as office building or MDU) on gither digitzl loop carrier or high-capacity
multiplexer and fhen terminates on copper without aty distribution cable, i the terminal in the
building classified as s FDI, distribution terminal, multi-line premise termination (block _
terminal) or some other terminal classification? Ifthe answer to this question varies between the '
different terminal types, provide a detailed explanaiion of when each terminal classification
would beused, Identify the percentage end actual mmber of customers seryed in this manner,

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




das dpm s e

PR

|
| |
‘Page 13 of 32

16,  Formodeling parposes, explain the extent to which the mix of copper cable length
allocated +o distribution and feeder estimated in the model varies based on the structure type
(merial, buried, mderground), terrain, and other variables. Jf Sprint does not specifically track

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

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

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 2003,

17.  Formodeling purposes, explain whethes the mix of copper cable length allocaied
10 distribution znd fesder varies based on customer density. If Sprint does not specifically track

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

allocated 1o distribution and feeder should vary based on customer densify and identify the expert
providing the response. . .

Response; See Sprint’s phjections previously filed on Jeme 13, 2005,

18,  Confion or deny that a higher percentage of underground cable is used for feeder

 fadilities than for distribution facilities in the model. Ifthis statement is denied, provide g

detsailed explanation and give an example of when this would not be true. If Sprint does not
specifically track this information, provide Sprint's expett opinion on whether & higher
percentage of inderground cable is used for feeder facilities than for distribution facilities and
identify the expert providing the response.

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

- - e es . . . . - . - - e - e e e ey

19.  Confirm or deny that, for modeling purpoges, & greater gquantity of undergroumi
cable is present in urban areas than in rural areas. TP this statement is denfed, provide & detailed
explenation end give an example of when this would not be true, If Sprint does not specifically

" {rack 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.
Tdentify the percentage and actnal number-of customers served in this mMAMDEL. .. s s e

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

90.  Page 21 of the Loop Dorumentation states, “Double-ending a system provides
flexibility and allows the ILECs to provide unbundled loops to CLECs” Explain Sprint’s
position on the technicel feasibility of using & single-ended or integrated DLC o provide
unbundled loops, .

5
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Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 2005.

21, Tdentify the percent of Tntegrated or “single-ended” DLC-RTs in Sprintls network
that have &t least one shelf or chanme! bank assembly configured in a universal mode,

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

22.  Withrespect io the planned percentage of DLCs thai will be deployed solely as
Universal or “double-ended” DLCs In Sprint Florida’s network, explain the basis for the decision
regarding how much and where (and under what conditions) Universsl or “double-ended” DLC

will be deployed and the basis for those determinatiohs.

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

. 93,  Identify the percentage of and total number of DLC installations over the past
three years that have been installed solely as Universal DLCs (i.e., not integrated).

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

24, Idéntiﬁr the percent and tctai number of loops in Sprint's existing network that are
served by fiber feeder with DLC. )

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

55, Tdentify the peroent and total number of fber-fed lovps (wiith DLC) in Sprint's
existing network that are provisioned using Integrated DLC, '

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

96.  Provide the number of DLCs and CEVs for each DLC and CEV size currently
deployed in Sprint's network in Florida by zone.

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 2005,
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27.  Provide the mix of CEV system sizes (including capacities) currently deployed in
Sprint's network, inchading both the magnitude and percentage of those deployments.,

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

28,  With rﬁsp'ect tn the ten largest outside plant estimate cases from Flerida over the

- past thres years, for each of these projécts, provide the actual job costs at the most granular level

of detail available, inchuding the reason for each project, the fotal mumber of lines of actual and
potential loop capacity added in each such project, and the specific location of pach such
construction project. The response to this request should contain detail information, not
snmmary level information. '

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

20,  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 leve] of accounting
available) for exempt materials. For example, if exempt material labor dollars are captured at the
ACC 248 and ACC 548 level (or lower), provide information at that level of detail

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

30,  Provide t‘he‘name of and 2 complete description. of each sysiem and/or datsbase

' that Sprint uses to develop cost estimetes for outside plant construction to service new loop

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

51.  Provide all Sprint "objective" installation times (or equivalent) for each
somponent of its outside plant including those that Sprint vses to estimate installation times
(either for internal reporting purpopes or for congtructing project estimstes) for each specific type
of ontside plant equipment including, but not limited to, 2ny installation times that Sprinf uees i
svaluate the petformance of its employees.

