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I. BACKGROUND AND INTRODUCTION

Section 364.025(4){b), Florida Statutes, requires this
Commission to determine and report to the Legislature the total
forward-looking cost of providing basic local telecommunications
services on a geographic basis no larger than a wire center, using
a cost proxy model to be selected by the Commission after notice
and opportunity for hearing. As stated in the law, the purpose of
this study is to assist the Legislature in establishing a permanent
universal service mechanism. For small local exchange companies
that serve fewer than 100,000 access lines, Section 364.025(4) (ec),
Florida Statutes, allows the Commission in its discretion to select
a different proxy model or a fully distributed embedded cost
allocation.

From October 12 through October 16, 1998, we conducted a
formal administrative hearing according to the provisions of
Chapter 120, Florida Statutes, and our rules,. Twenty parties
intervened and participated in the proceeding. There were many
issues addressed at the hearing, including the fundamental issue of
defining “basic local service” for the purpose of establishing a
permanent universal service mechanism. In Section I1I of this
Order, we discuss our decision to define “hasic local
telecommunications service” as it is defined in Section 364.02,
Florida Statutes,

The principal peoint of contention between the parties was
which cost proxy model should we select for the three major
incumbent local aexchange companies (LECs): BellSouth
Telecommunications, Inc. (BellScuth), GTE Florida, Inc. (GTEFL),
and Sprint-Florida, Incorporated (Sprint). BellSouth, GTEFL., and
Sprint either sponsored or supported the BCPM 3.1 cost proxy model.
AT&T Communications of the Southern States, Inc. (AT&T) and MCI
Telecommunications Corp. (MCI) sponsored the HAI 5.0a cost proxy
model. Both models contain highly complex algorithms and require
thousands of discrete input wvalues, Proponents of both models
argued that while neither model was perfect, their model was
superior and best met the requirements of Section 13164.025(a),
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Florida Statutes. In Section 111 of this Order we provide a
detailed discussion of both models and a full explanation of our
decision to adopt the Benchmark Cost Proxy Model 3.1. We also
discuss our decisirn to require the BCPM sponsors to make certain
model revisions and submit a revised version of the model no later
than January 12, 1999. In Section IV of this Order, we explain our
decision to require the aggregating of costs at the wire center
level.

In Section V of this Order, we determine the numerous input
values for the model, including such items as fill factors, poles,
taxes, expenses, digital loop carriers, and cable costs, and we
explain ocur decision that for all inputs not specifically addressed
in this Order, each LEC's proposed inputs are reascnable surrogates
for an efficient provider’s inputs. The specific values that we
adopt are found in Appendix A.

As we explain in Section VI of this Order, BellSouth, GTEFL,
and Sprint are the only three local exchange companies that must
use the cost proxy model selected in Section II. Due to the
required structural changes to the model, we are unable to provide
final cost proxy model results. Appendix B to this Order shall be
filed with the report to the Legislature and will contain the final
cost proxy model results.

As we explain in Section VII, we support the use of the
embedded cost methodology proposed by the small LECs with several
required adjustments. The embedded cost methodology produces a
lower cost for basic local service than the outputs of the models,
and we believe that it is appropriate to use the lower costs. In
addition, we also provide forward-looking cost data so that the
Legislature has the entirety of the information available for the
small LECs. The seven small LECs advocated an embedded cost study
methodology for determining thelr costs. No party opposed the
small LEC cost methodolegy. ©One commissioner dissented on this
issue. He does not belleve that the Commission should endorse and
submit to the Legislature embedded cost data for the small LECs.
Instead, he believes that forward-looking data resulting from a
cost proxy model should be used consistently for small and large
LECs in any effort to facilitate competition through the creation
of a permanent, intrastate universal service mechanism.

Set forth below is our Order in compliance with the statutory
mandate of Section 364.025(4) (b) and (c), Flirida Statutes.
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II. DEFINITION OF BASIC LOCAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICE
A, Introduction

This issue asks the first fundamental question with regard to
our selection of a cost proxy model to determine the cost of basic
local telecommunications service for the purpose of establishing a
permanent universal service mechanism. That question is how should
we define “basic local telecommunicatinns service” as it is used in
Section 364.025(4) (b), Florida Statutes.

B. Discussion

The FCCA arguer that we should adopt a definition of baslic
local telecommunications service that accounts for the full range
of profitable exchange services, not merely “dial tone” service.
The FCCA contends that the Legislature must have this information
on the typical family of services that comprise basic local
telecommunications service so that it can accuratrely assess the
profitability of residential service and the need, if any, for
state universal service support. The FCCA argues that the cost of
the typical family of services should include the cost of dial tone
service as well as the costs associated with a typical spending
pattern of optional calling, access service and vertical services,
The FCCA believes that this definition should be used in choosing
the appropriate proxy model so that the model will recognize that
the network facilities which provide local exchange service provide
other services as well.

The FCCA also argues that, as a practical matter, a cost study
for basic local telecommunications service will necessarily include
other services and cannot be simply limited to dial tone service,
The FCCA contends that a large portion of the facilities used in
providing basic local telecommunications services are used to
provide various other services, including switched access, vertical
services and other intralATA services. As a result, the FCCA
believes, this Commission cannot determine the cost of dial tone
service without including in that cecst the functionality which
underlies numercus other services. If we were to do otherwise, the
FCCA believes, the Legislature might end up compa-ing the full cost
of the loop and the switch to only the price of dial tone service.
Such an inappropriate comparison may result in an erroneous
conclusion that a government subsidy is needed. The FCCA does not
believe that it would be wise to attempt to allocate a portion of
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the cost of the loop and the switch to dial tone service, as it
contends that this not easily accomplished and is an inherently
arbitrary approach. According to the FCCA, such an allocation runs
counter to the realities of the telecommunications marketplace. A
customer cannot order basic dial tone service from one carrier and
vertical services from another carrier. These services must all be
ordered from a single carrier, whether it be the incumbent or a nrw
entrant. Further, the revenues from all of these services are the
revenues any company serving an individual residential customer
would expect to receive to offset the cost of serving that customer
and therefore represent the true revenues that a carrier expects to
receive from a customer for basic local service. The FCCA argues
that a subsidy is necessary only when the total revenues a company
expects to receive from customers for a service are inadequate to
recover the costs of the service. The FCCA then reaches the FCC's
conclusion that “failure to include all revenues received by the
carrier could result in substantial overpayment of the carvier.”
See FCC Report and Order on Universal Service, CC Docket No. 96-45,
FCcC 97-157, 9200 (Uni.ersal Service Order).

The FCCA further supports its position through an analysis of
the distribution of BellSouth’s residential local revenues. The
FCCA claims that 91% of BellSouth’s residential customers purchase
more than dial tone local service from BellSouth. The FCCA argues
that this figure provides a truer picture of the actual costs and
revenues and thereby the need or lack thereof for a government
subsidy (state universal service funding). The FCCA also contends
that BellSouth’'s argument that only the cost of dial tone service
should be included since a customer can order the local loop by
itself through BellSouth is a theoretical argument noi based on the
reality that the 91% figure above demonstrates., The FCCA believes
it completely unnecessary to subsidize BellSouth and GTEFL's very
profitable residential service because of their “"distorted ‘dial
tone’ analysis.”

The FCCA contends that we have adequate statutory authority to
employ the definition that the FCCA advocates. The FCCA argues
that Section 364.025(4) (b), Florida Statutes, does not limit us to
consideration of only "“dial tone” service in our cost
determination. Instead, the FCCA believes that thls statutory
provision requires us to prepare a cost study to assist Lhe
Legislature in @establishing a permanent universal service
mechaniam. The FCCA notes that Section 364.025(1), Florida
Statutes, defines universal service as an “evolving level of accean
to telecommunications services . . .” The FCCA then arques that 1t
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is clear the Legislature intended that we are to determine the cost
of universal service in this proceeding. Accordingly, the FCCA
believes that this specific definitlon of universal service in the
statute gives us adequate opportunity and discretion to adopt the
FCCA's typical family of exchange services definition. The FCCA
argues that it would be inconsistent with the legislative intent of
the statute in this universal service proceeding te limit the scope
of the definition of basic local telecommunications service to that
found in Section 364.02(2), Florida Statutes. The FCCA contends
that this more limited definition was intended to govern the rates
an LEC must freeze when choosing price cap regulation, not to
govern a universal service proceeding.

The FCCA argues that even if we do not adopt the FCCA's family
of services definition for basic local telecommunications services,
we should still calculate the family of services cost in addition
to the dial tone cost. The FCCA states that we should report both
cost figures so that the Legislature has the information necassary
to make an informed decision on the subsidy (universal service
funding) issue, AT&T, e.spire, MCI, and WorldCom adopt the
arguments made by the FCCA with regard to this issue,.

On a similar note, the Attorney General argues that if the
cost proxy model selected includes the entire cost of the loop and
non-traffic-sensitive central office equipment (NTS-COE)
facilities, the applicable revenues to be used as a comparison
(benchmark) to those costs must be the revenues from all services
which use, share and benefit from the use of the loop and NTS5-COE
facilities. The Attorney General notes that the FCC-State Joint
Board and the FCC agree with this position. ZSee FCC 97-157, 9200.
The OPC makes a similar argument with regard to the benchmark
comparison.

In contrast to the FCCA, BellSouth believes that the answer to
what constitutes ™basic local telecommunications service™ 1in
Section 364.025(4) (b), Florida Statutes, Is clearly provided by
Section 364.02(2), Florida Statutes. HellSouth essentially argues
that the same term found in one section of Chapter 364 (s
specifically defined in another part of th. same statute. As a
result, the interpretation is simple and requires only a reading of
the term as it is defined by the plain language of the statute,
ALLTEL, the Attorney General, Northeast, the OPC, and Vista make a
similar argument for use of the definition of basic local
telecommunications service found in Section 364.02(2), Florida
Statutes.
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The FCTA alsc makes an argument similar to BellSouth's, but
with two additional points. First, the FCTA stresses that the
appropriate definition of “universal service” is a separate issue
not specifically addressed in this proceeding. Second, the FCTA
argues that universal service support should not apply to business
line services but only the first residential line. Time Warner
adopts the FCTA’s position on this and all other issues before us
in this proceeding.

BellSouth does not agree that Section 364.025, Florida
Statutes, is ambiguous on this issue, as the FCCA and AT&T arqued.
BellSouth does not believe that the statute’s definitions of basic
local telecommunication service (Section 364.02(2)) and universal
service (Section 364.025(1)) are in conflict., BellSouth contends
that the first statutory provision clearly defines the term, while
the latter recognizes that there may be a need in the future to
redefine basic service based on changes in technology, services,
and market demand.

BellSouth argues that the FCCA and AT&T’s agenda underlying
their position on this issue is obvious. BellSouth believes that
these parties are ignoring the plain meaning of the statute to
ensure that any universal service fund that may arise is as small
as possible. BellSouth argues that these parties desire such an
cutcome because they do not serve local residential customers in
rural high cost areas, the customers who stand to benefit the most
from a universal service fund.

BellSouth believes that the FCCA and ATAT have pursued the
goal of making a universal service fund as small as possible in two
distinct ways. First, BellSouth argues that through use of the
family of services definition these parties seek to artificially
raise the level of revenue available to support basi: local
telecommunications service in order to reduce the size of any
subsequently created universal service fund. BellSouth contends
that the use of such a definition would only serve to maintain the
implicit subsidies that an explicit universal service ftund is
designed to eliminate. Second, BellSouth believes that ATET and
the FCCA’s position that high and low cost areas should be averaged
statewide clearly seeks to eliminate the need for any universal
service subsidy to high cost areas of the state.

In addition, BellSouth argqgues that tae FCCA and AT&T's
proposal would move the Commission beyond the relatively narrow
legislative mandate for this proceeding, which is to determine the
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cost of basic local telecommunications service. BellSouth believes
that it is inappropriate to consider larger policy decisions
involved with setting the size of a universal service fund in the
context of this proceeding.

Finally, BellSouth believes that this issue boils down to a
determination of what service(s) constitute “universal service.”
In other words, what level of service should be universally
available to all Florida citizens? BellSouth notes that although
the FCCA and AT&T argue that all residential revenues should be
taken into account when any future universal service fund is
considered, they do not argue that every residential service must
be offered as a part of universal service. BellSouth argues that
this observation supports its conclusion that these parties are not
argquing for an expanded definition of universal service or basic
local telecommunications service but instead are trying to
interject policy and economic issues not within the scope of this
proceading.

GTEFL also supports the definition of ©basic local
telecommunications service found in Section 364.02, Florida
Statutes. GTEFL points out that Section 364.02 defines specific
terms, such as “basic local telecommunications service™, for all of
the provisions of Chapter 364, including Section 364.025(4) (b).
GTEFL believes that this is a clear statutory mandate with regard
to defining the term in question and is consistent with the maxim
of statutory interpretation that statutory provisions must be read
in relation to one another. Accordingly, GTEFL contends that we
cannot accept the arquments of the FCCA and AT&T to create a new
definition for the purpose of this proceeding. GTEFL believes that
this is an attempt to include as many services as possible in the
revenue benchmark that will likely be part of the universal service
funding scheme. GTEFL stresses that this funding ilssue isa not
before us in this proceeding.

In slight contrast to BellSouth and GTEFL, Sprint supports the
definition of basic local telecommunications service provided by
the FCC in Paragraph 56 of its Universal Service Order. 1In this
order, the FCC defines the level of service for universal service
support as single party service; voice grade access to the public
aswitched network; dual-tone multi-frequency signaling or its
functional equivalent; access to emergency services; access to
operator services; access to interexchange service; access to
directory assistance; and toll limitation s~rvice for certain
customers. Sprint contends that this definition does not differ
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significantly from the definition found in Section 364.02, Florida
Statutes, advocated by the other Florida LECs in this proceeding.
Sprint notes that it has provided cost information for the specific
costs that are not included in the FCC definition but included in
the Florida statutory definition: the cost of adding white pages
and the cost of access to relay services,

Sprint strongly disagrees with the "“typical family of
services” definition advocated by the IXCs in this proceeding.
Sprint believes that this proposal, which would require a
determination of the average revenues per residential customer for
all services provided by the LEC, is inconsistent with the
requirements of Floridz and federal law. Sprint further adds that
the proposal is not responsive to any issue for which the
Legislature requested a study and report by the Commission. Sprint
agrees with GTEFL and BellSouth that Section 364.025(4) uses tLhe
phrase “basic local telecommunications service” in the manner in
which the Legislature defined the term in Section 364.02, Florida
Statutes.

Sprint supports this conclusion with the statutory
construction maxim found in Vocelle v, Knight Bros., Paper Co., 118
So.2d 664 (Fla. 1st DCA 1960), where the Court stated that when a
statute contains a definition of a word or phrase, that meaning
must be ascribed to the word or phrase whenever repeated in the
same statute unless a contrary intent clearly appears. Sprint
contends that a contrary intent does not appear; moreover, the
other vertical services that the IXCs wish to include in their
proposal are expresaly included within the definition of the term
“non-basic service” in Section 364.02(8), Florida Statutes, and
“network access services” in Section 364.163, Florida Statutes.
With regard to the federal definition, Sprint simply arqgues that
like Florida's definition of basic local telecommunicatlions
service, the FCC's definition does not include the IXCs' “family of
services” such as toll, vertical features or accoss service.

Sprint argues that use of the typical family of service
definition, in conjunction with the proposal to use average
revenues from all sources, is clearly inconsistent with the
Telecommunications Act of 1996. The intent of the Act was to
promote local exchange competition and make implicit subsidies
{universal service support) explicit through a universal service
fund. The reason for this change in policy is that competition
should drive prices closer to cost, and thus implicit subsidies
derived from non-basic services would not be sustainable in a
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competitive market. A universal service fund would take the place
of implicit subsidies and seek to preserve the policy geoal of
universal service in a competitive environment. The Act did not
intend for the implicit subsidies to continue in a competitive
local exchange market.

Sprint also states that use of average revenues also serves to
disregard the wide variance in revenues and profitability of
individual customers based on the mix of services used by the
customer. For example, customers that only subscribe to Pbasic
service would be less profitable to an LEC or a new entrant.
Because of competition, the prices for the more profitable customer
who uses a significant amount of vertical services should be driven
down, thus eroding the source of subsidies for the less profitable
customers. Sprint points out that a survey of the highest and
lowest revenue categories of its own customers indicates & range in
revenues from services other than local service from $51.12 to
$.70. Sprint believes that these figures underscore its position
that implicit universal service funding will not be sustainable in
a competitive market. 1In conclusion, Sprint argues that the IXCs'
propesal will only serve to prolong the implicit subsidies derived
from customers who purchase significant quantities of toll services
and vertical features.

Frontier, GTC, ITS, and Quincy did not take a position on this
lasue,

C. Conclusion

We recognize that the parties have presented positions and
arguments on various issues involving universal service under the
umbrella of this issue. Those issues include whether there should
be a state universal service fund and to what revenue benchmark
should we compare the cost to determine the funding amount. These
other issues are notL a part of this hearing process and, moreover,
are not relevant to our decision on determining a definition for
basic loecal telecommunications service. This issue of defining
basic local telecommunications service is a question of statutory
interpretation.

Section 364.025(4) (b) states as follows:

To assist the Legislature in establishing a
permanent wuniversal service mechanism, the
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Commission by February 15, 1999, shall
determine and report to the President of the
Senate and the Speaker of the House of
Representatives the total forward looking
cost, based upon the most recent commercially
available technology and equipment and
generally accepted design and placement
principles, of providing basic local
telecommunications service on a basis no
greater than a wire center basis using a cost
proxy model to be selected by the commission
after notice and opportunity for hearing.

The parties note two principles of statutory construction that
provide guidance in our interpretation of the term “basic local
telecommunications service” in this statutory provision. The first
principle, as cited by Sprint in the Vocelle decision and
previcusly discussed, is that when a statute contains a definition
of a term, that meaning must be ascribed to the term whenever it

is repeated in the same statute unless a contrary intent clearly

appears. The other useful principle, as argued by GTEFL, is the
maxim that statutory provisions must be read in relation to ocne
another.

The first question then is whether the statutory provision
itself defines the term. As stated above, Section 364.025(4) (b),
Florida Statutes, does not define "basic local telecommunications
service.” Next, we should examine the entire section, that is,
Section 364.025, Florida Statutes. Upon examination of the entire
section, it appears that there is no definition to be found.

As described above, several parties, particularly the FCCA,
argue that Section 364.025, Florida Statutes, does provide a
definition for basic local telecommunications service or, at a
minimum, gives us the discretion to determine or create a
definition of basic local telecommunications service for this
proceeding. The FCCA relies on Section 364.025(1), Florida
Statutes. Section 364.025(1), Florida Statutes, states in
pertinent part:

(1) For the purposes of this section, the
term “universal service” means an evolving
level of access to telecommunications services
that, taking into account advances in
technologies, services, and market demand for
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essential services, the commission determines
should be provided at just, reasonable, and
affordable rates to customers, including those
in rural, econumically disadvantaged, and high
cost areas.

The FCCA argues that because we are to determine the cost of basic
local telecommunications service for the purpose of establishing a
permanent universal service mechanism, we can equate basic local
telecommunications serwvice with universal service and create an
“evolving” level or definition of basic service.

We disagree with the FCCA’'s interpretation of Chapter 1364,
Florida Statutes, in this instance. As BellSouth and many of the
parties argue, Section 364.02(2), Florida Statutes, specifically
defines “basic local telecommunications services” as follows:

{2) ™“Basic local telecommunications service”
means voice-grade, flat-rate residential, and
flat-rate single-line business local exchange
services which provide dial tone, lecal usage
necessary to place unlimited calla within a
local exchange area, dual tone multifrequency
dialing, and access to the following:
emergency services such as "911," all locally
available interexchange companies, directory
assistance, operator services, relay services,
and an alphabetical directory listing.

Not only does Section 364.02, Florida Statutes, detine the term in
question, but it also begins with the preface: ™As used in this
chapter: ..."” Thus, throughout Chapter 364, Florida Statutes, the
Legislature clearly and specifically intended that whenever the
term “basic leocal telecommunications service” 1is used, the
definition found in Section 364.02(2) is to be applied. Such an
interpretation also agrees with the satatutory construction
principles cited above by the parties, If the Legislature had
intended that we determine the cost of "universal service” as the
FCCA suggests, it could have done so, but it did not. Instead, the
Legislature used the term “basic local telecommunications service,”™
a term clearly defined in Section 364.02, Florida Statutes.
Accordingly, we find that, for purposes of this proceeding, we
shall define basic local telecommunications service referred to in
Section 364.025(4)(b), Florida Statutes, as 1t 1is defined in
Section 364.02, Florida Statutes.
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I11. COST PROXY MODEL TO DETERMINE THE TOTAL FORWARD-LOOKING COST
OF PROVIDING BASIC LOCAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICE

A, Introduction and Overview

This issue concerns which of the two cost proxy models offered
in this proceeding, the HAI Model Release 5.0a sponsored by AT&T
and MCI (hereafter, HAI or HAI 5.0a), or the Benchmark Cost Proiy
Model Version 3,1 endorsed by BellSouth, Sprint, and GTEFL
{hereafter, BCPM or BCPM 3.1), should we select as the platform for
estimating the forward-locking cost of providing basic local
telecommunications service. Both models contain highly complex
algorithms and require thousands of discrete input wvalues,
Originally developed and submitted to the Federal Communicaticns
Commission (FCC) and the Federal-State Joint Board on Universasl
Service, both models have continued to evolve over roughly the past
two years.

At the ocutset, it is important to note that the revisions to
Section 364.025, Florida Statutes, provide that the cost of basic
local telecommunications service is to be determined using a “cost
proxy model,” a term that arose in the FCC's universal service
proceeding. As used by the FCC, a cost proxy model does not use
any entity’s embedded costs, nor does it attempt toc mirror any
firm’s network architecture and underlying cost structure. Rather,
since the FCC was attempting to revamp i{ts high-cost support
program to make it competitively neutral, they scught a surrogate
measure of the cost of providing basic local service; hence, “cost
proxy.” The surrogate or proxy cost is intended to represent the
forward-looking cost that any telecommunications provider,
regardless of identity, would incur in offering basic local service
in a given geographic area (on a going-forward basis).

While the concept of a cost proxy model is relatively
straightforward, evaluating what conatitutes an “appropriate” model
is not, due to the complexity inherent in any such model. We have
divided our discussion of this issue into several sections. Alter
this initial section, Section B provides a brief discussion and
summary of the FCC’s 10 cost model criteria contained in its May 7,
1997, Universal Service Order., Section C consists of an overview
of each model’s approach to customer location and network design.
Section D focuses on key modeling issues where HAI and BCPM have
different approaches, and this section in turn consists of
subsections dealing with specific topics. Section D-1 concerns
whether a cost proxy model should build plant to households or to
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housing units. Sec"ion D-2 pertains to whether either model’s
network design reflects the deployment of forward-looking
technology. Section D-3 deals with grid versus clustering methods.
Section D-3 discusses the internal model consistency tests as
represented by minimum spanning tree analyses submitted by parties
to this proceeding. Section D=5 assesses various differences in
methodology that affect the size of carrier serving areas to which,
and in which, outside plant facilities are bullt. Differences
include analog copper loop length, size of digital loop carrier
units deployed, whether the provision of advanced services is
impeded, and other assumptions regarding distribution plant design
{including lot shape, drop lengths, etc.). Sections D-& and D-7
evaluate each model’s treatment of switching costs, and transport
and signaling, respectively. Finally, our conclusion regarding
the selection of a cost proxy model is contained in Section D-H.

B. FCC Criterla for Forward-lLooking Cost Studies

The FCC’s Universal Service Order contains 10 criteria that a
forward-looking economic cost (FLEC) study must satisfy in order to
be considered for use in determining federal universal service
support. The FCC concluded that these criteria must be met whether
the FLEC study was sponsored by the industry (such as the HAI or
BCPM models), or proposed by a state as the basis for computing its
required interatate high-cost support. While a state is not bound
by these standards for purpcses of determining the appropriate
costs for an jptrastate universal service mechanism, Cthey
nevertheless can provide insight and general guidance into key
issues assoclated with selecting a FLEC cost proxy model.
Accordingly, the following summary of the FCC’'s requirements lays
the groundwork for much of the discussion in this and subsequent
sections of this Order.

1. The cost model should incorporate the least-cost, most
efficient technology currently providing the supported
services. Qutside plant constructed by the model must
terminate at the LECs’ existing wire center locations. The
loop design in the model should not impede the provision of
advanced services; the model’s wire center line counts should
equal actual LEC wire center line counts; and the model or
study "should reflect the incumbent carrier’'s actual average
loop length.”
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10,

FCcC

The model or study must include a cost for each function
necessary to provide the supported services,.

Only long-run forward-looking costs, where all costs are
treated as avoidable and variable, should be included. The
study should reflect the current cost of obtaining
telecommunications facilities and equipment.

The rate of return used in the m~del must be either (a) the
authorized interstate rate of return (currently 11.25%) or (b)
the state’s authorized return for intrastate services.

Economic lives and net salvage percentages used in the model
to compute depreciation expense must be within the FCC-
authorized range.

The model or study must estimate the cost of serving all
households and businesses within a geographic area. The .odel
should derive the cost of serving all lines (including mulei-
line business and residences, special access, and private
lines).

The model should assign a reasonable portion of joint and
common costs to the supported services,

The model and its calculations and all supporting data should
be available for review by all interested parties. “All
underlying data should be verifiable, engineering assumptions
reasonable, and outputs plausible.”

The model must allow for key inputs and engineering principles
to be modified. Some key inputs and principles include: cost
of capital; depreciation rates; fill factors; input costs;
overheads; retail prices; structure sharing factors; flber-
copper crossover points; and terrain variables.

Support calculated by the model or cost study must be
deaveraged at least to the wire center level, and to more
disaggregated levels {f feasible.

97-157, 1250
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C Customer Location and Network Design
HAI: Customer Locaiion

According to AT&T/MCI witness Wood, the HAI customer location
process first develops a database of customer address records. Data
for residence locations are provided by Metromail, Inc. The data
on business customers are from Dunn & Bradstreet. The addresses
are then geocoded (assigned latitude and longltude coordinates).
PNR and Associates actually performs the geocoding on behalf of the
HAI sponsors. PNR uses a software program called Centrus Desktop
to perform the geocoding; the geocoding used for HAl's customer
location process is actual address matching, which is the most
stringent standard. Customer locations that cannot be successfully
geocoded are placed at surrogate locations. Surrogate points are
placed uniformly along the census block {CB) boundaries.

Once the customer locations are estapblished, FNR employs an
algcrithm that identifies all customer locations within a wire
center’'s boundaries that are close enough to be efficiently
engineered as a single telephone plant serving area. This process
is called “clustering.” Clustering identifies actual groups of
customers, and also identifies those customer locations that are
not part of such groups. Engineering constraints are applied during
the clustering process. Clusters that contain five o:r more
customer locations are classified as “main®” clusters. Clusters
that contain from one to four customers are called “outlier”
clusters. The clustering algorithm then determines to which main
cluster the various outlier clusters will be “chained” or “homed.”
Finally, the clustering algorithm computes the area of a rectangle
equal to that of the convex hull covering each cluster, as well as
the aspect ratio (ratio of height to width) of this rectangle.
Each main cluster and the outlier clusters that home on it are
considered a serving area.

HAL: Network Design

According to the HAI Model Description, for main clusters, the
model lays distribution plant directly over the rectangular areas
where customer clusters are located. This plant extends from the
serving area interface (SAI) to the customer premises in the
cluster. The basic distribution configuration for the main cluster
is a “grid” topology, in which tapering backbone cables run north
and south from the SAI, while branch cables extend east and west
from the backbone cables past the individual subscriber locations,
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The backbone cables terminate one lot width from the sast and west
sides of the rectangle.

The HAI distribution module performs a test to ensure that the
longest combined backbone and distribution cable run does nct
exceed a user-adjustable maximum copper distance. The default
value of this cable run is 16,000 feet.

Main eclusters with total areas of less than 0.03 square miles
and line densities greater than 70,000 lines per square mile
consist of high-rise buildings. When these criteria are met and
the model assumes a high-rise, the model further assumes the
distribution cable is riser cable and that the SAl is located in
the basement of the building.

Outlier clusters are served by the nearest main cluster. A
main cluster and any subtending outlier clusters together
constitute a serving area. Outlier clusters are connected *o main
clusters by copper road cables extending from the centroid of the
main cluster to the centroid of the outlier. No matter whecther a
customer is located in a main or outlier cluster, the distribution
arrangement at the customer’s premises is similar. At a point
close to the customer’'s location, a splice and block terminal is
installed to cennect a drop cable. Drop lengths are predetermined
and range from 50-150 feet.

Fiber feeder is extended to any main cluster that has at least
one outlier cluster. The road cable carries an analog voice signal
if the right-angle route distance from the main cluster to the
farthest customer location is less than a user adjustable distance
parameter. If the furthest customer is more than the default
distance (18,000 feet) from the main cluster, the cable is assumed
to carry a digital T-1 signal to a remote T-1 terminal at the
centroid of the outlier and is served by T-1 road cable. From the
T-1 terminal, copper cables carrying analog signals extend the
remainder of the way to the customer locations within the outlier,

In most cases, copper distribution cable is used to link 3Als
to customer premises. Fiber is used when any of the following
conditions are met: l)total feeder and subfeeder is greater than a
user-adjustable value; 2) a life-cycle cosat analysis shows that
fiber is more economical; 3) the longest distribution cable run
from the wire center to the farthest corner of the main cluster is
greater than a user-adjustable maximum analog copper distance; 4)
there is at least one outlier ¢luster subtending the main cluster;
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or 5) the wireless investment cap is inveked and leads to the
conclusion that one of two wireless systems is assumed to be the
least-cost solution for the serving area.

Although the default feeder architecture in the HAI model
assumes rectilinear routing (i.e., North-South and East-West), the
model does allow the user tc “steer” feeder at a different angle
toward a cluster of customers. In addition, the user may vary the
HAI model’s mix of distribution plant (i.e., how much is on poles,
versus how much is buried or undergro.ind). Further, the model has
the capability of looking at each one of the distribution routes,
examining the soil types and all related characteristics (such as
depth to bedrock and water table depth), and adjusting the
structure mix.

Finally, regaruing switching, the HAI Model sizes each switch
in each central office based on the office’s line counts and
traffic characteristics. The user can also identify the type of
switch for each office location, inmput it to the model, size it
appropriately, and determine the switching investment,

BCPM: Customer Location

To locate customers, the BCPM first determines where roads are
present in a census block. A key assumption of BCPM is that
customers are located on or near roads., Next, a "fish net”™ of
microgrids is placed over each census block. A microgrid is an
area 1/200th of a degree of longitude and latitude, or typically
about 1,500 feet by 1,700 feet. Census Bureau data on housing units
and business line data obtained from PN® and Associates are
aggregated at the census block (CB) level., (A CB is the smallest
level for which Census data are available. A Census Block Group
{CBG), which is a collection of CBs, generally contains between 250
and 550 housing units; on average, a CBG consists of 31 CBs.)

The Census block housing unit numbers and business lines are
then allocated to each of the microgrids in the census block, based
on the percentage of the census block’s total rcad miles that occur
in a given microgrid. The result is a statistical distribution of
customer locations across the microgrids of a wire center.

According to BellSouth witness Duffy-Deno, the next step ls to
aggregate the microgrids (along with the estimated locations within
each microgrid) into Carrier Serving Areas (CSAs). BCPM's CSAs are
known as ultimate grids,
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BCPM: Network Design

According to tte BCPM Model Methodology, the engineering
protocol most central to the BCPM network design is limiting the
maximum copper loop length within each CSA to less than 12,000
feet. To maximize attainment of this standard, the maximum CSA
(equivalently, ultimate grid) size is typically constrained to
1/25th of a degree latitude and longitude (approximately 12,000
feet by 14,000 feet).

The first atep in designing tiie network in BCPM is to create
the feeder cable routes, This is actually done in the
preprocessing stage, rather than by the model. Beginning at the
wire center, a maximum of four main feeder routes run directly
north, south, east, and west from the wire center to serve four
feeder quadrants.

If the line count in the center 1/3 of a feeder quadrant 1is
greater than 30% of the total feeder quadrant lines, this feeder
remains a single feeder and potentially points (is “steered”) to
the population centroid of the entire feeder quadrant, The 30%
figure is used to determine whether there is sufficient line demand
in the middle of a quadrant to support the economics of a single
feeder. If the line count in the center 1/3 of a feeder quadrant
is lass than 30% of the total feeder quadrant lines, the feeder
splits into two main feeders, each potentially pointed at the
population centroid in one half of the feeder quadrant. Each
portion of the split main feeder is sized according to the number
of customers that it serves. The length of the main feeder(s) is
limited to the minimum distance necessary to reach the last
subfeeder of an ultimate grid.

Any time the model logic indicates that the main feeder should
be redirected, or split, at the point 10,000 feet from the central
office, a test is run to determine if the design produces the least
cost network. Total feeder cable length (including feeder,
subfeeder and subfeeder part two) for the redirected or split
feeder system is compared with the total feeder cable length for a
design where the main feeder is continued in the original cardinal
direction, i.e., due north, south, east or west, and with
subfeeders at right angles to the main feeder. The design with the
shortest total feeder cable length is selected. Like the HAI
Model, the BCPM can also tilt or steer feeder Loward customer
locations.
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From the main feeder, subfeeders branch out toward the
individual ultimate grids. Subfeeder is potentially shared by more
than one wultimate grid. A digital loop carrier (DLC) site is
established (where loop lengths exceed the copper/fiber breakpoint)
within each CSA at the road centroid of the ultimate grid. If a
CSA is served by copper feeder, the cross connect where copper
feeder facilities are connected with copper distribution facilities
{the feeder/distribution interface (FDI) site) is established at
the road centroid for that ultimate grid.

Right and left connecting cables extend from the DLC location
to the road centroid of each occupied distribution quadrant. These
connecting cables consist of horizontal connecting cables that
extend east and wes. from the DLC site and vertical connecting
cables that vertically connect the horizontal connecting cable to
the road centroid of each of the occupied distribution gquadrants.

The type of cable used in the feeder system is determnined
based on the specified copper/fiber breakpoint. The copper/fiber
breakpoint is a user adjustable input. The default input for the
copper/fiber breakpoint is 12,000 feet., A copper/fiber breakpoint
of 12,000 feet requires placing copper in the feeder if the maximum
loup length from the wire center to all customera within an
ultimate grid is less than 12,000 feet. If the loop length for any
customer in the ultimate grid exceeds 12,000 feet, fiber is placed
in the feeder to serve all customers in the ultimate grid., For all
loops, cable beyond the DLC site is copper,

With the exception of the ultimate grids that remain
microgrids in size (due to their line density), each ultimate grid,
or CS5A, is divided into four potential distribution quadrants. The
ultimate grid is divided intoc four distribution quadran*ts at the
road centroid of the ultimate grid which corresponds to the DLC
site. Once the distribution guadrants are formed, data on the road
network is used to determine the lengths of horizontal and vertical
connecting cable and backbone and branch cable, For modeling
purposes, a road-reduced area is developed as the area encompassed
by a 500 foot buffer along eaclh side of the livable roads (e.q.,
excluding limited access freeways and underpasses).

In determining the number of FDIs to install in an ultimate
grid, the BCPM reviews the cable sizing used in the grid. When the
distribution cable sizing exceeds 1,200 pairs, the BCPM places an
FDI at the road centroid within each populated distributicn
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units, and six are filled and four are empty, there are six
households but 10 housing units.

According to BellSouth witness Duffy-Deno, by locating and
building to an area that encompasses housing units rather than
households, BCPM would build more plant than if it simply built to
areas based on households. Witnrss Duffy-Deno also observed that
althcugh the BCPM default is bu ' ding to housing units, the user
can change the module so that it ouilds instead to househeclds. The
user does not have to go to the p-r-pr cessing stage to effect this
change.

Sponsors of MAl .upport their cla.m .nat plant should be built
to househoclds by a very strict reading of Paragraph 250 of the
FCC’s May 7, 1997 Universal Servi e Order. Criterion 6 states:

The cost study or model must estimate the cost
of providing service to all businesses and
households within a geographic region.

Not surprisingly, BellSouth witness Duffy-Deno asserts that .
there is a difference of opinion as to whether the FCCT truly meant
households or did it mean housing units, or did it mean households
with current telephone service. Obviously the sponsors of BCFM
interpreted that as housing units.” The FCC to date has not
clarified what it intended by "household,” although both the HAI
and BCPM sponsors have maintained thelr respective interpretations
since the May 7, 1997, Universal Service Order was issued.

Witness Duffy-Deno further asserted that the appropriate cost
proxy model should be costing what it would take to build plant to
housing units because of the incumbent's obligation to serve.
Presumably, the witness is referring to an LEC's responsibility te
provide service to new customers on demand, in a relatively short
period of time. However, when asked, witness Duffy-Deno did not
know how much of a difference in the BCPM results it would make 1f
one constructed plant te households rather than housing units.

AT4T/MCI witness Wood states that the HAI model accounts for
more than just households with a telephone. HAI includes all
locations with & telephone regardless of whether anybody was home
when the census was taken. According to witness Wood, any place
that constitutes a household, the HAI model buiids to it, whether
it has a telephone or not. AT&T/MCI witness Pitkin defines a
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housing unit as what he believes the census bureau defines as a
housing unit, which is a livable structure,

AT&T/MCI witness Wood contends that there are structures
defined as housing units that would not require telephone service.
Moreover, witness Wood alleges that the debate over households and
housing units relates more to the line count process than it does
to the service process. According to witness Wood, HAl adjusts to
the line counts that are provided by the local companies.

GTEFL witness Murphy implied that AT&T/MCI witness Wood was
trying to mislead us into believing that vacant housing units are
things like dilapidated buildings and barns. Witness Murphy
doubted that this would be the case. Further, he pointed out that
the Census Bureau data reflect, at any given point in time, that
just over 10 percent of the living units are going to be vacant.
He believes Florida, in particular, would have significant turnover
and significant seascnal vacancies.

On balance, we believe that a cost proxy model for intrastate
purposes should build plant to housing units, not just occuplea
households or households with telephone service. Our conclusion is
based on two reasons. First, as alluded to by BellSouth witness
puffy-Deno, Florida imposes on incumbent LECs an affirmative
carrier of last resort responsibility to provide service to those
who request it, subject to our mandated timetables. (While a CLEC
is not subject to the same requirements, it is conceivable that
something similar might be imposed in the area in which the CLEC
chose to serve -- if the CLEC wished to be designated an eligible
telecommunications c¢arrier.) Consequently, an LEC would of
necagsity be constructing plant to serve some (presently) unserved
locations prior to demand materializing.

Second, while we have been unable to discern from the record
what the precise impact of this modeling assumption would be on the
respective proxy models, we believe the effect on a model’s results
likely is not insignificant. At the outset it is evident that
there are more housing units than households, leading one to
conclude more plant is needed to serve the former than the latter.
NMext, HAI builds plant to clusters consisting of households and
business locations, while BCPM constructs plant to grids populated
with housing units and business locations. However, once HAI has
developed its clusters and BCPM its grids, both models assume that
their customer locations are uniformly distributed within the
clusters and grids, respectively. The number of lines associated
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with these serving areas may be trued up to match the overall! wire
center line counts. However, contrary to witness Woods’ interence,
this adjustment has no effect on the assumed dispersion of customer
locations within a =luster or grid, but only on the number of lines
per location.

2. Forward-Leoking Technology

Criterion No. 1 in Paragraph 250 of the FCC’s May 7, 1997,
Universal Service Order specifies that the forward-looking cost
proxy model should reflect the least-cost, most efficie-t
technologies currently being deployed to provide supperted
services. MCI witness Wells acknowledged that the HAI model’s use
of T-1 technoclogy to serve outlier clusters is not forward-
locking. He believes, however, that the cost proxy is not always
required to incorporate forward-looking technolegy. According to
witness Wells, the FCC only requires that the technology assumed irn
the model be least-cost, most efficient, and reasonable technology
for providing the supported services that are currently being
deployed.

In contrast, the BCPM assumes state-of-the-art technology. In
some cases it appears that the BCPM may model a more up-to-date
technology than is currently in place in many areas. Witness
Staihr contends that forward-looking, economic cost should reflect
the forward-looking, currently available technology to provide
basic service in the most efficient way possible. In order to
build the network, the BCPM model assumes state-of-the-art
technology. Furthermore, accarding to witness Staihr, the reason
the network is constructed in such a way is because “the FCC said
do it this way.” As a result of this decision, the BCPM deploys
fiber-based digital loop carrier systems equally in urban and rural
areas, but these DLCs are more expensive than T-1 on copper.
According to witness Staihr, the BCPM ensures that both urban and
rural customers receive the same quality of service by deploying
the same forward-looking technology in urban and rural areas.

According to GTEFL witness Murphy, the HAI model uses obsolete
technology, and its use of a few large DLC terminals |is
inappropriate for many reasons. First, HAI does not adhere to the
12,000 foot customer serving area standard. Second, the HAI model
deploys outdated T-1 on copper-based DLC. With regard to T-1 on
copper, witness Murphy states “that is a 25 year old technology
that essentially nobody in this country is deploying at thia time.”
In support of his statement, witness Murphy refers to the comments
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filed by the Rural Utility Services with the FCC. In a filing made
on September 24, 1997, on page 3, the Rural Utility Services
states, "More ‘mportant, no one is installing new copper T-1
systems in rural America today except in a few cases on existing
plant.”

Sprint witness Laemmli echoed the comments of other LEC
witnesses and pointed out that deploying T-1 on copper facilities
significantly restricts the bandwidth that can be delivered to a
customer. The total bandwidth which must be shared to serve a
maximum of 24 customers over a T-1 carrier is only 1.544 mb/s,
rather than the entire 1.544 mb/s which each customer may receive
from a network using fiber optics and DLCs.

Rather than installing copper-based T-1 facilities, GTEFL
witness Murphy opined that a more reasonable design would be a
small fiber-fed remote DLC terminal. With such an architecture, if
demand for advanced services materializes, satisfying that demand
would be a matter of replacing the electronics on the other end of
the fiber facility. In contrast, if T-1 on copper were initlally
installed, additional cable facilities would be required to meet
any new demand.

In defense of the HAI model design, MCI witness Wells asserted
that based on his many years of experience In outside plant
engineering, he believes the HAI Model most closely conforms to the
guidelines for a narrowband local access network that is least
cost, most efficient, and based on currently available technology.

During his deposition witness Wells acknowledged that copper
T-1 is not a forward-looking technolegy. However, he was quick to
add that he does not believe that the criterion of forward-looking
technology is applicable to these models. He asserted:

The FCC criteria - - the technology assumed in
the cost study or model must be least cost,
most efficlent and reascnable technology for
providing the supported services that 1is
currently being deployed. Froviding broad
band services is not a requirement of the
model. A requirement of the model is least
cost, most efficient, currently available
technology and is designed to provide specific
services such as plain, old telephone service
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(POTS) and not to provide, you know, any kind
of forward-looking service.

Upon consideration, we conclude that, except for HAI's
constructing T-1 facilities on copper to outlier clusters, both
models deploy reasonable (orward-looking technologies. As
reflected by MCI witness Wells’' statements, the HRI sponsors admit
that while T-1 on copper is not a forward-looking technology, it is
nevertheless appropriate on the basis of the "“least cost” standard
in those limited areas where it is deployed. We agree that HAl's
use of T-1 on copper to serve outlier clusters, which contain at
most four locations, should yield the least cost option for serving
such remote, low-density areas. However, Florida is and has been
for some time a high growth state. We find it unlikely that an
outside plant engineer familiar with Florida's demand growth trends
would choose a technology that could not accommodate such
demographics in a timely manner. Second, as discussed at greater
length in Section D-5, while the network constructed by a cost
proxy model need not be able to provide advanced services, neither
should it inhibit their eventual deployment. Accordingly, we find
that a cost proxy model appropriate for Florida should not assume
a network that builds T-1 on copper facilities.

3. Grids v. Clustering Methods

An acceptable cost proxy model must be able to construct
facilities sufficient to provide basic local telecommunications
sorvice to customer locations. Given an exhaustive source which
specifically identified all customer locations, this would be only
a moderately difficult task. Unfortunately, no such single source
exists. Consequently, each of the models must posit a methodolagy
to estimate where customers are likely to be located, .nd then
propose an approach to estimate the amount and types of facilities
necessary to serve those locations. Needless to say, this becomes

a daunting task.

As described in Section C, the two competing models take very
different approaches to customer locations, The BCPM starts with
Census Bureau data on the number of households at the census block
level and information on the location of the road network within
each census block (CB), and overlays each CB with a matrix of
microgrids. Based on an assumption that most customers reslde near
roads, BCPM estimates a probable physical distribution °f customers
within a census block by allocating the number of housing units
within a census block according to the percentage of the CB's road

e
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network that exists within each of the microgrids. The BCPM “grid"
approach thus first disaggregates available data to micregrids, and
then designs its network facilities by reaggregating the microgrids
into “ultimate grids,” which is its surrogate for a carrier serving
area (CSA). For both models, the CSA represents the area served by
a single digital loop carrier (DLC) facility.

In contrast to BCPM's allocative approach, the HAI medel
identifies by census block actual customer locations, by longitude
and latitude, as derived by geoccoding customer addresses. However,
not all households known to exist within a census block can be
geocoded. Where there is a discrepancy between the num .er known to
exist and the number which can be geocoded, the remaining
households are assumed to be distributed uniformly around the
particular CB’s geographic boundary. Next, like the BCPM, subject
to certain specified constraints, HAI reaggregates its locations
into “clusters.” This process is accomplished by starting with &
given point and adding to it its “nearest neighbor,” with the
process continuing iteratively until no more points can be added
without wviolating the cluster design constraints. Clusters with
five or more locations are “main clusters,” HAI’s surrogate for a
CSA.

In the next section, we evaluate the various arguments for and,
against gridding wversus clustering approaches to customer
locations.

BCPM Grids

According to Sprint witness Staihr, a grid in the BCPM is just
an area of land that represents a carrier serving area. Telephone
engineers build plant to certain groups of people they decide are
going to be served together. There are about 23,000 grids in
Florida. All grids must fit within a wire center boundary, because
the network will be built based on the wire center. After
reviewing where the roads are in a CB, the entire CB is overlaid
with micro-grids. Each microgrid is about 1500 feet on a side. On
average a microgrid is approximately S5H.5 acres.

1f a particular microgrid has 10% of the roads for a given CB,
it is assigned 10% of the housing units for the CH. According to
BellSouth witness Duffy-Deno, microgrids have a spatial orientation
and the BCPM spatially locates customers to those microgrids. BCPM
does not assign a different latitude and longitude to each housing
unit. However, witness Duffy-Deno argues BCPM does locate housing
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units to a microgrid. According to witness Duffy-Deno, “If we took
a map of Flcrida and overlay -- we would overlay the microgrids,
those microgrids aren't random. They have a spatial crientation.
Their perimeters are defined by latitude and longitude.”

The BCPM overlays the entire stata with microqrids. Cuntomers
are assigned to microgrids, and then they are aggregated into
serving areas. BCPM aggregates microgrids to form what is called an
ultimate grid. In a rural area in the interior of a wire center,
an ultimate grid will have €4 micregrids in it. An ultimate grid is
simply a collection of microgrids. Not all micregrids are
populated. The model also divides the area into quadrants based on
the road centroid of the ultimate grid. By doling seo, it identifies
whether each of these quadrants is populated.

ATLT/MC1 rebuttal witnesses Wood and Pitkin levy several
criticisms against the grid technique employed in the BCPM. First,
they note that because BCFM's system of grid aggregation and
disaggregation is arbitrary and disregards actual customer
locations, it can split up in a random manner natural groupings of
customers that could and perhaps should be served together.
Because BCPM’s grid approach essentially allocates customers to
portions of a census block based on road mileage, this problem can
arise in at least two ways. First, BCPM divides an ultimate grid
into four quadrants. Depending upon where, for example, a grouping
of four customers actually are situated relative to a quadrant
boundary, these four customer locations could be served in as few
as one to as many as four different quadrants. Second, groupings
of customers that straddle census block *oundaries would not be
served by BCPM as a single grouping.

ATLT/MCI witnesses Wood and Pitkin level a second criticism
which they assert is a serious flaw that renders BCPM incapable of
being adopted as the basis for computing the cost of basic local
telecommunications service for purposes of universal service. They
note the BCPM allocates census block housing unit data to
individual microgrids, with these microgrids subsequently being
aggregated to ultimate grids. As a result of this allocation
process, microgrids will be assigned fractional customer locations.
Because of rounding, it is evident ihat some customer locations
will be dropped and sufficient plant not built to serve Them,

Sprint witness Staihr admitted that when microarids arce
aggregated back up to form quadrants of ultimate grids, » certain
number of persons are served in each guadrant of the ultimate grid,.
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When one reaggregates what were assigned to the microgrids, if
there were some fractions, the result may include a “part of a
person.* Generally, a part of a person is rounded up or down, and
that rounding tends to offset itself.

While acknowledging that under certain conditions BCPM will
drop housing units, or equivalently customers, when it aggregates
microgrids to generate ultimate grids, witness Staihr stated that
the impact was guite small. Specifically, witness Staihr testified
that the lines left out due to rounding amounted to 6/1000 of one
percent, or 373 out of 6.6 million lines. He further contended that
HAl would not have built plant to these locations either, because
the HAI model does not build to housing units but only to houses
that have telephones.

AT&T/MCI witnesses Wood and Pitkin also believe that there is
a serious problem with BCPM's definition of a grid. Because they
are defined by degrees of longitude and latitude, the grids are
different sizes in different parts of the country due to the
curvature of the earth. The BCPM creates CSAs that are
substantially larger inm the south than they are in the north.
According to Wood and Pitkin, BCPM ultimate grids in Florida vary
by more than 6%.

HAL Clustering

During the input development process HAI identifies all
customer locations within a wire cen'2r’s boundaries that are close
enough to be efficiently engineerea as a single telephone plant
serving area. This process is called clustering. Customer
locations must meet certain criteria in order to be considered
members of a particular cluster. HNo point in a cluster may be more
than 18,000 feet in distance (based on right angle routing) from
the cluster’s centroid., No cluster may exceed 1,B00 lines in size,
No peoint in a cluster may be further than two miles from its
nearest neighbor in the cluster.

The customer locations “clustered” by HAl are of two types:
address-geocoded locations and surrogate locations. As discussed
in Section C, address-geccoded data points are generated using a
commercial address mailing list in conjunction with a program that
yields the longitude and latitude of th: address. For known
locations that cannot be geocoded in Florida, HAl assumes that such
locations will occur uniformly around the perimeter of the census
block that contains them.
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The success rate for geocoding customer locations varies by
density zone. In the lowest two density zones, 0-5 and 5-100 lines
per square mile, 34% and 62%, respectively, of customer addresses
in Florida were successfully geocoded, The highest percentage,
85%, occurred in the 100-200 lines per square mile zone; on
average, 70% of addresses in Florida were geocoded.

Unlike BCPM’'s grids, clusters can cross census block
boundaries. 1In earlier versions ¢f the HAI model censaus blocks
{CBs)and census block groups (groups of census blocks; CBGa) were
used as boundaries. According to ATAT/MCI witness Weod, customer
clusters were found actually to exist on both sides of those
beundaries. For that reason, he believes that CBs and CBGs should
not be used as boundaries for designing plant and identifying
customers. The HAI model no longer uses these type boundaries.

According to witness Wood, computers do not like irregular
shapes. HARI creates a rectangle, a regular polygon, that has the
same size and the same aspect ratio (the ratio of length to width)
as the original irregularly-shaped cluster. A service uarea is thus
developed based on rectangles that overlay the actual clusters.
The dimensions of these rectangles are ultimately inserted into the
HAI model, and plant is actually constructed to them.

Sprint witness Staihr disagrees with the idea that it would be
nearly impossible for a model to use an irregular shaped polygon,
He contends that this is exactly what the FCC is doing In its
hybrid cost proxy model. According to witness Staihr, the FCC is
using a grid laid over a cluster, “a grid very similar to the
BCPM's grid.” He explains that the FCC firat constructs clusters
using the technigue that BCPM uses to cluster grids. Witness
Staihr concludes that the FCC's clustering approach is different
from the HAI clustering approach.

BellSouth’s witness Duffy-Denc testified that the fuidamental
unit in the HAI model for customer clustering is the irreqular
polygon cluster developed by PNR. These irregular polygon clusters
can span several census blocks, and distributing customers on the
perimeter of the census blocks can yield an abnormal cluster at the
boundary.

Sprint witness Staihr observed that a local serving area in
the Hatfield Model is a cluster, while the local serving area 1in
BCPM is the ultimate grid. A cluster and a grid are not comparable
to one another. Often the HAI clusters are significantly larger.
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Accordingly, there will be more BCPM ultimate grids than there will
be HAI clusters.

After an exu.mination of FNR polygon clusters and their
corresponding HAI rectangles, Sprint witness Staihr noted various
anomalies. First, he stated that there is a disparity between the
shape and orientation of the underlying PNR polygon clusters and
the equivalent rectangle calculated by HAI. Second, the PNR
clustering algorithm ignores geographic barriers. For example, some
clusters extend beyond the borders of the wire center., Third, some
PNR clusters overlap, suggesting the potential to overbuild
distribution plant in some areas.

The HAI customer location methodology involves the use of an
algorithm to cluster customers. Once customers are clusteied into
main and outlier clusters, PNR constructs a convex hull around the
set of address-geocdaded and surrogate points associated with that
cluster. The PNR polygon cluster is transformed into a rectangle
that may have little resemblance to the original underlying PNR
polygon. Since the HAI rectangle is used as the basis for modeling
distribution plant, distortions between the shape and orientation
of the PNR polygon cluster and the resulting HAl rectangle can
result in an understatement of the dispersion of customers in the
locations identified by HAI via the PNR polygon clusters. This
can, in turn, result in a substantial underestimation of
distribution plant.

Conclusion

Az noted above, it appears that both models’ constructs and
their implementation -- HAl’s clusters and BCPM's grids -- have
their flaws. A wvirtue of BCPM's grids is a standardized
definition, but since it is based on degrees of longitude and
latitude, the resulting grids will vary in size depending upon
where they are located. Nonetheless, BCPM does not "locate”
customers; rather, starting from housing unit and road mileage data
at the census block level, it generates a probable distribution of
where customers most likely will be located.

In contrast, while HAI also relles on essentially the same
census data, it goes a step further and employs address-geocoded
information to determine the actual physical locations of many
customers. However, it does not build plant to these actual
locations. As a modeling convenience, it uisregards the actual
locations of points within its clusters, as well as the shape and
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orientation of th ecluster, and converts its main clusters to
equivalent rectangles. Thus, while HAI! initially uses actual
locations of some customers, ultimately like BCPM, It assumes a
uniform distribution of customer locations within a given cluster.

Moreover, because the HAl model converts its clusters to
standardized rectangles, there are instances where the HAI model
understates the dispersion of customer locations and thus tends to
underestimate the amount of outsice plant facilities required.
This topic, which concerns the internal consistency of a given
model, is discussed at length in Section D-4.

In principle, use of geccoded data on actual customer
locations should enhance the accuracy of a cost proxy model. At a
minimum we would suggest that a cost proxy model should use
available geocoded data as a “sanity check™ on the model’s
dispersion of customer locations (and thus route mileage of plant
constructed). Since neither model designs and constructs plant to
actual, known customer locations, we conclude that there is ne
clear basis to endorse cne approach over the other. Each model
distributes locations throughout its surrogate for & CSA, and then
constructs plant to these assumed locations. What is more telling
iz which model does a better job building plant to where it
estimates customers reside.

4. Internal Consistency of the Models: MST Analyses

In April 1998, Spri-t representatives met with members of the
Fcc's Universal Service Branch (now part of the Accounting Poalicy
Division) to convey certain information that they had cbtained
during a proceeding before the Nevada commission. The substance of
this meeting was subsequently made public in an ex parte filing in
CC Docket No. 96-45 and provided on this preoceeding as an exhiblc
BKS-2 by Sprint witneas Staihr. Specifically, Sprint had gqained
access to Nevada data that had been geocoded by FNR Associates for
the HAI sponsors for certain HAI main clusters. Sprint conducted
minimum spanning tree (MST) analyses on a sample of these clusters,
A minimum spanning tree, a concept from graph theory, represents
the shortest posasible path to connect a set of points. The
results of Sprint’s review of the Nevada PNR data led Sprint to
conclude that the amount of distributirn cable built to serve
certain clusters was significantly less than the MST to connect the
original geocoded customer locations.
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According to Sprint’s ex parte filing, this result, which
would likely be n>re prevalent in low density, rural areas, has
three causes. First, once a main cluster is defined, a polygon is
logically constructed -- referred to as a convex hull -- that
surrounds and contains the points of the cluster, and the area of
this polygon calculated. Second, HAI logically constructs arcund
the polygon a “minimum bounding rectangle” oriented north-
south/east-west, and computes this rectangle’s aspect ratio (ratio
of its height to width). Third, the data from the first two steps,
by cluster, is actually input into the HAI model, where a rectangle
with an aspect ratio equal to step 2 and area equal to the polygon
in step 1, is computed. Where the initial convex hull that was
constructed is irregular in shape, the HAI process causes the
modeled rectangle to understate the dispersion that was present in
the original underlying customer locations. The ex parte filing
indicates that this phenomenon is exacerbated by two HAI modeling
assumptions: (a) that drops are a fixed length, with a maximum of
150 feet in length, and (b) that the backbone and branch cable to
which the drops connect only extends to within one lot depth and
width in the areas modeled.

In this proceeding numerocus parties submitted the results of
MST analyses conducted on the model they favor and the model they
oppose. There was significant dispute as to whose MST study was
most appropriate and the relative importance to be attached to a
MST analysis, but general agreement as to its relevance.

According to AT&T/MCI witness Wood, the MST analysis can be
used as an internal predictor of a model’s reasonableness and to
validate what it has done internally. However, it cannot be used
to validate whether the model performs well in a real world
setting. One can compare geocoded and non-geocoded total customer
locations as predicted by the model to a MST analysis, and the
total route miles of cable that would be required under either
scenario, but one cannot wuse such an analysis to determine or
validate how well a model would perform in terms of producing
enough cable to serve actual customer locations. Witness Wood
agreed with BellSouth witness Duffy-Deno’'s description that the MST
is purely an internal validation check, and not an analysis that
will tell whether a model produces sufficient cable to serve an
actual area,.

BellSouth witness Duffy-Deno testified that the Minimum
Spanning Tree Analysis simply estimates the minimum amount of cable
needed to connect customers in their assumed serving areas and
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compares that minimum connecting distance, as the crow flies, with
the amount of cable estimated by the model. The key question 1is
whether the model esatinates enocugh cable to connect customers Lin
the locations identified by the model, not in their actual
locations. When the test is applied to the BCPM it was short in
24% of BellSouth’s serving areas. When the test was applied to
HAI, it was shert in 6B% of BellSouth’s serving areas. Witness
Duffy-Deno thus concluded that BCPM is much more internally
consistent.

Witness Duffy-Deno stated further that the MST analysis is a
test of the minimum amount of cable needed to connect customers in
identified locations. That the model might bulild more than the
minimum gquantity determined by a MST analysis in one area 1s
irrelevant. It is not proper to offset any shortage identified
elsewhere with such surpluses, because it is unknown what the
appropriate amount of cable needed to serve those customers
actually is. Rather, one just knows that one needs at least the
minimum spanning tree amount, which is a low-end benchmark. A cost
proxy model needs to reach to that benchmark; how much higher than
the benchmark is not known. The witness emphasized that cable
lengths estimated by a minimum spanning tree analysis represent the
low end, the minimum amount of cable needed to connect customers in
a serving area. This is because the MST analysis does not account
for the fact that cable has to go around natural or manmade
obstacles,

Sprint witness Staihr also agreed that it is improper to
offset excess cable lengths in one area wWwith defects that occur in
another area. Witness Staihr asserted that when one attempts to
“net”, the places where one builds more with the places where one
builds less, as AT&T/MCI witness Pitkin did in his testimony, the
result is a misleading and incorrect analysis.

According to BellSouth witness Duffy-Deno, there are two
reasons why the HAI model falls short in connecting customers
within the underlying PHR clusters, The first reason is the
transformation of an irregularly shaped polygon into a rectangle.
This transformation tends to compress dispersion. The dispersion
of customers that actually occurs in the PNR cluster is greater
than the dispersion within the modeled rectangular area., The cause
for this contraction is not only the change in the shape, but also
the placement of uniform lots within the modeling area. The second
reason is that when the model estimates the amount of branch and
backbone cable, it will extend the cables to only one lot's width
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and depth from the perimeter. This problem predominantly arises in
rural areas. In ru.al areas the default drop length value is only
150 feet, so that the customers are compressed even further into
the interior of this modeled area in order to be connected te the
branch and backbone cable. A comparison of the amount of branch,
backbone and drop cable for this modeled area to the amount of
distance needed to connect the customers in the underlying FPNR
cluster indicated that the model comes up short.

Witness Duffy-Deno acknowledged that the results of the BCPM
MST analysis shown in his rebuttal testimony did not treat the road
centroid in BCPM's ultimate grids as a node to which plant must be
built. 1In addition, he noted that his MST for the HAI model did
not treat the centroid of the main cluster as a node. When these
adjustments to include the respective centroids as nodes are made,
the HAI would be short in 88% of its main clusters in the lowest
density zone, while BCPM is short in 43% of its grids in the lowest
density zone.

Sprint witness Staihr presented in his rebuttal testimony the
results of MST analyses conducted on BCPM a.d HAI for Sprint's
serving territories in Florida. His MST analysis indicated that in
the 0-5 lines per square mile zone, 90.8% of HAI's main clusters in
Sprint-United's territory had insufficient plant, while the
analogous result for Sprint-Centel was 4.2%. Although he did not
have results separated between the (former) United and Centel
territories, witness Staihr’s rebuttal testimony shows that 1in the
0-5 lines per square mile zone, 28.8% of BCPM's ultimate grids had
insufficient plant.

During cross-examination witness Stailhr admitted that his MST
analyses for the BCPM did not include a point representing the
location of the digital loop carrier site within the ultimate grid.
When this adjustment is made, 39.9% of Sprint-Florida’s ultimate
grids are under built in the 0-5 lines per square mile zone.

AT&T/MCI witness Wood does not believe the MST analysis is
valid for estimating the extent to which plant may be under built.
He believes that unless one knows where a hundred percent of the
people are, the test does not tell one anything about whether
either model builds enough plant to reach actual customer
locations. Acce-ding to witness Wood, the test is only useful to
compare the results.
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ATET/MCI witness Pitkin contends that the MS5T test is usually
performed on a serving area basis. The HAI model does not estimate
cost at any level smaller than a serving area. According to
witness Pitkin, a problem with the MST analyslis that BHCPM
proponents performed on the HAI model is that they attempt to break
out the serving area and separate the main clusters from the
outlier clusters.

Witness Pitkin further contends that the MST 13 an
inappropriate benchmarking tool because the distance based on
surrogate locations is exaggerated. He believes that spacing
customers as far apart from cone another on a road network as
possible maximizes the dispersion of those customers; since the MST
is a measure of dispersion, this spacing will exaggerate the MST
distance. Witness Pitkin believes this was established in his
rebuttal testimony, that by substituting a percentage of surrogate
locations with actual locations, the MST distance demaonstrates
proving that actual customers are not spaced as far apart fron one
another as possible, Furthermore, witness Pitkin belleves, an
exhibit filed by BellSouth witness Duffy-Deno (an MST analysis on
gsatellite location data using only surrogate points) shows that the
MST distance using the surrogate points is 26% greater than the MS5T
distance using actual or observed locations.

According to witness Pitkin, the BCPM sponsors used their
serving area (the ultimate grid) as their unit of analysis for the
MST analysis on the BCPM, but they used only main clusters in the
HAI model. In other words, the BCPM model sponsors used
distribution areas for the HAIl model, and serving areas for the
BCPM, thereby excluding cable in the HAI model that they include in
the BCPM model. In addition, by eliminating specific distribution
areas from their analysis in the HAI model, they eliminated those
distribution areas that they knew satisfied the MST criteria,
Therefore, according to witness Pitkin any conclusion that the HAI
model only meets the MST analysis in a certain percentage of
distribution areas is biased because the analysis does not include
the full sample of distribution areas. In the BCPM, however, the
full sample of distribution areas is includeas, even the areas
guaranteed to meet the MST, thereby lowering the percentage of BCPM
distribution areas that do not meet the M5T standard.

ATET/MCI witness Pitkin contends that the results iIin his
Exhibit DJW/BFP-19, entitled "Comparison of HAI Model and BCPM
Model distances to the Minimum Standing Tree Distance by Density
Zone," are different than results in other comparisons, because his
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MST test is applied consistently to both models. While neither
model actually matches the MST in the lowest density zone 1in
witness Pitkin’s comparison, the BCPM falls farther short. In the
lowest two density zones where USF support is most likely to be
requ’ red, the HAI Model places 25% more route miles than the MST,
while the BCPM places only 8% more route miles than the MST.

Witness Pitkin asserts that the HAI Model places more
distribution cable than the BCPM in the lowest two density zones
and 3,900 more miles of distribution cable than the BCPM for the
state of Florida. According to witness Pitkin, since both models
use overly conservative surrogate placement assumptions, the MST
analysis is known to be overstated. For this reason, the MS5T 1is
not a valid comparison for either the HAI Model or the BCPM.

Conclusion

At the outset, we note that our staff and the parties wure
limited in performing exhaustive, independent review and
verification of much of the data underlying these MST analyses, in
part due to the compressed time frame and in part due to the
confidential nature of key data. There was extensive discussion at
the hearings about the proprietary nature of the FNR geocoded data
underlying HAI’'s clusters, and the obstacles that existed 1in
gainino access to it. In fact, the HAI sponsors in this proceeding
were subject to the same impediments as other parties, and thus
relied on PNR to perform analyses for them. Given these caveats,
we must rely heavily on the representations of the parties.

Upon consideration, we believe that several conclusions can be
drawn regarding the minimum spanning tree analyses submitted in
this docket. First, a MST analysis is an internal reasonableness
check on a cost proxy model, but the analysis does not provide the
amount of facilities required to serve actual customer locations,
BellSouth witness Duffy-Deno stated this most succinctly:

What the models are doing is -- and what this
test is doing is determining whether the model
estimates enough cable to serve customers in
the locations identified by the model. . . .It
has nn bearing on whatsoever, or it has no =--
it is not related in any way tc where
customers are actually located. We don’'t have
a comprehensive database on that, This is an
internal model consistency test. Does the
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model estimate enocugh cable to serve customers
in the locations identified by the model?

Second, we believe that a MST represents the minimum route
length, because it assumes routing as “the crow flies,” and thus
ignores geographic barriers such as lakes and swamps. Third, we
believe averaging shortfalls and excesses relative to a MST
analysis so that, on average, a model “passes” misses the point
entirely. The fact that a cost proxy model installed cable
facilities in Northeast Tallahassee well in excess of the cable
lengths indicated necessary by a MST analysis would be of little
solace to those who resided south of Tallahasser if the model under
built to them. A model that is reascnably accurate is estimating
plant to built. A model that estimates average plant to bulld
cannot adequately disaggregate costs to target needed support for
universal service.

Fourth, while the record is somewhat inconclusive, we tind
that neither model adequately satisfies a minimum spanning tree
test. We believe that certain modifications should be made to the
cost proxy model selected. Sprint witness Staihr enumerated
certain modifications that could be made to the BCPM model. The
BCPM has a constraint that restricts the amount of distribution
cable built in a quadrant to less than or equal to the road mileage
in the quadrant. It is conceivable that relaxing this constraint,
especially in the low-density zones, would reduce any shortfall.
We will require that the sponsors relax thirf constraint in order
for BCPM’'s modeled route miles to equal those of the MST analysis.

A second adjustment mentioned by witness Staihr, as well as
BellSouth witness Duffy-Deno, pertains to extending backbone and
branch cable not just between lots but to the perimeter cf the
lot. Witness Staihr stated that this step could be applied to the
BECPM model. We agree and hereby require that this modification be
incorporated by the sponsors of the BCPM model.

5. Size of Carrier Serving Area

In this section we consider wvarious outside plant design
issues that relate, directly or indirectly, to the optimum size of
a carrier serving area. In general, the size ol a carrier serving
area (for HAl, main clusters plus any subtending outlier clusters;
for BCPM, ultimate grids) is a function of the maximum copper loop
length allowed, the size (capacity) and number of digital loop
carrier remote terminals installed, and the number of lines served,
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Topics that are indirectly related include whether the CSA impedes
the deployment of advanced services, lot shape, and deployment of
cable across lots.

12 v, 18 Kilofoot Copper Loop Length

According to ATET/MCI witness Wood, the HAI model will allow
loops up to 18,000 feet., He claims, however, that there are no
18,000 foot copper loops in the model runs done for Florida and
submitted in this proceeding for any of the companies. Less than
1% of the total copper loops in either model are more than 12,000
fept.

BellSouth witness Bowman testified that the geographic size of
BCPM’s ultimate grid (approximately 12,000 by 14,000 feet) is used
to limit the design of copper loops sc that they generally do not
exceed more than 12,000 feet, Witness Bowman stated that loops
that are 12,000 feet or less can easily provide quality voice-grare
service if the proper design crite:zia are used.

Witness Bowman asserted that the Hatfield model in this
proceeding has constructed in excess of 47,000 lines greater than
12,000 feet in length. In contrast, BCPM has about 4,000 lines
that are in excess of 12,000 feet. When witness Bowman was asked
how there could be loops in excess of 12,000 feet if the BCPM has
a modeling criterion of 12,000 kilofeet, he explained: "“It's a
general design constraint, and we use the 12,000-foot length as
nominal. If you recall, these serving areas are approximately
12,000 feet by 14,000 feet at their maximum. So within that, you
could find some loops as long as about 13,000 feet under those
criteria.”

To ensure quality voice-grade service for its long loops,
those between 11,100 feet and 13,600 feet, the BCPM uses Z4-gauge
cable instead of 26 gauge. 1If a loop is greater than 13,600 feet,
BCPM also uses extended range line cards instead of less expensive
standard POTS line cards. The Hatfield model does not use extended
rarige line cards on loops beyond 13,600 feet. According to witness
Bowman, HAI installs extended range line cards on loops in excess
of 17,600 feet for the large DLC systems. For the smaller systems,
HAI uses extended range line cards on all of the lines in the
aystem.

According to Sprint witness Staihr, a copper loop longer than
12,000 feer requires a larger gauge cable -- for example, 24-gauge
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cable instead of 26-gauge cable. In addition, he believes that a
loop extending beyond 12,000 feet from the DLC requires an extended
range line card based 7n his discussion with the engineers.

Sprint witness Staihr’s analysis indicated that in Florida the
BCPM does not have any loops that are over 18,000 teet, although
ATGT/MCI witness Pitkin testified that he knew of one. According
to AT&T/MCI witness Pitkin, HAI models 84,838 loops in excess of
12,000 feet in Florida.

GTEFL witness Murphy agrees that BCPM generally constrains
copper luops from the DLC to the customer to 12,000 feet, while the
HAl deliberately designs loops out to 18,000 feet. He agrees that
a copper loop beyond 12,000 feet requires a larger gauge cable. In
addition, a loop extending beyond 13,400 feet from the DLC requires
an extended range line card.

Witness Murphy testified that if the only consideration in
this proceeding is cost and the only service that one wants to
provide to the consumers in Florida is a volce grade service, then
he believes it would be acceptable to use an 18,000 foot standard.
But if consumers in Florida want to be able to use their modems
cffectively and to have a network that will be able to offer the
advanced services that the FCC says the network should accommodate,
then the 12,000 foot standard should be required. The 12,000 toot
standard is the current standard that GTEFL and all of the LECs use
across the country.

The AT&T/Lucent Outside Plant Engineering Handbook states that
copper loops extending from a DLC generally should not exceed
12,000 feet. MCI witness Wells noted, however, that 18,000 feet 1s
established as the distance over which a copper pair can transmit
without load coils. He notes that this is also the standard in the
cutside plant engineering handbook and several other sources,
including the BOC MNotes on the Hetwork. Witness Wells also
identifies other standards regarding decibel loss. He states:

Loss in terms of decibels on a loop cannot
exceed eight and a half, including the central
office. And for next generation digital loop
carrier, the channel unit card becomes an
extension of the CO. So you've got eight and
a half db loss budget and then you go ta loss
charts and so forth and you can determine the
distance that you can go from the OLCRT on
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certain gauges of copper and whether or not
it's aerial buried, so forth and so on, to get
so far out.

Witness Wells claims the HAI model is designed to this standard.

Witness Wells agrees that Section 12, on page 5 under 12.1.4,
Carrier Serving Area, of the BOC Notes on the MNetwork says the
maximum loop length in a CSA is 12 kilofeet for 19-, 22-, or
24-gauge cables and 9 kilofeet for 26-yauge cables.

AT&T contends that the only real disagreement between the
parties is what cost the models should include for the extended
range card electronics necessary to permit quality service in the
very small percentage of loops over 12,000 feet.

According to the testimony of MCI witness Wells, the HAI 5.0a
already includes the cost of extended range cards for all lines
longer than 12,000 feet served by small DLC terminals, as well as
the cost of extended range cards (ERC) for copper loops over 17,600
feet served by large DLC units.

The BCPM cost input values for extended range line cards used
by BellSouth and GTEFL are twice as much as a standard card for all
lines served by large DLC units for copper loops greater than
13,600 feet,

BellSouth witness Bowman alleged that the HAI engineers copper
loops beyond the DLC up to 18,000 feet without extended range
channel unit cards. HAI does place standard channel unit cards
{plug-ins) in its DLCs. According to witness Bowman, th=e use of
standard channel unit cards combined with the length of HAI's loops
results in an unacceptable decibel loss.

Standard carrier serving area engineering rules limit the
length of the standard 26-gauge copper wire that may extend from
the DLC to the customer’s premises to 12,000 feet. The 12,000 foot
range may be exceeded only if an extended range llne card, and
larger, 24-gauge cable is used in the loop.

Conclusion

We agree in large part with ATST that the dispute between the
parties is about the cost of the extended range line cards required
for certain long loops. The AT&T/Lucent Handbook referred to above
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indicates that the norm for copper loor- is 12 Kft., On the other
hand, it then proceeds to specify how to engineer copper loops
extending from a OLC remote terminal greater than 12 KIft,
Similarly, BellSouth witness Bowman’s Rebuttal Exhibit RMB-3, an
excerpt from an engineering and planning document pertaining to the
DSC Litespan DLC terminal, describes the basic CSA design for this
remote terminal, as well as an extended CSA design for serving
longer copper loops.

Viewed in isolation, we believe that the choice of maximum
allowable copper loop length (12 v. 18 Kft) is likely a cost
minimization issue, not an either/or decislon. Even assuming that
12 Kft is the rule of thumb, deviations from this standard would be
based primarily on what yields the least cost arrangement overall,
considering all relevant cost components. Accordingly, we will not
place a limit on the maximum allowable copper loop length.

Maximum Size of DLC Units Deployed

HAL

The HAI 5.0a models two types of DLCs: a “high density” and
"low density.” Like HAI, BCPM models two different DLCs: a small
and a large unit.

hecording to BellSouth witness Bowman, 1if the ultimate grid or
CSA exceeds the limit of 999 heusing units, the algorithm
determines whether that ultimate grid should be broken down into
additional carrier serving areas. The 999 housing unit criterion
is an engineering criterion. The factor used for CSA development
in the BCPM is a ratio of about 1.2 (approximately 1,200 lines for
every 1,000 housing units). The maximum size of the BCPM DLC
equipment that can serve a CSA is 1,344 lines., With a fill factor
of 90% on that egquipment, that brings the 1,344-line capacity down
te approximately 1,200,

Witness Staihr testified that 999 housing units is not the
maximum number of housing units that BCPM allows to be served per
CSA. He explained: “When an ultimate grid is croated, and there's
a little bit of another ultimate grid left over in a wire center
with less than 100 lines, which would be something less than 100
housing units as well, that will be added into that ultimate grade
[sic], soc they're all served off of the same electronics. It's
more efficient to do it that way. So you certainly could end up
with more."”
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BCPM models two sizes of DLCs, once large and cne small: 1,344
lines maximum on the large and 240 lines on the small. BCPM places
18,897 DICs statewide, while HAI installs 10,785. According to the
testimony of AT&T/MCI witnesses Wood and FPitkin, BCPM places 223
DLCs that serve only a single household.

According to the HAI model documentation, when fiber feeder i:
used one of two types of DLC equipment is selected. The first Is
"high density” DLC. The second is "“low density.” The choice
between these two types is determined for each serving area. 1If
the number of lines is below the user-adjustable threshold default
value, the “low density” DLC is used; above that threshold the
*high density” DLC is used. Both DLCs are equipped by the model
with line cards to provide the “appropriate” grade of service on
the analog and digital T-1 pairs fed from the DLC.

ATaT/MCI witnesses Wood and Pitkin argue that BCPM places too
many small DLC remote terminals. They assert that this is due to
two assumptions in the BCPM: a 12 Kft copper loop length extending
from a DLC RT, and a maximum sized DLC sufficient to serve
approximately 1000 households. As a result of these assumptions,
they assert, in Florida BCPM’s average serving area contains only
493 lines. Wood and Pitkin argue that it is possible to avold
placing so many small, expensive DLC RTs if the maximum copper loop
length is increased to 18,000 feet (thus allowina more loops to be
served by a single DLC, all things equal) and assuming a “large”
DLC capable of serving 1B00 lines (2016 at a 90% fill factor].

We note that BCPM allows for a DLC to install a second cabinet
in order serve up to a 2016-line system. However, this likely
would only occur in a very dense area (e.g., a single office
complex with many lines).

This subissue hinges on which configuration vields the least-
cost choice: a greater number of smaller DLCs coupled with less
distribution plant and regular POTS line cards, versus fewer but
larger DLCs, more dis.ribution cable plant, and extended range line
cards. The only record informaticn on this issue, provided as a
late-filed hearing exhibit, consists of the results of two BCPM
runs -- one at 12 Kft, one at 18 Kft -- originally prepared as part
of a five-state analysis requested by the FCC in its Universal
Service docket. The results filed in this proceeding are summed
for all Florida LECs. As noted by BellSouth witness Bowman, the
BCPM results yield a total investment per line of 51,263 at 18 Kft
versus $1,248 per line at 12 Kft. Witness Bowman observes that the
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"apparent savings from having larger extended carrier serving areas
in the Hatfield network is more than offset by the extra cost of
needing extended range line cards and larger size and length
cable.” We note that the specific input values used in these two
model runs are unknown; it is guite likely that they differ from
those filed in this proceeding. . "sent any contrary data, we find
that constraining the copper loop length to 12 kilofeet yields the
least-cost choice. Moreover, a: lis ssed in the next section, a
12 Kft limit on coprer loops ens.re. +* advanced services will

not be impeded.
Provision of Advanced Services

The HAI proponents contend that as a result of changes in
release 5.0a of the HAI Model, they believe that its longest loops
(those over 18,000 feet) can fully accommodate advanced services.
Similarly, the BCPM advocates claim its network provides the
canability for advanced services when additional equipment 1is
added.

According to AT&T/MCI witness Wood, release 5.0a of the HAI
Model replaces the coarse-gauge cable and load ceils present in
previous versions with T-1 technology. As a result of this change,
he believes that its longest loops ({(over 18,000 feet) can fully
accommodate advanced services including ISDN,

The HAI Model 5.0a conducts tests of the outside plant
facilities that it models to ensure that the transmission
parameters necessary to permit accommodation of advanced services
are not exceeded.

Witness Wood notes that the FCC’'s definition of basic services
includes the provision of advanced services. ADSL ia available on
copper facilities only up to about 18,000 feet. According to
witness Wood, with copper facilities longer than 18,000 feet “the
service isn't good and the -- the quality isn't good, and the
service doesn't work”. Witness Wood, however, does not believe
that the FPCC’s May 7, 1997, Universal Service order meant Tto
specify certain bit rates. Criterion No. 1 in Paragraph 250 of the
FCC’s Order states in part that ". . . The loop design in the model
should not impede the provision of advanced services;. . . ."

According to BellSouth witness Bowman, the Telecommunications
Act of 1996 specifies that rural customers should have access to
services comparable to those of urban customers. Witness Bowman
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contends that the Hatfield model's minimalist network design will
not allow even modems to work for many customers. In contrast, the
BCPM network meets design standards which will allow quality modem
connections over the network for most customers. He concludes that
“the BCPM is the best model for universal service costing because
it follows industry accepted design standards used by all telephone
companies when they build actual networks, it allows for advanced
services when additional equipment is added to the network, and it
builds a high quality network over which the pecple of Florida can
actually talk.”

The BCPM uses extended range line cards on those loops beyond
13,600 feet. According to witness Bowman, these loops will
probably work for voice services. It is unclear whether or not the
loops will work well for data services and other advanced services.
Witness Bowman believes that in most cases modems would work on
loops out to 18,000 feet, but he is concerned with how well they
work and the connectien rate.

The FCC and the Telecommunications Act require access Lo
comparable advanced services in rural and urban areas. The longer
the lcop, the more difficult it is to make it work for a modem, and
the more difficult it is to make it work for any advanced service.
HAI routinely engineers longer loops than does the BCPM.

GTEFL witness Murphy agreed that the FCC requires that the
network not be designed in a manner that will impede the
implementation of advanced services. Witness Murphy believes that
it is important to remain within the guidelines that the FCC has
set regarding the network that is modeled, in order to provide
universal services and not impede the deployment of advanced
servicas, In addition, he believes that generally accepted
engineering practices should be followed.

Witness Murphy testified that one would have to add additional
investment to the BCPM network in order to actually provide
advanced services, but BCPM has positioned the network so that it
could accept and be compatible with that additional equipment.
According to witness Murphy, the 12,000 foot standard should be
adhered to if “you want your consumers here in Florida to be able
to use their modems effectively and to have a ne:work that will be
able to offer the advanced services that the FCC says the network
should not impede the provision of.”
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Sprint rebutta’ witness Laemmli contends that the HAI mcdel
designs a network based on maximum copper loop lengths of 18,000
feet. This desi ,n will deny customers with copper loops of that
length from accessing advanced services. He believes that ferward-
looking design standards call for the use of fiber feeder for loop
lengths in excess of 12,000 feet.

BellScuth witness Bowman stated that BCPM 3.1 designs a
network that has the capability to provide customers in rural and
other high cost areas access to aJlvanced services comparable to
those provided in urban areas. The BCPM network provides the
capability for advanced services when additional equipment is
added.

