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I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY

Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS

A. My name is David A. Nilson. My business address is 2620 SW 27 ™ Avenue, Miami,

Florida 33133.

Q. BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED AND IN WHAT CAPACITY?
A. I am employed by Supra Telecommunications and Information Systems, Inc. (“Supra”)

as its Chief Technology Officer.

Q. ARE YOU THE SAME DAVID NILSON WHO FILED DIRECT TESTIMONY IN
THIS DOCKET?

A. I am.

Q. - WHATIS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY?
A. The purpose of my. testimony is to rebut the testimony of D. Daonne Caldwell, and

Kenneth Ainsworth of Bellsouth on issues 1 through 4.

Q. WHICH ISSUES DO YOU ADDRESS IN YOUR TESTIMONY?

A. [ provide rebuttal testimony regarding the position of the BellSouth witnesses relative to
what nonrecurring rate, if any, applies for a conversion from UNE-P to UNE-L ‘when the UNE-P
line is served by copper or UDLC loop (Essue 1) or IDLC loop (Issue 2), and whether a new

nonrecurring rate should be created for a conversion from UNE-P to UNE-L when the UNE-P
BEFORE THE FPSC — DIRECT TESTIMONY OF
. DAVID A. NILSON _
ON BEHALF OF SUPRA TELECOMMUNICATIONS AND INFORMATION SYSTEMS, INC.
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line is served by copper or UDLC (Issue 3), or IDLC (Issue 4), and what should be the rate for

such a conversion (Issues 3 and 4).

II.  How to read a cost study.

Q. WILL YOU PLEASE EXPLAIN HOW TO READ AND INTERPRET THE COST
STUDIES FILED IN THIS DOCKET?

A. Gladly. Turn to Supra Exhibit # DAN-45. The structure and for of these costs studies is

as defined by Bellsouth in Docket 990649-TP from Tab 3 — Tab 10. Tabs 1 and 2 represent the

output of the Bellsouth cost calculator BSCC 2.4, but were created by Hand in Excel to provide

a single Excel workbook, self contained for this project.

Tab 1 — Non Recurring Cost Summary.

This tab is the final, top level rollup of Cost (direct and TELRIC), Gross receipts factor
and Common Cost factor leading to the final “Economic Cost” for installation and disconnection
of the relevant elements. Tabs 1 and 2 represent the output of the Bellsouth cost calculator

BSCC 2.4. This Tab derives its input from Tab 2.

Tab 2 Non recurring Cost development
This tab is where the line item departmental / paygrade totals developed in Tab 5 are
multiplied by the Direct Labor rates to arrive at the TELRIC cost. Tabs 1 and 2 represent the

output of the Bellsouth cost calculator BSCC 2.4. This Tab derives its input from Tab 5.

Tab 3 Index

- . BEFORE THE FPSC - REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF -
DAVID A. NILSON
ON BEHALF OF SUPRA TELECOMMUNICATIONS AND INFORMATION SYSTEMS, INC.
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This tab is normally the top level “cover sheet” in a Bellsouth cost study and is used by

the Bellsouth cost calculator BSCC 2.4. This Tab derives no input.

Tab 4 Additives Recurring

This documents recurring Expenses data which is then input into Tab 10
(INPUTS_MISC) it documents, for all BellSouth offices the recurring cost of Subscriber line
testing and Network Terminating wire. This Tab derives no input. This tab is input to Tab 10

(INPUTS_MISC)

Tab 5 Nonrecurring Labor

This tab is where the line item departmental / paygrade totals are'presented to the cost
calculator. All costs on the wp100 tab are summarized here, by UNE element, by Department /
paygrade with one line per department paygrade. Installation and disconnect times for First
Install and additional Install are documented here. This Tab is input to Tab 2 and the BSCC 2.4

Cost Calculator. This Tab derives its input from Tab 6.

Tab 6 WP100

This tab is where the line item departmental / paygrade totals are developed. All costs on
the INPUTS_XXX tabs are summarized her, by UNE element, by Department / paygrade with
one line per department paygrade. Installation and disconnect times for First Install and
additional Install are documented here. This Tab is input to Tab 5 and derives its input from

Tab(s) 7-10.
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Tab 7 INPUTS_ENGINEERING
Tab 8 INPUTS_CONNECT&TEST
Tab 9 INPUTS_TRAVEL

These tabs are where the departmental workitem and times are documented. Installation
and disconnect times for First Install and additional Install are documented here. They are
further modified by a) Probability of occurrence, Probability of Dispatch and FPSC Staff
Recommended Adjustments This Tab is input to Tab 6 and derives its input from Subject

Matter Experts (“SMEs”).

Tab 10 INPUTS_MISC
This tab is where misc. data used by Tabs 7,8, and 9 are documented. It takes its input

from SMEs and Tab 4.

III.  Issue 1- Under the Current Agreement, what nonrecurring rate, if any, applies for
a hot-cut from UNE-P to UNE-L, where the lines being converted are served by
copper or UDLC, for (a) SL1 loops and (b) SL2 loops?

Q. HAS BELLSOUTH CITED TO ANY CONTRACTUAL REFERENCE WHEREIN
A HOT CUT FROM UNE-P TO UNE-L FOR COPPER OR UDLC LINES IS
MENTIONED?

A. No. Neither in the direct testimony of Ms. Caldwell nor Mr. Ainsworth is there any
contractual cite to a rate for UNE-P to UNE-L conversions, much less a rate for such a

conversion on a copper or UDLC line.
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Q. HAS BELLSOUTH CITED TO ANY FPSC ORDER WHEREIN A HOT CUT
FROM UNE-P TO UNE-L FOR COPPER OR UDLC LINES IS MENTIONED?

A. No. Neither in the direct testimony of Ms. Caldwell nor Mr. Ainsworth is there a cite to a

FPSC ordered rate for UNE-P to UNE-L conversions, much less a rate for such a conversion on a

copper or UDLC line. BellSouth argues that the non-recurring rate for the installation of a new

SL1 or SL2 loop (A.1.1 and A.1.2 elements) applies to this situation, but presents absolutely no

supporting evidence to substantiate that naked claim.

Q. WHAT TYPE OF EVIDENCE WOULD YOU HAVE EXPECTED BELLSOUTH
TO PRODUCE?
A. We would have expected to see some meeting minutes, notes, flow charts, workpapers or

other documentation substantiating BellSouth’s claim that its August 16, 2000 SL1 and SL2 cost

study took into consideration BellSouth’s UNE-P to UNE-L conversion process, particularly in

situations where the loop is served via copper or UDLC. Furthermore, we would have expected
to see some calculations showing the percentages of all of the different types of installations and
hot cuts that purportedly went into the “average loop” which BellSouth claims applies to any

number of different processes. Yet, BellSouth has produced no such evidence.

Q. WHAT EVIDENCE HAS BELLSOUTH PRODUCED?

A. BellSouth has produced no evide_nce other than the testimony of Ms. Caldwell. Of
course, without providing .a.ny documents substantiating her position, BellSouth apparenfly
believes that we should all simply take her at her word. One problem with this is that Ms.

Caldwell is not the person who is aware of the actual departfnents involved, the worksteps they
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perform in the various loops service methods needing to be converted, or put together the
underlying inputs (work elements, worktime assessments and probability of (occurrence or of
dispatch) factors) that went into the cost studies at issue. Seé¢ Caldwell Sept. 21, 2004 depo tr., at
pg. 16. She had never actually seen a hot cut being performed. See Caldwell Sept. 21, 2004
depo tr., at pg. 16. Her knowledge is based solely on hearsay — what someone who works as part
of BellSouth’s product team told her was to be put into the cost study. As such, neither Supra
nor this Commission has the ability to test the veracity of Ms. Caldwell’s assertions, as Ms.
Caldwell herself does not know how the inputs were arrived at. See Caldwell Sept. 21, 2004
depo tr., at pg. 16. In fact, Ms. Caldwell’s only function in the process of creating the cost study
“is to be sure that all the UNESs are covered and that there’s no overlapping.” See Caldwell Sept.
21,2004 depo tr., at pg. 14.

Amazingly, BellSouth presentgd Ms. Caldwell as its corporate representative with the
most knowledge regarding BellSouth’s cost studies which support the noﬁ-recurring charges
which BellSouth seeks to charge Supra for performing UNE-P to UNE-L conversions. See
Caldwell Aug. 18, 2004 depo tr., at pg. 5. As Ms. Caldwell, BellSouth’s corporate representative
with the most knowledge, could not provide any support for any of the underlying inputs that
went into the cost studies at issue, BellSouth does not have a witness that éan support its

purported costs in this case.

Q. HAS SUPRA REQUESTED SUCH EVIDENCE FROM BELLSOUTH?
A. Yes, Supra has requested such from BellSouth in its discovery requests in this docket.
BellSouth has produced no evidence whatsoever supporting its claim that the August 16, 2000

cost study took into consideration UNE-P to UNE-L conversions for loops provided via copper

BEFORE THE FPSC - REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF -
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or UDLC. Furthermore, Supra requested that BellSouth provide Supra with all documents filed
in the FPSC cost study docket(s) which would support BellSouth’s claims. Rather than
providing any responsive documents, BellSouth objected. Supra has since moved to compel a
response from BellSouth, and such motion remains pending before the Commission. Supra

surmises that no responsive documents exist.

Q. HAS BELLSOUTH MADE ANY ATTEMPT TO SHOW THAT THE RATES
CONTAINED IN THE CURRENT AGREEMENT SOMEHOW APPLY TO A
UNE-P TO UNE-L CONVERSION FOR LOOPS SERVED VIA COPPER OR
UDLC?

A. No. BellSouth has only done two things: (1) regurgitate Mr. Ainsworth’s direct

testimony submitted on December 4, 2003 in Docket No. 030851-TP (TRO Docket), wherein

Mr. Ainsworth sets forth BellSouth’s proposed UNE-P to UNE-L conversion process for

individual hot cuts; project hot cuts; and batch hot cuts; and (2) submit the unsubstantiated

testimony of Ms. Caldwell wherein she testifies that the FPSC already approved a non-recurring

rate for an “average hot cut,” as such was purportedly included in BellSouth’s August 716, 2000

SL1 and SL2 cost study. Neither Mr. Ainsworth nor Ms. Caldwell cite to any language, either

submitted by BellSouth or set forth by the Commission in an order, wherein there was any

discussion of a UNE-P to UNE-L hot cut. Nor does either of BellSouth’s witnesses walk us
through an analysis of BellSouth’s cost study to show how the process of performing a UNE-P to

UNE-L conversion for copper and UDLC lines is set forth and properly costed. Instead,

BellSouth makes blanket assertions without any underlying factual support.

BEFORE THE FPSC - REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF
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Q. IS THERE ANYTHING YOU WOULD LIKE TO ADD AS IT RELATES TO
ISSUE 1?
A. Yes. While Mr. Ainsworth claimed at his depo th;att he too did not have the ébility to put
together the underlying inputs (work elements, worktime assessments and probability of
(occurrence or of dispatch) factors) that went into the cost studies at issue. See Caldwell Sept.
21, 2004 depo tr., at pg. 16, he was able to speak about the process and the departments included
In the October 8 2001 cost study which are not actually involved in a UNE-P to UNE-L hotcut.
As a result of Mr. Ainsworths testimony, Supra has modified its 12/24/2003 Cost study presented
in my Direct Testimony(Supra Exhibit # DAN-9) with an updated version (Supra Exhibit #
DAN-45') which addresses:

1. Ms Caldwell’s concern that the cost study should zero the probability, not the
“standard” Worktimes when a step is avoided and omitted.

2. Mr. Ainsworths detailed deposition analysis of hié hot-cut process and the
October 8 Cost study worksteps.

3. Embedded errors in the original Bellsouth Cost study found in sheet WP100.

4. An increase in the time allocated for the CO forces department to actually
perform a hot-cut. While the precise time is yet to be learned through discovery
still outstanding, Supra has realized “something” larger than its initial reliance
on the 2:39 testified to by Mr. Ainsworth in the TRO hearings was going to

have to be allocated for this step. Supra has increased its estimate from 2:39 to

! Entitled “EX-45 Supra Group 1 Copper UDLC UNE-P to UNE-L Cost study FL-2w.xls

BEFORE THE FPSC — REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF h
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Furthermore, for the remaining ﬁepartments, SO many_of the actual steps within that

departments in the October 8 cost study are not part of the process defined by Mr. Ainsworth

the actual times involved are approx one-half the times recovered In the October 8 cost study’.

Clearly, the October 8™ cost étudy, and hence the Commissions A.1. and A.1.2 NRC
doers not accurately or fairly recover the cost actually incurred by BellSouth in the UNE-P to

UNE-L conversion of loops served via copper or UDLC before and after the conversion.

~

9 separate departments with 10 total paygrades.
Supra actually detected an embedded error In BellSouths A.1.1 cost study. On the WPlOO tab, for the

w

WMC department, the formula anticipates the BellSouth worktime is being multiplied by an FPSC factor as all other

departments are. However the FPSC ordered factor for WMC, if it exists, was omitted from the

that

INPUTS _CONNECT& test sheet causing a multiply by zero error which resuited In Bellsouth not claiming any

worktime for the WMC center in its October 8 cost study. However the same error is not propagated In the A.1
cost study on tab WP100. This can be clearly seen in Table 1.

BEFORE THE FPSC — REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF
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1 This represents - of all lines in BellSouths Florida region*’ for which the A.1.1

2 and A.1.2 NRC rate is inappropriately high® for a UNE-P to UNE-L hotcut.

4 See Supra Exhibit # DAN-42- Bellsouth response to Supra interrogatory 20-24 regarding lines in service
served via various loops service methods. And Supra Exhibit # DAN-43- Supra modified version of Bellsouth
response to Supra interrogatory 20-24 (Supra Exhibit # DAN-42) with subtotals calculating statewide percentage of
various loops service technologies, and making adjustment for the fact that BellSouths NGDLC counts were also
§ncluded in IDLC/UDLC counts. :
ie.
¢ $49.57 - $7.53 = $42.04 = inappropriately high.
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Table 2 - Nonrecurring Labor tab from the Supra Exhibit # DAN-45 Group 1 Copper UDLC Cost study cost study A.1.1 and A.1.2 showing the
departments removed and worktimes reduced from the hot-cut cost recovery by Mr. Ainsworths deposition testimony
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Issue 2 — Under the parties’ existing interconnection agreement, what nonrecurring
rate, if any, applies for a hot-cut from UNE-P to UNE-L, where the lines being
converted are not served by copper or UDLC, for (a) SL1 loops and (b) SL2 loops?

Q. HAS BELLSOUTH CITED TO ANY CONTRACTUAL REFERENCE WHEREIN
A HOT CUT FROM UNE-P TO NOT SERVED BY COPPER OR UDLC LOOPS
TO UNE-L IS MENTIONED?

A. No. Supra’s position relative to Issue 1, that, inter alia, BellSouth has failed to provide

any contractual or legal citations to support its claims, applies equally to Issue 2 as well.

Q. IS THERE ANYTHING YOU WOULD LIKE TO ADD AS IT RELATES TO
ISSUE 2?

A. Yes. Despite the fact that Mr. Ainsworth has claimed that there are eight different

methods available for performing UNE-P to UNE-L hot cuts when the loop is served via IDLC,

BellSouth has not produced any written flow charts or processes which support any of these

eight methods. Furthermore, BellSouth has admitted that it never pfepared a cost study for any

of these eight methods. It is beyond comprehension to believe that such methods were actually

considered and accounted for in BellSouth’s August 16, 2000 SL1 and SL2 cost study.

Q. HAS BELLSOUTH PROVIDED ANY DOCUMENTATION IN SUPPORT OF
ANY OF ITS CLAIMS?
A. No. The only documents BellSouth provided in response to Supra’s discovery requests

regarding the processes involved for these types of hot cuts were: (1) a one page flow chart for a

BEFORE THE FPSC ~ DIRECT TESTIMONY OF
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UNEP to UNEL Bulk Migration Process Flow, dated June 6, 20027; and (2) Outside Plant
Engineering Methods and Procedures for Provisioning Unbundled Network Elements, dated May
7, 20048. Neither of these documents evidences the costs for the specific work elements
necessary to perform either a bulk hot cut, or an IDLC hot cut. Both of these documents are
overly broad and fail to get into any specifics as it relates to the processes necessary to perform
such.

The outside Plant manual is completely devoid of any mention of the 8 methods of IDLC served
UNE-P loops being converted to UNE-L, despite it being proffered as “the” (one and only)
definitive document responsive to the request for production #5:

5. Please provide any and all supporting documents which document the
processes a) that Bellsouth actually uses or b) that would be necessary if
BellSouth were to perform UNE-P to UNE-L conversions on loops served by
Integrated Digital Loop Carrier (“IDLC”) for the eight alternatives set forth on
pages 25-28 of the testimony of Ken Ainsworth in Docket 030851-TP filed
with the FPSC on December 4, 2003 and the DACS-door process provided for
the BellSouth Tennessee SGAT.

Please provide any and all documents created as a result of
implementing the eight options, including but not limited to, the business
decisions which impacted the implementation(s), the logic by which a specific
method is chosen, engineering analysis of the relative merits of the various
methods, and proposals for alternatives which are not part of the list of eight.
Provide any and all documents which evidence that BellSouth is actually
using each of the eight methods in Florida.

(Supra Second Request for Production of Documents, #5)

As a result, it is painfully obvious that while BellSouth testifies that it can convert IDLC

served UNE-P lines to UNE-L, BellSouth has not actually implemented the processes and

’ See Supra Exhibit # DAN-36 Confidential - BellSouth’s UNEP to UNEL Bulk Migration Process Flow,
PFUNEP2L.ppt dated 6/6/2002
8 See Supra Exhibit # DAN-37 Confidential - BellSouths “QOutside Plant Engineering Methods and

Procedures for Provisioning Network Elements” document, Issue R, dated May 7, 2004 provided in response to
Supra’s Second request for Production of Documents.
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procedures for all 8 (eight) methods, but relies exclusively on the two most costly
methods, Methods 1° and Method 310 and bill Supra for the more expensive of the two
causing unnecessary expense and disruption of the customers service''.

