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Dear Ms. Bay6: 
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Enclosed is an original and fifteen copies of BellScuth 
Telecommunications. Inc.'s Rebuttal Testimony of Jerry W. Moore and W. Keith 
Milner, which we ask that you f1le in the above--captioned matter. 
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o~:1inal was tUed and return the copy to me. Copies have been ~erved to the 
parties shown on the attached Certificate of Service 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
DOCKET NO. 971314-TP 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was served 

via U.S. Mail this 6th day of February, 1998 to the following· 

Monica Barone 
Statt Counsai-FPSC 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, Fl 32399-0850 
Tel No. (850) 413-6197 

C. Everett Boyd, Jr. 
ERVIN, VARN, JACOBS & ERVIN 
305 South Gadsden Street 
Tallahassee, Fl 32301 
Tel. No. (850) 224-9135 
Fax. No. (850) 222-9164 
Represents Sprint 

Mr. Tony H. Key 
Sprint 
31 00 Cumberland Circle 
Atlanta, GA 30339 
Tel. No. (404) 649-5144 
Fax. No. (404) 649-5174 

Mr. Aichat ~ Warner 
Sprint Metropolitan Networks, Inc. 
1 51 South Hall lane, 1300 
Maitland, Fl 32751 
Tel. No. (407) 206-0010 
Fax. No. (407) 875-0066 
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ORIGINAL 
BELL SOUTH TE.LECOMMUNICA TIONS, INC. 

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF JERRY W MOORE 

BEFORE !HE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

DOCKET 971314 • TP 

FEBRUARY 6. 1998 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, ADDRESS. AND POSITION WITH 

BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS., INC. 

My n8me it Jeny W. Moore. ~ buainna addreu ia 675 Wettt 

Peachtree Street. Room 3J3i. Atlanta. GA 30375 I am a Dtrector in 

the Interconnection Operations Department of BeiiSouth. 

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR BA.CKGROUND AND EXPERIENCE. 

I attended Jacksonville Umversdy. Jacksonv•lle, Florida. I nave 33 

ye•rs of experience with BeiiSouth. I have held numerous positions 1n 

BeltSouth in Network Operation• 

ARE VOU SAME THE JERRY MOORE WHO EARLIER FILED 

OIRE.CT TESTIMONY IN THIS DOCKET? 
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a. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

a. 

A. 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY BEING FILED 

TODAY? 

I will present rebuttal to the testimony of Splint witnesses Melissa L. 

Closz, Mildred A. Graham. and Rich an.. A. Warner on Issues 1 and 3. 

BeHSouth wttnesa Keith Milner will respond to lasues 2. 4, and 5. 

WHAT IS BELLSOUTH'S RESPONSE TO SPRINTS TESTIMONY 

THAT BELLSOUTH FAILED TO PROVIDE FOCS IN A TIMELY AND 

ACCURATE MANNER? 

AI Mt forth in my direct teetimony, Bell South readily acknowledges that 

the provision of FOCS in the earty monttls of the time period (May 1997 

to Septembet 1997) covered by Spnnra complaint were not up to 

desired atllndarda. however we do not agree wrth Sprint that BeiiSouth 

is currently having a signiftcant problem with the timely return of FOCs. 

BeUSouth completely underatanda the potential impact on the ultimate 

end UlfH' if the FOC proceu does not function smoothly. a subject 

which constitutes the bulk of the testimony of the Sprint witnesses. 

HAS SPRINT PROVIDED ADEQUATE SUPPORTING INFOF\.AA TION 

CONCERNING ISSUE 1 OF ITS COMPLAINT ? 

No. The exhibits are inadequate or mialeadlng as to the iaaues in this 

docket. For example, Ms. Cloez'a Exhibit No. MLC-3 filed ae part of her 

-2-



2 

3 

4 

5 

8 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

a. 

darect testimony on January 16. 19E~8. in Flor1da Docket 971314-TP 

purports to show that BeiiSouth has not met the FOC commitment. 

The Exhibit, however, contains a mixture of Local Service Requests 

(which are the proper 1ubject of laue 1 In thia docket) with Acceaa 

Service Requeatl (which are not a aubject of thia doeke1 but are 

covered under State or Federal ecx:esa tarifl'l.) M•. Cloaz even labels 

her exhibit a •ASRa· in each of the 9 montha of data with no reference 

LO LSRa. By interrnlngWng these Acceu Service Requeatl with Local 

Service Requeata and uaing aH of them in her calculation• at the top of 

each page for FOCa returned wtthin 48 hours, Ma. Cloaz producea a 

meaningleu and irrelevant reautt. 