Because the HAI 5.0a only models one T-1 carrier pair per
outlier cluster, the model does not have any additional capacity
available for requirements such as I5DN, video, or graphics.
Witness Bowman asserted that this practice would be inefficient,
contending:

For advanced services, the HAI 5.0a notwork
would have to be overlaid with additional
copper cable and repeaters, as well as DLC
electronics. This would require digging
trenches again, posaibly in existing
neighborhoods, which is not only expensive,
but also very disruptive to existing homes and
landscaping. The BCPFM 3.1's choice of fiber
DLC technology -equires only that additienal
electronics be add«<d at the DLC site.

Conclusion

We note that Section 254(b)(2) of the Act clearly states that
“Access to advanced telecommunications and information services
should be provided in all regions of the Nation.™ Deploying
technology that would constitute an impediment to prowviding access
to advanced services is unacceptable. We find that HAL"s treatment
of outlier clusters amounts to such a barrler.

Lot Shape and Deployment of Backbope and Branch Cable

The HAI models rectangular lots that are assumed to be twice
as deep as they are wide. It places backbone distribution cable
vertically and branch cable horizontally. BCPM models square lots.
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The road reduced distribution area is created and used as a
modeling tool to estimate backbone and branch and drop cable in the
BCPM, Like the HAI model, the BCPM model bullds cable between the
lots, but BCPM does not go to the end of a lot. It stops at the
perimeter because one can place the drop from that location.

According to Sprint witness ©Staihr, HAI clusters have
rectangular lots, and the model always builds the distribution
along the short side of the lot. He believes that if HAI made its
lots square, it would build more distribution plant. Witness Staihr
stated that HAI produces a reduced rectangle by taking the poinis
farthest north, south, east, and west, making a big rectangle, and
then converting it to a smaller rectangle. GTEFL witness Murphy
aileged that one of HAI’s engineering flaws is that its drop
lengths links are understated. In other words, the drop will not
reach the houses that they are supposed to be serving.

According to MCI witness Wells, the BCPM models customer
locations as square lots. He believes this is unrealistic and very
inefficient compared to the rectangular lot modeling assumption of
the HAI Model.

According to BellSouth witness Duffy-Deno, one reason the HAI
model fails the MST test is because when the model estimates the
amount of branch and backbone cable, it extends the cables to only
one lot's width and depth from the perimeter. In rural areas the
HAI default drop value is only 150 feet, so these customers have to
be compressed even further into the interior of the modeled area to
be connected to the branch and backbone.

Conclusion

As discussed briefly in Section D-4, Sprint witness Staihr and
BellSouth witness Duffy-Deno indicated that a possible way to
increase the total amount of distribution plant, and thus come
closer to matching the length in a minimum spanning tree analysis,
was to assume that lots were sguare rather than rectangular. We
agree with MCI witness Wells that a local distribution network
architecture based on rectangular lots whose depth is greater than
their width is inherently more efficlent and requires less cable
than BCPM’'s assumption of square lcts. However, we do not find it
appropriate to require the use of rectangular lots because it is
necessary to model square Jlots to meet the minimum MST
requirements.
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6. Switching

The HAI model construc=s at least one end office switch in
each wire center. It determines the size of the switch by summing
the number of switched lines served in the wire center, adjusted
for administrative fill, and comparing Lhe result to a maximum
default allowable switch size of 80,000 lines. If the number of
switched lines served by wire center is, for example, 100,000, the
HAI model constructs two 50,000 line switches. 1In sizing a switch,
the model does two additional capacity tests: (1) a comparison of
the number of busy hour call attempts produced by all lines in the
wire center serving area, relative to the default processor call
capacity; and (2) a comparison of the total offered load (in busy
hour CCS), relative to the switch default rtraffic capacity, If
either of these capacity constraints is exceeded, the model builds
additional switches, with each switch constructed to serve an equal
numbe: of lines.

Consistent with the FCC’s switching gquidelines on cost models
(DA 97-1912, Guidance to Proponents of Cost Models in Universal
Service Proceeding: Switching, Interoffice Trunking, Signaling, and
Local Tandem Investment), the HAI is capable of explicitly modeling
combinations of host, remote, and standalone switches. In
addition, where such detailed switching cost date is unavailable,
the HAI switching module can compute switching using a default
“blended” average per line investment that represents an efficient
composite mixture of host, remote and standalone switches. The
blended cost curve, which has a fixed and a per line component, was
developed based on cost data from a Northern Business Information
publicatien, "U.S. Central Office Equipment Market: 1995 Database.”
The HAI model runs submitted by ATET and MCI in this proceeding
were based on the default blended cost curves.

Rccording to AT&T/MCI witness Wood, the HAI model will size
each switch in each central office based on line counts and traffic
information for that office. He states that theoretically there are
at least two ways to exhaust the capacity of a switch. One i3
through the total number of lines it can aerve, and one is through
its central processor that processes calls and processes features.
As a practical matter, awitch exhaustion is almost always on lines
rather than features, but HAI does test both ways to make sure that
the sawitch is sized properly. If the test is close to the
threshold for elther one of those parameters, HAT places two
switches in that central office.
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Like the HAI, the BCPM model sizes end office switches subject
to three different limiting factors (lines, busy hour calls, and
busy hour CCS5). If one of these constraints is exceeded, the model
builds an additional switch.

According to the BCPM model documentation, there are three
stages in determining switching costs for universal service.
First, BCPM compiles the switch-specific data inputs to be uscd for
investment development. Se ond, BCPM generates total switch
investments by functional category (FCAT) for each switch. Third,
BCPM uses these FCAT investments to generate a Busy Hour unit
investment for each basic switch function, based on the subscriber
calling and usage rates input into the model.

BCPM first allows for the assembly of wvarious input
characteristics by Common Language Location Identifier (CLLI), such
as whether the switch is a host or remote, number of switched
lines, subtending relationships, and calls and minutes per line by
residence versus business. Alternatively, if data at this level of
disaggregation is not available, state level defaults can be used.
The BCPM also allows for the user to identify a switeh vendor type
to be used.

Next, functional switch investments for six functional
categories are developed. These categories are: processor related
cost; line termination -- MDF and protector; line p rt cost; line
CCS usage; trunk CCS usage; and SS7. Three methods are available
to develop these investment items. The first approach, the BCPM
method, employs default wvalues contalined in the model. These
default wvalues consist of switch curves by switch type (host,
remote, and standalone) that were derived by performing statistical
regressions on nondiscounted switch investment data provided by the
BCPM sponsor companies. (This data was developed using LEC
switching cost models such as Bellcore’s SCIS and US WEST's S5CM,)

The second approach is the ALSM (Audited LEC Switching Model)
method. Where avalilable, this method employs LEC-specific, switch-
specific data derived using LEC cost madels (such as SCIS or SCM)
which is inserted into the BCPM. The third option allows for using
within BCPM switch investments from other sources, as long as the
data is presented in a compatible format (e.q., separated between
host, remote, and standalone). The BCPM uses the information in the
LERG to identify which switch is a host, a remote, or a standalone.
Given a choice of approach, the unit investments are applied to the
respective cost drivers (such as lines or busy hour CCS5), to yield




CRDER NO. PSC-99-0088-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP
PAGE 57

total functional investments. Finally, the per unit switching
investments for universal service are derived, and the total
investment per switch that is attributable to universal service is
determined, w'ich is later combined with investments for transaport
and signaling. In this proceeding GTEFL filed the BCPM using some
ALSM inputs, while BellSouth and Sprint used the BCFM method (i{.e.,
the default BCPM switch curves),

According to ATET witness Petzinger, there are “serious flaws”
in the BCPM switch module and modeling errors. BCPM has multiple
ways of entering switch price data; they all, however, rely upon
data that has been extracted from the proprietary models (S5CIE or
SCM). The witness noted a few modeling errors in BCPM that she
testified should be corrected. First, she stated that the formula
that computed the required number of trunks incorrectly used
engineered lines, rather than working lines. Second, she observed
that there was an apparent incorrect formula associated with how
engineering and installation costs for switching are developed in
BCPM. Third, witness Petzinger asserted that there was a
discrepancy between the cost per line and the amount of usage
assigned on a per line basis to universal service, and the total
amount of universal service-related switching investment in another
place in the model. Upon consideration, we believe that these
revisions are reasonable and appropriate, and thus we shall requiroe
that the BCPM sponsors make the necessary corrections associated
with witness Petzinger’'s recommendations.

Subject to the above recommended corrections, on balance, we
find that there are no apparent major structural differences
between the two models’ switching cost modules, though there are
differences in input wvalues and how they are employed. With
respect to the latter aspect, the BCPM uses the LERG to identify
the type of switch (host, remote or standalone) currently located
in each wire center, and then uses the appropriate type of cost
curve to build the same type of switch. AT&T witness Petzinger
criticized the BCPM model for assuming that a forward-locoking
technology would assume that there would be the same kinds of
switches in the same locations, and thus no optimization and
redesign of the network would occur. We agree with witress
Petzinger that the BCPM does not reoptimize the deployment of
switching facilities, but neither does the HAl model. Further, as
noted above, the HAI model runs filed in this proceeding did not
differentiate by switch type, but instead used HAI’s “blended”
switch curve.
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T. Signaling and Transport

The HAI model explicitly computes the investment in signaling
links for "“A" links (which connect a Signal Transfer Point (STP) to
end office or tandem), “C" links (connections between the 5TPs in
a mated pair), and “D" links (connections between STPs of different
carrier’'s networks). It is assumed that these links are all
carried on the interoffice transport rings. A minimum of two
signaling links are equipped per switch.

The HAI model also computes the costs associated with 587
traffic by call type. User ii.puts may be made to specify the
number and length of ISDN User Part (ISUP) messages. The Model
defaults assume six ISUP messages per interoffice call for set-up,
and 25 octets per message. The user may also indicate the number
and length of Transaction Capabilities Application Part (TCAP)
messages needed for database gueries, as well as the percent of
calls that require generating TCAP messages. Additional signaling
links are added based on message traffic load.

The STP capacity is stated on the basis of total signaling
links that can terminate at each STP mated pair, with default
values of 720 at an BDY fill, with a maximum STP investment per
pair of $5 million. The Switching Control Point (SC®' investment
is stated as a function of investment dollars per transaction per
second, and reflects the proportion of all calls needing TCAP
message generation.

In contrast to the HAI model, the BCPM has a highly simplified
calculation. According to the model documentation, the model has
a user modifiable input table that reflects the cost of
constructing a SS7 network. This table has values per residence
and business lines, for small, medium and large companies. The
default values were derived by runn.ng a beta version of the BCPM
Signaling Cost Proxy Model (SCPM) using information from US WEST.

AT&T/MCI witnesses Wood/Pitkin criticize the BCPM transport
and signaling modules as being based on embedded network
configurations. They state in their testimony: “While the BCPM
signaling module uses the existing SS7 signaling network as the
basis for the SCPM network (based on embedded data), review of the
BCPM signaling calculations indicates that no explicit modeling of
signaling cost is performed at this time, whi~h conflicts with one
of the FCC's requirements for cost proxy mocels and F.5. 364.025
{4) (b).”
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While we agree that the BCPM currently does not explicitly
model an SS7 signaling network and that the HAI model does a
superior job here, we believe a few clarifications are in order.
First, witnesses Wood and Pitkin assert that the SCPM somehow uses
“embeddaed data,” where “embedded data”™ is implied to have a
negative connotation. While the BCPM documentation is not clear,
it appears that the BCPM may have developed the SCPM moaule,
populated it with unit cost data on S57 network components, and run
the module based on the “embedded” characteristics reflecting US
WEST’s S57 network. Netwithstanding whether US WEST's data is
representative of Florida operations, If our description |is
correct, it would not be accurate to refer to the cost result as
“embedded.” Second, witnesses Wood and Pitkin allege that because
the BCPM does not explicitly model a signaling network, it is in
conflict with the FCC’s criteria for proxy models. We believe that
this allegation is without merit. The FCC's criterion no. 2 from
Paragqraph 250 of the May 7, 1997, Universal Service Order actually
states: “Any network function or element, such as loop, switching,
transport, or signaling, necessary to produce supported services
must have an asscciated cost.” Both models produce an “assoclated
cost” for signaling; they differ in the details., Third, the BCPM
documentation indicates that signaling comprises less than one-half
of one percent of the total investment per line.

According to the BCPM model documentation, the Transport Cost
Proxy Model (TCPM) module uses information on existing interoffice
traffic routing relationships between host, remote, and tandem
switches to develop forward loocking transport costs using SONET
technology. Using actual data on homing relationships, V&H
coordinates, the number of working lines, and line to trunk ratios,
optimization formulae are employed to yield the most 2fficient
SONET ring topology for a given area. The output of this module is
a cost per line for a given SONET ring.

Similarly, the HAI model alsc assumes all interoffice
transport faclilities are provisiocned on SONET ringas. HAL* =
interoffice network consists of rings for two classes: host-remote
and tandem/host/standalone. The model includes an optimization
algorithm, whereby a given central office (CO} is placed on a
particular SONET ring based on the difference between serving the
CO as a node on the ring, as opposed to direzt [nvestment,

We note that there is very little information available in
this proceeding regarding the modeling of interoffice transport,
other than that contained in the respective models’ documentation.
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Based on cur review, we did not discern any glaring flaw in c¢ither
model’s treatment of transport, and thus conclude that elther
appears reasconz%le.

E. Conclusion

Both models submitted in this proceeding, the HAI 5.0a and the
BCPM 3.1, suffer from various deficlencies. This should come as no
surprise, since, by definition, a model does not replicate reality
with complete accuracy, but rither attempts to generate a
reasonable estimate of some statistic. In this proceeding,
limitations are imposed on both modeal proponents at the outset.
First, although their assignment is to estimate the cost of
providing basic local service, they must disregard the current
placement of facilitles (model must reflect forward-looking
technology and design and placement principles). Second, while the
network to be constructed by a model must be adequate to provide
service to all customers, there is no comprehensive database
available that identifies the locations of the customers to whom
service must be provided,

Nevertheless, we are required to choose between the HAI 5.Ca
and the BCPM 3.1, in order to comply with Section 364.025(4) (b),
Florida Statutes. We believe that, on balance, a model that
incorporates a clustering appreoach in conjunction with geocoded
data can better reflect the actual customer groupings to which a
network engineer would design outside plant facilities. The BCPM'=
gridding approach can artificially split up natural clusters of
customers, and may in some cases result in an inefficient layout of
local distribution facilities, Moreover, the BCPM's grid, while
representing a standardized unit of analysls, wvaries in size
according to latitude. While it yields an estimate of the probable
distribution of customers, the BCPM does not take advantage of
available geocoded data on actual customer locations; it thus
builds plant to likely customer locations, not actual locations.

In contrast, the HAI 5.0a incorporates a clustering technique
that uses as its starting point geccoded data on actual customer
locations, and attempts to design a forward-looking, efficlent,
cost-effective network for the provision of local basic service.
We find, however, that the HAI 5.0a has certain delfects and we
cannot recommend reliance on its cost estimates, While the HAIL
model starts out with data on actual customer locations, it
disregards much meaningful information and chooses not to build
plant to any of these known sites, Instead, for modeling
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convenience, what began as irregular polygons reflecting natural
customer groupings were transformed into regular rectangles,
Unfortunately, this step appears to have introduced a downward bias
in the model. Thu1, in low-density, rural areas, those areas where
concerns about sustaining universal service should be focused, the
normalized rectangles understate the dispersion that was present in
the original points that comprised the irregular-shaped polygorn.
We acknowledge the vigorous debate in this proceeding over the
relevance of MST analyses and the proper way they should be
conducted. Nevertheless, we find the analyses and testimony
provided by witnesses Staihr and Cuffy-Deno on this issue most
compelling as to the internal inconsistency within the HAl model,

We wish to emphasize that the BCPM also has its defects. As
discussed in prior sections of this Order, the BCPM alsoc has
shortfalls in the route miles of plant bullt, relative to a MST
analysis, albeit mvch less then the HAI model. Witnesses Staihr
and Duffy-Denoc, however, provided diagnoses of preobable causes of
these gaps between the BCPM and the MSTs, and offered various
remedies.

Another aspect of the BCPM that we find troublesome is that It
installs many more digital loop carrier systems than does HAl. As
discussed earlier, this result is due primarily to BCPM
constraining copper loop lengths to 12 Kft and, to a lesser extent,
not installing the large.t DICs available. One anomaly that occurs
is that the model may build a DLC to serve only a few customers;
since this is undoubtedly not the least-cost option, care should be
exercised in employing the model’s results, We observe, however,
that such oddities are virtually inevitable when dealing with cost
models, since they must employ global conditions that dictate
specifically when a given type of plant is to be installed. On
balance, we find that 12 Kft is a reasonable standard for a maximum
copper loop length based on evidence presented that this was a
lower cost option and that longer loops might be an impediment to
the provision of advanced services.

Upon consideration of the two models submitted in this
proceeding, we hereby adopt the Benchmark Cost Proxy Model 3.1, We
shall require that the BCPM sponsors make the model revisions
discussed in prior sections of this Order as a means to correct MST
shortfalls. The BCPM sponsors shall submit a revised version ol
the model (on CD-ROM and results in hard cepy) with assoclated
minimum spanning trees analyses (with all supporting documentation)
in conjunction with the compliance filing discussed in Section VI
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later in this Order, toc be filed no later than January 12, 19%3,
By way of clarification, these revisions shall be applied to the
version of BCPM 3.1 referred to by witness Staihr as the
September 24, 1998, version, which corrected the model so that the
overall cost derived by the model is identical under both a wire
center and density zone run.

IV, GEOGRAPHIC BASIS FOR COST PROXY MODEL RESULTS
A, Introduction and Overview

This issue asks a simple question: at what geographic level
should the cost proxy model determine and repurt the cost results?
Both models calculate costs below the wire center level, BCPM
calculates costs at the “grid” level, which is approximately 1,500
feet by 1,700 feet, while HAI calculates costs at the “cluster”
level. The models then aggregate their costs for reporting
purposes by averaging the costs of lower-cost “grids” or “clusters”
with higher-cost “grids” or “clusters.”

At this time, all of the parties agree that the wire center is
the appropriate geographic level to determine costs, although
differences exist regarding the time pericd over which this level
of aggregation will be appropriate. AT&T, FCCA, FCTA, MCI, Time
Warner, and WorldCom have fully endorsed a wire center aggregation
for estimating costs. Similarly, BellSocuth, GTEFL, and Sprint
propose that a wire center level of aggregation would be acceptable
initially, due to existing operational and administrative
constraints. They recommend that this level of aggregation be used
on an interim basis only, and advocate that the goal should be to
move towards a smaller geographic area, such as a census block
group (CBG).

B. Discussion

AT4T witness Guepe states that “the total forward-looking cost
of universal service should be determined on a wire center basis.”
AT4T contends that costs should be aggregated to a smaller
geographic area, such as a CBG, only if retail rates are deaveraged
and the application of the test for funding (i.e., benchmark) were
both at the CBG level, Both MCI and WorldCom adopt ATLT's
position.
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BellSouth witness Martin comes to a similar conclusion, but
for a different resjon. Witness Martin notes that LECs currently
gather data at the wire center level. Therefore, the wire center
level of aggregation approach would be less burdensome than
estimating costs at a level smaller than a wire center, such as the
CBG. Witness Martin clarifies BellSouth's position that the wire
center level of aggregation should only be an interim policy,
noting two reasons. First, costs can vary significantly within a
wire center. By estimating costs at swmaller geographic areas, such
as CBGs, high cost areas can be more accurately targeted. Second,
the use of smaller geographic areas to estimate costs, designate
service areas, and provide support are conducive to competition.
It allows competitors to enter a market without having to serve an
extended service area, such as a wire center.

FCTA witness William Barta also concludes that wire center
cost aggregation is the most suitable approach. Witness Darta
concedes that using smaller geographic areas could increase the
accuracy of customer location and network design. He notes,
however, that by continually moving to a smaller geographic area to
aggregate costs, economies of scale and scope that exist in the
LEC’s network would be ignored. Time Warner adopted the FCTA's
position.

Taking a somewhat unique position, GTEFL witness Seaman stated
that costs should be determined on a basis smaller than a wire
center. His specific concern was that averaging costs at a wire
center level would disregard the wvariances that exist within a
particular wire center. Witness Seaman clarifies that the
appropriate ™... <demarcation for the base rate area is
approximately 12,000 feet from the wire center.” The 12,000 feet
boundary that witness Seaman refers to, however, is not available
as a reporting option within BCPM. BCPM can report costs at the
level of a grid, census block group, wire center, or density zone.
Furthermore, this 12,000 feet boundary is not based on empirical
data. Both GTEFL witnesses Seaman and Tucek were unable to specify
a geographic level that BCPM does report consistent with their
proposed 12,000 feet boundary position. Of the methods for which
BCPM can report costs, it appears that GTEFL prefers the grid
level. GTEFL does state in its post-hearing brief that it *. does
not oppose calculation of costs at a wire center level, but the
Commission should resolve to move toward a smaller unit of
calculation.”
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Sprint witness Sichter states that a CBG is the appropriate
long-term basis tu estimate costs. His reasoning is that costs
within the geographic level selected should not vary significantly.
Costs estimated at the wire center level, however, do not display
these characteristics within Sprint’s service territory in Florida.
Witness Sichter offers an example using BCPM with Sprint-specific
inputs that show that the average cost in the Tallahassee wire
center is 52B.45. When this same model is processed at the CBG
level, the costs in the Tallahassee wire center range from 517.99
to $144.

Nevertheless, witness Sichter does not advocate that universal
service costs be calculated at the CBG level at this time, but
instead recommends, for administrative reasons, that the wire
center level is appropriate. He suggests that it will take
approximately two to three years to allow both LECs and the
universal service administrator to implemcnt a universal service
plan at the CBG level.

c. Conclusion

Upon consideration, we shall require aggregating costs at the
wire center level at this time. Both models calculate costs below
the wire center level. This information is then used to aggregate
costs into larger areas such as CBGs and Wire Centers. Furthermore,
LECs currently gather data at the wire center level; hence,
calculating costs at a smaller level would be burdensome due to
operational and administrative constraints. Yet, as data is
gathered at smaller gecgraphic levels, we may need to re-examine
the geographic level at which costs are calculated in crder to
target high cost areas with more precision.

V. COST PROXY MODEL INPUTS

Having selected the BCPM 3.1 cost proxy model and determined
that the coat should be reported at the wire center level at this
time, we must next decide the specific inputs to the model., We
will first discuss several financial inputs: depreciation rates;
cost of money; and tax rates. Then, we will discuss the remainder
of the model inputs that are in contention b:fore us: supporting
s ructures; structure sharing factors; fill factors; manholes;
fiber cable costs; copper cable costs, drops, network interface
devices, outside plant mix, digital loop carrier costs, terminal
costs, switching costs and associated variables, traffic data,
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signaling system costs, transport system costs and associated
variables, expenses, and other inputs.

A. Depreciation
1. Introduction

Depreciation is one of the inputs into the cost proxy model
selected by the Commission. While there is disagreement among the
parties regarding the specific lives and salvage values to use in
this proceeding, AT&T and BellSouth witneeses believe it is
appropriate to use projection lives since, by definition, these
lives represent newly placed plant and therefore comport with the
FCC's requirement to use forward-looking costs. Remaining lives
are inappropriate since they relate to the life remaining of the
embedded assets. Each party’s position and our determinations are
shown below in Table V=A(3).

2. Discussion

ATLT/MCI witness Majoros recommends that the lives and salvage
values used in the cost proxy model should be those projection
lives and future net salvage values underlying the depreciation
rates prescribed in 1995 by the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC} for BellSouth and GTEFL. For Sprint, witness Majoros
recommends lives and net salvage values from the low end of the FCC
prescribed ranges. He asserts that his recommendations are

appropriate for use in high cost funding calculations since they
are consistent with the FCC’s May 7, 19%7, Universal Service Order
which states:

Economic lives and future net salvage
percentages used in calculating depreciation
expenses must be within the FCC-authorized
ranges.

Furthermore, based on his review of recent trends Iin the
depreciation reserve and retirement patterns, witness Majoros
asserts that the FCC's prescribed projection lives and future net
salvage values represent forward-looking costs.

Regarding trends in the reserve, AT&T/MTI's witness Majoros
points to the fact that the reserve level for all local exchange
carriers reporting to the FCC has grown from 18.7% in 1580 to 48.8%
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in 1997 while the 1997 retirement rate was 4.0%. BellSouth's 1997
rcerve is 51.2% and GTEFL’s is 43.5%. Witnesa Majoros explains
that an increasing reserve is generally a sign that depreciation
rates anticipate increasing retirement levels and the expected life
of the plant is decreasing. Without indications of a decreasing
life, witness Majoros asserts that an increasing reserve might be
a sign that depreciation rates are too high.

As further support for AT&T/MCI’s position, witness Majoros
points out that the FCC directed its staff over a decade ago to put
less emphasis on historic data in estimating depreciation lives and
more emphasis on company plans, technological developments, and
other future-oriented analyses. Additionally, he explains that the
fCC reaffirmed its forward-looking position in establishing ranges
of projection lives to simplify the depreciation prescription
process. The ranges were based on a review of recent retirement
patterns, company planning, and the current technological
developments and trends.

BellSouth recommends that the appropriate depreciation
parameters to use in this proceeding are those resulting from its
1998 BellSouth Florida Depreciation Study (Study). BellSouth
witness Cunningham asserts that the recommended lives are forward-
looking economic lives in that they represent how long the related
assets will have revenue-producing capabilities. According to
witness Cunningham, the Study provides explanations of methodology,
data, and analysis that support BellSouth’s recommendations. As
further support for the reasonableness of BellSouth’s recommended
lives and salvage values, witness Cunningham asserts that these
values are consistent with the depreciation lives and salvage
values BellSouth uses for intrastate reporting purposes an” for
external reporting purposes. Lastly, witness Cunningham claims
that BellSouth’s recommended lives are comparable to the lives last
prescribed by the FCC for ATET in 1994.

BellSouth witness Cunningham and GTEFL's witness Soverelign
assert that the lives prescribed by the FCC are not forward-looking
because they do not properly assess the impact of technological
evolution and increasing competition. Witness Cunningham, however,
stated that more competition is likely in the busliness marketplace
than in rural and high cosat areas.

In contrast to AT&T/MCI’s witness Majoros's testimony,
BellSouth’s witness Cunningham believes that emphasis on historical
retirement patterns is an indication that one expects the future
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not to wvary significantly from the past. He asserts that
retirements, particularly for the technology-sensitive accounts,
lag well behind the decline in economic value of the assets.
Further, witness Cunningham argues, and GTEFL's witness Soverelgn
agrees, that the fact a reserve has grown over time is not an
indication that the reserve is at the appropriate level. He opines
that the issue is whether the reserve has increased enough to
handle retirements caused by the shift that has occurred in the
telecommunications industry.

Witness Cunningham further contends that BellSouth's
depreciation lives are based on providing traditional
telecommunications services, and would be appropriate even if the
only service BellSouth ever provided in the future were narrowband,
traditional telephony services. These lives do not consider
impacts of future demands for emerging digital and multimedia
services, nor do they include the impact of a totally competitive
marketplace. He testifies that deployment of fiber in the
distribution will be driven by fiber‘s high capacity, low
maintenance, and reliability advantages. Replacement of today’'s
network will occur due to normal mortality and technological
obsolescence, that is, when the current technology is not the most
efficient means of providing narrowband service in the future.

The lives GTEFL recommends for use in the cost proxy model to
calculate the cost of providing basic local service are those that
it has been booking on a financial reporting basis since 1996.
Many of these lives, witness Sovereign asserts, are the same as or
similar to those approved by the Commission in 1932, Further,
GTEFL's recommended lives are similar to those used by the Regional
Bell Operating Companies (RBOCs) for financlial reporting purpcses.

Witness Sovereign indicates that a number of sources were
reviewed in the development of GTEFL’'s recommendations. GTEFL
used, as a benchmark comparison, the lives resulting from an
industry study performed by Technology Futures, Inc. (TF1), as well
as lives prescribed by the FCC and lives used by competitors such
as AT&T, MCI, and Cable TV companies. Additionally, witness
Sovereign states that GTEFL considers the effect that the evolving
competitive market will have on the lives of GTEFL's assets.
Witness Sovereign, however, was unable to clearly indicate how
these sources were used in the determination of GTEFL’s recommended
lives and salvage values.
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Witness Sovereign proffers that competitive impacts must be
recognized in establishing the economic value of GTEFL’'s ascets.
He notes that some 240 companies hold statewide certificates to
operate as alternative local exchange carriers (ALECs}. Also,
emerging technological developments like wireless local loops and
transmission through electric lines as well as through competitors
are making bypass of full facilities more of a reality. He claims
that competitors will use not only copper twisted wire pairs, but
also local wireless, coaxial cable, and the electrical wires into
the home, For these reascons, witness Sovereign concludes that
depreciation inputs approved for use in this proceeding must
reflect competitive considerations.

Regarding competitive impacts, witness Sovereign stated that
he is unaware of anyone providing fixed wireless service in GTEFL's
territory or whether fixed wireless technology is economically
competitive with GTEFL's basic phone service. Further, he is
unaware whether Teleport Communications Group (TCG) providesa local
service in GTEFL’s territory. Additionally, he agrees thot ATET
has no local facilities in GTEFL's territory.

While witness Sovereign agrees that the distribution
facilities of cable TV operators are not similar to distribution
facilities of telecommunications companies, he believes that the
kind of faecility is irrelevant; how it is going te be used is what
is important. AT&T/MCI witness Majoros believes that comparisons
to AT&T and MCI are inappropriate because their plant 1s used to
provide interexchange, not local exchange, services. Even though
the same mortality forces and technological impacts are likely, the
fact that interexchange plant has fewer switches and cables permits
faster replacement of these assets.

Regarding the TFI studies GTEFL has used as a benchmark,
witness Sovereign states that they are not Florida-specific but
relate to all GTE operations. Additionally, the studies only
address lives for the technology-sensitive accounts (digital
switching, copper and fiber cables, and cir-uilt equipment) and
GTEFL provided no analysis or support for the lives it 1s
recommending for the remaining accounts. According to witness
Sovereign, recommended salvage values for all accounts were based
on judgement. Further, we believe that to the extent Florlda
operations, environment, and other factors vary from the industry
or other GTE companies, so will resultant lives.
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Sprint did not offer a specific depreciation witness.
However, witness Dickerson’s testimony addresses the determination
of Florida-specific nodel inputs, of which depreciation 1is
included. Sprint’s recommendations for the technology-sensitive
accounts are based on the results of an industry study performed by
TFI. Neither Sprint Corporation nor Sprint-Florida, however,
conducted a similar analysis specifically for Florida properties.
Witness Dickerson explained that Sprint hired a depreciation
consultant, Mr. Weinert, in several proceedings in other states to
review and present testimony regarding the appropriateness of the
TFl study results for those states, While witness Dickerson could
not provide any information as to what Mr. Weinert's review
entailed, a copy of Mr., Weinert’s testimony filed in Nevada and
North Carolina was provided through discovery. According to
witness Dickerson, Sprint did nct believe depreciation would be an
area of extreme interest in this proceeding since it considered its
recommended depreciation lives and salvage values to be
conservative.

A review of Mr. Welnert's testimony submitted in HNorth
Carolina clearly indicates that he is addressing depreciation
parameters reflecting Sprint’'s specific service life and net
salvage values and expectations recommended for its property in
Nerth Carolina. Mr. Weinert points out that these lives reflect
the seivice life expectations for a company providing service in a
less urban area having more feeder plant and smaller switching
centers than the RBOCs. Similarly, Mr. Weinert’'s testimony in
Nevada relates specifically to the depreciation lives and net
salvage factors recommended by Sprint/Central Telephone Company-
Nevada. No evidence has been given in this current proceeding that
the lives and salvage values recommended by Sprint are applicable
to Florida plant.

As for Sprint's recommended salvage values for the technology-
sensitive accounts, witness Dickeraon could not provide any
information relating to the determination of Sprint’s
recommendations except to say that the values were provided by
internal experts. The support for Sprint’'s recommended lives and
salvage values not addressed by the TFI atudy was provided.
According to this response, Sprint’s recommended lives are
generally consistent with those used for external reporting
purposes for the general support asset accounts. Expectations for
appropriate lives come from analogous tax lives used across the
corporation and consensus decisions of management.
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For Poles and Conduit, Sprint considered the last approved
service lives in Florida, the lives utilized in other S5print
companies and adjustments needed to reflect forward looking lives,
Sprint’s recommended 14 year life for Poles is comparable with the
life assigned to aerial copper cable. For conduit, Spriipt
recommends a 39.7 year life.

3. Conclusion

The purpose of this proceeding is not to direct BellSouth,
GTEFL, or Sprint to use specific depreciatinn rates for pricing its
retail business, but instead to establish the appropriate cost
methodologies to be incorporated in the proxy model to determine
the cost of basic local telecommunications service for establishing
a permanent high cost funding mechanism as reguired by Lhe
Legislature. This proceeding involves <determining the
reasonableness of the assumptions regarding depreciation axpenses
to be included in the cost proxy model.

We believe it is reasonable to assume that the depreciation
rates developed by the FCC for its 1995 proceedings for BellSouth
and GTEFL included consideration of the increasingly competitive
market. While the FCC’s Universal Service Order requires that
depreciation parameters be within the FCC prescribed ranges, we do
not believe the Order is preemptive for the determination of
intrastate high cost funding cost levels.

GTEFL and Sprint both agree that the lives used for financial
accounting purpeses should be used in the cost proxy models in this
proceeding. AT&T/MCI argue that Jlives used for financial
accounting are governed by Generally Accepted Accounting Principles
(GRAP), and the conservatism principle would hold, for example,
when alternative expense amounts are acceptable, the alternative
having the least favorable effect on net income should be used.
While conservatism is effective in protecting the interest o!
investors, AT&T/MCI's witness Majoros asserts it may not always
serve the interest of the ratepayers. He notes that GTEFL argued
this point te the FCC in 1993.

All four witnesses were asked if the depreciation parameters
used in this proceeding to determine high cost funding cost levels
should be the same for GTEFL, Sprint, and BellSouth. ATET/MCI
witness Majoros stated that individual company plans may cause
differences in lives, and the nature of the existing equipment may
cause differences in parameters between companies. Nevertheless,
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witness Majoros did admit that he had not seen any differences in
company plans in this proceeding. BellSouth's witness Cunningham
argues that depreciaticn parameters should not necessarily be the
same for all companies because of differences in planning and
eguipment. He does agree that if the technologies are the same,
then the same life-affecting impacting forces would exist. GTEFL's
witness Sovereign stated that he is only .dressing appropriate
depreciation parameters for GTEFL, but he could see no reasen for
any differences between the companies. Sprint’s witness Dickerson
stated that there is a possiblility that certain markets might drive
different rates of technical obsoclescence in various equipment
items, Urban markets tend to drive technology deployment faster
than rural markets. Also, a higher degree of large business drives
a faster rate of technical obsolescence. That may therefore
support some variance in the depreciation lives. Since the cost
proxy model assumes existing wire centers but essentially rebuilds
the network using the most efficient telecommunications technology
currently available and the lowest cost network confiquration, we
believe that it is reasonable to assume the same projection lives
and net salvage values for each company. For purposes of this
proceeding, our determinations relate to the three large LECs.

When the BCPM sponsors file the revised proxy model with the
Commission-approved inputs and prescribed changes, we shall require
that the Equal Life Group (ELG) mechanism be disabled when
calculating the capital cost factors. As BellSouth’s witness
Duffy-Deno explained, ELG is a method of calculating a depreciation
rate based on the life expectations of each of the equally-lived
sub-groups constituting a wvintage group. In other words, each
vintage is divided into sub-gqroups, each of which is expected to
live an egual life. Each item in any given equal life group is
expected to have the same life as each other item in that group.
The required depreciation for the vintage is the summation of the
requirements for each equal life group; each individual group is
expected to recover its investment over the life for that group.
Because we rejected the use of ELG in the early 1980's, the cost
model should be revised so that there is no ELG mechanism.

The projection life is a forecast of the future of the
property. Trends in life or retirement can sometimes be expected
to continue. Technical and economic obsaolescence are ongoing and
an historical life analysis will reflect these factors to the
extent that they were present in the past. Our decision in this
proceeding is based on a review of BellSouvth's Study, the FCC's
most recent prescribed lives for BellSouth and GTEFL, the FCC
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prescribed ranges, and the results of the TFI studies submitted by
GTEFL and Sprint.

As discussed earlier, AT&T/MCI’s depreciation paraneter
recommendations reflect what was prescribed by the FCC for
BellSouth and GTEFL in 1995. For Sprint, lives and net salvage
values from the low end of the FCC prescribed ranges are
recommended. BellSouth’s recommendations are the result of its 1598
Depreciation Study. GTEFL's re ommendations reflect what it has
been booking on a financlial reperting basis since 1996. Sprint'’s
recommendations for the technology-sensitive accounts are based on
the results of a TFI industry study. For the general support asset
accounts, Sprint generally utilized depreciation lives consistent
with those used for external reporting purpeses, For Poles and
Conduit, Sprint considered the last approved service lives in
Florida, the iives wutilized in other Sprint companies and
adjustments needed to reflect forward loocking lives,

The technology-sensitive accounts (digital switching, digital
circuit, and metallic cables) represent the majority of each
company’s investment and are the most controversial. BellSouth's
and Sprint’s recommended projection lives are the result of using
the technology substitution model, the purpose of which is to
determine how fast a new technology is displacing an older
technology. The substitution model forecasts the rate at which
fiber technology is substituting for copper technology. A basic
assumption of the model is that Fiber-In-The-Loop will bring
broadband services to the home, displacing copper plant.

While witness Soverelgn stated that he reviewed the TFI
analysis and the data used in that analysis, he could not discuss
the inputs necessary to perform the substitution analysis. He
views the details of the model as not being as important as the
fact that the results from the model are comparable to other
telecommunications companies.

Regarding the technology substitutlon model, we agree with
AT&T/MCI witness Majoros that an inherent flaw with the model is
that it assumes the new technology will completely replace, not
supplement, the old technology. For example, Asynchronous Transfer
Mode (ATM) switching will be deployed as a supplement to digital
switches, not as a replacement. Further, the use of digital
subscriber line technologies, may permit the copper cable plant to
fulfill its life expectancy rather than shorten lt.
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Additiocnally, ATLT/MCI witneas Majoros points out that the
substitution model is based on several input assumptions that are
under the contrel of the person performing the analysis. Different
assumptions could therefore yield different results with the same
model. We believe that this makes the outputs of the model very
subjective.

In this proceeding, Bell . 'th witness Cunningham presented a
publication by James R. Bright relating to the accuracy of
predictions resulting from th+ s¢  *itution model. Mr. Bright
states that the acrmracy of pred.ct nased on the first 5 to 10
percent of displacement data may !« ery poor, while forecasts
based on 20% to 25. displacement dita seem to be quite accurate.
While witness Cunningham agreed with Mr. Bright's statement, he
pointed out that he also belieisd accurate predictions with less
than 20% to 25% displacement data could be made. BellSouth
represents that it began deploying fiber feeder cable in 1390 with
annuals that had displacement rates ranging from 2.0B% to 4.25%
with the highest taking place in 1998. Displacement rates were not
available from GTEFL or Sprint since they simply relied on the
results of the substitution analyses TFI performed., GTEFL Jid not
provide any information regarding the substitution model when
requested. While Sprint did answer fundamental questions regarding
the model, it was unable to provide annual displacement rates.

Further, ATLT/MCI witness Majoros provides compelling evidence
that illustrates that BellSouth’'s retirement forecasts, as a result
of the substitution model, have tended to be much more aggressive
than actual results. He providea a comparison of BellSouth'’s
forecasted metallic cable retirements for the 1992-1997 pericd to
actual retirements booked for the same period. The results
indicate that BellSouth’s forecast overestimated retirements by
about 400% or 5934 million.

Another illustration of the overestimation of the substitution
model’s forecasts can be shown for GTEFL. (Tabie V-A(l) GTEFL
provided a comparison of its forecasats of copper cable retirements
to actual retirements for the 1993-1%97 period.
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Table V-A(l): 1992 and 1994 GTEFL Ratiremsnt
Forecast for Metallic Cable Accounts
{(5000)

1992-1994 Actual 1993-1447
Forecast Hetirements

Aerial $27,723 $17,978 i

Underground 32,211 11,560

Buried 65,510 59,278

This shows that GTEFL's retirement forecasts have also tended to be
much more aggressive than actual results.

The lives that we adopt for BellSouth, GTEFL, and Sprint in
this proceeding are based on a forecast of how fast fiber
technology will displace copper facilities. If history serves as
a guide, it would seem probable that BellSouth’s forecasts for this
displacement would be rather overstated from what will actually
take place. While similar information was not provided by GTEFL or
Sprint, we believe the same concerns would apply.

A review of the data submitted by BellSouth in 1its
depreciation study shows that its retirements of copper plant have
not been much different for the 1993-1997 period than they were for
the 1973-1977 period before the advent of fiber technology. 1If one
were to rely totally on history (Table V-A(2)), it would then
follow that the life expectancy for copper cable today should be no
different than it was in the 1973-1977 period. However,
BellSouth’s lives are much shorter than in the 1973-1977 period to
recog.uize that fiber technology or even wireless technology will
impact the life of copper facilities. The point of contenzion 1s
how much impact there will be.

Table V-A(2): BellSouth Retirement Rates

HMatallic Cables 1973-19877 1993-1987
Avrial 1.6% 1.2%
Burlied 1.3 1.0%
Underground 1.0 1.5%

wWhile similar information was not submitted by GTEFL or Sprint, we
believe that their percentages would be similar.
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Regarding company planning for installing fiber in the
distribution portion of the network, BellSouth is beginning
deployment in ali new residential develrnments requiring buried
cable. Plans for exis ing copper facilities, however, are to use
them to satisfy current and forecasted demands. The network
strategic plans submitted by BellSouth, GTEFL, and Sprint indicate
that fiber deployment will be driven by eccnomics, implementation
of market driven broadband services, and strategic positioning for

the company.

Upon consideration, we hereby adopt the life projections
recommended by AT&T/MCI witness Majoros for BellSouth for the
metallic cable accounts in this proceeding. We do not believe the
lives recommended by BellSouth, GTEFL, and Sprint for the
technology-sensitive accounts are reasonable. Further, we are not
satisfied with the cechnology substitution model either used or
relied on by each of these companies. Additionally, we find no
reason not to assume similar expectancies for GTEFL and Sprint.

For digital switching, we believe a 13-year life |Is
appropriate. The life for digital switching recognizes increased
interim retirements and a shorter overall life span as evidenced by
BellSouth’s submitted information. For a digital circult, we
believe an eight-year life is appropriate. The recormended life
for digital circuit recognizes a shorter life for optical equipment
as asynchronous equipment is phased out and replaced with
Synchronous Optical Network (SONET) equipment. While other digital
circuit equipment can be expected to continue providing viable
functions in a SONET environment, slower growth can be expected.

The general support assets include motor vehicles, buildings,
and office furniture and support cqguipment. These assets are not
impacted by technology with the exception of the computer account.
Upon consideration, we believe a compromise of the parties’
positions is appropriate. Sprint’s (Sprint and Centel) recommended
lives are analogous to tax lives used across the corporation, and
consensus decisions of management. GTEFL provided no support [or
its recommended lives other than they are the same as used for
financial reporting purposes.

For Motor Vehicles, Garage Work Equipment, Furniture, and
Company Communication Equipment, we adopt lives that are generally
consistent with those recommended by AT&T/MCI for BellSouth and by
BellSouth. Sprint did not recommend a life for Company
Communication Equipment. The recommended lives are 7.5 years, 12
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years, 11 years, and 7 years, respectively. We believe that these
lives are reasonable and appropriate to use in this proceeding.

AT&T/MCI did not recommend lives for Aircraft or Special
Purpose Vehicles. The only company having aircraft investment 1is
GTEFL. Upon consideration, we believe GTEFL's recommended 5-year
life is reasonable and appropriate for use in this proceeding.

Special purpose vehicle equipment 1s used in special
situations where the locale dictates a need for alternative
transportation to provide for customer service needs. As such, we
find that BellSouth’s recommended 7-year life is reasonable and
appropriate for the purpose of this proceeding.

AT&T/MCI also did not recommend lives for Buildings for
Sprint. Upon revies of the information submitted in this
proceeding, we find that AT&T/MCI's recommended 40-year life for
GTEFL reasonable and appropriate to use in this proceeding.

The last three accounts to address in the General Support
Asset function are General Purpose Computers and Office Support
Equipment. For Other Work Equipment, we find a life of 12 years is
consistent with the AT&T/MCI recommendations for GTEFL and Sprint
and is appropriate. We also find a five-year life for computers is
appropriate and is consistent with the life recommended by
BellSouth and GTEFL. We find a 10-year life for office equipment
is consistent with the life recommended by AT&T/MCI! for GTEFL and
Sprint and reasonable to use in this proceeding.

From General Support Assets, we next turn to Central Offlce
Assets. ATET/MCI did not provide life recommendations for radio,
DDS circuit, or analog circuit investments. §Sprint did not provide
recommendations for operator systems or radio investments. Upon
consideration, we adopt lives for operator systems, radio, and DS
circuit investments that are consistent with the recommendations of
BellSouth and reasonable for this proceeding.

Analog circuit equipment will be phased ocut as analog switches
are replaced with digital switches. Additionally, the conversion
devices that perform analog-to-digital and digital-to-analog
translations will also be phased out as digital switches continue
to be deployed and with deployment of integrated digital loop
carrier (1uLC), digital cross-connect systems, and fiber cabling.
For these reasons, we find that the recommendations made by
BellSouth and GTEFL are reasonable and appropriate for this
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proceeding. The recommended eight-year life represents BellSouth’s
life (rounded).

With regard to infe-mation/origination assets, ATET did not
provide recommendations for station equipment (station apparatus and
Large PBX) investments., GTEFL did not provide a recommendation for
Large PBX investments. Sprint did not provide recommendations for
any of the information/origination accounts. Upon consideration,
we find BellSouth’s recommended 6-year life for each of these
acce nts is reasonable and appropriate for this proceeding.

The lives of cable and wire assets also must be determined.
Poles represent the supporting structure for aerial cable and wire
facilities, We agree with BellSouth that poles will continue to be
influenced by the traditional forces of retirement such as
deterioration, road construction, and joint use contracts. We
believe, however, that fiber technology will have an impact on this
plant. As metallic aerial facilities are replaced, the replacement
will probably not be aerial, but rather buried or underground. For
this reason, in this proceeding, we believe a life of 30 years is
reasonable and appropriate.

For the fiber cable accounts, we find that the wuse of
BellSouth and GTEFL’s projection lives of 20 years is appropriate
for this proceeding. We agree with BellSouth that with a new
technoclogy such as fiber cable, enhancements and refinements are
still taking place due to manufacturing defects and fiber clouding.
As noted in BellSouth's data for these accounts, retirement
activity has been insufficient to provide reliable results from any
statistical analysis. While there is no reason to think future
generations of fiber cable will not live similarly to copper cable,
we do not believe that the earlier generations of this technology
will experience that type of life characteristic.

Intrabuilding cable consists of cables and wires on the
company’'s side of the demarcation point, or standard retwork
interface, which are placed inside customers’ buildings or between
buildings on the same customer’s premises. BellSouth's recommended
20~-year life is based on an analysis of historical data and life
expectations for this equipment. While we believe that retirements
in this account have been insufficient toc perform meaningful
analysesa, we do find that BellSouth's recommended 1life 1is
reascnable for the purpose of this proceeding.
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Submarine cable is flanked on either side of the splice of
runs of aerial, buried, or wunderground cable. According to
BellSouth’s Study, retirement of this cable will occur concurrent
with the retirement of the flanking metallic cable. ~Aocordingly,
we belleve a similar life to that recommended for aerial and buried
metallic cable is appropriate.

The last account to be addressed is Underground Conduit. We
find little reason for a life less than 50 years for this account
in this proceeding. This life is consistent with that recommended
by ATE&T/MCI for GTEFL and Sprint.

In this section, we will address the various salvage values
that form inputs to the cost proxy model. As discussed earlier,
AT&T/MCI's depreciaition parameter recommendations reflect what was
prescribed by the FCC for BellSouth and CTEFL in 1995. For Sprint,
ATaT/MCI recommends net salvage values from the low end of the FCCU
prescribed range. BellSouth's recommendations are the result of
its 1998 Depreciation Study. GTEFL’'s recommendations are based on
judgement. Sprint’s recommendations are based on Internal company
experts. Upon consideration, we hereby adopt values based on a
review of the historical data submitted and (future salvage
expectations. Our adopted salvage wvalues are rounded to the
nearest 5%, which we believe is reasonable.

Next, we will address the salvage values of technology
specific accounts. We hereby adopt values for digital switching
and digital circuit investments that reflect a general consensus of
the positions of AT&T/MCI, BellSouth, and GTEFL. With the lncrease
of digital technology, we believe the reuse potential for this
equipment will be minimal. Any removal costs should offset the
attendant salvage. MWe therefore find that a 0% future net salvage
value is reasonable and appropriate.

Historically, net salvage for metallic aerial cable for
BellSouth has averaged about negative 7%, while GTEFL has averaged
negative 27%. Retirements have been minimal indicating that
reliance on the results of statistical analyses is not meaningful.
Upon consideration, we adopt a salvage value for metallic aerial
cable that reflects the labor-intensive nature of removal of this
plant consistent with AT&T/MCIl’'s recommencdations for GTEFL and
Sprint of negative 354,

When underground cables are retired, they are physically
removed from the conduit. Historlically for Bell3outh, removal
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costs have typically been offset by attendant salvage. On the
other hand, GTEFL has realized very little salvage from its
retirements during the past eight years. We believe some realized
salvage should be expected from underground cable retirements; the
amount, however, will depend on the copper market at the time of
retirement. For this reason, we finds a negative 10% net salvage,
as GTEFL has recommended, to be reasonable and appropriate for this
proceeding.

Buried cables are abandoned in place with some cost of removal
associated with cutting and capping at the pedestal. Based on the
data submitted by BellSouth and GTEFL, we find that a negative 10%
net salvage value is reasonable and is appropriate for this
proceeding.

We must also determine the salvage values for general assets.
Upon review of the information submitted in this proceeding, we
find that the salvage values recommended by BellSouth, GTEFL, and
Sprint are reasonable and acceptable for Alrcraft, Special Purpose
Vehicles, Garage Work Equipment, Other Work Equipment, Builaings,
and General Purpose Computers.

For Motor Vehicles, net salvage for BellSouth has averaged
about 13% for the 1990-1997 period with the most recent three years
averaging about 22%. MNet salvage for GTEFL has averaged about 16%
for the 1990-1997 period with the most recent three years averaqging
abort 118. Upon consideration, we believe that {uture salvage
projections for motor vehicles will be similar to what has been
realized in the past. Accordingly, we find that a net salvage
value of 15% is appropriate.

BellSouth's recommended 10% net salvage for Furniture ls based
on a decreasing trend exhibited in the historical data and future
expectations, GTEFL, on the other hand, has not experi=nced a
decreasing trend in net salvage and certainly lends little credence
to its recommended zero net salvage. Upon review, we hereby adopt
BellSouth's recommended 10% net salvage as reasonable and
appropriate for this proceeding.

Net salvage for Office Support Equipment for both BellSouth
and GTEFL has historically averaged less than 5%. Therefore, we
find that use of a 0% net salvage is appropriate,

Net salvage for Company Communication Equipment has been
erratic for both BellSouth and GTEFL. Ekach company, however, has
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historically realized net salvage of 10% or more. Upon
consideration, we adopt the 10% net salvage value recommendation of
BellSouth.

Next, we must determine the salvage values for central office
assets. ATET/MCI did not provide net salvage recommendations for
radio, DD5S circuit, or analog circuit investments. Sprint did not
provide recommendations for operator systems, radio, DDS circuit,
or analog circuit investments. GTEFL did not provide a recommender
net salvage for DDS ecircuit investments.

ARll parties recommending a net salvage value for operator
systems investments agree with a zero net salvage. We find this
recommendation within reason and hereby adopt a zero net salvage
value for these investments.

BellSouth’s recommended negative 5% net salvage for radio
systems investments is consistent with its experience as well as
GTEFL's experience, We find that this recommendation is reasconable
and adopt it for this proceeding.

We believe little salvage will be realized from the retirement
of DDS circuit investment. While BellSouth's five year band of
salvage data has averaged 2.5%, we believe that this percentage
will continue to decrease. Therefore, we hereby adopt a zero net
salvage value for this account. Likewise, we find that negative
net salvage of 5% for analog circuit is in line with recent trends
submitted by BellSouth and appropriate for this proceedina,

The next group of accounts is information and origination
assets. ATET/MCI provided recommendations only for Other Terminal
Equipment. GTEFL did not provide a salvage recommendation for
Large FPBX investments. Sprint did not provide salvage
recommnendations for any account in this function. Upon
consideration, we adopt the zero net salvage recommendations of
BellSouth and GTEFL for the 5Station Apparatus and Large PBX
accounts as reasonable and acceptable for use in this proceeding.

BellSouth recognizes that salvage historically realized for
Other Terminal Equipment is conaidered abnormal. GTEFL's net
salvage experience, on the other hand, approaches zero,. Upon
consideration, we adopt a zero net salvage for this account.

We must also address the salvage values for cable and wire
assets. Firat, the removal of poles is very labwor Intensive as (s
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evidenced by the salvage data submitted by BellSouth and GTEFL.
Historically, net salvage has averaged about negative 67t for
BellSouth and about negative 66% for GTEFL. Sprint provided no
information for this account. Upon consideration, we adopt
AT&T/MCI’s net salvage of negative 75% for this account because it
is more consistent with the future expectations for this account
than BellSouth’s or GTEFL's recommendations of negative 60% and
negative 10%, respectively.

Historically, both BellSouth and GTEFL have incurred negative
net salvage of less than 5% in the retirement of submarine metallic
cables. This plant is abandoned in place. Sprint provided no
information for this account. As such, we find that a negative 5%
rnet salvage is reasonable and appropriate for this account.

Historical net salvage for the Intrabuilding Network Cable
account for BellSouth has ranged from about negative 3% Lo negative
L. For GTEFL, historical net salvage has ranged from about
negative 2% to 0O\, Sprint provided no information for this
account, We agree with BellScuth’s assumption that the cost of
removing this type of cable will continue to be greater than any
realized salvage. We therefore adopt BellSouth’s and GTEFL's
recommended negative 10% net salvage as reasonable for this
proceeding.

Far the fiber cable accounts, both BellSouth and GTEFL have
recommended the same net salvage expectations as for their metallic
cables. Sprint did not provide information for this account.
According to BellSouth, while the fiber cable accounts have
experienced limited retirements, future salvage should be
comparable to the salvage values expected for metallic cables. We
therefore adopt values that mirror the values adopted for metallic
cables.

BellSouth, GTEFL, and Sprint recommend a negative 10% net
salvage for underground conduit facilities. ATET/MCI also
recommends negative 10% net salvage for GTEFL and Sprint with a
recommendation of negative 7t for BellSouth. Upon consideration,
we therefore adopt a negative 10% salvage wvalue, which 1is
consistent with the parties’ positions and recognizes that removal
costs will be incurred with the rebuilding and moving of handholes
and manholes.
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Table V-A(3):

Commission-Ordered Lives

and BellSouth, GTEFL, and Sprint Recommended Lives

Conmiasion- BallSouth GTEFL Sprint
Ordered

Account (¥Yra.) (Yrs.) Yea. |l (Yrs.)
Motor Vehicles 1.5 8.0 .0 4.4
Alrcraft 5.0 5.0
Special Purpocase Vehlicle 7.0 7.0 10.0 8
Garage Work Equipment 12.0 12.0 10,0 1.0
Other Work Equipment 12.0 1.0 10.0 1.0
Buildinga 40.0 40.0 0.0 31.0
Furniture 11.0 1.0 10.0 16.0
Office Support Equipment 10,0 11.0 0.0 0.0
Company Comm. Equlpmssnt 7.0 7.0 10.€
Genl Furpose Computers 5.0 .0 5.0 3.0
Digital Switching 13.0 10.0 10.0 11.0
Cperator Systems 10.0 10.0 10.0
Fadic Jystems .0 9.0 10.0
Clreult-DDA 8.0 8.0 8.0 11.0
Circult-Oigital 8.0 9.0 ¥.0 11.0
Cilroult-Analog 8.0 7.8 8.0 il.0
Station Apparatus 6.0 6.0 1.0
Large PBX 6.0 6,0
Other Terminal Equipsant €.0 6.0
Foles da.0 4.4 0,0 14.0
Anrial Cable-Matallic 18.0 14.0 4.0 0
Aerial Cable=Fiber 20.0 20.0 20.0 0.0
Undergrd Cable-Hatalllc 23.0 12.0 12.0 1.0
Undecgrd Cable-Fiber 20.0 70.0 20.0 20.0
Buried Cable-Metallic 18.0 i4.0 14. 18.0
Buried Cable-Fiber 20.0 20.0 20,0 20.0
fubmarine Cable-Metallic 18.0 14.0 1.0
Submarine Cable-Fiber 20.0 20,0
Intra-Bldg Metwk Cable-Mat. 20.0 1.0
Intra-Bldg Hetwk Cable-Fiber 20,0 20,0 20.0
Condulc 50.0 50.0 40.0 16.7
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Table V-A(3):

ATET/MCI Recommended Lives

BellSouth GTEFL Sprint Centel
Account {Yra.} {Yrs.) {Yrs.) {Yrm. )
Motor Vahicles 7.0 7.0 10 7.0
Mrcraft
Special Purpose Vah.
Garage Work Eguipment 1z2.0 12.0 12. 12.0
Other Work Equipsent 1.0 12.0 12.40 12.0
Bulldings 40.0 40.0
Furniture 11.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Office Support Equipment 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0
Company Comm. Egquipment 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
Genl Purpose Computers £.4 6.0 6.0 6.0
Digital Switching 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0
Operator Syatems 10.0 §.0 8.0 8.0
Radio Systems
Circuic-DDS
Circuit-Digital 10.0 5.0 11.0 11.0
Clrouit=Analog
Station Apparatus
Large PBX
Other Terminal Equipment T.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
Foles 30.0 20.0 20.0 20.0
herial Cable-Metallic 18.0 20.0 20,0 20.0
harial Cable-Fiber 20,0 2.0 2.0
Undergrd Cable=Metallle 21.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Indergrd Cable-Fiber 20.0 20.0 Z2D.0 Z0.0
Buried Cable=Metallic 18.0 20.0 20,40 20.0
Buried Cable-Fiber 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Submarine Cable-Metall ic
Submarine Cable-Fiber
Intra-Bldg Netwk Cable- £0.0 20.0 20.0 20.0
Het .
Intra-Bldg Hetwk Cable- 20,0 20.0 20.0 Z20.0
Fiber
Condult 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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Table V-A(3): Commission-Ordared Salvage Values
and BellSouth, GTEFL, and Sprint Reccamended Salvage Values

Commiasion- BellSouth GTEFL Sprint
Ordered

Account LY L] LY 1Y
Hotor Vehiclaes 1.0 16.0 10.0 20.0
Alrcraft €.0 0.0
Speacial Purpose Veh. 0.0 0.0 G.0 0.0
Garage Work Equipment 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other Work Equipment 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Bul ldinga 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Furniture 10.0 10.0 0.0 0,0
Office Support Equipment 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Company Comm. Equipment 10.90 10.0 0.0
Gonl Purpoae Computers 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,0
Digital Switehing 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0
Operator Systema 0.0 0.0 0.0
Radio Systems 0.0 0.0 G.0
Clecuit-p0a 0.0 2.0
Clreult=Digital 0.0 0.0 0.0 (1.0}
Clreult-Analog 0.0 (31.0)
Station Apparatus 0.0 0.6 0.0
Large PDX 0.0 0.0
Other Tearminal Equlipmant 0.0 0.0 0.0
Foles (7501 (60.01 (10,04 i43.0)
Aorial Cable-Metallic (35.01 (14.0) [10.0} (18.0)
herial Cable-Flber (3%.0} (14.01 (10.0) fa0.0)
Undergrd Cable-Metallic {10.0)0 [B.0) {10.0) [ad.0)
Undergrd Cable-Fiber {10.0) (8.0} 110.0j i14.m
Buried Cable-Metallic (16,09 17.0% 110,03 (#%.0
huried Cable-Fiber (10.0) i7.0) (10.0) (10.0]
Submarine Cable-Metallic (5.0} 0.0 110.0)
Submarine Cable=-Fiber (3.0) (10,0)
intra-Bldg Netwh Cable-Met. (10.01 1io.o
intra-Bldg Hetwk Cable-Fiber {10.0} {10.0) {10.0)
Conduit {16.0) (10.C) (10.0) 16.04
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Table V-A(3):

ATLT/MCI Recommended Salvage Values

BallSouth GTEFL Sprint Centel
Account (LF] LY (v LY
Hator Vehlcles 10,0 6.2 10.0 10.0
Alrcraft
Speclal Purpcas Veh.
Garage Work Equipment 0.0 .0 0.0 .0
Other Mork Equipment 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Buildings 4.0 0.0
Furniture 14.0 9.0 0.0 0.0
Office Support Equipment 10.0 8.0 0.0 0.G
Company Comm. Equipment 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Genl Purpose Computers 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Digital Switching 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Operator Systema 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Radio Systema
Circuit-D0DS
Clrouit-Digital 0.0 1.0 0.0 .0
Clrcult-Analog
Statiocn Apparatus
Large FBX
Other Terminal Equipesnt 10.0 g.0 6.0 g.d
Foles {7.01 17.0) (7.0 L7.01
herisl Cable-Metallic {11.0} 3.0} {3.0) i4.00
Aarial Cable-Fibar {11.01 12.0) {2.9) (2%.0)
Undergrd Cable-Matallic 7.0 1.0 {30.0) {30,.0)
Undergrd Cable-Flber (6.0} {5.0) (20.0) {(20.M%j
Buried Cable-Metallic (8.0) 110.00 (10.0} (10.0)
Buried Cable-Fiber 0.0 10,0 (30.0) (10.0]
Submarine Cable-Metallic
Submarine Cabrle-Fiber
Intra-Bldg Metwk Cable-Met. {12.00 (16.00 {30.0 {30, 0
Intra-Bldg Metwk Cable-Fiber [12.0] 110.00 (1%.01 (35,00
Condult i7.01 110.0) [10.0) {10.0)
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B. Cost of Money
1. Overview

The cost of money is cne of the required inputs into the cost
proxy model. Three witnesses filed direct and rebuttal testimony
in *his proceeding regarding the appropriate forward-looking
economic cost of capital of the three large LECs for the provision
of basic local service. BellSouth/Sprint witness Billingsley did
not recommend a specific cost of capital figure but instead
testified that the use of an 11.25% cost of capital by BellSouth
and Sprint in their respective cost studies was reasonable and
conservative. GTEFL witness Vander Weide recommended that an
average cost of capital of 12.65% be used in the forward-looking
studies of the cost of providing basic local service. ATLT/MCI
witness Hirshleifer testified that the midpoints of his cort of
capital ranges of B8.50% for BellScuth, 8.55% for Sprint, and B8.74%
for GTEFL are the appropriate forward-looking costs of capital that
should be used in this proceeding.

2. Discussion and Conclusions

To determine the appropriate forward-looking cost of capital
to be included in the cost of providing basic local service, it is
necessary to estimate the forward-looking cost of debt and equity.
In addition, it is necessary to determine the appropriate mix of
debt and equity in the capital structure. Cumb.ning these inputs
produces the cost of capital estimates endorsed by the respective

witnesses,

Capital Structure

In its cest study, BellSouth assumed a capital structure of
60% equity and 40% debt. In its cost study, Sprint assumed a
capital structure of 59.6% equity and 40.4% debt. Witness
Billingsley relied upon these relative levels of capitalization in
his determination of the reasonableness of the overall cost of
capital of 11.25% used by both BellSouth and Sprint in thelr
reapective cost studies.

GTEFL witness Vander Weide used a capital s'ructure of 77.6%
equity and 22.4% debt in arriving at his recommended overall cost
of capital for GTEFL. These ratios represent the average market-
based capital structure ratios of the Standard & Poor's (S&P's)
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industrial companies for the five year pericd ended December 31,
1997,

ATLT/MCI witness Hirshleifer considered the average capital
structure ratios for his index of comparable companies to determine
the appropriate capital structure for the large LECs. His index
included the Regional Bell Holding Companies (RBHCs) and the larger
independent telephone companies. On a book value basis, he found
the average capitalization for his index to be 43% equity and 57%
debt as of December 31, 1997. On a market value basis, he found
the average to be B0% equity and 20% debt for the same puriod.
Witness Hirshleifer testified that the market value debt weights at
the holding company level prebably understate long-run target
weights in the capital structure for the provision of basic local
service. Consequencly, he contended that it would be inappropriate
to rely solely on current market value capital structure weiahts of
the telephone holding companies when calculating the weighted
average cost of capital. In employing both the book value and
market value averages to establish his respective ranges for the
welghted average cost of capital for each of the large LECs,
witness Hirshleifer’s analysis assumed an average capital satructure
of 61.5% equity and 38.5% debt.

As of June 30, 1998, BellSouth's caplital structure was
comprised of 56.4% equity and 43.6% debt. Sprint's capital
structure was comprised of 60% equity and 40% debt as of June 30,
1998, According to the Moody’s Investor Service (Moody's) report
regarding GTEFL dated April 19%8, GTEFL had a capital structure
comprised of 23.4% common equity, 0.7% preferred stock, and 75.9%
debt as of December 31, 1997.

We not believe GTEFL has provided adequate support for its
recommended 77% equity ratio, We have not found any satate
commission that has approved a cost of capltal based upon an
average market-based capital structure as proposed by witness
Vander Welde in this proceeding. In orders from other states
regarding GTE companies, the equity ratio approved by the
respective commissions has ranged from a low of 52.0% (Hawaii,
Order No. 15345, issued January 31, 1997) to a high of 61.7%
(Alaska, Docket Mo, U97-87, Order No. 2, issued November 14, 195%7.)

GTEFL witness Vander Weide testified that the market-based
capital structure of 77.6% equity and 22.4% debt "is a conservative
estimate of the target capital structure GTE would employ in the
competitive local exchange environment assumed by a forward-looking
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economic cost study.” ATET/MC] witness Hirshleifer testified,
however, that it is critical the target capital structure used to
determine the cost of capital in this proceeding be related to the
business of providing universal service. He said, “this is a
distinctly different, and far less risky business than the overall
combined businesses of the publicly-traded GTE holding company, or
of the S&P Industrials.” Moreover, although it is gquestionable
whether GTEFL would actually raise capital on a golng-forward basis
by ‘ssuing a mix of 77% equity and 23% debt, GTE Corporation (GTE),
in fact, did not propose to raise cupital in this manner in its
failed attempt to acquire MCI. Although the transaction was never
consummated, when GTE announced its unsolicited offering to acquire
MCI in October 1997, GTE's plan was to fund the 528 billien
acguisition with debt and assume MCI's $5.2 billion in outstanding
debt obligations, Duff & Phelps Credit Rating Company, press
release dated October 16, 19357.

We have strong reservations regarding whether equity
capitalization approaching the 60% level is truly necessary for the
provision of basic local service given witness Hirshleifer's
testimony that the business of providing universal service is of
relatively low risk compared to the many more risky business
endeavors being pursued by the telephone holding companies.
However, since both witnesses Billingsley and Hirshleifer employed
relatively the same percentages of equity and debt in the analyses
that led to their recommended costs of capital, we find that a
capital structure of 60% equity and 40% debt is appropriate 1in
determining the appropriate weighted average cost of capital for
purposes of this proceeding.

Cost of Debt

Witness Billingsley testified that the furward-looking cost of
debt for BellSouth is 6.57%. He arrived at this rate by adding the
average spread between the yields on triple A-rated public utility
bonds and 30-year Treasury bonds from October 1987 through July
1998 of .B0% to the average yield on 30-year Treasury bonds for the
period May 1998 to July 1998 of 5.77%. Witness Billingsley used a
similar analysis to arrive at his recommended forward-looking cost
of debt for Sprint of 6.92%. The average spread between single A-
rated public utility bonds and 30-year Treasury bonds over the same
period was 1.15%. BellSouth’s debt is rated triple A and Sprint's
debt is rated single A by S5&F's Rating Service.
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Witness Vander Weide testified that the forward-looking cost
of debt for GTEFL is 6.70%. This rate is the yield to maturity
(YTM) on Moody’s sinnle A-rated industrial bonds for September
1938. He testified that the industrial companies are a good proxy
for the risks cf investing in the facilities required to provide
local exchange services on a forward-looking basis. Both witnesses
Billingsley and Vander Weide testified that their estimates of the
market cost of debt are conservative because they do not include
the flotation costs that must be paid to issue debt securities.

In his recommendation, ATAT/MCI witness Hirshleifer assumed a
cost of debt of 6.42% for BellSouth, 6.03% for Sprint, and 6.46%
for GTEFL. He arrived at these rates by calculating the YTM as of
August 31, 1998, of all of BellSouth’s, Sprint’s, and GTEFL's
outstanding debt issues, including the debt of the holding
companies and any subsidiaries as reported in the S&P Bond Guide.
He testified that the YTM is a forward-looking cost of debt that
measures the rate these companies would have to pay if the bonds
were issued at the measurement date, and reflects investors’
expectations regarding the future returns on these publicly-traded
bonds.

Witness Billingsley challenged witness Hirshleifer's estimates
of BellSouth’s and Sprint’s cost of debt. Witness Billingsley
testified that witness Hirshleifer incorrectly estimated each
firm’s cost of debt because he relied upon the cost of debt issued
by the holding companies of BellSouth and Sprint and because he
included debt issues that were not issued to fund telephone network
assets.

Witness Hirshleifer testified that the best estimate of the
cost of debt is the weighted average cost over all of the subject
company’s outstanding issues, including the debt of the holding
company and any subsidiaries, He said that he included the holding
companies and all the subsidiaries in his analysis of the cost of
debt to be consistent with his estimate of the cost of equlty.
Witness Hirshleifer tesatified that since the estimate of the cost
of equity must be performed at the holding company level, to be
consistent he wanted to estimate the cost of debt at the holding
company level. In addition, to the extent that the provision of
universal service is of relatively low risk compared to many of the
risky businesses being pursued by the holding companies, witness
Hirshleifer noted that his estimate of the cost of debt at the
holding company level would be conservatively high.
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Although he did his analysis at the holding company level,
witriess Hirshleifer arreed that it would also be appropriate to
consider only the debt of BellSouth, Sprint, and GTEFL for purposes
of estimating the cost of debt in this proceeding and provided the
information necessary to make that determination. The cost of debt
estimates for BellSouth, Sprint, and GTEFL as of August 31, 1998,
recognizing only the debt issues of each LEC are 6.42%, 6.07%, and
6.57%, respectively.

Witnesas Hirshleifer’s analysis was based upon all debt issues
of each company as reported by S&P. It was never demonstrated why
witness Billingsley believed the proceeds from the bonds issued by
BellSouth and Sprint that witness Hirshleifer relied upon in his
analysis were used for any purpose other than to support the
companies’ telephone operations. Witness Hirshleifer testified
that although the debt listed for each of the companies in the 35&P
Bond Guide reflected debt with varying maturities, none of the debt
was short-term debt such as BellSocuth’'s commercial paper prograa.
He noted that short-term debt is less expensive than long-term debt
and that all businesses are funded with both long-term and short-
term debt. He concluded that to the extent his analysis did not
include the effect of the lower cost of short-term debt, his
estimates would be upwardly biased.

Using the methodology employed by witness Billingsley for
estimating the forward-looking cost of debt but updating the inputs
through September 30, 1998, BellSouth's indicated cost of debt is
6.29%. This rate was determined by adding the three month (July -
September 1998) average yield on 30-year Treasury bonds of 5.48%
and a risk premium of ,Bl% to account for the average difference
between the yields on triple A-rated public utility bonds and 3i0-
year Treasury bonds (October 1987 - September 1998). The rate for
Sprint is 6.63% (5.468% plus 1.16%). Since GTEFL's debt is also
rated single A, it would have approximately the same cost of debt
as Sprint based upon this analysis.

Upon consideration, we find that 6.5% is a reasonable estimate
of the true forward-looking cost of debt for purposes of this
proceeding. This rate falls between the current yields to maturity
for BellSouth and GTEFL as of August 31, 1998, of 6.42% and 6.57%,
respectively, as calculated by AT&T/MCI witness Hirshleifer,
excluding the securities not directly related to BellSouth and
GTEFL. The 6.5% rate exceeds the average yield on 30-year Treasury
bonds for September 1998 of 5.19% by 131 basis points. Finally,
while the average yield for the index of AAA-rated public utility
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bonds exceeded the yield on 30-year Treasury bonds on average by
approximately Bl basis points over the last 10 years, over the last
4 years BellSouth’s actual experience has been a spread of only 41
basis points on average over the yield on 30-year Treasury bonds.
In addition, while the average yield for the index of A-rated
public utility bonds exceeded the yield on 30-year Treasury bonds
on average by approximately 116 basis points over the last 10
years, over the last 4 years Sprint’s and GTEFL’'s actual experience
has been a spread of only €4 and 66 basis points, respectively, on
average over the yield on 30-year ureasury bonds. Based on this
information, one could argue that BellSouth’'s, Sprint’s, and
GTEFL’s actual experience indicates their truve forward-looking cost
of debt is something less than 6.0%. However, based upon the
results of witness Billingsley’'s yield-spread analysis and witness
Hirshleifer’s YTM analysis, we beleive the 6.5% cost rate is the
most appropriate estimation of the forward-looking cost of debt for
purposes of this proceeding.

Cost of Equity

Witness Billingsley used three models to estimate the cost of
equity of BellSouth and Sprint. Since BellSouth is a subsidiary of
BellSouth Corporation and Sprint-Florida is a subsidiary of Sprint
Corporation, neither company has equity traded in the market.
Thus, there is no direct market information upon which to estimate
BellSouth’s and Sprint’s cost of equlity capital. Therefore, it was
necessary for witness Billingsley to infer BellSouth's and Sprint’s
cost of equity by evaluating the available market data for publicly
traded companies that are demonstrated to be comparable in risk
with BellSouth and Sprint. In his first approach, witness
Billingsley applied the discounted cash flow (DCF) model to two
groups of firms he identified as comparable in risk to EeliSouth
and Sprint, respectively. In his second approach, he usad the
capital asset pricing model (CAPM). Finally, he conducted a risk
premium analysis. From these analyses, he concluded tha. the
current cost of equity capital for BellSouth is within the range of
14.20% to 14.46% and the current cost of equity capital for Sprint
is within the range of 14.30% to 14,53%.

Witness Vander Weide used one model to estimate the cost of
equity of GTEFL. Since GTEFL is a subsidiary of GTE Corporation
and therefore does not have equity traded in the market, witness
Vander Weide had to rely on market data of publicly traded
companies to estimate the cost of equity capital of GTEFL. Witness
Vander Weide applied the DCF model to an index of S&P industrial
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companies. He testified that since the 5&P Industrials are a well-
known sample of publicly-traded competitive companies whose risk,
on average, approximates the risk of providing telecommunications
services in a competitive market, 1 believe the S5&P Industrial
group is a good proxy for the risks of investing in the facilities
required to provide local exchange services on a forward-looking
basis. Based upon this analysis, he concluded that the current cost
of equity capital for GTEFL is 14.30%.

AT&T/MCI witness Hirshleifer relied upon two models for
estimating the cost of equity for BellSouth, Sprint, and GTEFL.
For the same reasons cited by witnesses Billingsley and Vander
Weide, witness Hirshleifer had to rely on marret data of publicly
traded companies to estimate the cost of equity capital of the
three large LECs. In his firat approach, witness Hirshleifer
applied the DCF model to a group of companieés he identified as
comparable in risk to BellSouth, Sprint, and GTEFL. The second
method he used was the CAPM model. These two models produced a
range of estimates of the cost of equity capital for BellSouth of
9.35% to 9.96%, for Sprint of 9.41% to 10.08%, and for GTEFL of
9.50% to 10.35%. He assumed the midpoint of each of these ranges
of 9.65%, 9.74%, and 9.92% as the appropriate costs of equity for
BellSouth, Sprint, and GTEFL, respectively.

BellSouth and Sprint witness Billingsley used the constant
growth or single stage form of the DCF model which assumes growth
remains constant over an indefinite or infinite holding period.
The growth rates used in this analysis were the 5S-year earnings
growth rates forecasted by Institutional Brokers’ Estimate Service
(IBES) and Zacks Investment Research, Inc. His DCF model included
an adjustment of 5% for the recovery of floration costs and
recognized the quarterly compounding of dividends. He applied this
form of the DCF model to two indices of companies he identified as
comparable in risk to BellSouth and Sprint, respectively. Witness
Billingsley used a cluster analysis to identify each i{ndex of 20
firms. Based upon this analysis, he concluded that his DCF
analysis indicated a cost of equity for BellSouth in the range of
14.45% to 14.46% and a cost of equity for Sprint in the range of
14.43% to 14.53%.

GTEFL witness Vander Weide also used the constant growth or
single stage form of the DCF model which assumes growth remains
constant over an indefinite or infinite holding period. The growth
rates used in this analysis were the 5-year earnings growth rates
forecasted by IBES. His DCF model included an adjustment of 5% for
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the recovery of flotation costs and recognized the quarteriy
compounding of dividends. He applied this form of the DCF model to
an ilndex of S&P industrial companies he assumed to be comparable in
risk to GTEFL. In applying the DCF model to the S&P industrial
companies, he excluded companies from the group which did not have
a reported stock price, pay a dividend, have a positive growth
rate, have at least cne common share outstanding, and have at least
three analysts’ long-term growth estimates, In addition, he
eliminated those 25 percent of companies with the highest and
lowest DCF results, Based upon this analvysis, he concluded that
his DCF analysis indicated a cost of ecui:, for GTEFL of 14.30%.

AT&T/MCI witness Hirshleifer used the variable growth or three
stage form of the DCF model, which distinguishes between short and
long-term growth rate projections. He assumed the first stage
lasts five years because that is the longest horizon over which
analysts' forecasts of growth are available, For this period, he
used the 5-year earnings growth rates forecasted by IBES. He
assumed the second stage lastsa 15 years during which the growth
rate falls from the high level of the first five years to the
growth rate of the U.S., economy by the end of year 20, From the
twentieth year onward, the growth rate is set egqual to the growth
rate of the economy because he believes rates greater than that
cannot be sustained into perpetuity. The long-term growth forecast
used after year 20 was derived by averaging the long-term Gross
National Product (GNP) growth forecasts obtained from the Wharton
Econometric Forecasting Associates and from Ibbotson Associates.
Witness Hirshleifer used the annual form of the DCF model. His
model did not include an adjustment for flotation costs. He
applied this form of the DCF model to an index of companies he
identified as comparable in risk to the three large LECs. Witness
Hirshleifer selected the RBHCs and larger independent telephone
companies from the list of telephone operating companies in the S5&P
Industry Survey. Based upon this analysis, he concluded that his
DCF analysis indicated a cost of equity for BellSouth of 9.35%, for
Sprint of 9.41%, and for GTEFL of 9,50%.

We have reviewed the DCF analyses conducted by each of the
witnesses. Regarding which DCF model is more appropriate for
eatimating the cost of equity capital of the three large LECs, we
find that the multi-stage DCF model employed by ATET/MCI witness
Hirshleifer is superior to the single stage DCF model used by
BellSouth and Sprint witness Billingmley and GTEFL witness Vander
Weide. Witness Hirshleifer testified that the form of the LCF
model he used is well supported in the financial community. He
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noted that prominent economists familiar with cost of capital
research have recognized that the simple perpetual growth DCF model
using short-term forecasts is inappropriate to use if a company’s
short-term growth rate is expected to exceed the long-term growth
of the economy. He noted that Stewart Myers and Lynda Borucki
state that:

[florecasted growth rates are obviously not
constant forever. Variable growth-rate DCF
models, which distinguish short- and long-term
growth rates, should give more accurate
estimates of the cost of equity. Use of such
models guards against the naive projection of
short-run earning changes into the indefinite
future.

Stewart C. Myers and Lirda 5. Borucki, ™"Discounted Cash Flow
Estimates of the Cost of Equity Capital--A Case Study,” Financlal
Markets, Institutions & Instruments, Veol. 3, HNo. 3, New York
University Salomon Center, 1994,

In addition, he noted that Ibbotson Associates state that:

[tlhe reason it is difficult to estimate the
perpetual growth rate of dividends, earnings,
or cash flows is that these quantities do not
in fact grow at stable rates forever.
Typically it is easier to forecasat a company-
specific or project-specific growth rate over
the short run than over the long run. To
produce a better estimate of the equity cost
of capital, one can use a two stage DCF model.

.. For the resulting cost of capital estimate
to be useful, the growth rate over the latter
period should be sustainable indefinitely. An
example of an indefinitely sustainable growth
rate is the expected long-run growth rate of
the economy.

Stocks, Bonds, Bills and Inflation, 1996 Yearbook, Ibbotson
Associates, Chicago, pp. 158-159. Finally, he referenced the
finance text book, Investments, in which the authors William
Sharpe, Gordon Alexander, and Jeffery Bailey state:
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Over the last 30 vears, dividend discount
models (DDMs) have achieved broad acceptance
among professional common stock investors. ...
Valuing common stock with a DDM technically
requires an estimate of future dividends over
an infinite time horizon. Given that
accurately forecasting dividends three years
from today, let alone 20 years in the future,
is a difficult propesition, how do investment
firms actually go about implementing DDMs?
One approach is to use constant or two-stage
dividend growth models as described in the
text. However, although such models are
relatively easy to apply, institutional
investors typically view the assumed dividend
growth assumptions as overly simplistic,
Instead, these investors generally prefer
three-stage models, believing that they
provide the best con .nation of realism and
ease of application.

William F. Sharpe, Gordon J. Al:xa and Jeffery V. Bailey,
Investments, Fiith &£d., Prentice h. . Englewcod Cliffs, New
Jersey, 1995, pp. 5" =-591. Witness Hirshleifer testified that
neither witness Billingsley nor witness Vander Welide cited any
credible support for the applicat on of the perpetual growth DCF
model using short-run growth forecasts in the current environment.
Moreover, it appears far more reasonable that the true estimates of
BellSouth’s, Sprint’s, and GTEFL's cost of equity would be produced
by a DCF analysis that assumes a growth rate of 9.5% for the first
5 years and linearly decreases to a long-run sustainable rate of
5.5% by year 20, than the estimates produced by DCF analyses that
assume growth rates will remain constant at 12.1% to 13.4% forever.
This is particularly true in light of BellSouth’s and GTEFL's
forecasted growth rates over the next 5 years of 8.1% and 8.9%,
respectively.