Perhaps even more disconcerting is the dates of these documents — June 6, 2002 and May 7,
2004. Assuming that these documents were specific enough so as to enable someone to identify
the elements, worktimes and costs associated with the various processes involved, such would
not have been available before August 16, 2000 — the date in which BellSouth filed its cost study

which it purports includes these elements. Again, for BellSouth to contend that it considered

these processes in a cost study prepared two to four years earlier is disingenuous at best.

? Use an existing (completely new) copper loop, if available.

10 Rebuild the IDLC served loop to be copper or UDLC served.
1 BellSouths marketing department then keys off of Supra’s LSR to target this customer for winback via
Operation Sunrise'", after unnecessarily disrupting the loop service to that customer.
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1V.  Issue 3 - Should a new nonrecurring rate be created that applies for a hot-cut from
UNE-P to UNE-L, where the lines being converted are served by copper or UDLC,
for (a) SL1 loops and (b) SL2 loops? If so, what should such nonrecurring rates be?

Q. IN HER DIRECT TESTIMONY AT PAGE 3, LINE 7, MS. CALDWELL STATES
THAT “IT IS BELLSOUTH’S POSITION THAT COST-BASED RATES, WHICH
WERE SET BY THIS COMMISSION, ALREADY EXIST THAT REFLECT THE
ACTIVITIES NECESSARY TO CONVERT A RETAIL LOOP OR A UNE-P
LOOP TO AN UNBUNDLED LOOP (UNE-L). THE RATES THAT ARE
APPLICABLE TO THE HOT-CUT PROCESS ARE THE NONRECURRING
CHARGES FOR THE UNBUNDLED LOOP, THE SERVICE ORDER
PROCESSING CHARGE AND THE NONRECURRING CROSS CONNECT
RATE, LEADING TO AN SL1 RATE OF $59.31, AND AN SL2 RATE OF
$145.49.” DO YOU AGREE WITH MS. CALDWELL’S ASSERTIONS?

A. No. Ignoring fully the arguments in Issue 1 & 2 regarding the existing rates ordered by

this Commission, BellSouth’s own testimony proves that BellSouth must cease making the

claim that the FL-2w.xls cost study recovers the costs incurred in a UNE-P to UNE-L hotcut.
First, MS. Caldwell is not a Subject Matter Expert (“SME”), her own deposition
te:stimony12 shows that her function in the cost study process is to take input from subject matter

experts in the various work centers, as directed by the BellSouth product manger, to record, and

12 See Caldwell Sept. 21, 2004 depo tr., at pgs. 13-17.
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compute, the cost of the work activities identified to her by the SMEs. Second, as Table 1 and 2
above show, and as will be discussed in greater detail below, the processes involved in

performing a hot cut do not match up with the elements set forth in the FL-2w.xls cost study.

Q. IN HER DIRECT TESTIMONY AT PAGE 7, LINE 5 MS. CALDWELL STATES
THAT THE EXISTING COST STUDY CANNOT BE USED TO SUPPORT HE
RATE STRUCTURE SUPRA ENVISIONS. WHY IS HER ASSERTION
INCORRECT?

A. First, Ms. Caldwell testified in her deposition as follows:

Q If BellSouth hasn't created a written process for a certain type of hot cut, for instance
-- this is a hypothetical. Hypothetically speaking, BellSouth hasn't created a written
process for a batch hot cut, how can you create a cost study which incorporates
something which doesn't have a written process?

A. Basically, what you do -- because we do it all the time. Not referring necessarily
to this process; because, again, we're talking hypothetically, but when a new element
comes along, I mean, we look at activities that we know that are going to be similar;
because to do certain activities, you're going to have those same similar activities in
different processes that you do.

Q So you're able to take cost estimates from different cost studies that are similar in
nature and just plug them into this hypothetical new cost study for a new element?

A. Yes. It can be done as long as subject matter experts look at the activities and

verify that they are similar.
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See Caldwell Sept. 21, 2004 depo tr., at pg. 17 (Emphasis added.). Yet, Ms. Caldwell, in her
Direct Testimony submitted in this docket, at pg. 7, claims that this very thing is “impossible.”
Which one is it? v

Second, it is undisputed that both Bellsouth and the FPSC took exactly that same course
of action in Docket 990649a-TP. In fact, BellSouth cut-and-pasted, and occasionally made a
slight modification to the INPUTS_CONNECT&TEST, INPUTS_TRAVEL, and
INPUTS_ENGINEERING tabs of the Cost studies for widely disparate technologies of loops,
maintaining exacﬂy the same worktimes, for the same departments / paygrades, for all the
various loop types, and merely made minor modifications to the probabilities of

occurrence, and probability of dispatch'

Q. WHAT EXACTLY DOES THAT MEAN?

A. Quite simply, that for each work activity listed in Table 3 — INPUTS_CONNECT&TEST
set forth hereinbelow, the worktime is identical to the worktime for the identical work.activity,
performed by the same department and pay grade. Table 3 — INPUTS_CONNECT&TEST
lists each of the worksteps, by department that are included in the INPUTS_CONNECT&TEST
section of the cost study for each and every element’ listed in Table 4 ~ FPSC Loop Types
with IDENTICAL worktimes. This is an absolute contradiction of the testimony of Ms.
Caldwell who stated that the A.1.1 and A.1.2 worktimes and probabilities of dispatch were based

upon BellSouths embedded retail experience with 1FR and 1FB service to its customers. Yet in

1B Contrary to MS. Caldwell’s deposition testimony, wherein she claims that BellSouth did not assume a

100% dispatch rate, BellSouth used the exact same probability of dispatch for residential POTS, business POTs, 4
wire DS1 (T1) service, ISDN BRI, ADSL, 4 wire HDSL loops. Ms. Caldwell testified that the ] figure was
specific to POTS, installations, with no inside work, or IWM. If that is true, Bellsouth has identical installation
dispatch rates for all products!

BEFORE THE FPSC - REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF -
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its loop cost studies'* Bellsouth used identical steps, performed by idenﬁcal departments, and
paygrades, which take identical worktimes, (despite Ms, Caldwell’s sworn testimony that
the workiimes were independently derived) for each UNE element listed in Table 4 - FPSC
Loop Types with IDENTICAL worktimes. It is quite troubling to learn that BellSouths
installation dispatch probability for POTS service is identical to a) 4 wire DS1, b) 2 wire ISDN
BRI, c¢) 2 wire ADSL, d) 4 wire HDSL. It is patently ridiculous to expect Supra to accept that
the troubleshooting time at the cross box, and at the customer premises is identical for each of
these services, given Ms. Caldwell’s sworn testimony that they were independently deﬁved, yet
the facts are clear and do not support Ms. Caldwell’s testimony. Once again, Bellsouth used the
same process to arrive at these rates as Supra is using to define the correct rate which recovers

only the costs actually incurred in making a UNE-P to UNE-L hotcut.

14 See Supra Exhibit # DAN-45,
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Unbundied Network Element Center (UNEC) Work Activities

UNEC puills order information and assigns to work groups.

Provisioning variables - when UNEC pulls order information (Row 12)

Verifies and ensures accuracy of order design

Creates cut sheets to verify reuse of facilities
Ensures dispatch :

Performs frame continuity and due date coordination and testang

Provisioning variables - testing (Row 12)

Performs manual order coordination (remote call forward, disconnect and unbundled loop order)
when service is converted on existing facilities

UNEC contacts customer and completes order

Provisioning Variables - when UNEC contacts customer and completes order (Row 12)

SPECIAL SERVICES INSTALLATION & MAINTENANCE (SSI&M) AND INSTALLATION
AND MAINTENANCE (1&M) WORK ACTIVITIES

Processes requests

Places/removes plug-in at remote terminal

Places/removes cross-connect at crossbox

Checks continuity and dial tone

Trouble resolution at crossbox

Tests from NID

Trouble resolution at premises

Tags circuit -

Completes order

WORK MANAGEMENT CENTER (WMC)

WMC coordinates dispatched technicians

CENTRAL OFFICE FORCES (CO)

CO Field wires circuit at collocation site.

CO Field coordinates testing with UNEC and I&M.

Table 3 - INPUTS CONNECT&TEST

A.0 UNBUNDLED LOCAL LOOP

A1 2-WIRE ANALOG VOICE GRADE LOOP ,
A.1.1* | 2-Wire Analog Voice Grade Loop - Service Level 1 FL-2w.xIs
A.1.2* | 2-Wire Analog Voice Grade Loop - Service Level 2 FL-2w.xls
A.1.8 Engineering Information FL-El.xls
A.4 4-WIRE ANALOG VOICE GRADE LOOP

A.4.1* | 4-Wire Analog Voice Grade Loop FL-4w.xls
A.5 2-WIRE ISDN DIGITAL GRADE LOOP , ,
A.5.1* | 2-Wire ISDN Digital Grade Loop FL_DIG.xls
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A.5.6* | Universal Digital Channel FL_DIG.xls

2-WIRE ASYMMETRICAL DIGITAL SUBSCRIBER LINE
(ADSL) COMPATIBLE LOOP

A.6.1* | 2-Wire Asymmetrical Digital Subscriber Line (ADSL) FL-xdsl.xIs
Compatible Loop

A.6.5 2-Wire Asymmetrical Digital Subscriber Line (ADSL) | FL-xdsl.xls |
Compatible Loop (Nonrecurring w/LMU)
A.6.6 2-Wire Asymmetrical Digital Subscriber Line (ADSL) FL-xdsl.xls

Compatible Loop (Nonrecurring w/o LMU)

A7 2-WIRE HIGH BIT RATE DIGITAL SUBSCRIBER LINE
(HDSL) COMPATIBLE L.LOOP

A.7.1* | 2-Wire High Bit Rate Digital Subscriber Line (HDSL) FL-xdsl.xls
Compatible Loop

A75 2-Wire High Bit Rate Digital Subscriber Line (HDSL) FL-xdsl.xls

i Compatible Loop (Nonrecurring w/LMU) ,

A.7.6 2-Wire High Bit Rate Digital Subscriber Line (HDSL) FL-xdsl.xls

Compatible Loop (Nonrecurring w/o LMU)

4-WIRE HIGH BIT RATE DIGITAL SUBSCRIBER LINE
(HDSL) COMPATIBLE LOOP

A.8.1* | 4-Wire High Bit Rate Digital Subscriber Line (HDSL.) FL-xdsl.xls
Compatible Loop
A.8.5 4-Wire High Bit Rate Digital Subscriber Line (HDSL) FL-xdsl.xls
Compatible Loop (Nonrecurring w/LMU)
A8.6 4-Wire High Bit Rate Digital Subscriber Line (HDSL) FL-xdsl.xls
Comgatible Loop (Nonrecurring w/o LMU)
—
A.14 4-WIRE COPPER LOOP
A.14.1* | 4-Wire Copper Loop - short ' FL-xdsl.xls
A.14.8 | 4-Wire Copper Loop - short (Nonrecurring w/l.MU) FL-xdsl.xls.
A.14.9 | 4-Wire Copper Loop - short (Nonrecurring w/o LMU) FL-xdsl.xls
A.14.7* | 4-Wire Copper Loop - long FL-xdsl.xls |
| A.14.10 | 4-Wire Copper Loop - long (Nonrecurring w/LMU) FL-xdsl.xls
| A.14.11 | 4-Wire Copper Loop - long (Nonrecurring w/o LMU) FL-xdsl.xls

BEFORE THE FPSC - REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF -
DAVID A. NILSON
ON BEHALF OF SUPRA TELECOMMUNICATIONS AND INFORMATION SYSTEMS, INC,
DOCKET NO. 040301-TP
Filed: October 8, 2004
Page 22



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

23

24

Q. IN BELLSOUTH’S PLEADINGS, AND MS. CALDWELL’S DIRECT
TESTIMONY AT PAGE 8, LINE 5-6, CLAIMS WERE MADE THAT SUPRA
SHOULD HAVE, BUT DID NOT ADDRESS THESE ISSUES IN DOCKET
990649-TP. HOW DO YOU RESPOND TO THESE STATEMENTS?

A. The BellSouth response(s) in this regard are patently false. The public record proves it

so. The FPSC May 25, 2001 UNE rate order'® clearly proves BellSouth’s assertion wrong.

Perhaps BellSouth’s confusion comes from the fact that the procedural orders for this docket did

not contemplate every witness who pre-filed testimony from actually appearing, (as in this year’s

TRO hearings), but the final order clearly states Supra’s testimony was heard:

Pursuant to a stipulation of the parties, only certain witnesses were
required to appear at the July 17-19, 2000, hearing. The prefiled testimony of
the witnesses that did not appear was entered into the record and cross-
examination was waived. BellSouth’s witnesses were Alphonso J. Varner,
Daonne Caldwell, Dr. Randall S. Billingsley, G. David Cunningham, and W.
Keith Milner. Verizon’s witnesses were Dennis B. Trimble, Allen E.
Sovereign, Gregory D. Jacobson, and Michael R. Norris. Sprint’s witnesses
were Kent W. Dickerson, James W. Sichter, John D. Quackenbush, and John
A. Holmes. AT&T/WorldCom jointly sponsored John I. Hirshleifer, Jeffrey
King, and Michael J. Majoros, Jr. Supra’s witnesses were David Nilson and

Carol Bentley. Z-Tel’s witness was Dr. George S. Ford. The Data ALECs
jointly sponsored Terry L. Murray and FCTA sponsored William J. Barta.

Q. DID SUPRA ATTEMPT TO MAKE AN ISSUE OF THIS IN THE GENERIC UNE

DOCKET 990649-TP?

15 PSC-01-1181-FOF-TP.
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A. Absolutely, despite the fact that this was no agreement to make UNE-P to UNE-L
conversion an identified issue in the Docket'S. In fact my rebuttal testimony (Supra Exhibit #

DAN-40) addressed some 7 pages of testimony regarding the following:

,l7
1. the non-recurring costs of “move a cross-connect’

2. “change a carrier code from ILEC to ALEC in the 0SS™'®,

3. “non-recurring costs to convert a working circuit to another carrier are different than

placing a circuit in operation at a given address. 19

4. “the current structure of just one non-recurring rate per UNE loop is allowing the ILEC
undue enrichment for activities that are not performed.”?,
5. “Yet with the exception of the limited scope of order PSC-98-0810-FOF-TP, most

ALECs in Florida are paying charges for placing a loop in service, for the first time,

221

whenever they order a conversion of a working circuit.”*' ,and

7. “the proper allocation of costs to recurring and or nonrecurring charges22 ”

This testimony was considered by the Commission in setting the non-recurring rate to

convert a working?® retail line to UNE-P of just 10.2 cents out of BellSouths request for $90 per

2425

UNE-P circuit where no service® exists. Of the $90 BellSouth seeks , just 10.2 cents is not

16 The fact that testimony on this issue had to be filed under ISSUE 6 “Under What Circumstances, If Any, Is
It Appropriate To Recover Non-Recurring Cost Through Recurring Rates?” is in itself indicative that thls issue was
not addressed by the Commission In the 1999 Docket. :
N Rebuttal Testimony, D. Nilson in 990649-TP, Supra Exhibit # DAN-41, Page 9, In. 9.

Id.

19 Rebuttal Testimony, D. Nilson in 990649-TP, Supra Exhibit # DAN-41, Pg 9, In 12-13.

2 Rebuttal Testimony, D. Nilson in 990649-TP, Supra Exhibit # DAN-41, Pg 9, In 13-15

2 Rebuttal Testimony, D. Nilson in 990649-TP, Supra Exhibit # DAN-41, pg 9, In19- pg 10, In 2.

2 Rebuttal Testimony, D. Nilson in 990649-TP, Supra Exhibit # DAN-41, Pg 10 In 4 —pg 13, 1n 18,

including rebuttal of BellSouth witnesses Vamer and Sichter.

Or Soft dialtone equipped line. ‘

See Interconnection agreement, page 160 of 593, cost based NRC rate for 2-Wire VG Line Port Rates (Res)
» Consisting of the $49.57 loop NRC, unknown Port NRC and??777? -

24
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avoided in retail to UNE-P conversion. Similarly, in this case, Mr. Ainsworth testifies that the

majority of costs in the FL-2w.xls loop cost study are avoided in a UNE-P to UNE-L hot-cut.

BellSouth is unable to cite to any testimony, or order which would prove its assertion that

the Commission actually addressed the issue of UNE-P to UNE-L conversions in the generic

UNE Docket, back at a time when a) no CLEC had the ability to order UNE-P from BellSouth,

and b) Bellsouth had no inkling that it might be relieved of its obligation to provide UNE-P. In

1999 and 2000, the issue simply was not ripe for adjudication, and the FPSC made no such

finding as BellSouth asserts.

Q.

A

DID YOUR TESTIMONY IN DOCKET 990649-TP ADDRESS ANY OTHER

ISSUES RELEVANT TO THIS PROCEEDING?

Yes. Access to the same look makeup information that is available to the ILEC, not a

“CLEC version” “It has been Supra Telecoms experience to date that ILECs (such as BellSouth)

refuse to provide LFACS data so that the ALEC will have no way of knowing whether or not a

particular customer can be provided ... Service”* and ... ALECs should be allowed full access

to databases such as LFACs which are needed to determine the quality of the loop...

3927

BellSouth did provide a “CLEC LFACS” interface into LENS, which is particularly
oriented for xDSL loop provisioning and leaves out significant information readily
available to BellSouth personnel regarding the configuration of the DLC systems

servicing the customer. Supra gets a single field identifying an equipment type, but zero

26
27

Direct Testimony, D. Nilson in 990649-TP, Supra Exhibit # DAN-40, pg 13, In 1-3
Direct Testimony, D. Nilson in 990649-TP, Supra Exhibit # DAN-40, pg 13, In 8-9
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information, for example, if that DLC box is operating in UDLC or IDLC mode. Supra’s
ability to intelligently engineer loops which it wants to convert to UNE-L is thus
hampered by the restricted dataset presented by “CLEC LFACS” a.k.a. the Loop
Qualification System (“LQS”). |

The Commission should revisit this issue and order Bellsouth to provide CLECS
the same loop makeup information it provides itself, not a watered don version suited

only for xDSL decision making.