Response; See Sprint's ohjections previously filed on June 13, 2005,

32,  Tdentify the average distance between splices for aerial, burled, and underground
copper cable in Sprint’s network and the assumptions used in the SLCM. If Sprint does not
sperifically track this information, provide Sprint's expert opiniop on the fverage distance
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‘between splices for pertal, buried, and underground copper ceble and identify the expert
providing the respouse.

Response: See Sprint’s ohjections prmriuusly filed op Jume 13, 2005,

33,  Describe the specific gteps thai are necessary to install DLC equipment once 1t is
delivered from the 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 n Floride and the extent to which they are (8) deployed in Sprint’s network and (b)

asspmptions regarding deployment in the SLCM.

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

35, Tor each size distibution terminat identified that Spfint currently purcheses for
use in Florida, identify the percent of each distribution terminal type installed over the past three

Years.
Response: See Sprint’s' o‘]}jecﬁons previously filed on June 13, 2005.

36,  For each FDI placed in the past three years, supply the size FDI placed, the
aumber of working lines at instellation and the total mmber of ports cross-connected at that FDI,
T£ the mumber of ports crogs-connected is not available, provide as much information as is
available for each FDY installation.

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

37, Tdemify the aversge mmber of feeder pairs enginesred af the FDI, by rate zone
and custotner type.

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

38,  Tdestify the installation times for each FDI size that Bprint uses, for each system
that Sprint uses that contains such information, including, but not limited to systems used for

- g
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estimating congtraction costs, budget conrol, or purchasing purposes and identify the systems
containing such information. :

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

35,  Tdentify the average feeder stub Jength assumed in SLCM.

Response: See Sprint’s objections previuusiy filed on June 13, 2003. ‘

40,  Identify and indicate the lenpth of drop wires assumed to be used for aerial and
buried drops in the SLCM. Provide all documentation, assumptions, studies, work: papers and
any other support for the assumed lengths, Ifno specific drop length is assumned, explain if
Sprint's position in this proceeding is that drop costs do not vary based on length. -

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

41,  Identify the average lengths of drop wire installed by Sprint-Florida at both &
statewide leve] and by rate zone.

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

(RN

42, Confirm or defxy that the mix of aerial and buried drop wires should match the
atix of aerial and buried distribution cables. Ithis statement is denied, state the basis for your

position.

Response: See Sprinf’s objections previonsly ﬁ]eﬂ ox Jime 13, 2005,

43,  Tfe customer requests a buried drop (where an aerial drop would have been done
otherwise), to what exient is the custome requited 1o pay for thet bixied drop, 88 does this
include trenching costs? ' ‘

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

44,  Identify the various sizes of Network Tnterface Devioes (“INIDs”) that Sprint '
cyrrently purcheses for use in Florida, For each size NID, identify the percent of each NID type

installed over the past three years.

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

43.  Tdentify the NID cpst estimates, by NID type, nsed in Sprint's cost model.

Responge: See Sprint’s ohjectinns previously filed on June 13, 20085,

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

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

47, Identify any standards (such es standard time inorements or finctional time
increments) that Sprint uses for the purposes of evaluating the productivity of #s technicians for
installing NIDs end identify the source of the standards.

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

48, Tdentify Sprint's costs associated with purchasing drop wire (both aerial and '
buried) and NIDs elong with any information sufficient to identify the average material cost per
foot of reria) drop wire, butied drop wire, and the average material cost per MID from these

invoices, . .

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

49.  Torthe ten largest Sprint projects over the past three years involving the
installation of DS-1 cirouit equipment, identify the specific time and material, on an item-by-
item hasis, zssociated with installing DS-1 circuit equipment. Include a description of'the
purpose or reason for the job, For each of these projects, also provide the actnal job costs &t the

moost graiular level of detail available.
Response; See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 2,005,

50. TForanyDLC system's uged in SLCM, identify the concentrition ratio and the
basis for that estimate, '

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

10~
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51, By each rate zone, identify the actual soncentration ratio for which Sprint’s DLC
gystems are engineered in its actual network it Florida.