We considered the arguments raised by each witness regarding
the debate over whether the quarterly or annual form of the DCF
model is more appropriate. However, because the difference between
BellSouth and Sprint witness Billingsley's LCF results using the
guarterly model versus the annual model was negligible, It was not
necessary to make a determination on tlhia polint.
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negarding the debate over whether flotation costs should be
-rcognized in the ustimation of the cost of equity, we bellieve an
adjustment should be made to allow for the recovery of these costs.
Based upon GTEFL witness Vander Weide's testimony, the inclusion of
flotation costs would increase the cost of capital by 20 to 30
basis points.

We also reviewed the indices of firms that each witness
testified are comparable in risk to each of the three LECs. We
have strong reservations regarding BellSouth and Sprint witness
Billingsley’'s and GTEFL witness Vander Weide's testimonies that
their indices of industrial firms are more comparable to the risk
associated with BellSouth's, Sprint’s, and GTEFL's provision of
basic local service than ATE&T/MCI witness Hirshleifer’s index of
telephone holding ccmpanies that are actually engaged in this line
of business. Regarding witness Billingsley’s indices, witness
Hirshleifer testified that “if one were to accept the results of
his cluster analysis, then one would have to believe that the risk
of the network element leasing business was more similar to the
risks faced by Coca-Cola, McDonalds and Wal-Mart stores, as
examples, than to the risks faced by BellSouth’s parent company
{which owns LECs and the underlying network elements).” He noted
that major brokerage firms and investment banks which issue analyst
repsrts for the telephone holding companies do not use a cluster
analysis when choosing proxy companies for valuing these companies.
Instead, he noted that these firms consider other telephone holding
companies to be the best proxies for the subject telephone company
being valued. Witness Hirshleifer also testified that by selecting
groups of companies with growth rates that exceed a reasonable
forecast of the aggregate economy and assuming that these growth
rates will remain constant into perpetuity, witness Billingsley
“systematically guarantees an inaccurately high ceost of equity
estimate inconsistent with investor expectaticns.”

Witness Hirshleifer testified that GTEFL witness Vander Weide
did not demonstrate how his index of companies from such diverse
industries as automobile manufacturers, oil companies, producers of
food and food ingredients, publishing and entertainment companies,
and pharmaceutical firms was comparable in risk to GTEFL. He noted
that, because witness Vander Weide’s “analysis is based on the
performance of large industrial companies generally rather than a
group of comparable companies, his results are of no relevance tc
the wholesale telephone business or the provision of universal
service.” He also noted that major brokerage firms and investment
banks which issue analyst reports for GTE Corperation wview other
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telephone holding companies to be the best proxies for the subject
telephone holding company being valued.

Although BellSouth and Sprint witness Billingsley and GTEFL
witness Vander Weide claim their respective indices are comparable
in risk to BellSouth, Sprint, and GTEFL, and that the RBHCs and
other independent telephone companies in AT&T/MCI witness
Hirshleifer’s index are not, a detailed comparison of the indices
does not bear this out. We compared the averages of three measures
of investment risk for each index. The measures were provided by
each witness and were calculated as of December 31, 1997. We first
compared the average market-to-boock (M/B) ratioc for each index.
The average M/B ratio for witness Billingsley’s index for BellSouth
is 8.8, The average M/B ratio for witness Hirshleifer’s index is
5.1. The average M/B rat’'o for BellSouth for the same period was
3.7. The average BARRA beta for witness Billingsley’s index for
BellSouth is .83. The average BARRA beta for witness Hirshleifel’s
index is .73. The BARRA beta for BellSouth for the same period was
.76. Finally, the average of the IBES 5-year growth rate
projections for witness Billingsley’s index for BellSouth |is
13.41%. The average of the IBES 5-year growth rate projections for
witness Hirshleifer’s index .s 9.50%. The 5-year IBES growth rate
projection for BellSouth for the same period was 8.11%, It is
clear from this analysis that, contrary to BellSouth witness
Billingsley's testimony, his index is not comparable in risk to
BellSouth and therefore the results of his DCF analysis on this
index are not reflective of BellSouth’s true cost of eguity.
Moreover, this analysis shows that the index of RBHCs and large
independent telephone companies relied on by AT&T/MCI witness
Hirshleifer is comparable in risk to BellScuth and therefore the
results of his DCF analysis on this index are reflective of the
true cost of equity for BellSouth.

As noted earlier, witness Hirshleifer testified that witness
Vander Weide did not identify a comparable group consisting of
companies with similar risk. He noted that the only evidence
witness Vander Weide offered regarding comparability was predicated
upon his assumption that the risk of GTEFL providing basic local
service in Florida was greater than the risk of GTE Corporation,
the holding company. Witness Vander Weide argued that since GTEFL
is more risky than GTE Corporation and because in his opinion the
Value Line beta for GTE Corporation of .95 cannot be statistically
distinguished from the assumed byta cf 1.0 for the S&P Industrials,
the S&P Industrials are therefore a conservative proxy for the
forward-looking risk of GTEFL.
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Witness Hirshleifer testified that the most widely-accepted
technique for determining the cost of capital of a company is to
determine the cost of capital of companies with businesses
comparable to the line of business under consideration. He
rebutted witness Vander Weide's underlying assumption by noting
that the business in question, that is, the business of GTEFL
providing basic local service, is far less risky than many of the
businesses GTE Corpeoration ls invelved in, such as wireless and
international ventures. He further noted that had witness Vander
Weide considered the forward-looking BARRA beta for GTE Corporation
of .75, he would have properly concluded that GTE Corporation is
actually less risky than either the S&P Industrials or the market
as a whole.

BellSouth and Sprint witness Billingsley next employed the
common form of the CAPM model. To use this model, he had to make
assumptions regarding the appropriate beta, market return, and
risk-free rate. He used a prospective measure of beta supplied by
BARRA. The beta coefficient measures the systematic risk of
investing in a security. The systematic risk is the risk that
cannot be eliminated through diversification. Generally speaking,
the higher the beta, the greater the risk and vice versa. The
average beta for the BellSouth index was .93, and for the Sprint
index was .84, To estimate the market return, witness Billingsley
applied the same form of the DCF model discussed earlier to the S5&F
500 index of companies. Using market data for the menth of July
1998, he estimated an expected return on the S5&F 500 of between
15.85% and 16.09%, Finally, for the risk~-free rate, he used the
average expected yield implied by the prices of 20-year Treasury
bond futures contracts quoted during July 1998 of 6.14%. Based
upon this analysis, he concluded that his CAPM analysis indicated
a cost of equity for BellSouth in the range of 14.2% to 14.4% and
for Sprint in the range of 14.3% to 14.5%.

In his other analysis, AT&T/MCI witness Hirshleifer used the
market risk premium form of the CAPM model. To employ this model,
he had to make assumptions regarding the appropriate beta, market
risk premium, and risk-free rate, He considered two measures of
beta. The first measure, based on historical stock returns, was
provided by Dow Jones Beta Analytics. The indicated beta from this
source was ,72 for BellSocuth and .78 for GTE. To confirm the
reasonableness of this approach, he also considered the prospective
measure of beta supplied by BARRA. The beta for BellSouth as of
the same period was .76 and for GTE was .75. He defined the market
risk premium as the added expected return that investors require to
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hold a broad opeortfolio of common stocks instead of risk-free
Treasury securities., Based on a DCF analysis of the S&P 500 using
the same DCF model discussed earlier, he determined a market risk
premium over one-month Treasury bills of 5.3% and a market risk
premium over long-term Treasury bonds of 31.8%. He also considered
the historical spread between total stock returns and treasury
returns as calculated by Ibbotson Associates. The arithmetic
average spreads (indicated marke* risk premiums) over one-month
Treasury bills ranged from 5.49% to 9.15%. The average spreads
over long-term Treasury bonds ranged from 4.54% to 7.63%. Based on
these analyses, he concluded that reasonable estimates of the
market risk premium are 7.5% over one-month Treasury bills and 5.5%
over 20 year Treasury bonds. Finally, for the risk-free rate, he
used the average yields on one-month Treasury bills and 20-year
Treasury bonds. For one-month Treasury bills he used a long-run
average yield of 4.53% and for 20-year Treasury bonds he used the
average yield for December 1997 of 6.02%. Based upon this
analysis, he concluded that his CAPM analysis indicated a cost of
equity for BellSouth of 9.96% and for GTEFL of 10.35%. To estimate
the CAPM cost of equity capital for Sprint, he assumed the average
of the entire sample of 10.08%.

We believe BellSouth witness HBlllingsley’s CRPM analysis
overastates the true cost of equity of BellSouth. ATIT/MCI witness
Hirshleifer teatified that had witness Billingsley properly taken
into account the fact that the growth rates used in his analysis
would eventually slow, he would have arrived at market risk
premiums more consistent with what is supported in the current
financial literature. Witness Hirshleifer noted several current
articles which discuss the forward-looking market premium over
Treasury bonds in the 2.0% to 6.0% range. In witness Billingsley’s
analysis, the difference between his indicated market return
through July 1998 of 15.85% to 16.09% and the YTM on Z0-year
Treasury bond futures contracts through July 1998 of 6.14%
indicates a market premium of 9.71% to 9.95%, well in excesa of the
level supported by independent scurces,

In discussing his CAPM analysis, AT&T/MCI witness Hirshleifer
conceded that for purposes of estimating the long-term cost of
capital there is a preference for using the long-term Treasury
interest rate. He also agreed that it would be reasonable Lo use
the predicted BARRA beta instead of a historical measure of beta in
the CAPM analysis. The BARRA betas for BellSouth, 5Sprint Corp.,
and GTE Corporation are .76, .79, and.75, respectively. Using
these measures of beta, the YTM on 20-year Treasury bond futures
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contracts through beptember 18998 of 5.72%, and the range of
forward-looking market risk premiums of 5.5% to 7.5% from witness
Hirshleifer’'s analysis, the indicated CAPM cost of equity estimates
for BellSouth and GTEFL are in the range of 9.9% to 11.4%. The
indicated estimate for Sprint is in the range of 10.3% to 11.7%.

In his final approach, BellSouth and Sprint witness
Billingsley applied a market risk premium analysis. He defined the
equity market risk premium as the difference between the return on
a broad basket of equity securities (the market)! and the return on
a low-risk or riskless benchmark security. In this analysis, he
calculated the risk premium as the difference between the expected
return on the 5P 500 and the current market yields on public
utility bonds from che period October, 1987, through June. 1998,
To estimate the market return, he applied the same form of the DCF
model discussed earlier to the S&P 500 index of companies. For
BellScuth, he used the yield on triple A-rated public uvllity
bonds. For Sprint, he used the yield on single A-rated bonds. His
analysis showed that the average risk premium from late-19%87 to
mid-1998 was 6.74% over triple A-rated bonds and 6.57% over single
h-rated bonds. Adding the first premium to the three month {April
- June 1998) average return on AAA-rated public utility bonds of
6.99% produced a cost of equity for the S&P 500 of 13.63%. Adding
the second premium to the three month (April - June 1938) average
return on A-rated public utility bonds of 7.12% produced a cost of
equity for the S&P 500 of 13.69%.

However, witness Billingsley testified that when interest
rates decline, the equity risk premium widens, and when interest
rates rise, the equity risk premium narrows. He citcd a study
conducted by R.S. Harris and F.C. Marston to support this opinion.
As a result of this study, witness Billingsley testified the risk
premium muat be increased. During the period of Harris and
Marston’s study, the average risk premium was 6.47% and the average
yield on long-term Treasury bonds was 9.84%, Because the yield on
30-year Treasury bonds has decreased to 5.68% (July 1998), he
argued that the appropriate risk premium was 9.18% instead of the
6.47% risk premium indicated by the Harris and Maraton study.
Using this alternative approach, he concluded that his analysis
indicated an expected return on the S&P 500 of 14.86%, which is the
current average level of 30-year Treasury bonds for the montn of
July of 5.68% plus the adjusted risk premium of 9.18%.

We believe witness Billingsley’s risk premium analysis
overstates the true cost of equity of BellSouth and Sprint. In




ORDER NO. PSC-99-006B-FOF-TF
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP
PAGE 101

reviewing witness Billingsley’s market risk premium analysis, we
note that the market premium is not constant but instead increases
and decreases over time. Schedules RSB-5 and RSB-6 show that the
risk premium uver the period covered by witness Billingsley’s
analysis varied from as little as 3.90% to as great as B,.B6% when
measured against triple A-rated bond yields and from 3.48% to B.77%
when measured against single A-rated bond yields. For this reason,
it appears the average risk premium calculated by this analysis
already accounts for changes in the risk premium due to changes in
the level of interest rates. We believe it would be double
counting to include the additional 2.71% premium (9.18-6.47=2.71)
witness Billingsley included in his risk premium estimates of
BellSouth’s and Sprint’s cost of equity. Removing this 2.71%
premium, the indicated return for the S&P 500 is 12.2%, without
accounting for the fact that the average yield on 30-year Treasury
bonds continued to decline from July, 1998, through September,
1998. Moreover, this number is conservatively high because {1
reflects the cost of equity for the S&P 500. The S&P 500, with an
assumed beta of 1.00, is generally considered more risky than
individual companies with betas significantly less than 1.00, such
as BellSouth with a beta of .76 and GTEFL with a beta of .75,

Upon consideration, we have determined that the cost of equity
for BellSouth falls within the range of 9.9% to 12.5% and for
Sprint and GTEFL within the range of 10.2% to 12.5%. These ranges
include an allowance of 30 basis points for the recovery of
flotation costs. Since a point estimate of the cost of eguity must
be used to establish the overall cost of capital, we hereby adopt
11.5% for this proceeding. This return is conservatively high
considering the fact that it represents a 6,3% market premium over
the average yleld on 30-year Treasury bonds for September, 19%8, of
5.19% and a 5% market premium over the forward-looking cost of debt
of 6.5%.

Overall Cost of Capital

BellSouth and Sprint witness Billingsley and GTEFL witness
Vander Weide discussed at length their oplnions of the risk being
faced by companies in the telecommunications industry since the
passage of Telecommunications Act of 1996. In their discussions of

risk, they overlooked two very fundamental points. Firse,
witnesses Billingsley and Vander Weide misstrte the risk that is
relevant to this proceeding. AT&T/MCI witness Hirshleifer

testified that the telecommunications industry is a very broad
category that includes such businesses as cellular operations, PCS,
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wireless communications endeavors, long distance, and international
operations. On the other hand, he pointed out that the business
for which the cost of capital is being estimated in this proceeding
is the business of universal service.

Both witnesses Billingsley and Vande: Weide admitted that for
purposes of setting prices in this proceeding, we should only
consider the forward-looking cost of capital associated with the
provision of universal service. Witness Hirshleifer testified that
the business of providing universal service is of relatively lcw
risk compared to many of the risky business endeavors being pursued
by the telephone holding companies. He also noted that in its
Universal Service Order, the FCC specifically stated at Paragrapn
250(4) that “until facilities-based competition occurs, the impact
of competition on the LEC's risks associated with the supported
services will be minimal because the LEC's facilities will otill be
used by competitors using either resale or purchasing access to the
LEC’s unbundled elements.” Witness Hirshleifer concluded that it
has been clearly recognized by financial analysts and the bond
rating agencies that the business of providing universal service is
less risky and more stable than the other businesses being pursued
by the telephone holding companies. For these reasons, the
discussion of risk in witnesses Billingsley’s and Varder Weide's
testimonies, to the extent it deals with the jlcbal state of the
telecommunicationa industry rather than the actual business of
providing universal service in Florida, is irrelevant to the
determination of the cost of capital in this proceeding.

Second, regarding the risk that is relevant to the provision
of basic local service, both witnesses Billingsley and Vander Weide
ignored the fact that the financial markets have been continuously
absorbing and incorporating information about competition and
technological and regulatory change. Witness Hirshleifer testified
that, when assessing the cost of capital of any publicly-traded
company, the market accounts for all known risks existing currently
and the possibility of risks that could develop or increase in the
future. He further noted that the market continuously evaluates
real-world information regarding all relevant risks, Including
those which may arise or increase in the future, and incorporates
the likelihood of those risks occurring into the current costs of
capital of the telephone holding companies, Witness Vander Weide
admitted that investors consider all the risks, including industry
changes, that a firm might incur over the future life of the
company. Since all of the witnesses in his proceeding have relied
upon market information in the models they have used, to the extent
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the market considers the risks referred to by witnesses Billingsley
and Vander Weide important, the market has already accounted for
these risks in the financial measures used by the witnesses to
estimate the ccst of capital of these companies.

Upon consideration, we hereby adopt an overall cost of capital
of 9.5% for purposes of this proceeding. This is the fall-out of
a capital structure of 60% equity and 40% debt, a forward-looking
cost of debt of €.5%, and a cost of equity of 11.5%. For the
reasons discussed earlier, we believe the 9.5% is 1 reasonable
estimate of the large LEC’s true forward-looking cost of capital
and represents an appropriate cost of money for an efficlent
previder of universal service. AT&T/MCI witness Hirshlelfer:
testified that “the 11.25% cost of capital advocated by SellSouth
and Sprint, and the 12.65% cost of capital advocated by GTE are far
in excess of the forward-looking cost of capital for the provisien
of network element: or universal service, and are inconsistent with
publicly-available cost of capital estimates by parties outside the
context of this proceeding.” He noted that the 11.25% was
determined by the FCC in September 1990. Since that time, 30-year
Treasury bond rates have fallen 380 basis points from an average of
8.99% in September 1990 to an average of 5.19% in September 1998.
Witness Hirshleifer concluded that given the significant decline in
capital costs as indicated by the drop in yields on 30-year
Treasury bonds and “the real-world, investor-oriented evidence”
discussed in his testimony, there is no evidence to support witness
Billingsley’s and witness Vander Weide's estimates as the true
costs of capital of BellSouth, Sprint, and GTEFL for the provision
of universal service. We believe the 9.5% cost of capital is
reasonable for BellSouth, Sprint, and GTEFL in light of the
evidence presented.

. Taxes

Income taxes, deferred income taxes and taxes other than
income are necessary elements for the cost proxy model. Both
models, as filed, lacked certain key components.

During deposition AT&T/MCI witness Wood indicated that the HAI
model employed in this proceeding does not address the effect of
either deferred state or federal income taxes. He also said that
separate spreadsheets would have to be developed, independently of
the model, for each class of depreciable property, so that those
calculations could be entered into the model. Witness Wood did

o an i
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acknowledge that if deferred taxes were included in the model, the
costs would be lower. He also said the inclusion of deferred taxes
would be a change he would suggest to the model.

Although BellSouth witness Duffy-Deno stated that the BCPH
model did not recognize the deferral of state income taxes, the
model does incorporate federal deferred income taxes. He didg
indicate where the appropriate factors could be inserted in the
model. He alsc provided the information required to replace
default factors used in the model with Florida-specific factors.

Both state and federal deferred taxes are appropriate for use
in determining basic local service costs. BellSouth witness Duffy-
Deno indicated he was not sure whether Florida income taxes were
deferred, but saw no problem with including them if they are
deferred. Accordingly, we find that both federal and state deferred
income taxes are appropriate for consideration in this proceeding.

At the hearing, we took Official Recognition of Order No, PSC-
98-0604-FOF-TP, Docket No. 960833-TP, issued April 29, 1998. The
information relied on in that order still appears to be reasonable.
There have been no significant changes that would affect the rates
since our Order was issued., We find, therefore, the rates approved
in that docket are appropriate for this proceeding: 1.53 per cent
for gross receipts and 1.20 per cent for ad valorem and other
taxes.

Table V-C(1) shows the rates recommended by the witnesses and
the rates that we hereby approve. ATL&T/MCI’s are default numbers
based on national averages. The combined rate is a mathematical
combination of the state and federal income tax rates. For
example, use of the state and federal income tax rates provided by
BellSouth, GTE Florida and Sprint and approved by us proda~es a
combined rate of 38.57% (.055 + ((1-.055) x .35) = 38.57%).
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Table V-C(1l): Tax Rate Comparison

Type of Tax | AT&T/MCI | BellSouth | GTE-FL Sprint Commission
Income:

Faederal 35.00% 35.00% 35.00% 35.00% 35.00%
State 05.50% 05.50% 05.50% 05.50% 0% .50%
Combined 39.25% 3B.57T% 3B.57% 38.57% JH.57%
Taxes Other

Than

Income:

Ad valorem NA 00, 90% 01.20% 00.90% oo, an
Ad val. &

other HA HA A MA 01.20%
Gross NA

receipts 05.00% NA 03.03% NA 01.53%
Other NA NA NA 01.00% 30.00%

Because this proceeding is intended to gauge the cost of

basic local service in Florida on a forward-looking basis, as

mandated by the Legislature, we believe Florida-specific rates are
appropriate. We hereby require the use of Florida-specific tax
rates and the inclusion of the effect of state and federal deferred
income taxes in order to determine the cost of basic local service
in Florida. The Florida-specific state income tax rate rhall be
5.5 per cent. The federal income tax rate shall be 35 per cent.
The combined federal and state income tax rate shall be 38.57 per
cent. The factor for gross receipts shall be 1.53 per cent. A 1.2
per cent factor shall be used for ad valorem and other taxes.

- =TT

The following sections, Sections V-D through V-T, address the
remainder of the inputs required for the cost proxy model. Of the
total cost of providing service, the loop components constitute the
majority of the cost, approximately 731 percent, according to GTEFL.
Switching costs are the next largest category, representing about
14 percent of the total cost, according teo GTEFL.

We note that because BCPM 3.1 is a cost proxy model as is HAI
5.0a, some of the results may appear to be counter-intuitive from
an engineering standpoint. For example, a model may call for a
manhole, or part of a manhole, to be bullt in a rural area because
of the overall plant mix that is assumed. This type of anomalous
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result occurs because these proxy models are not models an engineer
would use when designing an actual network. We believe, however,
that overall these anomalies result in minimal effects on the cost
determination process.

During this proceeding, our staff asked BellSouth, GTEFL, and
Sprint to recommend inputs if the HAI Model were recommended.
BellSouth recommended the HAI 5.0a inputs proposed by witnesses
Jamshed K. Maden, Michael D. Dirmeier and David C. Newton
{Georgetown Consulting Group). In its response GTEFL stated that it
"objects to this request as it is vague, ambiguous, overly broad
and unduly burdensome.” As part of its response, Sprint provided
documents detailing the difference between the BCPM and HAI inputs
and “approximations” of the calculations necessary to convert BCPM
inputs to HAI inputs, but “reserves the right to develop Florida-
specific inputs for use in HAI, if chosen.”

Our staff also requested that AT&T recommend inputs if the
BCPM Model were recommended. MCI adopted AT&T's response. ATAT
responded:

The structure and algorithms used in BCPM 3.1
are not comparable to the structure and
algorithms wused in HAI 5.0a. Simply
attempting to modify the inputs to BCPM 3.1 to
resemble those in HAI 5.0a will produce [no]
meaningful answer. Moreover, there is
insufficient time available in this proceeding
to accomplish this task. . . . the FCC spent
three months on a similar project before
abandoning the effort.

AT&T did provide a copy of AT&T and MCI's response to the
Mississippi Public Service Commission staff of suggested outside
plant inputs for BCPM.

We have analyzed each input and addressed AT&T's criticisms of
the LECs’ proposed inputs. Generally speaking, each input begins
with a definition or discussion about the input, analysis of the
parties’ positions, and our determination on the value for the
particular input.

For each input not specifically discussed, we cunsider each
LEC's proposed input as representative of an efficient provider in
its territory. Therefore, we find that for all the inputs not
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specifirally addressed in this Order, each LEC’'s proposed inputs
are considered to be reasonable surrogates for an efficient
provider and thereby adopted.

Differences Among the LECs’ Inputs Methodologies and Documentation

As different as many of BCPM's and HAl's inputs are, there are
also differences in the methodology the LECs used to calculate
their BCPM inputs. For exampie, GTEFL excluded nonrecurring
expenser from its expense calculation, while BellSouth anu Sprint
did not. (Sectioen V-S). Regarding outside plant mix (Section V-L),
BellSouth oroposed using the BCPM defaults, while GTEFL and Sprint
provided ir,uts specific to each’s territory.

What particular data was considered confidential varied by
LEC. For example, GTEFL’s copper and fiber cable, and its labor
costs are confidential, while the same costs for Bellbsouth and
Sprint are not confidential (Section V-H). The breadth and depth
of back-up documentation varied considerably among the LECs, as
will be seen in the various subparts to the remainder of Section V
of this Order.

As implied in the above discussion, the LECs' methodologies
for input develcpment are not necessarily comparable on an “apples
to apples” basis, In fact, for several inputs, it is unclea:
whether all the LECs included the same costs, let alone determined
the costs the same way.

GTE Florida witness Tucek discussed this at the hearing:

In a nutshell, very little can be concluded
from looking at the differences among various
sets of inputs. Just like trying to count the
number of inputs we’ve populated in BCPM, it's
a futile endeavor to search for meaning in the
differences between the inputs proffered by
the parties in this proceeding. The reason
for this is that for any such ceomparison to be
meaningful, the inputs must include the same
types of costs.

The lesson we can learn from my rebuttal
testimony is that it is very important to make
sure there's no mismatch in what each company
has included irn like named Iinputs befare
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trying to assign meaning to the differences.
Any comparison of these data rely on the
unproven assumption that the inputs that are
called by the same name are developed on the
same basis. We’ve already seen this to not be
the case with something as basic as a pole.

Given the time available, the complexity of
the two propcsed models, and multiple sets of
proposed inputs not necessarily calculated
using the same methodology, we have done our
best to evaluate all of the evidence
available. However, we note that there may be
further adjustments to the model inputs that
are appropriate.

BellSouth’s Use of Projected 1998-2000 Data

While GTEFL and Sprint used 1997 data as the basis for many

inputs, BellSouth used projected 19%96-2000 data. BellSouth arrived

at its projected data by using Telephone Plant Indices (TPIsa):

In our particular study, we used three years,
so each one of them is year over year. We use
-- if you look at a ‘98, ‘99,6 2000, you would
have a TPI that would show the price change
from ‘97 to ‘98, ‘98 to ‘99, anu ‘9" to 2000.
And what we’ve done in ocur study is, instead
of using all three of them, we tried to hit a
midpoint of the time frame, and we took the
three numbers and straight averaged them. So
wvou had one TPI that would bring it to a
representative midyear of that period. And it
is applied to material, That’s the one we
used.

BallSouth witness Caldwell contends that the use of
data is appropriate:

In terms of looking at the study, we felt that
we had budgeted data thit would reflect any
cost changes that were relevant to the next
three years, and it would just give us a more
forward-looking view than just using a simple
flash cut in time for material prices.

projected

d
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BellSouth did, however, index more than material prices. It also
indexed expenses.

Sprint-Florida witness Dickerson, however, disagreed with the
use of projected costs:

As appropriate to a forward-looking design
assumption, Sprint did not apply any indices
or factors to its current material or labor
costs to reflect future costs. . . .In
contrast to the ILEC’s embedded network, a
“forward=looking” network is assumed to be
based 100% on the best, most current technical
design, currently available technology and
current (emphasis added] costs. That is, it
represents the network design, technology and
costs that an efficient ILEC experiences today
as it builds and expands its network using
*best in class”™ technology and design.

Our staff requested that BellSouth rerun BCPM 3.1 without
indexing material, labor, and contractor costs to ste if a
significant change in the cost of basic local service resulted.
BellSouth found that without indexing for inflation or deflation,
the average monthly cost of basic local service decreased by 30.36
on an uncapped investment basis, and $0.35 on a capped investment
basis.

This proceeding is to determine the cost of basic local
service using a proxy cost model. We find Sprint's arguments
against indexing persuasive, We believe that indexing may be
appropriate, for example, in a contract arbltration, but not in
this proceeding. Therefore, throughout the remainder of Section V,
we will ineclude, where appropriate, our determination on
BellSouth’'s indexing.

. - i C=

Both BCPM 3.1 and HAI 5.0a provide default input values that
are, by their wvery nature, national. However, these national
default inputs may be changed. Inputs may be specific to a
particular company or geographica’ area, or they may be speciflic to
a state. In general, the LECs belicve that, where possible, inputs
should be specific to their service territories
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BellSouth believes that the inputs "must be as specific as
possible. . . .should be company-specific by territory."” When
“possible,” BellSouth recommends "“Florida-specific cost inputs
which reflect the forward-looking cost of providing aervice In
Bellsouth territory in Florida.” However, BellSouth also used some
of the BCPM 3.1 defaults: “[D)efaults which were found to ke
representative of BellSouth’s Florida costs, were used when
BuellSouth-specific data was not available in the format, or at the
level of detail, required by the BCPM 3.1."

GTEFL proposed company-specific inputs rather than BCPM
defaults “based on: 'l) the materiality with which the inputs
at: ect costs, and (2) GTE’s ability to develop the company-specific
inputs in the format required by BCPM in the time allowed.”

Sprint believes that the inputs should be Florida-specific.
However, Sprint-Florida does not believe that there should be a
“standard set of inputs” for all Florida LECs using BCPM, because
“the model’s precision in developing cost by location would be
diminished.”

Each of the LECs had different responses when asked if there
should be any inputs which are Florida-specific rather than LEC-
specific. BellSouth responded that:

Cost input values should be reflective of the
costs incurred in a particular operating
territory, regardless of which local exchange
carrier is providing the service.

This presumably implies that, for example, the cost of switches
would be similar for all LECs serving in BellSouth’s territory, but
different in Sprint’s territory. We believe, however, that if
BellSouth were to compete in Sprint's territory, it is far hore
likely that BellSouth’s switch costs in Sprint’'s territory would
not be the same as Sprint’s switch costs, but would rather be the
same as BellSputh’s switch costs in its traditional territory.

GTEFL essentially agrees with BellSouth:

State or averaged inputs do not reflect the
production technologies, input prices, and
other company-specifie circumstances oi any
ILEC,
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1 [GTEFL witness Tucek] would suggest that if
this Commission wants the cost model and the
cost model inputs to result in meaningful
estimates of forward-looking cost, it |is
important that we estimate the forward-looking
cost of providing local service on each
carrier’s own network. The reason for this is
that the supporied services are likely toc be
provided primarily out of the incumbent’s
network for the foreseeable future, if not

indefinitely.
Sprint believes that there are some inputs that “should be
constant for all companies in the state, . . . ." These inputs are
taxes, cost of money, and depreciation. Sprint states that

“several” input categories could be considered “Englneering
specifications - such as CSA size, pole spc.cing, manhole spacing,
cable sizing factors - that can be readily be determined from
industry standard documents.” For the remaining inputs, including
cable and DLC costs, as well as support ratios and operating
expense ratios, Sprint suggests that a range might be employed to
take into account cost differences attributable to company size,

Upon consideration, we conclude that this proceeding is to
develop the cost of an efficient provider in Florida, not
necessarily an LEC’s cost in its service territory. We do believe
it is important to remember that any hypothetical efficlent
provider may or may not operate only in historic LEC territories.
A provider could operate in Tampa and Jacksonville. 1If this is the
case, would the provider’s general and administrative expenses in
Tampa differ from those it incurs in Jacksonville? Would Sprint’s
plant mix remain the same if it competed with BellSouth in Miami?
Or would it more likely resemble BellSouth’s plant mix? We believe
that whether an input should be specific to a particular geocgraphy,
LEC, or the state as a whole, needs to be analysed on an input-by-
input basis, which we have done with each of the inputs discussed
in this Order.

D. Support Structures

The category of supporting structures includes the costs of
poles, anchors and guys, the placement of feeder and distribution
conduit, and the placement of buried feeder and distribution cable.
We will address each of the support structure inputs separately.
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Poles, Anchors, and Guys

AT&T supports the value found in the HAI model documentation.
According to the HAI model documentation, the HAI places a 40-foot,
class 4 treated southern pine utility pole. The total insatalled
investment 1is $417.00. This includes the anchors and gquys.
BellSouth’s base cost for an installed pole is 5391.70, which is
for a 40-foot, class 4 pole, The base cost for installed anchors
and gquys is $5100.46. The pole cost input used by GTEFL is a
weighted average of a 30-foot, class 5 pole and a 40-foot, clasa §
pole. The weights are based on the mix of poles which are solely-
occupied by GTEFL. GTEFL's base cost for an installed pole in soft
rock and normal terrain is §786.81. 1In hard rock, GTEFL's base
cost for an installed pole is $1,057.26. The base cost for
installed anchors and guys 4is $5143.05 in all terrain types.
Finally, Sprint models a 45 foot, class 5 pole., Sprint's base cost
for an installed pole is $549.00. Its base cost for installed
anchors and guys is $314.27.

Since the parties propose different pole sizes, we believe we
first must determine what is the appropriate pole sie or sizes to
be used in the selected model. 1In addition, there is tle guestion
of whether inputs should be company-specific, geographic-specific,
or statewide. We note that in reality, companies place several
different types and sizes of poles in their territory; however, the
models have limitations which restrict the ability to address every
scenario.

According to witness Dickerson, Sprint modeled a 45 foot pole
in order to support its level of structure sharing (30% assigned to
telephone for Sprint). He states that in order to have span
clearance between a power facility, a telephone company, and a
cable company, a 45 foot pole is required. Furthermore, based on
witness Dickerson’s discussions with various construction and
planning managers, in order to enjoy the level of sharing that is
depicted on every single pole by virtue of only putting one input
into the model, which says on every single pole 70% of the costs is
shared away, it would be necessary to assume a 45-foot pole.

BellSouth models a 40-foot pole because BellSouth’s network
subject matter experts corcluded that joint use agreements with
major power companies were based on a standard pole height of 40
feet, GTEFL assumes solely-occupled poles are 10 feet and jointly-
occupied poles are 40-foot poles, The HAI Inputs Portfolio (HIP)
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used by AT&T does not specify why a 40-foot pole was specifically
chosen.

Where parties did specifically state why a certain pole size
was chosen, the decision appeared to be based on the level of
sharing. Structure sharing is specifically addressed in Section
V-E of this Order; we note here the percentages assigned to telco
accounts for aerial plant by each company are: BellSouth, 39.88%;
GTEFL, 53.58%; and Sprint, 30%. HAl assumes pole sharing of
between 50% - 25%, based on density.

While there was little evidence presented on pole size, there
was some evidence regarding pole costs. Much of the evidence on
pole cost focused on data submitted by the various LECs to the FCC
in response to a survey. The costs provided In response to the
FCC's survey were compared to what the LECs submitted in this
proceeding. According to AT&T/MCI witness Wells, the HAI “pole
costs have been validated via comparison to LEC pole cost data
gathered by the FCC.” GTEFL witness Tucek believed that witness
Wells’ comparison was flawed because he was comparing GTEFL's
response to the FCC with the HAI default wvalue. The MHAI default
value is the installed cost of a pole including anchore and quys.
Witness Tucek asserted that GTEFL's response to the FCC did not
include the same items as HAI and, therefore, it is an “apples and
oranges” comparison. Sprint’s witness Dickerson also stated that
Sprint’s response to the FCC did not reflect all the costs related
to the cost of pole materials and installatien. Upon review, we
conclude that the responses received by the FCC in its data request
regarding pole costs are not an appropriate basis for validating
pole costs proposed by the LECS in this proceeding.

Upon consideration, we believe it is aopropriate to model two
pole sizes: a 45-foot, class 5 pole for providers in Sprint’s
territory, and a 40-foot, class 4 pole for providers in the
territories of GTEFL and BellSouth. We find it is reasonable to
assume that ALECs would have approximately the same sharing
opportunities and pole sizes as the resident LEC., According to
Sprint, its assumption of a 4% foot pole is based on its sharing
factors, Sprint assumes the greatest level of sharing of poles.
We could not find any data presented by the parties that
contradicts Sprint’s claim. Therefore, we shall require that a 4%-
foot pole be modeled in Sprint’s territory. In addition, we
believe Sprint's pole spacing, guy spacing, and relative pole units
{the number of poles, on average, between each placement of an
anchor and guy) are appropriate for Sprint's territory.
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We believe it is appropriate to model a 40-foot pole in the
territories of GTEFL and BellSouth. Once again there is no record
evidence contradicting this pole size. However, there was some
discussion regarding pole spacing for GTEFL. GTEFL’'s witness Tucek
was questioned why GTEFL uses the same spacing of 175 feet in all
density zones; he replied “Every pole in GTE’s systems is not 175
fecet apart. For modeling purposes, we put in an average value.”
Witness Tucek also stated that he ran the BCPM model using the HAI
assumptions for pole spacing and anchors and guy wires, and the
monthly cost per line increased by three cents. As with structure
sharing, we believe spacing issues are best determined by those
most familiar with their territory, the LECs themselves,
Furthermore, we reiterate that this is a model, and every spacing
scenario cannot be duplicated., We find that territory-specific
pole spacing, guy spacing, and relative pole units are appropriate
and recommend accepting the wvalues as submitted by GTEFL and
Bell%Gouth.

We believe the appropriate costs for a 45-foot pole are the
costs submitted by Sprint. 1In addition, we find that the costs of
anchors and quys for the 45 foor peole submitted by Sprint are an
appropriate surrogate for the territory. HNo other party provided
any cost information for a 45 foot peole, or the anchors and guys
necessary to support it. Sprint’s material cost for its pole is
based on its vendor prices. There is no evidence toc sugjest that a
generic provider placing a 45-foot pole could do so at a lower cost
than what was provided. The same is true for anchor and guy costs.

For a 40-foot pole and associated anchors and guys, we find
that BellSouth costs are an appropriate surrogate for what a
generic provider would pay for a 40 foot pole to be placed. GTEFL
provided its specific pole costs for a 30 and a 40 foot pole (the
numbers are proprietary). Its base material costs for a 40 foot
pole appear to be similar to that provided by BellSouth. On the
other hand, GTEFL's total costs are almost double that of
BellSouth. GTEFL did not provide adequate data to support its pole
costs. Furthermore, as was the case with several of the inputs,
the LECs did not draw comparisons between their inputs. We believe
that GTEFL's costs are excessive. When witness Tucek was asked why
GTEFL's pole cost are greater than Sprint’'s and BellSouth's, he
merely responded “I don’t have access to Sprint’s or JellSouth’s
numbers other than what they filed, so I can't tell you why.” He
stated that it should not be assumed that like named inputs are
developed on the same baases, Upon consideration, we find that
BellSouth’s pole, and anchor and guy costs are an aopropriate
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su: ~ogate for the cost an efficient provider could expect to incur
in its territory, as well as the territory of GTEFL.

Placement Costs for Feeder and Distribution Conduit, and Burjed
Feeder and Distribution Cable

ATET estimated the costs for wvarious excavation methods
through a team of experienced cutside plant experts. According to
witness Caldwell, BellSouth structure placement costs for placing
conduit, trenching/plowing buried cab’' i and placing poles are
based on an average of the 10 existing BellSouth contracts with OSP

contractors in Florida. BellSouth does not have data that
identifies the percentage of time associated with each activity in
the structure tables. Therefore, BellSouth Network experts

reviewed the BCFM defaults. Since these experts found these
default values to be reasonable and representative of BellBSouth's
operations in Florida, the defaults were used. GTEFL used the BCPM
defaults. Sprint’s BCPM inputs for these functicns were based on
the specific conditions encountered in Sprint’s Florida service
area. Costs for buried and underground structures wero developed
based on the contractor prices in effect for 1998 within Sprint’s
Florida serving area. The construction activity percentages, also
contained in the structure tables, were based upon an analysis of
the actual 1997 contractor jobs for construction of feeder and
distribution routes within Sprint’s Florida serving area.

The costs for placing underground conduit and buried cable
vary widely among the parties, especially between the LECs and the
HAl sponsors. BellSouth’s buried cable structure costs do not vary
by type. This is also true of Sprint’s costs. According to
ATKT/MCI witness Wells, this is “simply vrong.” He believes it
costs much less per foot to plow cable than it does to trench and
backfill., When Sprint’s witness Dickerson was quesationed regarding
witness Wells' assertion, he stated “this is a perfect illustration
why an attempt to use national generalizations doesn’t arrive at
the correct and best information to calculate specific average
costs.” Witness Dickerson went on to explain that Sprint-Florida
has negotiated a master contract for contractor work which has a
rate for placing cable which covers all installation techniques
{e.g., trench and backfill, rocky trench, backhoe, etc.).
BellSouth’s witness Caldwell’. response to witness Wells was almost
identical to that of witness Dickerson. According to wiltness
Caldwell, in BellSouth’s contracts, the prices for such activities
as plowing, backfilling, or trenching do not vary on a per foot
basis.
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ATET/MCI witness Wells was also critical of GTEFL for its use
of the BCPM default values rather than its Florida-specific costs.
Witness Tucek explained that GTEFL was unclear how it would develop
the analogous inputs for this category so it chose to use the BCPM
3.1 default inputs. Witness Wells questioned why BellSouth’s costs
for placing underground structure are four times that of Sprint,
since the LECs have access to the same pool of contractors in
Florida. Accordiig to BellScuth witness Caldwell, BellSouth's
numbers are taken as an average of all the contracts it has with
placing vendors. Witness Caldwell also states that those contracts
are bid by geographic area. She believes one thing that may drive
the cost difference between BellSouth and Sprint is that they serve
different geographic areas. As an example, in some cases BellSouth
may do more burying in a particular geographic area, so its
contractor may develop the contract by figuring in a lower price
for burying than for placing conduic.

Sprint’s witness Dickerson was asked to respond to AT&T/MCI's
witness Wells’ assertion that Sprint models buried casle structure
at less than half the cost of BellSouth. Witness Dickerson stated
that he has not compared Sprint’s inputs to those of BellSouth.
However, he did speculate that looking at Sprint’s percent activity
inputs, which are based on Sprint’s actual construction techniques
that were monitored for a recent annual period, the bulk is related
to plowing. He notes that the construction prices {nput in
Sprint’s master contract reflect the types of construction that the
contractors can expect to employ. He believes BellSouth's cost
study may reflect more urban area construction than does Sprint
which could tend to be more expensive.

We believe that placement costs do vary by geography. While
AT&T/MCI witness Wells’ argument that buried costs vary by
installation technique is correct intuitively, the LECs have
provided compelling evidence that their contracts have a fixed per
foot charge for all types of installations. Therefore, we find
that the inputs provided by BellSouth and Sprint for placement
activitieas in their respective territories are appropriate.
Furthermore, we find that the BCPM defaults adopted by GTEFL are
appropriate for its territory.

E. Structure Sharing Factors
Structure sharing factors are applied to telephone poles and

their anchors and guys, conduit, and buried cable for feeder and
distribution. The fa:-tors themselves are expressed as the local
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exchange carrier’'s percentage of investment for poles, conduit, and
related equipment.

Pccording to ATET/MCI witness Wells, as with other inputs,
HAl’s structure sharing inputs are “derived directly from the
judgement of the OSP Engineering Team.” BellScuth's proposed
structure sharing inputs, according to BellSouth witness Caldwell,
“are BellSouth-specific values representative of BellSoulh's
sharing arrangements in Florida.” In addition, BellSouth asserts
that because it “is a large efficient provider '~ of
telecommunications services in Florida. . . . structure sharing
arrangements reflect economies of scale that an efficient provider
would be able to expect to 1chieve on a going-forward basis.”
GTEFL witness Tucek argued th ' GTEFL’'s proposed structure sharing
inputs are "“based upon GTEIL's actual experience in Florida.”
GIEFL describes their structu r~ 50 ring inputs:

GTE's r.ie sharing inpu! normal and soft
rock pla--ment is 53.58 percent; for hard rock
placement, the sharing input is 54.52 percent.
These percentages ar< based on the number of
poles to which GTE attaches, and on whether or
not GTE is the only utility using the pole.
The sharing and price inputs for poles
represent a composite of 30 foot non-shared
poles and 40 foot shared-use poles. There {s
no distinction between normal and soft rock
placement because GTE's existing vendor
contracts for pole placement do not make this
distinction. Likewise, the sharing inputs of
100 percent for buried placement and 97,18
percent for conduit and manholes reflect GTE's
current experience in Florida and the
assessment of GTE operating personnel in
Fleorida.

On a "“going-forward basis,” GIZFL witness Tucek does not
“think that there will be enough npportunities to share that is
going to change these numbers for the network as a whole, . . .
these inputs are the most - are representative of the most
efficient levels.” In terms of a new entrant, witness Tucek agreed
that “seeking out opportunities to share the cost of burying cable”
“may be efficient,” but he pointed out that “([F]or the opportunity
to exist for the new entrant, there has to be someone there willing
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and able at that point in time and at that particular location who
wants to bury the plant.”

Sprint witness Dickerson describes his company’s structure
sharing inputs:

Structure sharing, which impacts the percent
of costs assigned to telephone, is based upon
an assessment of current and projected
opportunities to have other entities share the
cost of the support structure., For example,
the percent assigned to telephone is set at 30
percent for aerial feeder to reflect existing
and expected pole sharing and pole attachment

agreements, On the other hand, the percent
assigned to  telephone for buried and
underground (conduit and manhole) feeder

structures is set at 95 percent for nost grids’
to reflect the fact that sharing with other
entities, such as power companies and cable
companies, is limited. There are work
coordination, safety, and available space
considerations which make significant sharing
of buried and underground construction costs
unlikely.

Tables V-E(l1]) through V-E(8) provide a side-by-side comparison
of the structure sharing inputs proposed by AT&T/MCI,

GTEFL,

structure costs assigned to telephone operations.

Most

BellSouth,

and Sprint. The percentages represent the percent of the

of tables

have identical inputs for Normal, Soft Rock, and Hard Rock terrain.

Table V-E(l): Feeder Conduit

Denslity ATET/MCI BellSouth GTEFL Sprint

0=-5 50% 99% 97.18% 100%
€-100 50% GO 47,10 NS YATE R
101=-200 404 Q%N 97.18% 95

'Grids whose density is between 0 and 100 households per
square mile is set at greater than 95% to “reflect that the
opportunity for structure sharing is even more limited in areas
of very low denaity.” (EXH 39, p. 244)




ORDER NO.

PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP

DOCKET NO. 9B0E96-TP

PAGE 119
Dennity ATET/HC]T BellSouth GTEFL Sprint
201-650 I 99% 97.18% 95%
651-850 33% 9% 27.18% G5%
B51-2550 In 39 37.18% 954
2551-5000 In 940 97.18% G954
5001-10000 ek 9% 97 18N 954
>10001 3N 994 97.18% a5
*98% for Hard Reck
Table V-E(2): Distribution Conduit

Density ATLT/HCI B_l13ocuth GTEFL Sprint

0-5 100% 9% 97, 184 100
6-100 50% 59y 97,161 954
101-200 500 954 97, 184 S04
201-650 500 954 97.18% S04
651-850 404 59 97, 18% 50%
851-2550 in 954 97.18% 90k
2551-5000 ki 954 97.18% 0%
S001-10000 3N 59% 97.1681% 90%
>10001 I G994 97,18% G4

Table V-E(3): Buried Feeder Cable

Density ATET/MCI BellSouth GTEFL Sprint®
0=5 40% ey 1006 100
6-100 40% S99 100% 1008 /97,5y
i0l=200 40N GG 100% 1008/ 954
201-650 40% GGy 100% 1008/ 95"
651=-850 408 Ghh 1000 100w/ %95%"
BH1=-25%0 408 G498 1004 1008/ G9%0.
2551-5000 40% 99y 100N G il WA LY B
S001-10000 40% 59y 100% 1008795y *
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Density ATLT/MCI BellSouth GTEFL Sprint*
>10001 404 G5 100% 100 /954

*100% for Plow and Rocky Plow, 97.5%% and 95% for Othor Activities, deponding on
density zone.

Table V-E(4): Buried Distribution Cable

Density ATET/HCI BellSouth GTEFL Sprint

0=5 In 964 100% 100%
6=-100 In 964 100% 1008 /%54
101-200 In 96N 100% 00w /908"
201-6%0 I FE 100% 10087504
651-85%0 i 96% 100% 100%790%*
851-2550 In SEA 100 100850k "
2551=5000 in 96N 100% 1000 /90% "
5001-10000 in 964 1004 Nons90%"
>10001 in 13 100% IDUIfﬂﬂl:-

*100% for Flow and Rocky Plow, 95% and %0% for Other Activities, depending on
density zone.

Table V=E(5): MAerial Feedsr Cable

Density ATLT/HCI® BellSouth GTEFL Jprint

0=5 S0% 35.88% L3.58%/55.000"" 304
6-100 ek | 39.BB% | 53.5%8%/55.00%* 309
101-200 25% 35.88% 5358 /95,008 0%
201-65%0 254 39.BBY 53.59688 /55,0008 0%
651-850 254 39.88% | 53.%8%/55,004" 104
B51-255%0 251 I9. BB | 53 SEN/S5.008=" i0h
£551=5000 254 19068 5. 5%8%/5%5. 008 0
5001-100900 25\ 15.88% S3.580/755.008" 0%
»10001 254 39.88% | S3.58%/55,.000%¢ 0%

*Includes anchoras and guys
*s55.00% for Hard Rock
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Table V-E(6):

Asrial Feedar Cable — Anchors and Guys

Density ATET/MCI BellScuth GTEFL Sprint

0=-5 NA 1001 100 100N
&£-100 HA 100% 100% 1004
101-200 HA 100% 100% fo0N
201-650 NA 100% 100% 100%
651=-850 NA 100% 100% 100%
B51-2550 NA 100% LOOW 1004
2551=-5000 NA 100% 1o0% 100%
5001=10000 NA 100% 100% 100%
210001 NA 100% 100% 1004

Table V-E(7): RAerial Distribution Cable

Denaity ATET/MCL* BellSouth GTEFL Sprint
-Etb 504 15,880 53.580/7%5,. 00k 0%
6-100 Ian 319,884 53.5%80/55,00%=* 104
101=200 25% 39,884 53.568%/55.00%~" 30
201-650 254 19.068% 53, 588 /55,00%" 30N
651=-850 25% 39.868% 53,588 /55.00%=" 0%
E51-25%0 25% 9. 668% 53,5808 /5%,000"" 0%
2551=-5000 25% 35,880 531,588/5%.00%=" 10%
5001-10000 25% 5. 68% 53.58%/55.00%* 01
»10001 25% 39,68 53.58%/55. 004 Jok

*Includes anchora and guya

*#+55.00% for Hard Rock

Table V-E(B):

Asrial Distribution — Anchors and Guys

Density ATeT/MCI BellScuth GTEFL Sprint

G=5 HA 100% 100% 160%
6-100 NA 100w 100% 100G
101=-200 NA 100% 0o 100%
L01-6%0 HA 100% LGN 100%
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Density AT&T/HCI BellSouth GTEFL Sprint
651=-850 HA 100% 100y 100%
851-2550 HA 1004 100% 100
2551-5000 NA 1004 1004 100%
S001-10000 HA 1004 100 1006
*10001 NA 1004 100y 100%

Each LEC proffers structure sharing inputs based on its own
data. Sprint adjusted ius data to reflect anticipated trends, while
GTEFL did not adjust its data to reflect future potential sharing
possibilities. It is unclear whether BellSouth looked at forward
looking trends for sharing. AT&T/MCI sponsors the HAI 5.0a inputs
which offer an average sharing percentage based on the HAI OSP
Engineering team’s judgement. AT&T/MCI witness Wells agreed with
Sprint witness Laemmli’s assertion that because anchors and guys
are only used to support the telephone facilities on poles, 100
percent of their cost should be assigned to thc telephone company.
Witness Wells states that in comparison with the LECs' aerial
structure sharing, HAI 5.0a “shows considerably more structure
sharing (i.e., a lower percentage pald by the telephone company) in
the urban area than in the rural area. . . .There is no supporting
documentation to explain the LEC's modeling logic, which appears
lacking in sound OSP Engineering judgement.” He does agree that
there is “consistency among all input values in the most rural
density zone.”

With regard to below ground sharing (underground and buried
cable), witness Wells sees a "most significant difference.” He
states that "in the most urban areas for below ground structures,
the forward-looking view of the HAI Model OSP Engineering Team is
that the telephone company will be able to share underground costs
with two other utilities on the average. . . .” This contrasts
with what witness Wells characterizes as “"virtually zero amounts of
sharing” for the LECs. His rebuttal to the LECs is based on the
Lucent 0OSP Engineering Handbook, quoted by GTEFL witnessa BHowman,
which states “[i]ln areas where both power and telephone utilities
plan to bury their facilities, a Jjoint trench is wusually
advantageous.”

GTEFL vigorously disputes HAI's sharing percentages and
argues:
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Even if one takes the position that it is the
costs of some hypothetical new entrant that is
going to rebuild the entire network that
should be modeled, greatly increased levels of
sharing still cannot be supported. Even under
this hypothesis, the required coincidence of
wants in space and time among the sharing
utilities must be assumed as well. However,
there is no hypothetical new entrant that will
completely rebuild the electric power and
cable TV networks in GTE’s serving areas.
Like GTE, their networks are already in place
along with sharing arrangements that made
sense at the time,

Among Sprint witness Laemmli’s criticisms of the HAI sharing
percentages is that HAI is “unrealistically assuming not only a
complete reconstruction of the telephone network, but also of every
other power, CATV, water, gas and sewer company’s infrastructure.”
Sprint witness Laemmli asserts that in order to accept HAI's
sharing percentage, one must believe that wherever a LEC would
place aerial cable, so would a power company, with the same holding
true for buried and underground cable. He contends that this ia not
the case:

[Tlhe economics of power and telephone
networks are different. It is far more
expensive for a power company to bury a cable
than it is for them to place aerial wire.
This because [sic] of the far more expensive
buried conductors, deeper trench required, and
more expensive sransformers, etc. that must ba
used. In contrast, because the cost varies
less and there are significant maintenance
savings, Sprint-Florida finds burying cable to
be the far more economical alternative. Each
provider is going to make network decisions
that are in their owr economic interests.

The net result is that Florida FPower
Corporation is B81% [footnote omitted] aerial
while Sprint is 76% buried. Sprint is 17%
underground and Florida Power has no
underground facilities. Structure sharing does
not overcome the economics driving this mix
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and it is not expected to change significantly
in the future.

Another sharing area where AT&T/MCI and the LECs disagree 1is
in the sharing percentages for buried cable. AT&T/MCI assume a 33
percent sharing percent for buried distribution cable. In effect,
this means that the telephone company incurs 33 percent of the cost
of burying distriburion cable, and other utilities ar= reosponsible
for the remaining 67 percent. Although AT&T/MCI witness Wells
agreed that the 33 percent “cannot” be achieved today, he asserted
that the future should be aifferent:

And our position is that in a competitive
environment, that buried structure sharing
will take place far in excess of what exists
today for the reasons that there will be
incentive for utilities to want to share the
cost of a trench that haven’t existed in the
past because utilities have been rate bace
regulated and had an incentive to do their own
trench.

There will also be regulatory pressure Lo
minimize the number of trenches that are dug.
There will also be many more utilities out
there in a competitive environment, cnce again
driving toward single trenches.

And so we see that there will be incentive as
well as additional opportunity that will
result in significantly more sharing of both
buried and wunderground structure in the
future.

Sprint witness Dickerson’s view is dramatically different from
MCI’s:

Here is the quantum assumption that they base,
they share away 67% of below-ground
construction cost based on an assumption that
we are not only trying to reconstruct a
telephone network, but somehow simultaneously
we’re reconstructing the entire power and
cable network.
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MCI witness Wells asserts that the network being built is a
hypothetical scorched node network designed to "get at the cost
basis, the appropriate cost basis.” He characterizes as
"misleading” any assumption that the telephone scorched node
network also means “scorching” power companies.

Our first step in determining the appropriate sharing inputs
is to evaluate HAI‘s inputs. HAI’'s inputs are default, estimated
inputs that assume high levels of sharing by any standard. We
agree with AT&T/MCI that the inputs should be for a scorched node,
hypothetical network. However, we belleve that inherent in HAI's
assumption of extremely high sharing in below ground networks is
the assumption that other utilities’ networks have also been
scorched. This is completely inappropriate. While this proceeding
is to determine the cost of a [forward-looking scorched node
network, there needs to remain a basis in reality if the costs
developed for the network are to have any relevance to the cost of
basic local telephone service. We believe thet assuming sharing
percentages which require, for example, power and cable TV
companies to rebuild their networks so that more of the ~ost of a
telephone network can be shifted to other Iindustries, meann a
network severed from reality.

our second step is to determine whether the sharing inputs
should be the same in the territories of BellSouth, GTEFL, and
Sprint, or whether they should LEC-specific. Telephone companlies,
whether they are LECs or competitive local exchange carriers
{CLECs), must deal with the other utilities in their areas. While
it is possible that other utilities’ structure requirements may be
similar across company territories, it i{s more likely that they are
different. This does not mean that we view LEC sharing inputs as
appropriate as LEC sharing percentages. Rather, we bellieve that
the LECs are functioning as surrogates for an efficient provider in
a specific geographic area.

The final step is to determine what, if any, adjustmenis are
required to the sharing percentages proposed by the LECs. We are
persuaded by the LECs’ arguments that the sharing percentages are
best determined by those most familiar with current levels of
sharing, that is, the LECs themselves. While we are encouraged by
Sprint's trend analysis to determine if any changes needed to be
made, we are even more encouraged that Sprint’s adjustments were
relatively minor. This provides more support for the sharing
percentages because it is likely that if BellSouth had comploted a
similar analysis, its adjustments would be relatively minor as
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wall. We note that GTEFL did at least consider whether its numbers
would change in the future.

Upon review, we find that BellSouth’s, GTEFL’s, and Sprint’s
sharing percentages represent the forward-looking sharing
percentages avallable to any efficient provider in each LEC's
respective territory. Accordingly, we hereby adopt each LEC's
proposed sharing percentages because they are a reasonable
surrcgate for sharing percentages likely to be achieved by an
efficient provider of basic service.

F. Fill Factors

According to FCTA witness Barta, in its simplest definition,
a “fill factor represents the percentage of the network facility
that is being used.” 1In BCPM 3.1 or HAI 5.0a, fill factors are not
model inputs; rather, the fill factors result from using a cable
sizing factor and, for distribution cable, the number of pairs per
housing unit (or household) and per business. BellSouth describes
cable f£ill and sizing factors this way:

A cable fill factor represents the percent of
cable pairs that is working, that is working
pair/available pairs. A cable fill factor 1is
used when the number of available pairs is
known. A cable sizing factor is used when the
number of available pairs is unknown. The
cable sizing factor accounts for the fact that
cables are purchased in discrete airzes, 100,
200, etc. Both factors are designed to allow
maintenance operations to cost-effectively
deal with defective pairs and administer
customer turnover. In BCEM 3.1, the cable
sizing factor for distribution works in
conjunction with the number of distribution
pairs per housing unit/busineas to determine
required cable sizes,

Ristribution fill factor

The BCPM default cable sizing factor is 100 percent. BellSouth
and Sprint propose a cable si*ing factor for all density zones of
100 percent, while GTEFL proposes a cable sizing factor of 98
percent across all density zones. HAI’s distribution cable slzing




ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TF
DOCKET HO. 9B0&%96-TP
PAGE 127

factor. range from 50 percent in the lowesat density zone to 75
percent in the three highest density zones.

The BCPM 3.1 defaults are 2 pairs per housing unit and 6 pairs
per business. BellSouth and Sprint propose 2 pairs per housing
unit and 6 pairs per busineas. GTEFL also proposes & pairs per
business, but 2.5 pairs per hcusing unit. AT4T/MCI witness Wells
proposes 1.5 pairs per household and 3 pairs per business. Witness
Wells asserted that, “[Tlhere is excessive cost in oversizing
copper distribution cables based on historically low utilization
rates that can no longer be justified.” Witness Wulls believes
that because “the actual number of lines are modeled for large
businesses,” the number of pairs per business should be reduced
from "“he LECs' proposed 6, to 3 pairs. Overall, MCI witness Wells
estimated that HAl's computation results in a distributica fill
factor of approximately 60 percent.

Although BellSouth is currently placing about 1.4 to 1.5 pairs
per housing unit, it is proposing 2 pairs for this proceeding
because when the two pairs are used with a cable sizing factor of
100 percent, they will “produce the projected actual fill that
BellSouth feels they will encounter in the distribution plant.”
BellSouth’s actual distribution fill as of December, 1997, is 41.3
percent.,

Although GTEFL apparently can place up to four pairs per
housing unit, GTEFL witness Tucek was unsure what the actual
practice is. GTEFL's 98 percent cable sizing factor “reflects the
need for administrative spare.” Sprint witness Dickerson stated
that the distribution cable sizing factor “works in concert with
the related model input assumption of two pairs per housing unit to
achieve a reasonable overall distribution cable fill. Generally
these model inputs result in distribution cable fills ranging from
approximately 40% to 50%.

The distribution cable sizing factor and the number of pairs
per housing unit work together from the very lowest levels of
building distribution plant. For example, if a new strest has 40
houses, and the current local service provider provisions two pairs
per house with a cable sizing factor of 100 percent, tLhen two
multiplied by 40, or an 80 palr cable is needed. However, there is
not a B0 pair cable, so the cable to be placed is the next largest
size, or 100 pair. This has the effect of increasing the number of
pairs available for use because this “real world™ constraint means
that the cable installed will never be less than the number of
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pairs needed, but is likely to be greater thai. the number of pairs
needed, thus generating additional spare capacity. Therefore, it 1s
not possible to derive the actual fill factor by simply dividing
the cable sizing factor by the number of pairs per housing unit,
For example, a 100 percent cable sizing factor divided by two pairs
per housing unit means that the highest the fill factor can be is
50 percent. It is likely to be something less, such as the 40 to
50 percent fill factor that BellSouth and Sprint calculate from
their inputs.

The f£fill factor chat results from the inputs can have a
significant effect on the cost. For wsxample, assuming a fill
factor of approximately 40 percent, as BellSouth experiences, then
for every 100 pair cable, 40 pairs are in use, while 60 pairs are
vacant. This means that 40 working pairs pay for the entire 100
pair cable.

BellSouth argues that even though it places approximately 1.4
to 1.5 pairs per housing unit, two pairs must be used as an input
in order that the resulting fill factor approximates BellSouth’s
current fill factor. Sprint, on the other hand, places two pairs
per housing unit. It is unclear whether GTEFL is actually placing
2.5 pairs in its territory.

Neither BellScuth nor Sprint provided reasons why they
believed 100 percent to be the appropriate cable sizing factor.
GTEFL reflects two percent for spare in its cable sizing factor,
reducing the factor from 100 percent to 98 percent. This has the
effect of further increasing spare capacity.

We again emphasize that this proceeding is to develop the
forward-looking economic cost of basic service in Florida, which 1is
defined as flat rate residence and single-line flat rate business.
We agree that spare capacity is essential in the construction ot
every network, even a hypothetical network. Nevertheless, we
disagree that simply because BellSouth’s actual distribution fill
factor is 41.3 percent, for example, that the effective fill factor
in a forward-looking economic cost proxy model should also be 41.3
percent. Furthermore, BellSouth itself is not placing two palrs
per housing unit, rather it is placing 1.4 to 1.5 pairs. We also
disagree with Sprint’s contention that a 15-20 percent second line
penetration rate translates today into a two pairs per housing unit
assumption. GTE Florida‘'s 2.5 pairs per housing unit assumption
creates even more spare capacity than either of the two other LECs.
Although GTEFL’s second line penetration has been glven
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confidential treatment, we are not persuaded that 2.5 pairs per
housing unit remotely resembles a reasonable assumption. Rather,
it appiars to be designed to produce a maximum of spare capacity in
a network, to be paid for by current customers.

We are not persuaded by either BellSouth or Sprint that two
pairs per housing unit is appropriate as an input to this model.
Certainly, spare capacity is necessary, but the cable sizing factor
can be used to ensure adequate spare capacity. Likewise, we do not
agree that GTEFL’s 2.5 pairs per housing unit represents what an
efficient provider would provision. The LECs seem to base their
arguments on the projected ongoing increase in additional household
telephone lines. We agree that the penetration of second lines has
increased and is likely to increase. But it is too early to
conclude that a current 15 or 20 percent second line penetration
rate means that a forward-looking economic cost model should
reflect at least two pairs per housing unit. We note that this
proceeding is not to determine the actual cost faced by any of
these LECS, but is rather to estimate the forward-looking cost of
an efficient provider building a scorched node network all at once,
all at the same time. AT&T/MCI witness Wells notes that with
AT&T/MCI’'s proposed inputs, there are approximately 40 spare lines
for each group of 60 customers. We are persuaded by AT&T/MCI that
for the inputs to the distribution fill factor, an efficient
provider building a scorched node network would not use two or 2.5
palirs per housing unit, thus providing approximately 60 spare lines
for every 40 lines in service. Therefore, we agree with AT&T/MCI
that the number of residential pairs per unit should be 1.5.

All three LECs proposed six pairs per business, with
ATET/MCI’s counter at three pairs per business location. As stated
earlier, witness Wells believes that because “the actual number of
lines are modeled for large businesses,” the number of palrs per
business should be reduced from the LECs’ proposed six, to three
pairs. We have no evidence on what the average number of lines is
per small business location. According to BellSouth, BCPM 3.1
*uses the actual number of business lines if it exceeds the user
adjustable line per business location (currently set at 6)." Since
the model overrides this user adjustable input if necessary, we do
not believe that it is necessary to input six pairs per business,
Therefore, we are persuaded that a smaller number of pairs per
business location may be safely input into the model. Upon
consideration, we shall regquire that three pairs per business
location be used.
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It is unclear why GTEFL believes that with a 2.5 pairs per
hous 'ng unit assumption, GTEFL felt it also necessary to reduce the
amount of cable available for use from 100 percent to 98 percent.
Simple arithmetic shows that using 98 percent simply increases the
amount of spare capacity. Reducing the cable sizing factor from
100 percent to 98 percent reduces GTEFL's proposed maximum fill
factor from 40 percent to approximately 39 percent. We are not
persuaded that the cable sizing factor should be reduced from 100
percent when the numbe. of pairs per housing unit is 2.53. We arce
persuaded by GTEFL that a two-point reduction in the cable sizing
factor to account for administrative spare on its face may be
reasonable, but that any reduction can only be considered in
concert with the number of pairs per housing unit.

Uoon consideration, concomitant with our determination of 1.5
pairs per housing unit and three pairs per business location, we
hereby adopt a cable sizing factor of 90 percent, providing a 10
percent allowance for administrative spare capacity. This will
produce an effective maximum fill of &0 percent, which we believe
to be an appropriate upper limit for the distribution fill factor.

Feeder f4l] factor

BellSouth proposes a single feeder cabie sizing factor of 71.1
percent for each density zone. GTEFL proposes a single feeder
cable sizing factor of 65 percent for each density zone. Sprint’s
proposed feeder cable sizing factor ranges from 53.48 percent in
the lowest density zone to 59.30 percent in the highest density
zane. Sprint witness Dickerson increased each factor by
approximately 10 percent at the hearing 'n this proceeding. This
increases the range from approximately 58.8 in the lowest density
zone to approximately 65.2 percent in the highest density zone.

Because feeder size is based on the teotal of all residential
and business lines in a specific geographlc area, there is no
analogous input to distribution cable’s x (a variable]) pairs per
household or business location. Therefore; the cable sizing
fantors are less than for distribution cable.

As with the distribution cable sizing factor, use of the
feeder cable sizing factor results in a fill somewhat less than the
factor. The actual factor will vary based on, again, the “real
world” constraint that feeder cables only are sold in certain
sizes; thus in some routes, a provider might need to go to the next
largest size cable, This constraint increases spare capacity.
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Again, BellSouth proposes a feeder cable sizing factor that
"is designed to produce a fill for feeder cable representative of
the projection of actual fill of copper feeder plant experienced in
Florida over time.” BellSouth’s actual feeder ti1ll is 63.4
percent. GTEFL found that its &5 percent value resulted in an
“effective average” copper feeder fill of 53.5 percent. Sprint
asserts that its “data reflects a real worla balance between
inventory carrying costs (non-working cable palirs) against the cost
of construction for adding additional cable pairs at a later date.”

ATLT/MCI proposed feeder cable sizing factors of 65 percent in
the lowest density zone, 75 percent in the next lowest density
zone, and B0 percent in the remainder of the zones,.

Again, we are not persuaded that calculating inputs so that
they result in an LEC's actual fill is the most appropriate way to
build a scorched node network using a forward-looking economic cost
model. Given that the standard is that of a low-cost efficient
provider, we find that a hypothetical provider would need to strike
the right balance between available pairs for growtl and other
necessities and the cost of those spare pairs. BellSouth’s feeder
cable sizing factor is far more representative of an efficient
provider than either GTEFL's or Sprint’s., Furthermore, we believe
that much like distribution fill, [eeder fill is not territory-
specific within Florida. We believe, however, that feeder fill 1is
likely to vary by density zone. Although there are differences
between BellSouth’s feeder cable sizing factor and ATET/MCI*a, the
differences are not significant.

Upon consideration, we hereby adopt an approximate middle
ground: the feeder cable sizing factor for all three LEC
territories shall be 68 percent in the lowest density zone, 72
percent in the next lowest density zone, and 75 percent in the
remainder of the zones.

G. Manholes and Handholes

A manhole is the large physical encasement where cables are
brought underground. Included within the manhole inputs category
are handholes, adders, conduit and a sharing factor.

AT&T/MCI’s manhole costs include the cost of a prefabricated
concrete manhole, including backfill and restoration. BeliSouth's
manhole and handhole inputs are based on an average of the 10
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HAI BellSouth GTEFL Sprint*
Manhole - 12°6+7
=Hormal =5 5,640 =-59,50%.95 -510,971.33 -54,%12
=S5oft Bock - 9,509,95 - 10,97..41 - 4,832
-Hard Rock = 18,018.66 = 16,227.80 - 5,152

*Sprint adopted the BCPM default values.

As illustrated in Table V-G({l1)}, the total cost for manholes
and handholes in some cases varies significantly between the
parties. In determining the manhole and handhole costs to be input
in the selected model, we believe it is appropriate to use data
representative of Florida costs and conditions. BellSouth and
GTEFL have provided Florida-specific costs. However, as discussed
in many of the other inputs, we are not able to perform an “apples
to apples”™ comparison. GTEFL filed support for its specific
manhole and handhole costs for such things ag materials, labor,
engineering, and placement under confidential cover. BellSouth,
on the other hand, provided the total costs of materials and labor
for normal placement based on a straight average of its OSP
contracts for hard rock placement, BellSouth included additional
labor costs.

In reviewing and comparing the limited information provided by
GTEFL and BellSouth, we have been unable to determine why there are
some significant discrepancies in handhole and manhole costs. When
GTEFL’s witness Tucek was aaked why GTEFL's costs appear to be so
much greater than the BCPM default, he stated: "we have no
information on those defaults, so I’'m unable to tell you what's In
them."”

After reviewing GTEFL's confidential Iinformation on this
subject matter, it appears that its placement costs are a
significant percentage of its total costs. We do not know if this
is because of geography or simply because of the way the company
chose to calculate its placement costs. In addition, GTEFL's total
materials loading (which includes freight, sales tax, provisioning
and minor materials) seems to be a significant percentage of its
total costs.

Again, we note that this proceeding is to determine the
forward-looking costs that an effic.ent provider of local service
would incur. We believe that BellScuth’s handhole and manhole
inputs, less its inflation or deflation factors, are an approprlate
surrogate. We believe that since BellSouth’s cost was derived from
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a stralght average of its OSP contracts in each district in
BellSou.h's territory in Florida, it captures varying costs
throughout the various regions in the state.

As noted above, the adder is the additional ducts placed when
building a manhole. As shown in Table V-G(2), BellSouth did not
provide costs for the adder. According to witness Caldwell, since
the adder called for by BCPM was the same size as the manhole
{12°6*7), *“there wasn’t ceally any need to place it in the model
again.” She went on to state that anything that BellSouth is geing
to place can be accommodated with nine ducts. We find that it is
appropriate to include the costs of an adder, since nine ducts may
be sufficient for BellSouth, but it may not be for the generic
provider for which costs are being determined.

Table V-G(2)

HAI BellSouth GTEFL Sprint*
Adder =12+*6+*7
-Hermal -n/a =-n/a =53,206.94 -52, G40
-goft Rock - 3,401.30 - 7,000
-Hard Rock - 3,595.66 = 2,960

“Sprint adopted the BCPM defaults.

While GTEFL proposed inputs for an adder for each soll type,
GTEFL notes that: “No adders are used for soft rock. For hard rcrk
the following number of adders are used: Handhole=4; Manhole
4*6*7=8; Manhole 12%6*7=20." GTEFL did not provide specific
material and labor costs for its adder inputs. We are puzzled by
the note referenced above; if GTEFL does not use adders in soft
rock, why is there an input? Furthermore, it appears that the BCPM
mc Jel only includes the adder with the 12¢6*7 manhole for all soil
types; GTEFL notes adders are used for differing size manholes and
handholes.

Sprint’s adder inputs are the BCPM default valuea. According
to Sprint witness Dickerson the decision to use the BCFM default
was based on recent manhole installation in Sprint’s Nevada serving
area. Absent better information, we believe the BCPFM defeoults
adopted by Sprint are an appropriate surrogate for adder costs.

Condult Costs

The next component which makes up manhole inputs is condult
costs, HAI's conduit costs are $.60 per foot. According to the
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HIP, these costs were obtained from several suppliers. The labor
to place conduit in trenches is included in the cost of the trench,
not the conduit cost.

GTEFL, BellSouth, and Sprint also provide conduit costs on a
per duct foot basis. BellSouth’s conduit input is based on an
average of the 10 existing BellSouth contracts with O5P contractors
in Florida. GTEFL's inputs are based on GTE-specific prices.
Sprint has adopted the BCPM default. 1In each case, it appears that
the parties are providing only their total materials costs.

We find no evidence in this proceeding regarding how per foot
costs for conduit should be calculated or what sharing facter
should apply. After reviewing the limited data, we believe
BellSouth’'s input of $2.24 per foot is clearly an outlier, when
compared to GTEFL’s input of $1.39, Sprint’s input of §.73 and the
ATET/MCI input of $.60. Although the specific numbers are
proprietary, we have reviewed GTEFL-specific materials input and
found that an engineering and a materials loading is applied. (We
do not have similar data for AT&T/MCI or Sprint.) GTEFL"s
materials costs before loadings are comparable to the total cost
proposed by Sprint and AT&T/MCI. We believe an average of the
inputs proposed by AT&T/MCI, GTEFL, and Sprint will provide an
appropriate estimate of costs an efficient provider could incur
statewide. Therefore, we adopt a conduit cost of $£.91 per duct
foot.

With regard to conduit sharing, we have no information an the
AT&T/MCI recommended sharing percentage for conduit. BellSouth's
percent assigned to the telco account is %9%, GTE's is 97%, and
Sprint's is 100%. Upon review, we find that the appropriate
sharing factor is 98%. This number was derived by averaging the
data provided by GTEFL and BellSouth. We believe this data is
representative of conduit sharing characteristic in Florida and is
a reasonable surrogate for an efificlent provider statewide,

Manhole Sharing

With regard to manhole sharing, the GTEFL and BellSouth
percentage assigned to the telco account for their manholes is the
same as for their conduit. The BCPM default values adopted by
Sprint range from 75% for the handhole to 90% for the 4§*6°7
manhole, (We were unable to locate HAI's manhole sharing
percentages in the model documentatlon.) As with conduit sharing,
we find that the appropriate sharing factor would be %B%. This
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number was derived by averaging the data provided by GTEFL and
BellSouth. We believe this data is representative of conduit
sharing characteristic in Florida and is a reasonable surrogate for
an efficient provider statewide.

H. and I. Fiber Cable Cost and Copper Cable Cost

Fiber and copper cable are utilized as underground, burled,
and aerial cable. The BCPM 3.1 input sheets include costs for
material, as well as other comporents necessary so that the cost is
provided for engineared, furnished, and installed (EF&l) cable.
The HAT ipputa are for a total, EFSI cost.

Each party developed its fiber and copper cables cost using
the same methodology. Therefore, the summaries below refer to the
development of both fiber and copper cable.

ATL&T/MCI’s outside plant inputs for use in the HAI model “have
been developed and validated by the HAI OSP Engineering Team.” In
addition, input values have been validated by contacting a wvariety
of material vendors and contractors of OSP services. Membe-s of the
OSP Engineering Team have compared assumptions and input values to
those of the LECS by members of the OSP Engineering Team.

For copper cable, the HAI documentation states that:

In the opinion of expert outside plant
engineers whose experience includes writing
and administering hundreds of outside plant
“estimate cases” (large undertakings),
material represents approximately 40% of the
total installed cost. This is a widely used
rule of thumb among outside plant engineers.
Such expert opinions were also wused ¢to
determine that the average engineering content
for installed copper cable is 15 of the
installed cost. The remalning 45% represents
direct labor for placing and splicing cable,
exclusive of the cost of splicing block
terminals into thu cable.

For fiber cable, however:
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Splicing Engineering and Direct Labor are
included in the cost of the Remote Terminal
Installations, and the Central Office
Installations, since field splicing is
unnecessary with fiber cable pulls that are as
long as 35,000 feet between them.

Placing Ergineering and Direct Labor are
estimated at $2.00 per foo%t, consisting of
$0.50 in engineering per foot, plus $1.50
direct labor per foot. These estimates were
provided by a team of Outside Plant
Engineering and Construction experts.

BellSouth witness Caldwell described how BellSouth
its cable cost inputs:

BellSouth used BellSouth-specific costs for
both copper and fiber cable. Material prices
for copper and fiber cable were obtained from
procurement records that reflect actuil
BellSouth purchase prices ar' contractual
agreements. . . .future inttation trends
{TPIs) were also taken into consideratlion in
order to reflect forward-looking costs.
Telephone company engineering and labor costs
were derived from BellSouth’s Florida in-plant
loading factors. In-plant factors convert
material prices to a Florida-specific
installed investment (less contractor costs
that are handled separately in the structure
tables of BCPM 3.1). BellSouth-specific cable
costs reflect economies of scale and vendor
prices that an efficient provider would be
able to expect to achieve on a going f[orward
basis.

The TPI that witness Caldwell referred to 1s an
specific” telephone plant index that “indicate(s] the price change

for material that will be anticipated.”

may be inflatiocnary or duflationary, depending on the
BellSouth applied the TPI to develop material costs for 1998, 1999,
Then, BellSouth used a three-year “straight” average of

and 2000.
the 1958,

1999, and 2000 material costs.

developed

*account

This future price change

account,
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The TPI is the first of several factors BellSouth applied to
each of its cable material costs. In addition to the TPI, other in-
plant loading factors were applied to the inflation-adjusted
material costs. They include factors for exempt, tax, telco,
contract, and engineering. Exempt is defined as expensed material
costs., Exempt includes, for example, terminals less than 100 pair
and splicing enclosures. Tax is simply the sales tax.
Telecommunications represents the cost of BellSewth's labor.
Contract refers to contract labor, while Engineering reflects the
costs of BellSouth’s engineers.

These factors are developed as percentages, and then applied
to the material costs adjusted for inflation. For example, for
underground fiber cable, the TPI indicates a 3 percent deflation.
Once the underground fiber cable material cost has been adjusted
for the aeflation, then the other factors are applied. For
underground fiber cable, the exempt factor is 22.14 percent, the
tax is 6 percent, the telco factor is 45.56 percent, the contract
factor is 8.85 percent, and the engineering factor is 9.13 percent.
An identical percentage for each of the in-plant loadings 1is
applied to each size of cable., For example, the factors are the
same for underground fiber cable whether it is 24 pair cable or 28B
pair cable.

The factors, other than tax, vary by cable. For example,
buried copper cable’s inflation factor is 4.04 percent. The exempt
factor is 57.28 percent, tax is 6 percent, the telco factor is
148.93 percent, there is no contract factor, and the engineering
factor is 45.35 percent.

GTE Florida based its material and labor inputs “on the prices
that GTE currently pays for these inputs in Floarida.” GTEFL'’s
proposed inputs “have been presented on a combined material and
labor basis, in order to preserve the confidentiality of the data.”
Thus, it is not possible for us to describe how GTEFL developed its
cable costs.

Sprint witness Dickerson described how Sprint developed 1its
fiber and copper cable costs:

The inputs for cable costs were developed
separately for copper ard fiber cable and
include labor and material costs. Copper
cable inputs were based on Sprint's current
material prices and Florida specific company
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and contractor labor —costs prices for
engineering and installation. Fiber cable
costs were developed in the same manner.

Sprint applied four factors to their material costs. These
include a tax rate of 6.59 percent, labor overhead factors for
placing and splicing, and an engineering factor. Sprint did not
provide the actual factors used in developing the cost of its
material. These factors, though, unlike BellSouth's factors,
apparently differ by cable pair size., Our analysis demonsirates
that actual cable material cost as a percent of total cost for Z6
gauge buried copper cable ranged from less than 9 percent for 12
palrs, to almost 64 percent for 4200 pair cable. As the proportion
of actual material cost increases, then, of course, the proportion
of loading factors decreases. This implies that some economies of
scale for non-material costs exist as the size of cable increases.

In cor.trast to BellSouth, Sprint did not use any type of index
to calculate potential inflationary effecta.