Even had a pure report of Local Service Requests constituted the data 

for Exhibit MLC-3, the paf'llmeten of the raport could not produce a 

meaningful reautt. The FOC targeta are defined in terms of hours. not 

days. Yet the fifth column of Ma. Cloaz's e)(hibit is labeled "Number of 

Buaineu Oaya From ASR to Foe.· Therefore, a service request 

rec:eHed late on Day 1 and responded to early on Day 3 could be well 

within the 48 hour target interval bu1 would appear to be outside the 

interval if the far leu precite ·suaineu Day" term were uaed. 

Therefore, it is impoeaible to correlate her conclusions with BeiiSouth's 

own recorda for the time perioda involved in this complaint. 

00 YOU HAVE ANY COMMENTS CONCERNING THE STATISTICS 

OFFERED BY SPRINT WITNESS CLOSZ? 

-3-



1 A. Yes, I have found it somewhat difficult to reconc1le Sprint's calculations 

2 in Ms. Cloaz's testimony with the inform:tlon provided in response to 

3 BeUSouth'a interrogatory number 3. The following table illustrates the 

4 probtem: 

5 

8 

7 

8 

1. Month 4197 5197 6197 7197 8/97 9197 10/97 11/97 12197 

9 

10 

2. Ordera 
submitted per 
MLv-3 
3. Orders 
submitted per 
l•iUnl IJ 

19 16 

24 29 

15 10 13 12 21 22 

27 28 24 38 24 12 

11 Closz Exhibit MLC-3, pages 1 through 9. shOWI one set of figures for 

12 the total number of Sprint service requests for Apnl through December 

13 1997 a diaplalyed on line 2. Yet Spnnt'a reaponse to BeiiSouth's 

14 interrogatory dilplays an entirely different set of numbers as displayed 

15 on line 3. Further. in attempting to underatllnd the differences in theae 

18 numbera, we found differences betWeen these reports in the number of 

17 FOCs received within 48 hours: 

18 

11 

2 

19 
1. Month 4197 5197 6197 7197 8197 9187 10197 1119 12197 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

2. FOCs received wll 
..am per 
MLC-3 

3. FOCI reottved wll 
.., '"pet Spmt 
lntlmlg•MY 

1 8 ~ 

e 19 19 

7 
8 7 7 19 18 7 

22 17 33 24 8 1 



1 It is obvious that there is a misunderstanding on Sprint's part as to how 

2 many orders were submitted, how many FOCs were received within 48 

3 houra from BeiiSouth, and how many orders were LSRa versus ASRs. 

4 Without a ntliable figure fer the number of orders, it is impossible to 

5 caleuiMe the percentage of ordera th'"'t dN:t or did not receive FOCs 

6 within the 48 hour target interval. 

7 

6 P•rt of the difference in the numbers may be explained by Sprint's 

9 pouible fllilunt to inctude in ita count thote orders that went canceMJd. 

1 o FOCa ant fumiahed on all ordera and any calculations ehould be baaed 

11 on totlllaubmltted orders. The fact that some may be canceMJd later for 

12 any number of valid ntaaona should not affect the baM of orders used 

13 to caleuiMe performance on retuming FOCs. 

14 

15 Another part of the ditrentnce may relate to the way each company 

16 ehooees to count orders. A purehaae order number (PON) may contain 

17 just one Mrvice request or aeveral hundred service requests. 

18 BeiiSouth must diuggregate the PON into individual service orders to 

19 enter them into the various operating systems. Performance 

20 meaaurementl ant baaed on the combined results of all individual 

21 18Nice orderw. But aa discussed elsewhere, the handling ,..~ large, 

22 complex orders may negatively impad etatistical results even though 

23 the wort( functione performed may have met the genuine needs of the 

24 compantea and the end users involved in the process. 

25 
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C. 

A. 

a. 

A. 

a. 

A. 

WITNESS GRAHAM, IN HER TESTIMONY ON PAGES 3 THROUGH 

6AND EXHIBIT MAG-1, PAGES 8 AND 9, RAISES VVHAT APPEARS 

TO BE A SIMilAR ISSUE. PLEASE COMMENT. 