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

57, Please discuss Sprint’s position of whether IDLC baged DSO loops can be offered
on an nnbundled basis as TTNE loops.

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

53,  Please ideniify the following:
n. the percemtage of loéps served by IDLC;
b, the percentage of loops served by UDLC.

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

54,  Isthe Sprint Florida THLRIC model platform filed in this proceeding the same as
that filed in Docket No. 990649B-TP? fnot, please describe in detail how this model platform
ig different than the one nsed to calenlate the following in Docket No, 900649B-TP:

2, Loop investment and annual costs.
b Annual cost factors

B Other direct and common cost fagtors

d Avoided / excluded cosis :

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

Factors
55 s Sprint proposing cost of debt, cost of equity and debt / equity Tatios different
yes, please identify the bases for the proposed changes.

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

11
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56,  Js Sprint proposing depreciation fives different than those approved by the Florida
PEC in Order No. P8 C.-03-0058-FOF-TP? If the answer is yes, please explain why and ihe basis
For Sprint’s proposed changes.

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

57 Please state whether Sprint used book velues for the plant invesiment used in the
denominator partion of the annnal cost factor calcnlations or plant values Testated to replacement

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

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

58, Please‘ state whether Sprint Florida includes productivity axd/or inflation factors
in its TELRIC studies. '

Response: See Spript’s objections praviously filed on June 13, 2005,

55, "With respect to the “Non Recurring Chargas Study, Narrative Index,” at p. 4 § 2,
Service Ordet Charges: . - :

2. state what automatic edits, if any, the Electronic Interfaces, Blectronic
Data Tnterface (D) and Integrated Request Entry System (JRES) have
- for comecting input by CLEC nsers? ‘

b. identify the devices gveilable in the Electronic Tnierfaces to CLEC usérs i
determine the type and accuracy of input information?

¢, identify the nser ferdback processes available for CLEC users o
determine what ongoing £rrors are being charged as a tool to avold fature
charges for erTors. S ‘

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 2003,

g0, ‘With respect to the “Non Recurring Charges Study, Narrative Index,” at pps. 5-6
§ 2, (“Major Determinants of Cost™), where Sprint states that the electronic serviee arder charge
Finoindes the costs to clarify and correct errors on 1.SR,” identify;

a How is the eror determination made and how does Sprint make the
.-+ CLBCnger aware of all erors on LSRsT 7 co A

w]2-
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b What is the time frame from Sprint receipt of an LER to notification of the
CLEC users that 2 billable error has been made? :

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

61.  Withrespeot to the “Non Recurring Charges Stndy, Narrative Index.” at pps. 5-6

" § 2, (“Major Determinants of Cost”), in which Sprint states that the Blectronic Service Order

charges inciudes the costs 1o establish major account for CLEC in SOE, identify the steps
ssvolved ywith this business process and explain why this is & manual rather than automated

PTOGESS.

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

62.  Withrespect to the “Non Recurring Charges Study, Warrative Index,” at pps. 5-6
§ 2, (“Major Determinants of Cost), in which Sprint states thet the Blectronic Service Order
charge includes the costs to “Apply service and eguipment codes,” and charges associated with

CLEC orders, explain:
g, . The steps and purpose of these business processes;
b. why they are not eutomated for cost pUrposes; and

c. Whether these codes are maintained in any system data bases,

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

'63,  Tdemify the percentage of central office dedicated inside plant (DIP) assumed in
the cost stuckes, if any, and the process uged 1o make this determination,

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

64,  Identify the percentage of dedicated outside plant (DOP) assumed in the cost
studies, if any, and the prosess used to make this determination.