In Tables V-H(l) through V-H(3), a side-by-side :omparison of
each party’s inputs is provided for flber cable. The dollar amount
is the total material cost input,

Table V=H(1l): Und-:!_:md Fiber Cable Total Cost Comparison

Size ATET/MCL BellSouth GTEFL Sprint
(Feedar)

288 HA $15.82 #11.88 515,01
216 §13.10 NA - LA HA

144 $9.50 $6.00 - “T0.64 $5.41
96 §7.1u $5.592 .19 §7.51
T2 §5.90 34.28 54,94 56.55%
&0 $5.30 §1.56 4,45 56.07
48 $4.70 §2.97 £1.67 5%.51
i6 54.10 $2.08 2.9 54.51
24 $3.50 $1.65 52.37 54.58
ia #3.20 j1.24 82.13 4.41
12 §2.950 §1.10 51.78 $4.23
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Table V-H(2): Buried

980696-TP

Fiber Cable Total Cost Cul?nrilon

Size ATETCLH BallSouth GTEFL Sprint
288 $19.06 $13.717 514.26
16 HA NA HA
E §9.63 §10.72 58.°
__r §6.65 56.46 Eu.-; —_
12 §5.15% £5.01 5h.16
1] 94.29 554.% 54.64
41 $1.58 $3.68 54.07
36 $2.51 $3.00 §3.42
24 51.9% $2.43 $31.06
18 $1.50 $2.05 §2.50
12 51.32 51.84 $2.08
*HAI 5.0a Inputs Portfolio shows costs for underground and aerial flber feeder,
but none for buried [iber feeder.
Table V-HE(3): Aerial Fiber Cable Total Cost Caqntiiun
Size ATET/MCI BallSouth GTEFL Bprint
(Feadar)
288 WA $19.70 512.54 £13.90
216 $13.10 HA HA HA
144 §9.50 $9.90 510.28 57.82
96 §7.10 56.88 57.07 35.96
12 £5.90 £5.33 £5.5%5 %£5.1%
&0 $5.30 F4.44 34,68 $4.66
48 54.70 §3.71 54.32 24,15
16 §4¢.10 §2.5%9 53.58 $3.70
24 £1.50 §2.06 §2.57 $1.22
19 $3.20 $1.5% 52.24 $3.0)
12 $2.90 §1.27 $1.485 $2.63
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Tables V-H(4) through V-H{(9) provided a side-by-side
comparison of the proposed copper cable prices. The HAl 5.0a
Inputs Portfolio states that for feeder and distribution, pair size
below 400 pairs is 24 gauge; for 400 and above pairs, 26 gauge
cable is used. The copper feeder costs are described for
underground and aerial, while the type of copper distribution cable
is not described at all. Therefore, for comparison purposes, the
distribution cable will be shown in the Buried Cable Tables.

Table V-H(4):
24-Gauge Und-rgrnund.cogpcr Cable Total Cost Comparison

Size ATET/HCL BallSouth GTEFL Sprint
(Feedar)
4700 $95.21 $73.67 561.69
3600 $81.61 $63.40 550.61
3000 $68.01 553,12 $43.6%
2400 854.41 542,84 $31.51
2100 847,91 537,86 527.68
1800 $42.35 $32.72 $23.80
1200 $28.19 522.40 $14.21
900 $29.45 517.79 $12.39
600 514.68 $12.16 $6.95
400 $9.78 57.31 58.51
300 57.34 §5.17 $7.10
200 54.25 54.89 54.2n 55.47
100 $2.50 $2.45 $2.58 $4.03
50 §1.22 $1.81 $3.51
25 §0.61 $1.33 $3.23
19 $0.6" $1.1) $2.63
12 50,61 $1.3) 52.54
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24-Gauge Buried
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Table V-H(5):
Copper Cable Total Cost Comparison

Sizre ATET/HCI BallSouth GTEFL Sprint
{Distribution)

4200 $83.16 $64.96 £53.3189
3600 §71.28 573.10 943.21
3000 $59.40 $61.23 £37.45
2400 547.52 549.37 526.18
2100 $41.58 543.61 §23.18
1800 $35.64 $35.16 219.83
1200 $23.713 $21.54 §11.46
S00 $17.66 §16.4¢ $10.24
600 $12.02 $11.2% 57.5¢
400 $8.30 $7.59 56,30
300 56.66 55.95 £85.27
200 $4.25 54.35 54.33 £56.51
100 $2.50 §2.31 $2.66 23,07
50 $1.62 51.30 51.85 $2.55
25 51.19 £0.78 §1.35 52.27
18 HA £0.78 51.3% $1.98
12 $0.76 50.78 §1.3% £1.71
L $0.631 HA HA HA
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Table V-H(6):

24 Gauge Aerial Copper Cable Total Cost C arison
Sisce ATET/MCI BallSouth GTEFL Spraint
{Feader)
4200 5123.95 570,39 245,14
3600 5106.24 $60.5% $36.81
3000 $8B.53 $50.760 $32.013
2400 +70.83 540.98 g22.82
2100 $61.97 538.19 $20.47
1800 §53.12 531.01 $17.€8
1200 534.78 520.43 510.89
200 526,867 515.73 59.79%
600 21B8.23 $10.89 $1.63
400 $12.38 87.04 $5.78
300 $59.51 £5.98 $4.80
200 $4.25 57.17 54.32 $4.213
100 $2.50 54.05 52.65 52.97
50 $2.33 21.84 £2.51
23 $1.63 =1.37 52.28
18 $1.5613 51.37 51.90
12 51.63 51. %7 £1.64
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Table V-H(7):

26 Gauge Underground Copper Cable Total Cost Comparison
Bize ATET/MCI BallSouth GTEFL 8print
(Feedar)
4200 £29.00 £78.40 550.91 561.69
3600 §26.00 $67.68 $50.71 §50.61
3000 $23.00 $57.08 542,53 54).65
2400 $20.00 $46.20 §34.32 £26.5]
2100 NA $40.79 £30.34 21.32
isoo §16.00 $35.32 524.54 520.0%
1200 slz2.00 $24.61 §17.20 511.11
300 $10.00 $18.92 §lz.82 §510.5%1
G600 $7.75 $12.867 £9.01 57.70
400 $6.00 S0.44 $5.78 57,65
300 56.33 §4.65 f6.48
200 £4.22 $3.40 $5.06
100 s2.11 52.16 §1.82
=11 #1.06 #1.58 #3.40
25 $0.53 51.22 $3.18
12 $0.53 51.22 2.8
12 §0.53 1.2 £2.51
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26 Gauge Buried
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Table V-H(B):
Copper Cable Total Cost Comparison

Size ATET/MCI BellBouth GTEFL Bprint
(Distribution)
4200 HA 569.17 §56.18 $53.159
3600 HA $59.29 548.37 543.21
3000 A 549.41 540,56 $37.45
2400 $20.00 $39.53 §32.7% 520.86
2180 HTY $35.10 $28.95 £18.53
1800 $16.00 $30.80 $23.41 $15.83
1200 $12.00 §22.88 $15.60 SH.HO
S00 $10.00 $15.31 $12.14 28.24
600 57.75 §11.87 $8.51 $6.21
400 56.00 $7.53 §5.97 85.47
100 55,68 $4.77 £4.061
200 54.05 23.49 $4.07
100 52.21 $2.21 $2.84
50 51.38 51.6&0 S2.44
25 50.95 $1.23 $2.22
18 50.95% 2l.23 $1.94
12 50,95 §1.23 51,70
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Table V-H(9):
26-Gauge Aerial Copper Cable Total Cost Comparison

Size ATET/HCI BallSouth GTEFL Bprint
{Feadar)
1200 529.00 §97.63 §56.01 545,14
3600 526.00 583. 68 548.23 §36.61
3000 521,00 569.74 $40.49 §32.00
2400 520.00 $53.08 532.67 F1B.54
2100 MA 546.44 530.44 516.72
1800 §16.00 542.77 524.77 514.47
1200 $12.00 §28.90 516.28 SH.7Y
800 $10.00 §22.25 512.45 58.18
&00 $7.7% §15.93 58.64 56,55
400 £6.00 $10.90 55.91 55.07
300 58.58 54.83 §54.27
200 §6.113 53.47 53.87
100 $3.55 $2.23 52.79
50 §2.32 2l.62 §d.42
25 §l.68 51.27 s2.213
18 51.68 %1.27 £1.86
12 51.68 $1.27 5l.62

Tables V-H(10) through V-H(1B) provide a side-by-side
comparison of AT&T/MCI’s, BellSouth's, and Sprint-Florida's
material costs and material as a percent of total cost. GTE
Florida’s material and labor costs are confidential.
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Table V-H(10):
Underground Fiber Cable Material Cost Comparison

ATET/MCI (Feeder) BallSouth Bprint
Size HMatarial Haterial Material HMatarial Haterisl Haterial
Cost as b of Cost as V of Cost as \ of
Total Total Total
<88 HA NA 80.51 53.8% 57.01 46.7%
216 511.10 B4.7% HA HA WA HA
144 $7.50 TE. 9% $4.20 53.68% §3.78 40.24
96 55.10 71.8% 22.97 53.8% 52.63 35, s
72 5$3.90 66.1% 52.30 53.7 51.6% 298y
60 §3.30 62. 0\ 32.00 56.2\% 51.66 27,3
48 52.70 57.4% 51.60 53,05 21.39 25.2%
16 82.10 Sl.2% 51.12 $3.8% £1.02 20.8%
24 §1.50 42.9% $0.89 53.9% 20.6813 18.1%
18 51.20 37.5% 50.89 71.8% 80,75 L6, 9%
12 $0.90 ¥1.0W £0.59 53.64 £0.63 14.49%
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Table V-H(11):
Buried Fiber Cable Matarial Cost Comparison
ATET/MCI BallBouth Eprint
Size Material | Material | Matarial | Materiali | Material | Hatarial
Coat as \ of Cost as % of Cost as N of
Total Total Total
288 §8.51 44.6% $1.01 49, 2%
216 WA HA HA HA
144 54.30 44.7% £3.78 £5.7%
96 52.97 44,70 $2.63 2.2\
T2 $§2.30 44.7¢% HA HA
&0 $2.00 46, 6% $1.66 5.8
48 §1.60 44, 7% 51,39 34,20
i6 $1.12 44,64 21.02 29.8%
24 $0.89 44.7% $0.83 27T.1%
18 $0.8% 59, 3% $0.7% 2%.9%
12 80.59 44.7% 50.63 23.51%
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Table V-H(12):
Asrial Fiber Cable Material Cost Compariscn
ATET/MCI (Feeder) BallSouth Sprint
Biza Material | Material | Material | Material | Material | Material
Cost as & of Cost as % of Cost as b of
Total Total Total
268 KA hA 56.51 43,2 57.68 55, 3%
216 511.10 B4. 7% MA HA NA HA
144 57.50 78.9% 54.30 43.2% $1.78 46. 3%
96 $5.10 T1.8% $2.97 43.2% 532.%7 43.1%
12 53.50 66.1% 52.30 43.2% £2.12 31%.8%
60 $3.30 62.3% $2.00 4%5.00 51.66 35.5%
48 52.70 57.40 §i.60 43. 11 $1.3% 13.5
6 52.10 51.2% §l.12 43.2% $1.12 30. 3
24 21.50 42.9% 50.89 43.2% 50,79 24 .54
18 51.20 37.5% $0.89 S5T.4% $0.67 22.1%
12 30.5%0 31.0% $0.59 45,00 $0.54 19.1%

Table V-H(13):

24-Gauge Undarground

r Cable Matsrial

Coast Eo-plrilon

ATET/MC1 (Feadar) BellSouth Sprint
Size Matarial | Matarial | Material Material Material HMaterial
Cost as ¥ of Cost as V of Cost as V of
Total Total Total
4200 §20.37 21.4% £31.99 25. 1%
3600 §17.46 21.41 227,28 53.9
jooo 514.55% 21.40 §21.450 54 .04
2400 #11.64 21.40 316,14 51.2%
2100 §10.25 21.40 $14.01 50. 6%
1800 £49.06 21.4% 511,87 45,90
1200 $6.03 21,40 56.27 4.1
900 $6.30 21.4% $5.63 45. 4%
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ATRT/MCI (Feadar) BellSouth Sprint
Size HMatearisl | Material Material | Material Matarial | Material
Coat as & of Cost an & of Coat as &% of
Total Total Total
600 231.14 21.4% 51.7% 2.
400 52.09 21.4% $2.55% 30.0%
300 $1.57 21.4% §2.09 26.4%
200 $1.70 40.00 §1.05 21.5% $1.50 27.4%
100 51.00 40.0% §0.52 21.2% 50.69 17.1%
50 $0.26 21.3% $C.40 11.41%
25 20,13 21.3% 50.23 T.1%
1€ $0.13 £1.3% 50.26 9.2%
12 50.13 21.3% 50.17 6.Th
& KA HA NA HA
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Table V-H(1l4):
24-Gauge Buried Copper Cable Material Cost Comparison

ATET/HMCI BallSouth Bprint
{Distribution)
Size Matarial | Material | Material | Matarial | Material | Materisl
Coat as & of Cost as V of Cost as ¥V of
Total Total Total

4200 822.35 26.9% $31.99% 63,7
3600 §19.16 26.9% $27.28 631.1%
3000 $15.97 26.0 523.59 63.0%
2400 $12.77 26,9 516,14 61.74
2100 $11.18 26.9% 5$14.01 60. 44
1800 §9.58 26.9% £11.87 5%.9%
1200 56,38 26.9 5$6.27 54.7%
900 54.80 26.0 $5.63 55.0%
600 $3.23 26.9% 53.79 S0.2%
400 32.23 26.9 $Z.1% q0.5%
300 21.79 46,94 22.09 13,7y
200 $1.70 40.0% &1.17 6.0 51.50 31,3%
100 $1.00 40.0W $0.62 26.9% 50.69 22.5%
50 50.65 40.0% §0.35 26.9% 55.40 15.7%
25 50.48 40.0% $0.21 26.9% 50.23 10.1%
18 HA HA 50.21 26,94 50.26 13.1%
12 $0.30 40.0W $0.2] 6. 9% 56.17 G.8%
6 50,25 40.0% HA HA A HA
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Table V-H{15):
24-Gauge Aerial Copper Cable Material Cost Comparison

ATET/HCI (Feadar) BallSouth Bprint
Size Material | Matorial | Material HMaterisl | Material | Matasrial
Cost as % of Cost as § of Cost as ¥ of
Total Total Total
4200 £22.03 17.8% 533,.46% T5. 3%
3600 sl8.88 17.8% $27.28 R Y
3000 515.71) 17.8% $231.59 T3.6%
2400 £12.59 17.8% $16.14 70.7%
2100 511.01 17.8% £14.01 68. 41
1800 59.44 17.8% $1..47 67,110
1200 56.18 17.8% 56.27 57,61
900 £4.74 17.8% 55,63 57.5%
600 $3.24 17.8% £3.79 49,7
400 £1.70 40.0% $2.20 17.8% $2.5% 44,1
00 $1.00 40.0% $1.69 17.8% 2.09 43.54%
200 51.31 17.8% §1.5%0 15,51
100 0.2 17.8% $0.69 23.2\
50 S0.45 17,6y 50.40 15.94%
25 $0.29 17.8% $0.22 10.1%
18 $0.25 17.84 50,26 13.7%
12 50.2% 1T.6% 50.17 10.4%
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Table V-H(16):
26-Ga Underground Copper Cable Material Cost Comparison
ATET/HC1 (Fesdar) PallBouth Sprint
Size Matarial Material Haterial HMaterial Haterial Haterial
Coat as § of Cont as Vv of Cost as \ of
Total Total Total
4200 511.60 40.0% 514,05 17.9% $33.9% 55. 1%
600 $10.40 40.0% $12.13 17.9% $27.28 %3.9%
3000 £9.20 40.0% $10.23 17.9% £21.59 4 .00
2400 §8.00 40.0% $8.28 17.9% 512.52 47.2%
2100 HA KA $7.31 17.9% 510.84 46.51
1800 56.40 40.0% 26,31 17.9% 29.15% 45,64
1200 #4.80 40.0% $4.41 17.9% 4,16 g, 11
500 $4.00 40,0% $3.39 17,94 54.27 40, €3
600 $3.10 40.0% $4.27 17.9% 2. %8 17,40
400 $2.40 40,01 51,51 17.9% 51.95% 25. 4%
EJily) 51.14 16.0% 51.64 25,30
200 50.76 18.0W £1.20 23,7
100 $0.38 18,04 $0.54 14,10
50 50.19 17.9% 50,132 9, 4%
25 5$0.09 17.0% 50,19 6.0
18 $0.09 17.0% £0.23 fi, 31
12 £0.0% 17.0% £0.15 6.0
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Table V-H(17):
26-Gauge Buried Copper Cable Matarial Cost Comparison

ATET/HCI BallSouth Sprint
{Distribution)
Size Hatarial | Hatarial Haterial Matarial Haterial HMaterial
Cost as A of Coat as % of Cost as & of
Total Total Total

4200 WA HA #16.08 £3. 2% £33.99 LY. 78
3600 HA HA £13.79 23. 221,28 6). 1%
iooo HA KA §11.4% 431,34 §23.4%9 63.0%
2400 §8.00 40.0% $9.19 23.21 §12.5%2 60, 0%
2100 KA HA 88.16 £3.2% 210.84 5B8.5%
1800 $6.40 40.0% 37.16 2).2% 29.15 57.68%
1200 $4.80 40.0% $5.32 £23. 3 S4.46 “0.TH
900 §4.00 40.0% 23.56 £3. 30 2427 51.6%
600 §1.10 40.0% $2.76 23.:% 74.88 46,44
400 52.40 40.0% 51.75 21. 2% 21.9% 16. 0%
00 #1.32 23.2% #1l.64 1% . 6%
200 $0.95 23.2% 9l1.20 £29.5%
100 $0.52 23.2% 50.54 18.9%
50 $0.32 23,2\ 0,32 13.1%
25 20.22 £23. 2% $0.19 B.6%

18 §0.22 21 2% 50.23 11.9%
12 §0.22 £3.2% #0.1% 8.8
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Table V-H(1B):
ii-ﬂlug- Asrial Copper Cable Material Cost Comparison

ATET/MCI (Fesdar) BellSouth Sprint
Size Hatarial Hatarial Material Matarial Hatarial HMatarial
Cost as V of Cost as % of Cost as \ of
Total Total Total

4200 $11.60 40.0% $15.14 15, 5% $33.99 T5. 3%
3600 $10.40 40.0% £12.97 15, 5% 527.28 Td. 1y
3000 $9.20 40.0% 510.81 15.5% 523.59 T3.6%
2400 $8.00 40.0% sB.23 15.5% $12.52 67,54
2100 HA NA 57.20 15, 5% S10.84 64 .80
1600 §6.40 40.0% 56.61) 15, 5% £9.15 61.2%
1200 54.80 40.0% 54.40 15,51 54.46 51.0%
300 §4.00 40.0% 53.44% 15.5% $4.27 52.2\%
600 53.10 40.0% S2.47 15.5% 52.88 44.0%
400 $2.40 40.0% §1.69 15.%% 31.95% JB. 5%
ETH 51.32 15.54% §l.64 3B. 4%
200 50.95%5 15.5% $1.20 31.0%
100 50.55% 15,5% $0.5%4 19.41
50 20. 36 15.5% 20,32 13.21
25 $0.26 15.5% 50.1% B.5%

18 $0.26 15. 5% $0.2) 12.4%
12 50,26 15.5% $0.15 .34

Careful review of these inputs and related information

fllustrates that each LEC calculated its cable costs differently.
For example, BellSouth indexed its materlal costs for inflatien,
while Sprint did not. Unlike bellSouth, Sprint apparently does not
include a factor that reflects any expensed material. GTE Florida
includes both material and labor in its cable costs. All three
LECs, however, state that the material prices are based on actual
material prices paid. Since GTEFL filed for confidentlial treatment
of the piece parts to its cable inputs, and Sprint did not provide
the actual factors it uses, it is not possible to exhaustively
compare on an “apples to ap»les” basis any cable cost component
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other than actual material prices. We note that after review of
actual material prices, material prices, in general, do not vary
very much among the LECs and HAI's inputs.

It is not possible to determine whether each LEC calculated
cable costs in the same manner, or even included the same cost
components. It is possible that one LEC might have captured a
particular cost 1in cable cost, where another LEC captured it
somewhere else. Therefore, it has been difficult for us to compare
final cable costs and ensure that the cable costs include the same
components.

AT&T/MCI’s criticisms of the LECs' cable costas are, for the
most part, confined to copper cable. MCI witness Wells found that
Hal's fiber costs “are shown to be very reasconable.” This is
apparently because HAI’s cost is either within the LECs’ range or
above it.

For copper cable, witness Wells’ primary criticiam for all
LECs appears to be that, although there is no 24 gauge copper cable
“manufactured in sizes larger than 2400 pairs,” the LECs have input
values for the sizes above 2400. In response, BellSouth witness
Caldwell agreed that the 4200 pair is no longer manufactured,
although she stated that the 3600 pair “can be specially ordered.”™
Since BCPM 3.1 includes these sizes, BellSouth “extrapolated” the
costs. GTEFL witness Tucek states that GTEFL alsc “extrapolate[d]
the inputs.” For its extrapolation, GTEFL assumed that it recelved
“the same economies of scale of scope in purchasing cables of this
size that we get with the smaller size cable.” Sprint witness
Dickerson, on the other hand, “fully understands that there are not
24-gauge cable manufactured for the sizes and, therefore, it has
satisfied the model input by inputting its 26-gauge material
costs.” Although it is unclear why BCPM 3.1 would include cable
sizes that no longer exist, we believe an LEC could reasonably
develop numbers either through extrapolation or through the use of
another size copper cable.

Criticisms of BellSouth’s copper cable inputs include; 1)
BellSouth’s not modeling distribution cable below 25 pair, 2)
BellSouth’s feeder cable costs improperly including terminals, and
3)BellSouth’s 26 gauge cables incorrectly priced higher than 24
gauge cables. In addition, witness Wells criticized BellSouth’s
use of material loading factors.




ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 9B0696-TP
PAGE 157

BellSouth does not use 18 or 12 pair-cable in its distribution
network because “it's easier to inventory, maintain and just place
the 25.” Therefore, BellSouth models the same price for 25, 18,
and 12 pair 24 gauge and 26 gauge copper cable. GTEFL also models
the same price for 25, 18, and 12-pair 24 gauge and 26 gauge copper
cable; it apparently does not purchase 18 pair and 12-pair cable.
Sprint, however, does model different prices for 25, 18, and 12
pair cable, although it is not clear whether these are extrapolated
prices. BellSouth may not find it efficient to use 18 and 1Z-pai:
cable, but another efficient LEC might. Therefore, since this
proceeding is to develop the cost of an efficient provider, not
simply of the incumbent, we agree with witness Wells that there
should be discrete prices for 18 and 12-pair cable.

The reason that BellSouth includes terminals in its feeder
cable costs, is that BellScuth includes terminals of 100 pair or
less in its material loading category, exempt material. Exempt
material is material exempt from tracking; thus, it is expensed
rather than capitalized. Exempt material is determined through the
use of a loading factor, a percentage of investment. We agree with
AT&T/MCI’s criticism that this creates an anomaly in a cost
proceeding such as this or :, although we have no solution as to how
BellSouth might correct this anomaly.

Another criticism of BellSouth’s use of loading factors is
that they are linear -- that is, no adjustment is made for size.
The factor is the same whether it is applied to the smallest
increment or to the largest size of material. We find that
BellSouth’s use of linear loading factors, while easy for BellSouth
to apply, can generate results that seem to beg questions,. For
example, for 26 gauge buried copper cable, actual material cost as
a percentage of total cost stays constant at about 23 percent no
matter whether the cable is 12 palr or 4200 pair. This means that
the total cost of this cable is always about 4.3 times the actual
material cost; thus, no econcmies of scale for exempt material,
engineering, or BellScuth labor, ever occur. It seems very
unlikely that there are no economies generated as cable slzes grow
larger, Sprint apparently agrees, since for the same cable the
total cost ranges from 11 times the materlal cost for 12 pair cable
to approximately 1.6 times the cost for 4200 pair cable.

In determining cable costs, BellSouth alone has used a TPI to
adjust its cable prices befo.e it applies the loadings. BellSouth
uses TPIs because it assumes costs will be computed for the average
midpoint of a 1998-2000 planning period. BHBellSouth is careful to
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note that in some cases use of the TPl results In deflation, not
irflation. While use of a planning period may be necessary in a
proceeding that involves a specified time period, e.g., a contract,
use of a price index and planning period does not appear to be
necessary for a proxy cost model. The proxy model constructs a
network at a certain point in time based on the input values of
that date, not over a three-year planning period. Sprint did not
make “any speculative future adjustments. . . .” We believe that
the use of TPIs in ronjunction with a three-year planning period
unnecessarily complicates an already complex process.

Witness Wells criticized Sprint, asserting that Sprint’s
underground cable costs are improperly higher than its aer al and
buried costs. Sprint’s witness Dickerson responded to this
criticism by stating underground cable has higher labor placement
costs because of the need to “pump out manholes,” and “monitor
continucusly for the presence of gas.” He also asserted that “this
is a red herring issue anyway in that there's very litile
underground cable assumed in Sprint-Florida’s plant mix." We
believe Sprint’s explanation ia plausible.

The primary criticism leveled at the HAI cable cost inputs is
that they are not based on actual experience. In their defense,
the HAI sponsors provided a confidential copy of the Fassett
papers. Dean Fassett, a member of the HAI engineering team,
solicited validation data from various, confidential firms that
supply telephone material. We have reviewed this document. It is
unknown how many, if any, of the price quotes supplied come from
contractors that work with LECs in Florida. The papers are not
organized in a fashion that would even permit us to review a
summary of data supplied. Portions of the Fassett papers were
virtually illegible due to handwriting and che fact that the filed
copy was obviously several coples away from original papers. We do
not believe that the Fassett papers provide sufficlent
asubstantiation for any cable pricas,

We believe that where possible and practical, Florida-speciflic
data should be utilized, keeping in mind that the costs should be
those of an efficient provider. Different efficient providers,
however, are likely to see different costs. Sprint witness
Dickerson attributes much of differing costs to providers’ “ability
to negotiate a price with a vendor, which 1is largely a function of
volume purchases., . . .* In addition, witness Dickerson believes
that some of the differential may be caused by equipment sizes:
“For example, a large RBOC may use a larger type ol eguipment than
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Sprint might use in a more rural area, and so, therefore, they
might get a better price on a particular unit that services a large
volume of capacity.”

The guestion remains as to whether cable cost should be LEC-
specific. Cable costs are divided into two components, essentially
material and labor. We agree with witness Dickerson that different
companies may purchass the same material for different prices, for
the most part, based on market power. Would an efficient provider
be able to purchase cable for the same price as BellSouth, Sprint,
or GTEFL? The answer will depend on who the provider is. A very
large provider might negotiate a better deal; a smaller provider
may negotiate a worse deal. This proceeding is to determine the
costs of an efficient provider, that is, a generic provider. If
BellSouth were to build plant in Sprint‘s territory would it pay
Sprint's prices for material? Would it pay the material prices it
pays in its historic territory? We believe the answer to be
“maybe” for material. But what about labor? It is likely that
some labor rates in Miami differ from those, for example, in
Destin, But for the installation of cable? We believe Lt might,
but maybe not for a generic efficlent provider who bullds plant in
Miami and Destin.

Upon consideration, we find that a Florida-specific, statewide
cost is a reasonable assumption for what an efficlent provider is
likely to pay. We find that BellSouth’s use of linear loading
factors produces inherently unreasonable results. We also believe
that BellSouth’s use of TPIs is inappropriate in this proceeding.
Sprint-Florida’s loading factors, although their precise
composition is unclear, appear to produce more reasonable results
than BellSouth’s factors. Furthermore, Sprint’s results apparently
do not include terminals within cable costs, nor do they include
the application of TPIs as BellScuth’'s inputs do. Due to GTEFL's
claim of confidentiality, we are not permitted to publicly analyze
their results. Upon consideration, we belleve that for fiber and
copper cable, Sprint’s BCPM 3.1 inputs adequately represent the
costs an efficient provider is likely to pay. Therefore, we find
that for fiber and copper cable, Sprint’s BCPM 3.1 inputs be
utilized as a surrogate for an efficient provider.
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J. Drops

The drop is the cable that extends from the customer’s
premises to the terminal. The terminal is where the drop wirea are
connected to the distribution cable. The HAI and the BCPM each
model drops differently (especially with regard te drop length).
Therefore, a strict comparison of the two is not possible.

The HAI model assumes the following in determining its drop
investment. Drop lengths are predetermined and range from 50-150
feet. The time necessary to place an aerial drop is 10 minutes per
drop and 10 minutes for each 50 ft, of drop strung. As with the
network interface device, the labor estimate assumes a cCrew
installing aerial drop wires throughout a neighborhood Iin
cocrdination with the installation of NIDs, terminals, and
distribution cables. For buried drop placement HAI also assumes
the lubor estimate based on a crew installing buried drop wires
throughout a neighborhood. The HAl buried drop sharing fraction is
.50 for all density zones. The percentage of aerial drops equals
the percentage of aerial distribution cable.

The BCPM determines the appropriate drop length through
internal calculations. BellSouth used BellSouth-specific costs for
the material, travel, and installation labor associated with the
drop. For its drop inputs, GTEFL developed company-specific values
for material and labor based on the prices GTEFL currently pays in
Florida. According to witness Dickerson, Sprint drop cable costs
were developed based on Sprint's actual current vendor material
prices and specific estimates for installation.

Drop Length

While the intent of this section is to establish the
appropriate aerial and buried drop cable costs, we believe it is
necessary to briefly discuss drop lengths. The drop length
received much attention in this proceeding.

In the HAI model, drop lengths are predetermined and range
from 50-150 feet depending on density. It is assumed that drops
run from the front of the property line. Therefore, housing and
bullding set-backs determine drop length. The model assumes that
lot sizes are twice as deep as they are wide. The model further
assumes that houses and building are usually placed towards the
front of lots.
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In the BCPM, the road reduced distribution area is created and
is used as a modeling tcol to estimate drop cable. The BCPM
assumes the drop extends from the branch cable to the miulle of the
customer’s lot and is capped at 500 feet,

We found little suppurt for use of predetermined drop lengths.
According to the HIP, house and building set-backs determine the
drop length, It is assumed that these set-backs range from as
short as 20 feet in certain urban cases to longer distances in more
rural settings. We are unable to locate any documentation that
supports the 20 feet assumption. Furthermore, we note that the
last nationwide study of actual loops produced results indicating
that the average drop length is 73 feet. In the five density
zones that range from 650 lines per square mile, to 10,000+ lines
per square mile, HAI assumes a drop length of 50 feet. This means
that in these five density zones (650-10,000+) HAI's drops may be
too short.

According to GTEFL's witness Tardiff, the HAI's predetermined
drop lengths are “an ill-conceived approach.” He believes the
drops would not reach the customers they are intended to serve.
This is echoed by GTEFL’s witness Murphy, who believes one of HAl'=
engineering flaws is that its drop lengths are understated. As
discussed earlier in this Order, we believe the BCPM modeling
assumptions (with the specified modifications) are most
appropriate.

Rrop Cable Costs

Some of the components which make up the per foot drop costs
include material, installation, labor, sharing and structure
factors. Table V-J{1) provides the proposed total cost per foot
for buried drops, and Table V-J(2) prevides the proposed total
costs for aerial drops for each party by density zone.
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Table V-J(1):
Drop Cost-Buried Per foot
DEMSITY ATET/HCI BallBSouth GTEFL BPRINT BCPM
Lona Default
0=2550 .74 5.70 5.62 5.1 5.77
2550=-5000 .89 .70 .62 L4 37
5000-10000 1.64 + 10 62 74 e i
10,000+ 5.1 .70 .62 .74 N
Table V-J(2):
n:nE_Eplt-l-rill Par foot
DENSITY ATET/MCI BallSouth GTEFL* SPRINT BCPH
Zone Dafault
0-100 5.26 $.26 s, 62 5. 5.77
100-650 .28 {3 + 62 ] .77
6€50=-10, 000+ .33 .26 B2 « 14 « 17

SGTEFL's Durled and aerial drop input waluws atw the same, GILFL ia modeling 100V burled

drop costs.

For the buried drop the parties’ total costs are fairly
comparable, with the exception of HAI's cost in the 5000+ density
zones, In the 5000+ density zone HAI increases its placement costs
significantly, with a placement cost of $1.50 per foot in the 5000-
10,000 zone, and $5.00 per foot in the 10,000+ zone We agree

nceptually that buried drop placement costs . ul’' tend to
irn ~ease in densely populated areas; hrwever, at sore no..t buried
pl. sment would be abandoned due to the costs of burjy.ng drops in
yrban areas. According to the HIP, the cpinion of OSP experts was
used Ly HAI to arrive at its per foot values.

# l1South’s pla-ement costs for buried drop are $.58 per foot
for ~.1 density zones, and its drop materials do not vary by
Hens.ty zone. Travel time was averaged, and placement time was the
same in rural and urban areas. Witness Caldwell argues that the
difference in travel time would not be significant enough to cause
a difference in the per foot costs. The specific placement costs
used by GTEFL are proprietary; however, they are much closer to
BellSouth's reported costs tnan those from the HAI OSP experts. In

addition, while we do not have specific placement cost data for
Sprint, it likely would be closer to that of BellSouth. Upon
review, we believe a simple average of the LEC's total cost
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estimates is reasonable. Accordingly, we adopt a total cost of
$.69 per foot for buried drops. This value is reasonable based on
the information available, and it falla within the range of costs
provided.

With regard to aerial drops, there are much greater
discrepancies among the parties. GTEFL did not model aerial drops
and did not provide costs. GTEFL witness Tucek, however, admitted
that not all of GTEFL’s drops are buried. There appears to be a
large discrepancy in material costs for the aerial drop.
BellSouth’s material cost per foot is $.07, Sprint’s is $.32, and
HAI’s is $.10, While BellSouth’s placement costs are reported at
$.19 per foot, and Sprint's at $.42, the HAI's range from 5.16-5.23
per foot (depending on density). We were unable to determine why
Sprint’s materials costs for aerial drops are more than feur times
that of BellSouth. Sprint's material cost comes from the material
lot database. While we agree that a large firm such as BellSouth
likely has significant buying power, we must determine the costs an
efficient provider serving the market would pay for this item. It
is certainly not known if these providers will be large or small.

We believe that BellSouth’'s material cost may be too low
because of its greater buying power, while Sprint’'s cost appears to
be too high. Therefore, we adopt HAI's material costs of 5.10 per
foot for aerial drops. With regard to placement costs, we find
BellSouth’s input to be an appropriate surrogate. BellSouth's
placemert costs alsoc approximate the midpoint of the placement
costs estimated by HAI. Therefore, we adopt a total cost for
aerial drops is §.29 per foot.

K. Metwork Interface Device

The network interface device (NID} is the device at the
customer’s premises (both commercial and residential] within which
the drop wire terminates.

According to the HIP, the residence NID is assumed to have the
capacity for 2 lines, and the business NID is assumed to have the
capacity for 6 lines. The NID investment is calculated as the cost
of the NID case plus the product of the protection block per line
and the number of lines terminated.

For the residential NID, HAI uses a loaded labor rate of 535
per hour which excludes exempt material loadings that normally
include the material cost of the NID and drops. The labor estimate
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assumes a crew installing NIDs throughout a neighborhood in
coordination with the installation of drops, terminals, and
distribution cables. A work time of 25 minutes was used, based con
the opinion of outside plant subject matter experts. The same
labor and work time assumptions were made for the business NID.

BellSouth used BellSouth-specific costs for the material,
travel, and installation labor associated with the NID. A regional
labor rate of 543.45 was used with a travel time of .1B34 hours and
an installation time of .7500 hours. The same NID, protector, and
interface are used to serve residence and business customers;
therefore, there is no difference in the costs,

According to witness Tucek, GTEFL develcped a company-specific
valus for the NID. The material and labor inputs are based on what
GTEFL currently pays for these inputs in Florida. The labor costs
are based on single source provider unit price contracts with
contract labor service providers. Travel time is not a separate
payable rate and, if required, is presumed to be included by the
contract firm. This input was presented by GTEFL on a combined
materials and labor basis, in order to preserve the confidentiality
of its data.

Cost inputs for the NID were developed based on Sprint’s
actual current vendor material prices and specific estimates for
installation.

The BCPM default makes several assumptions with regard to
WIDs. Different NIDs are used for business and residence
locations. One housing unit is included for each living unit or
business locatien, in addition to one protector and one interface
per drop pair terminated.

As with many of the inputs, It appears that each party
calculated its NID costs differently and did not necessarily
include the same components., We have reviewed the material costs
for the “NID” from each LEC and AT&T/MCI, but it is unclear what
components are included in those materials’ costs, Also, the
capacity of the NIDs modeled by Sprint and GTEFL is not known. For
example, BellSouth provides a material cost for the NID housing,
the interface and the protector; the other LECs did not provide
this detail. GTEFL and Sprint provided a material cost for the
"NID" not separated into any pilece parts. Finally, AT&T/MCI
provided a cost for the residential and business NID case »nd the
protector. We assume but are unsure that the NID case includes the
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interface. Table V-K(l) provides a summary of the nonproprietary
information provided.

TABLE V-K(1):
Residence/Business Costs for Installed NID
(all dansi zonas)

BCPM Default BallSouth GTEFL SFRINT ATET/HCL
Ras. Bus. Ras. Bus. Res. Bus. Ras. Bus. Ras. Dus.
HiD $30.73 $30.73 | $32.06 || $32.06 | $29.49 | $29.4% | 958,95 | 999,85 | $25.00 | J40.00
Protector $11.51 | 511.51 4,00 | 54.00
Intarfacs 513.04 | $13.04
TOTAL $30.73 $30.73 | $56.61 | B56.61 | 829.45 | 829.495 | $58.95 | B6F.85 | 529.00 | 844.00

Upon review of the record in this proceeding, we are unable to
firnd any compelling evidence which supports calculating NID costs
in any specific manner. The material costs provided by AT&T/MCI are
at the low end of the spectrum, while Sprint’s material costs are
the highest. (As noted above, each LEC claims to use company-
specific costs,) There is a much greater discrepancy in material
cost between parties for the busineas NID. Like BellSouth, GTEFL
modeled the same total costs for the business and resicential NID.
When GTEFL’s witness Tucek was questioned on this matter, he stated
he did not know why the costs were the same and had no information
that would lead him to believe they should be different. According
to BellSouth, it uses the same NID, protector and interface for
residence and businesses; therefore, there is no difference 1in
cost.

Based on this limited information, we must ask socoveral
gquestions. To begin with, should NID costs for purposes of a cost
proxy model be LEC-specific? Like many of the inputs, the NID's
costs are basically made up of materials and labor. While we are
aware that different companies pay different prices for materials
and labor, we must determine what an efficient provider would pay.
Therefore, we find that NID costs shall not be company-specific.

Second, should the cost of the business NID and residential
NID be different? According to the HIP, HAI models a residentlal
NID that is assumed to have the capacity for 2 lines, and a
business NID that is assumed to have the capacity for & lines.
According to the BCPM model documentation, different NIDs are used
for business and residence locations; however, the BCPM default is
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th. same for both. Both Sprint and AT&T/MCI provided separate
material costs for the residential and business NID; however, it is
not clear what capacity NIDs Sprint is modeling. We note that the
material cost for Sprint’s business NID is almost three times as
high as its residential NID. We believe there should be different
coasts for the business and residence NID. Accordingly, we shall
require a 2-line residence NID and a 6-line business NID. (The NID
capacity should not be confused with our determination on the
appropriate lines per household made in Section V.F in this Order.
The lines ordered in that section are for distribution planning
purposes.) Although BellSouth uses the same size NID (six pair),
protector, and interface for both business and residence, we do not
know if an efficient provider entering BellSouth’s territory would
dc the same.

As noted above, the parties' materials cost estimates vary
considerably, and where provided, sapecific placement costs also
vary widely. Furthermore, in some cases it is not known what, if
any, loadings were applied, what piece parts are included, or what
is the capacity of the NIDs being modeled, We do know that
BellSouth and AT&T/MCI both model a six-line business NID. Upon
review, we find that a simple average of BellSouth’s .nd AT&T/MCI’s
business NID costs is appropriate. The total cost for a business
NID shall be 550.00. With regard to the two-line residential NID,
the total cost shall be $30.00. This input was derived based upon
the relationship between the cost of the business and residential
NID provided by both AT&T/MCI and Sprint, where the cost of the
residential NID is approximately &0% of the cost of the business
NID.

Ei Outside Plant Mix

Outside plant mix describes the mix of aerial, buried, and
underground cable by normal, soft rock, and hard rock terrain by
density zone., OQutside plant mix is defined for three types of
outside plant: distribution (copper); copper feeder; fiber feeder;
and fiber (interoffice) tranaport.

AT&T/MCI’s proposed inputs are the default values found in HAI
S.0a. Referencing Bellcore’s BOC Notes on the LEC Networks - 1994,
HAI 5.0a states poles are the most common structure for
distribution. It also states that HAI 5.0a's default wvalues
"reflect an increasing trend toward use of buried cable in now
subdivisaions.” Three reasons contribute to this trend. First,
prior to 1980, buried cable was “relatively expensive and
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unreliable” because “cables filled with water blocking compounds
had not been perfected.” Second, “reliable” splice closures for
buried cable “were not the norm.” And, last, “the public now
cleacrly desires more out-of-sight plant for both aesthetic and
safety-related reasons.” Underground cable, according to HAI 5.0a,
is “primarily used for feeder and interoffice transport cables, not
for distribution cable.” For copper and fiber feeder cable, the
same reasoning applies.

BellSouth witness Caldwell supports the BCPM 3.1's default
inputs as BellSouth’s recommended inputs for outside plant:

BellSouth analyzed the BCPM 3.1 default values
at the wire center level. The distributlion
between aerial, ©buried, and underground
placement was found to be reasconable. Thus,
the BCPM 3.1 defaults were uned.

When asked whether BellScuth knew its plant mix, witness
Caldwell replied that BellSouth, through its loop sampling for
unbundled network elements study, knew the plant mix only at the
statewide level. BellSouth defends its use of the defaults:

While BellSouth acknowledges that plant mix
varies by soil type and density of lines
served, actual data at this granular level of
detail does not exist. BellSouth does
maintain some plant mix data at the wire
center level. BellSouth's analysis of the
wire center data reinforced ocur subjeclL matter
expert judgment that the BCPM 3.1 default
plant mix was representative of what would
occur in BellSouth’s territory. In
particular, less buried and unde:ground cable
is found in rocky soil, less aerial and more
underground cable is found in urban areas,
etc.

GTEFL witness Tucek states that “the inputs for srructure mix,
sharing, and the prices of cable and the other outside plant
components largely determine the cost of the loop, which makes up
roughly 73 percent of the total cost per line. GTE changed these
inputs because of their relative importance to overall costs.” In
order to develop the structure mix numbers, GTEFL:
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mapped each exchange served by GTE in Florida
to the BCPM density zones based on the ovarall
density, line density, of the exchange lines
per square mile; and we took actual exchange
level data on sheath feet by outside plant
type; by type, feeder and distribution,

aerial, buried and underground. And the
actual data falls out with the numbers that we
sce here.

Sprint’s proposed inputs are “specific” to its serving area,
Sprint witness Dickerson described how the plant mix inputs were
developed:

The cable plant mix inputs are developed
separately for copper feeder and distribution
and fiber feeder. The percentages of cable
facilitles placed in either buried,
underground or aerial locations were based on
an analysis of Sprint’s fac.lities in Floriia
adjusted to reflect a forward-looking trend
for greater use of buried copper cable and
greater use of underground fiber cable.

In order to determine if Sprint-Florida needed an wijustment,
it analyzed the gross plant additions for 1994 - 1997

Construction additions were used as the basis for
determining the forward-locoking adjustment for plant mix.
Construction additions for the periecd of 1994 through
1997 were trended through the yea. 2000 with linear
regression, and the percent plant mix was calculated for
each cable type by year. The resulting change in plant
mix, by type of cable, from 1994 to 2000 was determined
to be the forward-looking adjustment. In the case of
fiber cables, underground fiber increased 4% over this
period, buried decreased 4% and aerial remalned
unchanged. For copper cables, underground copper was
found to decrease 3%, buried increased 3% and aerial
remain unchanged. These percentage changes were then
applied to the actual plant mix percentages calculated
from Sprint’s cable information in the FDW (Facilitles
Data Warehouse), with the exception of copper
distribution. No adjustments were made to distribution
cable, as underground copper distribution cable was only




ORDER NO.
DOCKET NO.
PAGE 169

1.2% of the total distribution cable,

adjustments result in 0%

would

distribution cable.

For

illustrative purposes,
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980696-TP

Tables 4(1)-1

and using the above

underground

copper

through 4(l)-12

provide a side-by-side comparison of the parties’ inputs for Normal

and Soft Rock for copper distribution and feeder,

fiper feeder,

and

fiber transport. All of the input values that we establish in this

Order,

including those for Hard Rock,

Tabla V-L{(1):

& e in Appendix A,

Distribution Plant Mix (Normal and Soft Rock) - Underground

Density ATET/MCI BallSouth GTEFL Sprint

0-5 o 1] 27% B
G=100 0 24 2N 1.0%
101=-200 0 5% L 38N 1.1%
201-650 1] B B2 L2y
6H1=-850 0 15% BTh 1.2%
A51=2550 1) 25% Laaa 1.3%
2551-5000 5k 101 LY ] 1.4%
5001=10000 5% 604 1.9%4% 1.4W
»10001 108 S0 1.495% 1. 5%

Table V-L(2):

Distribution Plant Mix (Mormal and Soft Rock) - Buried
Dansity ATET/MCI BallSouth CTEFL Sprint
0-5 5% 60% TH.11M BT.5%
6=100 T5% 61% T8.11y B7T.1%
101-200 75% £24 T73.91% BTy
201=-650 0% G2 TP, 425 Hi 40
63i-800 TO0% E5% T, 524 BE. LW
851=-2550 T0% 654% 69, 368 A5, 9%
2551=-5040 6514 551 LTIN 11 HS.G6h
L001-10000 is k11 | 24.14% Bh.5N
>10001 -1 10% 24.14% B3. AN
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Table V-L(3):

Distribution Plant Mix (Normal and Soft Rock) - Aerial
Density ATLT/MCI BallSouth GTEFL Sprint
G-5 25% 40% 21.62% 11.T%
6=-100 254 I 21.621 11.9%
101-200 254 I 25.72% 12.2%
201=650 304 30w 21,778 12 .4%
651-850 30 Z0% 19.61% 12.7%
B51-2550 30% 0% 29,681 12.8%
25%1-5000 e SN .59 13.0%
5001-10000 &0% 5% T3.:9% 13.1%
>»10001 54 0 73.94% 13.2%

Table 4(1)-4:

Copper Feeder Plant Mix (Normal and Soft Rock) - Underground

Density ATET/MCI BallSouth GTEFL Sprint

0-5 11 10% 6.24 12%
&-100 1] 15% 6. 2% 14%
101-200 1 20% 14.44 15.7%
201-650 20% 25% 24.09% 17.1%
651=-850 40% 45 28, 08% 8. 3%
B51-2550 604 65 33.871 19.41%
2551-5000 TEN Bos 31.66% 0. 3%
L001-10000 B5% G0n 6d.22h 21.2%
>10001 904 G5 % G, 22% 21.9%
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Table 4(1)-5:

Copper Feeder Flant Mix {Hormal and Soft Rock) - Buried

Dansity ATET/MCI BellSouth GTEFL Bprint

G=5 45% S04 2. 410 B, TH
&-100 45% 454 Bd.41% Ba.9%
101=200 458 404 8. 164 Bl.4%
201-650 40% 154 55.8% BU. 1%
631=-850 J0n 10k 60. 3T Ta%
B51-2550 200 25\ 50,260 78,14
2551=5000 100 20% 48. 3d% 17.2%
5001=10000 ah 10% 22.540% 16. 51
>10001 5% o 22.54\% 15.8%

Table 4(1)-6:

Copper Feeder Plant Mix (Normal and Soft Rock) - herial
Dansity ATET/HCT BellBouth GTEFL S8praint
0-5 50% £0% 11. 39 3,3%
&-100 508 a0 I1.39:m 3. 1%
101-200 S04 40% 17.24% 2.9y
201-650 40% 40 16.124 2.8%
651-850 oW 25% 11,554 2.1
B51-25%0 20% 0% 19. 660 2.5%
2551=5000 15% 1} £0.03% d.5%
5001=10000 10% 1] 13.24% it
>10001 54 0 13.24% 2.1
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Table 4(1)-7:

Fiber Feeder Plant Mix (Normal and Soft Rock) - Underground
Density ATET/HMCI BallScuth GTEFL Sprint
0-5 5k 104 B6. 91N 23.5%
6-100 5% 15% BE.91 25.84%
101-200 5% 20% 92.14% 28 . 6%
201-650 10% 25% 90.78% jl.en
651-850 40% 45\ 931.74% 15.8%
B51-2550 60% 654 90. 6% 40,8
2551=-5000 T5% 80N 94 .74 §d7.2%
5001-10000 5k 90% G96.6Th 8584
>10001 0% 554 96. 67 67,84

Table 4(1)-8:
Fiber Feedar Plant Mix (Normal and Soft Rock) - Buried

Density ATET/HCI BallSouth GTEFL Sprint

0-5 &0 50 12.8% 4.4
6-100 &0 45 12.89 2.1
101-200 &0 40 7.63 0,4
201-650 &0 35 B.24 66,2
651-850 an 10 5.13 62.1
B51-2550 20 2% 7.44 57.4
2551-5000 10 20 2.97 51.1
LO001-10000 5 10 fi i2.7
>10001 5 5 a .8
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Table 4(1)-9:

r Fiber Feeder Plant Mix (Normal and Soft Rock) Asrial
Dansity ATET/MCI BallSouth GTEFL Sprint
0=5 3I5% 10% A1 2.100
6=100 I5h 404 a3\ 2. 11
101-200 35 404 SAAN 2.0%
201-650 0% 404 ST .00
651-850 30% ¥ | 1.1 1.9%
851-2550 20N 1oy 1.88% 1.8%
2551=-5000 15% 0 2.3 1.7
S001-10000 10% ¥] 3. 33N 1.5%
>10001 5N 0 R ] .40

Table 4(1)-10:
Fiber Transport Plant Mix (Normal and Soft Rock) - Unilerground

Density ATLT/MCI BallBouth GTEFL Bprint
O~-5 201 10% 86.91% 1.3%
6=-100 20% 15% BEG.91% 25.8%
101=-200 20% 20% 92. 144 2H.64%
201-650 20% 250 G0, THY 11.8%
651-850 200 50% 3.740 5.8
B51=-2550 20% Th5% S0.6%% 40.8%
25%1=-5000 200 B5W 4.7 47,20
5001-10000 20% Bhh 96. 6T a5, 6N
»10001 20% G54 6.6 67.6Y
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Table 4(1)-11:

Fiber Transport Plant Mix (Normal and Soft Rock) - Buried

Density ATET/MCI BellSouth GTEFL Sprint

0-5 60% BOL 12.89% 74. 41
6-100 60 77 12,89 72.1%
101-200 60w T4\ T.63% 69, 4%
201-650 608 T0% B.24\ 66, 2%
651-850 601 47 5.1 62.3%
851-25.0 604 224 7.4814 57.41
2551-5000 60\ 154 2.9 51,14
5001-10000 60% 15% 0 42 .70
>10001 &0 s\ 0 30. 814

Table 4(1)-12:

Fiber Transport Plant Mix (Normal and Soft Rock) - Asrial

Danaity ATET/MCI BellSouth GTEFL Bprint

0=-5 204 10% L2110 i
6-100 20% B% -21% 2.-11
101-200 20% 6% <241 21
201-650 208 5% .97 21
651-850 200 i 1.1 1.9%
B51-2550 20% an 1.88% 1.8%
2551-5000 204 0 2.33% 1.7
5001-10000 208 3.3 1.5)
>10001 204 L] 3.3 1.4%

Both AT&AT/MCI and BellSouth wused default inputs., GTEFL

developed inputs based on its current plant mix.
inputs based on its curreat mix,

Sprint developed
and then went ane step further.

It performed an analysis to see if the structure mix was changing.
Sprint found that its structure mix was changing in feeder by 3 and

4 percent,

for copper and fiber,

respectively.
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As discussed in the intreduction and overview to Section V of
this Qrde., we are not persuaded that national inputs which have
not been reviewed by subject matter experts familiar with Florida
are appropriate for use, if Florida-specific or Florida-reviewed
inputs are avalilable,

Sprint witness Dickerson asserts that HAI’s national defaults
are “heavily skewed toward aerial cable which may have a lower
initial cost. . . . The maintenance cosats for aerial cable and
pecles is (sic) significantly higher than the maintenance costs for
buried cable.” Witness Dickerson states that Sprint places "large
amounts of buried cable” because of “"the ease of burying cable in
Florida's scil and the cbvious peed teo siqgnificantly storm-proof
Sprint’s network.” We are persuaded by witness Dickerson that
HAI's national defaults for structure mix are not appropriate for
use in Florida.

Of the three LECs which have submitted proposed structure mix
inputs, all developed them differently. BellSouth used the BCPM
3.1 defaults; GTE Florida submitted inputs basad on its current
plant mix; and Sprint submitted inputs based on its current mix,
adjusted for current and future trends.

Based on the record evidence, we find that in what prosortion,
and where, different types of plant are used is specific to a
geographic area. A LEC’'s current plant mix is indicative of past
and present decisions on plant placement. Technology may change
future decisions. Upon consideration, we find that Sprint’s
methodology is the most appropriate because Sprint adjusted its
current gecgraphic mix for future trends. However, we would have
preferred to see, for example, Sprint’s plant mix geographically
deaveraged for its Centel and United territories. This type of
deaveraged information would have been more reflective of Sprint-
Florida's territory.

A new, efficient provider is likely to have a plant mix
reflecting today’'s conditions, not yesterday's or 1970s
conditions. The types of trend analyses that Sprint used appear to
capture how plant mix is changing in {its territory and are
indicative of the expected plant mix of another provider operating
in the same territory.

We would prefer that CTEFL'as and BellSouth’s methodology be
similar to Sprint’s methodology. OGTEFL used current dava but did
not perform a forward-looking adjustment. However, it is possible




ORDER NO. PS5C-99-0068-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 9B0696-TP
PAGE 176

that GTEFL‘s fiber data does reflect current plant mix. As can be
seen in Tables 4(1)-5 and 4(1)-6, the majority of GTEFL's copper
feeder in the lower density zones is buried cable, while in the
highar density zones, it is primarily underground cable. This is
different from fiber feeder, where fiber is primarily underground
cable in all density zones. GTEFL witness Tucek did not know why
this occurs, other than it “is the results that came out of the GTE
data.” Given that fiber is a relatively recent (post 1970s")
technology, we believe that the plant mix for fiber feeder might be
more reflective of current and future placements than for that of
copper feeder.

BellSouth’s structure mix inputs, as noted above, are
unadjusted BCPM 3.1 defaults that have been reviewed and approved
by BellSouth employees. We are puzzled by BellSouth’s use of
defaults when it might have extrapolated the inputs from available
data.

We believe that Sprint’s method for developing inputs is the
method GTEFL and BellSouth should aspire to in any future universal
service proceeding. However, the adjustments made by Sprint (3 and
4 percent) are small enough, assuming similar circumstances, that
we believe that GTEFL’s inputs need not be altered. We would have
been uncomfortable with BellSouth’s use of BCPM 3.1 defaults If
BellSouth’s network department had not reviewed them and found them
appropriate. We believe geographic-specific inputs are preferable
and most appropriate for structure mix. If those are unavallable,
we believe that the second-best choice is reviewed and approved
defaults by knowledgeable employees familiar with the geographic
area. We also believe that the incumbent providers know best what
the appropriate structure mix should be in thelir gecgraphic areas,
representing what an efficient provider's structure mix would
likely be,

Upon consideration, we find that the LECs’ proposed structure
mix inputs for BellSouth, GTE Florida, and Sprinct-Florida are
reasonable surrogates for what an efficient provider would use in
each geographic area, and, thus are approved as submitted for use
in those respective LEC territories.

M. Digital Loop Carrier
According to the HAI Model Description, one of two types of

digital loop carriers (DLCs) is selected when fiber feeder is
used., The DLCs are designated as high or low density based on the
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number of lines. When DLC equipment is used, the investment is
calculated in the Distribution Module. There are 12 separate items
which may be included in HAI’s total DLC investment. Th.ese are
items such as site preparation, power, common equipment, and
optical patch panels. The DLCs are equipped by the model with
“line cards of the type required to provide the appropriate grade
of service on the analog and digital (T-1) pairs fed off the DLC.”

BellSouth has chosen to use the BCPM 3.1 default inputs after
BellSouth’s Network experts reviewed them and found these defaults
to be reasonable and reflective of BellSouth’s operation irn
Florida. We note that BellSouth does not deploy systems with fewer
than 96 lines and, therefore had no data on small systems.
According to the BCPM 3.1 Model Methodology, the model places
either a large or small integrated DLC. The BCPM applies a user
adjustable 90% engineering fill factor for both large and small
DLCs .,

GTEFL’s DLC inputs are based on GTEFL-specific input prices;
materials and labor inputs are based on the prices GTEFL currently
pays for these inputs in Florida. GTEFL’'s specific costs are
proprietary. GTEFL’s DLCs do not include huts or environmentally
controlled vaulta (ECVs).

Sprint’s DLC costs were based on its current vendor costs and
actual installation costs within its Florida serving area.
Sprint’s next generation digital loop carrier (NGDLC) model
configuration includes costs only toc support the level of basic
service specified by the FCC. Sprint’s specific DLC costs are
proprietary.

The majority of the record evidence regarding the DLC was
directed at the DLC placement and the number of DLCs necessary to
serve a given carrier service area. There was little evidence
specifically addressing the cost of the DLCs. The input category
of DLC is made up of the digital loop carrier remote system
(DLCRT), the central office terminal (COT), POTS cards (or
nonextended range line cards) and extended range line cards. Table
V-M{1) provides the coats proposed by each party.
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Table V-M(1):
DLC Inputs Proposed by the Parties
DLC Femote Terminal
DLC SIZE BCPM 3.1 BallSouth GTEFL Bprint ATET/MCI

Default
0 §19,120.17 §19%,120.17 §23,753.40 $23,158.57 518, 300.00
£5 $19,203.56 5.9,203.56 $23,753.40 $23,158.57 518, 100,00
49 $23,789.75 §23,789.75 $23,753.40 526,926.10 518, 30G.00
97 £23,0886.56 523,886.56 £30,299.76 $26,928.10 $77,700,00
121 §37,691.12 837,691.12 5$30,293.76 $36,675.5%0 527,700.00
133 $37,873.22 $37,873.22 $46,238.96 536,675,590 2137,100.00
241 $64,291.00 564,291.00 $51,245.72 | §125,031.75 $37,100.00
185 $68,3717.00 568,377.00 £89,196.69 | §130,818.01 $70,000.00
673 596,859.00 596,859, 00 | $113,125.29 | S148,568.72 588, 500.00
1345 $165,236.00 | 5165,236.00 | S5132,112.15% | 5166,100.52

DL Cantral Office Terminal
DLC BIZE BCPH 3.1 BellSouth GTEFL fiprint ATET/HCI®

Default
0 g11,268.16 §l11,268.16 £3,319.04 §1,264.02
L5 §11,74%.30 $11,749.30 $3,319.04 §l,264.02
49 512,711.57 | s512,771.57 53,319.04 51,264.02
47 $13,192.71 $13,192.71 $6,975.45%0 £1,264.02
121 $14,808.60 | S14,808,60 56, %75, 50 §1,264.02
153 §15,770.87 | S15,7170.87 | 522,492.54 51,264.02
241 §22,176.00 | $22,176.00 | $273,030.%8 §8,311.%6
385 $22,176.00 $22,176.00 $23,962,73 58,%40.09
673 522,176.00 | 522,176.00 | 529%,833.1& 59,297.59
1345 526,881.00 $26,881.00 £39,474.77 510,055.09
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Table V-M(l):
DLC Inputs Proposed by the Parties
DLC Mon-axtended Pange Line Cards
DLC SILE BCPM 1.1 BallBouth GTEFL Sprint ATET/HCI
Default
0 594.00 §72.26 598,59 5100.00
25 594.00 872.26 $98.59 100
% 594,00 12,26 98,49 §100.00
97 $94.00 £72.26 298,59 $100.00
121 §94.00 $72.26 S9H.%9 5100.00
193 594.00 572,26 548,59 517,50
241 589.11 £72.26 568.02 59%.50
[ 589,11 £312.26 $u8,02 595,50
673 569,11 §72.26 568,02 575.%0
1345 5$09.11 S63,.80 168,02 57%.%0
Extended Range Line Card
DLC SIZE BCPM 3.1 BellBouth GTEFL sprint ATET/MCIe 1
Default ' Inputs
Large §187.5%0 £187.50 $183.0) S105. 68
Small £125.00 $i12%.00 £183.0) 5132.26

*HAI did not provide COT inputs. **HAl’s DLCRTs are
therefore, it ls not a separate lnput,

equipped with a l.ine card;

Aa illustrated in the table above, costs vary significantly in
some cases. AT&T/MCI's costs in most cases seem to be much less
than the costs proposed by the LECs. As noted above, AT&T/MCI have
included many items in their DLC costs; however, GTEFL's witness
Tardiff argues that the costs associated with DLCs in the HAl mcde|
do not include some very critical items in the calculations.
Witness Tardiff believes capital costs for rights-of-way have not
been included beyond the 53,000 allocated for site preparation and
power. He also atates that costs of underground sites, which are
used by the LECs in u:ban areas but not modeled in HAI 5.04, can
range up to $150,000. According to the HIiP, the majority of the
HAl DLC inputs are based on the experience and coplinion of a team of
outside plant engineers. We agree with witness Tardiff that HAI"s
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costs apparently do not include costs for rights-of-way. Although
specific numbers are confidential, Sprint has included in its site
pr '‘paration costs for easements. It appears that these costs may
be significant and should not be omitted. Since the AT&T/MCI
numbers seem very much out of line with the Florida-specific data
provided by GTEFL and Sprint, we do not believe the AT&T/MCI DLC
costs are appropriate inputs into the selected proxy cost model.

While the most substantial variances in costs appear to be
between those proposed by AT&T/MCI and the LECs, there are some
significant discrepancies in cost proposals among the LECs. In
most cases, Sprint's costs, especially for the larger size DLCs,
are greater than GTEFL's, although Sprint’s COT costs appear to be
much less. As discussed below, we are unable to do an apple to
apples comparison of costs to determine why these discrepancies
exist

We were provided with GTEFL's DLCRT, COT, and line card costs
under confidential cover. GTEFL’s costs appear teo include
materials, labor, installation and maintenance, engineering and
planning, and a loading factor, which includes freight, sales tax,
provisioning, and minor materials. While costs were prowvi.led,
there was little supporting documentation, so we a~e unable "o
determine what is included in the total costs. ©On the other hand,
Sprint provided a very detailed breakdown of its costs. While the
actual numbers are confidential, what makes up these costs is not.
Sprint’s costs specifically identified components such as site
costs, assemblies, transceivers, cabinets, batteries, channel unit
cards, engineering, and installation. With regard to Sprint's DLC
cost, witness Dickerson stated “our cost is our cost.” He
believes, based on simple business dynamics, that a larger provider
such as the Bell companies could purchase these items cheaper than
Sprint.

Since the cost information prowvided by GTEFL and Sprint were
in two very different formats, with varying degrees of specificity,
we can not do an apples to apples comparison. As noted by OTEFL's
witness Tucek, it is unknown what costs other parties have included
in their corresponding inputs, even when the inputs are referred Lo
with the same name. Furthermore, he also states, "l can assure you
that only Sprint and BellSouth ¢an tesatify to what their costs for
DLCs or any other network component includes.” We did review the
material costs provided by GTEFL and Sprint for the DLCRT, and the
material costs can vary considerably for comparably sized
equipment. In addition, we have reviewed other documents which
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show how drastically comparably sized DLCRT's costs can vary by
brand.

Once again, we must emphasize that the purpose of this
proceeding is to determine the costs of an efficient generic
provider to be input into a cost proxy model. The model only
allows one input for each size DLC and COT, and non-extended (or
POT5) and extended range line cards. These inputs include many
component parts that vary drastically depending on various factors;
therefore, in the "“real world”, a provider could incur varying
costs for placing the same size DLCRT. We believe the total cost
provided by GTEFL and Sprint are their best estimates based on
their experiences with certain size DLCRTs, COTs, and line card
purchasing and placement. Similarly, BellSouth believes the BCPM
default wvalues are reasonable and reflective of BellSouth’s
operation in Florida.

Upon consideration, we find that an appropriate surrogalbe cost
for an efficient provider in the state of Florida for DLCRTs, the
DLCCOT=, and the extended and nonextended range line cards is an
average of those cost estimates proposed by GTEFL, Sprint, and
BellSouth. We believe that there are a number of variables in
calculating the costs for the DLCRT. With costs for similarly
sized items varying significantly by brand, it is unkrown what an
efficient provider would or could select or purchase. In addition,
costs for site preparation, rights-of-way, and other components
vary. We find that this averaged cost ls a reasonable estimate of
what an efficient provider could eéxpect to incur. Theretore, we
adopt the values found in the table below.

Table V-M(2):
Commission-Ordered DLC Inputs

DLC Ramots Terminal
Size Ordered
Inputs
4] $22,011
25 $22,039
49 $24,824
97 $27,038
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Table V-M({2):
Commission-Ordered DLC Inputs

121 534,889
193 540,263
241 £B0,189
385 596,131
673 $119,518
1345 $154, 486
Central Office Terminal
Bize Ordared
Inputs

0 55,284
25 $5,444
459 55,785
97 57,144
121 57,6813
193 $13,176
241 517,840
385 518,226
673 $20,436
1345 525,470

Non-exteanded Range Line Carda

Size Ordered Value
0 $68
25 S88
49 588

97 $B88
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Table V-M(2):
Commission-Ordered DLC Inputs

121 S88

193 S88

241 576

385 $76

673 276
1345 574

Extendsd Range Line Card
Bize Ordered
Inputs

Large 5159
Small $147

M. Terminal Costs

This section will address the appropriate inputs for the
indoor and outdoor serving area interface (SAl), commonly referred
to as the feeder distribution interface (FDI). This section will
also address the drop terminal.

2erving Area Ipterface

The SAI connects distribution cables to a feeder cable. A SAl
may be placed indoors or ocutdoors.

AT&T/MCI Wells states that the prices for the HAI 5.0a model
are based on the opinion of engineering experts. BellSouth used
company-specific FDI costs to reflect BellSouth’s costs in Fleorida.
The material prices were obtained from procurement records and were
adjusted for inflation. The engineering and labor costs were
developed from Florida-specific in-plant factors. GTEFL’s outdoor
SAl inputs are based on GTEFL-specific prices. The indoor G5AI
costs are the BCPM defaults.
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Table

V=N(1l)

PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP

illustrates

proceeding for the indoor SAI,
proposed costs of the outdoor SAI by the various parties.

the

Table V-N(1):

costs

presented
while Table V-N{Z2)

in this
presents the

Service Area Interface (SAI) - Indoor
BCPW 3.1 BallBScuth Sprint CTEFL o 5.0
Dafsult

50 98,00
100 811,60 2,042,.60 1,102. 64 Bil.60 148,00
200 1,293.09 4,08%,.20 1,979, 68 1,291,080 296.00
100 1,965.71 6,127.80 2,781.51 1,965%.71 M/A
400 2,324.0) ¥,170,40 3,731,715 2,324.09 552,00
€00 3,757.00 12,255, 60 5,412.6) 3,7%7.00 88100 |
800 4,901.36 18,383,239 M, 043,74 4,501,396 | 1,232.00
1200 £,867,06 24,511.19 10,825.2% €,867.06 | 1,776.00
1600 8,658, 36 36,766, 19 13,456.37 8,6%.36 | 2,464.00
2100 11,09%.80 42,894.5%9 16,067,168 11,005 80 WA
2400 13,543, 71 49,022,138 21.%00.11 13,4%8.71 | 3.3%2.00
1000 16, 669,77 61,277,598 26,912,712 16, 669,77 NIh
3600 19, €0%. 42 73,531.4%8 12,174, 96 19, 60%.42 | 4,920.00
4200 23,362.42 B5, 78917 37,587,459 23, 362.42 HN
5400 7,142, 00
|_ 7200 %, L% .00
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Table V-MN(2):
Service Area Interface (SAI) - Outdoor
BCPM 1.1 BallSouth sprint GTEFL W 5.0a
Dafault

50 24%0,00
100 1,885%.00 1,61%. 68 1,197,672 1,549.28 3%0.00
200 2,120.00 3,231.36 1,371.5%9 1, 742.42 &€00.00
300 2,355.00 4, 0847.0% 1,4590.5%4 1. 535.57 H/A
400 2,590.00 6, 462.72 1. 7%4.08 2,674,186 1,000.00
600 5,509.00 8,651, 30 2,487, kB J,812.00 2o 400,00
500 6,848.00 11,67¢.24 3,361.5%5 4,897,78 1, 900,00
1200 7, 506.00 13,926.9% 4,035.7) 5, 420,07 2,400 0G0
1800 8,717.00 19,407.84 5,736.78 7,139,710 3, 400,00
2100 11,4%0.00 22,583,139 6, 654,44 10,0587, 68 NSk
2400 11,490.00 24,371.28 T.110.22 L0, 0%7. 68 4.300.00
000 11,713.00 33,138,913 B, 623,59 10,016, 6% N/ R
3800 14,055.80 41,102.57 10, 346,31 12,043,598 6, 000. G0
4200 16,398.20 45,3774 12,073.,0) 14,0%1. 01 )
5400 8, 200,00
7200 10, 000,00

The costs for the SAIs vary significantly among the parties,
We note -“he costs for the SAls provided by ATST/MCI are oupported
by the HIP. According to the HIP, "prices are the opinion of a
group of engineering experts.” GTEFL witness Murphy asserts that
a chart sponsored by ATET/MCI witness Wells, which was intended to
show the HAI’s default values, provides costs 81% higher than the
lowest estimates received by the OSP engineering experts, which was
omitted data on BSAI couts. The HAI engineering team received
contractor/vendor data for SAIs in several sizes. Table V-N(3)
illustrates the information provided.
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Table V-H(3):
Contract Vendor Data

Size | High Low Averag
e

3600 | 56,61 56,11 |56,364
2 6

1800 3,710
3,850 |3,570

1200 3,587
5,330 | 2,610

600 2,177
2,825 |1,529

400 992

200 902

100 642

Regarding the cost information provided by the LECs tor the
indoor and outdeor SAIs, it appears that the costs for these inputs
were calculated differently by each LEC. For example, BellSouth has
indexed its material costs for inflaticn, while it appears that
Sprint has not. While we are aware Sprint has applied wvarious
loading factors, such as a supply expense factor, to its material
costs, we do not know the wvalues of the factors applied. GTEFL's
outdoor SAJ] costs include materials and labor. GTEFL has adopted
the BCPM default for indoor S5AI costs. We can do an “apples to
apples” comparison of the LECs’ costs only for materials, Although
GTEFL’s request for confidentiality precludes discussion of
numbers, we note that the material prices provided for the outdoor
SAl do vary significantly by company. The numbers show BellSouth
generally has the lowest material costs, while Sprint's appear to
be the highest.

We find very little opposition to the costs submitted by the
LECs. Witness Wells was critical of the fact that BellSouth's
engineering costs were applied on a linear basis based on the palr
count of the SAI. The example provided by witness Wells shows that
BellSouth included $312.66 to engineer a 100 palr indoor SAI and
$13,131.68 to engineer a 4200 pair SAI (l.e., 42 times morej.
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According to witness Wells, "“real world engineering costs for an
indoor SAI vary little by pair size.”™

BellSouth witness Caldwell stated that engineering costs do
va“y by size. 5he also explained that the big cost drivers are the
records and accounting necessary to update all of BellSouth’s
records on each one of its cable pairs. 5he notes that a record
must be kept of where each pair works and what it is connected to,

While we agree with witness Caldwell that engineering costs
may vary somewhat by pair size, we do not accept BelllSouth’s linear
assumption for enginesring costs., While BellSouth appears to have
the lowest materials costs of all the LECs, they have significantly
higher total costs in some cases more than three times as much as
the nex* closest LEC. This is 1likely due in part to the
engineering costs and the application of an inflation factor.
Therefore, we reject the use of BellScuth’s indoor and outdoor SAI
costs in the selected proxy cost model,

While each company has proposed its own costs for indoor and
outdocor SAIs with the exception of GTEFL who adopted the BCFM
defaults for the indoor SAI, we are not persuaded that SAI costs
must be LEC-specific. As was discussed 1a sectlons of this Order,
LEC-specific costs are not necessarlly appropriate, give. the many
variables a generic new entrant may face in Florida. Accordingly,
we will require state-specific costs for indoor and outdoor SAls.
Upon consideration, we hcreby adopt the state-wide costs for the
indoor and outdoor SAls shown in Tables V-N(4) and V-N(5). While
these costs are those sponsored by Sprint, ws believe they are
appropriate surrogates of the costs faced by an efficient provider.

Table V-N(4):
Commission-Ordered Indoor SAI Inputs

Bizs Ordered
Input
160 1,102.64
200 1,97%, 68
00 L, TR1.%1
400 3,733.7%
600 5.412.63
900 H,043,74
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Size Crdered
Input
1200 10,825.25
1800 13,456,137
2100 16,067.16
2400 21,500.11
jooo 26,912.71
-Jﬁon 32,174.96
4200 317,5%87.5%9

Table V-N(5):
Commission-Ordered Outdoor SAI Inputs

Size Ordared
Inputs
100 1,197.67
200 1,371.59
300 1.590.54
400 1,794 .08
€00 2,447,656
500 3, 36] .55
1200 4,039.73
1800 5,736.78
2100 G, 684.45%
2400 7, 110.22
3000 H,623.59
600 10, 348, 31
4200 12,073.03 I
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Drop Terminal

The drop terminal is where the drop wires are connected to the
distribution cable.

The full installed cost supported by AT&T/MCI for the 25 pair
aerial drop terminal is $128, and $170 for the 25 pair buried drop
terminal. According to the HIP, price guotes for just the material
portion were received from several sources. BellSouth's drop
terminal costs are included as exempt material in the in-plant
factors used to develop the installed {inveatment of cable.
According to GPEFL witness Tucek its material and labor costs are
based on the prices GTEFL currently pays. Sprint’s costs were
developed based on Sprint’'s actual current vendor materlal prices
and specific estimates for installation.

Table V-H(6) illustrates the total costs for the aerial and
buried drops supported by each party.

Table V-H(6):
Total Buried and Aerial Drop Terminal Costs

Buried Drop ATET/MCT | BellSouth | GTEFL | Sprint | BCPM Default

Terminale

& Line nfa nla 203.00 117.19 157,05

12 Line nla nla 220.03 145.29 440,87

a2 Line £170.00 nfa 365. 35 219,76 4%1.00
e E T == = T e e =

MAeriml Drop ATET/MCI BellSouth GTEFL Sprint | BCPM Default

Terminals

& n'a n/a 125,66 140,32 5. 98

12 n/a nfa 175.07 180.16 131.81

25 5128.00 nfa 292.16 262,99 Z16.00

As illustrated above, BellSouth did not provide costs for
aerial or buried drop terminals. HellSouth noted that the material
cost of drop terminals less than 100 pair is not separately
identifiable in the in-plant calculations for plant items. These
terminals are included in exempt material classifications for
aerial and buried cable accounts and are therefore zerced out in
the BCPM.
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As shown in Table WV-N(6), HAI only costed the 25 pair
terminal. While the HIP states that price quotes for the material
portion only were received from scveral sources, thesc sources were
not further identified.

We believe that tlie costs of the aerial and buried drop
terminals should reflect Florida data characteristics when
available. The costs proposed by Sprint and GTEFL for aerial drop
terminals are fairly close. While Sprint did provide its material
costs separately, GTEFL did not provide this same information,
Based on the fact that little evidence was proffered regarding
costs for drop terminals, we infer that the parties must not
believe this input is a significant cost driver. Therefore, we
find that for aerial drop terminals a simple average of Sprint and
GTEFL’s costs would be an appropriate surrogate for an efficient
provider throughout the state. Table V-N{7) illustrates the values
that we adopt.

Table V-N(7):
Commission-Ordered Asrial Drop Terminal Inputs

Size Ordered
Inputa*
6 5138
12 1748
25 288

*Bounded to next whole dollar.

Sprint and GTEFL’s total costs for buried drop terminals
differ. We believe that this may be due to geographic differences
that result from burying drop terminals. Sprint’s material costs
for buried drop terminals are less than its aerial drop terminal
material costs, although its total buried costs are greater.
GTEFL’s total costs are greater than Sprint’s total buried terminal
costs. We have no evidence that burying drop terminals in GTEFL's
territory or BellSouth’s territory would be any more costly than in
the territory of Sprint. Therefore, we hereby adopt Sprint’s
buried drop terminal inputs as a reascnable state-wide surrogate.
The approved values are illustrated in Table V-N(E).
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Table V-N(B):
Commission-Ordered Buried Drco Terminal Inputs

Size Qrdered
Inputs*
(41 5117
12 5145
25 5220
*Rounded to next whole dollar,

0. and P. Switching Costs and Associated Variables and
Traffic Data

This section refers to the costs of the switches and various
component parts. Because Section V-P Traffic data is an integral
component of developing switching costs, we have includasd it with
Section V-0 Switching costs and associated variables.

AT&T/MCI's proposed switching and traffic inputs are described
in the HIP. Given that these inputs are structured somewhat
differently than the BCPM inputs, and that AT&T/MCI did not provide
equivalent BCPM inputs, we will not provide a detailed discussion
of HAI's switching inputs. Some of the HAI switching inputs include
Switch Port Administrative Fill, Analog Line Circuit Offset for DLC
Lines, per Line, and Processor Feature Loading Multiplier. Some of
HAI’s traffic inputs include Intralata Call= Completed, Local DEMs
(Dial Equipment Minutes) Thousands, Intrastate Business/Residential
DEMs, and Residential/Business Holding Time  Multipliers
(Residential/Business). We will discuss, however, ATAT witness
Petzinger’s criticisms of the LECs’ BCFM inputs.

BellSouth witness Caldwell explained how BellSouth developed
its switching costs and traffic data. BellSouth Florida-specific
anidlyses were used to provide the detailed data for wire centers 1n
the state. State-specific information on calling rates, usage
rates, loading factors and hiust/remote characteristics were used
along with company average data and line counts that are consistent
with data generated from other BCPM modules.
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GTE Florida witness Tucek describod how the switching and
traffic inputs were developed:

The percent of local calls and the percent of
residence lines were based on actual 1997 data
for GTE Florida. These values were B84.63 and
71.40 percent, respectively. As noted above,
the switch percent line fill is based on the
national average value for GTE. The land and
buildings loading factors are based on the
ratio of the corresponding 1997 ARMIS account
balances to digital switching investment,
where these numbers have been adjusted to
replacement values using C.A. Turner indices
where available. The investment by wire
center for each category listed above are
based on SCIS and Costmod runs for
representative model offices in GTE's network,
and on the switch type and number of lines in
each Florida wire center. These investm@nts
reflect the pricing GTE cbtains for initial
switch placements and for capacity additions.
The investments include telco engineering and
installation costs, as well as common
equipment and power. Accordingly, the BCPM
inputs for these factors have been set to
zero. The usage inputs, line-to-Lrunk ratio,
the percent of local calla that are
interoffice, and the call completion fraction
were set to values conslstent with the 5CIS
and Costmod runs.

Sprint witness Dickerson described the inputs necessary fo:
switching and how Sprint-Florida developed them:

The inputs included in BCPM related to the
development of switching costs are included 1in
the SW (switching) State Default Inputs Table,
the Signaling Investments Table, the
Switching-Coefficient Input Table, the Global
Inputs Table, and the 5W Discount Factor
Tables, the Audited LEC Switching Model (ALSM)
and the Switch User Data File. These tables
include data specifying the calling
characteristics of Sprint’s customers In
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Florida and fipancial information necessary to
determine the cost of switching eguipment used
in providing local telephone service in
Florida. The information included in these
tables is used by the model to determine the
amount of switching investment required to
provide the level of local service specified
by the performance parameters in the tables.
The model also uses the information included
in these tables to determine that portion [of]
switching equipment costa that are required to
provide the basic local service.

The company specific inputs included in the 5W
State Default Input Table are the S5ESS5 and DMS
share inputs. The remaining inputs in the
table are default values that are believed to
be representative of Sprint operations in
Florida. Additional company specific Llnputs
contained in the Audited LEC Switching Model
{ALSM) and the sawitch user data File include
the following:

Minimum Investment per line
Getting Started Investment
Line CCS’ Investment and Trunk CCS Investment
557 Investment
Umbilical CCS Investment
Engineered Call per line and CCS per line
Line/Trunk Ratio
Percent Fill
In addition, the inputs for the Signaling Investment,

Switching Coefficient, and Global Input Tables “are default wvalues
that are representative of Sprint’s operations in Florida.” The 5W

lrentum Call Seconds, or hundred call seconds.
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Discount Factor table’s inputs are “company specific” and “are the
current discount rates applicable to new switching equipment
purchases for Sprint-Florida and distribution of access lines by
switch equipment type.”

Standalone Coefficients., Host Coefficients, and Remote Coefficients

All three LECs proposed the BCPM defaults. These are the BCPM
switch curve coefrficlents. Upon review, we adopt the default values
as reasonable surrogates for an efficient provider.

Discounts for Small Switches, and Partitioning Percentages fog
small Switches

BellSouth, GTEFL, and Sprint have uced defaults for numercus
inputs without criticism by AT&T witness Petzinger. Thes< lnputs
include Global Inputs (except for the Excess CCS Option), Switching
Discount Adjustment Factor Table, Vendor Discounts for Small
Switches, and Partitioning Percentages for Small Swatches. Upon
review, we approve the LECs’ proposed inputs as reasonable and
appropriate for this proceeding.

The Excess CCS Option is to include reserved CCS investment in
either line port or usage. BCPM documentation states:

Many local exchange companies and their
regulating entities have agreed that the
Reserve CCS investment is a function of line
ports, while the BCPM switch regression model
includes this investment as a part of usage,
SCIS provides both options. The two
applications can be considered egually
appropriate, depending on the individual
company’s engineering practices and policy at
the state level. BCPM offers this option so an
not to exclude any wvalid economlic policies.

Those companies that include the Reserve CCS capacity
switching investment in the Line Port investment category are
“required” to provide a non-Jdiscounted dollar amount per line for

5E55 and DMS host/atandalone and remote switches. In this
proceeding, both BellSouth and GTEFL elected to use the Line port
investment category, while Sprint uses the Usage. Because an

efficient provider may not have access to SCIS, we shall require
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that both BellSouth and GTEFL include the Reserve CC35 capacity
switching investment in the Usage category, as Sprint already does,.

In the State Default Table, BellSouth must zero out its dollar
amount per line for 5ESS and OM5 host/standalone and remote
switches. GTEFL did not provide this information, so GTEFL should
continue to use a zero value for its inputs,

For the Vendor Discounts for Small Switches and Investment
Parameters for Small! Switches, all the LECs filed the BCPM
defaults. The discount defaults are zero “because the data uaed
for development of that curve represents net prices.” The source
for the Investment Parameters for Small Switches is a switch curve:

. - » developed by Dr. David Gable of Queens
College. It was presented to the FCC by Di.
Gable on August 20, 1997 in a study titled
"Estimating the Costs of Switches and Cable
Based on Publicly Available Data.” The study
was based on a regression analysis using data
provided by the Rural Utility Service (RUS)
for about 136 switches. A final version of
this report, with slightly revised results,
was recently published . . . .