Wrtneu Graham raisea the ume exact issue and reaches the same 

erroneous conclusion• •• wttneu Cloaz. Thua, my previous discussion 

on FOCa aleo appiMn to the testimiJny of witness Graham. 

'MTNESS WARNER, IN HIS TESTIMONY ON PAGES 4 THROUGH 8, 

ALSO APPEARS TO DISCUSS THIS ISSUE. PLEASE COMMENT. 

Apparently, Sprint has used three separate witneues to discuss tf'le 

exact ume iaaue. Once again, my previous discussion applies. 

IS YOUR RESPONSE ANY DIFFERENT? 

Yea. Mr. Wamer diacuuea one additional exhibit m a way that is very 

miateading. Pages 65 througf'l pages 79 of hia Exhibit No. RAW-2 are 

presented as portions of the Interconnection Agreement signed on 

March 13, 1997 that he negotiated and executed c!'l behalf of Sprint. A 

search of BellSouth recorda revealed tf'lat this is not a part of the March 

13, 1997 Interconnection Agreement. but rather is a apreadaf'leet for a 

converskm of 548 coin stations at the Ortando Airport from BeUSouth 

service to Sprint .. rvice. Due to the large number of oroera involved, 

tf'lia effort was given pro;ect status to ensure close coordination 
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a. 

A. 

between BeiiSouth and Splint pe~onnel. Two BeiiSouth technicians 

were designated to wortt with Sprint on site to avoid disruptions of 

S8fVtce to end use~. Orders were issued based on Sprint's conversion 

plans, and FOCs were generally issued within a few hours. The 

conversion waa vtewed 81 being very successful by both BeiiSouth and 

Sprint personnel involved. Indeed, the on site Sprint personnel verbally 

mptlmented the professionalism and responsivenesa of BeiiSouth's 

two field technicians. We are very surpriaed to see the handling of this 

particular eat of orders portrayed in a negative way No specific 

infonnation waa provided by Mr. W.mer ae to any specific problem. 

and therefore it becomea impouible to devise a definitive response. 

DOES BELLSOUTH BELIEVE THAT REGULA TORY RELIEF IS 

CALLED FOR WITH REGARD TO THIS ISSUE? 

No. Such action is not required. BeiiSouth is r.llmmttted to jointly wont 

with Sprint and other ALECs to ensure the timely return of FOCs and a 

fuller understanding of the impact of incorrect orders and complex 

orders upon statistical measurements for this area. AI a part of its 

effort to further impruve its performance on the provision of FOCs as 

well u other aspectl of the service order process. BeiiSouth is adding 

5818rvice reprnentativet to its LCSCa during January and February. 

1898. Thla will increaH the production work force by 58 percent from 

163 service representatives to .2~~ service representatives. 

·7· 
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a. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

IS A GENERIC DOCKET NEEDED TO ESTABLISH PERFORMANCE 

MEASUREMENTS AND SERVICE QUALITY STANDARDS AS 

SUGGESTED BY WITNESS CLOSZ? 

No. BeltSouth ia cunentfy developing generic performance 

measurements to utilfy the concema of various State Commissions aa 

well a the FCC. 

HOW DO YOU RESPOND TO WITNESS GRAHAM'S 

CHARACTERIZATION OF BELLSOUTH'S PERFORMANCE IN 

MEETING SERVICE DUE DATES FOR THE FOURTH QUARTER OF 

1997? 

Witneu Graham discuSHS fourth quarter statistical results on page 19 

of her testimony. I have displayed her total number of service orders 

for each month and BeiiSouth'a numbers in the chart below As can be 

seen, there ia a conaiderable drfferenc:e. primarily due to the number of 

orderl in the baae: 

Month Sprint Vtaw of I of Ordera BeiiSouth View of • of Orders 

(Graham Pg. 19) (Exh JVVM-1) 

October 28 63 

Nowmber 21 36 

Decembet' 11 23 
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a. 

A. 

As discussed earlier (reference charts on page 4 and related 

paragraphs on pagea 4 and 5), we have been unable to reconcile lne 

ditferences between the two companies' numbers. Further. Ms. 

Graham's numbers on total number of orders are inconsist!lnt with 

those UMd by Sprinrs other witneu Ck'u for the months of October 

•nd November (Exhibtt MLC-3 of MI. Clou direct teatimony of January 

1 e. 1998) and those IUbmitted in response to BelfSouth interrogatory 

number 2. Therefore. we betieYe MI. Graham' a catculabons 

concerning the meeting of service Installation datn are erroneous. 