IN HIS DIRECT TESTIMONY PAGE 1, LN. 15, MR. AINSWORTH
SUMMARIZES HIS BACKGROUND AND EXPERIENCE. WHAT DOES THIS
TESTIMONY MEAN TO THE ISSUES IN THIS DOCKET?

Mr. Ainsworth’s testimony identifies specific experience in at least 6 of the departments

contained in BellSouth’s October 8, cost study?® for nonrecurring cost of A.1.1 and A.1.2

elements™, and in several other departments which support, or provide oversight to these

departments.

What Mr. Ainsworth does not profess knowledge of is also significant.
1. He is not responsible for the structure of, the workitem lists contained in, or
the worktimes recorded for the various inputs in the Oct 8 cost study.”® In fact, Mr.

Ainsworth has no direct responsibility with anything that has to do with the creation

2
29

30

i.e. the October 8, 2001 Compliance Cost study Filing, Revision 1, in Docket 990649a-TP (“Oct 8 study”)
Worksheet FL-2w.xls.

See Ainsworth Sept. 21, 2004 depo. Tr., pg. 13.
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of a cost study.“ For that one must rely on the cost study expert, according to Mr.
Ainsworth. |

(With regard to the various worktimes, while Ms. Caldwell deferred to Mr.
Ainsworth on the specific times, Mr. Ainsworth deferred back to the cost study
expert3 3 and under examination, back to network départment SMES.. He festiﬁed to
be able to estimate these times but not be precise.*

Mr. Ainsworth does not testify that the process, departments, or worksteps
contained in the October 8§ cost study are the correct steps, or times to perform a
UNE-P to UNE-L hotcut. In fact during step-by-step analysis of the October 8 cost
study as Qompared to Mr. Ainsworth’s hot-cut process, 5 of the 8 departments™ are
not involved in the hot-cut process for copper or UDLC>®, and the worktimes for the
largest, and smallest of the two remaining departments are slashed in half. Simply
put, Mr; Ainsworth’s hot-cut process for copper / UDLC served UNE-P lines is not
accurately described by the October 8 Cost study.

Mr. Ainsworth do;es not testify that the costs recovered by the COVAD
crossconnect (H.1.9) are additioﬁal costs which Bellsouth is entitled to recover, which
are not already recovered in the A.1.1 and A.1.2 nonrecurring cost study. BellSouth

is double recovering these costs under its current billing practice toward Supra.

31
32
33
34
35
36

See Ainsworth Sept. 21, 2004 depo. Tr., pg. 18.
See Ainsworth Sept. 21, 2004 depo. Tr., pg. 54, 87.

See Ainsworth Sept. 21, 2004 depo. Tr., pg. 87, 117.

See Ainsworth Sept. 21, 2004 depo. Tr., pg. 54.

For which cost is recovered in the October 8 study, plus the travel component of 1&M, also eliminated.
and their function is not replaced by any other ‘
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Q. HOW IS THIS IMPORTANT?

A. While much of Mr. Ainsworth’s testimony is verbatim from what he filed in 030851-TP?’
TRO docket, in his Direct Testimony, page 2, lines 13-18, Mr. Ainsworth adds the claim that his
testimony will disprove Supra’s assertions regarding the difference in the processes involved in a
UNE-P to UNE-L hotcut as compared to what BellSouth is cﬁrrently recovering -for CLEC
customers for A.1.1 and A.1.2 nonrecurring charges®®. Based upon his deposition testimony, it is
impossible for him to demonstrate Supra’s assertions are incorrect. In fact, he substantiates
Supra’s claims.

Mr. Ainsworth’s direct testimony in this docket, originally written addressing the TRO
needs’, is now an attempt to map the new and efficient procedure into a 5 year old cost study
which includes cost recovery for 5 departments which do not even participate in a hot-cut,
according to Mr. Ainsworths prefiled and deposiﬁon testimony! Mr. Ainsworth
unequivocally admits that the work activities currently being recovered by the A.1.1 and A.1.2
are indeed different than what is actually done in a UNE-P to UNE-L hotcut. Nowhere in his
testimony does he even attempt to substantiate his claim that the Oct 8 cost study is not different

from his hot-cut process.

Q. BESIDES THE DEPARTMENTS NOT INVOLVED IN THE PROCESS, AND
THE WORKTIMES WITHIN INVOLVED DEPARTMENTS WHICH ARE NOT
ACTUALLY PERFORMED, ARE THERE OTHER ISSUES BETWEEN THE

OCTOBER 8 COST STUDY AND MR. AINSWORTH’S HOT-CUT PROCESS?

37 State review of ILEC unbundled switching requirements relative to the FCC TRO order.
38 Including charges for all related items, including the double recovery of the cost connect charge.
3 Le. Speed, efficiency, scalability, available NOW!
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A. Yes, several.
First, despite deposition notices requesting person(s) most knowledgeable, neither of

BellSouth’s witnesses have been able to speak with precision about the specific worktimes used

in the cost study.

Second, and more fundamental, the structure of the two processes are fundamentally
different. The current cost structure contemplates a single NRC for SL1 and SL2 loops
respectively. Mr. Ainsworth’s hot cut testimony contemplate three such processes per loop
type — “individual, project and batch.. % ie. three separate NRC rates for A.1.1 and A.1.2
respectively. It is undisputed that there must be a different rate for at least two of these
processes, i.e. individual and batch. Ignoring all FCC testimony and orders proving the need for
different rates, we still have the 030851-TP testimony of BellSouth’s John Ruscilli:

Q. MR. VAN DE WATER (PAGES 27-28) AND MR.
GALLAGHER (PAGE 14) CRITICIZES BELLSOUTH FOR NOT FILING
THE COST STUDY YOU MENTION IN YOUR TESTIMONY (RUSCILLI
DIRECT, P. 18). IS A COST STUDY RELEVANT TO THIS
PROCEEDING?

A. No. The cost study BellSouth conducted of the batch hot cut
process was done using BellSouth’s cost model with the inputs BellSouth
contends are correct. The estimated costs for the batch hot cut process were less
than the original filed costs for the standalone loop; however, they were still
higher than the ordered loop rates set by this Commission because of the
adjustments made by the Commission to the inputs. To account for the
Commission’s Order, BellSouth applied the same adjustments and discounts that
the Commission applied to BellSouth’s filed costs for the loop that established the
individual hot cut rate to the estimated batch hot cut rates. This resulted in the
proposed batch hot cut rate being approximately 10% below the ordered
loop rate. The rate is driven, therefore, not by BellSouth’s cost study so much as
by the Commission’s UNE Cost Order. (Emphasis Added)

Error! Reference source not found., surebuttal testimony of John Ruscilli, pg 17, Ins 4-19

40

Direct testimony Ainsworth, pg 3, and In. 2.
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Yet, BellSouth now maintains that a batch hot cut process cost study was begun, but
never completed. See Caldwell Sept. 21, 2004 depo tr., at pg. 6. This Commission can choose
to believe Mr. Ruscilli or it can choose to believe Ms. Caldwell, but it cannot choose to believe
both. Either way, BellSouth has yet to produce any cost study which directly addresses a UNE-P
to UNE-L confzersion, bulk or otherwise. To the best of Supra’s knowledge, no CLEC is getting
the benefit of a bulk rate. Supra did not,*!. Yetitis indisputable that there should be two, or |
more, rates for NRC per loop type.

Only a single rate exists, and that rate only addresses BellSouth’s recovery for
performing the work to place a new loop into service. It does not address an already working

UNE-P line to be converted to UNE-L.

Q. SHOULD THE SAME RATE BE USED FOR LOOP NRCS?
A. No. The FCC directed that the efficiencies of batch conversion be explicitly addressed In
the TRO proceeding. Beyond that, Bellsouth arrived at a voluntary admission that the batch hot
cut should be (at least) 10% lower than the A.1.1 rate, based on a cost study they have not filed
and which Ms. Caldwell testified was never completed.

We have no reason to believe that the mysterious hot cut cost study does not erroneously
have the additional 5 departments worktimes included per Ms. Caldwell in contradiction of Mr.

Ainsworth®, or how Mr. Ruscilli can conclude it is only 10% less if the study was never

4 Up until BellSouth refused to continue doing bulk conversion for Supra altogether, citing manpower

limitations.
4 Who testified he was not directly involved in the preparation of the cost study at all. See Ainsworth Sept.
21, 2004 depo. Tr., pg. 13.
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completed®, but we do know that the 10% savings were based on ignoring every FPSC
ordered factor or adjustment to the BellSouth cost studies in 990649-TP*! How do we
know this? Mr. Ruscilli says so in his rebuttal testimony, cited hereinabove.

The import of this is huge. BellSouth’s initial cost study filing for the loop NRC was
significantly larger* than what the FPSC ultimately approved. The magnitude of this

difference is documented below in Table 5

ELEMENT TYPE | BELLSOUTH FPSC DIFFERENCE

AUGUST 16, | AWARD

2000 COST
STUDY

All | $49.57

|
A22 I $135.75 ]

Table 5 — Difference between FPSC award and “..the inputs BellSouth contends are correct”

The net effect is that if BellSouth had used the FPSC ordered adjustments in the mysterious /
fictitious cost study testified to by Mr. Ruscilli, the cost reduction would be more significant than
the 10% testified to by Mr. Ruscilli, as it would also include the ||| | ] J] BB in FPSC ordered
adjustments, which BellSouth still opposes and refuses tlo use in its calculations unless ordered to
do so |

Even more disturbing is the fact that, after BellSouth submitted its compliance filing in
October 2000, which was in‘;ended to precisely duplicate the rates ordered by the Commission,

the BellSouth calculated NRC for the A.1.1 cost study was only $46.50, based on the

s Caldwell Deposition.-

“ See Error! Reference source not found., surebuttal testimony of John Ruscilli Docket 030851-TP, pg 17,
Ins 4-19, particularly 12-14

4 See Error! Reference source not found., surebuttal testimony of John Ruscilli Docket 030851-TP, pg 18,
LN. 6-8
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Commission ordered adjustments and a correction made by BellSouth to the WMC input. See
Caldwell Sept. 21, 2004 depo tr., at pg. 23-4. Yet, the Commission kept the rate at $49.57, $3.07
higher than what it should have been. BellSouth has quieﬁy'been over-recovering its coéts by
this amount on every newly installed SL1 and SL2 loop since this rate was put into effect. Supra
suggests that this Commission correct this Qversight as it pertains to the non-recurring costs of

installing a new SL1 loop, as BellSouth has been receiving a windfall since May 2001.

Q. DOES THE BULK, OR ANY OTHER HOT-CUT COST STUDY TESTIFIED TO
BY MR. RUSCILLI EVEN EXIST?
A. BellSouth has had two years and three dockets to produce it in, and they have so far not
offered anything other than the August 16, 2000 cost study which this Commission already
found invalid, despite specific discovery requests to produce it. This, coupled with Ms.
Caldwell’s deposition testimony that it was never completed, and that she would be aware of any
other BellSouth cost study created for regulatory filings, Supra can only conclude that to this
very date, BellSouth does not have a cost study which describes the UNE-P to UNE- L hotcut

process.

Q. AT PAGE 9, LN 10 TO PG 10, LN 6 MR. AINSWORTH IDENTIFIES
BELLSOUTH’S INDIVIDUAL HOT CUT PROCESS. DOES SUPRA ACCEPT
THIS PROCESS?

A. Generally, yes. While specific worktimes have yet to be addressed by BellSouth in

response to Supra’s discovery, or by the designated corpofate witnesses deposed for this specific

purpose, the process itself remains a viable basis for cost recovery.
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Q. DOES SUPRA STILL HAVE ISSUES WITH BELLSOUTH’S HOT-CUT

PROCESS AS TESTIFIED TO BY MR. AINSWORTH?

A. Yes. They are as follows:

1.

Specific worktimes have yet to be addressed by BellSouths response to
Supra’s discovery, or by the designated corporate witnesses deposed for this
specific purpose. While many departments have been eliminated from the
cost study, Supra does not yet endorse the worktimes for those steps which
remain; notably for the CWINS, CO Forces and 1&M departments, among
others. ‘

BellSouth substantially reduced the worktimes for the WMC center*
but admits that the single worktime listed is for both outside plant and Central
office dispatch, but BellSouth cannot identify what fraction is for CO dispatch
so the avoided cost of outside plant dispatch may be omitted where necessary.

Supra has been encouraged by the process improvements already
completed, including the implementation of the e-mail notification processes,
but Supra does remain concerned about the frequency of customer outages
within 48 hours after conversion, after having been burned by this “feature” of
the BellSouth OSS for resale orders in 1997-98, and UNE-P orders in 2001-
2002 timeframes,

Furthermore, regarding the No Dial Tone (and other) loop outages
following conversion, BellSouth recovers the cost for performing
troubleshooting at the crossbox and the premises in the
INPUTS CONNECT&TEST SSI&M and I&M department section of the
Oc¢tober 8 Cost study”’, yet Bellsouth continues to bill Supra, $80, 90, $110,
up to $150 per occurrence to repair these BellSouth caused outages, in some
cases taking at least 4 such extra cost trips at Supra’s expense to repair the
outage caused by BellSouth’s process.

The interconnection agreement between the parties specifies a
completely different hot-cut process for UNE-L which was ordered to be
placed into our agreement by the Commission based upon the AT&T

% Although it reduced it worktime tenfold between the August 2000 and October 2001 cost studies,
BellSouth continues to recover ten times the worktime filed in the October 8, 2001 cost study as the Commission
considered this 10x factor as reported by the August 16, 2000 cost study and BellSouth did not seek to correct this
error because it believed the FPSC factors were incorrect and t hat it was entitled to more.

47
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arbitration in which Supra was not a party. The interconnection agreement
should be amended to use the most efficient and forward looking process
available.

IN A PURE ANALYSIS - WHAT IS A HOT-CUT?

It is quite simply, exactly what BellSouth witnesses testified that it is during testimony in

Docket 03-0851TP. That is:

A hot cut, simply defined, is moving a jumper from one location to another.  The
hot cut itself involves basic network functions and skills that are used repeatedly
in BellSouth’s Network every day. The extensive number of customers being
served in Florida by a combination of a BellSouth loop and a CLEC switch
demonstrates that BellSouth has a hot cut process that works.

(Error! Reference source not found. Direct Testimony of Kenneth Ainsworth in Docket
030851-TP at page 3) '

The hot cut case is simple because it involves a process that has been around for
100 years — moving a jumper from one location to another. BellSouth can do it,
AT&T can do it, and MCI can do it.*®

A hot cut is no less, but most importantly by BellSouth’s sworn testimony, it is no more, either.

IS THIS AN OVERSIMPLIFICATION OF THE ACTUAL BELLSOUTH
PROCESS?
In my Direct Testimony I answered this question as follows:

A. Perhaps, but if so the confusion is caused by BellSouth in pursuing
the mutually exclusive goals of TRO simplicity, and achieving a
maximum rate in this Docket. On the one hand, BellSouth asserts
that each and every one of the steps costed in the A.1.1 and A.1.2
NRC cost study® are actually performed and properly costed

48

2003.
49

See Direct Testimony of BellSouth’s John A. Ruscilli in Docket No. 030851-TP, pg. 13, filed December 4,

Indeed, BellSouth asserts that the August 16, 2000 cost study (Error! Reference source not found., file

FL-2w.xls) is the appropriate cost study (even though it does net reflect FPSC ordered adjustments which lowed
BellSouth’s $71+ estimate to the $49.57 rate we have today for a new A.1.1 loop.
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before this commission even though the exact process was

developed and revised much later,. All told, this cost study

accumulates the thirty four (34) individual work activities,

performed by nine (9) different paygrades, in seven (7) separate

departments. BellSouth now claims that such is a true and accurate

assessment of its work activity in this docket where BellSouth is

seeking the maximum possible rate. Yet, in the TRO proceeding,

where the burden of proof is unequivocally on BellSouth, the hot-

cut is defined by just five (5) work activity steps performed by

three (3) departments.
Again, it has become crystal clear from the deposition of Mr. Ainsworth that the hot-cut process
BellSouth actually uses, and is defined and described by the testimony of Mr. Ainsworth and Mr
Milner in various Dockets is not the process for which the FL-2w.xls cost study describes.

Neither does the hot-cut process as defined by Mr. Ainsworth address any of the 8

Alternatives that he testifies to. In essence, there is no record evidence that states that Bellsouth
a) is seeking, b) is entitled to, or c) is different than the work activities already testified to by Mr.

Ainsworth. Lacking such testimony, or evidence, the rate should be based. upon the process

testified to by Mr. Ainsworth, and Bellsouth should be denied further cost recovery.

Q. DID BELLSOUTH EVER ACTUALLY PREPARE A HOT CUT COST STUDY?
A. No, despite Mr. Ruscilli’s testimony in Docket 030851-TP , according to Ms. Caldwell

(CITE Depo).

Q. IN YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY YOU WERE ASKED “ACCORDING TO MR.

AINSWORTH’S SWORN TESTIMONY IN THE TRO SWITCHING DOCKET,
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030851-TP, WHAT PORTIONS OF THE FL-2W.XLS COST STUDY>’ ARE NOT
LEGITIMATELY INCLUDED IN A HOT CUT NON-RECURRING COST? ¢
HAS ANY NEW INFORMATION BEEN PROVIDED BY BELLSOUTH WHICH

EITHER PROVES OR REFUTES YOUR INITIAL POSITION?

A.  There are numerous worksteps of the ||| NG

. N et

graphical comparison of these differences is seen by comparing Table 1 - Nonrecurring Labor
tab from the October 8, 2001 cost study A.1.1 and A.1.2 to Table 2 - Nonrecurring Labor tab
from the Supra Exhibit # DAN-45 Group 1 Copper UDLC Cost study cost study A.1.1 and A.1.2
showing the departments removed and worktimes reduced from the hot-cut cost recovery by Mr.
Ainsworths deposition testimony, above. This alone should prove Supra’s case, however to be
specific and precise, the following issues which are contained within the NRC rate set for A.1.1
and A.1.2 elements are not contained within Mr. Ainsworth’s hot cut definition™, or

flowchart™ :

30 Error! Reference source not found., the OCTOBER 8, 2001 Compliance filing study

3t In my Direct testimony I testified to 9 department/paygrades. This was before Supra detected the
inadvertent “multiply by zero” error in BellSouths October 8 cost study which resulted In the worktimes for the
WMC department being nullified for A.1.1 element. Had the cost study been properly prepared, my earlier
testimony would have reflected ten (10) department / paygrades.