Response: See Sprint’s objections previopsly filed on June 15, 2005,

65. Withrespect to the “Non Reourring Charges Study, Narrative Index (Major

“Determinants of Cost—2 & 4 Wire Analog Loops)” atp. 8 § 3, in which Sprint stafes that
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various charges are “weighted,” identify the processes Sprint pses to determine the VArious non
recurring cherges that are weighted,

Response: Sec Sprint’s ohjecﬁons previously filed on June 15, 2005,

66, With respect to the “Non Recurring Charges Study, Narrative Index (Major
Determinants of Co¢t — 2 & 4 Wire Analog Loops)” at p. 8, Sprint states that “[r]ecent factual
and objective data provides the best bagis for predicting the forward-lo okdng cost of construsting
telephone plant in Sprint’s service territory.” Identify any updates that have been made to this
data.

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

&7. With rwpéct 1o the “Non Recurring Charges Study, Narrative Index (Major

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

which Sprint states that for New, Second or Additional Line and Re-Installation, charges include

the cost of “Connections at cross-boxes, terminals and customer interface,” jdentify the basis for
these costs, incloding whether they constitute averages for all fypes of termination technology?

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

68.  Withrespect o the “Non Recurring Charges Stndy, Narrative Index (Major
Determinants of Cost— 2 & 4'Wire Analog Loops), at pps. 10-11, § 3, identify the bases for ail
travel charges, :

.. Response: Bee Sprint’s objeciions previousl}r ﬁlefi‘ on June 13, 2003,

59. With respect 1o the “Non Recuring Charges Study, Narrative Index (Major
Determinants of Cost — 2 & 4 Wire Analog Loops), a1 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 congtitts this charge, inchading, but not limited to,

whether the process is eutomated, and how fanli-identifications are handled and resolved.

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

76,  With respect to the “Non Reourring Charges Study, Narrative Index (Major
Determinants of Cost — 2 & 4 Wire Anglog Loops), atp. 11, §3, regarding disconnect charges,.
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identify all activities associated with this charge and when relative o the disconnect due date,
service jumpers removed and all tasks associated therewith.

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

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

were detarmi:;ed.

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

72.  ‘With respect to the “Non Recurring Charges Study, Narrative Index (Major
Determinants of Cost — 2 & 4 Wire Analog Loops), § 3 Pps. 13-18, regarding loop conditioning
inputs, identify all activities and processes associated with these charges and the bases therafore.

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

73,  Identify any and all databases and/ox operaticnal support systerms that provide
detailed information on outside plant design, rearrangements, additions, removals and other
activity relative to the design and makeup characteristics needed to provision customer sarvices?

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

_ 78,  State whether Sprint field technicizns (installation and maintenance, cable
maintenance, central office maintenance, efc.) are dispatched from personal residences; if not,
the locations they are dispatched from, and the criteria Sprint uses 1o determine dispatch

locations,

Responée: See Sprint's nbj'ectiﬁns previously filed on June 13,2005,

75, Identify how labor rate information is utilized in the cost studies and how cost
data is adjusted to refleot current labor costs, -

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

13-
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76,  Identify by name and position all subject matter experts, field technicians and
other persome] that have provided information used in the non-recurring studies filed in the
current proceeding and identify with specific references to studies each specific titme estimate or

others aspect of the studies for which the person provided input(s).

i Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on J une 13, 2003,

) 77.  TListall criteris applied to the nonrecorring cost studies to insure statistical
5 walidity.
_Response: Ses Sprint's objections previously filed on Fone 13, 2005,

78, State-whether central office and Seld technicians have the ability to receive and

. 1 , complete work orders dirsetly from an op eration support system, what system or systems support
) this effort, and the nature of the support these systems provide field technicians.

PSRRI e

Res;ionse: See Sprint’s objeciions previously filed ox June 13, 2605.