Witness Petzinger argued that the small switch prices:

. « . certainly would not be applicable to a
GTE or Sprint, as the buying power of these
companies would certainly allow them to obtain
better pricing than the extremely small
companies that provided the data in the RUS
study. (I also have serious reservations about
using Dr. Gabel's data even for small
companies purchasing small switches.

Witness Petzinger then asserts that the “alightly revised
results” “raise(s) serious questions about the BCPM sponsor's
definition of ‘slightly revised.’'” Witness Petzinger did not,
however, provide alternative small switch prices. Absent any other
information, we find witness Petzinger’s assertions to be unproven.
Therefore, we hereby adopt the LECs’ proposed input prices for
Small Switches.




ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP
PAGE 196

State Default Table

The State Default Table has both required and optional inputs.
Table V-0(1) provides a side-by-side comparison of the LECs’ inputs
and BCPM defaults for the required inputs. Only BellSouth provided
inputs for the optional inputs. The optional inputs include
traffic parameters such as Number of Busy Hour Local/EAS Calls Per
Residence Line, Number of Toll Minutes Per Call Per Business Line,
as well as Reserve CCS § Per Line for 5ESS and DMS switches
discussed above.

BCPM documentation states that if “D* is chosen for Default
Engineered CCS and Calls per Line or Calculation of USF Investment
per Line, the model will use “engineered inputs to estimate switch
investment.” If “C” is chosen, then the model uses the “optiocnal
inputs to estimate switch investment.” BellSouth chose “D" for
both inputs; therefore, we shall require that the remaining
optional inputs be zerced out, as they are not necessary.

Table V-0(1):
State Default Required Inputs

BCPH BallSouth GTEFL Sprint

Dafault
ARMIS % Local Calls B1.5\%* ARy Bw BS54
AHMIS % Toll Calls 18.5%* 12% 15% 15%
ARMIS % Resldence Lines 67. 440" [ in TI.4% T1.85%
ARMIS % Business Lines 3z.6\ 30. 640 20.6% 28,154
Default Engineered 2.5 2.46 1.53 1.5
Calla/Line
Dpefault Engineered 3.6 .24 2.90 }. 6
CC5/Line
Land Loading a.0117 0.005% 0.0331 0.0117
Building Loading 0.0738 0.1473 0, 5690 0.0734
Tolee Eel Factor 0.0%717 0.087T0 0.,0000 0.0%717
Common Equipment & Power | 0.0682 0.0992 00,0000 0.06682
Factor
i Local Calls -- 604 Tan THE 6%
Intercffice
ABSDH CC8/Trunk 28.8 20.8 28 28.8




ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 9B0696-TP

PAGE 137
BCMM BallSouth GTEFL Sprint
Dafault

Feature Calls/Total Calls | Net 0% E1i) 304

Applicable

to

Universal

Service
557 Usage Attributable to | 25% 254 1004 254
Basic Calls
Line/Trunk Ratic 14 14 12 14
Switch Percent Line Fill 1A 854 HER G0N
SESS Share S0N 6U% 504 22%
DMS Sharce S50% DR LO% THY
Call Completion Fraction | 0.7 0,741 0.65 0.7

**Typical Input Value,” Banchmark Cogt Proxy Model Feleaze J.1: JSwilch Model
Inputa, April 30, 1998 ed., pp. -9.

In studying these inputs, we note that for each input the
values proposed by the LECs are similar to each other and sometimes
identical to the default inputs, with only four major exceptions.
These exceptions are GTEFL’s inputs for Building Leoadinc, TELCO E&!
Factor, Common Equipment & Power Factor, and 557 Usage Attributable
to Basic Calls.

All of these inputs are specific to a geographic area, and are
thus best estimated by the incumbent provider. Excluding the
exceptions, the input wvalues are similar, if not identical.
Therefore, we hereby approve these inputs, again excluding the

exceptions, as proposed.

GTEFL'’s Building Loading factor is 5f.9 percent, compared with
BellSouth’s 14.73 percent and Sprint’s BCPM default of 7.38
percent. GTEFL’s Building Loading factor is almost four times as
high as BellSouth’s and almost eight times as high as Sprint’'s
factor. This means that for every switch GTEFL installs, an
additional 56.9 percent of the cost is added to the switch cost for
the building, compared to 14.73 percent for BellSouth. We do not
find GTEFL’s Building Loading factor to be at all reasonable when
compared with what BellSouth and Sprint propose. We [ind that a
reasonable, yet conservative approach is to require GTEFL to use
BellSouth’s Bullding Loadiug factor. Therefore, we shall require
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that GTEFL use BellSouth’s Building Loading factor of 14.73
percent,

GTEFL explained that its Telco E&I Factor and its Common
Equipment & Power Factor are zeroed out because GTEFL includes
these costs in the costs of itas switches. Later in this Order, we
will discuss GTEFL’s use of GTD switches, and require that GTEFL
use the BCPM default wvalues for the placement of 5ESS and DMS
switches in conjunction with our ordered switch discounts. As a
result of that requirement, we believe that a reasonable,
conservative surrogate for these factors is BellSouth's factor
inputs,. Therefore, GTEFL shall use BellSouth’'s Telco E&I and
Common Equipment & Power Factors.

According to GTEFL, it attributes 100 percent of 557 usage to
basic calls, compared with 25 percent for BCFM's default used by
BellSouth and Sprint. BCPM documentation describes its rationale:

The portion . . . that is attributable to
Universal Service is the portion assoclated
with basic call setup. Other types of calls
are considered vertical services and features
and are not part of the definition of
Universal Service.

BCPFM's documentation is persuasive, and we do not believe GTEFL' s
assertion that 100% of S57 usage is attributable to basic calling.
Therefore, we require that GTEFL's input for the Portion of 557
Usage Attributable to Local Calling be changed to 25 percent.

Switch Discount Factor Table

The SW Discount Factor Table contains, for 5SE and DMS
switches, the New Discount Rate, the Growth Discount Rate, the
Percent of Lines New, and the MDF and Protector Discount, The
BCPM defaults are 50 percent for each category. GTEFL proposed the
default inputs because it modeled its GTD awitches. BellSouth
proposed specific, confidential values for these inputs. Sprint
proposed its inputs, which are confidential, except for the PFercent

of Lirnes New, which Sprint proposed to be 100 percent, which means
all lines are modeled as new.

AT4T witness Petzinger crit cizes BellSouth for using
different discount inputs for "“new"” and “growth” lines., GShe
contends that the use of growth prices is “inappropriate”:
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All of the models proposed in this proceeding
are “snapshot” models. Performing full, life-
cycle analyses costing is extremely difficult
and requires a tremendous amount of

contentious forecasting. As snapshot, or
point-in-time models, they capture the cost of
equipment to serve current demand.

Incorporating the cost of growth into the
switch frices changes the fundamenta!
definition of the models and the cost study.
And BCPM uses special growth prices solely for
switching, while ignoring “growth” costs with
respect to the remainder of the network.

All the companies should be using switch
prices that reflect the best price that can be
cbtained for new switches, as apptopriate for
a long run study where a new network is being
placed, and where only the wire center and
customer lccations are fixed.

Sprint witness Dickerson agreed. He explained the difference
between the new and growth discounts:

One [discount] would be for the purchase of
switches, the other would be for the purchase
of additional equipment related to growth on
an existing switch. What my study that |1
filed reflected is the conservative, 1n terms
of resulting in a lower cost. It assumed the
higher of the two discounts, which 1Is the
discounta [sic] afforded to unbundled Iloop
switch purchases.

BellSocuth witness Caldwell disagreed with witnesses Petzinger
and Dickerson:

And when BellScuth does their calculartion, it
is appropriate to include not only the
replacement of a switch, but a certain amount
of growth associated with that switch. And
you have different discounts from the vendors
based on whether it 1as a replacement job or a
growth job. It’'s their method of pricing.
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The SCIS runs are not based Jjust on
replacements. They are based on a meld of
growth jobs and replacements. And the reason
we do that is, this concept of this network
dropping from the sky and being there today,
that’s just not realistic. 1 mean, even if
you could do that, tomorrow you've got to have
growth. S50 we use a meld. S50 our numbers
from the meld relationship is ([sic] geoing to
be higher.

We agree with witness Caldwell that the “network dropping from
the sky and being there today” is not realistic. HNevertheless,
that charactecistic is one of the defining parameters for the proxy
cost models under consideration. Moreover, growth is included in
the switching module of BCPM (as it is elsewhere in BCPM), through
the use of fill factors. Table V-0{1) provides the category called
“Switch Percent Fill,” with LEC proposed values ranging from 85 to
90 percent.

We find witness Petzinger’s arguments against growth discounts
and lines to be persuasive. Furthermore, we buolieve that
BellSouth’s defense of growth is lacking in merit because it irs
based on a false premise, which is that the cost proxy model is a
long-run model, not a snapshot model. Therefore, we shall require
that 100 percent of lines be considered new.

Both BellSouth’s and Sprint's discount percentages are
different, Given that the switch discount percentages have been
aforded confidential treatment, we cannot provide an exhaustive
discussion of the discounts. We do believe that the switch discount
is not specific to a particular geographic area, Rather, it 1is
likely to depend on such factors as a LEC's purchasing decisions
jone brand of switch versus another) and purchasing power (great
versus medium or small). We believe that the sawitch discount used
in this model should be such that it is a reasonable surrogate for
the discount an efficlent provider might obtain. Therefore, we
hereby adopt a new switch discount rate of €6 percent. We shall
also require a MDF and Protector discount rate cf 29 percent.

GTEFL'5 Use of GID Switches

According to AT&T witness Petzinger, GTEFL “has not used the
default switch prices based on the BCPM regression coefficlents in
the model for some of the switches.” Witness Petzinger asserts
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that the GTD-5 switch is neither forward-looking nor least cost.
Witness Petzinger argues that it is not forward lookin7g because of
an apparent lack of sales of new switches. She argues that 1t 1s
also not least cost:

In this proceeding, the average price per line
for the GTD-5 switches is 5195, higher than
the average price per line for all 5E or DMS
switches for BellSouth, Sprint and GTEZ., The
average break down to consistently higher
prices for GTD-5 standalones, hosts and
remotes than the equivalent standalone, host
and remote switches in the other switch
technologies.

GTEFL vigorously disputes witness Petzinger’s claim. GTEFL
witness Tucek points to information he gathered from the GTD
supp!ier’s website, for example, a $12 million software upgrade for
GTD switches for British Columbia Tel. He did admit tnat GTEFL
probably has not purchased a GTD switch in the last five years,
although he did say that he wasn’'t sure if GTEFL had purchased “any
digital switches in the last five years other than remote switching
units, which would probably include GTD-5s." He did not provide
any examples of new GTD switches sold, whether in the United States
or not.

Would a new efficient provider choose to purchase a GTD
switch? We suspect not because there is no record evidence which
shows that GTD switches are being purchased in quantity in the
United States, This proceeding is to determine the cost an
efficient provider would encounter in Florida. Although witness
Petzinger did not provide sufficient evidence that the GTD switch
is not forward-looking because of its technology, we find her
assertions persuasive that the GTD switch is not in commen use in
the United States, nor are new GTD switches currently being
purchased in any appreciable quantity. Therefore, we do not
believe that it is likely an effi{cient provider in Florida would
tend to purchase a GTD switch rather than a 5ESS or [OMS switch.
Therefore, we shall require that GTEFL use the default values for
the placement of S5ESS and DMS switches, along with our ordered
switch discount.
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Q. Signaling System Costs

Simply defined, signaling is communication among wire centers.
Other than the HAI 5.0a Model description of the signaling inputsa,
we were unable to find any other AT&T/MCI testimony on signaling.
Because we are selecting the BCPM, our analysis will center on BCPM
signaling. In her prefiled testimony, BellSouth witness Caldwell
describes BellSouth’s development of signaling costs:

Signaling costs are determined in BCPM 3.1
basad upon two investments for signaling:;
investment per line for residence and
investment per line for business. Default
values were found to be representative of
BellSouth’s forward-looking signaling costs.

Ho mention is made in GTEFL witness Tucek's prefiled
testimony, but comparison of GTEFL's wsignaling inputs with
BellSouth show that GTEFL alsc used BCPM default wvalues. In
contrast to GTEFL, Sprint did address saignaling inputs in a
discovery response., Sprint stated that it used BCPM defaults.
BCPM 3.1 Model Methodology states:

[Tlhe signaling cost for a wire center is
based on a weighted average of residence and
business lines associated with that wire
center. Values in the lnput table are
developed by running the BCPM Signaling Cost
Proxy Module (SCPFM) [footnote omitted] for
portions of the U 5 West territory. . . . In
general, analysis from 5C°’M data runs
indicates that signaling accounts for less
than & of one percent of total per line
investment.

The default values proposed by the LECs are for a large
company, $5.11 for residence, and 39.93 for business. We find that
the BCPM 3.1 defavlt inputs, as proposed by the LECs, are
reasonable and appropriate.
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R. Transport System Costs and Associated Variables

In its simplest definition, transport system costs and
associated variables refers to the costs of transport between wira
centers. It is also commonly known as interoffice transport or IO0T.

Given that we nave selected the BCPM 3.1 Model rather than the
HAI 5.0a, we note that when asked what inputs AT&T would recommend
to BCPM 3.1, if tne BCPM 3.1 Model was recommended for use, AT&T
provided a number of inputs. AT&T, however, did not provide any
inputs for IOT. HAI’s inputs for transport include, for example,
Transmission Terminal Investment, Number of Fibers, Tranamission
Terminal Fill (DS~0 lewvel), Digital Cross Connect System,
Installed, per DS=3, and Transport Placement.

BellSouth witness Caldwell describes how BellSouth developed
its interoffice transport inputs:

Transport costs are determined from the BCPM
interoffice transport module. This modiLle
incorporates the forward-looking Synchronous
Optical Network (SONET) ring architecture in
determining network design and subsequent
costs. Inputs to this module reflect
BellSouth-specific costs for Florida. They
include fill factors, SONET material prices,
number of nodes on a ring, air-to-route
factor, the mix of aerial, underground and
buried fiber in the interoffice transport.

GTE witness Tucek states that “[T]he maximum number of nodes
on a SONET ring was set to eight.” According to Sprint witness
Dickerson, "“[F]lrom input parameters included in the Transport Input
Table, the Equipment Price Table and the Ring Size Table, the BCPM
3.1 develops the interoffice transport facilities Iinvestment
necessary to provide basic local services.”

Also, Sprint witness Dickerson describes how Sprint developed
the inputs for the Transport Input Table:

With limited exceptions the inputs for the
Transport Input Table were developed from data
relating to Sprint’s Florida operationsa. The
inputs for the percentage of fiber optic cable
installed in aerial, buried and underground
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locations were derived from data contained in
the mechanized plant in place {MPIP)
engineering databases, adjusted to reflect a
forward-looking trend of increased underground
fiber plant. The Miscellaneous Equipment and
Power Factor was derived based on the very
recent 1997 ARMIS data.

The ali-to-route mile factor was developed by
comparing air miles calculated wusing V&H
coordinates to actual route miles for a sample
of routes.. [sic] The sample included over 130
local and EAS routes in all areas of the
Company’s service territory. The sheath
sharing factor was developed from engineering
databases of route-specific fiber facilities.

The EASY factor was developed from 1997 usage
data. Finally the BCFM default values fnr
Line to Trunk ratio factors were determinec to
be representative of Sprint-Florida's forward-
looking service quality standards and thus
were utilized in Sprint’s filing.

The inputs for the Equipment Price Table
specify equipment and installation prices for
circuit eguipment used in providing
interoffice facilities. The material prices
included in the table reflect vendor
discounted prices, Florida sales tax. and
Florida specific engineering and labor costs.

The Ring Size Table specifies the parameters
for determining the capacity of the fiber
optic ring facilities used to provide
interopffice communications. The inputs
included in this table are consistent with
current engineering standards employed in
sizing interoffice fiber optic ring facilities
in Florida,

There are three main sections of inputs to the Transport

Module: Manual Transport Inputs, the Ring S5ize Table,
Equipment Price Inputs.

and
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Manual Transport Inputs

These inputs encompass both transport and fiber factors.
Table V-R(1l) provides the transport factors for the three LECs and
the BCPM 3.1 default.

Tabla V-R(1l): Transport Inputs

BCPH 3.1 BellSouth GTEFL Sprant
Dafault
1. Maximus number of nodes on a | 12 4 (] L
ring
£. Alr to Route Factor 1.410 1.370 1.410 1.307
i. Access line to DSO trunk 6 6 [ (7
factor associated with host
romote links
4, Access line to DSO Ttrunk 10 10 10 10

factor assoclated with hoat
tandem trunks

5., VSpecial access circults to 5.0% 5.0% 5.0 14.7%
the number of exchange acceas

lines

6., Maximum repeater spacing 40 15 40 40
[miles)

7. MOU per D51 216,000 216,000 216,000 216,000
8. Does a 2 pulnt (“foldad') H ] H H

ring use separate routing for

the two sides

9, Percent of interoffice MOUa 25.00% 2%.00% 2%. 000 SE.TTH
that are EAS

10, Used to identify *like' 7 11 1 7

tandems

We find that because the inputs are identical for lines 3, 4,
7, and B, it is reasonable and appropriate to adopt these input
numbers contained in these lines.

For line 1, we believe that a single state number |Is
appropriate because an efficlent provider is likely to use the same
number of nodes in Tampa as in Miami or in Tallahassee, Upon
review, we require that eight be used because it 1s reasonable

within the range of numbers.
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Line 2, the ailr to route factor is "[A] multiplier used to
increase airline mileage distances Lo estimate the cable route
mileage distance.” We believe that this is specific to a given
jeographic area; therefore, we shall require that each LEC, acting
as a surrogate for an efficient provider, use its proposed number.

Line 5 is the special access factor or "|[T]|he percentage of
subscriber lines in proportion to the number of switched access
lines.” Both BellSouth and GTEFL used the BCPM default; therefore,
it appears that both LECs consider the default to be the best
number available. Since we believe that this factor is also
specific to a given geographic area, we shall require that each
LEC, acting as a surrogate for an efficient provider, use 1its
proposed number.

Line 6 is “[T)he number of miles at which point a SONET signal
ragenerator is required between two wire centers on a SONET ring.”
BCPM documentation indicates that this wvalue “is dependent upon the
SONET terminal equipment selected and inpu® for the study.” Since
each LEC is functioning as a surrogate for an efficient provider,
we believe that since this input is not dependent upon tratfic and
other geographically-sensitive factors, it is appropriate for a
state-specific number. Since BellSouth did not p.rovide record
evidence supporting the 35 miles, we shall require 40 miles as the
input as it is a reasonable and appropriate number.

Line 9, percent of interoffice MOUs that are EAS, presents an
interesting problem. Only Sprint provided a company-specific
percentage. BellSouth and GTEFL utilized the BCPM defaults. We
elieve that this [s specific to a given geographic area;

nerefore, we require that each LEC, acting as a surrogate for an
¢! icient provider, use its proposed number.

Line 10 is the input “used in the process of ldentifying the
homin: relationship of a remote to its host and host: to its
tander .* This number represents a CLLI match. Because nl umber
represents a CLLI match, we find that it is necessary io* each LEC
to use i°s proposed number.

The second part of these manual inputs .s the Fiber Factors

tab-le.




ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 9B0696-TP

PAGE 207
Table V-R(2): Fiber Factor Inputs

BCPH 3.1 BallBouth GTEFL Sprint

Dafault
1. Mileage Equipment Aorial 151 3 15,000 15,004
Fiber (per fiber mile)
2. Mileage Equipement 75% an 5. 00% T5,00%
Underground Fiber (per fiber
mile)
3. Mileage Equipment Bu: led T5% 3 75.00% 75.00%
Fiber (per fiber mile]
4. Fiber Pole Factor 0.23 0.3278 0.23 0.176
5. Fiber Condult Factor 0.45 0.9544 0.45% 0.616
6. Miscellaneous Equipment & 0.06 0.0571 0.06 0.0614
Power Factor
7. Sheath Sharing Factor 0.68 0.68 0.68 0.52
#, Two Polnt Sheath Sharing 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.5
Factor
9. Fiber Mix = Rerial 5.0% 9. 9% 5.00% Z2.00%
10. Fiber Mix - Underground 30.0W 48.2% 10,004 36.00%
11. Fiber HMix - Burlied 65.0% 41.9% 65, 00% b 00%

We believe that because the inputs are identical for line 8,
it is appropriate to adopt the input numbers contained in this
line.

Lines 1-1 provide the utilization rates for aerial,
underground, and buried fiber. According te Sprint witness
Dickersorn, Sprint used default values because "these are based on
engineering practices and do not vary from state to state.” GTEFL
also used the default values, with BellSouth providing “BellSouth-
specific costs . . . [for] fill factors.” Although BellSouth’'s
values vary significantly from the defaults used by GTEFL and
Sprint, we are not persuaded that use of elther actual values or
defaults is incorrect. Furthermore, these utilization rates should
be geographic-specific. Therefore, we adopt the values as proposed
by the LECs as representing the appropriate inputs for these three
lines.

Line 4, the Fiber Pole Factor, and line 5, the Fiber Conduit
Factor are multipliers that add pole and conduit costs when aerial
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and underground cable is “required.” GTEFL uses the BCFM default
for both, while BellSouth and Sprint provide their own percentages.
Because these factors are multipliers, essentially providing a
generic cost increment, we believe that a simple average would more
currectly capture the average cost of an efficient provider.
Therefore, we hereby adopt . ¥Fiber Pole Factor of 0.245, and a
Fiber Conduit Factor of 0.67..

Line 6 is the Miscellanecus Equipment and Power Factor. Only
GTEFL used the BCPM input. As with the fiber pole and conduit
factors, we believe that a simple average would best represent the
average cost of an efficient provider. Therefore, we hereby adopt
a Miscellaneous Equipment and Power Factor of 0.06, which is equal
to the BCPM default,

Line 7 is the Sheath Sharing Factor, which is a multiplier.
It is used to reflect sharing of the same fiber facility by
mult.ple transport systems, and reduces the cost. Again, we
believe that a simple average best represents the average cost of
an efficient provider. Therefore, we adopt a Sheath Sharing Factor
of 0.63.

Lines 9, 10, and 11 are fiber mix factors for aerial,
underground, and buried cable. These factors represent what
percentage of each type of cable BCPM will use in developing
interoffice transport. As with planc mix, we find that these
factors are specific to a particular geography. Therefore, we
adopt each LEC's proposed inputs as reasonable surrogates for an
efficient provider.

RBing Size Table

The user adjustable inputs for the Ring Size Table is the
Planning Threshold, which determines the planning threshold at
which a large capacity terminal for the ring will be utilized. The
ring size begins with OC3, continues to OC12, then OCl12 times 2,
then to OC4B up to OC48 times 10. The BCPM default is 57.5
percent, which is what GTEFL utilized. BellSouth's input for the
oc3 is 60.0 percent, while Sprint’s is €& percent. For the

remainder of the table, both BellSouth and Sprint use BY percent as
the planning threshold.

With the one exception for 0C3, BellSouth and Sprint have
provided identical planning threshold percentages. For 0C3,
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BellSouth’s and Sprint’s planning threshold percentages are 60
percent and 66 percent, respectively.

The planning threshold is more appropriately a Florida-
specific number because any efficient provider would be likely to
use the same planning threshold for OC1l2 in Tampa as it might 1n
Jacksonville or Tallahassee. We also believe that an appropriate
approach for determining state-specific numbers is to determine if
any of these LECs have planning thresholds that are similar.
BellSouth and Sprint have ldentical planning thresholds, with one
exception, OC3. For 0C3, we shall require that a simple average of
BellSouth’s 60.0 percent and Sprint’s €6.0 percent, or 63.0 percent
be used by BellSouth, GTEFL, and Sprint. Because BellSouth's and
Sprint’s percentages are identical, 85.0 percent, we shall require
that GTEFL use 85.0 percent as well for the remainder of the
planning thresholds.

Equipment Price Inputs

There ave six types of inputs in the Equipment Pri:e Table,
two of which, Units Required, and DS1 System Capacity, are
identical for each LEC. All three LECs used BCPM defaults. Units
Required provides “the number of components required when costing
out a SONET ring.” DS1 System Capacity is self-explanatory. We
believe that these inputs should not vary, and therefore, agree
with the LECs’ use of BCPM defaults. We hereby adopt the inputs

for Units Reguired and DS1 System Capacity remain as proposed by
the LECs.

The other four types are Material, Other (includes engineering
and dinstallation), Utilization, and Discount. Discount is the
manufacturer’s discount.

Tables V-R{3) through V-R(5) provide the Equipment Frice
Inputs by LEC. GTEFL used the BCPM defaults.
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Table V-R(3): Equipment Price Inputs - BellSouth

[oCan)

Materisl Other Discount Utilization
Flber Tip Cable 572 512 LR A58
per Fiber
Fiber Patch £$1867 £17 57h B854
Panel per Flber
Sonet Terminal 516,710 5878 1% HA
Shelf [(OC3)
=053 Carcd §3,749 5124 15% 674
=D5]1 Card 5564 519 45% 100%
Sonat Terminal 535, 656 $1,874 il% HA
Shelf [OC12)
-QC3 Card §6,418 $235 9% HA
=3053Card (OC12) 10,670 5346 46k 3l.B%
Sonet Terminal 575,742 53,982 1% NA
Shelf (0OC48)
-0C3 Card 214,435 $312 £ HA
=3iDS3Card (0OC48) 510,698 5282 SER 228
D5X3 Cross £7,01& 5954 I8N 274
Connect Shelf
-08%3 Cross §596 517 51 27
Connect Card
DEX]1 Cross £1,450 £5,210 50% HEY
Connect Jack
Field
Channel Bank 34,634 5277 il B5Y
Zhell
=Channel Bank 5299 s12 33% L
Card
Fiber Hepsater 516,710 BT8R i1 HA
[OC3)
Fiber Repeater 535,656 51,874 i1 WA
[OCLE2)
Fiber Repeater 575,742 53,987 41h A
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Tible V-R(4) : t Price Inputs - GTEFL (BCPM Default)
Matarial Other Discount Utilization

Fiber Tip Cable 550 58 204 5TW
per Fiber
Fiber Patch $29 513 47.5% 574
Fanel per Fiber
Schet Terminal 527,204 53,190 41.5% HA
Shelf (OC3)
=053 Card $3,742 £384 42% [ |
=051 Card $272 531 51 254
Sonet Terminal S44,522 54,950 45% HA
Shell (OCl2)
-0C3 Card 59,454 506 35% HA
-3DS3ICard {(OCl2) S4,404 5456 Gk 6rh
Sonet Terminal §83, %36 511,040 Al% A
Shelf (OC48)
-3 Card $18,.581 5514 578 HA
=3DS3iCard (OC4B) 55,804 5429 SEN 67k
D5¥X3 Croass £310 £587 el ] Bl
Connect Shelf
=05%3 Croan 5256 41 20% G
Connact Card
DS¥X]1 Croan 51,620 5785 47,54 O
Connect Jack
Field
Channel Bank £4,000 £73% 20% BOW
Shelf
=Channe]l BPank £200 $32 204 BOW
Card
Fibsr Repmater $25,6713 53,750 s524 HA
[OC3)
Fiber Repeater $50,409 54,500 h6N HA
(OC12)
Fibar Hopeater $91,707 88,250 464 MHA
{OC48)
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Table V-R(5): lsgg._p-.at Price Inputs - glu-int.

Matarial Other Discount Utilization
Fiber Tip Cable 550 517 o 754
par Fiber
Fiber Patch $100 534 ] 15%
Panel per Fiber
Scnet Terminal §18,112 56,084 0w HA
Shelf (OC3)
-D53 Card §2,278 $765 0% 6T
-D8] Card 5192 $64 (411 G50
Sonet Terminal $39,323 $9,49] 1] HA
Shelf (DC12)
-0C3 Card 33,016 $799% 111 Hh
=i0D53Card [OC12) 94,342 81,156 11 6T
Sonet Terminal $92,798 22,819 0w WA
Shelf (DC4H)
=031 Card $6,241 £1,659 Cw WA
-3D53Card (OC4E) 25,634 91,4598 0% &7
DSK3 Cross salz2 3105 0% 75%
Connect Shelf
=DSX3 Cross 5116 5106 1 5%
Connect Card
p5X1 Croas 3967 3325 0% Th4
Connect Jack
Fleld
Channel Bank $5,31¢ $1,78& 0% Th%
Shell
-Channal Bank 5195 566 0% Tha
Card
Fiber Repeater 514,528 55,014 oW HA
(OC3)
Fibar Repeater 540,560 £113, 624 il HA
{0C12]
Fiber Repesater $71,922 19, 124 il HA
(48]
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Ir order to determine the final cost, the discount ia applied
to the material costs. This number is then added to "Other,"™ which
includes engineering and labor for installation. Table V-R{E&),
below, provides the final cost for each LEC, as well as the BCFM
defaulrt.

Table V-R(6): Final Cost I ts

BallBSouth GTEFL Bprint
(BCPM
Dafaults)

Fiber Tip Cable per Fiber 562 S48 567
Fibar Patch Panel per Fiber 589 5286 5134
Jonet Terminal Shelf (OC3) 5§10, 737 $19,104 $24,19%6
-DS3 Card 52,186 52,554 £3,042 )
-D51 Card 329 s1ed 5256
Sonet Terminal Shelf (OC12) 22,911 £$2%,8%7 S4B,.B14
-0C3 Card 54,150 $6, 651 53,815
=3DS523Card (OC12) 56,108 $2,275 55,498
Sonet Terminal Shelf {OC48) S4B, 670 560, 562 $115,617
=0DC3 Card 26,57% S8, 504 $7,900
=3D53Card (OC48) $4.0R9 $3,018 $7.,132
D5X3 Cross Connect Shelf 55, 304 2289 #4417
-DSX3 Cross Connect Card $297 5246 5422
05Kl Cross Connect Jack Field | 55,955 51,636 51,292
Channel Bank Shelf 63,382 $3,935 1,102
-Channel Bank Card $212 192 $i61
Fiber Repoater (OC3) £10, 737 £16,072 519,942
Fiber Hepeater (DC12) 224,911 26,124 54, 184
Fibor Repeater (OC48) S48, 670 557,772 591,046

As can be seen from Table V-R(6), GTEFL used the BCPM
defaults. BellSouth’s inputs were provided by its network subject
matter experts. Sprint’s inputs are "estimate(s] from Network
Planning derived from vendor quote,” with the exception of the
cross connect shelf and card, whose source is a vendor quote. In
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addition, Sprint stated that the channel bank costs (both shelf and
card) are "not included in USF calculations.”

We are puzzled by Sprint’s 0 percent discounts. Comparing
Sprint’s and BellSouth's material costs prior to discount, the
material prices are rather similar. It seems likely that Sprint
would be able to negotiate a discount from vendor prices for these
materials. We also believe that, where possible, use of Florida-
specific inputs are more appropriate than defaults. Therefore, we
find that BellSouth's inputs are the most reasonable and
appropriate. Thus, we shall reoulre that GTEFL and Sprint also use
BellSouth's inputs.

Our adopted values for each input table are shown below,

Table V-R(7): Commission-Ordered Transport Inputs

BallBouth GTEFL Bprint
1. Maximum number of nodes on a ;] g B
ring
2. Alr to Route Factor 1.370 1.410 1.307
3. Access line to DSO trunk 6 6 fi
factor associated with host
remote links
4. Acceas line to D50 trunk 10 10 10
factor associated with hoat
tandem trunks
5. VSpeclal access circults to 5.0% L.00 14,7y
the number of exchange accoss
linos
&. Maximum repeater spacing 40 40 40
(imiles)
7. MOU per D51 216,000 216,000 216,000
6. Does a 2 polnt [‘folded’) ] N H
ring uae separate routing for
the two sSidas
%. Parcent of lntercffice HMOUs 25%.00% 25,00% 56,774
that are EAS
10. Used to Lldentify ‘like’ 11 1 i
tandems
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Table V-R(8): Commission-Ordered Fiber Factor Inputs

BallSouth GTEFL Sprint
1. Mileage Equipment Aerial 3 75.00% T75.00%
Fiber (per fiber mile)
2. Mlleage Equlpment Underground | 33% 75,004 75.00%
Fiber (per fiber mile)
3. Mileage Equipment Buried In 75.00% 75.00%
Fiber (per fiber mile)
4. Fiber Pole Factor 0.245 0.24% 0.245
5. Fiber Conduit Factor 0.673 0.673 0.673
6. Miscellaneous Equipment & 0.06 0.08 .06
Fower Factor
7. Hneath Sharing Factor 0.63 0.63 n,63
BE. Two Polnt Sheath Sharing 0.5 0.5 0.5
Factor
9. Fiber Mix - herial 9.9% 5.00% 2008
10, Fiber Mix - Underground 48,2\ 10, 00% 36.00%
11. Fiber Mix - Buried 4. 9% 65, 00% 62,.00%

For the Ring Size Table, we shall require that a planning
threshold of 63.0 percent for OC3 be used by BellSouth, GTEFL, and
Sprint. For the remainder of the planning thresholds, GTEFL shall
use 85.0 percent, as BellSouth and Sprint have done.

For the Equipment Price Table, GTEFL and Sprint must use
BellSouth's proposed inputs. BellSouth's proposed inputs are
displayed in Table V-R(3).

5. Expenses

This category encompasses the expenses necessary to coperate a
telephone company. BCPM 3.1 has two ways to incorporate expenses,
The firast is on a per access line basls, for certain accountsn, and
the second is expense per investment dollar. HAI includes both
network and non-network related operating expenses in its expense
modules.
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According to AT&T/MCI witness Wood, the HAI Model Description
describes how network-related expenses and non-network related
expenses are determined:

The two major categories under which network-
related expenses are reported by the ILECs are
plant-specific operations expenses and non

plant-specific operations expenses. The
plant-specific expenses are primarily
maintenance expenses. Certain expenses,

particularly those for network maintenance,
are functions of their associated capital
investments. The Expense Module estimates
these from historic expense ratios calculated
from balance sheet and expense account
information reported in each carrier’s ARMIS
report. These expense ratiocs are applied to
the investments developed by the Discribution,
Feeder, and Switching and Interoffice Modules
to derive associated operating expense
amounts. . . . Other expenses, such as network
operations, vary more directly with the number
of lines provisioned by the ILEC rather than
its capital investment. Thus, expenses for
these elements are calculated in proportion to
the number of access lines supported.

The Expense Module assigns non-network related
expenses to each density range, census block
group, or wire center (depending on the unit
of analysis chosen) based on the proportion of
direct expenses (network expenses and capital
carrying costs) for that unit of analysis to
total expenses in each category.

These categories include “variable support,” which includes
such costs as General and Administrative, General Support, which
includes, for example, furniture and office equipment, and
Uncollectible Revenues.

BellSouth witness Caldwell describes how BellSouth determined
its expenses:

The plant-specific expenses consist malnly of
maintenance expenses. These types of expenses
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are considered to be causally related to
investment and are developed from three years
of projected expense data relative to the same
period projections for investment. The result
is an expense per dollar of investment for
these plant-specific expenses accounts. Non=
plant specific expenses, such as Network
Operations and Executive and Planning, are not
causally related to investment. These
expenses are determined on per line per month
basis using projected forward-looking expenses
and projected number of lines to derive an
expense per line,.

GTEFL witness Norris describes how GTEFL developed its expense
inputs for BCPM:

There are three types of expcocnse inpuls
required within BCPM: capital-related
expenses, expressed as a percent of
investment; non-capital-related expensas,
expressed on a per-line basia; and general
support asset ratios.

For purposes of BCPM, the adjusted ARMIS
expenses discussed by Mr. Olson are further
adjusted to remove expenses associated with
non-recurring costs, billing and collection
costs associated with toll and access, and
directory costs. These adjusted expense
amounts are then mapped to cost pools.
Finally, the expense informaticn mapped to the
cost pools is used to calculate the three
types of expense inputs required by BCPFM.

Expenses, by capital account (e.g., Aerial Cable, Digltal
Switching, etc.) are divided by the capital accounl's investment.
The investment has been adjusted by C.A. Turner Index so as to
provide all investment in today’s dollars. The non-capital-related
costs are developed by multiplying the expense data by the local
direct cost percentage (i.e., local calls divided by total calls)

to derive the expenses attributable to local service. These
resulting expense amounts are then divided by the number of access
lines to calculate a per access line expense, The percentage

inputs for the general support asset accounts are caleculating by
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dividing each general support asset account by C.A. Turner-adjusted
total plant in service.

Sprint-Florida witness Dickerson describes how BCPM includes
expenses and how Sprint-Florida developed lts expenses:

Operating expenses are included in the model
on a per line basis for administrative and
retailing expenses not assoclated with
specific network facilities. Operating
expenses associated with network facilities
were included as a percentage of investment in
network facilities Both of these estimates
were derived frem the actual operating
expenses Sprint experienced in Florida during
1997. These operating expense ratios, when
applied against the BCPM forward looking
investment levels, provide a reascnable
estimate of the forward lookiig expenses
assoclated with basis local service,

AT&T witness Lerma had two primary criticisms of the LECs’
expense inputs:

[Tlhe accuracy of the BellSouth, GTE, and
Sprint operating expense inputs and
calculations cannot be confirmed:; and . .
the operating expense inputs for BellSouth,
GTE, and Sprint are based largely on
historical costs and include other
inappropriate costs that are not reflective of
forward-looking, competitive costs.

During the discovery process and the hearing, three expense
issues surfaced that provoked much discussion: the inclusiocn of
nen-recurring expense, uncollectible expense, and advertising.

Honrecurring Costs

GTEFL was the only ILEC to exclude non-recurring expenses
because " [Tlhesa costs are recovered through non-recurring charges
assoclated with service order activity and as such must be removed
S0 as not to recover the s:me expense twice.™ ATLT witness Lerma
agreed with GTEFL's approach. In contrast, BellSouth witness
Caldwell disagrees that nonrecurring charges should be excluded,
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stating ™. . . you're looking at the total cost of serving the
customer, and there is a service ordering cost associated with that
under your customer operation expense.” Sprint witness Dickerson
agreed with BellSouth, “I've calculated the total cost to provide
basic local service. That'’s certainly a component of the total
costs.” Witness Dickerson also said that it could be taken out,
but, he reiterated, ". . . it's a component of providing basic
local service and it’s properly included unt:l direction given
otherwise.” He did state that "The revenues generated from service
connection charges, for example, will not match the nonrecurring
costs in general. I think the nonrecurring coste will exceed the
cost recovery afforced from those ratus.” GTEFL also excluded
billing and cellection costs associated with tell and access, and
directory costs.

We have not attempted to exclude nonrecurring costs, billing
and collection costs associated with toll and access, and directory
cosLs, from BellSouth’s and Sprint’s inputa. Given our findings in
specific expense categories, we belleve it Is not necessary to
exclude these costs,

Support Ratlo Table

Table V-5(1) shows the support ratios as proposed by the LECs,

Table V-5(1): Support Inputs - Large Companies

BellSouth GTEFL Bprint
Motor Vehlcle [.B37H 0.811% a, 739
Special Purpose 0,000 0.000% 0.001%
Vehicles
Garage Work 0.0l 0.0368 0.0317%
Equipment
Other Work 0,830 0.774% 0,627k
Equipment
Furniture 0.086% 0.211% 0,233
Office Support 0.276% 1.4964% 0.70LN
General Purpose 2.662% 1.701% 2,960V
Computera
TOTAL LSUPPORT 4.711n 4.549% L2000
RATIO
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These support accounts should not be specific to a given
gecgraphic area because they are not dependent upon a geographic
a-ea. Rather, for the most part, they depend upon a company’s
strategic and operational activities, Therefore, we find that
there should be a Florida-specific support ratio for each of these
accounts, rather than a geographic area suppeort ratio.

We also believe that because these are asse®t to asset ratios,
it is unlikely that smaller ratios will occur in the future, due to
normal inflation. fince we believe these support ratios will be
relatively stable over time, we shall require that the suppor:
ratios for each account be averaged, so as to reflect the average
costs an efficient provider would incur.

We neote that while PBellSouth has wused TPls in their
calculations to produce a projected cost for 1998-2000, we believe
that cur required averaging will serve to offset any changes from
support ratios based on projected dollars to those based on current
dollars. Therefore, we do not believe it necessary for BellSouth to
remove the effects of TPIs from its calculations of support ratios.

Our required support ratios are shown below in Taole V-5(2).

Table V-5(2): Commission-Ordered Support Ratics

Acesount Commission=
Ordared Support

Ratio
Motor Vehicle 0.7957H
Special Purpose Vehicles 0.0003%
Garage Work Equipment 0.0287Y
Other Work Equipment 0,744
Furniture 0,1633%
Office Support D.B24 3%
General Purpose Computers 2, 27430
TOTAL SUPPORT RATIO 4,851
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Expense to Ilnvestment Ratios

Expense to investment ratios are calculated for telephone
plant physical investment, such as cable, switches, poles, etc.
Table V-5(3) provides the LECs’ proposed large company expense to
investment ratios.

Table V-5(3): Expense to Invastment Ratio
BellScuth GTEFL npttnt_

Network Support 0 1] 0.015%2
Expense

COE Switching 0.0359 0.173% 0.0%00
COE Transmiassion 0.0194 0.0256 00296
Poles 0.0155 0.0110 0.0166
Aerial Copper 0.039% 0.05(5% |0.0863
Cable

harial Fiber 0.001% 0.0115% 0.01%%
Cabile

Underground 0.0214 0.0047 0.0210
Copper Cable

Underground Fiber 0.0030 0.0012 0.0047
Cable

Buried Copper 0.0340 0.0381 0.0%18
Cable

Buried Fibar 0.0014 0.0083 0.005%9
Cable

Conduit 0.002% 0 o021 G.0310

BellSouth provided its Network Support expense in lts Monthly
Expense Per Line input section; GTEFL did not propose this expense;
and Sprint provided the expense as part of its Expense Percent to
Investment Ratio table. Network Support Expense includes such
accounts as Motor Vehicles, Garage Work Egulpment, and Other Work
Equipment. We believe that this type of expense is more likely to
vary with the number of lines; therefore, we have left Network
Support Expense in the Monthnly Expense Per Line input section.

Maintenance costs are a major part of these expenses. This
can be seen by comparing the ratios of, for example, underground
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copper cable with those of aerial copper cable, where one would
expect to see higher maintenance costs because aerial cable is
alway~ exposed to the elements. A significant difference between
copper and fiber maintenance costs is alac seen; again, we would
expect newer technology to require less maintenance.

We believe that although maintenance expenses may appear to be
geographic-specific in nature, the new competitive paradigm is
likely to be different. This i1s because an efficient new provider
is not likely to provide basic local service using historic LEC
service territories. Therefore, we believe that Florida-specific,
statewide ratios are appropriate. We find that an average of the
LECs* ratios is the most reasonable way to calculate a statewide
set of ratios, which we believe to be a reasonable surrogate for
what an efficient provider might encounter in Florida.

For several of the ratios, at least one firm has a value that
appears to be much different than the others. We are unable to
discern why this occurs. Since we are proposing a single set of
statewide averaged values, we believe any anomallies in the data
should be mitigated.

All of these ratios, however, reflect a mix of both past and
current network planning decisions. Because these ratios are
expected to represent the costs of an efficient provider using
forward-looking technology, these ratios may be too high. However,
an argument can also be made that because labor costs represent the
bulk of maintenance expenses, it may not be possible to materially
decrease these ratios, given the realities of labor contracts and
their typical upward wage adjustments. Therefore, we find that a
reasonable approach would be to leave the averaged ratios as is and
not build in an expense reduction.

BellSouth’s ratios are not based on 1997 actual data, but
rather projected 1998-2000 expenses and investment. As with Support
Ratios, BellSouth need not recalculate jts support ratios to
reflect current dollars, because we believe that any effect of TkIs
is minimized through the averaging process.

Table V-5(4) provides our required expense to investment
ratios.
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Table V-5(4):
Cn-lilliun-ﬁ!dlrld.Ilt!ﬂ!l to Investment Ratios

Account Commission-Ordered
Expeansa to
Investment Ratio
COE Switching 08686
COE Transmission .0249
Poles L0144
Aerial Copper Cable 0592
Aerial Fiber Cable L0098
Underground Copper Cable L0157
Underground Fiber Cable .N030
Buried Copper Cable 0413
Buried Fiber Cable .0052
Conduit .0119 i
Per Line Expenses :

Unlike expenses such as maintenance, which appear to vary as
a function of investment, many telephone company expenses are not
directly related to investments, for example, marketing. Marketing
expenses are more functionally related to a company’s scope of
operations. A better measure of scope for these types of expenses,
the parties contend, is on a per line basis Per line expenses are
those expenses not causally related to a telephone plant category,
such as aerial cable. Alone among the LECs, BellSouth used
regional, rather than Florida-specific, expenses and access lines
projected for the 1998-2000 time period, to calculate per line
expenses., GTEFL and Sprint used Florida 1997 numbers. Uetermining
the appropriate dollar amount of the expense category s where the
LECs differ and where ATLT witness Lerma criticized BellSouth's
methodology.

Expense categories computed on a per line basis include
Network Support, General Support, Other Property and Plant, Network
Operations, Marketing, Services, Executive and Planning, General
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and Administrative, and Uncollectibles. The propriety of
recovering Uncollectible Expense and advertising expense (included
in Marketing Expense) in the cost of basic local service was
disputed in this proceeding.

BellSouth witness Caldwell described uncollectibles “as an
expense that you would incur as a result of providing service if
you do not have people that pay their bills.” We agree that
uncollectible expense is a cost of doing business, and thus some
level of uncollectible expense should be included in the cost of
basic local service.

AT&T witness Lerma contends that “BellSouth, GTEFL, and
Sprint-Florida have inappropriately included advertising expenses
in marketing expense per line, even though there’s virteally no
advertising for basic local service.” BellSouth witness Caldwell
disagrees with witness Lerma’s contentions that there is almost no
advertising for basic local service, and that, therefore, there
should be no advertising expenses included in marketing:

[Tlhere are, and there should be [advertising
expenses), because of the fact that . .
you' re required to advertise unlversal
funding. And these are the advertising costs
associated with your basic local exchange
service, so those are the type costs that are
in there. They have been adjusted from the
overall advertising budget of the company, butl
they are only the advertising costs assoclated
with basic local exchange service. . . . [w]e
do advertise from the BellSouth name, and the
title commercials that you ses on TV that
emphasize the BellSouth products, and that is
for residence as well as othera. . .
Predominantly in this particular case it Hﬂulﬂ
be those advertisements that are geared toward
your residence customers as well as your very
small business customers.

GTEFL witness Norris also disagrees with AT&T witness Lerma,
and provides GTEFL’s calculation of advertising expense:

GTE does a certain amount of advertising that
is related to informational and instructional
advertising for =-- you know, if they call us,
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you can use star 69 using the features that
are available on your system and so on and so
forth.

GTE's total advertising is approximately 10.8
million dollars. Included within our
calculations in the development of operating
expenses is approximately 10.5 million dollars
in advertising expense,

Sprint witness Dickerson disagreed with witness Lerma:

[Tlhe question ! answered was do you incur
marketing expenses assocliated with basic local
service. And my response was, yes, we do,
particularly as you head into a forward-
looking competitive environment.

[Clertainly Sprint does image advertising.
Sprint does second line promoticns. . . .
Those expenses Mr. Lerma {s talking about
would be booked in customer service. The
category of customer and corporate operations
in my cost study, the level of expense isa 62%
below the 1997 level. That"s far and a way
[sic] sufficient to cover any marketing
expenses that Mr. Lerma is concerned about.

Witness Dickerson explained why he thought image advertiising
should be included:

[Iln a forward-looking environment, where we
have predicted substantial reductions, the
logic being driven that we're talking about a
forward-looking competitive environment which
will further discipline companies to be more
efficient, 1 think it’s only fair te suggest
that in that same environment they're geing to
advertise to attract and retain customers.

Witness Lerma did agree that advertising for basic local
service "could be allowed,” but only if "it was determined that it
existed,” because “if a cost is being incurred to provide that
service and if there is a rational study that’s been prepared that
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shows those costs, you know, were incur..d to provide that service,
then they could be considered.”

Witness Lerma also agreed that image advertising is included,
as it is part of a corporate cperations account. He also agreed
that it was not “reasonable” to permit image advertising when
customers did not have choices, He agreed, however, that
advertising 1is a “naturai. cost” of business in a competitive
market.

Advertising is a cost of business in a competitive
environment. We do not find persuasive, however, the LEC-provided
examples of advertised services, with the exception of BellSouth's
example of universal service funding. Some advertising costs for
basic local service should be included in the cost of basic local
service. We believe that as competition grows, we will see more
advertising for basic local service from the LECs and CLECs.

With the exception of Uncollectibles, which will be discussed
below, BellSouth derived “universal service amounts® from ARMIS 43-
03 interstate common line and local switching expense, It derived
the ™universal service” cost of common line by dividing the
interstate expense by the interstate factor of 25 percent. It
derived the “universal service” amount of local switching through
manipulation of local and interstate Dial Equipment Minutesa (DEMs).
This resulted in “universal service” percentages applied to total
expense that are typically in the 65 to B5 percent range. In other
words, virtually all intrastate non-plant-specific expense 1is
attributed to basic local service. ATLT witness Lerma objected to
BellSouth’s methodology, stating that this proceeding is the first
BellSouth-filed BCPM proceeding where BellSouth did not use basic
local revenues as a percent of total revenues as the universal
service allocator for these accounts. Witness Lerma recommends a
single factor of 40.85 percent, which is, of course, considerably
less than the range of factors that BellSouth proposes in this
proceeding.

Unlike 4itas other per line expense factors, HellSouth
calculated its uncollectible amount by dividing total BellSouth
basic local exchange revenue by total BellSouth revenue. The
resulting 61 percent ratio was then applied to uncollectible
expense to determine the amount of uncollectible expense that 1s
atiributable to basic local service. Basic local eoxchange revenue
does include revenues from vertical services and ECS5, in addition
to basic local exchange revenue, We believe that BellSouth’s
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inclusion of vertical services and ECS revenue clearly overstates
ths amount of uncollectibles related to basic local service.

Sprint’s methodology to calculate the factors applied to the
non-plant specific expenses is essentially the same as that of
BellSouth, Sprint’'s factors ranged from approximately 90 percent
upwards. As with BellSouth, wvirtually all non-plant specific
intrastate expense is attributable to basic local service.
Sprint’s uncollectible amount comes from its General Ledger account
5301.110, “assigned direct to local service.” We were unable to
determine whether this account includes only unceollectible expense
attributable to basic local service,

GTEFL wuses its "local direct cost percentage,” or the
percentage derived from dividing local calls to total calls to
“determine the portion of the expense associated with local
services.” This percentage is B84.63 percent.

As can be seen in Table V-5(5), not only do the dollar
expenses vary by LEC, but not all LECs had expenses for these
accounts. For example, General and Administrative expenses ranged
from 51.83 for Sprint-Florida to $2.43 for GTEFL and $2.44 for
BellSouth. BellSouth was the only LEC, for example, to show
expense for Network Support and Other Property and Flant. Overall,
BellSouth’s total per line expenses were the highest of the three
LECs, at §9.14 per line. GTEFL's and Sprint’s expenses were
considerably lower, at $7.42 and $7.74 per line, respectively.

Table V-5(5): Hnnthlr Per Line Expenses
BallSouth GTEFL | Bprint

Network Support £0.03 50.02 $0.00
General Support §1.45% £0.97 $1.58
Information 50.37 50.00 0.1
Originating/

Terminating

Othar Property £0.03 0,00 50,00
and Plant

Hatwork §2.2% 50.04 - P B T |
Oparations

Harketling 51.71 $1.57 $0.86

Services §0.46 $1.316 !SU.TI
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BallSouth | GTEFL | Sprint

Executive and $0.10 £0.19% $0.12
Planning

General and £2.44 $2.43 $1.83
Adasinistrative

Uncollect ibles $0.32 ' s0.88 | s0.18
TOTAL $9.14 ‘:F 412 £7.74

ATeT witness Lerma contends that LECs’ methods

calculating expenses are ilncorrect becausc - :y:

are not reflective of faorward-looking,
competitive costs, because, first, they're
based largely on historical costs, when in
fact they should represent costs for an
efficient ©carrier in a forward-looking
environment; and, number two, Gthey include
other inappropriate costs. Advartising,
nonrecurring costs are two examples of these
inappropriate costs.

In a competitive environment there is
perpetual pressure to reduce operating expense
as evidenced by declining cost trends.
Reductions to general administrative and
network operating unit costs are occurring.
Therefore, reliance on inputs based on
historical expenses results in overstated
costs.

If this Commission adopts the BCPM model and
the inputs proposed to determine Dbasic
universal service costs, I recommend that at
minimum the following adjustments to
BellSouth, GTE, and Sprint’s operating expense
inputs be considered, as referenced in my
testimony: A 15% reduction to general
administrative expenses, a 30% reduction to
network operating expenses, and a reduction in
marketing expenses to remove BellSouth's
advertising expense.

for
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Aitness Lerma also recommends the use of a “single basic local
service factor that represents basic local service revenues as a
percent of total revenues.” We find witness Lerma's recommendation
persuasive because we believe that the LECs' methodologies
overstate the expenses attributable to basic local service.

We believe that these per line expenses are not inherently
geographic-specific ir nature. Rather, for the most part, they
depend upon a company’s strategic and operational activities. We
alsc believe that Florida-specific expenses are appropriate as
representative of what an efficient provider is likely to
encounter,

e believe that a reasonable method to calcuiate per line
expenses on a Florida-specific basis is to first develop a basic
local service allocator. We calculated this factor by dividing the
sum of the LECs’" basic local revenue and end user common line
revenue by thelr total revenues. Using 1997 ARMIS data, we
determined that the appropriate basic local service factor is 139.6
percent. We then summed the LECs’ ncn-plant apeclific expenses,
multiplied them by 39.6 percent, and then divided them by the LECs’
total access lines., These amounts were then divided by twelve to
yield a monthly per line expense. We view the results of using 39.6
percent as a refinement of the LECs’ calculations of expense
attributable to basic local service.

These ratios are developed from data which reflect both past
and current (1997) relationships. We believe that an efficient
provider would have an incentive to keep its costs as low as
possibl~ from these historic levela. ATLT witness Lerma recommends
a 15 percent reducticn of general and administrative expenses, and
a 30 percent reduction to network operations expense. We believe
that some reduction is warranted; we believe that a 10 percent
raduction to all accounts is reascnable. Therefore, we require
that per line expenses be reduced by 10 percent to reflect the
impact of the mix of current and past relationships. Our reguired
per line expense inputs are shown in Table V-5(6).
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Table V-S(6):
Commission-Ordered Monthly Per Line Expenses
Account Monthly Par
Line Expense
Network Support $0.04
General Support 50,80
Information Originating/ $0.36
Terminating
Other Property and Plant 50.01
Network Operations 51,12
Marketing $0.75
Services $1.47
Executive and Planning $0.07
General and Administrative $1.64
Uncollectibles 50.30
TOTAL $6.56 N

T. Octher Inputs

Wire Center Line Counts
BellSouth, GTEFL, and Sprint sach use actual wire center line
counts as of the end of 1997. We find that this ls appropriate

because it will provide the most accurate data from which BCPM can
build its network. Therefore, we adopt the use of actual wire
center line counts as proposed by the LECs.

Loop Cogt Investment Cap

The BCPM default loop cost investment cap is $10,000, This
means the per-line investment is capped at 510,000. Both GTEFL and
Sprint used 510,000. BellSouth used an investment cap of 54, 350.
BellSouth used a smaller car because BellSouth’s own study showed
the cost to be less than $10,000.
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We believe that BellSouth’s study provides better, Florida-
specific information than the generic BCPM default wvalues.
BellScuth’s study indicates that where loop costs would exceed
54,350, the loop should not be put in place, and a different
technology, such as wireless, should be employed. We therefore
believe the $4,350 cap is appropriate for BellSouth, Sprint, and
GTEFL.

white Pages Directory Listing Cost

Only GTEFL provided a white pages directory cost listing of
$0.40 per line. This was computed by dividing directory expense by
the number of access lines. BellSouth did not calculate a cost for
this account. Sprint witness Staihr suggested adjusting values in
certain 6,600 accounts, but declined to say what values and which
accounts.

We believe that given the statutory definition of basic local
se.vice, it is appropriate to include a cost for the white pages
directory listing., Upon consideration, we fiad that GTEFL's cost is
a reasonable surrogate for an efficient provider in Florida.
Therefore, GTEFL, BellSouth, and Sprint shall use GTEFL's per line
cost of a white pages listing.

Inputs Not Specifically Addressed

For each input not specifically discussed, we shall consider
each LEC's proposed input as representative of an efficient
provider in its territory.

Az discussed in the Introduction to Section V, and throughout
the subparts to this section, BellSouth used Telephone Flant
Indices (TPIs) to generate inputs reflective of an average of 1998-
2000 costs. In conjunction with our recommendations in other parts
of Section V, we hereby require BellSouth to remove the effects of
inflation or deflation, thus using current costs, for any input not
specifically addressed, where it has used TPIs.
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vi. COST PROXY MODEL RESULTS
AL LECS With Greater Than 100,000 Access Lines

In the first part of this section, we address which local
exchange companies must use the cost proxy model that we have
selected in this proceeding, the BCPM 3.1, The answer is quite
simple. Sections 364.025(4) (b) and (c), Florida Statutes, clearly
indlicate that all companies with 100,000 or greater access lines
must use the cost proxy model selected. Those companies with fewer
than 100,000 access lines may use the cost proxy model at our
discretion. The parties unanimously concur that BellSouth, GTEFL,
and Snrint are the only three local exchange companies that meet
this criterion and must use the cost pruxy model. Therefore, we
find that BellSouth, GTEFL, and Sprint must use the cost proxy
model selected in this proceeding.

In Section III1 of this Order, we ordered the BCPM sponsors to
make certain structural changes to the model, primarily associated
with minimizing the gap between the amount of facilities built by
the plant wversus the required amount {ndicated by a minimum
spanning tree (MST) analysis. 1In addition, we required that the
sponsors submit a revised version of the model (on CD-ROM), and
model runs reflecting our approved inputs with the revised MST
analyses. Further, in Section V of this Order, we recuired that
certain adjustments be made to some input values filed in this
proceeding (notably, the removal of inflation/deflation wvalues
embedded in some of BellSouth’s inputs). Accordingly, given the
compressed schedule assoclated with preparing the report to the
Legislature that reflects our decisions in this proceeding, we
require that BCPFM sponsors submit these compliance filings no later
than January 12, 1999,

Due to the required structural changes to the model, we are
unable to provide final cost proxy model results. Appendix B to
this Order shall be filed with the report to the Legislature and
will contain the final cost proxy model results.

B. LECS With 100,000 Or Fewer Access Linecs

Methodology

ALLTEL witness Curry sponsored the unlversal service embedded
cost methodology used by al. of the small local exchange companies
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{(small LECs) in this proceeding. These companies include ALLTEL
Flc-ida (ALLTEL), Vista-United Telecommunications (Vista-United),
Northeasat Florlda Telephone Comnany (Northeast), Frontier
Communications of the South, Inc. (Frontier), TDS Telecom/Quincy
{TDS), GTC Inc. (GTC), and ITS Telecommunications Systems, Inc.
(ITS) Witness Curry states that all of the small LECs used Part 36
jurisdictional separations procedures in developing the embedded
costs for each of the companies, and he believes that the small LEC
methodology satisfies the legislative requirements for embedded
studies. Witness Curry adds that rural LECs are to continue to
calculate their interstate Universal Service Costs using embedded
costs until at least January 1, 2001.

As witness Curry describes in his direct testimony, all of the
small LECs used an 11.25V% return on net investment. Modifications
were alsc made by the small LECs to the bart 36 universal cost
study including assigning 100% of non-traffic sensitive plant to
the state jurisdiction along with non-traffic sensitive local
switching equipment. The small LEC methodology excluded private
line costs as well as all expenses, invesiments and reserves
associated with pay telephones.

Witnesas Curry states that the cost proxy models are not
appropriate for the small rural LECs, because the proexy models are
not representative of the small company costs. He states that
because one cannot re-create the netwnrk with new plant in reality,
higher costs for new technology in the proxy models versus the
lower costs of older technology in an embedded network causes the
proxy model results to be higher., Witness Curry explains that
while electronic costs are declining, copper and the installation
costs are increasing. He also arques that when one compares loop
plant that averages twenty years old to new plant, the proxy models
with new plant are going to be significantly higher.

Witness Curry’s embedded cost methodology adopted by the small
LECs generally assigns the same types of costs to universal service
as do the proxy models used by the larger LECs. Whern witness Curry
was asked why 100V of the non-traffic sensitive plant was assigned
to the state jurisdiction, he responded as follows:

If you loock at the proxy models or any other
of these cost models, that's the way they're
assigning co=cs in there. What we try ro do
is parallel the embedded cost of service study
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with the proxy model methodology, and that's
what that is right there,

w.tness Curry described the similarities between his embedded cost
methodology and the cost proxy models in the following manner:

Well, basically the proxy models, again, they
take all the non-traffic sensitive costs and
assign it to the cost of universal service.
In addition, traffic-sensitive costs
assoclated with local switching are asaigned
by a factor that egquates to local usage
through the end-office switch, and that's
basically the cost drivers in the embedded
cost study also.

Adjuscments

Although we will not require major adjustments to the general
methodology proposed by the small LECs, we will require numerous
adjustments to the monthly cost per access line amounts flled by
the companies. Each company states that its calculations are based
on the same methodology. There were several differences, however,
between the companies. ALLTEL, GTC, ITS and Northeast included
Allowance For Funds Used During Construction (AFUDC) in the
calculations and the other small LECs did not. ALLTEL, IT5, TDS
and Vista included account 7370 Special Charges while the others
did not. Account 7370 includes costs such as lobbying and
contributions., We have removed AFUDC and account 7370 from the
revenue requirements calculation, which is consistent with our
nermal method of calculating revenue requirements. Only Northeast
included uncollectible revenue. Uncollectible revenues were added
for the other companies. None of the companies included the amount
of gross receipts tax which corresponds to the revenue of the
company. Therefore, we recalculated gross receipts tax for all
companies.

Some of the adjustments have been made to make the calculation
of costs consistent with our usual method ¢f calculating revenue
requirements. For example, the amount of working capital was
adjusted for each company to the amount computed using the balance
sheet method. This resulted in increases for GTC and ITS5 and
decreases for ALLTEL, Northeast and TDS to working capital.
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Company-specific adjustments were necessary for several of the
companies. Frontier’s filed amounts were for total company and had
tc be adjusted to reflect local amounts only. We corrected the
property taxes and also included interest expense in Frontier's
amounts. ITS Telecommunication’s Systems, Inc.'s ratebase and
expenses were reduced to reflect Contributions in Aid of
Construction, which was not included by the company. Northeast’'s
deferred taxes were reduced to properly match the amounts on the
company’s balance sheet,

For the small LECs, the average for corporate operations
expense is $6.88 per line per month. For Northeast and ITS, the
amounts are $15.31 and $30.74 per line per month, respectively.
According to witness Curry, the Federal Communications Commission
(FCC) limits the amount of corporate expense per access line which
a company 1s allowed for federal high cost fund purposes. In
Florida, only ITS's and Northeast’s corporate expenses exceed the
limit. We have made an adjustment to limit the amount of corporate
expenses included in the calculations of costs for ITS and
Northeast, based on the FCC’s methodology. This adjustment results
in a reduction of the monthly local costs of §.62 and $3.56 for
Northeast and ITS5, respectively. Even after making this
adjustment, Northeast’s and ITS's corporate expenses are well above
the statewide average for small LECs. HNortheast’'s and ITS's
embedded costs per access line shown on Table VI-2 exceed the
results of the BCPM model due to the high amount of corporate
expenses., The ICC limits corporate expenses, since they are often
discretionary and subject to management control. We agree «~ith the
FCC and believe that it is reasonable to limit the amount of
corporate expense allowed for calculating the amount of high cost
support which a company may need for intrastate purposes. For
purposes of this Order, we are limiting corporate expenses based on
the FCC’'s methodology. However, if an intrastate universal service
fund is implemented, we recommend that a further review of the
allowable amount of corporate expenses be conducted.

In 1996, the operations of three companies (St. Joseph
Telephone & Telegraph Company, Gulf Telephone Company and The
Florala Telephone Company, Inc.) were purchased and merged into
GTC, Inc. (GTC). For purposes of this proceeding, the three former
companies have been reported separately. After the purchase, the
net plant (ratebase) recorded on the books of GTC was increased to
reflect a higher value. GTC las not provided any justification to
increase its ratebase above the original cost of the assets,
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Therefore, we have adjusted the ratebases for the GTC divisions to
original cost.

Capital Structure and Returpn on Equily

As discussed earlier, all of the small LECs used an overall
cost of capital of 11.25% for purposes of this proceeding. HNo
witnesses appearing on behalf of the small LECs offered any
testimony supporting the capital structure, cost of debt, or cost
of equity underlying the assumed 11.25% rate of return. Moreover,
there was no evidence presented to support the reasonableness of
the 11.25% return other than the fact that this was the default
rate established by the FCC in September 1990.

In FCC Report No. CC 98-33 (Docket No., 98-166) issued
October 5, 1998, the FCC announced that it was seeking comment on
how the formula for calculating the authorized rate of return for
local telephone companies should be modified to reflect current
market conditions. Since the time of the FCC's determination of
the 11.25% rate of return, 30-year Treasury bond rates have fallen
380 basis points from an average of 8.99% in September 1990 to an
average of 5.19% in September 1998. AT&T/MCI witness i{irshleifer
testified that given the significant decline in capital costs as
indicated by the drop in yields on 30-year Treasury bonds, there is
no evidence to support 11.25% as the true cost of capital for the
provision of universal service.

To be consistent with our use of the embedded cost studies
filed by the small LECs for purposes of determining the cost of
providing local service, we have used the company-specific debt and
equity amounts and embedded cost of debt in determining the
appropriate cost of capital for each of these companies. The one
exception is the determipation of the return on equity (ROE). The
estimation of an appropriate ROE is the one input that is the same
regardless of whether the return is used in an embedded cost study
or a forward-looking cost model.

Because no evidence was presented by the small LECs regarding
an appropriate ROE for purposes of this proceeding, it is necessary
to estimate a reasonable return. Based upon our analysis in
Section V-B of this Order, we shall require an ROE of 11.50% be
used for determining the overall cost of capital. Because the
purpose of this proceeding is :ssentially to determine the cosi of
providing service to high cost areas, it is reasonable to assume
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the cost of equity for this limited purpose would be the same !or
all efficient providers of telecommunications service.

Rural Telephone Bank stock was removed from the rate base and
included as part of the capital structure. We used the company-
specific debt and equity amounts, embedded cost of debt, and an RCE
of 11.50% for determining the appropriate cost of capital for each
company. The one exception was the determination of the cost of
capital for Vista-United. Because Vista-United filed a capital
structure comprised of 100% eguity, it was necessary to use 4
hypothetical capital structure to determine the appropriate cost of
capital for an efficient provider of universal service. Consistent
with our determination in Section V-B of this Order, we shall
require a relative capital structure of 60% equity and 40% debt, a
cost of debt of 6.50%, and an ROE of 11.50% to determine Viata-
United's cost of capital. The return resulting from Cthese
assumptions represents an appropriate cost of capital for an
efficient provider of universal service.

Results

Table VI-1 shows the cost of basic local toelecalmunications
service per access line per month as filed by the smail LECs, the
cost after our modifications as described above, and the cost based
on BCPM defaults.
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Table VI-1:
Comparison of Results: Embedded Costs va. Cost Proxy Modsl
CopaNY lulqﬁln Cost Pra Acczss Lisz BCPM DerauLTs
ALLTEL 5 41.97 s 41.32 $ 66.37
Frontier _?5 56.13 ;5 44.30 .5 17.96
GTC :-;lurlil.? 5 49.81 ?s 42.18 IS 96.34
oTC - Gulf | 5 38.07 s 31343 s 64.69
GTC - Bt. J?F i$ ji;}ﬁ. ;5 38.99 :5 66.85
ITS 3 71.00 5 65.50 5 51.76
Northeast Is 65.39 js 55.43 s 55.39
Quincy _T$ 44:IU ?5 42.81 I$ 50.82
Vista-United T =} 66.54 ?5 63.34 *5 31.3¢

The amounts shown above in the column labeled “per Commission”
are the results of wusing the small LEC methodology and our
adjustments. Those amounts should be reported as the 1997 embedded
costs of basic local telecommunications service using the small LEC
sponsored methodology. The amounts are based on 1997 costs. Costs
change from year to year, and the general trend has been a decline
in costs. Therefore, these costs should be updated and reviewed
before any use is made of the results.

The embedded cost methodology proposed by the small LECs and
adjusted by us generally produces a lower cost for basic local
service than the outputs of the models. We believe that it is
appropriate to use the lower costs. It does not seem reasonable to
provide the small LECs with more financial support than they need
based on embedded costs. Providing the companies with more support
than needed will not necessarily increase competition in the high
cost areas. If the embedded costs of the incumbent LEC are lower
than the costs of a new entrant, then the incumbent LEC has a cost
advantage and will be able to unde-price the new entrant and likely




ORDER NO. PSC-99-D0&6B-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 9B0636-TP
PAGE 2389

keep out competition. Providing the same amount of support per
access line to both the incumbent LEC and the new entrant does not
help the new entrant overcome any cost advantage of the incumbent
LEC.

The amounts do not represent just the cost of basic local
telecommunications service. The small LEC methodology does not
separate out the costs of certain services such as call waiting and
call forwarding. It also does not remove the costs for other
services such as nonrecurring services or operator services, which
are charged for separately. We nevertheless believe the small LEC
methodology is appropriate, and we are not recommending a different
definition of basic local telecommunications service than found in
Section II of this Order. However, the small LEC methodology does
generally produce lower costs than the proxy models.

Conclusion
Section 364.025(4) (c) states as follows:

{c) In determining the ceost of providing
basic local telecommunications service for
small local exchange telecommunications
companies, which serve 1less than 100,000
accesas lines, the commission shall not be
required to use the cost proxy model selected
pursuant to paragraph (b) until a mechanism is
implemented by the Federal Government for
small companies, but no sconer than January 1,
2001. The commission shall calculate a small
local exchange telecommunications company's
cost of providing basic local
telecommunications services based on one of
the following options:

1. A different proxy model; or

2. A fully distributed allocation of embedded
costs, identifying high-cost areas within the
local exchange area the company serves and
including all embedded investments and
expanses incurred by the company in the
provision of |universal service. Such
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calculations may be made using fully
distributed costs consisatent with 47 C.F.R.,
sections 32, 36, and 64. The geographic basis
for the calculations shall be no smaller than
a census block group.

Therefore, for the purpose of fulfilling our statutory obligation
under Section 364.025(4)(c), we will choose between a fully
allocated, embedded cost study or a cost proxy model different than
the one selected for the three LECS with 100,000 or greater access
lines. Upon consideration, we shall determine the cost of basic
local telecommunications service for each of the Florida LECs that
serve fewer than 100,000 access lines using the embedded cost
methodology proposed by witness Curry, with the modifications
discussed above. The resulting costs are shown below in Table
vi=2:

Table VI-2:
1997 Costs per
Access Line
Company per Month
ALLTEL $41.32
Frontier $44 .30
GTC-Florala $42.18
GTC-Gulf §33.43
GTC-8t. Joe $38.99
ITS §65.50
Northeast $§55.43
Quincy $42.81
Vista-United 563 .34

As stated above, we will not use a different cost proxy model
as Section 364.025(4)(c), Florida Statutes, permits. We will,
however, provide the results for the amall LECa using the BCFM 3.]
cost proxy model with the Comrission-ordered input values. There
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was concern raised regarding the use of an embedded cost
methor'slogy to determine forward-loocking costs for universal
serv ce for any local telecommunications service provider, whether
large or small. Therefore, we will provide to the Legislature the
results for the small LECs using the BCPM with ity Commission-
ordered input values in Appendix B with our report.

VII. CONCLUSION

We have conducted this proceeding under Chapter 120, Florida
Statutes, and the directives of Section 364.025(4) (b} and (c),
Florida Statutes. We have based our decision on the evidentiary
record before us, the briefs of the parties, and the advisory
recommendation of our staff. We believe that our decision is
consistent with legislative mandate, This Order will be attached
to the report that we submit to the Legislature to satisfy our
obligations under Section 364.025(4) (b) and (¢}, Florida Statutes.

Based on the foregoing, it is

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission Zhat the
definition of basic local telecommunications service referred to in
Section 364.025(4) (b), Florida Statutes, is defined in Section
364.02(2), Florida Statutes, as voice-grade, flat-rate residential,
flat-rate single-line business local exchange services which
provide dial tone, local usage necessary to place unlimited calls
within a local exchange area, dual tone multifrequency dialing, and
access to the following: emergency services such as "911," all
locally available interexchange companies, directory assistance,
operator services, relay services, and an alphabetical directory
listing. It is further

ORDERED that the Benchmark Cost FProxy Model 3.1 (BCPM),
including the required modifications specified in the body of this
Order, is adopted pursuant to Section 364.025(4) (b}, Florida
Statutes. It is further

ORDERED that the costs of basic local telecommunications
service calculated by the Benchmark Cost Proxy Model 3.1 (BCPM),
with the modifications specified in this Order, should be
aggregated up to and reported at the wire center level. It is
further
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ORDERED that the input values for the Benchmark Cost Proxy
Mode. 3.1 (BCPM), with the modifications specified in this Order,
are adopted as found in Appendix A to this Order. It is further

ORDERED that BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., GTE Florida
Incorporated, and Sprint-Florida, Incorporated shall wuse the
Benchmark Cost Proxy Model 3.1 (BCPM), with the modifications
specified in this Order, to establish their respective costs for
determining basic local telecommunications service. It is further

ORDERED that BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., GTE Florida
Incorporated, and Sprint-Florida, Incorporated shall make the
modifications to the Benchmark Cost Proxy Model 3.1 (BCPM) and its
input values specified in the body of this Order and provide the
resu.ts to the Commission no later than January 12, 199%, It is
further

ORDERED that under Section 364.025(4)(c), Florida Statutes,
the embedded cost methodology, with adjustments as specified in the
body of this Order, is adopted for ALLTEL Florida, Vista-United
Telecommunications, Northeast Florida Telephone Company, Frontier
Communications of the South, Inc., TDS Telecom/Quincy, GTC Inc.,
and ITS Telecommunications Systems, Inc,, to determine those
carriers’ respective costs of providing basic lecal
telecommunications service. It is further

ORDERED that this docket 1s closed.

By OHRDER of the Florida Public Service Commission this J1th day

of January, 1999.
o & A

BLANCA S. BAYO, Directdr
Division of Records and Reporting

{ SEAL)

weC
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DISSENT

Commissioner J. Terry Deason respectfully dissents from the
majority’s decision to use an embedded cost methodology for the
small local exchange carriers to determine those carriers’
respective cost of providing basic local telecommunication service.
I believe that the Commission had three options available to it
when calculating the cost of basic local service: (1) use the same
cost proxy meodel that is employed for the large local exchange
carriers; (2) use a different cost proxy model for the small local
exchanyg. carriers; or (3) use a fully distributed embedded cost
study for the small local exchange carriers. [ believe that a
uniform cost standard should be used for all local exchange
carriers in any effort to facilitate competition and encourage
investment through the creation of a permanent, intrastate
universal service funding mechanism.
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MOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Secticn
120.569(1)}, Florida Statutes, to notify parties of any
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders that
is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as
well as the procedures and time limits that apply. This notlce
should not be construed to mean all requests for an administrative
hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief
sought.

Any party adversely affected by the Commission’s final action
in this matter may request: 1) reconsideration of the decision by
filing a motion for reconsideration with the Director, Diviasion of
Records and Reporting, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee,
Florida 32399-0850, within fifteen (15) days of the issuance of
this order in the form prescribed by Rule 25-22.060, Florida
Administrative Code; or 2) judiclial review by the Florida Supreme
Court in the case of an electric, gas or telephone utility or the
First District Court of Appeal in the case of a water and/or
wastewater utility by filing a notice of appeal with the Director,
Division of Records and reporting and filing a zopy of the notice
of appeal and the filing fee with the appropriate court. This
filing must be completed within thirty (30) days after the issuance
of this order, pursuant to Rule 9.110, Florida Rules of Appellate
Procedure. The notice of appeal must be in the form specified in
Rule 9,G00(a), Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure.
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES
Section V-A: Depreciation Rates
Account Lives Salvage Values

Motor Vehicles 7.5 15.0
Alrcraft 5.0 50.0
Special Purpose Veh. 7.0 0.0
Garage Work Equipment 12.0 0.0
Other Work Equipment 12.0 0.0
Bulildings 40.0 0.0
Furniture 11.0 10.0
Office Support Equipment 10.0 0.0
Company Comm. Equipment 7.0 10.0
Genl, Purpose Computers 5.0 0.0
Digital Switching 13.0 0.0
Operator Systems 10.0 0.0
Radio Systems 9.0 (5.0)
Circuit-DDS 8.0 0.0
Circuit-Digital 8.0 0.0
Clrcuit-Analog B.0O 15.0)
Station Apparatus 6.0 0.0
Large FBX 6.0 0.0
Other Terminal Equipment 6.0 0.0
Poles 0.0 (75.0)
Aerial Cable-Metallic 168.0 {35.0)
herlal Cable-Fiber 20,0 135.0)
Underground Cable-Metallic 23,0 {10.0)
Underground Cable-Fib=»r 20.0 {10.0)

——— o ——

VUL uNLNT M.