32 11 for the A.1.2 element :
3 Error! Reference source not found. Direct Testimony of Kenneth Ainsworth in Docket 030851-TP at
page 10

>4 See Error! Reference source not found. for Exhibit KLA-1 to Mr. Ainsworth’s testimony.
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Q. SUPRA IS FILING A REVISED COST STUDY (SUPRA EXHIBIT # DAN-45) TO
REPLACE ITS EARLIER FILED STUDY (ERROR! REFERENCE SOURCE

NOT FOUND.). WHY IS THAT AND WHAT ARE THE DIFFERENCES?

A. As aresult of discovery received since filing testimonies, and the deposition testimony of

Ms. Caldwell, and the currently incomplete deposition of Mr. Ainsworth, new information has

been provided which:

1.

Explicitly eliminates certain departments from participating in a UNE-P to
UNE-L hotcut where the lop is served by Copper / UDLC [ of ati
Bellsouth loops...)

Explicitly eliminates certain worksteps from the remaining -

departments™.

. Addresses Ms. Caldwell’s cdncem that worktimes were zeroed instead of the

probabilities being adjusted.

Addresses the new information that =
I - (o by M
Ainsworths testimony.

Deals with the inconsistent method in which the probabilities were, or were
not, included in formulas In the October 8 cost study.

Corrects undetected BellSouths errors in the October 8 cost study.

Indicates that Supra’s reliance on Mr. Ainsworths testimony that “only 2:39”

is needed to perform the hotcut in the Central office.

5 Listed in the October 8 2001 cost study:.
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8. Addresses fully the A.1.2 installation, the installation of subsequent A.1.1 and
A.1.2 loops, and addresses the first and subsequent disconnect of the A.1.1.
and A.1.2 loops. Supra’s earlier cost study was incomplete except for the first
install of the A.1.1 loop.

9. Addresses the double recovery of cost, disconnect where the October 8 cost
study recovers the identical cost, for the identical activity from both the
disconnecting CLEC and the carrier to whom the line is being
transferred.>® |

While BellSouth may still not be ready to endorse Supra’s cost study as being reflective of
hotcuts form/to Cdpper/UDLC,‘ this cost study represents Supra’s best efforts to craft a cost study

based upon BellSouth testimony and discovery so that an agreement might be reached.

%6 This includes Bellsouth and / or all other CLECs. Where Bellsouth recovers a cost of performing a step on

installation, the disconnecting carrier cannot be charged the same cost recovery, even if the new carrier is
BellSouth, who must pay its own share of installation costs and not place that burden upon the CLEC as it
has done in this cost study.
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IV.B.

restored the he BellSouth values (unless noted below) and the probabilities were altered per Ms.

WHAT SPECIFIC CHANGES WERE MADE TO THE BELLSOUTH COST
STUDY TO CREATE THE REVISED GROUP 1 COST STUDY FOR UNE-P
L.OOPS WHICH REMAIN SERVED BY COPPER OR UDLC BEFORE AND

AFTER THE CONVERSION?

General

All worktimes previously modified in Supra’s earlier revision of this cost study were

Caldwell’s concerns.

[

1

Which has no real effect as the probability is also zero.
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And the affidavit of Mr. Keith Milner in the Florida / Tennessee 271 proceeding.
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Q. WHAT SHOULD THE RATE BE FOR NON-IDLC LINES?
A. The rate should not exceed $7.53 install / $0.7606 disconnect for SL1, and $8.69 /

$0.7606 for SL2.

Q. ARE THERE ISSUES WHERE BELLSOUTH DOES NOT AGREE WITH THE
SUPRA COST STUDY. |

A. We don’t know yet. They should with the exception of the worktimes for the CO Forces,

and possibly the issues regarding the double recovery in disconnect of charges recovered from

the next carrier. Otherwise this is as close to Mr. Ainsworths testimony as we could possibly

make it.

Q. WHAT RATE DOES THE SUPRA COST STUDY INDICATE FOR A UNE-P TO
UNE-L CONVERSION WHERE THE UNE-P LOOP IS SERVED BY COPPER
OR UDLC?

Based upon Mr. Ainsworths deposition and the Supra cost study modified as stated above,

Supra’s previous position of $5.27 cents has changed to $7.53 install / $0.7606 disconnect for

SL1, and $8.69 / $0.7606 for SL2.%. We have still been unable to depose anyone who can

5 A.1.1,8.70 for A.1.2. See Supra Exhibit # DAN-45
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testify as to the exact worktimes in the CO forces® with specificity, much less to resolve the
difference between Mr. Ainsworth’s testimony that the Central Office Forces take just 2:39 to
actually perform a hot cut, BellSouths attempt to recover i5/20 mins for this activity, and new
Bellsouth discovery which indicates they now seek 21/??? Minutes for this activity. Resolving
this will have a noticeat;le effect on the. final cost ranging between an final rate of $4.xx to
$12.00. To date BellSouth has not provided any substantive responses to Supra’s discovery
requests to document precisely what work activities the BellSouth claim of 15 min(SL1) and 20
min (SL2) consist of except é list of work activities®" which contain duplicative and avoided
tasks®? and a more recent list® containing activities and times which amount to 26 minutes of
the 10 minutes BellSouth claims for a SL1 Conversion. Supra will inevitably have to file one

more revision to the cost study as a result of the upcoming round of depositions.

Q. ARE THESE THE LOWEST RATE(S) THE COMMISSION SHOULD
CONSIDER?

A. No. There are substantive issues surrounding the fact that Supra left in its cost study

certain work activities included In the A.1.1 / A.1.2 cost study (as described above) due to

BellSouths refusal to provide information on said activities, which were later revealed to be

absent from Mr. Ainsworth’s TRO hot cut flowchart™, or the Affidavit of Mr. Keith Milner in

the Florida / Tennessee 271 proceeding,

60
61
62
63
64

Or any other department.

But no times.

Per Deposition of Daonne Caldwell.

Created last February at my request but never sent to Supra until last weekend.
See Error! Reference source not found.
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As such, Supra’s cost study has been compromised by the current lack of discovery from

BellSouth, and a full and open cost proéeeding could, should, and will arrive at a lower rate still.

Q. DOES THIS FULLY ADDRESS THE ISSUE 3 COST ANALYSIS?

A. No. A bulk conversion process is mandated by the FCC and quite essential when one
considers that Supra has upwards of 20,000 UNE-P lines in some offices. BellSouth has
proposed a bulk conversion process, and even created a cost study. Once Supra has had a
chance to review BellSouth’s cost study and proposed worktimes and processes, it will be in a

better position to state exactly what the appropriate costs should be for such.

Q. WHAT DOES THAT LEAD YOU TO CONCLUDE ABOUT A BULK HOT CUT
RATE FOR LOOPS SERVED BY COPPER OR UDLC?
A. It must be at least 10% less than the individual hot-cut cost, but again, until Bellsouth

shares the process and identifies the cost savings as requested, we cannot be more explicit.
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V. ISSUE 4 - SHOULD A NEW NONRECURRING RATE BE CREATED THAT
APPLIES FOR A HOT-CUT FROM UNE-P TO UNE-L, WHERE THE LINES
BEING CONVERTED ARE SERVED BY IDLC, FOR (A) SL1 LOOPS AND (B)
SL2 LOOPS? IF SO, WHAT SHOULD SUCH NONRECURRING RATES BE?

Q. AT PAGE 9, LN 10PG 10, LN 6 MR. AINSWORTH IDENTIFIES BELLSOUTHS
INDIVIDUAL HOT CUT PROCESS. DOES SUPRA ACCEPT THIS PROCESS
FOR IDLC CONVERSIONS?

A. Yes. Although Mr. Ainsworth does not offer any specific changes, or versions of this

procedure to implement the “8 Methods” for IDLC conversion which he testifies about, the

reason for that may be understood by previous testimony of BellSouth witnesses in 990649.

Q. IN DEFINING “NON-RECURRING COST”, SHOULD SUBCATEGORIES BE
RECOGNIZED IN DEALING WITH WHETHER THE COST SHOULD BE
RECOVERED AS NONRECURRING OR RECURRING?

A. Yes. Task related non-recurring costs that repeat, each timean ALEC or ILEC places a

service order are a legitimate non-recurring charge. For example, the non-recurring cost to move

a crpss-connect, or change the carrier code from ILEC to ALEC in the OSS is directly related to

the service provisioned.

Within that category, non-recurring costs to convert a working circuit to another carrier are
different than placing a circuit in operation at a given address. The current structure of just one
non-recurring rate per UNE loop is allowing the ILEC undue enrichment for activities that are

not performed, For example, the non-recurring cost to combine NID, Subloop distribution and
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Subloop feeder components together into a full loop to the customer is a cost that is substantially
higher than the non-recurring cost to switch an existing, in-service loop from one carrier to
another. Yet with the exception of the limited scope of order PSC-98-0810-FOF-TP®*, most
ALECs in Florida are paying charges for placing a loop in service, for the first time, whenever

they order a conversion of a working circuit.

The non-recurring costs of infrastructure, purchase, and construction is a cost to be shared by the
carriers using the facility, over the useful life of the facility. Beyond this point the cost model

needs to deal with the facility in a different fashion depending upon whether it remains in service
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or not.

Q. DOES THE TESTIMONY OF BELLSOUTH WITNESS VARNER AND SPRINT

WITNESS SICHTER IN DOCKET 990649-TP SHOW ILEC AGREEMENT ON

THIS ISSUE?

A. A. Yes. Sprint witness Sichter states that “To the extent that high non-recurring charges

are a significant barrier to competitive entry, it may be appropriate to require at least a portion of

those non-recurring charges through recurring rates. This is in recognition of the FCC’s

continued efforts to ensure that such non-recurring rates could and might be used by an ILEC to

prevent a new competitive carrier from competing with the ILEC in a giveh area or on a specific

* Page 55-56
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product. Unfortunately his final conclusion on this issue ignores this statement in favor of

financial protection for the ILEC.

BellSouth witness Varner then goes on to make statement that “In a competitive environment, a
provider’s ability to predict how long an ALEC will remain on the provider’s network is limited
»66 " Sprint witness Sichter states “... the incumbent LEC is financially exposed if the ALEC
discontinues service before the non-recurring costs are fully recovered.”®” Whether it is the high
cost burden of current non-recurring charges that causes an ALEC to discontinue leased services,
or other reasons, both Sprint and BellSouth indicate that users of facilities will change over the .

life of the facility.

In spite of their recognition that there must not be barriers to entry in the competitive market, and
that the users of facilities will change over time, both ILEC witnesses go on to ask the

commission for financial protection from an ALEC who cancels service early!

This limited view of reality is trying to deal with non recurring costs related to the first user,
rather than the life of the facility. It ignores the fact that over the useful life of the facility, the
ILEC itself may vlvell be a user of the facility. It also ignores the fact that due to universal service,
a large portion, if not all of the listed UNEs would have to be constructed anyway. Therefore
when an ALEC is not leasing a specific VUNE, the ILEC may still be generating revenue from it,

either by leasing or from Universal Service funds.

% BellSouth witness Varner page 33, line 13.
57 Sprint witness Sichter page 26, line 3.
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The non-recurring infrastructure charges should be apportioned between the ILEC and all
ALECs based upon who has “ownership” of the facility inra given month. These charges should
be assessed throughout the amortized life of the equipment; Any attempt to charge non-recurring
infrastructure costs to the first user of a facility at a higher rate than subsequent users of the

facility violates creates an unnecessarily high barrier to entry.

Q. HOW DOE THESE POSITIONS FROM THE GENERIC UNE DOCKET
IMPACT THE DECISIONS IN THIS DOCKET?
A. Simply put, the costs for constructing, or adding facility capability must be spread across
all ultimate users and not concentrated upon the first carrier who utilized the new arrangement.
As such the non-recurring costs for alternative 7 &8 should be recovered through a recurring
charge, and the nonrecurring charges for actually using the new facilities be the same fro
Aitemative 3 a for 7&8. Similarly the NRC for Alternative 5 and 6 should be the same, with the
installation costs for Alternative 6 are recovered through a recurring charge, such that the NRC

for Alternative 5 & 6 are identical.

Q. CAN YOU PROPOSE A TEST TO DETERMINE WHETHER A COST SHOULD

BE INCLUDED IN THE RECURRING CHARGE?

A. Well defined, repetitive costs related to service provisioning should remain non-recurring
costs. However the cost of placing a loop in service should recognized as substantially different

from converting an existing, in-service loop from one carrier to another. The non-recurring rates
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set by this commission should reflect these very different costs. This is true whether the new
carrier is provisioning service via UNE combination®® or directly from their own facilities based

equipment.

This test addresses witness Varner and Sichters concern®® that an ALEC might cancel
service earlier than expected. The ALEC is billed direct costs of provisioning service as a non-

recurring rate, and construction costs are assessed to all users over the life of the facility.

Another test for whether a non recurring cost should be separate from the recurring
charge are ICB charges. Typically all ICB costs are actually infrastructure construction — they
vary deéending on physical circumstances and cannot be modeled speciﬁcally. ICB charges
should be included in rec_urfing rates where they get picked up by the cost model and apportioned

to all users.

Q. ARE THERE TRULY 8 DIFFERENT METHODS?
A. No. Yet there should be at least one additional method which has not been addressed on
this list.

First, after reflecting on the cost recovery rules stated above, there are not 8 distinct
methods, as 3 of the methods (Alternatives 6, 7, .anc’l 8) are simply doing infrastructure re-

arrangement, or construction in anticipation of using the constructed facilities to actual do a

 As provided for by this commission in PSC-98-0810-FOF-TP, conclusion on pages 55-56.
@ As testified to in 99-0649-TP.
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conversion via Alternative 5 (from Alternative 6) or Alternative 3 (from Alternative 7 or 8). As
previously testified to by BellSouth witnesses Varner and Sichter outlined above, it is
BellSouth’s position that to be in compliance with FCC orders, such infrastructure construction
is properly recovered under a recurring cost, not a non-recurring charge imposed on the “first
adopter”, but spread evenly across all carriers, CLEC or ILEC, who benefit from that facility.
Therefore Alternatives 6, 7 and 8 should not be separately addressed from the root alternatives 3

and 6, but included as single groups.

Q. HOW CAN ONE CLASSIFY THE “8 METHODS” FOR CONVERTING IDLC
SERVED UNE-P TO UNE-L IN SIMPLE TERMS?
A. Supra uses the following designations:

Alternative 1 — Convert IDLC served loop to Copper (Method 1 full loop reassign)

Alternative 2 — NGDLC virtual Remote Terminal on existing loop.

Alternative 3 — Convert IDLC Served loop to Copper — (Method 2 subloop
reassign), or UDLC

Altemnative 4 — Utilize INA or other DCS connected IDLC system on existing loop
or move to such system.

Alternative 5 — Class 5 switch — Switch mod hairpin to sidedoor for newer Lucent

' switches.

Alternative 6 — move service to a different loop so that Alternative 5 may be
utilized

Alternative 7 — Install UDLC system(s) so that Alternative 3 may be used.

Alternative 8 — Convert IDLC to UDLC so that Alternative 3 may be used.

Q. WHAT IS THE NINTH METHOD WHICH SUPRA REQUESTED FROM

BELLSOUTH, BEFORE BEING GIVEN A COPY OF THE “8 METHODS”?
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A. Additionally, Supra originally suggested to BellSouth that due to the vast numbers of
Supra customers’’, that BellSouth move’'  all Supra lines in a remote terminal on one or more
DLC(s) assigned for Supra use. After discussion on this issue, BellSouth asked if Supra was
willing to pay for the entire DLC system, whether fully used or not. Supra agreed, anticipating
that the UNE elements identified by Element A.3.x could be used.
| (Not identified by BellSouth)
Alternative 9 - Lease Supra entire IDLC systems at the rates established by this
commission for elements for A.3.x, sited in a remote terminal.
However, despite providing a CLEC ordering manual for this UNE’* BellSouth has

refused outfight to allow Supra to purchase this method of access to Subloops when it exists in a
remote terminal or b to have the A.3.x element connected to a BellSouth subloop. According to
BellSouth, the A.3.x loop concentration system cannot be used with a BellSouth provided
subloop (A.2.x), even though the BellSouth product manager, Jerry Latham, has told Supra it is

technically feasible to do so.

Q. ISTHERE A WAY TO SIMPLIFY THE COPPER UDLC AND THE NINE IDLC
CONVERSION METHODS SO AS TO AVOID PRODUCING 11 DIFFERENT

COST STUDIES FOR THIS ISSUE?

" approximately %2 of all competitive lines statewide based upon Last March’s TRO
testimony

7! i.e. “groom”. _

s See Supra Exhibit # DAN-51, BellSouth UNE Loop concentration CLEC manual.
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A. Yes. Supra has combined these alternatives into groups for analysis of cost based upon
the work to be actually done, and ignoring construction of facilities, which by BellSouth’s own
testimony, is properly supported under the existing structure to capture recurring costs.

These groups are:

Issue 3
Group 1 — Copper or UDLC served UNE-P loops”.

Issue 4

Group 2 — IDLC Alternative 1, 3, 7 and 8. —- Move to copper or UDLC™,

Group 3 — IDLC Alternative 2 — NGDLC virtual Terminal’

Group 4 — IDLC Alternative 4 — INA and DCS served IDLC (similar to Grou%) 3)’

Group 5 — IDLC Alternative 5 and 6 — Switch Side door (similar to Group 3)’

Group 6 — Use of the A.3.x UNES connected to A.2 subloops in a remote terminal.
When the alternatives are grouped in this fashion, it becomes quite simple to apportion the costs
for the various methods into individual rates for separate activities (such as Supra has requested
in this Docket), or into a more monolithic statewide rate as advocated by BellSouth. Itisa
simple matter of allocating the methods by the factors which define the distribution of such
devices within the BellSouth network. By apportioning the costs based upon the statewide
deployment, BellSouth’s interests are protected — they may achieve full cost recovery without
having to resort to a single monolithic NRC rate statewide. And Supra then pays only for what it
uses, and is not compelled to subsidize another CLEC’s’® business plan by paying for labor it

never enjoys. Similarly, the weighted average of the various group rates will equal the statewide

rate, if the latter was properly calculated in the first place.