79" For each in which a Sprint incumbent local exchange carrier affiliate (other than

Sprint Florida) provides unbundled network elements, identify whether the most recently
approved NRCs include the oosts for disconnection or whether there ars deferred charges for

diseotmection.

fer. v

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

80  ‘Tdentify the main distribution frame technologies Sprint uses o determine ceyriral
office cross-connect imes and the bases therefore. ' '

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

81,  Tdentify the extent Sprint utilizes automatic distribution frame technologies?
‘What percentage of Sprint’s voice grade, DSO Jevel Joop facilities terminate on such frames in

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

PR S,
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'. g2, Tor commingled EELs whers the loop is 2 TINE and transport is purchased from
other Sprint tariffs, what noti-recurring charges apply? Flease provide an exhaustive accounting
of the applicable non-recurring charges for the foliowing configurations:

% ' : a. DS0loop to DST transport
f b. DSO loop to DS3 transport
c. D81 loopto DS1 transport
d, DS11oopio D83 transport
Response:

The following response is based on the initial instaliation of new services, DN did not
i ‘ specily whether or not it wanted the charges for a new ingtallation or the conversion of

. existing service.

The tariffed special access recorring and non-recurring charges will apply for the-
transport component of the commingled EEL, Sprint’s iariffs are publicly available, rate

. application is explained within them, and prices vary based on a variety of factors such as
whether or not the circuit is ordered ot of the interstate or intrastate tariff and whether or
ot it is ordersd on 2 month to mouth or volmme term basis. Any atfempt to medel the
variety of scenaries would therefore be voluminous and burdensome and nnnecessary.

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

P ST,

However, Sprint provides.the following example that can assist FDN in modeling various
seenarios. The diagram jllustrates a commingled EEL with the special access transport
between Altamante and Wisiter Park and the TNE loop sexved out of Winter Park, It
terminates 1o a collocation arrangement in Altamonte since collocation is a requirement for

; aceess to TELs (47 C.ER. §51.318).

17
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The special aceess elements that could apply (depending upon what was ordered) and
assordated month to month access rates are as follows:

Tutrastate Zone 1 Interstate Zone1
Service Rate HElement Quantity Nob-recurring Nep-recurring
- ' Charge Chatge
DEL Chimne! Tecmination 1. 46000 180.60
ACT) . :
DSL Chennel Mileage [ NA NA
Facllity (CMB) —
D31 Chanpel Milespe 1 NA NA
Tersmination (CMT)
DE1 § D51 to DEG Mux 1 178.00 15000
DS3 Channel Termination [ 400.00 200,06
{CT}
DE Channe] Mileage & NA NA
Tacility (CII) :
DE3 . | Channe) Mileage 1 ™A A
Terwinstion {CVET)
i N 212,00 100,00

DE3 1S3 o DEL Mux

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

UNE Rate Blement Won-Recurring Charge
Trip Charge ' 18.88
TMManual Service Order T 2810
Tlectromie BerviceOrdey_ - - - - o STl T 382

-18-
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2 Wire Loop Cooperativs Testing 46,71
£ Wire Loop Cooperative Testing 66.92
Loop Malee-TIP Information £.90
2-Wire Anajog 11124 (Rivst ling)
57,73 (Lach addition
4-Wire Analog Band 2 144,33 (Birst Jine)
' 85,82 (Tach addifion
2-Wire xDSL Capable 106,81 (Bixst Jin€)
42,30 (Bach addifion
4-"Wire ¥?SL Capable 138,23 (First ling)
79,75 (Bach additional
2-Wire Digital 169.14 (First Iine)
108,10 (Bach additional)
7-Wire ISDN-BRT Digital Loop ' 169.14 (First line)
108.10 (Rach zdditional)
. [ 3=Wire Digital Lonp (no Electronics) 240,90 (First Jine)
170.85 (Tach additional)
Dipital 56lt/64)k Laop Band Z 169,34 (Firstline)
108.10 (Each addiional)
BS1 Service mud IEDN PRI Locp 325,88 (Tirst Jine)
. ) 177.61 {Bach additional)
Loop Conditioning May apply if CLEC reguests '
(see TINE price list)

There is no charge currently for the facility connecting the UNE loop with the special
aceess transport. Sprint initially took the pasition that this facility would be purchased
from the wholesale tariff; however, upon further review, it determined thata UNE raie
would be more appropriate. If the end to end circnit were 100% special access the channel
fermination charge for, the facility to the end wser premises wonld recover the cost of
providing this comnection. J¥ the end to end cirenit were 100% TUNE the OUNE mpltiplexing

charge intludes the cost of this Facility.

