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REPLY COMMENTS OF SPRINT CORPORATION

Sprint Corporation (“Sprint”) respectfully submits the following replies to
the July 20, 1998 comments offered by MCI in this matter.

Specifically, Sprint vehemently disagrees with MCI’s assertion that the use
of the Location Routing Number (“LRN") for high-volume call-in (“HVCI")
network will not necessarily increase the risk of network reliability failures, as
indicated by the North American Numbering Council (NANC) HVCI Report.
Sprint believes that use of LRN for the HVCI network would have a major
impact on network reliability.

Existing HVCI or “choke” networks were designed specifically to ensure
that network reliability is maintained at all times. Mass calling programs - such
as those used by radio stations, for example - have the potential to tax even the
existing choke network arrangements. If the LRN architecture were forced to

support such mass calling programs, the call volume loads would literally bring

the telecommunications network to its knees.




By way of illustration, Sprint offers the following tables which outline the
potential impact of mass calling programs in transactions per second (“TPS") on
the service control points (“SCPs”) used in the LRN architecture. For example,
Table 1, Scenario 1 tracks a call-in situation involving a radio station with an
audience of 100,000 listeners in one service provider’s operating area. If 60% of
those listeners call in for a major give-away program, the potential impact would
be 60,000 TPS. Even assuming a rather meager 10% participation rate, the impact
would be 10,000 TPS. Table 2 sets up the same four scenarios, but this time

assumes that 10 radio stations are participating in the give-away program at

precisely the same hour.

TABLE 1
Scenario 1 | Scenario 2 | Scenario 3 | Scenario 4

Mass Calling Customer 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000
Base

Percent Off Hook 60% 50% 30% 10%
TPS 60,000} 50,000 30,000 10,000

TABLE 2

TPS for 10 Simultaneous 600,000 500,000 300,000 100,000
Mass Calling Events

Note: (1) TPS - Transactions Per Second

(2) Service Control Points (SCPs) TPS capacity - some vendors offer

850 TPS with others offering 1,500 - 1,800 TPS.

The LRN architecture supporting Local Number Portability (“LNP”) is

only as reliable as the service provider with the lowest SCP TPS capacity. If that

service provider’s SCP is engineered to handle 1,800 TPS, then that service

provider would need 55 times its existing network capacity to handle 10



simultaneous mass calling events, as evidenced in Table 2, Scenario 4 above.
That same service provider would need 333 times its engineered network
capacity to handle the call volumes produced by 10 simultaneous mass calling
events, as outlined in Table 2, Scenario 1. The Commission must agree that such
an outcome is unreasonable.

Sprint asserts that the industry has worked together over the last year to
analyze the effects of choke networks on the public switched network. Asis
evidenced by the comments filed in this matter, that analysis has lead all parties
~ except MCI - to the same conclusion as that proposed by NANC. MCI's
reasoning on this issue is seriously flawed. Sprint urges the Commission to deny
MCT’s request to have the NANC spend any further time reviewing HVCI and

instead adopt NANC's recommendation.

Respectfully submitted,
SPRINT CORPORATION

by J70,
Jay C. Keithley
1850 M Street N.W., 11th Floor

Washington, DC 20036-5807
(202) 857-1030

R

Sandra K. Williams

P. O. Box 11315

Kansas City, MO 64112
(913) 624-1200

Its Attorneys

August 10, 1998



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Pete Sywenki, hereby certify that I have on this 10th day of August 1998,
served via U.S. First Class Mail, postage prepaid, or Hand Delivery, a copy of the
foregoing “Reply Comments of Sprint Corporation” in the Mater of Local
Number Portability, CC Docket No. 95-116, filed this date with the Secretary,
Federal Communications Commission, to the persons on the attached service list.

P Ay -

v

Petec® - Sywenky

* Hand Delivery
*k Diskette
# Facsimile



Kathryn C. Brown*

Chief, Comon Carrier Bureau

Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Room 500
Washigton DC 20554

Joel Ader*

Bellcore

2101 L Street, NW, Suite 600
Washington, DC 20036

Jeannie Grimes* (5 copies)
FCC

2000 M Street, NW, Suite 235
Washington, DC 20554

Kathryn Marie Krause
US WEST, INC.

Suite 700

1020 19th St, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Mary DeLuca

MCI Telecommunications Corp.
1801 Pennsylvania Ave.
Washington, DC 20006

ITS*
1919 M Street, NW, Room 246
Washington, DC 20554

Jane Jackson*

Chief, Competitive Pricing Division
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Room 518
Washigton DC 20554

Frank Michael Parrek

Ameritech

Room 4H84

2000 West Ameritech Center Drive
Hoffman Estates, L 60195-1025

Mark C. Rosenblum

Roy E. Hoffinger

James H. Bolin, Jr.

AT&T Corp.

Room 3247H3

295 North Maple Avenue
Basking Ridge, N] 07920

Glenn B. Manishin
Blumenfeld & Cohen
1615 M St, NW, Suite 700
Washington, DC 20036

AN