& See Supra Exhibit # DAN-45
™ See Supra Exhibit # DAN-46
» See Supra Exhibit # DAN-47
7 See Supra Exhibit # DAN-48
7 See Supra Exhibit # DAN-49
s Or BellSouth
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Q. HOW SHOULD SO MANY DIFFERENT PROCESSES, EACH WITH ITS OWN

COST, BE ADDRESSED BY THE COMMISSION IN SETTING A RATE?

A. Supra believes the rate should reflect the work actually done on its behalf as this

Commission previously ordered in PSC-01-1181-FOF-TP, and if there must be a single IDLC

conversion rate, than that rate must be weighted appropriately based upon the percentage of

loops served by a given “alternative” technology. Based upon BellSouth’s response to Supra

Interrogatories #20-24 (Supra Exhibit # DAN-42) and Supra’s analysis and calculations upon

that (Supra Exhibit # DAN-43) we are given the following picture of loop service methods in

BellSouth’s Florida network:

LOOP SERVICE METHOD | LINECOUNT | PERCENT | SUPRA BELLSOUTH

Copper ‘ 3,250,835 53.46 % | Group 1&2 | Copper, Alt. #1, 3, 7, 8.
IDLC — Not NGDLC. 1,198,017 19.70 % | Group 4 Alternative 1, & 4
IDLC - NGDLC 1,108,435 18.23 % | Group 3 ~ Alternative 2
UDLC - — Not NGDLC 355,980 5.85 % | Group 1 Alt. #1, 3, 7, 8.
UDLC - NGDILC 167,211 2.75 % | Group 2 Alternative 2
DLC/NGDLC sidedoor 8,259 0.1% | Group 5§ Alternative 5 & 6

6,080,478 100 %

Table 6 - Linecount and Percentage by serving Method - BST Florida

This data shows that Supra’s Copper / UDLC cost study is applicable to more than 62%

of all loops in Florida. As Supra’s study, based on Mr. Ainsworth’s hot-cut process, is less than

25% the cost of the existing A.1.1 loops NRC, this becomes a significant factor in Supra’s

wholesale cost.
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Put in the opposite way, under BellSouth’s proposed cost structure, it is currently over-
recovering 400% of its actual costs in performing UNE-P to UNE-L conversion on over 62% of

all UNE-L loops statewide.

Q. HAS SUPRA PREPARED COST STUDIES DOCUMENTING COST GROUPS 2 -

6 AS WELL?

A. Attached to this testimony, Supra files cost studies for Groups 2 through 5 (Supra Exhibit
# DAN-46 Confidential - Supra Group 2 Cost Study - IDLC served UNE-P to Copper UDLC
UNE-L Cost Study FL-2w.xls. Dated 10/08/2004, Supra Exhibit # DAN-47 Confidential -
Supra Group 3 Cost Study — NGDLC UNE-P to NGDLC Virtual Terminal UNE-L Cost Study
FL-2w.xls. Dated 10/08/2004 , Supra Exhibit # DAN-48 Confidential - Supra Group 4 Cost
Study — INA or other DCS served IDLC UNE-P to UNE-L Cost Study FL-2w.xls. (Similar to
Group 3 Supra Exhibit # DAN-47) Détéd 10/08/2004 , Supra Exhibit # DAN-49 Confidential -
Supra Group 5 Cost Study —-IDLC UNE-P to Switch Side Dorr UNE-L Cost Study FL-2w.xls.
(Similar to Group 3 Supra Exhibit # DAN-47) Dated 10/08/2004.

Supra is not filing accost study for group 6 because correct or incorrect, this commission
ahs already ruled upon the costs for this type of service in Docket 990649-TP, and Bellsouth has
implemented this according to its 11/22/2000 - BellSouth UNE-P Loop Concentration document
for CLECs “Unbundled Loop Concentration CLEC Information Package”, Version 1 (Supra
Exhibit # DAN-51) attached. The only statement of material fact in dispute is whether BellSouth
may legally restrict the Deployment of the loop concentration UNE in central offices, and

restrict its availability in remote terminals, and whether BellSouth may continue, legally, to
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refuse to connect BellSouth subloops to this system. Currently BellSouth position is that only
CLEC owned loops may be connected to this UNE, as hard as that is to believe, particularly
because they state it is only available within the CO.

However this limitation is not evident in this Commissions orders in 990649-TP, nor does
it make sense from a technical feasibility, or a legal standpoint. Once these two threshold issues

are resolved, resolved, existing costs will be used for Group 6 conversions

Q. WHAT SPECIFIC CHANGES WERE MADE TO THE BELLSOUTH COST
STUDY TO CREATE THE GROUP 3 COST STUDY FOR UNE-P IDLC LOOPS
WHICH MUST BE CONVERTED TO COPPER OR UDLC?

A. Again, all worktimes were reset to Bellsouth figures unless otherwise detailed below, and

the adjustments affected through the probability factors.

]
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Q. WHAT RATE DOES THE SUPRA COST STUDY INDICATE FOR A UNE-P TO
UNE-L CONVERSION WHERE THE UNE-P LOOP IS SERVED BY IDLC
BEFORE AND COPPER OR UDLC AFTER CONVERSION?

Based upon Mr. Ainsworths deposition and the Supra cost study modified as stated above,

$59.62 install / $0.7606 disconnect for SL1, and $62.81 / $0.7606 for SL2.””. We have still been

unable to depose anyone who can testify as to the exact worktimes in the CO forces®® with
specificity, much less to resolve the difference between Mr. Ainsworth’s testimony that the

Central Office Forces take just 2:39 to actually perform a hot cut, BellSouths attempt to recover

15/20 mins for this activity, and new Bellsouth discovery which indicates they now seek 21/77?

Minutes for this activity. Resolving this will ‘have a noticeable effect on the final cost as

discussed above for the Group 1 cost study.

» A.1.1,$.70 for A.1.2. See Supra Exhibit # DAN-46Confidential - Supra Group 2 Cost Study - IDLC
served UNE-P to Copper UDLC UNE-L Cost Study FL-2w.xls. Dated 10/08/2004
B Or any other department.
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Q. IS SUPRA SEEKING A SINGLE RATE FOR ALL FORMS OF IDLC
CONVERSION BASED UPON MR. AINSWORTH’S LIMITED TESTIMONY?
A No. The reason why Supra is not “seizing this opportunity” to capitalize on BellSouth’s
omission is quite simple; It would cost Supra money. BellSouth has not filed IDLC conversion
cost studies because if ii did, it would indicate an extremely low cost as comparéd to a copper /
UDLC conversion. Bellsouth has deliberately not filed IDLC conversion cost studies because

BellSouth would be forced to bill CLECs less than it does today.

Q. HOW IS THAT POSSIBLE‘?

A. Because Bellsouth does not have to use archaic and obsolete processes to convert much
of its IDLC served loops to CLEC switches. In his deposition testimony, Mr. Ainsworth
admitted that for Alternative 2, the NGDLC served loop, no manual process by any human being
is required to convert the loop from the BellSouth switch See Ainsworth Sept. 21, 2004 depo.
Tr., pg. 125-26. However this requires certain non-efficient, old-fashioned constraints are

removed from the process

Q. WHAT CHANGES IS SUPRA SEEKING?
A. BellSouth Alternative 2 and 4% convert the loop to digital form in the outside plant, and

carry the call all the way back to the point of interface as a DS1* level Digital signal. As a final

81 And Supra suspects alternatives 5 and 6.
82 Or higher.
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output step, BellSouth then crossconnect the DS1 signal to an ancient D4 channel bank system
83which:
a) Further degrades the high speed modem capability of the line
b) Creates a requirement for connect and test activities and éosts which can be
completely eliminated otherwise®*, . |
c) Ignores the more efficient and forward looking method of providing the DS1
level signal directly to the CLEC at a Connecting Facility Assignment
(“CFA”) location, instead of taking it to the channel bank.
d) Is unnecessary and wasteful.

Supra does not want the added cost and complexity, coupled with the signal degradation
caused by bringing these “loops” to the MDF through a channel bank, when it can simply
cionhect at the point where the DS1 is connected to the channel bank, and enjoy a digital
facility interface instead. The most efficient method, the cheapest and least labor prone
approach is to present these loops at a Bellsouth CFA, to which the CLEC will have to order
transport facilities back to its switch using co-carrier crossconnect, unbundled transport, or a
CAP provider’s transport. BellSouth offérs no rational, defense or justification for its
unilateral decision to re-convert the loops back to two wire, and suffer ali the
CONNECT&TEST handling charges instead of effecting a purely digital switch, without

human intervention via the OSS.

8 A system which converts 2 wire (FXS/FXO) service to a channel in a DS1 circuit, and vice versa. This is

accomplished by sampling and digitizing, albeit at a lower frequency than what is necessary to support high speed
modem traffic.
B Ainsworth Sept. 21, 2004 depo. Tr., pg. 125-26
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"A.

Bellsouth should not be allowed to degrade the signal and increase the cost in this manner
and Alternative 2, 4 (and 5 and 6 if applicable) must be offered with a DS1 POI to the CLEC
in lieu of (or in addition to) the 2 wire output of the channel bank. The non recurring cost
should and shall reflect this more efficient and forward looking approach, as previously

ordered by this Commission in PSC-01-1181-FOE-TP.

DOES IT AUTOMATICALLY FOLLOW THAT A CONVERSION OF UNE-P TO
UNE-L WITH THE UNE-P LOOP SERVED BY IDLC (OR INA) WILL
NECESSARY HAVE TO EXCEED THE NRC FOR A LOOP SERVED BY
COPPER OR UDLC?

Not at all. In fact, that only comes to pass if the loop is completely reconstructed from

scratch; something we have already proven is an unnecessary violation of a Supreme Court order

against unnecessary disconnection of already connected elements. Yet it remains BellSouth’s

predominant method of conversion today. If BellSouth is compelled to do Group 3 — INA,

Group 4 NGDLC, and Group 5 — Switch sidedoor conversions with the point of interface (“PI”)

at a DS1 level, instead of degrading and unnecessarily raising the cost, the Group 3, 4, and 5 cost

studies show that the procéss is untouched by human hands, unencumbered by human labor rates

and worktimes and the entire conversion, up to the DS1 POI*® will cost nothing more than the

OSS change charge of 10.2 cents. (See Supra Exhibit # DAN-47 Confidential - Supra Group 3

Cost Study —~ NGDLC UNE-P to NGDLC Virtual Terminal UNE-L Cost Study FL-2w.xls.

Dated 10/08/2004, Supra Exhibit # DAN-48 Confidential - Supra Group 4 Cost Study — INA or

83

At which point the CLEC will have to have purchased other facilities at existing rates.

BEFORE THE FPSC — REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF
DAVID A. NILSON
ON BEHALF OF SUPRA TELECOMMUNICATIONS AND INFORMATION SYSTEMS, INC.
DOCKET NO. 040301-TP
Filed: October 8, 2004
Page 61



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

other DCS served IDLC UNE-P to UNE-L Cost Study FL-2w.xls. (Similar to Group‘ 3 Supra
Exhibit # DAN-47) Dated 10/08/2004 and Supra Exhibit # DAN-49Confidential - Supra Group
5 Cost Study —IDL.C UNE-P to Switch Side Doﬁ UNE-L CoSt Study FL-2w.xlIs. (Similar to
Group 3 Supra Exhibit # DAN-47) Dated 10/08/2004)

On the other hand, if BellSouth is allowed to continue funneling such loops through
theD4 channel bank process it is quite likely that such loops will never be converted to UNE-L.
No carrier can simultaneously withstand the high NRC that would result on this increasing
segment of the loops, and keep the customer happy long enough to re-coup their investment.
Dial-up Internet users, provisioned via this method on Supra’s switch, have left Supra by the
thousands.

That is the main reason Bellsouth chooses not to do this to their own retail customers.

Q. SHOULD THE COMMISSION ESTABLISH A NEW RATE FOR THE UNE-P TO
UNE-L HOTCUT, FOR UNE-P LOOPS SERVED BY A) IDLC THAT IS INA
CAPABLE, B) NGDLC, OR C) SWITCH SI.DE-DOOR WITH A DS1 CLEC POl
INSTEAD OF THE D4 CHANNEL BANK POI AT THE MDF, WHAT RATE
WILL THAT BE?

A. The electronic OSS change charge of $0.102, unless Bellsouth provides sufficient

evidence regarding its network limitations which might serve to raise this cost / rate.
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Q. SHOULD THE COMMISSION ESTABLISH A NEW BLENDED RATE FOR THE

UNE-P TO UNE-L HOTCUT, FOR ALL UNE-P LOOPS SERVED BY IDLC

PRIOR TO CONVERSION WHAT RATE WILL THAT BE?

A. See Table 7 — Statewide weighted average of the various loop service
% %INA | Group [ Rate Statewide
deploy weighted
Copper 53.46% 1 $7.54 $4.03
IDLC - Not NGDLC Capable 19.70% | 75%
IDLC - Not NGDLC Capable - INA capable 14.8% 3 $0.10 $0.02
IDLC - Not NGDLC Capable, Not INA 4.9% 2 $59.63 $2.94
capable
IDLC - NGDLC Capable 18.23% 4 $0.10 $0.02
UDLC - Not 5.85% 1 $7.54 $0.44
NGDLC
UDLC - NGDLC Capable 2.75% 4 $0.10 $0.00
IDLC _ Switch Sde-door 0:00% 5 $0.10 $0.00
100.00% $7.45

Table 7 — Statewide weighted average of the various loop service methods

VI. The “COVAD?” crossconnect is for construction of infrastructure and is being

improperly applied by BellSouth in a manner which allows BellSouth double

recovery of its cost(s).

Q. IN HER DIRECT TESTIMONY AT PAGE 8, LN. 21 MS. CALDWELL ASKS

THE QUESTION “ARE THERE ANY RATES ASSOCIATED WITH THE HOT-

CUT PROCESS CURRENTLY UNDER REVIEW BY THIS COMMISSION?”

WHAT SHOULD THIS COMMISSION TAKE AWAY FROM HER

TESTIMONY?

A. Absolutely nothing. While Supra does not dispute that collocation issues were addressed

in a separate Docket, the implication that something from the collocation docket is relevant to the
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non-recurring cost of a UNE-L loop is simply a fabrication which BellSouth’s only other
witness, Mr. Ainsworth does not even support.

In his deposition, Mr. Ainsworth clearly testified that all of the worktimes for all of the work
activities that are performed by the Central Office Forces dept in actually performing the
crossconnect are recovered by the UNE-L loop cross study. Bellsouths continued billing of the
$8.22 charge for the H.1.9 cross-connect is double recovery of cost, undue enrichment to

Bellsouth and is a practice which must be terminated by this Commission immediately.

Q. IS THERE ANY RELEVANCE TO THE COVAD DOCKET?
A. No. Itis a bald attempt to justify a BellSouth billing error, the genesis of which I
describe above.. This entire issue should be rejected by the Commission, and BellSouth should

be ordered to immediately stop billing this charge in connection with a UNE-L loop.
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VII. Exhibits — Rebuttal Testimony.
VILA. Issues 1 and 2 - Exhibits

Supra Exhibit # DAN-36 Confidential - BellSouth’s UNEP to UNEL Bulk Migration
| Process Flow, PFUNEP2L.ppt dated 6/6/2002
Supra Exhibif # DAN-37 Confidential - BellSouths “Outside Plant Engiﬁeering
Methods and Procedures for Provisioning Network Elements”
document, Issue R, dated May 7, 2004 provided in response to

Supra’s Second request for Production of Documents.
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Supra Exhibit # DAN-38 Confidential (2?7???) - Composite — Deposition

Supra Exhibit # DAN-39 Confidential (7???7?) - Partial Deposition Testimony ot

Kenneth Ainsworth

VILB. Issue 3 - Exhibits

Supra Exhibit # DAN-40 Direct testimony of David A. Nilson in Docket 990649-TP,

filed August 1, 2000.

Supra Exhibit # DAN-41 Rebuttal testimony of David A. Nilson in Docket 990649-TP,
filed June 9, 2000.
Supra Exhibit # DAN-42 Bellsouth response to Supra interrogatory 20-24 regarding lines ..

in service served via various loops service methods.

Supra Exhibit # DAN-43 Supra modified version of Bellsouth response to Supra -
interrogatory 20-24 (Supra Exhibit # DAN-42) with subtotals

calculating statewide percentage of various loops service
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technologies, and making adjustment for the fact that
BellSouths NGDLC counts were also included in IDLC/UDLC
counts.

Supra Exhibit # DAN-44 Supra high level analysis, showing the statewide weighted cost
of the various Supra cost study groups, weighted by the actual
network deployment data provided by BellSouth. Based upon
Supra Exhibit # DAN-42, Supra Exhibit # DAN-43, Supra
Exchibit # DAN-45, Supra Exhibit # DAN-46, Supra Exhibit #
DAN-47, Supra Exhibit # DAN-48, Supra Exhibit # DAN-49)

Supra Exhibit # DAN-45 Confidential - Supra Group 1 Cost Study - Copper UDLC
UNE-P to UNE-L FL-2w.xls. Revised version of .Error!
Reference source not found., Supra’s A.1.1 and A.1.2 cost
study for loops served by Copper UDLC, includes disconnect
and SL.2 rates not previously defined by .Error! Reference
source not found., which should now be considered obsolete.