00219-19

L
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES

Account Lives Salvage Values
Buried Cable-Metallic 18.0 (10.0)
Buried Cable-Fiber 20.0 (10.0)
Submarine Cable-Metallic 16.0 (5.0)
Submarine Cable-Fiber 20.0 {5.0)
Intra-Blg Netwk Cable-Met, 20.0 {10.0}
Intra-Blg Netwk Cable-Fiber 20.0 {10.0)
Conduit 50.0 (10.0)
Section V-B: Cost of Money
Debt Ratio: 40%
Equity Ratio: 60%
Cost of Debt: 6£.5%
Cost of Equity: 11.5%
Overall Cost of Capital: 9.5%
Section V-C: Tax Ratas

State Income Tax 5.5%

Federal Income Tax 15%

Combined Federal & State 3B.57%

Income Tax

Groass Receipts 1.53%

Ad Valorem .90%

Other .30%
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION~-ORDERED INFUT VALUES
Section V-D: Support Structures
Sprint’s Territory-Pole and Guy Spacing and
Relative Pole Units (Feeder & Distribution)
Density Pole Spacing Guy Spacing Relative Pole
{in feet) (in feat) Units
0 250 1500 6.00
6 250 1500 6.00
101 250 1500 6.00
201 250 1500 6.00
651 150 1000 6.67
B51 150 500 3.33
2551 150 500 3.33
5001 150 500 3.33
10001 150 500 3.:3

GTEFL’s Territory-Pole and Guy Spacing and Relative Pole Units
(Feeder & Distribution)

Density Pole Spacing Guy Spacing Relative Pole
(in feet) (in feet) Units
0 175 1750 10.00
6 175 1750 10.00
101 175 1750 10.00
201 175 1750 10.00
651 175 1750 10,00
851 175 1750 10.00
2551 175 1750 10.00
5001 135 1750 10.00
10001 175 1750 10.00
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory - Pole and Guy Spacing and Relative Pole
Units (Feeder & Distribution)

Density Pole Spacing Guy Spacing Relative Pole
{in feet) (in feet) Units
0 250 1500 6.00
& 250 1500 6.00
101 250 1500 6.00
201 250 1500 6.00
651 150 1000 6.67
851 150 500 3.33
_5551 150 500 3.33
5001 150 500 3.33
10001 150 500 3.33
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Poles, Anchors, and Guys

Sprint’s Territory - Normal, Soft Rock, Hard Rock Aerial Feeder and

Distribution

Activity Base Cost Density Eones 0-£50
Per unit
Coat Adjustmant Inatallation A\ Assigned Welghted
Coasts Ta lephone Asount
Foles $25%5% .00 $2%4.00 Jon S164.70
Anchors and Guys | $105.27 520%.00 100% $52.18
$217.08
Sprint’s Tarritory - Normal, Soft Rock, Hard Rock Aerial Feeder and

Distributien

Activity Base Cost Denaity Zons 651-8%0
Per unit
Coat Adjustment Installation % Asslgned Weighted
Caats Telephone Amount
Foles §255.00 g294 00 ok 5164.70
Anchors and Guys $10%.27 S20Y Loon $47.14
5211.k4

Sprint’s Territory

Distribution

= Ngormal,

Soft Rock,

Hard

Aerial Feeder and

Aotivity Base Cost Density Zones B31>10001
Fer unlt
Coat Adjustment Inatallatlion ¥ Asslgned Welghted
Coats Talephone Amount
Foles §455.00 F294.00 0N 516,70
Anchors and Guys | §105.27 209.00 1004 594.28
5258.98
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BellSouth"= &

TEFL's Territory - Normal,

Soft Rock,

Hard Race PRerial

Feoder and Dis' ribution
Aceivity | .38 Coat Density Zones O=-650
Fer unit
Cost Adjustment inatallation ¥ Assigred Waighted
Coats Talephone AEOUnL
Polesn $229.89% $161.681 35, pEn 51%6.21
Anchors and Guys | § 28.453 372.01 1004 516,74
174 .8

Feeder and Di

stribution

BellScuth’s & GTEFL's Territory - Normal,

Soft Rock,

Hard Rock Aerial

Astivity Base Cost Denaity Zone E15-BLOD
Per unic
Coat Adjustment Inatallatlion 8 Asaigned Welghted
Conta Telephone Amount
Foles 522%.8% $l6l.81 Iv.BEN 5156.21
Anchors and Gays | 3 2B.45 $12.01 100% 315.07
$171.28

BellSouth’s & GTEFL's Territory - Normal,
Feaeder and Distribution

Soft Rock,

Hard Rock Aerial

Activwity Base Cost Pensity Zone B4%1-210001
Per unit
Coat Adjustment Installation A Asaignad Weighted
Contsa Telephana Amcunt
Foles $22%.85 $161.81 35,880 $156.21
Anchors and Guys | § 28.45 § 72.01 1000 $ 30.14

318635
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory - Normal Feeder Conduit

Actiwvity Banss Cost bensity Zone 0-9%

Per Foot

Installed Coat & Activity % Amsigned Telephone Helghted Ascunt

Ajustment
Trench & £7.47 15.00 95%.00 $5.5%
Backfill
Rocky Trench 7.47 0 §5.00 d
Backhoe Trench 7.47 17.00 9%.00 1.26
Hand Dig Trench 7.47 2.00 55.00 1%
Boring 53.9 2.00 9%.00 1.07
Cut & Restore 10.97 1.00 99.00 .11
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 13.14 1.00 99.00 «12
Concrete
Cut & FRastore 8.28 2.00 %.00 A6
Sod
100N $E. 42
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BellSouth’s Territory - Normal Feeder Conduit

Activity Bane Cost Denalty Zone &-500

Per Foot

Inatalled Cost A Activity A Assigned Telephone Weighted Assunt

Ad justmant
Trench & 37.47 ?1.00 95.00 $5.25%
Backfill
Recky Trench 7.47 o 95.00 o
Backhow Trench 7.47 1%.00 $9.00 1.41
Hand Dig Trench 7.47 .00 99.00 « 15
Boring 5). M 2.00 §9.00 1.07
Cut & Pmatore 10.97 2.00 B9.00 43
haphalt
Cut & HResatore 131.14 2.00 5%.00 256
Concrete
Cut & Fastore g.28 2.00 5%.00 -1k
Sod
1004 $8.31

BellSouth’s Territory - Normal Feeder Conduit

tiwvity Base Cost fenalty Zona 101-200
Far Fook
Inatalled Const b Activity A Asaigned Telesphono Waighted Remount
Adjustment
Tranch & 37.417 44.00 .00 83.40
Backfill
Rocky Trench T.47 0 49%.00 0
Backhow Trench T.47 30 .00 $9.00 2.22
Hand Dig Trench T.47 % .00 g% 00 -1
Borlng 53.M 4.00 9. 00 Z.14
Cut & Restore 10.97 L U%.00 54
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 13.14 4.00 o9, 00 4
Concretle
Cut & Restors h.20 £.00 ¥%.00 49
Sl
100% B, 6H
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BellSouth’s Territory - Normal Feeder Conduit

Aoeiwicy Bas. Coat Denalty Zone Z01-650

Par Foot

Installed Cont Vo Activity A Assignod Talephone | Weighted Amount

Adjustment
Trench & $7.47 1%,00 9,00 31.5%%
Backfill
Rocky Trench T.47 o 59,00 )
Backhow Trench 7.47 1).00 9%.00 2.44
Hand Dig Trench T.47 .00 55,00 i ¥
Baring 53.%4 4.00 85%.00 2.14
Cut & Pestore 10.97 B.0D §9.00 .87
hsphalt
Cut & Restore 13.14 7.00 59.00 91
Concrete
Cut & Restore B.28 10.00 5%, 00 82
Sod
100% 29.9%

BellSouth's Territory - Normal Feeder Conduit

Activicy Baae Coat Denaity Zone 63%1-2530

Per Foot

Instal led Coat § Activity i Asalgned Telephone Welghted AmDunt

Adjustmant
Trench & $7.47 27.00 99.00 82.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench T.47 o] 5%.00 (+]
Backhow Tiench T.47 0. 00 93.00 2.2
Mand Dig Tre: b T:.47 6.00 99.00 A4
Baring 53.9%4 .00 99,00 1.07
Cut & Raatore 10.%7 11.00 .00 1.41
Asphalt
Cut & Kestore 13.14 12.00 wh.00 .56
Concrete
Cut & Hestore B.28 16.00 S99 .00 B2
Sod
100% £9.52
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BellSouth's Territory - Normal Feeder Conduit

Activity Base Cost Density Ione 2%51-1000

PFer Foot

Installed Coat b Activity V Aasigned Telephone | Welghtod Amount

Adjuatment
Trench & £7.47 5.00 §3.00 .37
Backfill
Rocky Trench T.47 i] 59.00 0
Backhooe Trench 7.47 20.00 99.00 l.48
Hand Dig Trench 7.47 4.00 5%.00 1]
Borling 53.94 15.00 ag. 00 8.01
Cut & Restore 10,97 2%.00 9%.00 2.1
Aaphalt
Cut & Hestorw 13.14 20.00 9%.00 2,60
Concrete
Cut & Restore 8.28 7.00 %%.00 57
Sod
100% $16.04

BellScuth’s Territory - Normal Feeder Conduit

Activity Bass Coat Ponalty fone >10000

For Foot

Installed Coat b Activity % Aasigned Telephone Walghted Asount

Adjustmant
Trench & $7.47 .00 9%, 00 .22
Backfill
Rocky Trench 7.47 0 4%, 00 0
flackhoe Trench T.47 15.00 8%.00 .11
Hand Dig Tranch T.47 H. G0 89.00 .55
Boring 531.94 10.00 9. 00 5.3
Cut & Hestore 10.97 31.00 %, 00 3.5
Raphalt
Cut & Restore 13.14 0,00 G4, 00 Y. E4
Concrete
Cut & Restore B.28 .00 §9. 00 5
Hod
100% dle. 74
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BellSouth's Territory - Normal Distribution Conduit

Activity Base Cost Density Zone 0-%

Per Foot

inatalled Cost b Activicy A Asalgned Telephone Waighted Amount

Adjustment
Trench & $7.47 87.00 95,00 Gu. 44
Backfill
Rocky Trench 7.47 0 99.00 o
Backhow Trench T7.47 5.00 99.00 »
Hand Dig Trench 7.47 2.00 99.00 .15
Boring £3.94 2.00 95.00 1.07
Cut & Restore 10.97 1.00 5%.00 i1
Asphalt
Cut & Festore 13.14 1.00 55%.00 - 1]
Concrete
Cut & Rentorae B.28 2.00 99.00 1h
Sod
100% 38,42

BellSouth’s Territory = Normal Distribution Conduit

Activity Base Cost Density Lons 6&-100

Fer Foot

Installed Cost § Actiwity b Assigned Telephone Nelghted Ascunt

Adjustmant
Tranch & 87.47 71.00 55.00 $5.2%
Backfill
Rocky Trench 7.47 o 99.00 @
Backhow Trench T.47 19.00 85,00 1.41
Hand Dig Trench 7.47 2.00 5%.00 1%
Boring S53.94 2.00 95.00 1,07
Cut & Heatore 10.97 2.00 9%.00 sl d
Asphalt
Cut & Rostora 13.14 2.00 LR L
Concrete
Tut & KHesfore a.2a 2.00 95.0D 16
Sod
100% a8, 51
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’'s Territory - Normal Distribution Conduit

Activity Basa Cost Denaity Lone 101-200

Fear Foot

Installed Coat W Actlivwity % Assigned Telsphone Heighted Amt it

Adjustmont
Trench & §7.47 €0.00 $9.00 .40
Backfill
Rocky Trench 7.47 0 99.00 ]
Backhoe Trench T.47 18.00 §9.00 1.3}
Hand Dig Trench T.47 %.00 %5.00 .37
Boring 53.94 2.00 99.00 1.07
Cut & Restore 10.97 5.00 99,00 -1
Asphalt
Cut & Rantore 13.14 4.00 99,00 52
Caoncrete
Cut & Restore 8.268 €.00 ¥5.00 AT
Sod
LGaw £8.74

BellSouth’s Territory - Normal Distribution Conduit

Activity Base Cost fonaity Zone 201-£5%0

Fer Foot

Installed Coat V Actiwity ¢ Asslgned Telephuone | Welghted Asount

Adjuatment
Trench & #7.47 4%5.00 99.00 $31.313
BRackflll
Rocky Trench 7.47 [ 99,00 0
Backhoe Trench T.47 £3.00 95.00 1.70
Hand Dig Teench T.47 3.00 5%.00 «ad
Boring 53.94 4.00 4. 00 2.14
Cut & Rastore 10.97 B.00 9% 00 AT
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 13.14 7.00 %9, 00 .81
Cancrets
Cut & Restoro B.28 10.00 59,00 -8
Sod
100% 50.9%
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BellSovth’s Territory - Normal Distribution Condu..

Activity Base Coat Denaity IZone &51-25%0

PFer Foot

Installed Coat V Activity A Asalgned Telephone Welghted Amount

Adjustmant
Trench & $1.47 40.00 9%, 00 $2.96
Backfill
—
Rocky Trench T.47 0 #9.00 0
Backhos Trench 7:.47 7.00 2%.00 .52
Hand Dig Trer ' h 7.47 .00 96,00 .44
Boring 53,94 2.00 4%.00 1.07
Cut & Restore 10.97 13.00 9%.00 L4l
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 13.14 12.00 §%.00 1.5%6
Concroete
Cut & HAentore .28 20.00 59.00 1.64
Sod
100N 39. 50

BellSouth’s Territery - Normal Distribution Conduit
Activity Base Coat Denalty Zone 2551-10000

Per Foot

Installed Coat ¥ Activity v Assigned Telephone | Welyhted Amount

Adjustmant
Trench & 87.47 5.00 95,00 .37
BackfLill
Rocky Tranch 7.47 o 99.00 g
Backhee Trench 7.47 19.00 9%.00 L.41
Hand Dig Trench 7.47 8,00 5%.00 . 5%
Boring 51.94 15,00 B9, 00 [
Cut & Reatore 10.%7 2%.00 S, 00 £.71
Aaphalt
Cut & Feastore 13.14 20.00 9900 P
Concrete
Cut & Fentore B.2R B.00 F4%.00 66
Sod
100% $16.35
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BellSouth’s Territory — Normal Distribution Conduit

Aorivicy Base Coat Denaity Ione >10000

Per Foot

Inatalled Coat W Aetivity % Aasigned Telephone Weighted Amount

Adiustment
Trench & 27.47 3.00 59.00 $.22
Back{ill
Rocky Trench 7.47 0 99.00 L]
Backhoe Trench T.47 15.00 89, 00 1.11
Hand Dig Trench 7.47 8.00 99.00 - 5%
Boring £3.94 10.00 4900 5.0
Cut & Hestore 10.97 33.00 9% .00 ¥.58
Asphalt
Cut & Restoras 13.14 28,00 99.00 3. 64
Concrete
Cut L Roestora 8.28 3.00 9%.00 e
Sod
100% 514.74
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory - Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Base Coat Denaity Zone 0-5
Fer Foot
Installed Coat § Activicy N Asalgned Telephone MWolghted Amount
Adjustment

Plow 21.06 54.00 $9.00 12.91
Hocky Flow .06 0 99.00 o
Trench & 3.06 0 99.00 0
Backfill
Rocky Trunch .06 1] 9%.00 0
Backhoe Trench J.06 0 99,00 a
Hand Dig Trench 1.08 0 9%.00 o
Bare Cable 21.50 0 9%.00 ]
Fuash Fips & Pull 26.96 0 99.00 ]
Cable
Cut & Restora 6.01 1.00 99.00 06
Asphalt
Cur & Restore 8,50 1.00 55,00 0%
Concrete
Cut & Restore 4.80 2.00 99,00 il
Sod

100% 5$3.5%1
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BellSouth’s Territory - Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Base Coat Denaity Zone &-100

Far Foot =

Installed Coat b Actlvwity \ Assigned Telephone | Welighted Amdunt

Adjustment
Plow $3.06 18.00 %9.00 .17
Rocky Plow .06 0.00 %%.00 o
Trench & .06 10.00 85.00 =30
Backfill
Rocky Trench J.06 0.00 ¥9.00 Qa
Backhow Trench 3.06 5.00 %.00 =15
Hand Dig Trench 3.06 1.00 8%.00 .03
Bore Cable 23.50 0.00 %9.00 0
Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 0.00 8%.00 0
Cabla
Cut & Restore 6.01 2.00 84900 12
haphalt
Cut & Hestore 6,90 2,00 99.00 18
Concrete
Cut & Aeatore 4.80 2.00 %5.00 10
Sod
loaw 83.24
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BellSouth’s Territory - Buried Feeder Cable

L
Activity Bass Cosat Dansity Zone 101-200
Fer Foot
Installed Coat § Actiwvity A Assigned Telephone Welighted Ascunt
Adjustment

Plow $3.06 €0.00 99.00 51.42
Rocky Flow 1.06 0.00 99,00 0
Trench & 3.06 10,00 99.00 « 30
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.06 0.00 99.00 o
Backhoe Tranch 1.06 &.00 9900 .18
Hand Dig Trench 3.06 5.00 §9.00 1%
Bore Cable 23.50 1.00 59%.00 .70
Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 1.00 99%.00 s ?
Cable
Cut & Restorse 6.01 .00 99,00 .30
Aaphalt
Cut & Pestore B.50 4.00 5.00 - 3%
Cancrtete
Cut & Roastore 4.80 6.00 95.00 20
S

1004 94,36
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory - Buried Feeder Cable

Activity B se Coat Dansity Lone 201-6%0
Par Foot
Installed Coat N Activity ¥ Asnigned Telephone | Welghted Amount
Adjustmant

Flow 53.06 33.00 5%.00 81,00
Rocky Plow 1,06 0.00 %9.00 o
Trench & 3.06 20.00 9%.00 -61
Backfill
Racky Trench 1.08 0.00 99.00 ]
Backhoe Trench 1.06 10.00 949.00 .30
Hand Dig Trench .08 3.0 59.00 08
Bore Cable 23.%0 oo | 99.00 .93
Puah Pipe & Pull 26.96 5.00 99.00 1.3}
Cable
Cut & RFestore 6.01 8.00 ¥9.00 -AB
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 8.%0 T.00 99,00 .62
Concrete
Cut & Restore 4.80 10.00 6400 AR
Sod

100% #5.81
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth's Tecritory - Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Base Cost Denaity Zone 651-2550
Per Foot
Inatalled Coat b Activity A Aaaigned Telephons Walghted Amount
Adiustment

Plow $3.06 15.00 89.00 .45
Bocky Plow .06 0.00 95.00 ]
Trench & 3.06 26.00 9%.00 .19
Backfill
Rocky Trench .06 0.00 99,00 0
Hackhoe Trench 3.06 11.00 9%.00 =313
Hand Dig Trench 3.06 6.00 99,00 .18
Bore Cable 23.5%0 2.00 9%.00 AT
Push Pipe & Pull 26.596 4.00 5%.00 1.33
Cable
Cut & Restore 6.01 13.00 5%.00 17
Asphalt
Cut & Restore B.%0 12.00 5% .00 1.06
Concrete
Cut & Reatore 4.80 10.00 9%. GO AF
Soa

100% +5.87




ORDER NO.

DOCKET NO. 9B0656-TP
PAGE 2864

PSC-93-0068-FOF-TP

APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth's Territory - Buried Feeder Cable

Sod

Activity Base Cost Denalty Zone 2551-10000

Fer Foot

Inatalled Conat Y hctivity A Assigned Telephona Welighted Amcunt

Adjustment

Plow £1.06 on 99.00% 0
Pocky Plow 1.06 o 649, 00% 0
Trench & .06 5 89 .00% 15
Backfill
Rocky Trench J.06 4] 55.00% 1}
Backhoe Trench 3.06 20 959.00% o 3
Hand Dig Trench .06 ] 99.00% 24
Bore Cable 231.50 15 99.00% 1.45
Fush Pipe & Pull 26.96 ] 53,004 o
Cable
Cut L& Restore 6.01 25 5%,.00% 1.4%
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore B.50 0 5%.00W I |
Concrete
Cut £ Hestore 4.80 7 59.00% .33

100w

L7
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory - Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Base Cost Denaity Zone >10000
Par Foot
Installed Coat % Actlivity % Asaigned Telephone Weighted Asount
Adjustmant

Plow $3.06 o 95008 50
Rocky Plow 1.086 L 9%5.008 a
Trunch & 3,06 L] 59 00% 0%
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.06 0 95.00% 0
Backhoe Trench 3.06 15 9%.008 A%
Hand Oig Trench 3.06 8 95.00% 24
Bore Cable 23.50 10 9%.00% 2.1]
Push Plps & Pull 26.96 ] 5%.00% L8]
Cable
Cut & Reatore .01 31 59.00% 1.90
Asphalt
Cut & Restors B.90 8 55 .00% 2.47
Concrete
Cut & Rastore 4.80 | 9%.00% 4
Sod

1008 $7.6%
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouih’s Territory - Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Base Coat Density Lone 0-%
Fer Foot
Inatalled Coat A Activiey & Asaigned Telephone Welghted Amcunt
Adjustment

Plow $1.06 BE.DON §5.00k 12.%)
Rocky Plow 1.06 0.00 55008 0
Trench & 1.06 10.00 $9.00M 2%
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.06 0.00 $9.004 1]
Backhoe Trench J.06 0,00 &9.00w o
Hand Dig Trench .06 0.00 99,00 o
Bore Cable 21.50 0,00 8%,.004 o
Push Pipe & Pull 26.9& a.00 95.00% ]
Cakle
Cut & Restore 6.01 1.00 049, 06% L0
Aspshalt
Cut & Restore 8.90 1,00 G99.00% 09
Concrete
Cut & Festore 4.80 = .00 Ye.00n 0%
Sod

La0N =3.06
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’'s Territory - Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Base Cost Denaity fone 6-100
Fer Foot
Inatalled Coat V Activity ¥ Asalgned Telephone | Weighted A=ount
Adjustmant

Plow $1.06 BO. 00N §59.00% §2.1%
Rocky Plow 1.06 D 59,004 0
Trench & 1.08 11 9%,00% ¥,
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.06 0 9%.008 a
Backhos Trench 3.06 3 5,004 .03
Hand Dig Trench 3.06 0 @%. 00N ]
Bore Cable 23.50 0 %5.00% [i]
Push Plpe & Pull 26.96 0 99.00% U]
Cable
Cut & Reatore E.0L 2 B8, G0N A2
Raphalt
Cut & Hestore B.60 ry L] A7
Concrete
Cut & Restore 4.80 2 %, 00 L]
Sad

100% 23.1%
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory - Buried Distribution Cable

Actiwvity Base Cost Danalty Zone 101-200
Fer Foot
Installed Cost N Activity A Asaignoed Telephone Welghted Amount
Adjustment

Plow £3.06 69,004 95. 008 $2.03%
Rocky Plow 1.06 (1] 59.00% ]
Trench i J.06& 11 9%.00% - 32
Backfill
Focky Trench 3.06 0 99.00% L
Backhoe Trench 1.06 h | 99,004 0%
Hand Dig Trench J.06 o 99,008 o
Bore Cable 23.50 1 99.00% .23
Push Plpe & Pull 26.96 1 9%.00% 26
Cable
Cut i Restore é.01 . 95.000 29
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 8.%0 L] 99.00% -4
Concrete
Cut & Fustore 4.00 6 99%.00% 28
Sod

100% $3.83
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’'s Territory- Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Base Coat banaley Zone 201-65%0
Per Foot
Inatalled Coat A Activiey A Asslgned Telephone Welghted Amount
Adjustment

Flow 51.06 21.00% 95.00% $.62
Rocky Plow 3.06 a 59.00% g
Trench & .06 10 59, 000 BB
Backfill
kocky Toench .06 o 35.00% 0
Backhoa Trench 3.06 12 3%.008 . 3%
Hand Dig Trench 1.06 3 99,008 .09
Bore Cable 21.50 4 98 . 00% AL ]
Fush Pipe & Pull 26.96 5 59.008 1.29
Cable
Cut & Restore 6.01 ] Qb 00w A6
Aaphalt
Cut & Festore 6.590 7 55.008 oe B0
Concreta
Cut & Restore 4.80 10 9%, 006 1
Hoed

100% 5. 66
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AFPPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Buried Distribution Cable

Activicy Base Cost Donalty Zone E51-2550
Far Foot
Inscalled Coat V Activity % Aanigned Telephone Weighted Amount
Adjuatmoant

Plow $3.06 <0,.00% G5, 00% 9.59
Rocky Plow 1.06 o 5%, 008 o
Trench & .06 20 95.00% 59
Backfill
Rocky Trench J.06 0 59.00% 0
Backhos Trench 3.06 F 4 99, 00% 06
Hana DLg Trench 1.06 i 55.00% .18
Bore Cable 23.50 2 H5.00% LAY
Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 5 59, 00% 1.29
Cable
Cut £ Heatore 6&.01 13 9. 00 -
Aaphalt
Cut & Reatoce 8.90 12 55%.00% 1.03
Concrete
Cut & Restore 4.80 23 5. 008 <92
Sod

100% 55,85
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellScuth’s Territory- Buried Distribution Cable

Retivity Base Cost pansity lonm 25%41-=10000
Par Foot
installed Coat b Acrivity i Asaigned Telephona Welghted Amount
Adjustment

Plow $1.06 o 549 00% $.0
Rocky FPlow .06 1] 9%, 00% o
Trench & ).06 5 9.00% 15
Backfill
Recky Trench .06 o 95.00% o
Backhoe Trench .06 1% G%.00% HE
Hand Dig Tranch J.06 (] S, 00% |
Bore Cable 21.50 1% 95,008 3. 18
Fush Pipe & Pull 26.9%6 v] &%, 00N a
Cable
Cut & Reatore 6.01 25 a%.00% 1.44
Asphalt
Cut & Restore B.5%0 20 4%, 008 1.1
Concrate
Cut & Restore 4,80 ] 55,00 .17
Sod

100% +=7.64
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

PSC-959-0068-FOF-TP

BellSouth's Territory~ Buried Distributien Cable

Fotivity Base Coat Denalty Zone »10000
Per Foot
Inatal led Coat b Activity A Assigned Teleph-ne Weighted Amaunt
Adjusteent

Plow 21,06 0% #9.00% B0
Roc.w Plow 1.06 o 59.00% /]
TL & 3.08 3 #9.00% 0%
Ba &8 1.
Rocky Tronzh 3.06 [+ &% .00% o
Backhos Tru h J.06 1% 96,006 i4
Hand Dig Toenot }.06 B 99.00% oy |
Bore Cable 23.50 10 ®5.00W% 426
Foah Pipe & Puil 16.96 { #%.00w a
Cabile
Cut & Hestoro 6.01 1 B9.00% 1.590
Aaphalt
Cut &L Fesiors a.%0 28 B9.00% 2.1%
Concroata

L 4.80 3 8500 i

100% 3746
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES

PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP

BellSouth’s “erritory- Soft Rock Feeder Conduit

Aoctivity Bane Cost Densivy Rone 0-5

Fer Fool

Inatalled Coat W Activiry % Aaslgned Telaphone Walghted Anount

Adjustment
Trench & 57.47 5.00W8 59.00% $.37
Backfill
Rocky Trench T.47 29,00M ¥9.00% 2.1%
Backhos Trench T7.47 52.00% #9.00% 1.8%
Hand Dig Trench 7.47 5,004 49,008 37
Boring 53.54 5.00% 99.00% Z2.67
Cut & Restore 10.87 1.00% H%.00% 11
Aaphalt
Cut & Restorw J. 14 1.00% 55.000 13
Concrete
Cut & Restore .20 2.00% 8. 00% l&
Sowd
100% £3 .80

BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock Feeder Conduit
Activity Bass Cost Denrity Zone &-100

Per Foot

Installed Coat V Aceivity A Assigned Talsphone Nelghted Asount

Adjusatment
Tranch & £7.47 5.008 04,008 5.1
Backfill
Rocky Trench 7.47 A7.00N 59.00% 2.4
Backhoe Trench T.47 45,00 49.00% 3.1
Hand Dig Trench T.47 4.00% 9. 008 I
By ing 23,94 3. 00W 9. 00% L.&C
Cut & Restore 10.97 2.00% 9% .00 7
Asphalt
Cut & Reatore 13.14 2.00% 5%.00% 26
Concretn
Cut & Restors 8.28 Gon 85%.00% +1E
Soa
100% 8.9
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth's Territory- Soft Rock Feeder Conduit

Activity Base Coat Denaity Tone 101-200

Fer Foot

Installed Coat ¥V Activity % Assigned Telephone | Wolghted Amount

Adjuatment
Tranch & 57.47 5. 008 S9.00% 2.37
Packfill
Rocky Trench 7.47 35.00% 99,004 2.59
Backhoe Trench 7.47 38.00% 29,008 .81
Hand Dig Trench 7.47 4,008 99,008 . i}
Baring 53.54 Y. 00N %5.00n8 1.60
Cut & Resatore 10.97 5.00% 99.00% 54
Asphalt
Cut & RFestore 13.14 4.00% 99.00% .32
Cancrets
Cut & Rostore B.28 6.00% 55%.00% A%
Sod
100% $9.22

BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock Feeder Conduit

Aotivity Baaas Coat Density Zone 201-6350

Fer Foot

Inatalled Cost b Actlivity A Assigned Telephone NHalghted A=ount

Adjustment
Tranch & ST. 47 1%.00% 29,008 81.11
Backfill
Backy Trench 7.47 33,004 99,008 2,44
Backhoe Trench 7.47 20.00W 45.00W .48
Hand Dig Trench T.47 1.00% 29, 00% -
Boring 53,594 4,008 59,008 2.14
Cut & Posatoze 10.97 8.00% 29.00% 87
Arphalt
Cut & Restore 13.14 7.00% ¥5.008 .51
Concrete
Cut & RAoatore 8.28 10.008 ¥9.00% .82
Sod
100% =20, 99
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP

BellSouth's Territory- Scft Rock Feeder Conduit

Aotivity Basa Coat Denalty Zone B851-13%%

Per Foot

Installed Cost Y Actiwvity A Aanigned Telsphone Weighted A=Zunt

Adjustmant
Trench & 7.47 9.000 95,000 $.65
Backfill
Rocky Trench 7.47 26,008 %.00% 2.07
Backhoe Trench 1.47 20,008 %.00% 1.48
Hand Dig Trench 7.47 6.00N 59%.00% .44
Baring 53, 2.00% Oy, 00N 1.07
Cut & Fesatore 10.97 131.00% 9%.00% 1.41
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 13.14 12.00% 95, 00% .56
Concrete
Cut & Rentore .28 10.00% 9. 00% B2
Sod
1004 $9.52

BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock Feeder Conduit

Aotivwliey Bases Coat Density Zone I55%1-10000

Per Foob

Inatalled Coat % Activity \ Assligned Telephone | Weighted Amount

Adjustment
Trench & §7.47 2.00% 95.00% 51%
Backfill
Rocky Trench 7.47 5.00% 95.004% X7
Backhoa Trench 7.47 18.00% 99.00% S
Hand Dig Trench T.47 .00 5% .00% 5%
Boring 53,94 15.00% 9%.00% B.01
Cut & RMestore 10.97 25,008 L1 ¥ PO B
Aaphalt
Cut & Rastors 13.14 27,008 5% .00% .60
Cohciala
Cut £ Restore 8.28 7.00% G9%.00% 57
Sod
1004 slbi. 34
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AFPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’'s Territory- Soft Rock Feeder Conduit

Activity Base Coat Density Ione >10000

Per Foot

Installed Coat Vv Activicy % Asaigned Telephone Welghted Asocunt

Adjustmant
Trench & §7.47 [+1} 55.C00% 50
Backfill
Rocky Trench T7.47 . 008 G%.00% A4
Backhoe Trench T.47 12.00% 95, 00N AY
Hand Dig Trench 7.47 8.00% %3.000 « 5%
Boring 53.9 10.00% 9% 00W LT |
Cut & Restore 10.%7 33.00% 59%.00% 3. 58
Asphalt
Cut & Restore i3.14 28.00N §%.00% .64
Concrete
Cut & Reatore 8.26 3,006 95.008 « 25
Sod
a0 $14.74

BellSouth’s Territory~ Soft Rock Distribution Conduit

Activity Base Cost Pensity Zone 0=%

Per Foot

Installed Coat ¥ Retivity % Assigned Telsphona Welghted Amcount

Adjustment
Trench & ST.47 B, 00N WE.00W 5.59
Backfill
Rocky Trench 7.47 46.00% G% .00 3. 40
Backhoe Trench T.47 32.00% ERL I
Hand Dig Trench T.47 S.000 §%.008 .
Bacing 3.9 5. 004 5%, 008 .67
Cut & Restore 10,87 1.00% 00N =11
Raphalt
Cut & Restote 13.14 1.00% 5%.00% i s |
Caoncrate
Cu! & Restore B.28 2.00% W9.00% 16
Sod
1008 29.80




ORDER

NO.
DOCKET NO.

PAGE 277

PSC-39~0068-FCF-TP
980636-TP

AFPPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock Distribution Conduit

Activity Base Cost Density Lone G6-100

Per Foot

installed Coast b Activity W Asaigned Telephone Woighted Amount

Adjustmant
Trunch & £7.47 B,.00N 59,008 5.59
Backflll
Rocky Trench T.47 51,008 99.00W 3.77
Backhoe Trench 7.47 27.00W 9%.008 .00
Hand Dig Trench 7.47 5.00% 959,008 .37
Bacing 51.54 3.00% §55.00% 1.60
Cut & Restore 10.97 2.001 59.00% dd
Asphalt
Cut & Festorw 13.14 2.00% 55.00% i
Concreta
Cat & foatore B.28 4. 00% %%.004 « 1
Sed
1008 0. 97

BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock Distribution Conduit

Activity Base Cost Denaity Zone 101-200

PFer Fool

Inatalled Coat b Activity A Aaslgned Talephona Weighted Amcunt

Adjustment
Trench & £7.47 B.O0W 5%.008 £.5%9
Backfill
Focky Trench T.47 w8, 00% 99.008 V. 5%
Backhoes Trench 7.47 21.00% S9.008 5%
Hand Dig Trench 7.47 5, 0o 59.00% 1
Baring 53.94 3.00n 49 _ 00w + &1
Cut & FRestore 10.97 5.00% Gh. 00N o4
Asphalt
Cut & Amstore 13.14 4.00N (R lr] 5
Concrate
Cut & Festore 8.28 6.00% 9.00W LE
Sod
100% 9. 22
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-CRDERED INFUT VALUES

BellSouth’'s Territory- Soft Rock Distribution Conduit

Activivy Baas Cost Danalty Zorm J01-650

Per Foot

installed Cont § Actlvity ¥ Asalgned Telephone Weighted Asount

Adjustment
Trench & §7.47 1%.00% 95, 00w $1.11
Backiill
Rocky Trench 7.47 32.00% 9% .00% 2.37
Rackhoe Trench 7.47 21.00% 9%.00% 1.5%
Hand Dig Trench 7.47 J.00n 5%.00% i
Borling 53.94 4.008 Ya, 00 2,14
Cut & Restorwe 10.9%7 B.OOW HY. 00N BT
haphalt
Cut & Restore 13.14 T.00% 5%.00% %]
Concrete
Cut & Aestore 8.28 10,.00% Q% 00w o,
S
el 59.9%
BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock Distribution Conduit

Aotivity Base Coat Dannsity Zone &31-25%0

Fer Foot

Inatalled Cost ¥ AcLivity b Aasigned Telephone Walghted Asount

Adjuatmant

Trench & 57.47 A. 00N 9%, 00% #.0%
Backfill
Rocky Trench 7.47 0. 00w $9.00% Z2.21
Backhos Trench T7.4% §.00% 5%.00% &7
Hand Dlig Trench T.47 6. O0Y W00 2]
Boring 53.94 4.00% 99.00%
Cut & Restore 10.97 13.00% W9, 008 1.41
Raphalt
Cut & Heatoros 13.14 12.00% 9%.50W T
Concreta
Cut & Restore 2.28 20.00% 59.00% 1.64

Sod

100%
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock Distribution Conduit

Activity Baxe Coalk Donaity Zone 2%5%1-10000

Per Foot

Inatalled Coat V Activity % Asaigned Telephone Weighted Ascunt

Adjustment
Trench & $7.47 2,008 G5 (08 5.1%
Backiill
Rocky Trench 7.47 5.00% 9% . 00N .37
Backhew Trench 7.47 17.00% 5%, 00N 1.26
Hand Dig Trench 7.47 B, 008 SN oo .59
Boring 51.94 15.00% 4%.00% #.01
Cut & Restore 10.97 25.00w 99,008 +.71
Aaphalt
Cut & Reatore 1).14 20,00% Y, 00 2.60
Concrete
Cut & Restore g,28 .00 2%.00% 6
Soxd
Lo0% 516,05
BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock Distribution Conduit

Actlvity Base Cost Denalty Zomne*l0000

Fer Foot

Inatal led Cont \ Activity b Aanigned Telephone Woighted Amcunt

Adjustment
Trench i £7.47 ow G%. 008 5.0
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.47 &.00% $5.008 44
Backhoe Trench 7.47 12.00% 55,008 N1
Hand Dig Trench T.47 8.006 G% . 00w .1
Boring 53,94 10.00% 95,004 5.0
Cut & HRestore 10.97 33.00W 5. 00w 1
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 13.14 <68, 00y LT }.Ed
Concrete
Cut & Restore B.28 3.00% S%.00%
T
100% Sl4.04
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AFPPENDIX A -~ COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory~- Soft Rock Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Base Coat Denalty Zone 0-%
Per Foot
Installed Coat bV Activity % Aasigned Teolaphune Welghted Amount
Adjustsant

Plow £1.086 44.00% 559 00k §1.13
Rocky Plow .06 T 949 Do 1.03
Trench & 3.06 5 59.00% 15
Backfill
khocky Trench 3.06 5 49,008 S
fackhon Trench 1.08 2 55,008 06
Hand blg Trench 3.0& 3 9. 00% 0%
Bore Cable 21.5%0 1 5%, 008 23
Push Plpe & Full Z26.96 2 995.00W 53
Cabla
Cut & Restore .01 1 99,008 .o 06
Aaphalt
Cut & Rastore B.%0 1 69,008 0%
Concrete
Cut L Restore {.80 2 80,008 .10
Sod

100% 81.813
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Base Cost Density Zone 6-100
Per Foot
Installed Cost Vo Activity % Asnigned Telephone | Welighted Asount
Adjustmmnt

Plow $3.06 1%.00% 65%.008 51.08
Rocky Pleow 3.06 Fo ) §%.00% L
Trench & .06 10 5% .00% 1
Backfill
Rocky Trench J.06 5 99.00% 1%
Backhos Trench .06 12 949.00% LT
Hand Dig Trench 1.06 3 945 _00% O
Bore Cable 21.50 1 q9.00% 21
Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 o wa8,.00% o
Cable
Cut & Reatore 6.0l 2 W9 .00 12
Aaphalt
Cut & Reatore B.9%0 4 99.00% .18
Concerete
Cut & Reatore 4.80 F | 949,006 10
Sod

1008 £3. 44
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Base Coat Donalty Zone 101-200
FPer Foot
Installed Coat i Activity A Asaigned Telephone Meighted Amount
Adjustment

Plow $1.06 20,008 53,008 5.61
Rocky Plaw i.06 o 59,008 .91
Trench & 1.086 10 59.00% i
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.06 B 5%, 006 24
Backhos Trench 1,06 10 55,008 .10
Hand Dig Tranch 3.06 . %9%.00% «15
Bore Cable £).50 1 95,008 .27
Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 1 9%.00% &
Cable
Cut & Restore 6.01 3 959.00% an
Aaphalt
Cut & Reatore 8.5%0 4 95,00% 15
Conorels
Cut & Heatore 4.80 & 85,008 29
Sod

1004 3$3.95
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock Burled Feeder Cable
Activicy Base Coat Denaity Zooe 201-650
Fer Foolt
Inatalled Cost b ARctivity % Assigned Telephanas Welghted Amcount
Adjustment
Flow $3.06 5.00% 99,008 5.15
Rocky Plow 3.06 11 9%.00% A%
Trench & 3.06 L) 99,008 4.1
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.06 25 99.00% . TE
Backhoe Trench 1.06 15 99.00% A
' Hand Dig Trench 1.06 3 99,004 .08
Bore Cable 21.50 4 9%.00% .k
Push Fipe & Pula 26,596 1 99.00% 1.33
Cabile
Cut & Restore &.01 ] 99.00% .48
haphalt
Cut & Mestore 8.50 ? 9%, 00N N ¥
Concrete
|
= Cut & Restore 4,60 1@ 9,008 AR
| SM
100% 5%, 813
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

980696-TP

BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Bane Cont Denaity Zone G51-255%0

Per Foot

Inotalled Coat Y Activity i Assigned Telephopne | Welghted Amcunt

Adjustesnt

Flow $3.06 i.00% B9 00w $.04
Rocky Plow 3.06 i | 9,000 0%
Trench i l.oe 1% 5%.00% A%
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.0k 25 4% . 00N .16
Backhos Trench ).0& [ 5%.00% i8
Hand DLy Trench .06 6 %.00% 18
Bore Cable 23.50 F % . 00N 47
Puah Pips & Pull 26,96 5 45,00 1.33
Cable
Cut & Reatore &.01 11 0. 00 11
hAaphalc
Cut & Rastore .90 12 G0, 008 L.0&
Cancrete
Cut & Reatore 4.80 1§+ 99, 00y L]

Sod

100%

“
i
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES

BellSouth's Territory-

Soft Rock Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Base Coat Donsity Zone 2551-10000
Fer Foot
Installed Coat b Activity i Assigned Wa ighted Amount
Adjustment Talephone

Flow §3.06 o 99.00% 10
Pocky Plow J.06 a 99.00% 0
Trench & 3.06 P &%, 008 06
Backfil.
Rocky Truach .06 5 95,008 oy .
Backhoe Trench .06 18 H%.008 59
Hand Dig Trench 3.06 i 9%.00% i
Bare Cable 23.50 1% §5.00% Y. 40
Push Pipe & Pull 26,56 0 55,008 o
Cable
Cut & Restore 6.01 25 %008 1.49
Aaphalt
Cut & Heatoro B.%0 20 5%.00% 1.7¢
Conurets
Cut & Fmatore 4.60 G%. 008 33
Sod

100% $8.07
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BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock Burled Feeder Cable

Activ.ty Base Cost Density IZone>]0000
Per Foot
Installed Coat b Acelivity  Assigned Weighted Amount
Adjustment Telephone

Plow $1.06 o] ] 5. 00w 30
Rocky Plow 1.06 1] 95.00% 0
Trench & 3.05 0 £5.00% o
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.06 b 95.00% .18
Backhos Trench 1.06 12 05.00% 6
Hand Dig Trench .06 # G900 24
Bore Cak’e 21,50 10 5. 00 2.3]
Push Pipe & Pull 26,96 o $9.00% 0
Cable
Cut & Reatoce §.01 13 99.00% 1.9€
Asphalt
Cut & Restore B.5%0 8 99.00% .47
Concrete
Cut & Restare 4.80 3 G008 A
Sod

j1abw 57,69
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APPEWNDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Basa Coat Denaity Zone 0-3
ez Foot
Inatalled Cost A Aceivicy \ Asslgned Weighted Amount
Adjustmant Telephoune

Plow £3.04 47.00W §5%.00% 81.3¢
Rocky Plow 1.06 29 99, 00% L85
Tranch & 3.06 5 59,00 15
Backfill
Rocky Trench .06 4 9,008 .12
Backhos Trench J.06 F 45.00% .06
Hand Dig Trench .06 3 §9.00% L9
Bore Cable 21.50 1 #9.000% 23
Push Pipe & Full 26,96 5 99,008 1.2%
Cable
Cut & Reatore 6.01 1 99.00% 1
haphalt
Cut & Reatore 0.%0 1 9% .00% JG9
Concrele
Cut & Hestooe 4.80 2 959.00% oL
Sod

100w 5440
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP
980696~-TF

BellSouth's Territory - Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Bane Coat Density Zone 6-100
Fer Foot
Inatalled Coat % Activity v Aasigred Welghted Ascunt
Adjustment Te lephone

Plow 51.06 46, 00N 9%, 00% £1.35%
Racky Plow 1.06 8 59.00% 8l
Tronch & l.o0L 10 59,008 .29
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.06 4 5%, 00% 12
Backhoa Trcench 1.06 2 4%.00% 06
Hand Dlg Trench 3.08 k| 5%.00% .09
Bore Cable 23.50 1 99.00% -23
Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 0 9%, 00% 0
Cable
Cut & Restore 6.01 F S, 00" 12
Asphalt
Cut & Bestore 8.50 2 GG, 00N 17
Concrote
Cut & Meatoce .80 2 G%. 008 0%
Sad

100% 63. M
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP

BellSouth's Territory- Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable

ARctivity Base Coat Densicy Zone 101-200

Per Foot e

inatalled Coat ¥ Activity ¥V Asalgned Melghtod Amount

Adjustmant Telephdne
Plow 93.06 29.00% 99 008 5.85%
Hocky FPlow l.0f e 14] 59.00W8 JHE
Trench & .06 12 59.00% - 3%
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.06 L} 99.00% 24
Backhos Trench 1.06 2 449 _ 00N .08
Hand Dig Trench .06 2 99.008 il
Bore Cablae 231.50 1 5%.00% 23
Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 1 G5.0C% ] 3
Cable
Cut & Reatore 6.01 5 90, 00% 29
Raphalt
Cut & Resxtore 8.90 4 95.00% T}
Concrete
Cut & Hentore 1.80 & G4, 008 ol
Sodd
100w $3.83

e ...-.-“-_“
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDEREL INPUT VALUES

PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP

BellSouth's Territory- Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Rotivity Base Coat Dansity Tone 201-6%0
Per Foot
Inatalled Cont ¥ Actlivity V Asalgnoed Waolghted Amoun®
Adjustsent Telephone

Plow $3.086 Y. 00N %5%.008 5.0%
Rocky FPlow J.0€ 12 99.00% -3
Trench & 3.06 5 %9.00% 1%
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.06 FE %5.008 79
Backhoa Trench .06 1& 5.008 AT
Hand Dig Trench 3.06 i 9%.00% 09
Bore Cable 23.50 i 95%.00% 80
Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 5 9900 1.29
Cable
Cut & Restore 6.01 i} 95,00% LA
Asphalt
Cut & Restore B.5%0 1 99,004 + &0
Concreta
Cut & Festore 4.080 10 99,008 AL
Sod

100w L Y
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980696-TP

BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Basa Coat Density Ione €5%1-2%30
Fer Foot
Installed Coat b Activity A\ Asaigned Welghted A=ocunt
Ajustment Talaphone

Flow §).06 Z.00% 9.00W $.06
Rocky Plow J.08 2 99.00W ne
Trench & J.086 5 549 006 15
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.08 % 5%.00W T4
Backhoe Trench .06 B 95000 24
Hand Dig Trench 1.08& [ 9%.000 18
Bore Cable 231.50 2 §5.00W 15
Push Pipe & Pull 26.5%6 5 5. 000 1.29
Cablw
Cut & Restore 6.01 13 39,004 13
Aaphalt
Cut & Reatore 8.%0 12 5%. 004 1.03
Concrete
Cut & Reatore 4.80 20 #5.00W . 92
Sod

1Lo0% 2%, 8%
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Base Coat Dbenaity Lone 2%%1-10000
Far Foot
Inatalled Coat V Activity v Assigned Weighted Amount
Adjustment Telephons

Plow 33.06 oy $3.00% 30
Focky Plow }.06 0 $9.000 o
Trench & 3.086 F 95.00N G
Backfill
Rocky Trench J.08 5 99.00% 18
Backhos Trench 1.08 17 9. 00% w
Hand Dig Trench J.06 8 99.00% 34
Bare Cable 23.5%0 15 99.00% 118
Fush Pipe & Pull 26.96 o 9. 008 o
Cable
Cut & Restore 6.01 2% 55,008 1.41
Asphale
Cut & Reatore 8.%0 40 95.00% 1.71
Concrete
Cut & Restcre 4.80 ] 9.00% 37
God

100% 87.84
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP
980696-TP

Bell.outh's Territory- Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Base Cost Density Zone >10000
For Foot
installed Coat b Activity \ Rasigned Welghted Amount
Adjustment Telephone

Flow 53.086 '] ] #5.00% 50
Rocky Plow .06 o 99.00% o
Trench & .06 0 89.004 0
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.06 L] 99.00W .18
Backhoe Trench J.086 12 #5%.00W + 35
Hand Oig Trench J.08 B 99.00% .2l
Bore Cable 23,50 10 99.000 226
Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 0 99.00% 0
Cable
Cut & Restore 6.01 13 35.00% 1.90
Asphalt
Cut & Resstore 8.5%0 <8 95.00% 2,35
Conccete
Cut & Heatore 4.060 3 99.00% .14
Sod

L100% $7.46
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Feeder Conduit

Activity Base Cost Dansity Zona 0-5%

Fer Foot

Installed Coat ¥ Activity V\ Asaigned Welighted Amcount

Adjustment Talephone
Trench & $60.98 0.00W 95.00% 50
Backfill
Rocky Trench 60.98 55,008 99.00% 31.21
dackhoe Trench &0.98 34.00% 9%. 00N 20.5%3
Hand Dig Trench 60 .98 5.00% 9% .00W 1.02
Boring 53.M 2.00% 55 . 00V 1.07
Zu* & Restore 6448 1.00% 99.00% .64
As:alt
o
Ci.. - fmacore 66,65 1.008 99.00w 1
Cuoncre*a
Cut & Festore 61.7% 2.00% #9.00% 1.22
Hod
1008 $E0.34

BellSouth’'s Territory- Hard Rock Feeder Condult
Activity l Base Cost Danaity Lone &-100

Par Foot

! Tnstalled Cost b Activivy A Asaigned Wel ted Amount
Adjust=ant Telephone
Trench & 460.98 0.0G0% 2% . 00N 50
Backfill
Focky Toench 60.58 5%. 000 99.00% 33,21
Backhcw penct 60,598 3. 00N 9%, 00% 15.32
iland olg Trench 60.98 4.00% ¥9.00% 2.41
Boring £3.94 3. 006 49.00% 1.€0
Cut & Reatore 64.48 2.00% %9. 00N 1.28
Aaphalt
Cut & Reatore 66. 65 2.00% $9. 00N 1.32
Concrete
Cut & Reatore &1.7% Z2.00N 99.00N 1,22
Soa
100W $60.)6
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PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP

APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Feeder Conduit

Activity Baas Cost Density Zone 101-200
fer Foot
Installed Cost YV Activaty V Assigned Weighted Amount
Ajustment Talephone
Trench & §60.98 0.00% 59.00% 20
Backfill
Rocky Trench 60.96 53.00% 95.00W 32.00
Backhos Trench 60.58 25%. 00N 99,008 1%.09
Hand Dig Trench €0.98 4.00% 5%.00% 2.41
Boring 53.0 3,008 95.00% 1.60
Cut & Rastore &4.48 5.00W 95.00% 3. 1%
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 6E. 65 4.00% 95.00% .64
Concrete
Cut & Restore 61.79 6.00% 95%.00W% }.67
Sod
100% s60.61
BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Feeder Conduit
Accivity Basas Cost Density Zone 201-650
Per Foot
Inatalled Cost f Actliwiety | & Asaigned Telephone Weighted Amount
Acjustmant
Trench & $60.90 0.00% 99.00% 50
Backfill
Rocky Trench 60,98 50.00% §9.00% 30.19
Backhoe Trench 60.98 18.00% 99.00% 10.87
Hand Dig Trench €0.98 3. 00% 99,008 1.81
Boring 3.9 4.00% 99.00% 2.1
Cut & Reatcce €4.48 B.00N% &9.00% .11
Aaphalt
Cut & Reatore 66,65 7.00% 99.00% 4.62
Concrete
Cut & Restore 61.7% 10.00% 99, 00W 6.12
Sod
100% $60 .84
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth's Territory- Hard Rock Feeder Conduit

Aotivity Base Cost Dansity Zones 631-2330

Per Foot

Inatalled Coat & Activicy | % Aasigned Telephone Welghted A=ount

Adjuatment
Trench & $60.98 0.00N 99. 000 50
Backfill
Rocky Trench 60.98 45, 00N 99. 000 27.17
Backhoe Trench 60,58 12.00W 89,004 T.42
Hand Dig Trench 60.38 &.00u 9. 000 3. 62
Boring 53,94 2.00W %5.00% 1.07
Cut & Restore 64,48 13.00% 7%.00M 5.30
Asphalt
Cut & Restores 66.65 12.00% 9.000 7.92
Concrete
Cut & Pestore £1.7% 10.00% 95.000 6.12
Sod
100% SE1.44

BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Feeder Conduit
Activ.iy Base Coat Conaity Zonea 2531-10000

Fear Foot

Installed Coat b Activicy |V Assigned Telephone Walghted Amount

Adjustmant
Trench & $60.98 0.00% 55%.00% 80
Backfill
Rocky Tranch 60,98 15.00% §8. 004 %.60
Backhoe Trench 60.58 10.00% 5%. 000 6.04
Hand Dlg Trench 60.98 8.00% §9. 004 4.8)
Boring 5.9 15.00% 9. 000 B8.01
Cut & Reatorce 64.48 25.008 G600 15.96
Asphalt
Cut & Restorce €6.65 20.00% 5%. 00N 13,20
Concrete
Cut & Festore 6l.79 7.00% 5%.00% 4.28
Sod
1004 $41.27
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BellSouth’'s Territory- Hard Rock Feeder Conduit

Activity Base Cost Denaity Ione >10000

Per Foot

Installed Coat % Activity | % Assigned Telephone Weighted Amount

Adjustment
Trench & $60.38 0.00w #9.00% 50
Backfill
Rocky Trench £D.98 10.00% 35.000 6.04
Backhoe Trench 60 .98 8.00% 99.00% 4.83
Hand Dig Trench 60. 98 8.00% 59,004 4.81
Bacing 53. 584 10.00W 9%.00% 5.4
Cut & Restore 64 .48 31.00% 55,000 21.07
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 6665 28.00% 59. 200 18.48
Concrete
Cut & Restore 61.79 }.00N 5%, 00N 1.84
Sod
1008 §62 .41
BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Distribution Conduit

ACTivity Base Coat Denaity Zone 0-3

Per Foot

Inatalled Coat % Activity | ¥ Assigned Telephone Weighted Amcunt

Adjustment
Trench & S60.98 0.00% 53, 00W 50
Backflll
Rocky Trench &0, 98 %0.00W 95.00W 3o.1%
Backhos Trench &0.98 35.00W 99.00% 21.55%
Mand Dlg Trench 60.58 5.00% 5%.00% }. 02
Boring 53.94 Z.00% 99.00W 1.07%
Cut & Restora 64 .48 1.00% 35.00% « 6
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 66, ES 1.00% 58.00% 1
Concrate
Cut & Restore €1.7% 2.00% 9%, 008 1.22
Sod
100% BEC. 24
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Distribution Conduit

Acmivity Bane Cost Canaicy Ione &-100

Per Foolt

Inavalled Coat | V Asslgned Telephone Maighted Amount

Adjustmant Actiwvity
Trench & 560.90 0.00% 9%.00% 30
Backfill
Rocky Trench €0.98 £0.004 99.00% 10.19
Backhoe Trench €0.30 37.00% 99.00% 22.34
Hand Dig Trench &0.%8 S5.00% 9%.00% .02
Boring 53.94 2.00% 9%.00% 1.07
Cut & Restore Gd .40 2.00% 99.00% 1.28
Asphalt
Cut & Reatore 6665 2.00% %9.00% 1.32
Concrete
Cut & Restore 61.79 2.00% §5.00% 1.22
Sod
100% $60.41
BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Distribution Conduit

Activity Basa Coat Densicy Zone 101-200

Per Foot

Inatalled Coat ] \ Aspigned Telephone Waighted Amount

Adjustmant Activity
Trench & $60.98 0.00% 99.00% $0
Backfill
Rocky Trench &0.98 47.00% 9%.00% 268,38
Backhoe Trench &0.98 J1.00% §3.00% 18.72
Hand Dig Trench £0.90 %.00% 59,000 .02
Baring 53.94 Z2.00% 3%, 00N 1.07
Cut & Restore E4.48 5.00% 5%.00% .19
ARaphalt
Cut & Restors 66.65 4.00% 99,008 .64
Concrata
Cut & Rastore EL.7% &.008 9% .00% 3.87
Sod
1008 Bé0. 60
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PSC-99-0068-F0F-TF
980696-TP

BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Distribution Ceonduit

Activicy Base Cost Cansity Zone 101-650
Fer Foot
Installed Cost b Actiwity |V Rassigned Telephone Welghted Amount
Adjustmant
Trench & §60.98 0.00% 4%, 00% 30
Backfiil
Rocky Trench 60.98 %0 . 00N 99, 00N 10.19
Backhoe Trench €D, 98 18.00% 99, 00N 10.87
Hand Dig Trench 60.98 i.00n %.00% 1.61
Boring 3. 4.00% 5. 000 2.14
Cut & Restore 64.18 68.00% 5%.00% -1 B
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 66,63 7.00% 9%.00% 4.62
Concrete
Cut & Destore £€1.79 10. 00w 39,00 6.12
Sod
.
100w Se0. B0
BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Distribution Conduit
Activity Base Coast Density Zcnes 651-2%50
Fer Foot
Inatalled Coat A Activity | b Assigned Telephone Meighted Amcunt
Adjuarmant
Trench & $60.98 4.00% %.00% $3.02
Backfill
Recky Trench €0, 98 32,008 9%, 008 19.32
Backhoe Trench 60,98 10.00% 4%.00% E.04
Hand DOig Trench €0.58 6.00W G5, 00N 3. 62
Boring 53.84 4.00% F9.00% 1.07%
Cut & Restore 6d.48 13.00% &5.00% B.3D
Asphalt
Cut & Reatore 66.8% 12.00n 95. 00N 1.%2
Concrete
Cut & Hestose €1.7% 20.00% §%.00% 12.2)
Bod
100% 861.%2
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Distribution Conduit

hotivicy Base Coat Density Zones J551-10000

Pear Foot

Installed Cost V Activity | V Assigrned Telephons Weighted Amcunt

Ajustment
Trench & 60,98 0. 00 9%.00% 10
Backfill
Rocky Trench 60.98 14.0E0 59 00N B.4%
Backhoe Trench 60.9%8 10.00% $%.00% €.04
Hand Dig Trench €0.98 B,00% 99.00% 4.81
Boring 53. 94 15.00% §5.004 6.0}
Cut & Restore €4.48 2%, 008 99,008 15.96
Asphalt
Cut & Festore 66,65 20,00% 9%. 00N 13.20
Concrete
Cut ¢ Reatore &1.7% 8.00% 9%.00% 4.89
Sod
100% §6l.J28
BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Distribution Conduit

Activity Base Coat Density Zona >10000

Fer Focot

Installed Coat L] \ Assigned Telsphona Welghted Amount

Adjuatmant Activity
Tranch & S60.08 0.00% 4%, 00N 50
Backfill
Rocky Trench 60.98 10.00% 9% . 00N &.04
Backhoe Trench 60.98 B.00% 5%, 00N 4.83
Hand Dig Trench €0. 98 g.00% 99.00% 4,83
Barling $3.94 10.00W 59,004 .04
Cut & Reatore 64,48 33.00W 0. 00% 21.07
Asphalt
Cut & FRestore £6.6% 28.00% #9.00% 18,48
Concrete
Cut & Restore 61.7% Y. 008 9. 00N 1.84
Sod
100W $62.41




[ ——

ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 980696-TF
BAGE 301
APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable
Actliwity Base Coat Denaity Zone 0=3
Par Foot
Installed Coat L ] ¥ Assigned Telephone Welghted Amount
Adjustsent Rotivity

Plow $3.06 0.00% 59.00% $C
Rocky Plow 3,06 55.00W 55.00% 1.67
Trench & 3.06 5.00N8 59.00% <15
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.06 29.000 95004 ag
Backhow Trench .06 {008 9%, 00N 12
Hand Dig Trench 3.06 1.00% B5.00% .0}
Bore Cable 23.50 1.00% 99.00% -2
Push Plpe & Pull 26.96 1.00% §5%.00W .27
Cable
Cut & Reatore 6.01 1.00% 99,004 L0
Raphalt
Cut & Reatore 8.%0 1.00% 93.00% 03
Concrete
Cut & Rescore 4.80 2.00N 95%.00% 08
Sod

100% +3.58
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable

AcTiviLy Base Cost Density Zone &-100
Fer Footr
Inatalled Cost % Activity |V Assigned Telephone | Welighted Amount
Adjustmant

Flow $3.06 o.00W %008 5h
Rocky Plow }.06 48000 95.00% 1.4
Teanch & 3,06 10.00% 55,004 . 30
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.08 31.00W 95.00W% il
Backhos Trench 3.06 .00 99.00% 11
Hand Dig Trench 3.06 1.00% 93.00W .03
Bore Cable 23.50 1.,00W §9.000 .23
Push Pipe & Pull 26,96 1.00% 95,008 .27
Cable
Cut L Restore €£.01 Z2.00% 95.000 .12
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 8.%0 2.00% %.00% 17
Concrets
Cut & Reatore 4.80 2.00% 89 00% .08
Sod

1008 §1.67
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Base Cost Denaicy Zone 101-200
Pe:z Foot
Inatalled Cost b Activity V Assigned Telephone Moighted Amount
Adjustment

Flow $1.06 0. 00N 9%.00W 30
Rocky Plow 3.06 45.00% 53.00% 1.36
Trench & 1,06 .00 59,00 0%
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.06 28.004 %9.00% .85
Backhoe Troench 3.06 2.00M 95.00M .06
Hand Dig Trench 3.06 5.00% 95,000 1%
Bore Cable 21.5%0 1.00% %5.00% 23
Push Pipe & Pull 16,96 1.00% 9%.00w AT
Cable
Cut & Restors 6.01 %. 000 59.00% A2
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 8.5%0 4,006 959.00% 1%
Cancrete
Cut & Rmsstore 4.B0 6.20% 99.00% 23
Sod

1oaw $1.62
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Base Cost Cansity Zone 201-650

Per Foot

Installed Cost V¥ Activity |V Assigned Telephone Woighted Amount

Adjustmant

Plow $3.06 0.00% 53, 00N 3c
Rocky Flow 3.086 13.00M 59.00% - 39
Tranch & 3.06 0.00% 99.00% o
BackEfLll
Rocky Trench 3.086 40.00W %9.00M L.21
Backhos Trench 3.06 i 10.00% 99.00W .30
Hand Dig Trench 1.0 i.00m 99.00% .09
Bore Cable 23.50 4.00% 9%.00% .53
Push Plpe & Pull 26.96 %.000 99.00% 1.13
Cable
Cut & Rastore £.01 8.00% G9.00% .52
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 8.50 7.008 59.00% 6L
Concrete
Cut & Rasatore 4.80 10.00% 39000 .38

Sl

100%

$3.

17
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable

Aceivity Base Coat Density Iones 6351-25530
Per Foot
Installed Coat N Activity b Assigned Telephons Waighted Amount
Adjustment

Flow §31.06 0.00% 59008 &0
Rocky Flow .08 3.00% 5%.00% .09
Trench & .06 0.00% G9.00w% 0
Backfilil
Rocky Trench 3.06 35.00% §9.00% 1.06
Backhos Trench 3.06 14.00% F%9.00W N
Hand Dig Trench 1.06 €.00% 99.00% 1
Bore Cable 23.50 2.00% 99.00W AT
Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 &.00N 95.00% 1.3
Cable
Cut & Resatorw 6.01 11.00% 99, 00N N
Asphalt
Cut & Restore B.50 12.00% 9%, 00w 1.04
Coancrete
Cut & Restore 4.80 10.00% #5%.00% ] ]
Sod

100W 15.82
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Reock Buried Feeder Cable

Actlivity Bass Coat Jensity Zones 235351-10000
Per Foolt
Inatalled Cost ¥ Activity | § Assigned Telephons Waighted Amcunt
Adjustment
Plow $3,.08 0.00% 59.00% 50
Rocky Plow 1.06 O.008 99,008
Trench & J.06 0. 00% 99.00%
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.06 15.000% ¥3.008
Backhoe Trench 1.06 10.00% §5.00W
Hand Dig Trench 1.06 B.00% 95.00%
Bore Cable 21.5%0 15.000 99.008 3.
Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 0. 00N 93.00%
Cable
Cut & Reatore 6.01 2%.00% 9%.00W 1.
Asphalc
Cut & Restore 8.9%0 20.00% 95,008 .
Concreta
Cut & Restore 4.80 7.00W 25.00%

Sod

100%

18,
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Base Coat Denalty Zone >10000
Far Foot
Inatalled Coat bV Activity | b Aasigned Telephcne Weighted A=cunt
Adjustmant

Plow $3.08 G. 00N 99.00% 20
Rocky Plow 3.06 o, oo §5.00% a
Trench & 3.06 0,.00% #9.00% 0
BackIill
Rocky Trench 3.06 10.00% 9%.00% +20
Backhoe Trench 3.06 8.00N 95.00% .24
Hand Dig Trench .06 8.00% 35.00% 24
Bore Cable 23.50 10.00W 5%.00W .11
Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 0.00% 9%. 00N 0
Cable
Cut & Reators 6.01 33.00% 99. 008 414
Asphalt
Cut & Reators 8.90 28,008 95,008 242
Concrete
Cut & RAestore 4.80 3.00% 45,000 i
Sod

100% 37.79
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Bass Cost Denaity Zone O0=35
Par Foot
installed Coat N Activity | N Rasigned Telephons Weighted Amount
Adjustment

Plow $1.06 0.00% 5%.008 50
Rocky Plow j.08 48.00% 95.00w% 1.41
Trench & 3.06 5.00% 99,008 .15
Backfill
Rocky Trench .06 38.00% 29.00% 1.12
Backhoa Trench 1..6 2.00W 59.00% .06
Hand Dig Teench J.0& 1.00% §5.008 .01
Bore Cable 23.5%0 1.00W 6%, 00N 23
Push Pipe & Pull 26,96 1.00% §5.008 26
Cable
Cut & Restore §.01 1.00% 99.00% 06
Aaphalt
Cut & Reatore .90 1.00% 99 . 00w .on
Concrete
Cut & Restore 4.80 2.00% %.00% 07
Sod

100% §l.47
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-CRDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Distributicon Cable

ASTIVIEY Base Coat Density Zone 6-100
Far Foot
Installed Cost ¥ Activity % Assigned Telephona Weighted Amount
Adjustment
FPlow $1.06 0.00% 95.00W §0
Rocky Plow 1.06 47.00% 99.00% 1.3%
Trench & 3.06 10.00% 5%.00% od
Backfill
Raocky Trench 3.086 29.008 55.00% 8%
Backhoe Trench 3.06 5.00% 9,00y 1%
Hand Dig Trench .06 1.00% §9.00W .03
Bare Cable £3.50 1.00% §9.000 .23
Push Pipe & Pull | 26.9¢ 1.00W 55.00M il !
Cable
Cut & Restoce €.01 2.00% 995.00% +13
Aaphalt
Cut & Reatore B.%0 Z.00% 99%.000 17
Concrete
Cut & Reatore 4.80 2.00% 595.00% L7
Sod
100% $3.5%6
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Distribution Cable
Activity Jase Cost Denaity Zons 101-200
Fer Foot
Inatalled Coat NV Activity | ¥ Assigned Telephone | Welghted Amount
Adjuatment
Flow +1.06 0.00% 93.004% 20
Hocky Plow .08 40.000 59.00% 1.18
Trench & 3.08 T.00% 95.000 y21
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.0& J2.000 99, 00% .1
Backhoe Trench 3.0 2.00% 99.00% o8
Hand Dig Trench 3.086 2.00% 59.00% 06
Bore Cable c3.50 1.00% ¥9.00% 23
Push Pipe & Pull | 26.56 1.00% 59.00% 26
Cable
Cut & Restore 6.01 5.00% 99, 00% + 31
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore B. %0 4.00% 59.00% | |
Concreta
Cut & Reatore 4.80 é.00% 5%.00% 22
Sed
100% $3.80
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellScuth’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Distribution Cable
Activity Base Cost Denaity Zone 201-6350
Fer Foot
Installed Coat A Activity |V Assigned Telephnone | Weighted Amount
Adjustment
Flow $1.06 0. 00 59.00% $0
Focky Plow 3,06 13.00% 99.00W .38
Trench & .06 8. 00 99.00% -1
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3. 06 30.00% 95,008 .He
Backhoe Trench 3.06 12.00n 95.00% « 35
Hand Dig Trench .06 3. 00 95,008 .09
Bore Cable 21.30 4,000 95%.00N .90
Puah Pipe & Pull 26.96 5.00% 9%.00% 1.1%
Cable
Cut & Restore 6. 01 8.00% 9%.00% .50
Asphalt
Cut & Festare .50 7.00% 8%. 00N .59
Concrete
Cut & Restore 4.80 10.00% 5%.00n + 3T
Sod
100% 55.60
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APFPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Distribution Cable

T
Rotivity Base Cost Denaity Zones 8%1-2530
Per Foot
Installed Cost b Activity | b Assigned Telephonae Welghted Amcunt
Adjustmant

Plow 53.06 0.00% 99.00% 30
Focky Plow 1.086 3.00% 99.00% .09
Teench & }.06 0.00% 59.00% ]
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.06 27.00% 99.00% .19
Backhos Trench .08 12.00% $9.00% 35
Hard Dig Trench 3. 06 6.00% 59.00N 18
Bore Cable 231.5%0 2.000 59.00W A5
Push Pipe & Pull | 26.96 5.00% 99.00% 1.29
Cable
Cut & KReatore 6.01 13.00% 55,004 B2
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore B.50 12.000 5. 00% 1.01
Concretes
Cut & Faatore {.80 20.00% 99%.00% T
Sod

100% $5.72
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APFPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES

~all1South’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Distribution

Cable

Activity Base Coat Denaicy Zones 2351-10000
Pear Foot
Inatalled Coat N Activity | % Assigned Telephone Maighted Aacunt
Adjuscmant

Plow $3.08 0.00W 53.00% 50
Rocky Flow J.0& Q.00 95,008 'v]
Tronch & 1.08 0.00% §9%.00% a
Backfill
Focky Trench .06 14.00% 99.00% LAl
Backhos Trench 3.06 10.00% 43,008 9
Hand Dig Tren.h J.06 B8.00% 99,008 i
Bore Cable 21.%0 1%.00% 99.00% 1,38
Push Pipes & Pull 26, 96 0. 00% 5%.00N i
Cable
Cut & Restora 6.01 25%,00% 959,008 1.57
ARaphalt
Cut & Restore B8.90 20.00% 99.00% 1.6#
Concrate
Cut & Rasstore 4.80 B.00% S%.00% 30
Sod

1008 37.47
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Base Cost Density Ilone >10000
Per Foot
Inatalled Const b Activity N Asnigned Telephone | Welghtad Amount
Adjustment

Flow $3.06 0.00% 95.00% 50
Rocky Flow .06 0.00N 95, 004 0
Trench & 3.06 o0.00% 3%, 00% =]
Backfill
Rocky Trsnch .06 10.00% 99.00% s ]
Backhoa Trench 1.06 8.00% 59.000% 24
Hand Dig Trench .06 8.00% 59.00% e |
Bore Cable 23.5%0 1o.00% 99.00% 2.28
Push Pipe ¢ Full 26.96 Q.00 9%.00% 1]
Cable
Cut & Restore 6.01 33.00% 59,004 2.08
Asphalt
Cut & Restore B.90 28,008 99.00% 2.3%
Concrete
Cut & Peastore 4.80 J.00% 79.00% «11
Scd

1004 $7.5%6
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
GTE Territory-Normal Feeder Conduit
Actlivitry Base Coat Danaicy Lone 0-%
Par Foor
Installed Cost V Activity i Aasigned Telephone | Weighted Amcunt
Adjustment
Trench & 32.21 75.00% §7.18% 51.65
Backfill
Rocky Trench i.22 0.00% 87.1a% -
Backhoe Trench 2.7 17.00W% 97.186% 0.45%
Hand Dig Trench 4.%9 2.00% 97.18% 0.10
Boring 11.60 2.008 a7, 16N 0.23
Cut & Restore B.72 1.00% §7.18% 0.08
haphalt
Cut & Festore 9.6 1.00% §7.18% 0.09
Concrete
Cut & Restors 3.75 2.00% 37.168% 0.07
Sod
100.00% 52.68
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APPENDIX A - COMMIRSION~-OLDERE™ INFPUT VALUES
GTE Territory-Normal Feeder Conduit
Activity Basa Coat O =sity Zone 6-100
Per Foot
Installed Coat  Activity % Aasigned Telephone Weighted Amount
Adjust=ant
Tranch @& §2.27 0.11 71.00 §7.18% #l.64
Backfill
Rocky Trench 4,22 D0.1% 0.00 57,184
Backhee Trench 2.70 0.17 19.00 97.19% 0.5%)
Hand Dig Trench 4.99 u.2% 2.00 §7.18% 0.10
Boring 11.80 0.37 2.00 $7.18% 0.24
Cut & Restors 68.72 0.18 2.00 97.18% 0.17
Asphalt
Cut & Restoce .63 0.186 2.00 97.18% 0.1%
Concrete
Cut & FRestore 3.75 0.17 .00 97.18% 0.08
Sod
100, 00N $2.95

GTE Territory-Normal Distribution Conduit

Actiwity Base Coat Density Lona 0-3

Par Foot

installed Cost ¥ Activity A Assigned Telephone | Weighted Amount

Adfustment
Trench & $2.27 87.00 97.10 $1.92
Backfill
Rocky Toench 4.22 0.00 97.18
Bacikhos Trench 2.70 .00 37.18 B.13
Hand Dig Trench 4.99 2.00 97.18 0.10
Boring 11.80 2.00 #7.18 0.23
Cut & Restore 8,72 1.00 57.18 0.08
Asphalc
Cut ¢ Restore 9,61 1.00 §7.18 d.0%
Conci=te
Cur ¢ Rastore 3.7% .00 §7.18 0.07
.4
100N 8d .6
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES
GTE Territory-Normal Distribution Conduit
Activ. y Base Coat Density Ione 6-100
Pear Foot
Inatalled Cost § Activity % Asaigned Telsphone Weighted Amount
Adjuatment
Trench & $2.27 0.11 T1.00 47,18 21.64
Backfill
Rocky Trench 4.22 Q.15 0.00 57.18
Backhoe Trench 2.70 0.17 15.00 §7.18 0.53
Hand Dig Trench 4.99 0.25% 2.00 97.18 .10
Boring 11.80 0.37 2.00 87,18 0.24
Cut & Restore 8.72 0,18 2.00 97.18 0.17
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 9.63 .16 2.00 97.18 0.19
Concrete
Cut & Restore 3.75 0.17 2.00 57.18 0.08
Sod
100.008 £2.9%
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APPFEMDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
GTE Territory-Normal Buried Feeder Cable
Activity Base Coat Donaity Zone 0-5
Par Foot
Inatalled Coat § Activiey % Assigned Telephone | Weighted Amcunt
Adjustment

Plow $1.14 BE.00N 100 §1.09
Rocky Plow 1.3 0,00 100 -
Tesnch & 2.7 1] 100 =
Backfill
REocky Trench 4.22 Q 100 -
Backhoa Trench 2.70 1] 1600 -
Hand DLg Trench 4.99 1] 100 2
Bore Cable 11.80 ] 100 -
Push Pipe & Pull E.80 o 100 .
Cable
Cut & Restore 8.72 1 100 0.09
Asphalt
Cut & Reatocs 9,63 i 100 g.10
Concrete
Cut & Rostorm 3.7% ] 100 G.08
Sod

1o0% 21.13%
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
1
GTE Territory-Normal Buried Feeder Cable
Activity Base Coat Denaity Zone 6-100
Per Foot
Installed Coat b Activity % Aaaigned Telephone Weighted Amount
Adjustment

Plow §1.14 6.02 78 100 50.%0
Rocky Plow 1.0 0.0 Q 100 -
Trench & .27 0.11 10 1q0 0.24
Backfill
Rocky Toench 4.22 .13 o 100 -
Backhoe Trench .70 0.17 5 100 .14
Hand Dig Trench 4.99 0.25% 1 100 0.0%
Bore Cable 11.80 0.37 1] 100 -
Push Pipe & Pull 6.00 0.30 a0 100 -
Cable
Cut & Reatore B.72 0.18 2 100 o.18
Aaphalt
Cut & Reatore 9.63 0.16 F 160 0.20
Concreta
Cut & Restoie 3.7% 0.17 Fs 100 0.08
Sod

100% 51.7%
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GTE Territory-Normal Feeder Conduit

Activity Danaity Zone 101-200

Coat ¥ Activity V Assigned Telephone Waighted Amount

Adjustment
Teench L $0.21 486 97,18 i.11
Backfill
Rocky Tranch 0.30 o §57.18 .
Backhoa Trench 0.4 3o §7.18 0.8%
Hand Dig Trench 0.5%0 5 97.18 0.27
Boring 0.73 4 97.18 0.4%
Cut & Restore- 0.37 5 97.18 0.44
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 0.33 4 97.18 0.39
Concrete
Cut & Hestore 0.33 6 97.18 O.24
So0d

100% $).82
GTE Territory-Normal Feeder Conduit

Activity Density Zons 201-630

Coat bV Activity Vv Asalgned Telephone Welighted Amount

Adjustment
Tranch & 80.32 35 $7.18 20.88
Backfill
Racky Trench 0.45% i 7. 18 -
Backhos Trench G.51 33 §57.18 1.03
Hand Dig Trench 0.7% k] 87.18 0.17
Boring 1.10 { 7.1 0,50
Cut & Paatore 0.55% ] %7.18 0.72
Aaphalt
Cut & Restorw Q.50 7 97.18 0.6%
Concrete
Cut & PAestore D.51 10 57.18 0.4l
Sod

100% 34.40
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GTE Territory-Normal Distribution Conduit

Activity Deansity Lone 101-200

Coat ¥ Actiwvicy % Assigned Telephone Walghted Amount

Adjustment
Trench & $0.21 &0 57.18 $1.4%
Backflll
Rocky Tocench 0.10 i} g97.18 -
Backhoa Trench 0.3 18 97.18 7.%)
Hand Dig Trench 0.50 4 97.18 0.27
Boring 0.73 2 97.18 0.24
Cut & Restore 0.37 5 §57.18 0.44
Asphalt
Cut & Rmstore .33 4 87.18 0.39
Concreta
Cut & Restore Q.33 ] 47,18 .24
Sod

100% $3.5%
GTE Territory-Normal Distribution Conduit

Aotiviey Denaicty Ione 201-650

Cost b Activity i Asaigrned Tealephonm Weighted Amount

Adjustment
Trench & 50.32 4% §7.18 1.1}
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.45 ] 57,18 =
Backhoe Trench 0.51 2) $7.18 0.712
Hand Dig Trench 0.7% 1 87,18 6.17
Boring 1.106 i 97.14 0.50
Cut & Restorae 0.5%% ] 97.1d 0.7
Asphalt
Cut & Reatoce 0.%0 7 957,18 0. 6%
Concrete
Cut & Restore 0.5%0 10 57.14 0,41
Sod

1004 .00
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GTE Territory-Normal Buried Feeder Cable
Activity Density Ione 101-200
Coat ¥V Activicy % Asalgned Telaphone Waighted Ascunt
Adjustmant

Flow 20.04 60 100 §0.171
Rocky Plow 0.07 0 100 -
Trench & 0.21 10 100 0.2%
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.30 0 100 -
Backhoa Trench 0.34 & 160 0.18
Hand Dig Trench 0.50 5 100 0.27
Bore Cable 0.73 3 100 0.38
Push Pipe & Pull 0.59 1 100 0.07
Cable
Cut & Restore 0.37 5 100 g.a%
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 0.33 L 100 0.40
Concrete
Cut & Restore 0.33 ] 100 0.24
Sod

100% 52.96
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTE Territory-Normal Buried Feeder Cable

Actiwvity Density Ione 201-8350
Coat V Activity % Assigned Weighted Amount
Adjustment Telephone

Plow §0.06 13 100 $G.40
Rocky Plow 0.10 0 100 -
Trench & 0.32 20 100 0.5%2
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.45 [ 100 -
Backhce Trench 0.51 10 100 0.32
Hand Dig Trench 0.7% L 100 0.17
Bore Cable 1.10 i 100 0.52
Push Pipe & Full 0.8% 5 100 0,38
Cable
Cut & Restora 0.5%% B 100 .74
Asphalt
Cut & Restoras 0.50 1 100 e.71
Cancrete
Cut & Reatore 0,50 10 100 0.43
Sod

100% §4.18
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GTE Territory-Normal Feeder Conduit
Aceivity Density Zone 651-8%0
Coat L] V Assigned Telephons Waighted Amount
Adjustment | Activity
Trench & $0.42 27 97.18 $0.71
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.€1 ] 97.18 -
Backhowe Trench 0.€8 30 57.14 £.9%
Hand Dig Trench 1.01 & §7.18 0.3%
Boring 1.46 2 37.18 0.26
Cut & Reatore 0.73 i3 §97.18 1.19
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 0.67 12 §7.18 1.20
Concrete
Cut & Reastore 0.66 10 97.18 0.43
Sod
1004 $5.12
GTE Territory-Normal Feeder Conduit
Activity Density Ione E51-2350
Coat % Activity | % Assigned Telephone Welghted Amount
Adjustment
Trench & $0.42 27 87.18 $0.7M
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.61 [1] #7.18 =
Backhoce Trench 0.68 3o 57.18 LT
Hard Dig Trench 1.01 € §7.18 0.1%
Boring 1.48 2 47.18 0.6
Cut & Restora 0.73 13 97.18 1.19
Asphalt
Cut & Featoce 0.67 12 87.18 1.20
Concrate
Cut & Restore 0.66 10 g7, 1@ 0.43
S5od
100% $5.14
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GTE Territory-Normal Distribution Conduit
Activicy Denaity Zone &5%1-83%0
Coat k Activity V Asaigned Waignted A=osunt
Adjustment Telephone
Trench & §0.42 40 §7.18 31.9%
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.€" '] §7.18 =
Backhoe Trench 0. 68 T §7.1 0.21
Hand Dig Trench 1.01 & §7.18 0.1%
Boring 1.46 2 $7.18 0.6
Cut & Restore 8.71 13 §7.18 1.19
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 0,67 12 148 1.20
Concrete
Cut & Reatore 0.66 20 §7.18 0.886
Sod
1008 35,14
GTE Territory-Normal Distribution Condulit
Activity Dansity Lone B51-2350
Coat b Actiwity ¥V Aasigned Welghted Amount
Adjustmant Telephone
Trench & $0.42 40 57.18 $1.0%
Backfill
Rocky Trench .61 i) #7.18 =
Dackhoe Trench 0.68 T .18 0.23
Hand Dig Trench 1.01 [ 87.18 0.3%
Boring 1.46 F §$1.18 b.26
Cut & Restore 0.13 13 %7.18 .19
Aaphalt
fur & RAestore 0.87 12 %7.18B 1.20
Cancreta
Cut L Reatore 0.66 20 §1.18 0.86
o4
1008 §5.14
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
GTE Territory-Normal Buried Feeder Cable
Activity Dansity Zone 65%1-830
Coat ¥ Activitcy \ Asaigned Weighted A=mount
Adjustment Telephone
Plow $0.08 1% 100 50.18
Rocky Plew 0.14 o 100 -
Trench & 0.42 16 100 0,70
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.61 '] 100 -
Backhos Trench 0,68 11 100 0.37
Hand Dig Trench 1.01 & 100 G.36
Bore Cable 1.46 2 100 0.27
Push Pipe & Pull 1.18 3 100 0.4C
Cable
Cut & Restore 0.73 13 106G 1.2)
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 0.67 12 100 1.24
Concrete
Cut & Restcre 0.66 10 100 0. 44
Sed
100% $5.18
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GTE Territory-Normal Buried Feeder Cable
Activity Danaity Ione 85]1-2550
Cost Y Activicy \ Assigraed Weighted Amount
Adjustment Telephone

Flow $0.08 15 100 $0.18 |
Rocky Plow 0.14 0 100 -
Trench & 0.42 26 100 9.70
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.61 0 100 -
Backhos Trench 0.68 11 100 .17
Hand Dig Treuch 1.01 & 100 0. 36
Bore Cable 1.46 2 ]+]i] g.27
Push Pips & Pull 1.18 5 iy 0.40
Cable
Cut & Raatore 0.7} 13 100 1.2)
haphalt
Cut & Rastore 0.67 12 100 1.24
Concreta
Cut & Restore 0.66 10 100 0,44
Sod

100% §5.18
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GTE Territory-Normal Feeder Conduit
Activicy Cenaity Zone 2551-5000
Cosat b Activity i Assigned Weighted Amount
Adjustmant Talephone
Trench & $0.53 L 97.18 50.14
Backfill
Rocky Trench .76 0 97.18 -
Backhoe Trench 0.65% 20 §7.18 0.€%
Hand Dig Trench 1.26 [ 57.18 0.4%
Boring 1.82 1% 97.18 1.99
Cut & Restore .92 F L] %7.18 2. M
haphalt
Cut & Remstoce 0.83 20 §7.18 2.03
Concrete
Cut & Restore 0.84 7 97.18 0.31
Sod
1004 $7.58
GTE Territory-Normal Feeder Conduit
Activity Density Zone 5001-10000
Coat % Actlivity V Asalgned Welghted Amount
Adjustment Telephone
Trench & 80.53 5 §7.18 $0.14
Backfill
Rocky Trench D.76 o 97.18 -
Backhos Trench 0.85% 20 37.16 0.6%
Hand Dig Trench 1.26 L] 97.16 g.4%
Baring 1.82 15 87.18@ 1.59
Cut & Restore 0.9%2 25 37,18 .M
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 0.83 20 97.18 .03
Concrele
Cut & Rastore .84 ? 57,18 0.3l
Sod
100% $7.08
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COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTE Territery-Normal Distribution Conduilt

Activity Denalcy lone 2%51-3000
Cast  Activity i Asalgned Walghted Amsount
Adjustment Telephone
Trench & $0.53 5 87.18 50,14
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.76 0 27.18 -
Backhoa Trench 0.8% 19 91.18 0,66
Hand Dig Trench 1.26 8 97.18 0.49
Boring 1.82 15 §7.18 1.58%
Cut & Restore 0.92 25 97.18 2.4
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 0.83 20 97.18 €. 03
Concrete
Cut & Restore 0.84 L] 57.18 0.36
Socd
1004 §7.99
GTE Territory-Normal Distribution Conduit
Activity Density Zone S001-10000
Cost V Activity % Aaslgned Telephone Waighted Amcunt
Adjustmant
Trench & $0.53 5 §97.18 $9.14
Backfill
Rocky Traench G.76 Q §7.18 -
Backhos Trench G.85 19 97.18 &, 66
Hand Dig Trench 1.26 g 97.18 0.4%
Boring 1.82 15 57,18 1.5%
Cut & Restoce 0.92 25 97.18 2.0
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 0.8] 20 97.18 2.01
Concrele
Cut & Reatore 0.84 8 57.18 0,36
Sod
100% £7.99
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-