Ac:c:ording to BeUSouth's C8k:ulationl, service appointments have been 

met at a conaiatentty high level. In an attemr-t to replicate Ms. 

Graham's view of the order b- (that is both LCSC and ICSC orders), 

I cak:u'- that appointments for Sprint were met 86.2% in November, 

1997, and 96.9% in December. 1997, which are considerably better 

resultll than the 78.2% and 83.7% as calculated by Ms. Graham for 

these ume two penoda. 

'NHA T IS YOUR RESPONSE TO WITNESS WARNER'S 

DISCUSSION OF INSTALLATION INTERVALS ON PAGE 25 OF HIS 

TESTIMONY? 

Mr. Warner in"plied that BeiiSouth is not offering parity between UNE's. 

with a 5-day inatall8tion interval, and local service from BSTs retail 

untt, where ahoner intervall m.y be offered. Mr Werner has made an 

app._ to oranges comparison. Arl Unbundled 2-Wire Loop ie a 

-9-
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a. 

designed circuit. A typical local service line (POTS) ava1lable from 

BeiiSouth's busineu offices is a non-designed circuit. To further 

illustrate: A POTS line simply origina\va in a BeiiSouth switch office 

equipment (OE), and has a 2-wire jumper wire run to tne rnain 

distribution frame, which goea to the c. ble pair in the field. However, 

an unbunc:Ued loop for Sprint or any ALEC looks something like this: 

The dial tone originates at the ALEC's switch, travels over an Acceaa 

T1 (lnt8r~) trunk to 1 OACS, or Channel Btlnk, then cross 

connects to a SMAS (Remote Teat Acceu) point, then is croaa 

conneded through a channel unit, and ultimately connects with the 

cabAe pair at the main distribution frame. There are usually several 

analog to digital, and digital to analog conversions involved in each 

circuit. This is much closer in design to an analog. special acceae 

circuit such aa a Voice Grade Circuit in the FCC Tariff than to a POTS 

line. 

The target intervals that have been published (see my direct testimony 

Exhibit JWM-2) reflect the time, on average, necessary to properly 

proceaa orders through the appropriate operating systems. VVhen no 

roadblocka are encountered, ordera are worked ac!lner than the 

standard interval rt pos.sible when a customer desired due r4 1te has 

been requested. 

WHAT IS YOUR RESPONSI:. TO WITNESS WARNER'S STATEMENT 

ON PAGE 25 OF HIS TESTIMONY THAT BELLSOUTH IS BILLING A 

-10.. 
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A. 

$203 ~ESCALA TIOW CHARGE FOR EACH WORK ORDER FOR 

WHICH INSTALLATION IS REQUESTED SOONER THAN PROVIDED 

IN THE STANDARD TARGET INTERVAL GUIDE? 

BeiiSouth is surprised to see this item ir Mr. Warner's testimony. 

Concema about an eacalation charge were not included in Sprint's 

original complaint. There was no mention of an eacalation charge 

during the iuue identtftcation c:onferencea with the FPSC Staff. This 

matter hn not been brought to BeiiSouth'e attention as a concern 

independent of Mr. Warner a tMtimony. 

We have dtlcovered that BeiiSouth personnel may have confused 

Sprint's orders for unbundled loops placed with the Local Company 

Service Center(LCSC) with Sprint's orders for special access services 

(0S1a, DS3a, etc.) placed with thelnterexchange Carrier Service 

Center (ICSC)used for their interofftce traffic. FCC Tariff No 1, Section 

5.1.1 Ml8 forth a charge similar to that described by Mr. Warner. The 

ICSC would property apply an expedite charge to. Sprint's special 

ac:cesa circuitl auch •• OS 1 a or DS3e if the conditions of the tariff were 

met. We are aware that Sprint has utilized the ICSC for ordering 

numerous DS3 UghtGatee, and DS1 or HICAPS out of the FCC Tariff 

wherein 1uch chargee might be applied. However, BeiiSouth has 

learned that 9 orders for local service requests were incorrectly 

aeaelled the expedite charge. Appropriate credits are being issued. 
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Q. 

A. 

Any future occurrences should be promptly brought to the attention of 

BeiiSouth's Sprint Account Team. 

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 

Yes. 