Dated 10/08/2004

VII.C. Issue 4 - Exhibits

Supra Exhibit # DAN-46 Confidential - Supra Group 2 Cost Study - IDLC served UNE-
Pto Copf)er UDLC UNE-L Cost Study FL-2w.xls. Dated
10/08/2004

Supra Exhibit # DAN-47 Confidential - Supra Group 3 Cost Study - NGDLC UNE-P to

NGDLC Virtual Terminal UNE-L Cost Study FL-2w .xls.
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Supra Exhibit # DAN-48

Supra Exhibit # DAN-49

Supra Exhibit # DAN-50

Supra Exhibit # DAN-51

Dated 10/08/2004

Confidential - Supra Group 4 Cost Study — INA or other DCS
served IDLC UNE-P to UNE-L Cost Study FL-2w.xls.
(Similar to Group 3 Supra Exhibit # DAN-47) Dated
10/08/2004 : |

Confidential - Supra Group 5 Cost Study -IDLC UNE-P to
Switch Side Dorr UNE-L Cost Study FL-2w.xls. (Similar to
Group 3 Supra Exhibit # DAN-47) Dated 10/08/2004
Confidential -10-08-2004 — BellSouth WORST CASE NRC
cost study — Created by Supra from the October 8, 2001 A.1.1
and A.1.2 NRC cost study for loops served by Copper / UDLC
— Based upon eliminaﬁon of avoided Workstepé from the
October 8, 2001 FL-2w.xls cost study as agreed to by
BeilSouth at the September 24, 2004 deposition of K.
Ainsworth. May yet contain excessive worktimes for times
not avoided, as discovery is not yet complete. This
document demonstrates BéllSouths agreement that the $9.57 is
closer to $11.22, or léss, based upon the deposition testimonies
in Supra Exhibit # DAN-38 and Supra Exhibit # DAN-39.
11/22/2000 - BellSouth UNE-P Loop Concentration document
for CLECs “Unbundled Loop Concentration CLEC

Information Package”, Version 1
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Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony?

A. Yes it does.

Q. END OF TESTIMONY
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I, DAVID A. NILSON, am the Chief Technology Officer of Supra Telecommunications and
Information Systems Inc., and am authorized to make this Affidavit on behalf of said
corporation. The statements made in the foregoing comments are true of my own knowledge,
except as to those matters which are therein stated on infonﬁation and belief, and as to those

matters I believe them to be true.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is trug.and correct this 8th day of

October, 2004,
STATE OF FLORIDA )

) SS:
COUNTY OF MIAMI-DADE )

The execution of the foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this 8th day of October,
2004, by David Nilson, who [X] is personally known to me or who [] produced

as identification and who did take an oath.

My Commission Expires:
NOTARY PUBLIC

State of Florida at Large

Print Name: %‘W g k&V\dO.«_(
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SUPRA TELECOMMUNICATIONS & INFORMATION SYSTEMS, INC.
DIRECT TESTIMONY OF DAVID A. NILSON
BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

DOCKET NOS. 980649-TP
Docket No. 040301-TP

David A. Ni
AUGUST 1, 2000 EXHIBYE D — 4

Direct Testimony of David A, Nilson —
Dkt 990649

Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS

A My name is David A. Nilson. My address is 2620 SW 27" Avenue, Miami, Florida

33133.

Q. BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED AND IN WHAT CAPICITY?

A. T am the Chief Technology Officer of Supra Telecommunications and Information

Systems, Inc. (“Supra Telecom”).

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR BACKGROUND AND WORK EXPERIENCE.

A. Thave been an electrical engineer for the past 26 years, with the last 22 years spent
in management level positions in engineering and quality, and regulatory
departments. In 1976,after spending two years working in the microwave industry

producing next generation switching equipment for end customers such as AT&T
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fong lines and ITT, I was part of a three-man design team that produced the
world’s first microwave integrated circuit. This job involved extensive work with
various government agencies. At that time, ouf design was considered the “holy
grail” of the microwave industry and was placed in production for AT&T within
30 days of its creation. This job also involved communications equipment design
work with various government entities covered by United States Departments of
Defense security restrictions. I spent several years in quality control management,
monitoring and trouble-shooting manufacturing process deviations, and serving as
liaison and auditor to our regulatory dealings with the government. [ spent 14
years in the aviation industry designing communications systems, both airborne
and land-based, for various airlines and airframe manufacturers worldwide. This
included custom designed hardware originally designed for the Pan American
Airlines call centers, and the HF long range communications system controllers
used on Air Force One and Two and other government aircraft. In this job I was
also responsible for validation design testing and FAA system conformance
testing. Since 1992 I have been performing network and system design consulting
for various industry and government agencies, including the Argonne National
Laboratories. I am the principal architect of Supra’s ATM backbone network and

our central office design.
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. HAVE YOU EVER PREVIOUSLY TESTIFIED BEFORE THIS COMMISSION?

. Yes, I testified before this Commission in numerous generic dockets and in various

disputes between Supra Telecom and BellSouth.

. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY?

. The purpose of my testimony is to address the issues identified in this proceeding,

including the following previously identified issues set forth on the list of issues: 1,

2(a), 2(b), 3(2), 3(b), 4(a), 4(b), 10, 11 and 12.

WHAT FACTORS SHOULD THE COMMISSION CONSIDER IN
ESTABLISHING RATES AND CHARGES FOR UNES (INCLUDING

DEAVERAGED UNES AND UNE COMBINATIONS)?

. Under the TELRIC model and the FCC's pricing rules found in 47 C.F.R. §§ 51.503 -

51.513, this Commission should only consider a forward-looking network design
based upon the most efficient technology currently available, with the cost of such
equipment and assets being spread out (or amortized) over the economic or true

useful life of the equipment.
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Notwithstanding the Eighth Circuit's most recent ruling in Iowa Utilities Board, et al.

v. Federal Communications Commission, Case No. 96-3321 (8th Cir., July 18, 2000),
Supra Telecom believes that this Commission should continue pricing UNEs under
the FCC’S previous methodology. Nevertheless, even if this Commission were to

consider the Iowa Utilities Board case, the FCC's previous methodology would still

provide significant guidance on pricing. For example, any new model should still be

forward-looking, however under the Jowa Utilities Board case, current costs would be

relevant, but only for as long as current equipment is being depreciated. Once the
current equipment has been depreciated, the forward-looking model would require
the ILEC to invest in the most efficient equipment and design available. This
Commission is already deciding the issue of depreciation lives for various UNEs.
The ILECs should be required to provide the current time in service of each and
every piece of equipment comprising the UNEs to be priced. An average time in
service should then be compared to the depreciation life established by this
Commission for that UNE. To the extent the average time in service of the actual
equipment is less than the established useful life, current costs would only be
considered as a weighted-average of the remaining useful life. If it is discovered that
the average equipment life is longer than the Commission's established useful life for
the UNE, then the cost model should give no consideration to current costs (since by
definition, the equipment is fully depreciated on a forward-looking basis and thus

current costs would no longer be relevant).
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In addition to the above, estimated costs should be based upon actual projected costs
using the above assumpﬁons. Thus, there should be no non-recurring costs imposed
on situations where such a cost will never be incﬁrréd. For example, conversions of
service "as is" require nothing to be changed and therefore the provision of servicing
existing UNE ioops and ports should incur no conveféion costs. For re<;11MHg costs,
the Cbmmission must follow the assumptions made in the TELRIC model. Finally,
consideration should be given to such real world considerations such as line-sharing;
particularly, Digitally Added Main Lines (DAML) which are becoming more
prevalent with time. DAMLs allow ILECs such as BellSouth to provide service to
multiple customers over the same loop. When this actually occurs with an ALEC's
customers, the ALEC should only be required to pay a pro-rata recurring cost for that
loop. Real world considerations also exist for matters such as line conditioning,
where the number of impediments on loops such as load coils and bridge-taps vary
from loop to loop. In order to verify these potential costs and to accurately assess in
advance the cost of providing service to any particular customer, it is important that
ALECs be given full access to all technical information about the ILEC's network;
including such databases as LFACS which provide detailed information about each
loop and circuit path. To date, ILECs such as BellSouth have flatly refused to
provide such information in order to prevent ALECs from knowing the actual cost
associated with line conditioning.  Therefore, in order to ensure the fair

apportionment of costs, consideration must be given for real-world considerations.
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Q. WHAT IS THE APPROPRIATE METHODOLOGY TO DEAVERAGE UNES

AND WHAT IS THE APPROPRIATE RATE STRUCTURE FOR DEAVERAGED

UNES?

The appropriate methodology for deaveraging UNEs is one that attempts to
accurately assess the true potential cost of the UNE utilizing the TELRIC model
assumptions as established previously by the FCC; and if necessary, as modified by
the Eighth Circuit as previously described. Thus for example, under the TELRIC
assumptions, there should be little or no difference in the cost of switching ports,
regardless of where those ports are installed. However, with respect to loops, the true
TELRIC cost of a loop depends primarily on its length. Therefore, loops should be
deaveraged based upon loop length as opposed to wire centers. In this regard, loop
lengths should be broken down into categories of shortest available loop length
between connection points. Supra Telecom suggests the following categories of loop
lengths: (a) 0 to 3,000 feet; (b) 3,001 to 6,000 feet; (c) 6,001 to 9,000 feet; (d) 9,001
to 12,000 feet; (e) 12001 to 15,000 feet; (f) 15,001 to 18,000; (g) 18,001 to 21,000
feet; (h) 21,001 to 24,000 feet; and (1) greater than 24,000 feet. Pricing of loops
would be the same in each loop length category. Pricing would be accomplished by
taking the total loop costs and apportioning that cost into each category on a
weighted-average basis, using the median loop length of each category (and 25,500

for the last category) as the apportioning factor. Using the above suggested loop
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length categories, subloops can be priced under this same methodology. Given the
fact that current switching technology does not require load coils for extended loop
lengths, all forward-looking loops should experience the same forward-looking costs

regardless of the service being provided.

. FOR WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING UNES SHOULD THE COMMISSION SET

DEAVERAGED RATES?

(1) LOOPS (ALL)

. This Commission should set deaveraged rates for all loops, including subloops. All

loops should be deaveraged based upon categories of loop lengths. Since current
switching technology does not require load coils for extended loop lengths, all
forward-looking loops should experience the same forward-looking costs regardless
of the service being provided. Moreover, under the Eighth Circuit's recent ruling,
current costs should also not cause any price differentiation with respect to the service

being provided since any line conditioning costs would be recovered separately.

(2) LOCAL SWITCHING
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A. This Commission need not set deaveraged rates for local switching since the cost of

this UNE should be the same regardless of where the UNE is provided.

(3) INTEROFFICE TRANSPORT (DEDICATED AND SHARED)

. The pricing of Interoffice Transport should be deaveraged in such as way as to charge

for this use on a per "airline" mile basis (i.e. straight line distance of the transport
being provided) and time usage over the economic life of the transmission media.
This can be accomplished by determining the total cost of all inter-office transport
divided by the total distance of transport laid (on a per mile basis), then further
divided by the total economic life of the transmission media on a per second basis.
Shared transport should utilize the same pricing structure as dedicated transport (i.c.
distance traveled on a per second basis), except that this rate should further be
reduced by the percentage of usage with respect to the total capacity of the transport
media. Additionally, if there are any quality of service considerations (such as
transmission priority), the shared transport costs should be adjusted on a weighted-
average basis for the quality of service being provided.

In either case, the facilities termination portion of the inter-office transport should not
be deaveraged since the cost (if any) should be the same regardless of where the UNE

is provided.

(4) OTHER (INCLUDING COMBINATIONS)
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A. Considerations and price reductions should be given for line sharing; particularly

current line sharing using the DAML technology previously described.

. WHAT ARE xDSL CAPABLE LOOPS?

. xDSL capable loops are copper loops with no load coils, and in some instances no

bridge taps. The length of xDSL capable loops should not be arbitrarily set at any
distance as the current state of the art allows service provisioning throughout the
18,000 to 33,000 foot range, depending on equipment vendor. Alternately this
Commission could set different classes of xDSL capable loops based upon loop

length and modulation capability as done by SouthwesternBell.

SHOULD A COST STUDY FOR xDSL-CAPABLE LOOPS MAKE
DISTINCTIONS BASED ON LOOP LENGTH AND/OR THE PARTICULAR

DSL TECHNOLOGY TO BE DEPLOYED?

Cost studies for xDSL capable loops should consider loop lengths as described
previously. There should be no difference in pricing of copper loops and xDSL
loops, except that where applicable, line conditioning costs should be amortized over

the remaining economic life of the loop and recovered on a recurring rate basis.

10
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Q. WHICH SUBLOOP ELEMENTS, IF ANY, SHOULD BE UNBUNDLED IN THIS

PROCEEDING, AND HOW SHOULD PRICES BE SET?

. All subloops and elements should be unbundled. Additionally, ports on digital loop

carrier should also be deaveraged; both on a dedicated use basis and on a shared use

basis.

. HOW SHOULD ACCESS TO SUCH SUBLOOP ELEMENTS BE PROVIDED,

AND HOW SHOULD PRICES BE SET?

A. For dedicated use, access should be given to the entire subloop. The unbundled price

for each subloop should be set based upon categories of loop lengths as previous
described in reference to deaveraging loop costs. For share use, subloop cost should
be further reduced by the proportion of channels available for use on the subloop.
For example, if a particular subloop serves ninety-six subscribers, the cost of that sub-
loop should be apportioned by ninety-six, with each carrier bearing their
proportionate share of customers served by the shared subloop. With respect to ports,
if dedicated, the ALEC should pay for the amortized cost of the port on a recurring

charge basis. However, if the port is shared, then each carrier should pay the pro-rata

11



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

cost of the amortized port based upon the percentage of their customers being served

by that port.

WHAT IS THE APPROPRIATE RATE, IF ANY, FOR CUSTOMIZED

ROUTING?

. The only charge for customized routing (above transport costs) should be the average

cost of labor to program the customized route.

. WHAT ARE THE APPROPRIATE ASSUMPTIONS AND RATES, IF ANY, FOR

LINE CONDITIONING, AND IN WHAT SITUATIONS SHOULD THE RATE

APPLY?

. Line conditioning involves removing load coils and bridge taps in order to be able to

provide xDSL service. In the strictest sense, load coils and bridge taps would not be
placed on newly constructed forward-looking xDSL capable loops and therefore
under a forward-looking TELRIC model should not be a recoverable cost.

Nevertheless, if this Commission is considering line conditioning charges, then the
Commission should consider the following. When provisioning xDSL circuits, the
ILEC often has many proposed wire circuit routes which may be taken to reach any

particular customers. Databases such as LFACs provide information regarding the

12
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available loops. It has been Supra Telecom's experience to date that ILECs (such as
BellSouth) refuse to pfovide LFACs data so that the ALEC will have no way of
knowing whether or not a particular customer caﬁ be provided xDSL service without
using a loop that needs to be conditioned. TLECs such as BellSouth will always seck
to Impose a liﬁe conditioning charge, whether or not ‘the line needs to bc-é conditioned
and without regard to whether or not the customer can be served via an alternate route
which does not require line conditioning. Accordingly, regardless of how this cost is
recovered, ALECs should be allowed full access to databases such as LFACs which
are needed to determine the quality of the loop and whether or not in the first
instance, any line conditioning would be needed.

If a line conditioning charge is to be considered, the current state of switch
technology is such that load coils are no longer needed to provision basic POTSs
service; regardless of the loop length. Therefore, once load coils are removed from a
circuit path, they will never have to be reinstalled. Thus the removal of load coils
should properly be considered to be a network upgrade which should be borne by all
potential users of the loop during the remaining useful life of the loop. Therefore, if
charged to ALECS, the cost of removing load coils should be recovered as a recurring
rate amortized over the femaining life of the loop being conditioned.

With respect to bridge taps, some xDSI. equipment can tolerate bridge taps and other
equipment cannot. If ALECs are to be charged for removing bridge taps, ALECs
should have the right in the first instance to specify whether or not they want any of

the bridge taps removed from the loop. Moreover, since bridge taps were install in

13
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the first instance for BellSouth's flexibility in provisioning service, these costs should
already be included iﬁ the cost of providing new service. Thus even if this
Commission were to consider line conditioning charges, ALECs seeking to provide
xDSL service should not be require to pay for the cost of removing any such bridge

taps. This process is already well established and supported by SouthWestern Bell,

. WITHOUT DECIDING THE SITUATIONS IN WHICH SUCH COMBINATIONS

ARE REQUIRED, WHAT ARE THE APPROPRIATE RECURRING AND NON-

RECURRING RATES FOR THE FOLLOWING UNE COMBINATIONS:

(A) "UNE PLATFORM" CONSISTING OF: LOOP (ALL), LOCAL (INCLUDING
PACKET, WHERE REQUIRED) SWITCHING (WITH SIGNALING), AND
DEDICATED AND SHARED TRANSPORT (THROUGH AND INCLUDING

LOCAL TERMINATION);

For an existing service, the cost of a "UNE Platform” should be the combined
individual cost of each UNE comprising the platform, and nothing more. For new
service, the only additional charge should be the same charge assessed on ALECs for

new service for resale accounts, and nothing more.

14
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(B) "EXTENDED LINKS,"” CONSISTING OF: (1) LOOP, DSO/1
MULTIPLEXING, DS1 INTEROFFICE TRANSPORT; (2) DS1 LOOP, DSI
INTEROFFICE TRANSPORT; AND (3) DS1 LOOP, DS1/3 MULTIPLEXING,

DS3 INTEROFFICE TRANSPORT.

A. For an existing connections, the cost of "Extended Links" should be the combined

individual cost of each UNE comprising the extended link, and nothing more.

Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE MY TESTIMONY?

A. Yes, this concludes my testimony.

15
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SUPRA TELECOMMUNICATIONS & INFORMATION SYSTEMS, INC.
REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF DAVID A. NILSON
BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

DOCKET NOS. 980649-TP  pgcket No. 040301-TP

David A. Nilson

JUNE 9, 2000 EXHIBIT DAN - 41
Rebuttal testimony of David A. Nilson - Dkt
990649

Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS

A My name is David A. Nilson. My address is 2620 SW 27™ Avenue, Miami, Florida

33133.

Q. BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED AND IN WHAT CAPICITY?

A. I am the Chief Technology Officer of Supra Telecommunications and Information

Systems, Inc. (“Supra’).