280696-TP

APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTE Territory-Normal Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Density Zone 2551-5000
Coat i Activity A\ Assigned Telephone | Welghted Amcunt
Adjuatoe
nt
P Lot 40,10 o 100 50
Rocky Plow 0.17 o 100 -
Trench & 0.53 5 10C 0.14
Packfill
Rocky Trench 0.7é o 100 -
Backhoa Trench 0.8% 20 100 8.7
Hand Dig Trench 1.26 L] 100 0.5%0
Bore Cable 1.82 1% 100 2,04
Push Pipe & Pull 1.47 0 100 -
Cable
Cut & Restore 0.92 25 100 .41
Aaphalt
t & Restorwe 0.83 20 100 2.0%
Concrote
Cut & Reatore 0.84 7 100 .32
Sod
100% $8.22
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E, GE 331
APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
GTE Territory-Normal Buried Feeder Cable
Activity Density Zones %001-10000
Coat ¥ Activity % hasigned Telephone Weightead Amount
Adjustaant

Plow $0.10 1] 100 3
Rocky Plow 0.17 0 100 -
Tranch & 0.5) -] 100 0. id
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.7¢ 0 100 -
Backhoa Trench 0.85% 20 100 0.71
Hand Dig Trenc. 1.26 -] 100 0,50
Bore Cable 1.82 1% 100 2.04
Push Pipe & Full 1.47 0 100 -
Cable
Cut & Restore 0.92 25 100 2.41
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 0.8} 20 100 2.09
Concrets
Cut & Restore 0.04 7 160 9.2
Sod

100% 54,312
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APPEMDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
GTE Territory-Normal Feeder Conduit
Activity Denasity Zone >10001
Coat % Acelivity V Rasigned Telephons Weighted Amsunt
Adjustment
Trench & 50.59 3 97.18 :0.08
Dackfill
Rocky Trench 0.84 0 57.18 -
Backhos Trench 0.54 1% 97.18 3.5)
Hand Oig Trench 1.40 B §7.18 £.50
—_—
Boring i.02 10 97.18 1.4
Cut & Reatore 1.02 3] 97.18 }.12
Asphalt
Cut & Restoce 0.9) - §7.18 2.87
Concrete
Cut & Restore 0.3 3 37.18 .14
S5od
100W §B.%5
GTE Territory-Normal Distribution Conduit
Activity Dansity Zone >1000}
Cost L1 i Assigned Telephone Waighted AmSunt
Adjustmant Activity
Trench & $0.55 1 97.18 30.08
Backfill
Focky Trefch 0.64 o 97.18 -
Backhoe Trench 0.9 1% 97,18 0.%}
Hand Dig Trench 1.40 ] 47,18 .50
Boring 2.02 10 $7.18 1.4
Cut & Reatore 1.02 Lk 97.18 ). 12
Raphalt
Cut & Restore 0.93 28 97.18 2.87
Concrete
Cut & Restore 0.9} 3 §7.18 0.4
find
10048 59.39
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
GTE Territory-Normal Buried Feeder Cable
Aceivicy Density Zone >10001
Cost \ Activicy V Asaigned Welghted Amount
Adiustment Telephone
Plow $0.11 o 100 3
Rocky Plow 0.19% a 100
Trench & .59 3 100 0.0%
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.84 '] 100 .
Backhoa Trench 0.9 15 100 L
Hand Oig Teench 1.40 8 100 31
Bore Cable 2.02 10 100 .38
Fush Pipe & Pull 1.64 0 100 -
Cable
Cut & Reatore 1.02 33 100 .21
Aaphalt
Cut & Featore 0.93 28 100 2,96
Concrate
Cut & Restore 0.93 3 100 .14
Sod
100% 4
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP

GTet Territory-Normal Buried Distribution Cable

Acziviny Base Coast Density Zone 0=5
Per Foot
Installed Coat L] V Asaigned Telephone Weighted Amount
Adjustment Activity

Plow 51.14 - B&.000 100 50,58
Rocky Plow 1.7 - 0.00% 100 o
Tronch & 2.27 - 10 100 0.21
Backfill
Rocky Trench 4.22 - e 100 -
Backhoe Trench 2.70 - 0 100 -
Hand Dig Trench 4.99 - 0 100 -
Bore Cable 11.80 - 1] 100 -
Push Pipe & Pull &.80 - ) 100 -
Cable
Cut & Hestore 8.71 = 1 100 0.0%
Raphalt
Cut & Restore §.63 - 1 100 0.lw
Concrete
Cat & Fesatore 3.7% - 2 100 o.08
Sod

100% 51.47
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTE Territory-Mormal Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Bassa Cost Density Zone &-100
Par Foot
Inatalled Cost Y Activity iV Asaigned Telephone Weighted Amount
Adjustment

Plow $1.14 0.02 80.00% 100.Q0% 50.9)
Rocky Plow 1.37 0.03 0.00% 100.00% -
Trench & 2.27 0.11 11.00% 100.00% 0.26
Backfill
Rocky Trench 4.22 0.1% 0.00% 100.00% -
Backhos Tranch 2.70 0.17 3.00W 100.00% g.0%
Hand Dig Trench 4.99 0.25 0.00% 100.00%
Bore Cable 11.80 0.37 0.00% 100.00% =
Push Pipe & Pull 6.80 0.30 0.00% 100.00%
Cable
Cut & Restore 8.72 0.18 2.008 1o0.00% 0.18
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 9.63 0.16 Z2.00% 100.00% 0.20
Concrete
Cut & Restorce 3.75 0.17 2.00% 100. G0N .08
Sod

100.00% §1.7%
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTE Territory-Normal Buried Dist

‘bution Cable

Activity Density Zone L01-200
Cost A Activity | % Asslgned Telephone Waighted Amount
Adjustmant

Plow $0.04 69 100 50.81
Rocky Plow g.a7 0 100 =
Trench & 0.21 11 100 0.27
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.30 0 100 -
Backhoa Trench G.M 3 100 n.0%
Hand Dig Trench 0.5%0 0 100 -
Bore Cable .73 1 100 0.13
Push Pipe & Pull 0.59 1 100 0.07
Cable
Cut & Reaatore 0.3 5 100 G.45
Asphalt
Cut & Restora 0.3) L | 100 .40
Concrete
Cut & Restore 0.33 3 100 0.24
Sod

1004 32.48
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
GTE Territory-Normal Buried Distribution
AcTivity Density Ione Z01-630
Coat \ Activity \ Assignad Weighted Amount
Adjustment Telephone
Plow $0.08 21 100 8.2
Rocky Plow .10 1} 109 -
Trench & 0.32 30 100 Th
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.45 o 100 =
Backhoe Trench 0.51 12 100 L
Hand Dig Trench 0.75 3 ito 17
Bore Cable 1.10 4 100 52
Puah Pipe & Pull 0.89 -] 100 ]
Cable
Cut & Restore 0.5% ] 100 L TH
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 0.5%0 7 100 Tl
Concretn
Cut & Restore 0.50 1o 160 .41
Sod
100% 54.26
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P5C-99=-0068-FOF-1F
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTE Territory-Normal Buried Distribution

Activity Density Zone &%1-2330
Caat N Activity N Asalgned Weighted Amcunt
Adjustment Te lephonae

Flow $0.08 20 100 50.24
Focky Plow 0.14 0 100 -
Trench & 0.42 20 100 0n.%4
Backfill
Recky Trench 0.6l 0 i -
Backhoe Trench 0.68 3 0.07%
Hand Dig Trench 1.01 [ 1.0 0.36
Bore Cable 1.486 2 100 0.17
Puah Pipe & Pull 1.18 L] 100 0.40
Cable
Cut & Heatore 0.73 1] 100 1.23
Aaphalt
Cut & Festore .67 12 100 1.44
Cancrete
Cut & Rastcre 0.66 20 Loo .88
Sed

1008 55%.22
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTE Territory~-Normal Buried Distribution Cable

Aooivity Censity Zone 215%1-10000
Ceoat L] \ Assigned Telephone Weighted Amcunt
Adjustaent Actiwvity

Plow $0.10 o 100 30
Rocky FPlow 0.17 0 160
Trench & 0.%3 5 100 0.14
Backfil
Rocky Trench 0.76 ] 100 -
Backhos Trench 0.85% 1% 100 Q.67
Hand Dig Trench 1.26 8 100 0.5%0
Bore Cable 1.82 15 100 2.04
Puah Pipe & Pull 1.47 ] 100 -
Cable
Cut & Rastore 0.92 25 190 d.41
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 0.83 20 100 2.0%
Concrets
Cut & Rostcre 0.84 ] 100 0,17
Sod

o0 $8.2)




ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP
PAGE 340
APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTE Territory-Normal Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Danaity Zone >10000
Cost L] V Assigned Weighted Amount
Adjustment Activity Talephone

Lo #0.11 o 100 50
Rocky Plow 0.19% 0 100 -
Treanch & &.59 b ) 100 0.0%
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.604 1] 100 i
Backhoa Trench o.M 15 100 0.5%%
Hand Dlg Trench 1.40 6 100 0.4%41
Bore Cable 2.02 10 100 1.38
Push Pipe & Pull 1.64 0 100 =
Cable
Cut & Restors 1.02 33 100 an
Asphalt
Cut & Reatore 0.92 <8 100 2,986
Concrete
Cut & Restore 0.9) 3 100 014
Sod

100% $8_84
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
GTE Territory-Soft Rock Feeder Conduit
Activity Base Coat Density Zone 0 -5
Par Foot
Inatallea Cost ¥ Actiwvity |V Assigned Telephone | Welghted Amount
Adjustmant
Tranch i 2.0 3 97. 184 0.1t
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.32 29 gr.lan 1.23
Backhoe Trench 2.01 42 97,180 1.42
Hand Dig Trench 5.15 3 §7.168% 023
Boring 12.0% 5 97, 1BA 0.5%9
Cut & Restore 10.84 1 7. L8N 2.11
Asphalt
Cut & Reatore 11.70 1 97.18% 0.11
Concrete
Cut & Reatore 4.54 F 97. 180 Q.19
Sod
100N 53.89
GTE Territory-Soft Rock Feeder Conduit
Activity Dass Cost Denaity ZTone 6 -100
Per Foot
Installed Cost % Activity |V Asaigned Telephone Weighted Amcunt
Adjustmant
Trench & $2.34 0.12 5 97.18% 10,12
Backfill
Rocky Trench 4.32 0.17 17 G7.18% 1.6l
Backhos Trench .61 0.19 1% §7.18% 1.3
Hand Dig Trench 5.1% 0.28 4 §7.16% 0.21
Boring 12.0% 0.40 3 97,1848 0. 16
Cut & Festoce 10.84 0.21 d §7.148% 0.3
Asphalt
Cut & Festore 11.70 0.22 2 B7.1d8% 0.2)
Concrete
Cut & Reatore i.54 0.1% F 97. LEN 0.0%
Sod
1008 $4.16
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APPEMDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
GTE Territory-Soft Rock Distribution Conduit
Activity Base Coat Censity Zone O -5
Far Foot
Installed Cost % Activity | % Assigned Telephone Weighted Amount
Adjustment
Teanch & 2.0 o 8 97.16% 50.148
Backfll]l
Rocky Trench 4.32 - 46 97,18 1.91
Backhos Trench 2.81 - 32 97.14% G.87
Hand Dig Tranch 5.15 - 5 57.18% 0.2%
Boring 12.05 - % 97.18% a.%%
Cut & Rastore 10.64 = 1 57,1088 0.11
Asphalt
Cut & FReatore 11.70 - 1 97.10% 0.11
Concrete
Cut & Fastore 1.5 - z 97.16% 0.a9
Qo
100N 84.15

GTE Territory-Soft Rock Distribution Conduit

Activity Base Cost Density Zone 6-100

Par Foot

Installed Cost % Activity | % Asaigned Telephone Welghted Amount

Adjustmant
Trar =h & 2.4 L] F7.18% $0.19
Backfill
Rocky Trench 4,32 51 §7.18% 2.43
Backhoa Tranch 2.81 27 97.18% 0.79
Hand Dlg Trench 5.15% -3 §7.18% .26
Boring 12.05% 3 %7.18% 0.6
Cut & Restore 10.84 2 97.1@% 0.1
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 11.70 i 97.16% 0.2}
Concrate
Cut & Ragtoce 4,54 2 97.168% 0.0%
Sod
100% 8437
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PSC-99-006B-FOF-TP
580696-TP

APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTE Territory-Soft Rock Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Base Coat Density Ione O0-5

Fer Foot

Installed Cost % Activity | v Asaigned Telephone | Welghted Amount

Adjustment

Flow §1.15 44,000 100.00% $0 51
Rocky Plow 1.29 4. 00N 100,004 0.47
Trench & 2.0 %. 00N 100,00 0.12
Backfill
Rocky Trench 4,32 5. 00N 100.008 0.22
Backhoe Trench £.81 2.00% 100.00% 0,06
Hand Dig Trench 5.1% J.o0n 100.00% 0.1%
Bore Cable 12.05 1.000% 100.00% 0.12
Push Pipe & Pull 7.00 2,00% 100.00% 0.14
Cable
Cut & Restore 10.84 1,008 100,008 8.1
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 11.74 1.00% 100,00 0.12
Concrete
Cut & Feszoze i.% 2.00% 100.00N 0.0%

Sod

100.00%

o
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTE Territory-Soft Rock Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Base Cost Density lone 6-100
Per Foot
Installed Coat b Activity A Asaigned Telephones | Melghted Assunt
Adjustment

Plow $1.15 0.02 44.00% 100.00W 30.51
Rocky Plow 1.3% 0.04 3a. 00N 100.00% J.47
Trench & 2.4 0.12 5.00% 100.00% 0.i2
Backfill
Focky Trench 4.32 0.17 5.00% 100.00% 0.22
Backhoe Trench 2.81 0.19 2.00% 100.00% 0.06
Hand Dlg Trench 5.1% Q.28 3.00M 100.00% 0.1%
Bore Cable 12.08 0.40 1.00% 100.00% 0.12
Push Pips & Pull 7.00 0.3 2.00% 100 .00% .14
Cable
Cut & Restore 10.84 0.21 1.008 100.00% 0.11
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 11.74 0.18 1.00% 100.008 0.12
Concrate
Cut & Feastore 4.54 0.19% 2.00% 100.00% 0.09
Sod

100. 00% $2.48
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES
GTE Territory-Soft Rock Feeder Counduit
Activity Danalty Zone 101-200
Cost Adjustment V Activicy i\ Asslgned Telephone Wolghted Amount
Tranch & 50.24 3 #7.180 50.13
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.0 1% G7.18% 1.%9
Backhoe Trench 0.38 18 §7.180 1.18
Hand Dig Trench 0.5%7 1 97.18% 0.22
Boring 0.8l | 7. 18% 0.37
Cut & Restore 0.41 5 §7.18% 0.5%
Asphalt
Cut & Restors 0.41 4 97,180 0.47
Concrete
Cut & Restore 0.38 & ar.80n 0.29
Sed
1000 .79

GTE Territory-Soft Rock Feeder Conduit

Activity Density Zone I01-650
Cost Adjustment V Actiwity ¥V Asaigned Telephone Welighted Ascunt

Trench & $0.35 15 97, 18w $0.15
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.51 13 §7.18% 1.5%
Backhos Trench 0.5%7 20 97, L@ 0.66
Hand Oig Trench Q.85 3 §7.18% .17
Boring 1.21 4 §7.18% 0.%2
Cut & Restore 0.8l @ 87.18% 0.6%
Asphalt
Cut & Reatore 0.&0 7 97,180 L1}
Concrete
Cut b Hestore 0.5%5 io 7. 184 .48
Sod

| Relol ] Bh.51
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
GTE Territory-Soft Rock Distribution Condult
Activicy Dansity Zone LO1-200
Coat Adjustment N Activity V Assigned Telephone Weighted Amaunt K3

Trench & $0.24 ] 7. 18N 30.20
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.4 418 97.18% 1.17
Backhoa Tranch 0.38 a1 ar.18% 0.6%
Hand Dig Trench 0.57 5 ¥7.18% 0.8
Boring 0.81 1 87.18% 0.37
Cut & Rsatore 0.4l 5 av.18n 2.5%%
Asphalt
Cut & FRestore 0.41 4 §7.18% 0.47
Concrete
Cut & Reatore G.38 € §1.18 0.29%
Sod

1008 4,98

GTE Territory-Soft Rock Distributien Conduit
Aeotivity Denaity lone 201-6%50
Cost Adjustment V Activity b Aasigned Telesphone Weighted Amount

Trench & $0.35 1% Fr.18% $0.39
Backfill
Rocky Trench .51 32 7. 180 1.50
Backhce Trench 0.57 21 $7.18% 0.6%
Hand Dig Trench 0.85% 3 57,184 6.17
Boring 1.21 4 G7.18% 0.5%2
Cut & Reatore 0.81 L] 97.18% .89
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 0.60 ¥ 57,163 0.84
Concrete
Cut & Raatore 0.53 ] ¥T. 18N 0.4%
God

1008 £5.50
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTE Territory-Soft Rock Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Denaity Zone 101-200
Cost Adjustment b Activity V Asaigned Telephone | Welghted Amount®

Plow $0.0% 20.00% 100.00% $0.24
Rocky Flow 0.08 30.00% 100.00% G, 44
Tranch & C.24 10.00% 100.00% 0.26
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.3 E.00% 100,004 0,37
Backhow Trench 0.38 10.00% 100.00% 0.32
Hand Dig Trench 0.57 5.00% 100.00% 0.2%
Bore Cable 0.81 1.00% 100.00% 0.13
Push Plpe & Pull 0.65 1.00% 100.00% o.08
Cable
Cut & Restore 0.4l 5.00% 100.00% 5.%%
Asphalt
Cut & Reatore 0.37 4.00% 100.00% o.48
Concrete
Cut & Reatore .38 6,008 100.00% 0.9
Sod

100.00% 53.48
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
GTE Territory-Soft Rock Buried Feeder Cable
Activicy Denaity Zone 201-650
Cost Adjuatmant V Activity ¥ Asaigned Telsphone Welghted Amount
low $0.07 5. 008 100. 00w 30.06
Rocky FPlow o.12 13.00% 100.00% 0.20
Trench & 0.3% 5.00% 100.00% 0.11
Backfill
Rocky Tranch 0.51 23.00% 100.00% 1.21
Backhoa Tranch 0.57 15.00% 100.00% 0.5%1
Hand Dig Trench 0.8% 3.00% Loo. 008 0.18
Bore Cable 1.21 4.00% 100, 00N 0.%)
Push Plpe & Pull 0.98 5,000 100.00W d.40
Cable
Cut & Featore 0.61 .00 100.00% £.92
Asphalt
Cut & Festors 0.56 7.008 100.0L% 0.daé
Concreta
Cut & Reatore 0,535 10.00% 100.00% 0.%1
Sod
100.00% 55,50
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTE Territory-5oft Rock Feeder Conduit

Activity Dansity Zone €31-23%0
Coat Adjustment V Ahctivicy \ Asaigned Telephons Waighted Amount

Trench & 80.47 9.00% §7. 18\ $0.29%
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.67 28,000 97,18y 1.6
Backhoe Trench 0.76 20.00W 87,18\ 0.6%
Hand Dilg Trench 1.13 6.00% 97,140 0.37
Boaring 1.61 2.00% 97.1F% 0.27
Cut & Restore 1.82 13,004 37.18% 1.47
Asphalt
Cut & Reatoge 0.78 12.00% $7.18% 1.46
Concret®
Cut & Restore 0.7 10.00% 37.18% 0,51
Sod

100.00% $6.17

GTE Territory-Soft Rock Distribution Conduit

Activity Density Zone 631-2330
Cost Adjustmant bV Activity \ Assigned Telephone | Weighted Amount

Trunch & 50.47 #.00% 97.18% $0.22
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.67 30.008 57.18% 1.4%
Backhos Trench 0.76 9.00% 7. 180 0.3
Hand Dig Trench 1.13 &.00% 7. 18N 0.37
Boring 1.61 2.00% §7.18% D.27
Cut & Hestore 0.82 13.00% 57,184 1.47
Asphalt
Cut & Reatore 0.78 12.00% 57.18% 1.44
Concrete
Cut & Restore 0.74 20.00% ¥7.16% 1.0)
Sod

100.00% 56.57
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES
GTE Territory-Soft Rock Buried Feeder Cable
Activity Denality Zone 651=-25%50
Cost Adjustment b Activity A\ Asaigned Telsphone Waighted Amount
Plow $0.09 3.00% 100.00% $0.04
Rocky Plow 0.1% 3.00% 100. 00N G.0%
Teench & 0.47 15.00% 100.0L04 O.42
Backrill
Pocky Trench 0.67 25.00W 100.00% 1.25%
Backhoe Trench 0.76 6.00% 100.20% .21
Hand Dlg Trench 1.13 6.00% 100.00% 0.38
Bore Cable 1.8l 2.00% 100.00% 0.27
Push Pipa & Pull 1.31 5.004 100.00W 0.42
Cable
Cut & Restoca 0.82 13,004 100,00% 1.52
Asphalt
Cut & Raatore 0.74 12.00% 100.00% 1.5%0
Concratle
Cut & Restore 0.74 10.00% 100.00W 0.%3
Sod
100.00% $6.%7
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES

GTE Territory-Soft Rock Feeder Conduit

Activity Censity Zone 2551-10000
Cost Adjustment V Activity b Assjigned Telephone | Meighted Amount

Trench & $0.59 d.00% 9718 $0.06
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.84 5.00% 57.18% 0,2%
Backhoe Trench 0.94% 18.00% 97.18% 0.66
Hand Dig Trench 1.41 8.00% ST.18% 0. 5%
Baring 2.02 15.00% 97.18% 2.0%
Cut & Reatore 1.02 25.00% 718N 2. 68
Asphalt
Cut & Restors 0.%7 20.00% F7.18% Z.46
Concroate
Cut & Restore 0.91 7.00% §7.18% Q.37
Bod

100,006 35,24

GTE Territory-Soft Rock Distribution Conduit
Activity Denajity Lone 2351-10000
Cost Adjustment V Activity b Asalgnei T¢ aphone Weighted Amcunt

Tronch & $0.5%5 2.00W 97.18% $0.06
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.84 5.00% 97.18% 0.2%
Backhos Trench 0.95% 17.00% 97.18N 0,62
Hand Dig Trench 1.4} 8.00w g7.18% G.5%1
Boring 2.02 15.00% 87.LB% Z.08
ftut & Reatore 1.02 25,006 97.18N 2.08
ARaphalt
Cut & Restors 0.97 20. 00N ¥7.18% .46
Concrete
Cut & Restore 0.93 8.00% 97.18% 0.4)
Sod

100 . 00% $9.26
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTE Territory-Soft Rock Buried Feeder Cable

Activicy Denaity Zone 2%%1-10000
Cost Adjustment b Aceiwvity % Asaigned Telepharne Wolghied Amount

Plow 30.12 0.00% 100.00% 5
Rocky Plow 0,19 0.00% 100,008
Trench & 0.59 2.00% 100.00% 0.06
Backfill
Recky Trench 0.04 %.00% 100.00% 0.26
Backhos Trench 0.9% 18.00% 100,008 0,68
Hand Dig Trench 1.41 8,008 109.00% 0,%2
Bore Cablae 2.02 15.000 100.00% Fs B
Push Pipe & Pull 1.6) 0.00% 100.00% -
Cable
Cut & Restors 1.02 25.00% 100.00% 2.97
ARaphalt
Cut & Rastore 0.9] 20,008 100.00% 2.5%)
Cancrete
Cut & Restore 0.9) 7.008 100. 008 0.3a
Sod

100. G0N §9.51

GTE Territory-Soft Rock Feeder Conduit
Acrivity Denaity Zons >10001
Cost Adjustment ¥ Activity A Assigned Telephone | Weighted Amount

Trench & $0.65 0.00% G7.18% 0
Backflll
Racky Trench 0.9 6. 00% 87.18% 0.131
Backhoe Trench 1.04 12.00% 7. 18w 0.45%
Hand Dig Trench 1.53% f.00% 87.18% 0.5%2
Boring 2.22 10.00% 57,184 1.3%
Cut & Restore 1.08 31.00% 27.18% 1.84
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 1.03 28.,00% 7. 1PN 1.47
Concrete
Cut & Restore 1.00W 97.18% g.l6
Sod

100.00% 510,11
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
GTE Territory-Soft Rock Distribution Conduit
Activity Denaity Ione *10001
Cost Adjustment V Activity b Aasigned Telephone Welghted Amount
Tranch & §0.63 ¢ .00 ¥7.16% 50
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.93 6,000 97.18% 0.31
Backhos Trench 1.u4 12.00% 57.18% 9,4%
Hard Dig Trench 1.55% .00 87.18% 0,52
ey

Baring 2.22 10.00W G7.18% 1.15
Cut & Restore 1.08 31.00% 97, 18N 3. 8%
Asphalt
Cut & Rastols 1.03 28.000 §7. 16N .47
Conctete
Cut & Featorw J.00N $7.18% 0.18
Sod

100.00% §l0.1%

GTE Territory-Soft Rock Buried Feeder Cable
Activity Deansity Zone »>10001
Const Adjustment ¥ Activity \ Assigned Telephone Walghted A=ount

Flow 50.13 0.00% 100.00% 30
Rocky Flow 0.21 0.00% 100,008 -
Trench & 0.65% 0.00% 100.00% -
Backfill
Rocky Tranch 0.9] €.00% 100.00% 0.3
Backhos Tranch 1.04 12.00N 100.00% 0.46
Hand Dig Trench 1.55 B.00N 100.00% 0.54
Bore Cable .22 10.00% 100.00% 1.4)
Push Pipe & Pull 1.80 0.00% 100.00% -
Cable
Cut & Restore 1.12 3. 00N 100.00% 3.9%
Raphalt
Cut & Reatcre 1.02 28.00% 100.00% 1.57
Conceets
Cut & Rastore 1.0) 3.00% 100.00% 0,17
Sod

1G0.00N §i16.4)
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTEFL’s Territory-Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Aceivity Base Cosat Dansity Zonm 0-5%
Per Foot
Installed Cost i A Asaigned Telophona Welghted Ascunt
Adjustmant | Rctliwvity

Flow 51.15 47.00% 100w 5,54
Rocky Plow 1.3% 25.00% 100% 40
Trench & 2.4 5.00% 100y 12
Backfill
Rocky Trench 4.32 4.00 100w 17
Backhoe Trench 2.81 Z.00% 100% 06
Hand Dig Trench 5.15 3.0ow 100% 1%
Bore Cable 12.0% 1.00% 100W .
Push Fipe & Pull 7.00 5. 00N 100 .13
Cable
Cut & Restore 10.84 1.00W 1004 il
Asphale
Cut & Restorce 11.74 1.00M 100% T
Concrate
Cut & Restore 4.54 Z.00% 100% «+29
Sod

1004 $7.2)
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTEFL's Territory-Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Base Cost Denaity Zone 6-100
Far Foot
Installed Cast i % Aasigned Telephone Welghted Amcunt
Ajustment | Activity

Plow $1.1% .02 46.000 100% $.54
Rocky Plow 1.3 .04 208.00% 100% G
Trench & 2.0 .12 10.00% 100% .25
Backfill
Rocky Trench 4.32 A7 4.00% 1008 Y
Backhoe Trench 2.81 .19 2.00% 100W .06
Hand Dig Trench 5.15 .28 3.00% 100% 16
Bore Cable 12.05 A0 1.00W 1008 12
Push Pipe & Pull 7.00 +33 0.00% 1008 0
Cable
Cut & Reatore 10.84 21 2.00% 1008 22
Asphalt
Cut L Restore 11.74 .18 2.00% 10w i |
Concrete
Cut & Reatore 4.5 .19 2.00% 100% .08
Sod

100% $2.27
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTEFL's Territory-Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Bass Coat Denaity Zone 101-200
PFer Fool
Installed Cast ¥ Activity | ¥ Assigned Telephone Weighted Ascunt
Adjustment

Plow $1.1% 05 29,008 1004 $.3%
Rocky Flow 1.3% .08 30.00% 100% A4
Trench & 2.3 il 12.00% 100N 31
Backfill
Rocky Tranch 4.32 el E.00N 100% .37
Backhoa Trench 2.81 . I8 2.00% 160% .08
Hand Dig Trench 5.15% .57 2.00W 1008 i1
Bore Cable 12.0% Bl 1.00W 100% .11
Puah Pipe & Pull 7.00 65 1.00W 100W .08
Cable
Cut & Restoras 10,84 o 5.00% 100% .1
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 11.74 <17 4.00% 1o0w A8
Concretes
Cut & Restore 4.54 .8 &.00% 1a0w i |
Sod

160% 53.20
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTEFL’s Territory-Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Aoriwvicy Bases Cost Density Zone J01-650
Per Foolt
Installed Coat L] \ Assigned Telephone Weighted Amount
Adjustment | Activity

Plow $1.15% $.07 1.00% 100N §..04
Rocky Flow 1.39 B 12.008 1008 18
Trench & 2.4 « 3% 5.00W 1008 .11
Backfill
Rocky Trench 4.32 "1 27.00% 100N 1.30
Backhoe Trench 2.81 «57 16.00% 100% i
Mand Dig Trench 5.1% .85 J.con 100% 18
Bore Cable 12.0% 1.21 4.00% 100% .53
Push Pipe & Full 7.00 .98 5.00% 100% AQ
Cable
Cut & Restore 10.84 .61 B.00N 100w ¥
Asphalt
Cut & Rastore 11.74 .56 7.004 100% 11
Concrate
Cut & Restare 4.54 .55 10.00% 100W .41
Sod

100w $5.59
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GTEFL's Territory-Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable

T
Agrivity Base Coat Density Icnes €351-2530
Fer Foot
Installed Caat N Activity V¥ Aaszigned Meighted Ascunt
Adjustment Telephane

Plow $1.1% $.0% <.00% 100% 2. .02
Rocky Plow 1.29 15 2.00% 100w ¥ 1]
Tranch & 2.M AT 5. 00N 100% I,
Backfill
Rocky Trench i.32 .67 25.000 1004 17
Backhoe Trench 2.81 T8 B.00% Loos 08
Hand Dig Trench 5.15 1.1} €.000 1008 .18
Bore Cable 12.05 1.61 2.00% 1008 +12
Push Pips & Pull 7.00 1.71 5,000 1008 3%
Cable
Cut & Rastore 10.084 82 13.00W 100N 1l
Asphalt
Cut & Restoce 11.74 ml 12. 000 100% 12
Concrete
Cut & Raatore 4.54 T4 20.00% 00 .0%
Sod

1004 86.86
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTEFL’'s Territory-Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Base Cc b Denalty Zonea 2551=10000
Per Foot
Inatalled Caat % Activity | ¥ Assigned Weighted Amount
Adjustmant Telephone

Plow 51.15 «12 0.00% 100% 0
Rocky Plow 1.3 «19 0.00N 100% 0
Trench & 2.3 <59 Z2.00% 100% o6&
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.12 81 3.000 oo .26
Backhoe Trench 2.81 9% 17.00% 100% Bl
Hand Dig Trench %,1% 1.41 8,00 jo0w 52
Bore Cable 12.05 2.02 15.000 1000 2.11
Push Pipe & Pull 7.00 1.63 0.00N 1004 0
Cable
Cut & Restore 10.84 1.02 2%.00% 100 2.9
Aaphalt
Cut & Festore 11.74 « 93 20.00% 1G0% i.5)
Concrete
Cut & Restoce 4.54 k) B.00% 100% A4
Sad

100% 45.53
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTEFL's Territory-Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Base Cost Denaity Zone >10000
Par Foot
Installed Coat L] \ Asaigned Meighted Amcunt
Adjustment Act: Talephone

Plow 31.15% $.13 o.o00% 100% 33
Rocky Plow 1.3% .21 o.M 100N v
Trench & .M 63 0.GoN 100% n
Backfill
Rocky Trench 4.2 .93 6.00% 100% I
Backhoa Trench 2.81 1.04 12.00% 100% L1
Hand Dig Trench 5.1% 1.5% B.00% 100% T |
Bore Cable 12.0% 2.22 10.00% 100N 1.43
Push Plps & Pull 7.00 1.80 0. 00w 1008 v]
Cable
Cut & Restore 10,84 1.12 33.00% 100% 1.5%
Asphalt
Cut & Reatore 11.74 1.02 28.00N 1008 1.5
Concrete
Cut & Resatoze 4,54 1.03 1.00% 1008 .17
Sod

100w §10.43
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GTEFL’s Territory- Hard Rock Feeder Conduit
Azsiwity Base Coat Dansity Zone O=3
Fer Foot
Installed Coat % Activity | % Asaigned Telephone Wolghted Amount
Adjusteant
Trench & §5).04 0.00% 97.148% $0
Backfill
Rocky Trench 5.3 55.00% g7.18% .85
Backhoe Trench 3.95% 34.00W 57,180 1.3
Hand Dig Trench 6.8 5.00% 97,16 .13
Boring 14.47 2.00% 97,188 .18
Cut & Restore 12.06 1.00% §57.18% A2
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 12.86 1.00% 97, 18% 12
Concrete
Cut & Restore 5.65% 2.00% 37.18% 1
Sod
1004 $5.12
GTEFL's Territory- Hard Rock Feeder Conduit
Actiwvity Base Coat Danaity Zona 6-100
Par Foot
installed Cost b Activity A Aaalgned Welghted Amount
Adjustment Talephona
Tranch & §3.04 §.24 0.00% BTN 0
Backfill
Rocky Trench 5.33 a1 55.00% (el 3.03
Backhoe Trench 1.9% « 37 32.00% ¥ 1.34
Hand Dig Trench .84 56 4. 00% 574 .29
Borcing 14,47 81 Y. 00w LA 4%
Cut & FAestore 12.06 LAl 2.00% BTN 24
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 12.86 «37 .00 T 26
Concrete
Cut 4 Reatore 5.6% + 38 2.00% URL T 12
Sod
100% $4.72




ORDER NO.

DOCKET NO. 980696-TP
PAGE 362

APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

PSC~-99-0068-FOF-TP

GTEFL’s Territory- Hard Rock Feeder Conduit

Aceivity Bass Cost Denaity Zone 6-100

Per Foot

Installed Cost V Activity | N Assigned Telsphone Walghted Amount

Adjustment
Teench & 23.04 5.47 o.00N 57,18\ 4|
Backfill
Rocky Trench 5.12 67 $3.00W 27,180 .09
Backhoe Trench 3.95 .73 25.00% 97.10% 1.14
Hand Dig Trench 6.04 1.12 4.00% 97.18% e )|
Boring 14.47 1.62 J.oon 87,1684 .47
Cut & Restore 12.06 B2 5.00% §7.18% L6Y
Asphalt
Cut & Rmatore 12.86 T4 4.00% 7. 18% .53
Concreta
Cut & Rostore 5.6% .15 6.00% 97.18% 37
flod
100% $6.5%4
GTEFL’s Territory- Hard Rock Feeder Conduit

Actiwvity Base Cost Danaity Zone 201-650

PFar Foot

Inacalled Coat N Activity N Asalgned Telsphons Walghted Asount

Adjustment
Trench & $3.04 .70 0.00% §7.18% 50
Backfili
Pocky Trench 5.3) 1.01 50.00W §7.180 j.0e
Backhoce Tranch 3.9% 1.13 tn.00% 97,180 -89
Hand Dig Trench 6.84 1.68 1.00% 97,184 ]
Baring 14.47 2.41 4.00% 87,184 LEf
Cut & Festore 12.06 1.22 8.00% 7. 184 1.02
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 12.86 1.11 7.008 57,184 .35 d
Conczetea
Cut & Restore 5.65 1.11 10.000 97, 18% 1A
Zod
100% §7.51
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GTEFL's Territory- Hard Rock Feeder Conduit

Activity Base Cost Denalty Ionss €51-2%%0
Par Foot
Inatalled Cost V Activity A Assigned Welighted Amount
Adjustment Telephone
Trench & $1.04 . 0. 00 §7.18% 0
Backfill
Rocky Trench 5.3 1.3% 45,000 57,18% 3.93
Backhoa Trench 3.5%% 1.51 12,008 97.18% 64
Hand Dig Trench 6.84 2.2 &.00% §7.18% .53
Boring 14.47 3.2 2.00% 97.18% LA
Cuz & Reatore 12.06 1.62 13.000 57.18% 1.73
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 12.86 1.49 12.000 7. 184 1.67
Conceuta
Cut & Restors 5.65 1.49% 10,004 97.18% .65
Sod
100W 5B.5%)
GTEFL's Territory- Hard Rock Feeder Condult
Activity Base Coat fSanaity Zones 2%%1-10000
Fer Fool
Inatalled Coat ¥ Activicy N Assigned Walghted Amount
Adjustmant Talephone
Trench & $3.04 311.17 0.00% F7.18% 50
Backfill
Rocky Trench 5.33 1.68 1%.00u §7.18M 1.02
Backhue Trench 1.595% 1.8% 10. 004 §7.18% 57
Hand Oig Trench 6.64 .80 8. 00% F7.18% 15
Boring 14.47 4.04 15.00% 87.10% 2.70
Cut & Hestore 12.06 2.04 25, 00% $7.18% .43
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 12.86 1.86 20, 004 7. 1688 286
Concrete
Cut & Reatore .65 1.85 7,004 97,188 3l
Sod
joaw 11.8)




CRDER NO. PSC-995-0068-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 9%80696-TP

PAGE 364
APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
GTEFL's Territory- Hard Rock Feeder Conduit
Activity Base Cost Density Zone >10001
Fer Foot
Installed Cost ¥ Activity | % Aasigned Telephone Waighted Amount
Adjus*mant
Trench & §1.04 §1.29 0.00% §7.18% $0
Backfill
Rocky Trench 5.12 1.85% 10.00% 57.18% « 70
Backhoe Trench 3.95 2.08 B.00% 7. 180 AT
Hand Dig Trench 6.84 3.0% B8.00% 97.18% .1
Boring 18.47 4,45 10.00% 97.18% L84
Cut & Restore 12.06 2.24 13.00% 97,180 1.59%
Aaphalt
Cut i Restore 12.86 .05 26. 00 $7.180 4.08
Concrete
Cut & Aestore L.65 .15 3. 00w 57. .80 o F -
Sod
100% §12.¢4
GTEFL's Territory- Hard Rock Distribution Conduit
Activicy Basa Cost Dansity Zone 0-%
Fer Foot
Installed Coat N Actiwvity V Asaligned Weighted Amount
Adjustment Te lephone
Trench & F3.04 G.oos §7.18% 50
Backfill
Rocky Trench 5.33 S0.00% 57.168% 2.5%9
Backhos Trench 1.5% 35.00% 97.168% 1, %0
Hand Dig Trench .84 L. 00% 57.18% 33
Boring 14.47 Z.00% §7.18% 28
Cut & Restore 12.06 1.00% B7.18% 1d
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 12.86 L.0aw FT.10% Ld
Concrate
Cut L Restors 5.6% i.00% 97,184 i1
Sod
100% $5.05%
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GTEFL’s Territory- Hard Reck Discribution Conduit

Activity Baye Coat Denaity lone €-100
Far Foot
Inatalled Coat V Activity § Assligned Wolghted Amount
Adjustment Talsphone
Teench & 53.04 5.24 0.00% 514 50
Backfill
RFocky Trench 5.3} < %0.00% 974 2.768
Bazkhce Trench 3.9% .37 J7.00N bl ] 1.5%%
Hand Uig Trench 6.684 a1 5.00% g L16
Boring 14.47 Bl 2.00% 5Th .30
Cut & Restore 12.06 .41 2000 % |
Aaphalt
Cut & Restcore 12.86 17 2.00% 97k .26
Concrets
Cut & Restore 5.6% .38 4008 F7% i
So0d
100% $5.48
GTEFL's Territory- Hard Rock Distribution Conduit
Activity Base Cost penalty Zone 101-200
e Foot
fnatalled Cast % Activicy V Assigned Telephona Waighted Ascount
Adjustmant
Trench & §3.04 5.47 ¢ .008 §7. 18N 30
Backfill
Raocky Trench 5.3) .67 47.00W 57.18% d.74
Backhoe Troench 3. 9% 15 31.00% §7.18% 1.42
Hand Dig Trench 6.84 1.12 5.00% 97,18 19
Boring 14.47 1.62 2.00% G7.18% 3l
Cut & Restore 12.06 .82 5.00% 7. 18N 63
Raphalt
Cut & Raatcorae 12.86 all 4,008 37,188 53
Concrele
Cut & Peatore 5.€5 « 15 6.00N G7.168% .1
Sod
1008 $6.18
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GTEFL's Territory- Hard Rock Distribution Conduit

Activity Base Cost Denaity Zone 201-630

Par Foot

Inacalled Coat & Activicy % Assigned Weighted Amount

Adjustmant Telephone
Trench & $1.04 $.70 a.00% 57, 18% i0
Backfill
Rocky Troench 5.1 1.01 £0.00W F7.18% 3. 08
Backhoe Trench 3.5% 1.1) 18. 000 §47.18% LB
Hand Dig Trench 6.64 1.88 3. 00w 57.18% ]
Boring 14.47 2.4) 4.00% §7.18% N1
Cut & Restore 12.06 1.22 B.00% 97,160 1.0
ARaphalt
Cu. & Rastore 12.86 1.11 7.00% 87,480 9%
Concrets
Cut & Reatore 5.65 1.11 10.00% 97.18% 6
Sod
100% $7.51
GTEFL’s Territory- Hard Rock Distribution Conduit

Activity Base Cost Cansity Iones 631-2%350

Par Foot

Inscalled Coat b Activity % Asalgned Telephohe Welghted Amount

Adjustmant
Trench & #3.04 .94 5.00% #7.18% 5.1%
Backfill
Rocky Trench 5.1} 1.3% a2.00% §7.18% .08
Backhoe Trench 3.5% 1.51 10,008 7180 .53
Hand Dig Tranch 6.684 2.24 6. 008 97.18% 53
Boring 14.47 3.23 2.060% 7.18% 34
Cut & Festore 12.06 1.6) 13.00% §7.18% 1.72
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 12.86 1.49 12.00% #T.10% 1.67
Concretes
Cut & Reatore 5. 6% 1.49 20.00% 7. 18N 1.39
Sod
100% BA. 4T
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GTEFL’s Territory- Hard Rock Distribution Conduit

Rotivicy Base Cost Density IZone 25531-104000

Par Foot

Inatalled Coat b Activity Y Assigned Welghted Amount

Adjustment Telephona
Trench & $3.04 $1.17 O.o0N 487,188 50
Backflill
Rocky Trench 5.3) 1.68 15%. 000 97.18% 1.02
Backhoa Trench 3.9% 1.8% 10.00% F7.10% .57
Hand Dig Trench 6.04 2.00 8.000 §7.10% .15
Boring 14.47 4.04 15.00% B7.18% 2.70
Cut & Restore 12.06 2.04 25%.00W 87.186% 1.43
Aaphalt
Cut & Raatore 12.86 1.886 20,00 G700 i.8E
Concrete
Cut & Restore 5.65 1.85% 7.00% 57.18% « 51
Sod
100N $11.084

GTEFL'’s Territory- Hard Rock Distribution Conduit

Activity Base Cost Censity Zone >10001

Fer Foat

Installed Cost \ Activity V Asaigned Welghted Amount

Adjustmant Talesphone
Trench & $3.04 $1.2% O.00% 97.18% 80
Backfill
Rocky Trench 5.33 1.85% 10.00% 97.18% - 10
Backhoe Trench 3.95 .08 B.CON ¥7.1800% 47
Hand Dig Trench .84 3.0% B.00N 57.18% .17
Boring 14.47 .45 10.00N Y1.168% 1.84
Cut & Restore 12.06 2.24 33.000 $7.18% 4.59%
Asphalt
Cut & Reatore 12.06 2.05 28.00W 7180 .06
Concrete
Cut & Rastcre 5.65 2.05% 3. 00N #7.180 ad
Sod
100% §12.64




ORDER NO.

DOCKET NO. 980696-TP
PAGE 368

PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP

APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES

GTEFL's Territory-Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Banse Coat Density lone 0-3

Fer Toot

Inatalled Cont i Activicy V¥ Assigned Telephonae Walghted Amcunt

Adjustm
ant

Plow §1.29 0.00% 100 -1r}
Rocky Plow 1.62 55%.00% Loow .85
Tranch & J.04 5,008 1004 .15
Backfill
Rocky Trench 5.13 29.00% 1004 1.5%
Backhoa Trench 3.9% 4.00% 100% 16
Hand Dig Trench 6.89 1.00% 100% .07
bore Cable 14.47 1.00% 100% L4
Push Pipe & Pull B.56 1.00W 100% .09
Cabla
Cut & Restore 12.06 1.00% 100N ¥
Asphalt
Cut & Hastore 12.86 1.00% 100% 13
Corcrele
Cut & Restore 5.65 2.C0W 100% il

Sod

1004
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APPENDIX A - COMAJISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTEFL’s Territory-Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Bass Cost Density Zohe €-100
Par Foot
Irnacalled Coat & Activicy A Asaigned Telephons Melghted Amount
Adjuatmant

Plow §1.2% 3. N 0.0an 100% $0
Rocky Plow 1.62 .0% 48.00% 0oy .82
Trench & 3.04 -1 | 10.00% 100% 13
Backfill
focky Tranch 5.1) 1 | j1.000 LOON 1.74
Backhoe Trench 1.9% «37 2.00% 1008 .09
Hand Dig Trench 6.89 .31 1.00% 100% 07
Bora Cable 14,47 .01 1.00% 100% .15
Push Pipe & Pull 8.96 .65 1.00% 100% A0
Cable
Cut & Reatore 12.06 .41 2.00% Laon 25
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 12.86 +37 2.00% 100% L h
Concrate
Cut i Restore 5.65 .38 2.00% 100w +12
S50d

100% 53.59%
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTEFL’s Territory-Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Base Coat Density Zone 101-200
Per Foot
Inacalled Cost bV Activity A Assigned Telephone Weighted Amount
Adjustment

Plow $1.2% $.09 0.00% 1aow $0
Rocky Plow 1.62 « 13 45. 000 ikl ] 80
Tranch i J.04 AT J.00n 100% 11
Backfill
Rocky Tranch 5.3} .67 28,008 1004 1.68
Backhos Trench 1.9% 15 Z.00W 100% .09
Hand Dlg Trench 6.89 1.07 5.00% 1008 LAD
Bore Cable 14.47 1.62 1.00% 100W 16
Fush Pipe & Pull .96 1.31 1.00% 100% .10
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.06 .82 5.00% 100w « 64
Asphal:
Cut & Reators 12.86 ] 4.008 100% -1
Concrete
Cut & Restore %.6% 1% 6,008 100% . 1R
So0d

100% 54.9]
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GTEFL's Territory-Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Base Cont Density Zone I101-6%0
Par Foot
Inatalled Cost Y Actiwvicy \ Assigned Telephone Weighted Amount
Adjustment

Plow $1.2% 5.04 0.00% 100% 50
Rocky Plow 1.82 .23 13.00% 1004 24
Tranch & 3.04 .10 0.00% 1004 0
Backfill
Rocky Trench 5.1) 1.01 40.00% 1008 .54
Backhos Trench 31.9% 1.13 10.00% 1004 «51
Hand Dig Trench 6.89 1.6) 3.00% 100% .26
Bore Cable 14.47 2:43 4.00% 100% &l
Push Pipe & Pull B.9%6 1.5%6 .00 100% =55
Cable
Cut & Amstore 1%.06 1.22 B.00W 1004 1.086
Aaphalt
Cut & Fmstore 12.8%6 1.11 7.00W% 1008 .58
Concrete
Cut & Restore 5.65% 1.11 10,008 100% .68
Sod

1004 57.48




ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP

DOCKET NO. 980696-TP
PAGE 372
APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTEFL's Territory-Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable
Accivity Base Cost Density Zones 651-2%50

Par Foot

Installed Caat b Activity b Assigned Telephone Weighted Amcunt

Adjustment
Plow $1.2% §.19 0.00% 100N 50
Pocky Plow 1.62 31 3.00% 100% 06
Trench & J.o4 . 1] 0.00% 100% v}
Backfill
Rocky Trench 5.3) 1.3% 35.00n 100% 2.0
Backhoe Trench 3.9% 1.51 14.00% 100% 16
Hand Dig Trenc! 6.09 2:19 &.00% 100% 5
Bore Cable 14.47 .23 2.00% 100% 3%
Push Pips & Pull B.5%6 .61 %5.00N 100N .1
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.06 1.6 11.00% 100w 1.78
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 12.08 1.49 12.00% 100% 1.72
Concrete
Cut & Festore 5.65% 1.49 10.00% 1004 Tl
Sed
100w $8.0%

L




ORDER NO. PSC-99-00€B-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 958B0696-TP
PRAGE 373
APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
GTEFL's Territory-Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable
Activity Base Coat Denaity lones 2551-10000
Par Foot
Installed Coat b Activity A Assigned Talephone Meighted Amount
Adjustment
Plow §1.29 $.2) 0.00% 1004 0
Focky Plow 1.62 | ] 0. 00 100w 4]
Tranch & J.o4 1.17 0.00% 100% u]
Backfill
Rocky Trench 5.3] 1.68 15.00% 100% 1.0%
Backhos Trench 3.595 1.89 10.00% 100% 1]
Hand Dlg Trench 6.85% 2.7% 8.00% 100% .1
Bare Cable 14.47 4.0 15.00% 1aon 2.78
Puah Pipe & Pull [ 1] . o.oow 100% 0
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.086 2.04 25,00 el | }.5)
Asphalt
Cut & Festore 12.86 1.86 20.004 100N 2.94
Concrete
Cut & Restore 5.6% 1.85 7.00% 1004 .53
Sod
100% 512.18




ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FDF-TP
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTEFL's Territory-Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable

hActivity Basa Cost Denaity Loene >10000
Fer Foot
Installed Coat & Activity | % Rasigned Telephones Waighted Amount
Adjustment

Plow §1.29 $.26 0.00% 1008 80
Rocky Flow 1.62 N ¥ 0.00% 100% 1]
Trench & 3.04 1.2% 0.00% 1004 1]
Backfill
Rocky Tranch 5.3} 1.85 10.00% 100% o F
Backhos Trench 3.95% 2.08 8.00% 100w .8
Hand Dig Trench £.0% .04 8.00% 100% .79
Bore Cable 14.47 .45 10.00% 100W 1.69
Push Pipe & Pull 8.96 3.59 o.00N 1008 i
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.06 .24 31.00n 1008 ¢ §.72
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 12.06 2.0% 28.00% 1008 {.17
Concrete
Cut & Rastore 5.6% 2.05 J.00% 100% «23
Sod

100% 513.01




ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TF
DOCKET NO. 98B0&96-TP
PAGE 1375

APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTEFL's Territory-Hard Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Base Coat Danaity Zone 0=%
Fer Foot
Inscalled Coat i Aceivity | % Assigned Telephone Walghted Amount
Adjustmant

Plow $1.29 c.00N 1o0n 1
Rocky Flow 1.62 48.00% 100% .18
Trench & .04 5.00% roow 1%
Backfill
Rocky Trench 5.33 38.00% 100% 2.0)
Backhoe Trench 1.95 2.00% 100% .08
Hand Dig Trench €.89 1.00% 100% .07
Bore Cable 14.47 1.004 100% Al
fush Pipe & Pull 8.98 1.00% 100% 0%
Cable
Cut & Hestore 12,06 1.00% 100% ok
Asphalt
Cut & Reatore 12.086 1.00% 100 .13
Concrete
Cut & Reatore 5.65 2.00n 100w .11
Sod

100% 51.70




ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-fOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTEFL’s Territory-Hard Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Activicy Base Cost Denaity Zone 0-5
Par Foot
Inatalled Cost N Activicy | % Asasigned Telephone Welghted Amount
Adjuatment

Plow 51.29 $.37 0.00% 100% 50
Rocky FPlow 1.62 .09 47.000 1006 LBl
Trench & 3.04 24 10.00% 100w |
Backfil
Rocky Trench $.33 M 29.00% 1008 L.64
Backhos Trench 1.9% 37 5.000 100% ¥
Hand Dig Trench 6.89 51 1.00% 100N .07
Bore Cable 14.47 Bl 1.00% 100% 15
Fuah Plpe & Pull 8.986 LG4 1.00W 100% .10
Cable
Cut & Rastore 12.06 .4l 2.00% 100% 25
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 12.86 «37 2.00% 100% 26
Conccate
Cut & Restore 5.6% .3 Z.00% 100% .12
S04

100% B1.9%




ORDER NO.
DOCKET MNO.

PAGE 377

PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP
980696-TP

APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTEFL’s Territory-Hard Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Activicy Base Cost Density Zone 101-200
Per Foot
Installed Coat % Actiwvity | % Asaigned Telephone Waighted Ascunt
Adjustment

Plow $1.29 §.08 0.00% 100N 5C
Rocky Plow 1.62 -15 40.00% 100y 71
Trench & 3.04 47 7.00% 100w 25
Backfill
Rocky Trench 5.3 .67 3z.00W 1004 1.92
Backhos Trench 3.9% 15 2.00% 100N 0%
Hand Dig Trench 6.89 1.07 2.00% 100w .16
Bore Cable 14.47 1.62 1.00% 100% 16
Push Pipe & Full B.96 1.31 1.00w 100% 10
Cakble
Cut & ‘sstore 12.08 B2 S.00% 100 s . 64
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 12.86 .14 4,008 100% T
Concrete
Cut & Reatore 5.6% «1h &.00% 100w . 38
Sod

100% 54.96




QRDER NO.

DOCKET NO. 9B0696-TP
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

PSC-99-0068-FOF-TF

GTEFL's Territory-Hard

Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Base Cost Density Ione J01-63%0
Par Foot
Inatalled Coat b Activity | v Assigned Telephone Weighted Amcunt
Adjustmant

Plow $1.29% 5.14 G.00N 1006 50
Rocky Plow 1.62 .23 13.000 100% M
Tranch & 3.0 .10 8, 00% 100w 14
Backfill
Recky Trench 5.33 1.01 30.00% 100% 1.50
Backhoe Trench 3.9% 1.13 12.00% 100% 3
Hand Dig Tranch 6.89 2.41 3.0Cy 100% 26
Bore Cable 14.47 1.596 4.00% 100% . 68
Push Pipe & Pull B.96 1.22 5. 00W 100% -55
Cable
Cut & Pestore 12.06 1.11 a.00% 100y 1.0
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 12.86 1.11 7.00% 100% - 98
Concrete
Cut & Restore 5.65% 10.00% L00% - 68
Sod

100% £7.2%




ORDER MNO.
DOCKET NO.
375

PAGE

PSC~-99-0068~-FOF~-TP
980696-TP

APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTEFL's Territory-Hard

Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Aztiviny Base Coat Density Zones 631-2330
Par Foot
inst lled Coat ¥ Activity | ¥ Assigned Telephone Waignted Amount
Adjustment

Plow sl.29 $.19 0. 004 ooh 30
Rocky FPlow 1.62 .31 1.00% Loow o0&
Trench & 3.04 i 0. 00N 1008 o
Backfill
Focky Trench 5.33 1.35 27.000 100w 180
Backhoe Trench 3.5% 1.51 12.00% L00W N 1
Hand Oig Trench 6.89 2.19 €.00h 100% .
Bore Cable 14.47 3.23 2.00h 1004 3%
Puah Plpe & Pull B.9%6 2.6 4.00% L00% .54
Cabie
Cut & Restore 12.06 1.62 13.008 1004 1.78
Aaphalt
Cut & Restors 12.86 1.49 12.004% 100% P72
Concceta
Cut & Restore 5.6% 1.49 20.008 100% 1.41
Sod

{01 i8.%2




ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTEFL’s Territory-Hard Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Astiwity Bass Cost tenaity ITonea £551-10000
Far Foot
Installed Coat ] i Assigned Telephone Weighted Amount
Adjuatment | Activity

Plow $1.325 §.23 0.00% 1008 50
Rocky Plow 1.682 IR 0.00N 1008 a
Trench & 3.04 1.17 0.00% Holal | L
Backfill
Rocky Tranch 5.3 1.68 14.00% 1004 =]
Backhoa Trench 1.95 1.89 10.00% 100% .58
Hand Dig Trench €&.8% 2.75% B.00% 100% .1
Bore Cable 14.47 4.04 15.00% 1008 .78
Push Plpe & [ull B.96 3.27 0.00% 1008 0
Cable
Cut & Reatore 12.06 2.04 £%.00% 1oo% 1,53
Aaphalt
Cut & Restocre 12.86 1.86 20.00% 100% 1.94
Concrote
Cut & Restoce 5.6% 1.85 B.00% 100% N
Sod

100w $12.18




ORDER NO. PSC-99-006B-FOF-TF
DOCKET NO. 980656-TP
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTEFL's Territory-Hard Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Base Cost fensity Ione >10001
Par Foot
Installed Coat A Activity | v Assigned Telephone Welghted Amaunt
Adjustment

Plow $1.29 .26 0.00% 100% ]
Rocky Plow 1.62 A2 0. 00w 100% ]
Teench & J.04 1.29% G.0oN 100% 0
Backfill
Rocky Trench 5.13 1.85 10.00% 100w i
Backhoa Trench 3.9% 2.08 B.O0W 100w .48
Hand Dlg Trench 6.89 3.04 B.00W 1008 T8
Bore Cable 14.47 4.45% 10.00% 100 1.8%
Push Pipe & Pull B.96 3.5% 0.00% 100w o
Cable
Cut & Reaatore 12,06 .24 13..00% 1o0% t.72
Aaphalt
Cut & Meatore 12.86 2.0% 28.00n 1008 1.17
Cancrete
Cut & Restore 5,65 2.05% 3.008 100w .23
Sod

1oon §11.01




ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 9B0696-TP

FAGE 382
APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint’s Territory- Normal Feeder Conduit
Activity Base Coat Density Zone 0-5
Per Foot
Installed Cost ¥ A Asaigned Telaphone Weighted Amount
Adjuscmeant | Actiwity
Trench & $1.%0 36.68% 100.008 31.84
Backflll
Rocky Trench 1.50 o.oow 100.008 0.09
Backhoe Trench 1.90 0,00% 100.00% 0.00
Hand Oig Tranch 1.90 0.00% 100.00% 0.00
Boring 15.15 0.19 100.00% 0.6y
Cut & Restors 12.61 0. 804 100.00% o.0u
Raphalt
Cut & Restore 15. 37 0.00% 100 .00% .00
Concrete
Cut & Reatorae 3.00 2.5 100.00% 0.040
Sod
107+ $2.02
Sprint’s Territory- Normal Feeder Conduit
Actiwity Base Cost S Zone 6-100
Par Foot
Inatalled Coat ¥ Actiwity | &/ wid Telephone Welghted Amscunt
Adjustment
Tranch & $1.90 3&. 39 100.00% 1.7%
Backfill
Racky Trench 1.90 v} 100.00% 0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.80 g 100.00% 0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 v} 100.00W 0. 0f
Boring 15.15 .41 160.00% 0.0%6
Cut & Reators 12.63 67 100.00% 0.08
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 13 100, 00% 0.393
Concrete
Cut & Reators J.oo 2.318 1G0.00% 0.07
Sod
100% 2. 04




ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP

PAGE 3B3
APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint’s Territory- Normal Feeder Conduit
AT Base Coat Density lone 101-200
Fer Foot
Inatalled Coat L] % Assigned Telephone Weighted Ascunt
A’ fustment AcCtivity
Trunch & $1.90 55.88% 100,008 31.72
Backfill
I scky Tranch 1.90 0.CcoN 10G.00% 0. 00
Backhoe Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% 0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1. %0 0.00% 100.00% .30
Boring 15%.15% 0. &80 100.00% 0.0
Cut & Restore 12,63 0.73% 100.00% 0..9
Aaphalt
Cut & Restors 15.37 O. 48N 100,008 .07
Concrete
Cut & Reatore J.00 2.23% 100.00% 0.06
Sod
100% 22.05
Sprint’s Territory- Normal Feeder Conduit
Activity Base Coat Denaity Zone 201-650
Fer Foot
Installed Cosat v Activity | v Assigned Telephone Welighted Amount
Adjustment
Tiench & $1.90 95. J6n 100.00% $1.72
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0.00% 100. 008 0.00
Sackhoe Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% 0,00
Hand Dlyg Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% 0,00
Boring 15.15 0.9 100.00% 13
Cut & Reatore 12.63 0. 80N 100.00% 0.10
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 1%.37 0.8 1ng., 00y .12
Concrete
Cut & Restoce 3.00 2.08% 100,008 0.06
Sod
100% $2.11




ORDER NO. PSC-99-006B-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 9B0&96-TP

BAGE 3P4
APFPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint’s Territory- Normal Feeder Conduit
Activity Base Coat Density Tone 651-850
Per Foot
Installed Cont b Activicy Vv Aasigned Weighted Amount
Adjustmant Talephone
Trench & 51.%0 G4 .85 100.00% 51.71
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.006 0.03
Backhoe Trench 1.90 o.0o% 100.00% 0.09
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% 0.0:0
Boring 15.15 1.17% 100.00% Q.17
Cut & Restore 12.63 0.0y 100.00% 0.19
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 L. 1B 100.00W 0.17
Concrete
Cut & Restore 3.00 1.54% 100.00% 0.06
Sod
1004 $2.21
Sprint’s Territory- Normal Feeder Conduit
Activity Base Cost Denaity Zone 831-2350
Par Foot
Installed Cost Vv Activity i Assigned Telephons Heighted Amount
Adjustmant
Trench & #1.%0 4.1 100.00% 81.70
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0.00% 1G0. 00N 0.GD
Backhoe Trench 1.%0 0. G0N 10G,00% 0.09
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0. 0oy 100.00% 0.00
Boring 15.1% 1.41% 100,00% 0.0
Cut & Reatore 17.6) 0.9 100, G0N 0.3
Asphalt
Cut & Reatorge 15.37 1.33% 100,008 0.2
Concrete
Cut &k Reatoce .00 L.78% 100,008 0.0%
Sod
05, 59N 52.29




ORDER NO.

DOCKET NO. 980696-TP

PSC~-99-0068~FOF-TP

FAGE 385
APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint’s Territory- Normal Feeder Conduit
Actiwvic Base Coat Density Zone 2551-5000
Per Foot
Installed Cast V Acrivity A\ Assigned Telephone | Weighted Amcunt
Adjuatment
Trench & $1.90 93.82% L00. 00N V). 69
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.5%0 0.00% 100. 00N 0.G0
Backhos Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% Q.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.5%0 0.00W 100.00% 0.00
Baring 15.15 1.66% 100.00% 0.24
Cut & Restorwe 12.6) 1.00% 100,00% 0.12
Raphalt
Cut & Restors 15.27 i.08% 100.00% 0.27
Conccete
T4t & Reatore 3.00 1.64% 100.,00W 0.0%
Sod
100% .17
e
Sprint’s Territory- Normal Feeder Conduit
ACTiviry Base Coat Dansity fones %001-»>10000
Per Foot
Installed Cost I Actiwvity % Assigned Telephona | Walghted Amount
Adjustmant
Trench & $1.%0 ¥3.30W Lao . 00N 1,640
Backfill
Rocky Tranch 1.9%0 0.00% 100.00% 0.00
Backhowe Trench 1.5%0 0.00% 100.00% 0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 100, 00N 0,90
Boring 15.1% 1.900 100.00% 0.27
Cut & Restore 12.6) 1.07y 100.008 0.1}
Paphalt
Cut & Restore 1%.37 2.23% 100,00% G.3)
Concrate
Cut & Restore 3.00 1.50% 100. 00N G.08
Sod
[ 1006 TELE




ORDER NO.

DOCKET NO. 9580696-TP
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PSC-95-0068-FOF-TF

APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

Sprint’s Territory- Normal Distribution Conduit

Activity Base Cost Density Ione O-%

Per Foot

Inatalled Caost N Activity A Asalgned Megighted Amount

Adjustmant Telephine
Trench & $1.90 6. 6HY 100.00% 1,84
Backflill
Rocky Trench 1.50 0.00% 100.00% o.00
Backhoa Trench 1.50 0. 0o 100.00% n.oo
Hand Dig Treanch 1.90 0.00% 160.00% .00
Baring 13.1% 4o 1Y 100.00% 0,01
Cut & Restore 12.63 0. 60N 100.00% o.08
Aaphalt
Cut & Restcce 15.27 0.00% 100.00% 0.00
Concrete
Cut & Restore 3.00 2.5 100.00% 0.08
Scd
1004 $2.02

Sprint’s Territory- Normal Distribution Conduit

Acnivity Base Coat enalty Zone &€-100

Far Foot

Installed Cosat A Activity A Aasigned Meighted Amount

Adjustment Talephone
Trench & $1.%0 6. 19 100.00% L.
Backfil
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% 0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% 0.60
Hand 7i¢g Trenh 1.%0 0.00% 10G.00% 0.00
Boring 15.1% 0. 438 100.00% 0.06
Cut & Restoce 12.63 6.6%a=0) Lo0. 00N 0,08
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15.0 1.2%a=0) 100.00% g.02
Concrate
Cut & PRestore 3.00 218.00% LG0,00% 0,07
Sod
10404 $1.%7




ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP

DOCKET NO.

PAGE 387

980¢96-TP

APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

Sprint's Territory- Normal Distribution Conduit

Aectivicy Basa Cost Denaity Lone 101-200

Ffer Foot

Installed Coat § Activity V Assigned Weighted Amount

Adjustment Telephone
Tranch & $1.90 95, 88N 100,00% SL.04
Backfill
BEocky Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100.C0% 0.00
Backhos Tranch 1.90 0.00% 100.00% 0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100,008 0.00
Boring 15.1% E.Tée-0) 100.00% 0.09
Cut & Resatore 12.61 7.34a-01 100.00N ¢.o08
Raphalt
Cut & Rastore 15.37 4, T4a=-013 100.00% 0.G7
Concrete
Cut & Restore .00 2.23a=-02 100.00% 0.086
Sod
1008 £1.54

Sprint’s Territory- Normal Distributien Conduit
Aotivity Bass Coat Danaity Zonm 201-65%0

Per Foot

installed Coat Vo Activity i Assigned Weighted Amount

Adjustment Teleaphons

Trench & 51.5%0 #5.360 100.00% £1.6)
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% 0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.%0 0. 008 00,90 o.00
Hand Dig Tzench 1.90 0. 00 100, 00N 0.00
Boring 15.1% %, 32e-01 100, 00N 0.13
Cut & Restors 12.61 B,G02a-03 100.00% 0.0%
Asphalt
Cut & Reatore 15.37 B.28m-01 100.00N G.11
Concretw
Cut & Restore 3.00 Z.08e-02 100.008 0.06

Sod

1004




ORDER NO. PSC-99-006B-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP
PAGE 3g8

APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERZD INPUT VALUES

Sprint’s Territory- Normal Distribution Conduit
Activity Baze Coat Danaity Zone 651-8L0

Far Foot

Installed Coat V Activity b Assigned Telephone Waighted Amount

Adjustment
Trench & $1.90 G4, 85% 100.00% 51,63
Backfill
Rocky Tranch 1.90 0.00% 100.00% o)
Backhoe Tranch 1.90 0.00% 100.00% 0.0a
Hand Dig Trench 1.30 0.00% 100.00% u.00
Boring 15.1% 1.17e-013 100.00% g.186
Cut & Hestore 12.61 B.68e-01) 100,00% 0,10
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15.0 1.18ma=01 100,.00% 0.16
Concrets
Cut & Pestore 3.00 1.54e~-032 100.00% 0.05%
Sod
100w $2.10

Sprint’s Territory- Normal Distribution Condu.t
Activity Base Coat Danaity Zone 851-25%0

Per Foot

Installed Coat b\ Activity A\ Rasigned Telephone | Welghted Amount

Adjuscment
Trench & §1.90 94.33% L00.00% 41.6%
Bar:fill
Rocky Tcench 1.%0 0.00% 100,008 0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.5%0 0,00 100.00% 0.00
Hand Tlg Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100,008 0.00
Boring 15.1% 1.41e=02 100,008 0.1%
Cut & Hestore 12.63 9.35e=03 100 . N0% 0.1k
Asphalt
Cut & Reatore 15:. 37 1.5%e-012 100, 00N 0.21
Concrete
Cut & Restora 3.00 1, 7%e-02 100.00% 0.0%
Sod
ooy $2.17




ORDER NO. FSC-99-00€8-FOF-TP

DOCKET NO. 9B06396-TP

PAGE 389

APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint's Tercritory~- Hormal Distribution Condult
Aoulvity Base Cost Censity Zone 2551-3000
Per Foot
Installed Cost N Activity §V Asalgned Walghted A= int
Adjustmant Telephone
Tranch & 51.90 F3.82% 100.00% 1,60
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.80 0.00% 100.00% 0.00
Backhow Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% 0,00
Hand Oig Trench 1.80 o.oow 100.00% 0.00
Boring 15.1% 1.660 100.00W 0.23
Cut & Festore 12.63 1.00w 100.00W 0.11
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 1%.37 .88% 100,00 0.26
Concrete
Cut & Featore y.00 1.640% 100.00% 0.04
Sod
1008 33,25

Sprint’s Territory- Normal Distribution Condult

Activity Basa Cast Lenaity Zone 5001-310000

Par Foot

Installed Coat V Activity | % Assigned Telwephone Welghted Amount

Adjustmant
Trench & 31.90 93,300 100,008 $1.80
Backfill
Rocky Townch 1.9%0 0.00% 100.00% 5$0.00
Backhoa Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% £0.0C
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% s0.00
Boring 15.1% 1.90e-02 100.00% 50.26
Cut & Rescore 12.6) 1.4 100,008 $0.12
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 2.2)a-01 100, 00N $0.31
Concrete
Cut & Restore 3.00 1.%0e-02 100, GO §0.04
Sod
1000 $2.13




CRDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP
UOCKET NO. 9B0696-TP

PAGE 350
APPEMDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint’s Territory=- Normal Buried Fesder Cable
Activi ¥ Base Cost Density Zone 0-%
Fer Foot
Installed Cost N Activity % Aasigned Waighted Amount
Adjuatment Telephone

Plow $1.90 93.19 100,008 $1.17
Rocky Flow 1.90 0.00% 100.004% $0.00
Trench & 1.90 0.oos 100.00% $u.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% +0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.90 0,008 100,008 50.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Bore Cable 15.13% 0.19% 100,00 $0.0)
Push Pipe & Pull 10.12 3.58% 1GO. 00N £0.36
Cable
Cut & RAestore 12.6) 0.%8% 100.00% $0.07
Asphalc
Cut & AsaTore 15.07 0.00% 1co. oow $0.00
Cancrete
Cut & Rastore .00 .45 100.00% £0.07
Sod

1004 32.31




ORDER NO. PS5C-99-0068-FOF-TP
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PAGE 391
APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint’s Territory- Normal Burlied Feeder Cable
Ast'wity Base Cost Dansity Zone 6-100
Per Foot
Installed Coat ¥ Activity i Assigned Waighted Amount
Adjustmant Telephone

Plow §1.9%0 92.91% 100,008 $1.M
Rocky Plow 1.%0 0.00% 100.00w 50.00
Treanch & 1.90 0.00% 100.00% 50.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0. 00N 100.00% 50.00
Backhos Trench 1.%0 0. 00 100, 00% §0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Bore Cable 15.15% 4.238=-03 100.00% 50.06
Puah Pipa & Pull 10.12 1. 5%e-02 10G.00% $0.35
Cable
Cut & Reatore 12.6) €.41e-0) 100.00% 30.08
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 15.27 1.15%e-01) 100,008 50.02
Cancreta
Cut & Restore ).00 2.31im=-02 100.008 $0.07
Sod

100% §2.35%
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint’s Terclitory- Normal Bucied Feeder Cable
Activity Base Cost Penslty Zooe 100-200
Per Foot
Installed Coat V Activity | % Assigned Walghted Amount
Adjustmant Telephone

Plow §1.90 82,420 100.00% $1.76
Rocky Plow 1.%0 0. 00N 100, 00w 30.00
Trench & 1.50 0. 00% 100.00n $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.9%0 o.00% 100.00% $0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.90 o.00N 100,000 $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 100,008 $0.00
Bore Cable 15:15 6.%0a-0) 100.00% $0.09
Pusk Pips & Pull 10.12 3, 5%a-02 100, 00N, $0.1%
Cable
Cut & Reatore 12.63 1.0%a-03 100.00% $0.08
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 1%.37 4.%Ea-01 100,00% $0.07
Concrete
Cut & Reatore 1.00 A Te-02 100.00% 30.08
Sod

L0GCh $2.41
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Sprint's Territery- Mormal Buried Fesder Cable

Activity Base Coat Danalty Zone 201-650

Far Foot T ——

Installed Cost V Activicy V Assigned Weighted Amcint

Adjustmeant Telephone
Plow 81.%0 91.92% 100,008 $1.75
Rocky Plow 1.50 0,00 100.00% §0.00
Trench & 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% $0.400
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.590 0.00w 100 .00 $0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.5%0 0.00% 100, GO $0.00
Hand DLg Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% 80.00
Bare Cable 15.1% 0.85% 100.00% $0.13
Push Pipe & Pull 10.12 1.60W 100.00% $0.3%
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.63 0.71% 100.00% $0.09
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15.17 0.79% 100.00% §%.12
Concrete
Cut & Reatore 3.00 Z2.02% 100.00% 30.06
Sod
59, 55% 32.49
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Sprint'as Territory= Normal Buried Feeder Cable
Activicy Base Cost Denzity Zone 65]-8350
Par Foot
inatalled Cost VoActivity ¥ Asaligned Welghted Amount
Adjustmant Talephons

Flow $1.50 F1.43% 100,008 SL.T4
Rocky Plow 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% $5.048
Toench & 1.5%0 0.00% 100.00% 30.03
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.9%0 0.00% 100.00% %0.00
Hand Dig Tranch 1.5%0 0.00% 100, 00% $0.00
Bore Cable 15.1% 1.13s-02 100.00% $0.16
Push Pipe & Full 10.12 3. 6002 100.00% $0.3%
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.63 8. 33e-01 100.00% §0.10
Aaphalt
Cut & Restors 15.37 1.1)e-02 100,00% $0.17
Concrete
Cut & Featore J.oo 1.88e-02 100,004 £0.0%
Sod

100% $2.%6




ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP

DOCKET NO. 9B0&96-TP

PAGE 395

APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint'a Tetrritory- Mormal Buried Feeder Cable
Activity IEH“ Cost Density Ione B51-25%0
Par Foot
Installed Coat ¥ Activity \ Asaigned Weighted Amount
Adjustment Tulephone
Flow 51.9%0 50.94% 100.00% 1.1}
Focky Plow 1.90 0.00% 100,008 $0.00
Tranch & 1.50 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Backfill
Recky Trench 1.50 0.00% 100, 00N #0.00
Backhoa Tranch 1.90 0.00N 100.00W $0,00
Hand Dig Trench 1.5%0 0.00% 100,00% 30.00
Bore Cable 15.15% 1.36e-02 100.00% $0.20
Push Pipe & Pull 10,12 3.6le=-02 100. 00w $0.15
Cable
Cut & FRestore 12.82 B.97a-01 160,008 $0.11
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 147.00% 100,008 $0.21
Concrate
Cut & Reatore 3.00 1.7)e=02 100, 00% #0.0%
Sod
100y $2.64
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES
Sprint’s Territory=- Normal Buried Feoder Cable
Activity Base Coat Denaity Ione 2351-5000
Per Fool
Installed Coat \ Activicy § Assigned Weighted Amount
Adjustment Telephona
Plow $1.90 G0.440 100.00% $1.72
Rezky Plow 1.%0 0.o0n 100.00% #0.00
Trench & 1.90 a.00% 100.00% $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0.0aN 100.00W% $0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.5%0 G.00% 1G0.00% $J.00
Bore Cable 15.1% 1.60e-02 106.00% $0.23
Push Pipe & Pull 10.12 J.6le-02 100, 00N #0.33%
Cable
Cut & Rmstcre 12.863 9.608-01 100.00% 50.12
Raphalt
Cut & Reatorw 15.37 1.01le-02 100.008 40.26
Concretwm
Cut & Restore .00 1.%Be-02 100.00% £0.05
Scd
1ooy .72
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint*s Territory=- Hormal Buried Feeder Cable
Activity Base Coat Pansity lones S001->10000
Per Foot
Installed Coat NV Activity |V Aasignad Weighted Angunt
Adjustmant Telephone

Plow $1.9%0 B9. 9% 100.00n 51.77
Rocky Plow 1.9%0 0.00% 100.90W 50.00
Trench & 1.9%0 0.008 L100.00% 50.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% 0.00
Backhow Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.C0% 30.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.5%0 0.00% 100.,00% $0.00
Bore Cable 15.1% 1.8)e=02 100.00% $0.4)
Push Pipe & Pull 10.12 }.62e-02 100.00N $0.26
Cabls
Cut & Restore 12.63 1.02n-02 1G5.00% $0.07
Aaphalt
Cut & Reatore 15.17 Z.14e-02 100. 0008 50,00
Concrete
Cut & Festore 3.00 l.44e-02 L0C. 00N $0.07
Scd

100% §2.11
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
1
A
Sprint’s Tercitory- Normal Buried Distribution Cable :
Aczivity Base Coat benslty IZcne 0-%
Par Foot
Installed Cast v oAceivity |V Asaigned Weighted Amount
Adjustment Telephone |
Plow $1.%0 §1.1%% 100,00 51.77 :
Rocky Plow 1 %0 0,.00% 100.00% 50,00
Trench & 1.%0 0. 00 100.00% £0.00
Backfill
Rocky Toench 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% £0.00
Backhoa Trench 1.9%0 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Hand D'g Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% 30.00
Bore Cable 15.15 o.19 100.00% 30.0)
Push Pipa & Pull 10.12 1.58% 100,004 $0.386
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.6} 0, 58N 104,00 30.07
Aaphalt
Cut & FReatore 15.37 0.00% 100.00W 50,00
Concrete
Cut & Restore 3.00 FER L] 100. 000 #0.07
fod
1008 $2.31
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint*s Tercitory- Normal Buried Distribution Cable
Actiwvity Bane Cost Denaity lonme &-100
Par Foot
Iastalled Coat bV Activity Y Asnigned Weighted Amount
Adjustsent Telephone

Flow $1.90 92.%10 100. 00N 51.11
Rocky Tlow 1.3 0.00W 100.00% 30.00
Trench & 1.%0 0, 00N 100.00% §0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.50 0. 00% 100.00% 30,00
Backhoe Trench 1.%0 0.00N 100,008 $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Bore Cable 13.1% D.42% 100.00% 50.06
Push Pipe & Pull 10.12 3. 50 100,008 50.3%
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.6) 0,64% 100.00% so0.0e
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 0.12% 100.00% 50.04
Conciete
Cut & Eestore 3.00 2.31N 100.00% $0.070
Sod

G999 32.131%
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APPFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint’'s Territory- NMormal Burled Distribution Cakble
Activicy Baae Coat Denaicty Conm lO1=200
Par Foot
Inatalled Coat V Activivy & Assigned Weighted Amcunt
Adjustment Telephone

Plow $1.50 82.42% 1040.00% 31.7&
Rocky Plow 1.%0 0.00% 100. 00N $0.00
Trench & 1.5%0 0.00% 100.00% 50.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.50 0.00% 100.00% 50.00
Backhos Trerch 1.50 0.00% 100.00% 30.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.50 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Bore Cable 15.15% 0.66% 100,004 $0.09
Push Pipe & Pull i0.12 3.55% 100.00% $0.33
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.61 0.71% 100,000 s0.08
Raphalt
Cut & Reatore 1.7 O, 46N 100.00% 50,06
Concreta
Cut & Restore .00 2.17% 100.00% 50.086
Sod

100% 1 $2.38
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint’s Territory- Mormal Buried Discribution Cable
Activity Base Coat pensity Ione 201-650
fer Foot
Inatalled Coat % Activity bV Assigned Weighted Amcunt
Adjust=ent Telephone
Plow $1.90 B1.92% 100.00% 51.7%
Pocky Plow 1.%0 0.00% 100 . 00% 50.00
-

Trench & 1.90 0.00% 100.00% 30.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Backhos Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00N $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Bore Cable 15.15% 0.89 100,00 $0.12
Push Pipe & Full 10.12 3. 60% 100.00% 50,13
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.€) .77 1006.00% $0.09
Raphalt
Cut & Reatore 15.37 0.7% 100.00% $0.11
Concrete
Cut & Restore 3.00 2.02% 100.00% $0.0%
Sod

100N $2.45
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES
Sprint®s Territory- Normal Burie Jlstreibution Cable
Actavicy Base Coat Density Zona E£5%1-B50
Per Fool
Installed Coast V\ Activity V Assigned Waighted Amount
Adjustmant Talephone

Plow $1.90 FL.40 100.00% $1.74
Rocky Plow 1.90 0.00% 109,00% 50.00
Trench & 1.%0 o.00% 100.00% §0.00
Backfill ’
Rocky Trench 1.50 0.00N 100.00% $0.00
Backhos Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Hand Dlg Trench 1.90 0.00N 100. 00N $0.00
Bore Caole 15.15% 1.1% 100.00% $0.15
Push Pips & Pull 10.12 3. 60% L00.00% 50.3)
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.63 0.83% 100 oow 30.09
Asphalt
Cut L Restore 15.37 1.1 100.00% $0.1&
Concrete
Cut & Restore 1.60 1.68% 100.00% s0.0%
Sod

1004 52.%2
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APPENMDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint’s Tercitory- Mormal Burled Distributlen Cable
hetivicy Bases Coat Denalcy Zone B31-2530
Per Foot
Installed Coat ¥ Activity V Asaigned Weighted Amcunt
Adj . Telephone

Plow $1.90 50, 94N 100,00 $1.73
Rocky Plow 1.50 0.00% 100.00% 50.00
Trench & 1.90 0,000 100.008 $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00W 50,00
Backhos Trench 1.50 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 100, 00N $0.00
Bore Cable 15.15% 1,360 Log, 0o 30.1%
Push Pilpe & Pull 10.12 361N 100.00% $0.3)
Cable
Cut & Reatore 12.6] Q. 9%0% 1L0.00% 50,10
Asphalt
Cut & Festore 15. 27 1.4y 100.008 $0.20
Concreta
Cut & Festore 1.00 1.7 100.00% 50.0%
Sod