Sprint will commingle the facilities with the non-recurring charges a5 shown and forego

. amy separate charge for the facility in question, Sprint, may, at some future time, develop

pricing Tor that element, ¥ it does, it will only seek to apply the rate oma prospective basis
in accordance with the terms and conditions in the interconnection agreement.

Tsing the information above, if FDN were 0 order a D51 UNE loop commingied with
intrastate DS3 special access transport, the following NECs would apply, assuming that the
UNE loop was ordered electronically, a frip charge was required; and FDN requested
cooperative testing. :

Rate Tlement NRC

1S3 Chanoe] Termination {CT) 460.00

D3 Chinnel Mileage Facility (CMEF) ' ‘ NA

D83 Chamne! Mileage Termination NA
(CMT) '

DE3to D1 Mnx - 212.080

Trip Charge o - j 18.88
Electronic Service-Ordeyr - - - B8R
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4-Wire Cooperative Testing 66.99
T51 UNE Loop Justallation 325.88
Total NRC 1,027.57

This Jevel of non-recurring charge would apply to the initial installation of the DS
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 order, 4-
wire cooperative testing, DS1 UNE Loop Tnustallation).

83, State how Sprint accounts for exempt material dollars and how exempt material
dollars are associated with each account,

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

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

Response: See Sprint’s objections previcusly filed on J une 13, 2005,

85.  Tdentify gnd providé the bases for all modeling assumptions regarding the
estimation of the percent of active strands assurnption in SLCM, by density zone.

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

86.  Identify and provide the bases for all modeling assumptions used to generate FD]
size, quantity, and zone aliocations,

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

, 87.  Identify and provide the basis for the average feeder stub iength assumed in
SLCM.

Responge: See Sprint’s-objections praviousty filed on June 13, 2008, - e

88, - Tdentify and provide the basis forthe mix of aerial and buried drop-wires assumed
in the SLOM. To.the.extent that the mix is based.on expert.opinion, identify.the expert end. ...
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provide a detailed description of why the mix of perial and bugied drop wires used in Sprint's

SLCM. is appropriste.

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

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

Response: See Sprint’s chjections previousty filed on June 13, 2005,

00,  Identify and provide the basis for the cable distances assumed in SLCM and
explain how Sprint assures they reflect only those distances that would be necessary 1o suppart

the services agsomed on each route,

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

9]1.  Identify on a route-by-route

basis, the number of UNE transport circuits

purchased by FDN from. Sprint (whether as part of an EEL or otherwise) on routes which Sprint
maintains are unimpaired pursnant to the standerds of the TRRO and on routes where Sprint
maintains that a CLEC can order no more than 10 DS-1 transport circuits.

Response:

Sprint provided FDN with the Jist of Sprint’s wire centers that gualify as Tier 1 or Tier2
vis e-mail on April 28, 2005'and provided FDN the basts for the wire centers meeting the

gualification, either number of business
Tn addition, the point to point transport

Yines or fiber based collocators, on May 27, 2005.
route tuble in the price list that has been provided

to FDN explicitly shows which routes have met the D81 and/or B3 threshold. -
Accordingly, the prices for these routes on the price list have been adjusted to reflect the

fncrease allowed by the FCC in the TRRO,

FDN should maintain fis otwn yecords re

garding how many cireuits it has as well as where

they are and with the above information be able to determine which circuits will be
jmpacted by the status of the wive centers as well ag the cap of 10 DS cirenits on each

rouie.

92, Idenufy +he total amonunt of intrastate access reverues and mimtes billed by

Sprnt to FDN for services in 2004 ™

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

Sprint ghjects to this interyogatory beca

nse the information requested is information that is

oqually svaflabie fo FIDN s it s to Sprint and, via its receipt of Sprint's billy, should

alréady be 0 FDN*s - possession.

eresbigeany

CoH21e 0T
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03,  Identify the total amount of intrastate 8C0EsS TEVENNES and minutes budgeted by
Sprint for services to be rendered to FDN for 2005, 2006, and 2007, '

Response:

Sprint does not budget intrastate ACCESS revENuEs and minutes on a carrier by carrier basis.

REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION

1. Provide the proprietary versions of Sprints cost models used to support Sprint’s
proposed rates and costs in. the current proceeding. The modsls and algorithms should be
provided in electronic form with all supporting workbooks and afl documentation necessary to
replicate and verify the results. Bprint should also provide all other documents, communieations,
work papers and analyses used in the preparation of the non-recurring cost studies.

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

5 Provide all documents referred fo, relied upon or related to Sprint’s answers to FDN'g
First Set of Interrogatonies. . '

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 20605,
3. Sprint states at page 5 of the Loop Docomentation mamal that “Customer density is the |

single largest factor impacting the cost of local Joops.” Provide &1l stodies, analysis and maps

showing any and all changes in Sprint’s customer demsity over the last five years by wire center,
I-:espuns'e: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on Yune 13, 2005.

4. Sprint states at page 7 of the TLoop Documentation manual that it “uses current vendor
material costs for cable and electronics.” Provide all current vendor quotes relied on the inputs

tp the Loop calculations,
Response: See Sprint’s obj ections previously filed on June 13, 2003,

5, ‘With respect to Sprint's caloulation of loop costs, provide all documents related fo

* Sprint’s determination of when fiber and DLC feeder systems are used instead of copper feeder,

inchuding all supporting apalysis and related documentation. _

Response: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June I3, 2005.

6. Provide all documentation supporfing the percentage of Universal or “double-gnded”
DLC used in SLCM. ' : ‘ '

22
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Responge: See Sprint’s objections previously filed on June 13, 2005,

7. Provide a complete copy of any documentation that establishes the planned percentage
of DLCs that will be deployed solely as Universal or “qoiible-ended” DLCs in Sprint Florida’s
network, including the bests for the decision regarding how much, where, and under what
conditions, Universal or “double-ended” DLC will be deployed.

Response: See Bprint’s objections previously filed en June 13, 2005,

8, For the ten largest outside plant constmachon projects done in the last three years,
provide all pre-job cost estimates, and post-job actual cost data, nchding invoices and other
documentetion as well as statements of work performed, time required, and costs of each
activity, at the most grannlar level of detail available, for the following: (&) instaliation of feeder
and distibution cable, (b) instaltation of DLC RT Cabinet equipment; (c) 672 and 2016 DLC-RT
installation; (d)DLC COT deployment; (&) terminal block and distribution terminel installation
and deployment; and (f) FDI installation.

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

9, Provide copies of any standards, such as standard time increments or fiunctionsl time
increments, for all activities related to slements in the cost models, including, but not imited to,
the following; (&) instaltation 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 June 13, 2003.

10. Provide an electrenic copy of all documents concerning, referring or relating to any and
o] internal or extemal validation tests or studies that have been performed on SLCM.

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

11 Page 29 of the Loop Documentation manual states, “The maximum loop length ofa
CSA iz 121 for 19, 22, or 24 gange czbles and Skt for 26 gange cables. All CSA loops must be
nnloaded znd should not consist of more than two Zauges of cable.” This documentation cites
Relicore Notes on the Networks, SR-2275, Issue 3, December 1997, Section 12.1.4 page 12-5,
Provide all updated engineering guidelines and regulting current 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 sn analysis of plant investment by acconnt and by vintage restated o corrent oF

replacement cost,

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

13. Provide copies of the instructions used in preparing cost studies relied on by for the
MRCs in Sprint Floride. | . . . .

-23.
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Response: See Sprint’s objections previonsly filed on June 13, 2005.

14, Provide copies of all time and motion studies used to develop éprint—Flnrida cost
studies.

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

15, Provide all engineering documents and goidelines used by Sprint’s engineers and
technicians i planning, constructing and or apgmenting Sprint’s loop and transport facilities and
network.

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

DATED this 23™ day of Tune, 2005.

S uramn & regubn Gold

SUSAN 8. MASTERTON

. ?.0.Box2214
Tallabassee, FL 52316-2214
(850) 599-1560 (phone}
(850) 878-0777 (fax)
susanLmasterton@mail sprint.com

ATTORNEY FOR SPRINT