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR BACKGROUND AND WORK EXPERIENCE.

A. Thave been an electrical engineer for the past 26 years, with the last 22 years spent
in management level positions in engineering and quality, and regulatory
departments. In 1976,after spending two years working in the microwave industry

producing next generation switching equipment for end customers such as AT&T
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long lines and ITT, I was part of a three-man design team that produced the
world’s first microwave integrated circuit. This job involved extensive work with
various government agencies. At that time, our" design was considered the “holy
grail” of the microwave industry and was placed in production for _AT&T within
30 days of its #reation. _This job also involved communications cquip?hent design
work with various government entities covered by United States Departments of
Defense security restrictions. I spent several years in quality control management,
monitoring and trouble-shooting manufacturing process deviations, and serving as
liaison and auditor to our regulatory dealings with the government. [ spent 14
years in the aviation industry designing communications systems, both airborne
and land-based, for various airlines and irframe manufacturers worldwide. This
included custom designed hardware nally designed for the Pan American
Airlines call centers, and the HF long range communications system coﬁtrollers
used on Air Force One and Two and other go;/emment aircraft. In this job I was
also responsible for validation design testing and FAA system conformance
testing. Since 1992 I have been performing network and system design consulting
for various industry and government agencies, including the Argonne National
Laboratories. I am the principal architect of Supra’s ATM backbone network and

our central office design.
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Q. HAVE YOU EVER PREVIOUSLY TESTIFIED BEFORE THIS COMMISSION?

A. Yes, I testified before this Commission in numerous generic dockets and in various

disputes between Supra Telecom and BellSouth.

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY?

A. The purpose of my testimony is to address the issues identified in this proceeding.
I have reviewed the testimonies of the ILECs regarding issues 5 (which signaling
networks and call-related databases should rates be set); 6 (when is it appropriate
to recover non-recurring costs through recurring rates); 9(b) (should the
Commission require ILECs to unbundle any other elements or combinations
thereof); and 13 (when should recurring and non-recurring rates take effect) and
will rebut the asserts made in general by the JLECs. 1 will also rebut the direct
testimony of BellSouth witnesses Alphonso Varner, and Sprint witness James W.

Sichter on issues 3, 6 and 9b.

ISSUE 5: FOR WHICH SIGNALING NETWORKS AND CALL RELATED

DATABASES SHOULD RATES BE SET.
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Q. AS DEFINED BY BELLSOUTH WITNESSES VARNER, ARE THERE ANY

OTHER NETWORKS OR DATABASES FOR WHICH RATES SHOULD BE

SET?

. Yes. Unbundled Local switching requires that the ALEC who leases a switching

port be given all features and functionality of the port. One such feature is the
ability of the port to produce stutter dialtone, or activate a light on the telephone
set of a subscriber in response to a signal from a voicemail system or provider to
let the telephone subscriber know there is a message waiting. Traditionally this
task has been done via the System Message Desk Interface (SMDI) and
enhancements to it such as Inter Switch Voice Messaging (ISVM) which allows
one switch to pass messaging requests across the network to other switches

without the use of a dedicated network.'

While this is clearly a function of the switch port, and functionality of it comes with

the switch port, in Florida there is no unbundled access to this fundamentally
important signaling network / switch port functionality. Therefore an ALEC is not

in parity with the ILEC for the Local Switching UNE.

! Lucent Document 235-190-104 SESS 2000 switch ISDN Feature Descriptions, Section 13.4 Message

Service System Features, Issue 3 pages 13-67 through 13-126 — Attached as Exhibit DAN-1.
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BellSouth does not provide unbundled access to this signaling network, but in their
FFC #1 Access Tariff lists SMDT and something called ISMDI. The description of
ISMDI is an SS7 / TCAP based network that through a convoluted conversion of
conversion between SMDI, ISDN and SS7 / TCAP messages provides a single
connection to -a signaling connection that is supposed to be able té activate a
Message Waiting Indicator (MWTI) on a Latawide basis. This is clearly not as cost
effective as the ISVM approach. The alternative an ALEC has would be to
establish an SMDI connection to each and every BellSouth switch in Florida, a
total of 206 individual connections at last count. This is not cost effective

compared to ISVM and presents a substantial barrier to entry.

Nowhere is there any mention of direct access to the ISVM signaling, or unbundled
access to any signaling required to activate MWI on a leased Local Switching port.
These omissions are creating an unusually high barrier to entry for an ALEC like
Supra Telecom who is expected by telephone subscribers to provide the same

services as the ILEC as seamlessly as the ILEC provides those services.

As shown in Figure 13-11 (of attachment DAN-1), and 13-13 there is no separate
signaling network required to transmit messages switch to switch. It is included in
the basic switch port functionality, according to meetings Supra Telecom has held
with Bell Labs personnel on this issue. Additionally the Bell Labs Engineers

confirmed that this ISVM has been adopted as an industry standard for many years
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now. This industry standard is also supported by Nortel and Siemens, so that all
switches in the BellSouth’s network are compliant. Figure 13-14 along with
section 13.4.1.2 shows that the required software is part of the base generic
software since, at least the SE8 generic. Since the current software release from
Lucent is SE14, and since Lucent does not support switches with software loads
beyond two prior revisions, it is obvious that the required software is already

loaded on BellSouth’s switches.

ALEC access to the ISVM signaling “network” should be defined as a fundamental

component of Local Switching line and trunk ports and ALEC access to this
network required of and provided by all Florida ILECs as it is elsewhere in the
country. The various message signaling networks are necessary to an ALEC to
compete with the ILEC, and failure to have access to such signaling impairs Supra
Telecom’s ability to acquire new customers who view such a limitation as the

mark of an inferior carrier.

ARE THERE ANY OTHER ISSUES WITH WITNESS VARNER’S

TESTIMONY?
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A. The Local Number Portability (LNP) Query Service.” All of the databases listed
are query databases. However the specific identification of this as a Query Service
in reference to LNP underscores the fact that there is no unbundled OSS access to
the system. There is no way for an ALEC to directly provision LNP translations,
they must be i)erformed via LSR instead of the (J:B.\/ious, and speedj;/ solution of
providing unbundled access to the LSMS system [the standard provisioning
hardware / software system used nationwide for entering LNP translations for

Nuestar (previously Lockheed Martin)].

LIDB, which is used for authorization of third party billed calls, collect, credit card,
etc. is the type system that contains ALEC specific data on a given line.
Unbundled OSS access to this system to deal with the minute to minute needs of
an ALEC to render or remove credit authorization to a customer speedily and

freely and without unnecessary infrastructure overhead.

Therefore it is essential to provide unbundled OSS access to ALECs in a manner that
the LIDB records for a given ALEC customer may be directly modified by the

ALEC.

? BeliSouth witness Varner, page 32 line 25.
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ISSUE 6: UNDER WHAT CIRCUMSTANCES, IF ANY, IS IT APPROPRIATE

TO RECOVER NON-RECURRING COST THROUGH RECURRING

RATES?

Q. IN DEFINING “NON-RECURRING COST”, SHOULD SUBCATEGORIES BE

RECOGNIZED IN DEALING WITH THE ANSWER TO ISSUE 6.

. Yes. Task related non-recurring costs that repeat, each time an ALEC or ILEC

places a service order are a legitimate non-recurring charge. For example, the non-
recurring cost to move a cross-connect, or change the carrier code from ILEC to

ALEC in the OSS is directly related to the service provisioned.

Within that category, non-recurring costs to convert a working circuit to another

carrier are different than placing a circuit in operation at a given address. The
current structure of just one non-recurring rate per UNE loop is allowing the ILEC
undue enrichment for activities that are not performed. For example, the non-
recurring cost to combine NID, Subloop distribution and Subloop feeder
components together into a full loop to the customer is a cost that is substantially
higher than the non-recurring cost to switch an existing, in-service loop from one

carrier to another. Yet with the exception of the limited scope of order PSC-98-
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0810-FOF-TP*, most ALECs in Florida are paying charges for placing a loop in

service, for the first time, whenever they order a conversion of a working circuit.

The non-recurring costs of infrastructure, purchase, and construction is a cost to be
shared by the carriers using the facility, over the useful life of the facility. Beyond
this point the cost model needs to deal with the facility in a different fashion

depending upon whether it remains in service or not.

Task related non-recurring costs are specific to a given carriers order for a particular
service and should remain non-recurring costs. These non-recurring costs should
be specific and the use of Individual Case Basis (ICB) be limited in the extreme, if

allowed at all.

Q. DOES THE TESTIMONY OF BELLSOUTH WITNESS VARNER AND SPRINT

WITNESS SICHTER REPRESENT ALL THE ISSUES?

A. No, not at all. Sprint witness Sichter states that “To the extent that high non-
recurring charges are a significant barrier to competitive entry, it may be

appropriate to require at least a portion of those non-recurring charges through

} Page 55-56

10
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recurring rates. This is in recognition of the FCC’s continued efforts to ensure that
such non-recurring rates could and might be used by an ILEC to prevent a new
competitive carrier from competing with the ILEC in a given area or on a specific
product. Unfortunately his final conclusion on this issue ignores this statement in

favor of financial protection for the ILEC.

BeliSouth witness Varner then goes on to make statement that “In a competitive

environment, a providers ability to predict how long an ALEC will remain on the
providers network is limited »4  Sprint witness Sichter states “... the incumbent
LEC is financially exposed if the ALEC discontinues service before the non-
recurring costs are fully recovered.”™ Whether it is the high cost burden of current
non-recurring charges that causes an ALEC to discontinue leased services, or other
reasons, both Sprint and BellSouth indicate that users of facilities will change over

the life of the facility.

In spite of their recognition that there must not be barriers to entry in the competitive

market, and that the users of facilities will change over time, both ILEC witnesses
go on to ask the commission for financial protection from an ALEC who cancels

service early!

* BellSouth witness Varner page 33, line 13.

11
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This limited view of reality is trying to deal with non recurring costs related to the first
user, rather than the life of the facility. It ignores the fact that over the useful life
of the facility, the ILEC itself may well be a user of the facility. It also ignores the
fact that due to universal service, a large portion, if not all of the listed UNEs
would have to-be constructed anyway. Therefore Qhen an ALEC is ﬁbt leasing a
specific UNE, the ILEC may still be generating revenue from it, either by leasing

or from Universal Service funds.

The non-recurring infrasf[ructure charges should be apportioned between the ILEC and
all ALECs based upon who has “ownership” of the facility in a given month.
These charges should be assessed throughout the amortized life of the equipment.
Any attempt to charge non-recurring infrastructure costs to the first user of a
facility at a higher rate than subsequent users of the facility violates creates an

unnecessarily high barrier to entry.

Q. CAN YOU PROPOSE A TEST TO DETERMINE WHETHER A COST SHOULD

BE INCLUDED IN THE RECURRING CHARGE?

d Sprint witness Sichter page 26, line 3.

12
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A. Well defined, repetitive costs related to service provisiong should remain non-
recurring costs. Howev;er the cost of placing a loop in service should recognized
as substantially different from converting an e);ist'ing, in-service loop from one
carrier to another. The non-recurring rates set by this commission should reflect
these very different costs.  This is true whether fhe new carrier is ‘provisiong
service via UNE combination® or directly from their own facilities based

equipment.

This test addresses witness Varner and Sichters concern that an ALEC might cancel
service earlier than expected. The ALEC is billed direct costs of provisioning
service as a non-recurring rate, and construction costs are assessed to all users over

the life of the facility.

Another test for whether a non recurring cost should be separate from the recurring
charge are ICB charges. Typically all ICB costs are actually infrastructure
construction — they vary depending on physical circumstances and cannot be
modeled specifically. ICB charges should be included in recurring rates where

they get picked up by the cost model and apportioned to all users.

% As provided for by this commission in PSC-98-0810-FOF-TP, conclusion on pages 55-56.

13
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ISSUE 9(b): SUBJECT TO THE STANDARDS OF THE FCC’s THIRD

REPORT AND ORDER, SHOULD THE COMMISSION REQUIRE ILEC’S
TO UNBUNDLE ANY ELEMENTS OR COMBINATIONS OF ELEMENTS.

IF SO, WHAT ARE THEY AND HOW SHOULD THEY BE PRICED?

Q. ARE THERE ANY OTHER ELEMENTS NOT LISTED IN ISSUE 9(A) THAT

NEED TO BE UNBUNDLED?

. Yes. One missing element is unbundled DSLAM access. In addition to providing

high speed Internet access via ADSL, there are an increasing list of other
Telephony related services provided by xDSL circuits, controlled by Central

Office located DSILAMS.

First of all, in order to serve any customer in the state with xDSL derived services, one

MUST have access to a DSLAM in every central office. Second, With the
exception of IDSL (an ISDN BRI equivalent) all other DSL flavors must have
direct copper connection between the DSLLAM and the customer premises.
According to reported figures 60% of BellSouth customers are fed with some
amount of fibre optic cable between the central office and the customer. To
Service these customers an ALEC must now collocate in every Remote Terminal
in the state, an outstanding number of collocations for facilities that quite honestly

were never designed to have the capacity to support collocation.

14
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Yet DSL variants are extremely and increasing used by all telephone companies to

deploy voice services. Supra Telecom has numerous T1 circuits running into our
corporate headquarters. Not one of those T1’s is provisioned over a standard 4
wire DS1 circuit. Every one is provisioned over an HDSLA'(Z wire POTS or DSL
loop) or MHDSL( 2x2wire POTS or DSL loops) rather than a conditioned,

repeater equipped DS1 loop.

The voice over DSL standards have come a long way in the past year, and all over the

country, high density voice circuits are increasingly being provisioned over 2 wire
circuits instead of DS1 circuits due to lack of facilities, speed of provisioning, or

for the reduced cost of this approach.

Packet switched products such as Frame Relay are also delivered over DSL. All of

Supra Telecom’s Frame Relay circuits connection us to the various ILEC data
centers around the country were provisioned by BellSouth over HDSL circuits. So
as the commission addresses the unbundling of packet switching, it must deal with
the delivery of said service to the end user. Such local loop delivery is

increasingly being provided by the ILECs DSLAMS or equivalent equipment.

The ILEC is the one carrier who has deployed DSLAMS ubiquitously throughout its

network in Central Offices AND Remote Terminals. This piece of equipment and

15
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its attendant transport, has become an important device in provisioning voice
services and as such should be offered in unbundled access. The ILEC must be
compelled to provide unbundled access to this switch with pricing based on
standards already established by this commission for Unbundled Network

Flements.

. ARE THERE ANY OTHER?

Yes. With the creation of Dark Fibre UNE’s the question of Wave Division
Multiplexing (WDM) UNEs should be considered. WDM is a technique of using
multiple chromatically different lasers to provide 48 (or more) channels of capacity
over a circuit that would support one circuit using standard Fibre optic equipment.
Not that the practice is any less reliable, but cost studies for dark fibre and it fibre
may have 48 times the revenue bearing capability that has been envisioned in the
cost model, and the technological advance that allows this extra capacity should be
factored into the cost models. As such it becomes a legitimate consideration as a

separate UNE.

Additionally, loops within the distance limitations of xDSL technology should be
set aside as a UNE, even if the loop only has voice-grade capabilities. The reason
for establishing such a category would be to comply with the TELRIC model

requirements that the best and most efficient technology be used when determining

16
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costs. Since it appears that xDSL capable loops will be less expensive than the
standard voice grade loop, all loops within the xDSL distance capability (i.e.
18,000 feet to some vendors and ILECs such as BellSouth, greater lengths to
others) should be install as the less expensive xDSL loop, rather than the more
expensive standard voice-grade loop. Pricing of these xDSL length loops, for
which only voice-grade quality can be guaranteed, should be the same as the xDSL

loops minus any cost of ensuring that the xDSL loop meets the higher standard.

ISSUE 13: WHEN SHOULD THE RECURRING AND NON-RECURRING

RATES AND CHARGES TAKE EFFECT?

. WHEN SHOULD THE RECURRING AND NON-RECURRING RATES AND

CHARGES TAKE EFFECT?

. Immediately after the Commission has made a final determination of the rates set

by this docket.

. DOES THIS CONCLUDE MY TESTIMONY?

A. Yes, this concludes my testimony.

17
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High level analysis of weighted loop costs.

Before the Florida Public Service Comission

4

Docket 030851-TP

Docket No. 040301-TP
David A. Nilson .

EXHIBIT DAN - 44 -
Supra’s high level Analysis — statewide

weighted cost

| % INA  |Group Rate Statewide weighted
Copper 53.46% $11.23 $6.00]
IDLC - Not NGDLC Capable 19.70% 75%|N/A
IDLC - Not NGDLC Capable - INA capable 14.8% $0.10 $0.02
IDLC - Not NGDLC Capable, Not INA capable 4.9% - $60.76 $2.99
IDLC - NGDLC Capable 18.23% $0.10 $0.02
UDLC - Not NGDLC 5.85% $11.23 $0.66
UDLC - NGDLC Capable 2.75% $0.10 $0.00
100.00% | $9.69

10/8/2004 - 4:47 PM

EX-44 Supra analysis of statewide loop cost average by Service Method - Sheet1
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Supra’s Group 1 Cost Study — Copper UDLC UNE-P to
UNE-L FL-2w.xls
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Supra’s Group 2 Cost Study — IDLC served UNE-P to
Copper UDLC UNE-L FL-2w.xls

CONFIDENTIAL



Docket No. 040301-TP
David A. Nilson
EXHIBIT DAN - 47

Supra’s Group 3 Cost Study — NGDLC UNE-P to
NGDLC Virtual Terminal UNE-L FL-2w.xls
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Supra’s Group 4 Cost Study — INA or other DCS served
IDLC UNE-P to UNE-L FL-2w.xls
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Supra’s Group 4 Cost Study —IDLC UNE-P to Switch
Side Dorr UNE-L FL-2w.xls
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10/08/2004 — BellSouth WORST CASE NRC Cost Study —
Created by Supra from the 10/08/2001 A.1.1 and A.1.2
NRC cost study of loops served by Copper/UDLC
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@ BELLSOUTH

BellSouth Unbundled Loop Concentration

Introduction & Scope

This Product Information Package is intended to provide to CLECs a product description and
general ordering information specific to the UNE described herein. Detailed ordering guidelines are
provided in documents located on the BellSouth Interconnection Web site.