LCON 7.0
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint’s Territory- Normal Bucgied Distribution Cable
Activity Base Coat Density Zone 255%1-%000
Per Foot
Installed Cost L] ¥ Asaigned Telephone Weighted Amount
Adjy . Acty

Plow $1.5%0 GO, 44N 100.00% 31.72
Rocky Plow 1.%C 0.0L 100, 00% 30,00
Trench & 1.%0 0.00% 100. 00N 0,00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% $C.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100,008 $C.00
Bore Cable 15.15% 1. 60N 100.00% $0.22
Push Pips & Pull 10.12 3. 61N 100.00% $0.13)
Cable
Cut & Festore 12.6) 0.96% 100.u0N §0.11
Maphalt
Cut & Reatore 15.37 1.81% 100,004 $0.2%
Concrete
Cut & Restore 3.oo 1.58% 100.00% $0.04
5o0d

100% $2.67
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSIONM-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

Sprint’a Territcry- Mormal Buried Distribution Cable
Acty ity Base Coat Donsity Ionea LH001l->10000
Par Foot
Installed Coat ¥V Activity % Asaigned Telephone Weighted Amount
Adjuatmant

Piow $1.9%0 B9, 550 100.00% $1.71
Focky Plow 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Trench & 1.70 0.00% 100.00% 30.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0.40N 100.00% $0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.90 0.00N 100.00N $0.00
Hand Cig Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% 30.00
Bore Catle 15.1% 1.80% 100.00% 50.2%
Push Pipe & Pull 10.12 J.E2n 100,00% §0.33
Cable
Cut & Rastore 12.€) 1.02% 100 00N $0.12
Aaphalt
Cut & Resatore 15.37 2.14% 100.00% $0.30
Concrete
Cut & Restore .00 1.440 100.00% $0.04
Sod

100.00% §2. 14
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APPENDIX A - TCeMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint’s Terzitory- Soft Rock Feeder Conduit
Activity Base Cost Danaity Zone 0-3
Fer Foot
Installed Coat V Activity \ Asaigned MWeighted Amount
Adjustment Telephone
rench & $1.%0 G6.608% 100.00% §i.84
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.9 G.00% 100.00% $0.00
Backhoe Tranch 1.90 0.00% 100.00% 50.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.50 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Boaring 15.1% o.19% 100.00% 10,01
Cut & Restore 12.61 0. 60% 100. 00N $U.08
Aasphalt
Cut & Restore 15.17 0.00% 100.00% §$0.00
Concrete
Cut & Restore 3.00 2.5 100.00% $0.08
Sod
100% §2.02
Sprint's Territory- Soft Rock Feeder Condult
ctivity Base Cost Density Ionae &-100
Per Foot -
Installed Cost b Actliwvity b Assigned Weighted Amount
Adjustment Telephons
Trench & $1.%0 SE.30 100.00% $1.79
Packfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0,0an 100.00% $0.00
Backhoce Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Hand GOig Trench 1.%0 0. 00% 100.00% $0.00
Boring 15.1% O.43% 100.00% 50,06
Cut & Festore 12.63 0.6 100.00% 50.08
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 o.1m 100,008 $0.02
Concrete
Cut & Reatore 3.00 PPl 160, 00% 50.07
Sod
0oy 32.6G2
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APPENDIX A - CTMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint’s Territory- Soft Rock Feeder Conduit
Activicy Base Coat Denslty Zone 101-200
Fer Foot
Installed Coat V Activity i Assigned Weighted Amount
Adjustmant Telephone
Trench & $1.90 9%.88% 37.%0% §1.71
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0.00% $7.500 50.00
Backhoe Trench 1.90 0.00% 97. %0\ $0.C0
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00W 97.50% $0.00
Boring 15.15% 0. &8y 97.50% 50.10
Cut & Restore 12.83 0.7 97.5%0% $0.09
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 0. 488 97.50% $0.07
Concrete
Cut & Reatore 3.00 7.5 57, 50W $0.06
Bod
100 512.08%

Sprint’a Territory- Soft Rock Feeder Comdult

Activity Base Cost Density Lone 201-650

Par Foot =

Installed Cost L] A Assigned Telaphone Waighted Amount

Adjustmant Activity
Trench & $1.90 95.16% 55%.00% $1.72
Backfill
Focky Trench 1.90 0.00% 95.00W 50.00
Backhoe Trench 1.%0 0.00% 5%, 00% $0.00
Hard Dig Trench 1.50 0.00% 6% . 008 $0.00
Boring 15.1% 0.624% 5%. 00N 50.13
Cut & Reatore 12.62 O.80N 3% .00W §$0.1C
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15%.37 0.83 55.00% 50.12
Concrete
Cut & Restore 3.00 2. 08N 5% . 00N $0.06
Sed
100% £2.11
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Sprints Territory- 5oft Rock Feeder Condult
Activiey Bass Cosat Donaity Zone 6%1-850
Per Foot
Installed Coat YV Activity | v Assigned Telaphone Weighted Amcunt
Adjustment
Teanch & $1.90 94,858 85, 00N 31.72
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0.00% 95,008 £0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.%0 0.00% 95.00% £0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 0.00% 8% . 00w $0.00
Baring 15.1% 1.1y $5.00% 50.1)
Cut & neatore 12.6) 0.ETN $5.00% $9.10
Asphalt
Cut & Reatorce 15.07 1.18% 95%.00% 0,12
Concrete
Cut & Rmatore 1.00 1.94% 95.004 30.086
Sod
100.01% §2.13
Sprint's Territory=- Soft Hock Feeder Condult
ACtiwity Bass Coat Density Zone B31-2330
Fer Foot ==
Installed Coat A Activity % Assigned Telephone | Welghted Amount
Adjustmant
Trench & §1.90 54.330 95, 00N §1.70
BackEill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0.00% 95.00W $0.00
Backhoa Trench 1.50 0.00% 95.00% 50.00
HWand Dig Teench 1.90 0.00% 55.00% §0.00
Boring 15.15% 1.41% 95.00% §0.20
Cut & Restore 12.63 0.93% 95.00% $0.11
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15.17 1.5 5004 20,22
Concrete
Cut & Restorw 3.00 1.7%% 95.0C% $0.0%
Sod
100% $2.29




CORDER NO. PS5C-99-0068-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP
PAGE 409
APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint’s Territory- Soft Rock Feeder C nduit
Actiwity Bass Coat Denalty Zone 2531-5000
Per Foot
Inatalled Coat ) %\ Aasiqgned Telephone Weighted Amount
Adjustment ACtivit
¥
Tranch & $1.90 $3.82% 100.00% SL.69
Backifill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0.00N 100.00% 10.00
Backhos Tranch 1.90 0.o0n 100.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Treach 1.90 o.00w 100.00% §o.00
Boring 15.15% 1.68% 100.00% $0.24
Cut & Restore 12.63 1.00% 100.00% $0.12
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 18.37 1.BEY 100.00% $0.27
Concrate
Cut & Rascore 3.00 1.640 100, 00w s0.05%
Sod
1040y $2.17
Sprint’s Territory- Joft Rocw Feeder Condult
Actiwviily Base Cost Density Zones $001->10001
Per Fool
Inatalled Cast b Activity b Assigned Welghted Ascunt
Adjustment Telephone
Trench & 51.90 $3.30W 100.50w $1.68
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.9%0 0.00% 100.00% 50.02
Backhoe Trench 1.5%0 Q.00% 100 . 00% 30.0C
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% 50.00
Boring 15.15 1.90% 100, 00N 10,37
Cut & Restore 12.6) L.07% 100,004 0,13
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 2.20 L00. 00N 50.3]
Concrets
Cut & Rmstore 1.00 1.50% 100, 00% 50.04
Sodd
Loow 12.45%
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Sprint's Territory- Soft Rock Distribution Conduit

Activity Base Coat Density Zone 0-5
Fer Foot
Installed Cost L b Asaigned Weighted Amount
Adjustment ACtivity Telephone
Teanch & $1.90 56.68% 100,008 51.84
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.80 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.90 G.00% 100,00% $0.00
Rand Dig Trench 1.%0 o.00w 100.00% §0.00
Boring 15.15% 0.1, 100.00% $0.0)
Cut & Restore 12.62 0.60% 100.00% §0.08
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 0.00% 100.008 $0.00
Concrete
Cut & Festors 3.o@ 2.53% 100.00% $0.08
Sod
100% £2.02
Sprint’'s Territory- Soft Rock Distributicn Conduit
Activicy Basa Coat Denaity Zone 6-100
Per Foot
Inastalled Coat L] i\ Rasigned Telephone | Weighted Amount
Adjustment Activity
Trench & §1.90 86.39 9%, 008 51.74
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0.00% 95.000 50.00
Backhoe Tranch 1.590 0.00% 95, 00N §0.04Q
Hand Dig Trench 1.9 O.00% 95.00% 30.00
Borling 15.15% O.41n §%.00% $0.06
Cut & Restors 12.61 O.67% 5.00% $0.08
haphalt
Cut & Rantore 1%.37 g.1 9% . CoN $0.07
Concrate
Cut & Reatore .00 Z. 38N 95.00% §0.07
Sod
100% 51.97
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Sprint's Territory- Soft Rock Distributicn Condult
Activiy Base Cost Denaity Zone 10]1-200
Per Foot
Installed Coat b Activivy i\ Rasigried Waighted Amount
Adjustmant Telephone
Trench & $1.5%0 55,88y 90, 00N 5.6+
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 .00 50.00% $0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.90 0.00% 0. 000 §0.00
Hand Dig Troench 1.%0 0.00% 50,004 $0,00
Boring 15,15 0,60y $0.000 §0.09
Cut & HRestore 12.6) 0.7 ¥0. 00N s$0.08
Asphalt
Cut & Reatore 15.37 0. 48N 0. 00N $0.07
Concrete
Cut & Restore .00 .20 $0.00% 40.06
Sod
100y $1.94
Sprint’s Tercitory- Soft Rock Dlstribution Condult
ACLAVLILY Bazs Cost Denaity Zone J01-640
Far Foot
Installed Cost A Actiwvity | % Assigned Telephone Weighted Amount
Adjuatment
Tranch & $1.50 55%. 360 50.00% 1.6}
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0.00% 50.00M i0.00
Backhoa Trench 1.%0 0.00% 90. 008 30.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.9%0 0.00W 30.00N 50.00
Baring 15.1% 0.52N F.00% §0.11
Cut & Restore 12.6) 0.80% 90.00M $0.09
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15. 17 0.81% 30.00% $0.11
Concrete
Cut & Mestore 3.00 Z.00% 20.00% 50.06
Sod
$5.00% $2.02
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APPEMDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint"a Territory- Soft Rock Distribution Condusit
hotivity Base Cost Dansity Zone 6%1=-850
Par Foot
Installed Caat § Actiwvity |\ Assigned Telephone | Welghtied Amcunt
Adjustmant
Trench & §1.90 S4.85% ¥0. 00N $1.862
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 o.00n 30.00% $0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.90 0.00% 0,008 $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 50. 00% £0.00
Baring 15.1% 1.1 90, 00N $0.16
Cut & Hastora 12.63 0.8 %0.00% $0.10
Aaphalt
Cut & Reatoroe 15.37 1.18% 90,000 50.16
Concrete
Cut & Reaccre }.00 1.594% 50, 00W $0.0%
Sod
100.01% §2.10
Sprint’s Territory- Soft Rock Distribution Conduit
tivity Basa Cost Denaity Fons B51-29%%0
Par Foot
Installed Coat V Activity V Assigned Telephone e ighted Amount
Adjustment
Trench & $1.90 54,100 ¥0.00% §1.&l
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.3%0 0.00% #0004 $0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.50 0.00% 0. 00W 50.00
Harnd Dig Trench 1.%0 0.00% §0.00% $0.00
Boring 15.15% L.aLN 50, 00% 30.19%
Cut & Reatore 12.63 0,238 50.00% 30.1
Asphalt
Cut & Heators 13.37 1. 5%3N 80.00% 0,21
Concrete
Cut & Restore 3.00 1.75% ¥0.00% §3.0%
Sod
9.5 52.17
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Sprint’s Territory- Soft Rock Distribution Condult
Activity Base Coat Denalty Tone 23%1-3000
Fer Foot
Installed Coat Y Activity \ Assigned Telephone Welghted Amount
Adjust=ent

Tranch & $1.90 93).824 F0.04% $1.60
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.50 0.00% 50.00% $0.00
Backhos Trench 1.5%0 0.00% 90.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% §0.00% §0.00
Boring 15.15% 1. 66N 90, 00% $0.2)
Cut & Restors 12.6] 1.00% 90.00% $0.11
haphale
Cut & Restore 15.37 1.88% 80.00% $0.26
Concrate
Cut & Restore 3.00 1.64% 50.00% $0.04
Sod

100.00% $2.2%

Sprint’s Territory-

Soft Rock Distribution Condult

Aetlviey Base Cost Density Zones 5001->10001

Fer Foot

Inatalled Cost N Actiwvity \ Asaigned Telephone Welighted Amount

Adjustmant
Trench i §1.90 93,300 50.00% 51.60
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0. 00% 50.00% $0.00
Backhos Trench 1.9%0 0.0o0N 80,008 $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 0.00% S0.00% 20,00
Boring 15.15% 1.90% 0. 00N 20,26
Cut & Restore 12.6) 1.0 %0.00% 50.12
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 15. 07 2.2 50.00% $0.31
Concrete
Cut & Restore 3.00 1.50% §0.00% 20.04
Sod
100% $2.1
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APFEMNDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint*s Territory- Soft Rock Buried Feeder Cable
Activity Baas Cost Denstity lone 0-3%
Fer Foot
Inatalled Cost V Activity | b Assigned Telsphone | Welghted Amount
Adjustment

Plow 31.90 21.19% 100 . 00% 1.7
Pocky Plow 1.90 .00 100.00% $0.00
Trench & 1.90 0.00% 100.00% $0.,00
Backfill
Rocky Tranch 1.90 0.00% 100,008 $0.00
Backhos Trench 1.50 0.o00w 100.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 o.00% 100.00% $0.00
Bore Cable 15,15 0.19% 100.00% 50.013
Push Pipe & Full 10.12 3. 58n 100.00 50.36
Cable
Cut & Reatore 12.62 0.58% 100.00% 50.07
Asphale
Cut & Rastore 5.7 0.00% 100.00% 30.00
Concrete
Cut & Festore 1.00 2.46% 100.00. $0.07
Sca

LuOn $2.31
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980696-TP

APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

Sprint's Territory- Soft Rock Burled Fesder Cable

Activity Base Coat Density Ione €-100
Par Foot
Installed Cost b Activity Y Asaigned Talephone Waighted Amount
Adjustmant

Plow 1.%0 92.51N 100.,00% 5i.m
Rocky Plow 1.90 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Trench & 1.%0 0.00% 497,504 $0.00
Backfill
Pocky Trench 1.90 0. 00% §7.50W $50.00
Backhowe Trench 1.90 0.00% G7.350N $0.00
Hand Dig Tranch 1.5%0 0.00N 57.50% $0.00
Bore Cable 15.15 0,428 57.50W $0.06
Push Pipe & Pull 10.12 1,59 .50 30.35
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.63 0. 64% 97,500 $0.08
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15.17 G.12% 97,508 jio.02
Concrata
Cut & Restore .00 2.31% 97,504 §o.07
Sod

iodw $2.1%
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AFFPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint's Territory=- Soft Rock Burled Feeder Cable
tivicy Base Cost Denaity Zone 101-200
Par Foot
Inatalled Coat % Activity | v Assigned Telephone | Weighted Amount
Adjustment

Flow 51.5%0 §2.42% 100.00% 51.76
Rocky Plow 1.90 0.008 160.00% $0.00
Trench & 1,90 0,008 95,004 $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.9 0.00% 55,004 50.00
Backhoe Trench 1.50 0.00% 95.00% 50.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 95.00W $0.00
Bore Cable 15.15% 0.66% 55.00% 50.09
Push Pipe & Pull 10.12 3.59% 35.00% $0.35%
Cable
Cut & Rastore 12.6) o,.71in 95.00% $0.0%
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15. 7 0. 46% 95.00% 50.07
Concrate
Cut & Restore 3.00 2.1 95.00% 50.06
Sod

100w §2.41
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APPENDIX A - COMMISS1OM-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint’'s Territory- Soft Rock Buried Fesder Cable
Aztivity Sasn Coat Density Zone 201-650
i 'r Foot
Installed Coat \ \ Aasigned Telephonas Walghtad Amount
Adjustment | AStivity

Plow $1.90 81.92% 100.00% 1.5
Focky Plow 1.90 0.00% 100,004 $0.00
Tranch & 1.90 0.00% 5. 000 $0.00
Backfill
Racky Trench 1.590 0.00% 95.00% $0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.5%0 0.CON 95.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.80 0.00% 9%.00% $0.00
Bore Cable 15.15% 0.85% 95%.00% §0.13
Puah Pipe & Pull 10.12 3. 600 §5.00n $0.3%
Cable
Cut & Festore 12.63 0.7M %5 . 00N 10.09
Asphalt
Cut & Reptore 1%.37 0.78% 35.00% 50.12
Concrete
Cut & Reatore 31.00 2.02% 9%.00% $0.06
Sod

1008 Fd4.49
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint’s Territory- Soft Rock Buried Feeder Cable
Activity Base Coat Denaity lone 651-33%0
Per Footl
Inscalled Coat L] ¥ Assigned Telephone Wolghted Amount
Adjustoent hetivity

Flow $1.5%0 Sl.aln 100.00% $1.74
Focky Plow 1.50 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Trench & 1.90 ¢, 0o 95.00% $0.00
Backfill
focky Trench 1.5%0 0.00% 5% .008 $0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.80 £0.00N 95.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 .00y 55.00W $0.00
Bore Cable 15.15 1.1 95%.00N $0.16
Puah Pipe & Pull 10.12 3. 60N 5. 00% $0.35
Cable
Cut & Reatorm 12.6) 0.83% a%.00% $G.10
Aasphalt
Cut & Restore 15.27 1.1 5.00% $0.186
Concrete
Cut & Featorce ).00 1.BBN 8%.00W 0%
Sod

100% $2.5%6
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint’a Territory- Soft Rock Burled Feader Cable
Activicy Base Cost Denaity Zone BY1-2530
Fer Foot
Inatalled Coat L] i Assigned Telephone Woighted Amcunt
Adjustmant Activity

Plow $1.9%0 0. 94\ 100,00 31.73
Rocky Plow 1.90 2.00% 100.00% $0.00
Trench & 1.90 0.00N §%.008 50.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0. 00 95%.008 50.00
Backhoa Trench 1.90 0.00% 9%, 00N 20.00
Hand DLy Trench 1.9 0.00% §9%.00% $0.00
Bace Cable 15.15 1.36% 95.00% 30,20
Push Pipe & Pull 10,12 J. 61N ¥5.00w 50.3%
Cable
Cut & Festore 12.863 0.9%0% 55.00% $0.11
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15.17 1.4TN 5.00% 30.21
Concrete
Cut & Pestore J.00 1.7 95.00n 20.0%
Sod

100% 32.64
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES
Sprint’s Territory- Soft Rock Buried Fesder Cable
Activicy Bass Cost Denaity Zone 2551-5000
Par Foot
installed Coat L} § Assigned Telephone Weighted Amount
Adjuatment Actlivity

Plow 51.90 90 . 4408 100, 00 $1.72
Rocky Plow 1.90 0.o0w 100.00% $0.00
Trench & 1.%0 0.008 55,008 $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0.00% 95.00% 20.00
Backhoa Traench 1.50 0.00W 95.00% %0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.o0w 95.008 30.00
Bore Cable 15.15 1.60W 9%.00N8 $0.23
Push Plpa & Pull 10.12 1. E1n 9%5.00% 50.35
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.63 0.5%6% 95, 00N 50.12
Asphalt
Cut & Reacore 15.37 1.81% 9%, 00% 50.26
Concrete
Cut & HRestore i.00 1.58% 55,00% 50.058
Sod

1008 $2.72
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APPENDIX A - CCHMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES
Sprint's Teccitory- Soft Rock Buried Feedar Cable
Actlivity Base Cost Density Zones 5001->10001
Per Foot
Inatalled Coat L Vv Aasigned Telephone Waighted Amount
Adjust=ent | Activity

Plow $1.%0 89,951 100.00% 51.71
Rocky Plow 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% 50.00
Trench i 1.%0 .00 95.00% §0.00
Backfill
Rocky Tranch 1.90 0.00N 95.00% $0.00
Backhoa Trench 1.%0 0.00N 95.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 0.00% §%.00W $0.00
Bore Cable 15.15 1.83% $5.00W 8$0.26
Push Pipe & Full 10.13 3. 62N 55008 £0.35%
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.6]1 L.02% #5.008 s0.12
Aaphalt
Cut & Restorw 15.07 2.14% 4. 00% 80,01
Coancrets
Cut & Restore 1.00 1.44% 85,000 20.04
Sod

100% $2.80
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APPEMDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
sSprint's Territory- Soft Rock Buried Distributicn Cable
ACTivity Base Coat Density Tone O=5
Par Foot
Installed Coat V Activity | % Asaigned Telephone Woighted Amount
Adjustment

Plow £1.90 33.19) 100,004 31.77
Rocky Plow 1.9%0 G. 00N 100.00% +0. 00
Trench i 1.90 0., 00w 100,008 $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.50 0. 00w 100, 00% 50.00
Backhoo Trench 1.50 a,00% 100.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.590 0. 00 100,008 30.00
Bore Cable 15.15 O.19% 100.00% 50.03
Push Pipe & Full 10.12 1,588 100.00% $0.36
Cable
Cut & Reatore 12.61 0.58% 100,008 $0.07
Aasphalt
Cut & Heatore 15.07 0,00 160,006 $0.00
Concreta
Cut & Reatore .00 FER L] 100.00% $0.47
Sod

1004 §2.11
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSI1ON-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint’s Territory- Soft Rock Buried Oistribution Cable
Activity Base Coat Denaity lZone 6-100
Fear Foot
Installed Coat N Actiwity b Assigned Weighted A=Cunt
Adjustment Telephone

PLlow $1.90 §2.91% 100.00% 51.77
Rocky Plow 1.9 0.00% 100,008 50.00
Trench & 1.90 o, oo 9% . 00% $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0.00% 9%.00W 50,00
Backhoe Trench 1.50 0.00M 9%.00% 5$0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.9 0.00% 9% . 008 50.00
Bore Cable 15.15% 0.42% 95.00% 30.086
Push Pips & Pull 10,12 3.5 9%.00% 50.35
Cable
Cut & Reatore 12.63 0.64n 55.00% 50.08
Asphalt
Cut & Reatocre 15.37 0.12% a%. 00N $0.02
Concrate
Cut & Reatore 3.00 2. 31N §5.00n $0.07
Sod

100% $2.31
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint’s Territery- Soft Rock Duried Distribution Cable
Aetivity Base Cost Denoity . e 101-200
Far Foot
tnatalled Coat V AcTivity % Asszigned Telephona Welghted Amount
Adjustment

Plow §1.90 S2.400 100.00% 31.786
Rocky Plow 1.%0 a.0o% 100.00N 50.00
Trench & 1.%0 G.00% 90 . 040N $0.00
Backfill
Pocky Trench 1.9%0 0.o0% 50.00% §0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.%0 Q.00% 90 .00 30.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.9%0 0.00% 90.00% 50.00
Bore Cable 15.1% 0.66% 50.00% $0.09
Puah Plpe & Pull 10.12 3.5 90.00% 20.3)
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.63 0.71n 90. 00N $0.08
Asphalt
Cut & Hestore 15. 27 D.4EN 50,008 500K
Concrete
Cut & Raptore 3.0 2.17% 90, 00w 50.06
fod

100% 52.38
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint’s Territory- Soft Rock Buried Diatribution Cable
Activity Base Coat Denalty Zone 201-630
Far Foot
Inatalled Coat § Activity \ Assligned Telsphone Waighted Amount
Adjuatment

Flow 51.%0 91.%2% 100.00% 51.7%
Rocky Plow 1.90 0.00N 100.00N 0,00
Trench & 1.90 0.00% 90 . 00N 30.09
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0,00% 90.0048 50.0C
Backhoe Trench 1.50 0.00n 90.00% §0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.9%0 a.00% 90.00% “0.00
Bore Cable 15.15% 0.85 50.00% 50.12
Push Pipe & Pull 10,12 3.60W S0, 00N 50.3)
Cable
Cut L Restore 12.6) a.77% %0.00% 50.09
Aaphalt
Cut & Restoce 15.37 0.79% 90 .00 50.11
Concrete
Cut & Restore i.00 2.02% 50.00% 30.0%
Sod

100% §2.45
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES
Sprint's Tetritory- Soft Rock Burled ODiastribution Cable
Activity Basa Coat Density Zone 63%1-830
Par Foot
inatalled Coat L] V Asaigned Tilephone Weaighted As.unt
Adjustmant | Activity

Plow $1.50 Fl.430 160.004 51.74
RFocky Plow 1.90 0.o0% 100.00% 30,00
Tranch & 1.90 0.00% %0. 00N $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 G.00w 90.00% §0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.90 G,00% 50.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 a.00% S0.00N 10.00
Bore Cable 15.15% .1 50.00% $0.1%
Push Pipe & Full 10.12 3. 600 S0.00% $0.32
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.63 0.82% 50.008 50.0%
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 1.1 50.00% 50.16
Concrate
Cut & Resatore 3.00 1.88% 30.00% $0.0%
Sod

100% $2.52
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint’s Territory- Soft Rock Buried ODistribution Cable
Actiwity Bass Cost Density Ione 851-2530
Per Foot
Inatalled Coat L} % Assigned Telephonwe Weighted Amcunt
Adjustoent Astivity

Plow $1.90 50,540 100.00% $1.7)
Rocky Plow 1.9%0 o.o0% 109.00% $0.00
Trench & 1.9 0.00% 90.00% s0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.9 0.00% $0.008 $0.00
Backhoe Tranch 1.9 0.00% 90.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 50.00W 50.00
Bore Cable 15.15 1.3EN 50.00% 30.19
Push Pipe & Pull 10.12 1.61N 90, 00% $0.33
Cable
Cut & RAeatore 12.63 0.90% G0, 00 50,10
Asphalrt
Cut & Reators 15.37 1.4 50.00% $0.20
Concretle
Cut & Resatore 3.00 1.7 30.00% $0.03
Sod

100% §2.5%9
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUFS
Sprint’s Tercitocy- Soft Rock Burled Dlastributlon Cable
AcTivity Base Coat penaity Zone 25%1-%000
Per Fool
Installed Cost % Activity |V Asalgned Telephone Waighted Amcunt
Adjustment
Plow $1.5%0 50. 440 100. 304 $1.72
Rocky Plow 1.90 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Trench & 1.5%0 0.00% 0,000 $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0.00% 50.00W $0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.90 0.00W 50.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 0.00% 90,004 50.00
Bore Cable 15.13 1.600 30.00% $0.22
Push Pipe & Pull 10.12 I 61N 90.00% §0.13
Cable
Cut & Aescore 12.63 0.96% 90.00% 50.11
Aaphalt
Cut & Heatore 15%.27 1.81% 50.00W% 50.2%
Concrote
Cut & Reatore 3.00 1.58% S0.00% 50,04
Sod
100 52.867
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION~-UGHRDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint's Territory- Hard Rock Feeder Conduit
ACEivViEY Basze Caat Density Zone 0-%
Fer Foot
Installed Caost VActivity A Asalgned Telephone wWeighted Amount
Ady.
Trench & $1.90 96. 684 100.00% 51,84
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.9%0 0.00% 100.00% 30.00
Backhoe Trench 1.90 0.00% 100. 008 50,00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Boring 15.15 0.19% 100.00% 0.0
Cut & Reatore 12.83 0. 608 10G.00% 30.08
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 0.00% 100.00% 30.00
Conczetle
Cut & Reatore 3.00 2.50 100.00% $0.08
Sod
100% $2.02

Sprint*s Tercitory- Hard

Rock Feeder Condult

Activity Bass Coat Density Lone &-100

Per Foot .

Inatalled Cost b Act. A\ Aasigned Telephone Welghted Asount

hdy.
Trench & $1.90 G6.00N g8 00w 51.79
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.5%0 0.00% 98.00% $0.00
Backhoa Trench 1.90 0.00% be . 00N 30.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% &8, 000 $0.00
Baring 15.15% 0.00A 8.00n $0.07
Cut & Restore 12.63 1.00% GE. 008 30,08
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 0.00% 98, 00N $0.03
Concrete
Cut L Restore 3.00 2.00% 98, 00N $0.07
fSod
100w §2.04
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APPEMDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint's Territory- Hard Rock Feeder Condult

Activity Base Coat Dansity Zone 101-200

Fer Foot

Installed Cost \ Act. i\ Asaigned Telephone Welghted Amcunt

Ady.
Trench & $1.930 55.BBY 5. 00N 51.73
Backfill
Rocky Toench 1.59 0,.00% 95.008 20.00
Backhoo Tranch 1.90 0.00% §5.00% 40.00
Hand Dlg Trench 1.90 0.00% 95 .00% $0.00
Boring 15.15% 0.684% 9%.008 §0.10
Cut & Restore 12.63 0.7 §5.00% 30.09
Aaphalt
Cut & Rastore 15.37 0.48% s5.00% 50.07
Concrete
Cut & Restore J.00 2.2 9%.00% 50.06
Sod
1008 52.0%
Sprint’s Territory=- Hard Rock Feedar Condult

Ketivity Base Coat Penaity Ione 201-650

Par Foot

Installed Coat % Act. \ Assigned Talephone Welghied Amount

Ady,
Trench & $1.50 9%. 3168 55 .00% $1.72
Backfiil
Rocky Trench 1.90 0.00% 35.00% 50.00
Backhoe Tranch 1.50 0.00% 3%.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 9%.000 $0.00
Boring 15.15 0.92% 5. 000 $0.12
Cut & Restore 12.863 0.80% 35.G0% $0.10
Asphalr
Cut & Restore 15.37 0.83% 95.00% $0.12
Concrete
fut & Restore 3.00 2.08% ay . ao% 0,06
Sod
100% 3$2.1]
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Sprint*s Territory- Hard Rock Feeder Condult
Actiwity Base Cost Density Lone 631-850
Fer Foot
Installed Cost ¥ Act. 1 Assigned Telephone Waighted Amount
Ady.

Trench & $1.5%0 4. 85 9% .00 1.7
Backfill
Rocky Treach 1.%0 0.o00m #5.00% $0.00
Backhos Trench 1.%0 0.00% 34%. 008 40.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 0.00% 35.000 50.00
Boring 15.1% 1.17% 85,008 $G.17
Cut & Aestorae 12.63 0.87% 85%.008 $0.10
Aspnalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 l.1en 35.00% §0.17
Concrete
Cut & Featore 3. 00 1.94% 55%.,.00% 50.06
Sod

100w .31

Speint’s Territory- Hard Rock Feeder Conduit

Activicy Base Cost Denaity Zone BY%1-2550

Par Foot

Installed Coat V Act. A\ Assigned Telephone Welghted Ascunt

MY
Tranch & $1.5%0 54 .30% 95.00% $1.70
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0.00% 95,008 $0.00
Backhoe Tranch 1.%0 0.00% 95%.00n §0.00
Hand Dig Tranch 1.50 0.00% 95.00% $0.00
Boring 15.15% 1.400 5%, 008 30,40
Cut & Restore 12.63 0.9%0% 9%.00% 50,11
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 1.50% 35.00n 0.2
Concrete
Cut & Restore J.ag 1.80% 55,008 50.0%
Sed
9. %04 §7.28
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint's Territory- Hard Rock Feeder Condult
Rotivity Base Cost Denaity Zone 25%1-3%000
Per Foot
Inatalled Cost ¥ Act. \ Asaigned Telephone Weighted Amcunt
MJI
Trench & $1.9%0 93.82% 9%.008 51.69
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0:00% 95,008 50.00
Backhoe Trench 1.%0 0. 30 95%.00% 230.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.50 0. 00% 5%.00W% $0.00
Boring 15.15 1.66% 95,006 50.24
Cut & Reatore 12.63 1.00% 95 . 00% 50.12
Aaphalrt
Cut & Reatore 15.37 1.88% 9%, 00% 30.27
Concrata
Cut & Festore l.00 1.640 95.00% $0.0%
Sod
1008 2.7

Sprint’'s Tercritory- Hard Rock Feeder Conduit

ctivity Bass Coat Density Zones 5001->10001
Per Foot
Inatalled Cost ¥ Act. V Aasigned Telesphona Weighted Amount
Ay .
Trench & 51.5%0 93. 304 85.00% 31.68
Backfill
Rocky Tranch 1.50 0.00% 55%.00% $0.00
Eackhoes Trench 1.%0 0.00% 95,006 $0.00
Hand Dig Tcench 1.50 0.00% 55.008 80,00
Bering 15,15 1.5%0% 95, 008 50.27
Cut & Restore 12.6) 1.07% 95.008 20,13
Asphalt
Cut & FAmstore 15.37 2.2 5%.00% +0, 3]
Cancrete
Cur & Restore }.00 1.5%0% 5.00% $0.04
Sod
100N $2.15%
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Sprint’s Territory- Hard Rock Diatribution Condult
Activity Base Coat Density Zone 0=3
Fer Foot
Installed Coat \ Act. \ Assigned Telephone Weighted Amount
Adj.
Trench & $1.90 §6. &8N 100,008 .84
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0.00N 100, 00% 50.00
Backhoe Trench 1.%0 0.00N 100,008 $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00N 100.00% $0.090
Boring 15.13 2.15% 100, CON §$0.02
Cut & Pescore 12.63 . 600 100.00% 50.08
Asphalt
Cut & Festore 15.37 0,00% 100.00% $0.00
Concrete
Cut & Restore .00 2.5 100.00% $0.08
Sod
100% $2.02
Sprint’s Tercitory- Hard Rock Dlstributicn Condult
Aceivity Base Coat Denaity Lone 6-100
Per Foot
Installed Coat ' Act. % Asaigned Telephone Walghted Amcunt
Ady.
Tranch & $1,5%0 96.004 95. 000 $1.7)
Backfill
Rocky Troench 1.90 0.00% 85 00N 50.00
Backhoe Trench 1.5%0 0,00% 95.00\ 30.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 0.00% §5.00% $0.00
Barcing 15.15 0.00% 95.00% $0.06
Cur & Fastore 12.63 1.00% §5.00% $0.07
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 0.00% 95.004 $0.02
Concrete
Cut & Restore 3.00 2.008 95%.00% 30.07
Sod
100W 31.96
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES
Sprint's Territory- Hacd Rock Distribution Conduit
Activity Baas Coat Denaity Zone 101-200
Per Foot
Inatalled Coat V Act. i Assigned Talephone Walghted Amount
Adj.
Trench & $1.90 95.88% 90.00% il
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0.00% 90.00% $0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.90 o.00% 90.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.9 0.00% §0.000 30,00
Boring 15.13% 0.68% B0, 00N $0.0%
Cut & Restore 12.63 0.73% 90.00% 50.08
ARaphalt
Cut & Pestore 15.37 0.48% 90.00% $0.07
Concrete
Cut & Faastoras 1.00 2.2 90.00% $0.06
Sod
100% $1.94

Sprint’s Territory- Hard Rock Dlstribution Condult

Activity Basa Cost Density Zone 201-&30

Fer Foot

Inastalled Cost ¥V Act. %\ Assigned Talephone Waighted Amount

Rdy.
Trench & $1.9%0 55,360 #0.00% $1.63
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.50 o.o0m 90.00% $0,00
Backhoe Trench 1.90 0.00% 90, 00w s0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00N 50,004 $0.00
Boring 15.15% 0.9524 90.00% 50.1)
Cut & Restore 12.63 0.80% %0.00% $0.09
Aaphalt
Cut & Rastore 15.37 0.82% 50,00% 50.11
Concreta
Cut & Restore 3.00 2.00% F0.00% £0.06
Sod
1004 $2.02
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint’s Territory=- Mard Rock Distribution Condult
Actiwvwity Base Cost Density Zone 631-830
Far Foot
Installed Coat § Act. ¥ Assigned Telephone Welghted Amount
Adj .
Trench & $1.90 S4.85N Su.00% $..67
Backfill
Rocky Trench .90 0.00% 30.00W $0.00
Backhoa Trench 1.80 0. 00% 90.00W 30,00
Hand Dig Trench 1.5%0 0.00% 30.00W $0.00
Boring 15.1% 1.17% $0.00% $0.16
Cut & Restore 12.86] 0.87% 0. 00% 90.10
Asphalt
Cut & Reatore 15.37 1.18% 50.00% $0.1¢&
Concretes
Cut & Rastore 1.00 1.94% S0.00n $0.05%
Sod
1004 $2.10

Sprint's Territory= Hard Rock Distribution Condult

Activity Basa Coat Deanalty Zona 851-2%30

Par Foot

Inatalled Coat % Act. i\ Assigned Telephons Waighted Amcunt

Ady.
Trench & F1.90 B4.300 F0.00% $i.61
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.50 0.00% 80,000 80.00
Backhoe Tranch 1.50 0.00% 0. 00N 0,00
Hand Dig Trench 1.5%0 0.00% §0.00N $0.00
Boring 15.15% 1.41n 90. 000 30.1%
Cut & Reatore 12,863 0.93% 30.00W $0.11
hAaphalt
Cut & Restore 15.27 1.52% $C.00% $0.21
Concrete
Cut & Restore .00 1.79% S0.00% $0.0%
fSod
65,954 $2.17
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES
Sprint's Terr'tory- Mard Rock Distribution Condult
Aotivity Baan Coat Danaity Zone 2331-30032
Par Foot
Inatalled Cast % Act. i Assigned Telephone Yeighted Amount
Adj.

Trench & §1.580 53.82% 50.00% §1.460
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0.00N% 0. 008 40,00
Backhos Trench 1.5%0 0.00% 90,008 50,00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0. 00N a0, 008 $0.00
Boring 15.15% 1. 66N 50.00% §0.22
Cut & Restors 12.63 1.00% S0, 00N 0.1t
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 15.137 1.88% §50.00% 50.46
Concrete
Cut & Restore 3.00 1.640% 90.00% $0.04
Sod

100.00% $2.2%

Sprint’'s Territory- Hard Rock Distribution Conduit

Activity Base Coat Dansity Zones 5001->10001

Fer Foot

Installed Cost ¥ Act. V Assigned Telephone Weighted Amount

Ady.
Trench & §L.5%0 §3.30n 90.00% $1.60
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.50 o.00% 0. 00N 30.00
Backhoa Trench 1.90 0.00% 30.006 £0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 0.00N $0. 00 $0.00
Boring 15.13 1.50% 50,00 §0.26
Cut & Restore 12.63 1.07% 0. 00N 50.12
ARaphnalt
Cut & Restore 15.17 2200 90.00% 50.31
Concrete
Cut & Restore .00 1.50% 0. 00N 50.04
Sad
100.00% 2.1}
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES
Sprint’s Territory=- Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cablae
Aceivity Fase Coat Density Zonas 0=5
Far Foot
Installed Coat & Act. % Assigned Telephone Weighted Amgunt
Ady.
Plow §1.%0 93,160 100, 00% .M
Rocky Plow 1.%0 0.00% 100,00 $0.00
Trench & 1.%0 0.00W 100. 00% 50.00
Backfill
fAocky Trench 1.3%0 D.00N 100.00% $0.00
Backhos Trench 1.5%0 0.00% 100 . 006 §0.00
Hand Oig Trench 1.3%0 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Bore Cable 15.15 0.19% 100.00% §0.03
Puah Pipe & Pull 10.12 3.58% 100.00% §0.38
Cabile
Cut & Restore 12.63 0.5 L20.00% $0.07
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 0.00% 100, 00% 30,00
Concrets
Cut & Rentore 1.00 2,460 100.00% $0.07
Sod
100 52.31
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980696-TP

Sprint's Territory- Hard Rock Burled Fesdar Cable

Activity Base Coat Density lons &-~100
Per Foot
Installed Coat v Act. % Asaigned Telephone Meighted Amount
Adj.

Plow $1.90 92,910 100,008 $1.717
Rocky Plow 1.90 0.00% 100, 00N $0.00
Trench & 1.9%0 = 00N 97. 504 $0.00
Backfill
Racky Teoench 1.90 0.00% 97.500 §0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.9%0 C.0an 97.%0% $0.00
Hand Tiig Trench 1.90 0.00% 37.5%00 $0.00
Bore Cable 15,17 0.42% 97.5%00 $0.06
Push Pipe & PFull 10.12 1.5% 7. 50% $0.135
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.63 0.64% 97.50N i0.08
Asphalt
Cut & Reatore 15.)7 0.12% §7.50M $0.02
Concrete
Cut & Reatore 3.00 2.3 57,508 $0.07
Sod

100% §2.1%
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint's Territory- Hard Rock Burled Feedec Cable
AcTivity Base Cost Denaity lone 101-200
PFer Footu
Installed Cost bV Act. ¥ Aszigned Telephone Maightied Amount
Adj.

Plow $1.50 92.42% 100.00% $1.76
Focky Plow 1.5%0 o.o00% 100.00% §0.00
Trench & 1,90 0.00% 95. 00N $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.50 0.00% 95,000 80.00
Backhoe Trench 1.50 0.00N 9%. 00% §0.00
Hand Big Trench 1.90 0.00% 5. 004 §0.00
Bore Cable 15.15% 0. 664 5. 000 0,09
Push Plpa & Pull 10.12 3.59 9..00% $0,23%
Cable
Cut & Reatore 12.63 Q.71N 95%.000 $0.09
Asphalt
Cut & Rmscore 15.37 0.46% 95.00W $0.07
Conctete
Cut & Reatore 3.00 2:.17T% G%.00% 0,086
god

100% 82.41
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

Sprint's Territory- Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable

Activicy Base Cost Denaity Tone 201-630
Par Foot
Inatalled Coat N Act. Vv Assigned Telephone Weighted Amount
Adj.

Plow $1.90 §1.82% 100.00% $1.75
Rocky Plow 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% 50.00
Trench & 1.%0 0. 008 55,008 £0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0.00% 95.00% $0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.%0 0. 00N 95,000 $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 95.00% §0.00
Bote Cable 15.1% 0.B9% 95,008 $0.13
Push Fipe & Pull 10.12 3. 60V 95.008 50,35%
Cable
Cut & Reatore 12.63 0.77% 55,008 $0.09
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 1%.17 0.75% 95.00% 0.12
cancrate
Cut & Reators 3.00 2.02% 8%.00% 50.06
Sod

100% 52.4%
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APPFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable
Aotivity Bass Coat Density Zone 651-950
Per Foot
installed Coat b Act. \ Assigned Telephone Weighted Amount
Ady.

Plow $1.90 gl.40 100.00% 1.4
Rocky Plow 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% §0.00
Trench & 1.90 0.00% 95,00 $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.5%0 0.00% §95.00W% 50.00
Backhon Trench 1.90 0.00% 95,008 $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 0.00% 95.008 $0.00
Bore Cabla 15.15 l.1n 95.00% $0.186
Puah Piow & Pull 10.12 3. 600 95.00% $0.215%
Cable
Cut & Renstore 12.623 0.683% 95,008 $0.10
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 1.13% §5.00W 30,18
Cancrete
Cut & Hestore 3.00 1.88n 85.00% §0.05%
Sod

100% $2.5%6
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint’s Territory- Hard Rock Burled Feeder Cable
RoTivity Base Coat Density Zone B3]1-2550
Fer Fool
Inatalled Coat § Act. V Assigned Telephone Weighted Amount
Ady.

Plow 81.%0 90. 94N 100.00% 1.7
Rocky Flow 1.90 0.00% 100.00% £0.00
Trench & 1.50 0.00% 95,000 $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Treehch 1.90 0.00% 25.00% $0.00
packhos Trench 1.90 0,00 9%, 004 $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.590 0.00% 95,004 $0.00
Bore Cable 15.15% 1.3év 95 00N 50.20
Push Pipe ¢ Pull 10.12 3.610 95.00W 50.1%
Cable
Cut & Aeataore 12.63 0.900 5%, 004 50.11
Rsphalt
Cut & Reatore 15.137 1.47% 9%, 00N 50,21
Concrete
Cut & Restors 1.00 1.7\ 95.00W §0.0%
Sod

100% 52.64
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSICH-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint’as Territory- Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable
Activity HBaae Coat Danaity Ione 25%1-5000
Par Foot
Ins.alled Cost i Ace. V Aasigned Telephonme Weighted Amount
Ady.
Plow $1.90 0. 440 100.00% $1.72
Focky Plow 1.90 0.00% 100. 00w 30.00
Tronch & 1.90 0.00% 4%.00% $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.50 u. 00N 4%. 008 $0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.90 0.00% 55.00N $0.00
Harna Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 95.00% $0.00
Bore Cable 15.1% 1.60% ¥%.00% $0.2)
Push Pipe & Pull 10.12 3. 61N 9% .00 $0.35%
Cable
Cut & Reatore 12.6) 56.00% 95.00% 20,12
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 1%.37 1.81% 95, 000 50.26
Concrete
fut & Reatore .00 1.5%8% 95,008 $0.0%
Sad
100% $2.74
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APPEMDIX A - COMMISSICHN-ORDERED INFUT VALUES
Sprint*s Territorv- Hard Rock Buried Fesder Cable
Activity Base Coat Densicy Zones 3001-»10001
Fer Fool
natalled Coat ¥ Act. % Assigned Telephone Walghted Amount
Ady.
Plow $1.5%0 98.95 100.00% $1.71
Rocky Plow 1.90 0. 00N 100.00W #0.00
Trench & 1.50 0.00% 9%.00% $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.9%0 0.00% 6% . 00N $0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.50 0.00% §%.008 $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.50 0.00% 9%.00% $0.00
Basre Cable 1%.1% 1.83% 95%.00% $0.26
Push Pipe & Pull 10.12 3. 620 0%.00% 0.5
Cable
Cut & Reatore 12.6) 1.02% 95.00% #0.12
Asphalt
Cut & Rastote 15.77 2.140% 9% . 00N $0.31
Concreta
Cut & Restore 3.00 1.440 55.00W $0.04
Sod
100% 43,80
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APPEMDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint’a Tercitory- Hard Rock Buried Distribution Cable
~—
Activitcy Base Coat Density Zone G-3
Per Foot
Inscalled Coat W Act. % Assigned Telsphobe Wwighted Amcunt
Ady.
Plow $1.%0 §3.19 100.00% 1.7
Rocky Plow 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% 50,00
Trench & 1.90 0.00% 100.00% 50.00
Backflll
Rocky Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% 50.00
Backhoe Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Mand Dig Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% 50.00
Bore Cable 15.1% 0.19% 100.00% §0.03
Push Pipe & Pull 10.12 3. 580 T00.00W 0,36
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.6) 0.58% 100.00% $0.07
Raphalt
Cut & Restore 15. 37 0.008 100.00% $0.00
Concrete
Cut & Restoce 3.00 2.46% 100.00% $0.07
Sod
100N 2.31
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint's Territory- Hard Rock Burled Distributlon Cable
Activity Base Cost benaity Zone E-100
Per Foot
Installed Cost ¥ Act. t Assigned Telephone Walghted Amount
Adj.
Flow $1.90 52.91\ 100.00% $1.17
Focky Plow 1.50 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Trench & 1.50 0.00% ¥5. 004 10,00
Back[ill
Rocky Trench 1.5%0 0., 00N 95.00W% 30.00
Backhos Tranch 1.50 0,008 95.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 .00 9% . 008 80.00
Bore Cable 15.1% a.42% 55.008 30.06
Push Pipe & Full 10.12 A.59% 35.00% $0.3%
Cable
Cut & Reastore 12.6) C. 640 95.00% $0.08
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 1%.37 0.12% 95.000 $0.02
Concrete
Cut & Rescore .00 2,31\ 95,008 $0.07
Sod
100% 5$2.13
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Diatribution Cable
Activity Base Cost Censity Ione 101=-200
Fer Foot
Inatal led Cost % Act., Y\ Assigned Telephone Walghted Amount
Adj.

Flow $1.%0 92, 420 100.,00% #1.76
Focky Plow 1.90 0.00n 100,008 50.00
Trench i 1.50 0.00N 90.00% §0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.50 0.0CH 50.00% 50.00
Backhos Trench 1.80 0.00N 90.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Tranch 1.90 0.00W §0.00% $0.00
Bore Cable 15.15 0. 66N 50.00N8 $0.09
Puah Plpe & Full 10.12 3,590 S0.008 $0.123
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.63 0.71% 80.00% $0.08
Asphalt
Cut i Restore 15.37 0,460 90.008 50.06
Concrete
Cut & Hestore 1.00 2.1 90.00% 50.06
Sod

100% §2.38
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES
Sprint"s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Distribution Cable
A-zavity Ba Cost Density Zona 201=650
Par ok
ir Lad Cost § Act. A Assigred Telephone Walghted =ount
Adjy.

Flow 1.90 $1.92% 100. 006 $1.75
Aocky Piow .90 0.00% 160.00W 50.00
Trench & 1.50 2.00% S0.00% 0,00
cackfill
Focky Tren-h 1.90 0. 00N S0.00% 50.00
Backhoe Trench 1.50 0.00% §0.00W £0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 0.00% 90.00% §0.00
Bare Cable 1%.15 0.8 50.00W 50.12
Fush Pipe & Pull 10.12 J. 60 S0.00% 50.33
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.63 0.7 50.00% 50.09
Asphalt
Cut & Reatoze 15.77 0.7%% 90.00w 30,11
Concrete
Cut & Restore 3.00 2.02% 50,008 50.0%
Sod

1004 £2.45%
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Distribution Cable
Activity Baae a8t Dansity Zons 651830
Per Foot
Installed Coat % Act. ¥ Assigned Telephone Weighted Amount
Adj.
Flow 51.90 $2.00% 100.00% §1.7%
Rocky Plow 1.%0 0.00N 100.00% $0.00
Trench & 1.9%0 0.00% S0, 00N §0.00
Backfill
Rocky French 1.90 0.00% §0.00W $0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.80 0.CcoN §0.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.5%0 0.00% 30.008 $0.00
Bore Cable 15.15 1.13% 80.00% 80.1%
Push Pipe & Full 10.12 3. 600N 90.00N8 §0.33
Cable
Cut & ARestore 12.62 0.8 30.0uN £0.09
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 1.1 S0.00% $0.18
Concrete
Cut & Restore 3.00 1.88% 50.00% $0.0%
Sod
1004 $2.%3
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint"s Terrltory- Hard Rock Burisd Distribution Cable
Rctivity Base Coat Density Ione B31-2530
Per Foot
Installed Cosat N Act. % Assigned Telephone Weighted Amount
Ady.

Plow 31.%0 0. 940 100.00% 31.7)
Rocky Plow 1.90 0.00% 100.00% £0.00
Trench & 1.90 0.00N 50 .00% $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0.00 §0.00% $0.00
Backhos Trench 1.90 0.00N 50,000 $0.00
Hand Oig Trench 1.90 Q.00 50.00% $0.00
Bore Cable 15.15 1.366 50.00W% $0.1
Puah Pipe & Pull 10.12 3. 61N 50.00% $0.313
Cable
Cut & Reators 12.63 0.50n 0.00% §0..0
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15%.37 1.47% 50.00% $0.20
Concrete
Cut & Restore 1.00 1.72% 50.0 % $0.0%
Sod

1000 $2.59
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint®s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Distribution Cable
hRooivicy Base Cost Cenaity Zone 2%%1-5000
Per Foot
Installed Cost ¥V Act. V Assigned Telephone Walghted Amount
Adj .
Flow $1.50 90. 440 100.000 §1.72
Rocky Plow 1.%90 0.0oN 100.00% $0.00
Trench & 1.90 C.00% 80.00% $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0.00% 90.00% £0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.90 0,008 90.00% 50.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 90, 00% $0.00
Bore Cable 15.15% 1.600 90.00% §0.22
Push Pipe & Pull 10.12 1.61% 50,004 50.33
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.6) 0.96% S0.00W 50.11
haphalt
Cut & Heatore 15. 37 1.81% 0. 00% $0.2%
Concrete
Cut & Restore 3.00 1.58% g0.008 §0.04
Sod
100% 32.67
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Sprint's Territory=- Hard Rock Buried Distribution Cable
Activity Base Coat Density Zonas 500L-»1CJ01
PFer Foot
Installed Cost % Act. v Aasigned Telephone Waighted Amcount
Ady.
Plow $1.90 B9.95% 100.00% §1.71
Rocky Flow 1.90 0.00% 100.00N $0.00
Trench & 1.%0 0.00% §0.00W% $0.060
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 O.00% 90.00% $0.400
Backhoe Trench 1.90 0.00% 90,00 $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.9%0 0.00N 50.000 $C.00
Bore Cabls 15.15 1.8 $0.00% $0.2%
Push Pipe & Pull 10.12 ). 620 90.,00M 30,13
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.63 1.02% 90,00 $0.12
Aaphalt
Cut & Restorw 15.37 2.140 %0.00N $0.30
Cancrete
Cut & Festore 3.00 L.&dn 50 .00% f0.C4
Sod
100% $2.74
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Section V-E: Structure Sharing Factors
Fesder Conduit (Normal and Soft Rock)

Cenaity BallSouth GTEFL Sprint
=5 E 1] 87.18% Laon
6=100 9 47.18% 9T 50980
101-200 91 97.18% a5
201-650 99% §7.18% 350
E51-850 59% 87,100 954
851-2350 998 7. 18% 358
2551=5000 99 a7. 18N 954
$001=10000 a9 7. 180 958
>10001 998 97.18% 958

*98% for Hard Rock

Distribution Condult (Mormal and Soft Rockl

Deansity BallSouth GTEFL Sprint
Q=3 ¥ §7.18% 100w
&-100 # 57.18% fon
101-200 G 57,180 G0N
201-630 L1 g7.18% p1e ]
€51-9850 £ 311 87.18% aoN
851-2%5%0 99 H7.18W a0
2551-5000 99N B7.18% 90N
5001-10000 9 §7. 184 S0N
>10001 G54 710N (171




Activities, depending on denalty zone.
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Burled Feeder Cable (Hormal and Soft Rock)
Density BellSouth GTEFL Sprintc*®
g-5 55 1CON 100%
6-100 59 100N 100%/97.5%
101-200 5% 1008 100% /554"
201-650 35N 100% 100% /954
€51-850 EhL 100% 1008 /9%
B51-2350 298 100% 10087950
2551-5000 998 100w IN0N/95
5001=10000 9% 100% 1008 /954
>10001 5% R 100N 10087950
*1008 for Plow and Rocky FPlow, #7.5% and %3\ for Other
Activities, depending on denalty zane.
Buried Distriburion Cable (Hormal and Soft Rock)
Danalty BsllSouth GTETL Speint
0-3% S&N 100% 1008
€~-100 1] 100% 100% /954"
101-200 111 100% 1008 /504"
201-6350 FEN 100% 1008/ 908*
€51-850 F1 ] 100% LO0% /900"
851-2550 96N 100% 1008/ 900
2551-%000 96N 100% 1008 /900"
$001-10000 11 100N 100% /908"
>10001 SN 10aN LOON /%00 "
*1008 for Plow and FRocky FPlow, 93% and %0V for Other
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Aerial Feeder Cable (Normal and Soft Rockl

Density BellSouth GTEFL Sprimt

0-5 9.8 3Y. 58 /55,. 000 o
6-100 3%. 880 53, 580/55. 00V o
101-200 319.804 53,588 /35. 0% o
201-8650 15.88N 53580 /55000 108
651-850 1%.88% 5). 580 /55.00N" jon
851-2550 19,880 53.580/55. 000" o
2551-5000 1%. 880 53.5080/3%5.000" EE:_
5001-10000 16.8080 53,580 /55.000 o
»10001 19800 53,580 /55,000 £ 7] ]

*55.008 is for Hard Rock
herial Feeder Cable — Anchors and Guys

Density BallSouth GTEFL Sprint

0=5 100W 100% 100
6-100 1000 100% 1oow
101-200 100N 100v 100w
201-650 100% 1008 100%
651-850 100% 100w 1004
8531-235%0 100w 1008 100%
2551-5000 100 100% 1004
5001-10000 100% 100% 1008
>10001 100h 100 100%
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Asrial Disteibution Cable —
Densicy BellSouth GTEFL Sprint
0-5 1%.80W 3. 580 /55, 000+ 10N
&=100 J%.88% $3.580 /55008 108
101-200 39.880 53500 /55,000 a0
201-&650 5.0 531,508 /55.004 i1
€51-850 315.8E0 53.58%/55.000" 108
§51-2350 3s.8En 5. 58%/55.000 11 ]
2551=5000 19 86 53, 58%/55,. 004 11 ]
1001-10000 15800 51,588 /55,000 10N
>*10001 J9.@mEN $3.58%/35.008" 0N

*55.008 ia for Hard Hock

Asrial Distribution = Anchors and Guys

Cansicy BallSouth GTEFL Sprint
0=5 100% 100% 1008
6€-100 100W 100% 100W
101-200 100w 100% 1004
201-650 1008 100% 100%
651-050 100% 100% 1004
#51-2550 100% 100% 1000
2551-5000 1008 100% 1004
5001-10000 1008 100W 100%
>10001 100% LooN LooN
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Section V=F: Fill Factors

Distribution Fill Factors 1,5 paira per houslng unit
1 palrs per business location

90% cable sizing factor

688 in lowest density zons (0-35]
72% in nent loweat density zone (F-1040)
758 in remaining fohes

Fesder Fill Factors

Section V-G: Manholes, Handholes, Adders and Conduit
HMaterial i Assigqned I Recommanded
Coat Installation Telephone Input

Handhole - 3%5%
or 4*6 5951.64 $4137.30 GEN $1,361.16
-Hormal 951.64 437.30 GEN 1,361.16
=Soft Rock 951.64 g4l.22 S8 1,757.00
-Hard Rock
Manhole -
d*6*7 $6, 384.00 $0 S8 £6,25%6. "2
=Normal 6,304.00 (] OEN 6,256,232
-Soft Rock €, 384.00 3,231.36 58 & 9,423.05
-Hard Rock
Hanhole -
12+6=7 §9,480.24 50 SN 59,290.64
-Normal 9,480.24 1] 98N 9,290.64
-Soft Rock 9,480.24 B4B2. 32 984 17,601,131
-Hard Rock
Adder =12°6*7
-Hormal $2,800.00 55%00.00 1A $3,2)4.00
=50ft Rock 2,800.00 700.060 SEN 1, 430,00
-Hard Rock Z2,800.00 800,00 q98% 1,626.00
Condult per 98N 3.91
Buct Foot
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Saction V-H: Fiber cable costs

Undirgraund Fiber Cable

Size Total Cost
rd 1] $15.01
144 59.41
96 $7.51
12 56.55
_E? $6.07
48 $5.51
36 34.91
24 $4.58
18 $4.43
12 54.23

Buried Fiber Cable

Bize Total Coat
288 514.26
144 58.28
96 $6.23
T2 §5.16
60 $4.64
{8 §4.07
16 $31.42
24 $1.06
18 $2.90
12 §2.68
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Aerial Fiber Cable

Size Total Coat
288 $13.90
144 $7.82
96 35.96
72 $5.13
60 54.68
48 54.15
36 §3.70
24 §3.22
18 3.03
12 §2.83

Section V-1: Copper cable costs

24~Gauge Underground Copper Cable

Size Total Cost
4200 §61.69
3600 §50.61
3000 $43.65
2400 §$31.51
2100 $27.68
1800 523.80
1200 $14.21
900 §12.39
€00 $8.95
400 $8.31
300 87.10
200 £5.47
100 $4.0]
50 $3.51
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Size Total Cost
25 $3.23

18 $2.83

12 5¢.54

24-Gauge buried Copper Cable

Size Total Cost
4200 £53.39
3600 543.21
3000 $37.45
2400 526,18
2100 523.18
1800 $19.83
1200 511.46

900 510.24

600 $7.55

400 $6.30

00 $5.217

200 54.51

100 $3.07

50 $2.55

25 52.27

is $1.98

12 $1.73
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24=-Gauge herial Copper Cable

Size Total Cost
4200 $45.14
600 $36.81
3000 §32.03
2400 s22.82
2100 £20.47
1800 517.68
1200 $10.89
300 £9.79
600 57.63
400 5$5.78
300 54.60
200 54,23
100 $2.97
50 $2.51
25 §2.28
13 §1.5%0
12 51.64
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26-Gauge Underground Copper Cable

Size Total Cost
4200 $61.69
Je00 230.61
3000 $43.65
2400 $26.53
2100 $23.32
1800 $20.05
1200 §11.71

00 §10.51

600 §1.70

400 $§7.69

Joo $6.48

200 £5.06

100 £3.82

50 £3.40

25 $3.18 =
18 22.78

12 92.51
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26-Gauge Buried Copper Cable

Size Total Coat
4200 $53.39
3600 §43.21
3000 $17.45
2400 §20.86
2100 §18.53
1800 $15.83
1200 $8.080
900 $68.24
600 §6.21
400 $5.42
300 §4.61
200 $4.07
100 52.85
50 52.44
25 §2.22
18 51.94
12 §1.70
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26-Gauge RAerial Copper Cable

Bize Total Cost

4200 545.14

3600 §36.81

3000 $32.03

2400 518.54

2100 816.72

1800 514.47

1200 58.75

900 S8.18

600 56.55

400 55.07

a00 54.27

200 $3.87

100 §2.75

50 £2.42

25 §2.23 ‘

18 51.86

12 51.62

Section V-J: Drops
Buried 3.69 per foot
herial §.25 por foat
Section V-K: HNetwork Interface Devices

Business $50.00
Resldential §10.00
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Section V-L:

Outside plant mix

Distribution Plant Mix (Normal and Soft Rock) - Underground

Dansity BallBouth GTETFL Sprint

0-5 0 2Th %
6=-100 2% 2TH 1.0%
101-200 5% 8% 1.1%
201-650 an .B2% 1.2%
651-850 15% LETY 1.2%
B51-2550 254 . 960 1.3%
2551-5000 40N . 53N 1.4%
5001-10000 GON 1.95% 1.4%
>10001 90N 1.95 1.5%

Distribution Plant Mix (Hard Rock) - Underground

Dansity BallSouth GTETL Bprint

0-5 0.0% 2N .B%
6-100 2.0% 27N 1.0W
101-200 5.0 agh 1.1%
201-650 8.0% B2N 1.2%
€51-850 15.0% AT 1.2%
851-2550 18.0% .11 1.4
2551-5000 20.0% .53k 1.4%
5001-10000 45.0% 1.95% 1.4%
»10001 90.0% 1.954 1.5%
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Distribution Plant Mix (Hormal and Soft Rock] - Buried
Density BsllBouth CTEFL Sprint
0=3 £0% 78.11\ 87.5%
6-100 61% T8.11% 87.1%
101-200 62\ 73,91\ HE. TN
201-650 624 TT. 420 B6. 4%
651-850 634 T3.520 66.1%
851=2550 65% 69,364 65.9%
£551-5000 55% 64.88% 85.6%
5001-10000 3Ish 24. 140 85.5%
»10001 10% 24. 140 85.1

Distribution Plant Mix [(Hard Rock]- Buried

Daensity BallSouth GTEFL Sprint
Q=5 50W T8.11% B7.5%
6-100 51 78.11% 87. ITI
101-200 S24 T3.91% B6.7V
201=650 524 17.42% BE. 4%
651-850 60N 79,520 86.1%
B51-2550 624 63. 36N 85.9%
2551-5000 65% 64,8684 85.6%
5001-10000 40% 24.140 83.5%
»10001 a 24.14% 85.3%
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Distribution Plant Mix (Normal and Soft Rock] - Aerial
Dansity BallSocuth GTEFL Sprint
0-5 404 21.62% 11.7%
6-100 3 21.62% 1.9
101-200 an 25.72% 12.2%
201-650 0% 21.77y 12.4%
651-850 204 19.61% 12.7%
B51-2550 10n 29.68% 12.8%
2551-5000 5% 34.59% 13.00
5001-10000 5% 73,90 13.1n
-:;DGUI g 73.9% 13.2%
Distribution Plant Mix (Hard Rock)- Aerial
Cansity BallSouth GTEFL Bprint
Florida
0-% 504 21.62% 11.7h
&-100 47h 21.62% 11.9%
lol-200 43N 25.72% 12.2%
201-650 40 21.7 12.4%
651-650 25% 19.61% 12.7h
B51-25%0 20N 49.68% 12.8%
2551-5000 15% 34,59 13%
5001-10000 15% 73.9% 13.1%
>»10001 104 T3,9% 13.2%
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Copper Feeder Flant Mix (Mormal and Soft Rock) - Underground

Dansity BallSouth GTEFL Sprint

0=-5 10% 6.2% 12s
6=100 15% 6.2 14%
101-200 20% 14.4% 15.7%
201-630 25% 24.09% 17.1%
651-850 45y 2e.08n ia. n
A51-2550 (311 338N 19.4%
2551-5000 80% 31.66% 20.3%
5001-10000 a0% 64.22% 21.2%
»10001 5% 64.22% £1.9%

Copper Fesder Flant Mix [Hard Rock) = Underground

Density BallSouth GTEFL Sprint

0-5 5% 6.2% 12%

&=100 10% 6.2% 1‘:*
101-200 15% 4.4 15. 7%

201-650 25\ 24.09% 17.10%

€51-850 35N 28.08% 18.3%

851-2550 G0N 3I3.870 19.4%

2551-5000 80% 31. BEN 20.3%

5001-10000 B5% 64,224 21.2%

>10001 95% £4.22% 21.5%
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Coppar Feeder Plant Mix (Mcrmal and Soft Rock]l - Huried

Density BallBouth GTEFL Bprint

0=-5% S0M B2.410 84.7%
&-100 454 B2.41% 82,94
101-200 40% €8, 36N Bi.4N
201-650 s 59.8% BO. 1N
631=-850 30% 60,374 T9%
851-255%0 25% £0.26% TE. 1N
2551-5000 20% §B, 3240 77.2%
5001-10000 104 22,540 T6.5%
>10001 =1 22,548 75.8%

Copper Feader Plant Mix (Hard Rock) - Buriaed

Dansity BallSouth GTEFL fprint

0=5 5% B2.41% B4.TA
6-100 404 82.41% B2.9%
101-200 ass 6E8. 164 Bl.4w
201=-650 25% 59.68% B0. 1%
651-850 254 60.37% T9%
851-2550 20% 50.26% 78. 1%
2551=-5000 10% 48. 320 17.2%
5001=-10000 5% 2Z.54% 16.5%
>10001 ow 22.54% T5. 80
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Copper Feeder Plant Mix (Normal and Soft Rock] - Aerial
Dansity BallSouth GTEFL Sprint
0-5 40% 11.39m 3.3
6-100 40% 11.239% 3. 1N
101-200 40% 17.24% 2.9
IZ‘Jl"ﬁﬁﬂ 40% 16.120 i.8%
51=-850 2548 11.55% 20 |
E-1=-2550 108 15.86N0 Z :
-;_-_ 1-5000 o 20.03% 2.5:
It .1-10000 o 13.240 Z,JT
hblﬂﬂﬁl 0 13.240 2.0%
Copper Feeder Flant HMix (Hara Rock] - Aarial
Density BellScuth GTEFL Sprint
0=5 50% 11.39% 3.3%
6-100 50% 11.39% 1. 1n
101-200 50% 17,240 2.9
201-650 50% 16,120 2.8%
€51-85%0 408 11,55 2.7
851-2550 0% 15.86% 2.5%
2551-5000 108 20.03% 2.5%
5001-106000 10% 13,240 2.
>10001 an 13,240 2.3
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Fiber Feeder Plant Mix (Normal and Soafr Rock] - Underground
Dansity BellSouth GTEFL Sprint

0=5 10% 86.91W 23.5%
6-100 15% B6.91% 25.8%
101-200 200 92.140 28, 6%
201 -650 254 50.78\ jl.8%
651-850 454 33,740 315,80
B51-2550 654 90.65\ 40.8%
2551-5000 BON 4. 7H 4. 2%
5001-10000 904 56.67% 5%.8%
»10001 954 96,67\ &7.8%

Fiber Feeder Plant Mix (Hard Rock) - Underground

Daneity BallSouth GTEFL Bprint

0-35 5\ BE6.91% 23.5%
&-100 10% BE.91N 2%5.8%
101-200 154 32.140 26. 6%
201-650 250 90.78% 31.8%
651=-850 35y 33.740 15.8%
851-2550 604 90.65% 40.8%
2551-5000 80N G94.7Th 47.2%
s001-10000 BS\ GE.GTY 55.8%
»10001 954 96.67% 67.8%
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Fiber Feeder Plant Mix (MNormal and Soft Rock] - HBurled

Dansity BallSouth GTEFL Sprint
0=5 50 12.89 T4.4
£-100 45 12.89 72.1
101-200 40 T.63 69.4
201-650 33 B.24 66.2
£51-850 30 5.13 62.3
B51-2550 25 7.48 57.4
2551~5000 20 2.97 51.1
5001-10000 10 o 42.7
>10001 5 0 0.8

Fiber Feeder Plant Mix (Hard Rock] - Burled

Dansity BallBcuth GTEFL Sprint
0=5 LEL 12.89% T4, 40
&-100 40% 12.89% TLH-'
101-200 354 T.63% 69.4%
201-650 25% B.24% G6. 2%
651-850 25% 5.13% 62.3%
851-255%0 20% T.48% 57.4%
2551-5000% 10% £.97% 51.1%
5001=-10000 5% 0 42.7%
>10001 Q 0 0. 8%
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Fiber Feeder Plant Mix (Normal and Scft Rock) - Aerial

Dansity BallScuth GTEFL Sprint
0-5% 40% 218 2.1%
6~-100 40% 21N 2.1%
101-200 404 248 2.0%
201-650 408 .37 2.00
651-850 25 1.13% 1.9
851-2550 10% 1.88% 1.84
_2551-5500 0 2.3 1.7%
5001-10000 o 3.3n 1.5%
>10001 0 3.1 1.4%

Fiber Feeder Plant Mix (Hard Rock) - Aerial

Dansity BallSouth GTEFL fprint
0=5 50 L2108 2.1%
6=100 50% -21% Z.1%
101=200 50% .24 |
201=-650 50% -3 Fd |
651=-850 40% 1.13% 1.9
B51=2550 20% 1.66% 1.B%
2551=-5000 10% Z.32% 1.7%
5001-10000 10% 3.23% 1.5%
»10001 5\ 3.3 1.4%
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Fiber Transport Plant Mix (Normal and Soft Rock! - Underground
Dansity BallBouth GTETFL Sprint
0-5 10% 86.511% 23.3%
&=-100 15% B6.51% 25.0%
101-200 20% 92.140 20.6%
201-650 25% 50, 74% 31.8%
651=-850 508 33.74% 15.6%
B51-2550 T5% 90,6514 40. 8%
2551=5000 BS% 54,70 47.2%
5001-10000 BYY 96,674 55,8%
»10001 85% 96,67 67.48%
Fiber Tranaport Plant Mix (Hard Rock) - Underground
Density BallBouth GTEFL Bprint
0=-5 an BE.91N 23.5%
6=100 10% B6.91N 25.8%
101=-200 15% 92. 1414 20.6%
201-650 25% S0. 784 31.8%
651-850 35% 93.74% i5.68%
851-255%0 G0N 90.65% 40.8%
2551-5000 HOWY 94.7% 47.2%
5001-10000 B5\ 86.F74 55.8%
>10001 954 G96. 6T 67.8%
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Fiber Transport Plant Mix (Normal and Soft Fock) - Buried
Dansity BallSouth GTEFL Sprint
0-5 Bov 12.89% T4.40
6-100 T8 12.89M 12.10
101-200 T4s 71.63% 69. 4%
201-650 70% B.24% 66.24%
651-850 471 5.13% 62.3%
851-2550 22% 7.48% 57.4%
2551-5000 15% 2.97% 51.1%
5001-10000 15% o 42.7%
>10001 5% 0 30.8n

Fiber Transport Plant Mix (Hard Rock) = Buried
Dansity BallBouth GTEFL Sprint ]
0=5 454 12.89% T4.4%
6-100 400 12.89% 12,10
101-200 EL] ] 7,630 69.4%
201-650 254 8,240 66.21%
651-8350 254 5.13% 62.2%
851-255%0 208 T.48% 57. 4%
2551-5000 10% 2.97% 51.1%
5001-10000 -1 0 12.Th
>»10001 0 0 Io.an




ORDER NO. PSC-99-006B-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 980€96-TP

reE APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES
Fiber Transport Plant Mix (Normal and Soft Rock) - ARerial
Dansity BallSouth GTEFL Sprint
0-5% 10% L2148 2.1\
6-100 By 21% 2.1%
101-200 6% 240 rd |
201-650 5% 97N 2%
651-B50 n 1.13% 1.9%
B51-2550 3% 1.88% 1.8%
2551-5%000 0 2.33% 1.7%
5001-10000 3.33% 1.5%
>10001 3.3n 1.4%

Fiber Transport Plant Mix (Hard Fock) - Aerilal

Dansity BallSouth GTEFL Sprint
0=-5 50w 21N 2,1:-
6-100 504 211 2. 1%
101-200 S0% 24N 24
201-650 504 370 2%
651-850 400 1.13% 1.9%
B51-2550 200 1.884 1,88
255%1-5000 10% 2.3 1.7%
5001-10000 10% 1,33 1.5%
>10001 54 1.3 1.4%
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Section V-M: Digital Loop Carrier Costs

DLC Remote Terminal

Size Recommendad Input
0 §22,011
25 22,013
a9 J4,824
87 27,038
121 14,889
193 40,263
241 80,189
385 96,111
671 119,518
1345 154,486

Central Officea Terminal

Size Recommended [nput
g §5,284
25 L. 444
19 5,785
a7 T.144
121 7,683
193 13,176
241 17,840
jgs 18,226
&£71 20,436
1345 25,470
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Hen-Extended HRange Line Carda
Slze Recommended Input
0 388
25 L]
49 ae
97 BA
121 -1
193 ga
241 16
38s T6
673 T6
1345 74
Exteanded Range Line Card
S5ize Racommended Iaput
Large 159
Small 147
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Section V-N: Terminal Costs

Indoor SAl Inputs

SIZE RECOMMENDED INPUT
100 1,102.64
200 1,975.68
300 Z,781.51
400 3,733.75
600 5.412.63
900 2,043.74
1200 10,825.25%
1800 13,456.37
2100 18,067.16
2400 21,500.11
3ooo 26,912.73
500 32,174.96
4200 317,587.59
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Outdoor SAI Inputs

SILE RECOMMENDED INPUT
o0 1,197.67
200 1,371.5%9
300 1,590.54
400 1,7%4.08
600 2,447,668
900 3,361.55
1200 4,039.73
1800 5,136.78
2100 G,684.45
2400 7.110.22
3000 f,623.59
3600 10,348.31
4200 12,073.01

Asrial Drop Terminal Inputs
BILE RECOMMENDED INPUTH

L £138
12 178
25 288 I

Buried Drop Terminal Inputs
BIZE RECOMMENDED IMPUTS

[ 5117
12 14%
25 £20
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Section V-0: Switching costs and associated variables
Standalone Coefficients, Host Coefficijents, and Remote Coefficients
Default values accepted.

Global Inputs, Switching Discount Adi., Factor Table, Partitioning
Percentages for Small Switches, Vendor Discounts for Small
Switches, and Investment Parameters for Small Switches

LECs’' proposed inputs for Global Inputs (except for the
Excess CCS Option), Switching Discount Adjustment Factor Table,
Partitioning Percentages for Small Switches, Vendor Discounts for
Small Switches, and Investment Parameters for Small Switches are
recommended.

BellSouth and GTEFL should include the Reserve CCS capacity
switching investment in the Usage category. Therefore, BellSouth
must zero out its dollar amount per line for 5ESS and DMS
host/standalone and remote switches. GTEFL did not provide this
information, so it should continue to remain blank ‘or GTEFL's
inputs.

Vendor Discounts for Small Switched and Investment Parameters
for Small Switches that the LECs’ input prices for Small Switches,
the BCPM defaults, remain as proposed.

State Default Table

BellSouth’s optional inputs be zerced out, as they are not
necessary.

GTEFL to use BellSouth’s Building Loading factor of 14.73
percent.

GTEFL use BellSocuth’s Telco E&l and Common Equipment & Power
Factors in this table.

GTEFL’s input for the Portion of S$S7 Usage Attributable to
Local Calling be changed to 25 percent.
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Remainder of the State Default Table inputs remain as
proposed.

Switch Discount Factor Table

100 percent of lines be considered new. For the discounts as
applied to the BCPM default cost curve, the same discount rate of
66 percent for both new and growth switches is recommended. MOF
and Protector discount rate of 29 percent.

GTEFL’s Use of GID Switcl

GTEFL use the BCPM default values for the placement of S5ESS
and DMS switches, in conjuncticn with switch discounts.

Section V=-P: Traffic Data {See Section V-0)

Section V-Q: Signaling System Costs

Signaling system costs Use BCPM 3.1 defaults inputs as
proposed by LECs:

$5.11 for residence

59.93 for busineas
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Section V-R:
Transport Inputs

Transport System Costs and Ascociated Variables

tandems

BellSouth | GTEFL Sprint
1. Maximum number of nodes on a B ;| B
ring
2. Alr to Route Factor 1.370 1.410 1.307
3. Access line to DSO trunk 6 [ 6
factor associated with host
remote links
4. RBccess line to DSO trunk 10 10 10
factor assoclated with host
tandem trunks
5. ¥Special access circuits to 5.0% 5.0% 14,76
the number of exchange access
lines
6. Maximum repeater spacing 40 40 40
(miles)
7. MOU per DS1 216,000 216,000 216,000
8. Does a 2 point (‘folded’) N N N
ring use separate routing for
the two sides
9, Percent of interoffice MOUs 25.004% 25.00% 56.7Th
that are EAS
10. Used to identify “like’ 11 7 7
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Fiber Factor Inputs

BellSouth | GTEFL Sprint
1. Mileage Equipment Aerial 33% 75.004% 75.00%
Fiber (per fiber mile)
2. Mileage Equipment Underground | 33% 75.00% 75.00%
Fiber (per fiber mile)
3. Mileage Equipment Buried 33 75.00% 75.00%
Fiber (per fiber mile)
4. Fiber Pole Factor 0.245 0.245 0.245
5. Fiber Conduit Factor 0.673 0.673 0.673
6. Miscellaneous Equipment & 0.06 0.06 0.06
Power Factor
7. Sheath Sharing Factor 0.63 0.63 0.63
8. Two Polint Sheath Sharing 0.5 0.5 .5
Factor
9. Fiber Mix - Aerial 9.9% 5.00% 2.00%
10. Fiber Mix - Underground 48.2% 30.00% 36.00%
11. Fiber Mix - Buried 41.9% 65.00% 62.00%

“or the Ring Size Table, staff recommends that a planning

threshold of 63.0 percent for OC3 be used by BellSouth, GTEFL, and

Sprint-Florida.

staff recommends that GTEFL use 85.0 percent,

Sprint-Florida have done.

For the remainder of the planning threshclds,
as BellSouth and

For the Equipment Price Table, staff recommends that GTEFL and

Sprint=-Florida use

BellSouth’s proposed

inputs.

proposed inputs are displayed in the table below.

BellSouth’sa
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uipment Price Inputs - BellSouth

Material Other Discount Utilization
Fiber Tip §72 §12 als B5%
Cable per
Fiber
Fiber Patch 5167 517 57% 5%
Fanel per
Fiber
Sonet 516,710 5878 41% MA
Terminal
Shelf (OC3)
-DS3 Cazd 53,745 5124 454 67%
-DS1 Card 5564 519 45% 100%
Sonet 535,656 51,874 41% MNA
Terminal
Shelf (0C12)
=0C3 Card S6,418 5235 39% HA
-3ps3Card $10,670 5346 464 31.8%
(0C12)
Sonet 575,742 £3,982 414 HA
Terminal
Shelf {0OC48)
-0C3 Card $14,435 5372 57% NA
-3DS3Card : $10, 6598 5282 564 22%
(OC48)
DSX3 Cross 57,016 $954 38N 274
Connect Shelf
-DEX3 Croas 5596 517 53% 274
Connect Card
DSX]1 Cross $1,490 55,210 50% BS54
Connect Jack
Field




ORDER NO,., PSC-99-006B-FOF-TF

DOCKET NO. 980696-TP

PAGE 487

APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

Hatniial Other Discount Utilization
Channel Bank 54,634 5277 33% g5%
Shelf
-Channel Bank | $299 512 a3 BS%
Card
Fiber 516,710 5878 41% HNA
Repeater
(OC3)
Fiber 535,656 51,874 41% MA
Repeater
(OC12)
Fiber 575,742 53,982 41% NA
Repeater
(OC48)

Support Ratlos

Saction V-5: Expanses

Account Support Ratio
Motor Vehicle 0.7957%
Special Purpose Vehicles 0.0003%
Garage Work Equipment 0.0287%
Other Work Equipment 0.7447%
Furniture 0.1833%
Office Support 0.8243%
General Purpose Computers 2.27430
TOTAL SUPPORT RATIO 4,8513%
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Expense to Investment Ratios

Account Expense to Investment Ratio
COE Switching .0866
COE Transmission .0249
Foles L0144
Aerial Copper Cable .0592
Aerial Fiber Cable .0098
Underground Copper Cable .0157
Underground Fiber Cable 0030
Buried Copper Cable .0413
Buried Fiber Cable .0052
Conduit 0119

Monthly Per Line Expenses

Account

Monthly Per Line Expense

Network Support

$0.04

General Support $0.80
Information Originating/ $0.36
Terminating

Other Property and Plant 50.01
Network Operations £1.12
Marketing 50.75
Services 51.47
Executive and Planning $0.07
General and Administrative §1.64
Uncollectibles $0.30
TOTAL $6.506
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Section V-T: Other Inputs

Wire Center Line Counts

Use actual wire center line
counts as proposed by LECs

Loop Cost Investment Cap

BellScuth, GTEFL, and Sprint-
Florida should use 54,350.

White Pages Directory Listing
Cost

BellSouth and Sprint-Florida use
GTEFL’s per line cost of $0.40
per line

Inputs Not Specifically
Addressed

Accept each LEC's proposed
inputs, BellSouth must first
remove the effects of use if
TPIs for forward-looking
adjustments,
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APFEMDIX B - BCPM RESULTS WITH COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUTS AND
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To be filed with the Commission’'s Report to the Leglislature and
incorporated by reference herein.
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