The information contained in this document is subject to change. BellSouth will provide notification
of changes to the document through the CLEC Notification Process.

Please contact your BellSouth Account Manager, if you have any guestions about the information
contained herein.

BellSouth Interconnecfivgn_Services 3 ] 11122100
Your Interconnection Advantage™ Version 1



@ BELLSOUTH

BellSouth Unbundled Loop Concentration

Service Description

Unbundied Loop Concentration (ULC) is an expandable unit that allows multiple unbundled loops to
be concentrated onto DS1 level circuits within the BellSouth serving wire center (SWC) where the
loop terminates onto the Main Distribution Frame (MDF). ’ '

ULC can be provided with either a TRO08 or a TR303 interface.

Service Capabilities

ULC will allow a CLEC to concentrate multiple unbundled loops at a BellSouth central office onto
muitiple DS1s for the purpose of transporting unbundled loops (at a concentrated level) from a
BellSouth central office back to the CLEC’s collocation space, and ultimately to the CLEC's switch.

The unbundled loops will terminate at the MDF and then will be connected to the concentrator
through the use of Loop Interface element. The ULC will then concentrate the loops onto two,
three, four, or five DS1 interfaces (per system), depending on the total number of loops and the
desired concentration and protection levels. At this point, the concentrator would deliver the DS
interfaces ta the Digital Cross-Connection (DSX) at that central office. From the DSX, a CLEC
would be able to cross-connect the DS1s to its collocation space.

BST will not concentrate loops from multiple wire centers onto DS1 digital interoffice transport
facilities.
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@ BELLSOUTH

BellSouth Unbundled Loop Concentration

Technical Requirements

The ULC Concentration Functionality (ULC-CF) is the heart of the ULC system. lt is the unit that
performs the concentration capability. The ULC is offered as 96-channel systems employing either
the TR008 or TR303 standard and will come in four versions:

ULC-TR008/System A allows loop concentration up to 96 UVL/UDLs on to multiple DS1s.
ULC-TRO008/System B allows loop concentration up to an additional 96 UVL/UDLs.
ULC-TR303/System A allows loop concentration up to 96 circuits on to multiple DS1s.
UL.C-TR303/System B allow loop concentration up to an additional 96 UVL/UDLs.

While there are up to 96 channels avaitable on a ULC system, some loop types will require two
channels. Depending on the type of circuits the CLEC orders, the system may serve less than 96
circuits. See the table below for the requirements by circuit type.

CKT TYPE o Co Channels Required
2W VOICE LOOP INTERFACE (POTS CARD) 1 CHANNEL

2W VOICE LOOP INTERFACE (DID SPOTS CARD) 1 CHANNEL

2W ISDN LOOP INTERFACE (BRITE CARD) 2 CHANNELS

2W UDC LOOP INTERFACE (BRITE CARD) 2 CHANNELS

4W VOICE LOOP INTERFACE (SPECIALS CARD) 2 CHANNELS

4W DATA LOOP INTERFACE (SPECIALS CARD) 2 CHANNELS

ULC consists of a digital loop carrier (DLC) system located in BellSouth's central office. Lucent
Series 5 will be used as the DLC equipment. The DLC is connected to the CLEC via two, three,
four or five DS1 facilities. The DS1 facilities will be routed to the CLEC collocation space within the
BellSouth central office that serves the end user

BellSouth Interconnection Services 5 11122100
Your Interconnection Advantage®™ Version 1



@ BELLSOUTH

BellSouth Unbundled Loop Concentration

Technical Requirements (continued)

TR0908 Standards

Minimum of 2 DS1s with a 2 to 1 concentration per system; or can be configured with 4
DS1s for 96 channels per system.

Optional protect DS1 channel can be ordered per 96-channel group.
May be optioned as AMI/SF or B8ZS/SF.
Systems are designated as System A and Systermn B.

System A is the first 96-channel system in a dual channel bank; System B is the second 96
channel system in the same dual channel bank.

ULC configured with a System A and System B can provide up to 192 channels.
Must have a System A prior to ordering a System B.
System A and System B may be optioned differently.

TR303 Standards

Minimum of 2 DS1s is required and can grow by increments of one D31 to a maximum of 4
per system.

Optional protect DS1 channel can be ordered per 96-channel group.
Optioned as B8ZS/ESF.
Systems are designated as System A and System B.

System A is the first 96-channel system in a dual channel bank; System B is the second 96
channel system in the same dual channel bank.

ULC configured with a System A and System B can provide up to 192 channels.
Must have a System A prior to ordering a System B.
System A and System B may be optioned differently.
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@ BELLSOUTH

BeliSouth Unbundled Loop Concentration

Technical Requirements (continued)

Interfaces : - -

ULC Loop Interface (ULC-LI) is the interface that provides the connection between the MDF and the
concentration unit, as well as, the line card in the concentrator. One of these is needed for each
loop that is attached to the ULC-CF unit. The LI is offered in the following configurations:

DS1 Interface — provides a DS1 interface card in the loop concentration unit. When
connected to a DS1 level cross-connect, this element provides the DS1 level bandwidth
from the ULC-CF to the CLEC’s collocation space

2 Wire Voice Loop Interface (POTS card) — is a 2 wire loop interface for designed
Unbundled Voice Loops (UVLs) with loop start or ground start signaling.

2 Wire Voice Loop Interface (SPOTS DID card) - is a 2 wire loop interface for designed
UVLs with reverse baitery signaling.

2 Wire ISDN Loop Interface (BRITE card) —is a 2 wire loop interface for Unbundled
Digital l.oops (UDLs) capable of providing ISDN service and Universal Digital Channel
(UDC).

4 Wire Voice Loop interface (SPECIALS card) - is a 4-wire loop interface for UVLs
capable of providing FX and other special services.

4 Wire Data Loop Interface -- is a 4-wire loop interface for UDLs capable of providing DSO
digital ioops.

Test Channel -- is a loop interface that consists of two 2-wire circuits that allow the CLEC
to perform MLT testing through the ULC.

Once these loop interface connections are made, the CLEC would be responsible for transporting
the DS1 level circuits from their collocation space to their switch (or other equipment) needed to
provide the desired telecommunications services offered by the CLEC.
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@ BELLSOUTH

BeliSouth Unbundled Loop Concentration

Network Configuration
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@ BELLSOUTH

BeliSouth Unbundled Loop Concentration

Ordering & Provisioning Process

ULC System Establishment

A Service Inquiry (SI) is required to establish the ULC system. However, a CLEC may submit a Sl
to inquire if ULC is available in the requested BellSouth serving wire center (SWC).

ULC Inquiry Only

The CLEC will send the S| marked “Inquiry” to the BellSouth Complex Resale Services Group
(CRSG) or Account Team Representative.

Upon receipt of the SI, the CRSG/Account Team will forward to the appropriate BellSouth
department where a determination will be made regarding ULC availability in the requested
BellSouth SWC.

Once the “Inquiry Only” Sl is returned to the CRSG/Account Team, it will be forwarded to the
CLEC with the availability information.

ULC Firm Order

The CLEC will send the SI (Service Inquiry) marked Firm Order and the Local Service Request
(LSR) to the CRSG/Account Team.

Upon receipt of the Sl and LSR, the CRSG/Account Team will forward the Sl to the appropriate
BeliSouth department where a determination will be made regarding ULC availability in the
requested BellSouth SWC.

If the UL.C is available in the requested SWC, the CRSG/Account Team will notify the CLEC of
the due date (DD) of when ULC can be provided.

CRSG/Account Team will also forward the completed Firm Order St and LSR fo the Local
Carrier Service Center (LCSC) to begin the service ordering process.

Upon receipt of the Firm Order S| and LSR, the LCSC will validate the Sl and LSR to ensure
that all needed information is provided to process the service orders. '

< If the Firm Order S] and LSR are complete and accurate, then the LCSC
Service Rep will process the service orders. The service order due date (DD)
will be the due date on the Firm Order SL

< An Firm Order Confirmation (FOC) will then be issued to the CLEC and will
contain the following:
System Common Language Circuit Identification (CLFID) for each DSI
Service Order Number
Due Date

< Ifthere is missing infermation on the Firm Order S|, then the Si and LSR are put into
clarification and sent back to the CRSG/Account Team for the needed information. If the
LSR is not CLEAN and ACCURATE, then the LSR goes into clarification to the CLEC.
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@ BELLSOUTH

BellSouth Unbundled' Loop Concentration

Ordering & Provisioning Process (continued)

Loop Interface and the Loop

Once the ULC system(s) is established, the CLEC may begin ordering the Loop Interfaces (LI)
and appropriate unbundled loops that will be on the ULC system(s).

A LSR must be submitted to the LCSC to order the LIs and associated unbundled loops.

Upon receipt of an accurate LSR, the LCSC will issue the service order(s). The following
information will be returned to the CLEC on a FOC:

Loop Circuit 1D

Service Order Number

Due Date

Intervals will be set according to the target intervals established for unbundled loops in the
BellSouth Products & Services Interval Guide.
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@ BELLSOUTH

BellSouth Unbundied Loop Concentration

Service Order Requirements

Local Service Request (LSR) form

The CLEC will complete a Local Service Request (LSR) form according to the BellSouth
Ordering Guide for CLECs or the BeliSouth Business Rules for Local Ordering.
ULC System Establishment - LSR Requirements

The following information that is unique to ULC System Establishment is also required on the LSR:

L8R Field Information Required

PCN { Must mateh the ULC Firm Order S| PON

NC Definition NC
TRO08 Non-concentrated (96 loops to 4 DS1s) AMI/SF HCKA
TRO08 Non-concentrated (96 loops to 4 DS1s) B8ZS/SF | HCKB
TRO008 Concentrated 96 loops to 2 DS1s AM!//SF HCKD
TR008 Concentrated 96 loops to 2 DS1s B8ZS/SF HCKE
TR303 Concentrated or non-concentrated B8ZS/ESF HCLA

NCI Service NCI
ULC — Collocation w/T1 TIE CFA 04QB9.11
ULC - Collocation w/T3 TIE CFA 040B6.33

BeliSouth Interconnection Services 1 11/22/00
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BellSouth Unbundled Loop Concentration

@ BELLSOUTH

Loop Interface and Loop Ordering - LSR Requirements

' LSR Field Information Required
Loop Type NC NClat CKL-1 | SEC NCI at End User*
2 Wire UVL ~ Loop Start Signaling LY-- | osaBo.11  |o2us2
NC/NCI 2 Wire UVL ~ Ground Start Signaling LY-- | 04QB9.11 02GS2
2 Wire UVL ~ Reverse Battery Signaling | LY-- 04QB9.11 02RV2.T
4 Wire UVL ~ Loop Start Signaling LY-- 04QB9.11 04LS2
4 Wire UVL — Ground Start Signaling LY-- 040B9.11 04GS2
4 Wire UDL - 56 Kbps Digital Signaling | LY-- | 04QB9.11 04DU5.56
4 Wire UDL - 64 Kbps Digital Signaling | LY-- 04QB9.11 04DUS5.64
2 Wire UDL ~ Basic Rate ISDN LY-- ) 04QB9.11 02185
Signaling
2 Wire UDL — Unbundled Digital LY-- | 02QC5.00Q | 02I1S5
Channel
ECC?(T CLF ID (associated with DS1 and can be obtained from the ULC System Establishment FOC)
gCFA Carrier Facility Assignment (imust include the slot number)

L

Service Inquiry (SI) form

A Service Inquiry is required for ordering an ULC system(s). The Sl is in a separate document
titled “Unbundled Loop Concentration Service Inquiry’. This document contains instructions
for preparing the Sl.

LSR & Sl Transmittal for System Establishment

e CLEC sends the firm order Sl and LSR to a CRSG/Account Team Representative.

e The CLEC must submit the Si by email to the CRSG. The LSR should also be submitied via
email. Refer to "Guidelines for Interfacing with the CRSG UNE Group” section for the
submission requirements.

e CLEC should contact its BellSouth Account Team Representative for additional information
regarding transmittal of Sl and LSR if CRSG Representative is not known.
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@ BELLSOUTH

BellSouth Unbundled Loop Concentration

Rate Elements & USOCs

Rates for ULC must be included in your contract. Rates may be interim pending approval of final
rates by the respective State Commissions.

System Rate Elements uUsoC

ULC — TROO8 System A — 96 Channels UCT8A

ULC—TRO008 System B — 96 Channels UCT8B

ULC - TR303 System A — 96 Channels UCT3A ‘
| ULC - TR303 System B — 96 Channels | uctas |
| ULC - DS1 Interface Cenral Offica |  ucrco |

Loop Interface Rate Elements uUsocC

ULC Interface - 2 Wire Voice - Loop Start or Ground Start ULCC2
ﬁULC Interface - 2 Wire Voice — Reverse Battery ULCCR

ULC Interface - 4 Wire Voice - Loop Start or Ground Starl | ULCC4

ULC Interface — 2 Wire ISDN ULCCA

ULC Interface ~ 2 Wire UDC uLccu

ULC Interface — 4 Wire Digital 56 Kbps ULCC5

ULC Interface — 4 Wire Digital 64 Kbps ULCCe

ULC Interface - Test Circuit ULTTC

Other Non-Recurring Charges

Expedite Charge — applies if CLEC requests order interval of less than five days.
Manual Service Order -- applies if order is manually submitted and electronic ordering is available

Order Cancellation — applies if the CLEC cancels an order. This charge is for work associated with provisioning
the ULC system, Loop Interfaces and the associated loops at the time the CLEC cancels an order.

Service Order Modification Charge — Applies if the CLEC modifies a service order after the Firm Order
Confirmation has been issued.

Overtime Charge — Applies for work requested outside of normal working hours.

Time & Material — Applies for dispatch out if “no trouble found”

BeliSouth Interconnectipn Services 13 11122/00
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@ BELLSOUTH

BellSouth Unbundled Loop Concentration

Intervals

ULC System Establishment

An ULC system establishment installation interval will be established on an individual case basis
(ICB). '

Loop Interfaces (LI) and the Loops

BeliSouth will provision the requested LIs and loops after the receipt of an accurate LSR and Si
according to the intervals for the requested loop type in the BellSouth Products & Services
Interval Guide.

Maintenance & Repair Procedures

The CLEC is responsible for testing and pre-screening any trouble conditions to make sure the
trouble is with Unbundled Loop Concentration (JLC) before calling BellSouth. If the CLEC's testing
isolates the repair problem to ULC, the CLEC should notify the Unbundled Network Element (UNE)
Center.

The CLEC must provide the following information to UNE Center when reporting a repair problem:

e For ULC System, provide System DS1 CLFID
» Forloop(s), provide the loop circuit ID
« Description of the trouble

If BellSouth dispatches a technician on a CLEC reported trouble call and no ULC trouble is found,
BellSouth will charge the CLEC for time spent on the dispatch and for time spent testing the ULC
system.
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@ BELLSOUTH

BellSouth Unbundied Loop Concentration
Contract Specific Provisions

Before ULC can be ordered, the CLEC must have an Interconnection Agreement that includes
terms, conditions and rates. This agreement must be in effect for all states where the CLEC plans
to order ULC. ’ ‘ '

The information contained herein applies to the ULC general offering and is part the standard
BellSouth agreement. The general offering is in accordance with BellSouth policies, procedures
and regulatory obligations as well as the Standard Interconnection Agreement.

The general offering does not address specific contract issues within a CLEC’s Interconnection
Agreement that may be different from the general offering. Where specific contract issues differ
from the information provided here, the contract provisions will prevail for the term of the specific
CLEC Interconnection Agreement. Otherwise, the general offering provisions wilt apply.
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@ BELLSOUTH

BellSouth Unbundled Loop Concentration

Guidelines for Interfacing with the CRSG UNE Group

Email Transactions

e The CLEC must submit Service Inquiries (Sls) to the CRSG UNE Group via email.
e The CLEC should also submit the associated LSR via email.

e Submit only 1 PON (S| & LSR) per mail message

e The CRSG UNE Group email address is crsg.une@bridge.bellsouth.com

+ Use the following guidelines in formatting the email subject header:

PON 12345 UNE NEW for a new UNE order —’
#PON 12345 CORRECTION for a CLEC initiated correction or update

PON 12345 CLARIFICATION RESPONSE for a clarification response

PON 12345 STATUS _for a status request
| PON 12345 Cancel for a cancellation B

Facsimile Transactions for LSRs only

e Only LSRs may be submitted via facsimile
¢ Requests submitted via facsimile should be sent to 800-365-8108

e The following guidelines should be used for requests submitted via facsimile:
< The request must be type written
< A transmittal cover page must be used
< The transmittal cover should include
- PON Number(s)
- Total number of pages transmitted
- Contact information
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@ BELLSOUTH

BellSouth Unbundled Loop Concentration

Acronyms

AMI/SF Alternate Mark Inversion/Super Frame
B8ZS/ESF Binary Eight Zero Substitution/Extended Super Frame
B8ZS/SF Binary Eight Zero Substitution/Super Frame
CLEC Competitive Local Exchange Carrier

CLFID Common Language Circuit identification
CRSG Complex Resale Services Group

DD Due Date

DLC Digital Loop Carrier

DSX Digital Cross-Connection

FOC Firm Order Confirmation

ICB Individual Case Basis

LCSC Local Carrier Service Center

L Loop Interface

LSOGv2 Local Service Ordering Guidelines version 2
LSOGv4 Local Service Ordering Guidelines version 4
LSR Local Service Request

MDF Main Distribution Frame

NC Network Channel

NCI Network Channel Interface

PON Purchase Order Number

SEC NCI Secondary Network Channel Interface

Si Service Inquiry

SWC Serving Wire Center

TR008 Technical Reference 008

TR303 Technical Reference 303

ubDC Universal Digital Channel

ubDL Unbundled Digital L.oop

ULC Unbundled Loop Concentration

ULC-CF Unbundled Loop Concentration — Concentration Functionality
ULC-LI ULC Loop Interface

UNE Unbundled Network Element

UVL Unbundled Voice Grade Loop
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